
For Review Only
Reverend Voyce and Père O’Reilly’s excavated collection 

from Bougainville: A case study in transnational histories of 
archaeology in the Pacific

Journal: Historical Records of Australian Science

Manuscript ID HR20007.R1

Manuscript Type: Historical Article

Date Submitted by the 
Author: n/a

Complete List of Authors: Haddow, Eve; Australian National University, School of Archaeology and 
Anthropology; The University of Queensland,  School of Social Science
Dotte-Sarout, Emilie; Australian National University, School of 
Archaeology and Anthropology; The University of Western Australia
Specht, Jim; Australian Museum; The University of Sydney

Keyword: Archaeology, Collections, Anthropology, History of Science, Melanesia

 

http://www.publish.csiro.au/journals/hras

Historical Records of Australian Science



For Review Only

In 1935, Reverend A.H. Voyce from New Zealand, gave French Marist priest Father P. O’Reilly an 

archaeological collection consisting of pottery and the remains of lithic tools. Voyce was a Methodist 

missionary in Bougainville and O’Reilly was in the region on a scientific mission sponsored by the 

Musée de l’Homme. Exploring the history around their encounters, their interpretations of these 

remains in relation to the peopling of Bougainville Island, and establishing that Reverend Voyce was 

one of the very few missionaries to conduct archaeological excavations in the Pacific at the time, this 

paper offers a narrative that transcends national and imperial borders: a transnational history of 

Pacific archaeology.
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Abstract: This paper considers the transnational collection, interpretation, and circulation of 
archaeological material acquired in North Solomon Islands (now the Autonomous Region of 
Bougainville) by Hobart born Methodist missionary Reverend A.H. Voyce (1899–1984). In 1935, he 
gave an archaeological assemblage to Father P. O’Reilly, a French Marist priest, in the region to fulfil 
an ethnographic mission for the Musée d’Ethnographie du Trocadéro in Paris, France. Understanding 
the context of their encounter through international missionary networks, and the subsequent 
curation and interpretation of the artefacts collected by Voyce in multiple countries and according to 
different academic traditions, requires an approach that transcends traditional, nationally framed 
histories. Voyce and O’Reilly were from diverse socio-cultural and religious backgrounds, deeply 
inscribed in different national histories. Yet, they were nodes in an extensive network linking early 
20th-century ‘missionary-ethnographers’, Pacific interlocutors, and international scholars, which 
could sometimes transcend language and denominational barriers. Both Voyce and O’Reilly shared a 
particular interest in ancient artefacts, which has positioned them as important contributors to the 
early 20th-century formulation of Pacific archaeology; their collections and the ideas they supported 
quietly becoming significant legacies for the discipline. We cross-analyse the sets of data we have 
been gathering independently on Voyce and O’Reilly to examine this collection’s story as an 
exemplary case-study in the transnational history of science.
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1

1 Reverend Voyce and Père O’Reilly’s excavated collection from Bougainville: A case study in 
2 transnational histories of archaeology in the Pacific.
3

4 Introduction: Exploring transnational histories of Pacific archaeology

5 In 1990, parts of the North Solomons Cultural Centre collections were lost or destroyed 

6 following the withdrawal of Papua New Guinean government administration from the 

7 province.1 Amongst the material were items acquired in the 1930s by Methodist missionary 

8 Reverend Harry Voyce, including a 4kg ‘magical axe’ given to the mission in the Siwai area of 

9 Bougainville island in 1926.2 Further collections connected with Voyce are now distributed 

10 across museums in New Zealand, Australia, the United Kingdom, and France, aspects of which 

11 have been studied previously, especially from an archaeological point of view.3 Our paper 

12 centres on material held by the Musée du Quai Branly - Jacques Chirac (MQB-JC), Paris, with 

13 reference to these other international collections. The MQB-JC material was originally acquired 

14 through Voyce by Father Patrick O’Reilly, who conducted ethnographic fieldwork in the 

15 Bougainville region for the Musée d’Ethnographie du Trocadéro (MET), Paris in 1935.4 

16

17 Understanding the context for Voyce and O’Reilly’s relationship, and tracing its possible 

18 intellectual legacies in the ideas of the two protagonists, requires a historical perspective that 

19 typically works ‘with spaces and scales beyond national and imperial borders’.5 Although still 

20 largely confined to monolingual and national networks of knowledge, histories of archaeology 

21 have increasingly engaged with a transnational approach, seeking ‘to understand the ideas, 

22 things, people, and practices which have crossed national boundaries’.6 This paper aims to 

1 Spriggs (1992) p.293.
2 Voyce (1979) pp.56–8.
3 MacLachlan (1938). Leach (1969). Specht (1969). Swadling and Phillips (n.d. [c.1975]). Richards (2006). 
Carreau (2009). White (2018).
4 The Musée d’Ethnographie du Trocadéro (MET) officially opened in 1882 and became the Musée de 
l’Homme (MH) in 1937 (inaugurated in 1938) (see Delpuech and others 2017). Most of the Pacific 
material culture was transferred to the Musée du Quai Branly after it opened in 2006 (Musée du Quai 
Branly – Jacques Chirac [MQB-JC] since June 2016).
5 Paisley and Sculy (2019) p.4.
6 Curthoys and Lake (2006) p.5.
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1 contribute to increasing narratives of cross-national and multilinguistic research of an 

2 archaeological nature, in this case crossing the borders of the Bougainville region, New 

3 Zealand, France, and beyond.7 By examining such histories, it may be possible to trace shared 

4 ideas and disciplinary genealogies otherwise obscured by a monolingual approach, and 

5 conversely how such ideas diverged against a backdrop of changing national scientific 

6 approaches and increased regional specialisation. This paper also contributes to increasing 

7 research into the involvement of 19th and early 20th century missionaries within histories of 

8 archaeology, anthropology, and scientific research more broadly.8 We believe such research 

9 highlights potentially overlooked data and narratives of scientific endeavour to formulate rich 

10 and nuanced histories of science and challenge oversimplified notions of so-called 

11 professionalisation of those disciplines.

12

13 Voyce and O’Reilly

14 Arthur Henry Voyce, more commonly known as Harry, was born in Hobart in 1899 but his 

15 family relocated to New Zealand in 1907.9 In 1926, he and his wife Beryl (née Haliday), 

16 embarked on work with the Methodist Mission, officially the United Church in Papua New 

17 Guinea and the Solomon Islands, in the area today known as the Autonomous Region of 

18 Bougainville, Papua New Guinea.10 Encompassing a series of islands including Bougainville and 

19 Buka, the area in 1926 was under the Australian- administered Mandated Territory of New 

20 Guinea.11 We use Bougainville in this discussion to refer to the region, making explicit when we 

21 discuss Bougainville island itself. The Methodist Mission began working in Bougainville in 1916, 

