
C.B.A. GROUP 11A 

WE HAVE seen Mr. Horne's letter which appears on page 
140 of the Spring number of "the London Archaeologist" 
and feel that your readers should be given a fuller and 
more accurate account of the aims and activities of Group 
11A (Kent and Surrey) since its creation in 1965. 

It has never been intended or requested that the Group 
should attempt to  supplement or take over the detailed 
work of local bodies (including the Kent Archaeological 
Society, which Mr. Horne omits) but rather co-ordinate 
where it can and act as a link between local bodies and the 
main C.B.A. The Committee including leading members of 
the Surrey Archaeological Society, the Kent Archaeological 
Society and the Council for Kentish Archaeology, who meet 
regularly to transact business. The present Chairman is also 
a Committee member of Group 11B (Sussex) and is thus 
able to keep the three counties in touch with each other on 
matters of mutual interest such as Wealden archaeology. 

At various times Group 11A has been able through 
the County bodies to co-ordinate in a number of fields in 
Kent and Surrey, including emergency work, industrial 
archaeology and preservation and scheduling. 

It has always felt that its most useful activity has been 
the organisation of regional conferences (Mr. Horne's 
"annual afternoon of lectures") which are beyond the scope 
of individual County societies. These have been successful 
all-day affairs with talks by distinguished national and local 
authorities. First in 1966 there was a conference on "Science 
in Archaeology" at the Institute of Archaeology in London; 
secondly, in 1968, "The Weald," which was organised in 
conjunction with Group 11B, at Tunbridge Wells; and 
thirdly in 1969 "Archaeology above Ground," again at 
Tunbridge Wells and chaired by Miss de Cardi. All were 
fully attended and clearly welcomed by the participants. 

We think it fair to say that the Group has been effec- 
tive in improving regional collaboration in south-east Eng- 
land, keeping the main C.B.A. informed about archaeologi- 
cal work in the two counties and spreading knowledge 
through the annual conferences. Detailed accounts are given 
in the C.B.A.'s annual reports from 1965 onwards. We are 
not, however, complacent and in the future will tackle any- 
thing which seems feasible and within our scope. 

We are surprised that Mr. Horne, who as Treasurer of 
Group 11A was well aware of our activities, should have 
refrained from raising these points while in office, but now 
rushes into print, with statements which are either inac- 
curate or inadequate, to belittle the Group he once worked 
for. 

25A Philbeach Gardens, 
S.W.5. 

J. H. MONEY 
Chairman 

E. E. HARRISON 
Vice-chairman 

C.B.A. Group 11A 

C.B.A. IN WESSEX 

I AM AWARE that, as Gromaticus said in the Spring issue, 
Mr. Horne's letter has been overtaken by events in Group 
10, but since it so misrepresents the role of the C.B.A., I 
cannot let is pass unchallenged. The Council does not exist 
as a big stick to beat backward counties into organised 
archaeology, so the happy state of activity in Kent and 
Surrey has no necessary bearing on whether there could or 

should be an effective C.B.A. Group 11A (or 11 if Sussex 
be included). Active societies tend to make effective C.B.A. 
groups, not the other way round. 

The C.B.A. consists of over 350 societies, museums 
and universities, and no organisation of this size could 
work effectively solely by contact between its central office 
and individual members, as Mr. Horne suggests. If it is 
democratically to represent British archaeology outside the 
state organisation, as at present it does, it needs a regional 
organisation, and a working Executive consisting of elected 
and responsible representatives of the regions, which at 
present it largly has. 

Of course it is better to have a nominee to represent a 
region on the Executive than nobody at all. Whether this is 
realistic for Group 10, as Gromaticus suggests, or for any 
other group, is not for me to say, but the person chosen will 
be a nominee, not truly representative of the Group despite 
the annual choice by rotation, and it is difficult to see how 
he would be able to encourage any other function of a 
regional group. 

