
CHAPTER III 
 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL INTERESTS OF THE EARLY SIXTIES 
 

1. The International Exhibition of 1862 
 
The year 1861, or the year of the United Service Institution's sale, marked something of a 
turning point in Fox's life. For one, his commitment to professionalism and science had 
been confirmed, particularly through his collection. He was increasingly involved in 
administrative work at the United Services Institution, and active as well at the 
prestigious Royal Geographical Society. His ties to the scientific community, moreover, 
had been strengthened through a number of new acquaintances and contacts. In short, he 
had become less a professional soldier with scientific interests than a serious scientific 
amateur. 
 
It was also a year of new beginnings in his military career. The most important factor was 
the end of the inquiry into his training methods, a complication of nearly four years' 
standing. Throughout that period the Army had persistently delayed ruling on the issue, 
and, in consequence, Fox had been left in an awkward position, both professionally and 
personally, at least since his return from Malta in 1857. On 5 December 1860, Kate 
Stanley wrote to her mother: 'We heard yesterday that Alice was very ill with a nervous 
fever which they are afraid might turn to typhus; it has been brought on by the excitement 
about the enquiry that is now going on about Augustus'.1 But in January 1861, the matter 
was finally put to rest, largely due to the intervention of Lieutenant-Colonel Sir James 
Lindsay, the commander of Fox's battalion. Lindsay, who was also a personal friend of 
the Stanleys, managed to convince Sir John Pennefather (1800-1872), previously a 
Brigade Commander in the same division as Fox during the Crimean War and Fox's 
commanding officer at Malta during his tour there, to assume the responsibility for Fox's 
actions. That was substantiated in a long letter of February to Sir James Scarlett, the 
Adjutant General, and the matter was dropped shortly afterward.2 'Fox has had justice 
done at last', Johnny Stanley announced, echoing the family's satisfaction.3 
 
One of Fox's first projects following his exoneration was the completion of a second 
paper on rifles, entitled 'On a Model Illustrating the Parabolic Theory of a Projection for 
Ranges in Vacuo', and presented at the United Service Institution on 20 May 1861.4 As 
with his earlier paper, it was based directly on his research on the rifle and on his work as 
an instructor. His main object was to present a way of judging distances, taking into 
account a bullet's loss of velocity, and corresponding loss of altitude, over long distances. 
His solution was merely to ignore air resistance as a factor, suggesting instead that the 
trainee marksman consider only the force of the projectile and the force of gravity. The 
resultant arc, as represented by the model, was a parabolic curve; on the basis of that, it 
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was possible to set a number of simple rules for adjusting sights. In his conclusion, he 
adopted a different metaphor from that of his earlier paper: 
 

As the parabolic theory must, however, continue to form the 
basis of all future efforts in this direction, it may not, I trust, be 
thought that I have altogether engaged myself or occupied your 
attention upon a work of supererogation, if the model in any 
way contributes to improve the roadway upon this already well-
beaten path, or to facilitate the early stages of those who may 
undertake fresh researches in this particular branch of 
mathematics.5 

 
 
In November 1861, or some five months after his paper, Fox was assigned again to 
'special service', that time on assignment in Eastern Canada.6 The immediate cause was 
the famous 'Trent Case', a diplomatic incident which nearly brought Great Britain into the 
American Civil War. Instigated by a Federal naval officer's decision to stop and board the 
British Steamship Trent in order to arrest two Confederate agents, the Trent Case 
required, from the point of view of the Admiralty Office, a harsh reprisal, something then 
widely supported by British public opinion. Credit for forestalling the move went to 
Prince Albert, who managed to reframe a demand for apology, as dictated by Russell and 
Gladstone, into a more conciliatory request for the release of the two agents. President 
Lincoln, in turn, met with their demands, thereby saving face himself, and shortly 
afterwards the two agents were returned.7 
 
Just prior to the end of the affair, however, in January 1862, the First Battalion of Guards 
and the Second Battalion of Scots Fusiliers were sent to Nova Scotia, primarily as a show 
of force. Among the listed officers was an Ensign J.T.R. Lane Fox, one of Fox's 
Yorkshire relatives. Fox himself was sent out as early as 2 December, apparently to make 
arrangements for their reception.8 His main responsibility was to establish yet another 
training school, along the lines of that at Hythe, in order to train both Guardsmen and the 
Fusiliers as well as troops already in Canada. Fox, as an experienced instructor, was 
obviously the ideal choice for the job. It is also likely that he was expected to carry out at 
least rudimentary intelligence work, as his later involvement in intelligence in Ireland 
suggests, although nothing survives of his reports in that regard.9 
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By February 1862, Fox was back in London, apparently soon afterwards resuming his 
regular activities with the Second Battalion of Guards, then stationed at Wellington 
Barracks.10 The family, expanded during his absence by the birth of another daughter,11 
remained at Park Hill, with Fox commuting daily from across the river. Unfortunately, 
Fox still cared little for regimental work, and he was obviously impatient, particularly 
after his Canadian experience, to find a more interesting and, no doubt, more financially 
attractive position as soon as possible. Toward the beginning of summer something 
finally came through in the form of an assignment as Assistant Quarter-Master General in 
the Cork Division of Ireland. His appointment doubtless owed something to his father-in-
law and perhaps also to Colonel Gordon, his past supervisor in Ordnance at Malta and 
now Master General of Ordnance in Ireland.12 The position did not become vacant until 
August, however, so Fox still had a number of months in which to apply himself in 
London before his departure. 
 
During the spring of 1862, Fox was involved in two major projects: assistance in the 
organization of the United Service Institution's contribution to the International 
Exhibition; and the arrangement and selection, as a member of the Exhibition's Military 
Committee, of the small arms exhibit there. 
 
The International Exhibition of 1862, followed a pattern established over a decade before 
at the first, or 'Great', Exhibition in Hyde Park.13 It was held in a more substantial 
building, however, to the south of the park near the site of the later South Kensington 
Museum (now the Victoria and Albert). It was also more limited in scale. The general 
theme was manufactured goods, in contrast with the Arts Treasures Exhibition held in 
Manchester in 1857, but more in keeping with that sponsored by the Board of 
Manufacturers the previous year in Edinburgh. Fox's father-in-law, as President of the 
Board of Trade, was at least in part responsible for arrangements for the new exhibition, 
and together with Henry Cole (1808-1882), the future head of the South Kensington 
museum, helped select the design of the 'new Iron House', in which it was held.14 Fox's 
own involvement in the Exhibition was probably due to Lord Stanley's influence. 
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As with the original Exhibition of 1851, the Exhibition of 1862 suggests an interesting 
parallel to Fox's own scheme as a collector. In all there were three main sections: 'Raw 
Materials', 'Machinery' and 'Manufactures'. 'Military Engineering, Armour and 
Accoutrements, Ordnance and Small Arms' was a single class in the second section. 
Other classes included such categories as 'Horological Instruments', 'Musical Instruments' 
and so on. Each was judged along the same lines as before. Judges for 'Arms and 
Ordnance' included Colonel Gordon, Lieutenant-Colonel Lindsay and Captain Douglas 
Galton (1822-1899), all of them close acquaintances, both of Fox and the Stanleys. Major 
General Hay, from the Hythe School was also on the jury.15 Fox's role as a member of a 
class committee was a lesser one. Mostly he was required to help select the exhibits and 
lay them out for review and the Judges' inspection. Assisting him were Captain Tyler and 
Colonel T. H. Lefroy from the United Service Institution; Sir James Lindsay served as 
chairman. 
 
The Exhibition clearly had an important impact on Fox's ideas. His later papers refer 
frequently to objects displayed there, particularly the pieces owned by the United Service 
Institution, and it is clear that he viewed the Exhibition as a model of organizational good 
sense.16 The Exhibition also presented the opportunity for Fox to meet a number of 
figures influential in museum work, including Richard Thompson, then acting as 
Superintendent of Exhibition Arrangements, and Edmund Oldfield, an Australian expert 
on timber and wood, who in turn helped Fox obtain further examples of his boomerangs 
and throwing sticks.17 In short, the Exhibition served to reinforce Fox's own efforts, while 
at the same time suggesting new avenues for the growth and organization of his own 
collection. 
 

2. Work in Ireland 
 
In August 1862, Fox's Irish post became vacant, and he and his family moved to Cork 
where he assumed the post of Assistant Quarter-Master General.18 Cork was at that time 
the headquarters for the Southwest Division, one of four military divisions in Ireland, and 
an important naval base. In all there were sixteen naval military stations located 
throughout the seven-county area over which the Division had authority. Cork City was 
the headquarters and site of the main garrison with facilities for approximately 5,000 men 
and officers. At the time of Fox's appointment there were about 2,000 men stationed 
there, with additional attachments at Charles Fort, Ballincollig, Skibbereen and six other 
stations.19 The stone barracks were located on Glanmere Road to the east of town and had 
only just been completed at the time Fox arrived there. Unfortunately, no provisions had 
been made for officers and their families. Fox and his wife and children found a house at 
7 Montenotte Road not far from the barracks. Interestingly, Fox usually gave his address 
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simply as Montenotte, giving the impression it was a far grander location than it really 
was.20 
 
Fox's duties in Ireland were almost exclusively administrative, consisting of the ordering 
of equipment, the surveying of field positions and naval batteries, and the supervision of 
troops under the Division's authority. The Division was under the command of Major 
General H.K. Bloomfield, and included, in addition to Fox, a colonel of the Royal 
Artillery, a lieutenant-colonel and major of the Royal Engineers, an assistant adjutant 
general, and a fort major.21 Fox's position, while obviously a high-ranking one, carried 
little real authority and as a consequence left him with considerable free time. 
 
One of his main duties was to report on coastal defences and shore batteries; an earlier 
report of one of his predecessors, Lieutenant-Colonel G.B. Shakespear, is among Fox's 
papers in Salisbury and Fox evidently used that as a model.22 The basic procedure was 
simply to record each battery using techniques common to military engineers and, no 
doubt, familiar to Fox since his Sandhurst days.23 His findings, in turn, were plotted on 
the well-known Irish Ordnance Survey maps. Fortunately, the latter were scaled at 6 
inches to the mile (those in England were still scaled at 1 inch to the mile) and were 
therefore extremely useful for an operation of that sort, as Fox's work was to 
demonstrate.24 
 
One of the most striking things about the Ordnance Survey maps of Ireland was that they 
included indications of ancient field remains and other sites of general interest. Fox 
himself estimated that for Munster alone there were over 10,000 field monuments 
recorded, pointing out at the same time that many of those had already been lost.25 During 
the spring and summer of 1863, he apparently began to make a casual record of those 
remains he came across in the course of his other survey work, and, by at least 1864, he 
had begun to record them in detail as well. It was the first indication of Fox's field 
interests in Ireland, and it is interesting to note how such interests were in many ways 
simply an extension of his on-going work in ordnance. It was soon, of course, to become 
something far more absorbing. 
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Another of Fox's activities during that period was his membership in the Cork Royal 
Institution. As with his field work, his involvement there was an extension of his other, 
more generalized scientific interests and again, the personality of Fox as a scientific 
amateur becomes clear. His main interest at Cork, however, was in the Institution's 
separate Antiquarian Society, perhaps as a direct response to the work he was doing on 
ancient field remains. Located in the Institution's rooms at Nelson's Place, the Society 
also included a small library and museum, and as at the Royal United Services Institution, 
a regular series of lectures.26 The Society's collection was supplemented by a larger 
collection at Cork College, to which Fox made occasional reference in his later papers.27 
Among the Society's members were Thomas Hewitt, Thomas Wise and John Windell, all 
of them collectors, and, therefore, figures with whom Fox had something in common.28 
 
One of Fox's earliest Irish acquaintances was Hodder M. Westropp. A resident at the time 
of Rookhurst, near Cork City, Westropp was in many ways the typical Irish antiquarian. 
His earliest involvement in antiquarian work was as a collector, and he had published a 
standard work on painted Greek vases as early as 1856.29 But, like Fox, his interests also 
extended to Irish field remains, and during the l860s he was himself involved in making a 
record of local round towers, as well as of the 'rock carvings' or Ogham inscriptions often 
found in association with field remains.30 Fox and Westropp apparently met at the 
Antiquarian Society, comparing notes on their findings and collections. Soon afterward 
they were to become more rivals than collaborators, first over the question of the origin 
of Westropp's 'rock carvings' and, later, over more complex problems in ethnology and 
anthropology. Whether their differences first became apparent in Ireland or later in 
London, where both were active in archaeological circles, is unclear.31 
 
