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FOREWORD

This volume of papers is presented to Ralph Merrifield on the occasion of his
retirement from the Museum of London in August 1978. It was thought that this event,
ending some twenty-eight years of full-time work devoted to the archaeology and history
of London, should be marked in an appropriate way.

The response to our invitation to contribute was overwhelming and can only serve to
indicate the high esteem in which Ralph Merrifield is held by those who know him and
have worked with him. We must also record here that the volume would have contained
more papers if circumstances had not sadly prevented others from contributing.

We would like to acknowledge with much gratitude the substantial financial assistance
received from the Museum of London, the Worshipful Company of Goldsmiths and
Morgdn Grenfell and Company. Without this assistance, publication would not have
been possible.

We must also acknowledge the generous assistance we received in the production of the
volume from Matthew Alexander, Christine Bannan, Ruth Croxford, John Edwards,
Barry Gray, Jenny Hall, Trevor Hurst and David Stuart.

Joanna Bird
Hugh Chapman
John Clark
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RALPH MERRIFIELD

Ralph Merrifield was born in Brighton on 22 August 1913. He was three when his
father died and he was brought up by his mother, who went back to teaching to make a
home for her son, until in 1951 he married Lysbeth Webb, a colleague at the Guildhall
Museum. The opportunity of an assistantship at Brighton Museum while in the sixth
form of Varndean Grammar School led to his foregoing the possibility of a university
career in favour of a chance to do the kind of work that he had decided upon. At the time
(1930) the Curator was H. S. Toms, well-known as a one-time assistant to the great
General Pitt Rivers.

It was a good beginning. The collections were varied, covering fine art (including the
Willett Collection of pottery), ethnology and archaeology — not forgetting the stuffed
birds. While cutting his teeth as a museum man he took up again the idea of reading for a
university degree. With the aid of spare-time courses at the Brighton Technical Institute
he obtained the London External Degree in 1935. On his way there he took an
intermediate course in Botany (which continues to interest him), but his most important
subject in finals was probably Anthropology. It was to be of value to him later both for
work in West Africa and for visits to the Far East, as well as for various offshoots in the
world of folklore, such as magical games in Sussex and witch-bottles in London and
elsewhere. With the Museums Association Diploma (1939) the pattern of his life was thus
set, though with so many demands upon his time he was able to play only a limited part in
the vigorous excavation activity that was a feature of Sussex archaeology at that time.

In any case, with 1939 came the inevitable break. Merrifield joined the R.A.F. in 1940
and was commissioned in 1943 on the intelligence side, working amongst other things on
the interpretation of air-photographs. In 1944 he was posted to India and characteristi-
cally took every opportunity to develop his anthropological interests. He got round a
good deal before being sent to Java, where he heard the only shots of his career fired in
anger — when the war was already over. He returned home, not without souvenirs
acquired from the Japanese, in early 1946. The Andes made a record run, filled with men
anxious to get back and with no passengers to be dropped en route.

He was re-engaged by Brighton and served for four years under Clifford Musgrave
until in April 1950 he was appointed Assistant Keeper to the Guildhall Museum. It was a
difficult time. The bulk of the museum’s collections was in any case not available; and to
the onlooker there seemed to be a certain absence of direction which, whatever the general
situation, appeared at least in part to be due to internal conditions. It has long been a fact
of museum life that where the museum is combined with a library the library is
paramount. This was particularly the case with Guildhall, where the library and its
collections are of outstanding importance. The situation was no doubt inevitable in all the
circumstances. Apart from scattered exhibits in odd places about the building there was
no museum in any real sense. Nevertheless, by the time that the new Keeper, Norman
Cook, arrived four months later there was an exhibition in being on the ‘bridge’, a
corridor-like compartment behind the east end of the great hall. The Guildhall Museum
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could now be said to be in existence again, its re-incarnation coinciding with the upsurge
of re-development in the City, with a consequent increase in archaeological activity and
an enhanced influx of material into the Guildhall collections.

In November 1956 there was an interlude when Merrifield went to the Gold Coast to
arrange the new National Museum of Ghana. It seems to be axiomatic that whosoever is
charged with museum organisation should find himself between an upper and a nether
millstone of a date for opening fixed and immutable with the date for completion of the
building moving steadily towards it, reducing the time allowed for the work to be done.
Nevertheless by an ingenious co-ordination of processes the museum was ready in a few
weeks for opening by the late Duchess of Kent in April 1957.

The work in Ghana, like a later visit (1974) to Japan and the Far East, was very much in
line with his anthropological interests, but obviously it is for his work in and about
London that Ralph Merrifield will occupy an honoured place in British Archaeology. He
is above all a museum man, widely ranging in his knowledge of material things, who has
applied himself with outstanding success to the history and topography of the place from
which those things have come. He would probably not claim for himself any great
expertise as an excavator. Apart from giving generous help when called upon his main
contribution was that of a highly skilled and sensitive photographer. His colleagues have
commented on the concentration that he brings to the craft (though it is in fact
characteristic of the whole man).

Tripod and camera are set up and exposures estimated with total disregard for the
ordered chaos which is a powerful ingredient of most city building-sites; drag-lines and
bulldozers come and go. The safety-helmet worn on these occasions is put on the wrong
way round, with the peak covering the nape of the neck: an engaging habit, unexplained,
unless as an apotropaic gesture having its origin in some remote piece of Sussex folk-
practice.

Ralph Merrifield has created for himself over the last twenty-five years a unique
position in London Archaeology. His younger colleagues see his dedication, his
receptiveness of new ideas, his unfussed efficiency as an example to themselves; over a
wider field beyond the City of London many — they include this contributor — have
reason to be grateful for knowledge and experience readily made available. In such
matters the contribution to scholarship may be no less real for being intangible. It is
fitting therefore to end here on his own writing, and particularly on his Roman City of
London, published in 1965. Compiled virtually in his own time the book replaces the fifty-
year-old Roman London volume of the Royal Commission, for it is a complete survey,
put together with all the writer’s thoroughness and care for accuracy, which embraces all
the earlier work and takes account of the activities of the post-war years down to its time
of publication. It goes without saying that the book is a landmark in the study of Roman
London, providing as it does the background to the period in which with the
establishment of the Museum of London’s Archaeological Unit the investigation of the
City’s past has at last been set on a more satisfactory basis. In it — festschrift or no

festschrift — Ralph Merrifield has created his own monument.

W.F. GRIMES
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INTO THE JAWS OF DEATH ... WALKED
ONE

IVOR NOEL HUME

‘Now is the time for archaeologists to prepare the organization for dealing with the
flood of rebuilding which will shortly burst the sluice gates’; so wrote Adrian Oswald in
the summer of 1949.! But the City of London was then no better prepared to defend its
threatened antiquities than it had been to protect itself ten years earlier, and Oswald’s
warning was to go unheeded. Indeed, the Library Committee of the Corporation of
London, which controlled the City’s Guildhall Museum, was seriously considering
backing away from any responsibility by dispensing with the museum altogether, and
giving its space to the library.

Thanks to the high-explosive and incendiary attentions of the Luftwaffe, London had
been presented with the finest opportunity to study its archaeological roots since the
Great Fire of 1666. The price had been high, for in addition to the destruction of hundreds
of historically and, by current standards, architecturally unimportant office and shop
buildings, the City had lost the interiors of many of Sir Christopher Wren’s churches and
numerous secular buildings of great cultural value. Among them were the halls of the
Barbers, Merchant Taylors, Mercers, Haberdashers, Salters, the Master’s House at the
Temple, Gray’s Inn Hall, Serjeant’s Inn, Trinity House, Charterhouse, and Guildhall
itself. A slice had been cut through the heart of the City from Aldersgate on the west to
Moorgate at the east, and from the Barbican to the Thames. Along the river front,
destroyed warehouses had left a large gap east of Puddle Dock, and another stretching
from Southwark Bridge to London Bridge which embraced the mouth of the ancient river
Walbrook and the Roman city wall through which, presumably, it had passed. Other
major sections of the Roman wall lay in devastated acres around Cripplegate and on both
sides of Aldgate. Yet another area of great archaeological importance extended from
Leadenhall Street flanked by Mincing and Mark Lanes and running south to Lower
Thames Street and Tower Hill, while another, smaller but of no less importance, took in a
block embraced by Queen Street, Queen Victoria Street, Budge Row (once the west end of
Cannon Street and now eliminated), and St. Swithin’s Lane. The street called Walbrook
passed through the middle of that block, and it was between Walbrook and St. Swithin’s
Lane that the City’s first major post-war building project was to begin.

The City’s corporate responsibilities were not confined to wards within the walls, but
extended to those without, to the areas of the Inns of Court, and across the river to the
Borough of Southwark, and it was there that the City’s Guildhall Museum fought its first
major battle in the war of urban reconstruction. In the spring and summer of 1949, a large
area east of Blackfriars Bridge and Gravel Lane was being cleared to build the Bankside
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8 Ivor Noél Hume

power station. Although largely uninhabited until the 16th century, the area became an
important potting and glass-making centre in the 18th century, and thus was of special
interest to post-medievalists — or it would have been had they existed at that time.

The history of archaeology in the City of London before the Second World War was
chequered at best, and its museum more often asked ‘what?’ than ‘why?’ or ‘when?’, the
acquisition of objects being sufficient enough goal. Thus, visits to building sites by
Guildhall’s Museum Clerk, Quintin Waddington, were limited to purchasing whatever
artifacts the builder’s labourers might be willing to sell. Since the mid 19th century when
Charles Roach Smith was collecting in the City, a keen sense of competition had
developed, and choice items were liable to be kept back for sale to more generous
customers. It mattered little, of course, that these antiquities belonged to the landowner
and were never the finders’ to sell. Foremost among the buyers in the years between the
wars was G. F. Lawrence, known to every labourer as ‘Stony Jack’, who for many years
held the title of Inspector of Excavations for the London Museum. Because he also sold
artifacts to museums and collectors, Lawrence was able to spread ‘beer money’ fairly
liberally about the City, and the legacy of his generosity lived on to make life difficult for
the impecunious Guildhall Museum in the immediate post-war years.

Although Museum Clerk Frank Lambert had made some valiant attempts at
archaeological salvage in the years both before and after the First World War,? his
successor was less vigorous in this respect, and responsibility for watching London
building sites fell by default to the Society of Antiquaries who appointed an Investigator
of Building Excavations, a position held successively by three experienced archaeologists,
Eric Birley, Gerald Dunning, and Frank Cottrill. In 1926, two years before Birley’s work
began, R. E. M. Wheeler had been appointed Keeper of the London Museum. Although
he was not personally involved in fieldwork within the City, the Roman, Viking, and
Saxon catalogues produced by him, for the first time put the museum’s unstratified
collections to work to show both the chronological evolution of artifacts and what they
had to say about the London to which they had belonged.? Later, J. B. Ward Perkins was
to do the same for the museum’s medieval collections in a catalogue that was on its way
into print as the lights of London went out in 1939.# It was the interest shown by Ward
Perkins and Gerald Dunning in medieval pottery that did so much to make their fellow
antiquaries aware of the cultural importance of the City’s post-Saxon remains. That they
could not stretch that interest on into the post-medieval centuries is hardly surprising.

In 1939, Adrian Oswald joined Museum Clerk Waddington as his assistant, and was
responsible for the partial recovery of the Gracechurch Street hoard of mid 17th-century
glass, the most important associated group to enter the museum before the war.®> When
Oswald returned in 1946, he found the museum boxed and unbeloved, and with the help
of his friend G. Wilson Lawrence (a onetime dentist and numismatist, now appointed as
technical assistant), he began the unenviable task of unpacking the museum’s collections,
and mounting its first post-war exhibition, a presentation devoted to ‘Bygone London’.
Because the museum’s pre-war gallery space in the basement below the library had been
usurped by the latter’s staff and books, the once prestigious Guildhall Museum had to
make do with a corridor leading to the library’s lavatory. It was the first exhibition to
open in London after the war, and despite its modest location and limited space, it
attracted queues in its first year — largely because of press and television coverage, which
followed the first announcement of the museum’s reopening.®
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In an article published in Antiguity in 1944, R. E. M. Wheeler declared that the nation’s
antiquaries were about to be afforded a never-to-be-repeated opportunity to study the
accumulated detritus of 2,000 years of London life and history.” Heeding his call to arms,
the Society of Antiquaries set up a committee to enlist the support of the Corporation of
London. In keeping with the Fellows’ principle interests and supposed priorities, the
group was first named the ‘Roman London Excavation Committee’. Shortly thereafter,
however, the committee became a council and the word ‘mediaeval’ was inserted. That
was 1945. Today period limitations would, one hopes, be omitted.

In November, the then Director of the London Museum, W. F. Grimes, was appointed
to superintend excavations on the City’s bombed sites, the aim being to dig properly
controlled test trenches across every available open space.! Adrian Oswald had the
responsibility of acting as Secretary to the Council, raising the funds and negotiating the
permissions to dig. It was an enormous project, incapable of achievement without vast
expenditure of time, labour, and money. Even if time and labour were available, the
money was not. Throughout its excavating life (1945-62), the Council was compelled to
dig for funds as busily as it cut trenches through the City, and it is ironic that in all those
years the Corporation whose history was being saved, contributed only 1.3 9, of the cost.®

Because the work of the Roman and Mediaeval London Excavation Council
(RMLEC) was directed by a distinguished prehistorian and Romanist, Guildhall’s
accomplishments are often dismissed on the grounds that those responsible for them
lacked professional training. Said ‘Rescue’ director Martin Biddle, ‘the observation and
recording of the fragmentary evidence revealed on building sites requires a high degree of
knowledge, skill, and experience. Only those who have been trained over several years on
major excavations dealing with a wide variety of sites and covering the main historical
periods should be entrusted with this work’.1° He is absolutely right — in principle. But in
1949, no one with those qualifications was on hand to do the work at the salary the City
Fathers were prepared to pay. Five pounds sixteen shillings for a seven day week was four
shillings less than the RMLEC paid its labourers. Furthermore, just as Mortimer Wheeler
had foretold, the City building sites were to yield cultural material covering 2,000 years,
and no one (with the exception of Adrian Oswald), possessed so catholic a background.
One must remember, too, that while the evolution of Roman, Saxon, and medieval
artifacts had been previously studied and published, those of the 16th to 19th centuries
had enjoyed no comparable scholarly attention. Consequently, the would-be student
intent on a crash course had virtually no literature to which to turn. The Roman and
Mediaeval London Excavation Council had no such problems, for its title permitted the
last four centuries of London’s history to be ignored; but the Guildhall staff had no such
‘out’. Everything clamoured for and deserved attention.

Although the City showed little corporate interest in the work of the RMLEC (beyond
permitting Librarian-Curator Raymond Smith to serve on the Council), Adrian Oswald
agreed to let Guildhall Museum shoulder the logical and essential responsibility of
processing and housing the artifacts. To that end-a lab was set up on the fourth storey of
Guildhall’s surviving Dance front, a large room possessing three gas radiators to dry
washed pottery, but barely sufficient to prevent the staff from freezing in winter. A sink
fed with cold water provided the only other laboratory equipment. A door through the
south wall had once connected to the top floor of the art gallery, but as that had been
destroyed in the war, it opened into space. A sign on the door saying ‘Messengers Only’
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had been amended to read ‘Heavenly Messengers Only’. Designed as an interior
partition, the laboratory’s south wall now took whatever weather heaven cared to throw
at it, and rain seeped through both it and the roof. The best that could be said of the lab
was that in summer, with the messengers’ door open, one had a splendid view of what was
left of the City.

The proposed division of responsibility between Oswald and Grimes was theoretically
sound. W. F. Grimes’ supervision of the City excavations was an honorary position; his
paid job was to direct the rebirth of the London Museum. Describing the problems of
rescue archaeology, Adrian Oswald wisely observed that ‘a building site under
observation is like a baby; it cannot be left for long without something going wrong’.!!
The same is true of controlled excavations when a field crew, made up entirely of hired
labourers, relies solely on a director who at best can visit the site two or three times a week.
With Adrian Oswald closer at hand, some additional help was available, though his main
role was not to tell the men what to do next, but to deal with their finds.

Accepting responsibility for the artifacts, and actually fulfilling that obligation, were
horses of different hues, for although Oswald had space to process the finds, he had no
staff to wash, number, or restore. Nevertheless, between 1946 and 1950 the bags kept
rolling in, many of them to remain for years unwashed and unstudied. Although Oswald
attempted to do some of the washing himself, the flow was overwhelming. Besides, in spite
of his old fashioned title of ‘Museum Clerk’, Oswald was de facto director of the museum
and was supposed to be available to the public in his cramped office under the stairs at the
Basinghall Street entrance to the Guildhall Library. That the office and the laboratory
were as far apart as was possible to get while still remaining on Guildhall premises, made
the task even more difficult. In addition, Oswald was doing his best to keep watch on the
few small building sites being developed in the late 1940s. With only one assistant to fulfil
the Corporation’s requirement that the office be manned throughout the Library’s open
hours, Oswald was unable to keep up with his own job, let alone keep pace with the
RMLEC’s incoming artifacts.

The injection of personalities into allegedly academic studies tends to be frowned upon
as unscholarly or unprofessional, but history would lack its principle ingredient if shorn
of its participants. Because archaeologists tend to be more colourful than bank clerks
(and only slightly less volatile than operatic divas), limiting objectivity to objects serves
no historical purpose. The chronicle of the archaeology of the City of London in the early
post-war years is the product of the individuals involved. A different cast might have led
to a different scenario; but my task is to summarise what happened and why, and as I was
one of the principalplayers, there is no way to coyly step aside. For better or worse, rescue
archaeology in the City was in my hands for seven years beginning in December 1949.

My qualifications for the job were farcical. I was an unsuccessful playwright and
would-be radio scriptwriter; I had a public school education and an uneducated interest
in archaeology and antiquities (having once emptied a bucket at Sutton Hoo), and while
waiting for someone to recognise my literary prowess I had passed the spring and early
summer .of 1949 picking up artifacts on the foreshore of the Thames and taking them to
Adrian Oswald for identification. He proved to be both generous and patient, devoting
time he could ill afford to teaching a persistent and tiresome young man with everything
to learn and no apparent reason for doing so. As the summer progressed, so did I, and
before long I had won the post of honorary part-time potwasher. It was but a short step
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thence to volunteer shovel-carrier for Oswald on his sorties onto City building sites, first
at the Southwark power station, and then on a small but productive site at 11 Ironmonger
Lane.

The Selborne House (Ironmonger Lane) project was a model of its kind; it was a small
site being excavated by labourers working almost exclusively by hand, and Adrian
Oswald enjoyed the full co-operation of owners, architect and contractor. The site yielded
part of a large four-colour mosaic pavement of the 3rd century, which the owners agreed
to preserve in situ in their basement.!? Not content with that major contribution to the
history of their property, Messrs. Peat, Marwick, Mitchell and Co. sponsored a history of
11 Ironmonger Lane to be written by Guildhall Library staff member Donovan Dawe
with the archaeological evidence presented by Adrian Oswald.!® It proved a most
felicitous partnership, and the resulting volume graphically demonstrated what could be
achieved by the marriage of documentary and archaeological history. Alas, it was an
achievement destined to stand alone. For this young volunteer, however, the lessons of
Ironmonger Lane endured, and ranged from section and pottery drawing to laying
cement and preserving a dirt-bedded Roman pavement.

On 5 December 1949 I was appointed to the rather vague position of ‘temporary whole-
time assistant in the Museum of the Corporation of London’,'* to continue the work 1
had been doing for nothing as field assistant to Adrian Oswald. Still waiting for my
literary career to catch fire, I had no intention of staying long in the arduous and grimy
vortex of building-site archaeology. Nevertheless, working with Oswald was stimulating
and exciting, and I supposed that after six or eight months I should have learned enough
from him to be able to work alone when he could not be there. Unfortunately, the six
months shrank to six days; Oswald caught pneumonia and did not return. Wearied by the
Corporation’s unwillingness to recognise that the City’s museum deserved better
monetary and moral support than it was getting (and that its director/curator was
something more than a ‘Museum Clerk’), Oswald accepted the position of Keeper for
Birmingham City Museum’s newly constituted department of archaeology. Within weeks
of his departure, Oswald’s assistant G. W. Lawrence also resigned, leaving me as the
museum’s sole employee.

That trauma was simultaneously matched by another. Work was beginning on the
City's first massive post-war building operation, a site stretching from St. Swithin’s Lane
to Walbrook, and potentially one of the City’s most important Roman areas. Unlike the
Ironmonger Lane project, this was a massive, mechanised undertaking, involving several
drag-lines, scores of labourers and timbermen, and a site foreman who was happiest when
I was absent. I did not need to be told that I had bitten off far more than I could chew
(though critics were quick to do so); but I had a job to do, and I intended to do it as best I
could.

Within days of Oswald’s departure, City Librarian Raymond Smith called me to his
office and told me some hitherto unsuspected facts of life. The Library Committee, he
said, had no love for the museum and was under pressure to surrender what little space it
now enjoyed to the library. The ‘Bygone London’ exhibit was no longer attracting much
popular interest, and there would be little objection to closing it and later transferring the
Guildhall collections to the London Museum. But attractive as that proposition might
seem now, Smith told me, it would not ultimately be in the best interests of the City. If the
demise of the Guildhall Museum was to be prevented, the Library Committee had to be
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made constantly aware that it was successfully fulfilling a public function. At the same
time, the Committee needed to be reminded that public attention was focused on the
museum’s work, so that its closure would provoke adverse reaction in the press. My work
on the building sites was to serve both ends. At its monthly meetings the Library
Committee was to be shown as many new finds as was possible; but as the members would
not respond readily to fragments, the objects should be complete, or at least restored. As
for the public exposure, I was to secure that by keeping the press apprised of each major
find as it came along. Knowing no one in the archaelogical profession besides Adrian
Oswald, it never occurred to me that in fulfilling Raymond Smith’s second instruction I
would be cutting my own throat.

The need to feed the Library Committee with a monthly supply of eye-catching
artifacts imposed an added burden of monumental proportions. As very little was found
intact, broken pottery had to be repaired and restored within thirty days of its recovery,
and before that could be done, it had to be washed, numbered and sorted. Having never
previously restored a pot in my life, and being unacquainted with the ethics of restoration,
the rush to repair resulted in some highly questionable vessels — some of which may still
lurk in the Museum of London’s collection to confound the unwary. When insufficient
readily restorable specimens were available for the next showing, an old gramophone
turntable and aluminium templates enabled samian and other Roman wares to be
restored to a degree that served no other useful purpose than to satisfy the Library
Committee that new acquisitions were flooding into the museum’s collections. In some
instances, those objects were not destined to be permanent acquisitions, but instead were
to be returned to the landowners whose legal property they were. Thus, for example, at
the St. Swithin’s House project, artifacts from the eastern side of the site belonged to the
Salters’ Company, while those from the rich, Walbrook, side were in the fee of the
property owner Mr. R. Palumbo who was not above visiting the site to be sure which finds
came from his sector, a distinction that became difficult to define as work progressed and
the site dissolved into a single enormous hole.

Raymond Smith’s directive to encourage press interest in the finds was easily complied
with, for very rarely did a week go by without the St. Swithin’s House site yielding
something of consequence. In retrospect, of course, unstratified fibulae, writing tablets,
stili, strigils and the like, were not all that remarkable and certainly not very informative;
but one must remember that this was the winter of 1949-50 and that for more than ten
years the press had been starved of ‘Roman London stories’. Thus William Thompson
Hill, the Times archaeological correspondent, could be relied on to make well-rounded
mountains from our Walbrook molehills, and the same was true of the Illustrated London
News' fine photographer William Gordon Davis, to both of whom I had been introduced
by Adrian Oswald who had frequently impressed upon me the need to cultivate friends
among the responsible members of the press. Any archaeologist who has had dealings
with the gentlemen of the fourth estate will know that once unleashed the ‘source’ quickly
loses control. Where the Times goes, Reveille is sure to follow, and before long my
activities at St. Swithin’s House were being monitored, not only by reporters from
individual newspapers and the wire service, but by stringers and freelancers of every
stripe.

Fearful of alienating the people whose help the museum needed, I refused interviews to
no one, regardless of the fact that both questions and answers were often drowned amid
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the roar of mechanical excavators. It was small wonder, therefore, that the results were
sometimes of a kind to draw the wrathful disdain of older and wiser antiquaries. I shall
always remember my embarrassment at being quoted by the Daily Herald as having
found a Ist-century amphora of such rarity that ‘there are only four others in existence’.!’
What I may have said was that I believed that there were only four other intact examples
in British museums — even so, a singularly dumb claim in view of the fact that there were
at least two in the London Museum and another (restored) in the Guildhall collection.
Whether I actually said that or whether something like it got carried away in the roar of
the machinery, I shall never know. One thing was certain, however; all this publicity may
have been gaining popular (and Library Committee) support for the languishing
Guildhall Museum, but it was building an insurmountable wall between my efforts and
those of the Roman and Mediaeval London Excavation Council.

One may ask why dubious press reports of 30 years ago should have any place in the
story of archaeological salvage in the City. Surely it was a very secondary factor having
little lasting impact or importance? Under normal circumstances it would have been; but
those where strange and tense times. The RMLEC was desperately short of money; it had
an honorary director who could not devote sufficient time to the project, no funds for a
full-time qualified field supervisor, and only enough to pay a four or five man labouring
crew. In short, the Council was as much in need of popular support as was the Guildhall
Museum.

In October 1949, T had stood in a small crowd lining College Hill as a procession of City
dignitaries made its way to the church of St. Michael Paternoster Royal. Led by
trumpeters in mediaeval costume, cassocked clerics and the banners and staff-bearers of
the Mercers’ Company, these black-coated and sober worthies were assembling for a
dedicatory service and ceremonial sod-turning by the Master of the Mercers to
inaugurate the RMLEC’s search for the burial place of Sir Richard Whittington. As a
mere bystander member of a somewhat puzzled proletariat who knew nothing of the
Council and its work, I naively supposed that it always launched its projects with such
civic pomp. I had no idea that in reality I was witnessing what has since come to be known
as a ‘media event’, a ploy to attract popular attention. It is, however, in the nature of
media events that they be shallow and short-lived. The ‘Search for Dick Whittington’s
Tomb’ as The Sphere described it,'® would only qualify as a genuine event if Whittington
was found — and the chances of that were remote. The body had twice been moved in the
16th century, and the church in which he lay had been destroyed in the Great Fire of 1666
and replaced by another designed by Sir Christopher Wren. Thus, well into the winter of
1949-50, the RMLEC paid the price of its initial publicity — bogged down in a fourteen-
foot shaft in the south-east corner of the church packed with 18th- and 19th-century
coffin burials, all demanding careful and reverential excavation. Another shaft dug in the
north-east corner fared no better, running as it did into an 18th-century family vault.

So it was that in the months when my work was beginning at St. Swithin’s House, and
when the speed of the largely mechanical excavation was daily turning up artifacts and
Roman structural features of real popular interest, the Council had taken itself out of the
publicity stakes to pursue a hare of no archaeological value to the City, and one which,
even if Whittington were found, could not guarantee expanded Corporation support.
Furthermore, the publicity being obtained by my efforts on behalf of the City’s own
museum, may have been working more, albeit unintentionally, against expanded City
support for the work of the Council. :
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On the credit side, the Walbrook discoveries and their attendant publicity ensured the
survival of the Guildhall Museum and led to the appointment of Ralph Merrifield as
Assistant Keeper in April 1950 and Norman Cook as Keeper some months later, a
dramatic upgrading of the museum from its long-time role as a clerk-maintained
appendage to the library. On the debit side, however, loomed the barrier that had been
built between myself and W. F. Grimes which prevented me from benefiting from his
instruction and advice, both of which I badly needed after Oswald left the scene. Thus, for
example, it was not until Grimes’ book was published nearly 20 years later that I
discovered that he had cut a 40 foot trench through the courtyard of the bombed Salters’
Hall, an area whose chronology I was soon to be trying to untangle. Professor Grimes
recalls finding post holes for timber framed buildings, ‘but, as always,” he adds, ‘there was
no possibility of recovering even a partial plan’.!” That was true of any excavation limited
to test trenches, but it need not have been the case at Salters’ Hall had I known what I
should be seeking, for that end of the site was excavated largely by hand and allowed time
for better quality salvage archaeology. Indeed, it was there that I found evidence not only
of the Boudiccan and Hadrianic fires but also that of 1666, providing my first post-
medieval stratigraphic control.’® I am convinced, therefore, that had I not given Grimes
cause to condemn me as ‘a menace’,'® co-operation between us would have expanded the
knowledge obtained from his test trenches, while at the same time helping me to
determine how my work should be focused.

Although my lack of archaeological knowledge was rightly considered a major limiting
factor, in reality it was no more important than several practical shortcomings, the most
serious being my possession of but a single pair of hands. Thus my ability to hold only one
end of a tape-measure made section drawing desperately slow at times when speed was of
the essence. The museum camera was equally hard to handle, a heavy folding Kodak of
118 gauge, which Adrian Oswald had dropped shortly before he left, and whose back
henceforth had to be light-sealed with sticky tape, an on-site procedure that often led to
leaks and fogged film. We had no light meter, and therefore exposures were arrived at by
what professional photographers call ‘experience’ but which, in my case, was neophytic
guesswork,

Justasisolated test trenches were unable to provide plans of buildings, so the butchered
foundations revealed by fast-moving mechanical excavation could rarely do more than
add isolated fragments to the map. As many Roman structures enjoyed extended lives
and many changes along the way, rarely was it possible to determine anything more than
structural chronologies. In short, the sequential factor became my only reachable goal: I
would concentrate on recording stratigraphic sections and try to study and salvage small
units in their entirety, rather than pursue questions [ had no hope of answering. For the
same reason, rather than devoting my full attention to the artifact-laden, silted east bank
of the Walbrook where well preserved metal and organic artifacts abounded, I spent more
of my time excavating wells and rubbish pits whose information was attainable within the
limitations of my resources.

Two of those pits yielded groups of Roman domestic objects of major importance. One
contained evidence of looting and destruction associated with the Boudiccan rebellion
(and included the amphora that got me into trouble), while the other pit was of Flavian
date and contained a wide range of rerra sigillata and several glass objects of great
importance. I was well aware, however, that nothing was of importance until it was
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written up and published. So in addition to the washing, numbering and restoring needed
to keep the Library Committee happy, I began the slow job of drawing the finds and
preparing them for publication. The Walbrook ‘amphora pit’ group was reported on and
accepted for publication by the London and Middlesex Archaeological Society early in
1950,2° and the report on the ‘glass pit’ was in typescript and waiting for submission the
following year. Also completed was a popular booklet illustrating the principle finds from
both pits, as well as several other sealed deposits ranging from a wattle and daub building
burnt in the early 2nd century (Hadrianic fire?) to a well-preserved timber-lined well of the
3rd century.?! Enhanced by an encouragingly supportive foreword by Librarian and
Curator, Raymond Smith, the booklet sold well and should have done something to
offset the double-edged publicity. That publication was already in print when Norman
Cook was appointed Keeper of Guildhall Museum. Thereafter, I was instructed to shun
the press and spend no more time on writing reports.2? The need for the next decade, so I
was told, was to work on the building sites and leave writing up the material until
construction in the City declined. In retrospect, I believe this to have been one of the most
unfortunate decisions ever made by a London museum, for it consigned nine-tenths of
seven years’ work to limbo.

I remain firmly convinced that unless an archaeologist converts field notes into at least
the skeleton of a report while the circumstances of the discovery are fresh in his mind, key
data will be distorted or lost. Thus it would have been far better to have let some site work
go and to have used the time to write reports on the principle discoveries. But that was not
to be, and although the Walbrook ‘glass pit’ was ready for publication it was destined
never to be submitted to the editors of the London and Middlesex Archaeological
Society. That is not to say that an account of the ensuing years’ work failed to be
published; in 1952 a slim new Guildhall Museum booklet described the continuing work
on the building sites, this time from the pen of the Keeper.2® Although duplicating much
of the previous publication, it avoided the wearying repetition of the names of the small
band of volunteers who had made so many of the finds possible.

Because archacology is one of those professions that attract public attention, it follows
that a disproportionate amount of recognition falls on the leader. No matter how hard he
or she may try to share the credit, the press invariably wants its story from the horse’s
mouth. Consequently, the assistants are relegated to kneeling positions of no great
elegance in distant photographs of the site. More often than not, however, it is they who
have been responsible for the hard work and may even have made the key finds. This was
often the case during my years at Guildhall when most weekends, wet or shine, my long-
suffering troops turned out to do battle in defence of the City’s antiquities.>* They were as
disparate a group as any novelist could conceive of: Douglas Walton a City timberbroker,
Charles Lefevre a meatpacker, Lord Noel-Buxton dubbed by the press the ‘wading peer’,
civil servant H. E. ‘Skip’ Allen, printer’s apprentice Peter Clarke, architect Peter
DeBrant, H. Sibson Drury a medical draughtsman, library assistant Donald Bailey (who
went on to a career in the British Museum), Johnny Johnson whose profession I forget,
and Audrey Baines a student at the Institute of Archaeology who found herself with
nothing to do while her professor was absent in India. When he returned, she did not.

Although construction on most building sites was halted at weekends allowing time for
the Guildhall team to excavate features free from harassment, most of the builders’
destruction was wrought from Monday to midday Saturday when volunteer help was
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hard to find. My gratitude to Audrey Baines was therefore unrestrained, for she
volunteered to work daily and, in April 1950, agreed to join the staff as my assistant. Not
only had she studied Romano-British archaeology at Bristol University, she had also
worked as a volunteer for W. F. Grimes. Thanks to Raymond Smith’s support I was also
able to borrow one his library attendants, Ted Doyle, and even the Keeper of the
Monument, Lawrence Bentley, for the several months while his charge was shut for
repairs. It was with their help that Audrey Baines and I were able to keep pace with the
constant flood of artifacts into the museum.

