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H I S T O I R E  D ’ A R C H É O L O G I E  
 

RIVAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONGRESSES  
IN INTER-WAR EUROPE1 

MIRCEA BABEŞ*, CĂTĂLIN I. NICOLAE** 

Keywords: archaeology, anthropology, prehistory, congress, Man. 
Abstract: Undoubtedly, international congresses and meetings have been important and useful events in all fields of 
modern science. In most cases they have been perceived as such even at the moment of their occurrence. In a time 
when the number and printing rate of scientific books and journals were still low, and when the communication 
between scientists was rather restricted before the advent of radio, television, fax or internet, congresses appeared to 
be the ideal solution. It was also the case of the international congresses of prehistoric anthropology and 
archaeology, the CIAAP, for Congrès International d’Anthropologie et d’Archéologie Préhistoriques and CISPP, 
for Congrès International des Sciences Préhistoriques et Protohistoriques. The paper will focus on the dynamics of 
these events and their influence on the history of world archaeology before WW II. 
 
Cuvinte-cheie: arheologie, antropologie, preistorie, congres, Man. 
Rezumat: În toate ştiinţele moderne, congresele şi reuniunile internaţionale  au fost evenimente de o deosebită 
importanţă şi utilitate, uneori fiind percepute ca atare chiar în epocă. Într-o vreme când numărul, ca şi ritmul de 
apariţie al lucrărilor ştiinţifice era încă redus şi când, înainte de invenţia radioului, televiziunii, faxului sau 
internetului, comunicarea dintre oamenii de ştiinţă era în chip obiectiv limitată, congresele s-au afirmat ca soluţia 
ideală. Acesta a fost şi cazul congreselor internaţionale de antropologie şi arheologie preistorice, al căror nume 
prescurtat CIAAP redă titlul lor în limba franceză, Congrès International d’Anthropologie et d’Archéologie 
Préhistoriques, aşa cum acronimul CISPP semnifică Congrès International des Sciences Préhistoriques et 
Protohistoriques. În acest articol este urmărită dinamica acestor manifestări şi rolul jucat de ele în dezvoltarea 
arheologiei în perioada interbelică.  

 Undoubtedly, international congresses and meetings have been important and useful events in all 
fields of modern science 2. In most cases they have been perceived as such even at the moment of their 
                                                 

* Institutul de Arheologie “Vasile Pârvan” al Academiei Române, Bucureşti; mirceababes11@yahoo.com 
** Institutul de Arheologie “Vasile Pârvan” al Academiei Române, Bucureşti; nicotk@yahoo.com 
1 A previous version of this paper was delivered during the conference „Networks, Contacts and Competition 

in the History of Archaeology”, organized in the frame of the AREA IV project „Archives of European 
Archaeology” at the University of Durham,  on July the 15th, 2006.  

