
8. A heavily-sooted small rounded jug in Kingston- 
type fabric. Slight cordon around the neck, with 
intermittent thumbing on the base. Fourteenth 
century1'. 

9. A pear-shaped drinking jug in London-type 
fabric. Thumbed base, poorly thrown and mis- 
shapen, with low quality pitted and matt green 
glaze. Like other drinking jugs made in London- 
type ware, there is scant regard for  good finishing 
or  for the final appearance of the vessel. 

Archaeological and documentary evidences sug- 
gests that by the 13th century the frontage of 
Borough High Street was well on  the way to  being 
built-up, at least as far  south as No. 223, beyond the 
church of St. George and the parish boundary into 
Newington. On the other side of the road at 244- 
246, just south of Lant Street, a ditch was exca- 
vated which contained pottery of a similar daterh. 

The street formed the main thoroughfare into the 
City via the stone bridge that had been built in the 
late nth/early 13th century. Southwards it led away 
from the capital to significant centres and ports 
such as Canterbury and Southampton. I t  was an 
obvious place for travellers to  stay whilst waiting 
for  the City gates t o  open, or if they wished to  
make an early start for a journey southwards. 
Martha Carlin notes the evidence for a similar 
extra-mural concentration of inns during the 14th 
century in other suburbs north of the riverr-. This 
particular site had an especially desirable location, 
since i t  was almost on the corner of the High Street 
and Kent Street (now Tabard Street), which was on 
the way to  the main route southeastwards. 
15. Ibid, 28. 
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17. Martha Carlin The urban development of Southwark c 1200-1550 
(1983) Unpublished PhD Thesis, University of Toronto. 

18. BL: Stowe MS 942, Fol 25 (Drucker no 82). 

The association of Southwark with Chaucer's Can- 
terbury Tales is well known. His description of the 
Tabard Inn and its genial host was written some 
time in the late 14th century, perhaps as much as a 
hundred years after this group of pottery was 
deposited. However, the earliest reference to  an 
inn in Southwark discovered by Carlin was to  an 
unknown 'tenement herbergerie' and brewhouse 
on the western side of the street on what was later 
the site of the Cross Keys. In 1338 it was leased for 
nine marks (£6.00) per annum for  a term of five 
years18. The earliest list of innkeepers in Southwark 
comes from a poll tax return of 1381, in which 22 

people are described as 'oystler', that is hosteler or 
inn keeperly. 

No definite evidence has been found to  indicate 
that the property on the site was an inn during the 
late 13th or 14th centuries. Martha Carlin's detailed 
gazetteer, based on documentary and archaeologi- 
cal evidence on both sides of Borough High Street 
does not extend southwards beyond St George's 
church. However, the plan of Southfvark dated c 
1 ~ 4 2 ~ < ) ,  shows an important building on this corner. 
Rocque's map of the middle of the 18th century 
shows the White Swan coachyard was situated on 
the site. According to  Rendle, the Swan or White 
Swan 'was originally without doubt a very old inn, 
probably one of the oldest in the B o r o ~ g h ' ~ ~ .  
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continued from followin.pa~e 
Problems of volunteering 
GROMATICUS' Spring column raised the question of where 
the next generation of archaeological volunteers will come 
from. My own experience in attempting to  find a volunteer slot 
on  a dig in London may provide some insight into why this 
question has t o  be raised at  all. 

I have made several attempts in the last twelve months to  
volunteer my time to work on digs in the London area by calling 
selected organisations listed in the Excavatinns and Post-excava- 
tion Work column of this periodical. Each time I have been 
gently rebuffed. Archaeologists d o  not want amateurs working 
on digs, I am told, after being asked whether I have ever worked 
on a dig before. As an investment banker with an American 
MBA, it's hard to  belicvc that the issue is one of intelligence or 
ability to learn quickly. 

Even if I were able to  find a slot, it is unlikely that I would be 
able to  take it; archaeologists, I an1 told, generally work 9-5, 

- 

Monday to  Friday. The two days that I have to  offer each week 
are Saturday and Sunday. If archaeologists were interested in 
leveraging their time by using volunteer labour to  any great 
extent, they could work Wednesday to  Sunday once or twice .I 
month. 

Perhaps I display an amateur's naivete, but if an  archacologic'll 
site isgoing to be destroyed anyway (e.g. by a new office block), 
isn't it better to excavate a wider area using volunteers than a 
considerably smaller area using only experts? Once a site is gone, 
it's gone forever, and the window of opportunity for  archaeo- 
logical excavation on agiven site is usually measurable in weeks 
rather than months. 

Is the question where fu ture  volunteers will come from, or is it 
whether this club is taking new members? 

Peter Burrow 
19 Prince Albert Road, 
London NW1 7ST 



Letters 
The future of the Museum of London 
RALPH Merrif ield's recent letter t o  you raises questions about 
the role of  the Museum of  London's archaeological service in 
relation toour  objectives, and wonders why change is necessary. 