Before work on the St. Swithin’s House site had ended, several other major building
licences were issued, and it quickly became apparent that I was incapable of being
everywhere at once. Between 1949 and 1952, the sites were scattered from one end of the
City (Serjeant’s Inn) to the other (Trinity House), and I could do no better than to
concentrate on major projects with obvious potential. One of these was Lloyd’s new
building on Lime Street and Billiter Street. There we were able to excavate a Roman
hypocaust and several walls and areas of coarse tessellated pavements associated with an
evolving structural complex beginning in the post-Flavian years and ending in the 4th
century.?* Other finds from the site included a small coin hoard of ¢. A.D. 260-275,26 a
complicated barrel-lined well of 2nd-century date,?” and numerous rich rubbish pits.

There were several other equally rewarding sites on which I focused in the ensuing
years, the two most important being the Sun Life Assurance building site on Cheapside,
and the Bank of London and South America’s building at the junction of Queen Street
and Queen Victoria Street where no fewer than fourteen Roman wells were found. One of
them yielded some of the most important organic artifacts retrieved from post-war
London. They included an eight-rung ladder (it had been longer but a central section of
uncertain length was inadvertently destroyed by the builders in my absence), a large,
handled skillet, a long-bowled spoon, a pair of goat-skin ‘bikini’ trunks, and a human
skull impaled by a large wooden post.28 Other wells yielded a splendidly preserved bronze
flagon and many not so well preserved pieces of very thin wooden tablets with carbon ink
writing which were excavated from the soles of my boots.?® The other key site, the Sun
Life building, was less rich in spectacular artifacts, but revealed much of the ground plan
of a substantially-built bath building whose life span stretched from the late 1st to the 3rd
century,3°

It is not my purpose (nor have I the space) to enumerate the principle discoveries from
each site monitored between 1949 and 1956. In his invaluable book The Roman City of
London, Ralph Merrifield has catalogued the most important structural evidence
retrieved and has published several drawings which would not otherwise have seen the
light of day. My aim is only to recall (before it is lost), something of the circumstances and
climate in which the work was done.

Although helped at weekends by staunch volunteers, and during the week by the people
already mentioned, archaeological salvage in London in the early 1950s was largely a one-
man operation. Although my beat stretched from one end of the City to the other and
extended across the river into the Borough, the Corporation provided no transportation.
Tools, therefore, were limited to those that one could carry on a London Transport bus:
trowel, brush, an army entrenching pick, and short-handled spade. Finds, if few enough
(and they rarely were), had to be carried back on the bus in, by then, damp-bottomed
paper bags — there were no plastic bags in those days — often with predictable results.
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When finds were plentiful they were carried through the street to Guildhall on one’s back
in hundredweight coal sacks or, if the builders were helpful, in a wheelbarrow borrowed
from the site. On the day that the St. Swithin’s House ‘amphora pit’ was excavated, a
procession of cement-spattered wheelbarrows laden with pottery trundled up to the front
of Guildhall while the City Fathers and cuirassed trumpeters lined the entrance waiting
for the arrival of a foreign dignitary. It was the only occasion that the Corporation ever
gave us the red carpet treatment.

Comical though some of these events appear in retrospect, at the time they generated
bitterness, despair in the realisation of what was being lost, and frustration at one’s
inability to do more. The museum which, under Adrian Oswald, had been ready to focus
its wholehearted attention on the needs of the building sites, shifted its priorities and was
content to leave the salvage archaeology to me — while rightly agreeing with my critics
that I lacked the necessary experience. I shall remain ever grateful to Ralph Merrifield,
therefore, who, on several critical occasions, donned his boots and boiler suit and came to
my rescue, notably during the excavation of the Roman ladder.

Success or failure depended on the interest shown by the foremen and clerks of works
on each of the sites, and that in turn depended in large measure on the construction
progress schedule. When the builders were ahead, or held up for reasons unrelated to
archaeology, the site supervisors could afford to accommodate the archaeologist, but
when they fell behind they could not. The City Corporation included no protective
clauses in building licences and no provision calling for co-operation with its
archaeologist. Access to the site depended on the co-operation and goodwill of owners,
architects, clerks of works, engineers, and contractors.

Fostering and then retaining that goodwill was akin to walking a tightrope, for in the
final analysis the goals of the builder and archaeologist were diametrically opposed, one
always needing to move quickly forward and to shift only the minimal amount of soil, and
the other hoping that the job would be slowed down and that significant archaeological
features could be pursued beyond the planned foundation excavation. For anyone who
has never worked on a building site, it may appear greedy that the archaeologist should be
asking for more ground disturbance in the midst of an already extensive area of digging.
The explanation is simply that modern mechanical excavation ensures that little is
available for study save in the walls of the machine-dug holes. In short, the archaeologist
is forced to begin when the contractor ends; but when the contractor stops digging he does
so for the very good reason that he wants the hole extended no further. Thus, anything the
archaeologist does threatens to weaken edges that need to be kept trim to receive poured
concrete, to make banks unsafe or create holes that the contractor will have to fill at his
own expense. Thus the urge to ‘go just a little further’ in pursuit of a potentially significant
artifact had to be resisted, for only by doing so could we retain the clerk of works’ good
will and, equally importantly, his co-operation on his next London assignment.

Several clerks of works not only allowed me as much latitude as they dared, but one
even personally cleaned skeletons for me during the building of the rectory beside the
church of St. Olave, Hart Street.3! Another, Mr. A. R. “Tony’ Donovan helped me
measure the Roman bath in Cheapside, and a much appreciated letter from him 20 years
later shows that he is still directing building in the City and still co-operating with the
Corporation’s archaeological representatives. Yet another clerk of works, Mr. N. V.
Riley, went so far as to submit an article to the Institute of Clerks of Works Journal urging
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his colleagues to co-operate in the preservation of London’s past. In a covering letter to
the editor, Mr. Riley noted that ‘a telephone call to any of the museums, brings an
observer very quickly, and those who have visited this site have been most interesting
people, and they have certainly not been any trouble to the Contractor’.3? Alas, not all
clerks of works shared that view — and often with good reason.

As public interest in archaeology and antiquities grew (a process fostered in large
measure by the success of such television programmes as ‘Animal, Vegetable or
Mineral’), the quest for antiquities on London building sites was no longer limited to
Guildhall Museum’s archaeological assistant, his volunteers, and a handful of City
businessmen who bought curiosities from workmen at prices far above those I could
secure from our pitiful supply of petty cash. As I have indicated earlier, the purchase of
any artifact from the workmen was illegal, for the City’s archaeologist had no more
business buying artifacts than the finders had to sell them. They all belonged to the
landowners, and if, as sometimes happened, they had assigned ownership to the City, we
were simply buying what we already owned. But law and logic can be uneasy bedfellows;
the fact remained that for more than a century London labourers had augmented their
pay by selling whatever they found to anyone who would pay for it. By 1955, however, a
new enemy entered the lists — the secret, dark and midnight looters who, by the light of
electric torches, invaded the sites where I was working, to rob pits and wells already in the
process of archaeological excavation.

The new vandals were of all ages from boyhood to late middle-age, but they had one
thing in common: the lure of the artifact, and they dug wherever they chose, unfettered by
the rules laid down by the site’s clerk of works. Although, in most instances, builders were
aware that the damage was not being done by the Guildhall team, they were becoming
disenchanted with archaeology. Fear that something important might be found and that
a newspaper would report it, and thus draw down a plague of looters upon the site, tended
to make them wary and less inclined to co-operate. Nothing contributed more to that
cooling of relations than did the great Mithras circus in 1954.

If the Roman and Mediaeval London Excavation Council still wanted to make a
splash, it succeeded beyond all imagining when a routine trench running west from
Walbrook cut into the apsidal-ended, ragstone structure which later turned out to be a
mithraeum. Not until site clearance for the construction of Bucklersbury House began
could the RMLEC expand its trenches to expose the rest of the building. What happened
then has been faithfully chronicled by Professor Grimes,?® and the archives of every
London newspaper are rich in stories under such headlines as 10,000 Queue up to see
God of Light’, ‘Roman Temple Crowd Clash with Police’, and ‘One Grab Ends a Roman
Temple’.3*

Neither the owners of the Bucklersbury House property, the Legenland Trust, nor
Humphreys and Co., the builders, realised what they were getting into when they co-
operated with the Council by enabling the Mithraeum excavation to be expanded, and it
is everlastingly to the credit of all concerned that the work was allowed to go on. The fate
of the temple foundations became a national cause célébre. Questions were asked in the
House, Minister of Works Sir David Eccles and Lord Mayor Sir Noel Bowater visited the
site, cartoonists had a field day — and throughout the City and across the nation,
building contractors prayed that it would never happen to them. It was small wonder,
therefore, that once the Mithras matter had been resolved (by piling its stones and tiles in
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a mountainous heap on an adjacent site for ‘reconstruction’ at a later date), the
Bucklersbury House builders wanted to get on with their already delayed job and be rid of
archaeologists and the ghosts of Roman London.

That was easier said than done. Much of the silted stream and flood plain of the river
Walbrook meandered down the eastern third of the site from the National Safe Deposit
Company building at the north to Cannon Street at the south, all of it literally bristling
with Roman artifacts and structural remains preserved in immaculate condition. Roman
oak pilings for revetments and ‘floating’ foundations were everywhere,®* while the
peatlike silt around them contained stratified deposits of artifacts capable of identifying
and dating the timber structures, thus providing answers to questions probing to the very
heart of Roman London. That such evidence would be revealed, need have suprised no
one. In 1873, John E. Price published his report on his discoveries from the National Safe
Deposit Company’s site, and in it he expressed regret that so much had been swept away
unrecorded — that at a time when the digging was done by hand. Price ended his report
with these words:

‘With the rapidity with which such a large quantity of earth has to be excavated and removed, and the
dangers consequent on delay, there must naturally be a large number of objects which escape detection,
besides those which find their way into other hands. Such are conditions which must ever exist unless an
excavation in the city be undertaken solely on antiquarian grounds. This has never yet been done. We
institute researches abroad, sometimes on doubtful sites, and critically examine every shovel-full of
earth, often with no certain prospect of reward; but in a comparatively small space situate at home, and
illustrative alike of the origin and progressive growth of this the chief city of the empire, sufficient
interest has not yet been manifested to induce a properly organized investigation of any given site’.3¢

Nothing can detract from the importance of the Walbrook Mithraeum or dim the
credit due to the RMLEC for its achievement, but the fact remains that failure to properly
excavate and study the Walbrook valley while it still survived, robbed the City of a
priceless chapter of its cultural history. One is tempted to describe it as a lost opportunity,
but, in reality, it was no opportunity at all. Most of the relevant area was covered by the
footings and rubble-filled basements of bombed buildings, ruins whose removal only
became economically feasible when work began to erect a new building. The
Corporation, whose niggardly support for the RMLEC from 1949 to 1962 amounted to
only £550,37 was unlikely to provide the several thousand pounds needed to clear the site.
Without the degree of public funding that became possible in the early 1970s (which led to
the successful and prolonged excavations on the Thames waterfront in the vicinity of
Baynard’s Castle, and on the General Post Office site), neither the work force nor the
laboratory facilities could be realised. Thus, Price’s dream of a large-scale area
excavation for the purpose of studying London’s Roman roots, was no more practical in
1954 than it had been in 1873.

Even as the temple foundations were being recorded and dismantled, the builders’
draglines were cutting through the Walbrook silt and hauling Roman oak piles and
planking out of the ground in their teeth.3® Rarely was it possible to do more than
photograph the destruction and to salvage individual artifacts as they spilled out of the
loosened and dropped silt. On the afternoon of 2 April 1955, however, I was able to work
for several hours alongside a Roman timber revetment, and from a stratum of black
gravel beneath sealing layers of peat and sand came a vast quantity of Roman metal
objects apparently deposited in the Trajan-Antonine period. The Excavation Register
summary included the following: ‘hooks, linch pin, keys, chape, bronze needles, punches,
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an iron pin with brass face terminal, bronze wire chain, other chains, decorated bronze
studs, phalerae, two trumpet brooches decorated with applied pewter and tinning in
centre, as of Domitian, unfinished tools, iron needles, as of Claudius, various knife
blades, iron spatula, iron buckle, decorative hinges for chests (ivy leaf terminals), latch
hooks, 3 goads iron, various stili, iron brackets, ties, etc. Pockets in gravel around piles
yielded stili, bronze needles and a stamp of ELVILLI (Elvillus — Lezoux, Antonine)’.3°
The list does not mention the vast quantities of iron nails which, if my memory is correct,
filled three hundredweight sacks — and this was what was retrieved by one archaeologist
(with help from Ralph Merrifield) limited by the contractors’ insistence that no digging
should be allowed beyond a line against which their concrete was to be poured.

That night the looters who had plagued the site since the Mithras story broke,
continued where we had left off, cutting deep holes into the sacrosanct banks, and when
fatigue or an inability to haul away the spoils caused them to desist, they left the
excavation walls pitted like an artillery firing range. The contractors blamed me, and the
Guildhall archaeologists were subsequently barred from the site, thus ending any
supervision of the destruction process. Nevertheless, the nocturnal looting went on, and,
in an ultimate irony, some of the artifacts whose recovery had cost us so dearly, were later
presented to the museum (after their novelty had worn off) and were accepted by the
Corporation with expressions of effusive, if inappropriate gratitude.*°

The Bucklersbury House site had been the only occasion on which I had worked
simultaneously with the staff of the RMLEC, and arriving as I did in the wake of the
enormous press publicity, and in the presence of many people young or old who might or
might not have been legitimate volunteers or visitors, it was impossible for me to exercise
the kind of control that had kept me in good grace with contractors on other sites. The
resulting frustration, bordering on despair, lingers in the pages of the Excavation
Register: ‘E.R.222. Bucklersbury House. Small, timber-lined well “excavated” by
unescorted boy with a coal hammer as his principle instrument. The deposit cannot be
considered to be of any value’ 4!

With nothing getting published and no time to learn from what was being found, one
might be forgiven for questioning whether the battle was worth fighting. ‘We are in a very
difficult position’, I explained in a letter to A. W. G. Lowther, ‘in that the builders are
digging, and while they continue to do so we should be watching them, and while we are
doing that it is very difficult to be writing reports on the last site but one. The only way to
catch up would be to abandon the excavations for a season. That is not the museum’s
present policy, and I expect it is right — yet I cannot help wondering whether, if we don’t
publish the back material soon, we shall ever publish it at all — in which case all these
years of hard work will have been wasted’.#2 It is true that the museum collections were
being enriched as never before, but little was being learned from these acquisitions. Then,
too, I was alone in my concern for the wasted medieval and post-medieval opportunities.
Indeed, it is some measure of the validity of my concern that both Norman Cook’s 1952
booklet and Ralph Merrifield’s fine book in 1965 concerned themselves only with the
archaeology of Roman London. Perhaps as a sop to me, however, there was talk of an
eventual volume devoted to London domestic pottery 1500-1750; but, as I explained to
Anthony Lowther, ‘There does not seem to be much likelihood of anything moving in the
near future. In the meantime much of the evidence has been split up — returned to the
owners, and so forth’ 43
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Unable to foretell the remarkable improvements ten or twelve years down the road, I
left the Guildhall Museum early in 1957 with only brief field notes and a mass of artifacts
as my legacy. In my letter of resignation I tried to explain what the job of rescue
archaeologist for the Corporation of London involved, in the hope that the then
Librarian-Curator Arthur Hall would ‘be able to make my shoes more comfortable for
my successor’,

‘I have found through experience that the role of archaeological assistant in London is not an enviable
one’, [ wrote, “for it is the duty of that person to spend much time on building sites where his presence
can offer nothing but the prospect of delay, irritation and inconvenience to the builders. Without any
official authority from the Corporation he must rely on tact, cunning, and self-effacement to achieve
the results for which he is employed. He must frequently make personal contact with owners, architects
and builders, and take immediate and independent decisions for which the Corporation will be
responsible — thus bearing on his own shoulders a weight of responsibility far greater than is
warranted by his status.

‘The assistant must be prepared to excavate pits, wells, efc., under conditions which sometimes
threaten personal danger. This work must often be carried on alone, for he has no one to whom he can
turn for labouring assistance when it is needed. The present staff of the museum is in no position to
supply this need, nor, indeed, is it seemly that it should be so. Furthermore, the archaeological assistant
has no means of transporting his equipment to and from the building sites nor of bringing back the
quantities of resulting finds. He must be prepared to be a navvy who will work in all weathers and under
any conditions however little they may befit the dignity of an officer of the Corporation. On the sites he
will be torn between his duty to fulfil his paid purpose of recovering information and antiquities and his
desire to avoid giving the builders cause to complain’.*#

In 1978, the annals of those distant days have an almost Dickensian quality about
them: the poverty of those on the bottom rungs of the Corporation ladder; the power-
plays and jockeying for preferment further up; and the shadow of a lone figure trudging
up King Street through swirling yellow fog with a sack on his back, staggering up endless
flights of narrow Guildhall stairs (warmed by the smell of turtle soup being readied for a
Lord Mayor’s banquet), to the bitter cold of an attic laboratory. Alas, it was no
Christmas tale with goose and plum pudding at the end, and there might be cogent
reasons for letting it remain interred with Marley’s bones were it not for the fact that this
was a page from London’s past that may one day be of documentary value.
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TOWARDS THE FUTURE OF LONDON’S
PAST

MAX HEBDITCH

“The present generation of archaeologists, administrators, City Fathers and site owners bears a heavy
responsibility, and will certainly be blamed by posterity if it allows important evidence for London’s
early history to be destroyed without a very determined effort to record it. Unlike its predecessors, it
can hardly plead ignorance as an excuse.’

Thus wrote Ralph Merrifield in 1965 in his book The Roman City of London, the first
survey of the potential of Roman London since the Royal Commission on Historical
Monuments volume in 1928.! His call was an echo of many that had gone before, which
he himself admirably chronicled in the introduction to his book? — calls that had more
often than not gone unheeded by authority but which had been answered to the best of
their ability by many academics and amateurs over 140 years. But in 1965 how could it be
ignored yet again? The achievements of Peter Grimes’ excavations for the Roman and
Mediaeval London Excavation Council, albeit yet again inadequately funded by the City,
had demonstrated the potential knowledge that could be revealed by the application of
advanced excavation techniques.? The detailed observation of building sites, first by Ivor
Noél Hume (whose account of those days appears elsewhere in this volume), then from
1957 by Eve Rutter, and from 1961-1973 by Peter Marsden, all Field Officers of Guildhall
Museum, had indicated the continuing value of close and meticulous observation of the
excavation of others.* In this respect they inherited the mantle of the Society of
Antiquaries’ observers of pre-war days: E. B. Birley, the late Gerald Dunning and Frank
Cottrill.?

In 1965 the situation was again pressing. Peter Grimes’ excavations were largely at an
end; most bombed sites were redeveloped. But property owners were now turning their
attention to improving the office stock in other parts of the City. Areas of traditional city
occupations were fast disappearing; the waterfront, in particular, was losing its maritime
character, and a new dual carriageway was being driven from Blackfriars Bridge to the
Tower. Something needed to be done and Guildhall Museum was the only agency that
could possibly do anything.® However, the Museum was not in a very strong position.
Under its Keeper, Norman Cook, it was a department of Guildhall Library whose
Librarian and Curator at the time was A. H. Hall. Its temporary premises in the Royal
Exchange were grossly unsatisfactory and provided no adequate working space. It was
involved in the projected amalgamation with the London Museum, for which the
necessary Act of Parliament received the Royal Assent the same year. Although the
Museum accepted the responsibility for site observation and had undertaken some rescue
excavations by depending largely upon the volunteer help of the City of London
Excavation Group (later Archaeological Society), it was by no means universally
regarded as the proper body to inherit the responsibility for large-scale research.
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However, Guildhall Museum had made efforts to obtain a more responsible attitude on
the part of the Corporation in archaeological matters. Two years previously, in October
1963, the Library Committee considered what could be done about archaeology on the
new development taking place in areas not destroyed in the war. Here standing buildings
had to be cleared, but this often took place only days before the foundations of the new
structure began to go in. It was not like the long-vacant bombed sites, which, although
covered with mounds of rubble, could be excavated at comparative leisure. This time
there were considerable external economic pressures on the archaeologists, limiting the
time for excavation even if they had had the money and resources for it. An attempt had
been made, therefore, by the Library Committee to secure three things. First, when
considering planning applications, the Corporation should have the archaeological
potential of the site reviewed by the Keeper of the Museum. Second, if the Keeper thought
that archaeological remains were likely, this operation should be confirmed by an
independent archaeological panel. Third, planning permission should then be made
dependent upon time for excavation being allowed. The archaeological needs were
couched in modest terms (‘a small excavation’) and there was no indication of the
resources that would be necessary to undertake the excavations. It was possibly envisaged
that the Roman & Mediaeval London Excavation Council would undertake the work,
although it had to all intents and purposes ceased excavation in order to concentrate on
publishing. Had these proposals got through, the situation for archaeology would have
improved vastly. Instead, the Corporation’s legal officers advised that it was not possible
to make archaeological excavation a condition of planning approval and there the matter
rested. However, on the matter of site observation where construction work had already
started, Guildhall Museum was in a slightly more favourable position, especially where
the Corporation had a financial interest in the site. The archaeological work was given a
legal basis by the inclusion of clauses in the building agreement allowing ‘reasonable
facilities to examine measure and record and remove any articles of historical or
archaeological interest which may be disclosed’.

In the years following the publication of Ralph Merrifield’s book the situation began to
improve. Peter Marsden was able to direct excavations on a number of sites” and, when he
and his volunteer team were committed at Billingsgate, Brian Philp was brought in to dig
the south side of the Roman Forum on the Limebank development at the junction of
Fenchurch Street and Gracechurch Street in 1968/69.% That these opportunities were
afforded at all, sprang from the preparation in 1966 in the Corporation’s Department of
Architecture and Planning of a map of ‘Known Roman sites of Archaeological
importance’. The advice for this came from the Museum. Planning permissions for sites
within the most important areas of this map included the following informative
paragraph:

‘It is considered excavation of the site may uncover remains of considerable archaeological interest, and

it is requested that the Director of the Guildhall Museum be consulted in regard to this aspect of the
matter’.

The title Director also indicates another significant change, for in that year Guildhall
Museum, whose Keeper was President of the Museums Association and Deputy Director
designate of the Museum of London, became an independent department of the
Corporation. The Museum chief had direct access to the Committee for the first time.
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The excavations that took place following these improvements in official attitudes,
continued to be small scale and low cost, depending still largely on the work of weekend
volunteers. Indeed no sum for excavations (other than the salary of the Field Officer) was
included in the estimates for Guildhall Museum until 1968/69 when the Limebank site
was excavated by Philp. That year £1,610 was spent (inclusive of outside grants amongst
which was £500 from the Ministry of Public Building and Works, now the Department of
the Environment). In the following year £107 was spent out of the Museum’s allocation of
£1,000 for digging. It is perhaps not altogether surprising that for 1971/72 the estimate of
£1,000 was reduced to £500. Additional limited funds were forthcoming from time to time
from other committees of the Corporation for the excavation of their own sites such as the
Old Bailey extension.

In May 1971, I came from Bristol Museum to Guildhall Museum as Director, frankly
amazed that such low sums were being spent on the archaeology of the most important
urban site in Britain. At that time the Museum staff comprised Ralph Merrifield, John
Clark, Hugh Chapman, Peter Marsden, Bill Rector and Irene Shaw: all were passionately
concerned about the threat to archaeology in the City. Almost immediately estimates had
to be prepared for the financial year 1972/73 and these included an increased sum for
excavation purposes, intended to raise the Corporation’s contributions towards a figure
comparable to expenditure by museums in other towns. A figure of £3,000 was proposed
towards which a grant of £1,500 was expected from the Department of the Environment.
This was hardly as great as the Winchester Research Unit, for instance, but it was an
improvement. At this stage no extensive review of potential archaeological sites had
taken place. However, we decided that rescue work should be concentrated into fixed
periods on a limited number of sites and that long never-ending weekend rescue digging
on building sites should cease. An immediate check of available sites threatened with
imminent development suggested that two would be available in 1972; Sir John Cass
School, Aldgate® and the site of Baynard’s Castle in Upper Thames Street'® which was to
be covered by the new dual carriageway along Thames Street. Jeremy Haslam had drawn
the Museum’s attention to the existence of archaeological features of medieval date on
the latter site, revealed in a drain trench being dug as a preliminary to road-building.
These I had missed when visiting the site for the first time. Information about both these
sites was reported to the Department of the Environment in January and a grant of £1,500
was confirmed for the following year. However, the intended equivalent provision in the
Corporation’s estimates for 1972/73 was cut to £500.

These moves only took account of immediate problems. More serious consideration
was needed about the future. In the Annual Report of the Guildhall Museum for 1971, 1
wrote as follows:

‘It cannot be pretended that adequate time and resources were devoted to coping with the destruction of
archaeological evidence in the City. Although the information recovered from excavation and
observation was valuable to the history of the city, it was perforce piecemeal and scrappy. There is no
substitute for proper excavation of more sites before construction work takes place. The decision not to
excavate a site, whether forced on the Museum or consciously taken, is in many ways equivalent to
destroying a portion of the documents in the City’s archives. Some idea of the growing nature of the
problem may be seen in the number of planning applications for rebuilding approved in the last two
years: 161in 1970 and 29 in 1971. These figures may be expected to increase as development continues to
extend through areas not damaged in the war.’
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We began to think in earnest about archaeological policy, and the part Guildhall
Museum should play in it. At the same time the Museum staff were also re-displaying the
Guildhall Museum’s Roman Gallery and assisting the London Museum in preparing an
exhibition on Chaucer which opened on Easter Saturday, 1972. But leisurely
consideration was overtaken by events. Baynard’s Castle became a public issue, almost in
the manner of the Temple of Mithras!? or the Bucklersbury Roman mosaic!2. Baynard’s
Castle began as a Norman defensive structure in the west of the City, complementing the
Tower of London. In the 13th century its site became part of the precincts of Blackfriars
and a new castle, or palace, was established on the waterfront. Surviving depictions of the
new castle, before its destruction in the Great Fire, indicated an extensive, turretted
waterfront facade. Clearly such a major medieval building required examination and the
excavations were planned to take place between April and September in those parts where
the construction of side walls to the road would destroy ancient features. Those parts
under the road-bed itself were to be left as they were unlikely to be disturbed. But in
February 1972 it was learnt that the site of the turretted facade was required by 1 April,
reducing the period from five months to one. Almost immediately Guildhall Museum was
given extra funds by the Library Committee of the Corporation and an advance was
made by the Department of the Environment on their grant for the financial year 1972/73.
With Peter Marsden in charge, a high-speed excavation of the river frontage was mounted
which demonstrated that archaeological deposits of Roman, Saxon and medieval date
adjoining the Thames were extremely well preserved, greatly influencing our attitude to
subsequent redevelopment schemes taking place between Thames Street and the River.
Mr. Martin Biddle, Director of the Winchester Research Unit, visited the site on 21
March 1972 to discuss its importance. It is no doubt not unconnected that subsequently
the pressure group known as Rescue, whose Chairman Biddle was, generated a great deal
of publicity in the media between 26 March and 10 April on the lack of an adequate
archaeological organisation in the City and the alleged meagreness of the Corporation’s
contribution. Over Easter weekend 30 March to 3 April, the spectacle of vast numbers of
volunteers desperately working to record the river frontage under the control of Nick
Farrant, an amateur archaeologist deputising for Peter Marsden, became front-page
news. Much of the press and TV comment aroused was ill-considered and often
inaccurate; as so often, the discrete matters of preservation and excavation became very
confused. The furore finally led to questions in the House of Commons on 12, 19 and 26
April. The Corporation, and to a certain extent the Department of the Environment
which had a responsibility in the matter, were under very great pressure.

The controversy was considered by the Library Committee of the Corporation in May
1972. They were advised that although expenditure in the previous financial year
(1971/72) on excavations was higher than had been erroneously claimed in the press
(approximately £8,140 of which approximately £1,440 had been spent on site for plant
hire and volunteers’ expenses) it was still small in relation to the need. For the remainder
of the year more cash was required for the sites at Baynard’s Castle, Aldgate and a further
site which had come to the Museum’s notice at Bush Lane and was expected to contain
additional information about the late Ist-century Roman Palace of which other traces
exist in the vicinity of Cannon Street Station.!3

As a result the Library Committee was able to obtain a revised sum of £3,950 for 1972
with the Department of the Environment providing a matching sum. After some
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persuasion the Department of the Environment also produced a further £8,500 to cover
the whole costs of excavation on the waterfront west of the Baynard’s Castle site which
was being developed for the Post Office. The total expenditure on excavation (apart from
salaries of permanent staff) in 1972/73 finally roseto £17, 695, although the Corporation’s
share was only £3,950. An important contribution that year was an anonymous private
donation of £1,000. Compared with 1968/69 when Guildhall Museum first had money for
excavations, this was a large budget.

As already indicated, Rescue generated considerable publicity for their views, and they
also communicated these to the Corporation in the form of a letter, originally intended
for publication in The Times, which was placed before the Library Committee in July. In
commenting on it I was obliged to point out that criticisms of the Corporation were
substantially correct (‘a single Field Officer to deal with the recording of all archaeology
in the City of London . . . finance for archaeology in the City is inadequate, and compares
very poorly with what is now available in many other towns . . . all effort has been
concentrated on the single obvious and tangible monument . . . no consideration seems to
have been given to the real importance of the site in the urban development of London...
the setting up of an independent archaeological unit’). What was needed was an
archaeological research unit which should in due course become part of the Museum of
London. Meanwhile the resources of Guildhall Museum should be expanded. The
Library Committee, very conscious of the City’s responsibilities and concern for
archaeology, agreed to request a further report into all the implications from the City
Architect and Planning Officer and the Museum Director.

With the decisions of the Library Committee in July to take a detailed look at the
problem and consult with other bodies, the Baynard’s Castle affair might be said to be
over. The site did not completely lose the attention of the media and well-publicised open
days, combined with an exhibition on the archaeological potential of the City at August
Bank Holiday weekend, brought some further attention. During the summer there was
contact with Martin Biddle and Robert Kiln of Rescue, which was proceeding with its
own survey of London’s archaeological problems and organisational needs,'* but a
formal meeting did not take place until 24 October. As this fell into the programme of
consultation which the Library Committee had determined upon, the meeting was also
attended by representatives of the London and Middlesex Archaeological Society and the
Museum of London. The Roman and Mediaeval London Excavation Council, and the
Department of the Environment were also invited to the meeting, but they were unable to
be present. At this meeting, we presented the draft of a short booklet entitled Archaeology
in the City of London: an Opportunity and explained Guildhall Museum’s proposals for
implementing that policy.!s An Opportunity, prepared by all the Museum staff, was
deliberately brief. It recounted the history of archaeology in the City and hinted at the
problems which remained unsolved despite all that had been done since Guildhall
Museum was founded in 1826. A series of maps, prepared with the assistance of the City
Architect’s Department, showed how much of the City’s archacology was already lost or
inaccessible; how important were the areas that remained (listing 10 areas of the greatest
significance as Category 1); and the extent and number of the proposed redevelopments
that threatened these areas. The ways of meeting that challenge through the existing
Museum structure was contained in a separate document which was to form the basis of
the report requested by the Library Committee. The proposals received a fair measure of
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support, although Rescue was still concerned that the archaeological unit might not be
sufficiently independent to achieve the necessary financial resources and political muscle.

Following these consultations the booklet and report were placed before the Library
Committee, together with letters on the matter received from Rescue and the Council for
British Archaeology. The report emphasised that little could be done under existing
powers to compel excavation, and that it would be most inadvisable to use the power to
refuse planning consent under Section 79(1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1971
on the grounds that excavation had not taken place; a course of action which had been
suggested by Julian Amery, Minister for Housing and Construction, Department of the
Environment, in a written parliamentary answer on 20 April 1972.'¢ However, we
reported that, despite the lack of statutory machinery, more archaeological research was
likely to be done if there was more staff, more money and more goodwill from developers.
We suggested a Department of Urban Archaeology within Guildhall Museum, an
excavation and publications fund to attract outside contribution as well as Corporation
and Department of the Environment grants, and the circulation of An Opportunity
among developers and architects so that they at least understood what the archaeologists
wanted. The general public’s consciousness of environmental issues at that time was
thought likely to be helpful. Following the Library Committee’s consideration of the
matter consultations took place with other Committees of the Corporation as a result of
which their support was obtained.

In June 1973, the Library Committee was in a position to report to the Court of
Common Council on the action that should be taken on archaeological matters if the
opportunities presented by redevelopment were not to be lost. An essential element was
securing the co-operation of developers, and the booklet was an essential part of that
process. The report also recognised that without a lead being given by the Corporation on
its own sites, the Museum would be in a very difficult position. The Court of Common
Council approved the report on 28 June and asked all its committees to ensure that proper
attention was given to the needs of archaeology in all matters with which they were
concerned. It also agreed to receive a further report on the financial and staffing needs of
Guildhall Museum. The report received widespread press coverage. Although in staffing

_terms they meant a 100 9; increase, our proposals were very modest.

