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Abstract.

The first half of this research considers the origins of the prevailing
approach to the conservation and presentation of ancient monuments,
particularly those in the guardianship of the state. Beginning with the
definition of preservation principles in the nineteenth century, the research
examines the creation of a government preservation office and the
introduction of preservation legislation. The second half of the research
examines the changes taking place in the theoretical approaches to Cultural
Heritage Management, much of which derives from experience in Australia
and America, and considers this work alongside a new agenda for ‘the
heritage’ in England where it is overtly stated that the heritage industry and
conservation can be used to address social issues such as urban and rural
regeneration and social exclusion.

The implications of the current Government and peer reviews of
conservation practice and primary legislation have also been considered in
order to determine their impact on the status of the familiar preserved ruin,

ideas of ‘monumentality’, the role of the heritage manager and the
politicization of heritage. It is argued in this thesis that the preservation and
presentation approach of the Office of Works and its successors has
conditioned our understanding of the past, making the introduction of a new
paradigm unnecessarily confrontational.

This research contributes to a number of areas of knowledge. The origins
and development of conservation practice in England have received
relatively little analysis and the expansion of the Office of Works in the first
quarter of the twentieth century has yet to be analysed in detail. Similarly
British conservation practice in an Imperial context — particularly that in the
Levant — has received very little critical consideration and it is believed that
this research presents the first assessment of the career of George H.
Jeffery, Curator of Ancient Monuments, Cyprus.
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Chapter One.

Introduction and Methodology.
"The historic environment is all the physical evidence for past human activity, and its

associations, that people can see, understand and feel in the present world.
- It is the habitat that the human race has created through conflict and cooperation
over thousands of years, the product of human interaction with nature

- It is all around us as part of everyday experience and life, and it is therefore dynamic

and continually subject to change.’

Discussion Paper One, 'Understanding’, Review of policies relating to the historic
environment: consuftation, English Heritage 2000c: 5.

1. Reasons for Undertaking the Thesis.

The way we think about ancient monuments is changing. Not only has the word
'monument’ now become something of an anachronism, but we no longer consider
the ‘'monument’ to be an individual island of building fabric, rather it has become an
element in the entirety of a changing landscape that is itself both a cultural product,
and ‘culturally perceived’ (Bender (ed) 1993a; Thomas, J. 1993 and 2001; Graham
Fairclough pers. comm. July 2001). As our understanding of the monument - now
often referred to as the 'place' - has grown, so our desire to manage and be involved
with the 'place’ is shifting away from centralized and exclusive views to local and
inclusive perspectives. This reinterpretation of what the heritage is, what it consists of
and whom it belongs to (Chippindale et al 1990) has considerable implications for the
heritage manager and it is vital that heritage specialists recognize and understand
that a new approach to hentage issues has generated new meanings and new
demands. But how has the idea of the monument been created, how deeply is it
embedded, and how easy will it be to shift from one idea of the heritage to another?

This thesis is an exploration of the way in which the shift from ‘monuments’ to



‘cultural heritage’ is taking place. The timescale covered by this research falls into
three distinct periods: a period when monuments changed from Picturesque ruins
to objects of scientific enquiry; a period when monuments were frozen and
conservation centralized; and finally a period when loss and change have been
accepted coupled with an interest in the conservation of landscapes and the
promotion of social inclusion and local management. A number of case studies will
be employed to illustrate aspects of the discussion as it is essential to understand
how we have arrived at our present position before we can move on to new

approaches.
The particular research question can be summarised as:

How is the use and presentation of places of heritage significance determined by the

approach and role of those who conserve them, now and in the past?

Supplementary questions flow from this:

Does the current appearance of ancient monuments reflect the intentions of those

who initially preserved them?
How will the appearance and use of ancient monuments develop in coming years?

What are our intentions?
How will the role of heritage/cultural resource managers develop in future years?

Questions such as these appear simple, but there are numerous layers and nuances
in most of them. When | talk of 'our intentions', there is the ‘'me' that is the author of
this work, an employee of a state conservation body, and the 'me’ who is the member
of a greater community. Similarly my approach (and solutions) to my work can be
directed by intemational and European frameworks, such as those that apply to
World Heritage Sites or to reconstruction on archaeological sites (recent guidelines
produced by English Heritage specifically relating English practice to the Lausanne
Charter for Archaeological Heritage Management (O'Keefe 1993 and below page
257). The variety of levels of involvement and management can generate conflicts:
how can the 'local' be married to 'national' or ‘world’ categories, when what local
people might want is excluded by European guidance? How is it possible to define,



and who defines, those sites that are important to us? Should we appraise only
scientific and testable values, or should we include local choice and subjective, but
perhaps less permanent values? The concept of World Heritage ‘universal value' has
been criticised by an increasing number of specialists (Hamilakis and Yalouri 1996:;
L owenthal 1988; Bowdler 1988; Byme 1991; Cleere 1996; Titchen 1996: Meskell
2002a; 2002b) because nation states have misapplied the idea of national
importance. To many ‘value’ is firmly based on European concepts of heritage — the
old, the monumental, the aesthetic, with emphasis on attribution, connoisseurship
and national values (Clark 2000), which disregards local, indigenous and non-

monumental values.

In Chapter Five we will see that a range of issues has become common in many parts
of the world, paraphrased as questions by Greene (1999: 44). what sites, which

public and who decides?

1.1 Defining the Problem.

The reason for undertaking this research is based on inter-related personal and
professional imperatives: the development of heritage management as a subject
has revealed and defined dilemmas for those currently involved in ancient
monument conservation. These dilemmas relate in particular to the role of the
professional and the manner in which particular decisions are taken. Are the
decisions | have made about the conservation and presentation of a monument
truly objective? Is objectivity possible? Who should be involved in decisions about
what is of value? Were the changes and interventions made from the early 1900s
as anonymous as intended? Has the concept of the 'monument’' and the related
state of ‘monumentality’ outlived its usefulness? Is the idea of the monument so
firmly embedded in the minds of the public that the introduction of a new heritage
agenda will be resisted? The principal concern is that existing practice in Britain is
based on a traditional European model (above this page and below page 238),
which has been ‘passed on by example and word of mouth’ (Thompson 1981: 33)
whereas current archaeological theory and political concerns require a style of
heritage management closer to the model being developed in the New World and
Australia — a model based on significance, managing the conflicts of meaning



(Smith et al 2003:67) and cultural diversity (McBryde 1995). Practitioners of this
latter model are developing its theoretical basis (Smith 1994; McBryde 1995; Ross
1996; Smith et al 2003) which means that British practitioners will have to become
conversant with new practice and new theory if we are to respond to the new

agendas.

Political considerations have never been far away from conservation practice
(Trigger 1984; Byrne 1891, Silberman 1995; Meskell (ed) 1998; Hingley 2000b;
Meskell 2002a; 2002b). Initially preservation was perceived to be non-political, both
in terms of being non-contentious party-politically, but there was a genuine belief
that decisions made about policy and practice were objective and scientific and did
not have a political component or impetus. It will be seen in the following text, that
concemns of national identity and international status have been evident in
preservation from an early penod, illustrated by examples drawn from England
(Chapters Two and Five), lreland (Chapter Two) and Cyprus (Chapter Four). The
reality was that securing a particular site underlined a particular view of the past
and the role of a particular élite — actions that we would now consider ‘political’
(Hingley 2000b; 2001c; Hingley (ed) 2001a for Roman and British imperialism). In
more recent times government agendas on regeneration and sustainability have
been seized by the conservation lobby as a way of demonstrating the relevance
and uses of the past in the present and for the future. It has yet to be seen whether
this recent association between hentage management and political initiatives has
been founded on theoretical bedrock or has been a marriage of convenience.

In practical terms new approaches and uses have implications for Scheduled
Ancient Monuments (monuments considered to be of national importance and
protected under the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act (DoE
1979)), but specifically that group of monuments known as guardianship sites -
those sites in the management of the state - such as Stonehenge, Rievaulx Abbey
and Housesteads Roman Fort. Since the early 1900s these sites have been
considered ‘use-less’ and in many cases ‘dead’ (Forsyth 1914: 135-136). They
were considered to be, and were preserved as, documents, whose chief value was
as educational tools for a new visiting public (Thompson 1981). In recent years
owners and managers of such sites have sought to develop them and improve their



income generating potential (below page 219; Fowler 1987, Hewison 1987,
Fladmark (ed) 1994; Herbert (ed) 1995; Meskell 2002a). This includes improvement
of visitor facilities, updating interpretation techniques, but also introducing floors
and roofs (English Herntage 1992). Gradually ‘dead’ monuments have been
‘reawakened’ and once begun this process is unlikely to stop (Chapters Five and
Six). Was the idea of the ‘dead’ monument ever a viable interpretation; was the
biggest change to monuments a period in the twentieth century of no-change?
There is likely to be a continuing impact on the fabric of guardianship sites, but also
— if the socially inclusive model is used — impacts on the stories told on those sites

and the role of those sites in local identity.

As an Inspector of Ancient Monuments for English Heritage it is particularly important
that | should understand that there are such dilemmas, in order that | make sound
day-to-day choices. | have come to realise that much of my work on state managed
monuments is the repair of early conservation work, which has in tum made me want
to understand the choices and options open to my predecessors - particularly the
work of Charles Peers, Inspector of Ancient Monuments from 1910 to 1933, (latterly
he became Sir Charles Peers and held the post of Chief Inspector) whose vision of
architectural heritage shaped much of what we now see. A failure to understand the
clash between past work, new demands, new theoretical approaches and the
potential for change on our monuments may mean that |, as a professional, and we
as a society, make inappropnate decisions, or fail to capitalise on our opportunities.

In order to understand the current context of heritage management, and to act as an
introduction to the main themes of this thesis, it is necessary to explain the origins
and role of the Inspector of Ancient Monuments.

1.2 The Inspectorate.

The title of 'Inspector of Ancient Monuments' dates from 1882, when the first ancient
monuments legislation was passed, and the first Inspector of Ancient Monuments
appointed, but the title ‘'Inspector’ was a standard civil service title - as in Schools
Inspector or Factory Inspector - used to denote a known specialist or expert who had
been brought into the government's employ (Thompson 1977: 62 - 63; Chippindale



1983a; Murray 1989; Grenville 1999).

When the post was first created, the Inspector was part of the Office of Works. With
the increase in the number of specialists in the early 1900s (below page 84) a
Department of Ancient Monuments and Historic Buildings was created within the
Office of Works, which later mutated into the Ministry of Works, and later still after
1968 was made part of a new Department of the Environment, and subsequently the
Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England, known as Engiish
Heritage. The parent government office for English Heritage is now the Department

for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS), ailthough planning matters are dealt with by the
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM).

The Inspectorate of the state conservation bodies (English Heritage, Historic
Scotland, CADW (Wales) and the Department of the Environment (Northem Ireland)

is the group of specialists that has the responsibility for overseeing the statutory
measures for the protection of ancient monuments, under the terms of the 1979

Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act (DoE 1979). The Inspectorate for
England, Wales and Scotland was a coherent group until 1980, when it was divided
into regional groups (England, Scotland, Wales, Northern Ireland (Hunter et al 1993:

30-55))

Should a developer (in the broadest sense of the word, thereby including ‘owner’)
wish to make changes to a Scheduled Ancient Monument (a monument which
appears on a 'list' or 'schedule’ of legally protected sites), the Inspector of Ancient
Monuments is the person who has to negotiate with the developer about the effect, or
desirability, of any changes and the type and style of treatments as well as the
necessary ‘mitigation’ strategies (measures taken to record archaeological deposits
which may be lost). If content with the proposals, the Inspector can advise that
'‘consent' should be granted to permit the development to go ahead. Consent is not
given by the Inspector, nor by English Heritage; the Inspector's role is to advise the
DCMS that the consent should be granted (or not) by that govemment office.
Consent is required for any operation that will cut, bury, flood, alter or repair a
Scheduled Ancient Monument and is parallel to Listed Building Consent for Listed
Buildings (Suddards 1993: 77-89). Undertaking work without consent is a criminal



offence.

The setting of a Scheduled Ancient Monument Is not a matter explicitly covered by
Scheduled Monument Consent: setting issues are addressed during the planning
process where it is possible to make specific statements about the impact of a
development on the setting of a monument. However, all Scheduled Ancient
Monuments include a two meter buffer zone for the ‘'maintenance of the site' and thus
any development that abuts a monument can be assessed under the consent

procedure to counter any impact a proposed development may have on, for example,
the hydrology of the monument.

