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A DECLINE IN THE LONDON SETTLEMENT 

Harvey Sbeldon has focussed attention on a fascinating 
problem; but for us in Surrey he has got the recession at 
the wrong time, and the two examples he quotes are not 
nearly the best evidence which exists. 

At Rapsley the coarse ware folded beaker, a foundation 
dcposit, was not used as a reference point for the start of 
Period 111 just because it could not be dated closely. The 
dates for this and the other periods were reached by care- 
ful asessment of all the stratified groups which contained 
datable objects, and no gap exists in ihe sequence at this 
point. There are several other factors which indicate con- 
tinuity between Periods I1 and III: to quote one example, 
the new building retains the awkward, assymetrical align- 
ment and even incorporates in its stone foundations two of 
the sleeper beams from the burnt-out Period !2 structure. 
Newcomers to the site would be unlikely to use them 
again after they had lain rotting under nettles, brambles 
and regenerating woodland for fifty or more years. 

The Byfleet site consists of 23 sherds of pottery found by 
workmen in an unspecified number of shallow pits during 
the course of sand extraction in 1936. As the sile was never 
excavated we know virtually nothing about it and Low- 
ther's speculations on the nsture of the occupation should 
be regarded as special pleading far native settlements 
which were currently out of fashion. I t  would he very 
rash to use the sherds as evidence for an economic reces- 
sion in Londinium. 

'But workers in Surrey have been conscious for a long 
time of a recession in the 4th century. Lowther and Frere 
drew attention to it in the repolrt on 'the Cobham Bath 
House?. No Sumey vilh except poss4bly Chiddingfold (ex- 
cavated in the 19th century and still unpublished) took part 
in the 4th cenltury expansion so tipparent in other areas, 
indeed Rapsley comes to an end at just that time. The re- 
cession should be due to a shrinkage in the London market, 
which is why Sheldon's paper is of such interest. Perhaps 
the time-lag is duc to lthe resilience of na'tive farmers. 
Folly Hill; ROSAMOND HANWORTH 
Ewhurst, 
Cranleigh, 
Surrey. 
1. A. W. G. Lowther, Pattern Stamped Flue Tiles, in S S  

Frere, 'Excavation of a Late Roman bath-house at 
Chatley Farm, Cobham) Surrey Archaeol. Coll. 50 
(l 949) 73-98. 

MORE SINNED AGAINST THAN SINNING 
Dennis Turner's article on "original sin" appears to 

be an attempt to criaticise a fellow archaeologist and then 
to "build" an article around the criticism to justify it. 
The extraordinary point is that the repopt on the moat 
excavation a t  Fulham Palace has not yet been published. 
It could be considered unusual to take to task a director, 
before the evidence that is being criticised is made fully 
known in the final publication. Any reader should be 
aware that excavation articles in The London Archaeolo- 
gist are a preliminary note, not a thorough discussion 
on the reasons for one's views based on one's findings: 
insufficient space dictates this. Further, Mr. Turner has 
never discussed the moat excavation with me, in fact, 1 
have never had the pleasure of being introduced to him! 
His statement, "certainly tough enough to stand the 
criticism," is perhaps based on the views of others he 

has discussed the matter with, not personal association 
with me. 

Mr. Turner is concerned about in.tellectual error 
but he commits crrors himself and he falls into his own 
trap. His lack of quotes and genuine criticism does not 
do this magazine justice. For example, he states, "I 
have no wish to slander Mr. Whitehause or even, par- 
ticularly, to criticise," but then proceeds to apparently 
libel and ridicule, labouring what I believe to be a 
fallacy. Mr. Turner s,tarts with an unintelleotual argu- 
ment, "that the earthwork is what it seems to be - a 
medieval moat," and therefore appears to insinuate that 
if Mr. Whitehouse, or anybody else says otherwise, they 
must be wrong! He continues, "Mr. Whitehouse, sensibly, 
dug a trench. Unfortunately for all of us the only posi- 
tive evidence he found was that the moat as we see it 
today is pmt-Roman." True, but he fails to mention that 
any Roman occupation evidence at all was found on the 
exhvation! 