The staff was to comprise a Chief Urban Archaeologist and four assistants. The main
labour force was to be provided by staff employed on a fees and subsistence basis with the
aid of the Department of the Environment grant. Conservation facilities would be
provided from existing resources, which had been expanded by the addition of an
Assistant Conservation Officer seconded from the London Museum. However, when the
matter was considered by the Establishment Committee in J uly it was referred back to the
Planning and Communications and Library Committees to examine ‘the effective
integrating of archaeological research with planning decisions’ (by which the matter of
future Museum of London involvement was meant). This prevented the staffing matters
going before the Court for approval before the summer recess and threatened todelay the
setting up of the unit. On 23 July 1973 the Chairman of the Library Committee, Francis F.
Stunt, met the Chairman of the Planning and Communications Committee and agreed
that there was no problem such as to cause delay in the setting up of the Department of
Urban Archaeology. The Chairman of the Establishments Committee agreed to
authorise advertising of the necessary posts pending approval by the Court of Common
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Council. The advertisement for Chief Urban Archaeologist appeared in The Times on 10
August 1973. Meanwhile, The Future of London’s Past was published by Rescue.'” This
volume, coming only three weeks after the City had announced its own programme,
received considerable attention in the Sunday Times on 22 July 1973 and was the subject
of a valuable leader in The Times on the following day. It contained a detailed analysis of
our state of knowledge of the archaeology of the City and also included a study of the
management structures and establishment for a very much larger archaeological research
unit than that envisaged by Guildhall Museum proposals. The publicity was particularly
valuable in re-stating the archaeological needs at a time when the Guildhall Museum'’s
establishment proposals were jammed, and may have contributed to their unblocking. In
October Brian Hobley was appointed Chief Urban Archaeologist in charge of the
Department. Other posts were filled by Peter Marsden, already on the staff, Tony Dyson,
Michael Rhodes and David Brown (no longer with the Museum).

Paralleling the main course of events leading to the creation of the Department of
Urban Archaeology were a number of other developments in both the formation of
archaeological policy and its execution.

The Corporation improved clauses in building contracts with which it was concerned
to enable archaeological investigation to take place, although not in as strong terms as
those used for example by Hampshire County Council.!® The Corporation also
undertook to advise the D.o.E. of all developments affecting either a scheduled
monument or one in the course of scheduling. On these sites, it still felt that any
investigation should be fitted into the builder’s programme and restated its view (already
referred to) that it could not itself make excavation a condition of planning consent. The
Corporation believed that the matter could ultimately only be solved by the national
legislation forshadowed in a parliamentary answer on 19 April 1972 to one of the
questions raised at the time of the Baynard’s Castle affair: ‘I hope to introduce a more
general measure before long which would include powers of compulsory excavation in
suitable cases’.

Early in 1973, the Directorate of Ancient Monuments and Historic Buildings of the
Department of the Environment under the new Chief Inspector, Andrew Saunders,
began to formulate a national policy for rescue archaeology. In the absence of a state
service a network of regional archaeology units, each covering a number of counties, was
proposed. These views were put forward at a national conference called by the D.o.E. in
February 1973. To discuss the implications of these national proposals which appeared to
cut across both Guildhall Museum’s plans for field archaeology, and those being
developed by the Museum of London under the new Director, Tom Hume, meetings were
held between the Ancient Monuments Inspectorate, the Museum of London and
Guildhall Museum. It was pointed out to the D.o.E. that the Board of Governors of the
Museum represented just the kind of management envisaged for regional units elsewhere,
representing all interested parties, and that as any organisation would take time to set up
this should not inhibit other developments in the interim. As a result it was agreed that a
plan for Greater London as a whole, and Museum of London involvement in it, could not
be worked out until there was much more information about the archaeological need. To
do this a working party was established, under the Chairmanship of Peter Grimes, which
with the aid of a grant from the Department of the Environment, the Greater London
Council and the Museum of London, employed two research assistants to carry out the
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task. In the meantime Guildhall Museum should press on with its own proposals for the
City.

However, while the organisational aspects of archaeology were being worked out, the
pace of redevelopment did not slacken. I have already mentioned that the number of
planning consents which involved destruction of archaeological deposits had risen from
16 in 1970 to 29 in 1971. In 1972 over 40 consents were granted. In my Annual Report for
19721 indicated that to all intents and purposes no archaeological work had been done on
nine sites within the line of the City Wall where remains could have been expected and the
Museum’s only Field Officer, Peter Marsden, was by this time committed to an extensive
post-excavation programme in the Baynard’s Castle results. In 1973, therefore, the
Museum had to recruit excavation directors from outside. The main site examined was
Custom House and Wool Quay!® between Lower Thames Street and the River, directed
by Tim Tatton-Brown. A Roman prefabricated box-section timber quay of late 2nd-
century date was revealed; another of the 13th century was also discovered and at the east
end of the site a large section of a clinker-built ship had been incorporated in a medieval,
waterfront. Parts of the 14th-century and later custom houses were also found. The
potential of waterfront archaeology revealed by the previous year’s work at Baynard’s
Castle was amply demonstrated. At Christ Church, Greyfriars?® road improvements
required the demolition of the east end of the Wren church. The excavations directed by
Tony Johnson showed that Wren had used the foundations of the medieval church to
support his rather smaller structure. No traces were found of the important royal tombs
within the church. Tony Johnson also directed excavations within cellars of standing
buildings at 110-114 Cannon Street demonstrating that 18th and 19th-century building
here had removed almost all earlier remains.?!

It might appear to many that Guildhall Museum did little to meet the challenge posed
by Ralph Merrifield in his book until the Department of Urban Archaeology began to
operate in December 1973 with a greatly expanded programme, which in 1974 involved
excavations at New Fresh Wharf, Seal House, Trig Lane, Botolph Lane, Ludgate Hill,
Upper Thames Street, St. Mildred’s Bread Street, Harp Lane, Angel Court and the
G.P.O. site.2 Some of these sites are still continuing. But I hope that this article has
suggested, that while it cannot be claimed that all was well, it cannot be said that nothing
was done. From 1965 onwards there was a steady expansion in the resources made
available to Guildhall Museum for rescue archaeology by the Corporation and the
Department of the Environment. The Baynard’s Castle affair, however, was the catalyst
in achieving more substantial improvements, firstly in getting more money for ad hoc
excavations in 1972 and 1973, and secondly in establishing a proper archaeological unit in
1974. Within the Corporation it made archaeology matter to planners and engineers, and
the Corporation’s formal interest led to a more helpful attitude on the part of developers.
It is interesting to compare the effects of Baynard’s Castle with the Temple of Mithras
affair of almost 20 years before. On the whole, despite the public outcry, the latter was
counter-productive. It is perhaps a tribute to changing public attitudes to conservation
matters generally, that Baynard’s Castle had a helpful effect; it is also in no small measure
due to the personal interest and energy of the late Francis F. Stunt, when Chairman of the
Library Committee.

The achievements of the Department of Urban Archaeology, since 1975 part of the
Museum of London, are for others to judge. Its annual funding stands at close on £1
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million annually — immense by the standards of five years ago. The money comes from a
variety of sources, but the Department of the Environment and more recently the
Department of Employment, through its job creation scheme, are the greatest single
contributors. The Corporation’s contribution both directly and indirectly, through its
share of the running costs of the Museum of London, is still not large and private
donations are small. However, the Museum of London does provide a certain measure of
independence which is valuable for archaeological bodies operating in an area where
there are few statutory provisions and goes some way towards meeting Rescue’s
proposals in The Future of London’s Past.

Ralph Merrifield in 1965 drew an analogy between the archaeology of London and the
Sibylline Books. Each generation is offered knowledge at a price. If it is not paid, that
knowledge is destroyed. With each generation the price increases. The process of creating
the Department of Urban Archaeology showed just how high that price had become.
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SOME PRIORITIES AND PROBLEMS IN
THE PREHISTORIC ARCHAEOLOGY OF
THE THAMES BASIN

ROY CANHAM

The year 1976 saw the publication of two surveys relating to the Thames Basin. The
Archaeology of the London area: Current Knowledge and Problems was produced as a
special paper by the London and Middlesex Archaeological Society, while Time on our
side? A Survey of the Archaeological Needs of Greater London had the backing of the
Department of the Environment, the Greater London Council and the Museum of
London. Ralph Merrifield was actively involved in the preparation of both reports and
thus he will influence the future. Of equal value for those engaged in the archaeology of
the region in recent years has been Ralph’s presence, and indeed leadership, in the milieu
which gave rise to these documents. The following observations are, it is hoped, in
keeping with the spirit of enquiry which he has encouraged in those around him.
Furthermore the publication of the surveys is a plausible excuse for raising some general
points concerning trends in the archaeological evidence for London’s prehistory.

An area of archaeological research which has generated great interest in recent years is
that concerned with the development of the landscape. Severe problems confront those
interested in this investigation, even in regions naturally suited to it, largely caused by our
poor record in preserving and investigating the types of feature which demonstrate
aspects of land-usage. In the Greater London region the problem is overwhelming. In
part this is caused by the nature of the evidence currently available, consisting largely of
individual ‘chance’ finds rather than a body of excavated material from recognisable
features.

But we must also accept that the total obliteration of the large-scale elements by which
man has attempted to delineate and control areas chosen for stock-rearing and
cultivation renders impossible a study of the ancient landscape and its development.
Lynchets and drainage ditches, ranch boundaries, cattle enclosures and so forth will
undoubtedly be identified within the urban region by those skilled in the techniques of
excavation, but these will be individual discoveries occurring in small numbers rather
than the recovery of sizeable complexes of such features which often results from aerial
survey and surface inspection of more open and undisturbed country. In an area where
even the traces of medieval ridge and furrow are noticeably absent (presumably
destroyed), the likelihood of progress in this field of research is virtually nil.

The prospects of a deeper understanding of ancient settlement in the region by means
of archaeological excavation would not appear at first sight to be any more promising. In
territory where even the earthworks of medieval date have been severely eroded, the
preservation of archaeological evidence relating to those distant ages might be regarded
as highly fortuitous. However, the degree to which surface features have been erased does
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not necessarily bear much relationship to the state of buried strata. It is true that on the
downland of Britain the action of the plough has removed the surface elements, and
frequently the occupation features, within and beneath the topsoil. On such terrain wind
and the run-off of rainwater limit the accumulation of soil, which may be as little as
100150 mm. An added factor, noted especially on the chalkland, is the slow dissolving of
the surface of the bedrock resulting in the dissipation of archaeological stratigraphy.
Conversely, the river valleys form zones in which materials will tend to accumulate, and
this involves not only wind-borne particles and hill-wash from surrounding uplands but
most effectively the deposits laid down whenever rivers overflow their banks and flood
large areas. Topsoils with a depth of 300 mm. are not uncommon in the London Basin,
and can be double this figure in places. In consequence the occupation strata on valley
sites are occasionally preserved intact, while ancient features that were dug deep are likely
to be undisturbed — at least as far as the effects of modern agriculture are concerned.

The destruction wrought by building and mineral extraction is of course immense.
Many of the objects quoted in evidence of ancient settlement have been obtained from
gravel pits and from foundation trenches, and their unearthing implies the obliteration of
the archaeological levels in which they rested. Paradoxically, the places in which a
succession of buildings has been erected over many centuries have turned out to be the
best choices for excavation. The accumulation of debris in the centres of the small towns
and villages which now form part of the urban complex has furnished a protective mantle
penetrated only by cellars and the deepest of foundations. This is the circumstance in
which it has in recent years been possible to trace the tentative beginnings of the first
agricultural communities, in places such as Kingston and Twickenham.! Since many of
the medieval settlements are located on the banks of the Thames, flooding has regularly
aided the process of stratification, and probably inspired the residents to bring up levels of
floors and streets to combat the problem. In excavations at Brentford there have been
instances where the Romano-British horizon has been sealed by over a metre of topsoil, a
deposit formed during the Saxon and medieval periods and which the structures of post-
medieval date have only partially disturbed. Thus where the evidence of early man still
survives in these long-held centres it survives in good form, the occupation strata
untouched by intensive ploughing.

It is a problem to evaluate the opportunities which present themselves when building
reconstruction is proposed in these promising areas. In the main the indications which
suggest that many of the low-lying villages bordering the Thames witnessed some degree
of human activity in prehistory consist of artifacts from adjacent stretches of the river.
One is seeking to explore a possibility rather than to determine the bounds of known fact.
Those who propose programmes of work are required to produce evidence in
justification, for urban excavation can be expensive. Yet the chance to explore exists only
when the continued survival of the archaeological strata is endangered, for modern
building techniques in urban areas eradicate the accumulated levels in which the vestiges
of extinct socicties are embedded. To make progress in establishing the nature of ancient
settlement in the urban region a commitment to explore on these terms is essential.

Our ability to investigate the remains of ancient societies is not greatly impaired by
distance in time. Susceptibility to destruction and erosion stems not from the passage of
the years but from factors of depth and location, and especially from the nature of the
materials used to fashion the implements by which life was sustained. In the damp
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environment of valley deposits, items fashioned from leather and wood, decayed remains
of natural vegetation and grains of cereal will survive. Equilibrium in the buried state is
equilibrium. If conditions are right for the preservation of this data, they are right for all
time, not merely the more recent past.

There has been a tendency in archaeological excavation to regard large-scale
undertakings as the sole means of establishing trustworthy results. This is a persuasive
argument, but we should be mindful of explorations in which quality, not quantity, is the
prime objective. The early promise of environmental archaeology has been somewhat
blunted by the realisation that many sites are too readily contaminated as a result of
agricultural processes and the action of earthworms.? Vast areas of archaeological
settlement on the chalk downland will yield environmental evidence that may be suspect
as a result. Thus a special virtue of necessarily limited forays into lower Thames Valley
sites emerges. Factors of depth and relative moisture content provide a most useful
situation.

If secure stratigraphy is a desirable circumstance, then the earliest phase of
inhabitation offers the greatest potential, while the large flint tools which characterise the
palaeolithic industries are durable artifacts produced in quantity. The geological agencies
operative in the pleistocene period have taken their toll of the land surfaces on which
palaeolithic hunting bands encamped, to which the number of handaxes that are abraded
by rolling bears witness. But our heritage includes the spectacular preservation of land
areas where the waste products of flint-knapping rest side by side with abandoned axes
and scrapers, the span of human history separating the moment of manufacture from the
incident of discovery. There is even the chance of recovering organic remains from such
environments. Commenting upon the 19th-century discovery of sharpened birch stakes
in the Stoke Newington strata, Collins has pictured research entering ‘the realm of
perishable material culture and habitation types’.3

The regard felt for these most ancient of human creations was more widespread a
century ago than it appears to be today. The glory of the archaeological method has
grown from the discovery that the structures which early communities fashioned could be
explored by careful excavation. The appeal of the most distant ages became somewhat
diminished by a total lack of structural evidence, and for those who were concerned to
trace the origins of European civilisation in terms of ancient cultures the remoteness of
the palaeolithic occupation tended to condemn it as irrelevant. The extraction of gravel in
huge quantities from the Yiewsley pits in West Middlesex has occasioned hardly a
murmer until recently,* yet the discoveries made in that region define it as one of the
richest palaeolithic sites in Britain. In fairness, early trends in archaeological technique
seemed to offer little hope of establishing anything more than the actual existence of
groups of implements, given the lack of structural features and the almost total absence of
artifacts in other materials. New factors have caused a reassessment of this lowly status.
The study of artifacts in assemblages has achieved an independent respectability, for the
intricacies of technology so revealed — whether it be in flint, metal or bone — form a
sensitive register of the operation of human intelligence. Excavation of flint implement
assemblages allied with the recovery of contemporary palaeontological data must lead us
to a more thorough appreciation of the nature of these primitive communities and the
manner in which their environment influenced them.

A small population may have managed to withstand the worst of the cold.and remain
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within the Thames Valley throughout the late pleistocene. However, the culture which
emerges with the re-establishment of the forests about 10,000 years ago bears the signs of
a North European origin and may have been entirely immigrant. It is apparent from the
concentration of mesolithic finds that the Thames and its tributaries offered an
environment in which activities of hunting, gathering and fishing were successfully
prosecuted, but at present it is not possible to determine whether these conditions allowed
a mesolithic community to survive for several thousand years, or whether the evidence
represents a culture that flourished briefly in a climate that was specially suited to it.
Occupation sites in low-lying parts of the valley are likely to have been buried beneath
beds of silt deposited when water levels rose ¢. 6000 B.C. The occasional discovery of
artifacts from deep in the alluvium is indicative of this. The excavations for the immense
foundations to Bankside power station in Southwark in 1926 yielded a perforated antler
pick from a depth of 5 metres, while deep sections examined in recent archaeological
excavations revealed the buried alluvial horizon from which the object must have been
dug.’ A little further upstream building excavations on the same bank — and in the same
deposit — revealed items of a similar style and date, during extensions to County Hall.® A
small group from the site of the Admiralty Offices, Westminster, consisting of a flake and
two scraping implements is evidence of mesolithic settlement on the other bank.’ '

Developments along the banks of the Thames often require massive excavation of
alluvial material, and provide the chance of discovery so vitally needed. As with the
ancient land surfaces preserved occasionally beneath pleistocene deposits, the situation
bears the prospect of yielding substantial insight into culture and economic life, for most
of the traces of human activity are likely to have been interred without disturbance. There
is the added circumstance of the preservation, in an airless and water-logged
environment, of organic substances in the form of contemporary floral and faunal
remains and manufactured items. The transgression of the low-lying areas appears to
have been a continuing feature of the last 8,000 years, so that careful research may resolve
the question of the continued existence of the mesolithic population by locating
occupation sites in a succession of geological contexts.

Whatever information can be compiled about the manner in which the post-glacial
hunters subsisted in the London Basin must ultimately assist us in reconstructing the
nature of the subsequent agricultural communities. There is much that clearly was new,
probably as a result of actual immigration, but this need not rule out the possibility of
well-established patterns of social and economic behaviour continuing to assert
themselves. An indicator of continuity might be seen in the methods of working flint on
neolithic settlements, which owe much to mesolithic traditions. There are obviously other
areas in which evidence of sustained traditions might be established, particularly those
relating to the procurement of food from the resources of the wild. The most urgent
requirement, however, must be to discover the impact of the ‘neolithic revolution’ itself,
specifically in the matter of population density. On the chalklands of Wessex the first
societies which based their subsistence on food production represent a large increase in
numbers over the pre-existing mesolithic population. The efficiencies of producing food
as opposed to gathering it may well have engendered this increase. In terms of stray finds,
principally axes in flint and stone, a similar flourishing of numbers occurred in the
London Basin, and a beginning has been made in seeking out the physical features of
settlement. The circumstances of discovery have been mostly well-preserved horizons
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deeply buried in locations close to the Thames, and if this is a sample obtained from a
widespread pattern of neolithic settlement then prospects are good for further discovery.
We should not be unduly influenced by the scarcity of occupation sites at present, since
the search for these by means of excavation is a relatively new feature of archaeological
work in the areas bordering the lower Thames.

The most distinctive trait in the archaeology of the region is the manufacture of fine
objects in metal over a long period. This tradition may have started ¢.1500 B.C. and
continued in one form or another until the beginning of Roman rule. Noteworthy groups
of artifacts include the ogival daggers and flanged axes of the early bronze age,® a wide
array of weapons belonging to the middle and late bronze age,® the Hallstatt-La Téne
dagger series,'® group Il iron swords!! and the ornate Celtic metalwork from the Thames
at Battersea, Brentford, Wandsworth and Waterloo Bridge.!? It is not possible to prove
that the activity continued throughout this period without interruption, though this
seems a likely hypothesis. The specifically industrial sites implied by the quantity and
quality of the late bronze age metal work have never been discovered, with the possible
exception of Coombe Warren, near Kingston.!3 It is a truly amazing development, for
somehow the peoples who began as farmers on the Thames terraces acquired the essential
skills and organised the supplies of raw materials which resulted in a manufacturing
culture of outstanding ability. What can have inspired this departure? Between the
peoples of Western Britain and Ireland who were exploiting the sources of copper from c.
2000 B.C. and the cultures of mainland Europe there was undoubtedly a flow of trade
items in copper. Situated on a natural route between source and market, the population
of the London region appear to have seized their chance of profit. Whether they entered
the trade as middlemen, possibly organising the transportation of primitive copper tools
and weapons along the Thames Valley, or merely imposed a levy on those intent on
passing through, they became involved in the manufacture and went on to develop new
techniques and new styles in bronze metalwork. In culture and material possessions this
community may have been one of the richest in Europe by the first millenium B.C., yet the
nature of their society is totally invisible to us, for the physical remains include not a single
settlement. It is not known, for example, whether food production continued on the
gravel terraces or whether the economic importance of the bronze industry was such that
the food supply was obtained by bartering manufactured goods.

Those who cultivated the land in the period that followed the decline of the great
bronze working industry ranged widely across the gravel terraces, along the banks of the
Thames, and along the Chalk edge on the southern rim of the Basin.!* The distribution of
sites and finds formally classified as iron age and Romano-British indicates continuous
activity in these zones over a duration of about a thousand years. Nor is there a great
measure of difference between the late prehistoric and Romano-British sites in culture. It
is evident that in addition to the areas where population groups were concentrated there
was a more general dispersal of small communities across the length and breadth of the
Basin than had occurred among the first agricultural societies. Furthermore, among the
range of tool forms available to these people, the axe is no longer to be found in huge
numbers. These two trends are indications that the land was now generally opened up,
arable and grassland now predominating over forest. Substantial evidence gained from
the excavation of settlements will be needed to clarify the nature of the economic basis, for
it is possible that stock raising may have largely replaced agriculture in the changing
landscape.
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The limited effect on the local population of Roman civilisation is worthy of note. In a
situation where the large-scale production of foodstuffs on the fertile terrace soils would
have brought considerable wealth and position in an apparently envied society, the
prehistoric farmers seem to have found little reason to alter their traditional way of life.
Admittedly Roman pottery, metalwork and coinage were widely accepted, but deeper
transformation which is implied by the construction in rural Britain of elegant villas,
bath-buildings and shrines is only in evidence in the south-eastern quarter of the area.'
Some explanation for this must surely feature among the priority issues in the
archaeology of the region.

These are but a few of the problems posed by the evidence now made available to us in
the two recent surveys. We can perhaps look forward to further definition of them by the
authorities involved, presumably in the form of a series of specific aims which receive
priority in archaeological planning. I have stated my belief that, in spite of surface
erosion, the preserving effects of a river valley environment are crucial and valuable.
There is thus opportunity, albeit very difficult to exploit. Furthermore, there is also a need
to make these investigations for the following reasons. Although the study of settlement
patterns is best accomplished in an area where the impact of modern technologies has not
been felt, the localities of greatest interest are those to which man has returned repeatedly.
The latter offer an opportunity of discerning the manner in which modes of social and
economic life have developed and changed and the London region falls within this
category. The archaeological information for the region demonstrates that the growth of
the metropolitan zone stands at the head of a long history of settlement.

It is true that the territory around London had little to offer those who pioneered
archaeological methods, with the exception of workers concerned with palaeolithic
deposits. In a new field of enquiry importance is accorded to that which is most
prominent, and so the excavation of field monuments took precedence over the study of
implements in flint or bronze. Excavation has in fact continued to attract the greater
interest, to the extent that it has at times been virtually synonymous with archaeology. In
the meantime, the collection of artifacts from the Thames and from the soils of its gravel
terraces has grown huge, and a small number of specialists has emerged who have
concentrated on the examination of artifacts alone and have worked through the London
material in their construction of British and European typologies. By means of this
disciplined research the significance of the London region as an area of prehistoric
settlement and, on occasion, as a centre of cultural development is now revealed. Since so
much of the ancient material has been ripped from the earth without the opportunity for
proper recording, we remain largely ignorant of the kind of society in which the artifacts
were made and used. It is possible to draw on a fund of information from other parts,
usually from other sections of the Thames Valley where conditions for excavation have
been more favourable and where the pattern of settlement may have advanced along
similar lines. Ultimately, however, the process is unsatisfactory, since those who dwelt in
the Thames Basin appear to have influenced events significantly. The discovery and
excavation of a range of prehistoric occupation sites within the London Basin is essential
to a full understanding of the remarkable heritage in our possession.
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AN EARLY BRONZE AGE AXE FROM
HARLINGTON

ALISON LAWS

The discovery of a flat axe of bronze was reported during a site visit by a member of
the West London Archaeological Field Group in 1971. The site is situated to the south of
the M4 motorway and east of Harlington church on the 75 foot contour some half mile
west of the River Crane. It consists of a large area now under gravel extraction and is
owned by Henry Streeters Sand and Ballast Company.

The object was found lodged in the gravel screening plant and therefore the site of its
original provenance cannot be located exactly but the area that was being worked during
the period of its discovery is known (TQ 0922 7830). It is unlikely, however, that the axe
was buried in the gravel which in that area is located at between 7 and 25 feet below the
present ground surface, for the drag line operator was at the time working only a few feet
away from a section where approximately 1 foot of topsoil and 6 feet of brickearth rested
above the surface of the gravel. The axe was probably dislodged from the section and fell
into the drag line bucket to be transported back to the processing plant.!

THE AXE

The axe is undecorated, apart from a slight trace of cabling along both sides, and hasa
narrow butt. The surface is uneven and pitted by corrosion except for areas along the
sides where the original smoothed surface has survived in places. Both sides have a slight
bevel across the centre and on one, the area between this and the cutting edge has been less
affected by corroding elements and retains a smoother surface. The damage to the cutting
edge would appear to have happened in antiquity and the rounded surface of the break
indicates further wear after the event, most likely as a result of water rolling. The axe is
unusually bright in colour, possibly due to abrasion in the pit or as a result of coming
from a water logged deposit.?

The axe has a length of 156 mm., the original width of the cutting edge would have been
approximately 70 mm. and the blade has a maximum thickness of 11 mm. at its centre. It
weighs 39.7 gms.

CHEMICAL ANALYSIS A. MARTIN-HOOGEWERF
Using an atomic absorption spectrophotometer the following results were obtained:
Cu87.8%, Sn9.1%, Pb0.1%, As0.1%. (The sample may contain 0.05 %, Zn.)

39



40

Early bronze age flat axe from Harlington (1:1)

Alison Laws
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DiscussioN

Flat axes of this type made of tin bronze are amongst the earliest metal objects to reach
the Thames Valley. Their development can be traced from the pure copper axes for which
a late neolithic date is suggested.? Case, in his recent discussion of the beaker culture in
Britain and Ireland, now points to the appearance of narrow butted copper axes in the
highland zones as early as 2500 B.C. continuing into the early part of the second
millenium.* However, an Irish rather than beaker origin is favoured for flat axes and
halberds of copper.® The transition to axes made of tin bronze may be said to indicate the
commencement of the true early bronze age® and it is to this group that the Harlington
axe belongs.

Narrow butted flat axes of tin bronze are classified by Burgess as Group B and fall
within his stage II/III of the early bronze age dating between 1900-1700 B.C.” This group
includes products of the Migdale/Marnoch tradition named after a hoard from
Sutherland to which the Harlington axe may be compared.® It has been suggested that
these early bronze axes found in southern Britain may have been manufactured in the
highland zones of Ireland and Scotland where the ores were plentiful, and traded along
well-established routes to the lowland areas.® Alternatively, it may be that the raw
materials were transported to the places of manufacture in the south.!® Although only
one stone mould of the Migdale type is known from the lowland area of Britain (from
Suffolk), the absence of any other evidence may be explained by the fact that clay moulds,
which were certainly in use in the late bronze age, were being employed and that these are
less likely to have survived.!!

A trade in flat axes between Ireland and southern Scandinavia and the Low Countries
has been discussed by Butler and it is possible that the Thames Valley formed part of this
trade route.'2 There also appear to be links between the early axe trade and the Wessex
culture since flat axes are found in grave groups of the Bush Barrow type of Wessex 1
period.!* On the basis of Burgess’s dating criteria however, the Harlington axe would
appear to belong to an early bronze working phase of pre-Wessex date during which time
contact was being made by the highland smiths with the lowland cultures of the south.

THE WEST MIDDLESEX AREA IN THE EARLY BRONZE AGE

The earliest period of the bronze age to which this axe is assigned is not well represented
in the west London area; there are few known finds and a dearth of field monuments.
However, evidence from the gravel terraces of the area indicates that an almost total
obliteration of archaeological features has taken place as a result of extensive occupation
over a long period of time. During excavations at Heathrow in 1969, remains of a
segmented ring ditch were discovered'# and though any mound or burial which may have
existed had been destroyed, comparison may be made with a similar feature from
Stockbridge Down in Hampshire where a segmented ditch was found to surround a
barrow containing a beaker burial.'> A second ring ditch from the Heathrow excavations
may also have surrounded a barrow!¢ and a ring ditch was partially excavated during
excavations at Bedfont in 1971.17 A barrow in Sandy Lane, Teddington was excavated in
1854'8 and from it came a bronze ogival dagger of the type found beneath barrows dating
to the second phase of the Wessex culture.!® This mound also contained a fragment of an
urn of possible Deverel Rimbury type.?° In addition, a recent survey of the gravels of
north west Surrey has revealed a proliferation of sites which include a number of possible
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barrow ring ditches.?! A possible barrow in Richmond Park called Olivers Mount has
now been destroyed.22

The earliest metal object to come from the London area is a small tanged and rivetted
knife of copper from the Thames at Mortlake and thought to be of beaker date.23 A
bronze halberd also of early bronze age date is known from the Thames at Lambeth2* but
no other flat axes of the Harlington type are known to the author to have come from
Middlesex. A recent similar find has come to light from the town of Chertsey in Surrey?*
and examples of the more developed type of axe with side flanges and expanded cutting
edges are known from the river at Kew, Kingston, Twickenham, Hammersmith,
Teddington and Syon Reach and one example was found buried ‘44 feet into the clay’ at
West Drayton.2¢

Few finds of beaker pottery are known from the London region and Barrett has
suggested that the main area of beaker settlement was in the Upper Thames Valley,?’
though it should be noted that the majority of finds of beaker pottery from the London
region are distributed in the Richmond-Hammersmith area.?8 Most of these are river
finds and perhaps once again indicate the passage of newcomers along the major
routeway of southern England. Land finds of beaker pottery are also known in West
London from Ham?® and Kew;*° at Yeoveney Lodge near Staines, beaker sherds were
found in the uppermost filling of the neolithic earthwork.3! More recently, pottery of
early bronze age date was found stratified beneath Roman levels during excavations in
Staines.3?

Several other pottery types are now thought to have existed concurrently with beaker
types.** These include collared urns,>* examples of which are known from Mortlake,
Hammersmith3* and Ham gravel pits.3¢ It has also been suggested that the cremation
cemeteries of Deverel Rimbury urns may have had origins in the early bronze age.3” Urn
cemeteries of this type are found predominantly in West London, at Ashford, Yiewsley
Littleton Reservoir, Mill Hill Park (Acton), possibly at Kingsbury3®® and also recently at
Kempton Park.3® A possible Deverel Rimbury urn cremation was found in the side of the
Teddington barrow and it has recently been suggested that these secondary burials can be
interpreted as satellite burials not necessarily following long after the original burial.*°

CONCLUSIONS

This small axe can be assigned to the middle period of the early bronze age and is the
only example so far known from the London region to represent this early stage in the
development of the flat axe. It has been suggested by Barrett that in an area which did not
possess its own ores and relied on passing traders for its early metal objects, most of the
population continued to use tools made of naturally occurring material and this pattern
may be seen in the large numbers of flint daggers and stone battle axes which probably
continued in use into the early bronze age.*!

Contact between Ireland and Scandinavia and the Low Countries during the early
bronze age has been indicated by finds of axes of Irish origin from the Continent,*? and it
is likely that the Thames formed part of this trade route bringing objects of metal through
the region at an early stage of the metal working phase. The distribution pattern of flat
axes may be seen to closely follow the Thames Valley. It is likely that the Thames
tributaries were navigable at this date and the Harlington axe was found no great distance
from the banks of the River Crane which flows into the Thames at Isleworth.
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AN IRON AGE DAGGER IN THE ROYAL
ONTARIO MUSEUM

JEAN MACDONALD

In May 1927 the Royal Ontario Museum, Toronto, bought an iron dagger in a
fragmentary bronze sheath (Fig. 1 left and right) from the London antique dealers
Fenton and Sons Ltd.! The dagger is recorded as having been found under Westminster
Bridge, London, presumably in the Thames, and was described as Saxon. It came from
the collection of another London dealer, Samuel G. Fenton, who had died in 1927 and
was the brother of the late W. H. Fenton, a principal of Fenton and Sons.

There seems no reason to doubt the finding place attributed to the dagger, for other
similar daggers are known from the same area of the Thames in west London? and the
condition of the dagger itself, with its well-preserved blade, gold-coloured bronze bands3
and pieces of wooden lining still preserved, suggest that it is a river find (cf. Fig. 3).

Its date, however, is another matter. The dagger* belongs to the early part of the iron
age of southern Britain and is among the earliest iron daggers known from this country.
Its true nature has become clearer following a recent restoration by the Conservation
Department of the Royal Ontario Museum (Fig. 2) based on the few parallels available.

