The ‘Pre-Norman’

Reconsidered

IN APREL, 1975, [he Mescon of London Depart-
ment of Urban Archazolagy undertovk an excava-
tion due east of 5 Magnus Chureh, near London
Dridges, mainly as an extension of the 1274 aperations
at Mew Fresh Whart to the cast where Roman m-
ber quaysides with Saxon modilications had been
uncovercd, But the new work also held out the
agrecable propscet of lesting o claim that i was 1o
the cast of his chuerch thar the “pre-MNomman,” ie.,
ihe Baxon and probabiy the Roman bridge crossed
the norih bank of the Thames. This zonlzncion
appearad in a lengthy paper published (m 1968
towards the end of her li‘e, though it had clearly been
in her mind ar lepsy as early as 16834) by 'Marjm
Honaybourne,  the n;im-:nn-. of London  lopo-
praphers!. To camsa as o very noval ides at odds with
current apinion: the medisval successor 1o (he el
bridge, Peter de Colechurci’s stone structure of
1176 passed, as s wazll known, o the west ol 86
Mapnas which was, and for thal matier stidl is, Lhe
generally agreed lecation of the Roeman bridge —
though there is rather less certainly aboul cxactly
tivw far west, Miss Honsvbournes paper was in-
volkzd and then discussed at ]cngth m A exchange
of views, larpely conducted in chezsc pages, which
can hardly be called a controversy siace neither the
anchor ner ary proaganist was drawr o reply in
any wav, and which lermenaled in o4 .":1ll1r1'ndh.m
of the earlier, archaeological, preferences”,

Recent docymentary work carrizd oul nconjune-
tion with the cacavation necessarily involved o re-
assessment of the evidenee which Miss Honeybourne
used. as well as an examination of further evidence,
mn the deeds of the Husting Rolls {which could be
deseribed as a medieval Land Reglster) which, odd’y,
she doos not seem 1w have wsed’, Lheough by no
means compleic, Ciis work canno: he said 10 sustain
her conclusions, and an inierin scalement wey this
effzct s perhaps epproprizie betorz a foller discus-
siom i made available in the published cxcevation
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1. “The Pre-Norren Bridee of Londoy in Siucdies i Lon-
don Hivtory greseded fe Phillp Edmung Sones, o, A
L. T Hollaender and W, Kellaway (1569 17-3% Ddiss
Honsybourne had owllned her ideas in B Joffeies Davis’
Moles on che Mep of London ander Henrs TE published
as o appendis to F, L Senton, M oedias Loedon {19534)
2E-% The accomoanying map of Tondon incorporates
these ideas,
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make for ezsy reading. To conaing a wast amount
of dnvaluable information aboul the bridge head
arca. particularly oo the City bank, but this very
prodizalicy ofien makes ip dillicali to be sure just
what poinls are being cstablished, However, the
heart of the argument appears on pp 243, and de-
2l upon the coincidence of the boundary betwsan
Bridge und Bilingsgate warnds just east of St. Magnus
church with the alleged sile of Deinkwaler™s Wharl,
a gquay whose comparaiively luie uppearance in his-
terical sourezs i uxplained in terms of the earlier
cxivienes there of the ‘Pre-NMorman’ ba'idg_e_
Drinkwater's Whart

_J-fh,].[h;_-u_;i._[h o :ig]]jf{r_‘anw of Tirinkwarar’s Whart
s firar introduced on pp.34-3, i history had already
bezn dispussed, tooether with thrze other neignboor-
ine wharves to the east of the medieval sione bridge,
Fizh Wharf, Rederespatz ar Fresh Wharl and 5t
Botalph's Wharf, on p.24. After listing numercus
references, nona of which is earlier than thz 1<th
centurv,  Miss  Honevbowme  gozz oo fo say
that “from the patish named and from deseripricns
of adjacent wharves, the only possible site for Lhix
wharf is hetwzen Llish Whar? (largely south of St
Marnus' chureh) and Fresh Whael [elose 1o a south-
ern cxlension of Pudding Lanz) . 7, None of the
printed’ Tlustings wills which Miss Hopeybourne
cites justitizs this conclusion. In lacl. only wo of
them. the wills of 1328 and 1347, give any indication
of locaton al all: 'hexva ponfest and Cad fines
pomtis' — naxt . wnd at the Tool for end) of. the
bridge? which s rather a different mailer. More-
over, twa nan-testamentary [Tosting deeds of Roger
and Margarct Shipbrook (1372) and Jobn Moddon
{1375), which Miss Homevbourne cannot have scon,
deser be Drinkwatzr's Whart as a lenement .0 Bridae
Sirec! mear London Hridge. Tacing Bridge Strest io
the sast. and Oyslergalc and the Thames to che
weal”, Dirinkwater’s Wharf, then, lay ool o the sast

of &1 Muagnus church, nar cast of the Gridze at all,
but immedizuedy to its west,
The point al which Tohn Suesw rzfers w Drink-

