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For most archaeologists today, barrow digging represents the
archetypal antiquarian activity of the nineteenth century in particular;
there has been less appreciation of its place in eighteenth-century
work. Yet for all this acceptance of its importance there have been
few attempts to understand the work of the barrow diggers in terms

of their own aims and society. Fundamentally, then, this work has
been undertaken in the hope that it will take us some of the way towards
redressing the balance and, to this end, the writings of the barrow
diggers have been allowed wherever possible to speak for themselves.

Although the prime motivation in most barrow digging was the collection
of the objects accompanying the burial it should not be supposed that
other, often more overtly academic, aims were thereby excluded. In
these other aspirations, we can more clearly determine the relationship
of the barrow diggers to the broader intellectual aspirations of their
day. A clear watershed is observable in the third, fourth and fifth
decades of the nineteenth century when the previously secure links with
the topographical tradition several centuries old were severed in favour
of a more tenuous association with the newly emerging social sciences.
This is particularly reflected in barrow digging by a weakening
dependence upon classical sources and consequent increase in the use
of ethnographic examples to explain the phenomena observed during
barrow digging. Further there was an emphasis on the possibilities of
meaningful racial determinations from the human skeletal remains,
itself a result of the increasing racial concerns in a society seeking to
generate new approaches to alien cultures and peoples with the collapse
of the attitudes rooted in the acceptance of slavery. The appeal of
racial analyses diminished in the face of the growth of social evolutionary
theory which led in the latter years of the nineteenth century to the
emergence of typology in archaeological analysis. In general, the
approaches to excavation and analysis, though varied, show little
innovative intention on the part of the barrow diggers whose aspirations
were derived from outside views rather than generated by the demands



viii

of the material discovered. An important element in providing these
views was the county societies and museums founded in the period

after 1840 when antiquarian activities had become respectable in a way
not known in the preceding century. The journals and other activities
of these institutions both provided a wider diffusion of general aims and
aspirations and enable us to determine the increasing tempo of
anti~ruarian studies, including barrow digging, which was altogether
less individualistic than it had been in the eighteenth century.



All students of man and society who possess that first requisite
for so difficult a study, a due sense of its difficulties, are aware
that the besetting danger is not so much of embracing falsehood
for truth, as of mistaking part of the truth for the whole.

(J.S. Mill on Coleridge : Leavis, 1950, 105).



Introduction.



Before presenting any material it is important to define the limita-
tions of the study, for the records do not impose the same demar=-
cations as one would expect in a more orthodox archaeological
dissertation. The available information in this case has the same
limits common to all archaeological material but it does not offer
equivalent opportunities for collection into a corpus. Because this
work is essentially concerned with the archaeologists and not their
evidence the approach and treatment cannot be so clearly rooted in
the basic data. Historical studies such as this one are less
obviously concerned with the presentation of all the known material.
Rather the very quantity of available material demands that the aim
be the selection and documentation of a series of interpretations
which are themselves the product of even more basic analyses. It
is to these fundamental interpretations or value-judgements thatI
wish to address myself in this brief introduction.

Barrows are usually defined as earthen mounds, either long or
round, covering one or more burial deposits. This definition,
however, excludes similar monuments in which the covering
material is stone, these are termed cairns. Although this distinc-
tion has been recognised in the past, it had little significance except
perhaps in the case of megalithic tombs but even these were more
clearly divorced from other types on the basis of the stone structures
contained within the mound rather than the material of which the
mound was composed. The term 'barrow' may therefore be used,
without serious corruption, to embrace all forms of sepulchral
mound and it and 'cairn' become largely synonymous. Yet it does
not acquire sufficient flexibility to include all sepulchral monuments
and consequently I have not, except in rare instances, concerned my-
self with the digging of what were, at the time of their excavation,
graves without physical indications of their presence. This position
has necessarily excluded those prehistoric and Anglo-Saxon
cemeteries for which there is some evidence that the graves may



have been surmounted by small individual barrows and indeed from
which relics were recovered closely comparable to those from
barrow excavations. This particular situation is rendered less
anomalous when considered in the context of the barrow digger.

If a certain laxity has been shown in defining barrows for the pur-
poses of this study, 4 a somewhat firmer position is offered, by way
of compensation, in the assessment of what properly constitutes

the activities of a barrow digger. I would reserve the term for one
who excavated a barrow consciously knowing, or at least suspecting,
beforehand that it was a sepulchral mound. This must exclude
those persons who excavated burial deposits which were exposed by
agencies not concerned so to do, even where such work led to the
deliberate investigation of other, previously unexposed graves. Of
course, many active diggers were involved in both kinds of work

but I have deliberately limited my consideration to what, in the
current idiom, would be called research rather than rescue archae-
ology. The man who rescued the relics from a grave exposed in
the course of agricultural or industrial activities was very much on
a par with someone who saved a gold torc from being melted down.
Whilst they demonstrated that they had a more enlightened attitude
to objects of antiquity than many of their peers, this sort of activity
did not demonstrate in itself a serious motivation in those individuals
to know about the prehistoric or early historic past. Moreover, if
their work was solely of this kind they could only exceptionally make
a serious contribution to the antiquarian attitudes of their time.

A firm emphasis on the research side of barrow digging in the past
carries with it implications for the time-scale of such a study. The
recognition of when the research element began in barrow digging is
essentially a factor of documentation in that research necessarily

1 Marsden, 1974, for example, has largely reserved its use for
prehistoric round barrows.



embodies the aim of publication. That this aim is not achieved,

as in the case of Faussett during his lifetime, must seriously impair
the influence of an individual researcher on subsequent studies but it
should not require his exclusion from a study like this one. More
importantly, we should not allow documentation to become all=-
embracing or to dominate our definitions to such an extent that a
starting point is simplistically sought in the earliest example of
barrow digging into which one can read a research aspect. What is
required is not the isolated excavation of a barrow, which may have
a research aim, but a series of excavations which, by their duplica-
tion, emphasise that what we are interpreting as a research interest
in the past is not mere idle curiosity finding an opportunity for
gratification, Such a series cannot, I believe, be demonstrated to
have been undertaken before the activities of Stukeley and his
colleagues in the early eighteenth century.

It is by no means surprising that the eighteenth century witnessed
the growth of a research interest in barrow digging. Developments
in the approach to scientific problems in the late seventeenth and
early eighteenth centuries were revolutionary in their impact.2
The subsequent interest in phenomena which, although trivial in
themselves, were of some intrinsic interest had obvious implications
for archaeological studies primarily concerned with the detritus of
past ages. S At its best, this new attitude was to become grafted on
to a pre-existing fieldwork tradition in the form of research excava-
tion augmenting the material already acquired by the more familiar
topographical methods. Of course, these topographical activities
were intertwined with historical studies which had begun to show,
from the beginning of the sixteenth century, an independence of

political and societal needs. The collapse of the British History and

2 Surveyed in Hazard, 1935.
3 Piggott, 1950, 1-17; Hunter, 1971,



the confrontation with, rather than the documentation of, ancient
prophecies betoken the very considerable change from a cyclical
to a linear view of the past. 4 Within this new framework, the
problems of the situation in the past beyond historical sources were
a good deal less avoidable than they had been with the mythological
answers inherent in the previous attitudes. The topographical
methodology represented a reasonable and obvious approach in the
newly developing situation but it could only advance the situation so
far, Schemes such as that of John Aubrey concerned with the
chronology and development of English medieval architecture, #
could find no echo in studies of earlier monuments for the neces-
sary and basic information about them was not available. Thus,
by the eighteenth century it was clear that in the whole field of
historical studies the discernment of meaningful patterns in the
past required new approaches. 6 In antiquarian activities, the
changes were undramatic and tentative but from the time of Stukeley
onwards there is a clear element of continuity in the field of exca-
vation. This aspect remained firmly integrated into a predomin-
antly topographical approach until well into the nineteenth century.
Clearly, barrows offered good opportunities of reward for those
who excavated them, since the treasure-seeking of former day37
had shown that if they did not generally contain treasure they did at
least usually furnish artifactual material. But, unlike the casual
finds which resulted from non-archaeological activities, purposive
excavation required the development of a philosophy and method-
ology specific to this new tool.

Kendrick, 1950, 78-133; Piggott, 1956; Thomas, 1971, 510-13.
Colvin, 1968,

Thomas, 1971, 513-14,

Thomas, 1971, 279-80; Grinsell, 1953, 110-11,
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If, then, it can be accepted that Stukeley's excavations form a
suitable starting point and, perhaps less contentiously, that the
publication of Mortimer's work and the transfer of the Greenwell
collection to the British Museum in the first decade of the twentieth
century a sensible ending, it remains to outline the approach adopted
in this study. Itis firmly sociological and not biographical in
intent. It is concerned with defining and documenting general
attitudes in contrast to a detailing of individual events. In saying
this, there is no intention to deny that individual events in aggrega-
tion are a clear demonstration of general attitudes but rather to
emphasise my unhappiness with the anecdotal approach. ¥or
although often entertaining, and indeed horrifying on occasions, the
use of anecdotes has encouraged an explicit contrast with contem-
porary procedures and thought without highlighting the attitudes of
the dramatis personae. It draws attention to the fact that work
undertaken in the past has a different evidential value to that being
done now without providing sufficient material to understand those
differences. I have not been primarily concerned with analysing
the work of past barrow diggers in terms of its value as evidence
today because I do not feel this area of analysis has much to offer
if it anticipates or substitutes for attempts te define the attitudes
current when the excavations were undertaken., Ideally, the two
aspects are interdependent but source criticism is relegated to a
position of inference in this study because I believe in the primacy
of defining people's concepts in the past in their own terms, itself
a sufficiently complex task.in this preliminary consideration, and
because good source criticism has many more aspects that I have
adopted here as my limited aims. It would, for instance, require
the comparison of data still available with the statements of past
antiquaries. My own aims are linked to the hope that this work
will provide a firm basis for such analysis.



In part, the rejection of an explicitly biographical approach is a
response to the source material available. The bulk of the infor-
mation presently available on the activities of barrow diggers in
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries is contained in the published
reports of the actual excavations. Such reports of the discoveries
met with in the course of barrow digging were consciously written
in a style which affords little in the way of biographical information
and in a manner which closely corresponds to that still acceptable
today. These 'scientific' statements can be supplemented by
published obituaries of major workers but these adopted such a
eulogistic tone as to offer only the barest image of the person
involved. In order to penetrate this cover, one has to have access
to the letters and notes of the individual concerned. Here the |
situation is patchy in the extreme: the largest collection, the
papers of William and Thomas Bateman, number several thousand
letters whereas the Mortimer papers number some two dozen,
mainly articles in manuscript, and there is no Greenwell collection
as such, with the small number of surviving letters scattered
through other extant collections and this despite references to the
Greenwell papers in published work of the 1930s. 8 Further,
barrow diggers did not treat their antiquarian correspondence as
they would have done their business letters and so, even in the best
preserved collection, there are very few copies of their replies to
the correspondence Which has been so meticulously preserved.
Although many significant letters probably remain undetected among
miscellaneous papers in both private and public collections, I have
tried to consult all the relevant manuscript material. In only one
instance, a small faded notebook of F.C. Lukis, are there copies
of letters received and written concerning antiquarian affairs. This
solitary example highlights how much one loses with only half, and
usually the least informative half, of the correspondence intact.

It could be argued that the correspondence between Colt Hoare and

8 Cowen, 1933, 202, although he does not claim to have seen them
personally.



Cunnington provides a more meaningful and substantive example of
a complete collection but the peculiarity of their relationship does
not allow the interpretation of their correspondence as being that
between persons acknowledging their equality even in antiquarian
pursuits. Their complementary roles were so structured that
Colt Eoare's position always remained the one with the authority
which could, if necessary, override reasoned argument in cases of
dispute. It would be difficult, therefore, to adopt a biographical
approach when the evidence for a clear understanding of either the
genesis and development of antiquarian attitudes or the relation-
ship of those attitudes to a more general philosophy is, in any
individual case, almost wholly absent or at best distorted. Yet,
one can chart the development of general attitudes among barrow
diggers and their relationship to wider archaeological concepts and,
where apposite, to the feelings and views of society in general.

This is not intended as a firm advocacy of the total irrelevance of
biographical data. Firm information in this field is of considerable
importance but it is clear, as Marsden's recent Wt::rk9 has
admirably demonstrated, that any attempt to use such material as
the basic element in this kind of study will lack cohesion. Perhaps
these biographical details do have an intrinsic value but they require
a firmer framework than has generally been offered hitherto if they
are to acquire some significance; to state them is not to explain
their relevance. Associated with this simple stating of biographical
information has been the cult of 'the first' - the searching for the
first person to do or say something that finds an echo in modern
practices. Of course, the definition of new ideas and approaches
and the actions that reflect them is an essential part of historical
analysis. Yet concern only with those aspects which have relevance
for today's procedures is most unsatisfactory for it implies a more

9 Marsden, 1974,



sequential development than can be realistically demonstrated. It
is a situation not unlike that in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries
when apparently prophetic statements contained in the writings of
earlier commentators acquired considerable importance on the
basis of the same widespread belief in the prescience of former
generations. Thus, the priority cannot be the careful definition
of only those elements which have the clearest kinship with con-
temporary practices.

The weakness of a biographical approach is further emphasised by
the absence of major creative thinkers among the barrow diggers.
The differentiation of major from minor figures is largely related

to the number of barrows excavated and not to the individual's
contribution to the development of the subject. The changes in
approach clearly discernible during the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries are more obviously the collective reaction of barrow
diggers to wider developments in archaeological thinking and hence,
the concerted aims and activities of those who excavated barrows,
together with the description and definition of their thoughts and
works, must form the primary concern of this study. The approach
I regard as essentially sociological although the word is not used in
a specific fashion in that there is no close documentation through

the use of numerical techniques since the data is too incomplete.

But this study is attempting to explore aspects of the communication
and development, in the face of accumulating information, of new
ideas among men whose lack of antiquarian specialisation produced a
mixture of positive and negative influences.

Finally, it is necessary to sketch out the specific framework in which
I have attempted to develop this approach. In rejecting an overtly
biographical treatment, I have also abandoned a chronological
analysis where each chapter treats of a specific period within a
larger time-scale. Instead, the chapters are thematic within the



wider themes of each section but in every chapter I have tried to
maintain the chronological development of each concept as far as
this is feasible., Vi thin the confines of chronology, superimposed
on a thematic approach, I have tried to organise the material at my
disposal under three basic headings : the diggers, the barrows and
the antiquarian society. The first is concerned with the aims and
motivations of the men involved, with what they believed they were
achieving in broad antiquarian terms and how they chose to present
their discoveries. The second section deals with the manner in
which the excavations were planned and executed and the analysis
of the finds, both structures and objects, that were the product of
these excavations. The final section looks at the antiquarian
society of which these activities formed part. Essentially, it is
concerned with the organisations, societies and museums, without
attempting any summary of the general growth of antiquarian ideas.
I have concentrated on the establishment and growth of the
infrastructure without which the generation of new thoughts and con-
cepts would have been slow and tedious. Few of the major figures
were overtly involved with these organisations except at a national

level but many of the less ambitious diggers drew much support from

local societies. Their publications, for instance, provide the basis
of any analysis of the efforts of these workers and it is not without
significance that most of the barrow digging about which we have
least information took place before the establishment of a county
society in the respective areas, a feature especially noticeable in
Yorkshire. Itis, therefore, important to understand the social and
intellectual roles of these organisations which were at one and the
same time encouraging the inclinations of these minor diggers and
providing the yardsticks by which they operated.

Necessarily, this interest in the organisational developments in
antiquarian studies means that the final section is heavily biased
towards the period after 1840, It has long been recognised that

10



around 1840 there occurred major changes of attitude in regard to
archaeological work although less emphasis has generally been
placed on the major alterations in the organisational basis of the
subject than on the changes themselves, Of course, these
alterations in organisation were in part reflecting and in part
generating the changes in attitude but once these attitudinal changes
had taken place the recently developed institutions did much to
ensure the permanency of the new views on the relevance of
archaeology. Before the appearance of this new organisational
framework, antiquarian activities had a more individualistic air
about them although remaining within the limits imposed by most
antiquaries having had an education largely based on classical
studies. Among the barrow diggers 1840 is a less obviously
important date but its general relevance has caused me to use it
as though it was of similar significance in my discussions in the
first section.

The approach, then, which I have adopted is essentially sociological
in that it is concerned with general views and actions and, as far

as is possible, the explanations of those general developments but

it does not involve the total rejection of biographical or chronological
interpretations. It does, however, seek to subordinate and thereby
to integrate them into a less individualistically based analysis. The
premises which I am here advocating will not have the same validity
throughout the whole period under consideration. The evidence
available on barrow digging in the eighteenth century is such that
when one speaks of a general opinion it is in terms of such a small
group of barrow diggers compared to that which one would be con-
sidering in the mid-nineteenth century that it is legitimate to question
the value of establishing a general opinion at all. This problem is,
however, greatly reduced by the realisation that the opinions which
were commonly held in the eighteenth century are less rooted in
strictly antiquarian views and more in the wider society's view of the
past. Even so, an effective resolution of this dilemma may demand
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more concern with the individual than would be offered in the
analyses of the nineteenth century but I remain convinced of the
essential validity of my approach. For this reason I have
attempted this initial explanation of my position and in so doing
have sought to emphasise that the adoption of basic guiding tenets
is not incompatible with flexibility in interpretation and analysis.



The Barrow Diggers



1 ‘'Curiosity or avarice' - motivation and attitudes to excavation.



'Curiosity or avarice’, thought Thomas Pownall, 'has excited many
persons at different periods to examine into the interior parts of
those repositories of the dead; the former in hopes of recovering
from the oblivion of the grave something at least which might give
an insight into the manners and customs of forraor times, which
might become a leading mark to the reviviscence of the history of
those times; the other, instigated only by the sordid hope of
plunder, ol Pownall's views, expressed in a paper read in 1770,
were offered before most of the barrow digging with which we are
here concerned had taken place but they provide one of the o
expressions of the motivation and attitude to excavation among
barrow diggers advanced in the eighteenth or nineteenth centuries.
Since it is the excavation of burial mounds that provide the unity in
this study, we must properly begin with some consideration of why
certain antiquaries chose to excavate barrows and what their general
attitude to this particular technique was, in order to establish as far
as possible the personal factors affecting their use of excavation
rather than the general aims which they believed were being furthered
by its adoption. We shall not be concerned with the avaricious
plunderers but can tease several strands from Pownall's embracing
heading 'curiosity’.

A very few after Pownall owned that curiosity had led them to excavate
in burial mounds® but in the nineteenth century it had become altogether
improper to admit that this was one's motivation for, as Wylie
observed in the 1850s,

No branch of archaeology appears to excite more general
interest than sepulchral research in our own land, or in

those foreign lands whose early inhabitants were, so to speak,
kinsman of our forefathers. This widely-diffused interest

of our day happily differs altogether from the indiscriminate
curiosity cf a preceding age.

1 Pownall, 1773, 237.
2 e.g. Boston, 1884, 3C6.
3 Wylie, 1857, 445.
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Even if one can be less confident of the eradication of 'indiscriminate
curiosity’ there can be no doubt that the growing interest in barrow
excavation meant that explanations for such work became both less
necessary and more obviously couched in terms of wider academic
aims. Moreover, as the results of excavations became known,

there were far fewer who excavated mounds in order to establish
whether they were of a sepulchral nature for this had rapidly become
a basic unchallengeable assumption. : There was, then, by the nine-
teenth century less reason for barrows to be excavated by those with
mild interest in the purpose of the mounds and more need for rather
sophisticated explanations for such activities. The latter aims are
discussed in the next two chapters in terms of their relationship

with more general antiguarian aspirations but they dd not help us to
understand why it was that some antiquaries chose to further those
aims with large-scale barrow excavations and even less why the
occasional barrow digger, operating at one further remcve from the
general aims than the major excavators, should indulge in such work.
Some broad suggestions, based on occasional remarks in the barrow-
digging literature, are all that can be offered.

Clearly, an important factor among major barrow diggers was their
seeing or taking part in barrow excavations during their youth or
early adulthood with a conseguent nurturing of the desire to do like-
wise when financial or cther considerations allowed, Some inter-
esting sequences can be developed particularly involving Douglas and
Bateman. Thomas Bateman was his father's only son and because of
the early loss of his mother =nd kis own bad heo!th he was almost
entirely educated ai home, circumstances which permitted his taking

4 For an example of excavation to test the sepulchral nature of the
mound see Dalrymple, 1866, 276.
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5 These exca-

part in barrow excavations conducted by his father.
vations were sometimes undertaken with Hayman Rooke and Samuel
Pegge and this may be what Barnard Davis meant when he noted

that 'B[ateman ] first began bar [row] opening ... with a man employed
by D [ouglas]" although there is no clear indication that Rooke and
Douglas were involved in anything other than correspondence. 6
Further, although Rooke was working in Nottinghamshire and Douglas
was 'promised the ransacking of' some mounds in Leicestershire, U
which meant their work was sufficiently close geographically for
collaboration to have taken place, it is unlikely that Barnard Davis
would have described Rooke as 'employed' by Douglas and not have
mentioned him by name. Douglas had also, more directly, encour-
aged Gideon Mantell in his 'juvenile explorations' among barrows on
the downs of Sussex and Bateman aided the work of Sarnuel Carrington,
who began digging with Bateman's father, and Llewellyn Jewitt. 8
Similarly, Dean Merewether saw his first barrow opened by Colt
Hoare who, in addition to his relationship with Cunnington, gave his
patronage to William Miles and Richard Iremonger and, later in the
century, Pitt-Rivers began his barrow excavations with Canon
Greenwell, while F,C, Lukis appears to have had his interest
aroused by seeing an excavation in 1811, ’ Thus, there is a clear
pattern of some excavators having been actively or passively encour-
aged by witnessing the work of already acknowledged barrow diggers.
Such a factor would not have entered the lives of the two tradesmen

barrow diggers, Cunnington and Mortimer, for they both lacked

5 Goss, 1889, 172; Gents. Mag., October 1861, 450.

6 Smith, 1883, 17; Barnard Davis papers, note made between
1854 and 1858 : Roy. Anthrop. Inst. Mss. 140, 4.

7 Bateman, 1852; Douglas to H.G. Faussett, 8 August 1783;
Soc. Ant. Lond. Mss. 723, fol. 57.

8 Mantell, 1846, 133; Goss, 1889, 171.

9 Merewether, 1851, 27; Gray, 1905, v & xvi; F.C. tuxis,
1849, 323.
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sufficient social standing to be so invited. Indeed, they represent
the reverse side of the coin since achievements in barrow digging,

as with any other scientific activity, offered access to a world which
was otherwise closed to them. 10 Cunnington was much the more
successful of the two, in terms of acceptance by his social superiors,
after 'Doctors Fothergill and Beddoes told me I must ride out or

die ... yet for 22 years I paid as great attention to business as any
man I know, nor even till within these four or five years ever rode

a quarter of a mile out of my way to see any ~utiquiiies’. i The
social standing which accrued to Cunnington never came to Mortimer,
who, interestingly, had scen barrows opened as a child though not

as a result of an invitation, 12 because, one suspects, of the increas-
ing middle-class element in antiquarian matters derived from the
county and national scocieties with the consequent erosion of the
aristocratic generosity of which Cunnington was the beneficiary.

That Cunnington did acquire an extraordinary social standing as a
result of his barrow digging skill is shown by the hostility towards
the dedication to him in Ancient Wiltshire,

In an analysis of the sentiment called delicacy, which is
found in some hearts, it may fairly bear a question, whether
the officious and immoderate flattery of an inferior, or the
gracious and coarsely avowed condescension of a patron, be
the more intolerable, 13

Finally, one must recall that despite the impact of seeing a barrow
opened or the social advantages which accrued from the pursuit of
barrow digging or the demands of one's doctors, some diggers
frankly admitted an interest in their native counties which had been

10 The problems provided by the broadening of the scientific
community are discussed in Foote, 1954, particularly p. 448-49 &
450-51. See also Foote, 1952,

11 Cunnington letters, to James Cobb, 24 January 1804,
12 Mortimer, 1905, 84, f.n.
13 CQuarterly Review, 5, 1811, 114.




with them since their youth. Warne wrote of Ancient Dorset that
'the subject was undertaken from a sense of tribute to the ancient

remains of my native county, which had occupied my attention from

my early years' whereas Borlase was even more impassioned,

Brought up from childhood in my dearly loved county

of Cornwall, where... the love of the natale solum is
the predominant inspiration of life, surrounded on all
sides, as soon as my rambles took me beyond the
range of cultivation, by the monuments of a prehistoric
past, many of which lay on my father's estate, and
prompted to interest myself specially in them by the
fact that I had before me, not only the example, but the
actual MS. collections of my great-great-grandfather,
Dr. Borlase, whose book, the "Antiguities of Cornwall",
is a classic amongst works on Archaeology, it was no
wonder that the interest of my life... centred itself on
the elucidation of a subject to which I seemed to be by
nature called. 14

Necessarily, the major barrow diggers were committed antiquaries,
'as complete an enthusiast as I ever met with in my life' was
Hasted's description of Douglasi15 but he could have been speaking
of any of the major barrow excavators.. Yet it is important to
recall that for all of them it was only a leisure activity, even for
Faussett who was 'most sincerely sorry that [he] ever took ordersf,
and the recreational aspect was greater for those who were only
occasionally involved in barrow digging. 'It is one of the advantages
belonging to the present day', wrote a reviewer of Colt Hoare's
Ancient Wiltshire in 1811, 'that men of rank and fortune have many
objects, unknown in ruder times, to wean them, not only from
sensual gratification, but also from amusements, not perhaps actually
criminal, yet gross and inelegant. Duties there always were in that
rank, as in every other, to be fulfilled; but the demands of duty are

16

14 Warne to F,.C, Brooke, 13 October 1875 : in my possession;
Borlase, 1897, vii,

15 Nichols, 1822, 648.
16 Nichols, 1818, 557,
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never unremitted : and when the peer or opulent commoner had
discharged all that he owed to his country in parliament, or on the
bench, and all that was due to his family or dependents at home,
many irksome voids would remain which could scarcely be filled up
but by the pleasures of the chace and the table'. h¢ It is not too
fanciful to interpret barrow digging, as this reviewer has, as a more
elevated pursuit than other field sports but sharing many elements

in common. Borlase reiterated the point when speaking of 'those
same wild granite hills, where in the winter time the sportsman may
delight himself in the destruction of the living, the antiquary during
many a long summer's day may engage himself, perhaps almost as
pleasurably, in the resuscitation of the dead'. 18 Others were
similarly to extol the 'active exercise on the breezy downs' or write
of barrow digging in terms that suggested that ils pursuit was not far
19 Indeed, the description of Greenwell's

barrow diggings in the Times became so sporty as to draw a sharp

removed from other sports.

rebuke from Llewellyn Jewitt who felt "the whole matter ... no better
than an archaeological battue, the object of which is to destroy the
largest number of barrows in the least possible time, and to ""bag"
the spoils in order that the unenviable achievement may be duly

20 Notwithstanding
Jewitt's finer feelings, the excavation of a barrow did afford the

chronicled in the Times and other Journals'.

opportunity for convivial and like-minded company in an open-air

setting strongly reminiscent of other, more orthodox s;porl:s;21 one

even invited one's friends and neighbours just as might be done for a

22

day's shooting. Further, the digging was approached with feelings

17 Quarterly Review, 5, 1811, 111,

18 Borlase, 1872, x.

19 Thurnam, i86v, 336; Pennington, 1877, 13.

20 Jewitt, 1868a,80.

21 See Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, viii for some apposite comments.

22 e.g. Bateman correspondence, J.J. Briggs, 2 May 1857.



akin to those associated with field-sports, success was encouraging,
especially early in one's career, but not assumed. 43 Yet excavation
was not to be undertaken haphazardly without any prospect of success
as Pitt-Rivers discovered when he proposed an excavation in Dane's
Dyke for he did not receive 'much encouragement from [his] archaeo-
logical friends, most of whom thought, and with much reason, that
the chance of finding anything in the small pertion excavated was too

remote to warrant the undertaking'.24

Success is a key word which occurs constantly in the writings of
barrow diggers and provides a clear indication of one of the prime
motivations in barrow excavation since it is invariably z:sociated with
the finding of the burial and its accompanying objects. Nowhere does
any barrow digger cxpiicitly state that his reason for excavating was
primarily to discover and collect the objects associated with the
burials, with the exception of Raphoe who was aKsed by his neighbour
Sir Walter Synnot to open a cairn 'in exnectation of discovering some
s'. £ Yet the constant adoption of the finding of the interment as
the criterion of success or failure shows that this must have been so

urn

and one has only to recall the very considerable collections, which
Bateman, Greenwell and Mortimer amassed, 2 for example, and the
prestige which accrued to their owners in the antiquarian world, to
understand the motivation which this gave to their excavations. Both
Bateman and Mortimer, whose interests and collecting habits were
enceuraged by a visit to the Great Exhibitic.. .. 1851, were collectors

as boys and Mortimer, at least, seems to have gone in for barrow
27

digging in order to expand the range of his collection. Almost from

23 Hoare, 1812, 82; Pennington, 1877, 26.
24 Pitt-Rivers, 1882, 463.
25 Raphoe, 1806, 409,

26 Now respectively housed in Sheffield, the British and Hull museums.

27 Goss, 1889, 172; Mortimer, 1905, vii-ix.
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the beginning of serious barrow digging there was a distaste for

the mere collector, Douglas used the term as one of condemnation
of Lord Winchilsea in 1785. e
aggressive in his statements about collectors,

Greenwell, was a good deal more

still more [barrows] have been destroyed under the
influence of a curiosity almost as idle, be persons
indeed of better education, but who have thought that
enough was gained if they found an urn to occupy a
vacant place in the entrance hall, or a jet necklace or
a flint arrow-point for the lady of the house to show,
with other trifles, to her guestis requiring amusement??

and Warne voiced these sentiments in a similar tone. 2t The
distinction between the collectors and the accusers was never very
clearly drawn although the willingness to publish the results of their
efforts, the recognition of other reasons for excavation and the

clear formulation of wider academic aims to separate the major
barrow diggers from the collector. However, a degree of cynicism
is in order when reading the pious attacks on the collecting fraternity
especially in view of the petty squabbling in which many, even the
most senior, barrow diggers indulged. e Despite the clear concern
with the acquisition of the burial goods there is little indication that
barrows were dug for the immediate pecuniary profit to be gained
from the sale of the finds although this might be an explanation of
William Chaffers, the well-known dealer's, barrow digging in the
1840s since the minimal nature of the publication does not suggest he

was much motivated by any academic aims. S8

Additional factors for which evidence is available are less specifi-
cally relateable to barrow digging except in giving added emphasis

28 Douglas to H. G, Faussett, 4 February 1785; Soc. Ant. Lond.
Mss. 723 fol. 62.

29 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, v.
30 Wwarne, 1866, mopr, 2.

31 See Evans, 1943, 123 for an account of such a squabble between
Greenwell and one of the Mortimer brothers, probably Robert in view
of his published remarks, Mortimer, 1868.

32 Chaffers, 1844.
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to the points outlined above. Not surprisingly there was a good

deal of sensitivity towards the past among many barrow diggers,

'in truth there were many things in the interior of these old-world
burying-places to set the thoughtful man thinking, and the specula-
tive man imagining, guessing, reconstructing' wrote

Rev. J.C. Jéﬂstkins:cm33 but whether the hazy images which such

thought conjures up were anything more than an affinity for the

past is difficult to establish. Usually such thoughts form part of

an explicit contrast with the present34 and one feels could have been
prompted by any scene or object of antiquity without being overly
related to barrow excavations. Just occasionally are we afforded

a glimpse of a thought, uniting past, present and future, which must
have crossed the minds of many diggers throughout the eighteenth

and nineteenth centuries. 'On these [mounds], ' wrote R.S. Ferguson,
'more than one would-be explorer has cast longing eyes, and dreamed
of great finds of British, Roman, English or Danish antiquities, which
would hand his name down to posterity along with those of Belzoni

or Greenwell', 5 surely a statement encapsulating a thought which
only the most diffident of barrow diggers would not have had lurking
among his motivations.

There was little discussion of the advisability of excavation and what
there was was restricted to eighteenth century diggers while in the
nineteenth century the matter received the unquestioning acceptance
that there could be 'no certainty without prying into and examining the
bowels and contents of them, and even that is ﬁardly sufficient in all
cases’'. 20 Such a position was supported by the widespread appreci-
ation of a high level of destruction of prehistoric monuments, a

33 Atkinson, 1891, 147,

34 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 233-34; Mortimer, 1905, xii.
35 Ferguson, 1888, 117.

36 Pegge, 1785, 139, See also Douglas, 1793, 137.
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justification for excavation not altogether unfamiliar today. The

i and later r:;ul\ai,'ay's.38

threat came from the builders of turnpikes
but most importantly it derived from agricultural and industrial
activity. The relative significance depended upon the area in

which the barrow digger worked, F.C. Lukis singled out the

granite industry and Borlase mining while Warne and Mortimer
thought of agriculture as the primary destructive agent and Greenwell
noted the greater dangers to stone cairns than earth mounds. &2
Woodruff felt that the 'more advanced state of cultivation' in Kent
explained why so few barrows were found there in comparison with
Yorkshire, Wiltshire or Dorset. 20 This recognition of the dangers
seldom led to excavation in advance of destruction although a few
cases are documented41 in which this clearly was the prime
motivation. More often, the presence of such threats was used
rather as an explanation or justification for work that would have
been "nJcrtaken in any case since the failure of most diggers to
structure their research in a manner which responded to the threats
in a specific way demonstrates the lack of commitment to any form

of rescue excavation.