The suggestion that the earthwork may be of Roman 
origin is based on the large quantity of Roman finds and 
features, that are associated with the existing moat and 
bank. These findings will be thoroughly discussed when 
the full report is published; I feel that Mr. Turner's 
criticism is a li'ttle premature. He could easily have come 
to see me and examined this evidence for himself. Un- 
fortunately he preferred to  express his doub't in open 
forum. I wander why? 

On an intellectual argument basis the moat, as 
we see it today, should not be classed in the medieval 
category. There is no archaeological or documentary 
evidence that proves the moat and bank was first con- 
structed in medieval times. The moat is defiditely first 
mentioned in the 14th century as already existing, and 
we know that it enclosed a manor-house and grounds of 
a Bishop. Neither of these facts proves that the moat 
and bank is originally a medieval construction. They 
just indicate that it was in existence when the Bishop 
of London was occupying the site, and therefore it 
could still have been of earlier origin. Treated as a 
medieval comtruction it encloses an unusually large 
area, 36: acres. This size of enclosure fits more comfort- 
ably with types of earthwork common to the Roman and 
Iran Aee oeriods. " .  

Mr. Turner further states, "where lack of eVidence 
and unjustified conclusions lay side by side" without 
pinpointing exactly what these conclusions are, then con- 
tinues "takes his earlier conclusion as a ~osi t ive fact." 
w h a t i s   the^ &er conclusion? If the secbnd article is 
carefully read, there is no conclusion: the origin of 
the moat is an open question. I even suggest the "ps-  
sibility" that it had its origin in the Iron Age! The 
strong exclamatory remark by Mr. Turner, positive 
fact," is covered in my third article concerning the origm 
of the "bank" and "ditch" by the work "suggest." The 
final statement that, "not everyone who reads the third 
article will have read the second"; logically, then, not 
everyone who reads this article and "Original Sin," will 
take the trouble to read my previous articles! 

Readers should be made aware that Mr. Turner is 
not the first critic by any means, but I can overtly say 
that the criticism, everytime, comes not from those who 
took part in the moat excavation, or were closely can- 
nected with it; but comes mainly from persons who have 
not examined the evidence but appear to have an axe to 
grind. Surely, the "fellow labourers" in Mr. Turner's 
"vineyard do not produce vintage wine, only "sour 
grapes"! 

Would the Editor be willing to accept an  article 
on the discussion of the origins of the Fulham Palace 
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moat, based on known archaeological and documentary 
evidence? 
56 Tarnworth Street. KEITH WHITEHOUSE 
S.W.6. 

I Mr. Turner writes: 
I am sorry that I was misled by Mr. Whitehouse's 

, public remarks in local newspapers into thinking thal 
, he  is more resilient than he is. For  this. 1 can only 

apologise - my use of "certainly" in this comexf was 
c!early ill-judged. On the othzr hand, I must reitciat: 
that I was only using Fulham as an example: my main 
purpose was to propound a thcsis, not to criticise h4i. 
Whitehouse. 

I did not wish to burden the readers of The  Londo;~  
Archacologis! with numerous quotations to prove my paint, 
and I discussed this aspect with the Editor when I sub- 
mitted my essay, but I think that the following should 
show Mr. Whitehouse's progression from hypothesis to 
fact (my italics): 

Vol. 1 No. 16, p.346: "Thc moat ma.y have had its 
origin in a Roman camp." 

Vol. 2 No. 6, p.144: "The important Factor concern- 
ing the section of the bank (on the inside of the moat) 
excavated is that the material, apart from the gravel 
capping, does nor come from an accompanying difch. 
The hank is constructed of scraped sdil, presurnzcbly from 
the surrounding ground surface." No evidence is quotcd 
for the oravenance of the  ravel. 

P.144: from coins found, which, in the circum- 
stances, could only provide a post quem dating, Mr. 
Whitehnuse made the followine canclusian (" lo~ic:  ~ ~ ~~ , 
proposition deduced from previous ones"-Conoise Oxford 
Diotionary): "it would seem that the bank was con- 
structed sometime between 360-380." 