2 The history of archaeological congresses, however, was not much interesting for researchers until now. One 
can easily notice that the well-known works of B. G. Trigger - A history of archaeological thought (Cambridge, 
2000), or B. M. Faggan (ed.) – The Oxford companion to archaeology (Oxford, 1996), or C. Renfrew, P. Bahn – 
Archaeology. Theory, Methods and Practice (London, 2001) did not even mention the existence of these congresses. 
In other works, such as those of Ève Gran-Aymerich – Naissance de l 'archéologie moderne 1798-1945 (Paris, 
1998) or T. Murray (ed.) – Encyclopedia of Archaeology. History and discoveries (Melbourne, 2001) the congresses 
are just simply mentioned, without further details. Nevertheless it is worth to mention that at the XV World 
Congress of the UISPP in Lisbon (September 2006) a special Session (C 75) was dedicated to the history of 
archaeological congresses; cf. M. Babeş , M.-A. Kaeser (eds.), Archaeologists without Boundaries: Towards a 
History of International Archaeological Congresses (1866-2006), BAR International Series 2046, 2009. 
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occurrence. In a time when the number and printing rate of scientific books and journals were still low, and 
when the communication between scientists was rather restricted before the advent of radio, television, fax 
or internet, congresses appeared to be the ideal solution. Their purpose was to ensure a fast spread of 
knowledge (discoveries, analysis and interpretation) and to facilitate dialog and collaboration between 
scientists within a certain field or across interdisciplinary boundaries. 
 It was also the case of the international congresses of prehistoric anthropology and archaeology, the 
CIAAP, for Congrès International d’Anthropologie et d’Archéologie Préhistoriques (the adjective 
Préhistoriques is in the plural form, referring in the view of the organisers to both sciences, anthropology 
and archaeology). The idea behind these congresses was born in La Spezzia, Italy, in 1865, on the occasion 
of a congress of the Italian Society for Natural Sciences3. They were then organised 17 times in the 
following 72 years, in various cities across Europe (Fig. 1). The first 14 meetings, starting with the one in 
Neuchâtel (Ist -1866) and ending with the one in Geneva (XIVth – 1912) were held at regular intervals, 
particularly at the beginning (the first 8 congresses were held between 1866 and 1876, in exactly 11 years). 
 It was a time, in the second half of the XIX-th century, when the antiquarism became obsolete and 
archaeology developed into a mature science, or, according to Glyn Daniel, the time when „Archaeology 
comes of Age”4. In order to establish its fundaments, the science of archaeology, particularly its newer 
branch of prehistoric archaeology, still had to rely upon results provided by natural sciences (such as 
geology, palaeontology and anthropology), or by social sciences such as ethnology and ethnography. The 
tight relationship between all these fields of science is clearly reflected in the title of these congresses, even 
though G. de Mortillet5 and G. Capellini6 (Fig. 2) initially suggested the term Palaeo-ethnologia to define 
the main theme, while the third congress, presided by John Lubbock in 1868 in Norwich and London, was 
entitled The International Congress of Prehistoric Archaeology7 (Fig. 3). The same idea is illustrated by the 
names of some of the most prestigious learned societies of the time. The best known anthropologists, 
ethnologists and archaeologists contributed to the scientific debates and publications associated with such 
societies. A classical example is the Berliner Gesellschaft für Anthropologie, Ethnologie und Urgeschichte 
and its famous scientific journal, Zeitschrift für Ethnologie (1869), but similarly illustrative are the 
Anthropological Society from Vienna (founded in 1870) and its journal Mitteilungen der Anthropologischen 
Gesellschaft in Wien8. It is worth mentioning that in Vienna the prehistoric antiquities, including the famous 
Hallstatt discoveries, are still sheltered by the prehistoric department of the Museum of Natural History 
(Naturhistorisches Museum), in agreement with a tradition established at the end of the XIXth century. 
 After the XIVth session, the CIAAP congresses entered a long period of agony. The 1916 congress in 
Madrid was not held because of the war. After the Ist World War, this interruption was dramatically 
prolonged until 1930, when the XVth congress was organised with great difficulty in Portugal (Porto and 
Coimbra), and was marked by a weak participation of archaeologists. After a second session of the same 
XV-th congress held in Paris (September 1931) and after another meeting, the XVIth congress in Brussels in 
1935, the long and prestigious tradition of CIAAP reached its final act with the XVIIth meeting in Bucharest, 
in September 1937. If one was to judge according to the elegant and attractive Programme provisoire9 and 
the massive proceedings volume, with a total of 1356 pages10 (Fig. 4), one might have 
                                                 

3 J. Nenquin, International Union of Prehistoric and Protohistoric Sciences, in T. Murray (ed.), 
Encyclopaedia of Archaeology. History and discoveries, Melbourne, 2001, p. 671. 

4 G. Daniel, A Shorth History of Archaeology, 1981, p. 148. 
5 J.-Y. Pautrat, Le Préhistorique de G. de Mortillet: une histoire géologique de l’homme, Bulletin de la 

Societé Préhistorique Française 9, nr. 1-2, 1993, p. 53. 
6 G-B. Vai, Giovanni Capellini and the origin of the International Geological Congresses, Episodes 25, nr. 4, 

2002, p. 251. 
7 International Congress of Prehistoric Archaeology: Transactions of the Third Session which opened at 

Norwich on the 20th of August and closed in London in 28th of August 1868: Containing the papers read at the 
congress with illustrations chiefly contributed by the authors, and an abstract of the discussions, London, 1869. 

8 Irene Ranzmaier, The Anthropological Society in Vienna and the Academic Establishment of Anthropology 
in Austria, 1870-1930, Histories of Anthropology Annual  7, 2011, p. 1-22. 