7 See Kaeser (2002). Källén and Hegardt (2014). Delley and others (2016). Richards and others (2019). 
Dotte-Sarout and Howes (2019).
8 For example, Gunson (1978). Barker (1992). Gunson (1994). Sohmer (1994). Samson (2001). 
Sivasundaram (2005). Gardner (2006). Harries (2007). Michaud (2007). Gardner (2009). Harries and 
Maxwell (2012). Dujardin and Prudhomme (2015). Haddow (2017). Haddow (2019). 
9 Anonymous (1985).
10 For insights into Beryl Voyce’s life in the Bougainville area see, Beniston (1993).
11 The area has also been known as ‘north Solomons’ and ‘northern Solomons’, see Regan and Griffin 
(2005) pp.xvii–xx.
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1 although had been in the New Guinea area since 1875.12 The Voyces were initially stationed at 

2 Skotolan on Buka with fellow missionary Reverend Allan Cropp (on Buka 1921–1929), but after 

3 about six months they relocated to Tonu in the Siwai area of south Bougainville island. To 

4 increase his mission’s influence, Harry Voyce also notably travelled the area extensively, 

5 gaining wider access to different communities and material culture (figure 1).13 

6

7 Figure 1: Map of Bougainville area showing the islands of Bougainville, Buka and Teop. CartoGIS Services, College of Asia and the 

8 Pacific, The Australian National University.

9

10 In 1934, the Voyces were posted to the islet of Teop on the north-eastern coast of Bougainville 

11 for a year, following the establishment of a station there by fellow Methodist John R. Metcalfe. 

12 It was at Teop that O’Reilly visited the Voyces for several days.14 This was not a completely 

13 unusual occurrence; that the Voyces regularly hosted visitors is attested to by a record from 

14 the 1930s of their food supply being reduced to nothing as multiple visitors had eaten all their 

15 reserves.15 During Harry Voyce’s 26 years in Bougainville, he collected thousands of artefacts, 

16 particularly stone tools, now in institutions across New Zealand, Australia, the United 

17 Kingdom, and France, with material also deposited in Bougainville, and Rabaul, on New Britain. 

18 Voyce was also an avid conchologist, philatelist, and lepidopterist; collecting was much more 

19 than a passing amusement. 

20

21 Missionaries of multiple denominations collected artefacts and specimens across the Pacific 

22 throughout the 19th and early 20th centuries, forming connections with international museums 

23 and scholars, largely through learned societies and personal corresponding relationships, and 

12 See Carter (1973) p.2, pp.101–102. Gardner (2006).
13 Swadling and Phillips (n.d.[c.1975]) p.5. White (2018) p.28.
14 Carter (1974) p.10.  Letter, Voyce to Scrivin, 15 June 1935, PMB MS 935, Pacific Manuscripts Bureau, 
Canberra, Australia.
15 Beniston (1993) p.45
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1 acting as intermediaries for data and material culture16: Within the Methodist church, there 

2 were precedents for missionary personnel collecting material culture and contributing to 

3 broadly anthropological and archaeological research, particularly evident in the influential 

4 work of George Brown, based on New Britain from 1875–1881.17 However, Voyce’s collecting 

5 clearly attracted some criticism, as indicated in a 1935 letter to the Methodist Mission General 

6 Secretary, in which Voyce stated: ‘I challenge anyone to prove that I give less time to the  work 

7 I came out here to do, merely because I give a considerable amount of attention to ethnology. 

8 If I come in for condemnation on the score of my ‘kink’ in this direction, I alone must bear the 

9 brunt of the blame’.18 It appears then, that Voyce’s research activities were relatively unusual 

10 within his mission for the period.

11

12 Patrick O’Reilly (1900–1988)—‘a Frenchman who [could] not speak a word of Irish’19—similarly 

13 came from a Christian background, ordained at 28 as a priest in the French Marist Order. He 

14 had also studied at Ecoles Nationale des Chartes, and in 1932 received the diploma of the 

15 Institut d’Ethnologie de l’Université de Paris.20 O’Reilly was in fact in the Bougainville region on 

16 ethnographic fieldwork for the MET between June 1934 and July 1935—the ‘Solomon Islands 

17 O’Reilly Mission’. While in the region, he was based at the Marist mission located in Buka 

18 Passage on Buka. The Marist missionaries themselves appear to have had a similar approach to 

19 ethnological study as the Methodists, with only few individuals conducting research as a 

20 private pursuit, despite O’Reilly’s conviction that missionaries were ‘forefront ethnographers’ 

21 essential to the discipline.21 From Buka, O’Reilly visited other missionaries throughout the 

16 See Gunson (1978). Gunson (1994). Gardner (2006). Flexner (2016). Dotte-Sarout and Howes (2019). 
Haddow (2019). Loder-Neuhold (2019).
17 See Gardner (2006). Gardner and McConvell (2015).
18 Letter, Voyce to Scrivin, 6 March 1935, PMB MS 935, Pacific Manuscripts Bureau, Canberra, ACT, 
Australia
19 Letter, Voyce to Scrivin, 15 June 1935, PMB MS 935, Pacific Manuscripts Bureau, Canberra, ACT, 
Australia 
20 Fassael (2002) pp.18–36. Laracy (2013) pp.259–560. Also, Dotte-Sarout and Howes (2019) pp.7–10.
21 Laracy (1976) pp.70–71. O’Reilly (1934).
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1 islands to fulfil his collecting duties for the MET and record ethnographic observations. The 

2 latter included a unique film documenting daily life on Bougainville, with footage of women 

3 making pottery using wooden paddles.22 Even more devoted to his ethnographic endeavours 

4 than his religious calling, O’Reilly did not hesitate in visiting missionaries from other 

5 congregations and different national traditions, whatever the opinion of his co-religionists.23 

6 He later recalled that when he visited Voyce on Teop, this had been ‘considered by the old 

7 Fathers as a sort of communicato in sacris almost worthy of excommunication’.24 It is clear that 

8 O’Reilly’s far-reaching research network transcended any kind of linguistic or national 

9 boundaries.

10

11 O’Reilly reported in his fieldwork notes of 1934–1935 that he had ‘the occasion of meeting 

12 [Reverend Voyce] here and there on Bougainville, and even to visit him’.25 As confirmed in a 

13 letter by Voyce, O’Reilly stayed with him and Beryl on Teop for a short period in 1935, which 

14 may have been when Voyce gave his collection of archaeological remains to the French 

15 ethnographer-priest.26 O’Reilly returned to France with around 1500 artefacts from the North 

16 Solomon Islands, the majority of which was deposited with the Musée d’Ethnographie du 

17 Trocadéro / Musée de l’Homme27 in Paris, while some items were donated to the Ethnographic 

22 O’Reilly (1935) 37 min.
23 See Dotte-Sarout and Howes (2019) for more details on O’Reilly’s ‘mission Salomons’ and his 
exchange with Father Otto Meyer, another missionary with a significant role in the history of Pacific 
archaeology.
24 Guiart (2012) p.157.
25 Guiart (2012) p.157. O’Reilly also later recalled in a private journal that he first met Voyce in January 
1935 while they were both attending a traditional initiation ceremony close to the Catholic mission of 
Tinputz,on the mainland just across Teop (Nicolas Garnier, pers. com. to E. Dotte-Sarout 2020).
26 Letter, Voyce to Scrivin, 15 June 1935, PMB MS 935, Pacific Manuscripts Bureau, Canberra, ACT, 
Australia
27 Just when the Voyce/O’Reilly collection was deposited, the MET closed its door in August 1935 to 
start being reorganised and rebuilt as the MH, officially created in 1937 and inaugurated in 1938. (see 
note 4)
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1 Museum of Lateran in Vatican, the Marist Musée de la Neylière near Lyon, or kept privately by 