Another early acquaintance of Fox was Richard Caulfield (d. 1887). Again, a prominent 
member of local antiquarian and scientific societies, Caulfield up to this period had 
concentrated most of his attention on the literature. Typical of his contributions was his 
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article on 'The Journal of Thomas Dineley, Esq. and Some Account of his Visit to Ireland 
in the Reign of Charles II', published in the Journal of the Kilkenny and Southeast 
Archaeological Association in 186432. As with Fox, however, he was also interested in 
field remains and by 1864 had started his own recording efforts in that area as well. He 
was also an enthusiastic collector, occasionally giving objects, including perhaps most 
significantly, a number of weapons, to the Royal Irish Academy in Dublin.33 Fox and 
Caulfield apparently met soon after Fox's arrival at Cork, and together with the Rev. 
James Graves and John Windell, he served as one of Fox's principal guides as his 
interests in local archaeological matters first took root.34 Along with Hewitt at the Royal 
Institution, Caulfield was also responsible for introducing Fox at the Kilkenny 
Archaeological Society, an organization to which Fox was elected in January 1864.35 
 
Caulfield and Fox began actively collaborating at an early date, possibly as early as 1863. 
By the summer of 1864, the two had made a first systematic survey of a number of forts, 
known locally as 'raths', in the immediate neighbourhood of Cork. A number of those 
were threatened by 'industrious and improving agriculturalists', as Caulfield put it, and it 
was obvious that both Fox and Caulfield saw their work as part of a salvage operation. 
Among the sites visited and recorded were Kilcrea Fort, which Fox had first seen as early 
as April of 186436, one called Lisna-ratha near Blarney, another called Luhulig, and 
another called Lis-Ard in the same area. Each monument was roughly similar, consisting 
of a steep bank and ditch, circular in plan, and, in some cases, containing a stone structure 
or chamber known as a 'souterain' in the centre. Copies of Fox's drawings are still among 
his papers in Salisbury, and they suggest that each consisted of site measurements and 
minor excavations, the latter usually to determine the extent of the earthworks. There was 
also room for speculation. In Caulfield's report, published in the Gentlemen's Magazine 
the following year, he compared the remains to those found also in Denmark and North 
America. A number of remains were also found at each site, including flint tools and 
animal bones at the latter two sites. Samples, of course, were retained for their 
collections.37 
 
During the following summer, that of 1865, Fox was on his own. That time he 
concentrated on the single monument known as Roovesmore Fort, located about half-way 
between Cork and Macrome just south of the River Lee. As with the raths examined the 
previous summer, Roovesmore consisted of a circular trench and dike about 130 feet in 
diameter. Inside was an elbow-shaped souterain formed by several uprights (osthostats) 
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and several cap-stones. The cap-stones were particularly unusual, and a number were 
inscribed with Ogham inscriptions similar to those noted earlier by Westropp and others. 
Since the site was threatened, as had been those of the previous year, Fox's concern was 
that at least the stones themselves should be removed and protected. Having 'successfully 
met with the prejudices of the inhabitants', who were reluctant to help out due to what he 
referred to as their 'superstitious dread', Fox managed to remove the stones to Cork. Soon 
afterward, arrangements were made with the Cork Steamship Company to transfer the 
stones to London and the British Museum.38 
 
Fox's record of his work at Roovesmore Fort, later published in detail in the 
Archaeological Institute's journal,39 provides a fairly detailed picture of the scope and 
nature of his work of the time. Again, the project was essentially a recording operation; 
actual excavations played a relatively minor part in the total project. As a survey effort it 
again followed the standard procedure of military surveys of the period. Fox's own 
knowledge of the techniques involved, as suggested, probably stemmed from his 
Sandhurst years, having been refined, no doubt, as a result of his work on the ranges in 
Malta. Overall, his approach was fairly simple. The main instrument was a spirit level. 
Elevations were established simply by dropping perpendiculars at regular intervals. 
Thompson points out that this technique, fundamentally the same as that used for 
recording coastal lines and gun enplacements, was well adapted to the recording of 
irregular earthworks such as those encountered there and far more useful than the more 
detailed methods used by architectural surveyors.40 Excavations were conducted in a 
haphazard way and apparently turned up very little. The only recorded relics are the cap-
stones themselves. 
 
When not actually recording or excavating, Fox was adding to his collection. In large part 
he again relied on local antiquarians and fellow collectors. James Graves of Kilkenny and 
Dublin, John Windell, Dr. John Neligan and Hodder Westropp in Cork all made 
contributions, either as sources or as conferees.41 'An ivory peg top-shaped object' from 
Cork and two ring brooches, one from Lough Neagh and a second from Galway, were 
later described in short notices in the Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries.42 
Increasingly, however, Fox came to depend on excavations or other chance discoveries as 
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a supplement to the usual collector's network of dealers and buyers. Excavations at Christ 
Church, undertaken for the new church designed by William Burgess, yielded a number 
of Iron Age weapons in the autumn of 1862, or shortly after his arrival. A 'Human Heart 
found in a Wooden Box' turned up in the crypt the following year. An iron spearhead and 
a 'modern Irish skull' were discovered at Kilcrea Abbey in April 1864; an 'Irish skull of 
an extremely Elongated Form', at Cork Cathedral shortly afterward. As a result, new 
series were gradually taking shape. The human heart, for example, later served as a 
centrepiece of the series entitled 'Human Superstition'; the skulls formed the basis of a 
series on the development of human crania. In short, Ireland, with its wealth of 
prehistoric remains and other collectors, was offering Fox rare opportunities both for 
collecting and scientific experimentation.43 
 

3. First Interests in Archaeology 
 
Because of his numerous and well-recorded activities in Ireland, there is a tendency to 
assume that Fox’s career as a field archaeologist was in fact born there. Thompson points 
out that Fox showed no interest in field remains in Malta or Turkey, arguing that the 
Stanley letters say nothing of Fox's archaeological concerns prior to 1869, when Kay 
Stanley describes an excursion with her brother-in-law near Hampton Common.44 Of 
course, the lack of evidence in itself cannot be considered conclusive. The earliest survey 
notes and drawings of an archaeological character at Salisbury, among the Salisbury 
Papers, for instance, appear to date no earlier than the spring of 1864 with Fox's first 
investigations at Kilcrea Abbey, and we know for certain that he was at least marginally 
involved in excavations in Ireland prior to that. (The excavations at Christ Church took 
place in 1862, or soon after his arrival at Cork.) Also, the Stanley letters are, if anything, 
conspicuous for their lack of material on Fox. The only information on Malta is in fact an 
oblique reference to the ranges,45 and no mention is ever made of Fox's collection, which 
we know to have been an important interest throughout that period. Also, there are a 
number of more positive indications of his interest as well. Fox's description of an 'Iron 
Umbra Shield, discovered together with a spearhead and knife in an Anglo Saxon grave 
at Stowhurst near Bury St. Edmonds in 1851', suggests that he was either present at the 
time of discovery or in fact excavated it himself. A number of objects from York, turned 
up in the course of street excavations, also appear to date from that early period, although 
this is less certain.46 As a collector he could not have overlooked the obvious advantages 
that excavations offered, as his Irish work alone suggests. It can be imagined, too, that the 
rich potential of the estates of his various country relatives, such as that of his uncle, 
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Edward Gordon Douglas, the First Baron Penrynh near Bangor, or even more 
importantly, the Devonshire and Wiltshire estates of his great uncle and eventual 
benefactor, Lord Rivers, both sites of his 'later work, would not have been overlooked, 
even if actual excavations had to be put off for several more years. As an anonymous 
obituary in the Archaeological Journal [probably St. George Gray] revealed: 
 

General Pitt Rivers has more than once told the writer of this 
notice how, when he visited the Rivers' property early in the 
'fifties', and noticed the signs of abundant prehistoric remains, 
the thought flitted through his mind how desirable such an estate 
would be to an antiquarian of his tastes.47 

 
Other sites, it can be assumed, offered even more immediate opportunities. 
 
It would not, of course, have been at all out of character for Fox to have participated in 
archaeological work at such an early date. First of all, archaeology was both an extension 
of and a complement to his other collecting interests. As a collector of limited means the 
attractions must have been even more manifest. Moreover, archaeologists and 
archaeology had become by this period something of a national craze. Encouraged in part 
by the large number of antiquarian remains turned up in the excavations for railways, 
canals and gas lines (or agricultural improvements as Fox's own later work at Kilcrea 
Fort demonstrated) and sustained by the general increase in the national wealth which 
underwrote the efforts both of collectors and field workers, the amateur archaeologist 
with his plus fours and spade was becoming a typical feature of the English holiday 
scene.48 Correspondingly, memberships in the many both new and older archaeological 
societies increased tremendously during this period. The venerable Society of Antiquaries 
of London found itself 'inundated' with new nominations.49 The newer, and in a sense 
more democratic, national organizations, such as the Archaeological Institute and the 
British Archaeological Association, could claim over 2,000 members by the late 1850s. 
Local associations proliferated as well. Between 1850 and 1860 over fifty regional 
antiquarian societies were formed, among them the Wiltshire Natural History and 
Archaeological Society, within which Fox was to play a prominent role.50 That figure 
does not include the many literary, philosophical and mechanical societies which 
included archaeology as part of their general programme, the Cork Royal Institution 
being an obvious case in point. Finally, there was an appreciable proliferation of 
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published material on the subject. C. Roach Smith had a monthly column in the 
Gentlemen’s Magazine. The Athenaeum and Spectator included articles and antiquarian 
notes on a regular basis.51 Exhibitions, both local and national, were well attended and 
most local museums, several of which Fox obviously had visited, could claim at least a 
few archaeological pieces among their other varied collections.52 
 
The sudden interest in local antiquities was matched, in turn, by a new and in a sense 
complementary interest in the antiquities of the Near and Middle East. In part, the new 
interest resulted from the influx of materials alone, for by the l850s Near and Middle 
Eastern remains had nearly supplanted Classical examples within most Antiquarian 
departments. The British Museum, itself a traditional bastion of Classical interests, had 
been overwhelmed with Near and Middle Eastern materials during the 1840s and 50s, 
largely as a result of the excavations of figures such as Henry Salt (1780-1827) in Egypt, 
Austin Henry Layard (1817-1894) and Henry Rawlinson in Persia. The Antiquities 
Gallery soon proved wholly inadequate, due to the rise in the number of visitors 'who', as 
one guidebook complained 'crowd the Museum on holiday occasions'.53 The names of 
Khorsabad, Ninevah, Nimrod and Babylon, long familiar to a population immersed in the 
evangelical teachings of Low-Church Sunday schools, suddenly took on a new 
immediacy. Layard's Nineveh and its Remains, first published in 1849, achieved record 
sales, with over 9,000 copies sold during the first year. As Layard himself pointed out, 
that even surpassed Mrs. Rydell's Cookery.54 Books on European antiquities such as 
J.A.A. Worsaae's The Antiquities of Primeval Denmark (1849), enjoyed a comparable 
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readership introducing many to the exciting discoveries taking place outside their own 
door.55 
 
The appeal of archaeology for someone like Fox, then, was obviously manifold. Already 
a passive archaeologist through his weapons collection, the sudden surge of activity 
during the 1850s could not have gone unnoticed. It was a healthy, invigorating activity, 
well suited to a sportsman and soldier like himself. It had the advantage of being 
simultaneously romantic and scientific, concurrent elements in Fox's later writings as 
with so many other antiquarians of his generation. The compelling 'gloom of bygone 
ages', as Fox later phrased it, was balanced, in a sense, by 'the practical discoveries of 
modern science'.56 Archaeology was eminently 'realistic'. Its subject matter was 
dependable; artefacts, as Fox later stressed, 'cannot intentionally mislead us'. Mere 
'speculation' or 'theory', in consequence were inadmissible.57 The new archaeology, 
finally, had the advantage of novelty. No longer the dusty domain of antiquarians, 
archaeology was suddenly modern and scientific, with all that meant to a scientific 
amateur such as Fox. Like Giovanni Belzoni (1778-1823) or Mariette-Brey (1827-1881) 
of Egyptian fame, or Paul Botta (1805-1870) in the Middle East before him, Fox was 
attempting, therefore, to become an archaeologist in his own right. That his first holiday 
after his inheritance in 1880, should have been spent searching the banks of the Nile for 
ancient remains suggests something of the importance to him of the Near and Middle 
Eastern archaeological tradition at that early date and of its overall romantic appeal.58 
 
Although Fox was initially drawn to archaeology, therefore, for its popular and romantic 
overtones, it was the startling discoveries of 1859, and 1860, which were to have the 
greatest impact on his viewpoint and ambitions. The question of 'the Antiquity of Man', 
as Victorian writers portentiously phrased it, had been a subject of intermittent 
discussion, at least since the late eighteenth century.59 In Britain, the suggestion that 
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man's origins were contemporaneous with long extinct animals, thereby confuting the 
standard theological time reference of Archbishop Usher and other theologians, had first 
been broached in John Frere's famous article 'An Account of Flint Weapons discovered at 
Hoxne in Suffolk', published in Archaeologia, the principal journal of the Society of 
Antiquaries, in 1800.60 Similar finds had been reported throughout the century. Father J. 
MacEnery discovered flints in the bones of rhinoceri and of bears beneath the stalagmite-
covered floor of Kent's Cave near Torquay during the l840s. MacEnery's findings, refuted 
by William Buckland (1784-1856), and voluntarily suppressed by MacEnery himself, 
were reaffirmed in 1846, by William Pengelly (1812-1894), a school teacher from 
Torquay who initiated his own excavations at Windmill Hill Cave, in Devon, reporting 
his findings at the Torquay Mechanical Institute during the late 1850s.61 The question, 
therefore, was well aired by the time of Fox's initial interest in archaeology, although 
nothing had as yet been accepted conclusively. 
 
