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JOHN SCHOFIELD has managed that rare 
accomplishment, a book that will be a pleasure to 
the general reader and the specialist'. Easily, at 
tunes almost conversationally, written, it sets out 
and interprets a wide variety of material, much of it 
new, of great value to those interested in London 
history and topography and to those experts in 
economic and social history, archaeology, archi- 
tecture and other specialisms for whom the absence 
of surviving buildings has always been a handicap. 
We have always known that the building of London 
was important; now we know why. 

The map at the end of the book shows how 
difficult it is to find more than fragmentary remains 
of the medieval and early modern City of London. 
Yet London was Britain's most important medieval 
city. William Dunbar's 'sovereign of cities, seemliest 
in sight' is only one of many descriptions extolling 
London. The lack of extensive survivals from the 
period makes this book an essential tool for the 
understanding of what we have lost, and reading it 
brings home the reason for that immense civic pride 
which has motivated historians and topographers 
from the time of John Stow's Survey of London in 
1598. It is, in Schofield's own words, 'a guide to the 
city that no longer exists'. 

This new look at old London is based on substan- 
tial and important research. As leader of current 
archaeological work in the City, Schofield presents 
the results of recent excavations, of which the 
published reports are either as yet unavailable or lost 
in the learned journals where the detail often 
prevents an understanding of the significance of the 
site. A more personal contribution is the interpreta- 
tion of the documentary and illustrative sources 
which, combined with the analysis of the archaeolo- 
gy and the surviving buildings, makes this book so 
valuable. There are many unfamiliar illustrations 
among the plates, which show how parts of pre- 
Great Fire London survived into the age of topog- 
raphical drawings and photography. How one wishes 
to know more about the buildings drawn by J. T. 
Smith in his antiquarian rambles. Even more impor- 
tant is Schofield's use of the Ralph Treswell surveys, 
made in the early years of the seventeenth century 
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for Christ's Hospital and the Clothworkers' Com- 
pany, and a unique source for the history of houses. 
The plans, distinguishing between building materials 
and giving details of chimneys and staircases, also 
tell us the uses of rooms and their dimensions; and 
they are accompanied by verbal descriptions of what 
lay above. From these Schofield has constructed 
axonometric views which probably give a clearer 
view of what the houses looked like than if the 
buildings themselves had remained to be altered in 
subsequent centuries before scholars could examine 
them. The value of the Treswell surveys is not just 
their picture of particular properties at particular 
times, but their collective value as a family snapshot 
of buildings of different ages, reflecting the develop- 
ment of London in the previous generations. Tres- 
well's surveys, both plans and accompanying text, 
deserve fuller publication than has so far been 
achieved, and one hopes that Schofield will develop 
his analysis of what they say about domestic life and 
conditions in John Stow's London. 

The book slices pre-Great Fire London into seven 
chronological parts. I am not sure that the nature of 
the material makes this the best choice. In the earlier 
chapters, where there is less material, buildings have 
to serve as examples of periods which seem a bit 
static and where there is need to adduce evidence of 
a later date to make a point; in the later chapters, 
however, where there is more evidence, the narra- 
tive approach does convey the dynamism of a rapidly 
evolving city. It would have been preferable perhaps 
to discuss the building of London not by period but 
by building type. Almost every building, domestic as 
well as ecclesiastical and institutional, is multi- 
period, and a more analytic approach might have 
made many issues clearer. The efficiency of the 
index, which enables many incidental topics to be 
followed up, in part offsets this criticism. The book 
will be used by many (as 1,shall use it) as a source of 
wisdom on detailed subjects - house plans, building 
materials and building techniques - as much as it will 
be read for its overview; it is a desk-top as well a 
bedside book. There may be scope for further 
discussion on many points - for instance, I believe 
corner chimneypieces became widespread in the 
seventeenth century rather than the sixteenth as 
Schofield suggests - but the thoroughly researched 
and carefully considered judgments make this book 
a wonderful basis for further research and the 
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THIS BOOK IS A CLEAR and readable account of 
the social development of British society as the 
author sees it between the introduction of cereal 
agriculture and the Claudian invasion. It takes as its 
theme the rise of social 'elites' traced through the 
fine and elaborate artefacts and monuments of the 
day which these 'elites' used. 

