
Commentary 
by GROMATICUS 

IT WOULD BE wrong not to comment on two 
current events which will have far-reaching con- 
sequences for archaeology in London - the abolition 
of the GLC, and the new Museum of London Act. 
However, as I am perhaps too close to these events, 
I have asked someone outside of the Museum of 
London to comment on them. This is the reply. 

Over the last three or four years, readers of the 
LA will have followed the debate on the Greater 
London Archaeological Service: its creation in 1983, 
its growth and achievements and now, as its third 
birthday approaches together with the demise of the 
GLC, a question mark over its future. Despite 
ministerial promises, the continuation of the GLC's 
financial support for archaeology has been in doubt 
until very recently. During the Committee stage of 
the Local Government Bill assurances were given of 
the government's intention to continue to support 
the Archaeological Service through the Historic 
Buildings and Monuments Commission (English 
Heritage). This proposal, though welcomed by the 
Chairman, Lord Montagu ('the Commission is as 
concerned as anybody that archaeology in London 
receives an adequate level of funding'), fell foul of 
the legislation. 

The Commission decided that statutory powers 
were needed to provide the special funding for 
London's 'local' archaeological service. Its policy of 
'project' funding is available only to sites or areas 
with national significance. As archaeologists all over 
the country will testify, this policy and the inad- 
equate level of finance has often made the survival 
of regional archaeological services, without local 
authority support, a knife-edge struggle. To avoid 
opening the flood-gates for all these other archae- 
ological bodies to seek 'core-funding' from HBMC, 
the Commission's special role for London has been 
defined in the Museum of London Bill. It will offer 
no guarantees, although it gives powers to the 
Museum of London's Board of Governors. They 
may 'provide archaeological services and undertake 
archaeological investigations and research in con- 
nection with land in London, publish information 
concerning such investigations and research and 
promote the provision of such services and the 
undertaking of such investigations and research and 
the publishing of such information'. The Com- 
mission 'may make grants' for the same purposes. 

There is still much doubt about how the new 
arrangements will work and the effect they will have 
on rescue archaeology in Greater London. But one 

thing is certain. Contrary to recent rumours, the cost 
of providing for London's archaeology service will 
not be met by the ratepayers of London, nor at the 
expense of other archaeologists in the country, but 
from a direct vote from the Treasury through the 
Department of the Environment. These monies 
(totalling f7.5m in 1986187) will finance the work 
carried out by, or through, the former GLC's 
Historic Buildings Division and to maintain its three 
historic houses. About 10% of this budget is 
earmarked for Greater London's archaeology. Many 
archaeologists elsewhere in England have been 
indignant that the cuts they see in their own 
grant-aid from HBMC are due to the new London 
service 'soaking up' large sums of money that should 
have been available to them. This is simply untrue. 
In fact, if anything, the chances are that London's 
rescue archaeology budget for 'projects' will grad- 
ually be eroded and redistributed to bolster up the 
inadequate grant-aid for rescue archaeology in 
England generally. We shall see! 

The Research Committee of the London and 
Middlesex Archaeological Society and the Joint 
Working Party on London Archaeology have both 
continued to press for ministerial assurances on this 
point. A helpful reply from Lord Elton's office did 
at least assure them that the Commission's Cor- 
porate Plan 'will include an indication of the amount 
of money that it intends to devote to archaeology in 
London' and that 'this sum will not, therefore, be 
lost in the overall arithmetic of the Commission's bid 
for grant-aid'. 

But there needs to be clear thinking about the 
terms of reference of HBMC's new London Division 
and its grant-aid for rescue archaeology. Besides the 
establishment grant for the running of the archae- 
ological service, HBMC will be offering two sorts of 
rescue archaeology grant in London: 'project' grants 
in line with its national policies (for sites of national 
significance), and 'project' grants in line with the 
GLC's former policies for sites of local or regional 
significance. HBMC will need to develop two 
separate strategies for its assessment of archae- 
ological priorities for grant-aid in Greater London. 
If the distinction between national and local criteria 
is lost, London will have secured central p . e rnmen t  
funding for a local service, whose work ma!. then be 
measured against a national standard t o  ~vhich it 
does not conform. The arrangementc tor archae- 
ology in London have always been com~lex.  and this 
latest reorganisation is no exception. 