I think the history of my own group is fairly typical, 
so I make no apology for quoting it. When I became its 
honorary secretary, and for some years following, it was 
much as is now proposed for Group 10, but I was chiwied 
by the then Secretary of the C.B.A., Maurice Barley, into 
making it effective. It  was not easy to maintain the impetus, 
either under myself or my successors. But we have meetings 
addressed by distinguished speakers reviewing common 
problems in the region; we can see and handle regional 
and not merely parochial assemblages of finds (and how 
important this is, especially when so much is currently dis- 
appearing from museum display into reserve collections); in 
conjunction with Group 13, we have been big enough to 
attract University aid for an annual publication, which 
records finds in both regions and brings together the 
excllcnt but frighteningly diffuse activities of a multitude of 
archaeological bodies and individuals. 

We do other things as well, and of course there's plenty 
we should and don't do, especially in conservation, where we 
ought to be more closely in touch with allied organisations 
interested in the preservation of the countryside. But that 
is a measure of our shortcomings, not of the irrelevance of 
a group organisation in matters of this sort, where size con- 
fers weight and authority. Not least, the C.B.A. does mean 
more to the ordinary society member in our area that it 
would as a faceless London body handing out grants and 
issuing useful publications, and we're not relying on other 
groups to keep the C.B.A. in being. 

I don't speak from knowledge, but I suspect that 
Groups 10 and 11 have approached their problem by trying 
to run business meetings to discuss how regional archaeology 
should be organised or co-ordinated. Let them each put on 
a decent annual exhibition (with lecturettes, if you like, 
but don't forget the exibits), and a well-known speaker after 
tea, and just try to keep archaeologists away, however 
large your region; our first Salisbury meeting drew people 
from London and Wales as well as Wessex. Later on, they 
can organise as much or as little as they like. 

47 King's Road, 
Richmond, 
Surrey. 

R. A. H. FARRAR 
C.B.A. Group 12 (Wessex) 

GROUP 10 A N D  T H E  L O N D O N  ARCHAEOLOGIST 

WOULD I T  not be possible for the London Archaeologist 
to become the London and Home Counties or the Group I0 
Archaeologist? This would greatly increase the number of 
subscribers and contributors. Whatever title is used, the 
present publication might profitably extend its coverage 
over the present C.B.A. Group 10 area and act as the 



"unifying force" mentioned in the L.A. constitution in an 
area where it is most urgently needed. Your readers' views 
on this would be of great interest. 

Redgates Nursery, BERNARD BARR, 
Great Cambridge Road, Hon. Secretary, 
Waltham Cross, Herts. Hertfordshire 

Archaeological Society. 

A N  E S S E X  P O I N T  O F  VIEW 

IN REPLY to Mr. Horne's letter in your Spring issue, 1 
would tend to agree that the archaeology of Kent and 
Surrey is internally satisfactory, and that at first sight there 
seems no need to set up a C.B.A. Group for these counties 
and Essex. However, I should point out that the same occurs 
in the West Midlands, where C.B.A. Groups are a roaring 
success. The reason for the comparative failure of Group 
11A, as Mr. Horne himself points out, was the fact that the 
Committee proved incapable of organising anything. 

In Essex the situation is far worse than in Kent or 
Surrey, where we have umpteen local societies, many of 
whom overlap, who are totally unco-ordinated. If a C.B.A. 
Group could succeed in drawing these together, and pre- 
ferably eliminating two thirds of them, then lets have one 
. . . quick! 

In view of the fact that there is very little intercourse 
between bodies on either side of country borders, I think 
that the resurrection of Group 10 would help this kind of 
activity to develop and be beneficial to all affiliated 
societies. As for activities, an annual exhibition of the work 
of the member societies, training schools, seminars, con- 

ferences and continental trips-chiefly things beyond most 
county societies-could be arranged. With an energetic 
committee and officers there would be no reason why the 
idea could not develop and be a great success. If it is 
begun by a collection of fuddy-duddies who are only half- 
hearted about the whole thing, clearly it will not succeed 
as Group 11A seems to have done. 