The well-preserved, double-edged dagger blade is 285 mm. long and 56 mm. wide, and
has the stump of a rectangular-sectioned® handle-tang 8 mm. long. The blade, apparently
flat with a slightly arched top, closely resembles the blade of a similar dagger from the
Thames at Mortlake in the Museum of London (see No. 2 below: Fig. 3). Originally, the
tang would have been covered with a grip, and the complete hilt is likely to have been T-
shaped, with pommel bar and hilt guard (cf. Fig. 4).6

The sheath originally had a lining of ash-wood,” fragments of which remain. Ash seems
to have been used for the sheath of a similar dagger from Luttre, Belgium (dagger No. 4,
below). '

Before restoration, four thin bronze® strips and part of a fifth, nearly 30 mm. wide, were
loosely wrapped round the blade and the remains of the sheath lining (Fig. 1). At some
time, the upper two surviving strips had obviously been replaced on the blade upside
down, but are now mounted on the dummy blade in their correct positions (Fig. 2).

Each bronz¢ strip is decorated with two bands of double rows of embossed dots
between raised ribs, one band at the lower edge and one about halfway up. The ornament,
complete on the front of the sheath, peters out towards the centre back, where the ends of
the strips are joined. This decorative plan closely matches those on daggers from the
Thames (p. 49) and Luttre (cf. Fig. 4).
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(Royal Ontario Museum, Toronto)

Fig. 1 Iron age dagger from Westminster Bridge now in Royal Ontario Museum, before
restoration; (left) front, (right) back.
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Fig. 2 shows how the strips would originally have been fitted together, slightly
overlapping horizontally, so that when the sheath was intact the wooden lining would
have been completely encased in matching bronze strips (cf. daggers No. 2 from Mortlake
and No. 4 from Luttre). The upper surviving strip would have been the third down.

i

(Royal Ontario Museum, Toronto)

Fig. 2 Dagger from Westminster Bridge after restoration; (left) front, (right) back.

At the back of the sheath, some of the bronze strips seem to have been secured to each
other with rivets or nails. The ends of each bronze strip would have been overlapped at
about the middle of the sheath and fixed to the wooden lining, thereby joining the ends,
with rivets or nails, some of which can be seen in Fig. 2 (right). The edges of the strips
would then have been hammered over, concealing the rivets, as indicated in the
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restoration (Fig. 2 right). The complete series of folded-over edges created a seam or rib-
like effect down the middle of the sheath (cf. Figs. 3 and 4). The lowest two surviving strips
appear to have been turned slightly upwards towards the central join to fit the strips to the
taper of the blade, a trick used on all the analogous sheaths (cf. Figs. 3 and 4).

The photograph of the restored back of the sheath (Fig. 2 right) shows a tongue-shaped
raised area on the left-hand side of the upper surviving strip. More complete examples of
similar sheaths suggest that this marks the place where the lower end of a loop, probably
iron,® for hanging the dagger and sheath from the wearer’s belt, passed under the strip
and was fixed to the wooden lining. The upper end of the loop would presumably have
been fixed under the missing top strip. To balance this unsymmetrically placed loop, a
corresponding loop would have been needed on the right-hand side of the sheath, forming
a twin-loop suspension arrangement characteristic of this type of sheath. The sheath from
the Thames at Mortlake, with four slits and raised areas (Fig. 3), shows how the loops are
likely to have been placed. The bottom of the sheath would probably have been
completed with a chape.!®

This weapon clearly belongs to a small group of iron daggers first identified by
Professor E. M. Jope in 1961. They are distinguished by sheaths made of thin bronze
strips wrapped tightly round a wooden lining and joined at the back. All, where the
evidence exists, had two loops for suspension, a distinctive British characteristic.

Such daggers seem to have been made in the middle/lower Thames valley, probably in
the west London area, but the type was derived ultimately from daggers of the late
Halistatt culture (Hallstatt D) of south Germany and Austria of the 6th century B.C.
They are the earliest iron daggers known from Britain,'! dating presumably from the
middle or later 6th century B.C.

No imported prototype for these daggers has been found in Britain, and the route by
which the fashion was transmitted from central Europe to the Thames valley is
uncertain;!2 nor has any contemporary model yet been recognised for the rather curious
sheaths, though embellishment on the sheath from Luttre (No. 4 below) indicates that
they may have been based on a leather original.

The Royal Ontario Museum’s dagger is the fifth of the group to be recognised, three of
the others coming from the Thames and the fourth from Luttre in Belgium.

1. Dagger in sheath, probably from the Thames at Mortlake (Museum of London,
Layton Collection, O. 1763)!3

Overall length 358 mm., blade length about 285 mm., maximum width of sheath below mouth mount
85 mm., thickness of blade ¢. 3.5 mm. .

This dagger, nearly complete except for the chape, stands somewhat apart from the other four. Itis the
broadest, absolutely and in proportion to its length; and some of its features, like the complex grip
covering the complete tang and the bronze settings on the sheath’s iron mouth mount, have close
parallels among the Hallstatt weapons of central Europe.

The dagger, apparently flat, retains its hilt guard and about half a horizontal pommel bar.
The fragmentary sheath lining is of unidentified wood.

On the front of the sheath the eleven remaining binding strips, which meet edge to edge, have borders of
embossed dots. At the back, the lower strips are folded up to the very rib-like central join more
irregularly than on any of the other daggers. This crude finish, presumably not meant to be seen,
contrasts oddly with the astonishing degree of skill and meticulous care expended on other areas, like
the grip. A stump of iron and holes in the top strip and the third down show there were two iron
suspension loops.
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(Museum of London)

Fig. 3 TIron age dagger from the Thames at Mortlake (No. 2 in text); (left) front, (right) back.
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2.

Dagger and sheath found in Thames ballast at Mortlake (Museum of London,
Layton Collection, O. 1764)'# (Fig. 3).

Length of dagger blade 312 mm., width about 54 mm., thickness about 2 mm.
The dagger blade is flat.
The sheath lining is thought to be of the inner bark of birch.

At the front of the sheath the binding strips, about 0.1 mm. thick, slightly overlapped horizontally, are
decorated with two double rows of embossed dots, one at the bottom and one halfway up each strip,
with a chevron row at the extreme top. At the back, a chevron of punched dots runs down each edge of
the sheath, and the four raised areas marking the former positions of the ends of the two suspension
loops are outlined with punched dots. Rusted impressions on the blade indicate that the loops were
iron.

Dagger!s with remains of sheath; found in the Thames (British Museum, 91.4-
18.9).16

Given to the Museum in 1891 by A. W. Franks, then Keeper of the Department of British and Medieval
Antiquities, with over 100 other antiquities of various origins."”

Estimated complete length of dagger blade 255 mm., width 45 mm., thickness about 2.5 mm.
The dagger blade is flat, with the remains of a rectangular-sectioned handle-tang.

The scraps of sheath lining, apparently of birch, show traces left by the decoration on the binding
strips.

Seven strips remain out of an estimated ten. Largely golden in colour, they are about 0.1 to 0.2 mm.
thick and range in width from about 27 mm. towards the top of the sheath to 20 mm. at the bottom. The
second and third surviving strips from the bottom are fixed together, the others are loose. All strips
have a rib a little below their upper edge. The upper five surviving strips also have a double row of
embossed dots below a rib along their lower edges, so that when strips with this decoration were held in
place, slightly overlapping horizontally, the lower and upper borders of adjacent strips would have
merged, giving the effect of a double row of embossed dots between ribs, like the scheme on the
Westminster Bridge dagger but more widely spaced. The two lowest surviving strips each have two
bands of double rows of embossed dots between ribs, one at the lower edge and one halfway up. The
decoration appears to have been carried round almost to the join down the back of the sheath, as itison
the Westminster Bridge dagger.

No traces of suspension loops remain on the existing strips.

Dagger and sheath, found at Luttre (Hainaut) Belgium. (Musées Royaux d’Art et
d’Histoire, Brussels)!® (Fig. 4).

In 1900 this dagger, then in the collection of Count Louis Cavens, was recorded as having been found in
1873 at Luttre, which is 11 kilometres N.N.W. of Charleroi on the north bank of a tributary of the
Sambre, and about 20 kilometres S.W. of Court-St.-Etienne, the Hallstatt-culture site of a somewhat
earlier period.!?

Nothing is known of the previous history of the dagger, but its well-preserved condition and the golden
patina of the bronze strips, smooth on the front face but with grainy patches and black spots on the
back, show that it must have been preserved in a water-logged environment such as a river-bed —
unlike the majority of contemporary Continental daggers, which come from graves.?°

Length of dagger blade 334 mm., width 60 mm., thickness not more than 5 mm.

This is the longest and thickest dagger of the group. Unlike the other, almost flat, blades, it has a
slightly lozenge-shaped section with a poorly-defined midrib.
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(After M. E. Marien)

Fig.4 Iron age dagger from Luttre, Belgium (No. 4 in text) in Musées Royaux, Brussels. From

left to right: Iron dagger; dagger in sheath (front); back of sheath: interior of sheath with
rivets. (Scale in cms.)
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The sheath lining is made of two sheets of a wood closely resembling ash. The surviving pieces, 0.6 to
1.2 mm. thick, have on their outer surfaces bands of impressed lines and dots corresponding to those
embossed on the binding strips.

The twelve bronze binding strips that remain out of an éstimated fifteen or sixteen are not more than 0.2
mm. thick. On the front face of the sheath, each strip is ornamented with two bands of double rows of
embossed dots between raised ribs, one at the bottom and one about halfway up, and the strips are
overlapped horizontally by a few millimetres. At the back, the ends of the strips are attached to the
wood lining with bronze rivets. The second surviving strip from the top, joined to the strip below with
four rivets, has a raised triangular area on each side of the central seam, evidently marking the places
where the lower ends of two suspension loops were formerly fixed beneath the strip.

On each side of the central back seam is a line of small oblong depressions, interpreted by Dr. M. E.
Marien as imitations of stitch marks, indicating that this form of sheath cover was based on leather
prototypes.2! In 1900 the Luttre dagger was in fact described as “. . . un parazonium romain . . . dans son
fourreau de bois recouvert de minces bandes de cuivre doré . . .’

These four daggers are identified as British products by the form of the sheaths for —
apart from the Luttre example — neither bronze-banded sheath covers nor double
suspension loops occur on daggers found on the European mainland.?? Twin-loop
suspension is almost conclusive evidence of British workmanship, since it was a long-lived
peculiarity of British daggers. Later daggers, of the 5th and 4th centuries B.C., found in
this country have sheaths broadly similar to those of Continental daggers but fitted with
two suspension loops instead of the vertical central strap of the Continental weapons.?3
For this reason, the Luttre dagger is taken to be a British export? and not the prototype
of the Thames series.

The Westminster Bridge dagger, with its bronze banded sheath cover and apparent
traces of a twin-loop suspension system, must therefore be counted as another British-
made piece and an addition to this small and important group of early iron daggers. It
resembles most closely daggers No. 3 from the Thames and No. 4 from Luttre, the three
daggers matching each other so nearly in details of decoration as well as general form,
that they could well be products of the same workshop.23

The four 6th century B.C. iron daggers with bronze-strip sheaths from the Thames in
west London mark the introduction of a completely new Continental fashion in
weapons?® following the long series of bronze swords introduced by the same route.?”
Evidently the sophisticated bronze-working industry that had flourished in the area since
the middle bronze age some 600 years?® earlier had absorbed the new technique of iron-
working.?®

NOTES
! The firm is no longer in existence: its last appearance in 3 The bronze bands were gold coloured before the recent
the Post Office London Directory is for 1950. restoration of the dagger: information kindly supplied
2 The distribution pattern of these daggers dem- by Mrs. A. H. Easson, Assistant Curator, Greek and
onstrated by Professor Jope in 1961 (E. M. Jope Roman Department, Royal Ontario Museum; cf. G.
‘Daggers of the Early Iron Age in Britain’ Proc. F. Lawrence ‘Antiquities from the Middle Thames’
Prehist. Soc. 27 (1961) 329-330, Fig. 10), is unlikely to Archaeol. J. 86 (1930) 73.

have been recognised in 1927.
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Accession No. 927 103 a-b in the Greek and Roman
Department, Royal Ontario Museum. Dr. John
Hayes, of this Department, has kindly given permis-
sion for this preliminary note, based on photographs
and correspondence only, to appear in advance of
publication by the Royal Ontario Museum.

I'would like to express my very deep gratitude to Mrs.
A. H. Easson, Assistant Curator of the same Depart-
ment, for her unstinted and patient help in answering
enquiries and arranging for photography and analysis.
Mrs. Easson has provided the firm facts about the
dagger; any mistakes in interpretation are mine.

I should like to thank, too, the Conservation,
Photographic and Registration Departments of the
Royal Ontario Museum for the photographs and
information they supplied at short notice.

I am indebted also to Mr. M. J. Hammerson who
kindly drew my attention to this dagger.

Professor E. M. Jope and Dr. Frank Schwappach have
generously advised me about the dagger, but the
responsibility for the contents of this note is mine.
Information kindly supplied by Mrs. A. H. Easson,
Royal Ontario Museum.

cf. E. M. Jope op. cit. innote 2, P1. 17.

I am greatly indebted to staff of the Department of
Forestry of the University of Toronto for identifying
the wood.

Staff of the Department of Metallurgy of the Uni-
versity of Toronto have kindly tested the metal and
report that it is bronze composed of copper, tin and
iron, the iron perhaps absorbed from the dagger blade.
cf. daggers Nos. 1 and 2 from the Thames at Mortlake.
cf. Jope op. cit. in note 2, 311, 327, 330, Fig. 1.

Ibid., 307-343,

Belgium has been suggested as the immediate source:
Christopher Hawkes ‘Celts and Cultures: Wealth,
Power, Art’ in P.-M. Duval and Christopher Hawkes
ed. Celtic Art in Ancient Europe (London, 1976) 4.
Jope op. cit. in note 2, 329-330 No. 1. PIs. 17, 18.
Ibid., 330 No. 2.

I am most grateful to Dr. 1. M. Stead and Mr. Ralph
Jackson, British Museum, for allowing me to examine
this dagger.

Jope op. cit. in note 2, 326, 330 No. 3, Fig. 2, 3.

Since no specific finding place is mentioned in the
Museum register, it seems probable that the dagger
was found in the London stretches of the Thames. A
fragment from the sheath of a different type of early
iron age dagger included in the gift from Franks and
also recorded as ‘found in the Thames’ (British
Museum 91.4-18.10) has been identified by Professor
Jope as part of a dagger found in the Thames at
Battersea (British Museum 59.1-22.7; Jope op. cit. in
note 2, 330 No. 4, PI. 20).

M. E. Marien ‘Poignard hallstattien trouvé a Luttre
(Hainaut, Belgique)’ 4 Pedro Bosch-Gimpera (In-
stituto Nacional de Anthropologia ¢ Historia, Uni-
versidad Nacional Autonoma de Mexico, 1963)
307-11, Figs. 1-4. I am greatly indebted to Dr. Frank
Schwappach for drawing my attention to this publi-
cation.

M. E. Marien Trouvailles du Champ d’Urnes et des
tombelles  hallstattiennnes de Court-Saint-Etienne
(1958).

Jope op. cit. in note 2, 308, 321, but-see note 24 below.
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The moulded leather sheath of a Neolithic flint dagger
from Germany cited by Dr. Marien is similar in
appearance to the bronze-strip sheaths (A. Casau ‘Ein
Feuersteindolch mit Holzgriff und Lederschiede aus
Wiepenkathen, Kreis Stade’ Mannus 27 (1935)
199-209, Fig. 7; R. J. Forbes Studies in Ancient
Technology 5 (Leiden, 1957) 14, 15). I do not know of a
British parallel. Flint daggers of the Beaker culture
would presumably have had leather sheaths. Surviving
leather sheaths and bindings of bronze swords were
evidently constructed on different lines from the
bronze-strip dagger sheaths (J. M. Coles, Herbert
Coutts and M. L. Ryder ‘A Late Bronze Age Find
from Pyotdykes, Angus, Scotland . ..’ Proc. Prehist.
Soc. 30 (1964) 186-190).

Jope op. cit. in note 2, 307-308, 326-327, 330. Marien
op. cit. in note 18, 310.

The one exception is a dagger, of early La Téne type,
dated to the Sth century B.C., with two suspension
loops, found at Kernavest, Brittany, and evidently
made in Brittany (F. Schwappach ‘Stempelverzierte
Keramik von Armorica’ Marburger Beitrage Zur
Archdologie der Kelten: Festschrift fur Wolfgang Dehn
(1969) 239, 269). I am indebted to Dr. Schwappach for
kindly supplying the reference.

The later daggers, numbering about 18, are derived
mainly from La Téne I daggers of north-east France.
They are concentrated in the Thames between Lam-
beth and Richmond, and hardly extend beyond the
Thames valley. (Jope op. cit. in note 2, 312-321,
331-339 Fig. 10).

As the circumstances of its discovery are unknown, the
possibility exists that it was brought to Belgium in
recent times.

There seems no reason, however, why the Luttre
dagger should not have been traded to Belgium in the
iron age, following a tradition established in the
bronze age, when some British-inade bronze weapons
were evidently exported to Belgium and other parts of
the Continent. Indeed, British-made late bronze age
‘Thames type’ swords found in Belgium and neigh-
bouring areas come from rivers, like the Luttre dagger,
and not land, like most bronze swords in central
Europe; see M. J. Rowlands The Organisation of
Middle Bronze Age Metalworking British Archaeologi-
cal Reports 31(1) (Oxford, 1976) 150~152; and J. D.
Cowen ‘The Hallstatt Sword of Bronze; on the
Continent and in Britain’ Proc. Prehist. Soc. 33 (1967)
412414, 449452,

Marien op. cit. in note 18, 309, 311.

The very restricted distribution of the daggers and the
low combined total (about 30) of Halistatt and La
Tene I type daggers known for the whole of Britain
show that the fashion did not spread far beyond the
Thames valley (E. M. Jope op. cit. in note 2, 329-339,
Fig. 10). The daggers raise the interesting question
what other weapons were in use in southern Britain
during the early part of the iron age, since few early
iron swords are known. Obvious possibilities are a
switch to spears (Jope op. cit. in note 2, 321, 324) or the
survival of bronze swords (Cowen op. cit. in note 24,
384).

C. B. Burgess ‘The Later Bronze Age in the British
Isles and North-western France' Archaeol. J. 125
(1969) 1-45.

Rowlands op. cit. in note 24, 168.

Jope op. cit. in note 2, 307, 327.



THE LONDON AREA IN THE LATE IRON
AGE: AN INTERPRETATION OF THE
EARLIEST COINS

JOHN KENT

We are so used to thinking of the site of London as destined by nature to be the focal
point of England’s political and economic entity that it requires a considerable effort to
envisage those times when it was otherwise. Pre-Roman London scarcely existed. “The
most important developmentin the Roman period was the origin of London itself’.! But
though the London area of the late iron age has been thought of as ‘virtually
depopulated’,? it is undoubtedly the source of fine metal-work, and is associated with
certain characteristic coin-distributions. The dating and interpretation of these is crucial
to the question of the importance of the region; that contemporary pottery has not yet
been recognised underlines for us the fact that the solution of this particular enigma is not
yet in our hands. A problem has been pin-pointed; a reassessment of one aspect of the
evidence is here offered to honour a scholar who is at home with coins not least among his
many and wide-ranging accomplishments.

The interpretation of the earliest Celtic coinages in Britain has for many years been
based on the concept of migrations from Belgic Gaul, each marked by the import and
distribution of characteristic gold coins.> This comprehensive hypothesis was fraught
with two difficulties. Firstly, the rest of the archaeological material could scarcely be
accommodated to it; the arrangements of the coins came in the end to be regarded as
independent evidence for what were otherwise imperceptible migrations. Secondly, the
dating implicit in the system, which was never easy to reconcile with the observed
relationships of the coins, could not be made compatible with the latest and most
fundamental studies of the Belgic coinage in its homeland.

The time is therefore clearly ripe for a reappraisal of the coin evidence.* It would be
unwise to assert that we have reached a definitive position; that is a claim that only time
can substantiate. But if we can throw off the shackles of a monolithic hypothesis, however
magisterial, we become free to question all supposed certainties in the light of fresh
propositions. We must not however throw out the baby with the bath-water. Much of
what Allen and his predecessors did remains the indispensable foundation of our
thought. The provenances they so meticulously recorded are essential to any
interpretation.

The starting point for the new thinking must be Dr. Scheers’ detailed study of the Belgic
coinages.® She has argued convincingly that the series that we call Gallo-Belgic E and its
successors (Fig. 1.1) was, though specifically attributable to the Ambiani, the coinage by
the aid of which the Belgic confederacy fought Caesar between 58 and 50 B.C. This has
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(British Museum)
Fig.1 1. Gallo-Belgic E stater. 2. Gallo-Belgic C stater. 3. Gallo-Belgic A stater.

4. Gallo-Belgic B stater. 5. British A stater. 6. British B stater.

7. Durotrigian silver stater. 8. British ‘potin’ coin (series 1).  (All 1:1).
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important implications for Britain. In the first place, the date virtually rules out any
significant migration. Movements of refugee chiefs are of course another matter, but they
are not likely to have imported or circulated large amounts of coin. Secondly, Caesar tells
us that the Gauls were constantly receiving help from the Britons.® Is it not likely that this
help, probably in the form of corn to replace devastated crops and soldiers to swell
depleted ranks, had to be bought? It is furthermore probable that these commodities were
to be obtained among the most powerful peoples. Caesar cites two such powerful tribes,
the Trinovantes, ‘firmissima civitas’,” and the people of Cassivellaunus, which he does not
name, and it is in their lands that we might expect to find the heaviest concentration of
coins. The actual distribution is perfectly intelligible in these terms.® There is a
concentration in north Kent, very little in the London area, a steady stream from north
Berkshire along the Chilterns to Cambridgeshire, and from thence a number along the
Essex-Suffolk border to the sea at Colchester. From Berkshire a line descends to the
Sussex coast, where many have been found. The great majority of these staters are early in
the continental series, and the almost inevitable conclusion must be that we have here
payments made by the Belgic confederates to the principal tribes of south-east Britain
between 58 and Caesar’s invasion of 55 B.C.

The Gallo-Belgic E coinage was however by no means the earliest to reach Britain, nor
was it influential in determining the typology of the earliest British series. That réle
belongs to another Belgic series, also attributed to the Ambiani, of somewhat earlier date;
we call it Gallo-Belgic C (Fig 1.2). This is found freely in Kent, but only sporadically
beyond. Its widespread influence we shall trace in a later paragraph; its date is clearly pre-
Caesarian, whatever may have been the occasion of its export to Britain.

Earlier still, but, in spite of being considerably more numerous, not significantly
different in distribution, is the Gallo-Belgic A series (Fig. 1.3). These coins, which
comprise quarter-staters as well as staters, are often considerably worn and sometimes
cut down. There are several recorded hoards in which they have been associated with
series C° and one where they have been hoarded with series E.!°

In general terms, we may say that the London area is in no way significant in the
distribution of Series A, C and E. Series B (Fig. 1.4) however, which we judge from its
weight and fineness to have been an early contemporary of A, behaves quite differently. It
comes from a more westerly part of Belgic Gaul, the land of the Caleti. It is found in
Britain, for the most part, in a fairly compact distribution centring on west London.

Gallo-Belgic C gave rise to several derivative series made in Britain. The earliest of
these we call British A (Fig. 1.5). It is a coinage of Surrey, north Hampshire and the south
coast; it is rarely found north of the Thames valley. Like the distinctive but very thinly
distributed varieties struck in Essex and East Anglia, its area of currency seems to begin
where that of Gallo-Belgic C ends. It might not be too fanciful to suggest that Gallo-
Belgic C staters penetrating beyond Kent were for the most part recoined into somewhat
baser and lighter pieces, by a decision of a ruler who commissioned British A. The British
A stater is more or less similar in fineness and weight to Gallo-Belgic E, which may have
suggested the standard and which would determine the date. British A is parent to yet
lighter and baser series, which show a marked westward displacement. British B (Fig. 1.6)
is characteristic of south Hampshire and Dorset, and is followed in turn by very similar
silver pieces (Fig. 1.7), which are restricted to south Wiltshire and Dorset. These are
ancestral to the hideous coinage of the Durotriges. This displacement is a feature very
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unusual in the British coinage, and suggests an event of more than common magnitude.
One thinks naturally of Caesar’s invasions of 55 and 54 B.C., which must have had
immense repercussions. It is however generally assumed that after his departure, things
returned to the status quo ante. Let us briefly consider this proposition.

Caesar intervened in Britain ostensibly on behalf of the exiled ruler of the Trinovantes,
who had been driven out by Cassivellaunus, a paramount chief of southern Britain.
Cassivellaunus was the spearhead of resistance to Caesar, bore the brunt of defeat and
had to sue for peace. The proposition that he resumed his career of successful aggression
after Caesar’s departure depends on two assumptions: first, that Cassivellaunus was a

- Catuvellaunian; second, that the Catuvellauni eventually conquered the Trinovantes.
The first assumption is unwarranted by any authority; the second is at best very
questionable.!! The Catuvellauni seem to have emerged scatheless from the Claudian
invasion; the Trinovantes, specifically, were dispossessed in order that the colonia at
Camulodunum might be founded.!? Can the Romans really have failed to recognise their
true enemy? It is very possible that Tasciovanus, the ‘great king’,’> and Cunobelinus,
‘king of the Britons’'* were Trinovantian, and that this firmissima civitas’, relieved of its
only significant opponent, was a major beneficiary of Caesar’s invasion. Cassivellaunus
and his house may well have suffered an irretrievable set-back. Dare we suggest that this is
mirrored in the distributions of British A and B? Was Cassivellaunus perhaps the scion
and progenitor of a Durotrigian royal house? Was he perhaps a principal recipient of
Gallo-Belgic C and E staters, which he had begun to recoin into his own British A when he
was driven westwards from his seat of power? Here at least are hypotheses deserving of
serious consideration.

If we take the import to Britain of Gallo-Belgic C staters to have been the event
precipitating the start of a native gold coinage, and the absence or scarcity of Gallo-Belgic
C and E staters in the British A area to have been the result of recoinage, it follows that
Gallo-Belgic B, which was evidently not recoined, must have arrived and gone to ground
appreciably earlier. There seems no way of determining this date. Gallo-Belgic B is but
rarely found in later contexts. Gallo-Belgic A coins, on the other hand, undoubtedly
survived down to the time of Gallo-Belgic C, and indeed, some might have entered Britain
with them. Thus might be explained the repeated associations of series A and C, as
opposed to the relative isolation of B. We have already suggested that although they
originate in different parts of Belgic Gaul, they are not necessarily much different in date.
They might, for instance, represent the payments of competing Belgic rulers of a pre-
Caesarian generation, different not only in origin, but also in destination. If one might
hazard a guess, one might think of efforts by the coastal tribes of Gaul to stem the
aggression of Diviciacus of the Suessiones, the king who, Caesar tells us, ruled on both
sides of the Channel within the memory of his informants.!$

The Gallo-Belgic B coinage has a centre of distribution slightly to the west of London.
It is not alone in suggesting a pre-Caesarian focus of great importance in this region. The
fine metal-work and swords from the Thames, though not in themselves specifically
datable, point to the same conclusion. Even more significant are the numerous Thames-
side finds of base ‘potin’ coins (Fig. 1.8). These are native copies of widespread
continental series. A random scatter of British finds of continental pieces gives little idea
of how or when the prototypes first became known; not surprisingly, there is no sign of the
systematic import of these relatively worthless objects. As on the continent, there is
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considerable evidence that they persisted in small numbers down to the time of the
Roman conquest. As the coin-finds from Alesia'® show, however, they are as a class
substantially and probably entirely pre-Caesarian in origin. The wide distribution of
single finds is probably of little significance in view of their individual longevity and slight
intrinsic value. The survival of so large a proportion of specimens in hoards and the tight
concentration which so many of these exhibit!” suggest a very brief and localised currency
for the great majority of examples, terminated by an emergency, the effect of which was to
put an end to the environment in which the production and circulation of small change
could continue. This picture is reinforced by the existence of a few large hoards at a
considerable distance from the nucleus. The most suggestive of these is that from
Snettisham, Norfolk.!® Allen has expressed the view that the gold and ‘potin’ hoards are
essentially parts of the same deposit. The gold coins comprised seven Gallo-Belgic A, four
Gallo-Belgic C and one Gallo-Belgic D. The latter belongs to a series not found in the
London area; it appears to be broadly contemporary with Gallo-Belgic E, and thus to
belong to the 50s B.C. The absence of British A may be significant. Snettisham could
support the contention that Gallo-Belgic A and C (and perhaps even D) were originally
available in the London area. The ‘potin’ pieces may thus have been (on the chronology
proposed above) contemporaries of Gallo-Belgic C and the earliest D, and therefore
slightly pre-Caesarian. The Kentish ‘potin’ hoards, and, more importantly, the find from
Carn Brea, Cornwall, may also be classed as ‘refugee’ hoards from the London area; the
latter find associates Gallo-Belgic A, B and D with British A and illustrates another
pattern of coin-availability at this period.

To what event should we attribute this presumed series of disasters and flights? Clearly,
people of some wealth were involved. It would be attractive to think of Caesar’s presence
in 55-54 B.C., but the hypothesis scarcely permits it, and Caesar himself shows no
knowledge of an important site on or near the Thames. If we can trace in the development .
of British A and its successors the fortunes of Cassivellaunus and his house, then the Class
I ‘potins’ can hardly derive from the same authority; their distribution is compatible with
that of Gallo-Belgic B, but not with that of British A, which skirts the London area to
south and west without entering it. The events would therefore belong to a slightly earlier
date, and might represent, for example, the resounding successes of Cassivellaunus
against the Trinovantes, of which their exiled chief complained to Caesar, or against some
nameless people during the course of his rise to pre-eminence.

If it were indeed the Trinovantes, then we should postulate a northerly and easterly
displacement, not so much of the people themselves as of their centre of power, during the
last century of Celtic independence. This at least would help to explain why it has never
been possible to distinguish archaeologically Trinovantes from Catuvellauni'® — and the
latter become more nebulous than ever. It would be quite intelligible that the ‘strongest
people’ of Caesar’s day should have attracted the earliest gold coins to come to Britain,
and also that they should have a Thames-side oppidum in what was then their heartland,
where began the earliest use of a subsidiary base-metal currency. Whatever be the true
historical explanation, the coin distribution certainly prompts the suggestion that there
was such an oppidum a few miles to the west of London, and that it came to an end as a
major site around, shall we say, 60 B.C. It would make a fascinating and most important
discovery that would revolutionise our knowledge of the last period of the iron age. At
least one of the bases of this Thames-side prosperity may be discerned in the iron
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‘currency-bars’, whose eastern outlet along the Thames valley is clearly seen in their
distribution.

This postulated site, commercial as well as political centre, might have grown and
developed instead of London, had not the fortunes of war nipped it in the bud. It must
have enjoyed many of London’s natural advantages, and had not the Thames in the
ensuing period become more of a frontier than a lifeline, it might have remained the
British capital and become the Roman colonia. It has a real claim to be considered the
forerunner of our modern capital city. And what a strange coincidence — for it can be no
more than that — that, among his many fancies, Geoffrey of Monmouth chose to identify
London with his New Troy, ‘which by corruption of the original word, came to be called
Trinobantum’.2°
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A SURVEY OF ROMAN SITES IN
GREATER LONDON

HARVEY SHELDON AND LAURA SCHAAF

I INTRODUCTION

Many archaeologists, both professional and amateur, who have worked in recent years
on aspects of the Roman settlements in Greater London have benefited considerably
from Ralph Merrifield’s support and encouragement. It is therefore appropriate that, on
the occasion of his retirement from the Museum of London, an attempt should be made
to bring together the information that is available about the area, and, perhaps more
importantly, emphasise what needs to be done. For it is unfortunately true that despite
the number of finds that have been recorded, our knowledge, even concerning the
distribution of these settlements, is limited, while our understanding of their history is
almost non-existent. As Ralph Merrifield recently wrote! their nature generally remains
‘obscure’ and ‘elusive’: undoubtedly this will continue to be the case until large-scale
excavations, properly undertaken, provide students of the period with much fresh
information.

I MEeTHODS

Much of the data concerning discoveries in the area is contained in the record cards
compiled, largely from published sources and the records of the Ordnance Survey, by Roy
Canham, Joanna Bird, Sally Kington and Alison Laws, and now housed in the Museum
of London. These form the only reasonably comprehensive archive of Roman finds in
Greater London, though it could be added to, and suffers in that many of the earlier
records are vague and ambiguous.

In order to study the distribution of sites, a map has been included showing the Drift
and Solid Geology of Greater London (Fig. 1). Five different categories of strata have
been shown on this map: Alluvium, Chalk, London Clay, other clayey deposits, and sand
and gravel. The Alluvium marks the courses of the major London rivers, and consists of
complex fluvial deposits which can vary from clay to gravel. The Chalk and London Clay
are shown as they occur in the area, but the two final categories are groupings of different
strata of broadly similar types. Included as sand and gravel are: Flood Plain gravel,
Taplow Terrace, Boyn Hill Terrace, Plateau, Pebble, and Glacial gravels, Thanet Beds,
Bagshot Beds, Blackheath Beds, and Woolwich and Reading Beds, although these latter
may include some areas of clay. The category of various clayey deposits comprises:
Boulder Clay, Clay-with-flints, Claygate Beds, and Brickearth. The modern courses of
rivers,? the probable major Roman roads, and known sites of the late pre-Roman iron
age, Roman, and early (pagan) Saxon periods have been mapped. The archaeological
sites are presented in the following classifications: buildings, stratified deposits (such as
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pits and ditches), single and multiple cremation and inhumation burials, coin hoards,
kilns, and for the Roman period alone, possible pottery scatters (Fig. 1), and chance finds
of pottery and other objects (Figs. 2 —8). Chance finds of single Roman objects such as
coins have been excluded from Fig. I on the grounds that generally there is no evidence
that they indicate the location of a settlement. Finds from the River Thames have also
been left off. The distribution of both of these classes of finds has recently been plotted.?