9 Programme Provisoire. XVIIe Congrès International d’Anthropologie et d’ Archéologie Préhistorique. VII 
Session de l’Institut International d’Anthropologie. 1-8 Septembre 1937, Bucarest, 1937. 

10 XVIIe Congrès International d’Anthropologie et d’Archéologie Préhistorique. VIIe Session de l’Institut 
International d’Anthropologie. 1-8 Septembre 1937 Bucarest, Bucharest, 1939. 
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Fig. 1. Participants to the CIAAP IV held in Copenhagen, August 1869, visiting a shel-mound (Køkkenmøddingen). 

 
 

 

 
Fig. 2. Founders of the CIAAP (left to right) – Giovanni Cappellini, Henri Martin, Édouard Desor (up) and 

Carl Vogt, Armand de Quatrefages, Alexis Ouvaroff (down). 
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Fig. 3. The proceedings of the CIAAP III, 1868, held in London and Norwich. 
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Fig. 4. The cover of the proceedings of CIAAP XVII, 1937, in Bucharest. 

 
thought that this last congress was a scientific and organisational success. However, despite all the efforts 
of the Romanian hosts, who were unanimously appreciated for their managerial skills and hospitality, the 
congress was not a success, primarily in what concerned the prehistoric studies. Moreover, starting with 
the XVth congress in 1930, by removal of the final letter “s”, the last word in the congress title had 
become préhistorique (transforming thus the plural into singular form) and referred only to archaeology 
and not also to anthropology. This distinction severely restricted the proper weight of archaeology inside 
the congress, while anthropology could display its entire diversity. As a consequence, of the five sections 

https://biblioteca-digitala.ro / https://iabvp.ro



314 Mircea Babeş, Cătălin I. Nicolae 6 
 

 

of the congress in Bucharest, only section II was dedicated to prehistoric archaeology together with 
human palaeontology, while the remaining four were reserved for pure anthropology and ethnography (I. 
Functional and morphological anthropology. The study of races and blood groups; III. Heredity – 
Eugenics – Selection; IV. Psycho-sociology; V. Ethnography – Folklore). At the following meeting, 
which actually never took place, there was supposed to be an additional section, Psychology of nations. 
There were fewer than 100 participants at the congress in Bucharest (compared to 500-530 participants at 
the rival congresses of pre- and protohistory in London – 1932 and Oslo -1936), although 177 
presentations were listed in the programme. The proceedings volume contains 107 papers by 99 authors, 
51 of which were foreigners and 48 Romanians. There were no participants from Germany, Denmark, 
Norway and Finland, and only one participant from Great Britain, Sweden, the Netherlands and Hungary. 
Among foreign participants we find the names of some important archaeologists like Miles Burkitt11, T. J. 
Arne12, J. Kostrzewski13, K. Absolon14, J. Skutil15 and of the historian of antiquity A. Alföldi16. There 
were however quite a few Romanian archaeologists, some already prominent in the field, like Ioan 
Andrieşescu, Vladimir Dumitrescu, Radu Vulpe, Ion Nestor, N.N. Moroşan, Dinu V. Rosetti (Fig. 5). In a 
report on the congress, published in 1940, Mircea Petrescu-Dîmboviţa wrote that „as the congress was 
held in our country, many Romanian prehistorians, indifferent of their previous participation to the 
sessions of the other international Congress (CISPP), took part in the presentations and discussions. This 
proves that Romanians are in favour of a closer link between the two Congresses…”17. In the same 
journal, the director of the Seminar of Prehistoric Archaeology at the University of Bucharest, professor 
Ioan Andrieşescu, was stating: “I can only see a closer connection between them18 through human 
intervention, and not what could separate them. In any event, the old institution represents for us the 
tradition and our forefathers, whom we cannot forget!”19. Furthermore, the report criticised the fact that in 
section II of the congress in Bucharest “a number of problems pertaining to the prehistoric archaeology of 
our country were not discussed, in contrast to what happened in other countries at previous 
congresses…”20, and the topic consisted mainly in presentations of excavation reports. Like most 
archaeologists, the author of this report was torn between loyalty towards the long standing tradition of 
CIAAP and the increased attractiveness of the newer and more specialised congress of “Prehistory and 
prehistoric sciences”. This dilemma was shared also by the respected prehistorian Ioan Andrieşescu, who 
conceived a „Prospect hommagial à l’occasion de la première session du Congrès International des 
Sciences Préhistoriques et Protohistoriques de Londres , 1932” announcing the next issue of the journal 
Dacia. Recherches et découvertes archéologiques III-IV, 1927-1932 (Fig. 6). In this Prospect he wrote: 
« Nous espérons que ce Congrès , ainsi que ceux qui lui succéderont, envisageront à cet égard  aussi les 
meilleurs moyens pour assurer le progrès continu de la seule science appelée à éclaircir de plus en plus les 
mystères qui voilent encore les origines des peuples et celles de l’humanité tout entière »21. Five years 
later, in 1937, Andrieşescu dedicated the first issue of the bulletin of the Seminar of Prehistoric 
Archaeology, Revista de Preistorie şi Antichităţi Naţionale (Fig. 7), to the members of the XVIIth CIAAP 
congress in Bucharest, trying to reach a compromise in the matter of the rivalry between the two 
congresses22. This was not only a problem of Romanian archaeologists, but also of others such as Arne 
from Sweden, or Kostrzewski from Poland, who attended both congresses.  
                                                 