2 O’Reilly.28

3

4 Today, O’Reilly’s original collection from the MET/MH is in the MQB-JC. Museum records 

5 indicate an assemblage of 290 artefacts originating from Teop and/or obtained from Voyce.29 

6 These are all archaeological remains, mainly ceramic sherds and some lithic material (figures 2 

7 and 3), intriguingly recorded as from ‘excavations’ (‘fouilles’), or ‘found’, ‘on the location of an 

8 ancient village’ on the islet of Teop.30 Voyce himself later referred to having ‘pottery specimens 

9 secured in excavations’, in a letter sent to the Australian Museum.31 Missionaries working in 

10 the Pacific in the 19th and early 20th centuries often uncovered material culture while 

11 gardening or building.32 However, they rarely undertook planned excavations.33 That Voyce 

12 supposedly undertook such work is therefore significant and the collection and its transfer to 

13 O’Reilly demonstrate their shared interest in the islands’ archaeological past.

14

15 Figure 2: Pottery fragments excavated by A.H. Voyce on Teop island. L-R, showing various pottery types: Mararing (A; 

16 71.134.188.945), Malasang (B; 71.134.188.894); Recent (C; 71.134.188.905); probably late Hangan (D; 71.134.188.1042); and 

17 possibly Asio (Spriggs 1992) or unidentified (E; 71.1934.188.1046). Images A-C © E.Dotte-Sarout; images D-E © Musée du quai 

18 Branly - Jacques Chirac, Dist. RMN-Grand Palais.

28 The exact number of objects brought back by O’Reilly remains unclear but it is now estimated to be 
no more than 1500 (Nicolas Garnier, pers. com. to E. Dotte-Sarout 2020). See Dotte-Sarout and Howes 
(2019); The collection in the Lateran Museum does not appear to include archaeological artefacts, 
O’Reilly (1940). Nor do we believe there are any in Musée de La Neyliere.
29 This excludes 12 ethnographic artefacts, mainly basketry, also collected on Teop. The archaeological 
assemblage comprises items in the MQB-JC collection numbered 71.1934.188.832 to 71.1934.188.1121 
(excluding 71.1934.188.1039 and 71.1934.188.1040, spears), and artefacts 71.1934.188.1139 to 
71.1934.188.1141. See also Garnier (2013).
30 Citations are taken from the forms attached to the collection deposited at the MET in 1935, entered in 
the records of the MH in 1940 by O’Reilly himself, as referenced in Gérard and O’Reilly (1973). All 
translations from French are ours.
31 Letter, Voyce to the Secretary of The Australian Museum, 6 January 1936, The Australian Museum 
curatorial files, Sydney, Australia.
32 See Haddow (2019).
33 Although see Dotte-Sarout and Howes (2019) for Father Otto Meyer’s excavations in Watom, New 
Britain. And Haddow (2019), referencing plans to excavate by the Melanesian Mission’s C.E. Fox.
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1 The MQB-JC Voyce/O’Reilly archaeological collection from Teop

2 The Voyce archaeological collection from Teop at the MQB-JC is composed of 287 potsherds 

3 and three lithic objects. One of the latter appears to be a fragment of mortar less than 10cm 

4 long  (71.1934.188.1139), another is a whole small mortar, 9cm long (71.1934.188.1140), while 

5 the last is a small rounded stone, identified by O’Reilly as a ‘stone for breaking nuts’ 

6 (71.1934.188.1141) (figure 3). All 290 items are ‘from excavations conducted on the location of 

7 an ancient village’ on Teop.  O’Reilly characterised the potsherds as being of ‘Melanesian 

8 type’.34 This classification became important in O’Reilly’s view of the region’s ancient past, as 

9 he opposed it to what he saw as ‘non-Melanesian’ pottery discovered by Father Otto Meyer on 

10 the island of Watom, New Britain, specimens of which O’Reilly also deposited at the MET/MH 

11 in 1935.35 The Teop potsherds in the MQB-JC assemblage display various features, differing in 

12 thickness—with rims less than 1–2 cm wide, colour—unglazed light pink to red or brown clay, 

13 to red clay with a darkened external surface, and decorative designs (figure 2). The latter 

14 includes incised and impressed straight and waved lines and other forms, gashes or gouges in 

15 various arrangements, and some notched lips. Other fragments are undecorated, including a 

16 sherd from the base of a sub-conical vessel with a noticeable protuberance. They conform to 

17 four pottery styles from Buka island —Hangan, Malasang, Mararing and Recent—and known 

18 to have been traded to Teop.36 Therefore, the assemblage likely covers the last 1500 years and 

19 may include some unidentified styles (see figure 2).

20 Figure 3: A: Fragment of stone mortar excavated by A.H. Voyce on Teop island. (71.1934.188.1139); B: mortar excavated by A.H. 

21 Voyce on Teop island (71.1934.188.1140); C: ‘Stone for breaking nuts’ excavated by A.H. Voyce on Teop island (71.1934.188.1141). 

22 Images © Musée du quai Branly - Jacques Chirac, Dist. RMN-Grand Palais.

34 Potsherd 71.1934.188.832
35 Dotte-Sarout and Howes (2019).
36 Specht (1969, 1972). Spriggs (1992).
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1 The surviving museum documentation associated with one potsherd in particular 

2 (71.1934.188.832), as well as specifying the donor as ‘Reverend Voyce, Methodist missionary, 

3 in his Teop residency, centre of his mission in this region’, explains that the artefacts were 

4 found in association with ‘the remains of an ancient village’, ‘marked by standing stones, [and] 

5 the current natives do not allocate any importance to the stones nor the pottery’37. The record 

6 also provides notable external references associated with the material, including an indication 

7 that there were ‘pictures of the village remains’. We have not located these photographs but 

8 have found one of O’Reilly with raised stones from his Solomon Islands Mission, echoing a 

9 similar picture of Voyce with stone remains (figures 4 and 5). The museum documentation also 

10 references a 1934 paper by Austrian anthropologist Richard Thurnwald on ‘stone monuments’ 

11 in Buin, south Bougainville.38 Thurnwald postulated these monuments were the relics of ‘an 

12 invading population’ relating to the current chiefly families, with O’Reilly noting that 

13 Thurnwald’s paper illustrated ‘pottery fragments having no direct relation to the current 

14 pottery’.39 Thurnwald found these potsherds in excavations: ‘I ventured to dig underneath a 

15 few megaliths[…] A few inches beneath the surface I found[…]broken pottery’. This points to 

16 the types of interpretations followed by both O’Reilly and Voyce in regard to their material 

17 culture collections and the history of the Bougainville region.

18 Figure 4: ‘Pere Aureilly Iles Salomon’, Patrick O’Reilly with stone structure, Solomon Islands, 1934–5. (PP0187207.1, MQB-JC). 