P.145: "There was no sign oC a Roman ditch for 
this had presumably been destroyed by the moat." 

'P.146: "The moat appears to owe its origin to thc 
latter half of the 4th century" (because of the dating of 
the bank?) 

Vol. 2 No. 9, p.213: "Archaeo~ogical evidenca 
I would suggest that the mile-long moat . . . had its 

otigin in a bank and ditch constructed by at least the . l a t e r  part of the 4th century." 
I submit that anyonc reading the article in Vol. 2.9 

I would take it that archaeologists had found a Roman 
: bank and ditch (but sce p145 quotation zbove) of 4th 
: century da'te which may have been the origin of the moat. 

Mr. Whitehouse takes me to task for not mention- 
i n g  that evidence for R-B accupation was found during 
the excavation. I think that any sensible person who 
reads my essay without actually reading any of Mr. 
Whitehouse's articles will infer that R-B material had 
been found (otherwise why the fuss?) and I was not 
concerned to repeat evidence already set down by Mr. 
Whitehouse Mimself in his second article. -~~~~ ~-~~~ 

Although it was not my object to criticise Mr. 
Whitehouse's conclusions, he seems eager to attract my 
comments. I have little to say, however, regarding the 
origin of the earthwork - and that little is based en- 
t i d y  on the evidence published to date and is without 
prejudice to any conclusions that may be justified when 

. the final report is issued. I am not by any mcans expert 
in  the R-B period but I understand. from friends who 

7 are more knowledgeable in this field, that the Fulham 
earfhwork would be even more exceptional if seen a% 
R-B in origin than it would be if seen as medieval. It 
would not be, after all, that exceptional as a medieval 
earthwork (if we avoid the more specialised sense of 

"moat") and can possibly bc compared wiih ear,hwxks 
at, in!er d ia ,  I..amberh. Ciiertsey a i ~ d  M chdham. 

I admit that I have not had the pleasure of rrecting 
Mr. Whitehouse, despite our common membership at onc 
time of The London Archaeologi$r publishing committee. 
Howevcr, I don't think that this afiects the issuz, since 
it is normal to only cornmeni on published evidrnce. 
One of thc purposes 61 interim publicu.ion in The  Lon- 
don Archueelngi.~! is to engender public discussion (cf. 
the intcminable.articles on Roman London Bridge) and 
to stimulate comment from pcoplc the writer would not 
otherwise mce:. That some of this c m m e n t  will b2 
public is one of the risks. 

I await Mr.  Whitehouse's excavation rzpnrt wiih 
considerable in:erest and if, in the meantime, he wishes 
to seek my pnva.e views on the unpublished cvidencc I 
shall be pleased to be at his service. 

Regnrding Mr. Whi!ehouse's find paragraph - the 
Editor feeis rhal, with at least four arVicies bearing on 
the subjeci already published in this magazine, the nri- 
gins of Fulhiim Palace are perhapx suf,ferinx ,from over- 
exposure. This correspondence is now dosed. 

I greatly welcome this opporiunity to answer Jeremy 
Haslam's letcer, as space did not pcrm'lt me to &tend my 
original article on the Department of Urban Archaeology's 
first ycar of opzrations. However, my emphasis on orgmi- 
ration was delibcrate bccause the size of operations being 
undertaken and the considerable financial resources being 

to take into consideration the recommendations contained 
within The  Firlure of 1,ondon's Pus!. In this splendid sur- 
vey Martin Biddle highlighted all the major research needs. 
Consequently, the D.U.A. has in essence adopted this report 
as its main guideline for the orderine of academic nrinrities. ~ -~~ 

~ 0 

The Ctty must be seen as one va; archaeological sZte of 
some 133.5 hedtares - a 'tell'. in fact. of which relmtivelv 
little is known for any period' of occupa'tion. A long-term 
plan of opera'lions is, therefore, essential, co-ordinating all 
of Haslam's "methods of enquiry". Martin Biddle advo- 
d t e d  a multi-period approach and listed 'rhese period by 
period, but giving an emphasis upon Saxon and Viking 
research whenever possible. Few will argue against the 
soundness of this reasoning. 