. The for-
e, n.l=--|_1~1'..t‘ ’uul jmh]m :ud were Lsed exiensively I
Flisx Honevbouroe, The latler, though oo vel availoble
in priol, ar2 indeved and readily seogssible at ke Corp-
araticn Recerds OfMee, bud do noe =ppear o heve bees
useed o all

A Cermarazien of Tondaorn Reeords Chlice: Husbngs Rolls 55
(1%, 74 (1731 Ad the ool (fterally “the end? ol the
bridee’ must mesumalkly be taken o mean 2longeide the

bridee chufiment.”
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water’s Wharf in his account of Bridgs Ward also
makes clear its location west of the brideet, and
Kingsford duly placed the name in the appropriate
position on hiz accompanying map. RBut Stow also
mentioned Fish Wharf in the same breath, which
led Kingsford to locate this too west of the bridge.
Fish Whart, however, as Miss Honeybourne says,
was mainly sited south of Sit. Magnus. It may well
have extended westwards under, or in front of, the
bridge abutment to adjoin Drinkwater’s Wharf, but
it certainly did not adjoin Drinkwater's Wharf to
the east.

Ward Boundaries

Just to the east of St. Magnus church runs the
present boundary between the wards of Bridge and
Billingsgate. “What more natural.” asked Misy
Honeybourne {p.34), “than that the early ward divi-
sions should be determined in this district by the
ling of the bridge?” But the fact of the matter is
that here ,as elsewhere in the City, ward boundaries
do not follow the lines of major roads through the
City, but were so arranged that the wards are bi-
sected more or less equally by the roads. The ward
map in Professor Brooke's and Mrs. Keir's recend
book makes this point very clearly. and nowhere
more s0 than along the length of Fish and Grace-
church Streets’. In any case, had the former line of
the bridge south of Thames Street exercised such a
hold on the drawers of ward boundaries, one might
regsonably expect a comparable legacy further north
along the line of its approach road. namely, along
Pudding Lane. Except at the northernmost end of
the Lane, where it adjoins Eastcheap, the ward
boundary runs well to the west

The Seuthwark Evidence

A further attribute of the boundary between
Bridge and Billingsgate wards is that it “is said
once lo have run across the whole width of the
river” (p.34). No source is given for this claim, and
it iz hard to see what purpose such an exiension
would have served. But one use to which it has been
put by Miss Honeybourne is in aligning it, cr its
further continuation across the Southwark bank,
with a narrow strip of land between 5t. Olave’s
church and St. Olave’s Stair, which appears as City
property on a large scale map kept at the Comp-
troller and Solicitor's Office at Guildhall. The ab-
sence of any record of the date of its acquisition by
the Corporation led Miss Honeyvbourne fo suppose
that the strip had been held from a very early date
and, more particularly, that it represented the south-
ermn approach to the ‘Pre-Norman’ bridge. Since the
ward boundary north of the Thames cannot be ex-

#. John Stow, A Suevey of Londen ed. C. L. Kingsford, 1
(1971} 215,

7. C. M. L. Brooke and G. Keir, London 800-1216: The
Shaping of a Ciry (1975) 152-3,
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plained in terms of a pre-existing road, and its exist-
ence across, let alone south of, the river is somawhat
dubious, the significance of the Southwark sirip was
guestionable even before 1970-1 when Harvey Shel-
don's Toppings Wharlf excavation revealed that in
the 13th and l4th centuries the strip was occuopied
by houses which completely ignored its boundaries
and which indicated that its creation was post-
medieval®.

One final point that should be siressed is that o
demonstrate the untenability of Miss Honeyhourne's
theory that the pre-1176 bridge was situated east of
St. Magnus and that it was approached along the
line of Pudding Lane is not quile the same as Lo say
that it, or even some other bridge, never existed
there at all. Both the propuosition and the repudia-
tion are based upon documentary criteria, and by
far the greatsr part of the historical material is of
considerably later date than the bridge to which it
has been related. The fact remains that the only
conclusive proof of the position of the pre-Norman
bridge will be the archaeological excavation of the
pre-Norman bridge.

8 Harvey Sheldon, ‘Excavations at Toppings and Sun
Wharves: Southwark, 1970-2° Trams. London  and
Middlesexr Archaeol. Soc. 25 (1974) 7; Graham Dawson's
note in Harvey Sheldon, ‘Excavations at Toppings
Wharf . . ., London Archaesl. 1 (1971} 254,
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