19 Image © Musée du quai Branly - Jacques Chirac, Dist. RMN-Grand Palais.

20

37 Also see Terrell and Purupuru (1972); Terrell (1976); Black (1977). These include discussions of 
Terrell’s excavations on Teop close to Voyce’s house site and of a legend/myth associated with a stone 
arrangement on Teop known as Teobebe.
38 Thurnwald (1934). Thurnwald was in Bougainville with his wife Hilde in 1933-1934, following his first 
fieldwork 25 years earlier. They stayed some time with the Marist mission in Turiboiru (Buin region) and 
with Father Poncelet. The latter became a good friend of O’Reilly during his year on Bougainville. 
Despite not meeting directly, O’Reilly would likely have been aware of the Thurnwalds’ investigations. 
39 Thurnwald (1934) p.215, plate Ia. 
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1 In his 1940 description of the Bougainville ethnographic collection that he deposited at the 

2 Lateran Museum O’Reilly asserted that the island was an ‘exception’ in modern Melanesia for 

3 having several ceramic production centres, adding that ‘one can find, in excavations, 

4 fragments of decorated pottery: of designs unknown to the current natives, on the locations of 

5 ancient villages in Tiop [sic], small island of the northern coast, and in the ancient tombs of 

6 Telei’.40 In O’Reilly’s documentary film made on Bougainville, he also observed, similarly to the 

7 Austrian anthropologist, that ‘archaic populations, pushed back by newcomers, settled in 

8 mountainous sites, inland’.41 

9

10 Figure 5: A.H. Voyce with stone structure. Reproduced from Voyce, A.H. (1973) Design work as shown on Bougainville arrows and 

11 spears. Auckland.

12

13 Although it is now clear Voyce excavated the material on Teop, there is little evidence that he 

14 offered interpretations of the potsherds. This may be due to the loss of his papers during 

15 WWII. Voyce, like O’Reilly, believed that an apparent lack of contemporary knowledge about 

16 an artefact, signalled a disconnect in time with the existing population. Writing to the 

17 Australian Museum in 1931 of finding mortars on riverbanks, Voyce added ‘[t]hey are very 

18 ancient—having no native name.’42 This was a common archaeological trope of the period, 

19 with outsiders unable to make sense of Pacific islanders seeming lack of connection with past 

20 material culture, concluding that it signalled a fundamental disconnect to those who had made 

21 the ‘ancient’ artefacts or that the current people had no history. We know Voyce also 

22 developed a stone tool typology, discussed below, which followed archaeological approaches 

23 of the early 20th century, indicating some intellectual engagement with scholarly enquiries. 

40 O’Reilly (1940) p.176. 
41 O’Reilly (1935) 5min30sec. O’Reilly added the detail that this is ‘close to the volcano where the dead 
disappear’.
42 Letter, Voyce to Anderson, 21 December 1931, The Australian Museum curatorial Archives, Sydney, 
Australia.
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1 What influence then did these men have on one another in 1934–35? For O’Reilly, the 

2 Solomon Islands fieldwork initiated a long-standing interest in archaeological remains. It is 

3 evident that as well as returning to France with a large number of ethnographic artefacts, he 

4 also brought two significant archaeological assemblages to the MET/MH, acquired from Meyer 

5 and Voyce. His attention to archaeological material and interpretations of the past were 

6 subsequently significant for his career as an océaniste.43 Voyce’s own collecting practices 

7 encompassed a range of material and scientific fields, partly driven by demands from his 

8 network of international and academic collectors. This elicited the question of whether 

9 Voyce’s main motivation for collecting archaeological material on Teop–either through 

10 planned or opportunistic excavations–was a direct response to O’Reilly’s search for ancient 

11 remains. They met several times before spending time together on Teop, suggesting Voyce 

12 would likely have been aware of his guest’s growing archaeological interest.44 Yet in fact, 

13 further artefactual evidence reveals that the New Zealand missionary had a pre-existing 

14 curiosity for ancient remains and excavations, as the discussion below will show. It was not 

15 only Meyer who was to inspire O’Reilly’s burgeoning interest in archaeological material, 

16 highlighting further the complexity of transnational knowledge networks.

17 An international assemblage: Distribution of Voyce’s acquisitions

18 There are traces of Voyce’s intellectual approach to archaeology in his extensive international 

19 collections. Moira White’s 2018 paper exploring Voyce’s collection in The Auckland War 

20 Memorial Museum (AWMM), suggests that this museum holds 3452 artefacts plus molluscs 

21 and butterflies, Otago Museum (OM), Dunedin houses approximately 3500 Voyce -acquired 

22 artefacts, and Museum of New Zealand Te Papa Tongarewa, Wellington around another 31 

43 See Dotte-Sarout and Howes (2019)
44 As noted earlier, O’Reilly also spent a considerable amount of his Solomon Mission in Buin with Father 
Jean-Baptiste Poncelet, also the host of the Thurnwalds anthropologist couple. One of the other 
archaeological items brought back by O’Reilly to the MET/MH is an axe unearthed in 1934 during garden 
works in the Marist mission of Poncelet–labeled by O’Reilly as a ‘neolithic tool’. O’Reilly (1948).
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1 items.45 Swadling and Phillips’s classification of the Auckland Voyce adze-axe collection 

2 indicated that he sent around 4000 adze-axes to the Museum between 1930–1941.46 O’Reilly 

3 also noted the large collections of 5000–6000 adzes in OM and Auckland during a 1971 trip in 

4 New Zealand (see below).47 

5

6 In the course of research, it has emerged that Voyce also excavated numerous items now in 

7 New Zealand, unearthed in either a planned or opportunistic way. In 1939, OM acquired 320 

8 pottery fragments from Voyce, the original museum register entries reading simply ‘Fragment 

9 of Pottery North Solomons Pres. Voyce’48 or ‘Pot sherd North Solomon Is’.49 Some of these 

10 were described by R.R.C. McLachlan in a 1938 paper discussing ‘native pottery’, including 

11 ‘ancient pottery’, from the Southwest Pacific.50 In 1968, Jim Specht and Sheila Warby (formerly 

12 Specht) made detailed notes and sketches of this pottery and related collection items. The 

13 notes, which were transcribed from OM curatorial documentation provided by Voyce, indicate 

14 that he excavated one assemblage of material underneath a series of three stones on Teop. 