The identifiable Roman roadside settlements at Brentford, Brockley Hill, Enfield, Old
Ford, Crayford/Dartford, Ewell, and Staines have been treated separately and drawn asa
series of detail maps (Figs. 2 — 8). The latter three which are partially or completely
outside Greater London have been included as it seems rather unrealistic to leave them
out of any discussion of the area. Conversely no attempt has been made to map the main
urban centre of the region, Londinium and Southwark, or its immediate hinterland. This
area is beyond the scope of this paper, and much of it has been treated in detail elsewhere.*

Sites with evidence of buildings, stratified deposits, or coin hoards have been given
numbers and more detailed information about them can be found in the Gazetteer of
Sites.

III THE DISTRIBUTION OF SITES

Most of the known sites lie on sand, gravel, or mixed clays (Boulder Clay, Clay-with-
flints, Claygate Beds, and Brickearth). In contrast there are few sites on the London Clay,
which covers about a half of the area, and which would have been more difficult to
cultivate because of its poor drainage and heavy soils. The London Clay would, however,
have been a valuable source of timber, especially oak, for building and fuel, and
exploitation of this resource along with other suitable uses of the area such as for hunting,
pig rearing, and tile and pottery manufacture probably account for the occurrence there
of some sites. The limited number of sites which occur on Alluvium and Chalk might be
explained by the danger of flooding and presence of marshy areas in the case of the
former, and problems of water supply in the latter. The importance of a reliable water
supply may also be seen in the location of the majority of sites along rivers or on
boundaries between different types of geological deposit where springs would exist.
Indeed the apparent popularity of geological boundaries for settlement, demonstrated on
Fig. 1, may be the result of the presence there of different types of soil, and other natural
resources, as well as springs.

Geographically this has resulted in a concentration of sites along the border between
the Chalk and sand and gravel of south and south-east London, but a sparseness on the
London Clay, particularly noticeable in a large area of north-west London as well as in
parts of the north-east and south. The riverine distribution of many of the sites might
suggest that transport by water, rather than by road was of considerable importance in
the movement of agricultural products and other goods to and from market.

Apart from geological and geographical factors, the distribution of sites may also have
been influenced by the needs of the administration. This might be most clearly seen in the
location of small settlements on the major roads. The best known are found at Brentford
and Staines (Pontes) on the Silchester road (Figs. 2 and 8), Brockley Hill (possibly
Sulloniacae) on Watling Street North (Fig. 3), Enfield on Ermine Street (Fig. 4), Old Ford
on the road to Colchester (Fig. 5), Crayford/Dartford (Noviomagus) on Watling Street
South (Fig. 6), and Ewell on Stane Street (Fig. 7).3
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Apart from Brockley Hill all lie at or near to known river crossings, and apart from Old
Ford and Staines, all are between 14.5 and 21 km. (9 and 13 miles) from London.

IV LoNDINIUM AND THE RoAD NETWORK

Literary sources as well as archaeological evidence make it quite clear that before the
time of the British insurrection in A. D. 60 Londinium was of some significance within the
new province.® It is now generally believed that this land on the north bank of the
Thames, though of little importance before the Roman invasion of A. D. 43, was utilised
early in the campaigns of the armies of Plautius. The geographical factors that
determined its selection are seen in its position on the river at the first point upstream
where harbouring facilities could be developed, and where, for the purposes of landward
connections, a bridge could be constructed, thus allowing direct access to and from the
south.

The development of the road network, radiating from Londinium and its environs, is
usually regarded as demonstrating the site’s focal importance within the system swiftly
designed by the military authorities to ensure rapid communications and efficient
distribution of supplies. The roads included those from the Kent ports (Watling Street —
south of the Thames), Chichester and the Sussex coast (Stane Street), the early capital
Colchester, Lincoln (Ermine Street), Verulamium and the North-West (Watling Street
North), and Silchester and the West.

That all of these highways existed can hardly be doubted though their actual location
on the ground is often in doubt or unproved. Firm evidence for the date of their
construction is also rather limited, though it seems likely that all were built soon after the
arrival of the invaders. Pottery from the construction layers of the Colchester road at Old
Ford’ suggests that the highway was in use not long after A. D. 43. Yet not all of the roads
may be quite that early. Work in Southwark has resulted in the discovery of two major
roads leading to the Southwark bridgehead. One was most probably the northern
continuation of the combined Stane Street and Watling Street South. The second seems
to be a link road between two crossings of the Thames, one at Southwark, the second at
Lambeth. Neither need have been in operation before A. D. 50-55, and, if this was the
case, they might suggest that the earliest Roman crossing point of the Thames was at
Lambeth, rather than further downstream where more difficult alluvial terrain had to be
encountered.?

Indeed the alignments of both sections of Watling Street on Lambeth and Westminster
rather than on Southwark and the City have long been commented upon, and it may be
that they also indicate the early prominence of an upriver crossing.® This need not affect
the early importance of Londinium, even if the landward connection from the Kent coast
was at Westminster. It is feasible that the Thames was used for the transport of supplies,
landed at London for distribution along the roads to Colchester and the North, even if
supplies intended for distribution to the West and North-West were landed further
upstream at Westminster. Many other roads and tracks must have existed but they have
not been shown on the map. Some, as Grimes has suggested, may have been prehistoric
routes.'® These may have been incorporated into the Roman system, and numerous
minor roads could have been laid out by the authorities. The Viatores have described the
possible courses of a number of these, though attempts to prove their existence by
excavations have not proved conspicuously successful.!!
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V  SITES ON THE MAIN ROADS
(A) Reasonably documented sites (Figs. 2-8)
1. Definition _

So little is known of these settlements that it is difficult to classify them
satisfactorily. The term ‘small town’ is often used in referring to sites found along the main
roads which are clearly more extensive than isolated farms, but are smaller than the
cantonal capitals with their civic buildings and regular street layout.!? Recent general
surveys have included Brockley Hill, Crayford, Ewell and Staines as well as Enfield!3
amongst this group of sites. Yet the term ‘small town’ requires subdivision and most of
our examples might more adequately be described as ‘roadside villages’.

2. Origin

The evidence for late pre-Roman iron age antecedents of these communities is limited.
Sites 153 and 155 near Ewell, and 129 and 132 near Crayford may all have been late iron
age farms which continued into the Roman period. In addition one iron age pit is known
from Ewell (146) and a possible cremation from Dartford. Of the remaining five main
road settlements only Brentford with one coin hoard (96) and a recently found pit,
containing pottery that might be just pre-conquest in date (97), has yielded any evidence
which might point to late iron age occupation. In short there is no body of material from
any of these settlements comparable to that claimed from underneath the Essex ‘small
towns’'# to indicate continuity from the late iron age. It is possible that much of the
population came from nearby, though only the earthwork at Bushhill Park, Enfield (some
2 km. (1.2 miles) west of site 113) and some of the many sites revealed by air photographs
near Staines can be identified as possible earlier locations.

It might then seem that most, if not all, were Roman creations. Many ‘small towns’
along Britain’s major roads are now regarded as growing from forts established during
the conquest campaigns'® which attracted a civilian population that outlasted the use of
the site as a base. This may be true here, though there is as yet little evidence to attest the
presence of early military detachments in these centres. Indications of an early presence of
this nature come from the cavalry helmet at Staines,' and less certainly, from recent finds
at Enfield.!” However their distances from Londinium, apart from Old Ford, suggest they
served as posting stations established by the administration along the new roads. On
continental analogy Rivet argues that mutationes (changing stations) would be
established every 13 to 29 km. (8 to 18 miles) along the road,'® while Richmond proposes
the occurrence both of mutationes and mansiones (rest houses) at intervals of about 19 km
(12 miles).!® Whether these stations were the only part of military establishments left
operative when the troops moved forward, or whether they were separately created to
serve the cursus publicus, they are likely to have begun functioning as soon as the roads
were built.2°

3. Size

The quantity and quality of information is too limited to provide enough firm data to
estimate the size of any of these settlements, or to reveal much of their layout, or the
density of the structures within them. The distribution generally indicates settlements
with buildings set close to the roadside covering distances of between 400 m. and 4 km.
(0.3 and 2.5 miles).
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In order to estimate roughly their size the length of road along which there is a
concentration of finds has been multiplied by 100 m., which allows for a built up area of
50 m. on each side of the road. Calculations on this basis suggest that Staines, Brockley
Hill, and Old Ford covered about 4 ha. (10 acres), and Ewell and Brentford about 6 ha.
(15 acres). Enfield and Crayford would appear to be larger, nearly 20 ha. (50 acres) and 40
ha. (100 acres) respectively. No great reliance can be placed upon the latter two figures
for, as can be seen in Figs. 4 and 6 they might represent over-calculations resulting from
the conflation of separate nucleii.
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The sizes of the ‘small towns’ within the province are generally imperfectly known.
Though walls enclosing areas of between 1.5 ha. (3.75 acres) and 14 ha. (35 acres) occur, it
is often not clear how much of the settlements they contain. Estimates of the overall sizes
of these and, especially, those without recognised defensive circuits are very difficult to
make as Todd has shown.2! It is probable that London’s settlements best fit his second
category, where buildings ‘straggle the roadside for anything up to a mile or more’.
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4. Historical development

Until much more evidence has been obtained, any attempt to chart the history of these
settlements must be of the most elementary kind and it may well be that this attempt to
treat them as a group will be shown to be misleading. For example at Brockley Hill most
of the information concerns 1st- and 2nd-century pottery manufacture, and it may well be
that the kiln sites were situated well outside Sulloniacae which might itself lie unlocated
either to the north or south along Watling Street.22 At Old Ford, apart from a few
cremation burials and isolated 2nd-century features (120, 127) the mass of material comes
from late Roman contexts. Admittedly the sites recently examined might be a westerly
appendage and the earlier buildings could lie nearer to the ford,?* though the possibility
exists that this roadside settlement was almost entirely a late 3rd- and 4th-century one.

Only in Staines have traces of pre-Boudiccan structures — probably burnt down in the
revolt of A. D. 60 — been recorded (162). No Claudio-Neronian buildings have been
identified at the other settlements, though kiln debris of this period is known from
Brockley Hill.2*

Later Ist- and early 2nd-century expansion, so clearly evident in Londinium and
Southwark, may also be seen at some of the roadside settlements. Clay and timber
buildings constructed then have been found in Staines and Brentford. At both there is
evidence of two phases of buildings, the first lasting until the Hadrianic, the second to the
Antonine period. At Ewell excavations in St. Mary’s Churchyard in 1970-71 uncovered a
building with flint footings, built in the late 1st or early 2nd century (139). The complex
site in Lincoln Road, Enfield (112), partially dug in 1975, revealed what may have been
the floor of a round timber-framed building of similar date. No buildings of this period
are known from Brockley Hill or Old Ford, and those from Crayford, recorded in the
19th century, are impossible to date on the information currently to hand.?s

There is evidence from the stratified sequence in Staines of two post-Boudiccan fires,
one probably occurring late in Hadrian’s reign, the second perhaps some 50 years later,
towards the end of the 2nd century (159, 162). Yet though some buildings perished in
these blazes the overall situation appears more complex. At a site recently excavated (157)
there were no traces of these fires, but the buildings of each period were demolished
apparently at much the same time as the conflagrations occurred. Information from
Brentford is less definite, though the successive structures were either burnt down or
abandoned in the Hadrianic and late Antonine periods. At Ewell the building in the
churchyard is thought to have been abandoned, possibly following a fire in ¢. A. D. 160,
and the site was then apparently largely deserted until late in the 4th century.2¢

Rodwell has emphasised that many Essex towns suffered disastrous fires in the closing
years of the 2nd century 27 perhaps suggesting an ‘historical event’ rather than a series of
‘co-incidental accidents’. Indeed the fire at Chelmsford was so severe that, according to
Wacher ‘the settlement did not recover for nearly a hundred years’.2® The possibility that
these fires occurred in the London area exists in the findings from Staines, Brentford and
Ewell, though there is as yet little to confirm or contradict it from the other roadside
settlements. ,

Whether or not heralded by some disaster it seems possible that at or towards the end of
the 2nd century some significant change in the pattern of settlement occurred. Neither at
Staines nor at Brentford are there signs of buildings immediately succeeding those
destroyed, demolished, or just abandoned towards the end of the 2nd century. Where the
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stratified sequences have been studied it has been observed that the remains of the latest
clay and timber buildings were covered by deposits of dark earth containing 4th-century
pottery, suggesting that much of the land previously built upon was later used for
agricultural purposes. This phenomenon is now widely recognised in Southwark and
similar evidence is also forthcoming from sites excavated to the west of the Walbrook in
Londinium.?°
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Although it is not yet clear at what date the earth deposition took place the evidence
does suggest a general decrease in the size of the built-up area of settlement at some time
before, or at, the end of the 2nd century. The causes of this contraction are unclear, and
would be difficult to ascertain from the archaeological record. Contributing factors at this
time might have included disorders caused by the army revolt under Commodus,
Albinus’ attempt to gain the imperial throne, large-scale brigandage of the sort known
from Gaul, or the spread to Britain of the Antonine ‘Plague of Galen’.3°

While quantities of late 3rd— 4th-century material, including building debris, are found
in most of the settlements, evidence for actual structures is not comprehensive. Stone
buildings which might be late Roman were reported from Staines (161) and Crayford
(130, 131, 133, 134, 136-138) in the last century, though the records contain little
information which would provide dates for them. What might be a complex of late 3rd —
mid 4th-century timber buildings with hypocausts was found to the south of Enfield
(117), and a hut of similar date, with a cobbled floor, has recently been recognised at
Brockley Hill (109). Traces of a 4th-century house with a timber frame have recently been
reported from Staines (157) while at Ewell flint and greenstone foundations appear to
indicate a late 4th-century building on the edge of Stane Street (139). Near to the
Colchester road at Old Ford, what seems to be the cellar or sunken floor of a building that
was in use at least until the 380s was found next to a tile built structure, possibly a corn-
drying oven; both appear to have been abandoned at the same time (120).3!

5. The economy

In his survey of the province Todd has demonstrated that few of Britain’s ‘small towns’
can be shown to have been dependent on industrial activity.3? This may well be true of
London’s roadside settlements and indeed within them very little evidence of economic
activity of any sort has yet been identified. Residues from iron and bronze working occur
at Brentford, Old Ford and Staines but these would be expected in any sizeable urban or
rural settlement, and may not be of industrial significance. The only possible example of
an industrially dependent settlement might be Brockley Hill. This site was clearly a major
constituent of the Verulamium region potteries in the period ¢. A. D. 50-160 with wares
which at times had a more than local distribution, reaching not only London but also the
military zone in the north.

Todd has also suggested that the ‘links of the small towns with agriculture was very
strong’, not only because they may have served as market centres for the surrounding
countryside, but also because many of their inhabitants may have been farmers, or
workers on nearby estates.33 This hypothesis might also be applied to our roadside
settlements, but will be difficult to test without much more extensive excavation. Not
enough is known of house and ancillary building plans to confirm whether or not they
were of rural character. Only at Old Ford has enough work taken place to show that
fields, separated by ditches, lay both north and south of the main road. The ditches are
likely to have been boundaries between agricultural plots which were presumably worked
by the inhabitants. It is possible that more work on the other settlements will provide
similar evidence. '

If the life of these ‘roadside villages’ was bound up with agriculture and the
countryside, then the preparation of food and drink, the processing of various
commodities derived from animals and the land and the manufacture of finished products
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may have been significant in their economy. The residues and waste products from the
processing of many organic materials would be unlikely to survive, and the structures
associated with them would be difficult to identify. Consequently it is not surprising that
the 2nd-century wood-lined pits recently found at Enfield, which were thought to have
contained liquids and to have had an ‘industrial purpose’ provided no specific
information.34
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6. Role of the roadside settlements

There is no evidence at present for any form of defensive circuits around parts or all of
any of these settlements, though an enclosure for Ewell has been postulated on the rather
slight basis of two ditches.*> Neither have any public buildings been identified, nor are
there indications of ‘civic’ features or amenities, such as regular street layout or public
water supply, which might enable them to be accepted as ‘towns’. The existence of a shrine
at Old Ford might be inferred from the recent finding of a defaced figure, perhaps
Mercury, deposited in a ditch at some time in the 4th century.3® It has been suggested
above that these settlements might have served as — or have contained — posting
stations and other official roles are possible. Various authorities have postulated
functions which might have been carried out in ‘small towns’ and these include the
collection of taxes and custom dues as well as duties connected with local adminis-
tration.’” Thus roles in both provincial and cantonal government are possible.

Yet their relationship to Londinium, in terms of local government, is unknown. Despite
the undoubted national importance of this city — the largest in the province — its urban
status is unknown. From soon after A. D. 60, it might have ranked either as a municipium
or colonia, or it could have progressed from the one form of chartered town to the other.38
As a recognised Roman city it would have possessed land as its territorium. The size of
this could have been considerable though Rodwell has estimated, on the basis of distances
given in the Antonine Itinerary, that it extended no more than 3 or 5 km. (2 or 3 miles)
from the town walls.3 If this was the case, of the roadside settlements only Old Ford, at
the Lea crossing, might have been included within it.

The growth of Londinium may have been faster than intended, even largely unforeseen
in the years immediately following the Claudian invasion. If so, much of the surrounding
land might have been apportioned to various civitates before the town achieved much
prominence. Ptolemy, writing in the early 2nd century, but using Ist-century sources,
attributed Londinium to the Cantii, perhaps indicating that much of the south-east
belonged to that canton, at least early in the period.*® Other civitates which might have
extended into Greater London include those of the Trinovantes, in the north-east; the
Catuvellauni, in the north-west; and the Atrebates, in the south-west. If these roadside
settlements were in the territory of the various southern civitates, they could have ranked
as vici, possessing some local autonomy, and perhaps authority over pagi, the rural sub-
division of these cantons.

7. Later history of the roadside villages

Our ignorance of the history of the roadside villages in the closing decades of the 4th
century and afterwards could hardly be more complete. Evidence which may be of some
assistance is limited but beginning to increase as a result of recent excavations. Finds
include a buckle from Enfield (113), a spearhead from Staines (164) (thought to be early
Sth-century by Russell Robinson), and part of a Sth-century glass jar from Old Ford
(120). The roadside settlement there continued at least into the early decades of the 5th
century, and the building with a sunken floor might be of Germanic rather than Romano-
British construction. The earthwork in Pear Wood (111) ,just south-west of Brockley
Hill, on the west side of Watling Street, has recently been investigated by Castle.*' He has
shown that it is at least a late 4th-century construction, and suggests that it is an easterly
part of Grims Ditch, marking perhaps a Sth-century boundary between the territories of
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two sub-Roman communities centred on Verulamium and Londinium. Work at Staines
has also produced early Saxon pottery, some pits thought to be Sth-century and what
might be a 5th- or 6th-century iron working area. An early Saxon hut is known from
Brentford (99), and possibly a second from Dartford (135). Probable 6th-century burials
occur singly at Dartford and in some number at Ewell. This evidence is as yet too
fragmentary to reveal much of what may be a very complex series of developments, some
of which may have originated long before the end of the 4th century.

Knowledge of later Roman defensive arrangements outside the City is at present
confined to the building at Shadwell, which seems to have been erected c¢. A. D. 260-280,
and has been interpreted as a signal station (35). This might have been one of a number
erected inland as part of the Saxon Shore system of defences, for it seems probable that
settlements on the Thames and the Lea, if not on other London rivers, were vulnerable to
seaborne raiders.

Though — apart from near Brockley Hill — no earthworks have been identified, it is at
least feasible that many of the London settlements were defended, if only as an added
safeguard for Londinium, on whose approaches they lay. If so, when and how the villages
were garrisoned is unknown. The presence of detachments of regular soldiers is possible
as are other less orthodox arrangements. The early presence of laeti or foederati in Britain
might be inferred from Probus’ settlement of defeated Vandals and Burgundians into the
province in the A. D. 270s.#2 How common action of this sort was is unknown, but
considerable plantation of free or defeated tribal groups holding land in return for local
defensive responsibilities is possible: it might explain ‘Germanic’ equipment and features
such as the building at Old Ford. It is also conceivable that the ‘Germanic’ material post-
dates the formal separation of Britain from Rome. In this case it might belong to settlers
specifically brought in as allies by the British authorities — to defend the London area —
a process which Morris believed explained the presence of early cemeteries at Mitcham.*3

Yet without much more skilled excavation and analysis it will be impossible to chart the
history of the settlements, and relate them to the fluctuating fortunes of the British and
their enemies in the period between A. D. 410 and the Saxon reversals of Badon during
the mid 6th century. It is perhaps to this later period that the Saxon features at Staines and
Brentford and the burials at Dartford and Ewell belong.

(B) Other possible roadside settlements

Apart from the settlements described above and shown on Figs. 2-8, at least eleven
sites with buildings or stratified deposits have been found, situated on or alongside the
main roads. While these may only be individual farms it is possible that future work will
show some to have been parts of larger settlements.

On the four main roads north of the Thames, only two sites have been recorded. At
Burnt Oak (17) on Watling Street three pits with 3rd — 4th-century pottery have been
found, and remains of a stone building along with burials and an earthwork have been
observed at Ilford (30) where the London—Colchester road crossed the River Roding.

Along Watling Street, south of the Thames, a shrine may have existed at St. Thomas
Watering (40) where a marble Janus head and possible building were reported in the 17th
century, and there is evidence for at least four other settlements on this road. The recent
discovery of two ditches, probably of 2nd-century date, possibly forming part of an
enclosure at Asylum Road, Peckham (41) may mark a farm sited near the junction of the
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London-Lewes Road and Watling Street. Further east in Deptford, at the Ravensbourne
River crossing, a tessellated pavement and other remains have been reported (42). On
Shooters Hill two sites have been found near to Watling Street: at 43 two circular ‘huts’
with Ist-century pottery and at 44 a pit with Roman material have been recorded. A
fourth possible settlement may have existed at Welling, midway between Shooters Hill
and Crayford, where a number of burials have been found.

There is virtually no evidence of any settlement along the northern part of the
London-Lewes Road where it crossed areas of London Clay, but on the southern part
four sites with Roman features have been examined (65, 66, 69, 70). At Fox Hill, West
Wickham (66) a group of later 1st —mid 2nd-century pits and ditches, including a possible
enclosure was found. The name Wickham, from wicham, is considered by Gelling** to be
an early Saxon word, probably not used after about A. D. 600, incorporating the Latin
term vicus, and its occurrence may indicate the presence of a settlement of that status in
the area.*’ Furthur south along the road two sites have been excavated at Layhams Road,
West Wickham (69) and Downe (70) with ditches and pits of 1st — mid 2nd-century date.
In addition one loom weight of late iron age type was found on each site.

On the London-Brighton road at Croydon a number of Roman burials, coin hoards,
and other finds have been made, and a roadside village may have existed there (see below).

There is little evidence for settlements on Stane Street near to Londinium. A single ditch
possibly of Roman date has been reported at Stockwell (88), and finds of Roman pottery
and other material at several places to the south, in Merton, may indicate a roadside farm
or village.

The proximity of main roads could explain the siting of settlements at Burnt Oak (17),
Downe (70), and Merton which lie on poorly drained clays. The influence of the roads can
also be seen in the location of nearly half of these sites at some distance from known
rivers, a feature which certainly is contrary to the overall settlement pattern.

It seems likely that the 1st — 2nd-century features found at Shooters Hill (43, 44), Fox
Hill (66), Layhams Road (69), Downe (70), and Asylum Road (41) may all have belonged
to farms. On present evidence only Croydon, with a substantial number of finds, seems
likely to have been a larger settlement, perhaps approaching the size of some of those
shown on Figs. 2-8. It should be noted, however, that as a majority of the better-known
settlements were sited where a road met a river, more evidence of occupation may be
forthcoming from the Roding and Ravensbourne river crossings where substantial
buildings (30, 42) have been recorded.

VI SETTLEMENTS AWAY FROM THE MAIN ROADS
(A) Possible farms

Throughout the London area Roman sites occur which do not lie directly on the main
roads. Although for the majority of them only limited information from observations or
small scale excavations is available, it seems likely that most were farms or farming
estates. Approximately 18 sites have remains of one or more substantial stone buildings
(including at least three possible bath houses). On a further six sites ‘huts’ or timber
buildings are reported, and on 23 sites Roman features, but no buildings, have been
found. It seems certain that timber buildings were probably associated with many of the
Roman features which have been investigated and have been missed on small-scale
excavations.
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1. South of the Thames

South of the Thames there are four areas with concentrations of sites: along the Cray
Valley, and to the west at Keston, Beddington/Croydon, and Sanderstead. In the Cray
Valley there is evidence for at least four stone buildings (47, 48, 50, 52). A bath house with
five timber buildings, each of the latter within ditched enclosures 76 m. (250 feet) square
has been recorded at Foots Cray (47). Excavations at Fordcroft (50) have revealed several
rooms of a stone building along with other features broadly dated from the Ist to 4th
century. Part of another stone building has been excavated at Orpington (52) also dated
from 1st to 4th century. On two sites Roman features, but no definite structures, have
been examined. A ditch, burials and 1st- to 4th-century material have been found at St.
Paul’s Cray (49), and at Ramsden (53) ditches, pits, ovens and a well have been excavated
which appear to span the period mid 1st century B. C. to Ist century A. D. Reports of
tiles, mortar, and other building material associated with Roman finds may indicate the
existence of at least three more buildings in the northern part of the Cray valley (shown as
pottery scatters on Fig. 1 and unstratified finds on Fig. 6). Possible evidence of late iron
age settlement in the area comes from Orpington (51) where it has been claimed that a hut
of that date underlay the stone building, and from Ramsden (54). A possibly iron age
cremation burial has been found at St. Mary Cray. Early Saxon remains are limited to a
mixed cemetery of Sth-century date which was situated near to the Fordcroft building
(50). '

At Keston, lying near the upper reaches of the Ravensbourne River, a number of sites
have been investigated. The stone buildings examined include a villa, with associated
features (61) of mid 1st- to 4th-century date, a mausoleum (60), and a bath house (58)
dated from later 1st century to about A. D. 140. Near to the villa are four sites with pits
and ditches of 1st- to mid 2nd-century date (59, 64, 67, 68). Finds of a probable late iron
age date include structures excavated near the villa (63) and early Ist-century pottery
discovered at North Pole Lane (68). A camp possibly used in this period lies about 800 m.
north-east of the villa. Early Saxon, probably 6th-century, structures (62) have also been
reported from the villa site.

A third area with a concentration of Roman sites is located near the River Wandle, to
the west of and along the London-Brighton road at Beddington and Croydon. Two stone
buildings have been found at Beddington; a bath house (74) with finds dating 1st to 4th
century, and a second structure (75) of 3rd- or 4th-century date. Just to the east of
Beddington lies Croydon which, as noted above, may have been a roadside village. Late
iron age material has been recorded from near the Beddington bath building, and two
probable sites of this date lay between Beddington and Croydon (79, 80). In addition to
these, a hill fort possibly still used in the late iron age is known at Carshalton, some 3 km.
(2 miles) to the south of Beddington. A number of early Saxon burials have been found in
the area, notably the Sth- to 6th-century mixed cemetery at Beddington and the
inhumation cemetery of similar date at Croydon.

To the south of Croydon, near to the London-Brighton road are two sites which have
been dated late iron age to 2nd century A. D. At Limpsfield Road, Sanderstead (84) ‘huts’
and other features have been found, and at Kingswood (83) there was an enclosure with a
‘hut’ and cremation burials.

On twelve further sites south of the Thames traces of what may be Roman buildings or
features have been recorded. Three of the sites (46, 73, 93) have remains of stone
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buildings, and at two sites (45, 71) possible timber structures have been reported.
However very little is known about any of these settlements. At Charlton (36) a number of
circular huts and material dating from 1st century B. C. to 4th century A. D. has been
found within an undated earthwork. On the remaining six sites (57, 72, 82, 86, 94, 95), pits
and ditches, possibly associated with cultivation have been found. Three of the sites (82,
94, 95) have multiple features; at Croham Hurst (82) these date to 1st to early 2nd century
and at Old Malden (94) 2nd- to 4th-century material has been found. Although only one
pit was found at 86, the site lies in Farthingdown where an undated ‘Celtic’ field system
and unstratified Roman as well as late iron age finds have been recorded.

2. North of the Thames

North of the Thames there is less evidence for settlements away from the main roads.
There are 18th-century accounts of buildings and other Roman finds at Leyton (25) and
Wanstead (27, 28). Remains of stone buildings have been recorded at Noak Hill (29),
Wembley (4), and Ruislip (1), and what may have been a timber building has been found
at Northolt (5). There is virtually no information available to suggest the function or date
of any of these buildings. Finds of pits and ditches on six sites (8, 10, 19, 31, 33, 34)
probably indicate the locations of other settlements. Ditched enclosures at West Ham
(34) apparently date to the 1st and 2nd century, and at Heathrow (8) 1st- to 4th-century
material was found as well as one late iron age feature. To the south of Heathrow, at
Bedfont, early Roman ditches have been found (10). The site currently in the early stages
of investigation at Rainham (32, 33) has material dating from late iron age to the 3rd
century, and a Saxon inhumation cemetery of early 6th- to mid 7th-century date has been
found about 2 km. (1.2 miles) to the north.

3. Along the Thames

The settlements on either side of the Thames at Fulham and Putney are marked by
several pits and ditches (15, 90, 91) and possibly owe their existence to the presence of a
ford. One possibly late iron age pit was found near to the Putney settlement (89).

4. Distribution and historical development

Although little is known about the majority of these sites a few general points can be
made. Most of them are situated on land which would have been suitable for cultivation,
usually sand, gravel, or brickearth. Only Norbury (71), Ruislip (1), Northolt (5), Bromley
Common (57), and Old Malden (94) seem to be on London Clay, although all of these do
lie near other deposits except Norbury which is located just to the west of the
London-Brighton road. As with the overall distribution of sites (Fig. 0) most of the non-
roadside settlements appear to lie on or near geological boundaries.

Geographically, there is a distinct riverine distribution of the sites away from the main
roads. Of some 47 sites with buildings or stratified deposits, only eight are further than 1
km. (0.6 of a mile) from a known river: Bedfont (10), Highgate (19), Coombe Hill (93),
Norbury (71), Sanderstead (84), Kingswood (83), Croham Hurst (82), and possibly
Mitcham (73). ’

The distribution of the non-roadside settlements shows a concentration in the south-
eastern part of the London area on the edge of the Chalk. This is matched by a similar
concentration along the Chilterns just to the north-west of the Greater London
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boundary, and hence beyond the area of this survey. The paucity of sites in north-west
and south-central London is probably explained by the widespread occurrence there of
London Clay. The relative scarceness of sites in areas of better land, along the rivers to the
east of the Lea, and the lower reaches of the Wandle and Ravensbourne in south London,
is more difficult to understand. It may be significant that while in the south-east chalk,
flint, and ragstone were available, in these other areas local sources of building stone were
not present, and timber would undoubtedly have been more widely used. As timber
buildings are far more difficult to recognise, and since many of the stone buildings in the
south-east first observed by antiquaries have attracted subsequent excavations revealing
further sites, this might partially explain the distribution. A related factor might be that
Roman stone buildings in areas of scarce resources might have been thoroughly robbed in
later periods.

It is probable that most of the non-roadside settlements were farms. The large stone
buildings at Wanstead (27, 28), Fordcroft (50), Orpington (52), Keston (58, 60, 61), and
Beddington (74, 75) seem to have been villas, or structures associated with them.
Certainly the locations of the majority of sites on good land either on rivers draining into
the Thames or near to the main roads would have enabled any agricultural products
easily to reach the smaller local markets such as those which may well have existed at the
settlements shown on Figs. 2-8 or to pass directly to the major markets of Londinium.

Evidence with which to date the origin and trace the development of most of the non-
roadside settlements is largely inadequate. It is possible that as many as 15 substantial
structures have been located though little is known about their individual histories. Most
no doubt were villas surrounded by farming estates, though some may have been the
country residences of officials. Many may have developed from iron age farms reflecting,
perhaps, the growing wealth of native landowners in the late 1st and 2nd centuries.
Certainly late iron age material has been found in the vicinity of the Roman buildings at
Beddington, Keston, and the Cray Valley, which have been partially investigated.
Excavations on a number of villas in the Chilterns, Surrey and Kent have led individual
excavators to suggest a temporary decline, even abandonment, in the later 3rd century.
Whether this is true of the Greater London villas is unknown, but if so a date earlier in the
century — as was claimed at Lullingstone*® — might be preferred. Two sites examined
since the Second World War just beyond the Greater London boundary in the north-
west, at Sandy Lodge and Moor Park, showed evidence of occupation from ¢. A. D. 100
to c. A. D. 400. At both parts of 2nd-century stone buildings were revealed: at the former
a ‘falling off of the site’s prosperity in the 3rd century’ was noted 47 and at the latter a
period of disuse between ¢. A. D. 200 and ¢. A. D. 300 was claimed.*8

How common this pattern may have been within Greater London is unknown: neither
is it clear whether — as in other areas — major reconstructions occurred in the late 3rd or
early 4th centuries. If this was the case — as seems likely — it would show that the area
shared in the prosperity of Britain’s countryside in the earlier part of the 4th century,* a
prosperity that may have been largely based on agriculture, which, according to Todd,
‘entered its heyday in the later 3rd century’.s°

There is little specific information on how long the Greater London villas continued in
use. Excavation in the Chilterns®! have led to suggestions that some finally ended due to
‘confiscations’ imposed by Rome following Magnentius’ unsuccessful revoltin A. D. 351,
while others may have been plundered and burnt in the ‘barbarian conspiracy’ of A. D.
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367. Yet detailed excavations have shown that less imposing structures continued to be
built on some of these sites until well into the 5th century at least, and it may be that this
was more generally the case than is realised. At Keston there is evidence for a ‘sunken-
featured’ building with early Saxon pottery probably dating to the 6th century and a
second as yet undated ‘timber-framed’ building.5> Whether these structures along with
the existence of Sth — 6th-century Saxon cemeteries near to the Cray and Beddington
buildings indicate true continuity of settlement or merely the re-use of a favourable
location at various times is impossible to say.