11 M.C. Burkitt, The present of British Prehistoric Research, in XVIIe Congrès …, p. 391-395. 
12 T.J. Arne, Les matériaux anthropologiques de Chah Tépé, Iran, in Programme Provisoire, p. 29, unpublished paper. 
13J. Kostrzewski, Sur deux stations préhistoriques à Gniesno et Ktecko, in Programme Provisoire, p. 34, 

unpublished paper. 
14 K. Absolon, Les grandes stations de chasseurs aux mamouths et leurs explorations en Moravie, in 

Programme Provisoire, p. 33, unpublished paper. 
15 J. Skutil, Les stations paléolithiques en Slovaquie et en Russie Subkarpatique, in XVIIe Congrès …,  p. 385-390. 
16 XVIIe Congrès …,  p. 1320. Alföldi did not present any paper. 
17 Mircea Petrescu-Dîmboviţa, Al XVII-lea Congres de Antropologie şi Arheologie preistorică, RPAN II-IV, 

1940, p. 125. 
18 CIAAP and CISPP. 
19 I. Andrieşescu, Quelques mots d’introduction, de souvenir et d’hommage, RPAN I, nr. 1, 1937, p. 8. 
20 Petrescu-Dîmboviţa, op.cit., p. 125. 
21 I. Andrieşescu, Prospect Hommagial à l’occasion de la première session du Congrès International des 

Sciences Préhistoriques et Protohistoriques de Londres, 1932, Bucharest, 1932,  p.3. 
22 I. Andrieşescu, op. cit. (supra note 19), p. 9. 
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Fig. 5. Romanian members of the CIAAP XVII, 1937 (left to right): Ioan Andrieşescu, N.N. Moroşan,  

Radu Vulpe (up), Dinu V. Rosetti, Ion Nestor and Vladimir Dumitrescu (down). 
 
However, this compromise could not save CIAAP. As already mentioned, the Bucharest congress 

(Fig. 8) was the last in the series and, moreover, its organising body, the Institut International 
d’Anthropologie (IIA), which held its VIIth session on that occasion, did not survive either. The next 
CIAAP congress, the XVIIIth, was to be held in September 1939 in Istanbul, together with the VIIIth 
session of the IIA. None of these events actually took place. 

The cause of this final failure was not the impending World War II, but another “war”, which had 
divided the experts and the institutions in the wider field of anthropological sciences in the inter-war 
period. The main cause is actually to be found in the change in concepts regarding the specificity of the 
material and methods employed by the various disciplines and research schools, and also concerning the 
relationships between them. This trend inevitably led to their scientific emancipation and organisational 
independence. Whereas at its beginnings, around mid XIXth century, pre- and protohistoric archaeology 
was strongly dependent on the scientific gains and prestige of anthropology and ethnology, a hundred 
years later it could and would express itself independently, maintaining though the advantages of extra-
institutional collaboration with these two sciences. In the inter-war period the emancipation of prehistoric 
archaeology was also supported by the introduction of truly specialised university teaching, for example 
in 1927 almost simultaneously in Marburg/Lahn (Professor Gero von Merhart)23 and in Bucharest 
                                                 

