
ANYONE WHO READ my previous Comnwnfary, 
on the re-organisation of professional archaeology in 
Greater London, and who also read the editorial 
comment on it in Current Archaeology, could be 
forgiven for wondering if they referred to the same 
event. 

Although Mr Selkirk accepts the need for pro- 
fessional teams in the City and in Southwark, he 
says that elsewhere "archaeology in London is 
remarkably scarce", the G.L.C. - "the last oE the 
big spenders" - is to amalgamate small teams "into 
one big London unit" at a "vast cost". The lesson 
for the amateurs is clear: "archaeology in the City 
of London has long been taken over bv the pro- 
fessionals", though there are a number of "flourish- 
ing societies" in Greater London which ''tend to be 
concentrated" in areas which "have hitherto escaped 
the professionals' net". It  is these soclet!es which 
should be "encouraged to expand" to deal with the 
threat of development. If they don't - so the logic 
goes - the sites should be lost, for if the amateurs 
cannot record them can archaeology "really have 

I con- any justification to continue to make its ve.) 
siderable demands on the tax-payer?" 

Let's look at these points. The 4~rchaeologkal 
potential of Greater London was clearly presented 
Time on our Side? - the dense prehisto~ic and 
Roman landscapes which are fast being destroyed 
east of the Lea and in west Middlesex; the Roman 
roadside settlements ringing Londinium (for exam- 
ple, Old Ford, Brentford and Enfield), without 
which we cannot hope to understand the function- 
ing of that city; the great mediaeval religious houses 
at, for example, Clerkenwell, the Royal Mint, 
Bermondsey and Merton - all under imminent 
threat from redevelopment; and a substantial nledi- 
aeval town in Kingston, to name but the most 
obvious examples. 

The idea of one big London unit. although ad- 
ministratively correct in that three grevlously inde- 
pendent units now join a fourth within the Museum 
of London's Department of Greater London Arch- 
aeology, is misleading in that their identiy is main- 
tained as "area teams" in the Department The 

Department. The "vast cost" - £250,000 for the 
whole of Greater London including Southwark, the 
case for which has been accepted - represents less 
than 4p a year per head to London's population. 

What is the reality of Mr Selkirk's emotive com- 
ment that archaeology in the City "has long been 
taken ov,er by the professionals'?" Surelv thc City 
of London Archaeological Society was founded in 
the 1960s to assist the then small professional pre- 
sence there, and still provides much valuable help. 

The proposed solution - that "flourishing" 
societies should ba "encouraged to expand" to deal 
with the threat of development - is no solution 
at all. To suppose that any of the problems rnen- 
tioned above could be tackled solely by amateur 
effort is unrealistic and flies in the face of experience. 
The place of professionals and amateurs is together, 
and there is a history of good co-operation in the 
area. More formal relationships exist through 
various liaison groups, on which amateurs and pro- 
fessionals, as well as local authorities, are repre- 
sented, and this network is being expanded 

One can only conclude that either Mr Selkirk 
is completely out of touch with the realities 01 urban 
rescue archaeology, which is hard to believe, or that 
he does not consider the facts of the situation to 
be important. The clue is provided by studying 
earlier editorial comment. Mr Selkirk clearly be- 
lieves that professional teams are profligate, 
bureaucratic, inflexible and destructive of that very 
"independent" amateur effort which holds out the 
best hope for dealing with sites threatened by re- 
development. The situation in London must be 
made to appear to fit this preconceived mould, 
irrespective of the realities. Behind this lies the 
idea, stemming from monetarist ideolosy, that it is 
bad per se to spend public money on rescue archae- 
ology, despite thc large volume of economic activity 
dependent on the destruction of the archaeological 
record. Mr Selkirk has allowed his archaeological 
judgement to become clouded by passing ideolngicaI 
fashion; we expect better of the editor of a national 
archaeological magazine. 
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