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22. Whitelock op cit fn 8, 93.
23. Howard op cit fn 6, 122, 160.
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Denmark, for some of it he was King of Norway 
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(Alvheim and Eide) (1982) 123–24.

33. See Hagland op cit (2001) 232–3 for details of 
primary sources.

34. For an unrestored version of Ottarr’s stanza no 7 in 
Heimskringla see  Jónsson op cit fn 31, A, 291–2.

35. The second part of Ottarr’s stanza no 7 is included in 
the 14th century Codex Wormianus manuscript H. 
Benediktsson The First Grammatical Treatise, 
Univ. of Iceland Publications in Linguistics No 1. 
Reykjavík (1972) 226.

36. Benediktsson op cit fn 35, 227 and E. Haugen First 
Grammatical Treatise. The Earliest Germanic 
Phonology, second, revised edition. (1972) 21.

37. The latter interpretation is less convincing in the 
opinion of Ashdown’s translation of the opening 
lines of Ottarr’s stanza reads – ‘And further, O 
provers of the serpent of Ygg’s storms, valiant in 
war, you broke down London’s bridge’. M. 
Ashdown English and Norse Documents Relating 
to the Reign of Ethelred the Unready (1930) 220.

38. The use of the plural ‘bridges’ to refer to a single 
bridge is quite common in the sagas and related 
literature. 

39. Poole op cit (1987) 298.
40. Howard op cit fn 6, appendix 1, 147-62.
41. R.E.M. Wheeler London the Vikings, London Mus 

catalogue 1 (1927) fig 1 18; Watson et al, op cit fn 
10, 54. The finds-spot of the material illustrated 
by Wheeler in Fig. 1 is believed to be the 1921–25 
redevelopment of Adelaide House, King William 
Street, John Clark (pers comm). MoL accession 
numbers: battles axes A23339–A23343 and 
A23345–A23346; felling axe A23344; grappling 
hook A23347; spears A23348–A23353, tongs 
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Books
Aspects of Archaeology & History on Surrey: 
towards a research framework for the county
Edited by Jonathan Cotton, Glenys Crocker and 
Audrey Graham
Surrey Archaeological Society, 2004
260 pages, 120 photographs and drawings in 
colour and in black and white, bibliographies and 
index.
£24.70 paperback including p&p.
This book consists mainly, but not entirely, of pa-
pers given at the conference Archaeology in Sur-
rey 2001: Towards a Research Agenda for the 
21st century. Eighteen chapters deal with aspects 
of Surrey’s past from the Palaeolithic to WWII, 

and bring the reader up to date on the latest dis-
coveries and ideas. Since the arrival of PPG 16, 
archaeological interventions in Surrey have multi-
plied and many new sites, particularly prehistoric 
ones, have come to light. At the same time, this 
increasing knowledge focuses attention on what 
we still don’t know, which is considerable, and on 
where further work is needed. London readers 
may be particularly interested in John Schofield’s 
‘What did London do for us?’, which examines the 
impact of London on its hinterland from 1450 to 
1700, drawing on sources that may not be famil-
iar to most archaeologists. Also welcome in such 
a volume 
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