Virtually nothing is specifically known of the economy of the villas in Greater London,
the size of their estates, or the dwellings of their labour force. It is possible that much of
the estates was divided into holdings worked by tenant farmers, but no rural
concentrations are known of humbler dwellings near to villas which might, as in Essex, >
be interpreted as the settlements of such colonii. One possible example of such dwellings
might be the group of five ditched enclosures with ‘hut’ floors found near to the Foots
Cray stone bath building (47).

It is not easy to classify the other rural settlements. Future investigation in Putney and
Fulham might reveal that they are really roadside settlements at another fording point on
the Thames. It is difficult to accept that Fulham was enclosed by an earthwork in the late
Roman period on the basis of the evidence so far offered.>* Charlton might have been a
hilltop village, similar to those known on the South Downs®* while sites on the Thames
gravels such as Heathrow and Bedfont to the west, and Rainham to the east, could be
individual farmsteads or parts of larger estates.

The complex problem of land ownership within the area would be extremely difficult to
investigate, even with much better data. It would be interesting to know how much of the
land came under the control of Londinium, the various civitates, or the imperial
authorities, and how much was privately owned. The paucity of sites in the north-west has
led to the suggestion of its incorporation within an ‘imperial reserve’>® but might be
explained by the absence of much good farming land in the area. Though the size of the
territorium of Londinium is unknown, it is conceivable that much of the better drained
land near to the city was both owned by and farmed from it.

(B) Industrial sites

The only specifically industrial site known away from the roads lies on a ridge at the
northern end of Highgate Wood, north of 19 where pottery was made at various times
between c. A. D. 40 and 160 or slightly later. Though the site was operative for much the
same period as the one on Brockley Hill there is a marked distinction between most of the
products at each. At Brockley Hill the wares were of ‘Romanised’ type from the earliest in
both form and fabric, and included flagons and mortaria. At Highgate there was a clear
progression in both form and fabrics, as well as in kiln technology. The earliest vessels
included ‘Belgic’ fine wares and ‘native’ bead-rim vessels, but by the early 2nd century
production was concentrated on a fairly standardised range of jars, bowls and ‘poppy
head’ beakers in a grey sandy fabric.

The Highgate site, which may have been periodically worked by itinerant potters,
seems to have been quite small, and must have produced only a small proportion of the
vessels required by the London market.” Other similar sites might be expected,
established where suitable raw materials were available: these may have been destroyed
unrecorded in the recent expansion of the metropolis.
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Why Highgate and Brockley Hill ceased production before the end of the 2nd century
might be explained by the internal economies of the pottery industry. Possibly it became
cheaper — or more profitable — to transport pottery to London over long distances from
larger and more permanent production centres. There is evidence for this in the large scale
occurrence of the products of the Alice Holt, Oxfordshire and Nene Valley industries
from the later 3rd century onwards, but in the period before that the information is
inadequate. If changes of this sort do not explain the demise of Highgate and Brockley
Hill, a fall in the demand for pottery might be inferred, and the reasons for this must be
sought. It may be that there is a relationship between the cessation of production at these
sites and the apparent contraction of the built-up area within some of the roadside
settlements.

(C) Possible religious sites

Although temples might be expected in the London countryside none have been
definitely identified. One may have stood in Greenwich Park not far from the expected
course of Watling Street (37). Excavations there, in 1902, uncovered parts of a stone
building with tessellated floors. Amongst the finds suggesting a religious site were
fragments of sculptures and inscriptions and, possibly as offerings, more than 300 coins,
which were mostly late Roman. Not enough of the plan was revealed to show whether the
building could be classified as a temple of Romano-Celtic type.

VII THE DisTRIBUTION OF COIN HOARDS

Six iron age coin hoards are known from Greater London, all to the west of Londinium,
and none lying more than 3 km. (2 miles) north of the Thames. The fact that three lie
within 6 km. (4 miles) of Westminster could support the old idea that a pre-Roman village
lay on Thorney Island near to the ford, a supposition that could only be proved or
disproved by more archaeological work there.>®

The 20 or so Roman coin hoards known from Greater London are too few in number,
especially when separated into periods or areas, to provide much basis for historical or
geographical analysis. It can certainly be shown that a very high proportion — about
three-quarters — belong to the period after c. A. D. 260, but in this and other respects the
distribution seems to reflect the provincial pattern as a whole.

It may not be without significance that two of the known hoards close at c. A. D. 180,
two in the 290s, and quite a number appear to be of mid 4th-century date, but more
hoards will be needed before peaks can be reliably detected. If so, it might be possible to
see whether local disorders described by classical writers — such as the activities of
Allectus’ mercenaries in 296 and of the barbarians in the late 360s — can be inferred as the
causes of increased hoarding.

Nearly one half of the known hoards occur in or near the roadside villages or other
roadside sites while the rest are distributed in the countryside not necessarily near to.
known highways or settlements. The more remote hoards might indicate the presence of
nearby farms or villages. One of these could be at Highgate, where two hoards, one of the
early and one of the late 3rd century, have been found, and another might lie on the sandy
alluvium at Rotherhithe where two further hoards, of the 2nd and early 5th centuries, are
known. ~
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VIII BURIALS

In many cases it is difficult to calculate, from the records, the number of individuals
found and the interments have therefore been classified simply as ‘single’ or ‘multiple’
burials. Altogether about 90 burial sites have been identified within the area of the survey
though it is difficult to place much reliance on them as being ‘representative’. For example
it seems likely that many inhumations, either buried in a wooden coffin or more simply,
and unaccompanied by durable offerings, will have been destroyed without trace.
(Almost all the known inhumations were found because they were in stone or lead
coffins.)

The figures, for what they are worth, show that about an equal number of single and
multiple burial sites occur, and that they are similarly divided between the early rite of
cremation and the later one of inhumation. More than one-third of the sites occur in the
vicinity of the known roadside villages. More are known from the three northerly and
easterly ones (Enfield, Old Ford and Crayford), and in each there is a preponderance of
later rites (7 cremations as against 19 inhumations). For Old Ford at least this is
compatible with other archaeological evidence. A similar proportion of the sites occurs
near to known settlements or roads while the remainder are isolated. The latter might
suggest settlements otherwise undetected in the countryside, for example at Welling,
Bromley, Slade Green and Shirley in the south-east (cremations) and at Barking and
Hornchurch in the north-east (inhumations). The rural burial sites do seem to reveal clear
differences both in the density of their distribution, and in the proportion of cremations to
inhumations in certain areas.

The western part of Greater London — that which lies west of both Ermine Street and
Stane Street — is particularly empty. Only about one-tenth of the burial sites occur there,
though it accounts for nearly half of the area, a reflection presumably of the generally
sparse settlement which has been noted there. Similarly, the greatest concentration is in
the south-east: nearly half the rural burial sites are found in the sector that lies east of the
Brighton road and south of the Thames.

There is a marked preponderance of cremation over inhumation sites (8 — 1) in the area
to the west of Ermine Street and Stane Street, and, especially, in the south-east (19 - 1),
between the Thames and the Lewes Road. In contrast only in the area east of Ermine
Street and north of the Thames (5 —10), and between Stane Street and the Lewes Road
(3 = 7) do the number of inhumation sites exceed those with cremations. At their face
value these figures seem to suggest a shift in the later Roman pattern of settlement, away
from the west and, especially, the south-east, and into the north-east and certain parts of
the south. In the south-east at least this can hardly be squared with the settlement
evidence, unsatisfactory as it generally is. Though future research may well demonstrate
that the figures are anomalous, the possibility that changes occurred in the density of
settlement within parts of Greater London during the periods, should not be discounted.

Though the paucity of late iron age burials is not confined to Greater London, only two
probable examples are known there, both in the south and clearly they are no help in
ascertaining the general whereabouts of pre-Roman sites. Fortunately there is more
evidence for the pagan Saxon period. At least four cemeteries considered to have been in
use during the 5th century are known from the south. Mitcham is thought to have started
by the mid 5th century,’® some of the Croydon graves contain Roman pots, ° while St.
Mary Cray and Beddington are both near substantial Roman buildings. Whatever the
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relationship of these Saxon graves to the Romano-British settlements (see above) they
indicate the part of Greater London that seems to have been first occupied in strength —
reasonable farmland, near to rivers and close to well established Roman sites. Though the
cemetery at Hanwell, north of the Thames, might have been in use in the late 5th century®?
the other pagan Saxon ones at Rainham, Greenwich, and Ewell cannot yet be dated that
early.%? They might therefore represent fresh incursions of population, unrelated to the
Saxon settlements of the 5th century.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In this survey sites have been separated into those that lie on the major roads, and those
that have been found beyond them, in the countryside. The distribution of the rural sites
seems, not surprisingly, to reflect the need for productive farmland, a factor which can be
seen most clearly by their general occurrence on sands and gravels and by their absence on
the London clay. Geographically this is demonstrated by the comparative emptiness in
most of north-west London as well as in parts of the north-east and the south. The
occurrence of many of the sites near to geological boundaries might indicate the need to
exploit differing habitats while their general riverine distribution presumably emphasises
the necessity of water for sustenance, farming and the transport of produce.

Little is known in detail about most of these sites, but it seems reasonable to suggest
that a number of them, where substantial buildings have been described, were villas, in the
sense of Romanised farms set within large estates, while others might be smaller farms,
either isolated or grouped into villages. There is some indication that many of these rural
sites developed out of late iron age farms. Altogether some 15 or so villas might be known
and as many as 30 other rural sites have been identified as the result of the discovery of
timber buildings and features such as pits and ditches, while 90 more might be inferred
from known scatters of pottery. The number of rural sites might be added to in areas
where burials or coin hoards have been recorded apparently in isolation.

The network of main highways appears to have been laid down early, and what have
been described as ‘roadside villages’ are found on them, mostly lying on or near to river
crossings mainly between 14.5 and 21 km. (9 and 13 miles) from Londinium. Seven of these
— the best known — have been discussed as a group, though it may be a mistake to regard
them as similar, while others might be identified by more detailed work.

There is little to indicate as yet that these developed from pre-Roman centres, though
there might have been farms in the vicinity, and it is suggested that they might have
originated as official posts of the cursus publicus not long after A. D. 43. It is also possible
that, in time, they may have had other administrative functions as well, and perhaps
ranked as vici with some authority over the surrounding countryside. As the size of the
territorium of Londinium is unknown, it is not clear whether they were set within it, or lay
inside any of the various civitates which might have extended into what is now Greater
London..

No public buildings have been identified within the ‘roadside villages’, nor is there any
evidence of formal planning or defences, and even their size is unknown. It has however
been calculated, on the basis of very inadequate data, that the built-up area of most of
these settlements covered between 4 and 6 ha. (10 and 15 acres), though two might have
been substantially larger. The information is certainly much too limited to allow
estimates of variations in size at different times within the Roman period.
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As in the countryside it might reasonably be inferred that much of the livelihood of the
‘roadside villages’ was dependent on farming and the processing of commodities derived
from animals and the land. Again evidence for this is largely lacking: only at Old Ford has
enough work been done to demonstrate the existence of agricultural plots, and these were
mainly of late Roman date. A reliance on industrial activity can only be postulated in the
case of one of the ‘roadside villages’, Brockley Hill, and then only in the 1st and 2nd
centuries. Our knowledge of industrial activities in the countryside is equally limited,
confined to the pottery established in Highgate Wood, which seems to have operated for
much the same period as the one at Brockley Hill.

Any attempt to trace the historical development both of the communities on the main
roads and those beyond them is severely hampered by the general shortage of reliable
data. In the case of the roadside sites what evidence there is points to some sort of
expansion during the later 1st and for much of the 2nd century.This seems to have come
to an end late in that century and to have been followed by a period of contraction if not
decay which continued until after the middle of the 3rd century. Though little is known
from the rural sites their histories may well have followed rather than contrasted with this
pattern. It is not clear whether the causes of this lay entirely within the province or were
reflections of a more general imperial weakness.

Though it still needs to be clearly demonstrated locally some sort of revival in and after
the later 3rd century, in the roadside villages and elsewhere, would fit well for the evidence
of prosperity which has been generally adduced in Britain. It is uncertain to what extent
continuity can be invoked in the development of settlements such as Old Ford at this time,
and how much ‘new’ populations need to be envisaged. The distribution of later burial
sites might be indicative of a changed emphasis in the density of settlement within various
parts of Greater London.

Without much more work being done it will be virtually impossible to ascertain the
later history of the roadside villages. Limited evidence could support the presence of
Germanic elements at some of the roadside villages though whether these were brought in
before the formal separation from Rome, or afterwards by the successor authorities is
unclear. When, how, and in what way, these settlements were brought under Saxon
domination, between c¢. A.D. 400 and ¢. A.D. 600, is unknown and it is not clear how
many were just abandoned.

There is even less information as to the fate of the rural sites. Whether any of the villas
were destroyed, as is supposed in some cases in the Chilterns, before A.D. 410, or
continued in use afterwards, as is known from other examples there, is uncertain. Only at
Keston has later use of the site been clearly demonstrated. The early pagan Saxon
cemeteries in the south might reflect deliberate settlement by late or sub-Roman
authorities, but the relationship of these new communities to the British ones, if the latter
survived, in villas, smaller farms or villages, still requires elucidation.

Much more needs to be done if we are to achieve a better understanding of the Roman
settlements in Greater London, for in all respects their history is hardly known. It is
probable that more information can be obtained from a fresh study of the finds and
records made by earlier generations, though this will require diligent research. A project
of this nature will certainly need to be undertaken, perhaps by the Museum of London,
before much confidence can be placed in the meaning of many of the entries on its card
index. Together with adequate publication of the excavations undertaken in recent years,
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this should increase the information now available about the area. Yet in isolation this
will not be enough. Much of the work done so far has been small in scale, and many large
detailed excavations will be needed before reliable conclusions can be drawn as to the
nature and development of Greater London in the Roman period.

Archaeological remains are not unlimited, and many sites in the area have been wholly
or largely destroyed unrecorded in the past. Even in recent years sites at Old Ford, Staines
and Enfield (to take examples known to the writers) have been lost without enough
resources being made available to allow archaeological work on the scale that was
necessary. Others are now threatened. Apart from the roadside sites there is need for more
extensive excavations on rural sites, and it could be said that professional coverage is
particularly limited in areas where settlements probably existed in some density,
especially the south-east, the south-west, and to the east of the Lea.

Great effort must now be made by all workers, both professional and amateur, to
ensure that at least a greater proportion of those sites that face destruction are properly
examined.

GAZETTEER OF SITES

Listed in this gazetteer are details of those late iron age, Roman, or early Saxon sites where
buildings, stratified deposits, or coin hoards have been found. Information for a majority of these
finds comes from the Museum of London record cards but some details have been provided by
personal communication. For each site the reference number shown on Figs. 1 - 8 is given,
followed by the Museum of London card number in parentheses, and an approximate six figure
National Grid reference (all grid references listed here have the prefix TQ). The fourth column
contains a very brief description of the major features on each site, and in the case of a coin hoard
the name of the latest emperor whose coins were present is included. Information for the last two
columns, showing respectively the date of finds and references, is less complete on the Museum of
London cards. In some cases the details given on the cards have been added to but it was not found
possible to provide complete dating or references for each site.

Abbreviations:

SFB: sunken-featured building

FB: ‘framed’ building

p.c.. personal communication

Arch.: Archaeologia

Arch. Cant.: Archaeologia Cantiana

Arch.J.:  Archaeological Journal

Brit.: Britannia

JBAA: Journal of the British Archaeological Association

JRS: Journal of Roman Studies

LAMAS: Transactions of the London and Middlesex Archaeological Society
Lon. Arch.: the London Archaeologist

PPS: Proceedings of the Prehistoric Society

RCHM Middx: Royal Commission on Historical Monuments: Middlesex (1937)
RCHM Rom. Lon.: Royal Commission on Historical Monuments: Roman London (1928)
SAC: Surrey Archaeological Collections

SAS Bull:  Surrey Archaeological Society Bulletin

VCH Kent: Victoria County History, Kent

Centuries are shown as capital Roman numerals; A.D. unless otherwise stated.
Dates given for coin hoards represent the date only of the latest coins in the hoard.
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THE DISCOVERY OF THE CIVIC CENTRE
OF ROMAN LONDON

PETER MARSDEN

The region around Gracechurch Street has long been known as the site of the Roman
civic centre where the forum and basilica lay, and it is there that the earliest traces of the
Roman city are to be found (Fig. 1). But it is exactly 50 years ago that the Royal
Commission report on Roman London was published and finally buried the theory of a
pre-Roman origin of London.! This was a view far from that of the 12th-century
chronicler Geoffrey of Monmouth who believed that the city was founded by Brutus
about 1108 B.C., and an improvement on the unfounded belief often held in recent times
that a small iron age settlement had once existed on the site. But a popularly held belief
that had been retold for centuries was slow to die, and as recently as 1965 Ralph
Merrifield still felt it necessary to reiterate the evidence of 1928, no doubt because popular
history books still often erroneously state that London was created as a pre-Roman
settlement.?

Nevertheless, although the actual Roman origin of London is no longer disputed, the
form of that initial occupation has been one of the most deeply controversial subjects and
is still far from resolved. But as the Roman administrative centre in the Gracechurch
Street area overlay some of the earliest traces of the city it has been clear for some time
that there exists on this site the best chance of discovering how London originated and
initially developed. Until now the absence of significant information has left plenty of
scope for speculation, and theories have swung from London having developed from a
military camp, to its having had a purely civilian origin. In 1909 it was suggested that ‘it
may be that at the time of the Claudian conquest a legion was posted here to guard the
river passage, but soon passed on to the front, leaving the camp to form the nucleus of
London’.? On the other hand, the Royal Commission suggested a civilian origin,* while
more recently the possible military origins have once again been stressed.’

At last, though, there exist a few very fragmentary pieces of archaeological evidence
from the earliest deposits, in which support has been seen for the military theory. But by
stressing the possible military aspects there is a danger that this view may become
increasingly thought to be more soundly based than the evidence probably justifies at this
stage. More specifically it has been suggested that traces of the primary Roman
occupation found in 1972 in Bush Lane, beside Cannon Street station, may have
represented the foundations of a military storehouse similar to those found in the
Claudian and Neronian military bases at Richborough and Fishbourne.¢ But in fact it is
now clear that small parts of only six slots possibly for timber sleeper beam foundations
were found, and as these belonged to three superimposed periods, it is also clear that they
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form unsatisfactory evidence upon which to base a military interpretation of this site.
They could equally well be interpreted as part of a civilian building such as that found in
Fenchurch Street, dating from the period before the destruction by Boudicca in A.D. 60.

More significant is the early Roman military camp or fort that was found by Hugh
Chapman at Aldgate in 1972.8 But even this undoubted military site showed every sign of
being a very short-stay camp, perhaps built soon after the founding of Londinium. This
was indicated not only by the dumped filling of the military ditch being clean redeposited
clay, below which there was an absence of primary silting, but also by the location of the
camp beside the main road to Camulodunum, remote from both the river and the known
primary settlement area around modern Gracechurch Street.

Finally, a military interpretation has been given to the earliest features that were found
overlying the natural subsoil below the forum on a site at the corner of Gracechurch
Street and Fenchurch Street. Here the earliest Roman features, dating from before the
Boudiccan destruction of A.D. 60, were clearly part of a planned Roman settlement with
streets and buildings.® But whether the planning was military or civil is not clear, and so it
would be unwise to stress the military interpretation until more certain evidence is

obtained from other sites.
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Fig. 1 Location plan to show the site of Gracechurch Street.

Because of the stress given to the military theory in recent years it is important at this
stage to remember that,although the military beginning is still possible, it is also clear that
there is no need for London to have originated either in this way, or even at the initial
phase of the Roman conquest. It can be argued that the theory of an invasion period camp
in the City does not take into account the fact that, as Dio implies,'° the Britons who
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retreated in advance of the Roman army presumably crossed the Thames at a ford. A
Roman invasion camp such as has been proposed by Merrifield!! is at least as likely to
have been placed at a crossing such as Brentford, Battersea or perhaps Westminster,
where there is some evidence that iron age fords mi ght have existed, than at the City where
an absence of iron age finds suggests that there was no ford. Such a camp at a ford would
have had the added advantage of enabling the Roman army to police énemy movements
during this critical phase in the invasion prior to the capture of Camulodunum. Similarly,
the suggestion that after the initial invasion a military supply base might have been
established at London does not take into account the fact that such a base already existed
at Richborough until at least A.D. 85.12 Indeed the comment by John Wacher is worth
remembering in this context; if London had been the main depot, it is difficult to see how
Richborough could have survived and maintained its usefulness.!3

As the site of Londinium was apparently not at an established iron age ford, its
attraction for settlement is likely to have been due to other circumstances. Much has been
written about its site at the lowest bridging point on the Thames, but there was at least one
other factor which may have been as important. This was the location of Londinium at
about the tidal limit of the river at that time, thus enablin g large sea-going trading ships to
reach the port by using the tides and the deep water. Without this it would have been
extremely difficult for large ships to sail upstream against the strong current and against
the prevailing westerly wind. Moreover, on the evidence of the earliest groups of objects
from London, the founding of this settlement need not have occurred much before A.D.
50, by which time the initial phase of the invasion was completed and the Fosse Way
frontier established.!* South-east England was then secure and sufficiently stable for
merchants from the Continent to invest heavily in trade with Britain and to develop the
new port of Londinium. There would then be little need for a military fort at London, just
as invasion forts at Camulodunum and Verulamium, both native centres unlike London,
were also abandoned by this time.!$

But, however London was founded, it is clear that by A.D. 60 it was a commercial
success, and a civil counterpart to the military port at Richborough. Through Londinium
were funnelled the many imports and exports of the new province, and at this date
according to Tacitus Londinium was ‘not indeed distinguished by the title of ‘colony’ but
[was] crowded with traders and [was] a great centre of commerce’ (commeatuum maxime
celebre).1®

The most obvious evidence of the earliest phase of London is the Boudiccan fire debris,
and it is fitting in this tribute to Ralph Merrifield to recognise his contribution to the
unravelling of the complex of archaeological discoveries, including the Boudiccan fire
deposits, which occur in the Gracechurch Street area where London had its birth.!” But
this is not all, for he has made it possible for subsequent investigators to enlarge the area
of research,'® and since the publication of his major work in 1965 there have been three
major site investigations each of which has added considerably to our knowledge of the
carly Roman settlement. Merrifield has repeatedly stressed the importance of the
Gracechurch Street area in the study of the Roman city, and in 1965 was the first to
reconstruct the main phases of its Roman development, showing how the town quickly
grew from the initial settlement to become a self-governing city. He suggested that the
first stage, before the Boudiccan destruction of A.D. 60, was the building of a small,
possibly public, building with stone foundations. beside the main east-west street. The
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second stage was the construction of a much larger group of buildings, almost certainly
also public, on a slightly different alignment, after the destruction of A.D. 60. Finally he
suggested that this was superseded by the vast civic centre whose basilica and forum were
far greater than any other in Roman Britain, the forum probably not being completed
before the reign of Hadrian.!®

Merrifield felt that there was a continuing military presence in London, particularly in
the form of the governor’s administrative headquarters, from the time that the city was
founded, until the building of the palace, believed to have been the praetorium of the
governor, probably in the 1st century, where Cannon Street station now lies. He further
suggested that the large building underlying the great forum might have been ‘an earlier
praetorium possibly dating from the period of reconstruction after the fire of A.D. 60, and
perhaps successor of a still earlier military headquarters building on the same site’.2°

The key to the correct interpretation lay not so much in further excavation, but more
particularly in the accurate plotting of existing archaeological discoveries on sites so that
they were correctly placed in relation to each other. After many frustrated hours of trying
to plot adjacent sites, and indeed of trying to discover an accurate large-scale survey of
modern London upon which to plot the sites, the author is all too well aware of the
enormous difficulty of reconciling different sites in this way. The recent publication by
Brian Philp replotting many of the forum structures has met with similar considerable
difficulties, particularly due to errors in the modern Goad survey map of the Gracechurch
Street area, and in the modern survey of the site upon which he was excavating. This has,
unfortunately, resulted in errors of up to 20 feet between some sites, and these helped to
mask the true layout and nature of the Roman buildings.?!

To some extent the problem has now been eased by using a calculator to convert
measurements from the large site plans to the much smaller scale of the general plan, and
plotting them onto an enlargement of the 50 inch Ordnance Survey map. It is remarkable
that before the recent investigations were carried out, Merrifield was able both to plot the
Roman walls as accurately as he did without the help of electronic aids, and to establish
the main sequence of Roman buildings.

Although some modifications are needed to Merrifield’s proposed Roman building
sequence, his basic scheme still stands. Probably the most important revision relates to
the building with stone foundations in the first phase, which Merrifield suggested might
have been an early military headquarters, for instead of predating the destruction of A.D.
60, the walls are now known to be part of the great forum in the final phase.?2 The revised
sequence of phases that seems best to fit the available evidence begins with a series of
wattle and daub buildings, probably houses and shops, built alongside the main east-west
street of the Roman city before A.D. 60; while where the forum was to be built there lay a
large gravelled area which may be provisionally interpreted as a market place. The fact
that the houses apparently extended to the edge of the open area suggests that this was not
a forum courtyard surrounded by a formal range of shops. No certain trace of military
occupation has been found on any site in this central area, though it is possible that the
main street and the gravel spread may have had their origin beside the principia of an
invasion period camp.?3 ’

The sequence continues with the Boudiccan fire of A.D. 60, after which there may have
been a pause in major town redevelopment until the Flavian period. The major public
building, which has long been known to underlie the large forum, has now been positively
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identified as an earlier basilica and forum which may have been built during the Flavian
period. The final stage, which probably occurred not earlier than the end of the 1st
century, was the building of a second new and far larger basilica and forum whose
presence was identified more than 50 years ago.2*

THE BoupiccaN DESTRUCTION OF A.D. 60
(Fig. 2)

Dr. Gerald Dunning made the first attempt to map the extent of the destruction of A.D.
60 by recording the distribution both of find spots of burnt samian ware of mid 1st-
century date, and of those rarely recorded sightings of the burnt debris itself found in situ.
There were very few sherds and even fewer records of the burnt debris, but nevertheless
sufficient existed to suggest that the city of A.D. 60 had mostly been built on the east side
of the Walbrook stream.?’ Ralph Merrifield was able to add to this in 1965 by recording
several spots where the burnt debris had been seen more recently.2® But though a scatter
of large spots representing single burnt sherds on a small plan looks impressive as a
distribution map, much more information was essential if even a basic understanding of
the Boudiccan destruction was to be made.

Since 1960 a more detailed long-term study has been undertaken to examine those
areas where both destruction and no destruction occurred, and it is now clear (Fig. 2)
that, although there was a large area of conflagration, within this there were apparently
major gaps in the areas of burning. This suggests, as might be expected, that some of the
fires were separately started; while the discovery of traces of early Roman buildings in
some of those unburnt areas, such as in Corbet Court off Gracechurch Street,?” and in
Plough Court off Lombard Street,?® indicates that perhaps some buildings were left
unburnt, or alternatively that they might have been demolished prior to or during A.D.
60.

The archaeological evidence makes it dramatically clear that the events of that year
constituted a major catastrophe. The smouldering debris actually spilled out over the
edge of the gravel surface of the main street.?? From the debris also there is support for the
statement of Tacitus®® that there had been a mass evacuation of the city prior to the
arrival of Boudicca’s native forces. There is a general, though not total, absence of objects
from most of the admittedly small number of portions of burnt buildings that have been
investigated.3! Some inhabitants, as Tacitus relates, remained to perish in the sacking of
the city, and perhaps it was their possessions that remained behind in some of the
buildings. In one, for example, grain was found beside a daub wall in a building that was
perhaps a shop fronting the main street, while elsewhere domestic pottery has been found
in others.3?

From the beginning of Londinium the site that was to become the forum seems to have
been reserved as an open space. Before A.D. 60 it was surfaced with gravel, and it was not
covered by Boudiccan burnt debris. Perhaps it had been a market place which, together
with an apparently formal layout of streets and buildings at least in the town centre,
suggests that before A.D. 60 Londinium had been a carefully planned city, though it is not
clear if the planning authority was civil or military. Many of the inhabitants were, no
doubt, merchants from such established provinces as Gaul and Spain, perhaps one of
whom then living in Londinium was Aulus Alfidius Olussa from Athens who died aged
seventy before the end of the 1st century A.D. and was buried near Tower Hill.33
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The aftermath of the Boudiccan destruction is unclear since there has been no detailed
investigation of the immediate post fire deposits. Nevertheless, if we can judge from the
fragmentary archaeological evidence recorded in the Gracechurch Street area and
elsewhere in London, it seems that there may have been no immediate major
redevelopment of the Roman city. No building has yet been found in London certainly
dating from the years immediately following the Boudiccan sacking, and among the hints
that a period of stagnation might have followed is the lack of any attempt to clear the fire
debris from the main street.>* A similar pause apparently followed the destruction of
Verulamium?®® and is indicative of the profound shock that the uprising had on the Roman
economy of the province. Presumably the merchants were unwilling to undertake a major
re-investment in the province until security was assured. Nevertheless, in view of the fact
that a major forum was to be built in due course, it is extremely likely that some form of
slow recovery and rebuilding occurred in Londinium soon after the Boudiccan debacle.

THE FIRST BasiLICA AND FORUM
(Figs. 3, 4)

The first forum and basilica complex was built on the site formerly occupied by the
suggested pre-Boudiccan gravelled market place. Situated on the north side of the main
east-west Roman street whose existence has long been known, it was only in December
1977 that the purpose of this building complex was positively identified. Part of this
basilica had been found as long ago as 1881 by Henry Hodge,3¢ but it was not until the
1930’s that major portions of the buildings were recorded by Frank Cottrill and Adrian
Oswald. But not enough had been found for their significance to be suspected, even
though it was then that an associated temple was found. Indeed, the identification of the
second basilica in 1924 and 1927/28 tended to direct attention away from the possible
existence of a separate earlier building. For some time in the 1960’s it seemed that some of
the walls found by Cottrill in Gracechurch Street might have been part of a Celtic temple
lying in the forum. But these walls formed the east end of the first basilica, and when the
west end of the same building was found in 1964 on the opposite side of Gracechurch
Street it was clear that a much larger Roman building had existed there.3”

When Merrifield had plotted all the known Roman walls in the Gracechurch Street
area onto the plan which was eventually published in 1965, it seemed that this large
building might have extended southwards to the main east-west street of the Roman city,
and that it predated the great forum now known as the second forum. There was no
means of checking this without further excavation, and when a new development by
Barclays Bank was planned at the corner of Gracechurch Street and Fenchurch Street in
1968 there was a chance that the south-east corner of the suspected ‘pre-forum building’,
as it was then called, might be found. Brian Philp was invited to direct the excavation,
since the author was already heavily committed in excavation on other sites, and in due
course he uncovered the south-east corner almost exactly in the position which Merrifield
had predicted. Unfortunately, the plan of the Roman building and its purpose remained
uncertain due to the difficulties of accurate plotting. Ralph Merrifield suggested that it
was perhaps the headquarters of the governor of the province;* John Wacher suggested
that it was an administrative building of the procurator;3® and Brian Philp considered that
it was a ‘proto-forum’ of uncertain use as it underlay the known great forum.® Although
it has taken about six months to clarify the many problems of plotting this Roman
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building, the difficulties are still not all resolved. Nevertheless, at the end of 1977 it was
possible to produce what is a reasonably accurate plan of the building based on original
and often unpublished excavation accounts and plans, and there is now no doubt about
its purpose; it was a basilica and forum with an adjacent temple predating the great forum
whose existence has long been known (Fig. 4).

This first basilica and forum complex measures overall 104.5 m. long (north-south) and
52.7 m. wide (east-west), the length being exactly twice the width, and both buildings are
characterised by buttressed outer walls (except the south wall of the forum), and by
exceptionally deep foundations of flint and brown mortar whose construction is most
unusual in Roman London. But the plan of the basilica itself is unusual in Roman Britain
for, although similar elongated fora sometimes occur, as at Leicester*! and Wroxeter,*? a
simple basilica without associated offices, comprising merely a nave, side aisles and
tribunal compares much more closely with basilicae in Gaul, such as those of Augst, Paris
and St. Bertrand.*3

The basilica was about 44.5 m. long and 22.5 m. wide, possibly with a tribunal at its east
end. The elongated forum court was surrounded by ranges of rooms, probably behind an
inner portico, while the south wing appears to have had an outer portico facing the main
east west street of the Roman city.