However, archaeological research now recognizes the need to understand landscape
‘scale’ (Hoskins 1955; Beresford 1957; Aston 1973; Thomas, J. 1993 and 2001;
Fairclough 1999), whether this be prehistoric or twentieth century military. But there
has not been any attempt to schedule a ‘landscape’, such as the World War | and |l
remains on Spum Point, East Yorkshire (Startin 1995:138). Scheduling remains tied
to ‘the site’ and a limited range of testable, observable and tabulated criteria
(Appendix Four), so at Spum Point each individual site is scheduled even though the
disposition of those defences was part of an overall, evolving design. Scheduled
areas can be extensive, if the visible ‘works’ are extensive, such as iron-stone mining
sites on the North York Moors, but there remains an inconsistency between the
management of designated sites and archaeological landscapes. This inconsistency
is matched by that of the ‘meaning’ of landscape: following the Rio Earth Summit of
1992 (Quarrie (ed) 1992) ideas of sustainability and local participation in planning
Issues are now common currency (English Heritage 1997a; Wates 2000) and
highlight differences between specialist and non-specialist perceptions.
Archaeological theory has also matched this change by attempting to ‘theorize’
perception (Bender 1993a; Thomas, J. 1993 and 2001) claiming that landscape is
more than a list of the things done to it (Schama 1996; Thomas 2001: 169-170).
Methods of involving people in planning and land use processes are being examined
by governments and natural and cultural heritage agencies to find ways in which the
values of non-specialists can be identified and enhanced: these issues will be
discussed in detail in Chapter Five, which will lead into discussion of the current

political inttiatives conceming social exclusion.




At the time of writing, the Inspectorate in England is a large body of individuals
which includes not only Ancient Monuments Inspectors, but also Historic Buildings
Inspectors who give advice on and oversee the execution of statutory consent
procedures for Listed Buildings of grade | or lI* status - organized into regional
teams, working alongside conservation architects, Historic Areas Advisers (who
advise on Conservation Areas) and case-work staff. However, the way in which an
Inspector works and the type of approaches adopted differ very little from those
used since the turmn of the nineteenth century. The most recent change within the

Inspectorate happened as a result of the expansion of building development
(particularly inner-city development) during the late 1960s and 1970s (Hunter et al
1993; Grenville 1999; Wainwright 2000; Baker and Morris 2001). Up to this time
Inspectors of Ancient Monuments were primarily concerned with a relatively small
group of protected monuments - principally those in 'guardianship' - as defined
under the Ancient Monument Acts of 1882 and 1913 (which will be fully discussed
in Chapters Two and Three). The 'guardianship' area was initially tightly drawn
around the standing ruins, and included an access route to the site for works
purposes (below page 127). Ownership still lay with the original owners, the state
had merely acquired the duty of care and management for those buildings. At the
present time there are approximately 400 guardianship monuments. The
guardianship area also lies inside a larger Scheduled Area, which in some cases
can be extensive, as in a monastic site, but, as stated above (page 7) does not
extend to what many would now understand to be its ‘landscape’. Prior to the
passage of the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act (DoE 1979) a
Scheduled Ancient Monument was entitied to a statutory period of six weeks

excavation in advance of development.

During the late 1960s and “70s it became very clear that the vast majority of those
scheduled sites subject to development were being lost completely; the six week
excavation period being far from effective at allowing anything like worthwhile data
recovery (Thomas, R. 1993: 137). The 1979 Act consolidated the idea of the
Scheduled Ancient Monument and Scheduled Monument Consent, refined in more
recent years with PPG 16 Planning Policy Guidance Note 16 (DoE 1990b) and the
‘polluter pays' principle - the idea being that the archaeological 'cost' of a site is to

be a material consideration to the developer in much the same way as the cost of



bricks or architects’ fees (Baker 1993; Collcutt 1993; Grenville 1993; 1999: Hunter
et al 1993; Lawson 1993) From this point on, archaeology and the management of

archaeological sites became part of the planning process (Hunter et al 1993:
Wainwright 1993; 2000, Baker and Morris 2001; Rahtz 2001). Some Inspectors
became wholly ‘rescue’ Inspectors, those who dealt with archaeology and the
planning system, whereas others worked entirely on guardianship sites. This
unofficial division was formalized in 1991 when English Heritage divided its
responsibilities into two arms, Conservation Division and Historic Properties, the
latter specifically geared to the improvement of visitor facilities and generation of

income from the guardianship sites (English Herntage 1992).

A feature of ancient monuments management is the concept of ‘the double list' and
this does confuse the response to a simple question such as ‘what sites do we want
to conserve' (Fraser 1993; Grenville 1993; 1999). Essentially the bulk of the
archaeological record is regarded as ‘nationally important’, but only a small sample of
that nationally important resource is ‘scheduled’ (added to a list of nationally important
sites) at the discretion of the Secretary of State for the DCMS acting on advice from
English Heritage — thus there are scheduled sites and the majority of sites managed
under PPG16 (Startin 1993; 1995; Boumnemouth University 1995). A scheduled site
therefore can be thought of as the best example of a particular type-site. However the
idea of preserving the ‘best of whatever category has in reality, been variable. There
is for example, hesitation about adding urban sites to the Schedule of Ancient
Monuments, as it is believed that scheduling is an inappropriate management too!
where change may be, implicitly, rapid, continuous and destructive (English Heritage
1992; Startin 1995: 140-143). Chapter Two will include discussion of whether there
was an intention to create a ‘National Collection’ of monuments, but this idea was
aways complicated by there being two lists. In the late nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries there was a list of those sites in guardianship and a list of those considered
suitable for guardianship. This approach was continued by the Royal Commission in
1908 (below page 80) whereby sites were placed on an A list (the list of sites actually
recorded) or B list (sites considered especially worthy of preservation), but could
move from one list to another. Although it is clear that monument ranking systems
have an early origin and remain in use to the present day, the rationale of those
systems is far from clear, whilst their philosophical basis was rooted firmly in not only



a functionalist tradition, but one that saw a specific set of values as self-evident and

inherent (Darvill et al, 1987; Darvill, 1995:40-49). The apparent objectivity of ranking
systems has been refuted (Pearson and Sullivan 1995: 168) and will be further
discussed in Chapter Five, along with the contemporary direction that seeks to make
value and significance explicit and assigned, whilst also being less absolute and
permanent. However, these changes in our understanding of which sites may be
important to us have yet to find their way into established processes.

1.3 Changes and Pressures.

Each Inspector of Ancient Monuments has a unique approach to the subject, which
can be a considerable strength to an organisation (as it should provoke creativity) and
for some considerable time in the twentieth century it was the case that the view and
decision of the Inspector was the final comment. However what an Inspector could
actually do and become involved in was closely circumscribed by the statutory role of
the post. This could lead to inconsistency: an Inspector might have to spend
considerable time on a consent application to replace a fence line on part of a
Scheduled Ancient Monument, whilst less than a mile away unscheduled Neolithic
and Bronze Age material was being removed through gravel extraction, but the
Inspector only had a locus to intervene in the former case.

The management of the archaeological heritage in Britain was seen primarily as a
technical and academic process (Thompson 1981; Saunders 1989; Wainwright 1989;
Hunter et al 1993) with scheduling being but one too! in that process and the
Inspector a regulator and policeman of that system. Today that paradigm is under
review and the Inspector is expected to be an advocate for the historic environment —
no longer the policeman of limited, designated sites. But this is not the only change:
understanding is shifting from the objective to the subjective, from the specialist to the
non-specialist and from politically neutral to politically involved. These shifts are
discussed in detail in Chapter Five, but it is necessary to consider what these
changes are, where they have come from and the implications for the heritage

manager. In short, these changes cover three distinct but related areas:

() archaeological theory, we now recognise that scientific objectivity can be
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illusory, unless accompanied by self-critical examination.
(i) context; we have developed a greater understanding of and concentration on

hinterlands and landscape context, but also local distinctiveness.
(i) managerial strategy; greater control, auditing, accountability and the

introduction of explicit managenal strategies.

1.3.1 Theory.

In one sense archaeological theory has always been developing, beginning with
evolutionary archaeology in the mid-nineteenth century, which was then over-taken
by a culture history approach during the early 1900s, propounded in mid-century by
full-time academic archaeologists such as Childe (Daniel 1975: 238-258; Tngger
1989; Jones 1997: 15-39). These developments in theory were complemented by
experiments in method with stratigraphic excavation under Pitt-Rivers and Flinders
Petrie (Daniel 1975: 162-190; Trigger 1989). What is perhaps different is the process
of theory-making. There is a recognition that archaeology operates within a social
context, which determines how archaeologists have understood the past (Tngger
1984: Fowler 1987; Vinsrygg 1988; Tilley 1988; Hodder 1991; Jones 1997) both in
terms of the grand sweep of past narratives, and in terms of how meaning can be
recognised, extracted and interpreted (Hodder (ed) 1989a; Hodder 1989b; 1991:
Shanks and Tilley 1987; 1992). The search for a reliable method of extracting
meaning, but on the understanding that meaning is created in the present (Hodder
1991; Shanks and Tilley 1987; 1992) has generated much of the theoretical
discourse, particularly about the nature of scientific objectivity. However, as noted by
Smith (Smith 1984) most of this debate has been about archaeology and

archaeologists rather than hentage management.

The fact that each period reinterprets or reuses the past for its own purposes is
now explicit and well established (Silberman 1995; 1999; Trigger 1980; 1995b;
Ucko 1994; Maischberger 2002) and this contention, in addition to that of the
construction of the past in the present, has created the view that the past is
omnipresent (because we create relationships with it anew). The implication of this
is that the perpetuation of the early idea of a monument or historic building as
heritage or historic ‘asset’ (page 87, Chapter Two) merely separates the past from
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the present in an arbitrary and artificial manner. A further outcome of these ideas is
confusion about terminology. Cultural Resource Management (CRM), Cultural
Heritage Management (CHM), historic environment and cultural environment are
now familiar terms, but what, and is there, a difference between them (to be
discussed in detail in Chapter Five)? In simple terms CRM conceives of the
material remains of the past as a resource, in much the same way as coal or
timber: CHM contends that the past and our understanding of it also consists of the
intangible, such as memory and emotional responses. Historic environment is a
relatively new term used to describe the impact of people on the landscape from
the earliest times, and is the human opposite of the ‘natural’ environment. But it
could be argued that the use of the word ‘historic’ suggests that the past does not
extend to the present, but that an arbitrary line has been drawn between past and
present. Thus, if theory-making contends that the past is omnipresent and created
anew in the present, a more accurate term for the interaction of past and present is
‘cultural environment’, something that is both cultural product and culturally

perceived, and this is my own preferred term, although | acknowledge that it is not

widely accepted.

Thus, the problems of academic and scientific objectivity combine with arguments
about the nature of the past and the present and the existence of the ‘monument,,
leading to a real and unfamiliar dilemma for the heritage manager. Should the
heritage manager say and do nothing for fear of doing the wrong thing or ricochet
from one relative concept to another? If, as the post-modernists would have it, ‘that
every decoding of a message is another encoding’ (as suggested by Trigger 1995:
263) and archaeological interpretation is subjective (Ucko 1994: vi), will the hentage
manager be so fearful of interpreting sites that the dates of kings, queens, abbots

and the new east end of the presbytery will be thrown away?

The post-modernists would say that the key element to interpreting the past is a
self-critical awareness (Thomas and Tilley 1992: 108; Johnson 1999: 101-108),
understanding where meaning and interpretation emanate and how they are
constructed. What is then required is that the potential conflict of those meanings
should be managed, and it is asserted by Smith et al (2003: 67) that this is a
fundamental role of the heritage manager; understanding that there are such
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conflicts and then managing the conflicts of meaning.

Do we keep the dates or throw them away? There is perhaps something
patronizing in a view that suggests that the complexity of a building scheme should
be kept from the public. It must be essential that we understand why the
monuments look the way they do and understand what lies behind the presentation
of the particular site and period narratives (Leone 1983; Leone and Potter 1996;
Hingley 2000b and 2001c). Without this knowledge we will not be able to make the
right choices about future management. However, our intentions about how that
information should be used and presented will be significantly different from those
of Sir Charles Peers and may include the basic evidence allowing people to draw

their own conclusions.

The need for a reflexive approach that recognises the limitations of archaeological
practice, lays stress on the role of the professional — particularly the ethics of the
professional. It is still the individual who is of crucial importance in conservation as
most projects rely on the 'touch’' of the individual either in the practical sense of
dealing with a building or in the sense of inter-personal skills. However hentage
management in England has yet to come to terms with the range of individual voices
that may be raised in connection with a single project, or the different dialogues such
voices represent. The seeming failure of the heritage practitioner to engage with the
unfolding theoretical discourse is of considerable concermn and the implications of this
gap between the two elements of CHM will be discussed below in Chapter Five. It is
the intention of this thesis to present case studies illustrating the manner in which

theory and practice can be discussed.