2 Mill Lane, PETER B. BOYDEN, 
Walton-on-the-Naze, Director, Walton-on-the-Naze 
Essex. Records Office. 

S T A N E  S T R E E T  P O S T I N G  S T A T I O N S  

REFERRING to Mr. Turner's letter in the Winter issue on 
the subject of the posting stations on Stane Street, the 
additional evidence that he gives relating to Merton is 
interesting; but as regards the main issue, he appears to 
have overlooked that both Chichester and London were 
garrison centres from one or other of which even troops on 
foot could have reached any point on the Street within a 
few hours, particularly Merton which is little more than 
seven miles from London. On the other hand, a sine qua  non 
for a posting station was that it should be at a point where 
there was a plentiful supply of water. A glance at a map 
will show that out from Chichester, the first point along 
Stane Street where such a supply was available was at Hard- 
ham, the next at Alfordean, followed by Dorking and then 
Ewell. 

9 Surrenden Park, 
Brighton. 

CHAS. E. TITEORD 

C.B.A. G R O U P  10-a statement f r o m  the Chairman, Hertfordshire Arohaeologioal Council. 

Reprinted by kind permission o f  the Hertfordshire Archaeological Review. 

C.B.A. Grou2 10 was the regional body covering Hertford- 
shire, Essex and London. It died because its meetings were 
too large and unwieldy, and because the interests of i ts 
urban and rural archaeological and historical constituents 
often seemed unrelated. It suffered, too, from the increasing 
reluctance of able and prominent figures to take part in its 
frustrating assemblies. Its fate was sealed with the departure 
from the region oi its active and popular Secretary, Dr, F. 
Celoria, and the sad death of its respected Chairman, Mr. 
K. Marshall. Few really mourned its passing: few desired 
(or desire) its resuscitation. 

To foster co-operation between societies with common 
interests, county bodies were formed, the Hertfordshire 
Archaeological Council being formed on 6th February, 1966. 
The desire that the H.A.C. should assume the function of 
C.B.A. Group 10 within its county was formulated as early 
as 17th December, 1966, but by 24th June, 1967, C.B.A. had 
still not rzplied to our proposals. When an answer was at 
last elicted (27th July) it was not encouraging. Meanwhile, 
the Essex Archaeological and Historical Congress had adop- 
ted policies similar to our own. The C.B.A. attitude now 
appeared to be "that it was up to the Societies within the 
Group to take the initiative" (letter of 4th August, 1967)). 
After much behind-the-scene discussion, a meeting took 
place on 14th May, 1968, between representatives of the 
H.A.C., the Essex Congress and the London and Middlesex 
Archaeological Society, at which il was agreed to propose 
to central C.B.A. the revival of Group 10 in federal form. 

C.B.A. did not like this proposal, despite its over- 
whelming support from societies in the region, and itself 
convened a meeting on 10th February, 1969 "at which the 
functions of the Group might be discussed and officers 

elected to undertake them" (letter of 4th February). Its 
actual outcome however was the acceptance by the three 
county bodies of the idea of an enlarged federal assembly; 
this was endorsed by the H.A.C. on 29th March. A set-back 
appeared with Minute 1911 of the C.B.A. Executive Com- 
mittee (30th May), recording a resolution that appeared 
once more to require the re-formation of a unitary Group 
10, and even perhaps the nomination of a Secretary accep- 
table to the Executive. Such proposals were quite inadmiss- 
able, and after formal suggestions to Essex and London had 
proved fruitless, the H.A.C. on 29th November asked its 
Chairman to raise informally with persons influential with 
C.B.A. the seriousness and unreasonableness of allowing 
the impasse to remain unresolved. 

The joint efforts of Hertfordshire, Essex, London and 
their friends were at last rewarded at the C.B.A. Council 
Meeting of 16th January 1970. Minute 551 recorded "that 
a majority (of societies in the region) supported the pro- 
posal whereby an association of the Essex Archaeological 
and Historical Congress, the Hertfordshire Archaeological 
Council and the London and Middlesex Archaeological 
Society, with four representatives of each of these bodies 
meeting once a year to select, by county area in rotation, 
one of their number to serve on the Executive Committee 
of the C.B.A. The Executive had recommended with 
reluctance that this proposal be accepted"-and so it was, 
subject to review by the Council in 1972. 

It is up to us to prove that reluctance unfounded. Now 
that a proper representation of Hertfordshire at national 
level has been secured, we must make sure that we keep it. 

J. P. C. KENT 
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