23 Claudia Theune, Die Institutionalisierung der Prähistorie an den deutschen Universitäten am Beispiel 
Marburg, in Johan Callmer et alii(eds.), Die Anfänge der ur- und frühgeschichtlichen Archäologie als akademisches 
Fach (1890-1930) im europäischen Vergleich, Berlin, 2006, p. 81-94. 
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(Professor Ioan Andrieşescu)24. The result was the appearance of three independent (or even rival) 
congresses in Europe departing from the prestigious CIAAP, with a different degree of emphasis on 
archaeology, anthropology and ethnology: the old CIAAP and the new congresses of pre- and 
protohistoric sciences (CISPP) and of anthropological and ethnological sciences (CISAE), respectively.  

 

 
Fig. 6. Prospect Hommagial of the journal Dacia III-IV, dedicated in August 1932 to the First CISPP in London. 

                                                 
24 M. Babeş, Von Odobescu bis Nestor. Der Werdegang des archäologischen Studiums in Rumänien bis zur 

kommunistischen Machtergreifung, in Johan Callmer et alii(eds.), op.cit., p. 243-245. 
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Fig. 7. Front cover of the Romanian journal RPAN, dedicated to CIAAP XVII, 1937. 
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Fig. 8. Participants to the CIAAP XVII, 1937 – A. In front of Vila Minovici, Bucharest;  

B. In front of the University of Cernăuţi. 

*** 

 It is not the aim of this study to describe the events which led to this situation. We could all rely for 
this on the excellent study of Sigfried J. De Laet, published in 1971 on the occasion of the UISPP 
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Congress in Prague25, and also on some detailed and probably accurate testimonies, such as the reports 
and comments published in the journals Man and L’Anthropologie between 1931 and 1939. Based on 
documents currently available we could reconstitute the major events in this development: 
 -1912 Geneva: the last pre-war CIAAP congress (the XIVth); 
 -1916: the following CIAAP congress, planned in Madrid, is postponed because of the war26; 
 -1920: the Institut International d’Anthropologie (IIA) is founded in Paris27 (in the words of  John 
L. Myres,  the president of the Royal Anthropological Institute in London): „a society registered under 
French law, with permanent office and siège social  in Paris ... and a subsidy from the French 
government”28; 
 - 1929, October 10th: to ensure the continuity, „the survivors of the permanent committee of the last pre-
war CIAAP” decided to assign the organisation of the following congress, the XVth, in Portugal on September 
1930, to IIA, together with the IVth session of IIA. This decision was „rather prematurely” saluted by Myres, 
and it was the starting point of the separation of the congresses in the inter-war period29. 
 - 1929: prehistorians from the younger generation, led by Pedro Bosch-Gimpera, taking part in an 
International Archaeological Congress in Barcelona, discuss for the first time the possibility of a separate 
congress of pre- and protohistory30; 
 - September 1930: the XVth CIAAP congress is held in Coimbra and Porto. The meeting is 
interrupted until the autumn of 1931, when it is resumed in Paris, on the occasion of the Colonial 
Exhibition. Due to the exclusivist attitude of IIA, the participants „who did not subscribe to the Paris 
Institut were thereby deprived of all voice in the affaires or the future of the Congress”. According to the 
same Myers, „the Institut had, in fact, swallowed the Congress, leaving only its distinguished name to 
adorn the title page of the report to be published eventually by the Institut”. This situation caused 
„general resentment” among the participants31. 
 - November 1930: Paul Rivet, director of Musée d'Ethnographie du Trocadéro, taking distance 
from the actions of IIA, is expressing also his concerns regarding the organization of the Congresses: 
“Les Congrès tenues depuis la guerre ont été des Congrès interalliés et non des Congrès internationaux. Il 
est indispensable, si nous voulons supprimer cette équivoque, de rétablir sur ses anciennes bases le vieux 
Congrès international d’avant guerre, qui a un beau passé. L’état d’esprit dans les milieux scientifiques se 
prête à la réunion d’un Congrès vraiment international qui fournirait aux savants la posibilité de 
rencontrer tous leurs collègues étrangers sans exception”32. 