During the early 1860s, however, the fact of man's antiquity was finally put to rest. The 
principal figure was the Abbeville customs inspector and amateur archaeologist, Jacques 
Boucher de Crèvecoeur de Perthes (1788-1868). Basing his work, as John Evans since 
has emphasized, on the earlier excavations of his colleague, Dr. Casimer Picard, de 
Perthes argued that the stratigraphic record in the Somme Valley clearly indicated the 
presence of man at an early, although imprecisely established, date.62 His findings were 
first published in 1847, in his Antiquités Celtigues et antédeluviennes, the second volume 

                                                
60 John Frere, 'An Account of Flint Weapons Discovered at Hoxne in Suffolk', Archaeologia, 8 
(1797), 204-05. Reprinted in Daniel, Origins and Growth, pp. 58-59. Also see J. Reid Moir 'A 
Pioneer in Palaeolithic Discovery', Notes and Records of the Royal Society, 2 (1939), 28-31. y, 
61 J.W. Grubner, ‘Brixham Cave and the Antiquity of Man' in Melford Spiro, ed., Context and 
Meaning in Cultural Anthropology (New York: Free Press, 1965); Daniel, A Hundred and Fifty 
Years, pp. 52-58. Pengelly's work, later supported by the British Association and Royal Society, 
was mentioned by Sir Charles Lyell, 'Presidential Address, Geology Section', RBAAS (1859), 93-
95 and described in his own 'The Literature of Kents Cavern, Torquay', Devonshire Association 
for the Advancement of Science, 2 (1868), 469-75, 3 (1869), 191-205. For the final report see 
John Busk, John Evans, et al., 'Report on the Exploration of Brixham Cave', PRS, 20 (1873), 514-
24; also recounted in W. Boyd Dawkins, Cave Hunting (London: MacMillan, 1874), pp. vii-xvi. 
Buckland was a noted and outspoken opponent of the non-Scriptural explanation of Mankind's 
origins. See his Reliquiae Diluvianae, or Observations on Organic Remains, contained in Causes, 
Fissures and Diluvial Gravel (London: John Murray, 1823). 
62 Joan Evans, 'Ninety Years Ago', Antiquity, 23 (1949), 115-125. Again, de Perthes’ work and 
importance for archaeology has been discussed many times and need only be summarized here. In 
addition to Evans, see Alcius Ledieu, Boucher de Perthes, sa vie, ses oeuvres - sa correspondance 
(Abbeville: Tugene Cal Prone, 1885), 1-48; R. Furon, 'Prehistory’ in Rene Taton, ed., Science in 
the Nineteenth Century (London: Thames and Hudson, 1965); Forde-Johnston, pp. 50-55; and 
Daniel, A Hundred and Fifty Years, pp. 58-62; L. Aufrere, 'Essai sur tes premieres de couverts de 
Bouches de Perthe et les Origins d'archeologie primitive, 1833-44’, in Epreuves et Sytheses 
(Paris: L. Staude, 1936); Aufrére, Figures de préhistoriens: Boucher de Perthes (Paris: Leroux: 
Presses Universitaires de France, n.d.); Adrien Joron, 'Boucher de Perthes est-il le fondateur de la 
Préhistoire, Société d'Emulation Historique et Litteraire d'Abbeville (1946), 328-345; Annette 
Laming-Emperaire, Origines de l'Archeologie Préhistorique en France (Paris: A. et J. Picard, 
1964), 151-57. 



of which appeared in 1852.63 Eager to gain support of the established scientific 
community, de Perthes invited members of the French Academy to examine his sites. 
Only one convert, Dr. M.J. Rigollet (1786-1865) was forthcoming64, however, 
principally, it would appear, because of de Perthes' generally offputting habit of self-
advertisement—a habit, incidentally, which suggests something of Fox's later approach to 
archaeological discovery. 
 
De Perthes' findings in the Somme basin had been followed closely by British 
archaeologists for a considerable time. There was a report in the Archaeological 
Institute’s Journal by Gideon Algernon Mantell (1790-1852), in 1850; a second notice in 
1851. Charles Roach Smith (1807-1890), of the rival British Archaeological Association, 
visited Abbeville in 1850, and persuaded de Perthes to visit London soon afterward. 
Finally, comparisons were made to Fere's earlier discoveries at Hoxne by Rev. Green J. 
Cheshire also in the Archaeological Journal in 1857.65 But the main British involvement 
came only in 1858. In November of that year the geologist Hugh Falconer (1808-1865), 
who had previously reported on Pengelly's work at Brixton Cave, visited Abbeville, 
having heard of his findings at the Lyon Archaeological Congress the previous summer. 
Falconer was immediately convinced of the authenticity of de Perthes' discoveries and 
invited a number of British archaeologists to see the results themselves. In April 1859, 
John Evans (1823-1908), previously known for his work on Romano-British coins and 
later a close friend of Fox's, and Joseph Prestwich (1812-98), visited the site. As Evans 
later confessed, the Somme deposits made his 'ancient Britons quite modern' by 
comparison.66 Prestwich, encouraged by Falconer, presented his findings at the Royal 
Society in May; Evans read a second paper, referring in fact to Frere's far earlier 
discovery, to the Society of Antiquaries soon afterward.67 Discussed at the British 
Association meetings at Aberdeen in 1859 and at Oxford in 1860, at the time Fox became 
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actively involved in archaeological societies during the early 60s the question of man's 
antiquity was still considered 'a subject of lively discussion', as Lord Houghton of the 
British Archaeological Association put it. In 1864 Lord Stanhope of the Society of 
Antiquaries called it 'the most popular and striking question of archaeology at the present 
time'.68 
 
For Fox, the Somme findings had the quality of revelation. It has already been suggested 
that Fox, like many of his generation, was open to a more scientific explanation of man's 
origins. Theology had long been dismissed by him as a kind of distorted history. As with 
de Perthes himself, the fact that such discoveries both contradicted and lent credence to 
the biblical record also had a certain iconoclastic appeal; de Perthes' own use of the term 
'ante-Deluvian' was clearly intentional as Fox no doubt realized.69 Fox by all indications 
followed the reports and ensuing controversy with considerable interest. Among his 
papers are a four-page manuscript referring to the stratigraphic record of the Somme 
discoveries. Lubbock's article of 1862 in the Natural History Review, cited in the 
manuscript, suggests, as Thompson has pointed out, that Fox's paper may have been 
written soon afterwards.70 
 
Fox later visited the Somme site and apparently saw both the collection and de Perthes, 
adding facsimiles of the Abbeville materials to his own collection.71 His excavations in 
the Thames Valley of 1866, were later fashioned after those of de Perthes, following both 
the approach and format of the by-then widely acclaimed French archaeologist72. But 
while no direct evidence of Fox's response at the time is recorded, something of the full 
impact of de Perthes' findings is found in his retrospective remarks at the Salisbury 
Archaeological Congress in 1887. Referring to the last congress held in that city, Pitt 
Rivers explained: 
 

No individual amongst those who assembled here in 1849 had 
the least idea that beneath his very feet were to be found the 
relics of man's workmanship at a time when he was 
contemporaneous with the elephant, and other extinct animals. 
But the discoveries of M. Boucher de Perthes in the valley of 
Somme, were going on at that time, although they were not 
recognized by men of science until ten years later, when our 
countrymen, Mr. Evans and Mr. Prestwich, confirmed the 
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opinions of the French savant.73 
 
As with many others joining the antiquarian societies at the time, it was that confirmation 
which cemented Fox's own allegiance, and in the end, assured his commitment. His 
posting in Ireland simply provided him with the opportunity to make a contribution of his 
own. 
 

4. First Archaeological Contacts 
 
Fox was encouraged and to some degree aided in his first archaeological efforts by two 
very different figures: Henry Rawlinson, whom he knew through the Stanleys and the 
Royal Geographical Society, and Albert Way (1805-1874), a relative of the Stanleys. 
Rawlinson, it will be remembered, courted Maud Stanley for a number of years, and for a 
short time Lord and Lady Stanley were certain that the famous Assyriologist would 
marry their third daughter. In the spring of 1859, Rawlinson had accepted the post of 
Minister-Plenipotentiary to Persia, but during the early 1860s, or just prior to Fox's 
departure for Ireland, he was frequently present at the Stanley home where Fox had 
frequent opportunities again to meet with him, as he had earlier.74 
 
Rawlinson's interest in antiquities extended back at least to the time of his first 
assignments in India and Persia. He was first able to pursue his studies in an 
uninterrupted way, however, only in 1843, after assuming a non-military position as 
political agent of the East India Company in Turkish Arabia. As with the pioneering 
English Assyriologist Claudius Rich (1787-1820), before him, he was stationed in 
Baghdad.75 His role allowed him a certain amount of leisure, and beginning in 1844 he 
undertook his major project, the transcription and decipherment of a Persian cunieform 
inscription at Behistun. Situated on a cliff, over 400 feet from the ground, the project was 
obviously a hazardous one, and without the aid of a nimble Kurdish assistant, it could not 
have been successfully carried out. The full text was published by the Royal 
Asiatic Society in 1846. In 1849, he was granted £3000 by the British Museum to 
continue his explorations and in turn to add to the Museum's own collection of Assyrian 
antiquities.76 
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As a result of his work, Rawlinson became an instant celebrity. His accounts of his 
explorations and transcriptions were well received, and though he never published a work 
as popular as Layard's Nineveh and its Remains, his writings were widely known and 
distributed. Upon his return to England he was active in archaeological and geographical 
circles, serving as a trustee of the British Museum and as a commissioner of several 
colonial and Indian exhibits. Fox was obviously impressed by his example and referred to 
Rawlinson's works repeatedly, particularly during the late l860s. Although notably 
'imperious and abrupt' in manner, as one biographer put it77, Rawlinson could be generous 
in support of those he liked. He was obviously in a good position to be of help to Fox in 
his own activities, as his nomination of Fox to the Geographical Society had already 
demonstrated. 
 
Albert Way, Fox's other guide and mentor, was a very different type of person. The son 
of a barrister and landowner active in schemes for the conversion of Jews, Way was 
educated privately and at Trinity College Cambridge, where he received his B.A. in 1829. 
Never in good health, he turned to antiquarian pursuits at an early age and dedicated most 
of his time to the editing of a four-volume Latin-English dictionary. He was a noted 
collector, concentrating much of his attention on medieval seals and impressions. His 
election to the Society of Antiquaries came in 1839, and from 1842 until 1846, he served 
as a director. He played as well a central role in the formation of both the Archaeological 
Association and the Archaeological Institute, serving on the organizing committee of the 
latter for a number of years. His principal rival, C. Roach Smith, referred to him as the 
Institute's 'main prop'.78 
 
Fox once again knew Way through the Stanleys. Way was his wife's uncle through 
marriage, having married Emmeleine Stanley, the sister of the second Lord, in 1844. 
Relations between the Ways and the Stanleys were never strong, however; Lord Stanley 
once referred to his brother-in-law as 'that prig Albert Way'.79 As an active and worldly 
family, it is clear that the Stanleys were suspicious of Way's far more solitary antiquarian 
manners and made that clear in their correspondence and dealings with him. 
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Although Way was essentially an antiquarian 'of the old school', as Joan Evans more 
recently put it80, he was in close touch with the more recent developments in archaeology 
as well. Therefore, he had more in common with Fox than might at first be assumed. He 
was a staunch proponent of the scientific method, calling repeatedly for the 'need for 
more facts'. In his address to the newly established Archaeological Association, just prior 
to its split in 1845, he stressed the archaeologist's implicit reliance on the new geology. 
He called as well for the scientific arrangement of collections and increased reliance on 
classification as part of archaeology's programme. Through this means, he explained, 
'Archaeology, even as regards Medieval relics, assumes the position of a refined 
science'.81 He was vehement, too, in his call for preservation, complaining of the threat 
posed by the destruction of railways; his influence on Fox in that regard can hardly be 
questioned. Finally, he was particularly drawn to the new discoveries concerning man's 
antiquity. In 1860 he delivered a brief talk at the Archaeological Institute on the 
Abbeville finds. He also helped set up an exhibition of prehistoric flints with Godwin-
Austen, a geologist who had been closely involved with Pengelly's work at Brixton.82 
 
Way was, perhaps even more than Rawlinson, in a position to help Fox. As an avid 
collector, he was able to introduce his niece's young husband to other collectors and 
dealers, including Fox's early Irish contact, Thomas Hewitt. As an authority on Medieval 
remains, his own knowledge of antique weapons was invaluable, and he appears to have 
advised Fox on a number of occasions.83 His personal collection included examples of 
weapons as well; in 1846, for instance, he lent a Saxon cross guard to the Society of 
Antiquaries for a temporary exhibition. But most importantly, Way was well placed 
within the archaeological hierarchy. It was through Way that Fox was first introduced to 
the Archaeological Institute and the Society of Antiquaries. Way also secured Fox's 
membership in the former and was one of Fox's sponsors for fellowship in the latter.84 
Fox was clearly appreciative. Way had provided his means of access. 
 