1.3.2 Landscape.

Developing alongside the changes in theory is a change of emphasis from the
designated monument to the landscape, but also to perception of the landscape
(Cosgrave and Daniels (eds) 1988; Bender (ed) 1993a; Bender 1993b; Thomas, J.
1993; 2001; Grenville (ed) 1999). It is difficult to know how much of this is apparent
rather than real. It will be argued (Chapters Two and Four) that early practitioners in
Bntain and Europe understood ideas of setting, context and the wider landscape

13



(Baldwin Brown 1904; 1905; 1906; lamandi 1997:23), but could do little about it

owing to the pressures of conserving a plethora of fragile monuments and the barrier
of private property rights. In England, the study of landscape began in an
established way with Hoskins (1955) and Beresford (1957), more recent
approaches with Rackham (1986) and Schama (1996) but also continued with
‘traditional’ archaeological approaches, Aston (1997). Most periods from prehistoric
(Bradley 1991) to military (Dobinson et al 1997) have been subject to some kind of
landscape analysis (Roberts 1996). However, designation has remained firmly
rooted in ‘sites’. The outcome (discussed in Chapter Two) was, and remains the
creation of ‘monumentality’, a vision of the past and the heritage as a collection of
preserved standing structures but now seen to be divorced from their context and
lacking any explicit agenda for use, research or management. The designation of
sites and its transformation from personal interest to the scientifically testable will be
discussed in detail in Chapter Five. Chapter Five will also consider whether the

suggested approaches to heritage management will find the idea of the monument so
deeply embedded in the public imagination, that change will be controversial.

Today, pressure to shift the focus from site to landscape has come from outside the
cultural heritage world, but has been seen as an opportunity to utilize the existing
knowledge and understanding of landscape (Fairclough 1999). Characterisation of
the historic landscape is a technique borrowed from the natural heritage lobby,
brought into prominence by the 1992 Rio Earth Summit (Quarrie (ed) 1992) and
endorsed by representative bodies such as the Council of Europe (Déjeant-Pons
2002; Fairclough 2002b; Fairclough and Rippon 2002b). Characterisation and its
implications will be discussed in detail in Chapter Five, but in brief, it is a method of
examining the landscape to establish its dominant characteristics, but it allows
perception of the landscape to be elevated alongside ‘historical’ fact. The guiding
principles behind characterisation state that landscape is everywhere and belongs
to everybody (English Heritage 1999a and 1999b; Fairclough 2002b:25) and thus
non-specialist views are as valid as those of the specialist. This brings us back to
the changes in theory; multiple narratives, decoding and encoding, the relative and
the subjective, but also to the intellectual repositioning of the monument and the
institutions that manage them.
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Characterisation goes further than assessing the landscape and is part of a wider
political process of social inclusion and empowerment that is discussed in Chapter
Five. However the issue now faced by the heritage manager is that some sectors of
the heritage lobby have claimed that the heritage can be used to address current
social and political problems — such as identity, regeneration and social exclusion
(below pages 249 to 251). But can heritage managers meet this political agenda
without also accepting the language and ideas of current archaeological theory as
they relate to the revised role of the heritage manager? Can they give up the
concepts that have obtained since 18827 Is it credible for a heritage manager to
say that involvement with politics can go so far and no further, i.e. that politics does
not extend to them, their perceptions and organizations? Is the assertion that the
heritage can be used to address social issues (but without deep engagement)
merely a hostage to fortune that will ultimately fail to deliver because the prevailing
approach is so deeply ingrained and dominated by institutions unwilling to change?

13.3 Management.

The introduction of the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act (DoE 1979)
and the later PPG 16 Planning and Policy Guidance Note No. 16 (DoE 1990b)

marked the integration of archaeology with the planning system. Integration
introduced accounting, accountability and greater managerial control because it
meant detailed contractual relationships between employer, contractor and regulator,
performance targets for government and local government officers and the possibility
of public enquiry. Archaeological tendering and the demise of 'regionality’ was
signalled by the introduction of 'the developer pays' approach (above page 8) and the
‘new’ economy, which in tum marked another change for the Inspectorate (Collcutt
1993; Hunter et al 1993; Lawson 1993). In this situation, the Inspector became an
arbiter who issued briefs to archaeological units for project designs to address
specific projects, thereafter making a choice between the tenders on grounds of value
for money and suitability. As an increasing amount of the site work was and is
‘contracted out', the requirement became that the Inspectorate should receive training

In project management, rather than professional skills.

The relationship between the Inspector and the local government archaeologist was
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less clear-cut (Baker 1993; Hunter et al 1993). As stated above (page 10) there was
often no Jocus for an Inspector to be involved in non-scheduled work, but Inspectors
could be involved in the creation or implementation of national standards, such as
Sites and Monuments Records, tender documentation, or supporting the grant aid of
regional research projects, which meant advising and liasing with local government
archaeologists (Thomas, R. 1993). Similarly a local government archaeologist could
ask for support from an Inspector and English Heritage (to provide a national over-
view) if there was a fear that elected members or officers were pursuing policies or
initiatives that were contrary to agreed archaeological policy. Again, the stress was on

management skills and process.

In the 1980s and early 1990s as the state began to redefine its own role and
responsibilities, so it sought to understand what it had been doing with ancient
monuments: there had never been any real discussion of approaches and
practices. This led to a number of questions being asked, including the most
fundamental: why has this monument and not that one been reused? why do
monuments need repointing every fifty years? Why does the state ‘own' this
monument and not that one? A complete reappraisal was to follow, with stress on
prioritization and budgeting (English Heritage 1992). This reorganization of the
work was partly cost saving, but also directed towards ensuring that commercial
interests were addressed: why spend money on Marmion Tower, West Tanfield,
North Yorkshire, when most visitors want to go to nearby Fountains Abbey, and
what, or where, is the value of the Marmion Tower? As the earning potential of
ancient monuments and 'the heritage' was researched and confirmed, so budgets
were directed towards visitor services, interpretation, education, health and safety
and a select group of monuments. Spend and commitment was therefore driven by
economic considerations, not by any theoretical archaeological hentage

management agenda.

This reappraisal and retrenching by the state led to, and generated, the local
management of monuments, partly as a way to off-load the non-commercial sites. In
many cases the interest of local people was genuine as there were often groups who
argued that a state-body could not make the best ‘use’ of a local site. However those

groups who did make a positive response were largely educated, white middle-class
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people who were already familiar with ‘monuments’ (e.g. Spofforth Castle, Harrogate
Distnict, North Yorkshire). The scheme was less successful in urban Bamsley (Monk
Bretton Priory, South Yorkshire). The introduction of Local Management schemes
had a number of outcomes: it indicated that the conservation 'constituency' had
expanded beyond the range of a single conservation body, but it also continued to
assume that the defining element to a community was its monument. Thus at a time
when fundamental questions were being asked about monuments and the ways in
which they could be managed, those charged with managing them were being trained
in project management rather than the developing principles and theory of CHM - not
out of deliberate intent, but as one result of the lack of appreciation between
practitioner and theorist. The promotion of other, local views and value brings us back
to current concerns in archaeological theory. Senior managers were either unaware
of the new theoretical work and wedded to earlier paradigms, or appointments made
to increase the number of commercially-minded managers did not understand that
there was a theoretical side to heritage management.

Thus the heritage manager is faced by a further dilemma. How is it possible to
encourage and support difference, variation and subjectivity when the legal and
processual framework demands common practice? Is it the case that what may

become the common practice is in fact a consistent management regime that
understands the theory and practice of 'difference’ rather than the consistent outcome

of each individual case? In this sense each project would involve three basic steps:
understanding the place, defining significance and the impact of use and
implementation, but the outcome would always be different. But is heritage
management theory simply a belated attempt to catch up with the economic events
described above and dress them in some respectability?

2. The Scope of the Study and Hypothesis.

This thesis sets out to identify, describe and analyze the origins, changes and
developments which have taken place in the field of heritage management,
beginning at a time when phrases such as heritage management or cultural
environment would have been incomprehensible. It will progress to the examination
of current trends and preoccupations, such as participatory management,

17



significance and the new vocabulary of 'advocacy' and the 'facilitator'. This
exploration will be iliustrated with case studies drawn from England, Ireland and
Cyprus. Chapter Five of the thesis will present an examination of the currently
available options for the future of heritage management and present two case
studies which it is to be hoped can be used by professionals and participants to
examine and think critically about the role of professional, the ‘position’ of a
monument in a community and the heritage issues currently considered important.

The descriptive and analytical work referred to above is being used to support a

particular hypothesis or standpoint:

At present our understanding and administration of sites of cultural significance
remains influenced by the concems of nineteenth and early twentieth century
preservation practice. Hertage management should no longer be a wholly
technical enterprise focused on a select group of sites and monuments. What
constitutes a place of cultural significance is unlimited and the place is as much its
encompassing landscape and associations as the fabric alone. The corollary of
this is that the management of places of cultural significance has to be flexible
enough to reveal a greater historic continuum, peopled and visited by a greater
constituency. Thus the role and participation of local communities and reference to
local traditions, use and cultures will become paramount. Set against this is the
centralized, top-down approach. It will be argued that the centralized approach to
conservation was far from what was originally conceived, but was to emerge by
default. The unsuitability of this centralized approach will become apparent as
conservation and hentage management become issues larger than can be
handled by a single organization.

This hypothesis leads to the formulation of two research questions:

(1) How was the concept of the ancient monument created and sustained,
and,

(2) How will it be possible to shift from this paradigm to a new management
approach that concerns itself with the management of conflicts of

meaning in the cultural environment.
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The research proceeds from the view that a participatory model for heritage
management is the correct option and therefore emphasis will be made on this
aspect of the research. This is made manifest in several ways:

(1) there is a presumption in the text (which will be explored) that early conservation
work and initiatives (particularly associated with buildings) always envisaged a
local approach to their protection and conservation, which was subsumed by
central government for a variety of reasons;

(2) central government (or a centralized approach to conservation) by necessity
draws from a limited historical palette for its site interpretation, rather than
drawing from a greater chronological depth (a statement which will be
examined in the following text). This limited palette therefore excludes many
narrative lines, which may if reversed, give the monuments increased meaning

and relevance.

At a practical, site specific level, one has to ask how - ideally - one would manage a
project for a site that had hitherto had not attracted any conservation attention. Is it
possible to say from the outset that central government should act as co-ordinator
and enabler between local and regional groups? Would the site be cleared to make it
‘readable’ or do we accept that landscape, natural history and all the nuances of
social history have equal claims on such a site - to the extent that no intervention is
the only true response? How could such a site be instrumental in generating wider
connections between people and other pasts? Conservation Plans are how common
currency in conservation work in several parts of the world; they allow practitioners
the opportunity to define what is significant about a site both in terms of physical
presence, but also in terms of a site’'s associative values (effectively the ‘stories’
attached to a site). The following stage in the Conservation Plan process is to identify
policies that protect those significances and thereby provide a means of balancing
'use' against 'significance’. Can such statements and structures be imported ‘off the
peg’, or should they be created anew for each project and does the process of
committing significance to text make it ‘fixed’ rather than dynamic?
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2.1 Aim and Objectives.

The main aim of the thesis is to produce a piece of research that addresses the
hypothesis and research questions (1) and (2) set out on page 18. From this | hope to
generate a set of models and approaches that would help practitioners and
participants to explore and understand the role of the heritage manager and the
progression of decision-making. The intention is that the conclusions and models will
be practical and accessible and based on actual case work.

The following objectives have been created to guide the research work.

1. To develop an understanding of the origins and development of the conservation
movement in the United Kingdom with particular emphasis on pivotal periods and

pivotal geographic areas.

2. To develop an understanding of the origins and development of conservation within
an imperial context to establish how British practitioners behaved outside the

confines of private ownership and when immersed in a different cultural
environment, as this may offer insights into contemporary issues in heritage

management.

3. Develop an understanding of the current trends and concepts in heritage
management, and those pressures from outside, such as charactensation and

social exclusion.

4. To develop an understanding of how the current trends and concepts can be
applied by the heritage professional, and thence to examine two case studies to
explore the relationship between the heritage practitioner and the community.

2.2 Structure of the Study and Research Methodology.

In order to explore and support the hypothesis defined above in section 2 (page 18),
this research will take the format described below.
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Four principal methods of research have been used in the creation of this thesis;
personal experience as an Inspector of Ancient Monuments for English Heritage,
Yorkshire Region; literature review; fieldwork case studies and participation in

conference/seminar workshops.

The literature review was undertaken to establish what sources were available and

to create an extensive bibliography for future researchers.