- December the 22nd 1930, Paris: a reunion of the „little committee”33, called upon to solve the 
conflict generated by the recent congress. In fact, it was a confrontation between the French 
representatives of the IIA (Verneau and Marin), who were pleading for the status quo, „regarding the 
whole question as closed”, and the representative of the Royal Anthropological Institute in London, 
Professor Myers, who „strongly recommended that the Congress should be once more separated from the 
Institut, and resume independent activity”. The few surviving leaders of the old CIAAP, some even 
French, declared themselves through letters in favour of tradition and for reinstating the independent and 
itinerant features of CIAAP. Verneau was the only one against the separation; Myres’s comment: „the 
Institut naturaly does not wish to surrender its control of the Congress”34. 
                                                 

25 S. J. De Laet, Un siècle de collaboration internationale dans le domaine de sciences prehistoriques et 
protohistoriques, in J. Filip (ed.), Actes du VIIe Congrès International des Sciences Préhistoriques et 
Protohistoriques, Prague, 21-27 août 1966, Prague, 1971, p. 1424 sqq. 

26 Ibidem, p. 1425. 
27 H. Bégouën et alii, Réunion préparatoire pour la fondation de l’Institut International d’Anthropologie, 

Revue Anthropologique 30, September-October 1920, p. 193-255. 
28 J.L. Myres, International Congress and Institut International: An Interim Report of Recent Negotiations, 

Man 31, feb. 1931, p.17. 
29 Ibidem. 
30 De Laet, op. cit., p. 1426. 
31 Myres, op. cit., p. 18. 
32 R. Vaufrey, Variétés. Séance du 19 Novembre 1930, L’Anthropologie 40, 1930,  p. 466. 
33 Myres, op. cit., p. 18. 
34 Ibidem. 
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 - January-March 1931: in response to a circulating letter asking for opinions about the situation of 
the congress, Myres receives more than 60 letters from 19 countries: „all without exception are in favour 
of complete separation of the Congrès from the Institut, and the resumption of the Congrès in accordance 
with its old statutes”, thus „indépendent et itinérant”35. 
 Up to that moment the argument was restricted to the resumption of the old traditions of CIAAP, 
and seemed to illustrate an old and, to an extent still ongoing, rivalry between the French and the British. 
The conclusion derived by Myres from letters of French scientists, namely that „no question of national 
prestige or priority is involved”, appeared not to describe the truth entirely. In fact, the French gathered 
around the IIA and stubbornly kept their point of view, organising two more CIAAP congresses 
(Brussels, 1935 and Bucharest, 1937) while the British, strongly supported by the Royal Anthropological 
Institute, were contesting the French supremacy and were seeking another solution. Initially, this meant 
returning to the old tradition, as stated in the declaration of the Joint Committee for Anthropological 
Research and Teaching from March the 17th 1931: „the Congress (CIAAP) may resume its work in 
accordance with its own statuts as an independent and itinerant body”36. The continuous specialisation of 
the various disciplines offered alternative solutions which were expressed and supported by the post-war 
generation of scientists, and were later to be assumed by the British as well. 
 The strongest impulse in this direction came from the prehistoric archaeologists who participated in 
the International Congress of Archaeology in Barcelona in 1929, and who were again reunited in Bern, at 
the end of May 1931. From the replies to the preliminary invitation letter signed by P. Bosch-Gimpera 
one can derive an almost general consensus in favour of a gathering which would be „de façon 
indépendante (de) toutes les disciplines (geologie, anthropologie préhistorique, paléontologie animale et 
vegetale, archéologie etc.) qui concurent aujourd’hui plus que jamais, au developpement des sciences 
préhistoriques”. At that time, as described by John Myres, in many parts of Europe „the specialization of 
all departments of the human sciences has made it preferable to regard Prehistory as a separate and self-
centred study, concerned with all aspects of humanity down to the point at wich historical studies may be 
said to begin”37. 
 The discussion concerning the fate of CIAAP led to numerous statements, either for or against the 
independence of the various disciplines which were part of the wider field of anthropology. We should 
mention the contribution of Adolf Mahr, Keeper of Irish Antiquities, who even provided a graphic 
representation (Fig. 9) of “the present situation” of the relationship between anthropology (mentioning the 
ambiguity of the notion), ethnology and prehistoric archaeology. His conclusion was that „Prehistory 
holds a central position amidst widely different branches of learning and that it can apply the methods of 
History and Science alternately or even simultaneously”. Moreover, Mahr predicted that „Prehistory will 
drift further away from non-prehistoric physical anthropology and from old-style ethnology”, and 
expressed his belief that, taken all these realities into account, the most accurate title for a congress would 
be Congrès International de Préhistoire38. Using an even more polemic approach, Miles Burkitt wrote in 
the same issue of Man (June 1931):  „As prehistorians we do not want to find the publications of the 
congresses ‘cluttered up’ with papers on bride price, social customs, initiation ceremonies and the like. In 
just the same way an eminent social anthropologist wrote to me: “When we have an anthropological 
congress we shan’t want to be snowed under with papers on your beastly pottery and burins!”. Burkitt 
proposed “a congress of prehistorians and physical anthropologists interested in prehistoric skeletons, 
where papers on any subject directly bearing on prehistory (geology, botany, palaeontology etc.) were 
welcomed. Certain special aspects of social anthropology would undoubtedly thus be admitted. Those 
interested in pure ethnology, modern populations, folklore, criminology and the like would do well to 
found a series of congresses for themselves” 39. 
                                                 

