
Bone samples recovered by hand collection should 
provide a good picture of utilisation of some of 
the larger animals on the site. Analysis of the fish 
and bird bone from the controlled wet-sieve sam- 
ples can be expected to complement those recov- 
ered by other means. 

Occasional finds such as the human burial, whale, 
sturgeon and porpoise bones are unlikely to ref lect 
aspects of everyday life in the late Saxon period. 
They may, nevertheless, provide an insight into 
rare but probably important events and possibly 
highlight aspects of prestige, status and ritual. 
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Letter 
Re Gromaticus' comments On Harvey Sheldon's redundancy in 
LA 6, no. n. I too regret the loss of such a long-serving archae- 
ologist, but I do not have to remind anyone that hewas just one 
of over two hundred archaeologists recently made redundant in 
London. As Gromaticus has already pointed out (in LA 6, no. 9), 
the waste in training and expertise (of ten starting with a univer- 
sity degree, and involving years of experience and many thou- 
sands of pounds invested in each individual) is enormous. The 
devastating ef fect this has hadon those unf ortunatepeople,and 
on the quality of the archaeological service in London, can 
hardly be imagined. The question now is whether it is accepted 
that such an appalling situation should have been avoided, and 
that it must not be allowed to happen again. 

The Museum of London, which deals with the curation, re- 
search and presentation of archaeology in Greater London 
(through the Museum of London Archaeology Service), is also 
responsible for the maintenance and display of the material in 
its possession. One wonders if the Museum's involvement in the 
latter role has inevitably been at the expense of the former; 
perhaps the two roles would be best carried out by two separate 
bodies. 

There is a similar dichotomy in the work of English Heritage. 
This organisation's primary duty is the maintenance and presen- 
tation of England's historic buildings and monuments, but it is 
also involved in the curation of, and research into, the country's 
archaeological remains. English Heritage shares archaeological 
work with the Royal Commission for Historic Monuments 
(England). Would it not make more sense if the RCHM(E) had sole 
responsibility for England's archaeology, with English Heritage 
then being able to concentrate on the maintenance and presen- 
tation of monuments and buildings? 

One of the reasons English Heritage gave for removing the 
museums (the Museum of London and the Passmore Edwards 
Museum) from the planning process in London was that this 
constituted a conflict of interest with the museums' archaeo- 
logical work. Although this potential problem had to be ad- 
dressed, the solution found by English Heritage can hardly be 
described as satisfactory. English Heritage turned what was 
essentially a local government issue on its head by establishing 
its own planning advice section for London. Not only does this 
complicate the planning process; by expanding English Herit- 
age's range of responsibilities even further, it makes it increas- 
ingly difficult to understand that organisation's role in archae- 
ology. 

The recent English Heritage publications DevelopingFramemrks 
and Management of Arckological Projects suggest that English 
Heritage would like each archaeological excavation unit to 
devise their research agenda, and then design appropriate projects 
for the execution of this work and dissemination of their 
findings. However, only a fraction of English Heritage's funds 
are spent on archaeological work, and even that amount is 
expected to decrease in real terms over the next few years. 
Archaeologicalunits,particularly the smaller ones,couldendup 
spending time and money they can ill af f ord, preparing research 
designs for projects that have little prospect of being funded. 
Even if extra funds were made available for research projects, 
under the present regime this extra work would simply be added, 
piecemeal, onto the existing work programme; extra staf f would 
be needed - until there was the next collapse of developer 
funding, or the research projects dried up, or both. We would 
still end up with periodic redundancies of dozens, if not hun- 
dreds, of archaeologists in London and elsewhere, while the 
universities continue to churn out archaeology graduates. 

What is needed is a system that takes into account the uncertain 
nature of archaeological funding. If developer funding is ex- 
pected to be a major source of revenue for 'rescue' work for the 
foreseeable future, it follows that other sources of funding 
should be aimed to complement developer funding, increasing 
whenever developer funding periodically decreases during the 
economic cycle. In the two publications referred to above, 
English Heritage have suggested policies and procedures for 
research work. What are missing are the flexible, long-term 
strategies that would enable the research work to be carried out 
as efficiently as possible. Nowadays, the archaeological profes- 
sion is expected (quite rightly) to be efficient and business-like. 
I believe that it should also be operating within a carefully- 
planned national heritage policy; this shouldn't be too difficult 
with such a small profession, numbering a couple of thousand 
at themost, with an annual budget of a few millionpounds- that 
is a small business. Without adequate national management, 
acknowledging responsibility for the proper use of resources 
(people and money) at its disposal, the archaeological profession 
(and archaeology in general) is doomed to blindly limp on, until 
the next crisiscomes along. Ironic really, when youconsider that 
one raison d'etre of archaeology is to avoid repeating past 
mistakes. Kurt Hunter-Mann 
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