5. Archaeology and the Societies 
 
As with other archaeologists of the period, Fox's interests tended to focus on the several 
antiquarian societies. In Ireland, he was a member of the Cork Antiquarian Society, under 
the direction of Thomas Hewitt, and was less actively associated with the Kilkenny and 
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Southeast Ireland Archaeological Society (with headquarters in Kilkenny), later the 
Royal Archaeological Society of Ireland. He also took an interest in the Royal Irish 
Academy located in Dublin as did colleagues such as Westropp and Caulfield. But while 
Fox's immediate interests almost inevitably settled on the Irish societies, his long-term 
interests could be said to have focused on London, principally on the Society of 
Antiquaries and the Archaeological Institute. He was elected to the first in June 1864, 
having been nominated in October of the previous year. His candidature, presented on the 
basis of his 'attachment to the study of Antiquities especially ancient arms and armour', 
was supported by Albert Way, Augustus Oldfield, Henry Christy (1810-1865), Captain 
Arthur Tupper, Frederick Ouvrey (1819-1881), while John Evans and George Scharf 
(1820-1895) supported it on the basis of 'general knowledge'. His membership in the 
Archaeological Institute came in January 1864, although it is apparent that he was 
involved in both societies and probably attended their lectures at a far earlier date.85 
Meetings of both societies were open to the public, or at least to the acquaintances of 
members, and it is probable that Way or Rawlinson introduced Fox at an early period.86 It 
is doubtful, too, whether Fox could have been elected to the Society of Antiquaries unless 
he had already been active or had made something of a name for himself as his certificate 
of candidature, of course, points out. 
 
Fox was eventually active in both organizations, helping with exhibits, serving on 
membership committees, serving as vice-president at the Antiquaries between 1871 and 
1874 (and again between 1891-3) and as President of the Institute for two non-successive 
terms in 1887 and 1897. He was obviously well disposed toward organizational work of 
that kind and in fact would become a well-known 'committee man', active at British 
Association meetings, various archaeological congresses and in a number of local 
societies including the Wiltshire Archaeological and Natural History Society. During the 
early sixties, however, he was just another society member. Stationed in Ireland his 
activities in both societies were also significantly curtailed, although never cut off 
entirely. 
 
Of the two organizations with which he was to become involved, the Society of 
Antiquaries was clearly the more esteemed, and its membership the more exclusive. It 
had first been formed in 1717, and for many years was the only association of its kind.87 
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A wide variety of interests had been represented from the first, ranging from the heraldry 
and autograph letters and genealogy to medieval architecture. A charter had been granted 
in 1751, and in 1774, the Antiquaries, who had previously depended on rented quarters, 
had been offered a permanent home in Somerset House, alongside the Royal Society. 
After a sudden surge of interest in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, due 
largely to the Widespread preoccupation with recent Hellenistic discoveries, the Society's 
membership had steadily declined, and its numbers, consisting mostly of country gentry 
and parsons, had fallen off almost entirely. Meetings of the 1830s, and during the 
secretaryship of Henry Ellis (1777-1859) of the British Museum, rarely attracted more 
then three or four visitors.88 
 
Circumstances had changed dramatically just prior to Fox's membership, due in large part 
to the reformist efforts of Philip Henry Stanhope, Lord Mahon (1805-1875), who was 
elected President in 1846. Mahon had quickly seen to the reorganization of the library, 
the reform of lending rules and the general refurbishing of the Society's Somerset House 
apartments. Many new interests were represented under his patronage as well, first with 
medievalists and then, to a lesser degree, with students of ancient British remains. In 
1854, Mahon explained that the number of new fellows 'exceeded in number the losses ... 
from deaths or withdrawals' for the first time since the turn of the century.89 Still 
composed largely of members of the landed gentry, the Antiquaries assumed a far more 
progressive reputation as well. At four guineas a year membership fees were still high90, 
but admissions were more open, and, in consequence, membership figures continued to 
rise under Stanhope, elected President shortly before Fox's own candidature was 
approved. Weekly meetings, held Tuesday evenings from November to June, were well 
attended and the Society's facilities generally taken advantage of. Post-lecture discussions 
at 'the Dog' on Hollywell Street were notably lively in spite of the organization's 
supposedly August-tone.91 
 
The Archaeological Institute, the second centre of Fox's archaeological interest, was of 
more recent origin and, not surprisingly, tended to have a far less genteel flavour. It had 
been first formed in 1844, together with its sister society, the British Archaeological 
Association, primarily as a response to the Society of Antiquaries' lethargy, particularly 
with regard to the preservation of prehistoric and Medieval remains which, both 
associations felt, the Antiquaries were ignoring.92 Instead of forming a single society, 
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however, the two groups had broken a year after their first congress at Canterbury, a 
well-publicized affair which, together with subsequent congresses, did much to promote 
antiquarian interests during the mid-nineteenth century. The main reason for the schism 
concerned the personalities of various officers: Thomas Wright (1810-1877) and C. 
Roach Smith were the representatives of the Association; Fox's wife's uncle, Way, of the 
Institute. As with the Ethnological and Anthropological Societies of a slightly later date, 
there was little overlap of membership. In fact, the tendency of the membership of each 
to blackball the other's nominations to the Society of Antiquaries caused the latter to pass 
a moratorium on the practice. Though the schism was due ostensibly to a disagreement 
over publication responsibilities, class allegiances probably had at least a part in the long-
standing quarrel, as Reginald Taylor has pointed out.93 Fox limited his membership to the 
more upper-class Institute, and most of his friends and associates would in turn be drawn 
from that organization, despite the fact that bad feelings among the two had been 
somewhat diminished by the time of his membership. As with the Antiquaries, meetings 
were well-attended, held monthly, however, rather than weekly, at far less lavish 
apartments situated on Haymarket Street. Beginning in 1863, or just before Fox became 
active, the Institute moved to new quarters in Burlington House. 
 
Most of the London based archaeological societies tended to reflect the same changing 
pattern of interests, despite their varied attitudes or 'tone'. Classical studies, the mainstay 
of earlier antiquarians such as William Richard Hamilton (1777-1859), for many years 
President of the Society of Antiquaries, still persisted, particularly among the 
Antiquaries, but to a lesser degree. Greek and Roman antiquities, in turn, were of far less 
interest among the newer Archaeological Institute or British Archaeological Association, 
the membership of which tended to concentrate on antiquities 'of the early and Middle 
Ages' as the former's charter of 1861 specified.94 Drawn by the inherent romanticism of 
those early sites, and their intimation of arcane mysteries and practices, antiquarianism 
had also taken on an implicitly nationalistic air by the fifties due, in large part, as Glyn 
Daniel has pointed out, to the relative isolation of British antiquarians during the 
Napoleonic Wars.95 The newer antiquarians were also conscientiously pragmatic, 
concerned with salvaging ancient remains and with learning from the past. They were 
concerned, too, as one article pointed out, with 'the accumulation of facts [and] their 
classification'. By that means they could, as the same writer continued, 'almost claim to 
the rank of science'.96 Ten years later, or the period when Fox was becoming active, the 
subject's claim to scientific recognition was even plainer. 
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One indication of archaeology's growing allegiance to science was the closer connection 
with geology, a trend which began in the 1840s but became even clearer in the 1860s, or 
again in Fox's time. Even relative traditionalists such as John Yonge Akerman (1806-
1873), of the British Archaeological Association, extolled the virtues of geological study, 
conducting stratigraphic studies himself at Wayland's Smithy.97 Lyellian 
uniformitarianism was almost universally embraced.98 Not surprisingly, most antiquarians 
of the fifties and sixties were open as well to the question of man's antiquity. Exhibits of 
flint chips and the remains of extinct animals were common; articles on early tools and 
other prehistoric remains, generally labelled as 'primeval antiquities', were beginning to 
supercede all other interests. By the mid-1860s 'pre-history' had become probably the 
predominant subject among all three major societies, if the number of articles themselves 
might be used as an index.99 
 
Traditional antiquarian concerns, however, were not altogether excluded, and, judging 
from published articles on subjects such as medieval manuscripts, Renaissance gems and 
eighteenth-century Chinese porcelain were all of continuing interest.100 Indeed, the 
striking factor is the very range of subjects published and discussed. It is clear too that the 
tradition of connoisseurship, generally associated with archaeologists of an earlier era, 
was never entirely suppressed. That was perhaps particularly true among the more 
conservative members of the Society of Antiquaries, for whom collecting remained, as it 
did for Fox, a major objective. 
 
Arms and armour, still the most prominent part of Fox's collection, also remained 
important areas of interest among all the major societies. Papers on topics ranging from 
the history of the sling to descriptions of fourteenth century helmets were typical 
throughout the 1850s and 60s.101 Major collectors, such as Syer Cuming and Thomas 
Bateman (1821-1861), of the Archaeological Association or W.J. Bernard Smith and J.Y. 
Akerman of the Institute, frequently brought examples of their own collections to the 
monthly meetings.102 The index of the Archaeological Journal for 1862-63, or the years in 
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which Fox was first becoming most interested, includes entries for oriental arms, 
Japanese swords, swords from Dresden and Ferrara and Spanish plate armour. Articles 
and exhibits centring on more recent arms were typical as well. In 1848, for example, 
Thomas Wright spoke on the subject of recent improvements in artillery. In 1853, J. 
Bernard Smith discussed changes in firearms. In 1860, A.I. Pritchard exhibited a series of 
gun locks of different periods, and two years later Charles Reed exhibited 'some modern 
firearms'.103 More complete were John Hewitt's 'Notice of the Combined use of the 
Match-lock and the Flint-lock, in the Progressive Improvements in Fire-Arms' published 
in the Archaeological Journal for 1858-60, and J.Y. Akerman's 'Notes on the Origins and 
History of the Bayonet', published in the Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries four 
years later.104 Both were used by Fox for reference during the formation of his own 
bayonet series.105 
 
It is obvious that Fox's own interests were not at all out of place among antiquarians of 
the period; and it is likely that the popularity of such subjects, as well as the presence of 
other weapons collectors within the several societies, were at least in part what initially 
attracted him. A number of his friends and early acquaintances were involved as well. 
John Latham from Wilkinson's, for example, with whom Fox had worked at Woolwich, 
was a frequent contributor to several journals. Godfrey Fausett (1829-1877), Charles 
Reed, and most importantly Captain Arthur Chilver Tupper, all of whom served on the 
Museum Committee at the United Services Institution, were also all active 
antiquarians.106 Fox himself was nominated to the Society of Antiquaries on the basis of 
his interest in weapons, and it is evident that many of his own first efforts were 
concentrated in that area as well. Even later contributions to the Society of Antiquaries 
lectures, including his exhibition of match-locks 'showing successive improvements in 
their manufacture', followed closely in that tradition.107 
 
It is unfortunate that no direct evidence survives the character of Fox's involvement 
during those early years. Albert Way, we know, introduced him to other collectors, and it 
is clear that Way's long-time associate J. Bernard Smith, a well-known arms collector, 
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maintained at least a professional acquaintanceship with Fox.108 Arthur Tupper and Fox 
were evidently close friends and collaborators, particularly just before and after Fox's 
stay in Ireland. Both were active in the United Service Institution and were elected to the 
Society of Antiquaries at nearly the same time; Tupper, whose own fellowship dated only 
a year before that of Fox's, was one of those who supported Fox's candidature from 
personal knowledge. Their introduction to archaeology was also strikingly similar. Both 
began as arms collectors, later turning increasingly toward excavations. As with Fox, 
Tupper would make a pilgrimage to Abbeville, reporting on his findings to the Society of 
Antiquaries. He also later helped Fox organize the Society's 'Neolithic Exhibition' of 
1871, as well as other special exhibitions. The progression, therefore, was evidently not 
at all an unusual one.109 
 