My experience as an Inspector of Ancient Monuments has informed much of this
thesis, particularly the case studies, but as an Inspector | have been involved in many
of the corporate and policy changes. | was, and remain, the Inspector for Whitby and
Rievaulx Abbeys and Malton Roman Fort. My fellow Yorkshire 1AM, Keith Miller, is
Inspector for Sutton Common. A number of case studies will be used in this thesis,
providing description and the basis for analysis. The intention has been that the
approach taken in this research and demonstrated in the case studies should have an
international resonance, drawing on examples from different parts of the world and
thereby illustrating the common basis of the issues facing CHM.

Attendance at conferences and the presentation of papers has been an essential part
of the research methodology. As many opportunities as possible have been taken to
present papers (rather than just ‘attending' conferences) on different parts of this
research, to test ideas and seek critical response. Papers have been presented in
Ireland on the proposed lIrish influence on English conservation work; in Croatia and
Dubai on some tentative ideas which will form part of Chapters Four, Five and Six,
dealing with community participation in heritage management. Papers have been
presented in England on other elements of the research, such as straightforward
accounts of the development of heritage legislation. It was considered important that
opportunities were taken to discuss aspects of the research in an international
context and submit such papers for publidation where the conference organisers

considered it appropriate.

There is another dimension to attendance at conference that should be considered.
Much of what is currently being discussed on the subject of CHM is presented at
conferences and has not necessarily made its way into published form - this is
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particularly so with regard to discussion of participatory projects and associative
value. Within the discipline of CHM a substantial number of conference attendees are
(or represent) Native peoples presenting Native issues. It remains the case that
Native peoples are largely excluded from the construction of knowledge (Spector
1996) and not all Native groups find access to book form the most suitable way of
expressing their concems, so the only real way to come to grips with these issues
was by participating at conferences and seminars.

The individual chapters have been assembled in the following manner:
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Chapter One has provided the background to the research, being general principles,
hypothesis and methodology.

This chapter provides a general introduction to the broad themes to be covered in the
thesis, and rather than drawing on numerous, particular texts for description and
analysis, merely points the reader in the direction of specific texts which provide an

outline of these themes.

Chapter Two - England.

Chapter Two begins the research proper describing the development in the United
Kingdom of conservation philosophy and practices from the mid-nineteenth to the
early twentieth century and the related early ancient monuments legislation of 1882 to
1913. These early years were characterized by debate conceming the value of
ancient monuments, resulting in the gradual demise of Picturesque values to be
replaced by those of Science and Improvement.

The chapter will consider the origins and development of state preservation bodies
and preservation legislation in Brntain. An example of Irish preservation experience
from the 1860s to 1900 will be presented to illustrate the methods and techniques
that influenced British approaches to conservation, but this Insh work will also be
used to illustrate the connection between cultural heritage, politics, identity and the
need for the recreation of the past in the present. The chapter will conclude with
discussion of the origins and development of the Ancient Monuments Division of the
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Office of Works under Pitt-Rivers, Fitzgerald and its coming of age under Charles

Peers.

Very little has been written about the early years of heritage management in Britain in
book form, one exception being Thompson (1981). There is one principal collection
of papers in Apted et al (1977) and two perceptive and renowned papers on Pitt-
Rivers and the 1882 Ancient Monuments Act, Chippindale (1983a) and Murray
(1989). There are two books on Pitt-Rivers (Thompson 1977 and Bowden 1991), but
both of these texts tend to focus on Pitt-Rivers’ working arrangements and the
manner in which he combined his own research with his inspectoral duties, rather
than analysis of contemporary attitudes to meanings of the past or the political and
European contexts. Also of value is the overview of legislation provided by Saunders
1983. Hunter and Ralston (ed) 1993 is perhaps the most concise assessment of
archaeological resource managerhent post the 1979 Ancient Monuments Act and
although largely specific to the United Kingdom provides some background context
on early legislation. Jokilehto's History of Architectural Conservation (1999) and its
basis, his DPhil thesis of 1986 are essential works, providing a good historical
framework, but as the title suggests, deal exclusively with architecture rather than
heritage management. The bulk of the material consulted exists as papers in
journals, such as The Builder and the Architectural Journal. These two sources
contain contemporary articles/lectures by individuals on policy and individual
monuments, both here and abroad, but from an architects' or architectural historians'

perspective.

There is nothing in England on early work in Ireland. The best Irish piece on the detail
of early conservation work in Ireland is Wheeler (1975), although Sheehy (1980)
provides an excellent analysis of the links between culture, identity and politics.
However, Irish matenal on lnsh approaches and issues is uncommon.

Therefore in both England and Ireland extensive use has been made of archive
materal at the Public Record Office, London; the SPAB archive, London; the library
of the Society of Antiquaries of London; the archive of the Office of Public Works,
Dublin; and the Royal Society of Antiquaries of Ireland, Dublin.
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Chapter Three will consist of an analysis of events leading up to and including the
introduction of the 1913 Ancient Monuments Act, followed by an examination of the
development of the approach to ancient monuments work by Sir Charles Peers, Chief

Inspector of Ancient Monuments. This will identify how and why the ‘freezing' of
monuments became the established practice from the 1920s until recent years.

A case study (Rievaulx Abbey, North Yorkshire) will be presented to illustrate how the
developing principles of preservation were transformed into established practice
following the introduction of the 1913 Ancient Monuments Act. Comparison will be
made with similar, contemporary work at Whitby Abbey and Scarborough Castle to
examine the ways in which the principles of repair and presentation were interpreted

in different ways at those sites.

The chapter will conclude with an analysis of the relative positions of the Inspector in
the 1920s and 2000, by drawing together the themes from chapters one, two and
three. It will then be possible to see how the practicalities of site work meshed with

the developing philosophy and principles of conservation.

There is little published material discussing the Charles Peers/Office of Works period,
in terms of practice, context or examination of individual sites. In a short article, Clark
(1934) refers to the influence of Peers and Sir Frank Baines (Chief Architect of the
Ancient Monuments and Historic Buildings section of the Office of Works), whilst
Saunders (1983) refers to this period as part of his overview of ancient monument
legislation. Fergusson and Harmson (1999), dedicate the final chapter of their study of
Rievaulx to its consolidation by the Office of Works. In discussing the principles
behind the presentation of monuments, Thompson (1981) refers to the Office of
Works and its successors, but does not discuss contemporary international practice
or the intellectual and political context of such work. These few publications represent
the bulk of the matenal. However, Peers (1928; 1931; 1933) and Baines (1924)
published contemporaneous justifications and descriptions of their work as did
William Harvey, an architect with the Office of Works, who published two articles in
The Builder (1922; 1923) defending the action§ of the Office of Works following
cnticism by SPAB of preservation work at Rievaulx Abbey.
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In my earlier role of Assistant IAM for Historic Properties, (North) of English Heritage,

| inspected every archive source for every guardianship site in the north of England,
to collate a list of drawings and surveys which would be of use for works or
presentation purposes. The bulk of this information was then held in the Historic
Plans Room at Keysign House, London and included the drawings, sketches and
notes for the 1920s preservation work at Rievaulx and Fumess Abbeys and
Scarborough Castle. This archive has now been transferred to the National
Monuments Record (NMR), Swindon. These drawings and architectural surveys have
copies in the National Archives Office, Kew, catalogued under WORK 31/, and where
possible | have provided a reference for Kew rather than the NMR because the

related text files (WORK 14/) are held at Kew.

Use has been made of contemporary Office of Works files from the Public Record
Office, Kew and the Registry of English Heritage; original documents from the SPAB
archive, London and family documents from the County Record Office, Northallerton,
North Yorkshire have also been consulted. Published material has been drawn from
The Builder and the Architectural Joumal of the RIBA. Much of the content of this

chapter is therefore new research, rather than commentary on existing analysis.

Chapter Four - Cyprus

In Chapter Four the Cyprus case study is presented to provide illustration of the
ways in which British conservation philosophy and practice was modified away from
the confines of private property rights, the direct influence of the Office of Works and
amongst different cultural communities. Therefore an imperial location was required
but one that could be ‘'managed’ within the time-frame of the part-time research.

The island of Cyprus was chosen as the subject of the case study for the following

reasons:

(i) the location of the case study had to be within easy reach of England largely
because of the part-time basis of my research.

(i) the location had to be 'understandable’ in that, for example, India was considered
a possible option, but thought too large and too different to permit any
satisfactory conclusions to be drawn within the time-scale.

(iii) the location had to present opportunities for new research.
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The principal sources of information on Cyprus were located at the PRO (Office of
Works and Colonial Office files), British Library, SPAB archive, London and the State
Archives, Nicosia, Cyprus. It soon became apparent from all the archives that there
was considerable interplay between practitioners, officials and policies of all the
'colonies’ in the Eastern Mediterranean which meant that the scope of the research
had to extend to consider British experience in Jordan and Palestine and French and

Italian work in Syria and Rhodes respectively.

Other sources used were discussions with current practitioners (Nicholas Stanley
Price of ICCROM and Dr. Michael Given of Glasgow University), institutions such as
the Cyprus American Archaeological Research Institute (CAARI), as well as several
practitioners from the period in question who are still alive and were prepared to be
interviewed, such as A.H.S. (Peter) Megaw (Curator of Ancient Monuments, 1938-75
and Elias (a Maronite Christian who worked on many of the early excavations as an

archaeological draughtsman).

The objectives of the research were to:
(i) understand the nature and extent of British administration in Cyprus;

(ii) identify and understand the cultural constraints under which this work was

conducted,;
(i) identify and understand the principles adopted, and consider pertinent

examples;
(iv)  identify the principal conservation practitioners and define their role.

The chapter begins with an examination of the background to European research and
interest in Cyprus, moving on to the period of British rule and the 'importation’ of a
particular type of conservation practice. The modification of this practice to suit a
different social and cultural environment will be examined to see how and why it was
different from contemporary work in Britain and what it can teach us about the
portability and flexibility of approaches to conservation work, and the way in which
there can be organic (or evolutionary) responses to different contexts. The chapter
will include an analysis of the role, and assessment of the life and work of the

architect George Jeftery.
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Again, there are few published works on early conservation in Cyprus, whilst the
subject of conservation in an Imperial context (whether British, French or ltalian) is
waiting to be unpicked, the only exception being limited analysis of the Bntish in India
by Chakrabarti (1982), Thapar (1984) and Linstrum (1995). There is a single volume
introduction to the cultural and natural heritage of Cyprus (Hanworth 1989) which
contains some background material, and one on heritage management in Northem
Cyprus (Hyland 1999). There are texts about specific, contemporary archaeological
issues e.g. Greene (1999) and in the volumes of Levant and the Joumal of

Mediterranean Archaeology. A more recent and important publication on
contemporary heritage management issues in Cyprus is Knapp and Antoniadou
(1998) which also contains the best bibliography to early excavation on the island.

The bulk of the historical published material on Cyprus is to be found in The Builder
and Architectural Journal as articles and lectures. A considerable number of reports
was produced by the Department of Antiquities, Nicosia, and these are to be found in
the various archives mentioned above. The bulk of the research work was conducted

in Cyprus and constitutes original research.

~hanter Eive - C  Directt
Chapter Five describes current interests and preoccupations, describing and

analyzing issues such as Conservation Plans and significance, theory-making, the
landscape, community participation and the role of the professional.