Streets apparently lay on both long sides of the forum, that on the east side being a
minor street about 4 m. wide with one layer of metalling.** Little trace of the street on the
west side has been found though it is perhaps indicated by the gap of about 10 m. between
the first forum and the temple, and by several superimposed layers of gravel metalling
found just west of the first basilica.*

The temple was a small building of classical type, though it was not built on a podium.
Its association with the forum is inferred from its similar date and from having
foundations of the same unusual construction. The alignment of the whole forum
complex is a feature that is not yet fully understood as the building was not quite aligned
on the main east-west street. This alignment seems to have been deliberately planned and
was not restricted to the forum complex, since traces of buildings south of the main east-
west street also follow the same line.*® Perhaps it also reflects the existence at that time of a
major street running roughly north south, diagonally to the main east-west street. As this
did not lie on the east side of the forum, it presumably lay on the west, where several
superimposed layers of gravel metalling have been recorded.*’

Although this first forum survived long enough for a partial rebuilding to include a
series of piers, it was evidently too small to remain as the civic centre of the rapidly
expanding city. Its size (¢. 104 m. x c¢. 53 m.: ¢. 5,512 sq. m.) is far less than the fora of
other towns in Britain, as at Silchester*® (c. 95 m. x ¢. 84 m.: ¢. 7,980 sq. m.) and
Wroxeter*® (c. 120 m. x ¢. 81 m.: ¢. 9,720 sq. m.), and only a quarter of the area of the
basilica and forum that was to replace it in London. Nevertheless, the ordo, or city
council, who used the building had been extremely vigorous in public works, having built
baths and streets.

THE SECOND FORUM AND BasILICA
(Fig. 5)

Until the rebuilding of the Leadenhall Market site in 1880/81 there was no evidence to
show that the building now known as the second basilica was situated there. Indeed, it
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had been suggested long before that the massive Roman walls, found in Bush Lane after
the Great Fire of 1666, might have formed part of the basilica,® while in 1856 Charles
Roach Smith suggested that it may have been situated in Clements Lane close to where
part of an official Roman inscription had been found.’! In 1880 Henry Hodge, an
architect who had previously helped John Price, Secretary of the London and Middlesex
Archaeological Society, to record the Roman bastion found in Camomile Street, visited
the Leadenhall Market site to record the Roman walls there exposed. 52 These remarkable
drawings, which include several watercolour sections of strata, showed the eastern half of
the great hall of the basilica; but it is unfortunate that they remained unpublished for
many years, and unknown even to the authors of the Victoria County History whose
superb and comprehensive volume on Roman London was published in 1909.53 The
drawings were eventually published in 1915, though no interpretation was then offered,*
and it was not until 1923 that W. Lethaby correctly identified the nature of the building,5
his view being supported by the writers of the Royal Commission Report in 1928.56

It was then uncertain on which side of the basilica the adjacent forum lay, though it
must have been either to the north or south. Views tended to favour the south side where
in 1925 various chambers which might have been part of the forum had been found in
Lombard Street. The uncertainty was so great, however, that one authority wrote in 1926,
‘What now has been found may be a fragment of the Forum wall and its sheltering arcade.
It may be that or half-a-dozen other things. It may be a portion of a row of shops in
Roman Lombard Street, outside the forum wall. It may be a gateway, not necessarily of a
public building. It may be a part of some inconspicuous person’s house. There is ample
room for speculation’.’” Ample room indeed! Nevertheless, although the writer was
correct in suggesting that the walls were part of the forum, it was not until 1965 that
sufficient information had been discovered for a positive indentification to be made,8
primarily as a result of scattered discoveries by Cottrill, Dunning and Oswald during the
intervening years.*® A major problem had been that many of the forum walls and
foundations were robbed and so were not easy to find on building sites. On the other hand
the basilica was very little robbed, and its massive concrete foundations were easily seen.
And so it was that in 1930 Gerald Dunning was able to draw the first reconstruction plan
of the basilica,®® a reconstruction that is still substantially correct, though later
discoveries show that the building was even larger than previously suspected.!

More recently, however, there have been major advances in our knowledge of this
second forum and basilica following excavations by Brian Philp%? and others. The most
recent took place in 1977 and were particularly spectacular, for the discoveries occurred
in a small tunnel dug by the GPO along the whole length of Gracechurch Street, mostly at
the level of the forum and basilica floors. This has resulted in many new features being
discovered, such as the nature and level of the forum and basilica floors, and also it has
exposed at one time most of the major structures that otherwise have been recorded in
pieces by different people at various times over the last 100 years. For a short while it was
even possible to walk, in an uncomfortable crouched position, across the entire width of
the nave and side aisles of the basilica and to view its white concrete floor.5?

The main elements of the second forum and basilica are now mostly clear. The whole
complex occupied an area about 167.6 m. square, its central feature being a large
unroofed forum courtyard originally surrounded on three sides by a colonnaded inner
portico 9 m. wide. The columns themselves have not been found, but they are inferred
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from the sleeper wall foundation that has been discovered, and by comparison with fora
elsewhere, such as Wroxeter and Silchester, where columns have been found similarly
placed. Beyond this inner portico lay a range of large chambers, presumably shops, while
another portico 5.5 m. wide lay outside. On the fourth side of the forum courtyard lay the
basilica whose vast hall was more than 30 m. wide, and was divided into a nave and side
aisles separated by rows of brick piers that presumably once supported arcading. At the
east end of the nave, and probably at the west end also, there was a semi-circular tribunal;
while to the north of the hall lay ranges of rooms which no doubt comprised the office
accommodation of the city council. These would normally have included the curia or
council chamber, the treasury and the prison. The entire building occupied its own insula,
the forum facing the main east-west street, while on the other two sides of the forum were
new north south main streets, one of which seems to have led northwards to Bishopsgate.

Much of the northern range of the basilica remains to be found, especially the central
and eastern parts of the building. In particular it should be possible to identify the curia,
though if this was centrally placed beside the great hall, as was often the case, then it will
lie beneath St. Peter’s Church, Cornhill: a church that tradition claims was founded in
A.D. 17954

A QUESTION OF DATE

Because so many major changes in town planning occurred during the first 100 years of
London’s existence, doubts have been expressed about the purpose of the building here
identified as the first forum. The latest publication on the subject was by Brian Philp, who
concluded that the first forum, or the ‘proto-forum’ as he called it, was built during the
decade following the Boudiccan destruction of A.D. 60.°° Based on this John Wacher
wrote ‘to suggest that it was a forum implies a municipal status for London which, in all
probability, it did not possess so early’.%® Wacher then suggested that it was perhaps the
tabularium Caesaris of the procurator, since it does not have the refinement of a
governor’s palace. Indeed comparison with the plans of palaces such as those at
Aquincum,®” Cologne, Dura Europos and London shows that the ‘proto-forum’ had
none of the characteristics of a palace. Brian Philp correctly stated, however, that ‘had
this structure appeared in any other Romano-British town it would unhesitatingly have
been identified as the forum’.%® The problem of identification therefore does not rest in the
plan of building, but with its date, since it is believed to be too early. In fact, a study of all
the dating evidence shows that the building must be later than Philp suggested, and since
the building has now been more accurately plotted it even more closely resembles a
normal forum and basilica.

What, then, is the dating evidence for the construction of the building? Philp says that
his evidence is ‘mostly circumstantial’, as indeed it is. He records some eight samian ware
sherds of pre-Flavian date in three deposits contemporary with the construction of the
building,% and since two of these deposits were apparently earlier clays which had been
re-dumped to fill a foundation trench and level the land beside the ‘proto-forum’, it is
unlikely that the objects in them will be contemporary with the construction of the
building. They merely serve to show that the building was constructed after the
Boudiccan destruction of A.D. 60.

There is little doubt however that the building is Flavian, since better dating evidence
was found in 1935 by Frank Cottrill.”® He discovered a pit containing Flavian pottery
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that had been cut by a wall of the building. Although the pottery was not published, the
characteristics of Flavian pottery were well known in the 1930’s and there is no reason to
doubt the date.

The pit helps to explain a curious interpretation given for the evidence found in 1969.7
It seems that before the ‘proto-forum’ was built the site of the building may have been
levelled using clay and other compact materials, since firm deposits were necessary to
avoid subsidence beneath the floors of the new building. East of the building, however,
Philp found dumps of rubbish, which did not extend under the building, but which were
overlain by the narrow road flanking the east side of the building. As these dumps were of
mid-Flavian date, and therefore much later than his dating of the ‘proto-forum’, he
concluded that the ground immediately to the east of the building had not been developed
for many years after the completion of the building. In other words he suggested that it
was waste land upon which rubbish had been gradually dumped over a period of years
well into the Flavian period, not only immediately beside the ‘proto-forum’ but also in
full view of the main east west street of the Roman city.”>

This is an unlikely situation since it is difficult to believe that the completion of the
forum did not also include the construction of a flanking street, from which could be
viewed the architectural pretensions of the building represented both by the portico along
the main street, and by the decorative elements on the remaining sides indicated by the
regular buttress-like projections. Surely the date of the rubbish layers merely confirms the
evidence of the pit found in 1935 to show that the forum was built about the middle of the
Flavian period.

This conclusion, however, opens up a new problem, for Philp places the date of
construction of the second forum to the end of the st century. Considerable dumps of
soil and rubbish had been deposited to build up the land level for the second forum, and
on this site these contained ‘not a single coin or sherd’ later than about A.D. 100.7* This
cut-off date was interpreted as reflecting the period during which the second forum was
built.

Once again this seems to have been merely a terminus post quem, as there is evidence
that the second forum was completed not earlier than the reign of Hadrian. The evidence,
not yet published, was recovered from the site of All Hallows Church, Lombard Street, by
Adrian Oswald in 1939.74 On that site he apparently found a white cement floor,
presumably of the second forum, which overlay the demolished walls of the first forum.
Beneath the floor was a dump of builders rubbish two feet thick which contained pottery,
the latest samian ware sherd of which was dateable to the period Hadrian-Antonine. The
floor lay flush against a pier in the mortar of which was found a quadrans of Hadrian in
excellent condition. On this basis it would seem that the second forum could not have
been built before the reign of Hadrian.

Although the evidence to date the second forum is not clear there seems to be little
doubt that the building was erected at some time during the 2nd century, and that its
predecessor, which was built during the Flavian period, was indeed a forum and a
basitica. Much of the confusion and uncertainty relating to all these Roman phases in the
Gracechurch Street area results from the lack of full publication of many investigations,
including those made in 1880/81 by Henry Hodge, and towards this end a comprehensive
study is being prepared for publication in the near future.
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THE WATER SUPPLY OF LONDINIUM

JOHN WACHER

An encyclopaedic knowledge of Roman London must be reckoned among Ralph
Merrifield’s many and varied qualities. If he and I have not always seen eye-to-eye over
matters of interpretation it is no fault of his, and it is with this in mind that I can, with a
clear conscience, dedicate to him a short note on one of the less well-ventilated aspects of
London’s archaeology, in grateful appreciation for the help which he has often, with
characteristic generosity, given me in the past.

As with most major towns of the empire, the existence of one or more aqueducts,
providing fresh, running water to Londinium, is suspected, although the lines have never
been established. But other sources were also tapped. Use was made of many wells dug
through the gravel capping of the hills, on which the city stands, into the water-bearing
strata beneath. In at least one case springs rising inside the boundaries were fed into a
reservoir for subsequent use in a bath-house, while it is to be assumed that the Walbrook
and its many tributaries, before they ultimately silted up in the late second century, were
also used, since most rose outside the town to the north and, in the extra-mural lengths,
may have been relatively unpolluted.

Sections of wooden water-pipe, together with the iron junctions for uniting lengths,
have been found on the Bank of England site and near the Walbrook (Fig. 1).! They were
rectangular in cross-section (127 mm. by 177 mm.) with circular holes (51 mm. in
diameter) bored through the middle. Such holes were presumably made with a large hand
auger, and indicate the excellent equipment of contemporary carpenters, who must have
possessed accurate centering devices and augers of the requisite diameter with shafts of
considerable length. The junctions, approximately 76 mm. in diameter, were circular iron
bands, 76 mm. wide, with the metal tapering outwards from the centre to form sharp
edges, which could thus be hammered into the opposing faces of two lengths of pipe so as
to form a water-tight join around the central hole.

The laborious processes needed to produce such pipes largely precludes their being
used for any purpose except that of carrying fresh, running water. Their comparatively
small capacity would render them unsuitable as drain-pipes, especially as more readily
available materials would normally be to hand; their enclosed nature makes them
unsuitable for collecting surface water from buildings or streets. That being so, it is
probably right to equate their presence in London with an aqueduct bringing running
water to a distribution point in the town, from which such pipes would carry supplies to
subsidiary users. Although the pipes themselves do not often survive, numerous examples
of channels containing the iron junctions are known from urban sites in Britain,” and they
clearly formed one of the commonest means of distributing fresh water to low-capacity
consumers.
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Fig. 1 Fragments of oak water-pipes with iron junctions. From the site of the Bank of England,
1927.

It is difficult to envisage the course of an aqueduct which served London, and, indeed, it
is doubtful if one alone would have sufficed, because of the fall in ground level between the
two main hills on which the city stands. Moreover, further areas of lower-lying ground
separate the twin hills of the city from the water-bearing heights to the north. Any water
would, therefore, have to be carried over this ground either on a raised structure, or in a
closed channel or pipe, as at Lincoln,? or Lyons.* But there are several suitable sources at
no great distance on the hills of Hampstead and Highgate, which would have provided an
adequate head of water for a gravity flow. Certainly the place at which the Bank of
England pipe was found lies not far from one of the highest points within the walls, where
a distribution system might well be centred.

An alternative source of supply, as already indicated, may be envisaged in the various
streams which ran through the walled area from north to south. But in general, although
such streams would have been a useful addition to the water supply, particularly, owing
to likely pollution within the walls, for industrial or non-domestic purposes, their level
was too low for water to be carried by gravity from them to higher points inside the town.
Nevertheless, it is not beyond the bounds of possibility for water to have been raised by
mechanical equipment, such as pumps or water-wheels, in the way that must be
postulated for the supply of running water to Leicester.’ It may seem strange that
nothing has been found of what may well have been a comparatively sophisticated system
of water-supply. But it should be remembered that, although a case can be made for every
major town in Roman Britain to have had access to running water from an aqueduct, the
lines of only four urban aqueducts are yet known, and then not always with complete
certainty or for their full lengths. It is even more surprising when it is realised that these
lines can often be predicted with some accuracy and that the number of possibilities must
be severely restricted by the lie of the ground and the relative positions of available
sources and the town.
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It is clear, however, that, despite the likely existence of one or more sources of running
water derived from beyond the walls, a great deal of Londinium’s water was obtained from
wells and springs situated within them, as was the case with many other towns in Britain
as favourably placed for harnessing such supplies. Perhaps the most notable example is
the large Flavian bath-house on Huggin Hill,° which was served from large cisterns,
terraced like itself into the hillside facing the Thames. The cisterns were filled by water
draining out along the horizontal gravel-clay interface of the hill behind them. The system
demonstrates how the maximum use was made of water resources which had, perhaps,
only been discovered accidentally during the construction work.

(Museum f London)
Fig.2 Square Roman well. From the site of the Bank of London and South America,
Queen Street, 1953-1954.

The incidence of wells in London is very high, and they have often been observed in the
course of modern building construction as the only features deep enough to survive it.
They varied in size, in shape, and in structural materials. In most cases, the upper parts
were either square (Fig. 2), with carefully jointed wooden linings, or circular (Fig. 3), in
which case barrels with tops and bottoms knocked out were used to line them. In one the
two methods were used in conjunction, while in another two barrels, one above the other,
were used. Below the upper work, which in some instances may be suspected of having
supported a well-housing and a winch, they were usually circular and rarely lined,
although one near the Walbrook had a lining of chalk rubble, which might possibly have
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helped to purify the water by neutralising acids introduced by seepage from cess-pits.
Despite knowledge of pollution generally in the Roman world, wells were sometimes dug
in the vicinity of latrines.

(M useun; o_I'London‘)
Fig. 3 Roman barrel well. From the site of the Bank of
London and South America, Queen Street, 1953-1954.

One area in particular, around Queen Street, seems to have been continuously used for
the supply of water.” No less than twenty-one wells, of both main types, have been
observed, and it may be that the vicinity was used to supply the public. Alternatively, we
might be reminded of the practice of the grouping together of the practitioners of certain
industries which depended on a copious supply of water, such as fulling, and suggest such
a use here.
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It is to be hoped that the foregoing account, though brief, will indicate areas in which
further work is required to understand more fully the problems relating to the supply of
water to Londinium. But it should perhaps be emphasised that drainage is the counterpart
of supply and should be considered as an integral part of the problem. It is often possible
to indicate, from a study of the lay-out and the falls of drainage systems, where the source
of supply lies, or even, in the case of large capacity sewers, such as those at Lincoln or
Leicester, whether there is copious running water or not and hence the existence of an
aqueduct.

One last point is worth making as a derivative from the study of wells. If all the
environmental evidence from the water-logged deposits, contained in the large number
known in London, had received adequate study, we should now possess an even more
comprehensive picture of the flora of a major town than we have for Silchester. It is to be
hoped that this gap in our knowledge, which could contribute much to our recognition of
the visual appearance of Londinium, can be filled before too long.

NOTES

! London in Roman Times London Museum Catalogue * F. H. Thompson ‘The Roman Aqueduct at Lincoln’
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Britannia 5 (1974) 422, to mention but five examples.



SOME REFLECTIONS OF GREEK
SCULPTURE AND PAINTING IN ROMAN
ART FROM LONDON

MARTIN HENIG

(Unless otherwise stated, dates are B.C.)

In discussing the religious beliefs of the inhabitants of Londinium, Ralph Merrifield
draws attention to the prominence of foreign elements and the relative paucity of
evidence for the practice of native, Celtic, cults.! It is clear that the population — or rather
that part of it which was capable of leaving epigraphic and artistic records — was firmly
romanising in its tastes and aspirations. No doubt, as Tacitus implies in the much cited
twenty-first chapter of his Agricola, London was not alone in the level of its culture, but it
was surely larger than Verulamium and the two cities of Cogidubnus’ realm, and the
population must have been more cosmopolitan in character than the colonia at
Camulodunum which may have ceased to be even the nominal capital of the province at
about the time of which he was writing. If we wish to sample the quality of Roman
civilisation in Britain from one site alone, London is thus the ideal choice. I have not
hesitated to include the occasional piece of evidence from beyond the city limits wherever
appropriate as, in any case, London had a vital function as a point for distribution of art-
objects as well as of other products.

It is obvious that Roman art was derived from Greek art, and few scholars would now
disagree that in certain fields such as portraiture the hellenic tradition remained vigorous
and effective throughout the Roman period. Other areas of Graeco-Roman art were
more static, but nevertheless even as copyists sculptors performed a valuable holding-
action whereby the creations of the classical age were saved and transmitted to posterity.
Obviously it is far easier to demonstrate the links between Greece and Rome from the
prolific finds made in the Aegean world, Italy, North Africa and Narbonese Gaul than
from those in a remote province in north-western Europe, but we must not forget
Agricola’s own early training in Greek philosophy at the university city of Massilia, or the
dedications of Demetrius — probably the grammaticus Demetrius of Tarsus, an
acquaintance of Plutarch — to the gods of the governor’s residence and to Ocean and
Tethys at York.2 Greek art could now come to Britain as readily as Greek ideas, and even
Italian, Gaulish and local work is hereafter touched by hellenic concepts of form and
aesthetics.

The majority of Graeco-Roman works of art lack exact pedigree; their ‘Greek’ ancestry
is shown by their adherence to natural form. A delightful intaglio (Fig. 1) which portrays
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a heifer about to browse on a tussock of grass, from the posting station of Sulloniacae
near Stanmore, north-west of London, is typical.? The 5th-century sculptor Myron made
a magnificent statue of a similar animal which was widely celebrated in verse of which the
following poem by Antipater of Sidon (1st century B.C.) is characteristic.*

‘If Myron had not fixed my feet to this stone I would have gone to pasture with the other cows.’.
Another epigram, attributed to Plato, assesses the quality of a gemstone representing
cattle by the same yardstick — verisimilitude.’

“The little jasper stone is carved with five cows all looking alive as they feed. Perhaps they would run
away, but now the little herd is confined in the golden pen.’.

(Museum of London)

Fig.1 Intaglio from Sulloniacae, Brockley Hill, portraying a heifer ( x 5)

Whether or not the Sulloniacae gem shows Myron’s cow, we are justified in seeing here an
attempt to create a small-scale masterpiece in full accord with Greek canons of taste. A
similar animal study which betrays a Greek feeling for natural form is the red jasper
intaglio found at Moorgate and portraying a charging boar (Fig. 2). The appearance of its
exact counterpart on a native British silver coin (of Epaticcus) shows that the conception
is at least as early as the beginning of the 1st century A.D., but in fact the naturalistic
treatment of the creature’s body is so close to the boars on Graeco-Persian gems that we
are justified in accepting a continuous tradition.°

. ¢ (Martin Henig)
Fig.2 Intaglio from Moorgate portraying a charging boar ( x 5)
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Another subject found very generally in the Greek and Roman world is Nike (Victory)
driving in a chariot. A red jasper intaglio excavated just beyond the present boundary of
Greater London, at Sandy Lodge between Northwood and Rickmansworth, portrays the
goddess driving a four-horse team (Fig. 3). It is very like a western Greek signet of 5th-
century date in general composition, although the mood of the Roman Victory and her
team is altogether more restrained.”

i (Martin Henig)
Fig.3 Intaglio from Sandy Lodge, Hertfordshire portraying Victory driving a chariot ( x 5)

If Roman art is often based on Greek prototypes, variations in attribute, and even
changes in a figure’s sex, give a new interest to certain compositions; a Roman statue
frequently has a completely different meaning from its prototype. Two examples may be
noted amongst recent finds from Southwark and the City of London respectively. The
former is a statuette of a male huntsman, wearing a short tunic and a belt which holds an
eagle-headed knife or short sword. On his head is a Phrygian cap and he clasps a bow in
his left hand; a deer stands at his right side and a hound at his left.® The identity of the
figure is problematic. He may be Atys, although other explanations are possible. My own
suggestion is that the figure is Aeneas, who as a Trojan wears a Phrygian cap (as, for
example, on the Grand Camée de France) and as the progenitor of the Roman State
might surely be endowed with the parazonium of the emperor; we may note that the
tetrarchs in St. Mark’s Square, Venice each wear a similar sword.® As Ralph Merrifield
has already pointed out, the same figure appears on an altar from Goldsmiths’ Hall, long
held to portray Diana, and as a statue from Bevis Marks which has been published as
Atys.'° In formal terms it seems that these are probably Roman-period adaptations of a
Hellenistic statue showing Artemis running and also taking an arrow from her quiver.!!
The hound (Southwark; Goldsmiths’ Hall) and deer (Southwark) certainly belong to her,
as does the bow carried by all three figures. An interesting parallel to the use of a Diana as
a prototype for a male deity is provided by a gem from Canterbury which depicts Bonus
Eventus in the manner of this running Artemis, although here it is the arm movements
rather than the leg action which has been lost.'2

An equally enigmatic find is the relief discovered re-used as building material in the late
riverside wall at Blackfriars.!3 It portrays four seated women, three of them certainly
Matres. Like the group discovered in the last century near St. Olave, Hart Street they are
shown frontally and with studied formality.'* The pose is reminiscent of the classicising
4th-century statue of Demeter found at Knidos and now in the British Museum.!$
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Although the cult of the Matres had a Celtic, probably Rhenish, origin it was given a
Roman guise which meant that the types for the goddesses had to be borrowed from
Greek Art, and what could be more appropriate than a corn goddess and goddess of
fertility such as Demeter. The fourth goddess in the Blackfriars group suckles a child and
has been interpreted by Ralph Merrifield as a deified empress. She is seated in a more
relaxed manner than the other figures with a child comfortably perched on her left knee.
Her head is slightly turned towards the right. Here is, surely, more than a reminiscence of
Tellus or Italia as she is portrayed on one of the panels of Ara Pacis, a work that combines
Alexandrian panache and inventive use of allegory with serene Augustan classicism.!®

Not much Alexandrian work of this quality survives, but the Tazza Farnese, now in
Naples, a large cameo-cup of about the 2nd century, was certainly carved in Egypt.!” In
place of Tellus, the central position is taken by a reclining female figure, Isis or Euthenia
(the wife of Nilus), perhaps representing the Ptolemaic queen Cleopatra I and so a close
parallel to the Blackfriars ‘Dea Nutrix’. Behind her and to the right is an elderly bearded
man leaning against a tree-trunk who must be Nilus. Reclining river-gods familiar from
Roman-period art are almost certainly later creations. The famous statue of the Nile in
the Vatican is either the original or is very close to the original of the type which is clearly
Alexandrian but perhaps created for Augustus or one of his successors.'® It owes a very
great deal, especially in the face and long beard and in the heavy musculature of the chest,
to the earlier hellenistic ‘Tazza Farnese’ type but is certainly more than a mere pastiche. A
small marble figure of a river-god based on the reclining Nilus, was found in the 19th
century by the Walbrook, not far from the Mithraeum. Itis thought to date to the middle
of the 2nd century A.D. and was presumably imported from Italy.'®

The influence of Alexandrian hellenism is discernible in two other works found in the
Mithracum. The bust of Serapis is derived from the early 3rd-century cult statue created
by Bryaxis the Younger, although the coiffure of the Walbrook head with its fore-locks
may be a later, Antonine, adaptation; the carving out of the eyes is an indication of such a
date.20 Nevertheless, the spirit of the piece is certainly hellenistic, and the extremely rich
treatment of the cascading locks of hair and full moustache is comparable with that of the
Laokoon in the Vatican (which could be an Augustan or Tiberian adaptation of a 3rd- or
2nd-century statue).?!

The other object from the London Mithraeum is a silver casket, cast and chased in
relief with representations of men fighting beasts as well as with animals fighting each
other.22 Like the nilotic scenes on the famous mosaic from the great religious complex at
Palestrina, landscape elements are intruded more as aids to the imagination than as
attempts to provide literal verisimilitude.>* The presence of a typically Egyptian motif of
ichneumon and serpent as well as the presence of hippopotami and an elephant suggest
that the scenes on the casket were taken from the work of some Alexandrian
topographical painter.2* Whether, of course, compositions such as the Palestrina mosaic
and the Walbrook casket, which certainly employ a sort of visual shorthand, are to be
taken as examples of Petronius’ Ars Compendiariae or whether this term is rather a
reference to some form of impressionism is one of the most vexed questions in Roman
archaeology.?’

All metalwork is portable and nothing more so than a sword scabbard. A beautiful
example found at Fulham (Fig. 4) and now in the British Museum is dated to the reign of
Augustus and was probably lost soon after the invasion of A.D. 43.2% The body of the
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(British Museum)
Fig. 4 Roman sword and scabbard from Fulham
(Length of scabbard 522 mm.)
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scabbard is ornamented with acanthus scrollwork inhabited by small animals very much
in the manner of the screen wall of Ara Pacis.?” The similarity even extends to the presence
of birds standing on top of the scrolls like the swans shown on the great Augustan
monument. Ara Pacis is Greek work, frequently ascribed to Pergamene artists, although
the commission was executed according to the clear dictates of Roman patronage. Similar
acanthus scrollwork is found in the borders of the early hellenistic mosaics at Pella and —
even more apposite — on the body of the fine silver-gilt amphora from Chertomlyk in
South Russia where, indeed, doves are shown perching on the tendrils.?® As Mansel
Spratling has pointed out to me, similar ornament must have influenced the Celtic
craftsman responsible for the curvilinear design of the circular shield-boss from
Wandsworth which incorporates much attenuated bird heads.?®

If the most exciting works of art from London belong to the end of a living, hellenistic
tradition the predominant taste was for reproductions and adaptations of 4th-century
sculpture. This is only to be expected from what we know about Roman taste in Italy. As
early as the Ist century B.C. artists were turning away from the disturbing visions and
daring experimentation of the previous age back to the ordered beauty of classical art.
However, predictably, most favoured the rather sentimental and self-conscious beauty of
Praxiteles rather than the severe and intellectually demanding qualities of Pheidias.3°

(Crown copyright)
Fig. 5 Intaglio from Tower of London portraying Athena Parthenos ( x 5)

Itisinstructive to see how ‘High Classical’ conceptions were treated in Roman times. A
red jasper intaglio (Fig. 5), found during recent excavations on the site of the riverside
wall at the Tower of London, portrays Athena Parthenos.3! She holds a little Nike
(Victory) on her right hand and supports a spear and shield with her left hand. The
serpent which accompanies her is not, as in the ‘Varvakeion’ statuette, represented beside
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the shield but on the other side, below Nike. However, a scaraboid from Kourion, dated
shortly after Pheidias’ statue, proves that this variation was based on an early tradition.32
Most Roman-period gems showing Athena leave out the snake altogether and our stone
is certainly the best approximation to the famous cult image in Britain and perhaps brings
us closer to the spirit of Sth-century Athens than any other work of art from Roman
London.** Nevertheless, when it is compared with the Kourion intaglio the loss of
monumentality is very apparent. The head no longer faces the spectator but looks
downwards towards Nike, while the body has acquired a certain sinuosity especially in
the exaggerated turn of the left leg. Grandeur has given way to prettiness and
introspection.

(Martin Henig)
Fig. 6 Intaglio from River Walbrook showing Theseus ( x 5)

Another jasper, found in the Walbrook, shows Theseus standing with the weight of his
body supported on his right leg and his left leg flexed (Fig. 6). As I stated in my original,
somewhat over-enthusiastic, publication, the type clearly owes much to Polykleitos,** but
the change of attribute from a spear to a sword, and the pathetic downward turn to the
head show us that this is by no means an exact copy of the Doryphoros. The spirit of the
work is certainly later than the mid-5th century and it is possible that it represents a 4th-
century statue of Theseus by Silanion of which little is otherwise known.35 Another statue
by Polykleitos depicted an athlete binding his hair, and a bronze figurine from the
Thames showing a fillet-binder holding a mirror is in part a reminiscence of this Sth-
century masterpiece.*® For all that, the pose is more subtle and relaxed and is closer in
feeling to the sweet and effeminate youth of the bronze statue found in the sea off
Marathon which might even be a work of Praxiteles himself.37
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(Museum of London) (Mark Redknap)

Fig. 7 (left) Detail of Bacchus from group from Walbrook Mithraeum (Height 340 mm.)

(right) Marble statue from Leptis Magna showing the Lycian Apollo type used for a
representation of Antinous-Dionysos.
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Other Praxitelean works from London include a figurine of Mercury, based on the
Hermes of Andros, and another of Apollo, both from the Thames.3® More important is
the marble Bacchus group from the Walbrook Mithraeum. 3° The god (Fig. 7) stands with
his right hand held over his head, apparently holding a serpent; his left hand is broken off
but may have held a wine-cup. The head and body are youthful, and in general the type
approximates to a figure of a satyr pouring wine, apparently mentioned by Pausanias as
standing in Athens in a temple dedicated to Dionysos.*® Roman copies of the satyr are
known and of one of them Gisela Richter writes, ‘It has [Praxiteles’] gentleness and
restraint, the composition and style are Praxitelean of an early period before he reached
his maturity . . .”.4! It is not surprising to find the type of the satyr used for the god himself
and as a matter of fact, it came to be employed in representations of Apollo as well.?

(Museum of London)

Fig. 8 Bronze figurine of Demeter from the Thames
(Height 72 mm.)
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Another 4th-century sculptor, Lysippos, introduced a remarkable feeling for
movement into his work. The marble figurine of Mercury seated upon his rock from the
Walbrook Mithraeum does not do justice to its prototype, and Jocelyn Toynbee is surely
right in describing it as ‘a typical example of Graeco-Roman genie art as applied to a
religious theme’.*3 A bronze figurine of Demeter (Fig. 8) found in the Thames is better.**
There is a noticeable twist to the body and the himation, pulled tight against the legs but
sagging more loosely over the figure’s lap, has a plasticity which lends real conviction to
the pose. The same fluidity may be seen on terracottas from Tanagra; later with Lysippos’
pupil Eutychides and his famous Tyche of Antioch it assumes a more restless quality
which is one of the hallmarks of high hellenistic art.#> The London bronze, however,
seems to reflect the taste of the 4th century rather than the 3rd.

(British Museum)
Fig.9 Bronze archer from Cheapside (Height ¢. 277 mm.)

Perhaps the most individual genius of the 4th century was Skopas. He was a master of
psychological insight, as can be seen from the fragmentary pedimental reliefs from Tegea,
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and his work foreshadows the emotional strivings in hellenistic art.* In view of what has
already been said about Roman taste, it is not surprising that there is only one work from
Roman London which can really be called Skopaic. This is the remarkable statuette of an
archer (Fig. 9) from Queen Street, Cheapside.*” The short beard and piercing gaze of the
eyes (accentuated by the use of silver) are reminiscent of many figures of Heracles, and the
Cheapside figure may represent that hero shooting the Stymphalean birds. His tense, even
anguished, expression as he strains every muscle in order to pull back the bow-string has a
truly moving strength and quality.

So far I have implied that such aesthetic pleasure as we derive from any work of Roman
provincial art is mainly a reflection of the beauty of its Greek prototypes. While this is
doubtless often the case, there are occasions when a local artist can endow ancient forms
with completely new life. Thus a cornelian intaglio, originally set in a gold ring, and thus
belonging to a Roman of high rank (possibly a government administrator who worked in
London and had an estate in the country), was found in the villa at Lullingstone, Kent.#®
It depicts Nike in a conception taken from the hellenistic Venus of Capua and adapted,
perhaps in Flavian times, to the new role of Victoria Romana. The type is shown on
Trajan’s Column separating the pictorial accounts of the first and second Dacian
campaigns, and was, evidently, well known in the 2nd century A.D.#° Although there are
mistakes in the cutting, the masterly use of texture and pattern in the goddess’s wing and
himation, a Celtic feature, render the gem a most attractive object and bear witness to the
good taste of our putative 2nd-century commuter.