The motivation behind individual excavations is occasionally contained
in the literature but it is generally the more bizarre or unrealistic
hopes that "= o recorded. Though clearly important in demon-
strating the range of motivations that caused people to excavate burial
mounds they offer little or no insight into the reasons behind the more
important barrow diggers' work. Among the more reasonable

37 Bray, 1785, 178.
38 Smith, 1848, 235-36; Joass, 1864b, 311.

39 F.C., Lukis, 1849, 324; Borlase, 1872, ix; Warne, 1866, mopr,
1-2; Mortimer, 1905, ix-x; Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 378.

40 Woodruff, 1874, 17.

41 Glover, 1814, 326; Lewis, 1857, 296; Warne, 1866, mopr, 46;
Fortey, 1885, 445; Money, 1885, 18.
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justifications were previous finds, g2 the unusual external appearance

of the l:aarrow43 and the attempt to establish the relationship between
barrows and adjacent non-sepulchral field monuments. = A few
diggers were actuated either wholly or in part by specific research
aims as with human skeletal material which Thurnam and Bryce sought
as their primary objective and which Rhind thought of as a subsidiary
but nevertheless important result of his digging. 43 These were quite
legitimate aspirations related to current beliefs and research aims

but even contemporary thought must have been alarmed at the excava-
tions of a cairn to discover whether it covered the body of Trahearne
ap Caradog or that 'the name, '"Clacharie', in Celtic signifying

""Stones of Judgement" incited us to dig there’'. 40

Without anticipating the wider discussion of techniques contained in
chapter four some observations can be usefully made at this point on
the general attitudes to excavation prevalent among barrow diggers.
We have already noted that the value and correctness of excavation as
a technique did not receive much consideration and it is, therefore,
important to assess the consequences of this failure in both procedural
and attitudinal matters. Before attempting any detailed analysis it
will be valuable to look at a description of a day's barrow digging
written by Rev. S. Isaacson to Charles Roach Smith:

Like a good resurrection man, I was up yesterday at
five or before six; - masticated my mutton, donned my
sexton's livery - shoulder'd spade; - poised my pick
axe, and vaulted into the vehicle, destined to convey
the corpus of a living I-saxon to the grave of the
departed Saxon or British., The morning was very

42 Douglas, 1793, 91, 99, 157; St.- !, 1866a, 99.
43 Mander, 1776, 274; Warne, 1866, mopr, 28.

44 W, A, Miles to Rev. T, Rackett, 21 May 1868 : Dewar, 1965,
+4-55; Goudie, 1873, 215.

45 Thurnam, 186%9a, 49; Bryce, 1903, 59; Rhind, 1854, 103.
46 Davies, 1857, 304; Simpson, 1864, 222.
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much like the generality of mornings, and appeared
totally unconscious of the mighty works about to be
undertaken - the sun paid no marked respect to
Isaacson, not an extra ray or a higher degree of
caloric. The... lambkins as we progressed looked
up vacantly, resumed their ... labours, and really
appeared to consider us merely ordinary bipeds.
What stolidity amongst things animate and inanimate!
If they had been looking at Albert Way and Bromet
they might have been forgiven! !

The country through which we passed was to me at

once novel and interesting. The hills of a strikingly

bold character, and almost every one possessing that
object of attraction, that archaeological magnet, a
visible barrow. After a pleasant ride, diversified by
agreeable discussions on men and manners, bones and
bon hommie :- and taking a Plutarchal view of the

merits of Smith and Way, Wright and Bromet, and such
distinguished parallels, at the third watch, ... we
reached the goal and at once set to with hearty good
[cheer]| - Bateman worked like an Ajax unlike the
degenerate diggers of our day - I, Stephen the Saxon,
used both my eyes, which were intently fixed upon the
operations, and soon extracted from the soil a rat's
tooth! This was speedily followed by dental and tibial
portions of other animals - which prepared us for the
kist-which was duly developed - but of a rather peculiar
character, having a large stone running through the centre,
herein wediscovered the bones of several children, and
portions of the skull, etc. of one adult, a 1 ;: _ortion
of a dark coarse urn and one flint. On excavating at
another spot, which appeared like a Live of barrows, we
met with human debris and two flints, one a saw, and the
usual accompaniment of rats bones in vast quantities.
Whilst we, the aristocrats of antiquaries, were thus
engaged, we had an outlying picket at work in the distance,
at a barrow of most imposing appearance, for never did
anything promise better, or produce worse. But then the
operatives were not conservatives, and did not work like
practical and scientific barrow-knights. Bones well
picked reminded us, however, of the calls of nature -
and Mrs. Bateman's contributions to our excavation
comforts were duly lauded : pie fit for a pope - beer and
brandy worthy of Baronial halls - and cigars of a quality
to gratify a Count's lips and nose, were discovered - and
then to work upon a mountain, for such was in truth our
post-[lunch] cairn - here Bateman, again, like a giant
refreshed with wine, made the masses of rock vanish at
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his magic touch, or stalwart blows - and a small [ piece]
of brass was the reward. Thereupon we retired to the
good woman at Stearndale - as the headless female in
front of the hotel is maliciously styled - offered an excuse
of tobacco, and a libation of brandy to the [ deceased] we
had disturbed, returned to our virtuous couches, and
slept the sleep that honest and industrious antiquaries

can alone enjoy. 47

it has been thought worthwhile to make this extensive quotation not
only because the passage invokes the general feelings of barrow
diggers for their activities but also it contains allusions to more
specific attitudes with which we are here concerned. Despite the
facetious and punning tone which marks it as the work of the author

of Barrow Digging by a Barrow Knight, Isaacson has captured the
supreme air of confidence and rectitude that barrow diggers had from
the early Victorian period and which provided the basis of the problems
that were to bedevil their work during the rest of the century. The
use of the phrase 'resurrection men', echoed later in the century by
Pennington's remark that his friends called his work 'body -snatching’',
reflects the absence of any of the social sanctions clearly implicit

in Douglas's description of spade and pick-axe as 'unceremonious
despoilers of the enshrined dead’'. s The weakening of these social
controls combined with the upsurge of interest in antiquarian matters
in the 1840s inevitably precluded an orderly establishment of acceptzble
procedures and attitudes as more and more were attracted to 'that
archaeological magnet, a visible barrow'. The dangers were plain
to the most perceptive of antiquaries and even by 1845 F.C. Lukis
was noting thab'the value of these means [excavations] can scarcely
be questioned, but the careful and judicious use of them must be
impressed on the mind of the student, who, in his zeal after hidden

47 Isaacson to Roach Smith, 17 May 1845 : 2nd Br. Archaeol. Assoc.
Congress papers, Soc. Ant., Lond. Mss. I supplied those words in
square brackets to maintain flow where the original word is illegible.

48 Pennington, 1877, 26; Douglas, 1793, 132,
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treasures, may mar or ruin the most interesting points of his
practical researches' and he appealed for 'every little fact to be
noted, every detail to be given, during the exploring of those few

remains which have escaped the ravages of time for our

contemplation’. 49

Yet the impact of these appeals was negligible, rmainly because the
'zeal after hidden treasures' dominated all other considerations in
a way finely exemplified by Charles Warne's remarks,

The examinations were carried out under the
superintendence of my late friend, and frequent
collaborateur, Charles Hall, Esq., who was a
most enthusiastic antiquary - yet, unfortunately,
not given to "'taking notes'; had he paid the same
careful attention in recording the particulars of
his researches, as he bestowed on the nreserva-
tion of such objects as he obtained, we might now
have been in possession of facts most useful to
the antiquary from their practical character, whilst
at the same time his collections would have been
invested with a far greater amount of interest. 50

Things had not improved by the end of the century when John Ward
described Micah Salt as

before all things, a digger - careful, observ: i,
patient. If I were asked to suggest him a motto, it
should be : "I dig for facts, let others theorise".

But because he has preferred the spade to the pen,

it must not be thought that he is unmindful to the

study of this branch of knowledge. He takes a keen
interest in prehistoric archaeology, and his comments
on the drafts of my papers have always been worthy

of careful consideration.

49 F.C, Lukis, 1845~, 143; 1845b, 223.
50 Warne, 1866, tovp, 74.
51 Ward, 1900, 210,
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Ward's enthusiasm was not shared by Hercules Read who had earlier
remarked of Salt's excavations that some barrows 'had not been
thoroughly explored' and 'he strongly deprecated the opening of
barrows by any but competent explorers’. h2 Similar feelings had
been expressed during the previous fifty years53 but their credibility
was weakened by the pragmatic attitudes of even the most influential
barrow diggers. Isaacson's description, quoted zbove, indicates
the lack of supervision exercised on the 'outlying picket' and the
consequent disparity in standards. Similarly, Greenwell, who con-
sistently attacked the idly curious, could embody in his major
production such statements as 'on account of the large size of the
mound, and from its having been one of the first barrows I opened
in Yorkshire, I did not make the same exhaustive examination I have
since judged it necessary to carry out'. b4 Such stotements of
unimpeachable honesty did not serve to encourage the casual diggers
to believe that appeals for high standards, care and diligence were
anything more than lip-service to an expendable ideal, especially
since the works that contained them also gave descriptions of a
day's digging in which more slip-shod techniques were adopted as
the day wore on in order to maximise the number of barrows
excavated. It is hardly surprising then to find small-scole diggers
like Rev. Robert Munro castigating the work of a Mr. Mackay some
sixteen years previously for the haphazard manner in which it was
conducted and yet following this with remarks describing his own
efforts as 'a hurried exploration ... in long cairn No. 3' and noting
that 'on digging several feet I observed some deep holes below; but
as the stones were very loose and dangerous, and my time limited,

this matter could not be satisfactorily made out'. ¥

52 Proc. Soc. Ant. Lond., 2nd Ser., 17, 1897-99, 316.

53 Warne, 1866, mopr, 7; Greenwell, 1874, 19; Hutchison,
1880, 151,

54 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 484,
55 Munro, 1884, 229 & 232.




30

All this was reinforced by the almost flippant way diggers described
their activities. We have already noted Llewellyn Jewitt's condem-
nation of Greenwell for just such a thing and even the normally sober
and restrained F.C, Lukis used the phrase 'our exploring mania’. 56
It was a good deal more restrained than some but taken in conjunction
with the eminent antiquary, J.Y. Akerman's remarks concerning the
excavation of prehistoric barrows there was little indication that the
oft-stated aims of antiquaries could not be fully satisfied by mere
recovery of the objects accompanying the burial. Akerman was
interested and involved in the excavation of Anglo-Saxon barrows
and flat cemeteries but one might have supposed that his close and
important association with the Society of Antiquaries of London
would have encouraged a more sympathetic interest in the earlier
barrows than is shown in the following:

Notwithstanding the obscurity in which the early history
of Britain is enveloped, the antiquary still fondly clings
to the hope that some additional light may be cast upon
it by the acquisition of monumental evidence. Accident
sometimes produces relics which keep alive this hope,
and induce a further investigation of the sepulchral
mounds which yet abound on our downs and uncultivated
land. These however, unlike the grouped tumuli and
graves of the Saxon period, offer but few provocatives
to explore them. Their frequent large size, their
compact construction, the time occupied in a proper
investigation of their contents, and their situation
frequently in lofty or exposed districts, render this
description of barrow-digging at once tedious, irksome
and laborious.

Experience had taught me not to anticipate great things
from these contemplated excavations. I had learned
long ago, that a rude and crumbling urn, or a simple
heap of ashes and calcined bones, were the frequent
result of a whole day's digging in these early sepulchral
mounds, besides the possibility of our working long in

96 F,C, Lukis, 1848, 14,



one which had been explored by some previous
investigator more intent on the acquisition of
treasure than the procuring of antiquarian relics. 97

Clearly, the whole tenor of this statement conveys the impression
that the 'procuring of antiquarian relics’ is a legitimate aim in itself
and that success or failure is to be measured by the degree of
achievement of this aim - a position ¢cimilarly taken by Akerman in
his other publications. o8 Further, it marked a shift in emphasis
from the attitudes of the diggers earlier in the century not so much
in terms of what constituted success or failure, for that had always
been judged on the basis of the collection of objects, but more in the
sense of the attitudes to failure, Richard Iremonger had written to
Cunnington in 1805 about his barrow excavations remarking that
'none of them proved of any importance, but I cannot allow myself
in the smallest degree intimidated by this failure & trust, when the
harvest is concluded, to resume it with redoubled vigour'. b9 This
was a philosophy which by the middle of the century would have
represented something akin to obstinacy. More typical of this
period was W. Wynne Ffoulkes who, though claiming that his barrow
digging motto was 'nil desperandum', was nevertheless discouraged
by the confused state of one cairn which suggested that no treasures
awaited him and equally common was the abandonment of work when

Re The greater emphasis placed on

no burial was quickly revealed.
success in the second half of the nineteenth century, as the barrow
digging fraternity increased in numbers, represented a weakening

of the links between excavation and the wider antiquarian aims as the
diggings became often nothing more than a means of collecting.

57 Akerman, 1853, 480,
58 e.g. Akerman, 18565, 175 & 182,
59 Cunnington letters, Richard Iremonger, 9 September 1805,

60 Ffoulkes, 1852b, 100; Borlase, 1872, 107; Fennington,
1877, 20,
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The concentration here on the period after 1840 is not intended to
suggest that the barrow diggers of the eighteenth century and early
nineteenth century were other than collectors or saw their excava-
tions as other than the means of recovering prehistoric material,
but they maintained a much greater degree of unanimity both in
attitude and technique than occurred after 1840, Natural science
in early Victorian England served 'to hontize fresh-air qun'61 and
as antiquarian pursuits came within the ambit, giving purpose to
such fun, there was an inevitable increase in barrow digging.

Yet barrow digging was at that stage without clearly defined pro-
cedures and attitudes. Moreover, the inconsistency of the leading
exponents, coupled with the improved communication of the
societies' journals, encouraged the lowest acceptable standards to
be construed as a desire to recover antiquarian relics rather than
seek for treasure, It was a flimsy distinction, one suspects, in
the r inds of many diggers and certainly encouraged a multiplicity
of techniques, all of which were justified with the vaguest possible
expressions.

61 Cannon, 1964b, 437,
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Barrow diggers in the period before 1840 were very much more
individualistic than their counterparts after that date. Numerically
small, their contacts with each other were largely informal since
they lacked an institutional framework until the second half of the
nineteenth century. The Society of Antiquaries neither sought to
provide that structure nor did it and, until the commencement of the
publication of Archaeologia in the early 1770s, there was no
specifically archaeological journal offering nationwide communication
of thoughts and information. Travel was becoming easier but still
remained sufficiently arduous to deter the country antiquary from
visits to the capital outside his normal season so that the value of the
Society of Antiquaries was minimal to other than metropolitan
antiquaries. No amount of letter-writing could evolve the wide
dispersal of views which was possible through the printed periodical.
The absence of such a journal before Archaeologia, for the Gentleman's
Magazine was very much a vehicle of record1 and the Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society rarely contained antiquarian
infcz'.'rmat:lm;2 means that we cannot look back much beyond 1760 and
then only imperfectly. Thus, it is difficult to assess the amount of
work being done in a particular field or indeed the attitudes that lay
behind such activity as each worker established his own standards in
terms of degree of effort and level of expectation. Some did not

set their sights very high : 'for what purpose this tumulus was raised,
and how the stratum of soft mouldering earth, above described, was

laid within it, I cannot account’, wrote Head, 'and therefore leave to
others better skilled in these matters’'. S Further, individual
attitudes or actions do not necessarily amount to widespread adoption.
A truism for all periods, but especially relevant here in the face of
such claims as that made by the Lynches that Stukeley 'was largely

{1 A fairly full selection of such pieces is given in Gomme, 1886.
2 Hunter, 1971, 115, f.n.
3 Head, 1773, 56.
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responsible for the establishment of a method of barrow excavation'
for 'he introduced the technique of cross-sectional excavation
supplemented by profile drawings’. 4 While arguably correct as a
bare statement that he used trenches to excavate barrows and did,
on at least one occasion, draw a section if that is what is meant by
'profile drawings', the implication of 'establishment' and 'introduced’
is that he was followed in this by others. Such a suggestion is
almost wholly without foundation for Stukeley's efforts remained
unequalled for many decades and, moreover, he did not choose to
publish either his section drawing or his analyses of external form.
With these cautionary remarks in mind, the approach can only be
the attempted establishment of an uneasy alliance between general
attitudes, 5 of which we find echoes in the barrow digging literature,
and explanations, wherever possible, of individual idiosyncracies.
Inevitably, because of the available sources, the emphasis is on the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.

Speaking at the 1845 Winchester Congress of the British Archaeological
Association, Pettigrew claimed that 'to instance the advance that has
been made in archaeological inquiry, I need only refer you to the
subject with which, of late years, we have been rendered so familar,
the opening of barrows'. It was, he went on with gross overstatement,
'but a very short time since and all these were deemed to be either
Roman or Danish'., Finally, lest his hearers derived too long a
chronology for all this, he singled out for mention Messrs. Lukis,
Bateman and Warne, 6 all barrow diggers who were at that time not
much more than started on their excavation and publishing careers.
Leaving aside the irreverence for earlier achievements which was a

4 Lynch & Lynch, 1968, 45.

9 For an understanding of these I have relied heavily on Lovejoy,
1936; Manuel, 1959; Willey, 1962; Voget, 1967,

6 Pettigrew, 1846, 3.



necessary part of British Archaeological Association attitudes in
those early years, one is still faced with explaining how Pettigrew
could see the efforts of previous workers as so insignificant. In
large measure, the answer lies in the fact that he was standing on
the opposite side of the watershed in public attitudes to antiquarian
endeavours from most of those earlier antiquaries. That which
separates Hoare, Cunnington, Douglas and Faussett from Lukis,
Bateman, Warne and Greenwell is primarily the difference in
society's feelings about their work. Awnsham Churchill could
describe barrow digging to Faussett as 'so laudable a pursuit'7 but
there would have been relatively few who agreed with him. Itis
difficult to assess the feelings of antiquaries in the face of the
ridicule which was the normal reaction to their activities because it
is seldom commented upon by them. Douglas described th. _ociety
of Antiquaries in 1785 as 'conducted on a very extensive plan and it
is now become one of our most fashionable weekly rendezvous's.
Instead of old square toes you now behold smooth faces, and dainty
thin shoes with ponderous buckles' but there is little to support his
views in the near-contemporary print by Rowlandson of the reception
of a new member, 8 Many of the caricaturists’ efforts were a good
deal more venomous than this one, Rowlandson himself producing
'Death and the antiquaries’, ¢ a plate which questions the propriety of
some antiquarian endeavours and is closely matched by George
Cruickshank's 'Meditations amongst the tombs' published in 1813.
More usual, however, were prints suggesting the other-worldliness
and absurd pretentions of antiquaries, the best known example of

which is Cruickshank's 'The Antiquarian Society’'. 10 Yet, it was not

7 Churchill to Faussett, 16 May 1772, Soc. Ant. Lond. Mss. 723,
fol. 2.

8 Douglas to H.G. Faussett, 4 February 1785, Soc. Ant. Lond. Mss.
723, fol. 62; Evans, 1956, pl. XIX,

9 Coombe, 1816, ii, 271; Evans, 1956, pl. XVIII.

10 Evans, 1956, pl. XXVII. Fuller details of identification are given
in George, 1949, 171-72.,
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just outsiders who viewed antiquarian matters as a fit subject for
ridicule since Francis Grose had produced a series of prints in the
late eighteenth century which suggests that he for one did not take
the subject too seriously and the president of the Society of
Antiquaries, the fourth Earl of Aberdeen, noted in a letter to
Hudson Gurney, 'the moderate folly of their pursuits'. 1 This is
not to suggest that all antiquaries treated their interest in the
subject in such a lighthearted way and such satire was, moreover,
produced in an age when jibe and jest were wholly acceptable in a
manner not tolerated during the Victorian period. Nevertheless,
during the whole of the eighteenth and into the nineteenth century,
antiquaries formed a community the smalilness of which emphasised
individuality and inhibited the generation of widely accepted views.

Yet this small group of antiquaries had close links with other men of
science and the study of antiquities came within the ambit of all
interested in "natural hisicry' even if today we can usually only
recognise those for whom it was the primary interest. A fine
example is provided in the person of Sir Joseph Banks, whose only
recorded barrow digging was published by Low. a Banks, who
became President of the Royal Society, had a life~long interest in
antiquities although he seems to have collected and written little.
However, in 1772, having decided not to repeat his voyage around the
world as a member of Cook's second voyage, he hired a brig, the
St. Lawrence and set sail for Iceland via the Hebrides. On the
return journey, he stopped at the Orkney Islands where, in the

. company of George Low, he spent a day opening two barrows. This

was, as far as we know, almost his only barrow digging13 which, in

11 Grose et al., 1807, i, 16 : one of the plates is published in
Evans, 1956, pl. XXV; Balfour, n.d., ii, 10,

12 Low, 1776. Recent studies of Banks' antiquarian activities are
Lysaght, 1972; 1974, the latter with some egregious topographical
errors.

13 He was present at some of Douglas's excavations : Douglas, 1793,
96, f.n.
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consequence, defies serious categorisation but it shows that there
were men, primarily remembered for their other scientific interests,
to whom barrow diggers could apply for help and advice. This was
particularly so in the case of Colt Hoare whose baronetcy opened
most doors in society anyway. In 1808 he wrote to Cunnington,

I shall be at Heytesbury on Friday next - but shall
leave it the next day on my way towards London.

It will be necessary for me to take up the stone
hatchets, etc. found at Knook & Upton Lovel, etc.

to show to Professor Davy - as I must give the best
account I can of their texture, etc. - also one of the
square perforated slatey stones. I wish also to show
the most perfect of the little grape urns to Wedgewood
to know if he could copy it. It will be very safe in his
hands, and if you could have a little deal box made,
and pack it round with wool, 1 could convey it in
perfect safety, 14

Such contacts cannot of course be interpreted as normal for men with
less social standing like Cunnington but even he had acquired friends
like Hoare as a result of his antiquarian interests as did William
Smith from his geological activities. Moreover, Gage's ability to
obtain a report on the scientific aspects of the finds from the Bartlow
Hills by Michael Faraday15 shows thot access to major figures was
not exclusive to Hoare. Indeed, the presence at the Bartlow
excavations of such people as Henslow and Whewell demonstrates
forther the wide spectrum of study which could promote a passing
attraction for barrow digging. This catholicity of interests dis-
appeared after 1840 as science itself increasingly fragmented into
specialised disciplines and the middle classes began to participate in
antiquarian research. The wider scientific contacts, then, became
largely exclusive to the leading group of archaeologists, men like
Lubbock, Evans and Pitt-Rivers. In this increasingly hierarchial
structure there are no obvious counterparts for the friendship of

14 Cunnington letters, Hoare 51, 30 January 1808,
15 Gage, 1836, 306-10.



Cunnington and Douglas with William Smith or for Cunnington's work
first being brought to the attention of the antiquarian world through
the good offices of A, B. Lambert, the botanist. 1

In part, this broad spectrum of interlocking interests derives from
the similarity of education which most had received. A study of
biblical and classical sources formed the basis of this education
without which no gentleman was ready to play his richtful part in
current affairs. Although the Bible offered no direct information
concerning the earliest history of Britain, it did provide a general
model of explanation and it particularly imposed the very short
chronology for the history of the world which found its foremost
exponent in Archbishop Ussher. Within such a limited time-scale,
it was natural that the amplification of descriptions contained in
Caesar or Tacitus should become an important aim in antiquarian
research, particularly in the face of the Johnsonian dictum that of
the past 'we can know no more than what old writers have told us’'.
Thus, Pennan: Zclt it right to observe, in connection with barrows,
'we bave no certainty of the ceremonies used by the antient Britons
on these mournful occasions; but, from many circumstances which
we continually discover in our tumuli, there appear many, analogous
to those used in antient Greece and Rome'. ki Similarly, Rooke
argued

It seldom happens, that interment and urn burial are
to be met with in the same barrow. The former is
undoubtedly the most ancient, and has been handed
down to us by sacred history and authentic records.
We find also, that the practice of burning the body
was of great antiquity, and here the same ancient
weapons were found deposited with both; I therefore
think there is great reason to suppose that this
barrow was of very remote antiquity. 18

16 Cunnington letters, Douglas, 26 November 1810; Cunnington,
18C6a; 1806b.

17 Pennant, 1778, 385,
18 Rooke, 1795, 331.

39



There is more than a hint in these remarks of Hayman Rooke that
field data was properly subordinated to information acquired from
literary sources. Yet this cannot be considered wholly reflective
of contemporary attitudes and particularly not of Cunnington whom
Hoare had described after his first meeting as 'an ingenious
inhabitant and tradesman’. 19 As a man of trade, Cunnington had
not had the same educational opportunities as most of those involved
in the production of Ancient Wiltshire and while early in his
antiquarian career he was inclined to be deferential to the views of
those who had, his increased experience led him eventually to
question the relevance of classical sources or rather to suggest that

such information was not superior to that derived from excavation.

'T have ever had the highest respect for people who have had a liberal
education like yourself', he wrote to Thomas Leman in 1809, ":ut the
information to be gathered from Caesar and Tacitus relates to the
Britons in their times - therefore all theories drawn from such
sources in regard to our Celtic Britons are ever at war with facts’'.
Such radical thoughts were, however, tempered by the additional
remark that 'the Book which best illustrates British Antiquities is
the Bible'. =0
recognised by Hoare who, in the same year, wrote to Cunnington :

'T agree with you that our friend the Divine [ Thomas Leman ] is often
hasty in thought as well as expression, and I am sure he is no Briton.

The importance of the excavated data was also

Whenever I mention the subject, he avoids it, and returns to Roman
ground where he is more at home. ... We shall gain so little
information from him on the subject of our researches that I would
advise you not to send him any more papers’'. 41 Leman, who was an

acknowledged authority on Roman material, had acted as archaeological

mentor tc hoth Hoare and Cunnington and the two letters just guoted

19 Hoare, journal for 1801 : Cardiff Public Library.
20 Cunnington papers, IX, 1.
21 Cunnington letters, Hoare 70, 1809,
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represent the tacit admission by the twe 'pupils’ that Leman's
classical knowledge was not appropriate to the information they were
gathering. Even so, Hoare's published work does not particularly
reflect his private admissions to Cunnington which may have been
intended more as reassurance than an expression of firm belief.

The relevance of literary sources for the analysis of burial mounds

is further shown by the problems of deciding on the correct attribution.
Pennant despairingly remarked that he could not 'establish any
criterion by whiéh a judgement may be made of the people to whom

the different species of urn and tumuli belonged, whether they are
British, Roman, Saxon, or Danish and Horsfield was no more
optimistic fifty years later, writing, 'It is pretty certain that the
ancient Britons, the Romans, ilic Saxons, and the Dane-, . r-ected
such monuments in commemoration of the virtues of the dead; and

as all adopted more or less the practice of cremation, and deposited
the ashes in urns, . is Gifficult, if not impossible, to ascertain by
which of those nations any particular barrow was raised'.22 But, in
contradistinction to these rather Johnsonian vi~v's, Pegge believed
that some advance could be made by 'prying into and examining the
bowels and contents of them'. 28 A similar view was held by Milner:

The most simple and natural kind of Sepulchral Monument,
and therefore the most antient and universal, consists in
a mound of earth, or a heap of stones, raised over the
remains of the deceased., Of such monuments, mention
is made in the book of Joshua, and in the poems of Homer,
Virgil, and Hcrzce; and of such, instances occur in every
part of this Kingdom, especially in those elevated and
sequestered situations where they have neither been
defaced by agriculture nor inundations. It has often been
a subject of surprize to me, that, in an age marked by

itz taste for Antiquarian researches, greater attention
should not have been paid to these most antient and
genuine records of past ages, so far, at least, as to

22 Pennant, 1778, 383; Horsfield, 1824, 41.
23 Pegge, 1785, 139,




ascertain to which of the successive inhabitants of this
island they are to be ascribed, or whether, in fact, they
are the work of more than one people - This can only

be done by an examination of the contents of several of
them in different counties, and in different situations,
by persons whose learning, ingenuity, and attention,
qualify them for the task.

Fe went on to ascribe the barrows he excavated in Dorset to the ancient
HBritons because the rudeness of the finds did not compare favourably
with Romsz~ r-aterial he had discovered elsewhere. The Danes were
not settled in this area until after their acceptance of Christianity
which precluded their using cremation and the Saxons w-re not, on
the evidence of Tacitus, disposed to accompany their funerals with
much pomp and ceremony such as Milner believed had been employed
during the erection of the barrows he excavated. &5 As in the case of
Milner's rejection of the Danes, the location of the mounds excavated
was of considerable importance in these attributions. Hoare noted
that the contents of one of his barrows bore a marked similarity to
the first barrow described by Douglas in Nenia Britannica where
similar barrows were attributed to the Saxons but, concluded Hoare,
‘as we well know that the Britons had the use of iron when Caesar
firs® i7"~ led our island, I see no reason why this barrow might not
have contained the remaing of a Belgic warrior' for it was, after all,
much easier to explain the presence of Belgic rather than Saxon
warriors in this lc-catiou.25 However, no serious thought was ever
given to whether these historically defined 'nations' were the
appropriate framework against which to fit the information acquired
from barrow digging. This failure is partly explicable by the very
short chronology which fundamentalist Biblical interpretations required
but equally it reflects the late eighteenth-century disquiet concerning

attempts to systematize the data or to indulge in new speculations.

24 Milner, 1790, 897, 899-900.
25 Hoare, 1812, 47.



'The natural historian', remarked Ferguson, 'thinks himself obliged
to collect facts, not to offer conjectures', a view which Hoare
endorsed with his claim at the end of the first volume of Ancient
Wiltshire : 'I have related with accuracy ... the details of our sub-

terraneous researches; I have wandered as little as possible into the
regions of fancy and conjecture, and I have endeavoured throughout
my whole progress, to adhere most scrupulously to my motto, and to
5PEAK FROM FACTS, NOT THEORY'. 26
wholly satizficd the contributor to the Quarterly Review who thought
that 'nothing surely could be more unfortunate than the choice' of this
motto 'for it is in the introduction alone, that the autlior, unhappily
for himself, indulges in that very spirit of theory, which is here
disclaimed, and for which, aSsuredly, he is not eminently gifted,
either by nature, or the train of his studies. In the body of the work
he has every where proved himself an accurate observer, and distinct
reporter of facts. From this unlucky abandonment of his own
principle, he has rendered the introduction extremely weak and
assailable'. It is clear that these criticisms are not related to a
difference in philosophy but rather to an estimation of the level of
achievement. The reviewer goes on to suggest that Hoare should
'hav: ccafined himself to facts recorded by others' and 'remembered
the convincing force of reason, or bewitching wildness of imagination,
with which these few data have been expanded by Whitaker, Stukeley,
and Borlase. It is not for a man of ordinary abilities to touch the
confines of their Druid temple:~ within that circle none can move

but they'. 2% Yet, to penetrate the time for which historical sources
were few, controlled use of conjecture appeared to offer the finest
hope. 'It is the province of the Antiquary', wrote Crocker, 'to admit
of every doubt and difficulty in a subject under discussion; and
History, as far as it goes, is a natural foundation for him to stand

It was not a claim that

26 Ferguson, 1767, 3; Hoare, 1812, 254.
27 Quarterly Review, 5, 1811, 114.
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upon; but where such documents cannot be obtained, reasonable
conjecture must fill up the chasm, and the mountain must be made
to go to Mahomet, if Mahomet cannot go to the mountain'. & The

solution hinged upon securing a fair estimation of what constituted

'reasonable conjecture' since it was widely accepted by the end of
the eighteenth century that Stukeley's conclusions, for example,
would not have fallen within the limits of that phrase. Even for
those educated by a wholesale immersion in biblical and classical

texts the constrictions which they imposed on a study of the prehistoric

past were fully appreciated. But the wholly unsatisfactory efforts
of antiquaries earlier in the century, similarly seeking to use
historical texts as a springboard into the distant past, induced a
considerable amount of caution. Safety was sought in relating 'a
plain unvarnished narrative ... leaving readers to form their own
opinions, and ... not indulging in conjecture'29 but always this
provoked disatisfaction in the writer who surely felt that a little
more ingight than could be provided by a bare retelling of the facts
was in order.