Three case studies will be presented. The first will be an examination of the Whitby
Abbey Headland Conservation Plan (an unpublished document produced by English
Heritage) and the problems caused by ‘paradigm lag' between heritage practitioner
and theorist. This case study will be followed by two examples from current
Scheduled Ancient Monument case work (Sutton Common in South Yorkshire and
Orchard Field Roman Fort, Maiton, North Yorkshire) to examine ways in which theory
and practice can be discussed and integrated by looking at the role of the Inspector
and the manner in which heritage projects are conceived and executed. The
strengths and weaknesses of the approaches identified in the latter two case studies
will be considered and altemnative options considered. The chapter will conclude with

an analysis of the role of the heritage manager.
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There is a considerable amount of material being produced on the various sub-
headings to be addressed in Chapter Five - the majority of which deals with them as
individual topics rather than overviews of the developing picture. The literature on
archaeological theory is now extensive and the majonty of the most recent work is
that of post-modemists or critiques of post-modemn approaches. The works of Hodder
(1982; 1991) and Shanks and Tilley (1987; 1992) in particular have provoked
considerable debate both supporting (Vinsrygg 1988, Johnson 1999) and critical
(Barrett 1987, Kristiansen 1988 and Bintliff 1992, contained in Thomas and Tilley
1992). However little of this matenal contains direct reference to CHM and remains
firmly embedded in archaeological interpretation, although there is a growing body of
work presenting important examples and discussion of the use of archaeology and
archaeological interpretation for political and national purposes (Trigger 1984,
Lowenthal 1988; Byrne 1991; N'doro 1994; Diaz-Andreu and Champion (eds) 1995;
Kohl and Fawcett (eds)1995; Silberman 1995;1999; Meskell (ed) 1998; Meskell
2002a; 2002b). There is now a considerable amount of published matenal on CHM
from an Australian perspective dealing with Indigenous issues (Bowdler 1988,
Fourmile 1996; Ross 1996; Smith 2001; Smith et al 2003), the historic period (Kerr
1982; Rickard and Spearitt (eds) 1991) and the pninciples and process of heritage
management (Sullivan and Bowdler (eds)1984; Smith 1994, Pearson and Sullivan

1995: Sullivan (ed) 1995). These papers and collections contain a number of
important case studies that have considerable resonance in European contexts and

extensive use has been made of these publications. Other collected papers of note
are Cleere (1984a; 1989); Gathercole and Lowenthal (1990); Kohl and Fawcett
(1995) and Layton et al (2001), but in spite of this seemingly large and expanding

collection there remains a real lack of contemporary, detailed case studies,
particularly from Britain. Much of the new material is to be found in the professional

and academic joumals, such as Antiquity, Conservation and Management of
Archaeological Sites, World Archaeology, the International Jourmal of Hentage
Studies and Jourmnal of Architectural Conservation. Characterisation and sustainability
are beginning to generate their own texts, much of which has been produced by
Graham Fairclough of English Heritage, although other bodies such as the
Countryside Agency are producing matenal on these subjects but from the natural
environment perspective. Government departments are now producing ministerial

speeches (Appendix Six and Seven) and documentation on social exclusion
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(Newman and McClean 1998) and participatory planning which has been ‘picked up’
by other agencies and incorporated into policy, advice notes or practice (Wates

2000).

Chanter Six - Canclusi
In Chapter Six. The intention is to present a clear summary of the ideas presented
in the earlier chapters. Assessment will be made to consider whether the research
has been able to answer the research questions and hypothesis posed in Chapter
One. The conclusions expressed in the final chapter will not be drawn from

particular texts although reference will be made to material drawn from those areas

described above.
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Early Conservation of Ancient Monuments

Chapter Two.

Early Conservation of Ancient Monuments.
'It is a distinct advance to observe that Sir John Lubbock's Bill of nine previous

Sessions has become the Government Bill of the present Session; for although, we
fear there is no chance of it being passed, yet it is something to have induced the
Government to take up a measure connected with so non-political a subject as

ancient monuments.’
The Antiquary 1882 6: 65.

1. Introduction.

In this chapter | will outline and analyze the origins and development of conservation
principles and practice in the United Kingdom, beginning with early work on ancient
monuments in the eighteenth century, the formation of archaeological and
architectural societies, the subsequent development of preservation initiatives in the
mid-nineteenth century and the introduction of ancient monument legislation. The
purpose of this is to identify the origin of the principles behind the conservation of
ancient monuments. The chapter will conclude with the creation of the Ancient
Monuments and Historic Buildings branch of the Office of Works.

The period outlined in this chapter marks a dramatic change in the appearance, use
and status of those structures that became ‘Ancient Monuments', as they changed
from being Romantic and Picturesque ruins to objects of scientific enquiry and
educational improvement. This change in appearance and status indicates that the
values attached to ancient monuments are not static. The role of politics was to be
crucial as public views changed from acceptance of the pre-eminence of private
ownership to the desirability of a conservation ethic for reasons of international status,
to the introduction of legislation and a concomitant extension of the state into private

property matters.
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2. Background.

It is extremely difficult to pinpoint one period as the start of interest in archaeology
and ancient monuments. Various commentators (Kendrick 1950; Evans 1956; Daniel
1975; Fowler 1987: 234-237; Cleere 1989b: 1; Trigger 1989: 45-52; 1995b: 266-267;
Carman 1993: 40; Jokilehto 1999: 40-41) refer to the interest in prehistoric sites and

objects shown by Tudor antiquarians. This interest is explained in terms of a growing
awareness in the Tudor period of the English nation, nation building and national

identity.

In the eighteenth century British preoccupation with the past mirrored events in
Europe as Classical models were reinvented for new Neo-classical buildings and
lifestyles. Again this interest in and use of the past said much about how particular
parts of society perceived themselves (Honour 1968: 32-37). Republican (Roman)
values and ‘'truths' were much admired (Hingley 2001c); the preceding Rococco and
French styles were discarded as flippant (Ridley 1992; Edwards (ed), 1999).

Interest in archaeology and ancient monuments entered a different phase as
architects (emerging as a distinct skill and profession) and patrons explored the

Classical world to recover and use ‘true’ ratios and proportions from standing and
buried Roman or Greek buildings (Wittkower 1974; Jokilehto 1999: 47-59) for both
contemporary design and research purposes (Ridley 1992). Once the proportions
were captured the architect and patron could set about rebuilding particular types of
building, playing with the scale so that the new buildings would fit into their new
contexts. Skills of excavation and building recording developed during this period and
were applied in different parts of the world. In the Indian sub-continent systematic
survey work commenced with the creation of the Asiatic Society in 1784. Some of this
was descriptive, but other work sought to integrate the emerging historical knowledge
of India with contemporary notions concerning the origin of culture and civilization

(Chakrabarti 1982: 328).

However, work in Britain on British monuments was negligible. The great medieval
monastic ruins received some limited excavation, much of which was associated with
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access for visitors through or to the ruins, for reasons Picturesque as much as
antiquarian (Briggs 1952; Macaulay 1953; Moir 1964, Curley 1976; MacConnell 1976;
Linstrum 1988; Ousby 1990). Access was not always the preferred or only choice, as
some landscape architects and their patrons sought to clear areas of fabric to
improve the vistas across and within landscapes. At Roche Abbey, South Yorkshire
we now realise from examination of the correspondence between Capability Brown

and the owner Lord Scarbrough [sic] that numerous medieval buildings in the Inner
and Outer Courts were simply buried under huge amounts of soil brought from other

parts of the estate (Alice Walker, Archivist, Sandbeck Estate pers. comm. July 1997).
This should not be interpreted as a lack of interest in the medieval past: the scene at
Roche was completed by partial burial of the church, consolidation of the crossing
and transepts and the positioning of two large trees in front of them, thereby keeping
the fabric but drawing a parallel between 'true' Gothic and ‘woodland’, believed then
to be the inspiration for Gothic architecture. At Fountains Abbey (owned by Sir
William Aislabie) a decision was taken to remove the standing sections of the still
roofed cloister arcade so that the site would conform with the Romantic notion of a
ruin: Fountains, quite simply was not ruinous enough (Newman 1996)

The different monastic sites suffered different fates after the Dissolution. Some
passed into private ownership and were converted to residences (Egglestone, Co.
Durham), some were quarried away (Meaux, East Yorkshire), others survived in a
much-reduced form (Crowland, Lincolnshire; Maiton Old Church, North Yorkshire). In
Ireland some monastic houses survived intact (Holy Cross, Tipperary), although
many ruined sites (Clonmacnoise, Offaly) retained an active social and religious role
as places of pilgrimage (Harbison 1991: 111-136). In urban contexts most monastic
sites disappeared, with perhaps a much-reduced church surviving as the parish
church (Holy Trinity, Micklegate, York), or incorporated into later public parks (St.

Mary's Abbey, York).

Castles suffered comparable fates. Some castles (Scarborough (PRO Work 14/69)
and Richmond, (PRO Work 14/64) North Yorkshire) remained garrison sites,
although their strategic and military potency was much reduced owing to the
changes in the art of military architecture and the change of threat from internal to
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external. The castles so used had new barracks built and earlier works left

dilapidated. In urban contexts Outer Baileys had often disappeared to be fossilized
in the street plan (Richmond, North Yorkshire) as in the case of the urban monastic

precinct boundary.

Another group of castle sites was given a civic role (York, Lincoln and Chester) with
the baileys providing the space for services such as Law Courts, Prison and Town
Hall. Other castles became redundant and passed into the landscape to be used as
dwellings and then quarries (Sheriff Hutton, North Yorkshire (Couling 1993)). A
relatively small group of castles stayed intact, but developing as castle residences
(Warwick and Alnwick, Northumberland). But, like abbeys and every other class of
historic site, ownership was far from straightforward: sites could be owned by a single
or several private individuals, the Crown (either through the branches of State such
as the War Office, or the Duchies of York and Lancaster) or civic authority.

Prehistoric structures received a similar mix of attention. Large sites such as
Stonehenge and Avebury were plotted and drawn and received partial excavation by
antiquaries, but many private owners continued to remove stones from standing
groups for hard core (Bender 1993b). The investigation of tumuli proceeded,
concentrating on objects rather than context, leading most antiquarians to consider
such sites the work of Saxons, Romans or British kings. Trigger refers to this period
as 'the impasse of antiquarianism' (Trigger 1989: 70-72) because the study of
archaeological sites was tethered to historic documents. Until such a time when
archaeology had its own independent chronology it would never be able to make the
leap to the distant past that was required. Although sites were used in a variety of
ways and passed, or not, from one century to the next there was no real selection of
which sites should pass from generation to generation: a site that may have been
regarded as Picturesque in one era could become a site of ‘scientific’ enquiry in the
next. But interestingly the relationship with the past was an action of the
contemporary world; Brown's use of trees at Roche was a contemporary and
conscious interpretation of the Gothic, whilst the investigation of the prehistoric was,
although in many cases unconscious, a statement about science and progress. The
notion that the past is created in the present is a fundamental part of current concerns
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with theory and meaning (Vinsrygg 1988: 1; Thomas 1988; Tilley 1988: 14; Ucko
1989b; Thomas and Tilley 1992; Johnson 1999: 25) and will be discussed in Chapter

Five.

The formation of chronologies independent of textual authority and the creation of a
scientific discipline was the success of the nineteenth century, which gave a new
generation of archaeologists the opportunity to create their science. However, the
formation of chronologies was also important to the architects and architectural
historians of the mid-nineteenth century as they faced the problem of how to
identify and define the character and form of Gothic architecture for the new vogue
in Gothic-Revival buildings (Rickman 1819; Whewell 1842; Willis 1842;). The
corollary of this need was to be a greater understanding of historic structures, their
origins, development and a growing appreciation of the building as a document, and
indeed this analogy between monument and document or text has remained
extremely powerful and will be further considered below (page 89) and in Chapters

Three and Five.

2.1. The expansion of chronology and development of conservation principles.

In eighteenth and nineteenth century Britain - as in other parts of Europe - the study
of buildings and the study of archaeological deposits appeared to be two distinct
strands that occasionally overlapped but were not to intertwine until more recent
years. At different points through the nineteenth century the two strands came closer
together (Price 1881: 125-160), but were divided by the belief amongst some
archaeologists that the science of archaeology represented the conjunction of
science, evolution and progress, whereas buildings still carried the baggage of
‘aesthetics’ (Lubbock 1879: 165; Kains-Jackson 1880: iv). Some architects felt that
archaeological methods had much to offer new build and restoration in Gothic style
(Willis 1842: 1-69; Mordaunt Crook 1981: 233), whilst the pre-occupation with ‘the
numberless and puerile details’ (Viollet Le Duc 1959 (1) Lecture 10: 485) of
archaeology was considered by some a distraction from the archaeologists’ principal
task of providing the basic principles and tendencies for modern art (Viollet Le Duc
1959, 1, Lecture 10: 451; 454; 484-6). Closer examination of many of the leading
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architects of the period reveals however that many were members of

archaeological societies (Burges, Willis (1800-1875) and Whewell (1794-1866)
were members of the society which became the Royal Archaeological Institute),
whilst many of the archaeological societies that blossomed between the 1830s and
1870s titled themselves Archaeological and Architectural Societies revealing both
their interest in historic monuments and buildings and the make-up of their

membership.

The first great success in establishing a controlled chronological framework
independent of texts was achieved in Denmark by the Danish scholar Christian
Jurgensen Thomsen (1788-1865) in 1819, but not published until 1836 (Daniel
1975; Trigger 1989: 73-80; Jones 1997: 40-55). At the same time the English
architect Thomas Rickman (1776-1841) was attempting the same methodology for
styles of architecture (Pevsner 1972. 28-36). The spur to Rickman's thesis was a
visit made to Normandy where he observed the similarity and divergence of Gothic
architectural styles from England. Essentially Rickman realized that buildings had a
stratigraphy similar to geological layering; a building element that was below
another was earlier in date than the elements above. Once it was possible to date
features by their stylistic variation it was then possible to establish how later
features fitted into earlier blocks of masonry. But this need to understand
chronology was generated by a developing national debate: what is the most
suitable style of architecture in which to build today? Between 1815 and 1817
Rickman published An Attempt to Discriminate the Styles of Architecture in England
from the Conquest to the Reformation, which defined the divisions and sub-
divisions of English architecture - Early English, Decorated, Perpendicular.
Rickman's work was a considerable success being re-published many times
throughout the century, but also served as a foundation for other scholars such as

Willis and Whewell and emulated in France by Arcisse de Caumont (Baldwin Brown
1905:152; Pevsner 1972: 36- 44).