15 From under the first stone were 21 plain pottery fragments, eight decorated fragments, four 

16 bone pieces, which he recorded as possibly from a human cremation, one human tooth, and 

17 an abundance of shell.51 Six decorated pottery fragments, four undecorated, two pieces of 

18 bone, and an assemblage of shell and ‘almond nut shells’ (probably Canarium sp) were found 

19 under a second and third stones located close together.52 Voyce also deposited 14 pieces of 

20 pottery and two small pieces of bone found when excavating underneath a group of four 

45 White (2018). See also Richards (2006).
46 Swadling and Phillips (n.d. [c.1975]) p.1.
47 O’Reilly even states that David Simmons, curator at Auckland Museum, told him that ‘Voyce left the 
natives with nothing else than their eyes to cry’. Gérard and O’Reilly (1973) p. 290. Also, Guiart (2012) 
pp.157–158.
48 Otago Museum accession numbers D39.3-306
49 Otago Museum accession numbers D39.326-341. See also MacLachlan (1938).
50 McLachlan (1938).
51 Item 164, Notebook compiled by the late Sheila Warby, Jim Specht personal research papers.
52 Item 165, Notebook compiled by the late Sheila Warby, Jim Specht personal research papers.
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1 stones called gaminisua on Teop.53 He found an additional 15 specimens of pottery on the 

2 surface around these stone sites, describing the ‘whole area [as] apparently an extensive 

3 kitchen midden’.54 All of this material is notably recorded as excavated in May 1934. Another 

4 seven fragments of cooking  pots are recorded as from an old kitchen midden on the western 

5 side of Teop, with no associated date.55 The notes describe other pottery specimens 

6 ‘discovered on midden in [Teop] mission ground’ on 18 October 1934, and numerous pieces 

7 ‘dug up’ in 1935 in the Siwai region included some ‘secured in excavation of old residential site 

8 at Lakempa[,] Siwai.’56 

9

10 In the 1960s, Foss Leach also examined three related ‘blade-like flakes of fine grained 

11 andesite/basalt’ from Voyce at OM, as part of his Doctoral research.57 According to Leach 

12 these and the pottery fragments came from the Siwai and Buin areas of Bougainville, although 

13 Specht and Warby’s work also specifies Teop island. Leach interpreted a ‘calcareous patina-like 

14 encrustation’ on the flakes as indicating they were deposited in coral or limestone rich soil ‘for 

15 some period of time.’ Voyce also donated a poata, or shell ring, to Auckland Museum, which 

16 was ‘dug up at Kindu, by Rove [Roviana, New Georgia]’ in December 1930.58 These traces 

17 suggest Voyce did unearth further material, and that at least some of it, in the case of the OM 

18 material found in May 1934, was excavated before O’Reilly’s visit to Teop.

19

20 In Australia, at least 385 items were deposited with The Australian Museum (AM), Sydney, in 

21 the 1930s, including stone axes and adzes, body adornments, baskets and spears.59 Initially, in 

53 Item 166, Notebook compiled by the late Sheila Warby, Jim Specht personal research papers.
54 Items 167, Notebook compiled by the late Sheila Warby, Jim Specht personal research papers.
55 Item 158, Notebook compiled by the late Sheila Warby, Jim Specht personal research papers.
56Items 849–854, and 3073–3148, Notebook compiled by the late Sheila Warby, Jim Specht personal 
research papers.
57 Leach (1969) p.77.
58 White (2018) p.39 fig.12.
59 Voyce correspondence 1931-78, Australian Museum curatorial files. Also Australian Museum (n.d.). 
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1 1931, Voyce offered the museum stone mortars from the Siwai district, ‘chiefly washed out of 

2 banks of rivers’, although he noted buying two others that were still to be brought to him.60 In 

3 1936, on a list suggesting other articles he could send to the AM, he offered ‘Pottery 

4 specimens secured in excavations’.61 Unfortunately Voyce did not specify where exactly he 

5 excavated the material, so these could have come from the excavations carried out on Teop, 

6 or from the Siwai area or elsewhere. Voyce is also understood to have contributed to F.W. 

7 Brasher’s deposit with the South Australian Museum, Adelaide, although we have not 

8 established which articles were acquired through Voyce.62 

9

10 Material associated with Voyce in UK institutions was originally sent directly to prolific 

11 collector Harry G. Beasley, to whom Voyce forwarded at least 707 items between 1935 and 

12 1939.63 The collection of Beasley’s Cranmore Museum in Chiselhurst, England, was distributed 

13 in the early 1940s to the British Museum, the Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology at 

14 the University of Cambridge, and the Royal Scottish Museum (now National Museums 

15 Scotland), with some material later sold at auction.64 Consequently, aspects of Bougainville 

16 material acquired by Voyce in the 1920s–30s are now scattered across public and private 

17 collections. For example, the British Museum acquired over 100 items, National Museums 

18 Scotland only three fishhooks from the villages of Tapasanwata, Totei and Sikoto, and an ear 

19 ornament was recently sold through a private Parisian gallery.65 Voyce additionally gave 

20 material to a museum in Rabaul, New Britain, which was destroyed during WWII, and to the 

60 Letter, Voyce to Anderson, 21 December 1931, Australian Museum curatorial files, Australian 
Museum, Sydney.
61 Letter, Voyce to Secretary of Australian Museum, 6 January 1936, Australian Museum curatorial files, 
Australian Museum, Sydney.
62 White (2018) p.27.
63 Carreau (2009) pp.117–118.
64 See Carreau (2009).
65 See Haddow (2013). Also, Galerie Meyer (n.d.). 
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1 North Solomons Cultural Centre, where the items were lost when the Centre was ransacked 

2 and destroyed in 1990.

3

4 Comparing the international collections associated with Voyce highlights his multiple 

5 connections to major collectors outside Bougainville, themselves known for their own 

6 remarkably vast networks. O’Reilly was one such individual, but also Beasley, as well as 

7 ethnologist, anthropologist and archaeologist Henry (Harry) D. Skinner of the University of 

8 Otago and OM. As an avid collector, Voyce appears an appealing contact, perhaps partly 

9 because he responded to their wants and needs. For example, 76% of the items he sent to 

10 Beasley were combs or fishhooks, two artefact types for which Beasley had a well-known 

11 passion and keen scholarly interest.66 O’Reilly is unique in that he actually spent time with 

12 Voyce in the field, the two maintaining contact and meeting again in the 1970s, but it was 

13 Skinner who had a particular impact on Voyce’s approach to stone tools. 

14 Voyce’s stone tool classification

15 Despite uncertainty around whether Voyce conducted planned excavations on Teop directly in 

16 response to O’Reilly’s visit, we do know he attempted to classify artefacts he collected in a 

17 framework that echoes early 20th century archaeology even before he met O’Reilly. In his 

18 approach to stone tool typologies, Voyce particularly appeared to follow Skinner’s work, 

19 whom he met in Dunedin in 1933. In September 1933, describing their meeting to Gilbert 

20 Archey at AWMM with whom Voyce already had a collecting relationship, he noted that 

21 Skinner showed him Solomon Islands and Māori collections at Otago Museum, ‘some classified 

22 in types something after the method I had hoped to pursue’.67 Voyce added, ‘Mr Skinner is 

23 going to give me much assistance on my return, in discussing classification of stone artifacts, 

66  Carreau (2009) p.118.
67 White (2018) p.32.
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1 etc’.68  Skinner’s immediate influence is evident in a letter that Voyce sent to curator V.F. 

2 Fisher at AWMM once he was back in Bougainville in March 1934. Describing a visit to AM, 

3 Voyce records seeing a few stone adzes—one ‘ordinary type IA. [and] only two kunua type 

4 IA.’69 He had already begun to classify items using a system of numbers and letters, akin to the 

5 approach of Skinner.70

6

7 In placing Voyce’s developing typology in the context of Skinner’s, it is helpful to understand 

8 the latter’s approach. In 1919, Skinner took up a post as assistant curator and ethnologist at 

9 the Otago University Museum (later Otago Museum) and was later appointed lecturer in 

10 Anthropology at the University as well as Librarian in the Hocken Library. Having been trained 

11 by A.C. Haddon at University of Cambridge in 1916–18, Skinner’s early ethnological, 

12 archaeological, and anthropological enquiries reflected his mentor’s emphasis on the close 

13 study of material culture and comparative morphology.71 He also drew inspiration from W.H.R. 