35 Myres, International Congresses, Anthropological or Prehistoric? A further Report of Negotiations, Man 
31, April 1931, p. 61. 

36 Idem, The Old Congress and the New. A Fourth Report of Negotiations,  Man 31, July 1931, p. 132. 
37 Idem, International Congresses: A Third Report of Negotiations, Man 31, May 1931, p. 88. 
38 A.  Mahr, Prehistoric and Archaeological Congresses, Man 31, June 1931, p. 104-105. 
39 M.C. Burkitt, Prehistoric Congresses, Man 31, June 1931, p. 120. 
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Fig. 9. Adolf Mahr’s graphic representation on the relationship between prehistory, ethnology and anthropology. 

 
This actually happened soon afterwards, even though Burkitt and others we have already 

mentioned continued to attend the CIAAP congresses (e.g. Bucharest, 1937), and still others continued to 
warn against the over-specialisation in archaeology, for example A. M. Hocart, who wrote in Man in May 
1931: “personally I think it would be a great pity if prehistoric archaeology set up on its own….. The 
prehistorians are inclined to let technique overshadow purpose, and if they go on their own they will 
become worse”40. But signs that a change was at hand also came from the field of ethnology. The leader 
of the Kulturhistorische Schule from Viena, Pater Wilhelm Schmidt also wrote in Man in April 1932 that: 
“ethnology, anthropology and prehistory are independent sciences, with their own fields of research, their 
own methods and equipment and their own workers. But the more fully these three sciences of man have 
become conscious of their individuality and independence, the more fruitfully and spontaneously should 
they be able to co-operate, without forfeiting their independence”41. 
 Based on these contributions we conclude that in 1931 an almost general agreement was reached 
concerning the relationships between the afore mentioned sciences. The immediate consequence was the 
first International Congress of Prehistoric and Protohistoric Sciences (CISPP, 1-6 August 1932), 
followed after 2 yeas of preparation by the first International Congress of Anthropological and 
Ethnological Sciences (CISAE, 1934), both organised in London with strong British support (Fig. 10). 
 Skipping the details concerning the preparation and organisation, we shall first mention the large 
number of participants and affiliated registered to the first CISPP (639, 400 of whom participated in the 
opening ceremony, on August the 1st 1932), and also the large number of communicated papers (186)42. 
From the precise and systematic reports about the congress, published immediately after it in September 
1932 in the Man journal (p. 246-252) and particularly from the Proceedings43, published two years later, 
                                                 

40 A.M. Hocart, Congresses, Anthropological and Prehistoric, Man 31, May 1931, p. 95. 
41 P.W. Schmidt, Congresses, Ethnological and Anthropological, Man 32, April 1932, p.83. 
42 Myres, The International Congress of Prehistoric and Protohistoric Sciences: First Session, London, 1-6 

August, 1932, Man 32, September 1932, p. 201-202. 
43 Proceedings of the First International Congress of Prehistoric and Protohistoric  Sciences, London, 

August 1-6, 1932, Oxford University Press, 1934. 
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we can gather the necessary information (which should be supplemented by archive research in London) 
not only about the participants and the subjects discussed, but also about the statutes and resolutions 
which were adopted and about the new organisational structures. 
 