As the nineteenth century progressed so the issues concerning the past generally
and the specifics of architecture and archaeology developed. In the field of
architecture the Gothic Revival became the dominant issue, generating supporters
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and detractors of various hues who argued for different periods of Gothic as the
most favoured for new or the repair of old buildings (Jokilehto 1999). This debate
ultimately became an argument between restorers and conservers (Freeman 1846;
1852; Scott 1862; Burnell 1866; Sharpe 1873; Stevenson 1877; 1878; White 1878)
although several of the most notable architects (William Burges and George Gilbert
Scott, for example) professed to adopting a many-handed approach, where their
approach to a subject could take one of several courses from outright restoration to
cautious conservation. (Mordaunt Crook 1981: 181). Also, in 1851 the writer,
medievalist and hopeful Liberal MP, E. A. Freeman delivered a lecture on the
preservation and restoration of ancient monuments in which he identified three
‘philosophical’ schools of restoration: ‘destructive, ‘conservative’ and ‘eclectic’

(Freeman 1852; Mason et al 1995).

There was a need in the nineteenth century to increase the number of churches
available for use, particularly in urban areas, owing to the migration of many
thousands of people from the countryside to the towns (Hobsbawm 1961: 330-
333). Ecclesiastical and political authorities believed that the best way to control the
expanding populations was to provide churches. At the same time there was a
change in the way the liturgy was being performed, brought about by a group
known as the Ecclesiologists (formerly the Cambridge Camden Society, founded at
Cambridge in 1839 (Webster and Eliot 2000)). The Ecclesiologists were motivated
by desires to change the ritual and liturgy to something we would understand as
Anglo-Catholic, but they realized that these issues were inextricably linked with
architecture, and in their eyes the Gothic Revival meant restoration of the majesty
and mystery of the detail and liturgy, but expressed only, or seen through the
Decorated style of Gothic (which became known as 'the middle pointed’).

Gothic architecture was considered the most suitable for the new century, because
it was 'honest’ (the outside form matched internal use) rather than possessing the
perceived repetitiveness and mechanical symmetry of Classical architecture
(Ruskin 1849; Scott 1862; 1879). Gothic was also felt to be 'organic' and could be
used in most modern situations, using the newest materials. The architect and
patron had two options: build new churches in Gothic style or restore old ones, but
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the correctness of either approach depended on the accuracy of the Gothic
representation. The Victorian restoration of medieval churches has been
extensively reviewed, both at the time and in more recent years (Freeman 1852;
Stevenson 1877; Scott 1879; Hitchcock 1954; Clark 1964: Brooks 1989; Jokilehto
1999: 101-112). 'Restoration’, as practised in the nineteenth century, has entered
common use as a term to describe a process whereby the original artistic and
architectural intention is defined and those elements which are later than this vision
are removed to present a unity of design. Many architects considered it acceptable
to remove, say, fourteenth century and later material from a church to reveal and
then extend a thirteenth century structure (Scott 1862; Stevenson 1877 and 1878;
Micklethwaite 1881; 1883). Indeed this approach has remained a cornerstone of
some conservation work - to remove later accretions to reveal a particular narrative,
although all that has changed in the intervening years is the degree to which this is
done and the periods of history considered redundant. But every architect realized
that the portion to be rebuilt had to follow what we now consider archaeological
principles; that the architect must carefully record material of the preferred date to
recreate it successfully. However this practice was to generate two different
approaches to restoration: an architect might study and copy original material so
well that new work was indistinguishable from old (what became known as
‘archaeological restoration’ (Aitchison 1877; Hall Caine 1878; Mickelthwaite 1881;
1883; Anon 1886)), or an architect might study original material but produce new
material that captured the ‘spirit’ of Gothic (Ruskin 1849; Micklethwaite 1881; 1883,;
Anon 1886). Much of the debate during the nineteenth century centred not on

whether the Gothic Revival was right or wrong, but whether the individual architect
understood ‘'true’ Gothic detailing and form. Thus the work of scholars such as
Rickman, Willis, Whewell and de Caumont began to interweave the two strands of

archaeology and architecture.

Of the conservers, the most influential was John Ruskin (1819-1900) (Davies
1913a; Pevsner 1972: 139-156; Brooks 1989; Jokilehto 1999: 174-181). His work,
beginning with The Seven Lamps of Architecture published in 1849, has had a

profound effect on culture and politics up to the present day (Hobsbawm 1987: 78).
Ruskin came to architecture by way of literature (Sir Walter Scott and Wordsworth)
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and art, and so his early experiences of buildings were as parts of sublime or
picturesque scenes. His practical architectural training began with contact with John
Loudon, landscape architect and editor of the Architectural Magazine, (Brooks
1989) and this experience became a repudiation of architectural authorities such as
Vitruvius and Palladio and a celebration of architecture as human emotion and
naturalism. In the debate on the most suitable style for the progressive age, Ruskin
advocated replication of four particular stylistic periods, one of which, Early English
Decorated, matched that of the Ecclesiologists (Ruskin 1849 8. 147). Thus the
architect was expected to understand and copy, and only gradually experiment to
develop a new style. It was only later under the influence of Morris that
medievalism became equated with a freedom of expression for the craftsman.

Ruskin’s views on restoration were first expressed in The Seven Lamps of
Architecture (1849), (‘a destruction accompanied with false description of the thing
destroyed’ Ruskin 1849: 242). Ruskin's preference for naturalism, craftsmanship,
detail and ornament meant that he spoke against restoration because it was either
badly executed (a bad or mechanical interpretation of the style) or, more
fundamentally, removed the life of a building by removing the hand of the craftsman
which was especially valuable because of the antiquity of the work. In short, Ruskin
believed that the material remains of the past had a right to be preserved (a point
remade in a contemporary context by Lipe (1984: 10) in the present). To Ruskin,
one of the roles of the architect was to ensure the longevity of original detail, but
this view of the fabric was also to equate it with a document. Ruskin’s ideas on
restoration did not find a practical expression until the founding of the Society for
the Protection of Ancient Buildings (SPAB) in 1877, further supported by the
architect J.J. Stevenson in 1877 who argued against the principle of restoration and

for the value of all periods represented in any one building (Stevenson 1877; 1878).

There was a coincidence of experience across Europe - particularly so between
Britain and France - that material remains of the past were important. Britain and
France developed a rivalry where one nation learnt from another, took the lead, only
to be caught up and overtaken (Burnell 1866; Hitchcock 1954: 206-207), although
the overall complexion of preservation in both countries was to be in considerable
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contrast (below page 56). Preservation practitioners (and finally government

departments at the end of the century) took foreign practices and methods very
seriously as the demonstration of a preservation ethic came to be seen as a halimark
of a 'civilized' nation (below pages 74 to 76 and Chapter Four). In France the similar
preoccupation with architecture and the style best suited to the new, progressive
century, raged between Goths and Classicists, the most famous exponent of the
Goth cause being E.E. Viollet Le Duc (Burnell 1866; Wethered 1884: 210-217;
Pevsner 1972: 194-217; Jokilehto 1999: 140-148). A contemporary of Ruskin,
Viollet Le Duc was a practising architect and Inspector of the Commission des
Monuments Historiques, who also wrote extensively, but the two men had different
views about the advances of the nineteenth century. Unlike Ruskin, Viollet Le Duc
welcomed the new materials and the technology behind them and the scope it gave
for reviving Gothic, but again Le Duc had in mind a particular, early expression of
Gothic. Le Duc also had very different ideas about the restoration of buildings,
which was not just to preserve them, ‘but to reinstate [them] in the complete state

such as [they]) may never have been in at any one moment' (Viollet Le Duc 1854, 8:
14). Le Duc is perhaps best known for his restoration of Carcassone in southwest

France (Burnell 1866: 152-1583; Jokilehto 1999: 147-148), and as we shall see in
Chapter Four, the execution and potential of that project was to figure prominently

in British responses to the treatment of Famagusta.

3. Science and Theory.

3.1 Archaeology and Science.

What of archaeology and archaeologists during this period? Archaeology at this time
was a pursuit, with an extremely small minority of people (members of the
aristocracy) who could enjoy it as a full-time occupation; the vast majority of those
interested were the educated middle classes who had other occupations (Hudson
1981, Levine 1986; Van Riper 1993). The archaeological societies that sprang up in
just about every county from the 1830s onwards contained many interest groups:;
some individuals were interested in buildings or local history, others in church
monuments and genealogy. Archaeology was merely one facet of their interests (Burl

39



1976: 16; Erder 1986).

An article by Andrew Sargent (1993) provides a useful starting point. Sargent
provides an analysis of statistics drawn from the Excavation Index (a national index
of excavations compiled by the Royal Commission on the Historical Monuments of
England). This information is presented as a series of tables and graphs revealing
the changing pattern of English archaeology, as reflected in the number and
periods of sites dug. The information is presented by decade from the 1790s to the
1970s, dividing the data in to Bronze Age, Roman, medieval and total number of
excavations per decade. In the 1840s the total number of excavations was 602
(having risen from 116 the previous decade), of these 397 were Bronze Age, 117
Roman and 35 medieval. The total number of excavations stayed at a relatively
constant figure until the 1920s when 1070 excavations were recorded (rising from
469), but this also was to mark the first period when medieval excavation overtook
Bronze Age (220 and 177 respectively). In the 1890s Bronze Age and Roman
excavations stood equal at 171, reflecting the new interest in Roman archaeology
and new imperial responsibilities (Hingley 2000a; 2000b; Hingley 2001b; 2001c).

Obviously, all figures contain weaknesses and biases. For instance a large number of
Bronze Age excavations can be attributed to single individuals who opened large
numbers of barrows, whilst the definition of ‘excavation' may be fluid, but the trends
are real enough. The figures show how the increase in the number of excavations
went hand-in-hand with the expansion of archaeological societies from the 1830s, but
also indicate that the preoccupation was with prehistoric archaeology, and this was
concerned with what became the fundamental research question of the period — that
of the origins of humanity. This question was itself allied to interest in, and application
of Darwinism to social evolution (Chippindale 1983a; Chapman 1989; Van Riper
1993; Ousby 2002: 189-191). In the period of the 1880s to the 1910s the number of
excavations remains at roughly 500 per year but there is a fall in the number of
Bronze Age excavations and rise in Roman and medieval. This may indicate the
influence of the early Ancient Monuments Acts as they begin to encompass medieval
buildings, but it definitely indicates a broadening of the subject and science of
archaeology, decreasing interest in the prehistoric and origins of human society, but
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increasing use of specific periods as a means of establishing national identity
(Hingley 2000b; 2001c).

Pitt-Rivers and Sir John Lubbock (Lord Avebury), Liberal MP for Maidstone, as two
of the principal forces behind the first Ancient Monuments Act, were committed to
prehistoric archaeology, both in terms of excavation and also through their
affiliation with societies such as the Ethnological Society, the Royal Society and
Royal Anthropological Society (of which Lubbock was President) whereby ‘'modern’
primitives could also be studied (Daniel 1975: 169-174;, Chapman 1889; Jones
1997: 40-55). To Lubbock in particular, the potential and achievements of
archaeology lay in the field of 'scientific' prehistoric archaeology: archaeology was a
science and science represented progress, and European society, particularly
Britain, represented the high point of cultural evolution. Therefore the casual
destruction of prehistoric monuments - by the plough, for hard-core, or similar uses
- was of particular concern to Lubbock and his supporters, and its prevention was
the chief motivation for his draft Ancient Monuments Bill (Lubbock 1879, Kains-
Jackson 1880: vi). Much has already been written about the career and contacts of
John Lubbock (Chippindale 1983a: 6-9; Cleere 1984b; Trigger 1989: 114-118;
1995b: 268; Murray 1989: 61-66; Carman 1993: 41-43), but suffice it to repeat
Murray, ‘Lubbock was not just drawn in to the power structures of Victorian science
- he was a foundation of them' (Murray 1989: 62). Lubbock was closely connected
to both the geologist Charles Lyell and the biologist Charles Darwin and therefore
at the centre of the scientific advances represented by the new disciplines of
geology and biological evolution, which along with archaeology combined to
produce 'cultural evolution', the chief goal of which was discovery of the antiquity of
humanity (Van Riper 1993; Trigger 1995b: 268). Thus there developed a loose
archaeological ‘theory’, or rather a rationale for archaeological research, although it
is unlikely if Lubbock and Pitt-Rivers would have referred to it as such.