The use of conjecture was not a problem confined to antiquaries but
involved those philosophers, predominantly Scottish, who were
seeking to contribute to a natural history of man. Kames had faced
up to the problem in the 1750s when considering the historical
development of law,

In tracing the history of law through dark ages unprovided
with records, or so slenderly provided as not to afford
any regular historical chain, we must endeavour, the
best way we can, tc supply the broken links, by hints
from poets and historians, by collateral facts, and by
cautious conjecture drawn from the nature of the
government, of the people, and of the times. If we

use all the light that is afforded, and if the conjectural

28 Cunnington letters, P. Crocker 4, 3 February 1804.
29 Miles, 1826, 13.
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facts correspond with the few facts that are distinctly
vouched, and join all in one regular chain, nothin
further can be expected from human endeavours. 0

Kames' work was not particularly well received by his fellow savants
but it did enjoy a fair degree of popularity. Moreover, the reasoning
which he here employs is very similar to that adopted tentatively by
some antiquaries later in the century but they do not seem to have

been attracted by the empirical associational psychology, stemming

Douglas, for example, contented himself with the statement that 'no
position in the work has been assumed on mere conjecture; and when
deductions have been made, they have been founded on a scrupulous
comparison of facts; but, free to form his own opinion, the work has
been arranged under such heads, that the reader may frame his own
conclusions, without any apprehension of being involved in the confusion
of self-opinionated theory. All nations deriving their origin
apparently from one common stock, have used, in many respects, the
same funereal customs; but the progress of society having evidently
produced many specific distinctions, they may be methodically
arranged, and the identity of a people recognised’'. = The solution
then, for antiquarian research, was a limited attempt at the methodical
arrangement of the data but only with a view to the solution of

historically derived questions.

The systematization of antiquarian material was not, however, without
its difficulties or its dangers, nor was it something that could be
undertaken other than by those with considerable barrow digging
experience since the amount of published material was too small, In

January 1804, Hoare wrote to Cunnington asking 'have you visited the

30 Kames, 1761, 22-23. cf. Ross, 1972, 203.
31 Voget, 1967, 140-41.
32 Douglas, 1793, vi.
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from Locke and so beloved of the late eighteenth-century progressivists. S
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Barrow he [i{ichard Fenton] opened near Frome, which from his
account of it to me appeared curious & unlike ours in Wilts. There
seems so much variety, and so little uniformity in the construction
& contents of all our barrows, that I almost despair of forming any
regular system respecting them. We have however the satisfaction
of gaining daily information respecting them'. #s
fast turned to suspicion which provoked Cunnington to complain,

'you recommend that when I take the field I leave all my Systems at
home & at the same time recommend me to a System of Mr. Lemans -

Despair, however,

which System I received from him some years ago - I bow with
gratitude before Mr. Leman - yet a great deal in his System of Camps,
trackways, etc. cannot be supported by the slender dafa he bLrings
forward’'. 34 Hoare replied in soothing terms that 'when I talked to
you about Systems I can assure you I had formed none : either on

Mr. Leman's opinions or my own : I only wished you to be perfectly

35 but the fear never

unbiased, and to judge only from certain proofs’,
quite left Hoare that to systematize was to prejudge the evidence.
Douglas he described as 'a very pleasant & well-informed Man, fertile
in imagination, but too devoted to system’, the latter remark provoked
by his assessment of the British villages as the 'settlements of a
roving clan' which was clearly incompatible with the finding of 'so

r. 21 articles of refinement & luxury amongst them'. 36 Yet, although

he did offer some observations on barrow forms and burial types in
Ancient Wiltshire, both points on which Cunnington's opinion was
solicited although to what effect is not known, Hoare clearly did not
regard these as amounting to a system but rather as merely legitimate
deductions from observed data since he remarked later in his text that

33 Cunnington letters, Hoare 1, January 1804.

34 Cunnington letters, to Hoare 20, 31 March 1806.
35 Cunnington letters, Hoare 21, 9 April 1806.

36 Cunnington letters, Hoare 74, 1809,
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round barrows 'display such a variety in their external design, and
internal deposits, as to confound all system, provided we were
inclined to form one’. 3 Even if Hoare did not feel his remarks
constituted a system, this was not the general reaction to his efforts :
the reviewer already quoted felt that 'he has reduced the subject to
System, and has nearly invented a technical language in which to
describe it' while Miles thought that 'after the minute researches of
Sir R.C. HOARE, it is impossible to throw a clearer light upon the
subject of British antiquities; his argument:z .. : drawn from actual
facts; his opinions as to the habits and customs of the Ancient
Britons are forcibly conclusive; he has so minutely detailed his
proceedings ... that little more can be advanced upon th: suject'.
These remarks illustrate how remarkably limited were the expecta-

38

tions of antiquaries at this time. Most of what Hoare offered was a
contribution to fieldworking analyses without a too vigorous attempt
to integrate his excavated material. But what of Douglas whose
Nenia Britannica Hoare thought showed 'great perspicuity' while

Roach Smith, with the advantage of hindsight, could more accurately
note that although 'well published and illustrated' it 'failed in enlisting
followers among his contemporaries'’ ?39 This failure is largely to
be explained by Douglas' obsession with magic which pervades the
who's work and his frequent quotations from astrological textbooks
‘such as William Lilly's History of his life and times, views and
sources which had been rejected almost a century before, largely as
a result of developments in the natural and social sciences, the
growth of urban communities and the spreading ideology of self-

help. %9 Consequently, they were far from amenable ideas for other

antiquaries who, if not the vanguard of scientific and intellectual

37 Cunnington letters, Hoare 49, November 1807; Hoare, 1812, 92,
38 Quarterly Review, 5, 1811, 118; Miles, 1826, 9.

39 Hoare, 1812, 19; Smith, 1858, 42,

40 Thomas, 1971, 765-800.




developments, were at least sufficiently in touch with these changes
to find many of Douglas' views wholly unacceptable.

This has delineated, thus far, a rather dismal picture of limited
aspirations accompanied by an unwillingness to venture. Stukeley
had by the fantastic suppositions of his later life made most of his
observations unpalatable to the next generation of antiquaries,
Faussett declined to publish at all, Douglas involved himself in
outmoded interests and attitudes, Hoare remained ever cautious lest
he step beyond the limits of his evidence while Hayman Rooke and
Samuel Pegge published insufficient of their evidence to support
general statements. 4 How then are we to explain their interest
and involvement? There were two elements which provided the
framework for their activities, first the idea of progress and second
the topographical tradition which was by the end of the ei;*~onth
century, over two hundred years old. What we are witnessing
throughout the eighte- 2 - >ntury, is an attempt to graft on to
broader aims and attitudes the results of an experimental technique,
excavation, without the willingness to acknowledge that the use of
this new method offered the opportunity for o parallel stream of data
and further that this new data was not easily subordinated to older
philosophies.

The idea of progress has received such considerable study42 that it
dnez not require much comment here. However, Ferguson's remarks
again provide a valuable background for the views of the antiquaries
under consideration here. '..2.ons', he thought, 'distinguished by

the possession ~f arts, and the felicity of their political establishments,
have been derived from a feeble original, and still preserve in their
story the indications of a slow and gradual progress, by which this

41 Pegge, 1785 does contain some rudimentary analysis.
42 Most notably Bury, 1920.



distinction was gained. The antiquities of every people, however
diversified, and however disguised, contain the same information on
this point'. Therefore, 'if in advanced years, we would form a

just notion of our progress from the cradle, we must have recourse
to the nursery, and from the example of those who are still in the
period of life we mean to describe, take our representation of past
manners, that cannot, in any other way be recalled'. Using such an
approach, Ferguson decided that 'the inhabitants of Britain, at the
time of the first Roman invasions, resembled, in many things, the
present natives of North America : they were ignorant of agriculture;
they painted their bodies; and used for clothing, the skins of beasts'.43
Leaving aside the relative accuracy of Ferguson's final analogy, this
was a most persuasive hypothesis. Hoare used it as the basis of

his researches which were intended ‘'to throw some new light on the
history of those Britons who formerly resided on our hill:; to point
out the sites they selected for habitation, and to mark their gradual
progress from the bleak hill to the fertile valley, and from barbarism
to civilization’. %4 It waz 2 fine philosophy, eminently reasonable in
broad outline, but the difficulties began with attempts to apply it to
specific instances. As the quotation from I'ciguson shows, analogies
with non-European peoples were rarely very exact and antiquaries
generally avoided them although Miles did draw a parallel with the
inhabitants of the Friendly Islands.45 Individual similarities were
discernible but resemblances across a wide range of social actions
an’ volues were altogether problematic. To transform the general
view of progress into a useful explanatory model required the
development of a 'system' ou t.c basis of the excavation results and

it was perhaps hi3 inability to achieve this that caused Hoare to be so
sceptical about the desirability of systematization. For example, the

43 Ferguson, 1767, 112, 114, 122.
44 Hoare, 1812, 1,
45 Miles, 1826, 4.



idea of progress embodied a crude chronological sequence, which
Hoare himself used in his statement on the Deverel urns, & that
demanded that the 'ruder' an object was, the older it was but,
despite the subjective judgements involved, the essence of the matter
was constantly in conflict with the associational evidence from the
graves. Thus it was considerably more satisfactory to leave one's
material as a series of unsystematized facts which substantiated the
idea of progress in the most general way.

What may loosely be termed the topographical tradition is most
readily seen in the manner of presentation adopted by barrow diggers.
Fieldwork, stretching back through the activities of Johu . ubrey to
William Camden and Edward Lhwyd, was the established method of
antiguarian inquiry when the eighteenth century opened and through

it the topographical record, embracing architecture, genealogy and
heraldry as well as antiquities, had been greatly expanded. It did
not become obsnlcte with the emergence of excavation as a separate
methodology, although the latter required more specific aims than

the collection of miscellaneous information which had characterised
topographical fieldwork up to that p _.I. Stukeley's excavations are
the only ones which can be genuinely interpreted as undertaken to

2. _lify i< fi-7 Tyork observations and, even so, the issue is confused
by the encouragement of his patron, Lord Pembroke. Thereafter,
the relationship between excavation and fieldwork was less clearly
defined in the efforts of the barrow diggers who nevertheless felt
unable to abandon or ignore the demands of topography. In particular,
most fieldwork was conducted on a county basis and gave rise to the
production of lavish folios appropriate for the libraries of country
houses, many of whose occupants would be suitably lauded in their

pages.

46 Miles, 1826, v.
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Thus, when Douglas came to publish Nenia Britannica, the first
English book wholly devoted to barrow digging, it was only fitting

that he should have adopted the format in which all previous
antiquarian information had been published. The tromp d'oeil
affectations in some of the plates and the alteration half-way through of
the system of foot notes may have been suggestive to some of a lack
of organisation and idiosyncracy on the part of the author but it was
not in other respects remarkable. Moreover, despite the aspirations
present in the title it remained essentially a local history book since
most of the material discusse. caine from excavations in Kent.

Since there is so little that is innovative in Douglas' style of
presentation, it is somewhat surprising to find his work quoted as

the model for Hoare's Ancient Wiltshire. 34 Before considering this
further, let us first look at Hoare's presentation since he provides a
more detailed exposition of the thinking behind his format than any
other barrow digger in either the eighteenth or nineteenth century,
with the possibie exception of Pitt-Rivers. Hoare felt the obligation
to publish very strongly and he chose to bring out his work in parts
for two reasons : 'first, my anxiety to fulfil the promise I have long
made to my friends, and the literary community. Secondly, to
alleviate, as much as possible, the expense attending a work, where
S0 many .uaps, «nd other engravings are absolutely necessary towards

its proper illustration'. Such an approach was particularly feasible
because of the manner in which he organised the book. 'In the
proposed arrangement of this Work', he wrote, 'l shall divide our
county into different stations, from which, as from head-quarters, I
shall make as many digressions as distance and time will allow of

for one day; and in naming them, I shall take the liberty of anglicizing
a Latin word, and call them Iters'. Further, he went on, 'as an
historian and topographer I think it a duty incumbent on me, so to lay
down each track, and so to note each individual tumulus and earthen

47 Woodbridge, 1970, 227; Atkinson, 1975, xiv.
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work, that have occurred during my progress through the county,
that the follower shall experience no difficulty in tracing out any
particular object which may excite his curiosity. To effect this
purpose, I must have recourse to maps, one or more of which will
be affixed to each station’. & Hoare was, then, quite deliberately
intending his book to be part of the mainstream of topographical
writing and he specifically describes himself as a 'topographer'
although, in view of the size of his volumes, one wonders how
realistic his hopes were. Yet, none of the elements that Hoare
singles out is present in Douglas' work, the latter's maps being
rudimentary or non-existent and his descriptions of individual
tumuli having no obvious geographical order. Moreover, there are
clear signs of the influence of Nenia Britannica in Horsfield's book,
where a similar ground-plan of a burial is to be found49 as well as

closely comparable vignettes, but this use of "cuclnc’ hoo- 2s a

model only emphasises the disparities between it and Ancient

Wiltshire. The latter iz 110re closely akin to Baker's Northhamptonshire
or Nichols' _eicestershire than to Nenia. Similarly, the influence of
topographical publications is to be seen in the format of the two journals
of the late eighteenth century, Archaeologia =2nd Archaeologia Scotica.
Publication of such material was, as Hoare remarked, an expensive
undertaking and Ancient Wiltshire cost him some £1342, o Towards

the end of 1812 William Miller, the publisher of volume I, wrote to

Hoare : 'the sale hitherto has not come up to our expectations, but the
work is local - its an expensive one, not suitable to everyone's purchase -
& its early days at present - & the times have been adverse'. L Unlike
Ancient Wiltshire, Douglas' I'cnia Britannica was published by John
Nichols wimse firm remained, throughout the late eighteenth and early

48 Hoare, 1812, 1-5,
49 Horsfield, 1824, pl.V.
90 Accounts for Ancient Wiltshire.

561 Miller to Hoare, 30 November 1812 ; Wilts, CRO, Stourhead
archive, 383, 907,




nineteenth century, by far the largest publisher of topographical
literature, a fact explained not only by the Nichols' family's continuing
personal interest in such studies but also by their position as one of
the Parliamentary printers. e The profits from this would have more
than covered the losses incurred with the topographical books.
Undoubtedly, the considerable costs of the folio topographical format
was a significant factor in its demise towards the middle of the
nineteenth century. |

In attempting to analyse some of those factors which lay behind the
work of barrow diggers in the period before 1840 there has been
considerable concentration on the late eightéenth and ear!y nineteenth
century figures, particularly Douglas and Hoare who dominated
barrow excavations at that time. After Hoare, barrow digging waned,
in company with all other antiquarian activities, until the renewal of
interest after 1840, Several féctors caused this decline, principally
the ineffectual lead in antiquarian affairs given by the Society of
Antiquaries under their president, the Earl of Aberdeen, and the
feeling, expressed by Miles and already quoted, that Hoare had taken
barrow digging as far as it was pos “!- to go. The next significant
group of barrow diggers was composed of men like Lukis and Bateman
who Jid not 30~ their excavations as part of a topographical study but
placed instead the whole emphasis upon the value of excavation as an
antiquarian methodology in its own right.

52 Alford, 1965, 99.



3 Attitudes and presentation after 1840,



The period after 1840 is characterised by a greater diversity of
attitudes, not necessarily mutually exclusive, although none can be
said to have resulted specifically from the study of material
recovered in barrow excavations or indeed any other archaeological
activity. They are rather adaptations from more general modes of
thought current at the time. We are here concerned, of course,
only with those which barrow diggers found particularly useful,
while consideration of aspects which contributed to the general
development of antiquarian activities is reserved for the final
chapters. Equally, it is important to realise that this wider
diversity did not represent a wholesale rejection of positions habitu-
ally adopted before 184T hut led instead to their modification and
amendment in the light of the newer philosophies. Four aspects
appear as significant factors in barrow digging attitudes after 1840 :
induction, ethnology, race and social evolutionary theory. They
are closely interrelated and did not find the clear demarcation which
their treatment in this chapter might suggest.

Few barrow diggers make explicit reference to 'inductive reasoning'
or 'inductive imresi:igaticmﬁz'“l but there can be little doubt that there
was widespread support among such diggers for the efficacy of an
inductive approach, if by that phrase we understand a belief in a
pattern of reasoning which enables one to pass from statements of
particular pieces of information to general pronouncements which
not only summarise the matter contained within the statements of
information but also expand our understanding beyond that summary.
By far the firmest statement on the value of induction came from
Thomas Bateman,

... we look forward with confidence to the time
when ... the immense mass of invaluable facts and
observations already accumulated, compared and

1 For examples of those that did see Du Noyer, 1869; 40, Wake
Smart in Warne, 1872, i and Mansel-Pleydell, 1884, 20.
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generalized, and subjected to a process of induction,
shall yield conclusions on questions that have hitherto
been merely subjects of hopeless speculation. Such
facts are obviously afforded by well authenticated and
carefully described discoveries of remains existing
in the tumuli or other burial places of an ancient
people, ... 2

It is unclear whether such figures as Bateman acquired their attitudes
directly from the works of John Stuart Mill and like~-minded men or
through an intermediary source but there can be little doubt that 'a
process of induction' held out the glittering prospect to antiquarian
workers of transcending the mere description of discoveries and
cataloguing of facts and arriving at a broader and deeper understanding
of prehistoric man., Thus could the major barrow diggers give a
firm intellectual air to what was otherwise an activity orientated
towards collecting. Hoare had earlier in the century declined to
excavate in north Wiltshire on the same scale as he had in the south
of the county because 'though a further exploration might add new
articles to our museum, it would not probably procure much additional
information respecting the funeral rites of the Britons'. . Although
his reasons for inactivity were undoubtedly more complex than he
suggested, Hoare has touched on an important aspect of barrow
digging for, without a change in philosophy and aspirations, it could
only have become more blatantly a collecting activity bolstered by
sterile justifications based on improved technique. The appeal of
induction was that it offered just such a change and, moreover, at

its heart lay the feeling that the more information one acquired the
greater was the potential for that knowledge which was other than a
summary of the facts.

2 Bateman, 1861, iii.
3 Hoare, 1819, 93.



In this context it is valuable to recall Medawar's characterisation of
inductivism : 'let us first assemble the data; let us by observation
and by making experiments compile the true record of the state of
Nature, taking care that our vision is not corrupted by preconceived
ideas; then inductive reasoning can go to work and reveal laws and
principles and necessary connections’'. - Although Medawar admits
that it contains an element of 'rhetorical overstatement' there is in
this depiction a fine summary of how many barrow diggers saw the
problem, Indeed the highly sequential nature of the procedure is
inherent in Bateman's statement quoted earlier and nowhere in his
work does he actually claim that he is subjecting the material to

'a process of induction’, merely that when it is so subjected wider
views will result. Bateman, like most of his barrow digging
colleagues in the nineteenth century, was concerned with observation
and assemblage of data but it was given meaning by the potential of
inductive reasoning. Equally all barrow diggers in the second half
of the nineteenth century, no matter how large or small their own
efforts were, could feel that theirs was a valuable and worthwhile
contribution. Such feelings lie behind the emergence of the doctrine
of recording details, however slight, which dominates all
archaeological work. Akerman, who remained unsympathetic to the
excavation of prehistoric barrows, was 'nevertheless persuaded that
such examinations are not altogether profitless, and that the gradual
accumulation of the minutest facts regarding the use and object of

these mounds may, in the end, materially enlighten the archaeologist’, 2

This was not an attitude that would have found much favour earlier in
the century yet it is clearly implicit in Greenwell's remarks, some
twenty years after Akerman's, that his own excavations were
'carefully and minutely observed and accurately recorded' and that,

4 Medawar, 1969, 40.
5 Akerman, 1853, 482,
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in the case of unrecorded work, 'what otherwise might have grown
into an almost invaluable collection of facts has been entirely lost to
archaeological science’. - That similar views prevailed until the

end of the century is shown by Ward's approving suggestion that
Micah Salt's motto should be : "I dig for facts; let otherstheorise’,
for Salt was, after all, 'a digger - careful, observant, patient'. E
Examples could be given endlessly from the barrow digging

literature of the later nineteenth century with the same emphasis on
facts recorded with a vision uncorrupted with theory. The acceptance
of the notion that a viewpoint untainted with preconceived ideas,
something inherent in the inductive process, was a real possibility
perhaps explainsg the weak methodological criticism observable in
even the highest levels of antiquarian thought during the nineteenth
century. Greenwell, acknowledged doyen of barrow digging, 8 offered
only the mildest rebuke to ignorant treasure-seekers and mere
ccullectm‘s9 although we know from contemporary descriptions that he
was a most forthright person in attitudes and speech. Bl This
reluctance is nct to be solely attributed to the gentility of the age for
some, particularly W.C. Lukis, gave vent to their feelings but rather
to the view, encouraged by a belief in inductivism, that correct
motivation was the desirable quality and not an understanding of the
range of possibilities based on a firm knowledge of previous work.

This is perhaps overstating the importance of the emergence of
inductive reasoning and it would certainly be wrong to imply that the
pre-eminence of motivation over methodological expertise was

Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, v.

Ward, 19800, 210.

See, for example, Ferguson, 1888, 117 and Parker, 1889, 338.
Greenwell & Rolleston, 18717, v.

10 See Bruce, 1905, 327-28 and Evans, 1943, 123-24,
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universally recognised. One writer in 1853 asked,

.+. Why not have a club of "'delvers", an exploration
society, with its corps of engineers, draughtsmen, and
scientific observers, whose business it should be to
examine the primaeval sepulchres of the country, not
idly, not irreverently, not as desultory diggers - but
with due care, circumspection, and caution; noting
down every peculiarity, making accurate measured
drawings, and depositing, in a central museuiu, the
crania, the arms, the implements, and ornaments,
sure to be discovered in abundance?11

Equally, Mrs Armitage at the end of the nineteenth century felt that

... one of the great lessons of General Pitt-Rivers'
work is that the spade, and the spade only, can decide
the date of an earthwork or a barrow. The spade,
moreover, must be an intelligent and instructed spade,
or it will only destroy the evidence it is seeking to
reveal. An amateur cutting into a barrow, or an
earthwork, does not know what the questions are which
have to be answered, and so he obliterates the answers
to them. Minute observation is one of the most
essential conditions of successful exploration. 12

These are, however, representatives of relztive!y rare statements amid
a welter of indifference to mastery of technique, Although both

writers felt that matters might be improved, the difference in tone

is particularly indicative of the changed attitudes which resulted from
Pitt-Rivers innovative techniques. But the vast majority <f barrow
diggers worked before Pitt-Rivers and in the firm belief that a

diligent and unbiassed approach would facilitate the maximal recovery
of facts.

Moreover, it must be remembered that inductive reasoning was largely
an attempt to synthesise scientific method and from that basis, to widen

11 Graves, 1853, 296.
12 Armitage, 1895, 40.
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the area of application of the same procedures and structure of laws
as had been achieved in the natural sciences. Thus it formed part

of the desire to construct an all-embracing science of man and,
despite claims to the contrary by barrow diggers who necessarily

saw their own activities as of fundamental importance, the excavation
of burial mounds was largely peripheral to these wider aims. We
cannot be surprised, therefore, that attitudes in the field of barrow
digging tended to bear only tenuous links with the more general
aspirations and hopes. Inevitably, this wish to study the totality of
man involved prehistoric archaeology finding a more fruitful relation-
ship with ethnology than with the more historically orientated medieval
studies with which it was formally allied in the county and national
societies.

Ethnology's contribution was two-fold for barrow diggers. The {irst
may be summarised by a quotation from J. W, Lukis's account of the
Gavr' Innis chambered barrow :

I considering the customs of an extinct race, we are
led to examine those which prevail among the present
natives of the south seas and other parts of the world,
in order to find a degree of civilisation corresponding
with this ancient people. In viewing the designs on
the stones of Gavr' Innis, we are at once reminded of
the tatooing on the face of the New Zealander. 13

This is not, of course, a particularly new theme although the more
explicit comparisons did accompany the newly-appearing and better-
documented studies of non-European man. Indeed, Lu':1:'3 remarks
are significant in their embodiment of a general statement before the
particular parallel is drawn whereas later writers treat such remarks
as understood and therefore unnecessary; Greenwell's work is
studded with references to ethnological (or anthropological as it would,
by ihen, have been termed) data, the appropriateness of which he

13 J.W. Lukis, 1848, 277,



nowhere feels compelled to justify. & The barrow digging literature
of the second half of the nineteenth century is characterised by
gradual replacement of historical sources by ethnological information
as the standard material with which to amplify and support both
general and specific statements, The use of biblical and classical
sources was not dramatically stopped but becomes of an altogether
suhsidiary nature. Bateman, in his second major work, combined
ethnological and historical data although he expressed doubts about
the validity of the latter material whereas Warne was altogether more
traditional in his introduction with a much heavier reliance on
classical sources. 1p Such a contrast is easily understood for
Bateman was the major advocate of the new relationship with
ethnology. Although not found in his earlier book published in 1848
he seems to have realised its importance soon aiter16 and relatively
quickly following the British Association's recognition of the

individual status of ethnology in 1847.

The second contribution of ethnology was of an altogether different
scale in its concern with general aims 2nd attitudes for barrow digging
thus acquired an involvement with considerations of racial theory and
later a belief in social evolutionary theory. The latter received
considerable impetus from the publication of Darwin's ideas in 1859
but it became part of the fabric of archaeological thought through the
work of ethnologists and anthropologists like Lubbock and Pitt-Rivers.
Before the mid-1860s, therefore, ethnology's integration with
archaeology was almost wholly involved with racial matters and
although never explicit, Bateman was clearly concerned with this

14 e.g. Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 10, 17, 120.
15 Bateman, 1861, i-xiv; Warne, 1866, mcpr, 1-26.
16 See Bateman, 18ui.
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aspect when he observed that 'quite recently ethnological science has
been called in to contribute to the elucidation of matters hitherto
considered as pertaining solely to archaeology, and that from this
union of the two, discoveries may ultimately be expected, which will
cast most unexpected light upon the early and pre-historic portion

of the times occupied in the colonization of the western hemisphere'. A
Paradoxically, the use of classical authors remained more firmly
entrenched among discuscions of racial hi.?.t::}ry18 because of its
associations with philology which had earlier in the century been
wholly concerned with Greek and Roman authors. 19 Bateman, though
not v!~fluenced by philological ideas, was clearly sceptical of their
relevance for barrow digging and, apart from Lyson's remarkable
book and Wake Smart's equally remarkable chapter in Warne's

Ancient Dorset which corabines philological and racie! interpretation
in a wholly out-moded chronological framework, comparative philology
seems to have been considered relevant only in the most general way

by the majority of barrow diggers.zo

Racial theory, particularly that concerned with the history of man,
became a subject of great concern in the mid-nineteenth century so

there is little surprising in its interest and appeal for those working in
such a relevant field as barrow digging. For men like Thomas

Bateman and Daniel Wilson, it offered major new opportunitics to
barrow diggers who through their work could contril.cie important
statements regarding the early history of Britain and yet, some fifteen
years later, Lubbock delivered only the most general and qualified
remarks on the matter. Greenwell and Rolleston, some ten years later,

17 Bateman, 1851, 210.

18 See, ifor example, the identification of prehistoric skulls with
provincial Roman tribal names in Davis & Thurnam, 1865.

19 Burrow, 1967, passim.
20 Bateman, 1861, ii; Lysons, 1865; Warne, 1872, i-xxiii.
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were scarcely a shade more positive21 despite the work of several
craniologists including Thurnam, whose conclusions Greenwell and
Rolleston's data largely supported. What we should, therefore, be
concerned with is not the appearance of racial arguments in the

barrow digging literature but why the study did not become more
obviously racially orientated. The answer lies partly in the

direction racial studies took and partly in the organisational difficulties
that accompanied the newly-emerged ethnological science. ae

At the time when Bateman began extol ::3 the value of a link between
archaeology and ethnology in the early 18508 the benefits seemed real
enough because the standard ethnological orientation, exemplified in
the attitudes of Prichard and Latham, was essentially characteriscd

a3 linguistic ethnology. There was little doubt in the central belief of
original human unity (monogenesis) and the role of ethnology was to
demonstrate that unity by providing information on the time between
the dispersal of man across the earth and the beginnings of historical
material for cach nation. Such documentation relied heavily upon
diffusionist and historical explanation, particularly comparativ~
linguistics, with dependence on environment factors to clarify the
problem of contemporary variations. Within this general viewpoint

it is easy to understand how Bateman and others' enthusiasm for
archacclogical aspirations were in peraliel with central ethnological
aims. Yet even as this alignment was being formed it was being
threatened by the emergence of a more strongly physical and anatomical
approach to man together with the resurgence of belief i:: polygenesis or
a multiplicity of races of man. Both Bateman and Wilson used the
physical approach as demonstration of what ethnological methods

could achieve without appreciating that it reduced the interest and
value of data from the narrow confines of British prehistory for central

21 Lubbock, 1865, 90-91, 116-17; Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877,
126-30.

22 Specific points not otherwise documented in the following section
are more fully discussed in Bolt, 1871, 1-28 and Stocking, 1971.
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ethnological questions, something that would not have resulted if the
orientation had remained more obviously cultural. The apparent
initial successes with the anatomical analysis of human remains from
burial mounds disguised the fact that such an emphasis was leading
into an ethnolo . ... dead-end.

Both monogenesis and polygenesis had considerable histories by the
middle of the nineteenth century and, although polygenist thought had
acquired support in France and America, the alternative hypothesis
had remained the orthodox Christian viewpoint and accepted British
attitude. The re-emergence of this old controversy took the
emphasis away from matters to which British archaeology could make
any contribution. Further, the polygenesists, including Davis and
Thurnam, were largely associated with the more physical,
'anthropological' approach using pre-Darwinian techniques from
comparative anatomy. Although Bateman remained a supporter of
monogenesis, 3 the adoption of polygenesis by Davis and Thurnam,
who became the leading exponents of the ethnological methods in
barrow digging circles, meant that the relative importance of racial
analysis of material from burial mounds was dependent upon the
supplanting of monogenesis by polygenesis as the orthodox position.
This it failed to do for, although polygenist thought continued after
and indeed felt supported by. the publication of Darwin's views, 2
the latter provided the essence of a new approach based on cultural
evolution. To argue this is to question Stocking's view that the
emergence of more strictly physical, often harshly racialist,
approaches combined with an increasing interest in antiquities to
give impetus to ethnological thought. 25 Nowhere do antiquaries
suggest such a fundamental role despite their wish to invest their

23 Bateman, 1861, iii-iv.
24 Stocking, 1968, 42-68.
25 Stocking, 1971, 374-75.
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interests with importance and meaning but instead the emphasis is
always on what ethnology has to offer antiquarianism. Moreover, to
treat Davis as in any way representative, which Stocking does, is to
ignore the fact that his interest and views, never orthodox even among
those who shared them, held little appeal for his fellow-antiquaries
who waited to be convinced of the efficacy of his approach. The
essential weakness of such an approach as Davis and Thurnam
adopted was that it required expertise not available to the normal
antiquary, a factor which could only be overcome by the generation of
a firm link between the racial information acquired from the skeletal
material and the associated objects. Indeed Thurnam's later work,
particularly the two long papers in Archaeologia, 40 can legitimately
be interpreted as the search for just such a link as racial aspects'
importance warned in the face of social evolutionary theory.

These discrepancies between ethnological and archaeological aims
and methods were exacerbated by the institutional upheavals within
ethnology. The Ethnological Society's foundation in 1843 has been
generally interpreted as the result of a 'student party' breaking with
the 'missionary party' in the Aborigines Protection Society27 and
although Stocking would see this view as oversimplified he accepts
that there was a conflict "if not of faction, then at least of purpose’'.
The roots of the Aborigines Protection Society lay in the earlier
efforts by Evangelicals and Quakers to secure the abolition of slavery,
the achievement of which, in the early 1830s, left this essentially
humanitarian society with the role of attempting to secure an improved
attitude to the native peoples in British colonies. This was an
altogether more difficult task for these new aims were less specific
and consequently coherent, united policies were less easily formulated.

28

26 Thurnam, 1869b; 1871.
27 Keith, 1917, 14; see also Curtin, 1964, 329-31.
28 Stocking, 1971, 371.
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Failure to influence the Select Committee of 1842 appointed to look
into colonial affairs led some to see the way ahead in concern with
scientific rather than humanitarian considerations; the Ethnological
Society aimed to satisfy this feeling and 'to complete the circle of
Scientific Institutions' in London. &

Although active in the late 1840s the new society was in decline
during the 1850s and by 1858 it had only thirty-eight paying members,
of whom seven attended the anniversary general meeting. 40 There
was a revival in the years following 1859 with Christy, Evans and
Lane-Fox adding their names to a membership role that already
included Davis, Thurnam and Beddoe. Quite the most important
change, however, was the appointment of Hunt as joint secretary
with Thomas Wright early in 1860. Within three years Hunt had
resigned to form a separate organisation because of differences
specifically related to issues of race. The issue itself was a trivial
one involving the depiction of natives of Sierra Leone in the Society's
publication but underlying it was Hunt's polygenist fervour, derived
from Knox, in an organisation which had remained steadfastly
dominated by believers in monogenesis.

