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The long history of state unity and archaeology’s strong dependence on the state explain
how archaeological practice became institutionalized in Spain. The intellectual currents that
marked Spanish archaeology’s development — antiquarianism, Enlightenment interest in human
antiquity, the definition of national identity — are analogous to those in other European countries:
foreign models always were influential. Largely due to traditional, institutionalized links to
German and French archaeology, cultural historical positivism was the only theoretical and
methodological framework until the 1970s. Since then, due to British, US, Latin American and
[talian influence, Marxist, functionalist, and structuralist approaches have developed. The advent
of democracy, the decentralization of state institutions, and improvements in the standard ot
living and in education have favored this pluralism. Spanish archaeology shares with the rest ot
the world the task of meeting present-day social needs without diluting its commitment to
understanding the past.
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INTRODUCTION: MAIN TRENDS IN ITS DEVELOPMENT

The development of archaeology in the territory ot the Spanish state has been
marked by the long history (since the 15th century) of that state’s unity and by the
discipline’s strong dependence on state institutions. The latter factor enables us to
link the situation in Spain to the trajectory ot archaeological practice in 1ts various
historical subdivisions (prehistoric, protohistoric, classical, medieval, American,
Oriental). '

The intellectual currents that marked Spanish archaeology’s development are
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Fig. 1. Sites quoted in the text: 1 - Altamira (Upper Palaeolithic); 2 - Cueva Morin (Middle and Upper
Palaeolithic); 3 - El Castillo (Lower to Upper Palaeolithic); 4 - El Pendo (Middle and Upper Palaeolithic);
s - Ampurias (Greek-Roman 6th cent. BC - 4th cent. AD; 6 - Numancia (Celtiberian 2nd Iron Age);
7 - Torralba-Ambrona (Lower Palaeolithic); 8 - Mérida (Roman Period); 9 - Sagunto (Iberian 2nd Iron Age
- Roman Period); 10 - El Parpallo (Upper Palaeolithic); @ - Cova Negra (Middle Palaeolithic); 2 - Elche
(Iberian 2nd Iron Age - Roman Period); 13 - Italica (Roman Period); 14 - Medinat al-Zahra (Muslim 10th
cent.); 15 - Cueva Ambrosio (Upper Palaeolithic); 16 - Villaricos (Phoenician - Roman 6th cent. BC - 1st
cent. AD); 17 - El Argar (Bronze Age); 18 - Los Millares (Chalcolithic); 19 - El Alhambra (Muslim 13-15th
cent.). Drawn by J. Sanchez Garcia, CEH, CSIC.

analogous to those in other European countries (Suarez 1993:331). These are 1) the
antiquarianism and learning that largely inspired classical archaeology trom the
Renaissance to the 19th century; 2) the enlightened concern, linked with the natural
sciences, with the antiquity ot humanity and its early cultures that led to the ornigin of
prehistoric archaeology in the last third of the 19th century; and 3) the ideologically
motivated search for and celebration of national identity (Gilman 199s5:2-3) that
intfluenced all — and, more specitically, medieval (Salvatierra 1990:71-2) and protohistoric
(Ruiz Zapatero 1993a:40) — archaeological practice, as well as Spanish archaeological
research abroad. In all these instances the goals of research shitt from the universal to the
particular, in concert with the institutionalization ot archaeology by the state (Fig. 1).
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THE BEGINNINGS OF SCIENTIFIC ARCHAEOLOGY:
FROM THE INDIVIDUAL RESEARCH OF THE 19TH CENTURY
TO THE INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF THE EARLY 20TH CENTURY

In the 19th century archaeological research took place against a social
background ot civil and colonial wars and sharp contlicts over the organization ot
the state. It was carried out, not by public sponsors, but through private initiatives.
In the course ot that century, these initiatives, guided by the political and intellectual
climate ot the times, centered increasingly on local and national concerns. At the
same time, the 1solation was broken by wide intellectual interests, contact with
toreign researchers (Gran-Aymerich and Gran-Aymerich 1991), participation in
international congresses (Ayarzagiiena 1991:69) and universal expositions (Barril
1093:50). Basic to this broadening outlook was the establishment ot the Institucion
Libre de Ensefianza [Free Institution tor Learning]| (ILE) by Francisco Giner de los
Rios 1n 1876 (Moure 1993:206-7). The Institucion had a patriotic goal, the
understanding and renewal of Spain. Against catholic conservatism, it represented
a secular and innovative attitude and sought to modernize Spanish secondary and
university education by encouraging studies abroad and receptivity to French,
British, and German pedagogical approaches (Jutglar 1971:148-53).