Lubbock was a notable theorist and writer on his own account, his most well known
work being Pre-historic Times (1865) republished many times thereafter. Lubbock
was to refer continually to the concept of progress (Carman 1993) during the debates
conceming the Ancient Monuments Act from the first airing of his Private Member's
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Bill in 1873. Archaeology, science and advancement were not only a single entity, but
valuable and essential national attributes:
‘We are told that these remains have taught us nothing. To a great extent, no
doubt, we have still their lessons to learn. It is, however, scarcely true that they
have taught us nothing; on the contrary, they have thrown a flood of light on the
history of the Past: and perhaps no branch of science has made more progress of
late years than has Prehistoric Archaeology.’
(Lubbock 1879: 168)

Therefore the research imperative for the archaeologist was a very different
enterprise from the moral and design issues required by the architects and restorers.
Carman argues (1993: 42-43) however that Lubbock’s Liberal party politics and
desire to introduce an ancient monuments act were part of a general Liberal reform
drive in the 1870s ‘towards a nation composed of good citizens who have a stake in
maintaining the current political system and thus legitimising it' (Carman 1993: 42
citing Shannon 1976: 32).

According to the interpretation of the figures produced by Sargent (1993: 382-383)
there was relatively little excavation of medieval sites. However, these figures do
not reflect the huge amount of interest there was in medieval subjects. Excavation
of medieval sites did take place, but it is not clear from Sargent how much of this
work was coincidental. For example, many archaeological societies and local
museums were created in response to the destruction of sites and recovery of
artefacts caused by the construction and expansion of the railway system during
the mid-nineteenth century (Draper 1996). The parliamentary initiatives which
enabled the growth of the railway system also considered that the intrusion of the
railway companies - through the state - onto private land was acceptable to the
land-owner and the country, in complete contradiction to the sentiments expressed
later by Parliament on the subject of ancient monuments legislation and intrusion
into the rights of private ownership (Chippindale 1983a). This was largely because
railways were considered utilitarian and represented progress, whereas
archaeology and preservation had yet to demonstrate such social or political value
to the bulk of the population.
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Standing medieval buildings, whether ruined or roofed, were of immense significance
to the early archaeological societies. Local societies visited and recorded the ancient
monuments in their locality, and with the advent of the railways, were able to visit
more distant sites. This interest found expression through advice given by the
societies to the owners of such monuments for their repair and maintenance.
Similarly many standing medieval buildings entered a new lease of social and
amenity use with the coming of the railways, as demonstrated through the use of
Thornton Abbey by the Temperance Society (Emerick 1998 for this specific case and
Hobsbawm 1961: 247-252 for the Temperance movement).

One of the most successful archaeological societies was the Kilkenny Archaeological
Society (KAS) founded in 1849, which eventually became the Royal Society of
Antiquaries of lIreland. Its founding principle declared that ‘'the Kilkenny
Archaeological Society is instituted to preserve, examine, and illustrate all ancient
monuments of the history, manners, customs and arts of our ancestors' (Trans.
KAS 1849 (1): i). The Honorary Members and Officers of the Society are of interest
because, like many antiquarian societies in England they include several senior
clergymen and members of the local aristocracy, but the KAS names Frederick
Howard, Lord Lieutenant of Ireland as Patron. Obviously there is a question of
political niceties in naming the Lord Lieutenant as patron, but Frederick Howard
was a close friend of Ruskin who remained a regular visitor to the Howard family
home in Carlisle and their Cumbrian and Yorkshire estates. This might make the
Society's avowed support of 'preservation' a more important utterance than it
" appears at first sight. The bulk of the membership was drawn from the same
professions and classes as in England - doctors, lawyers, teachers, clergy - but with
the one major difference in that it was these same people who were conscious of (to
a greater or lesser extent) and participated in the political moves towards complete
iIndependence or Home Rule. Part of the political and preservation consciousness
was the recognition that Ireland had a past and a distinct cuiture of which to be proud
and which had a resonance in the present (Sheehy 1980; Bender 2001: 201) and
thus its imperative was more than just academic research.

From 1851 members of the Society began recording and preserving the remains of
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the most important architectural remains in Ireland: the Priory of St. John, Kilkenny

in 1851; Dunbrody Abbey (Co. Wexford) in 1853; Jerpoint Abbey (Co. Kilkenny) in
1854; Kilkenny Castle (Co. Kilkenny) in 1861; Clonmacnoise (Co. Offaly, called
King's County during the British administration) from 1864; Glendalough (Co.
Wicklow) 1870 and Monasterboice (Co. Louth) 1871. At the sites where work was
required, but could not be carried out by the Society, ‘local interest was aroused,
and the desired object effected. The example thus set had far-reaching effects, and
influenced a number of proprietors who had such monuments on their estates to
take an active interest in their preservation' (JSRAI 1892 22: 413). This use of local
and charitable financing was exactly the sort of support to be espoused by Scott
and Lubbock (below pages 50 and 54), and also addressed the need to encourage

owners to be better owners.

The approach taken by the KAS was largely consistent across monuments, and also
consistent with the precepts of Ruskin. When a monument was deemed to be in need
of repair, the Society organised the collection of a Repair Fund, examined the site
and prepared a schedule of work - both architectural and archaeological. The site
was surveyed and drawn and an architect appointed to conduct the work (usually a
member of the Society). The sites were cleared of their accumulated debris down to
the level of the uppermost intact surface. Where stones were missing from doors or
windows, blanks were put in place to show where repair had taken place. One can

see a transition of values from the Picturesque to scientific, and again the desired end
was a preserved ‘textual’ building. The work at Clonmacnoise is recorded in some

detail by the Society (JSRAI 1865 8: 367-371 and Emerick 2003) and represents the
best example of their work, which was to form the basis of the approach used on
medieval monuments by the Irish Board of Works following the introduction of the

1869 Church Act (the act that disestablished the Church of Ireland (below page 58)).
Thereafter a very similar approach was used by Charles Peers and the Office of

Works in the 1920s.

The example of the KAS illustrates that research on material evidence of the past
was being used to address questions other than the origins of humanity. However
in both cases the past was understood to have a relevance to the present (above
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page 33) in terms of national identity. Lubbock equated science with progress,
optimism and rationality, but there was no clear theoretical construct for his work.

Darwinism was a theory of biological evolution but applied by archaeologists and
ethnographers to social and cultural evolution without modification. Today

archaeological theory and theory-making are explicit, and the idea of a rational,
politically neutral, objective science and scientist has been refuted (Kuhn 1970;
Trigger 1980; 1995b; Hodder 198%9b; 1991: 121; Shanks and Tilley 1992; Jones
1997: 135-144; Johnson 1999: 42-47). However, in the debate about what it is that
archaeology 'does’, archaeology is still understood by some to be predominantly a
science revealing laws and rules (Chapter Five, page 227). As will be seen In
Chapters Four and Five, there is a belief that the rigid application of scientific
values in archaeology has been at the expense of other, more ‘human’ values
(Vinsrygg 1988: 1; Pearson and Sullivan 1995:; 169).

3.2 The Beginning of Preservation.

Having looked briefly at the activities of both architects and archaeologists during the
nineteenth century, is it possible to define what society understood as the importance

of preserving the evidence of the past?

It is far from easy to assert that there was a conscious feeling for the past expressed
by a generality of the population, but it is often stated (now and in the mid to late
nineteenth century) that the rapid expansion of industrialization, urbanization and
capitalism changed people and severed their links with the past, tradition and
identity (de Toqueville (1835 cited Mayer 1958); Dickens 1854; Hobsbawm
1961:42; Thompson 1968:207-232; Girouard 1981; Dellheim 1982). This dislocation
of life, it is suggested, induced an interest in the past as a way of securing
personal, civic and national identity, and it was the medieval past that was
employed to help make sense of the new present (Morris 1888: 22; Rosse 1950:
297; Thompson 1955; Girouard 1981; Dellheim 1982: 1-31;113). In Chapter Five
(page 230) we will see how the construction of the past in the present has become
a critical issue for some post-modern archaeologists with particular reference to
prehistoric periods, and also examine ideas about the manner in which
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‘significance’ defines what is important to us in the present; but it is clear that the
use and construction of the past in the present has been continuous (Hingley
2000b and above page 32).

Dellheim (1982) presented the example of the preservation of Kirkstall Abbey,
Leeds in the 1880s which had a resonance in terms of the archaeological research
conducted by the Yorkshire Archaeological Society, was also used as open amenity
space by local people, a tourist destination, a subject in painting and poetry and
symbol of local identity and civic pride expressed by the people and tradesmen, but
primarily the urban élite of Leeds. Political messages were also extracted from its
stones, for it was claimed to be a silent record of the ‘labours, the endurance, the
steadfastness of those who paved the way for their country’s greatness’, and
therefore the present had no right to destroy or deface it in the manner that was being
suggested (Dellheim 1982: 99). The chief supporter and activist for the preservation
of Kirkstall, Edmund Wilson, was both a Liberal councillor and member of the
Yorkshire Archaeological Society (Dellheim 1982: 92-112). Leeds was not an isolated
case, and the concern for Kirkstall was repeated in a number of towns and cities
throughout the country. But the notion of civic pride was not an item per se; it was
tempered by a sense that the preservation and care of a monument, or care for the
past generally, was an attribute of a civilized society - particularly so when foreign
nations (and here people most often referred to France) appeared to excel in the
protection of the past (Burnell 1866; Anon. 1880). But the focus of concern was
primarily on the large, the monumental and art-historical, the qualities of which were

easily observable.

There were other reasons why the past and particularly the medieval monastic past
held such fascination. In an article entitled ‘English ruins and English history: the
Dissolution and the sense of the past, Aston (1973) traced the development of
antiquarian interest in monastic ruins and the effect the Dissolution had on the writing
and concerns of English history. She illustrated how antiquarian interest in monastic
ruins developed almost as soon as the buildings had been pulled down, which by the
seventeenth century had 'matured into some of the best fruits of English historical
scholarship' (Aston 1973: 254). The concluding section of her paper is particularly
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relevant because it argues that the 'medieval world' became an object of historical
rather than archaeological interest by virtue of the fact that Britain's secular ruins ‘did

not carry with them the same profound sense of shock as that left by the cataclysm of
the Dissolution’, (Aston 1973:. 255). Thus medieval ruins became an adjunct of
medieval history from an early period, but that connection was to reinforce the idea of

building as document.

Thus the interest in local monuments, the growing dissatisfaction with restoration and
the desire for preservation of churches (expressed by writers such as Freeman,
Ruskin and Stevenson), the reinvention of the medieval in the present, the casual
destruction of monuments and the activities of the scientific archaeologists and
antiquarians, combined to create a preservation ethic. However, it may be the case
that the medieval past was more immediately understandable to a greater proportion
of the population than were the prehistoric monuments promoted by Lubbock, by
virtue of the social use of local monuments, the new churches and other structures
being erected in Gothic form and by being a visible facet of medieval history. Clearly
architects, antiquarians and the few archaeologists considered the past important,
and their number comprised people of the middle and upper classes and although
numerous people who could be described as 'landowners' were part of the growing
preservation movement, this did not automatically mean that landowners would
accept outside intervention in the monuments and buildings on their own land.

3.3 The Questions Of What To Protect And How.

Architects and archaeologists agreed on a number of points of strategy with regard
to the preservation of ancient monuments, some of which strategies were

conducted and discussed in concert - borne out by the minutes of societies such as
the Royal Institute of British Architects (RIBA) and Society of Antiquaries - from the
second half of the nineteenth century (RIBA Transactions 1885: 9; Proc. SoA 13,
1890). There were two principal points of agreement with regard to desired

outcomes:
(1) the necessity for some sort of legislation to protect ancient monuments, and

(2) the creation of regional and national inventories
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But there was disagreement about which monuments to protect. Enthusiasts and the

growing number of specialists agreed that aspects of the past needed protection, but
disagreed about where the threat lay: Lubbock and his supporters were fearful of the
casual destruction of prehistoric monuments; the architects and medievalists (for

want of a better description) feared the collapse of large standing ruins through
neglect and lack of maintenance, but were themselves divided as to whether standing
ruins or 'living' buildings should be the chief area of concem.