Ideally, sites should only be chosen to answer speciiic 
historical problem8 posed by the overall research program- 
me, e.g., the pattern and type of early Roman occupation, 
the da'te of the building of the Roman town wall and 
bastions, the growth of 'the Roman and medieval water- 
fronts, the origin and continuity of sire& patterns. Origins 
and continuity are basic research themes for. both site and 
documentary research. The favouring by Biddle of s t raw 
gically loca'ted large sites, to be excavated at a research 
speed, rzther than as a salvage operation, is a sound policy. 
Normally this is very difficult to achieve in the City, bu! 
the present situation makes it possible to implement this 
at both the Newgete Street and Trig Lane s k s .  Waterfront 
sites were a high priority in the survey and since the in- 
ception of the D.U.A. in 1974 many have been excavaled. 

Given a choice of sites, the cri,teria upon which the 
decision to excavate any individual site can be many and 
varied. They involve no't only the researched archaeological 
and historical potential but also the allocation of the unit's 
financial resources, in light of existing and future commit- 



ita'ffing, the massive drain that expen& plant hire can 
produce. These are hnt two, non-academic fadon ,  that 
have to he carefully considered when overall academic 
prioriries are being decided. One factor, though, is para- 
mount. The reconciling of pure research needs against day- 
'10-day praotical pprohlems is such tha? it can only be fully 
comprehended by those who are primarily trained as 
archaeologists and, secondly, as administraton. 

An ever-increasing amount of the D.U.A.'s resources are 
being used away from the excavation sites. A massive publi- 
cation programmt of past and present excavations and 
documentary research is underway. This year will see the 
publica'tion of the long-awaited Roman Palace report and 
next "ear that af the recent Roman riverside wall excava- 
tion. 

Fundamental pottery research aimed at establishing a 
London reference colledtion will commence immedia.tely 
premises are available. An evaluation of environmental 
sampling on urban sites has been made, and a re-examina- 
t i o ~  of the history and archaeology of 'the Thames in the 
London region will be published this year. Historical and 
topogrrqhical research is in progress on several districts, 
including Trig Lane, Billingsgate and Moorgate. Work is 
also about 'to commence by the writer, on a Saxon and 
medieval study with a gazetteer, similar to Merrifield's 
The Roman Cily of London. Within the nett year or so 
a synthesis of all the D.U.A.'s work will be s'tarted to com- 
plement the publications of both Professor Grimes and 
Ralph Merrifield. 

Space, once again, does not permit me to unduly extend 
a list of excavation discoveries, which are undoubtedly ex- 
tending our hisbriral knowledge of London. The following 
should suffice to show thzt the right sites are being chosen, 
nor by any random method, as implied by Jeremy Haslam, 
but by a careful examination of their petential to the over- 
all his'torical research programme. The discovery of a M e  
Bronze Age mllared urn, north of St. Paul's, is significant, 
being the first stratified prehistoric find from, the City. A 
massive section of Roman Riverside wall (almost ceetainly 
defensive) built in part of sculptured stones are now being 
studied by Professor J. Toynbee, Tarn Blagg and Mark 
Hassall, for publication next year as a L.A.M.A.S. Special 
Papcr. An 8th-9th century late Saxon timber waterfront, 
discovered for the first time and buifit of b o ~ t  timbers of an 
earlier date. A succession of timber and s'tone medieval 
waterfronts from the 11th-17th centuries have also been 
uncovered for the first time, to advance our knowledge of 
the commercial history of London. Finally, a 12th-15th 
century church graveyard containing over 250 skeletons 
will xid research on the medieval population itself. I trust 
that this letter has alleviwted Jeremy Haslam's concern 
over London's archaeology. 
Dept. of Archaeology (City) BRIAN HOBLEY 
Museum of London, Chief Urban Archaeologist. 
Gillett House, 
55 Basinghtill Street, 
EC2V 5DT. 