14 Rivers whose diffusionist viewpoint attributed differences in material culture and social 

15 organisation to past migrations of people in an attempt to move away from the late 19th-

16 century social-evolutionary interpretations of human history that viewed groups of people as 

17 developing through evolutionary stages.72 Skinner also increasingly engaged with the work of 

18 ‘the American Historical school’ and drew on Clark Wissler’s ‘culture areas’ scheme to propose 

19 a similar one for the Pacific in which New Zealand and other Pacific islands were considered ‘a 

20 historically organised and geographical space with a series of distinctive subcultures’.73 In this 

21 framework, comparative analysis of stone tools, pottery, and other material acquired without 

22 any methodical excavations or details of stratigraphy was considered a valid method of 

68 White (2018) p.32.
69 White (2018) p.35.
70 See Skinner (1923).
71 Gathercole (1974) p.13.
72 Gathercole (1974) p.13. See also, Langham (1981). Kuper (2005).
73 Cameron and McCarthy (2017).
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1 analysis for learning about the past. We suggest that Voyce drew on some of these different 

2 approaches in his attempts to classify Bougainville material culture.

3

4 In 1935, Voyce submitted two papers to the Anthropology section of the Fifth Science 

5 Congress of the Royal Society of New Zealand in Dunedin. Read by Skinner, his papers ‘A 

6 classification of the kapkaps of Bougainville’,74 and ‘A classification of the wood-working tools 

7 of Bougainville’, were separated on the programme by Skinner’s own ‘A classification of the 

8 adzes of New Zealand, the Chatham Islands, and the Cook Islands’.75 Voyce’s submissions 

9 presumably elucidated the particulars of his classificatory system in his own words. 

10 Unfortunately, no record of the full content of his paper on wood-working tools is available.76 

11 In the course of our research, however, we have sourced a typescript copy of his kapkap paper 

12 delivered at the British Museum that Voyce gave to American art historian Carl Schuster when 

13 he visited the missionary in Siwai in 1938.77 Rich in ethnographic details and incorporating the 

14 local terminology for materials and artefact styles, the paper intriguingly suggests Voyce’s 

15 interpretations of the stone implements found in excavations on Teop.  He wrote that grinding 

16 stones, numerous on Teop island, were possibly used for grinding the shell bases of kapkaps.78 

17 He asserted that kapkaps were only used ‘amongst the Melanesian speaking peoples of north 

18 Bougainville, Buka and adjacent islands’, with ‘Kesi’ and ‘haka’ types of ornaments the 

74 Kapkap is a pidgin term to describe a body ornament worn around the neck or on the forehead, 
usually made of shell and turtleshell attached with plant fibre string, e.g. Were (2001).
75 Anon (1936) p.454.
76 But see Swadling and Phillips (n.d. [c.1975]). Gérard and O’Reilly (1973) p.290.
77 BM Eth Doc 1074, ‘A tentative discussion of the kapkaps and related ornaments of the islands of 
Bougainville and Buka by A.H. Voyce (Communication read before the Royal Society Auckland, New 
Zealand, May 27, 1935)’, British Museum AOA files, British Museum, London, UK.
78 BM Eth Doc 1074, ‘A tentative discussion of the kapkaps and related ornaments of the islands of 
Bougainville and Buka by A.H. Voyce (Communication read before the Royal Society Auckland, New 
Zealand, May 27, 1935)’, p.3, British Museum AOA files, British Museum, London, UK.
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1 ‘synonimical ornaments of the Papuan peoples of south Bougainville.’79 Voyce also proposed 

2 the idea of culture zones, or as he called them ‘historical complexes’.

3

4 In the absence of Voyce’s 1935 paper on wood-working tools, an indication of his proposed 

5 classifications can be found in O’Reilly’s work, who appears to have been perfectly aware of 

6 Voyce’s typology. In a 1973 paper with his student Bertrand Gérard, O’Reilly describes the 

7 typology that ‘Rev. Voyce proposed for his collection’ as follows: 

8 Sud Bougainville : Type I pétaloïde [petal-shaped]; 

9 Type II lourd, à dépression [heavy, with cavity];  

10 Type III rectangulaire [rectangular]; 

11 Type IV mamelon [bulb]

12 = outils [tools]

13 = outils en coquillage [shell tools]

14 Nord Bougainville : Type I hache rectangulaire [rectangular Axe]

15 Buka : Type I oreille et rainures [ear and grooves] 

16 Type long ou court [long or short]

17 Type II = Type I du Nord (Northern type I];

18 Type III [presumably rectangular]80 

19

20 As with Voyce’s interpretations of kapkaps, a perceived divide between the north and south 

21 populations of Bougainville is evident here. 

22

79 BM Eth Doc 1074, ‘A tentative discussion of the kapkaps and related ornaments of the islands of 
Bougainville and Buka by A.H. Voyce (Communication read before the Royal Society Auckland, New 
Zealand, May 27, 1935)’, p.2, British Museum AOA files, British Museum, London, UK.
80 Gérard and O’Reilly (1973) p.290.
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1 O’Reilly similarly drew comparisons between north and south Bougainville area, although 

2 using slightly different terminology. In his overview of his Lateran Museum collection in the 

3 Vatican, he discussed adze shapes, pottery types and pottery-making traditions as elements 

4 demonstrating important differences between the north, centre and south of the island of 

5 Bougainville. He judged the south as more ‘Melanesian’—Voyce’s ‘Papuan population’—

6 practicing an ‘autochthonous pottery of a crude technique without skilfulness’. He added, ‘the 

7 fact that it is in the hands of men confirms [ … ] that it is not ancient and of pure imitation’, as 

8 opposed to the north and centre where women are the potters.81 O’Reilly then connected this 

9 pottery of the north and centre with an ancient ‘non-Melanesian’ population—rather 

10 confusingly where Voyce identified the people as ‘Melanesian’. Despite the difference in 

11 terminology, perhaps related to different chronological perspectives, it appears the two men 

12 followed similar interpretations at that time: the south of Bougainville island preserving 

13 cultural traits and a population closer to some original ‘archaic’ people, and the north 

14 demonstrating cultural aspects and a population mixed with a more recent migrant people. In 

15 doing so, both men were aligning their ideas with dominant models of archaeological 

16 interpretations at the time, which emphasised culture zones and migrations, and with the 

17 ‘two-stratum model’ of population history constructed for the Pacific on the basis of the 

18 Polynesia-Melanesia divide.82 

19

20 These correlations in O’Reilly and Voyce’s interpretations are made clearer in a short 

21 communication O’Reilly presented to a meeting of the Institut Français d’Anthropologie in 

22 1940.83 Explaining his attempts to use field observations and items from his collection ‘to 

23 determine the different cultural layers of the island of Bougainville’ he proposed ‘two well-

24 differentiated culture zones in the North and South of the island’. This drew on a range of 

81 O’Reilly (1940) pp.175–179.
82 See discussion in Clark (2003).
83 O’Reilly (1939-40) pp.831–832.
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1 techniques and material culture items that confirmed his theory, including ‘lithic axes’. The 

2 description of the axes clearly followed Voyce’s typology, divided between a northern 

3 rectangular type and a southern ‘classic Melanesian type’ of ‘pedaloid’ shape. O’Reilly’s 

4 ‘working hypothesis’ was that a ‘non-Melanesian’ culture not related to the direct ancestors of 

5 the current Melanesians existed in the islands, and its people had a fine pottery-making 

6 tradition and specific stone axes or adzes. 