The liberal state sought to centralize these interests through institutions that
would detine a historical heritage common to the whole national territory: royal
academies, museums such as the Museo Arqueologico Nacional [National Museum
ot Archaeology] (MAN) (Madrid) and the provincial archaeological museums,
tounded 1n 1867 to recover and curate antiquities and to organize this heritage, and
(atter 1900) universities (whose activities had hitherto been unimportant to the
development ot archaeology) (Pasamar and Peir6 1991:73; Cortadella 1991:161).

Collecting, encouraged by the consideration that items acquired were
investments (Barril 1993:48, 55-8), provided another link between private initiative
and the state. Collectors were members ot the haute bourgeoisie and intluential
representatives of the middle class. Scientitically motivated, they studied the ancient
inhabitants of the Iberian Peninsula in the light ot new intormation obtained 1n the
rest of Europe. The attention paid to Spanish evidence by some toreign scholars
played a part in this. Thus, trom France, Lowis Lartet and Emile Cartailhac studied
prehistory and colonel Stotfel the Reman period, while the German Emil Hibner
studied Latin epigraphy (Gran-Aymerich and Gran-Aymerich 1991). At the same
time, some Spaniards (the Marquis of Cerralbo) and toreign residents of Spain
(Henr1 and Louis Siret, Horace Sandars, Georges Bonsor) financed their own
excavations and carried out studies ot their finds, subsequently giving or selling to
the state their archives and data. A third group comprised local scholars.

The archaeological activities ot other toreign scholars in Spain, such as Pierre Paris
and Arthur Engel, consisted of journeys to collect, learn about and popularize Spanish
art (Marcos Pous 1993:80). The export ot the Iberian sculpture, the Dama de Elche
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Four chairs in archaeology came to be established in the Faculty ot Philosophy and
Letters ot the Central (now Complutense) University in Madrid (Marcos Pous 1993:75;
Moure 1996:19, 30-1): “Archaeology” (1900), held by Juan Catalina Garcia, the first chair
to be separated trom that ot “History ot Art”; “Arabic Archaeology” (1912), held by
Manuel Gomez Moreno; “Primitive History ot Mankind” (1922), held by Hugo
Obermaier; and “Precolumbian Archaeology and American Ethnography” (1933), held
by Hermann Trimborn. In other universities, either archaeological instruction was not
separated administratively trom other branches ot history (Pedro Bosch Gimpera’s 1916
chair “Ancient and Medieval History” at the University of Barcelona) or professors of
archaeology only joined their taculties later on (Pasamar and Peir6 1991:75).

Research became institutionalized at the national, regional, and local levels, and
tor a briet time, abroad, basically through the work ot the Junta para la Ampliacion de
Estudios e Investigaciones Cientificas [Council tor the Widening ot Scientific Studies
and Research] (1907) (Moure 1996:24-5). The JAEIC had among 1ts missions the
establishment ot scientific exchanges abroad. Between 1907 and 1936 it granted
scholarships tor study in Germany to most ot the protagonists ot Spanish archaeology
in the tirst halt ot this century: Martin Almagro Basch, Telestoro de Aranzadi, Pedro
Bosch Gimpera, Juan Cabré, Alberto del Castillo, Antonio Garcia Bellido, Hugo
Obermaier and Luis Pericot (Diaz-Andreu 1995). The JAEIC created the Centro de
Estudios Historicos [Center tor Historical Studies] (1910) and the Escuela Espanola
de Historia y Arqueologia en Roma [Spanish School ot History and Archaeology in
Rome] (1910), which did not outlast World War I. Within the tormer it established
a section on “Spanish Archaeology”, directed by Gomez Moreno, that published the
important journal, Archivo Espanol de Arte y Arqueologia.