RESCUE'S GOOD WORK 
IT IS a pity that Graham Thom'as chosc to devalue the 
good work done by "Rescue" by claiming too much. He 
seems to want all the beneficial developments that have 
taken place in achaealogy in ,the last five years to be seen 
as the direct result of the formation of "Rescue"-and he 
is not the first "Rescue" officer to take tWis line. 

The truth is that the bandwagon was already rolling 

before "Rescue" appeared on the scene. "Rescue" has un- 
doubtedly given a number of hearty and helpful shoves but 
for that organisation to claim to have built the vehicle and 
to have vaved the road is auite bevond realitv. 
21 ~ v i s h a m  Road, D.'S. TURNER 
Reigate, 
Surrey 
RH2 9DL 

RESCUE ARCHAEOLOGY 
AS MY name is mentioned twice in Tim Tatlon-Brown's 
article in your Summer 1975 publication, I hope that I may 
be permitted the luxury of a few penonal comments. 

I think his review of the Rescue Penguin is fair and 
well taken. The book should have been more concise. How- 
ever, it did suffer from a 2-year delay in publication, 
which made it less relevant in 1975. I t  is a great pity that 
Cecil Hogarth's chapter failed in its impact because, to my 
mind, he was putting over one of the most important tasks 
ahead of archaeologists, that is, to convince the public, and 
particularly politicians, thzt archaeology and archaeologists 
have a relevance to society today beyond that of saving 
things, recording evidence and the advance of knowledge. 
I t  is essential to convince society and politicians that the 
interpretation and the lessons to be derived from pas1 soci- 
eties in coping with human problems is vitally relevant to 
the solving of these problems today. To mention a few- 
violence, social .morals, religious decline, over population, 
birth control, urban overcrowding, conservation. In fact, we 
archaeologists need to come forward with our solutions to 
these problems based upon the lessons of the past. I feel 
that if politicians had been trained as archaeologists or 
anthropologists, they would be much better equipped to 
c o p  with many of these prablems than say an economist 
or a sociologist. 

As a businessman who has supported archaeology and 
"Rescue," may I also comment an  his rcmarks about 
"Rescue." I agree with many of them but I think he aver- 
looks the fact that "Rescue" has been outstandingly suc- 
cessful in two fields; it set out to alert public opinion and 
local and national Government to the rescue crisis, and to 
raise money for this. There is no doubt that it did alert 
the public and it  is well known that Government money 
has increased something like 8-fold in the last few years 
and that money from local authorities and from private 
sources has increased roughly in  the same proportion. 

The overall result has been an enormous increase in the 
number of paid archaeologists, particularly in the London 
area. The fact that "Rescue" itself has not handled this 
money does not alter the fact that it  has became available. 
However, the way that some archaeologists have reacted to 
this money gives me grave disquiet. Firstly, many profes- 
sional archaeologists who owe their present positions and 
salaries, at least in par t  to  "Rescue's" work do not suppo~t  
it. Secondly, the large influx of money has made some pro- 
fessionals intolerant of those who work for nothing. This 
alienates those very people in business, like myself, who 
should he supporting archaeology. Thirdly, the scramble 
disquieting to businessmen. Why should we be expected to 
for money and position. coupled with waste of money, is 
snpport an inefficient muddlc? 

As I see it, "'Rescue's" role in the future must be:- 
1) to see that the money and resources available are effi- 

ciently used. 
2) that we get proper legislation on antiquities to stop 

pillaging by treasure hunters. 
3) it must bring together all archaeologists and bring to- 

gether archaeologists and their local communities. 
As re~ards  raising money Crom developers and business- 

men and the public, surely this is best and most economic- 
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THE CITY OF LONDON ARCHAEOLOGICAL 

TRUST FUND 
THE Department of Urban Archaeology (City) of the 
Museum of London, under Brian Hobley, has gone a long 

oubllcat& has b s  set and a number i f  reuor~s ha;e 
;low appeared in the Transucrions of the  ond don and 
Middlesex Archaeological Society. The cost of the work is 

Letters continued 
ally achieved locally and not nationally (except for clear 
and specific tasks). This does happen in many areas. The 
roles of "Rescue," the C.B.A. and the D. of E. should be 
to encourage archaeologists to do this. I do not rule out a 
national appeal by "Rescue" but if i t  raised £250,000, what 
would achaeologists do with it, and to whom should "Res- 

