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developmental road to Archaeology: it must be understood in its own 
terms and assessed within its historical context ; antiquarians were not 

credulous idiots, even if we would judge them as such if they were alive 

today; they were on the whole highly intelligent men working within a 

very different environment from our own. The whole approach starts from 
the unashamedly relativistic view that we may not assume that we are 

'better', more en! ightened, or possessed of a more secure grasp of the 

past than our ancestors; rather it emphasises, to paraphrase Jacquetta 

Hawkes, that each age gets the p ast which it deserves. I t aims, 
furthermore , to study that 'past ' as an element within the total 
context of its time -- social, economic, political and intellectual -
and to discover why it took on its particular form. 

This contrast between an historical approach which is contextual 
that is, which gives equal weight to 'successful' and 'unsuccessful; 
intellectual developments by seeking to understand them in their own 
right within a particular historical context, and one which is whiggish 
has, moreover, already been discussed at length in the History and 
Philosophy of Sci ence; in general the contextual approach has been 
fa voured both by historians and scientists (see Fahnestock, this 

volume). The implications of this for the History of Archaeology should 
be obvious : if the Seiences, which have been the major proponents of a 

progressionist approach to disciplinary history, are now seeking a re
analysis of their deve lopment in terms of a contextual history then 
should not archaeologists seriously reconsider their approach to the 

history of their own subject? 

There are, then, good reasons to suspect that the Hi story of 
Archaeology which has been written up to now m ay, in some important 

senses, be inadequate ; this is discussed at greater length elsewhere in 
the volume. However, this does not, of itself, suggest any pressing 
need for a re-analysis. Even if a contextual approach is advocated for 

1 j future studies there still appears to be no particular reason to move 

this kind of historical work from its currently peripheral position to 
the forefront of archaeological research. Or is there? 

I have already tried to suggest that Archaeology's disciplina ry 
se l f-image, and its understanding of its past are, in some sense 

mutually reinforcing. At an intuitive level it seems inherently like!; 
that an a r ch a eologist's conception of wha t it means to be an 
arch aeologist (with all the accompanying implications for attitudes 
towards archaeological data, covert and overt theory building, decisions 

concerning research prioriti.es, and so on) is, in large measure, linked 
to (one might say validated by) hi's or her consciousness of the 

subje ct's,past. Hence, the way in which the Hi story of Archaeology is 
presented and written will most probably have a considerable influence 

over the way in which Archaeology is actually practised, and vice versa. 
One only has to consider the debate over the last two decades concerning 
w� ether Archaeology is a Science or a Humanity, and the contr asting 
views which the two parties have taken of the discipline's developmental 
history, to appreciate the truth behind this. Yet if Archaeology's 
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perception of the past, and that of its ow_n disciplina _ry h_ist�ry, are 

more or less closely interconnected then thi s has ma ior 1mpl1cat1ons for 
the role played by History of Archaeology in the subject's development. 
For it follows that as the discipline 's self-image changes, so there 

will be a requirement sooner or later for a new disciplinary history; 
equally, a change in the di scipline's view of its past will_pr_ om�te a 

re-evaluation of its self-image. The upshot of this 1s that d1sc1pl1nary 
development necessari Jy involves a process of historica l  as well as 

me tho do I og i cal re-evaluation. 

I t is altogether ironic that the New Archaeology, which _ emphasised 
the necessity of critical self- examination through the expl1c1t ba� 1ng 
of assumptions, should have missed this poiryt. The New Archaeologists 

argued that disciplinary evolution must stem from theoretical debate and 
self-analysis; but they seem to have been completely obi ivious to the 

f act that such debate cannot take place, nor can it claim to be self

aware unless it takes into account the historical contingency_of 

Archaeology itself .  Attempting to lay bare the assumptions behind 
Archaeological thinking in an historical vacuum _ i� a sublimely vain act: 
for those assumptions are historically cond1 t1oned. A truly � elf
cr it i ca I Archaeology which fully recognises the weight of I ts h1 sto�y 

and attempts to carry out internal debate in th� I ight of th1_s 

is necessarily one which accords the same status to h1stor1cal analysis 

and re-evaluation as it does to theoretical discussions; indeed, they 
are effectively inseparable . 

It is this conception of History of Archaeology both as contextual 
history as well as an essential part of the subject's goal of self
analysis which has been termed "Critical Historiography"; 2 and it is as 
a first (admittedly faltering) step towards a Critical Historiography of 
Archaeology that the papers in this volume have been assembled. They do 
not as such seek to present any unified approach though each one 

emp�asises an' aspect of the contextual/ critical conception of history. 
Chamber's paper concentrates on delineating the intellectual conte xt 
within whi ch Romantic Antiquarianism developed in eighteenth century 
England, paying particular attention to the_ (deological tensions 

inherent within it and their potential for rel1g1ous controversy. My 
own p aper, by contrast, attempts to show how the development of 
Antiquarianism during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries was 
inextricably Jinked to the rise of the English gentry as an impor � ant 

part of the ideological basis from which their political actions 

emerged. St'>rensen, in a very different vein, tackles the pro�lem of the 

part which historical analysis should play in t_heoretica _l � ebate and 
disciplinary development by stressing the �utile repet1t1veness of 

ah istorically based self-criticism in Scand1nav1an archaeo_logy of the 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Fahnestock' s paper, like that of 
Chambers aims to show the influence of the intellectual environment 
upon the development of Archaeology. She insists, too, on a conte _xtual 

approach to historical analysis though in a slightly mo:e restricted 
sense : that internal histories of Arch aeolo gy a re i nc ap a ble of 
explaining the subject's development and that this must be done 1 n 