Ireland was also a continuing area of interest among British antiquarians of the period. 
That was perhaps even more true among the archaeologists of the early sixties, concerned 
as they were with prehistoric remains, particularly those of local origin. Ireland, as the 
home of the Celts and as the figurative refuge of the ancient Britons, was an ideal focus 
of interest. With its bountiful earthworks, forts, tumuli and other monuments, it was a 
perfect place to conduct field investigations—and to build up collections—as Fox's own 
experiences in particular had demonstrated. As a result, students of Irish antiquities were 
plentiful among all three of the London-based antiquarian societies. Many held dual 
memberships in the Royal Irish Academy in Dublin. Interestingly, most of the higher-
ranked antiquaries had an Irish connection as well. The Institute could claim Lord Mahon 
[Philip Henry Stanhope] along with Lord Londesborough [Albert Dennison 
[Conyngham]] (1805-1860) and Lord [James] Talbot de Malahide (1805-1883). The 
British Archaeological Association's President for many years was Lord Conyngham. 
Overall, the Irish antiquaries represented an aristocracy among antiquarians, and though 
criticized by Fox at the time of his work there for their inactivity and their 'spirit of 
political faction rather than desire for truth', they would continue to play a dominant role 
in archaeological activities well into the second half of the century.110 
 
Fox, by virtue of his published accounts of his first excavations and his own early field 
work, might be said to have entered archaeology through Ireland, and for several years he 
was generally associated with that faction. His connections with local Irish antiquaries 
remained strong as well. He evidently remained in contact with collectors such as James 
Graves of Kilkenny and John Windell of Cork as late as 1867. (Caulfield, however, 
appears to have disappeared from the scene.) Hodder Westropp remained an important 
contact and later played an active part in the activities of both the Ethnological and 
Anthropological Societies as did Fox.111 Finally, Fox’s Irish connections, and, even more 
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importantly, his collection of Irish antiquities, brought him into contact with Way's close 
friend, John Obadiah Westwood (1805-1893) the well-known entomologist and authority 
on Irish art and ornament. Westwood's papers on the derivation of ornamental design had 
a profound effect on Fox's work and may well have inspired Fox's ornamental series 
within his collection. Also, Westwood, as Hope Professor of Zoology at Oxford in 1859, 
would later play an important role in convincing Fox to donate his collection to Oxford's 
new natural history museum rather than elsewhere.112 
 

6. New Contacts Within the Antiquarian Community 
 
While Fox was accepted among the more established antiquarian community because of 
Ireland and his collecting interests, it is evident that his main sympathies lay with the 
newer school of prehistorians. For one, his collection had the greatest appeal to that 
group. Secondly, his own excavations naturally brought him into contact with other more 
active field workers, who, almost as a matter of course, were recruited from the 
prehistoric camp. Finally, the new prehistorians were caught up in the excitement over 
the confirmation of man's antiquity and tended, as did Fox, to relish the explicit 
modernism of their cause. The prehistorians, in effect, were introducing 'science' to the 
subject. 
 
One of Fox's closest friends within the newer prehistorian community was John Evans. 
As we have seen, Evans too began as a traditional antiquarian. A member of both the 
Archaeological Institute and the British Archaeological Association, and in fact one of 
the few able to bridge the gap, Evans had first concentrated on British coins and 
Medieval manuscripts. His first major paper was published in the Numismatic Chronicle 
in 1850, and was entitled 'On the Date of British Coins'. Early contributions to the 
Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries included a discussion of the Loseley 
manuscripts and a selection from the surviving letters of the Queen of Bohemia.113 
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Though he had been long interested in geology (and was in fact something of an authority 
in that field as a result of his familiarity with the canal construction on which his uncle's 
paper industry was dependent) Evans' conversion to the new scientific archaeology would 
wait really until his trip to Abbeville in 1859. From then on his work took on a decidedly 
different character, although he never gave up his study of British coins. In 1859, he gave 
his first paper on Abbeville flints, and within three years he had become the leading 
authority in the area, often exhibiting material from his own and other collections at 
meetings and adding to the discussion at the Institute's many exhibitions of the 1860s and 
70s.114 Despite Evan's mercantile background—he would remain active in the family-run 
paper business until 1885—Fox and he soon struck up a friendship, and would work 
closely together, particularly on society business, over the next few years. 
 
Another of Fox's new colleagues among the prehistorians was Augustus Wollaston 
Franks (1826-1897), then the Assistant Keeper of Antiquities of the British Museum and 
a prominent member of both the Society of Antiquaries and the Archaeological 
Institute.115 Franks and Fox apparently met sometime during the late 1850s, either 
through one of the archaeological societies or as a result of Fox's interests in the British 
Museum's various collections, (Franks was also present at the Sotheby and Christie sales 
and they may have met there as well). Franks himself was an authority in a number of 
areas, ranging from Chinese porcelain and majolica ware to Irish metal work, and it is 
apparent, at least at a later date, that Fox relied on Franks' opinions when adding pieces to 
his own collection. It is certain that Franks helped to engineer the reception of Fox's 
Ogham stones at the British Museum in 1865.116 
 
As with his close friend Evans, Franks had first become active in antiquarian circles 
during the 1840s. While an undergraduate at Cambridge he had made a name for himself 
as an authority on sepulchral brasses, spending much of his leisure time scouring local 
churches for good examples. He was one of the founders of the Cambridge 
Archaeological Society and an early member of the Cambridge Antiquarian Society, the 
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secular successor to the High-Church Camden Society. After Cambridge he had 
committed himself to the fledgling Archaeological Institute and, indeed, was one of its 
earliest and most active members. He was elected a Fellow of the Society of Antiquaries 
in 1853, and served as Director for a nine-year period from 1858 on.117 
 
Unlike most other archaeologists, including Fox at the time, Franks was in the fortunate 
position of having an independent income. That was more or less a prerequisite during 
the period for anyone devoting himself full time to antiquarian pursuits, as Franks did; his 
salary at the British Museum was certainly inadequate to support his activities or even 
provide a livelihood. Franks had first come to the attention of the British Museum 
through his work in setting up an exhibit of medieval antiquities for the Society of Arts in 
1851. His energies were, after his appointment, quickly directed to the British Museum's 
own collection, seeking out donors and regularly adding to the Museum's medieval and 
'ancient British holdings', often out of his own pocket.118 Accessions were regularly 
reported in the journal of the Archaeological Institute, and Franks frequently displayed 
new objects both there and at the Society of Antiquaries.119 While he was never a field 
archaeologist as Evans and Fox were, Franks was well aware of the value of those 
activities and, largely through his position at the British Museum, did much to promote 
field investigation. He had discussed flint tools and chips as early as 1856, already 
warning collectors about forgeries.120 As Keeper of the newly-organized Department of 
British and Medieval Antiquities and Ethnography after 1866, his expertise was given 
full recognition. In a fundamental sense, however, he remained a collector and 
'connoisseur', and was probably the first to bring a discerning collector's eye to the 
ethnographical collections.121 Together with Fox, he later became one of the first to 
emphasize the complementary value of the latter for the study of prehistoric antiquities. 
 
Perhaps the most distinguished of Fox's new archaeological colleagues was Sir John 
Lubbock, Fourth Baronet of Lammos, Norfolk, and later Lord Avebury (1834-1913). 
Lubbock was a considerably younger man than Fox, but clearly made up for that through 
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his connections and experience. Given a classical education at home and Eton, he had 
entered the family banking business at the age of fourteen. A precocious student, he had 
come under Darwin's influence at an early age when his father had persuaded Darwin to 
act as the boy's tutor. Although that arrangement was interrupted by his banking career, 
Lubbock remained active in scientific work and was elected to the Royal Society while 
still in his twenties. His interests covered a large span of topics, ranging from the origin 
of Danish kitchen middens to the life cycle of insects, although it was in the latter field 
that he would make his most important contributions.122 Active in politics as well, he 
would later serve as the member for Maidstone and for many years held a seat for the 
University of London. A 'pronounced liberal', as one biographer put it123, he became 
noted for reformist measures, such as early closings and the Bank Holiday; the latter, 
passed in 1871, was known for a short period as 'St. Lubbock's Day'. He was also the 
main supporter of the Ancient Monuments Act of 1882, the first legislation providing for 
a national listing of prehistoric and other remains, working closely with Pitt Rivers in its 
implementation. 
 
Lubbock had been first introduced to archaeology through his early interest in geology. 
Through Darwin he had become acquainted at an early age with Lyell and Sedgwick, and 
in 1859 went with Falconer to view the famous Abbeville finds.124 He was nominated to 
the Society of Antiquaries in 1863, and was elected in the spring of 1864, or on the same 
day as Fox. A talented scientific writer, Lubbock made his first archaeological 
contribution through a series of articles in the Natural History Review, a journal of which 
he was editor, and possibly the principal backer, for a number of years.125 Those were 
published and condensed in 1865 under the title of Prehistoric Times.126 The book was a 
considerable popular success, and through it Lubbock became known in most people's 
estimate the leading authority in the field. It was in large part through Lubbock's book 
that the term 'prehistory' gained popular acceptance.127 
 
Fox and Lubbock were obvious allies. They shared a similar background, and, at least for 
a time, had the same political outlook. Both were scientific and modern in their views, 
broadly reformist, yet inherently conservative. Both broke with traditional religion while 
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remaining superficially active. Both argued for social and political reform, yet were 
cautious in its application. Both, also, were popularizers, Lubbock through his works on 
moral philosophy, such as The Use of Life (1894) and Peace and Happiness (1909)128, 
Fox through his two museums and popular lectures. The two met socially and 
professionally and worked closely together on various commissions and committees.129 In 
1871 they helped to forge the Anthropological Institute. Finally, Fox's second daughter, 
Alice, became Lubbock's second wife, making Lubbock, in effect, Pitt Rivers' son-in-law. 
 
Such was, then, the new school of archaeologists to which Fox attached himself during 
the early and middle 1860s. It was obviously an exciting period. The startling verification 
of man's antiquity, Darwin's implicitly related work on biological evolution, the sudden 
surge in field activities and the resulting influx of new materials, all had a profound effect 
upon Fox, assuring, in a sense, the direction of his future commitment. For the first time, 
too, his collection had a specific purpose: to illustrate and shed light on the findings of 
the new archaeology. First through his Irish excavations and later through his 
involvement in London and Sussex, his collection would take on a slightly different 
character as well. No longer made up solely of antique arms and, essentially 
complementary, exotic pieces, increasingly Fox's collection came to include prehistoric 
materials as part of its total composition. At the same time it approached more closely 
other archaeological collections in its aim and scope. 
 

7. Archaeology and Museums 
 
Museums and the contents of museums had, of course, long been important to 
archaeologists, by the time of Fox's initial involvement. In the broadest sense, 
archaeology could be said to have been organized around the idea of the museum. 
Meetings of the Society of Antiquaries were dominated even at an earlier date by 
exhibitions of various kinds. Descriptions of collections or individual pieces had been 
one of the main components of many of the several archaeological journals. During the 
middle part of the nineteenth century such a preoccupation became, if anything, even 
more pronounced, in part, it can be said, for many of the same reasons which determined 
Fox's own collecting interests. Reflecting on the habits of his colleagues, Talbot de 
Malahide pointed out in 1850 that 'the advantageous effects, in bringing to view so freely 
numerous treasures of antiquity and art ... tended essentially to advance the scientific 
character of archaeology'. The Society of Antiquaries followed his dictates and made the 
exhibition of objects even a more formal part of their programme.130 A substantial 
increase in the number of archaeological publications and the availability of woodblock 
prints and inexpensive lithographic reproductions further helped to promote the same 
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ambition.131 Sustained and encouraged by the example of natural history collections and 
by the growing availability of the materials themselves, the museum, in turn, was 
assuming a new kind of authority. As John Mitchell Kemble (1807-1857) one of the 
founding members of the Archaeological Institute recognized: 'We are but collectors, 
even as our predecessors were; but we are collectors with a definite purpose, ... '132 By the 
late l860s when Fox became active in archaeological circles and had first begun to bring 
his collection to the attention of other antiquarians, that understanding had become even 
more firmly implanted. 
 