On the positive side, the Museum of London Act 
gives unique recognition to the needs of London's 
archaeology. For the first time in this country, an 
organisation has been given specific statutory 
powers to finance archaeological services - and a 
duty to consider exercising those powers as appro- 
priate. Local authorities such as the GLC provide 
finance under their very general funding powers and 
are under no statutory obligation to consider 
providing such a service. 

In the Committee stage of the Museum of London 
Bill, the Minister for the Arts made the intention of 
the legislation very clear: 'to provide for the first 
time a statutory framework for a genuinely London- 
wide archaeological service, with one administrative 
focal point'. During the debate, reservations were 
voiced about the centralisation of the service in a 
single authority - the Museum of London - which 
might be considered to have a vested interest in 
promoting the archaeology of certain parts of 
London against others. The Minister recognised the 
'substantial and vital input to the present provision 
of archaeological services in the capital' in particular 
from 'the work of the Passmore Edwards Museum 
... and a number of other organisations and 
voluntary bodies'. He envisaged that 'the Passmore 
Edwards Museum and all the other interested 
parties will conceive with the Museum of London a 
programme of archaeological activity for the capital 
each year', but nonetheless made it clear that the 
intention is to give 'London-wide responsibilities' to 
the Museum of London. 

What difference will this make? The Passmore 
Edwards Museum will clearly wish to maintain its 
autonomy within its own area (Barking, Havering, 
Newham, Redbridge and Waltham Forest). The 
London Borough of Newham itself invests consider- 
able resources in the archaeological service for 
north-east London. For south-east London, the 
Museum of London has an agency arrangement with 
the Kent Archaeological Rescue Unit, and the 
mechanisms for liaison and co-ordination already 
exist. So the Museum has the difficult, but not 

impossible, task of adopting a London-wide respon- 
sibility and co-ordinating role for archaeology, while 
respecting the value of local knowledge, indepen- 
dence and flexibility that already exists on the 
ground. The Museum has shown some talent in 
treading the fine line between good management 
and interference, so let us hope that this talent will 
continue to develop with its new responsibilities for 
archaeology in Greater London as a whole. 

Roman Building in decay 

ACCORDING TO THE City Recorder (26-28 Feb. 
1986), the Billingsgate Bath House is in a "abysmal 
state". The City's local newspaper, refused per- 
mission to photograph the site, was "appalled" by 
the "irresponsible damage", which was placed firmly 
at the door of the owner, the City Corporation. You 
may recall the Guildhall Museum excavations in the 
late 1960s, when the Roman Bath House - first 
found more than a century earlier - was examined by 
Peter Marsden and shown to lie within the courtyard 
of a substantial masonry building, perhaps an inn. 

Nearly a year ago the Working Party on London 
Archaeology began trying to get the Corporation to 
take action. It suggested that the monument could 
still be conserved and opened to the public, forming 
a major tourist attraction, perhaps even paying for 
itself. The Chairman, Ralph Merrifield, commen- 
ted, "this is one of the few comprehensible Roman 
structures in the City of London. It is educational 
and demonstrates the Roman way of life." 

The Corporation has not responded with the 
urgent action needed to prevent more decay, and we 
shall see whether media attention will prove more 
persuasive. The Bath House is in a deplorable state, 
and it is a fair question to ask English Heritage what 
it will do to protect this Scheduled Ancient 
Monument if the City Corporation won't. 

Postcodes please 

THE SUBSCRIPTIONS SECRETARY would like 
to ask all subscribers to let her have their postcodes 
if they have not already done so. 

Annual Lecture and General, Meeting 
THE ANNUAL MEETING of the London Archae- 
ologist will take place on Wednesday 7 May at 7 p.m. 
in Room G6, Institute of Archaeology, 31-34 
Gordon Square, London WC1. Refreshments will 
be provided from 6.30 p.m.: there will also be a 
display on 'How the London Archaeologist is 
produced'. This year the lecture (open to the public) 
will be 'The Roman Port of London' by Gustav 
Milne of the Museum of London, who will also be 
signing copies of his book on that subject. Before the 

lecture, the annual report and accounts will be 
presented, and the officers and six local society 
representatives to the Publication Committee will be 
elected. Nominations should be made in writing not 
less than 14 days before the A.G.M. to the 
Chairman, c10 7 Coalecroft Road, SW15 6LW. 

Local societies are invited to send one represent- 
ative with voting powers to the A.G.M.; individual 
subscribers and their friends will also be welcome to 
attend. 

143 