7 Voyce’s non- ‘excavated’ acquisitions of material culture

8 Before considering Voyce and O’Reilly’s later meeting in 1971 and reflecting on its implications 

9 for the trajectory of their transnational scholarship, it is important to reiterate that not all of 

10 Voyce’s collections were excavated or found objects and that different motivations and 

11 relationships with interlocutors appear to have underpinned his collecting. An article entitled 

12 ‘History of a prized tribal heirloom’, written by Voyce for the Methodist Mission’s Open Door 

13 magazine, offers some insights into these aspects.84 The ‘heirloom’ was a neck ornament, 

14 recently brought to Voyce, and composed of conus shell rings, ground down with sand and 

15 stone. It was powerful and valuable, having been passed down seven generations of chiefs. 

16 Voyce claimed it had been given to him because of the influence of ‘the Man of Galilee’, 

17 suggestive of what Helen Gardner has identified as ‘the Christian ideal of the gift – offered 

18 freely to God in return for the original gift to the world of his only son.’85 Of course, such a 

19 concept did not necessarily translate into practice in a Pacific locale. As well as representing 

20 conversion, Voyce thought it necessary to record such stories and objects ‘for posterity’ for 

21 ‘the Science of Anthropology’.86 This echoes the dominant early 20th century anthropological 

22 construct that Pacific people were in decline, ‘a dying race’, in need of so-called salvage 

23 ethnography.87 In this context, missionaries were perfectly placed field collectors, providing 

84 Voyce (1936) p.7
85 Gardner (2000).
86 Voyce (1936) p.8
87 See McNiven and Russell (2005).
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1 metropolitan intellectuals with artefacts that represented and facilitated the study of these 

2 disappearing people and cultures.88

3

4 Voyce and O’Reilly’s writings also contain some traces of those extensive networks of local 

5 interlocutors who made object acquisition possible and aspects of indigenous agency. For 

6 example, although Voyce bought a vast array of artefacts from local people, there were still 

7 items that remained inaccessible to him. This included a double-ended stone axe, hafted in the 

8 middle, which were exchanged in the Kunua-Keriaka region as bride-price.89 He also noted 

9 being unable to collect particular kapkaps that were highly valued due to association with 

10 ‘some important chiefly person long dead.’90 Similarly, O’Reilly established a system of 

11 monetary exchange for artefacts: ‘On the advice of my local friends, to avoid creating 

12 privileged situations or raising the “price”, it was known that I paid one shilling—or six trading 

13 tobacco sticks—for the stones brought to me, whatever their size or shape’.91 O’Reilly also 

14 recorded that he ended up collecting stone tools despite a lack of initial interest on his part: an 

15 item identified for exchanging or gifting by the community would be left to him one way or 

16 another92. Local interlocutors therefore dictated what they brought to O’Reilly, and while he 

17 may have perceived a sense of control over transactions by offering very specific payments, he 

18 was in fact beholden to the choices people made when bringing items to him.  These traces 

19 from the archives demonstrate the central role played by local agency in directing the types of 

20 artefacts eventually sent or brought back to scientific institutions by the collectors.

88 Harries (2005), 238–60. Cinnamon and Urban-Mead (2006). Also, O’Reilly (1934). Schmidt (1905).
89 Swadling and Philips (n.d. [c.1975]) p.4.
90 BM Eth Doc 1074, ‘A tentative discussion of the kapkaps and related ornaments of the islands of 
Bougainville and Buka by A.H. Voyce (Communication read before the Royal Society Auckland, New 
Zealand, May 27, 1935)’, p.2, British Museum AOA files, British Museum, London, UK.
91 Gérard and O’Reilly (1973) p.289.
92 As evidenced in the story related by O’Reilly about stone axes left under his house for him to collect 
despite disagreement on the price. Gérard and O’Reilly (1973) p.289.
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1 Reverend Voyce and Père O’Reilly meet in New Zealand, 1971

2 When Voyce hosted O’Reilly’s visit to Teop in 1935, there were evident correlations between 

3 the interpretations they offered of Bougainville material culture and prehistory. At the time, 

4 Voyce was developing his own typology of Bougainville stone tools, and he most likely shared 

5 this with O’Reilly since the latter drew on the same classifications in his 1940 analysis. 

6 However, by the 1970s, O’Reilly insisted he detected no interest from Voyce in the stone tool 

7 technology of Bougainville. In 1971, during an official trip to Australia for UNESCO, followed by 

8 a tour of several Pacific Islands, O’Reilly spent some time in Auckland. There he visited Voyce 

9 in his home and had the opportunity to see some of Voyce’s large axe and adze collection.93 

10 The men exchanged further details of Bougainville material culture, and at his home Voyce 

11 displayed the 4kg ‘Magical Axe’, later deposited at the North Solomons Cultural Centre. Or at 

12 least, an axe that exactly matched the description and dimensions for the ‘magical axe’.94 

13 Describing it in 1973, O’Reilly observed ‘it is not possible to believe it was ever used. According 

14 to what people say, it would have been the tool of some mythical giant to change the course 

15 of a river’.95 He added that he believed Voyce only kept it as a ‘souvenir’, since ‘he [did] not 

16 seem to have taken a personal interest in these axes. He [could] barely mention the main 

17 types collected.’96 This seems a surprising statement considering his awareness of Voyce’s 

18 research and typologies. 

19

20 In his travel notes for 1971, O’Reilly also mentioned that the New Zealand missionary showed 

21 him the manuscript for a publication in which Voyce’s father illustrated Bougainville arrows 

22 and spears from his collection.97 He noted: ‘the pages where he copied the different designs of 

23 the gourds and bamboo cases, classifying them by affinity, are the most interesting. But he 

93 Gérard and O’Reilly (1973). Guiart (2012).
94 O’Reilly (1975). Voyce (1979).
95 Gérard and O’Reilly (1973) p.290.
96 Guiart (2012) p.157.
97 Voyce (1973).
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1 doesn’t have the indigenous names.’ Later, O’Reilly published a review on Voyce’s manuscript 

2 in the Journal de la Société des océanistes, describing it as:

3 A precious reference for museum curators and for anyone interested in the stylized 

4 motifs of Bougainville’s art. Unfortunately, not a word about the signification of the 

5 designs or their symbolism. The arrow, the spear, in Bougainville just as the rest of 

6 Melanesia, had, to be efficient, to possess a soul, a capacity of efficiency encouraged by 

7 these motifs.98

8 This criticism is not completely unfounded, although perhaps unfair since Voyce explains in the 

9 introduction to the book that the drawings were made at his suggestion by his 75-year-old 

10 father H.W. Voyce while living in Bougainville for nine years in the 1930s, as his father was 

11 unable to converse with people either in local language or in pidgin English so ‘found time 

12 heavy on his hands’.99 Harry Voyce could himself have recorded richer details, as the 

13 introduction suggests he did know some of the symbolism of the designs. It should be 

14 remembered that Voyce lost all of his personal papers and fieldnotes in WWII, a fact of which 

15 O’Reilly was well aware.100 It begs the question of what happened to create such a perceived 

16 division between their approaches, at least in O’Reilly’s mind.  