The Comision de Investigaciones Paleontologicas y Prehistoricas [Comission
tor Paleontological and Prehistoric Investigations] (CIPP 1912) was the JAEICs
central contribution to the institutionalization ot Spanish archaeology. The CIPP had
prestigious members (Cabré, Obermaier, Paul Wernert) and collaborators (Bosch
Gimpera, Hubert Schmidt, Henri Breuil) and carried out a vast program of systematic
research and publication. Most of its work centered on excavations and studies of
Palaeolithic cave art in the Cantabrian region and on studies of the Levantine art ot
the Mediterranean coast (Porcar, Obermaier and Breuil 1935). It included erudite, neo-
catholic aristocrats who accepted scientitic prehistory (the Count of la Vega del Sella),
some of whom had influence and public fame (the Marquis of Cerralbo), with
persons close to the ILE (the geologist Eduardo Hernandez Pacheco). Its toundation
was encouraged by the research in Cantabria financed by Prince Albert I ot Monaco
(Pasamar and Peir6 1991:75; Aguirre 1993:108-14; Moure 1996:25).

The Server d’Investigacions Arqueologiques [Archaeological Research Service]
(1915) ot Institut d’Estudis Catalans [Institute ot Catalan Studies] (1907) was
established as part of the program ot cultural modernization advocated by the
Catalanist bourgeoisie tirst through the Mancomunitat and later through the
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Generalitat. Bosch Gimpera played a fundamental role (Cebria, Muro and Riu 1991:83;
Dupré and Rafel 1991:175). As with those established by some provinces (Valencia,
Sevilla) and cities (Madrid), this represented the culmination of a process started the
century before by local scholars and naturalists.

French research in Spain also became institutionalized. On Paris’s initiative the
Escuela Francesa de Arte y Arqueologia [French School ot Art and Archaeology] or
“Casa de Velizquez” was established in Madnd in 1928 (Gran-Aymerich and Gran-
Aymerich 1991:117). In turn, German archaeology’s great intluence in Spain arose
through the grantees of the JAEIC and due to the work in Spain of scholars like Georg
and Vera Leisner (on megaliths), Adolt Schulten (on protohistory), Hans Zeiss (on
funerary archaeology of the Visigothic period), and Helmut Schlunk (on late Roman
and early Medieval art and archaeology; in 1943 Schlunk became the tirst director of the
Madrid branch of the German Archaeological Institute) (Griinhagen 1979; Marcos
Pous 1993:80).

As this period closed, only prehistory had succeeded in treeing itselt of
a philological and art-historical perspective (Pasamar and Peiro 1991:75; Arce 1991:200;
Rosell6-Bordoy 1986:8-9). First, the Spanish personages on the CIPP and the tact that
Breuil and Obermaier were priests — the latter served for a time as chaplain to the Duke
of Alba — helped break the prejudices of the more fundamentalist catholics against the
study of fossil man. In second place, the linking of palaecontology and prehistory led
to the latter’s strong empiricist orientation. Archaeological research on protohistory,
however, became linked to “the most conservative sectors ot historical scholarship,
interested in the ‘origins of peoples’ and particularly Celtic studies” (Moure 1996:19).

A third factor was the national and international importance ot the Palaeolithic
discoveries in the Cantabrian region (Altamira by Marcelino Sanz de Sautuola, 1879; El
Castillo by Hermilio Alcalde del Rio, 1903) (Breuil and Obermaier 1935; Alcalde del
Rio, Breuil and Sierra 1911) and of the later prehistoric discoveries in the south-east of
the Peninsula (Los Millares — Fig. 3, El Argar, Villaricos by L. Siret) (Siret and Siret
1887; Moure 1993:207-10). The topical syntheses ot Cartailhac (1886), the Sirets (1887),
Nils Aberg (1921), and Schmidt (1913) and the general works of Gordon Childe (1925)
attest to this impact.

Communication between Childe and Spanish prehistorians was reciprocal,
intense, and long lasting. Its “main emphasis was on the link between the East
Mediterranean and the Iberian peninsula” (MacNairn 1980:9) with respect to the
origins of megalithic architecture, but Childe also took an interest in Beakers, the
Spanish origin of which he defended. The number of Spanish sources Childe cited, the
recurrent reference to Childe in Spanish publications, and his publication 1in Spain
(Childe 1934) demonstrate this tie. The relation would persist until the Orientalist
paradigm was called into question.

The culture-historical approach of German anthropogeographers pervaded the

theory and practice of Spanish pre— and protohistory (Pasamar and Peir6 1991:75-6), as



