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This volume contains historical studies of several sciences as practiced at Harvard
University. Two of these studies have relevance to the history of archaeology.

A chapter by Toby Appel focuses upon the scientific career of Jeffries Wyman, first curator
of Harvard's Peabody Museum . She contrasts Wyman's unassuming character with the
dominating personality of his mentor and contemporary Louis Agassiz. Trained as a
medical doctor, Wyman's main love was zoology, particularly comparative anatomy. In
his mid-40s, he encountered his first shell midden and was bitten by the archaeology bug.
Soon he was doing pioneering excavation in both New England and Florida. In 1866, he
was selected to be the curator of the Peabody Museum, primarily upon his strong museum
background but also because of the high regard with which he was held by certain
influential people. His selection to this position may have made him America's first
professional archaeologist. His principal responsibilities were to collect and display
archaeological and ethnological specimens and he made great steps in this direction prior to
his death in 1874. Wyman's scientific work was poorly known or studied (he is best noted
for having made the first scientific description of the gorilla), in part, Appel argues,
because he did not seek acclaim or controversy. His preatest influence was locally through
personal interactions with students and colleagues. His archaeological work is only briefly
discussed in this and the following article, and there is still much to be written about this
man of high character.

Wyman was followed at the Peabody by his student Frederic Ward Putnam who also
shifted his professional interests from zoology to archaeology. In another chapter of the
volume, Curtis Hinsley, Jr., focuses upon the origin of the Museum and the growth out of
it of the Harvard anthropology department. Beginning under Wyman, the museum grew
by the purchase of existing collections and by the collection of distant fieldworkers who
were usually paid employees of the Museum. These were men like E.O. Dunning, a
clergyman by training, who for $300 per year collected artifacts in Tennessee. Among the
earliest paid archaeologists, they were what Hinsley calls "correspondence school”
fieldworkers in that they received instructions from and interacted with Wyman and Putnam
through the mail. Some, such as C.C. Abbott, made significant contributions to
archaeology and have received a modicum of recognition, but most are little known and
studied.

These people were Putnam's first "students” and through them he began introducing
systematic archaeology to America. As the Museum evolved, more and more students
began to show interest in archacology and began to represent the University in the field.

By 1890, a Department of Archaeology and Ethnology was created and later in the decade
Putnam's students such as Frank Russell and Roland Dixon began to teach there. With the
retirement of Putnam in 1909, the department was well organized, but as the discipline
deI/leloped there was, Hinsley argues, a marginalization of the museum and, particularly, its
collections.

The early years of Harvard archaeology have been covered fairly well, as represented by
the two chapters reviewed here as well as by other other publications. Now historians need
to move on into this century and begin to deal with the mature years. Gordon Willey has
given us glimpses of himself and some of his contemporaries, but we need full-blown,
critical sides of scholars like Alfred Tozzer and Samuel Guemnsey to name only two of
many influential archaeologists associated with Harvard.

Some of the other chapters in this volume deal with or at least mention other questions that
are quite relevant to the institutional history of archaeology in this century. One is the



question of "inbreeding" mentioned in the introduction by Margaret Rossiter. We all know
the departments where a high proportion of faculty were trained in the same department.
This phenomenon has both positive and negative effects on the discipline, but either way, it
is a topic in need of serious study.

Another issue, which has been of particular relevance in the history of Harvard (see the
chapters on engineering and psychology in the volume reviewed here), is that the varying
emphasis placed upon applied vs. pure science. The rise and decline of applied
archaeology (i.e. cultural resource management) in many universities is a subject hot for
study; it touches upon basic issues of science research and education that have been debated

for centuries. We need an enterprising graduate student in the history of science to take the
topic and run. Any takers?
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