
Letters 
GREATERLONDONARCHAEOLOGY 

I A M  WRITING on behalf of the members of this group to 
express our concern at the points raised in Mosaic of the London 
Archaeologist, Vol. 4, No. 14, Spring 1984. 

Surely some credit must be given to a body, whatever its 
political leanmgs, that has the foresight to initiate an archaeolo- 
gical service for Greater London which allows both professional 
and amateur participation? Today's economic climate means that 
archaeology needs all the support it can get, from both public and 
private sectors. We should be educating politicians to realise the 
importance of archaeology as a social service alongside libraries. 
swimming baths, etc., and to give it a sound professional footing. 
At the same time the involvement of the traditional amateur 
element should be encouraged, not placed in direct competition 
with the professional. 

We are astonished that Mr. Selkirk does not see the need for a 
balance between archaeological work in the City and the capital's 
surrounding area. A full understanding of life in one cannot be 
achieved without considering the other. The archaeological 
importance of Greater London must be assessed according to the 
threat posed to it, not interms of how rich it is in scheduled sites. 

Finally. he seems to suggest that the "important areas", by 
implication those in the City, should be worked by the profession- 
als, whilst the amateurs should be left to get on with the less 
important ones elsewhere. We find this an insult to a long- 
established group of competent and dedicated amateurs who are 
helping a professional unit in the difficult task of giving 
archaeological coverage to five London Boroughs. We see the 
need for our own involvement in the job but also recognise that 
strategic coordination must be placed in the hands of a close body 
of trained professionals. 

PHIL PHILO 
Secretary, West London Archaeological Field Group, 
273A High Street. 
Brentford. 
Middlesex. 

MR. SELKIRK has fallen into the post hoc ergo propter hoc trap 
in his contribution to Mosaic (Spring 1984): he assumes that 
because Camden supports professional archaeology there is no 
amateur involvement. and that because Barnet does not support 
any professional archaeology there is a flourishing local society. 
The plain fact is that HADAS has been active and thoroughly 
'professional' in its approach for much longer than any London 
Borough has been giving grant-aid to archaeology. The two 
boroughs simply cannot be contrasted in this way, as I have 
previously tried to demonstrate to Mr. Selkirk. 

CHERRY LAVELL 
24 Fitzroy Road, 
London, 
NW1 8TX 

RESCUE ARCHAEOLOGY AND LOCAL SOCIETIES 

T H E  RECENT REPLY by Mr. Selkirk to your Autumn 1983 
editorial in which he champions the cause of local societies and 
argues that they should be left to carry out all the archaeology 
outside central London seems to ignore the scale of the problem 
of coping not only with the large number of threatened sites in the 
outer London area but also the difficulties of amateur groups in 
dealing at all with many rescue sites. Spare-time, amateur 

archaeologists are in no position to deal with most of the 
development sites on  a weekend, summer evening and holiday 
basis. I am well aware that amateur groups have carried out quite 
extensive excavations but these have usually taken a considerable 
time (sometimes years) to complete and could hardly be classed as 
typical Rescue Archaeology. 

The Ruislip, Northwood and Eastcote Local History Society 
has carried out a number of small excavations in recent years and 
it is our experience that a dig over 2-3 weeks once a year. mostly 
at weekends, and covering some 20-501112 is about as much as we 
can reasonably manage before enthusiasm and help from mem- 
bers begin to wane. Our  Society does not appear to be alone in 
this respect. Without the full-time archaeologists of the West 
London Field Group none of the recent important excavations in 
west Middlesex would have been carried out adequately, if at all. 
Far from making our local society fade away, as Mr. Selkirk 
suggests will happen, the lull-time work in our region has enabled 
our archaeologically minded members to maintain an active 
interest in the subject which would not be possible if we relied on 
our own occasional small digs. The opportunity now exists, at 
least in this part of London, for local society members to dig 
almost when they wish. 

Mr. Selkirk's argument that local archaeology flourishes in 
areas deprived of council support is based on his small sample of 
two and is certainly not supported by the case of the Borough of 
Hillingdon. The council has never financially supported archaeol- 
ogy but this has not resulted in strong archaeological activity by 
the local societies. The tragic case of Uxbridge, in this borough, is 
an example of the need for professionals. During the massive 
redevelopment in the 1960s and '70s when some 30-50% of this 
medieval market town was destroyed, no  rescue archaeology was 
carried out. It is only since the beginning of 1983 when the West 
London Field Group were able to devote some of their time to the 
second phase of redevelopment that archaeological information 
on Uxbridge's past has started to emerge. albeit with much of the 
evidence already destroyed - and still no council backing. 

COLIN BOWLT 
7 Croft Gardens, 
Ruislip, 
Middlesex. 

SAXON LONDON 

THIS QUERY is suggested by Alan Vince's paper in the Autumn 
1984 issue. It is now thought that Saxon London lay outsidc thc 
Roman city, along the Thames as far as Westminster, and did not 
retreat behind the Roman walls until late in the ninth century - 
presumably because Danish marauders were abroad m the land. 
Nevertheless, London has a virtually complete list of bishops from 
604. Where was their episcopal church or ,  since this question is at 
present unanswerable, is there any archaeological evidence for a 
church on the site of the present cathedral before the second half 
of the ninth century? Bede(Ecc1. Hist., Book 11. c.3) informs 
posterity that London is the capital of the East Saxons, that it 
stands on the Thames and that Ethelbert, Kin of Kent, built St. 
Paul's church in the city for first (post-Romany bishop. Mellitus. 
It is mere assumption that the church of 604 and 731, when Bede's 
book was finished, occupied the same site as the first known 
Saxon cathedral, accidently burnt in 962? 

A. T .  ARBER-COOKE 
Ty Cerrig, 
Stone Street, 
Llandovery , 
Dyfed. 