The idea that museums might serve as an archaeological research tool, as Fox later 
understood it, can be traced most directly to the work of Danish antiquarians during the 
early part of the nineteenth century, and even more specifically to the work of Christian 
Jurgensen Thomsen (1788-1865), an early student of runic monuments and the first 
official curator of the Danish National Museum in Copenhagen.133 Thomsen had 
originally become involved in archaeological activities as a member of the Danish Royal 
Commission on National Antiquities, a governmentally appointed board charged with 
looking into ways of preserving field remains in Denmark. Succeeding Professor Rasmus 
Nyerup (1759-1829) as Secretary of the Commission in 1816, Thomsen was soon 
afterward appointed to his post at the newly-organized Royal Museum of Northern 
Antiquities (the Kongelige Museum for Nordiske Oldsager). Sensing the great potential 
of museums of that kind for the study of Danish history, Thomsen directed most of his 
efforts to obtaining new materials and to publicizing the museum's importance. He paid 
particular attention to peasants and farmers, the most likely donors and, in a manner 
which suggests Fox's own later approach, took special care to explain the principles of 
the collection to his audience, emphasizing at the same time their own place within the 
historical framework which it conveyed.134 
 
The most important feature of the Danish National Museum was its arrangement, and it 
was that aspect which in turn was to have the greatest impact on archaeologists of the 
mid-nineteenth century, including Fox. The main principle was, that rather than grouping 
objects together according to their various sites of origin, Thomsen arranged the whole 
collection on the basis of materials, namely stone, bronze (or 'brass' as Thomsen termed 
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it) and iron and, secondarily, according to their apparent function or use, much as did Fox 
at a later date. The origins of Thomsen's system, soon known, of course, as the Three Age 
System, are not entirely clear. The general concept might be traced, for example, back as 
far as the writings of Lucretius; a sequence of stone, bronze and iron was hypothesized as 
well by Chinese historians as early as 52 A.D. Thomsen's own scheme, however, 
probably depended more specifically on the work of his immediate predecessors, P. F. 
Syhm, Skuli Thorlacius and, most importantly, L.S. Vedel-Simonsen, all of whom had 
drawn attention to the same transition in their own histories of the area.135 It is interesting 
to note, too, that the Danish Royal collection, first established in the seventeenth century 
by Frederik IV (and the successor of Christian V) had also been organized according to 
material and use following the plan of Frederik's friend and fellow collector, Olao Worm 
(1588-1654), whose own multifarious cabinet of curiosities was absorbed into the Royal 
collections.136 Whether that precedent had any impact on Thomsen's own scheme is less 
clear. 
 
Thomsen first introduced his scheme in 1818 when the 'new arrangement' was mentioned 
in a Commissioner's report. It was first discussed at length in a letter to his friend 
Professor Keyser in 1824.137 Publication would wait until 1836 and the appearance of 
Thomsen's hugely influential Ledestraad til Nordisk Olk Kyndighed (translated into 
English as A Guide to Northern Antiquities by Lord Ellesmere in 1848). As Thomsen 
explained, anticipating Fox's own later remarks: 
 

Although the attempts herewith made to classify according to 
age have not been without success, still the complete 
development of such a mode of classification would much 
exceed our limits, so that we found it...on the whole more 
convenient to arrange them according to materials of which they 
were composed.138 
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In all there were at least ten distinct categories or subjects in addition to the more basic 
material divisions. Each category was then further subdivided according to a variety of 
criteria. Pottery, for example, was divided into (a) vessels to be hung up, (b) vessels 
designed to be carried, (c) flower-pot shaped vessels, (d) bowl-shaped vessels, (e) cup-
shaped vessels, (f) beaker-shaped vessels, (g) can-shaped vessels, (h) pitcher-shaped 
vessels, (i) bottle-shaped vessels, (k) oval- and oblong-shaped clay urns, and (l) closed 
urns.139 Other objects and materials followed a similarly comprehensive pattern. 
Organized throughout twenty rooms of the Christiansborg Palace, the collection was 
unrivaled in size and complexity. Thomsen's assistant and eventual successor, J.J.A. 
Worsaae (1821-1885), estimated in 1847 that there were over 3,000 stone tools alone; in 
1858 when Fox's colleague J. O. Westwood visited the museum, he placed a figure for 
the total of over 20,000.140 While obviously small by modern standards, in contemporary 
times the collection was considered virtually unprecedented. 
 
What struck Westwood and other archaeologists of Fox's time was not simply the size or 
comprehensiveness of the Danish collection, but its greater implications for the study of 
archaeological remains. Although his system was primarily a museum classification 
technique, as many historians have noted, Thomsen was aware from the first of its 
potential as a key to the forgotten past.141 While his predecessor Nyerup had despaired 
that 'everything which has come down to us from heathendom is wrapped in a thick fog; 
it belongs to a span of time which we cannot measure'142, Thomsen was certain that his 
organizational technique would provide a framework through which other details of 
Danish history might be reconstructed. Most changes were seen as abrupt ones. The 
Bronze Age, for example, was seen as a sudden break from the Stone Age, perhaps as a 
result of an invasion by an alien people and not as a gradual process of change and 
improvement as is often now assumed.143 But overall the Three Age System suggested a 
natural sequence and therefore conveyed many of the same notions of progress and 
development which later characterized collections such as Fox's. Each material 
represented, therefore, not merely a point in history but a discernible and inevitable step 
in man's progress. It was such an understanding, as Fox himself later stressed, which 
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finally placed archaeology among the true sciences.144 
 
The Three Age System was to have a tremendous impact on European archaeology and 
ultimately, therefore, on Fox's own work and collection. The later British archaeologist 
R.A.S. Macalister called it 'the cornerstone of modern archaeology'; his French 
contemporary Joseph Déchelette referred to it as 'the basis of prehistory'.145 Its effect on 
other national collections was almost immediate. G.C. Frederich Lisch, curator of the 
Grand Duke of Mechlenburg-Schwerin's Museum at Ludwigslust Castle, had introduced 
a comparable system as early as 1836, or the same year Thomsen's guide appeared. The 
Frenchman Danneil at Salzwedel followed him shortly afterward, claiming, as had Lisch, 
that he arrived at his own system independently.146 More directly influenced was Sven 
Nilsson (1787-1883), professor of Zoology at Lund, and the Swiss antiquarian A. Morlot, 
Professor of Geology at the Academy in Lausanne, both of whom admitted to Thomsen's 
influence.147 But more important than its adoption as a museum organization technique 
was the fact of the Three Age System's acceptance as a true representation of the 
sequence of human history. Largely through the efforts of Thomsen's students Worsaae 
and Sorteryp Strunk Herbst, its validity was consistently demonstrated through 
excavations and verified by the stratigraphic record.148 No longer a hypothetical system 
based on a generalized or abstract notion of human progress and development, the Three 
Age System could be shown to have a basis in fact. And, of course, it was 'facts' which 
mattered most to archaeologists of the 1860s, particularly someone like Fox. 
 
The success of the Danish example had been apparent to most British archaeologists for 
several years by the time of Fox's first involvement in the field, and the establishment of 
a comparable national museum had for many years been a topic of wide concern. 
Together with the question of man's antiquity, it remained, in fact, one of the overriding 
issues of the day. From the first, attention had tended to settle on the British Museum. 
Early British antiquities, supplemented through the years by Roman or Romano-British 
and Medieval ones, had been a part of the National Museum since the beginning. Sir 
Hans Sloan's nuclear collection, for example, included flint implements discovered in 
London along with a number of objects from the time of the Roman occupation.149 While 
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of obvious interest to the public and antiquarians, as publications such as Rymsdyk's 
Museum Britainnicum suggest150, British antiquities had been generally neglected by the 
museum authorities over the years. William Pettigrew drew attention to the fact in 1845: 
'The British Museum contains only particular specimens and not a series minutely 
illustrative of the antiquities of various nations and times, ... '. C. Roach Smith, pointing 
to the efforts of 'Counsellor Thompson (sic)', noted further the advantages that 'a great 
service the collection at Copenhagen afforded to the antiquary by the care and systematic 
arrangement with which the numerous ancient remains of Denmark had been rendered 
useful and accessible'.151 Gideon Algernon Mantell, in his review of Thoms' translation of 
Worsaae's The Primeval Antiquities of Denmark complained that 'no adequate public 
collection exists', stressing at the same time Denmark's superior accomplishments.152 But 
it was Worsaae's own visits to Great Britain, first to Dublin in 1847-48, and then to 
London in 1852, which helped to firmly put the matter before the British antiquarian 
community and, in turn, finally led to acceptance of the programme within Britain. From 
that point on, the establishment of a reputable scientific collection had become more or 
less a universal concern. 
 
Much of the impetus for the new attention focused on the national collection came from 
the museum staff itself. Henry Ellis, then Keeper of the heterogeneous Department of 
Antiquities, and his assistant Samuel Birch (1813-1885), were in communication with 
Worsaae regarding points of detail, such as techniques of labelling and cataloguing and 
methods of arrangement, from the 1840 on—to improve the scientific stature of the 
collections and other efforts had been made periodically.153 But it was only in 1851, with 
the appointment of Fox's friend A.W. Franks as Assistant Keeper in charge of British 
Medieval Antiquities, that a more systematic treatment of the museum's collections 
became a reality. While a number of important collections, such as that of C. Roach 
Smith, were lost, due in part to the parsimonious attitude of the Museum Trustees, the 
overall collection continued to grow under Franks' guidance at a steady pace154; Fox's 
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own contributions of the Ogham stones in 1865 were only one of many contributions of 
that kind. Possessing only four cases at the time of Franks' appointment, by 1859, the 
department could claim nearly one hundred separate cabinets. The total number of pieces 
was estimated at slightly over 3,000. By the early sixties, or the period when Fox must 
have been most familiar with the collection, the number had increased by half again. 
Between 1862 and 1866, when the British Medieval Antiquities together with Oriental 
Antiquities and Ethnography were formed into a separate department under Franks, the 
number doubled.155 
 
The British Museum's collection, was, however, not the only one to have expanded by the 
time of Fox's involvement; and indeed its growth was only a reflection of a more general 
change among British collections. Through the efforts of the Society of Antiquaries of 
Scotland and the Royal Irish Academy, comparable collections had been formed in 
Dublin and Edinburgh respectively. The first was officially designated as a 'national 
collection' in 1853, the second in 1854.156 Most local and national societies had also 
formed their own collections. The Society of Antiquaries, for example, while accepting 
the British Museum to be the main focus of their efforts, had decided as well to form their 
own collection, and in 1846 had made first provisions for it. Shortly before Fox was 
elected, it had been ambitiously rearranged in new mahogany cabinets in the vestibule at 
Somerset House, where fellows and their guests could easily view it.157 Newer 
organizations, such as the Archaeological Institute and the British Archaeological 
Association, made similar efforts, each appointing curators to watch over their displays. 
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Finally, the archaeological congresses, held each year by both the Institute and 
Archaeological Association, established temporary museums as a matter of course, often 
leaving them as the foundation of regional collections. In 1864, Thomas Wright in his 
review of the progress of archaeology over the previous ten years commented: 'Now there 
is hardly a town of any importance in the kingdom which does not possess its ... local 
museum'.158 Archaeology had truly entered into its museum age, as Fox and his new 
colleagues, particularly fellow collectors such as Evans or Franks, were, no doubt, fully 
aware. 
 

8. The Three Age System in Britain 
 
Surprisingly, while the Danish example might be said to have helped promote an upsurge 
in interest, the Three Age System itself had made far less impact among museums by the 
early 1860s, as Fox and others among the more progressive faction realized. As on the 
Continent, there had been speculation over the apparent sequence of materials for a 
considerable period. Bishop Lyttleton as early as 1765, pointed out: 'There is not the least 
doubt of these stone instruments having been fabricated in the early times, and by 
barbarous peoples before the use of iron and other metals was known'. A Rev. Mr. Lort, 
in his 'Observations on Celts' ten years later, pointed out that iron celts had been preceded 
by bronze and copper ones; copper ones by stone tools.159 Early field workers, in turn, 
had confirmed the hypothesis. James Douglas (1753-1795), hinted at it in his Nenia 
Britannica (1792). Richard Colt Hoare (1758-1838), Fox's figurative forbear in Wiltshire, 
stressed the same sequence in his Ancient Wiltshire (1812).160 The first systematic 
interest, however, came only with the publication of Lord Ellesmere's translation of 
Thomsen's guide in 1848, and with the publication of Worsaae's Irish lectures at the 
Royal Irish Academy shortly afterward.161 As a result a number of antiquarians were 
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convinced. Mantell declared, as early as 1850, that by reference to the Danish system 'the 
early history of a country may be read, and the process of advancing civilisation traced,... 
'.162 Others, however, remained skeptical. J. M. Kemble, while a staunch supporter of a 
more scientific treatment of archaeological collections, argued that the Danish model did 
not apply to Ireland, his own special province.163 Thomas Wright disagreed with the 
geological analogy which he saw as implicit in the Three Age System. His main concern 
was whether archaeology was to be considered a branch of history, as he felt it should be, 
or, alternatively, a natural science. 'There is something we may perhaps say poetical, 
certainly imaginative, in talking of an age of stone, or an age of bronze, or an age of iron,' 
he explained in 1852, 'but such divisions have no meaning in history ... ' In 1866 he was 
still certain that the Three Age System or 'period theory,' as it was often known, was 
'based upon very unfound foundations', a point he continued to make repeatedly over the 
next ten years.164 
 