Hunt's new society, the Anthropological Society of London, was to
place much heavier emphasis on the distinctions between human
races, in line with its founder's views, and to involve itself in more
controversial matters relating to colonial affairs. Although Davis
and Thurnam were attracted to this society and some of Thurnam's
major works are to be found in its publications, the assumption of

a more general role in political controversy weakened the chances
of an explicitly racial approach taking over barrow digging studies.
Later events suggest that Hunt's motivation was the establishment of

29 King, 1844, 15-16,
30 Keith, 1917, 18.



a society which he could dominate and, despite internal dissension
and frequent resignations, he succeeded in building a successful
society which was fiercely antagonistic to the older Ethnological
Society. It was not simply a hostility based on differences of
attiludes to racial problems but a contrast in political involvements,
compounded by varying reactions to Darwin. Hunt's resignation
from the Ethnological Society coincided with Lubbock's election to

its presidency and all the leading Darwinians remained in the older
society, implacably opposed to many of the views and certainly the
style of the Anthropological Society. Although numerically inferior,
they represented a formidable opposition who successfully prevented
Hunt and his followers from acquiring the status of orthodox

scientific thought to which their support might have entitled them for
Hunt's views found ready support in contemporary French, German
and American anthropological thought and were not as heterodox as
the ethnological faction's characterisations would suggest. S1 The
success of the Darwinians is best understood in the context of the
'intellectual aristocracy' which has been noted as emerging at this
time. By and large, it \.c: composed of relatively wealthy men from
an Evangelical or Nonconformist background who had turned to science
and were, in the mid-nineteenth century, in the process of creating an
intellectual elite who would become part of the scientific cstablishment
& The link was provided by allegiance to
Darwin's evolutionary theory and, apart from Pitt-Rivers who was not

over several generations,

primarily an excavator of burial mounds, only Greenwell of all the
barrow diggers came close to penetrating their ranks, a fact which
helps to explain why he became the accepted expert in the field of
barrow exploration when his publications have so little to differentiate
them from those of his contemporaries, other than perhaps length.

31 Erickson, 1974.
32 Annan, 1955,
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Various moves were initiated during the period of estrangement of
the Ethnological and Anthropological Societies to bring them back into
union. Huxley, who had been actively reinvigorating the Ethnological
Society, was one of the leading participants in these developments.
J'erliaps to judge from his sympathetic treatment of Thurnam's
view333 he was, as something of a propagandist himself, less
appalled by the Anthropological Society's postures and attitudes than
his colleagues. These attempts failed, despite Hunt's death in 1868
and the succession of the more mild-mannered Beddoe, until a
compromise was finally agreed in late 1870 and early 1871, and the
first meeting of the new group, the Anthropological Institute of Great
Britain and Ireland, tock pilace on 31 January, 1871. Although they
had compromised on the use of the term 'anthropological’, something
which long offended Lubbock, the ethnological faction seemsto have
offered little else for although the first few years were marred by
dissension they managed to retain effective control of the new
organisation. Thus, in this organisational development we can see
anthropology shedding first its association with practical philanthropy
and then after a more deicr: .ined struggle its involvement with
political racism and becoming, under the leadership of the Darwinian
'ethnologicals', a middle of the road science owing primary allegiance
to social evolutionary theory. Necessarily then thesc who, like
Thurnam, without being involved with the political racism of the
Anthropological Society chose to support those who were, found the
importance of their anatomical work minimised in barrow digging
circles in favour of the new orthodoxy of cultural evolution.

The emergence of social evolutionary the:nr:ary:‘;4 as the dominant theme
in anthropological thought during the last thirty-five years or so of
the nineteenth century precluded the continuing development of racial

33 In Laing, 1866, 83 & 85.

34 Specific points in this section, not otherwise noted, derive from the
fuller discussions contained in Murphree, 1961 and Burrow, 1966,
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studies as part of the mainstream of anthropological work. Tylor
put the point quite bluntly in Primitive Culture :

These pages will be so crowded with evidence of such
correspondence among mankind, that there is no need
to dwell upon its details here, but it may be used at
once to override a problem which would complicate
the argument, namely the question of race. For the
present purpose it appears both possible and
desirable to eliminate considerations of hereditary
varieties or races of man, and to treat mankind as
homogeneous in nature, though placed in different
grades of civilization. The details of the enquiry
will, I think, prove that stages of culture may be
compared without taking into account how far tribes
who use the same implement, follow the same custom,
or believe the same myth, may differ in their bodilér
configuration and the colour of their skin and hair, 39

Although this is a firm statement of belief in the essential unity of
mankind there are some indications that the preceding monogenesis-
polygenesis debate had an impact on evolutionary anthropology.
Pitt-Rivers spoke of the usefulness of his collection in deciding the
issue of 'the MONOGENESIS or POLYGENESIS of certain arts :
whether they are exotic or indigenous in the countries in which they
are now found'. =0 These are suggestive terms in which to formulate
the question of diffusion or independent invention and Stocking notes
that the cultural evolutionists, in adopting the idea of plurality of
origin in the notion of independent invention, turned the polygenist
argument on its head by making such diversity into evidence of unity
of psychic make-up, the very thing which the polygenists rejected.
Such aspects, however, should not disguise the fact that the evolutionary
anthropologists did not recognise race as an issue of substance,

The essentials of the evolutionary approach and their particular
relevance to archaeological material were summarised by Lane-Fox

35 Tylor, 1871, 7.

36 Flier describing the Pitt-Rivers collection : Pitt-Rivers Museum
archives quoted in Stocking, 1971, 385-86.



in his description of the principles of classification which formed the
basis for the arrangement of his own collections:

Further,

... it follows that, in studying the evidence of
intellectual progress, the phenomena which we may
expect to observe are firstly, a continuous succession
of ideas; secondly, that the complexity of the ideas
will be in an increasing ratio in proportion to the time;
and thirdly, that the tendency to automatic action upon
any given set of ideas will be in proportion to the
length of time during which the ancestors of the
individual have exercised their minds in those
particular ideas.

if tho=e savage races have been degraded from a
higher condition of culture, then, seeing that
sequences of ideas are necessary to the existence of
any ideas whatever, we must inevitably find traces in
their arts of those higher arts from which they
descended. But if, on the other hand, they have risen
from a lower state, and their present savage condition
arises from their having advanced less rapidly than
those races which are now above them in the social
scale, then what are the conditions which we must
expect to find prevailing amongst them ?

We shall find, firstly, that the forms of their implements,
instead of showing evidence of having been derived from
higher and more complex forms, will, in proportion to
the low state of their civilization, show evidence of

being derived from natural forms, such as might have
been employed by man before he had learnt the art of
modifying them to his uses; and secondly, we shall

find that the persistency of the forms is proportioned to
the low state of their culture.

Now this is found to be the case with nearly every race
of savages of whose condition we have any knowledge.

And finally, it must be noted that,

what the palaeontologist does for zoology, the prehistorian

does for anthropology. What the study of zoology does
towards explaining the structures of extinct species, the
study of existing savages does towards enabling us to
realize the condition of primeval man. To continue the
simile further, the propagation of new ideas may be said
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to correspond to the propagation of species. New
ideas are produced by the correlation of previously
existing ideas in the same manner that new
individuals in a breed are produced by the union of
previously existing individuals. And in the same
manner that we find that the crossing of animals makes
it extremely difficult to trace the channels of
hereditary transmission of qualities in a breed, so
the crossing of ideas in this manner makes it
extremely difficult to trace the sequence of ideas,
although we may be certain that sequence does
exist as much in one case as the other.

Progress is like a game of dominoes - like fits on

to like. In neither case can we tell beforehand what
will be the ultimate figure produced by the adhesions,
all we know is that the fundamental rule of the game

This statement, though long, contains many nuances which cannot be
reproduced in a modern summary. In particular, the allusions made
to zoology emphasise the clear kinship of these formulations with
Darwinian ideas in biology although there is no simple parentage
which can be inferred; Darwin, notes Burrow, 'was certainly not the
father of evolutionary anthropology, but possibly he was its wealthy
uncle’. 38 Indeed there were those, such as Bastian, who rejected
Darwin but accepted cultural evolution. S0 This theory contained three
elements of relevance to anthropology, although all were controversial.
The first was that man was not outside nature but a part of it through
sharing a clear relationship with the animals. Secondly, his views
appeared to support those aspects of racial theory which saw
differences in terms of environmental factors acting over a long time
span. Finally, there was the principle of natural selection which
entered sociology and anthropology in the unfortunate 'survival of the
fittest' viewpoint. Of course behind Darwin was Lyell's uniformit-
arianism outlined in the Principles of Geology. Lyell's work assumed

37 Lane-Fox, 1875, 299, 301, 308.
38 Burrow, 1966, 114,
39 Lowie, 1937, 30-38.
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a continually operating law, the effects of which are still observable
and from which could be inferred past processes. Further, his
hypothesis necessitated an enormous time scale. The achievement
of Lyell and Darwin was to show how the presently determinable
laws of nature could indicate the causes of even the largest changes,
provided a sufficiently long time scale could be accepted. The
final part, as far as evolutionary anthropology was concerned, in
this scientific support system was provided by the acceptance of a
high antiquity for man following Prestwich and Evans’ visit to the
Somme gravels.

This series of ai.zlogous developments within the accepted spheres of
science was important for the acceptance of such evolutionary theory
by archaeologists for they too were seeking to have their subject
sheltered under the prestigious umbrella of science and were,
therefore, predisposed to adopt views, clearly applicable to their
work, which furthered their aims., Such a position has, however,
to be tempered by Burrow's observations that given the 'armchair’
nature of Victorian anthropology the range of possibilities in the
generation of new theory was strictly limited. Apart from
Pitt-Rivers, sufficient of whose remarks have already been quoted
to show his allegiance, the principal archaeological advocates of the
new theories were not barrow diggers but those members of the
anthropological establishment whose interests were strongly
archaeological, Lubbock and Evans. In their works, 40 particularly
those of Evans, can be seen the beginnings of typological analysis
based on evolutionary premises that found its greatest expression in

41

Abercromby's work on Bronze Age pottery. For most barrow

diggers these typological studies were an altogether too sophisticated

40 Lubbock, 1865; 1870, Evans, 1864, 17-32; 1872; 1881; 1897.
41 Abercromby, 1912,



response to the new approach which was interpreted rather crudely
as a resurgence of belief in progress, with the general implication
that the 'ruder’ an object was the greater its antiquity. There can
be no doubt that the racial debate earlier in the century had
temporarily weakened the appeal of progress as a chronological
mechanism of explanation; Thurnam questioned Hoare's view that
the greater simplicity of barrow form in north Wiltshire was
attributable to the higher antiquity and greater poverty of their
builders, preferring to see it as indicative of a different race.

Once again, however, it could be felt, as Ward did, that a study of
43

42

archaeology emphasised man's progress towards civilisation.
Some workers adonted a less simplistic attitude. Stanley and Way
felt that beakers, being 'beautiful vessels', should 'be assigned to
a race that had comparatively made advancement in civilisation',
remarking that 'it were scarcely needful to observe that careful
comparison of the habits of savage races, within recent times,
frequently presents to the ethnographer a clue amidst the dense

obscurities of our own prehistoric age’. 4“ While Greenwell thought

that,

The great labour and pains bestowed upon the burial
of the dead, the large mound, the deep grave, the
various attendant ceremonies of the funeral, may not
necessarily show any high advance in civilisation ...
But, making allowance for this, we cannot look upon
the barrows and their varied contents without being
impressed with the belief that the semi-savage state
had been well-high passed...

On the other hand,

There are ... some features pointing to a condition
of things which ill accords with much advance beyond

savagery.45

42 Thurnam, 1860, 334.

43 Ward, 1874, 215,

44 Stanley & Way, 1868, 56 & 73.

45 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 119,
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Clearly, for Greenwell there were problems in applying the new
doctrines but these difficulties must not be allowed to divert attention
from the basic tenets and framework within which these remarks are
framed. Indeed, such statements are consonant with Tylor's claim
that

By comparing the various stages cf civilization among
races known to history, with the aid of archaeological
inference from the remains of pre-historic tribes, it
seems possible to judge in a rough way of an early
general condition of man, which from our point of view
is to be regarded as a primitive condition, whatever
yet earlier state may in reality have lain behind it.
This hypothetical primitive condition corresponds in

a considerable degree to that of modern savage tribes,
who in spite of their difference and distance, have in
common certain elements of civilisation, which seem
remains of an early state of the human race at large, 46

Further, the mutual dependence inherent in Tylor's hypothesis did
not cause much heart-searching among anthropologists or archaeologists
nor weaken its appeal for either group.

Although the factors discussed above clearly influenced the attitudes

of barrow diggers we cannot expect to see them strongly reflected in
the ways chosen to present the material. Yet all are related to science
becﬁ@.se, for the Victorians, that was an ever-more prestigious pursuit,
the club to which archaeology must acquire entrance if it wished to be
recognised as intellectual effort of worth and importance. Scientific
modes and attitudes became part of the fundamental philosophy and
these agpects were reflected in the format adopted for communication
between archaeologists, particularly the idea that the progress of a
subject was to be measured in terms of accumulation, that knowledge

once acquired remained immutable. = This was the belief that

46 Tylor, 1871, 21.
47 Dingle, 1952, 98,
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bolstered Mortimer when a correspondent in the Yorkshire Post
described his barrow digging as 'a sacrilegious feeding of a vulgar
curiosity' for 'scientific research is satisfied as to our British

graves'. His reply was that 'almost every fresh barrow opened

by competent hands discloses some new facts which had not previously
been observed, thereby adding fact to fact, and thus increasing our
knowledge of the people who inhabited these islands in the far distant
past, and connecting them more closely with our own times.
Moreover, when all barrows have been destroyed, a time 'fast
approaching’, the records of these excavations would form, together
with museum objects, 'the only infallible proofs of the past
existence of man and of his state of culture in prehistoric times ...
and we need not ask what sentence the enlightened generations of the
future will then pass upon the sentimental protests of our friend in
the Yorkshire Post, and on all who sympathize with such narrow
and unenlightened views'.48 The responsibility of every barrow
digger then was to record the facts since, as we have noted above,

the impartiality of the evidence recovered was zn important theme

in the principles of induction; barrows were 'unexceptionable guides,
speaking with no faltering accent, appealing to every man's senses,
most reliable, and beyond suspicion of error, as unpolluted by
transcriber or commentator, in short, the most credible and

unsuspected witnesses we could desire’. 49

Such attitudes inevitably hastened the break with long established
topographical traditions in presentation for now antiquarian information
was no longer one of those miscellaneous sections which comprised
topography. Instead prehistoric material formed an important part

of the science of archaeology and required documentation in a manner

48 Mortimer, 1894, 23.
49 Smith, 1866, 98.



appropriate to its new position. Certainly, the topographical
antecedents were not toally ignored after 1840. They can be seen
in the range of information which Bateman sought to assemble in his
Vestiges or in the large format adopted, to little other point, by
Charles Warne in Celtic Tumuli but one may range against these
Bateman's Ten Years' Diggings and Greenwell's British Barrows as
examples of just how radical the changes were. In these latter two

works there is no concern for integrating information into a con-
tinuous, flowing narrative and they were clearly considered by their
authors to be primarily factual records, the comprehensive nature

and importance of which was self-evident. Nowhere is the relation-
ship between the two viewpoints better illustrated than in the work of
Warne who was nurtured in an age of topographical studies but
published almost all his work when the scientific approach was
dominant. He made gestures to both sides and satisfied neither :
Ancient Dorset was clearly intended as a piece of topographical
description, 'undertaken from a sense of tribute to the ancient remains

of my native county’, w yet it opens with a section by Wake Smart
entitled 'an introduction to the primeval ethnology of Dorset'. It was
even financed by the then out-moded method of assembling a list of
subscribers.

A similar dichotomy of aims is to be observed in the journals of the
county societies. On the one hand they were conceived originally as
repositories of miscellaneous fact supplementing earlier county
histories51 but on the other, the association which many societies
enjoyed with natural history and the prevailing tenor of the age led
them into a role whereby they became the principal publication medium
for archaeological research. These journals form the single most

50 Warne to F.C. Brooke, 13 October 1875 : letter in my possession.
51 cf. Surrey Archaeol. Collections, 6, 1874, vii-viii.




important innovation in the publication of archaeological data effected
in the period after 1840 but, paradoxically, they were not the heralds
of new or improved standards in terms of the material published.
Their significance lies in the greatly increased opportunities they
provided for the publication of small-scale work, a matter of great
concern in a field such as barrow digging where this work might in
aggregation amount to a considerable and valuable assemblage of
information. Clearly, the willingness of county journals to publish
small excavation reports encouraged both their production and the
work that necessitated them, although some workers felt diffident
about committing their results to print, 8a but equally the broader
philosophy which laid great stress upon the importance of every fact
lent considerable support to the concept of publication by societies.
By the final decades of the century, the periodicals regularly carried
notes written by those who felt that 'for the sake of recording all that
is known of the history of British Barrows it is sometimes desireable
to mention those cases (by no means infrequent) in which the antiquary
is disappointed in his search for relics of the ancicnt burial’, Bo
Unlike the volumes produced by the older national societies, the county
organisations adopted the smaller, cheaper octavo size for their
volumes which were after all mainly to grace middle-class homes
not aristocratic libraries and there was a ready willingness to adopt

the improved production techniques. v

Illustrations of the period have already been considered within the
framework of a history of archaeological draughtsmanshipss and only
a few, brief supplementary remarks need to be offered here. In
comparison with the preceding work, there is increasing use of the

plan and section after 1840 although there is no clear relationship to

52 e.g. Mawson, 1876, 14.
Cunnington, 1885a, 340.
Surveyed in Plant, 1965, 269-419,
Piggott, 1965.
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the emerging 'scientific' outlook. Their use was certainly erratic
and unsystematic while Greenwell never introduced them into his
work even though this resulted in absurd demands being made on the
reader:

In order to make the structure of the mound and
the position of its contents intelligible, a point of
measurement was taken from the centre of an
imaginary circular mound at the east end of the
north limb, making it 75ft. in diameter, which
was the width of the mound itself at this part; and
to this central point all the measurements quoted
in the following account refer. 56

Where plans and sections do occur, they have a very notional and
idealised quality with the edge of the barrow being almost invariably
drawn with a pair of compasses, a convention continuing: right to the
end of the century for it was a technique adopted by Mortimer in
Forty Years' Researches, and excavated areas given a regularity
which all other evidence suggests the original trenches never had,
Often the illustrations are never rcicrred to in the text and they are
never other than crude diagrammatic expressions of the interpretations
advanced. Equally capricious was the representation of small finds,
the vast majority of which are not shown. This is an approach
difficult to reconcile with the avowed intentions of recording every
fact but is partly to be explained by the large categories in which
contemporary analysis grouped finds and the failure to appreciate the
typological elements inherent in the evolutionary anthropological
approach. Earlier illustrations of the period, particularly those in
Bateman's Vestiges and Warne's Celtic Tumuli show the influence of
the topographical approach where an emphasis on crudeness and
irregularity was itself an historical statement. It is not perhaps
without significance that the most consistently accurate illustrations,
fully integrated with the text, in an archaeological work before

56 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 497,
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Pitt-Rivers' lavish volumes, are the human skulls in Crania Britannica.
There is no need to re-emphasise here the magnitude of Pitt-Rivers'

achievement in terms of presentation in his series on Cranborne Chase,
They were recognised at the time as 'epoch-making' although their
immediate infi :- 2 was small partly, thought the same commentator,
because they were privately printed. 5%

I have tried in this chapter to tease out some of the strands from
Victorian thought which barrow diggers found applicable to their work
and which, unconsciously perhaps, moulded their attitudes. It can
only be attempted in a generalised manner since so few excavators
felt it useful or desireable to formulate statements concerning their
philosophical attitudes to their interests. Clearly though, there was
a distinct shift in emphasis away from historical approaches towards
a greater unity with the social sciences in the field of prehistoric
studies and this had considerable ramifications for the growth of the
subject.

97 Armitage, 1895, 35.
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4 Planning, survey and excavation.
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1 Planning

Planning, that is the long term organisation of barrow digging on a
systematic basis, is very little discussed by barrow diggers, largely
one imagines because their activities lacked the coherence necessary
for the definition of specific goals. Only Colt Hoare and

Pitt-Rivers ever undertook schemes which could be said to have been
planned within the terms of the above definition and it is important to
note that Colt Hoare was in no way interested in the collection of
antiquities, that Pitt-Rivers collected with aims that wholly trans-
cended the act of collecting and that both positions are unique amongst
major barrow diggers.

Colt Hoare's planning procedures are already well de:?.cribbed1 but
some points can be usefully made in order to emphasise his
divergence from other workers. The scheme for a history of
ancient Wiltshire was not his but it did provide sufficient of an idea
for him to begin the development of a suitable framework to bring it
to fruition. He organised the project and thereby gave direction to
the activities of others : his remarks that some of the barrows 'had
been explored a few years ago, by Mr. Cunnington, at a time when no
idea was entertained of prosecuting his researches to the present
extent, and when no very regular account was kept of his discowireries"2
emphasise the aimless quality of much of the work before he took
control and his claim to Cunnington that 'now we have got the
business of exploring out of my friend Coxe's hands, we shall go on
better and more rapidly. Crocker and I shall do more in one day

1 Woodbridge, 1970, 187-234; Cunnington, 1954, 215-25; Annable &
Simpson, 1964, 1-5.

2 Hoare, 1812, 166.
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than he would have done in a weels:'3 was no piece of idle bravado.
Colt Hoare rapidly established a team of workers, each fulfilling
some particular role. Furthermore, there is no doubt that a team-
spirit was deliberately fostered by him for Phillip Crocker wrote to
Cunnington of some digging at Everley which the latter had been
unable to attend, in just those terms,

Well might you say how much you wished

to have been with us - nor can I describe

how repeatedly we all wished for you - such

a feast of reason, and flow of soul I have

seldom, if ever, enjoyed, nor perhaps ever shall
again - The establishment was - as Sir Richard
humorously expressed - "the most complete he has
yet had" := no less so than a Priest to grant us
absolution - a Poet to immortalise, and raise in
luring verse, the ashes of the Britons - A Bard to still
the souls of departed heroes - an Artist to restore
the costume of two thousand years, and a Patron
of all that is good and great, to show the world
thro' the dark labyrinth of long lost ages. '4

Yet the operations of this team were never to acquire rigidity such
that, when Duke proposed his barrow openings at Lake, Colt Hoare
wrote to Cunnington, I should not wonder if they were [ to | apply to
us at last for assistance - as this is the case I shall alter our plans
and open no more barrows 'till I can attend myself in the autumn. gt
Individual schemes as well as the furtherance of the general aims
remained subordinate to the availability of personnel. It is in this

light that we must interpret Colt Hoare's remarks that 'many a fine

shaped barrow [ at Avebury| courted my attention : but in vain. The
system of British sepulture had been most completely investigated in

South Wiltshire; and though a further exploration might add new

3 Cunnington letters, Hoare 2, 1 April 1804.
4 Cunnington letters, P. Crocker 35, 1806.
5 Cunnington letters, Hoare 18, 23 March 1806.



articles to our museum, it would not probably procure much
additional information respecting the funeral rites of the Britons’.
Although this argument has some substance, Colt Hoare is in effect
acknowledging that the death of Cunnington in 1810 had robbed him
of his barrow digging capability. Even before Cunnington's death,
Colt Hoare had not been afraid to stop digging long barrows or
barrows in low-lying, damp conditions after his experience had

6

shown they did not provide sufficient information. i

All of these features are repeated in Pitt-Rivers' planning, his
development of a team working within a framework of specific
objectives and his flexibility which caused him to dig barrows in
order to benefit from the experience of George Rolleston on a visit

' to Rushmgre. 8 But his search for totality of information provided
the difference since it led to the formulation of new excavation
techniques. The influence of these techniques was initially small
but it prevented future generations ignoring the sophistication of the
whole approach by indulging in a welter of criticism directed at
excavation techniques which was the fate of Colt Hoare. Moreoever,
major barrow digging was almost completed by the time of the
publication of Pitt-Rivers' work. '

For other barrow diggers John Merewether's diary provides a

suitable summary of the lack of planning among them, On 18 July 1849,
he arrives at the Waggon and Horses at Beckhampton and from there
'‘went to Avebury, after an interval of 30 years.' The next day was
‘employed in visits to the tunnel [at Silbury Hill] and in obtaining

leave to open barrows, successfully and without loss of time ...;

made a circuit over the downs east of Avebury, Bye Hill Down, and

6 Hoare, 1819, 93.
7 Hoare, 1812, 40, 65 & 92.
8 Pitt-Rivers, 1888, 1.
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Hacpen, to select barrows for examination.' On the 20 July, he
opened his first barrow in this expedition. e A similar lack of
planning is observable in Mortimer's activities, which are excep-
tional in that they are well detailed in his publication. A comparison
of the years in which he was active with the groups which he himself defined
(fig. 1) shows that in most years his work was spread across

several groups and that most groups were excavated in during at
least five separate years, sometimes not even consecutive years.
There could, of course, be exceptional reasons which would help

to explain such an approach but the overall pattern is consistent

with a lack of firm planning on Mortimer's part, together with the
absence of any published statement explaining either his procedures
or his activities. Such an interpretation would fit the more limited
data available for other diggers and suggests that similar patterns

to those of Mortimer would be presented by the activities of other
serious barrow diggers.

2 Survey

No other aspect of barrow exploration emphasises the differences

in approach of the early barrow diggers and those working in the
mid- and late nineteenth century better than the attitudes to survey.
Stukeley's fieldwork was primarily concerned with survey so it is not
surprising that he relates some of his excavated barrows to his
fieldwork illustrau:iosma.10 The influence of the topographers, among
whom is numbered Stukeley, is reflected in the small maps which
Faussett included in his manuscript to show the location of his
excavationsu but flowers again with the work of Colt Hoare. Hoare

had served a long apprenticeship in topographical affairs before he

9 Merewether, 1851, 18.
10 Stukeley, 1740, 44.
11 e.g. Smith, 1856, 134.



J.R. MORTIMER : BARROW DIGGING CAREER

(Source : Mortimer, 1905)
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came to his work among the remains of ancient Wiltshire but his
own inclinations were reinforced by the existence of an important
group of topographers among whom the idea for some form of study
of Wiltshire had originated. Several pieces of survey had been
projected by these topographers before Hoare took much interest
in his native county. Coxe had employed Abraham Crocker and
his sons to survey Roman roads between Old Sarum and Winchester
in 18012 and in 1802 John Britton had written to Cunnington,

It would be extremely interesting & important to take a
correct map of the country for 1 or two miles round
Stonehenge, and if I am not decidedly opposed by one or
two learned antiquaries of the county I will certainly do

it next summer, or employ some 1%er&:on to do it - showing
the barrows, embankments, etc.

Coxe may have believed that Colt Hoare had become 'barrow mad"14
as a result of his interest in Wiltshire antiquities but he did not let
this madness interfere with the survey work for the projected study.
Seasonally, each year Hoare would personally ride sometimes
accompanied by Phillip Crocker15 who was to do the actual surveying
and drawing oi the sites discovered, to determine what was to be
noted and which sites were to receive an individual survey. Crocker
then undertook the work, often with leave from the Ordnance Survey
for which he worked, 10 and Colt Hoare would then check the surveys
on the ground. The latter process was no mere formality as his
remarks to Cunnington show,

I have had another deli...[ul ride this morning - first
to Battlesbury where I examined Crocker's corrected
plan attentively, & found it so incorrect that I must
have him there in person again. It is quite provoking
to find so many corrections necessary...

12 Woodbridge, 1970, 197-98,

13 Cunnington letters, John Britton, 10 December 1802,
14 Cunnington letters, Coxe 40, 1 November 1803,

15 Cunnington letters, P. Crocker 9, 23 March 1806.
16 Woodbridge, 1970, 212,

17 Cunnington letters, Hoare 53, 1808.



Hoare's remarks take on some significance in view of W.C. Lukis's
remarks concerning the plan of Avebury of which he could not *help
thinking that Mr. Crocker was content to construct portions of his
plan with Stukeley's before his eyes, and was not at the trouble of
making a careful and independent survey of the entire monument for
his magnanimous employer.' £ Notwithstanding Lukis's comments,
the results of Hoare and Crocker's cooperation were the remarkable
maps and plans in Ancient Wiltshire which mark one of the high points
in the integration of survey and excavation. L Hoare's interests in
such matters led to his helping with the identification of antiquities
on some sheets of the first edition of the Ordnance Survey 1 inch
maps - 'Sir Rd. Hoare, to whom I gave a proof for correction, is
delighted with the work and particularly with the antiquities, to which
all the persons employed on the Survey of that Quarter have paid
particular attention... 20 In the decades after Hoare, as prehistoric
studies moved away from a topographical base towards a closer
alliance with anthropological research, the accurate survey of a
barrow's location came to seem unimportant and few felt, as Barrow
did, that a map of the layout of barrows excavated was a valuable
adjunct to an account of the diggings and one which would *form a most
useful reference in regard to future excavations. ol W.C. Lukis
was one of those in agreement with Barr0w22 and his interest in
survey is admirably demonstrated by his large-scale work surveying
megalithic sites with the sponsorship of the Society of Antiquaries of

Lc:.ndon23 which, in view of his close connection with Greenwell, who

18 W.C. Lukis, 1883a, 151.

19 For the accuracy that these surveys could achieve see the
comparison between one of them and an air-photograph in Woodbridge,
1970, »l. 50b & c.

20 Mudge to Colby, 1 September 1818 : quoted in Close, 1926, 69.
21 Barrow, 1854, 162.

22 e.g. W.C. Lukis, 1867a, fig. opp. 85.

23 For details see Evans, 1956, 337-38.
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supported his application to the London society, et makes it
surprising that he was unable to prevail on Greenwell the efficacy

of such work in his barrow excavations. With the inevitable excep~
tion of Pitt--Rimarsz5 this disinterest in general survey continued
until the end of the nineteenth century and such surveys as appeared
were often only indirectly associated with excavation. = Alone of
the major barrow diggers in the second half of the nineteenth century,
Mortimer provided a map showing the barrows he excavated but he
may have been influenced in this by his belief that the layout of
mounds in barrow groups was related to constellations in the night

sky, & an idea which found little support among his contemporaries.

Attitudes to the individual mound present a somewhat different
pattern from that outlined above. Until the middle of the nineteenth
century, there is little indication that other than the most cursory
measurements of circumference or dimension and height were taken.
An apt summary is provided by a small drawing in the Carrington
papers showing a man pacing around the circumference of a mound to
which is attached the wry title *measuring the mound with calipers’
and the accompanying text contains a discussion on how to measure
the height of the mound which ends with the conclusion that ‘one
practical guesser is worth seven raw mathmaticians. 128 Some were
making tentative moves towards a more comprehensive record of the
mound before excavation. F.C, Lukis®s practice had been to take
'an accurate plan and sketch ... of such appearances as present

24 Lukis papers, personal correspondence, W. Greenwsll {o
W.C. Lukis, 29 August 1882,

25 Pitt-Rivers, 1888, pl. XCIV,

26 e.g. hutchinson, 1880, 151,

27 Mortimer, 1895b,

28 Carrington papers, The Barrow Diggers' Restitution, 9 & 126.




themselves before working' and the precept was adopted by his sons, 29

but it remained a commonplace to do no more than establish the
cardinal points and take a few rudimentary dimensions before begin-
ning the excavation.so Disinterest in the form of the mound is to

be understood while the central shaft method was primarily in use for
it did little damage to the external shape, even though most diggers
recognised the alteration in barrow profiles that agricultural tech-
niques were effecting and so could not justify their indolence on the
grounds of it being a task for future workers. But as excavation
became more extensive and the difficulties of accurate restoration
more considerable, disinterest in the barrow's external form and a
consequent belief in the unproductiveness of such matters are the
only explanations for the failures to survey the mounds. Pitt-Rivers
began the reversal of these trends, although initially he only took a
profile across the mound with aid of a 'spirit--lev'el'.:‘11 However,

he adopted contouring in his work at Cranborne Chase,

The contours of this, as in all other cases, show accurately
the form of the slopes before the Barrow was touched,

and it will be seen, that very slight trace of a ditch is
perceivable, the contours being in 2 inches vertical height.
So shallow indeed was the depression of the Ditch upon

the surface, that by the eye only, it might easily have
remained unnoticed; but contouring brings to light hollows
which to an inexperienced eye are scarcely perceptible. 32

This represented a major development when compared to Faussett's
use of low sunlight to recognise low f«ea.tv.n'eas33 but it came too late to
influence many of the barrow diggers in this study. St. George Gray,

29 F.C, Lukis, i845b, 223; Lukis papers : F. du Bois Lukis in
Collectanea Antiqua, 5, 398.

30 Llewelyn, 1856, 64.

31 Lane-Fox, 1877a, 280; 1877b, 290.
32 Pitt-Rivers, 1898, 136.

33 Smith, 1856, 99.
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one of Pitt-Rivers' assistants, did use it in the first years of the
twentieth century but even he was prepared to sacrifice such surveys

in the face of limitations of time and cost. 34

3 Excavation

Few barrow diggers were prepared to venture beyond a bald statement
of the technique employed when presenting reports of their activities.
Although they often criticised their predecessors for their inadequate
efforts, usually in a completely unspecific manner, there was a
general unwillingness to advocate a cogent argument for any particular
technique. Experience was the factor that controlled technique, both
collective and individual contributing although in differing degree
depending on the number of barrows opened. The individual who
opened barrows on a small number of occasions seems to have been
wholly influenced by the collective experience, particularly after the
mid-nineteenth century when it could be easily shared through the
county journals, whereas the more important barrow diggers often
experimented in their early days but refined and narrowed their range
of techniques as their experience grew. The interlocking of previous
research and personal knowledge is finely illustrated by Joseph
Anderson who, speaking of the long cairn at Camster, wrote,

Looking at the cairn sideways, it had the appearance

of a number of hummocks of stones joined on to each

other along the ridge. This turned out to be the key

to the interior arrangement, but having in former instances
found the chamber opening midway between the horns

at the highest end of the cairn, we set to work there

in the belief that there the entrance passage would

be found, 35

34 Gray & Prideaux, 1905, 8 & 25.
35 Anderson, 1869, 221.
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While nine years later he said of his work on the round cairn at
Collessie,

As this the first cairn of the Bronze Age that I have
examined, ... my experience among the Stone Age
cairns (which has been somewhat peculiar) was of no use
on this occasion, and it was more a happy chance

than anything else that led to the finding of the deposit
with the dagger-blade on the first day's digging. 36

Although it deserves strong emphasis there is little surprise in
experience performing this role but more important is the identi-
fication of what factors brought about changes in technique. Given
that the basic motivation in all barrow digging in the period under
discussion was the exposure of the burials and the accompanying
objects the natural technique to adopt was the central shaft on the
assumption that barrows covered a single burial beneath the apex

of the mound. The growing realisation after 1820, in a rather hazy
period of barrow digging, that mounds could and generally did cover
more than one burial, perhaps aided by Miles' discoveries in the
Deverel barrow and by increasing degradation of mounds by
agricultural techniques, led to a multiplicity of techniques including
the trench across the mound, which although criticised occasionally
as inadequate,” became by far the most popular of methods. A very
few antiquaries realised the improved chances for structural analysis
that such practices t:::ffered?’8 but it was in the main a pious adoption
of new techniques to achieve the same goal. Some justification for
the new methods was found in discoveries made during the re~opening
of mounds 'inadequately opened' by another technique on a previous
occasion. Multiplicity of burial logically pointed towards total
excavation but this was not seriously advocated as a standard

36 Anderson, 1878, 445.
37 Neville, 1847, 359.
38 W.C. Lukis, 1867a, 85-8T7.
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procedure until Pitt-Rivers proposed it in 189839 because scholarly

aims had to be reconciled with the expenditure of time and money.