 
Fig. 10. Badges of two congresses: CISPP London 1932 (left) and CISAE London 1934 (right). 

 
Of outmost importance is the statute, le Règlement général, conceived in Bern in May 1931, in 

which the profile of the new congresses is clearly described in article 2: „Sous le nom de sciences 
préhistoriques et protohistoriques sont comprises toutes les disciplines qui concourent à leur 
developpement: Géologie, Paléontologie animale et végétale, Anthropologie; Ethnographie, Folklore, 
Archéologie etc., dans leurs applications à la Préhistoire et à la Protohistoire”44. In contrast to the XVth 
CIAAP (without the final s) from Lisbon, in which only archaeology made reference to prehistory, the 
new congress was centred on Pre- and Protohistory and addressed without restrictions all the disciplines 
which could contribute, creating a framework for truly inter-disciplinary research.  

„Afin d’assurer une continuité réelle avec les anciens Congrès d’Anthroplogie et d’Archéologie 
Préhistoriques (with a final s) dont il était en tous points désirable de perpetuer la longue et glorieuse 
tradition », the congress created a so-called Commité d’honneur of 37 scientists, among them some 
survivors of the CIAAP such as M. Boule, W. Deonna, E. Pittard, etc. At the same time new 
organisational structures were implemented should be more representative and, most of all, more 
efficient, such as the Permanent Council, in which each country (then 35, including Romania) was 
represented by 1-2 members and 1-2 national secretaries. Some members were included as delegates of 
Governments (21), Universities (27) and learned societies (38)45. 

After this first CISPP congress (Fig. 11), its president Charles Peers, President of the Society of 
Antiquarians and Chief Inspector of Ancient Monuments, concluded that the most important thing « c’est 
l’assurance que le Congrès de Londres a eu pour résultat de serer plus étroitement les liens de l‘amitié 
entre les savants de tous les pays et d’ecarter ce qu’il restait, s’il y en avait, de divisions entre nous »;  his 
optimistic view that : « Le CISPP dure et durera toujours selon nôtre espoir »46 was shared by the 
president of the following congress announced for 1936 in Oslo, Prof. A. W. Brøgger : « oui , nous allons 
partir, convaincus de la possibilité et de l’importance de la collaboration internationale dans nos sciences 
si eminemment internationales , les sciences de la Préhistoire et de la Protohistoire », granted the presence 
of « l’esprit qui nous a reuni, les trois générations d’archéologues de tant de pays assemblées dans un but 
unique et commun : la recherche de la vérité »47.  

                                                 
44 Ibidem, p. 321-322. 
45 Ibidem, p. 1-3. 
46 Ibidem, p. 12. 
47 Ibidem. 
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Fig. 11. Participants to the first CISPP congress, London, 1932. 
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The optimism expressed by Peers and Brøgger was confirmed for a long time, even during the 
„cold war” when, for example, 1400 people effectively attended the Prague congress in 1966. However, 
starting with the 1980s, the leading position of these congresses, which meanwhile became the UISPP 
congresses (1956), was seriously challenged. The World Archaeological Congress (WAC)48 was born in 
1986 in Southampton, through a sort of secession, while the European Association of Archaeologists 
(EAA)49 has organised its annual congresses starting with 1994 (Fig. 12).  

 

 
Fig. 12.  EAA and WAC leaflets. 

 
We have thus today, in the wide field of Pre- and Protohistory and affiliated disciplines, three 

parallel competing congresses almost rivalling each other. This diversity and the freedom of choice for 
scientists are essentially positive aspects, but they also create difficulties which we are all experiencing. 
The real explanations for this situation must still be searched for, with honesty and lack of prejudice; 
constructive collaborative solutions can and must be also found. The study of past experience, as we have 
tried to briefly describe here, could give us suggestions for the complex problems of the present and of 
the near future. 
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