In these hard days I do not feel inclined to contribute or 
raise money for archaeology except for specific projects 
(like The Flctrcre of London's Pnrt) of which I aonrove and \~~~~~ - ~ . . ~ . ~ ~ ~  ~ 

will not do so u n k s . a n d  until: $chaeoloeisls &e shown 
fintly that they can spend money wisely, secondly that 
this money will not be used to the exclusion or detriment 
of the amateur and the vocational archaeologists, and 
thirdly that some legislatidn exists to stop pillaging of 
sites, which increases with every increase in archaeological 
activit- 
Silver 'Birches, ROBERT KILN 
High Molewood, 
Hertford, 
Herts. 

Mr. Tatton-Brown writes: 
It is nice to be able t o  comment here briefly after 

Robert Kiln's interesting letter rather than after the 
diatribe Rescue's" chairman published in the last issue. 

I would however disaeree stronelv with his anmeatinn --n----- -- 
that "Rescue" was theugroup th;; forced Government 

Museum of London, Gillett House, 55 Basinghall Street, 
London ECZV 5DT for details. £100,000 a year is needed 
--your help is vital! 

EXCAVATION AT THE G.P.O. SITE 
AT THE southern end of the site, the excavation has 
uncovered part of the church and churchyard of St.  
Nicholas Shambles, first rreferred to in 1187. Three distinct 
building phases for 'the church have so far been revealed. 
The churchyard was to  the north and east of the church 
and from these areas many skeletons have been recovered 
which will he invaluable for studying burial patterns and 
physiology. 

At the Dissolution .the large conventual church of 
Grayfriars was converted into a parish church and St. 
Nicholas Shambles was demolished in 1547. Bull Head 
Court covered the internal area of the church by 1552 and 
the surrounding area was developed as tenements. The 
parsanage became the hall of the Butchers' Company 
until it was destroyed by the Grea't Fire of 1666. I n  
medieval times this area of Newgate was one of London's 
principle meat markets (shambles). 

Beneath the medieval church ;there is evidence of burnt 
wa'ttle and daub, and 'the silhouettes of beam slots and 
post-holes, probably of 2nd century date. Cut into the 
brick-earth at the northern end of the site are remains 
of timber slots and post-holes of the 1st and 2nd cen- 
turies A.D Evidence has also been found of early medi- 
eval floor and hearth levels plus cess and rubbish pits. 

A small area of brickhearth in the north east corner of 
the excavation has produced fragments of a tripartide 
decorated collared urn of a type found in both seltlement 
and burial contexts in southern Britain during the late 
Bronze Age. This poltery is the first prehistoric material 
to be found in sit" in the City. 

to substantially increase its grant bo archaeology. The 
substantial increase was due to a change in attibtude by 
government La the envimnment generally. This was taking 
place well before "Rescue" was set up. 

On the other hand, I share his "grave disquiet" at the 
way some of this new-found capital is being spent, partic- 
ularly by ,the f 100,000 units. A letter in a recent issue of 
Current Archaeology (C.A. 48) by David Brear shows 
clearly how many people feel. The two replies in the 
follawing number also show that his comments strike 
home and are difficult to answer, the resulting replies were 
mainly long and boring "waffle." 

It should be the role of all archaelologists (particularly 
the new DOE advisory cornmit.tees) to see that all money 
and resources are wisely and efficiently used, and Robert 
Kiln's comments here should be noted by all so called, 
professional archaeologists (like myself!). 

Finally I am afraid that I do not agree that legislation 
is the way to stop treasure hunters. New antiquities laws 
of this sort would be almost impossible to 'implement. 
The way to try to stop "treasure hunters'' is by edu- 
cation and this should be the task of "Rescue" (as well 
as all local groups). TIM TATTON-BROWN 

Acting Director 
Archaeolagical Committee for Canterbury. 
c10 Dept. of Architecture and Planning, 
Dane John Gardens, 
-Canterbury, Kent. 