The Museum of  London's main account is funded equally by the 
Corporation of London and the Office of Arts and Libraries, 
the contributing authorities. They made clear a t  the outset in 
1975, that  they were not prepared to  finance rescue archaeology 
in total. Apart from a small amount fo r  staff, all excavation, 
research and publication by the Museum had t o  be financed 
f rom elsewhere. First English Heritage, then developers, and 
finally the GLC came in with grants fo r  this purpose. The 
archaeological accounts of  the Museum are separate from the 
main account, with no guaranteed income from any source. 

The distinction between the two  accounts is important. The 
contributing authorities are statutorily required to  provide 
money to  develop and exhibit the collections and, thereby, t o  
promote understanding of  London. This is cash-limited fo r  the 
next three years. As regardsarchaeology, the Museum isallowed 
t o  provide services at  its discretion, and English Heritage may 
provide a grant t o  the services. These archaeological powers are 
permissive, not mandatory. English Heritage, like the GLC 
from whom it took over responsibility for  London archaeol- 
ogy, may exercise their power togrant-aid in any way it chooses. 

The decision by English Heritage to  take on the function of 
County Archaeologist fo r  London, the reduction in their gen- 
eral grant-in-aid and thecollapse of the property market put the 
Museum's archaeological programme in serious danger last au- 
tumn.The Museum doesnot have resourcesof itsown roreplace 
those previous provided by English Heritage and sufficient 
developer income is unlikely to  be forthcoming. Whether we 
could continue t o  d o  all we previously attempted in this area 
looked doubtful. Withdrawal from field archaeology wascon- 
sidered among other options to  remain solvent. 

In the event the Board decided to  continue to  provide archaeo- 
logical services, recognising that the planning advisory service 
provided by English Heritage would set much of the agenda in 
fu ture  and that the Museum unit might have to  compete for  
projects. The only public subsidy will be on projects we can "sell" 
t o  English Heritage and a continuing small grant from the 
Museum main account. Like it or  not, such a division of public 
service archaeology into those who  specify the task and those 
who provide the services accords with government policy for  
the public services generally. 

Ralph Merrifield's letter is not correct in another particular. At 
no time was a "decision on the fate of the archaeological services 
dclaved as a result of an opposing paper signed hy nearly all the 
curators". The Board and its Committees spent a long time 
agonising over these issues, and whilst they welcomed thc 
thoughts of staff, their consideration was governed by their 
fiduciary responsibilities as trustees. 

Max Hehditch 
Museum of London, 
London Wall, 
London EC2Y ( H N  

IN V01 6 no r o  you published a letter from Ralph Merrifield 
questioning the direction taken by the Museum of London in 
the archaeological and curatorial fields. 

We will deal only with his criticisms about curatorial reorgani- 
sation. I t  is, however, odd that Ralph, who  regularly visits the 
Museum, should prefer t o  air his concern in your pages rather 
than discuss matters with the Director or one of us. If he had 
done so, he would have realised that he has absorbed a number 
of misconceptions about curatorial changes. 

The reorganisation was long and thorough; there was discus- 
sion, individually and in groups, with all members of  the 
Curatorial Division and two reportson how restructuringmight 
be arranged. Comment was sought and received on all these 
matters and discussion with the Unions took place. As a result 
of this process it was widely agreed that the Museum needed to  
refocusitsroleasaone-subject Museum (the history of  London) 
and to  group colleagues in larger departments to  address the 
challenges of documentation, care of collections and public 
programmes (renewinggallery displays, temporary exhibitions, 
publications etc). Historical and specialist expertise will be 
maintained and strengthened according t o  specific needs of  
programmes of  work and collections. 

The fou r  curatorial departments, when fully staffed, are not 
unduly large and d o  allow career progression. They are ably 
headed by four  well-qualified members of  staff whose ability 
was recognised by those Governors and external assessors who 
served on the appointment panels. Ralph's nomenclature is 
incorrect as well as his understanding of the new structure. 
There are curators and assistant curators in the Early and Later 
Departments. They are assisted in purely practical matters of 
storage, documentation, loans administration, collections au- 
dit, and so forth, by curatorial officers and curatorial assistants 
in the Object and Informarion Administration Department. 

The caution which Ralph expressed about management is un- 
derstandable coming from someone who has not been directly 
involved in the radical changes which have taken place in 
museums in the last ten years. In our case a budget of c £gm has 
t o  be managed, buildings have to be managed,people have t o  be 
managed. This is not a part-time activity that can be lightly 
undertaken by two or three people; it needs a strong, active team 
of managers -- in the curatorial division, public services and 
administration -- working to  realise the many objectives identi- 
fied in our forward plan. Bidding for  funds, from public and 
private sources, and managing their use, occupies much of our  
time and that of our colleagues. This is the reality of  contempo- 
rary museums. 

The personal criticisms directed at  Max Hebditch is unwar- 
ranted. He is an able man, responsible to  an active and informed 
Board and advised by a group of senior colleagues all of  whom 
are sensitive to  the many problems facing this and other muse- 
ums and the need for  positive change to  confront them. He is 
accessible and reasonable and fulfils his many duties with 
admirable skill. The Museum is fortunate to  retain him; good 
Directors are increasingly thin on the ground. 

Valerie Curnming, 

Michacl Launchbury, 

Chris Ellmers 

Museum of  London, 
London Wall, 
London EC2Y (HN 