While opposed by Wright and other leading members of the antiquarian community, the 
Three Age System had by Fox's time gathered a considerable number of adherents even 
among the more conventional archaeologists. The Scottish prehistorian Daniel Wilson 
(1816-1892), accepted the principle as early as 1851 in his Archaeology and the 
Prehistoric Annals of Scotland. J.O. Westwood was obviously impressed, at least after his 
visit to Copenhagen in 1857. Albert Way had apparently accepted the notion of Three 
Ages at an even earlier date, writing of it as early as 1846165. For most scholars, however, 
acceptance awaited Lubbock's articles of 1862; popular acceptance carne with the 
publication of Prehistoric Times three years later. But even then acceptance took a 
hesitant character, and for many the issue was never fully resolved. Most archaeologists 
of Fox's generation, in fact, compromised, accepting, as had Nilsson, that while regional 
variations and momentary lapses or setbacks had to be taken into account, 'civilisation 

                                                                                                                                            
Report on communication with Henry Ellis, PSAL, 1 (1846), 149; J.J.A. Worsaae, 'A Few 
Remarks upon the Antiquities of Silver found at Coerdale', AJ, 4 (1847), 200-03. Later 
contributions included 'The Antiquities of South Jutland or Sleswick', AJ, 23 (1865), 21-40, 96-
121, 181-89. For a discussion of his impact see Judith Wilkins, 'Worsaae and British Antiquities', 
Antiquity, 35 (1961), 214-20. 
162 [Mantell], Review of Worsaae, p. 101. Another early convert was J.Y. Akerman, 'On Some of 
the Weapons of the Celt and Teutonic Races', Archaeologia, 34 (1851), 171-89. 
163 John Mitchell Kemble, 'The Utility of Antiquarian Collections as Throwing Light on the 
Prehistoric Annals of European Nations', Royal Irish Acad. Feb 1857; also, Horace Ferales; or, 
Studies in the Archaeology of the Northern Nations (London: Reeve, 1863), pp. 60-61. 
164 [Thomas Wright] Rev. of James Eccleston's An Introduction to English Antiquities, London, 
1847 in the Edinburgh Review, 86 (1847), 307-28; Celt, Roman and Saxon (London: Printed 
Privately, 1856); and JBAA, 22 (1866), 72. For his continued opposition, see last edition of 
Thomas Wright's Celt, Roman and Saxon (London: Printed Privately, 1875), p.vii. Another 
consistent opponent was James Fergusson who argued against the concept of a 'Bronze Age' as 
late as 1872; see Rude Stone Implements. The longstanding opposition among many antiquarians 
is discussed at length by Evans, Antiquaries, p. 281-83: also Grahame Clark, ‘The Invasion 
Hypothesis in British Archaeology', Antiquity, 40 (1966), 172-89; Wilkins, pp. 217-19. 
165 Daniel Wilson, The Archaeology and Prehistoric Annals of Scotland (Edinburgh: Sutherland 
and Knox, 1851), p. 21; J.0. Westwood, 'Archaeological Notes', p. 139; Albert Way, 'Introductory 
Address', AJ (1844), 1. 



and humanity are steadily progressing'166, as Fox put it. History and science had effected 
only a temporary truce. 
 
Despite the growing acknowledgment among British archaeologists of what was 
commonly referred to as 'the Danish System', the Three Age System was surprisingly 
slow to have an effect upon the arrangement of museums and private collections in 
Britain. There were, as a result, few collections which might be considered to have 
offered a model to Fox in that regard. Thomas Bateman's collection, known to Fox 
because of its extensive arms collection, as we have seen, was perhaps typical. In all, it 
consisted of five major divisions: (1) Britannic, (2) Ethnological, (3) Relics, (4) Arms and 
armour, (5) Collections illustrative of art and manufacturing. The first of those, or that 
division to which the Three Age System would have been the most applicable, was 
subdivided into Celtic, Roman, Romano-British, Teutonic (Anglo-Saxon), Medieval and 
Old English167. The many temporary museums established by the Archaeological 
Association or Institute generally conformed to that pattern grouping materials under 
such general categories as Primeval, Romano-British, and Medieval, as did the indices of 
the several journals. As late as 1856 in Edinburgh, it was decided because of the 
'imperfect state of archaeological classification', that the collection would be organized in 
a conventional way, including (1) Antiquities of Egypt, Greece, Rome, not connected 
with Britain, (2) Antiquities of the early period found in North Britain exclusive of 
Roman and Medieval, (3) the like found in England or the like found in Ireland, (4) 
Roman and Romano-British and (6) Medieval Antiquities.168 
 
Only the British Museum took a stronger stand and even it applied the Danish system 
with caution during its reorganization of prehistoric materials of the late 1850s. As the 
Synopsis published in 1859 explained: 'They have, for convenience, been classified 
according to their materials, and in the order corresponding to that of the supposed 
introduction of such materials within this country'169. That of 1866, despite Franks' 
intervention, was no more affirmative. It was certainly a long way from the general 
acceptance of the latter part of the century, or the period after 1875 when Fox's collection 
first became widely known. But nonetheless, the first steps had been taken. 
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By all indications, Fox embraced the Three Age System at a relatively early date. Objects 
listed in his collection such as the 'Iron' Umbo shield or 'bronze' celts or the 'bronze spear 
point' hint at acceptance at least by the early 1860s170. Unfortunately, most of his later 
prehistoric series were never catalogued at all, still intended, as of 1874, to form a third 
and final part of his handbook. His three lectures on 'Primitive Warfare' of 1867-69, 
however, refer to the Three Ages as a matter of course, and by 1874 prehistoric materials 
were organized into such general categories as 'Palaeolithic', 'Neolithic', 'Bronze' and ' 
Iron', the first two categories obviously having been formed in accordance with 
Lubbock's own terminology171. Fox's association with Way suggests, moreover, that he 
was familiar with the Three Age System from the time of his first interest in archaeology, 
possibly as early as the 1850s. Also, Worsaae and Thomsen are referred to frequently in 
his writings, and he later corresponded with Worsaae regarding the Danish collection, 
visiting it himself in 1879172. In later writings he held up the Danish collection as the 
indisputable model for a national collection, arguing, together with Franks and Evans, 
that Britain, too, needed a collection of comparable depth and ambition173. There is little 
doubt that he saw his own collection as a contribution to that effort and, in part, as a 
response to the Danish challenge. 
 
While the Danish National Museum was perhaps the preeminent example for Fox, that of 
the Royal Irish Academy in Dublin was probably a more direct and, in many ways, more 
immediate model. Begun during the early part of the nineteenth century, the Irish 
Academy collections had been radically reorganized in 1851, under the initial direction of 
George Petrie (1789-1866). The Dublin Industrial Exhibition of 1853 had provided the 
opportunity for experiment, and Lord Talbot de Malahide, sensing the opportunity 'to 
illustrate the national connection between the ancient inhabitants of Great Britain and 
those of Ireland', had instituted a comprehensive scheme for the collection based on the 
Three Age System174. His scheme was continued after the exhibition when the whole 
collection was reinstalled in the Academy's rooms near Merrion Square. Petrie, unable to 
complete the catalogue, was succeeded by William Robert Wills Wilde (1815-1876), a 
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well-known Dublin physician (and father, it might be noted, of Oscar Wilde), who in 
1857, provided the first part of the Academy's ambitious new catalogue, Stone, Earth and 
Vegetable Materials; the second and third parts Animal Materials and Bronze, and Gold 
appeared in 1861 and 1862, respectively, or just prior to Fox's posting in Ireland175. 
 
Again, Wilde's overall scheme clearly paralleled that employed by Fox. Recognizing that 
'all attempts at an arrangement of Objects and Antique Art, must, to a certain extent, be 
arbitrary and artificial'; and that 'in the present state of antiquarian knowledge, a 
chronological classification could not be fully carried out', Wilde adopted a primary 
arrangement according to 'Material' and a secondary division, according to 'Use'. As the 
catalogue title suggests, the Three Age System, while explicitly eschewed, remained 
implicitly in the background. A more immediate reference, however, was the biological 
model. As Wilde explained 'the classification and arrangement usually employed in 
Natural History according to Class, Order, Species, and Variety, has, for the sake of 
convenience, been adopted'. Such a system, together with allowances for special exhibits 
such as the materials excavated by Wilde from the Irish crannoges, 'is capable of 
including every object to be found in the collection of the Academy', Wilde explained176. 
 
In terms of arrangement, the Academy's museum came even closer to that later set out by 
Fox. The display began on the stairway with stone implements, proceeding to the gallery 
where stone, earth, vegetable and animal materials, together with skeletons and other 
human remains, were arranged. Coins and metals were in cases along the railing, 
extending over the court below. Bronze, iron, silver and gold ornaments were placed in 
the courtyard along with ecclesiastical antiquities and a special Scandinavian collection. 
Throughout, larger objects were attached to walls; smaller ones, arranged in trays. Each 
was labelled and numbered, 'the numbers extending throughout the different series'177. 
Drawings and casts supplemented original objects whenever possible or, when it was 
considered necessary for the completion of a 'series', were again designated as such in his 
catalogue. 
 
As with Fox's collection, the term 'species' in Wilde's arrangement referred primarily to 
function or 'use'. In all there were twelve separate divisions: (1) Weapons, (2) Tools and 
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Weapon-Tools, (3) Food Implements, (4) Household Economy, (5) Dress and Personal 
Decoration, (6) Amusements, (7) Music, (8) Money, (9) Medicine, (10) Religion, (11) 
Sepulchral, (12) Miscellaneous. 'Varieties', again as in Fox's series, were based usually on 
what might be considered formal properties—'serving the same purpose but differing in 
shape, design, ornamentation or mode of application'. Weapons, for example, were 
divided into: offensive and defensive forms; weapons used in war and those used in 'the 
Chase, Fishing, &c.'; arrow, spear and javelin heads; sling-stones; war clubs, battle-axes, 
axe-hammers; skeins, daggers, swords, pikes; shields, armour, helmets; firearms, shot, 
and so on. Tools and weapon-tools included flint-flakes, knives, scrapers, picks, chisels 
and so on through touchstones, burnishers; and sharpening stones. Many of the same 
categories would, of course, later be represented in Fox's collection as well. 
 
When, exactly, Fox first became aware of Wilde's work and his catalogue is unknown, 
although it can be imagined that he probably knew of it soon after its publication. A 
review of the first part in the Archaeological Journal explained that it was more than 
simply an aid 'to the casual visitor of the Academy Museum' but 'a valuable accession to 
the Archaeological literature which deserves to form a place amongst works of reference 
in the libraries of all students of National Antiquities'178. Charles Reed, a member of the 
Council of the Museum of the United Services Institution and a fellow of the Society of 
Antiquaries, referred to Wilde's collection as a matter of course during an exhibition of 
his collection in 1859179. We can assume that Fox, who knew Reed well, would have been 
acquainted with it at least by then, if not earlier. Way certainly was aware of it long 
before that, probably even before its actual publication. The idea that the Irish collection 
might be organized according to a scheme modelled on the Linnaean taxonomy can in 
fact be traced back at least to J.M. Kemble's proposal to the Academy in 1846. Way 
certainly knew of that, and we again can assume that Fox probably did as well180. 
 
Whether Fox could be said to have been directly influenced by Wilde's example, or 
whether he simply saw it as a parallel to his own collection, is less clear and probably can 
never be known for certain. Fox probably first viewed the Academy Museum in 1862, or 
soon after first arriving in Ireland. There is little doubt that he visited the collection 
several times and in his papers on 'Primitive Warfare', Wilde's catalogue was a major 
reference181. His own handbook for his collection roughly followed Wilde's in format and 
was obviously intended to serve the same purpose—to act both as a general reference and 
as a guidebook for visitors. There is, unfortunately, no record of Fox and Wilde having 
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ever met or corresponded182. Wilde was, however, well established socially. In 1853, he 
was given the appointment of Surgeon-Oculist to the Queen in Ireland—a post especially 
created for him—and in 1864, he was knighted for his 'services to statistical science', 
largely as a result of his work on the medical component of the census. His practice was a 
fashionable one as well, and it is certainly possible that Fox or Alice came in contact with 
him in that regard. Fox may also have contacted Wilde in connection with antiquarian 
matters, particularly after he had begun his own series of excavations in the south, 
although no record of any exchange survives. Nonetheless, he certainly recognized his 
debt to Wilde, comparing his own collection to that of the Irish Academy on several 
occasions and admitting that his generally followed the example of that set out in that 
institution. His choice not to use the Linnaean system in any formal way suggests in itself 
an acknowledgment of the priority of Wilde's system. 
 