The techniques which came into common use after 1840 were a
compromise between research and cost. James Ruddock, who,
exceptionally, did his work without labourers on most occasions, =
demonstrates this compromise. His work, as detailed by Bateman,
show that large mounds were always excavated by the quickest
procedure, a central shaft, as were most of the barrows excavated
during the winter months when daylight was shortest. Similarly,
the regular and almost ritualistic advocacy of accuracy and care""1
was not allowed to influence matters when shortness of time demanded
unorthodox techniques or when no signs of a burial were apparent. 42
Clearly, when the prime motivation was so specific and the general
aims so ill-defined much technique was an uneasy and unrealistic
compromise between such aspects and the more practical matters

concerning time and expense.

i The central shaft.

The sinking of a central shaft from the apex to the base was the
earliest and simplest form of opening a barrow. It owes this priority
to its being 'the shortest way of arriving at the probable place of
deposit' as Thomas Wright succinctly remarked in his description of
some of Edward Tindall's barrow excavations in Yorkshire. a3 This

method is the one most firmly established in modern minds as the

39 Pitt-Rivers, 1898, 138.

40 Bateman letters, W. Bowman, October, 1849.

41 e.g. Douglas, 1793, 50, f.n.; W.C. Lukis, 1871, 124-25.
42 e.g. Bateman, 1848, 75; 1861, 119,

43 Wright, 1861, I, 25.



typical technique of the pre-twentieth century barrow diggers but
such an interpretation is insecurely based in the evidence. Its use
was rare after the mid-nineteenth century and although it had been
heavily predominant before that time there had been no exclusiveness
about its employment.

Stukeley has left insufficient record of the technique he used but
where he does discuss the matter he appears not to have used a
central shaft, perhaps because he felt the latter method too obvious
to require comment. Such would seem to have been the case with
Faussett who could not have examined the number of graves in a day
that he did without a simple central shaft technique. Other diggers
in the eighteenth century have left ample record that this was their
normal procedure and as such required little more than a bald
statement confirming its use. 4“ The method remained popular with
excavators early in the nineteenth century. Colt Hoare, speaking
for himself and Cunnington, describes how 'adopting our usual maxim
of in medio tutissimus, we attacked its cent;re';‘;‘5 lesser diggers did
likewise, particularly in Dorset where there seems to have been much
ill-recorded digging in the early decades of the nineteenth century. 46

But the impending decline of the method is signalled in a note by Woolls
to The Barrow Diggers,

The way to open a Barrow, is either to remove
the mound of earth entirely, or to make a section
through it at least six or eight feet wide from
north to south, or from east to weaﬂ:a or to sink
down the centre from top to bottom. 7

44 Preston, 1776, 273; Douglas, 1793, 99-100 (Dr. Mortimer) &
160-61 (himself); Milner, 1790, 898-99; Bateman, 1852, 185-86, 188
(Hayman Rooke); Warne, 1866, tovp, 6 (Mr. Hawkins).

45 Hoare, 1812, 195

46 Repton, 1812, 354; Rackett, 1814, 332; Cunnington letters,
P. Crocker 46, 18 December 1807; Rackett papers, W. Miles, 21 May
1828, D. Solly, 1840 : Dewar, 1965, 54-55, 76-77.

47 Woolls, 1839, 54.
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The prominence given in this quotation to total excavation and
trenching in preference to a central shaft indicates the weakening
of the latter's appeal as an appropriate procedure. During the
next twenty years, its use was to be reduced to a minimal amount.
Some who had commenced their barrow digging career earlier in
the century continued to favour it as did Merewether in his diggings
in north Wiltshire during 1849, when he even sought to adapt its use
to the excavation of long barrows, 48 but it became more and more
the technique of the beginner and the ignorant, Bateman and
Mortimer employed a central shaft occasionally in their work but
both later recognised that by so doing the barrows had been
'imperfectly opened’ and a second opening was usually attempted,
-while Hutcheson records its use at the end of the century by a
landowner exploring a cairn at West Mains of Auchterhouse. 49
Similarly, Warne and his friends in Dorset continued to adopt a
central opening until into the second half of nineteenth century. 50

Although criticism of the technique mounted during the second half
of the century it failed to eradicate the use of a central shaft. Much
of this criticism was cogently argued particularly by W.C. Lukis,
despite his father’s adoption of the method for his excavations at
Bircham, BL but much just referred to the mound being left 'very
often terribly mutilated and blundered'. 2 Only Thurnam sought to
answer the developing attack,

A few words may be added on the mode of opening barrows,
Like Mr Cunnington and Sir R.C. Hoare, our plan has been to dig
a hole, ten or twelve feet square, in the centre of the mound; and

48 Merewether, 1851, 19, 21, 41.

49 Bateman, 1848, 35 & 48; 1861, 71; Mortimer, 1905, 46 & 106;
Hutcheson, 1898, 206.

50 Warne, 1866, mopr, 41, cfpf, 6 & 10 (Shipp), 16 (Wake Smart),
25 (Barnes).

51 F.C. Lukis, 1843, 14.
52 e.g. W.C, Lukis, 1867a, 85-87; Atkinson, 1891, 139.
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to sink a shaft from the top to the bottom, until the undisturbed
chalk rock is reached, and the original interment disclosed. By
this method, when carefully filled up and the turf replaced,

the external form of the mound is hardly at all affected;

and, as Sir R,C. Hoare observes, barrows so opened scarcely
bear the appearance of any examination. It is the more
desireable to allude to this point, as in the adjoining county

of Dorsetshire, the much more costly and tedious method

of cutting a trench through the entire mound seems to be

the plan still usually adopted. The external form of the
barrow is by this means much more defaced; though except

in rare cases, such an extensive section cannot be requisite
for the full disclosure of the contents of the tumulus.

Leaving aside the erroneous claim for Dorset diggers which seems
largely based on seeing the Culliford Tree barrow excavated but not
backfilled, it is not difficult to understand why Thurnam flew so much
in the face of contemporary antiquarian attitudes in this matter. His
prime concern was the establishment of correlations between barrows
and the racial definition of their builders through a study of the skulls.
This necessarily required the acquisition of such remains from the
primary burials associated with the construction of the mounds which
experience had suggested occupied a central position on or under the
old land surface and further, this study had led to a realisation, for
the first time since Colt Hoare, that external form might well have
some significance. Thus, for Thurnam, the central shaft offered the
most satisfactory manner in which to acquire the important evidence
consonant with the minimum disturbance of the external form of the
barrow. It was not an argument that appealed to his fellow antiquaries.

But the use of a central shaft continued in three specific types of
excavation, where there was insufficient time for any other method,
presumably on the principle that some excavation was better than no
excavation, > where the barrow was particularly large and could only

53 Thurnam, 1860, 335.
54 e.g. Parfitt, 1880, 121; Cunnington, 1860b, 163.
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be opened by this method within the demands of time and cost, >°

and finally in the excavation of chambered and unchambered cairns.
Cairns clearly offered more difficult problems than barrows in
terms of excavation and the creation of a central shaft with sloping
sides retained its attraction, at least for some, as a relatively
safe and efficient method of digging. b6 These characteristics
applied even more forcibly to chambered cairns where there could
be quite dramatic savings in effort resulting from breaking into

the chamber from above, 8t even when the chamber's collapse was
suggested by the apex not bzing 'by any means clearly defined'. 3
The chambered cairn could, of course, be more legitimately
excavated by a central shaft because its contents were restricted

to readily definable structural features.

ii The trench

Trenching was the technique of the second half of the nineteenth
century when it became the recognised mode of barrow opening,
although it had been used occasionally earlier than this. 3 As has
been already noted, the reasons for it supplanting the central shaft
are obscure, for while a few excavators were beginning to appreciate
that structural information might be obtained from the excavations,
most diggers gave no indication of having this appreciation and yet
still adopted the trench as their normal method. These two groups
were perhaps not as separate as their writings would suggest since

the advantage of the trench may have been connected with the

55 e.g. Beldam, 1861, 306; Borlase, 1873, 426.

56 e.g. Jopling, 1846, 451; Ffoulkes, 1852a, 65; 1852b, 97;
1852¢, 215; Anderson, 1872, 294.

o7 Raphoe, 1806, 409; Anderson, 1869, 217.
58 Rhind, 1854, 102,

59 e.g. Head, 1773, 55; Low, 1776, 276; Preston, 1776, 273;
Riggs, 1869, 157 (John Bell in 1815).
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improved opportunities for the early recognition of the grave. This
particular structure was always the prime interest of barrow diggers
and there is good reason to believe that little care was exercised
until signs of a burial were come upon, witness the explanation for
the breaking of a bead accompanying a Saxon burial in Stand Lowe :
Bateman remarked that 'there being no indication of bone, or change
of colour in the soil, the scrupulous care, so necessary on these
occasions, was not used. e Such indications as did not obligingly
present themselves to Bateman on this occasion would be more
easily discernible in the face of a trench being cut through the mound
than in the floor of a central shaft.

Almost every point of the compass was chosen for the excavation of
a trench although the cardinal points were particularly popular and
trenches lying east-west or north-south are commonly described in
the literature, possibly because this became a short-hand approxi-
mation for the orientation of the trench. Most popular, however,
were trenches aligned north-west/south-east : 'we made a wide
cutting', wrote Greenwell, 'from the south-east side, in the hope of
coming upon secondary interments, which are usually found in that
position. o1 Presumably this is the explanation of other trenches
so aligned. Petrie cut his trenches north-east/south-west, an
uncommon orientation because that was 'the direction in which 1
had frequently found the cists. 82

Once generally accepted, four major forms of trench excavation
are definable. First, the most common form was a single trench
excavated from the side of the mound towards and embracing the

60 Bateman, 1848, 75.
61 Greenwell, 1874, 22.
62 Petrie, 1857, 59



centre. 63 Second, less common but still popular was a trench across

the mound from one side to the other.%% Third, two trenches cut from
the edge to form a right angle at the centre of the 1:|m::n.md65 and fourth,
two trenches forming a cross at the centre of the b:«.\.rrcmv(:"6 were
altogether rare. There were, of course, many individual variations
on these four basic approaches as when, on one occasion, Samuel
Carrington chose to excavate a barrow by three parallel trenches.
Further, many of the final patterns formed by the excavations were the
product of circumstance: . Failure to find an interment often led to
further trenches being cut and this is particularly emphasised by
trenches which were cut from the centre towards the periphery, pre-
sumably after a central shaft had been made. The pragmatism

involved in the use of trenches and the clear correlation between

67

their use and the absence of discoveries, together with the adoption
of many barrow diggers of two or more techniques often on the same
day's digging, weakens any argument that a change in technique is a
reflection of new philosophies or aims. One must be cautious in
accepting statements concerning technique at their face value :
Greenwell described his technique thus,

My practice has always been to drive a trench, the
width of the barrow as it was originally constituted
and before it was enlarged by being ploughed down,
from north to south, through and beyond the
centre. I have not always thought it necessary

to remove the whole of the north and west sides,

63 F.C. Lukis, 1843, 13; Bateman, 1848, 28, W.C. Lukis to
F.C. Lukis, 2 October 1870 : Lukis papers, Pre-Roman period,
Great Britain, 2; Warne, 1866, mopr, 28; Pennington, 1875b,
378; M'Crie, 1881, 71; Anderson, 1891, 22; Atkinson, 1891, 142;
Evans, 1901, 8; Goddard, 1902, 224; Coffey, 1905, 14.

64 Chester, 1859, 264; Warne, 1866, mopr, 47; Lane-Fox,
1877b, 290; Read, 1895, 243; Hancock, 1896, 22-23; Abercromby,
1905¢, 179; Mortimer, 1905, 1.

65 Davies, 1857, 302-03; Brodie, 1872, 151; Hall, 1886, 251-52;
Hamilton, 1891, 25,

66 Llewelyn, 1856, 65; Lee, 1858, 170; Hall, 1867, 155; Parfitt,
1880, 120; Stewart, 1884, 376; Fortey, 1885, 445; Goddard, 1894,
280; Abbott, 1896, 132.

67 Bateman, 1861, 116.
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as they are generally found to be destitute of
secondary interments; in very many cases, however,
I have turned over the whole mound, 68

Such a clear statement that Greenwell primarily used the trench was
prompted by a condemnation of central openings only, yet recent
re-excavations of mounds opened by Greenwell show his diggings
were often only a central opeming;69 the trench is the least pre-
cisely defined of all barrow digging techniques.

Trenches had always been in vogue for the opening of long barrows
in which the position of the interments was less easily predicted.
Lord Winchelsea had used them in his excavations at Juliberries’
Grave early in the eighteenth century and Cunnington and others had
done likewise. 10 This unanimity in the use of this technique was
broken only by Pitt-Rivers, controlled by his desire for totality, in
his work on Wor Barrow. L Similarly, it is possible that those

~ working mainly in Anglo-Saxon tumuli adopted the use of trenches
earlier than those concerned mainly with prehistoric mounds,
influenced by the need for trenches in flat cemeteries for Akerman
makes the passing remark that 'when opening several barrows on
the South Downs, some years since, we found one which had been
partly explored, two trenches having been cut through it at right
angles, perhaps by some person who had been accustomed to
researches in Anglo-Saxon tumuli. 1%

68 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 27, f.n. 1.

69 e.g. Coombs, 1974, 4, fig. 3.

70 Douglas, 1793, 103; Cunnington papers, III, 26.
71 Pitt-Rivers, 1898, 74.

72 Akerman, 1847, 15, f.n. 25.
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iii Excavation of the central area.

Excavation of a rectangular or square central trench, often of
considerable dimensions was most often used by Mortimer, who
adopted this procedure in fifty-six percent of the barrows he dug
where he provides any indication of the technique employed. It
was not, as has been claimed, L& a method he favoured in his early
excavations but one which he used throughout his digging camreer;'MI
the apparent bias towards his early years is a product of the high
level of his activity in those early years (see fig. 1 ). Mortimer
was quite willing to cut small trenches if his initial large trench
failed to disclose the burials and he often employed probing as
means of discovering the interments in his central excavation. L
On occasions he first delineated the square by a narrow trench
around the borders but it is unclear whether this was the normal

procedure. 16

The method was merely a rather more sophisticated version of the
earlier central shaft, coming as a response to the recognition of
the possibility of a multiplicity of burials under a mound.
Cunnington's intended large square cutting in the Hatfield barrow,
although probably aimed at ensuring that a burial was discovered,
can be interpretedas anearly version. Carrington used it occasion-
ally on some of the Staffordshire barrows he excavated and it was
adopted intermittently by others. 8 Certainly, the larger excavated
area and the neatness suggested by the squareness of the cutting has

77

73 Marsden, 1974, 109,

74 He was still using it in 1894 : Mortimer, 1905, 350.
75 Mortimer, 1905, 45 & 131.

76 idem, 122,

77 Hoare, 1819, 6.

78 Bateman, 1861, 164 & 167; Woodruff, 1874, 21; Abercromby,
1903, 181,
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meant that this method has not attracted the opprobrium heaped on
to the central shaft, a technique to which it is clearly akin.

iv "Turning over'".

Turning over is a phrase which occurs occasionally in the published
reports of barrow excavations, more especially in those of Greenwell
and Mortimer, and it generally involved the total excavation of the
mound. The procedure was not Greenwell's regular practice but it
was done 'in very many cauam:s'..'29 Its use seems to have been, at
least for Greenwell and Mortimer, primarily reserved for those
mounds so reduced and distorted by agriculture that it was no
longer possible that the centre, as they saw the mound, bore any
relationship to the original apex or else for mounds which did not
produce burials when investigated by more regular techniques, Ee
although Faussett had had to resort to its use with a low bank at
Beakesbourne which he knew contained burials but which offered no

indications as to their disposition. 81

Other workers used the method occasionally but what prompted its
adoption is unclear. Certainly, its infrequent use produced some
rather bizarre adaptations - Cantrill turned over a circular area
sixteen feet in diameter while leaving an annular border three feet
wide around the outside untouched when he excavated a cairn at
Ystradfellte and F.G.H. Price turned over all of a barrow at
Colwinston, Glamorgan except 'a small portion at the north-west
end which, judging from the former experiences of diggers rarely
contains any remains of burials. £ Both H, Smith and J, Ward

79 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 27, f.n.

80 e.g. Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 202; Mortimer, 1905, 71 & 81.
81 Smith, 1856, 150.

82 Cantrill, 1898, 249; Price, 1887, 433.
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turned over barrows while at the same time excavating others by
more usual techniques. 83 Just exactly what turning over meant is
suggested by Robert Mortimer's account of the excavation by
Greenwell of barrow XLIX at Helperthorpe in November 1866. 'The
tumulus was', he wrote, 'trenched over with four-tined forks and
shovels in a hurried manner by six or seven men as if by 'takework’,
a method not at all suitable for making antiquarian researches on a
scientific principle’. o4 This may not have been wholly typical
since Cantrill claimed the basal deposits of his cairn 'and upper six
inches of the underlying gravel' were 'thrown out and searched a
spadeful at a time’. 85

v Tunnelling.

Tunnelling was, of course, the rarest technique employed in barrow
digging since few mounds were of sufficient size to justify its use,
but its use demonstrates the very considerable lengths to which some
were prepared to go in order to explore a particular burial. Itis
all the more remarkable when one considers that Colt Hoare and
Cunnington's work, undertaken before the first recorded use of a
tunnel, had shown that there was no correlation between the size of
the barrow and the richness of the interment beneath. Three of the
four instances when the use of a tunnel was contemplated were,
therefore, connected with barrows which, not surprisingly, held
particular attraction for the excavators : the appeal of Silbury Hill,
the largest apparently sepulchral mound in Britain, for Dean
Merewether and of the remarkable Bartlow Hills in Essex for

John Gage (later John Gage Rokewode) is easily appreciated whereas

83 Smith, 1870, 66; Ward, 1888, 50.
84 CQuoted in Hicks, 1970, 310.
85 Cantrill, 1898, 249.



Gib Hill, 'connected with [Arbor Low] by a serpentine ridge of
earth', had been 'ever reckoned ... to be of more than common
importance' by Thomas Bateman who believed 'that a successful
excavation of it might yield some approximate data respecting the
cuzcure period of the foundation of the neighbouring circle'. 66

Both Merewether and Gage were faced with little practical alterna-
tive to the adoption of tunnelling if they wished to explore the mounds
which particularly interested them and consequently their approach
was a good deal more sophisticated. Gage began with a section

cut into the mound to a depth of sixteen feet before commencing on

a tunnel,

fifty three feet long to the aperture of the place of

sepulchral deposit, six feet two inches high, and three feet
wide in the average, until within thirteen feet of the

deposit, when the width ... increased to seven feet : nearer
the centre, the aperture [took] a semicircular course, which
was intended to be pursued in order to give a better
opportunity of finding the deposit.

Measures were taken to secure the tunnel from collapse and it was
sealed with a door.87 Merewether was equally well organised with
three gangs of labourers working in eight hour shifts throughout the
twenty four hours under the direction of an engineer, Mr. Blandford,
Unlike Gage, Merewether did not use the old land surface as the
floor level of his tunnel but kept it instead,

2 feet below the ceiling of the tunnel; inasmuch

as there could be little doubt that whatever deposit
might be found would be either on the surface of

the original ground near the centre, or in a cist formed
immediately below that line, 88

86 Bateman, 1861, 17,
87 Gage, 1836, 301.
88 Merewether, 1851, 11.

104



Neither Merewether nor Gage took much interest in the actual
digging of the tunnels and both galleries were well advanced at the
time of their first visits.®® However, the Dean did not hesitate
to take over the direction of his labourers when the engineer con-
zilcred his contractual obligations fulfilled with the tunnel close to

the centre of the mound. 90

In comparison with these prodigious efforts, the work of Bateman
and Evans, the only other two diggers to have contemplated
tunnelling, appears to have more than a tinge of foolhardiness and
desperation about it. Bateman began conventionally enough with a
trench across the central area of the barrow. Only when this had
been enlarged to an area twenty five feet by eighteen without
revealing any burial was a tunnel

driven from the west side of the excavation,

in the hope of discovering an interment; but
after proceeding a few feet it was deemed
insecure, the supporting timbers were knocked
away, and the whole suffered to fall in; by
which, much to the surprise of all present, a
square cistern was exposed to view, ...

Clearly, the reward for determination. Similarly, Evans employed

first a trench on the barrow at Youngsbury, Hertfordshire but when

this did not disclose an interment he 'directed that a tunnel should be

made in the lower part of the face of soil in the hope that we might

prove to have been mistaken in our measurements’. 92 Fortunately,

the grave was rapidly revealed for Evans seems to have been com-

pletely unprepared for his *tunnel’ to be anything other than a minor
undercutting. Only Gage was to use tunnelling more than once as a
technique for barrow exploration. 3

89 Gage, 1836, 301; Merewether, 1851, 11,
90 Merewether, 1851, 15,

21 Bateman, 1859, 152,

92 Evans, 1890, 289.

93 Rokewode, 1842, 1,
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vi The organisation of the excavation.

The organisation of the actual excavation of a mound appears to
have received little forethought or consideration and seems to have
been controlled by such factors as availability of workmen, freedom
from other commitments and mere whim. It is clear that barrow
diggers did not always attend in person and occasionally the
labourers were left entirely to their own devices : Bateman remarks
of a barrow on Hind Lowe that

a cutting was made through the centre, without

the effect of discovering the primary interment. Probably
the labourers (being left to themselves) were not 94
sufficiently careful in their researches and overlooked it.

and Hutchinson records that Kirwan was attending a meeting of the
Devon Association while his labourers dug barrows for him. 8% The
absence of any supervision for the labourers is a thing few would
have admitted to and is, therefore, probably grossly under-
documented. Few seem to have felt, with W.C, Lukis, that
labourers should be given 'careful supervision'. v More often,
control of the excavation was delegated by the person who would
claim responsibility for the excavation. At one end of the scale
there was delegation in the sense of financial support as Cunnington
was offered by Colt Hoare and Carrington by Bateman or leaving the
work to a close collaborator as Mortimer did with his brother. 91 In
these and similar cases there was little difference in standards and
ability between the two parties but there are such firm cases of
inconsistency as to suggest an absence of clearly defined principles
in the area of barrow digging. Bateman employed Carrington but

94 Bateman, 1848, 62.
95 Hutchinson, 1880, 133.

96 W,C. Lukis to F.C, Lukis, 2 October 1870 : Lukis papers,
Pre-Roman period, Great Britain, 2.

97 e.g. Mortimer, 1905, 1 & 3.
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he also used one Peter Banton to open some barrows in
Northamptonshire on his behalf even though Banton had written,

I have sent for permission to open the barrows but
shall want to know before I commence what width
the opening should be, whether it is desireable to
commence at the extreme edge of the
circumference and whether it is better to have

two or more labourers. ... Excuse me troubling
you about this but it may save expense if I

go to work in the best way. 98

Hardly an experienced excavator one feels. Londesborough was
similarly haphazard in who dug for him, using William Bowman, an
illustrator and friend of Bateman, for some of his work in Yorkshire
while one of his successors used his gamekeeper, who 'being ... an
uneducated man, ... was unable to preserve notes of th~ contents

of each grave [_at Bifrons] , and of the positions and circumstances
in which the relics were found'. 99 Similarly, Mortimer accused
Greenwell of having left the work in the hands of an 'amateur
assistant’. 10 Few can have been quite so off-hand in their dele-
gation as Petrie who 'requested the farmer to open some of the
L
impossible to assess how much delegation was done by those who
produced the published reports but the indications are that it was
extensive : in 1902 a barrow was opened by John Watson Taylor who
asked B.H. Cunnington to superintend the work which was published
by E.H. Goddard, %2

barrows, and, if he came to a cist, to send [him] nctice’'.

98 Bateman letters, P. Banton, 12 August 1858.

99 Bateman letters, W. Bowman, 19 September 1851;
Godfrey-Faussett, 1876, 301,

100 Mortimer, 1905, xlviii, f.n.
101 Petrie, 1866, 411.
102 Goddard, 1902, 224.
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Nothing better indicates the absence of careful preparation in the
organising of a barrow excavation than the attitudes displayed
towards time. Both the inability of even experienced diggers to
estimate accurately what could be achieved in a given space of time
and the determination to spend the allctted time in barrow digging
emphasises this strongly. Bowman's comments to Bateman on
some excavations sponsored by Londesborough are particularly
appropriate:

I have finished at Driffield and shall describe as

well as I can all the affair. Those pack of asses

Thurnam & co originally intended to go to Driffield on

Monday night and commence early on Tuesday morning, finish
the barrow there by noon, fly over to Danes Graves, open four
or five of them and return to York by the last train. The first
barrow took us a week and the Graves a day but on Wednesday
they all bolted and left me alone to finish. I had 3 & 4 men
all the time so you may think the things they have got were
not procured for nothing. 103

Aside from the incidental suggestion that Thurnam was not always
the devoted barrow digger that his published works would lead one

to suppose, Bowman's remarks give a valuable insight into the
disorganised way in which much excavation was undertaken and
which was completely disguised in the published reports. Bateman
himself showed remarkable honesty when he wrote of one excavation,

Owing to the shortness of time allowed by the length of
the day after the opening of the other three tumuli, nothing
decisive could be ascertained, except a conviction of the
impolicy %f attempting to explore so many barrows in

one day. 104

His descriptions contain other examples when insufficient time or
excavation by candlelight, a practice also adopted by Greenwell on

103 Bateman letters, W. Bowman, c. September 1849.
104 Bateman, 1848, 63.
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at least one occasion, are stated reasons to explain the lack of a

thorough search. 105

The problem was not just one of insufficient time. Surplus time
could lead just as easily to impromptu digging. Hoare, 'having time
at command', had ‘ordered our pioneers to make a trial' of a

barrow near Shepherd's Shore while Bateman records that 'to occupy
the afternoon, we worked a little in the large barrow' after failing

to discover an interment in another mound and Borlase did likewise
in similar circumstances. L
expected permission could lead to similarly unplanned excavation :

Equally, a failure to secure the

Bateman describes such a situation in which he says 'we amused
ourselves with some unsuccessful digging in the Cauldon Hill group
of tumuli’. 197 The wording is interesting in that it is not that used
by Samuel Carrington in his description to Batemanl®® but it helps

to explain the lack of organisation in indicating the clear kinship
between field sports and barrow digging. This similarity was
reinforced by the area in which the work was undertaken which was
almost entirely confined to the locality in which the digger lived.

In the case of Colt Hoare and Bateman it was a case of digging on
one's own estate or those of one's friends; for diggers like Mortimer
the acquisition of a patron who could obtain permission was essential.
Only occasionally was barrow digging outside of the home locality
undertaken without a friend's country house providing a base. 210

105 Bateman, 1861, 44 & 115; W. Greenwell to A, Way, 6 December
1847: Soc. Ant. Lond. correspondence, 1844-48 quoted in Jessup,
1961, 70.

106 Hoare, 1819, 92; Bateman, 1861, 67; Borlase, 1872, 107.
107 Bateman, 1861, 154.

108 Carrington says only 'we contented ourselves with examinin
some mounds' : Carrington papers, T. Bateman, 28 August [1849].

109 Milner, 1790, 899; Gray & Prideaux, 1905, 7. Both camped
at the site of the barrows.

109



This underlying sporting-like feeling is seen also in the number of
occasions where barrow digging was organised as a social event,

something that was present from the beginning of serious barrow
excavation. 110 After the middle of the nineteenth century and the
growth of county and other archaeological societies, the specific

opening of a mound to coincide with the visit of a society on one of
its excursions became common, L occasionally with disastrous
results for the excavation:

So large a slice of the afternoon, however, was consumed at
the splendid collation in the tent near the six-mile stone,
together with many other slices of a variety of good things,
that there was no time left to complete the examination of the
barrow, or even open the kist-vaen. A trench from the south
margin to the centre, and beyond the centre, had been run into
this barrow the day before the meeting, in anticipation of the
visit ... and the black mould cleared away, down to the crown
of a cairn or kist-vaen of flints. ... It was intended to open
the cairn or kist-vaen in the presence of the visitors, but they
did not visit the spot. The earth was afterwards thrown in,
and the trench filled up as before, and, to the best of my :
belief, the kist-vaen still remains intact and undisturbed, 112

Thus did Hutchinson describe the barrow digging exploits of the
British Association during their meeting at Exeter in 1869,

110 James Douglas to H.G. Faussett, 31 May 1785 : Soc. Ant.
Lond. Mss. 723, fol. 64; Woodbridge, 1970, 196 & 225; Ffoulkes,
1851a, 12; Mawson, 1876, 11; Cunnington, 1882, 345; Hall, 1886,
252; Hughes, 1901, 184,

111  "atchinson, 1870, 159; Kirwan, 1872, 39; Barnwell, 1873,
195; Mansel-Pleydell, 1884, 30; Hamilton, 1891, 25;
Bagnall-Oakeley, 1893, 65-66; Mortimer, 1895a, 21.

112 Hutchinson, 1880, 126.



vii Finances.

The organisation of the financial support necessary for barrow
digging is very imperfectly represented in the available sources,
mainly because so much of it originated from the pockets of
wealthy landowners and patrons. Even among the major barrow
excavators there is no clear indication of how Douglas, Greenwell,
Borlase or Warne and his co-workers in Dorset financed their
work from which one can only draw the unsatisfactory conclusion
that it was supported from their own resources although only
Greenwell with his considerable collecting interests shows any
clear sign of a sizeable personal income. Indeed,. later in his
life Warne wrote that 'the expense' of producing Ancient Dorset
had been *not inconsiderable' and in 1880 he was still trying to
obtain payment of accounts connected with it and Celtic Tumuli

113 Certainly it may have been a
lack of adequate resources that caused Warne to encourage

Rev. J.J. Smith to excavate the barrows at Bincombe since as well
as providing the original impetus, Warne was the brother of the
tenant and helped Smith in his work. A1£

issued some years previously.

Of the other important excavators we have some hints to guide us
but it is far from certain that they point in the right direction.