Attempts to introduce official preservation bodies began in 1841 when the
architectural historian John Britton proposed an institution for the protection of historic
buildings and ancient monuments on the lines of the French Commission des
Monuments Historiques (created in 1830 (Jokilehto 1999:. 127-137)), to seek the
preservation of great public buildings - particularly cathedrals - from the excesses of
the restorers. Britton's proposal was taken up by the MP Thomas Wyse in 1845, but
the idea was obstructed by the government on a number of counts: the Office of
Woods (then responsible for the maintenance of historic buildings) felt that it was
already conducting its repairs in an acceptable manner by using reputable architects
such as Salvin to direct the works (Hitchcock 1954: 227: Allibone 1993; Jokilehto
1999: 157-158). Salvin was very much in the tradition of Viollet le Duc and was
considered a great expert in ‘archaeological’ restoration and new build (Hitchcock
1954: 206-207), but this style came to be considered dishonest and mechanical
because it was difficult to differentiate old from new work (above page 37). The
likelihood of the excessive cost of such works was raised by the Treasury, as was the
problem of defining the correct style of repair, which may vary from one period to the
next. This latter point was considered not to be a matter for government (Saunders
1983: 11; Chippindale 1983a: 10). These same points were to be raised later in the

century by Lubbock to support the exclusion of ruined buildings from his draft Bill.

Freeman and Burges had identified different scales of restoration (above page 47)
and Freeman created a theoretical basis for his observations by drawing a distinction
between buildings that still performed valuable, practical functions and those which
did not, but were to be preserved from further injury (Freeman 1852: 25). However,
the difference in approach to buildings and archaeological monuments can be
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llustrated by reference to two papers, George Gilbert Scott's ‘On the conservation of
ancient architectural monuments and remains’ (1862) and Lubbock’'s ‘On the
preservation of our ancient national monuments' (1879) and it should be noted that

Scott uses the word ‘conservation’.

Scott's paper, presented to the RIBA in 1861, attempted to define the developing
practice of conservation as applied to ancient architectural remains and suggested
methods to control loss. Scott defined four classes of architectural remains,

I. Mere antiquities - such as Stonehenge, the Cromiechs, and many of the
remnants of Roman structures, though the latter often contain objects of art, as
mosaic pavements, etc..

Il. Ruined buildings, whether ecclesiastical or secular, such as abbeys, castles,
etc..

ll. Buildings still in use, as churches, houses, inhabited castles, etc.

IV. Fragmentary remains embodied in more modern buildings, such as those which
usually exist within the precincts of cathedrals, and often in old houses and
country mansions; to which class may be added a vast amount of
interesting and valuable fragments, mainly of domestic architecture of great
practical importance to the student of our architecture.’

(Scott 1862: 66).

Scott considered each class of architectural remains in some depth, describing the
techniques that could be used to conserve them and discussing practices such as
'restoration’ and 'renewal’. However, there was a recognition that the condition and
treatment of items within the first two categories was at considerable variance to
those in the two final categories. The first class of remains was described thus:
‘On the first of these classes, - that of a purely antiquarian character, - | will not
trouble you with any remarks, as | think that our antiquaries are sufficiently alive to
their value, and exercise a wholesome vigilance in respect of them. It is not this
class of ancient remains which is in most danger, though it behoves every one of
us who has it in his power to do his utmost for their preservation.’
(Scott 1862: 66)
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Again it is interesting to note that this time Scott used the word 'preservation' when
talking about field monuments, as if their treatment was not only established practice,
but of limited complexity and meant to fix’ the object in its as found state - unlike the

treatment of particular architectural remains.

Scott considered the second category, 'ruined buildings such as abbeys and castles’
potentially a more difficult group to conserve, although he felt that the rules had been
stated by Ruskin. Believing that their condition was of grave concern (quoting the
example of the recent collapse of the central tower at Whitby Abbey) Scott suggested
periodic examination by antiquaries and antiquarian societies to advise the owners
'as to such timely works of reparation and sustentation as may arrest the hand of time
without tampering with their antiquity’ (Scott 1862: 66). The cost of such work was to
be borne by the owner or by private funds raised for the purpose — as had been used
in Ireland (above page 44). His conclusion concerning the treatment in respect of the
category two structures was that the aim of any reparation should be protection and
preservation [his italics], a ‘case wholly different from restoration' (Scott 1862: 68).
Vigilance committees’ would see that the value of the remains was not injured. The
‘vigilance committees’ were a suggestion of Scott's for the RIBA to appoint a
committee in every district, in conjunction with antiquarian societies, to inspect every
architectural ruin and report to the owners of such remains to suggest what repairs
might be needed, to obtain funds for them, obtain permission to direct the works, and
have a veto upon anything which would be ‘injurious’ (Scott 1862: 68-69). Although
Scott referred to ‘protection’, ‘preservation' and ‘preservative solutions’ he
nevertheless considered this part of the 'conservation of these invaluable remains'
(Scott 1862: 69) which may suggest that he considered 'conservation' an umbrella
term, with ‘preservation’ the favoured treatment for what may be considered
redundant buildings and ancient monuments, whereas 'restoration' was an active
term for ‘active’ structures; his categories three and four are what today might be
termed Listed Buildings and he believed that the use and therefore treatment of those
structures was different. Although Scott saw that prehistoric sites and ruined abbeys
were under different levels of threat, the components of the categories were

somehow self-evident as was their ‘value’.
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Scott believed that Ruskin's principle of ‘sustentation’ for ruined buildings should not
be strictly acted upon in dealing with buildings in use, as he considered it wrong to
treat a ‘living' church as a 'mere architectural specimen’ (Scott 1862: 70). But having
accepted the principle that inhabited buildings should be repaired it was then the duty
of the RIBA to establish ‘laws for ourselves, and suggest them as guides in carrying
out the works which of necessity must be done' (Scott 1862: 70).

The paper concluded with Scott's request that the RIBA in conjunction with other
architectural and antiquarian societies, should lay down a code of rules for the
treatment of buildings requiring restoration and to promote 'the true, faithful and
authentic conservation of these monuments and remains' (Scott 1862: 82). To ensure
this, a Standing Committee should liaise with other architectural and antiquanan
societies in the regions to influence owners and practitioners. Again the preferred
word is ‘conservation’, suggesting that it is an umbrella term consisting of several

approaches.

Detailed discussion of Scott's paper occurred at a later meeting (although the
discussion is presented with Scott's paper). The architects discussed every aspect of
the paper and its likely repercussions on them as individual professionals and on the
developing architectural profession. If the government intervened (or was requested)
to appoint a commission would it produce the same poor, 'government-style' of
restoration now visible in France? Would its 'head' be an engineer? How could those
gathered prevent the over-restoration of churches, even though such buildings had
supposed guardians? Should architects themselves record in advance and supervise
all works, rather than leave it to a Clerk of Works? Should such a commission be
limited to England or be able to comment on French work? Did they wish to use the
highly charged word ‘restoration’' or the more apposite ‘reparation'? What would be
the standing of the committee and how financed? The keenest discussion was
reserved for the code of rules that went through several redraftings before the right
choice of words was agreed. The principal concern was the nature and form of the
committee and the way in which it upheld the code of rules. If the committee became
a Court of Appeal or Inquiry, then it should be permanent, as it might have to decide
whether action should be taken against an architect - who must be allowed to reply.
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To make such an eventuality unlikely should they withdraw the word ‘code' and adopt

‘rules’ or 'suggestions’ - although if they did adopt 'rules’ there would be 'a point of

honour to obey them' (Scott 1862: 92). The final, agreed form of words was,
‘That the Council be requested to nominate a Committee to draw up a series of
practical rules and suggestions for the treatment of ancient buildings requiring
reparation, and to put themselves in communication with other architectural and
antiquarian societies, with a view of obtaining their co-operation in considering
such measures as their united wisdom may suggest for the promotion of the
faithful and authentic conservation of ancient monuments and remains, and to

report on the same to this Institute.’
(Scott, 1862: 94)

Clearly, architects collectively and as individual professionals had a sense of their
profession and the concomitant skills required to carry out their rules and codes.
There was some clarity that the built heritage (although they would not have called it
such) was broad in terms of timescale (but largely medieval and late medieval) and
diversity of content, although the very earliest elements were the province of the
antiquanan - with whom they wished to collaborate. However, the architects did not
feel that the threat to prehistoric sites was of particular concern, because the
‘antiquarians’ were aware of their significance and vigilant in respect of them. There
was an understanding amongst the architects that ‘archaeological methods' could be
used to record and unravel the development of a building - in the tradition of Rickman
and Willis (above page 35) - and this was where their value lay, as historical
documents. The architects who joined the 1862 RIBA debate were conscious of the
iIssues which would later come to dominate the discussions before, during and after
the introduction of the 1882 Ancient Monuments Act; the 'style’ of repair and the
question of whether the outcome was involvement and support from government or
the encouragement of good maintenance practice amongst owners. Indeed Scott's
categories have retained resonance into the present as has the idea of encouraging

better ‘management’.

It is clear that Freeman (a medievalist) and Scott (an architect) both identified a
category of structures (‘ruined buildings') that had no ‘practical’ use, the treatment of
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which was to be confined to ‘preservation’ — that is, preserving them as they were.
Although such buildings had ceased to have a practical, domestic use, they still had
art-history value as documents and architectural specimens, but primarily on account
of their ‘antiquity’. Scott also used the word ‘preservation’ for the ‘mere antiquities’,
which were, again, understood to be structures without a use, although the reference
to ‘objects of art’ (Scott 1862: 66) gave them an aesthetic and art-historical value. The
interpretation of ‘use’ is limited to the academic and aesthetic — a site could figure in
art and poetry, or have its fabric examined, but any acquired social uses, or the
cultural and political use made of Irish sites were not referred to: what remained
important was the fabric of the structure. However, the amalgamation of antiquities
and ruined buildings as objects to be preserved does introduce the idea of

‘monumentality’ to a disparate group of structures — those that are to be preserved for
posterity, by virtue of the ‘instructive’ value embedded within their antiquity and fabric.

Interestingly Scott had to balance the role of the specialist between that of advocate
and policeman, as a non-elective committee would clearly not be able to veto what a
property owner wanted to do with their own property, but both aspects were
considered necessary to encourage good and protect against bad practice. The
agreed motion proposed by those RIBA members was overtaken by discussion on
legislative control and not pursued, although the themes continued to be debated.

The distinction between useful and use-less structures has remained with us and has
eventually led us to ‘monumentality’ which will be discussed in Chapters Three and
Five, but we will see in Chapter Three that discussions were had in England in 1920
about removing that distinction, and will see in Chapter Four that the response to the
heritage of Cyprus was to classify all historic structures as ‘ancient monuments’.

Lubbock’'s paper of 1879 is clearly about ‘preservation’. it commences with
reference to the poor condition of prehistoric monuments throughout Europe and
the disjointed response of the British administration that was ready to promote
excavation abroad, but embarrassed by reference to its own ‘rude’ past (Lubbock

1879:169). Lubbock made comparison with foreign practice and the poor manner in
which 'the most interesting remains of antiquity’ (Lubbock 1879: 154) are held by
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some nations, not just in ‘semi-civilized’ countries, but in Britain where ‘our own

archaeologists have long watched with regret the gradual disappearance of our
ancient national monuments' (Lubbock 1879: 154). Although Britain's self-image
was one where she represented the pinnacle of advance, this achievement was
knowingly based on what would become known as ‘diffusion’. Britain welcomed the
idea that she had received the best of what the world had to offer — particularly
Greek and Roman virtues — and the role of the British was in re-exporting those
qualities (Hingley 2000b; 2001c). But ideas of diffusion were also used selectively
by critics of Lubbock to suggest that the monuments he wanted to protect were the
remains of ‘wretched people’ who were expelled by ‘our forefathers’ (Lubbock 1879:
167; Hingley 2000b). However, as we shall see in Chapter Four, there was a
considerable difference between British scholars working on Classical sites for
British research purposes as opposed to Greek-Cypriots using those same sites to

establish their own national identity.

Lubbock used his 1879 essay to present his rationale for the purpose of ancient
monuments legislation. Monuments representing ‘the unwritten history’ of the
country and some connected with ‘important events in our annals’ (Lubbock 1879:
171) were being destroyed in a casual manner (Lubbock 1879:162; Bender 1993b).
The principle of the legislation would be that if an owner wished to destroy one of
the monuments on a schedule (a list) of sites, the owner should be required to give
the nation (in the form of Commissioners, an independent ‘supervisory’ body made
up of experts, land owners and legislators, the final constituted form of which is
described below page 55) the opportunity to purchase the site. If the
Commissioners chose not to act on their powers the owner could do as he or she
wished (Lubbock 1879: 163). However, once a monument was purchased by the
Commissioners it then received a more formal form of protection by being placed in
the ‘guardianship’ of the state. The monument was then to be ‘preserved’ and
Lubbock believed that not only would repairs not be necessary, but local people
and private purchasers would come forward to purchase the monuments (Lubbock
1879: 165). Thus there would be no ‘appreciable’ expense by the nation, whereas
medieval monuments required constant supervision, frequent repairs entailing great
expense and involving aesthetic questions 'with reference to which there are great
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