At an early stage Bradley declares himself an 
optimist; taking up Christopher Hawkes' theme he 
says that although technology and subsistence are 
the easier aspects of prehistoric society to decipher 
(and some schools of archaeology seem to consider 
these aspects exclusively) it is the social and religious 
organisation of these people which are potentially of 
most interest, because these would have been 
over-riding considerations in the lives of these 
ancient people themselves. An optimist indeed, but 
here is a lucid and comprehensive account of 
prehistoric Britain seen through the eyes of a 
processual prehistorian (one who looks at the 
underlying causes of change) strongly influenced by 
American social anthropology. No invasions here. 
The appearance ~f farming is ushered in by a trickle 
of settlers; 'beaker' pottery is not seen as the 
products of a new people, but a neolithic symbol of 
prestige and status widely recognised in Europe. The 
neolithic American Express. Indeed, one of the great 
strengths of the book is the wav it explains the 

complex arrays of pottery and other artefacts of the 
past not in terms of 'cultures' or new peoples but as 
the attempts by these ancient peoples to keep up 
with the neolithic Joneses. Certain areas particularly 
prosper at various times and these become centres of 
cultural influence in the period. Thus at one time 
Orkney is a major centre and its locally produced 
and rather dowdy Grooved Ware becomes the 
fashion for the whole of Britain. Nothing changes. 
Today every bride wants a dress like Lady Di's. 

This search for fashionable prestige goods, the 
building of large sacred monuments continues 
through the Early Bronze Age, but around 1200 b.c. 
there is a major change. Rich burials disappear and 
so do the massive ritual tombs and temples. Bradley 
sees the bronze hoards and river finds of the 
succeeding period as the new expressions of power 
and wealth, intending not only to impress those 
witnessing such ritual depositions but possibly to 
control the supply of wealth in circulation by 
destroying some. It sounds like Bronze Age mone- 
tarism to me. Above all, the L.B.A. emerges not 
only as the warlike period often portrayed, but with 
a highly organised society controlling its social 
relations through trade and ritual. 

Bradley sees the Iron Age as having much more 
fragmented communities, but more productive and 
decidedly more self-reliant and at the same time 
diffuse. Invasions here too are played down and 
even the classically recorded Belgic movement is 
seen as relatively unimportant. By the end of the 
Iron Age society is very complex indeed and power ., 
itself. Until the sixteenth century this may not have starting point of future scholarship. It is a pity that 

individual points are not footnoted. 

There is a more general issue which any book of 
this nature is bound to raise in view of current 
political controversy. What and where is London ? 
Schofield is writing essentially about the City of 
London but inevitably discusses Westminster and 
those areas which by the seventeenth century were 
suburban. There are also illustrations of buildings 
such as Fulham Palace and Eltham Palace. Anti- 
quaries have often written about the City's legal 
status and its ancient rights - usually at times when 
the authorities and the citizens were doing their 
utmost to destroy whatever physical remains of 
ancient times they could find - and the City in the 
seventeenth and nineteenth century resolutely set its 
face against any metropolitan reform which may 
conceivably have affected its 'ancient liberties'. But 
scholarship has recognised for many years that the 
realities of London are those of an area centering 
geographically upon but much wider than the City 

been especially significant (thoGgh thereeis at least 
one recent book devoted entirely to medieval 
suburbs) but from then on the building of London is 
dependent on a discussion of what was going on 
outside as well as inside the City's boundary. 
Building types were as dependent on where they 
were built as when, and in 1644 John Evelyn 
identified a 'wooden part of the City'. The placing of 
plates of Lindsey House, Lincoln's Inn Fields, and 
Long Lane, Smithfield, next to each other provides a 
text-book example of both the similarities and the 
differences in near-contemporary buildings in diffe- 
rent parts of London. Writers on pre-Great Fire 
London are bound to concentrate on the City, but it 
is salutary to remember that if the bill for the reform 
of metropolitan councils presently before parliament 
goes through then the appreciation of what compris- 
es London, apparent to most Londoners from the 
sixteenth century onwards, will have little basis in 
the law, and Lincoln's Inn Fields might just as well 
have been in Berwick-upon-Tweed. 