Alone of all the excavators only Bateman and Pitt-Rivers super-
vised and paid for their barrow explorations although the latter
received a grant from the British Association for his work at
Sigwell done with George Rolleston in the days before his inheritance
of the Cranborne Chase e:.estate.115 In other cases there was clearly

113 Letters to F.C. Brooke, 24 September 1877 & 6 February
1880 : in my possession.

114 Babbington, 1859, 141-42,
115 Rolleston & Lane-Fox, 1878, 76.
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some dependence on patronage although to what degree is unclear.
D. Papillon wrote to Faussett in 1772,

I have no objection to the Barrows you mention
being opened as you desire it, & am ready to
pay the expences thereon if you will only take
care that the men who do it do not secret

But a letter of the same year from Awnsham Churchill, giving
permission for work at Sibertswold, makes no mention of meeting
the cost. L Similarly, Mortimer makes occasional mention of
work being paid for by someone else but he also details the costs
of his work in rare instances which we can suppose he would only
have done when he had borne the expense. e Cunnington was
heavily reliant on patronage throughout his barrow digging career,
his early work having been supported by William Coxe and

H.P. Wyndham before Colt Hoare became the sole provider in

1806. 119

For any aspiring barrow digger without adequate finances before

the mid-nineteenth century a patron was essential and even after that
time their importance was scarcely diminished. Some sponsorship
was undertaken by the newly founded archaeological societies but it
did aim to offer experience to the newcomer. The Archaeological
Institute paid for the work at Silbury Hill Lut the party consisted of
Merewether, J. M, Kemble, Rev. J. Bathurst-Deane and Frederic
Ouvry, 120 and J.Y. Akerman, 'at the invitation of the Council of the
Surrey Archaeological Society, ... assisted at the opening of a

116 Letter of 20 July 1772 : Soc. Ant. Lond. Mss. 723, fol. 4.

117 Letter of 16 May 1772 : Soc. Ant. Lond. Mss. 723, fol. 2,

118 e.g. Mortimer, 1905, 8 f.n. & 161,

119 Woodbridge, 1970, 166 & 209,

120 Annotation in my copy of Merewether, 1851 by Frederic Ouvry.



Barrow at Tedding‘ton'121 but neither of these examples can be

interpreted as other than support for established scholars.
Everybody else had to either pay for it themselves or obtain help
from such figures as the Duke of Northumberland, Marquis
Conyngham and J.R. Findlay. 123
possible by a subscription list among interested persons, by which

Occasionally the work was made

device some barrows were excavated at Alfriston supported by
contributions no larger than three pounds but the actual excavation
was done by students of Bishop Otter's College. 123

The problems were compounded by a clear demonstration of
diminishing returns for the sponsor. There were throughout the
nineteenth century clear developments in excavation technique
which required more and more work to be done on each mound,
particularly the larger ones, as the realisation ‘grew that barrows
had been inadequately explored by earlier workers. The cost, for
instance, of removing a thousand cartloads of stones, as was done

124 was no small

during the excavation of a cairn at Collessie,
obligation. Expenses for individual mounds varied considerably
depending on the work done. William Molyneux estimated, in 1852,
that the Northwood barrow could be excavated for ten z-xhillings&125
whereas Mortimer's expenses for excavating and filling in two
mounds in 1882 was ten pounds. 126 Moreover, his remarks that
the cost of excavating one barrow in 1870 ‘cannot be put down at

less than £30, as we paid £25 13s for the manual labour alone' 27

121 Akerman, 1855, 175.
122 Hall, 1886, 242; Vine, 1883, 312; Anderson, 1891, 20.
123 Smith, 1870, 59 & 76.
124 Anderson, 1878, 440.

125 Barnard Davis papers, letter of 9 August 1873 : Royal Anthrop.
Inst. Mss. 145.

126 Mortimer, 1905, 8, f.n.
127 idem, 6, f.n.
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contrast strongly with Colt Hoare's injunction to Cunnington that
'the sum total of Camp & barrow expences' should not *exceed £50
this year [1806] as my expences in furnishing my House, etc. have
nearly drained my purse’. 126
passing interest since they exercised a real control on what was
achieved such that on occasions 'the labour and expense of moving

The costs then were of more than

such materials was found so great, that we were compelled to
desist before we had arrived at the centre, so that unfortunately
nothing was found'. 1a¢

viii The labourers.

The labourers who were responsible for the bulk of each excavation
were of considerable importance and their quality and experience
necessarily had serious implications for the success of the
operations. The value of experience cannot be under-rated and
for this reason many of the substantial excavators sought to acquire
the regular services of at least one or two labourers. The most
famous pair are Stephen and John Parker, father and son, who
were, wrote Colt Hoare, 'constantly employed by us in all our
operations’'. e Their skills extended beyond the wielding of
pick-axe and spade and John, in particular, was adept at discovering
new sites, so adept indeed that he seems to have engaged in pre-
liminary surveys of areas : "I wish ... John to explore the Vale of
Deverill as far as Kingston... When he has done all the more
important work, he must examine Ridge and Grovelly Woods most

128 Cunnington papers, Hoare 25, 10 May 1806.
129 Dr. Whitaker quoted in Luck, 1895, 28,
130 Hoare, 1812, 97 f.n.
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thoroughly both in them & round them'. 133 But their main res-

ponsibility remained the digging - 'John must be your constant
attendant with his pick axe, without which nothing positive can be
ascertained'. e As their experience increased it was recognised
that this expertise should be shared. When Edward Duke proposed
to open some barrows Colt Hoare wrote to Cunnington, 'I think we
must let him have one of our experienced men to show his
apprentices the right path, as well to prevent the interments, etc.
being deranged & destroyed: 133 and Richard Iremonger thought
*you will I trust not think me ouilty of great intrusion in requesting
the assistance[for my projected campaign at Old Winchester | of
your Wiltshire labourers ..., for my Hampshire men have dis-
graced themselves by their exorbitant demands’. 134 Iremonger's
letter emphasises that skilled workmen could not be created on

the simple basis of good pay and it was part of Cunnington's skill
that he could provide the medium for integrating the Parkers into
the team built up around Colt Hoare. He provided the enthusiasm
which he conveyed to them and he was the one with the understanding
to keep John's 'sulking fits®, which Colt Hoare so disliked, 135 within
bounds - 'I kept John in a good temper with the history of Joanna
Southcote and her prophecies; this and the meteor which luckily we
saw brought us in good humour to the inn', he wrote later. 156 This
rapport between director and labourer was at the heart of the
development of capable *‘pioneers' but there was apparently little

effort spent by most diggers in its establishment. Rev. J.C.
Atkinson certainly earned the friendship and respect of his \wrorklnenm’z

131 Cunnington letters, Hoare 79, 1809,

132 Cunnington letters, Hoare 25, 10 May 1806.

133 Cunnington letters, Hoare 28, 22 September 1806.

134 Cunnington letters, letter from R. Iremonger, 30 June 1807.
135 Cunnington letters, Foure, 17, 1806.

136 Cunnington papers, VII, 30.

137 Atkinson, 1891, 135-38.



as did Rook Pennin»,:,'rt‘.r.;:n138
139

while references by John Mortimer to
‘experienced workmen' suggests that he too achieved success in
this field. Of course, the training of labourers depended greatly on
operations being conducted in a relatively restricted geographical
area so that it was inevitable that Greenwell, who excavated in
several counties, should have to employ inexperienced men whether
he wished to or not, but there is no indication that he thought this a
matter for regret. TFaussett, according to T.G. Faussett, made
'not unsuccessful endeavours to instil some of his own ardour into
his la.bourers'mo
realistic appraisal. Otherwise, there was a rather naive approach
to the value of experienced men - ‘on discovering', wrote J. M,
Joass, 'that one of our diggers had assisted at the excavation of
Maeshowe, Orkney, under Mr. Farrer, and knew, therefore, what
he was about, I left him with instructions to dig at G, while I
accompanied Mr. Houston to ... a point ... about a hundred yards
di&stant'p=|I1 and 'most of the digging® of a barrow at Glaszorby was
| 'done by George Cheesebrough, who had the previous experience of
opening the Parks tumulus, just across the beck in Dale Raven'. 142

but his own manuscript does not confirm this as a

The attitudes of inexperiencéd workmen, often removed from other
estate duties for a few days by the landowner, were generally well
disposed towards the work, buoyed no doubt by the relative ease com-
pared to some of their other tasks : 'the workmen entered thoroughly
into the spirit of the work, and, while eager for discoveries, were
careful in carrying out the instructions for watchfulness'. 143

138 Pennington, 1877, 26.

139 e.g. Mortimer, 1905, 114.

140 T.G. FaussetttoJoseph Mayer, 5 August 1854 : Smith, 1856, 204.
141 Joass, 1864a, 243.

142 Collingwood, 1901, 285.

143 Stuart, 1866c, 404.
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This eagerness for discoveries is best translated as an expectation
of treasure for Miles, earlier in the century, had seen his 'labourers
... 80 overcome with joy at the idea of perhaps finding stores of
treasure concealed here, that it was with difficulty I could make them
observe the caution requisite in patiently removing the earth’. =
The disappointment which inevitably followed such a discovery had
led on more than one occasion to the wholesale destruction of
antiquities, particularly urns, if the labourers were unsupervised.
This disappointment was often reinforced by difficult working con-
ditions, with which the casuzl labourer seemed ill-equipped to cope
for their regular occupation set little store by care and patience so
necessary on these occasions. Even the directors seemed to have
been resigned to it - 'this grave', wrote Faussett, 'was s0 entirely
filled up, even to the surface of the natural earth, with flints, that
the labourers were much troubled to get down to the skeleton; so it
is no wonder that everything was thus broken and destroyed by their
tool:a".'l‘s"6 and when Duke proposed his barrow digging to Colt Iocare
the latter wrote to Cunnington, 'I question if he and his men will
have sufficient stock of patience'.M? There was clearly no escape
from these problems except a determined attempt to establish a
good working relationship with one's labourers and this most exca-
vators, as we have noted, were either unable or disinclined to do.

145

‘The actual number of workmen, experienced or inexperienced,
employed varied with the size of the barrow and the number of
barrows it was intended to open; agricultural workers were not the
only people who did the digging, soldiers, miners and gamekeepers

144 Miles, 1826, 19-20.

145 Warne, 1866, mopr, 60.

146 Smith, 1856, 46.

147 Cunnington letters, Hoare 18, 23 March 1806.
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are also recorded. 148 George Petrie had upwards of twenty men

excavating two tumuli while Mortimer employed up to twelve on a

single mound but a more normal number was from two to four. 140
Greenwell, on the other hand, seems to have used from six to
seven men, at least during his work in Yorkshire. i It may
perhaps be inferred that each digger rapidly arrived at an estimate
of the numbers of labourers which he could supervise to his own

satisfaction.

ix Tools.

Relatively scant attention is paid to tools by barrow diggers in their
published descriptions of their work and in the absence of excavation
manuals one can only compose a very unsure picture concerning the
use of any particular type. Pennington came nearest to describing
the basic tools of barrow digging in the mid-nineteenth century when,
detailing his work on a barrow at Birchin Lee Farm, he wrote,

We went to work with a will; shovel, and pick,

and all the barrow-opening paraphernalia were put
in action; every stone was carefully taken down,
every shovelful of earth was religiously put through
the sieve, and we found - nothing, 151

The final statement affords the clue as to why Pennington felt it
necessary to describe the use of his tools. Such brief mentions as

we have are, therefore, either an explanation of finding nothing

148 Borlase, 1881, 195; de St. Croix, 1868, 53; Price, 18817,
433; Godirey-Faussett, 1876, 301.

149 Petrie, 1857, 59; Mortimer, 1505, 181; Llewellyn, 1856,
64; Conder, 18565, 405; Ailsa, 1893, 413.

150 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 202; Lukis papers, W.C. Lukis
to F.C. Lukis, 2 October 1870 : Pre~-Roman period, Great Britain,
2; Hicks, 1970, 310.

151 Pennington, 1877, 48.
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despite impeccable technique or the imagaic use of tools to indicate
the act of excavation. Thus, Edward Duke wrote to Cunnington

that 'in the course of a month' he intended 'to take spade and mattock
in hand with the intention of disembowelling two tumuli in the
neighbourhood of Old Sarum. .., %2 and F. C. Lukds spoke of 'a

fatiguing day's work with spade and sieve’'.

Clearly, picks or mattocks and spades or shovels were the main
tools of barrow digging and on many occasions there was little
subtlety or finesse in their use. Rev. J.C. Atkinson described how,
on his first barrow excavation, he was cautiously scraping and
probing, feeling a deposit was close at hand, when one of his

labourers,
tiring of [his | tardy approaches to the centre
of expectation, reached forward over my bended
back and lowered head, and with his shovel
firmly grasped in his nervous hands, made a
fell swoop into the thick of the little mound
I was delicately shaping; and by his action
disclosed the deposit, it is true, but at the
expense of shearing off one-third part
of a peaectly entire and uninjured cinerary
vase.

Such a scene had been enacted many times in the previous century

or so. Care was not absent and impatience, as shown by Atkinson's
labourer, appears to have been rarer than one might have supposed
but Anderson's remarks that the deposits in Kenny's Cairn, 'rose to

the pick in cakes'155 and Cloustan's statement that the soil in one
of the chambers at Unstan was 'more easily cleared by the hand
than the pick'1 b6 suggests that the pick or spade was used even when

152 Cunnington letters : from Edward Duke, 25 April 1809.
153 F.C. Lukis, 1853, 257.

154 Atkinson, 1891, 135.

155 Anderson, 1872, 293,

156 Cloustan, 1885, 343.



in close proximity to the interments. Perhaps Charleson and
Anderson were exceptional in their use.of the pick or chambered
cairn excavations encouraged a more rigorous use of large tools but
only rarely does one encounter a mention of smaller tools such as
knives, 1>" Indeed as late as 1890 Evans was writing of his care in
clearing away around a burial 'by means of hoe and a poo::kei:-Imife‘158
which in combination would only represent a marginal improvement
in technique compared to the judicious use of a pick. Equally, it
has to be emphasised that the material produced by using a pick or
its substitutes was often removed in a fairly disorganised manner :
Charleson found 'the difficulty of removing the debris increasing with
every spadeful, until finally buckets had to be requisitioned in con-
veying the contents to the surface'159 but it was a step only taken
with great reluctance and its introduction into his text was intended

to emphasise the arduousness of his enterprise.

The universal use of pick and spade meant that they were only
incidentally introduced into the barrow digging narrative and then in
such a manner as to prevent any recognition of changing attitudes to
their use. This is fortunately not so in the case of the sieve which,
although mentioned just as rarely, was not a necessary adjunct to
barrow exploration. Iit, therefore, involved some selectivity in its
use. Douglas had among his party during barrow excavations on
Wimbledon Common 'a very curious and well-informed little Quaker

of the name of Jackson ... and the Quaker not content with the mere

digging and careful turning over the ground insisted on the necessity

of procuring a sieve to explore the contents of a grave with more

accuracy'. 'This is', remarked Douglas, 'true enthusiasm'mobut

157 e.g. Ffoulkes, 1851, 14.
158 Evans, 1890, 290.
159 Charleson, 1901, 733.

160 Letter to H.G. Faussett, 9 July 1789 : Soc. Ant, Lond. Mss.
723, fol. 73.
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he leaves the impression that it was all too fastidious. However, by
the second half of the nineteenth century W.C. Lukis was firm in his
advocacy of the sieve in noting that flint arrowheads were not readily
recovered from chambered cairns in Bri[qﬂny because 'they are small ,{'f z?
objects and easily escape detection, more particularly when explorers
neglect to use a sieve'. 161 Yet the consistency of technique and
concern for its improvement shown by the members of the Lukis
family was largely unheeded. Mortimer was altogether more
representative in his adoption of the sieve only when it was demon-
strably advantageous, as in the case of a grave containing small jet
disc beads, 162

If the infrequent adoption of the sieve was indicative of a low level of
concern with total recovery of finds or rather of a high belief in a
capability to do without, the failure to adopt the probe is considerably
more difficult to explain. It could not, of course, readily test
unexplored mounds but in a situation which placed little priority on
cleanness at the base of the trench dug, moreover, by hired labourers
one is surprised to find that the failure to discover an interment led
more often to abandonment of the trench than to the use of a probe.
The first use of this instrument is to be ascribed to Bryan Faussett:

Having last year opened every remaining visible
tumulus [on Kingston Down ], though never so small,
I then imagined I could have nothing further to

do here. For though I have often thought there might
be many other graves in every burying place where

I have dug, which might either have never had any
tumulus thrown up over them; or, whose tumuli might
have been entirely taken away by those who in
aftertimes raised others in their neighbourhood; yet,
as I then knew of no method of discovering them,
without entirely trenching the whole of the ground
between the several tumuli down to the firm

161 W.C. Lukis, 1868, 44.
162 Mortimer, 1905, 138.



chalk, which would be a very expensive as

well as tedious piece of work, I did not, till

this summer [1773], attempt a search after them.
But having lately invented an instrument for the
purpose of discovering such latent graves

without opening the ground; and which has

fully answered my expectation wherever I have
yet tried it. 163

Faussett went on to say that he had named his new tool 'a probe’'. 14
Cunnington, too, was alive to the possibility of such an instrument
although the 'ingenious Trac: ...an' did not feel a custom-made
object was required:

When you get within a foot or two feet of

the bottom [of your excavation in a mound], shove
a thick walking stick frequently into the earth

as far as you can - this will often show the

place of interment & save much trouble; for

if there is a cist, the stick will slip in as if

into ashes. 169

It may not be without significance that apart from the use of the probe
among the flat cemeteries of Kent by the successorsto Faussett, 166
the tool was only employed with any consistency by that other barrow
digging tradesman, John Mortimer. He probed the old i=ad surface
exposed in his barrow excavations and there is good reason to
believe that the use of a probe is what l..criiner means when he
speaks of '"testing' tue ground in his descriptions of his barrow

digging. 167 In 1891 he probed some geological features with a crow-

122

bar after finding a prehistoric grave in one of his gections across

them but his clandestine examination of pits on Danby North Moor was

achieved with 'a pointed steel rod'. 10

163 Smith, 185¢, 87,
164 idem, 149.

165 Letter to Rev Mr. Richardson, February, 1803 : Woodbridge,
1970, 274,

166 Brent, 1863, 309; 1867, 410; Godfrey-Faussett, 1876, 299-300.
167 e.g. Mortimer, 1905, 131 & 284.
168 Mortimer, 1905, 19; 1898, 161.



x Number of barrows excavated.

There was only a marginal reduction in the number of barrows
excavated by the major diggers during the nineteenth century although
by the second half of the century more time was being spent in the
field. Faussett emptied nearly eight hundred graves, although many
of these were not covered by a barrow, Colt Hoare and Cunnington
almost five hundred, Ke:iJall four to five hundred’ (he alone of

all major barrow diggers managed no publication whatsoever),
Bateman, Ruddock and Carrington together almost four hundred, and
Greenwell and Mortimer three hundred each. The pattern of
activity in each of these careers is often poorly documented or else
the career was too short for a meaningful pattern to emerge.
However, as far as one can judge, Mortimer's career (fig. 1) is
fairly typical with its burst of activity in the early years followed by
long periods of a low but constant level of work interrupted by only
the occasional period of the same intensity as the early years. Such
a pattern is what one would expect as the more obvious barrows were
exhausted in the immediate locality. It does, moreover, under-
represent activity in the later years as it does not include the
re-opening of barrows excavated in the first years ofMortimer's
career.

However, the similarity in numbers of barrows excavated by the
Ve b rno 1€ Nineieenti '!.__‘":: esthe

I23

improvement in effort that began about the middle of the century which
is reflected in both the number of barrows excavated in one day and

in the amount of time spent before any barrow was considered unpro-
fitable. Faussett cleared one hundred and six graves at Gilton in
eleven days spread over 1760, 1762 and 1763 and a high level of such

169 Barnard Davis papers, note made 15 September [1 854] :
Royal Anthrop. Inst. Mss. 140:4.



grave clearances seems to have been maintained for flat Anglo-Saxon
cemeteries throughout the nineteenth century for Brent emptied one
hundred and eighty seven in a three month spell in late 1862. 110
Neither of these episodes can compare with Douglas's published
claim that he opened fifty barrows on 22 January 1784 and twelve the
day after in Greenwich Park, o However, three days after he had
apparently ransacked fifty barrows he wrote to H,G, Faussett,

I beg to inform you {..at I have postponed writing
to you 'til I have broke ground in Greenwich Park,
which I did or thursday and friday last and opened
about twenty barrows, some of which I found had
been ransacked before me, .,.172

Twenty barrows in two days seem an altogether likely figure and is
more in line with the thirteen barrows opened in two days by

J.Y. Akerman and Lord Albert Conyngham (later Lord Londesborough)
in September 1841, 173 But this sort of approach was fast declining -
Thomas Bateman attempted four barrows in 1845 and had to admit

that it was too many for one day. 174 More and more it was hecoming
a question of not how many barrows in one day but how many days cn
one barrow. This new situation is strongly reflected by the increasing
amount of time an excavator would spend before complaining in print
about the labours involved. 'We this day spent’, wrote Faussett,
'‘much time and pains (no less than five men for eight hours having
been employed upon it) in endeavouring to overturn a very large mound'

on Kingston Downw5 while Colt Hoare was a good deal more waspish,

124

170 Smith, 1856, 33 f.n.; Brent, 1863, 321.
171 Douglas, 1793, 89-90.
172 Letter of 25 January 1784 : Soc. Ant. Lond. Mss. 723, fol. 59.

173 Conyngham & Akerman, 1844, 48. Around sixty barrows were
opened that autumn : Akerman, 1847, 123, f.n. 4.

174 Bateman, 1848, 62-63.
175 Smith, 1856, 83.
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remarking 'but this insignificant little mound, whose history we
expected to develop in a few minutes, cost us two hours time, and a
severe trial of our curiosity and patience’. 415 In marked contrast
Greenwell's attitude is almost benign when, writing of his own
experiences, almost a century after Faussett, he noted,

No trace whatever of an interment could be
discovered, although the whole mound..., was
turned over down to the chalk rock, the labour
of six men and of two hard-working volunteers
having been expended on it through a period of
five days. It was the most .ﬁerplexing barrow
I have ever met with; ...1

xi Problems.

Despite being ofien disappointed and perplexed the barrow digger was
beset with very few problems. Excavation techniques had rapidiy
acquired sufficient efficiency as to preclude practical problems.

The weather could not, however, be controlled although in the second
half of the nineteenth century many diggers sought to ignore it.
Faussett's remark that October was 'late in the sea:sc:m'178 suggests
that he considered the summer as the appropriate time for barrow
digging, a feeling which Cunnington and Colt Hoare shared for the

latter's illness in October 1806 caused him to abandon his 'intended
- ' 179

diggers seem to have regarded this as a piece of unnecessary
sensitivity on the part of their predecessors and any month became
a suitable time for excavation. Indeed Hartshorne quotes with

176 Hoare, 1819, 92-93,

177 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 202,

178 Smith, 1856, 84.

179 Cunnington letters, Hoare 31, October 1806.



approbation Dr. Dorow's claim that the winter-time had been the

best time for his excavations in barrows near Wiesbaden since

'the soil below the frozen surface is more readily worked than in
summer, and the earthen vessels are always more easily preserved’', 150
No British barrow digger adopted this rather éxtreme position but
neither were they intimidated by bad weather even though Mortimer
recounts what should have been a cautionary tale in which he
attributes the premature death of Jas. Silburn to the severe cold he
contracicd while barrow digging. L Mortimer himself records
several instances of barrow uigging in snowy conditions and Greenwell

did the same on occasions. 182

Bad weather did, of course, curtail many excavations but rather
curiously it seems to-have led to the abandonment and not the post-
ponement of the work., This is most clearly seen in Kirwan's
description of his work at Upton Pyne :

Owing to unfavourable weather our day's

work was soon brought to a close. We resumed
operations on a subseguent morning by cutting a
second transverse section from east to west across
and beyond the centre of the mound, ..183

Less specific examples aboundbut instances from the beginning and
end of our period show very little change in attitude. Faussett was
driven off Kingston Jown in August 1771 by a heavy thunderstorm but
did not return until August of the following year and similarly
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Mortimer re-opened a barrow in July 1868 which he had first attempted
in June 1866 'being under the impression that during the hurried

180 Hartshorne, 1841, 102, f.n. 2.
181 Mortimer, 1905, 299, f.n.

182 Mortimer, 1905, 62, 71, f.n., 82, f.n.; Greenwell to Albert Way,
6 December 1847 : Soc. Ant, Lond, Correspondence, 1844-48 quoted
in Jessup, 1961, 70.

183 Kirwan, 1872, 152,
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examination of this barrow, made in consequence of bad weather,
184 Surprisingly, only
Mortimer records any attempt to make a shelter with varying

something might have been missed'.

degrees of success,

we were able to shelter ourselves from

the piercing north wind by fixing up with
stakes several yards of thick cloth, expressly
obtained and frequently used as a shelter
when at work on these breezy high downs.

The day was miserably wet, and, tuough

well sheltered with a specially made umbrella
sufficiently large to cover a small party at
work, we were gompelled to defer our
examination. 18

Borlase, however, while not providing any specific shelter was
prepared to allow his workmen to dig on the sheltered side of the

- mound in inclement weather. 186

Accidents were particularly rare or at least those serious enouch
to merit mention in the published reports were. Borlase records
the burying of two workmen and the partial interment of 'one or two
amateur excavators' during excavations of Veryan Beacon by

Rev. J. Adams in the early 1850:51.187 All wére dug out success-
fully but the incident emphasises that most barrow diggers had an
extremely under-developed sense of danger even when they were
relatively experienced. Bateman's efforts at Gib Hill have already

been noted and a similarly fortunate escape occurred during the

184 Smith, 1856, 81; Mortimer, 1905, 138.
185 Mortimer, 1905, 129, f.n. & 141.

186 Borlase, 1873, 425,

187 Borlase, 1872, 156-57.



excavation of Taplow barrow, a mound inconveniently surmounted

by a yew tree:

The use of shoring to prevent such occurrences did not occur until
the end of the centvry,

The work was discontinued for a few days on
account of a slight accident to Mr, Rutland

from the falling in of some earth from underneath
the yew-tree; but on the introduction of
horizontal slabs and side-posts, the digging

was carried down to a depth of twenty feet ...
Opportunity was sufficiently afforded to take an
accurate survey of the contents of the grave,
and to remove those articles which were in |
situ, when the yew tree sank into the excavation,
carrying the bolsters with it, .., 188

1o8 although variations in excavation

technique by major barrow diggers may have been prompted by
safety considerations. Cunnington's work on the Hatfield Barrow

~here the shaft was dug in the form of an inverted cone is a case

in point.

190

128

188 Stevens, 1884, 63-64.
189 Ailsa, 1893, 413; Boyd Dawkins, 1902, 163-64,
190 Hoare, 1819, 6.
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The recognition of barrows as structural units offering an individual
diversity equal to that discernible among the ruins of medieval
Britain and yet capable of an ordering into patterns similar to those
established for the latter, more obviously architectural, monuments
was not widespread among barrow diggers, nor could it have been
with the aims and motivations outlined in previous chapters. In
controlling the techniques employed, the interests of the barrow
diggers tended to preclude the development of a methodology which
facilitated the discernment of structural evidence., Barrow digging
did not break loose from this circularity until late in the nineteenth
century while in the preceding period the analysis of structures,
though not absent, lacked coherence and meaning. Even those con-
cerned with the chambered barrows and free-standing cromlechs
with their clear structural element struggled, not altogether success-
fully, to break loose from the limits imposed by the wider aims and
aspirations of the antiquarian world.

The sepulchral nature of barrows had been sufficicnily demonstrated
by tho treasure seekers of earlier centuries for it to be generally
accepted by the early eighteenth century. Knowlton, describing the
Danes Graves' barrows in the 1740s, felt it safe to predict that ‘if
opened, one may find great quantities of human bones. 1 The quantity
was clearly a variable factor but few doubted that barrows were
indeed receptacles for human burials althouzh one or two thought it
'very remarkable that in opening barrows hardly any two are found to
correspond in their contents, or in the apparent purpose of their
formation'. - Many more barrow diggers were sympathetic to the
idea of an infinite variety of contents but it was rare for them not to

1 Knowlton, 1746, 101,
9 Smith, 1870, 59-60.



feel convinced of the 'purpose of their formation'. Combined with
the unquestioning acceptance of the sepulchral element in barrow
construction was the equally strong belief in the universal nature of
tumular interment 'in the earliest state of society’'. 3 This assump-
tion remained strong even through the replacement of information
from classical sources by that from ethnological data.4
Bateman wrote to F,C. Lukis asking 'have you seen Squire & Davis'

Thomas

work on the Antiquities of the Mississippi Valley? There are many
points of close similarity between the habits of the mound builders
in that part of the globe and the primeval races in this land particu-

larly in one feature of some of the earthen tumuli’. 5 Yet these
'points of close similarity' did not prompt more detailed analysis of
the British material in order to evaluate the degree of similarity but

rather served to emphasise for most barrow diggers the foolhardiness

of attempting such an estimation. A barrow was quite simply the
most efficacious means of covering the burial available to early
peoples and, as such, offered little in the way of further information.

While accepting these two basic generalisations, some felt that
barrows could have a secondary purpose, unconnected with burial,

as 'index or direction post [s] e 6 The idea appears to have originated

with Stackhouse, certainly in 1806 he published the most elaborate
treatment of the subject and did not feel that this role was at all
secondary,

attention has, unfortunately, been solely directed to
their sepulchral character, and confined to the
excavation of individual tumuli. Considerable labour
and expense have been, and still continue to be

3 Miles, 1826, 12.

4 King, 1799, 267-325, passim; Horsfield, 1824, 38; Bateman, 1861,

iii; Warne, 1866, 11; Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 1-2.
5 Lukis papers, Thomas Bateman, 16 January 1852,
6 Hoare, 1812, 40.
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bestowed in searching after skeletons, urns, ashes,
beads and other relics; and no small degree of learning
and ingenuity has been displayed in describing the
results of these investigations.

That barrows were originally constructed for the purpose
of interment, and that most, if not all, that we now meet
with in different parts of this kingdom have been so
applied is a fact, which will not admit of any doubt or
controversary; nor is this the object the writer has in
view, but to show that they had a more extensive and
important designation, than that to which the enquiries

of the learned have been thus exclusively directed. 7

This careful introduction, which shows a clear understanding of the
role of basic assumptions controlling research procedures, did not
gain widespread acceptance for Stackhouse's thesis. For him, 'the
British barrows, at least those in the western counties, when taken
collectively, exhibit the most complete system of vigilatory and
communicating points' which clearly had a 'military character’. 8
Essentially, Stackhouse believed that the disposition and size of each
barrow was related to the needs of observation and communication
and he offered this summary of his position,

The whole of these particular principles are concen-
trated into this general one, that there is not a single
spot, within the barrow district, left unexposed to at
least one of these all-prevading points; and such is
the perfection with which this great design is
executed, that I believe I am safe in asserting, that
even a single individual could not proceed twenty
yards in any direction without being seen, supposing
the watch on the barrows to be set. 9

Clearly the demonstration of this master-plan required assumptions
about chronology and social organisation that few of his contemporaries

7 Stackhouse, 1806, 6-1.
8 Stackhouse, 1806, 11.
9 idem, 14.



133

were able to accept but the idea lived on until past the middle of the
century in the muted form of occasional references to 'a beacon or

specular mound’. 10

Although of little consequence to developing attitudes concerning
barrows, Stackhouse's scheme highlights the problems attendant
upon the barrows relationship to other observable field monuments,
particularly settlement sites. In the absence of excavation tech-
niques with wider application than barrow digging, something not
achieved until the work of Pitt-Rivers at the end of the nineteenth
century, there could be no meaningful digging among these settle-
ments, which lacked the clear foci as a guide for the excavator in
the same manner as the barrows did, and, therefore, no clear
establishment of the links between the two groups of monuments was
possible. In addition to the failure to generate any viable absolute
chronology this meant that for most of the period under discussion
barrow diggers tacitly assumed that the close proximity of the two
types of site indicated contemporaneity. Indeed, some even dated

one by its association with the other”L while an equally small number

remained cautious in considering the implications of a close siting. 12

The external form and general distribution of barrows.

An initial attempt to classify barrows on the basis of their external
appearance was made before serious excavation was undertaken by
John Aubrey whose scheme, although not published by himself, seems
to have formed the basis of that published by Gibson in his edition of

10 Thurnam, 1860, 318; see also Neville, 1847, 357.
11 Dearden, 1851, 291; de St. Croix, 1868, 57.
12 Anderson, 1868, 501 & 509.
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Camden in 1695. 13 The classification was '1. small circular

trenches, with very little elevation in the middle; 2. ordinary
barrows; 3. barrows with ditches round them; 4. large oblong
barrows, some with trenches round them, others without; 5. oblong
barrows with stones set up all round them’. 14 mhis was in turn
adopted by Stukeley but with new designations 'having no better
foundation than his own fa.ncy'w: for example, type 1. became
'Druid barrows' and types 2 and 3 'king-barrows' while the latter
type was noted as being 'an elegantly turn'd bell-form'. 10

drew attention to two sheets among the Stukeley papers which showed

Thurnam

a vastly more elaborate classification involving twenty -four varieties
drawn from the barrows around Stonehenge and fifteen varicties
(some duplicating those around Stonehenge) from barrows around
Avebury. He justly remarked that 'from the ill effects of this
terminclogy, quite enough of which was given to the worla by
Stukeley, the study of the primitive sepulchral antiquities of England
has not yet entirely recovered’, 1 for Stukeley had moved into a
series of fantasy names involving 'Druids', 'Bards', 'Priestess’

and 'Kings', What is important in Stukeley's attempts is not,
however, the over-elaboration of which he showed himself capable
but the willingness to pursue fieldwork techniques and their
combination with excavation data.