17

18 O’Reilly did incorporate Voyce’s detailed typological descriptions into his 1973 paper, 

19 however, he also listed the indigenous names he had recorded in 1934 on Buka and 

20 Bougainville for different types of stone tools, and for specific parts of axes and adzes. We can 

21 infer from the content of Voyce’s 1935 kapkap paper that he probably did record further 

22 specific local names and ethnographic detail, but this information was lost together with his 

23 papers. It is also important to assert that Voyce created his typology in a very specific period of 

24 archaeological and anthropological scholarship when diffusionism and culture-historical 

98 O’Reilly (1975).
99 Voyce (1973) p.1.
100 Guiart (2012) p.157.
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1 approaches to material culture prevailed. He then appears to have lost touch with disciplinary 

2 developments in the following decades.

3

4 We suggest that the disjuncture that emerged between the two men almost four decades 

5 after their first meeting is best understood when comparing the more quantitative typological 

6 approach taken by Voyce in the 1930s, with O’Reilly’s more culturally and qualitatively framed 

7 perspective that developed in response to emerging Francophone scholarship between the 

8 1940s and 1971.  The latter was strongly influenced by the new school of ‘ethnologie 

9 préhistorique’, or ‘prehistoric ethnology’, which emphasised structuralist sociocultural 

10 interpretations of the archaeological record and had a fundamental impact on emerging 

11 Francophone ‘ethno-archaeology’ of Oceania.101 Indeed, when O’Reilly undertook his Pacific 

12 tour of 1971, he had been working as a recognised ‘océaniste’ for several decades, immersed 

13 particularly in the intellectual spheres of the Musée de l’Homme. There, under the patronage 

14 of Paul Rivet, intellectual currents had emerged in the fields of anthropology with no direct 

15 relation to the culture-historical or the developing processual approaches of the Anglophone 

16 world. André Leroi-Gourhan was becoming especially influential in French Prehistory and the 

17 small group of Oceanists discussing matters of Pacific archaeology in Paris were closely 

18 associated with his teachings and institutional research teams. These circles engaged with 

19 Leroi-Gouhan’s ideas around material culture and techniques – including archaeological ones – 

20 as direct reflections of people’s gestures, speech, and history.102 This may well be a 

21 transnational case of cultural misunderstanding, and Voyce’s activities indicate he spent at 

22 least some time studying his collection of axes and adzes, but by the 1970s this work was not 

23 to O’Reilly’s standards.

24

101 E.g. Julien and others (1996).
102 Leroi-Gourhan (1964-65). See Soulier (2015; in press). Scarre (1999). Audouze and Schlanger (2004). 
Vander Linden and Roberts (2011).
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1 Conclusion

2 This case study indicates that the Teop assemblage was inscribed from the beginning in a set 

3 of collecting practices directed by various forces: local, indigenous, missionary, and scientific. 

4 These relate to the missionary collector’s own network, which in this case was largely 

5 transnational and multilingual. What emerges is a narrative of two diverse scholars initially 

6 finding common ground in their interpretations, but as specific linguistic disciplinary traditions 

7 developed, a chasm formed between their ideas of the Pacific past. Both Voyce and O’Reilly 

8 were influenced by the diffusionist and cultural-historical approach of early 20th century 

9 archaeology, with Voyce particularly applying Skinner’s methods. Both ‘missionary-

10 archaeologists’ largely seem to have agreed that past changes in material culture resulted 

11 from ethnic changes associated with migrations. Accordingly, some material culture remains 

12 were considered more advanced than others, and those directly associated to the original 

13 population of the island (either labelled ‘Melanesians’ or ‘Papuans’) were perceived as 

14 generally more archaic. Influenced by dominant tropes of the time, both struggled to 

15 understand how the Melanesian people they met could have a history characterised by 

16 dynamic changes and adaptation. If the archaeological remains were different to 

17 contemporary examples, they must have belonged to a different people. 

18 The disagreement between the two men by the 1970s, or perhaps more accurately the 

19 misalignment of their approaches, demonstrates the potential impact on transnational 

20 scholarship networks once national traditions move a discipline in a different direction. In 

21 O’Reilly’s case this was the emergence of new ideas and methods encompassed in ‘ethnologie 

22 préhistorique’, and for Voyce it may have simply been due to a personal focus of his interests 

23 on shells and stamps. The history and interpretation of the Voyce-O’Reilly archaeological 

24 collection from Teop is therefore exemplary as a transnational product: from motivations for 

25 its collection to intellectual exchanges across religious, linguistic and national boundaries, 

26 encompassing both shared frames of interpretations and opposed national scientific approach. 
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1 Ironically, between the agreements and disagreements, and despite both seemingly feeling 

2 connections to local interlocutors, neither Voyce nor O’Reilly ever really tried to integrate 

3 indigenous modes of classification, and so local interpretations of the artefacts remained 

4 obscured despite their very collection often being heavily dependent on indigenous agency.103  
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Map of Bougainville area showing the islands of Bougainville, Buka, and Teop. CartoGIS Services, College of 
Asia and the Pacific, The Australian National University. 
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Pottery fragments excavated by A.H. Voyce on Teop island. L-R, showing various pottery types: Mararing 
(A; 71.134.188.945), Malasang (B; 71.134.188.894); Recent (C; 71.134.188.905); probably late Hangan 

(D; 71.134.188.1042); and possibly Asio (Spriggs 1992) or unidentified (E; 71.1934.188.1046). Images A-C 
© E.Dotte-Sarout; images D-E © Musée du quai Branly - Jacques Chirac, Dist. RMN-Grand Palais. 
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A: Fragment of stone mortar excavated by A.H. Voyce on Teop island. (71.1934.188.1139); B: mortar 
excavated by A.H. Voyce on Teop island (71.1934.188.1140); C: ‘Stone for breaking nuts’ excavated by 
A.H. Voyce on Teop island (71.1934.188.1141). Images © Musée du quai Branly - Jacques Chirac, Dist. 

RMN-Grand Palais. 
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‘Pere Aureilly Iles Salomon’, Patrick O’Reilly with stone structure, Solomon Islands, 1934–5. (PP0187207.1, 
MQB-JC). Image © Musée du quai Branly - Jacques Chirac, Dist. RMN-Grand Palais. 
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A.H. Voyce with stone structure. Reproduced from Voyce, A.H. (1973) 'Design work as shown on 
Bougainville arrows and spears', Auckland. 
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