9. Ethnographical Analogy 
 
Although Wilde's example was obviously important to Fox, either confirming or helping 
to suggest Fox's own approach, there was one important difference. The collection with 
which Wilde was working was composed solely of prehistoric and slightly later 
antiquarian remains, whereas Fox's collection was made up principally of the artefacts of 
contemporary exotic peoples. Moreover, with its colorful feather ornaments, beaded 
leatherwork and brightly painted ceramics, Fox's collection must have offered a very 
different picture from that of the Royal Irish Academy. But to some extent Fox's 
collection was changing. His posting in Ireland provided Fox with an opportunity to add 
to his prehistoric series, and, in fact, because of his relative isolation, his sojourn in 
Ireland probably helped promote that aspect of his collection over earlier interests. His 
connection with other archaeologists, both in Ireland and in London, no doubt further 
encouraged Fox's involvement in that area, and we know that at least by 1869, the 
collection included stone, bronze and iron tools from France, Denmark, Switzerland and 
Austria in addition to English and Irish examples183. As with the Royal Irish Academy 
collection, original examples were supplemented by drawings taken from publications or 
based on originals seen elsewhere; following Evans' example in particular, Fox tried his 
own hand at making flints as well184. 
 
In terms of its aims, it is worth re-emphasizing that Fox's ethnographical series were 
implicitly antiquarian in intent if not in terms of actual composition. Repeating a theme 
which could be said to have extended back at least to the writings of the French 
philosophes and the theories of Lord Monboddo (1714-1799), and the Scottish historical 
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school185, Fox assumed that what he referred to as 'modern savages' were in some way 
comparable to ancient European races and, in consequence, that their tools and 
implements stood as representations of ancient ones. But, still, the analogy was a 
qualified one. 'To what extent the modern savage represents primeval man is one of those 
problems archaeology is called upon to solve', Fox explained in 1874. 'That he does not 
truly represent him in all of the particulars we may be sure. Analogy would lead us to 
believe that he presents us with a traditional portrait of him rather than a photograph'.186 
Similarly, his tools presented only an approximation to those used by ancient man and 
not an equivalent to them. 
 
Fox's interest in the comparative value of modern savage tools followed a pattern of long-
standing tradition. Edward Lluyd (1660-1709), the second Keeper of Oxford's 
Ashmolean Museum and a pioneering British topographer, writing in 1713 of the flint 
implements found in Scotland, and commonly attributed to 'faeries', explained: 'They are 
just the same chipped the nations of New England had their arrows with this day; .... ' 
[sic] A half century later at the Society of Antiquaries, a Mr. Lort called attention to the 
similarities among Irish and Indian Celts, and in 1800 Thomas Ryder compared Welsh 
and African tools187. But while casual comparisons of that kind continued well into the 
nineteenth century, around 1850, or just prior to Fox's active involvement in antiquarian 
circles, the comparison of exotic and ancient materials took on an entirely different 
character, becoming at once both far more systematic and far more detailed. There are a 
number of reasons for the change. First of all, there was the sudden increase in the 
number of exotic artefacts available. Exhibitions of metal work from India, Chinese 
porcelain and jade, American ceramics and figurines became more frequent at the 
meetings of all three major antiquarian societies and, to a lesser extent, of even small 
local ones188. Closely allied to the sheer increase in numbers was the extension of the 
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tradition of connoisseurship to other areas, with Indian miniature paintings and Chinese 
cloisonné attracting a new set of collectors, for whom comparison with known European 
techniques was a matter of some interest189. Thirdly, there was the Three Age System and 
its implications. Indeed, after 1850, with the growing acceptance of the Danish system by 
British antiquarians, the Three Age System had become an implicit reference in almost 
every presentation190. Finally, at least by the end of the decade, there were the questions 
arising from the evidence of man's antiquity. Were the tools of ancient man found on the 
banks of the Somme or the Thames, in Fox's case—the same as those still used by 
modern savages? What could current techniques, such as methods of hafting or 
manufacture, tell the antiquarian about the methods of prehistoric man? Had there been 
actual connections between various races and could those connections be traced through a 
comparison of implements? What generalizations could be made about the life of 
prehistoric times based on what was known about the life of contemporary exotic 
peoples? Or simply, (as Fox had asked), to what extent could the 'modern savage' be said 
to represent 'primeval man'191. 
 
Not surprisingly, such a concentration of interests had an immediate and important 
impact on other collections of the period. Again, the Danish National Museum provided 
the ideal. Beginning as early as 1828, when the Royal collections of Arts and Curiosities 
was displaced in favour of a more comprehensive scheme, Thomsen began to reorganize 
the national collections of ethnological materials to serve as an explicit complement to 
the prehistoric remains. Spread over thirty rooms of the adjacent Christiansborg Palace, 
the whole collection was divided, at least by mid-century, into three main categories, that 
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of (1) nations not possessing or previous to possessing the use of metal, (2) nations 
possessing the use of metal but destitute of literature, (3) nations possessing the use of 
metal and having literature of some kind. Geographical or cultural categories were, in 
turn, subsumed by that division. Described by Westwood in 1858, as putting 'our great 
national establishment to the blush', the Danish example became, if anything, even more 
important during the 1860s, as interest in the comparative use of ethnography 
increased.192 Paradoxically, however, Worsaae was already beginning to rearrange 
ethnography to conform to the more conventional geographical method by the time Fox 
would have been acquainted with it. But still, the precedent must have been recognized. 
 
While Fox, therefore, was clearly aware of the techniques used in the Danish national 
collection, it was the collection of fellow British antiquarian, Franks' close friend Henry 
Christy, which was probably of more immediate interest. Christy's involvement as a 
collector provides an interesting parallel to that of Fox's, as Michael Thompson has 
observed193. The son of a London banker, Christy had become interested in the study of 
antiquities as a result of the Great Exhibition. Like Fox and many others, he was 
obviously struck by the general vision of universal progress it conveyed194. Christy's own 
attentions had centred on Middle Eastern antiquities, and again, like Fox, he was 
obviously drawn to archaeology by the example it offered. During the 1850s, he had 
turned to travel, visiting Asian and African countries immediately after the Great 
Exhibition and Mexico in 1857-59. His adventures there, undertaken at least in part in 
order to expand his antiquarian collection, were told by his young travelling companion, 
and Fox's later associate, Edward Burnett Tylor195. Profoundly affected by the discoveries 
in France, Christy had, by 1860, committed himself to further excavations in the Somme, 
coming in contact with de Perthes and allying himself with the French palaeontologist, 
Édouard Lartet (1801-1871). It was Christy, who, together with Lartet, was responsible 
for bringing the famous Palaeolithic bone carvings, discovered in the Dordogne Valley in 
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1860, to the attention of British antiquarians and to the general public.196 
 
When precisely Christy began to collect ethnographical materials as a supplement to his 
prehistoric series is less clear. Fox later emphasized that he had, in fact, met Christy 
before Christy's own interest had extended in that direction, implying that Fox had some 
influence on Christy's own decision197. Fox and Christy must have met well before 1863, 
when Christy supported Fox's candidature at the Society of Antiquaries. It is probable 
that Franks, through the intermediation of Way, was responsible for bringing the two 
collectors together some time prior to Fox's move to Ireland. (Christy was also present at 
the Sotheby sales which Fox was beginning to attend in the early sixties198.) Finally, 
Arthur Tupper, Fox's friend from the United Services Institution, lived only a few doors 
down from Christy on Victoria Street, Westminster and was apparently in close contact 
with him as well199. 
 
Fox was careful to call attention to the difference between his and Christy's collections, 
suggesting that 'in the Christy collection the arrangement was geographical, whereas I 
have from the first collected and arranged by form'200. A catalogue prepared for Christy 
by Carl Ludwig Steinhauer of the Danish National Museum in 1862, generally confirms 
Fox's assessment. The collection was at that date divided into two major sections: 
'Antiquities' and 'Ethnography'. Antiquities included examples from Scandinavia, Great 
Britain and Ireland and France. Those were divided into 'early' and 'later' Stone Age tools 
(in reference to Lubbock's Palaeolithic and Neolithic) and tools dating from later than the 
Stone Age. Ethnography included articles from Greenland, the 'Caribes', the Incas or 
ancient Peruvians, 'ancient Mexicans-Taltecs and Aztecs', modern Mexico, North 
America (the Eskimo), North America (the Indians), South America, Australia and 
Oceania (with several subdivisions), Asiatic Archipelago, Africa, Ireland. 
Notwithstanding Fox's characterization, there was some allowance for use or thematic 
considerations, such as a special series entitled 'War Weapons, and implements used in 
hunting, fishing and navigation'. Throughout, therefore, Christy's aim was explicitly 
comparative, as Fox must have been well aware201. 
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Christy died in 1865, at the comparatively early age of 55, leaving his collection, together 
with a small endowment, in the charge of four trustees, Franks among them. Within six 
months it had been offered to the British Museum, which immediately accepted it, 
although for reasons of space the Museum was forced to leave it in Christy's apartments 
at 105 Victoria Street until 1883, when it was merged with the other British antiquarian 
and ethnographical collections. It was in such a curious position that Fox must have been 
most familiar with the collection, by that time, in fact, reorganized along even more 
strictly comparative lines, and it is apparent that he concentrated a great deal of his 
attention on his old associate's collection, even going so far as to make facsimiles of 
certain specimens for his own. Surprisingly, Fox made few contributions to the growing 
collection himself202, unlike many others such as Albert Way, Hodder Westropp and 
Richard Burton, but then, of course, he was intent upon expanding his own. 
 
Another collection of which Fox must have been aware was that of William Blackmore. 
Located after 1864, in Salisbury where it formed the nucleus of the city's museum on St. 
Ann's Street, Blackmore's collection followed the usual pattern203. Like Christy, 
Blackmore had originally concentrated on antiquities. In 1864, he had the good fortune of 
obtaining the famous collection of prehistoric remains unearthed in Ohio by the 
American archaeologist, E. G. Squire (1821-1888), previously the subject of the fledgling 
Smithsonian Institution's first major monograph, The Ancient Monuments of the 
Mississippi Valley204. The Ohio mound materials were supplemented by other prehistoric 
and ethnographical pieces, and by the time of Blackmore's bequest his collection included 
examples from Africa, Asia, and Australia as well as other areas. Again, the latter were 
intended to serve as a supplement to the prehistoric series. Arranged by Edward T. 
Stevens beginning in 1864, prehistoric materials occupied the crenellated and buttressed 
cabinets in the centre of the room. 'Objects to aid in their illustration obtained from 
uncivilized nations' were, as one visitor explained in 1864, 'placed around the walls'205. 
Also, as with Christy's collection, while the relationship was not explicitly demonstrated 
in its organization, the message which proximity alone was meant to convey was clear. 
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Fox appears to have visited the Blackmore collection on a number of occasions and was 
obviously in close contact with both Stevens and Blackmore, at least at a later period206. 
Again, their influence, and that of the Blackmore collection, would seem undeniable. 
 
By the mid-1860s, therefore, or when Fox first began to make his collection known to 
antiquarians, the comparative value of ethnographical materials in European museums 
was becoming well accepted. Of course, both antiquarian remains and those of 
contemporary peoples had always been linked, at least casually. The British Museum's 
antiquarian and ethnographical materials, for example, had been closely allied both 
administratively and in terms of their arrangement, at least since 1836, when ethnography 
was transferred out of the Department of Natural History and Modern Curiosities in the 
new Department of Antiquities. But in 1866, the relationship was given stronger 
recognition in the formation of the new department, British and Medieval Antiquities and 
Ethnography under the direct control of Franks. Still organized according to what was 
known as the geographical system, the two collections were nonetheless seen as 
increasingly complementary. For many, including Fox, it must have seemed that their full 
potential was for the first time being realized. 
 
But while Fox's collection followed the pattern of other collections, it was distinguished 
in points of detail, as Fox himself repeatedly stressed. For one, it had begun as a 
collection of comparative technology, not as a collection of prehistoric implements. The 
progression was, therefore, reversed. Secondly, as Fox emphasized, the ethnographical 
series were not simply placed alongside, as a kind of addendum, but formed the central 
core of the collection even after the addition of prehistoric or archaeological remains. 
Rather than grouping the latter by region, as had Christy or Blackmore, Fox organized his 
ethnographical pieces by subject to illustrate a single unified principle. Finally, just as the 
sequence was reversed, so was the general aim. For Fox, the object of his ethnographical 
series was not simply to help fill in an incomplete archaeological record, although, of 
course, that was a part of his purpose, but to offer a comparably effective historical tool 
for the investigation of exotic cultures. The last point becomes apparent as early as 1867, 
with the publication of his paper on the Irish Ogham inscriptions. Discussing the 
similarities between the Irish inscriptions and those of Eskimos, Fox suggests not only 
that they provided a parallel, but 'that a race akin to the Eskimo in their arts and 
implements, if not the Eskimo race itself, did actually occupy Europe in conjunction with 
the reindeer at a time anterior to that in which the Ogham character must have originated 
in Britain and Ireland'207. Recalling the racial and migrationist theories of Thomsen and 
Worsaae, and their own understanding of the value of collections to reveal the hidden 
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events of history, Fox was obviously concerned to promote the museum as a means of 
reconstructing the past, not only of Europe, but of people of other 'races' as well. The 
lesson of the Three Age System was simply being transferred to a more universal context.



 