A similar attitude is observable in the work of Colt Hoare who pro-
posed, early in Ancient Wiltshire, the following twelve varieties, for
'we must not consider every barrow as a mere tumulus or mound,

13 Gibson, 1695, 98.

14 Thurnam, 1869b, 163.

15 Thurnam, 1869b, 163.

16 Stukeley, 1743, 40-41,

17 Thurnam, 1869%b, 164 & pl. XI-XII,



loosely and fortuitously thrown up, but must rather view them as
works of evident design, and executed with the greatest symmetry
and precision' : 1. long barrow; 2. bowl barrow; 3. bell barrow;
4, druid barrow; 5. druid barrow, second class; 6. pond barrow;
7. twin barrow; 8. cone barrow; 9. broad barrow; 10. druid
barrow, no. 3; 11. druid barrow, no. 4; 12. long barrow, no. 2.
Hoare commented on each type individually noting 'a singularity of
outline in the construction' of long barrows, that bowl barrows
were 'the most ordinary shaped barrow, and more frequently met
with than any of the others', and that, in connection with the pond
barrows, he could 'form no conjecture about these tumuli that
carries with it the least plausibility'. 38 This classification owed
much to the efforts of Aubrey and Stukeley, not least the retention
of the term 'druid barrow' of which Hoare did not approve and kept
only out of a sense of tradition. However, Hoare quickly came to
believe the scheme too elaborate, with an over-emphasis on the
minor varieties, so that by the time he was completing Ancient
Wiltshire, some ten years later, he had reduced it to four basic
types, 1. the long barrow; 2. the bowl-shaped barrow; 3. the
bell-shaped barrow; 4. the druid barrow. 12 This more precise
division of barrows he retained as his working groups although with
the apparent re-inclusion of the pond barrow as a fifth major type.
Hoare never abandoned the analysis of exiernal form as worthless
but there is a clear increase in emphasis on types of interment
forming first a balance to the external form and gradually, one
suspects, becoming more important. There is no explicit state~

ment to this effect but a marked contrast is observable in the shrinking
classification of barrow forms and at the same time the increasingly

detailed analysis of modes of burial.

18 Hoare, 1812, 20-23.
1% Hoare, 1819, 109,
20 Hoare, 1829, 5-6.

20

135



136

Hoare's work signals the first difficulties in maintaining a unity
between fieldwork and excavation, topography and antiquarianism.
After Hoare, there was no serious attempt to re-establish external
form as a valuable factor for analysis until the work of Thurnam,
published in the late 1860s and early 1870s, His classification,
though more elaborate, was strongly rooted in that of Hoare and is
a measure of the earlier establishment of a consistent sound field-
working approach as opposed to the variety and pragmatism of
excavation techniques. Thurnam's groupings were21
I. Long barrows

1. simple or unchambered long barrows

2. chambered long barrows

II. Round barrows
simple bowl-barrows
1. bowl-shaped barrows trenched bowl-barrows
composite bowl or oval barrows

simple bell
2. bell-shaped barrows twin
triple

simple - with flat area

with one, two, or three small central
3. disc-shaped barrows tumuli

with one low mound nearly covering
the area

The accompanying descriptions were precise and competent definitions
of the characteristics of each type but underlying this was a firm
developmental sequence with chronological overtones. Although 'the

21 Thurnam, 1869b, 168.



manner in which those of bowl, bell, and disc-shaped are mixed,
taken in connection with the results obtained by their excavation,
shows that these several forms and varieties were in use at one and
and the same time, this is not inconsistent with the idea of a more
modern origin for the bell-shaped barrow than for the bowl-shaped,
and for the disc-shaped than either'.2% Such a lack of inconsistency,
in the face of all the available evidence, was only apparent to
Thurnam because he found himself incapable of accepting that
different forms with different degrees of ""sophistication' could be
wholly contemporary. It was easier to conceive of a sequence from
bowl through bell to disc than to consider variety as a reflection of
social status, This was the way that Stukeley's classification had
pointed, albeit perhaps unconsciously, but the obsessions which
surrounded his work enabled the message to be ignored. Equally,
the introduction of a racial aspect into nineteenth century archaeology
meant that there was much less emphasis on the social aspects than
there had been in the eighteenth century with the aid of classical
authors.

It is not surprising that these systems were all the product of men
worling in Wiltshire where the variety of forms was at once obvious
and intriguing. Thurnam long ago noticed the connecting element. “
The problems faced by workers in other areas are emphasised by

the conclusions reached by Faussett and Douglas working in Kent.
Both were thrown back to size as the basic criterion and although for
Faussett this only involved the occasional interjection of a phrase

44 to describe
certain barrows, Douglas attempted to be a little more systematic.

such as 'middle-sized' or 'exceeded the middle size'

22 Thurnam, 1871, 301,
23 Thurnam, 1869b, 162.
24  e.g. Smith, 1856, T17.
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His division25 into small, those with a diameter less than thirteen

feet, medium, with a diameter less than twenty-three but greater
than thirteen feet, and large, with a diameter greater than twenty-
three but not often exceeding thirty-three feet, was arbitrary in the
extreme and had little to commend it except convenience. Itis
significant that these two eighteenth century barrow diggers attempted
some form of analysis, however rudimentary, whereas, when the
major area of excavation moved away from Wiltshire with the
cessation of Hoare and Cunnington's activities in the early nineteenth
century, no further estimation of the significance of external form
was made until Thurnam's work in the context of a wider study of
Wiltshire barrows. The diversity of forms was not observable in
these newer areas but nothing better illustrates the separation of
topographical and antiquarian aspirations in the early decades of the
nineteenth century than the total abandonment of this form of analysis.

Moreover, although there were token, if rare, acknowledgements of
the existence of Hoare's scheme, 26 this abandonment is not simply
the product of the absence of clearly observable varieties. Not only
was there no generation of schemes more appropriate to other areas,
there was the positive belief that Hoare's classification was without
significance. Warne was most sympathetic but even he thought it
burdened with an 'arbitrary nomenclature' while acknowledging that
'every variety ... is to be found in the tumular districts of
Dorsetshire’. Yet for him this variety meant mounds 'varying in
proportions from the mound the development of which is so minute as
to be recognisable only by the experienced antiquary, to that of the
size so vast as to impress us with awe and lead us mentally to
acknowledge that the men of ancient days were endowed with a spirit

25 Douglas, 1793, 1.
26 e.g. Ffoulkes, 1851, 9; Beldam, 1861, 309.
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of perseverance now totally inappreciable’. a1 While this shows only
that Warne's priorities were other than the careful analysis of
external forms, others were a good deal more hostile. A writer in
the Edinburgh Review noted that

Sir Richard Colt Hoare, after a laborious analysis,
has classified these monuments as '"The long barrow,
the bowl barrow, the canoid barrow, the Druid
barrow, the encircled barrow, the enclosed barrow, '
etc.; but all this fine classification becomes lost if
the geologists have their way, and make out the
barrows to be diluvial formations left by the lakes
and other waters. Nor have the geologists been
frightened by the discovery of human remains within
these earthen mounds. They hold that this shows 2
disposition to bury under conspicuous objects, whether
natural or artificial, as an arrangement more
economical than the erection of fresh monuments. 28

These absurd remarks, containing terms which even Hoare would
have found novel, are symptomatic of the lengths to which commen-
tators felt able to go in denying the value of such classifications.
Others were hardly more modérate or sensible. Thomas Wright,
after listing the types proposed by Hoare, remarked that 'no doubt
barrows with the forms indicated by these names are found, but it is
mcst probable that they frequently owe them to accidental circum-
stances, among which we must not omit the caprice of the makers’. 4%
Similarly, Jewitt, after questioning 'the propriety of archaeologists
at the present day continuing the very questionable nomenclature
adopted by Sir R.C. Hoare' (a curious remark in view of the rarity
with which this had occurred in the barrow digging literature in the
previous generation or so), claimed that 'an examination of a very
large number of barrows leads me to the opinion that the original

form of all was circular, and that no deviation from that form, and

27 Warne, 1866, mopr, 7-8.
2¢ Edinburgh Review, 118, 1863, 59.
29 Wright, 1852, 50, f.n.
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no difference in section, can be taken as indicative of period or of
race'.30 This is reminiscent of Pennant’s lament, almost a century
earlier, that he could not 'establish any criterion by which a judge-
ment may be made of the people to whom the different species of urns
and tumuli belonged, whether they are British, Roman, Saxon or
Q&h‘.m However, by the time Jewitt was writing there was
widespread acceptance of the idea that the peoples mentioned in the
historical sources were not those to whom the barrows might be
attributed, and further it was clear that attributions were to come

from the analysis of the contents of the barrows.

After Thurnam's efforts a good deal of the controversy was removed
from the question, although Borlase, in the idiosyncratic manner that
characterises much of his work, produced a scheme which owed much
to the leact defensible parts of Hoare's classification, within a few
years of Thurnam's work appearing and without any apparent cognizance
of it. 32 The publication of Thurnam's scheme, although removing the
much-maligned nomenclature of Hoare, did not lead to wholesale

33 for

acceptance and it remained typical, with one or two exceptions,
barrow excavation reports to describe the mound only in terms of
height and diameter or circumference. In view of this general
reluctance to come to terms with the variety in barrow forms, itis
hardly surprising that attention was not given to the grouping of
barrows, a subject to which Hoare and Thurnam had only alluded, with
the exception of Mortimer's abortive attempt to demonstrate that the
pians of barrow groups originated from the constellations observable

in the night sky. 54 It was, said Sir Henry Howarth, 'too improbable

*
L

30 Jewitt, 1870, 6.

31 Pennant, 1778, 383.

32 Borlase, 1872, 115-20,
33 e.g. Pitt-Rivers, 1888, 1,
34 Mortimer, 1895b.




to be worthy of serious consideration; a view in which the majority
of Fellows present concurred'. 2 We might, with justification,
borrow Howarth's words in noting that for most barrow diggers the
analysis of the barrows' external forms was not 'worthy of serious
consideration’.

Stratigraphy and internal barrow structure.

Clearly the techniques outlined in the previous chapter were not
particularly conducive to the recognition of internal barrow structure
nor indeed was it an important aim of most barrow diggers to record
such information. This in itself is probably sufficient to explain the
haphazard nature of the evidence to be derived from the reports of
eighteenth and nineteenth century barrow digging but it does not

help in understanding why the principles of stratification, of prime
importance among the field techniques of nineteenth-century geology,
were 80 slowly and imperfectly adopted in archaeology. Perhaps
the answer lies with its predominantly chronological use in geology
whereas structural analysis would have been its main archaeological
use. It could have had value in establishing relative chronologies
but the intuitive systems employed by antiquaries together with the
underdeveloped sense of absolute chronology rendered such relative
time-scales an unnecessary sophistication. Yet the development

of stratigraphy bes William Smith and other geologists involved the
recognition and description of type fossils which would seem to have
presented a clear analogy for antiquarian work but for barrow diggers
at least their "type-fossils' occurred in the discrete, '"'non-
stratigraphic' context of the grave.

The problem was not really one of perception but the lack of any
framework which gave stratigraphic information any value or

35 Proc. Soc. Antig. Lond., 2nd Ser., 15, 1893-95, 429,
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significance. Stukeley had drawn, although not published, a section
of one of the barrows he excavated but his descriptions of them,

The manner of composition of the barrow was good
earth, quite thro', except a coat of chalk of about two
foot thickness, covering it quite over under the turf.
Hence it appears, that the method of making these
barrows was to dig up the turf for a great space
round, till the barrow was brought to its intended
bulk, Then with the chalk, dug out of the environing
ditch, they powder'd it all over, 36

show a complete appreciation of the basic requirements for structural
analysis through the interpretation of the mound's stratigraphy. But
such a description remains rare throughout the period under con-
sideration and almost unique until the middle of the nineteenth century.
Perhaps the novelty of the investigations which he was pursuing
prompted Stukeley to make these remarks for only occasionally does
one get the impression that Hoare even appreciated the possibilities

of such observations. 37 Indeed, Hoare's failure to record such
information prompted W, C. Lukis to an impassioned outburst con-
cerning his inadequacies,

It is remarkable, and I venture to add very fortunate
that these mounds escaped the scrutiny of Sir Richard
Colt Hoare, who, with the most praiseworthy aim,
unwittingly did as much as any man could to prevent
archaeologists from knowing, to the full extent, what
his vast researches and extensive experience should
have taught them respecting Wiltshire Barrows, and
to mislead barrow diggers of a later day. What a
mass of most deeply interesting information relating
to the construction of Barrows, and how many articles
of antiquity of great value have been overlooked and
lost through the mode in which he prosecuted his
researches. ... If Sir Richard had adopted a different
mode from the first, he would have acquired that very
knowledge which would have saved him from the error
of classifying Wiltshire barrows in the way he devised;
he would have been able to teach us of the present day
much that we have been acquiring with lengthened toil
and observation; and would have helped us to compare

36 Stukeley, 1740, 44.
37 That he did so is shown by, for example, Hoare, 1812, 125-26.
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with greater exactness and interest, the barrows

of Wilts with those of Dorset and other Counties.

... But any one who reads "Ancient Wiltshire" with
the hope of learning how Wiltshire barrows were
erected, and why their forms and dimensions are

so diversified, will be disappointed. The investi-
gation was apparently not pursued with this object

in view. In many cases we have a difficulty in
ascertaining the material of their construction; ...38

The concern which Lukis expresses here for structural analysis
suggests that it was of greater importance among nineteenth century
barrow diggers than I am proposing but his interest was altogether
exceptional, deriving primarily from his considerable interest,
together with the rest of his family, in chambered barrows which
provided unequivocal evidence for internal structure. Further,
even Lukis did not maintain any consistency of attitude towards
constructional features for, although he described, in the article
just quoted, the obtaining of a section of the barrow as 'a matter of
great importance' and used it for a detailed analysis of the building
of some of the barrows, a few years later he offered only the most
perfunctory remarks concerning the material composing some of
the barrows which he had excavated and made no attempt to determine

N
the constructional sequence. £

Certainly, interest in details relating to the building of mounds did
increase in the second half of the nineteenth century in part, no doubt,
a function of the improved excavation techniques but it remained
largely confined to matters reflecting on the relative chronology of
the burials discovered. Inferred constructional sequences were
rare40 as were explicit statements or depictions of sections in

38 W.C. Lukis, 1867a, 85-86,
39 Ww.C, Lukis, 1867a, 89, 97-98; W.C. Lukis, 1871.
40 Ffoulkes, 1851, 16; Greaves, 1861, 70; Mortimer, 1905, 110.
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excavated barrows.41 The piecemeal approach, closely related

to interpretation associated with small finds, meant that structural
analysis did not establish a separate identity in the minds of most
barrow diggers. Moule, in an obituary notice, only felt he 'need ...
but name Mr., Warne's great service to Dorset Archaeology in his

book on our Barrows, with its careful and most instructive sections,

42

showing the successive burials’'. It was only when the number of

burials demanded some form of stratigraphic statement to explain
their relationship that one is, by and large, aware that barrow

diggers had an understanding that information was contained in the
sections exposed by themselves.43 Inevitably, this use of strati-
graphy did not encourage its regular and methodical application in
barrow excavations but rather ensured that its use was exceptional.
But this did not mean that the structural implications could be
avoided altogether since the presence of burials high in the mound,
above the presumptive primary interment but with uninterrupted
strata above them, required explanation. That most commonly
offered was best summarised by Rev. J.C. Atkinson,

for, in divers different hills, when I had succeeded ...
in obtaining a good clean section of the interior of a
grave-hill, I have observed a significant regularity

of stratification, always following the outline of the
mound, as that outline must have been in the early
days of its being. And this stratification was such

in its character as to show conclusively that the
material was not only derived from diverse localities,
involving different colours and various qualities, but
also deposited, when obtained and brought to the site
of its destined application, with the steady regularity
which characterises systematised and methodical, as
well as graduated, accretion,44

41 Wright, 1855, 172; Rocke, 1874, 125; Woodruff, 1874, 21-22;
Mortimer, 1905, passim.

42 Moule, 1888, xix.

43 Borlase, 1872, 245; Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 196;
Coffey, 1905, 14-16; Mortimer, 1905, 148 & 169.

44 Atkinson, 1891, 148.
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Together with a construction based on material from diverse
localities went the concépt of accretions to the mound over a period
of time : 'there can be no doubt’, thought Atkinson, 'that in many
cases these secondary interments led on not only to very considerable
additions to the existing grave-hills, but to additions of such magni-
tude as entirely to remodel the grave-mound dealt with'. 13 The
development of this idea, of barrow form depending in part on the
number of burials made in it at different times, perhaps explains
the reluctance to use external form as a basis for classification.
Re-modelling barrows was an hypothesis implicit in the much older
idea of barrows forming family vaults46 but it could never have
been a wholly satisfactory explanation while it was felt that size of
tumulus equated with the rank of person buried under it. Hoare
had early claimed that 'the motto of fronti nulla fides may be justly
and strictly applied to barrows; and the antiquary who makes them
his study, must neither be disappointed in finding only a simple
interment in the largest barrow, and the finest urns and most
precious trinkets in the smallest’, 47 but the relationship between
size and rank remained attractively viable until late in the nineteenth
century. i It weakened, however, in the face of the intermittent
accumulation hypothesis and the difficulty of reconciling that idea
with the discoveries in barrows as Hoare's comments were increas-
ingly substantiated. The situation remained confused despite the
formulation of these ad hoc generalisations to such an extent that

Atkinson did not apparently see any inconsistency between his remarks
quoted above and the claim that 'no two of those of the larger size were

built of the same material, or planned on precisely the same pri.nciple'.m

45 Atkinson, 1891, 149,

46 Douglas, 1793, 170; Miles, 1826, v; Akerman, 1847, 8.
47 Hoare, 1812, 210,

48 e.g. Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 260,

49 Atkinson, 1891, 147,



Much of this was challenged by Pitt-Rivers but his work appeared
too late to seriously influence the barrow diggers under discussion
here. For the first time, there was a serious attempt to unite
structural analysis and stratigraphy with the demands of artifact
interpretation and chronology on the basis of equality of importance,
Unlike his predecessors and contemporaries Pitt-Rivers actively
sought for and excavated the ditches surrounding barrows, showing
the importance of interpreting stratigraphy as a matter of routine.
The importance of such a technique was shown at Wor Barrow where
'the history of the Barrow has only been brought to light by the
deposits gradually accumulated in the Ditch in the course of ages
and the relics deposited there during the process of silting up’. by
Moreover, he attempted to understandl the silting process by leaving
open the re-excavated ditches at Wor Barrow in order to observe the
impact of weathering agents and, from this, he was able to show the
rapid accumulation of the primary silt, v Concern with ditches as
an integral part of the construction of barrows led Pitt-Rivers to
doubt the wholesale importation of material for the construction of
barrows, as the Yorkshire barrow diggers claimed. 'This may
have been the case in some instances’, he wrote, 'but more
frequently ... this appearance has resulted from the ditches having
been overlooked', e While Pitt-Rivers had a more coherent
approach to the problems posed by the barrows as structural entities
than any of his contemporaries, we should not be led, in consequence,
into the belief that his interpretation of structure was less rooted in
preconceived attitudes. By way of example one may note his con-
clusions concerning disc barrows. The form, he suggested, may
have arisen through the grief of the mourners causing them to plan

a more elaborate and larger monument than they had the motivation

50 Pitt-Rivers, 1898, 62.
51 idem, 24-26.
52 idem, 144,
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to complete as 'grief ... abated, and laziness supervened', an idea
which may perhaps be related to the ingenious scheme of W.C. Lukis
whereby barrows were seen as the accretion of small mounds
eventually into one large one. = In support of his suppositions
Pitt-Rivers noted that 'the habit of all primitive people, including
the modern Irish as a farriliar instance, of lashing themselves up
into a frenzy on the occasion of a death, and general excitability
upon any uncommon occurrence, followed by a speedy relapse,
favours this hypothesis'. This could not, however, explain all the
observable aspects of disc barrow form but, thought Pitt-Rivers,

'it may ... be a form that has become persistent and conventionalized
through the cause already mentioned'. e Enough has been quoted to
show that Pitt-Rivers was fully in agreement with the ideas of social
evolution current among anthropologists and others to his day and

we m2y nerhaps see, in his explanation of why the disc barrow form
does not conform exactly to expectation, a rather subtle adaptation
of the theory of "survivals" popularised and developed by Tylor.

It is clear then that the failure to appreciate the value of stratigraphy
derived from a lack of concern with the barrow as an example of
structure and that Pitt-Rivers' work came too late seriously to alter
these attitudes. .55 Moreover, this lack of concern meant that only
the exceptional was recorded and the fact that it was exceptional
prevented the generation of techniques more positively aimed at its
future detection. Thus the discovery of "house-sites' under barrows
did not cause Mortimer to rethink his approach in order to recognise
better such elements in subsequent excavations., There was a
general unwillingness to admit the possibility that barrows were more

53 W.C. Lukis, 1867a, 98-99,
54 quotations from Pitt-Rivers, 1898, 145,

55 See Evans 1903 for an isolated example of the impact of
Pitt-Rivers' approach,

56 Mortimer, 1882,

56
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complex than simple heaps of earth or stone covering interments and
so, when this conclusion in any individual case became inevitable it
was generally noted, with the implication that this was exceptional
and without wider importance. Associated with these attitudes was
the general statement concerning barrow structure without any
documentation or support other than the author's assertion.

First making a circle of large stones, within which
the interments were placed, and then covered with an
accumulation of stones, until a mound was formed
surrounded by a kind of Wall of one or two courses,
consisting of the aforesaid circle; the whole was then
covered with earth, which though thinly laid on at the
summit, was suffered to extend considerably further
than the walled circle, thus concealing all the
stonework.

This, Bateman confidently claimed, was 'a plan commonly adopted
by the Eritons in the construction of their tumuli’, Bi or again,
Hancock referred to 'the customary circle of stones which runs

round the barrow within the outer covering of moor earth'. 5o

Nothing better highlights the problems associated with the analysis of
structures than the response to barrows which produced no burials
whatsoever. Hoare, in commenting on the unusually large number
of empty 'cists' discovered in the Everley barrows, asked, 'can we
suppose that the Britons entertained the same ideas as the Greeks
and Romans, who erected to the memory of those whose bodies could
not be found, a tumulus honorarius or cenotaphium, from the super-

stitious notion that the soul could not rest unless deposited in a
tomb? 99 He did not provide an answer but it was clearly not beyond
the bounds of possibility for Hoare, without his acceptance of the

idea that all empty barrows were cenotaphs. Later in the century,

57 Bateman, 1861, 62-64.
58 Hancock, 1896, 22,
59 Hoare, 1812, 186.

148



149

however, when images of the barrow-building population had come
more into focus, Greenwell felt unable to countenance the idea of
cenotaphs. 'Such a practice'’, he wrote, 'surely belongs to an age
wherein the state of culture must have been much more artificial both
in sentiment and habits than any by which we can imagine the people
who erected these barrows to have been influenced’. 60 Certainly,

by the middle of the nineteenth century this had become the generally
accepted position but there still remained the problem of the empty
barrows demanding explanation. Three interpretations were widely
canvassed. The first, advanced by Kemble but with little support, 61
was that barrows were prepared beforehand and that empty barrows
were simply those that had never been used. &2 The other two, both
primarily advocated by Greenwell, were either that the barrc . _.od
been inadequately excavated or that the body had completely decayed. 63
It does not require much intuition to recognise that inadequate
excavation was largely reserved for explanation of the phenomenon
among barrows dug by earlier workers. Noticeably, none of these
interpretations poses any threat to the concept of a barrow being

a simple mound covering an interment and that of Kemble, which

came nearest to so doing, was described by Greenwell 23 'being both
unnatural and out of harmony with the general mass of evidence which
the burial mounds afford'. 64
idea of cenotaphs 'on rare occasions' but this reluctant decision was

Greenwell eventually came to accept the

only taken when he could find no other way of explaining his observa-

tions. b9 Even so it was not a view that was readily agreed to by

others. 66

60 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 341.
61 e.g. Woodruff, 1874, 26,

62 Kemble, 1855, 331.

63 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 28.
64 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 28.
65 Greenwell, 1890, 25.

66 e.g. Mortimer, 1905, xxxix.
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Long barrows, cromlechs and chambered barrows.

Long barrows may reasonably be considered in conjunction with the
other two types of remains since they, much more than round barrows,
represented the link with the chambered barrows and comparisons
between chambered and unchambered long barrows were readily made.
As a type, the long barrow had been recognised by Stukeley and
thereafter was generally accepted as a distinctive group among
barrows, even by those who were not impressed with round barrow
typologies. A few, like Jewitt, felt that 'where elliptical barrows
occur (generally known as ''long barrows'), they are ... not matters
of original design, but of accident, through additional interments; ...
an examination of a very large number of barrows leads me to the
opinion that the original form of all was circular, and that no deviation
from that form, and difference in section, can be taken as indicative
of period or of race’. 67 This mention of period and race emphasises
the important aspects of long barrows for nineteenth century barrow
diggers, especially for Thurnam who, as we shall see in the next
chapter, was most concerned with these factors. Prior to this,
interest in long barrows had been limited since their contents were
found to be 'so very uniform and tmintere.*.sting'68 as Hoare had
remarked. It is not surprising, therefore, that Thurnam should

have been the one who devoted most effort to a firm definition of the
unchambered long barrow. In particular, he sought to distinguish bet-
ween the true long barrow with ditches alongside the mound only and
oval barrows which, although resembling long barrows in the form

of the mound, had ditches encircling the whole barrow. The latter
type was generally smaller than the true long barrow and probably

its form depended, thoughf Thurnam, 'upon its having been designed

67 Jewitt, 1870, 6.
68 Hoare, 1812, 65.



for two or three distinct interments, placed at tolerably regular
intervals’'. g In large measure, Thurnam was concerned with this
distinction to protect the integrity of his data, for his views had not
found total s@lcceptance70 and depended heavily on primary material
from long barrows to carry conviction. It was therefore important,
from Thurnam's point of view, to establish definitions which
minimised the opportunities for his opponents to introduce potentially
contaminated evidence in support of their arguments.

Thurnam probably acquired more understanding of both earthen and
chambered long barrows than any of his contemporaries or prede-
cessors but his single-minded pursuit of the burials precluded the
possibility of his developing some form of structural hypothesis
concerning earthen long barrows on the basis of the chambered
barrows. Greenwell recognised both groups of long barrows as
belonging to a single type and had further recognised that the presence
or absence of a chamber was a function of the prevailing geological
conditions in the area in which the barrow was constructed but he

had failed to draw any structural inferences regarding the earthen
long barrows. L Moreover, the discovery of bones cremated

in situ under long barrows only prompted Greenwell to the most
generalized interpretations which did not seek to work out the
structural mechanisms involved. 12 This failure to postulate decayed
wooden structures under earthen long barrows remained until the end
of the nineteenth century as Pitt-Rivers' removal, unrecognised, of
one half of the entrance to the mortuary structure under Wor Barrow
shows. He had the ability to record and interpret what he found but
his haphazard recognition of a post-pipe suggests his technique was in

no way aimed at maximising the recovery of such information. £

69 Thurnam, 1864a, 427-28.

70 see, for example, Mortimer & Davis, 1866, for comments
concerning oval barrows and their contents.

71 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 479.
72 idem, 490 & 495,
73 Pitt-Rivers, 1898, 80.
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Unlike long or round barrows or cairns, cromlechs and chambered
barrows, by their obvious structural intent, demanded explanations
which took full account of them as pieces of architectural effort.

They were among the earliest recognised prehistoric field monuments
and the use of large stones endowed them with a grandeur which
barrows, no matter how symmetrical their form, could never equal,
Indeed, their megalithic nature implied the use of force and effort

on an altogether different scale from that required by the construction
of barrows. Thus, whereas there was early agreement on the
function of barrows, much of the discussion, especially concerning
cromlechs, was aimed at a similar satisfactory definition of their
use. When this discussion finally resolved itself in favour of a
sepulchral function, they became subject to those forms of analysis
used in connection with barrows but the residual problems created

by the original prolonged debate absorbed a good deal of energy so
that typological schemes invdlving structure were rare before the

late nineteenth century. 1"

Generally speaking, during the eighteenth and early nineteenth century
chambered barrows, although known, received so little attention in
comparison with that accorded to cromlechs such that Colt Hoare,

in his report on the Stoney Littleton barrow, could claim with some
exaggeration to have discovered 'a new species of tumulus ... the
STONE BARROW, varying from the Long Barrow, not in its external,
but in its internal mode of construction' (an exaggeration compounded
by the fact that the work was conducted under the supervision of

John Skinner). '° Cromlechs, however, were hotly debated throughout
the eighteenth century and several interpretations, all involved to
some extent with Druidic notions, 16 were advanced. The appeal of

74 The development of interpretations of cromlechs and chambered
barrows is deserving of study in its own right. Only the most cursory
survey is offered here, with emphasis on a few relevant aspects.

75 Hoare, 1821, 44; Coombs & Coombs, 1971, 82-85.
76 For these see Piggott, 1968b, 131-81.



possible Druidic altars, either for sacrificing or burning their victims,
was congiderable. Although the most fervent supporter of this view
was Rowlands it had appeared before he published his study of the
Anglesey material. (i Pegge, writing later in the century, gave a
more ambiguous statement:

I have hitherto called the cromlech British tombs, in
compliance with the present received opinion; ... But

I hold it nevertheless, very uncertain whether those
piles are in fact funeral monuments. ... the probability
seems to be, that these piles were rather places of
devotion than of interment, as the word cromlech
evidently imports; and so were placed only casually,
and not always or universally, over graves. 8

The iZca of cromlechs as 'places of devotion', or 'Druidic temples'
as other less inhibited antiquaries styled them and chambered
barrows, 79 clearly derived from the Lruicic altar hypothesis but
Pegge's remarks have additional interest in their appeal to the word
cromlech and mention of 'present received opinion'. Belief in the
antiquity of the word cromlech, with all the consequent philological
interpretations, was still sufficiently strong a century after Pegge
wrote for Albert Way to go to some lengths to refute the idea. 80
From the wider discussion accompanying the quotation, Pegge appears
to mean William Borlase when he speaks of 'present opinion' but he
rather misrepresents Borlase's position. Although arguing strongly
for their primary use as sepulchres, he did not preclude their use as
devotional places or altars even if he felt it to be 'very unlikely, if
not impossible, that ever the Cromleh should have been an Altar for
Sacrifice, for the top of it is not easily to be got upon, much less a
fire to be kindled upon it, sufficient to consume the Victim, without
scorching the Priest that officiated’. 81 While not dispensing with

77 Rowlands, 1723, passim; Nevill, 1713, 255.
78 Pegge, 1777, 114,

79 Molesworth, 1787,

80 Way, 1871, 98.

81 Borlase, 1769, 226-30.
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the Druidic element, Borlase's attitudes are characterised by a more
practical attitude to cromlechs as functioning structures and this led
him to support the interpretation of them as sepulchral. By the
beginning of the nineteenth century, the matter remained unresolved
and in 1808 Colt Hoare wrote to Cunnington that he intended to meet
his 'worthy friend Mr. Fenton - and before we are many months older,

we hope to ascertain the true meaning of the cromlech, for we mean
82

to overturn several, & dig completely within them'.

A more rigorous approach based on excavation rather than speculation
was introduced towards the middle of the nineteenth century, mainly
through the work of the Lukis family. 'During the steady progress of
investigation', wrote F.C. Lukis, 'we were often compelled to ack-
nowledge that our day-dreams of barbarous sacrifice, and writhing
victims and yelling multitudes, were now ior ever to be dispelled’.
The basic Lukis position was first proposed by F.C. Lukis who, having
dismissed the Druid's altar hypothesis as 'mere conjecture' resulting
from 'the incorrect translation of the word cromlech', noted that

'after the investigation of about twenty of those chambers of the dead,
and examining their contents, the result has been convincing and
satisfactory as to their original use, and they can no longer be con-

83

sidered otherwise than as ancient catacombs, erected by a remote
people’. = This is, of course, only moderately more assertive than
Borlase but to it was added the belief that not only were cromlechs
sepulchral but that they were no more than the denuded remains of
chambered barrows. The idea, although not new since Borlase
attributes it to John Bell early in the nineteenth century, L became
strongly associated with W.C, Lukis. He did not offer a full
statement of his views until the 1860s but the position of the Lukis

82 Cunnington letters, Hoare 56, 29 May 1808.
83 F.C. Lukis, 1853, 233.

84 F.C. Lukis, 1845a, 144 & 146.

85 Borlase, 1897, 426.
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family was well-known, at least among correspondents like Bateman,
by the mid-1840s. Indeed Bateman noted a barrow structure which,
with the earth removed, 'the old school of antiquarianism' would have
interpreted as 'a complete druidical circle, with a cromlech or altar
for human sacrifices standing in the centre’. 80 W.C. Lukis shared
his father's interests more completely than his brothers and it may
have been a sense of filial duty as well as his intention to aid the
completion of his father's proposed book that caused him to delay
until the 1860s before giving a comprehensive account ¢f iiis own
position. As early as 1840 he was urging that his father, F.C. Lukis
'should write a volume or two 4to giving plates of everything & a
description of them simply, without entering into the probable use of
the cromlechs & circles, ... For after all most of the works if not
all on these subjects are theoretical & I may say absurd’. &1 The
project continued to grow, however, with W, C, Lukis apparently
adding material to the two manuscript volumes entitled On Cromlechs
after his father's death in 1871, Between them the Lukis family
produced a series of important papers on cromlechs and chambered
barrows, 58 but the summary of their thinking, written by one of the
sons, Frederick Collings Lukis, which appeared in 1853 shows that
the essential points were all decided before that date. i

The work of the Lukis family satisfied, by and large, the majority of
their contem;;mrariesl9’0 for whom the idea of cromlechs and chambered
barrows as one and the same type of sepulchral monument meant

that they could be more effectively assimilated into established
attitudes concerning barrows. Yet they were not without their critics

86 Bateman, 1848, 90,

87 W.C. Lukis to F.C. Lukis, 17 June 1840 : Lukis papers,
Pre-Roman period, general, fol, 31.

88 F.C. Lukis, 1845a; 1845b; 1846; 1849; J.W. Lukis, 1848;
W.C. Lukis, 1864; 1866.

89 F.C. Lukis, 1853.

80 see Barnwell, 1969, 118-29, for a statement to this effect anl
Donaldson, 1861, 319-20.
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particularly Du Noyer who argued that cromlechs, or some at least,
were free-standing, possibly more cenotaphs than sepulchres, and |
claimed to have discovered the primary form in those he characterised
as 'earth-fast cromlechs' while Stanley felt that the sepulchral nature
of the monuments was unproven and just as extreme a picture as the
Druid’s altar view had been previously. s W.C. Lukis, in particular,
spent much time refuting these allegations, especizally with the
suggestion that they represented a failure to distinguish between the
original structures and their present ruined condition., o But in

order to defend their dicl}ués, the Lukis family adopted attitudes tlat
prevented further contributions to the problem. it has been customary’,
wrote F.C, Lukis, 'to give different appellations to these structures,
according to their shape and form, or agreeably to the hypothesis
endeavoured to be maintained. From the foregoing observations

[_on Channel Island examples] it will be easily perceived that whether
the cromlechs partake of the circular or square form, or are directed
either east or northward, their design remains the same’'. & Or again
from the pen of J.W. Lukis, 'the form of this cromlech [Gavr' Innis]
corresponds with many already described by Mr. Lukis and others ...
as existing in various parts of the world, and it will be easily perceived
that the same purpose and custom prevailed at the period of their
construction. Whatever differences may appear in them or in their
contents, they are no more than what an increased knowledge of the
arts would naturally dictate, as the people approached to a more
perfect state of civilisation'. o4 It was essential that diffcrences and
distinctions be minimised by the Lukises in order to maintain the basic
unity implicit in their hypothesis; to acknowledge variability was to

g1 Du Noyer, 1866, 477-78; 1869, 40; Stanley, 1871, 94-95. See
also Long, 1858, 344, f.n. 1: 'two forms of cromlech, the sepulchral
and sacrificial’. A compromise statement attempting to embody a
consensus view.

92 W.C. Lukis, 1867b, 216; 1878, 134; 1881b, 286.
63 F.C. Lukis, 1845b, 223.
94 J.W. Lukis, 1848, 269-70.
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risk reversion to a multiplicity of competing interpretations.
Moreover, their attitudes accorded well with the feelings of the times
since, in a fine piece of circularity, they both lent and drew support
from the concept of the cromlech as a world-wide phenomenon. This
was an inevitable development once the sepulchrality of the monuments
was established since the universal nature of tumular burial had been
long accepted. Yet the nature of megalithic monuinents was such

that it enabled the recognition of apparent points of similarity among
widely separated group395 of an altogether greater degree of signifi-
cance, which, in turn, prompted, in those racially-oriented times,
the idea of a cromlech-building people. 96 The idea is present in the
quotation, given above, from J.W. Lukis while his brother, F,C. Lukis,
spoke of the cromlech-building people being 'branches of one original
stock' which Wake Smart later identified as the Indo-Europeans. 4

In the face of this mental pedigree it is not surprising that the Lukis
family, despite their unrivalled store of information, their perception
and thoughtfulness, could not find the way forward in the analysis of
observable differences in structure and an altogether more dispassionate
view of the material available. The efforts of calmer, methodical
minds, like those of Thurnam and Anderson, whose attempts to point

the way with small-scale syntheses, et were lost amid the generalisations
riding on the back of the universal cromlech-building people. Indeed by
the end of the century only the simplest distinctions based on whether

the roofing was achieved with corbelling or a simple slab were being
advanced as valuable new criteria but even then accompanied by
warnings that the variety in ground-plans was infinite and there could

95 e.g. Taylor, 1867, 368-69 for comparisons of Dekhan and
Northumbrian cairns. See also Borlase, 1881, 196.

96 for comments on this and other points discussed above see
Danial, 1966.

97 F.C., Lukis, 1853, 235; Wake Smart in Warne, 1872, iii-iv.
98 Anderson, 1868; 1869; Thurnam, 1869b, 199-243,



be no over-reliance on structural matters. e Nor it is other than
sjmptomatic of the problems besetting workers in this field that the
first British book on megalithic remains should be the work of an
architectural historian, James Fergusson. 190 His idiosyncratic
views found little favour with antiquaries who would have whole-
heartedly agreed with William Morris when he wrote of Stonehenge
that it was a monument which 'nobody !mows anything about - except
Fergusson who knows less than nothing’. 104 The importance of his
efforts lies not in the affront he generated among antiquaries but that
he alone was sufficiently free of the problems associated with the
destruction of long-established, but meaningless, interpretations and
their replacement by a more satisfactory framework to attempt the

general survey.

The highly selective consideration of the attitudes of barrow diggers to
the structural aspects of their work which this chapter contains is a
record of failure rather than success. There was never the ability or
willingness to capitalise on the previous generation's achievements
because the tendency towards the general statement subverted the
development of rigorous analysis and the excavation techniques to
support that analysis. In the case of the earthen mounds or stone cairns
there was little belief in the view that they were other than constructions
of the simplest form despite growing evidence to the contrary.

Whereas with the .obviously structural cromlechs and chambered
barrows the destruction of hypotheses, produced without serious exca-
vation data, became a task of such complexity as to prevent the creation
of anything other than a most general basis. Moreover, the general
aims and attitudes, outlined in previous chapters, have shown that
structural analysis was not particularly important to barrow diggers who
felt that other aspects of barrows provided more coherent and
meaningful answers.

99 e.g. Borlase, 1897, 425; Allen, 1900, 217 & 222.

100 Fergusson, 1872. For the background to Fergusson's architectural
ideas see Craig, 1968.

101 W. Morris to Mrs Burne-Jones, August 1879 : Henderson, 1950, 130.
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6 The analysis oi small finds.



Any attempt at a full survey of barrow diggers' views concerning the
objects they discovered would be long, tedious and repetitive. I
have chosen, therefore, to restrict this chapter to a small number
of topics in the hope of avoiding these tendencies while at the same
time showing the forms of analysis which excavators thought
appropriately applied to their discoveries. It has been emphasised
several times that the recovery of objects was a prime motivation
for all barrow diggers and we are here discussing that small number
who felt able or desirous to offer some further generalisations
connected with the material they found. The subjects to be considered
are :
i the human remains and forms of burial

ii pottery

ili the problems of chronology

iv the social implications of the finds

They provide a balance between specific and general topics and between
those elements which we still consider important and those in which
only passing interest is shown. Inevitably, in order to show the
constructions of the nincicenth century there is a bias against earlier
workers but such a position finds justification in the rudimentary
efforts of the eighteenth century antiquaries struggling to establish

the most meagre of basic premises. Despite the widespread use of

classificatory techniques among the natural sciences, finding remarkable

expression in the work of Linnaeus, the efforts of Hoare and his pre-
decessors show that the elevation of description into generalisation in
the field of small finds had a low prioritv in the topographical tradition.
Only with the weakening of the links with topography and the growing
union with ethnology does analysis begin to burgeon. Moreover, the
topics here discussed are deliberately selected to exemplify, in a
specific manner, the barrow diggers' response to the wider aims
outlined in earlier chapters.

10
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Human remains and forms of burial.

Attitudes to human skeletal remains discovered during barrow digging
changed dramatically during the nineteenth century. 'In searching...
into these rude memorials of our forefathers', wrote Milner in 1790,
'the true Antiquary will ever respect their remains; and whilst he
enters into their views by endeavouring to revive their memory, he
will also as far as possible consult their wishes, in leaving to their
bones thicir antient place of sepulture’. 1 These remarks were quoted
by Colt Hoare because they ‘coincide so truly with my own sentiments
on the subject ... In the numerous barrows we have opened due
reverence has been paid to the remains of the mighty dead : their
bones and ashes have been carefully collected, and deposited again

in the same tomb, together with a coin, marking the time when they
were investigated'. # Such claims for a reverential attitude to human
bones do not correlate well with Hoare's statement that 'when throwing
out the bones of this skeleton, we had a strong proof how well they are
preserved when deposited deep in the chalk, as they would bear being
thrown for 2 considerable distance without breaking’, S but they do show
that the collection of such pieces was no part of the antiquary's work
in the early nineteenth century. Moreover, the attitude remained
unchanged well into the century : 'Lord 7.ondesboro never takes the
crania from the barrows', Barnard Davis noted. $

Yet in 1850 John Thurnam made th- fcllowing statement:

I beg to announce that I am collecting information in
reference to the crania from tumuli of different ages,
with the view of deducing, if possible, some conclusions
as to the form of the skull, and other characteristics of

Milner, 1790, 897.

Hoare, 1812, 20, f.n,

idem, 163.

Barnard Davis papers, 1850-54 : Roy. Anthrop. Inst. Mss. 140, 3.

B G B e



162

the skeleton in the aboriginal and succeeding races
who settled in the British Isles. A few crania,
valuable for this purpose, have already been collected
by the labours of the Yorkshire Antiquarian Club, and
during another season more may be expected from the
same source. One gentleman, who possesses a
valuable collection of antiquities from tumuli, has
promised thc uze of his series of crania, chiefly
Celtic. There are also a few skulls scattered through
public collections, to which access may be obtained.

In conclusion I may be permitted to express my desire
to receive information which may assist in the
proposed inquiry. I shall feel indebted to any
gentleman who -~ rossess crania from barrows,

the age of which can be authenticated by the associated
remains, who will allow me the use of them, for the
purpose of being measured and described. 5

Further, in 1861, Bateman described Hoare's Ancient Wiltshire as
being 'in a great measure useless to the scientific student, from the

absence of any Craniological Notices or Measurements' while by the
end of the century Mrs. Armitage thought that 'the labours of

Dr. Thurnam, Canon Greenwell, and Professor Rolleston, which have
established the existence of two very different races, distributed over
the whole of this island before the coming of the Romans, form the
most important step which has yet been taken in England n the
direction of ... a science [of archaeologyj '.% The latter remarks
strike a note of incredulity in the minc of {l:¢ modern reader but
although they may be unrepresentative, even of their own time, it is
as well to remember Pitt-Rivers' statement that he 'superintended the
clearing of all the skeletons on the ground, having been sent for, if
=lesewhere, immediately any skeleton or other object of special

interest was found'. z

5 Thurnam, 1850, 35.
6 Bateman, 1861, preface, v; Armitage, 1895, 42.
7 Pitt-Rivers, 1888, xiv.
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But how are we to explain the dramatic change in attitudes to skeletal
material that occurred around the middle of the century? In part it
reflects the growing racial outlook of ethnological studies at that

time which has been mentioned in a previous chapter but this provides
a background against which to view the work on human remains rather
than an explanation for the changed feelings. Attempts to determine
racial varieties in man were not new by the mid-nineteenth century.
Blumenbach, whom Barnard Davis saw as the pioneer of such work
through the analysis of skulls, had published his first important work
in 1775 and his dedication of the third edition of On the natural variety
of mankind (1795) to Sir Joseph Banks shows his work was well-known
to and supported by English workers.® Indeed Colt Hoare, in his
description of the Stoney Littleton barrow, requested 'the attention

of my brother antiquaries, and especially of those versed in the

science of craniology, to the two skulls discovered in this tumulus,
which appear to be totally different in their formation to any others
which our researches have led us to examine, being fronte valde
cle;gresuaa'9 and in so doing showed that we cannot attribute a
reluctance to collect skulls to an ignorance of the work of the
craniologists. The answer lies more with the activities of the
resurrectionists in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.
The failure to develop a satisfactory system for the provision of
bodies for the teaching of anatomy at that time had led to a situation
whereby most corpses supplied to anatomy schools were those of
persons recently deceased, buried and then illegally disinterred.
Although this practice caused widespread public concern and disquiet,
successive governments were reluctant to introduce legislation since
anatomical experimeits also aroused public indignation. The
situation continued to deteriorate until a Select Committee was
established in 1828 and its recommendations led eventually to the

8 For this dedication see Bendyshe, 1865, 149-54.
9 Hoare, 1821, 47.



Anatomy Act of 1832, 19 as a result of which the activities of the
resurrectionists ceased and public prejudices towards scientific
research involving human bodies was consequently reduced. ek Con-
sidering the date of the act and the hostility which the resurrectionists
engendered, it seems reasonable to interpret the reluctance of
barrow diggers before the late 1830s to collect human remains as a
desire to avoid association in people's minds with th.c ressurectionists
rather than a simple disinclination to interfere with the physical

remains of the dead. 12

Thereafter, despite the call by Thurnam for the preservation of

human material, attitudes changed only slowly. Barnard Davis con-
tributed a similar paper to the Gentleman's Magazine in 1853 but 'with
extremely small success’'. 13 However, his A few ethnological queries,
to serve as a guide in collecting information respecting the inhabitants

of the British Isles, published in 1860, elicited 'many serviceable
14

replies’'. One would expect, in glancing over the craniological
literature of the mid-nineteenth century, to find the clearest exposition

of the possibilities of such studies among the pages of Crania Britannica

the result of collaboration between Davis and Thurnam. That it is not
so discovered is explicable in the circumstances of their co-authorship
of that mighty work, for it was something that would never have been
contemplated in less formal times. Bateman, an early believer in

the value of craniology had first suggested the project to Barnard Davis
in 1849, offering to make available his own collection exclusively to
Davis who, after hesitancy and reluctance sufficient to show his own
modesty, set to work., The allusions to its beginnings in the published

10 2 and 3 Guil. IV. cap. 75.

11 A survey of events leading to the passing of the act is given in
Bailey, 1896, 89-119,

12 cf. Celoria, 1966.
13 Davis, 1853; Davis & Thurnam, 1865, preface, f.n.
14 Davis & Thurnam, 1865, preface, f.n.
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work are insufficient to establish the details but a long letter from
Davis to Bateman is more revealing. Davis had, in the course of

his preparations, contacted Thurnam in order to discover if there

was any clash of interests and had received a reply to the effect that
Thurnam's plans were of a preliminary nature and that pressure of
work precluded any early publication : 'under these circumstances I
could not at all encourage you postponing any work you may intend

to bring out on this subject’, concluded Thurnam. The reasons

for Thurnam's apparent indifference to Davis's original proposals

are unclear, perhaps they are the result of 'the distance of his
personal manners' which Bateman noted but more likely Thurnam

did not believe, at that stage, Davis's work would amount to anything
substantial, Whatever the explanation Thurnam's initial reactions
placed him at a severe disadvantage when the appearance of a
prospectus alerted him to the dangers of his own work being pre-
empted. 'What you propose’, Thurnam then wrote to Davis, 'is so
similar to what I myself intended that I feel there would be no chance
of success for two works almost identical in character, and as
circumstances enable you to be first in the field I must abandon mj
intcntion, unless you should consent to what I have now to propose to
you. This is that we should combine & bring out a work in our joint
names'. Davis felt that this second letter showed clearly that although
'he reiterates in the most friendly manner his aid, as far as his crania
are concerned, he will feel disappointed in having the subject taken

out of his hands as it were'. However, 'at the same time I consider’,
wrote Davis, 'I have taken every precaution to avoid such interference
and had full reason to conclude that I had so avoided it'. In such
circumstances, 77.u:.2am had little room for manoeuvre when Davis
proposed 'to take him as an associate, with his name on the prospectus
& title page, on condition of his rendering every assistance in his
power, both as to materials & the obtaining of subscribers - his having
nothing to do with the business, or pecuniary part of the undertaking,
beyond receiving one cooy of the work for his own use - his adhering to
my original plan of full size representations, and the avoidance of all



theoretical opinions’. 1% The sting in these proposals was very much
in the tail with Davis' refusal to admit 'theoretical opinions', thereby
excluding the possibility of Thurnam making a major contribution.
Even at this early stage it must have b~=n clear to both authors that
they would make strange bedfellows and, as the work progressed, the
differences between them widened to such a degree that the final pro-
duction is lacking in any real cohesion. Davis was an orthodox
believer in polygenesis with a firmly conservative estimate of what
craniology might achieve whereas not urti! 1?56 was Thurnam, in
Davis's estimation, 'a decided pol*_:,rg‘s,-nis;t'16 and certainly he was
always more radical in his belief in the potential of craniological
studies. Consequently, Crania Britannica remains remarkable for
the quality of the illustrations and the incidental archaeological
information which it contains, rather than as the finest exposition of
craniology applied to prehistoric material.

Thurnam was thus obliged to publish his own attitudes in separate
papers commenting

I was the more anxious to express my views on the
ancient British skull-forms from having had no
adequate opportunity of doing so in the pages of
Crania Britannica. It may have been as well, not
to have combined in the same work views hardly,
or not at all, capable of being reconciled, 17

The views which were excluded from Crania Britannica he summed up
as follows :

..+ a8 to the forms of skull from the tumuli of the
pre-Roman period in this country, a sort of axiom has,
I think, now been established to this effect:- Long
barrows, long skulls; Round barrows, round or short
skulls, - Dolichotaphic barrows, dolichocephalic crania;
Brachytaphic barrows, brachycephalic crania. 1%

15 Bateman correspondence, J. Barnard Davis, 20 May 1852.
16 Bateman correspondence, J. Barnard Davis, 7 July 1856.
17 Thurnam, 1864b, 512, f.n.

18 idem, 158,
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Dolichocephalic skulls were defined as those skulls having a breadth/
length ratio, on a scale of one hundred, of seventy and brachycephalic
skulls as those with a ratio of eighty. The maintenance of such a
theory required detailed understanding of the context from which the
skull came and, for a relative chronology, the associations of the
skull, In seeking to establish these factors, Thurnam was drawn
towards his more obviously archaeological work, since Davis had
earlier noted that 'Dr. T [hurnam| maintains that no confident opinion
can be formed as to the people which a skull belongs unless there are
some antiquities to determine this’. 19 In documenting a belief that
two distinct races were to be associated with the construction of the
two major forms of prehistoric sepulchral monuments, Thurnam was
giving substance to earlier suggestions of Wilson and Bateman. 20 As
well as reversing the accepted Scandinavian sequence, it ran into con-
siderable criticism on methodological grounds. After all, as one
reviewer of Crania Britannica acidly remarked, 'Dr. Thurnam's
beautiful hypothesis ... has not convinced even his own colleague’.
Davis was not alone in feeling that Thurnam's views piaced insufficient
weight on accidental variations in the form of the skull which occurred
in every race and that the basic methodology was consequently unsound.
Moreover, Davis believed in the 'protogenic character of the Celts'
and maintained that both forms of skull were equally Celtic. 2°
Thurnam sought to answer these criticisms and reiterated his beliefs,
'established from archaeological and osteological evidence', emphasing
that the dolichocephalic skulls were 'earlier and ... probably Iberic'
while the later, brachycephalic ones were 'probably Gaulish or, in other

words, Belgic'. 24

21

22

Thurnam's views were given considerable support

19 Barnard Davis papers, 1854-58; Roy. Anthrop. Inst. Mss. 140, 4.
20 Wilzon, 1851, 160-89; Bateman, 1851, 211,

21 Beddoe, 1868, 53.

22 See, for example, Davis, 1857, 42-43 and Blake, 1869.

23 Davis and Thurnam, 1865, 19-20 & pl. 33; see also Thurnam,
1864b, 124, f.n.

24 Thurnam, 1869a.
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by the work of Rolleston on the skeletal material from Greenwell's
excavations especially with regard to the primacy of the dolichoce-
phalic skull form so that even Beddoe, who was unsympathetic to
Thurnam's conclusions, was obliged to admit in 1888 that Thurnam's
views were 'now generally accepted’ as to the association of long
barrows and long skulls. 45 Certainly, the development of these
racially orientated analyses inhibited the adoption of phrenological
interpretations by barrow diggers although they did not entirely
exclude them. Bateman had, early in his career, described one
skull as exhibiting 'phrenological developments indicative of some

of the worst passions incident to human nature' and Greenwell, more
positively, said of one he found that it 'belonged to a man ,.. of
good intelligence’. a8 But piecemeal judgements concerning
individual characters could not compete with the possibilities of
making important statements about races and craniologists roundly

condemned the value of phrenological interpretations. i

We have seen in chapter three how the political efforts of those
wedded to the priority of racial analysis in anthropology were effect-
ively neutralised by the supporters of evolutionary anthropology. In
denying much significance to race per se, the cultural evolutionists
eliminated it as a matter for serious study in general anthropology but
in barrow digging the situation was more problematic since it was so
much more intimately concerned with burial and human skeletal
material. If interest could not be diverted entirely from the human
remains it could and was channelled into considerationa of the treat-
ment of those remains and the implications arising therefrom. It
had long been recognised that 'two systems of burial were ... adopted

25 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 126-30, 559-718; Beddoe, 1888, 105.
26 Bateman, 1848, 29; Greenwell & Embleton, 1867, 146.
27 Davis & Thurnam, 1865, 6.
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the interment of the body entire, and cremation' but, as Hoare went
on to remark, 'after the most minute investigation, I have never been
able to separate, with any degree of certainty, by two distinct periods,
these different modes of burial : I am, however, inclined to think that
the very earliest mode of interment was the gathering of the legs up
towards the head and that the latest mode was extending the body at
full length’. 48 Hoare's inclinations were generally accepted but,
more important, there was no clear definition of the relationship
between interment and cremation which could only result from a more
dispassionate and precise assessment of the data. Significantly, the
first attempt to secure greater ~recision was made by Lubbock, one
of the foremost evolutionary anthropologists, for although 'the human
remains ..., and especially the skulls, will prove our best guides ...
at present we do not possess a sufficient number of trustworthy des-
criptions or measurements’ and 'the pottery does not at present help
=4 His immediate solution was, through an analysis of the
work of Hoare and Bateman, to seek to relate modes of burial with

us much'.

the relative chronology of the three-age system through the associated
finds. it This sharpening appreciation of the importance and value of

the concept of association was shared with the racially orientated

students of human material, most of whom found the three-age system

as acceptable as did the evolutionary anthropologists for whom it was
tailor-made. A study similar to Lubbock's was undertaken by

Thurnam as part of his later, more specifically archaeological work

and with comparable results which showed that contracted burial was

usual in the neolithic but not unknown in bronze age while cremation

showed a suitably opposite picture. 31 It is interesting to notethat by the late

1870s, when Thurnam's racial observations had been substantiated by

28 Hoare, 1821, 47,

29 Lubbock, 1865, 100.

30 idem, 92-103.

31 Thurnam, 1871, 310, 331.
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Greenwell and Rolleston and the evolutionary approach was uncontestably
dominant, Lubbock paid more attention to Thurnam's work juxtaposing

it with his own burial analysis. 5%

Increasing emphasis on association in both racial and burial mode
studies encouragcd concern with the legitimacy of the assumption that
prehistoric man believed in a future existence, the requirements of
which he was attempting to meet by the provision of grave goods.
Bateman was maintaining a long-held view that the deposition of objects
was as universal a custom as the building of barrows and, since
historic..! sources documented both belief in an after-life and the
placing of goods in the grave, it was appropriate to apply the same
motivations to prehistoric man. Indeed, he uses it as powerful
argument in favour of monogenesis. as One of the first to question this
fundamental assumption was A.H. Rhind who felt that 'a careful survey
... would probably involve a necessity for material modification of
the current classifications, and limit the applicability of the
psychological deductions which have commonly attributed to primeval
ages certain feelings on the subject of futurity, without sufficient
reicrence to the special divergences indicated by observed data, which,
to say the least, will hardly verify the exaciness of such a universal
scheme of primeval religion’. o4 Lubbock took up the point as his
'careful survey' showed how cases involved burial without accompanying
objects and attacked Wilson's :31:zdze:rxmnt3 ? that there was 'constant
deposition’ of goods beside the dead. It was just this absence of

&) constdncy that led Lubbock to *-~ view that objects with human remains

~ were no more than 'the touching evidences of individual affection’. 28

32 Lubbock, 1878, 141-44.
33 Bateman, 1861, iii-iv.
34 Rhind, 1857, 375.

35 Wwilson, 1863, I, 498,
36 Lubbock, 1865, 92-98.



Greenwell was equivocal on the matter but felt on balance that the
evidence supported the idea of a belief in a future existence and by
the late 1870s even Lubbock, while maintaining his original position,
was introducing exceptions. =t However, Mortimer, whose analyses
of such philosophical questions were never noted for their subtlety,
crudely reasserted the fundamentalist belief. o8 This aspect of
barrow digging attitudes is an interesting demonstration of the
problems associated with small finds analysis. A cardinal axiom
coming under attack in the mid-nineteenth century because of more
rigorous approaches weathered the storm because it was not suscept-
ible to determination by those approaches and certainty in the new
general law was dissipated by an increasing number of counter-
examples. It was then of no matter that the original difficulties
remained unresolved but of great moment that the new position could

not make itself impregnable.

Pottery.

After human remains pottery was the most frequently discovered
material during barrow digging and, since its study was not burdened
by the same initial inhibitions, it was the subject of relatively early
attempts at classification. The first serious attempts were those of
Hoare who was the first to acquire a sizeable collection of prehistoric
pottery; Faussett and Douglas, working essentially on post-Roman
graves, did not think of pottery as important in view of the host of
other objects recovered. Classification depended initially on a large
number of pots for only in this instance could the individuality of each
pot be transcended and the similarities appreciated. Throughout the
eighteenth century and into the nineteenth century, stray finds were

37 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 59-61; Lubbock, 1878, 156.
38 Mortimer, 1905, liii.
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often described as Roman because no-one was in a position to define
the characteristics of pre-Roman pottery and such attitudes continued
until the mid-nineteenth century although with less justification. e
Hoare's threefold classification was based on interpretation of the
pot's function for as he had 'strong reason to suppose that they were
appropriated to distinct purposes, it is necessary they should be
discriminated'. The first group he distinguished was the 'sepulchral,
or funerealurn' which acted as a container for cremated bones while
the second he termed 'drinking cups' because 'a very ancient custom
prevailed, and even still is practised amongst savage nations, of
depositing articles of food with the dead and ... the Britons very
probably destined these vases for the same purpose'. The final
series, 'incense cups', were more contentious. Since their size
precluded their use as containers of 'the ashes, or even the viaticum
of the deceased', Hoare argued that the presence on many of them of
perforations suggested 'they were filled with balsams and previous
ointments, and suspended over the funeral pile' justifying his interpre-
tation with reference to classical authors. 40 Although without
chronological overtones, Hoare's approach established the basic

criteria for the classification of pottery.

Thus, because function remained the appropriate means for the
analysis of pottery, criticism was largely directed at the terminology
and not the groups themselves although the distinction between the

two was often confused and blurred. Akerman, for instance, drew
attention to Tacitus's description of the burial practice of the Germans
as using 'no odours, but a particular kind of wood, in reducing the body
to ashes'. This statement was, claimed Akerman, the most relevant
classical description of burial practice when interpreting British
material but, he complained, 'some English antiquaries still talk of

39 e.g. Gibson, 1808; Hutchinson, 1862, 55.
40 Hoare, 1812, 25-26.



"incense cups' and perfumes used at the funerals of the primitive
inhabitants of Britain'. & The problems associated with incense cups
remained throughout the nineteenth century and curiously, although
the argument remained one about function, it became a matter of
providing an acceptable presumed use for a group which acquired their
own validity. This relationship between function and a largely unde-
fined morphological criteria bedevilled most nineteenth century
analysis of small finds. A fine example of this interaction is seen

in Greenwell's attitude to Stanley and Way's suggestion that these
diminutive vessels were used to transfer fire from one place to
another. 44 It was an explanation, thought Greenwell, which possessed,
'upon the whole, the best claims to acceptance; and until some more
likely one is suggested, or some facts come to light which render it
untenable, I feel inclined to adopt it, as, at all events, a provisional
explanation of the purpose of these enigmatical vessels'. 12 In this
situation, there is no room for admissions of total ignorance since

to do so would weaken the credibility of the classification which could
not be solely a notional assessment by the archaeologist or an
analytical device which furthered the development of the subject
without immediately contributing to our understanding of the past. It
had to be rooted in the facts and actuality of prehistoric life; to
provide merely succinct definitions which encouraged precise usage

of terminology was of little value.

Eatecman added a fourth group, food vessels, to Hoare's classification
and thereby included those pots which, although rare in Wiltshire,
were common finds in the barrows of the more northerly counties.
i.e described drinking cups as 'happily denominateazi"45 8o it is not

44

41 Akerman, 1847, 10-11,

42 Stanley & Way, 1868, 73-74.

43 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 83.
44 Bateman, 1855; 1861, 283-85.
45 Bateman, 1861, 285.
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surprising that he saw the new group as fulfilling a complementary
role. Otherwise, Bateman's 'observations on Celtic pottery' were
only marginally more descriptive than Hoare's but less attention was
paid to function although it still underpins the system., 46 Greenwell’s
remarks47 are similarly structural to Bateman's while aiming at a
more comprehensive survey. Both commentators introduce the

same elemental flaw into their work by using examples not as support
for their general statements but merely as illustrations of their
remarks. Greenwell, in particular, isolated the principal forms,
but, in so doing, notes, as he did in the case of incense cups, that
‘there are numerous varieties, not materially differing from the
typical forms, which it would be tedious as well as useless to part-
icularise'. Such a statement, coupled with a definition of food
vessels as 'all those vessels which are associated with unburnt bodies,
except drinking cups; and those which accompany burnt bodies,

except cinerary urns, and incense cups, whatever the form may be’, 18
emphasises that the defined groups were meant to be all-embracing
rather than internally coherent., Indeed, the failure to cope with
aberrations within each group strongly implies that neither Bateman
nor Greenwell had a firm view of what they hoped to achieve in
these efforts at classification other than amplifying existing interpre-
tations. Remarks in a similar vein, introduced by Jewitt into works
where they formed only incidental prefatory material, 49 show that
this form of generalised analysis did not result specifically from a
detailed analysis of their own material, expanded into a more
embracing statement, but was the almost unquestioning imposition of
their own finds into a pre-existing grouping; even Bateman's food
vessel group is nothing more than a logical extension to Hoare's
original scheme,

46 Bateman, 1861, 279-87.

47 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 66-103.
48 idem, 66.

49 Jewitt, 1865, 4-12.



Interposed, chronologically, between Bateman and Greenwell was
Thurnam but his work on pottery, 0 in company with his other small
finds analysis, was of an altogether more fundamental nature and

has the stamp of one very much involved in the classification of
artifacts. Thurnam divided the pottery into two basic classes,
culinary and sepulchral pottery, on the basis of their appearance and
the presence or absence of decoration; culinary vessels were, thus,
'of various form and size, but all characterized by exceptional
rudeness and the almost entire absence of surfacﬁ ornament’, . \t?
Although accepting the basic four-fold classific: ticn of other workers
for his sepulchral pottery analysis, Thurnam's attitudes were bound
up with two new approaches, first, that some of the pottery found in
burial contexts was not specifically made for sepulchral purposes,

a view which Greenwell totally rejet:ted52 and, second, that it was
worthwhile and indeed necessary to attempt to determine sub-groupings
within the four major types of sepulchral pottery and the newly-defined
culinary pottery. Despite the arbitrary nature of these sub-groups,
which Thurnam hir 32f recognised with such phrases as 'four
varieties ... which however glide the one into the other, may be
distinguished', = the systematic ordering and description of each
variety marks a significant shift in emphasis from functional to
morphological considerations. It presents a sharp contrast to the
unitary approach of Bateman and Greenwell, seeking to establish
principal forms for each major group. Thurnam's schemes found
few adherents and were largely ignored by Greenwell in his pottery

survey but they did contain the essence of a morphological classification,

an approach spectacularly developed by Abercromby.

Abercromby's work lies largely outwith the limits of this survey and
this is certainly true of his inﬂu.ence54 but it is important t» emphasise

50 Thurnam, 1871, 331-400.

51 idem, 338.

52 Greenwell & Rolleston, 1877, 103-09.

53 Thurnam, 1871, 377.

94 An early example of this is Gray & Prideaux, 1905, 9.
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that his studies55 represent the use of a typological approach similar
in concept and scope to those undertaken by Evans on stone and
bronze implements, The initial delay of its application to pottery
analysis can be explained in terms of the efforts described above.
Like stone and bronze finds pottery classification was rooted in
interpretations of function but unlike the other two materials, it could
not be readily aligned with the evolutionary anthropological approach
of the late nineteenth century since there were no obvious paths of
functional efficiency to be discerned. Pottery remained for most
barrow diggers a potential source for chronological or historical
statements without any clear conception of how the methodology to
achieve that potential might be established. i Abercromby's
solution to the dilemma was to abandon the idea of functional efficiency
and to see pottery instead as developmental sequences, the result of a
tradition which meant that 'as each generation had inferior models to
imitate, a disadvantage which increased progressively as time went
on, the whole tendency of the form was from good to bad, and from
bad to worse'. U It represented the demise of a functional basis

for the classification of material whose varieties would largely be
determined by non-utilitarian criteria and the emergence of

morphological analysis with strong chronological implications.
Chronology.
The problems of establishing chronological sequences, both relative

and absolute, is appropriately discussed as part of the analysis of

small finds, since it was the material recovered that appeared to offer

55 Abercromby, 1904; 1905b; 1907; 1908; 1912.

96 e.g. Kirwan, 1872, 154; Mansel-Pleydell, 1896,