Within the City itself we may see the use of patterning in the drapery worn by the
Matres in the statue-group from Hart Street discussed above as well as on a tombstone
depicting a figure wearing a pallium with a servant standing beside him.*° The conception
of the latter group is an ancient one and was used, for example, in the later Sth century.
The enveloping drapery was evidently thought to be an appropriate way of suggesting
such qualities as piety, modesty and humility, all appropriate attitudes to assume in the
world of the dead.’! However, the spirit of the London tombstone with its linear
treatment of the garments is very different from anything in the Greek world. We are
reminded of the linearity of some later Roman and dark-age art in these islands.5?

Finally it seems appropriate to say something of portraiture even though, strictly
speaking, little was truly reflected. As far as imperial portraiture was concerned the aim
remained what it had been in hellenistic times, to present the ruler to his subjects both as
an individual and as an idea. Copying had its place, but here the works reproduced were
usually contemporary ones: Cornelius Vermeule surveying the abundant evidence from
Greece writes that ‘in each decade the official images from Rome were awaited with
eagerness. These portraits were sent to Athens or Corinth . . . In workshops in these cities
the master image from Rome was copied mechanically and faithfully by some and with
various degrees of creative freedom by others’.’3 It is very probable that the actual
creators of these portrait types were Greeks, and in the case of Hadrian, the only emperor
of whom a major portrait has been recovered from London, the light beard and curled
hair mark a conscious return to the fashions of the 4th century.’* The London bronze is
evidently not a ‘master’ sent from Rome, and Jocelyn Toynbee believes that it may be a
copy cast by a skilled Gaulish bronzesmith. Its erection must have been authorised by the
emperor or his representative, as the younger Pliny’s letter to Trajan requesting
permission to set up his statue at Tifernum and the emperor’s grudging acquiescence
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make clear.55 Official statues certainly did help to set some kind of standard. London
must have possessed a considerable number, including no doubt at least one or two of the
many portraits of Titus which Suetonius tells us were common in Britain.¢ Possibly the
ultimate source for this curious piece of information was Tacitus’ father-in-law, the
governor Agricola.

(Museum of London)
Fig. 10 Marble head of woman from the Thames (Height 98 mm.)

Private portraits tended to follow imperial fashions. London has yielded little of real
quality save a small marble head of a woman (Fig. 10) found in the Thames which is
certainly an import.’” The idealised features may be compared with Praxiteles’ most
famous statue, the Aphrodite of Knidos, and it is just possible that the London head is not
a portrait at all but part of a miniature version of this or a similar late-classical work.*®
The tombstone of a soldier found re-used in the Camomile Street bastion is more
significant, being made of British stone. The hair-style is Trajanic but the rather rounded
head with prominent engraved eyes expresses a clearly conceived personality. This is
portraiture in the later Greek tradition, although there may also be some admixture of an
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Italian element in the slight bias towards caricature.>® No doubt the artist was employed
in a legionary workshop, and the relief thus serves to remind us that hellenistic standards
of realism in portraiture were in large measure disseminated throught the ‘romanising’
presence of the army. Awareness of the profound Roman debt to Greece varied amongst
the civilian population from individual to individual and from class to class, but at least
one of the occupants of the Lullingstone villa (it would be pleasant to think the owner of
the Victory intaglio) may have had direct experience of the Greek East. Two male portrait
busts were found in excavations at the site; one appears to be Hadrianic and the other is of
later, Antonine, date. Both are of high quality and it may be suggested that they are
portraits of deceased members of the owner’s family brought to Britain with him when he
came here, possibly from the Greek world.®°

For the most part the Roman ‘citizens’ of London played safe in their choice of art. In
this they were merely reflecting a prevailing conservatism which affected even the most
educated members of Roman society: for example, when Cicero wished to purchase
statues, he ordered reproductions from Athens. But if classicism was the norm, hellenistic
baroque occasionally intrudes (even though, unfortunately, Britain lies beyond the area
where the great series of 2nd- and 3rd-century A.D. sarcophagi with their admirable
exuberance were freely distributed).5!

The Roman city of London bequeathed little to posterity save its position and its name.
However there were to be fresh attempts — albeit in the remote future — to explore the
world of antiquity in the London area. This is not the place to follow the story of
Renaissance and Neo-Classical art, but no lover of Inigo Jones’ banqueting hall with
Rubens’ baroque ceiling, of Robert Adam’s London houses or of St. Pancras Church
(with its Athenian echoes) can fail to be aware that this renewed contact with Greek and
Graeco-Roman art was a resounding success, indeed one that, arguably, provided insular
art with its finest moment.

Although Ralph Merrifield’s scholarship has often taken as its starting point the city
which he knows so well, it has always sought to cast light on the world beyond. Thus I
offer this short account of the first efforts to interpret the world of classical art to a British
public to Ralph with both gratitude and affection.
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Monuments in the City of York 1. Eburacum. Roman Etruscans (London, 1968) 132 Nos. 513-515.
York (London, 1962) 133 and PL65, No. 142. 7 Henig op. cit. in note 3, 43 and Pls. 10 and 34, No. 292;
3 P.G. Suggett ‘Report on Excavations at Brockley Hill, Richter ibid. 100 No. 336.
Middx.’ Trans. London Middlesex Archaeol. Soc. 19 pt. 8 R. Merrifield ‘Art and Religion in Roman London: an
1(1956) 66, 73, Fig. 3, No. Mi 3; M. Henig 4 Corpus of inquest on the sculptures of Londinium’ in J. Munby
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THE FIRST DRAWING OF THE
‘CLASSICIANUS’ INSCRIPTION

JOANNA BIRD

Ralph Merrifield has described the tombstone of Julius Classicianus, procurator of
Britain from A.D. 61, as ‘one of the most important historical documents of Roman
Britain’.! The two surviving portions of the inscription were found separately in1852 and
1935 during building works on Tower Hill, where they had been reused in the
construction of Bastion 2 of the Roman city wall.? A sketch and letter by Alexander
Horace Burkitt concerning the first publication® of the 1852 portion has recently come to
light, and this account is offered to Ralph on the occasion of his retirement.

The letter was found by the author inside a secondhand book on early London,* and
consists of a single sheet of paper folded in two, with the sketch on the first page and the
letter on the third and fourth. It is written from the Bank of England, where Burkitt
worked in the Bill Office,’ is dated 3 September 1852, and is addressed to T. J. Pettigrew,
then Vice-President and Treasurer of the British Archaeological Association. The text
reads:

‘My dear Sir, I have sent the paper on Signs.® Mr. Rolfe borrowed the original & one of his boys has
made a copy of it & as this is possibly somewhat plainer than mine I have patched it up. I should like to
have a copy for correction when printed.

‘Enclosed is also my note of the Roman remains on Tower Hill. CRS [Charles Roach Smith] has
been very busy there & if he publishes from his first sketches will be very incorrect as 1 cleaned out
several of the letters in the inscription after he had made his copy. Scott has taken a rubbing & we have
taken great care to have it right to the inch and taken the portraits of the others now in a very obscure
yard in Spitalfields. On the other side is a rough sketch of what the plate will be like.

‘T am dear Sir Yours very truly A. H. Burkitt.

‘P.S. Tuesday. I have just read a note from Revd. Mr. Kell offering a paper on some coins &c found
near Newport 1. of Wight, he is a recently admitted F.S.A. & was nearly lost on the city excursion day,
in Liverpool St. but I saved him. He will send up the paper together with an etching to illustrate the
subject by Mr. Barton all of which I will forward to you when received for the B.A.A.” I have also saved
Windle.

Apart from the rather charming insight into contemporary antiquarian gaddings
about London, the main interest of the letter lies in the sketch (Fig. 1) and the differences
between it and the published illustration (Fig. 2).8 At first sight these seem to sound a note
of caution against taking early antiquarian drawings of portable objects too literally, but
Burkitt himself describes the first as a ‘rough sketch’, and it is lkely that he was taking a
permissible licence in rearranging to his own taste what was probably only a workmen’s
dump. In the published etching, the stones have been arranged in a more artistic pile,
dominated by the inscription and the decorated bolster. The mass of bones in the
foreground has been reduced to a picturesque mound of skulls, and the workman with
shovel and basket has been replaced by an unobtrusive group of shovel, pick and basket

to provide the necessary scale.
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It is clear that Burkitt studied the stones further between the two versions — he himself
refers to ‘several visits to make drawings and measurements™ — and several more letters
are legible on the published etching at the beginning of the third line of the inscription
(AB. AI—the last a misreading of L). The decorated bolster was also changed: the sketch
shows it as semi-circular in section, similar to the coping-stones from the wall!® which are
mostly absent from the later version, and it was subsequently redrawn as circular, with
the imbrication corrected and the attached fragment of floral carving included.

Burkitt interpreted ‘Classicianus’ as indicating that ‘the deceased was connected with
the navy’, and advanced an ingenious theory that this was supported by the monument’s
position overlooking the approaches to London from the Sea.!!Charles Roach Smith
subsequently identified!2 the tombstone correctly as that of Julius Classicianus, who was
appointed procurator of Britain after the Boudiccan rebellion,'? but this identification
was not generally accepted'# until the second portion, which included the words,
proc(uratoris) provinc(iae) Brita[nniae), was found in 1935.15

Very few of the stones seen by Burkitt — he mentions 125 worked stones ‘making forty
cart-loads’*® — found their way from the yard in Spitalfields into museum care, and
Roach Smith considered that most had been ‘again applied to building purposes’.!’Of
those that did survive, the inscription and the decorated bolster illustrated by Burkitt are
now incorporated, with the inscribed portion found in 1935, into the British Museum’s
reconstruction of Classicianus’ tomb.!® The tomb has been described by Frere as ‘a
precious national possession’.1®

NOTES
' R. Merrifield The Roman City of London (London, 8 1 am grateful to Matthew Alexander, Assistant
1965) 40. Curator of Guildford Museum, for the photograph of
2 Ibid. 320. the sketch, and to the Museum of London for that of
3 A.H. Burkitt ‘On excavations near the Roman wall on the published etching.
Tower Hill, London, August 1852’ J. Brit. Archaeol. ° Burkitt op. cit. in note 3, 240.
Assoc. 8 (1853) 240-242. The illustration from this was ' The coping-stones were identified by Hugh Chapman.
used again by Burkitt, with a brief descriptive note, in ' Burkitt op. cit. in note 3, 241-242,
Pub. Antig. Etching Club 4 (1853) 7 and Fig. 47. 12 C. R. Smith lllustrations of Roman London (privately
4 A copy of W. R. Lethaby London Before the Conquest printed, London, 1859) 28.
(London, 1902); unfortunately there was no indication !3 Tacitus Annales XIV. 38. For a discussion of
of the book’s previous owner(s). Classicianus’ origins and his role in the aftermath of
5 Burkitt worked at the Bank from 1826, when he was the Boudiccan rebellion, see S. S. Frere Britannia
18, until 1854, when he emigrated to Australia to join (London, 1968) 92.
his eldest son. He had previously worked for his father, 14 Merrifield loc. cit. in note 1. Even R. G. Collingwood
a chemist and druggist, in Brighton, and in London wrote that ‘Roach Smith was obviously wrong to think
lived with his grandfather, also a druggist, in Poultry; of identifying him with Julius Classicianus’ Royal
it is an interesting coincidence that Charles Roach Commission on Historical Monuments (England) An
Smith was also a chemist, and had a shop in Lothbury, Inventory of the Historical Monuments in London Vol 3
behind the Bank (B. Hobley ‘Charles Roach Smith Roman London (London, 1928) 171 no. 6.
(1807-1890) — pioneer rescue archaeologist’ London !5 F. Cottrill ‘A bastion of the town wall of London, and
Archaeol. 2 No. 13 (1975) 329). I am grateful to Mr. E. the sepulchral monument of the procurator Julius
M. Kelly, Curator of the Museum and Historical Classicianus’ Antig. J. 16 (1936) 1-7. For the text of the
Research Section of the Bank of England, for the two stones, with discussion and references, see R. G.
information on Burkitt’s life. Collingwood and R. P. Wright The Roman Inscriptions
® A. H. Burkitt ‘Tradesmen’s signs of London’ J. Brit. of Britain Vol I Inscriptions on Stone (Oxford, 1965)
Archaeol. Assoc. 9 (1854) 40-58. No. 12.
7 E. Kell ‘An account of coins, etc., found in a Marsh 6 Burkitt op. cit. in note 3, 241.
contiguous to Newport, Isle of Wight' J. Brir. '7 Roach Smith Joc. cit. in note 12.
Archaeol. Assoc. 8 (1853) 323-329, Hugh Chapman 18 Merrifield op. cit. in note 1, P1. 6.
and Christine Bannan kindly provided references to 19 Frere loc. cit. in note 13.

these early volumes of the Journal.
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( Museum of London)
Fig. 1 Roman votive plaques; No. 39 Tres Matres, from London



A LONDINIUM VOTIVE LEAF
OR FEATHER AND ITS FELLOWS

JOCELYN TOYNBEE

INTRODUCTION

Since the Guildhall and London Museums joined company to create the new Museum
of London, Ralph Merrifield has had in his keeping a silver plaque (No.39 below) on
which the Tres Matres are portrayed (Fig. 1). It belongs to a well-known class of small
objects mostly of silver, sometimes with traces of gilding, very rarely of gold, and
occasionally of bronze, which take the form of stylised leaves or feathers characterised by
diagonal ribbing or veining. In this ribbing or veining are inset — one plaque may have
had attached to one end of it (Fig. 4.2) — a figure, or figures, in repoussé of a deity, or
deities, andjor a dedicatory inscription in punctured or engraved lettering. Such
inscriptions are contained either in rectangular or square panels or in roundels, or they
occupy the field of, or the space below, the figure-work, unconfined by a panel’s framing,
or they occupy the field of the ribbing or veining where there is no figure-work. The figure,
or figures, are often depicted as standing or seated in a shrine, while at other times they are
shown in a roundel or applied directly to the ribbed or veined background. A few plaques
carry an inscription-panel that was never inscribed; some have neither inscription nor
figure-work, their whole surface being ribbed or veined.

Found in many instances on or near the sites of temples, these objects were at one time
held to have served as ornaments for ritual or priestly crowns.! There is, indeed, one piece
of evidence known to me that might seem to support this interpretation, namely the row
of five triangular veined leaves, without figure-work or inscriptions, that tops the high
tiara worn by king Antiochus I of Commagene (69 — c. 31 B.C.) on a relief from his
monumental tomb at Nemrud Dagh in eastern Anatolia;> and Galatia in central
Anatolia, where three of these leaves or feathers were found (see catalogue Nos. 9, 10, 38
below), is not so far from Commagene. But the use of this oriental royal head-dress as a
model for Roman provincial ritual crowns would appear to be most unlikely. We have no
evidence that knowledge of this form of tiara-decoration had penetrated westwards; and
it is to be noted that the Commagenian Jupiter Dolichenus, a favourite figure on plaques
of Austrian and German provenance (see catalogue Nos. 1-6) is never shown with it
there. Moreover, the crown theory does not fit with the inscriptions on the plaques (see
catalogue below); while the recent discovery of Christian equivalents of the pagan
plaques makes it wholly untenable. Among those students of the plaques who have
interpreted them correctly as votive offerings is Ralph Merrifield,? to whom this attempt
to produce a new survey and discussion of all the decorated and/or inscribed pieces that
are known to me is dedicated with admiration and affection — votum solvi laeta libens
merito.
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CATALOGUE

(Unless otherwise stated, the objects are of silver)

L

ORIENTAL DEITIES

(a) Jupiter Dolichenus

1.

From Heddernheim, probably from the Dolichenum: British Museum?
Height 240 mm. (Fig. 2.1)

Inscription: IO M Dolicheno u/bi ferrum nascit/ur Flavius Fidelis/et Q (uintus) lulius Posstim/us
ex imperio ipsijus pro se et suos [sic]. Below the figure-work, on a rectangular panel.

Figure-work: Jupiter Dolichenus stands half-draped, his body facing the spectator, his head
turned to the left, in a shrine with spirally fluted columns and a flat entablature. He
holds a fulmen in his right hand and a sceptre in his left. To the left of the god, on
the ground, is an eagle facing to the left.

From Heddernheim, probably from the Dolichenum: British Museum®

Height 225 mm.

Inscription: 1 O M Do/licheno/Domitius/Germanus/v(otum) s( olvit) I( aetus) I(ibens) m(erito).
On a rectangular panel.

No figure-work.

From Heddernheim, probably from the Dolichenum: British Museum®

Height 168 mm. (Fig. 2.2) '

Inscription: 1O [M]/Dolic(he)/no tibi/T Dam. . . In the field above the figure-work.

Figure-work: On the left, turned three-quarters towards the right, Jupiter Dolichenus stands on
the back of a bull, which faces to the right. He wears a coat of mail reaching to the
knees and holds a bipennis in his right hand and a fu/men in his left. His beard is
long and flowing and on his head is a conical cap. To the left of Jupiter a Victory
hovers rightwards, holding a palm in her left hand and with her right about to
crown the god with a wreath. On the right, facing the god a draped woman stands
leftwards, holding a patera in her right hand and a sceptre in her left. She is almost
certainly the god’s consort, Juno Regina, standing on the back of a doe, now lost,
that faced leftwards. Between the bull and the lost doe a small round altar stands
on the ground. God and goddess are in a shrine with Corinthian columns and a
broken gabled pediment.

Unrecorded provenance: Berlin Museum (Antikenabteilung) (Inv. No. Misc. 3479) 7

Height 129 mm. (Fig. 3.1)

Inscription: I O M Dolijcheno Anjtonius Pro/clus D (centurio) Ger/mani v(otum)
s(olvit)/l{aetus) I(ibens) m(erito). On a rectangular panel.

Figure-work: Jupiter Dolichenus stands half-draped facing towards the left, with his body
confronting the spectator, in a shrine with gabled pediment and spirally fluted
columns. He holds a reversed spear in his left hand and a fulmen in his right.

Unrecorded provenance: Berlin Museum (Antikenabteilung) (Inv. No. Misc. 3478)8.

Height 114 mm. (Fig. 3.2)

No inscription.
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Figure-work: Jupiter Dolichenus stands towards the left, with his body facing the spectator, in a
shrine with empty pediment and unfluted columns. He is naked save for a cloak
draped over his left shoulder. He holds a sceptre in his left hand and a fulmen in his
right. To the left of him an eagle with a wreath in its beak perches on a globe which
rests on the ground. To the right and left of the shrine are four discs, two on a level
with the capitals of the columns and two on a level with their bases. In each discisa
winged cupid holding a spear and a small round shield and striding rightwards.

From the Dolichenum at Mauer a. d. Url: Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna.®
Height 254 mm. (Fig. 4.1)

Inscription: I O M Dolicheno/Maria ex voto/posuit. Below the figure-work on a rectangular
panel.

Figure-work: Jupiter Dolichenus stands, with his body facing the spectator and his head turned
leftwards, on the back of a bull, which wears an ornamental body-belt and faces
right. He wears a crested helmet, a cuirass and a pleated tunic. He brandishes a
bipennis in his right hand and grasps a fulmen in his left.

Of the twenty-three votive offerings from the Mauer a. d. Url site nos.7, 8, 10, 12, 16, 22, 25, '° and eight
others carry dedicatory inscriptions for Jupiter Dolichenus, but only no. 7 (described above, No. 6) has
figure-work. More than half of the Mauer dedicators are women, presumably making offerings to the
soldiers’ god on behalf of their soldier men-folk. Among the dedicators besides Maria are Ulpia Iuliana
pro sal(ute) C(ai) Vib(i) Honorati fili, Marius Ursinus, Iulia, wife or daughter of Pastor, Claudius
Maternus, Vera, and Probus and Marina (a joint dedication).

(b)
7.

©

(d)

Juno Regina

From the Dolichenum at Mauer a. d. Url: Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna.!!
Height 184 mm.

Inscription:  luno(ni) R(eginae)[Victjura/v(otum) s(olvit) I(ibens) m(erito)
No figure-work.

For what is almost certainly a representation of Juno Regina, see Jupiter Dolichenus, No. 3 above.

Jupiter Sabazius

From Vichy: Musée de Saint-Germain-en-Laye.!?

Inscription: ~ Numin(i) Aug(usto) Deo lovi Sa/basio C. Iul{ius) Caras/sonus v(otum) s(olvit)
l(ibens) m(erito)

No figure-work is illustrated. But the site is said to have yielded eleven pieces dedicated to Jupiter
Sabazius, who is described as standing half-draped in a shrine and holding a spear or sceptre and a
Julmen. No ribbing or veining is mentioned, but 1t would seem to be highly probable that these
objects belong to the votive leaves or feathers group.

Helios

From Pessinus (Bala-Hissar) in Galatia: British Museum.!3
Height 285 mm.; diameter of disc 90 mm. (Fig. 4.2)

No inscription.
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Figure-work: On a disc with beaded border, shown in the publications as attached to the broad
end of a leaf or feather, is the full-face radiate and draped bust of Helios. Behind
each of his shoulders the fore-parts of a horse are seen springing to right and left
respectively away from him. It is not certain that the disc and the leaf or feather
originally belonged together. But for figured discs associated with this type of
votive plaque, see Jupiter Dolichenus, No. 5 above, and Water Newton (below p.
144 and Fig. 9).

( Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna) ( British Museum )

Roman votive plaques

Fig. 4.1 No. 6 Jupiter Dolichenus, Fig. 4.2 No. 9 Helios, from Pessinus.
from Mauer a. d. Url.
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(e) Oriental Warrior-god () ¢

10.

®

1L

12.

From Pessinus (Bala-Hissar) in Galatia: British Museum. !4

Height 260 mm. (Fig. 5.1)

No inscription.

Figure-work: A male figure stands against the veined or ribbed background, facing the spectator.
He is described by Walters as Mithra, but he has none of Mithras’ characteristic
attributes. He seems to be hooded, wears a cloak, a metal cuirass, a pleated tunic,
trousers, and soft boots and holds in his left hand a fruit or pine-cone, while with
his right hand he grasps a patera over a small flaming altar on his right. In front of
the altar there stands a cock. His closest parallels would seem to be Palmyrene
warrior-gods.

Mithras

From Stockstadt: Saalburg Museum.!$

Height 130 mm.

Inscription:  The reading is uncertain, but it may be:-

D(eo) I(nvicto} M(ithrae) et S(oli) s(acrum) [or s(ocio)] Argata v(otum)
s(olvit) I aetus) l(ibens) m(erito). Below the figure-work.

Figure-work: Against the back wall of a shrine with gabled pediment and spirally fluted columns
is displayed a cave containing the tauroctony. The scene shows the usual
accompanying figures and objects, but Mithras’ head is, unusually, surrounded by
stars. Above the cave, in the pediment, is a rendering of Mithras’ rock-birth.

From Deneuvre: present location uncertain.!®

Height not recorded.

Inscription:  Deo infivicto[sic]/German(us)/[votum?] sol(vit). In four lines across the field of the
ribbing or veining.

No figure-work.

II. GrRAECO-ROMAN DEITIES

(a) Jupiter

13. From Stony Stratford: British Museum.!”
Height of panel 75 mm., height of rest 143 mm.
Inscription: Deo/lIovi et Vulca(no)/Vassinus/{cum velli/nt me
con/sacratum/conserva(re)[promisi denafrios six pro vo/to sa [lutis r] est(itutae).
On a square panel. This inscription, which does not appear to tally with the figure-
work that Walters groups with it (No. 18 below), would seem to be a dedication to
the Roman Jupiter in association with the Roman Vulcan (see No. 18).
No figure-work.
(b) Apollo
14. From Stony Stratford: British Museum.!8

Height 875 mm.
No inscription.

Figure-work: This fragmentary piece shows Apollo seated and facing to the left in a shrine with
empty gabled pediment and spirally fluted columns. The god wears a wreath and
holds a plectron in his right hand while his left rests upon a lyre at his side.
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( British Museum)

Roman votive p]aques ( Fiirsten zu Wied Collection)
Fig. 5.1 No. 10 Oriental warrior-god, Fig. 5.2. Nos. 15-16, 23 Mars, Mercury and Fortuna,
from Pessinus. from Niederbieber.
(c) Mars

15. From Niederbieber: in the possession of the Fiirsten zu Wied.'?
Height 280 mm. (Fig. 5.2)
No inscription.

Figure-work: This piece, perhaps trimmed in ancient times to its apsidal shape. displays two
superimposed scenes. Above is a double shrine, each half having its own gabled
pediment, but with the central of the three spirally fluted columns shared between
them. The left-hand shrine contains the figure of the Roman Mars, the right-hand
one that of Fortuna (No. 23 below). Below is a much larger shrine containing a
much larger figure of Mercury (No. 16 below). Mars, who is completely nude,
stands facing the spectator. He wears a crested helmet, holds a reversed spear in his
right hand, and rests his left on the shield at his side.
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(d) Mercury

16.

17.

(&)

18.

19.

20.

()

21.

From Niederbieber: in the possession of the Fiirsten zu Wied.2°
Height 280 mm. (Fig. 5.2)
No inscription.

Figure-work: See Mars, No. 15above. Mercury stands, with his body facing the spectator and his
head turned to the left, in a shrine with broken pediment and columns spirally
fluted in the lower half of each. Below the pediment there is a curtain tied back
against the column on either side. The god wears a winged petasos and is nude, save
for a cloak draped over his left shoulder and forearm. He holds a purse in his right
hand and a caduceus in his left. To the right of him is a cock perched on a tall vase or
cippus; to the left of him a goat stands towards the right.

From the site of the legionary fortress and municipium at Apulum in Dacia: Alba Julia Museum,
Romania.?!

No inscription.

Figure-work: This plaque is very fragmentary. Preserved are the legs and lower part of the body
of the god, wearing a cloak and standing facing the spectator. Below his extended
right hand grasping a long purse (?) is a cock.

Vulcan

From Stony Stratford: British Museum.22

Inscription: ~ See Jupiter, No. 13 above. A Vulcan grouped with the Roman Jupiter would seem
to be the Roman god rather than a native smith-god; and one would expect the
same to be the case with the two renderings of him from Barkway (Nos. 19-20
below).

No figure-work.

From Barkway: British Museum.2?

Height 168 mm.

Inscription:  Nu(mini) Vulco(no). Below the figure-work on a rectangular panel.

Figure-work: Vulcan, looking left, but with his body facing the spectator, stands in a shrine with
empty gabled pediment and spirally fluted columns. He wears a conical cap, a short
slipped tunic and boots. In his left hand he holds a hammer, in his right tongs. A
folded cloak is draped over his left forearm.

From Barkway: British Museum.?*

Height 87-5 mm.

No inscription.

Figure-work: God and shrine are practically identical with those on No. 19.

Hercules

From the Dolichenum at Mauer a. d. Url: Kunsthistorisches Museum, Vienna.2$
Height 80 mm.

Inscription:  Herculi/ Aug(usto) Aur(elius) Mer(cator? -curius? -curialis?) s(olvit) v(otum)
I(aetus) I(ibens) m(erito). On a square ansate panel.

No figure-work.
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Minerva

From the 4th-century temple on Maiden Castle, Dorset: Dorchester Museum. Bronze.26
Height 188 mm.
No inscription.

Figure-work: The figure of Minerva is very crudely worked. She stands facing the spectator
within a decorative rectangular frame, perhaps intended to represent a shrine. She
wears a crested helmet, a long tunic and an aegis. In her right hand she holds a
spear, while her left hand rests on the shield at her side.

Fortuna

From Niederbeiber: in the possession of the Fiirsten zu Wied.?’
Height 280 mm. (Fig. 5.2)

No inscription.

Figure-work: See Mars, No. 15 above. Fortuna in the upper right-hand shrine stands with her
body facing the spectator and her head turned towards the left. She wears a long
tunic and a cloak. In her left hand she holds a cornucopia, in her right hand a
rudder.

From the site of the legionary fortress and municipium at Apulum in Dacia: Alba Julia Museum,
Romania.?®

No inscription.

Figure-work: This plaque is very fragmentary. All that is left of Fortuna (?) are her head and
chest facing the spectator, part of her cornucopia held in her left hand and parts of
a rudder (?) at her right side. On either side of her is a spiral column.

Victory

From Stony Stratford: British Museum.?°
Height 87-5 mm.

No inscription.

Figure-work: The picture shows a double shrine. Each portion has its own separate empty gabled
pediment, but the central of the three spirally fluted columns is shared between
them. The left-hand shrine is occupied by a native Mars (No. 32 below), the right-
hand one by a Victory who advances rapidly rightwards, turning her back
toMars. Her long tunic swirls round her hips and legs and she carries a palm-
branch. Her head and arms are lost.

II1I. CeLTIC DEITIES

(a)

26.

Native Mars: Toutates

From Barkway: British Museum.3°
Height 512 mm. (Fig. 6)

Inscription:  Marti/Toutati/Ti Claudius Primus{Attii liber(tus) v(otum) s(olvit) [{ibens)
m(erito). On an ansate rectangular panel.

No figure-work.



( British Museum)

Roman votive plaques

Fig. 6 Nos. 26, 28-34 Mars Toutates (right) and unnamed native Mars,
from Barkway and Stony Stratford.
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(b) Native Mars: Alator

27. From Barkway: British Museum.3!
Height 180 mm. (Fig. 7.1)

Inscription:

Figure-work:

D(eo) Marti Alatori/Dum(nonius?) Censorinus/Gemelli fil{ius)[v(otum) s{olvit)
I(ibens) m(erito). Below the figure-work on an ansate rectangular panel.

The god stands in a shrine with gabled pediment and spirally fluted columns. His
body faces the spectator, while his head is turned to the left. He wears a knee-length
tunic, a metal cuirass, a crested helmet and greaves. He holds a spear in his right
hand, his left rests on the shield at his side.

(¢) Native Mars: unnamed

28-34.

(Fig. 6)

From Barkway and Stony Stratford: British Museum.3?

No inscriptions.

Figure-work:

(d) Cocidius

All of the seven pieces show an unnamed native Mars standing, with his body
facing the spectator and his head turned leftwards, including No. 31, where Mars is
grouped with an unidentifiable deity, and No. 32, where a second shrine is occupied
by Victory (No. 25 above), and excluding No. 28, where Mars looks rightwards. In
all cases Mars wears a crested helmet, a knee-length tunic and a metal cuirass, and
holds a spear in his right hand, resting his left on the shield at his side. In Nos. 28, 30
and 31 greaves are worn, boots in Nos. 29, 32-34. All are in shrines with empty
gabled pediments, apart from No. 30 which has a flat entablature, all these shrines
having spirally fluted columns. But the gods of Nos. 29 and 31 are in decorative
rectangular frames: cf. the Maiden Castle Minerva, No. 22 above. No. 28 is further
exceptional in that the god has two shrines — an inner, smaller one, in which he
stands, and an outer, larger one, enclosing the inner one. These minor variations
relieve the standardisation of the divine figures.

35. From Bewcastle: Carlisle Museum.33
Height 120 mm.

36.

Inscription:

Figure-work:

Deo Cocidio. Below the figure-work.

This plaque and No. 36 below are obviously extremely crude and illiterate
imitations of those of the Barkway and Stony Stratford type. Cocidius would
appear to be a local form of Mars: cf. the altar from Carlisle dedicated Marti
Cocidio.3*

Here the god stands wholly and rigidly facing the spectator in a shrine with
rounded roof and spirally fluted columns. He wears a short tunic, holds a very
heavy and clumsy spear in his right hand, and rests his left on a cylindrical shield at
his side.

From Bewcastle: Carlisle Museum.3®

Height 80 mm.
Inscription:

Figure-work:

Deojdo Coc(i)d(io)|Auntinus o. Below the figure-work.

The god stands facing the spectator in a shrine similar to that on No. 35 above. He
holds a spear in his right hand, but the object in his left is undecipherable. The outer
row of notches along the edge of the plaque may represent the leaf or feather
markings, which are quite clearly rendered on No.35.
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( British Museum ) . ( British Museum )
Roman votive plaques

Fig. 7.1 No. 27 Mars Alator, from Barkway. Fig. 7.2 No. 38 Epona,

from Pessinus.

(e) Abandinus

37. From a temple site at Godmanchester: at the Department of the Environment. Bronze.3°
Diameter 55 mm. (Fig. 8)
Inscription:  Deo/Aband/(i)no Vallancus/d(e) s(uo) d(edit). In a roundel.

No figure-work.

This plaque was found with four other bronze leaves or feathers, on which, as on the bronze from
Cavenham Heath®” and on a number of the silver ones from Mauer a. d. Url (see above), there is
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38.

39.
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( Department of the Environment )

Roman votive plaques
Fig. 8 No. 37 Abandinus, from Godmanchester.

neither inscription nor figure-work; the Water Newton Christian silver hoard (see below) also
contains some uninscribed and undecorated leaves or feathers. The god Abandinus is otherwise
unknown.

Epona

From Pessinus (Bala-Hissar) in Galatia: British Museum.38
Height 265 mm. (Fig. 7.2)
No inscription.

Figure-work: At the base of the leaf or feather, directly backed against the veining or ribbing, is a
goddess seated side-saddle on a horse or mule which paces leftwards. Her body
faces the spectator, but her head is turned to the left. She holds a patera in her right
hand and grasps with her left a fold of her cloak. Her long tunic reaches to her feet.
Walters calls her Selene, but there is no trace of a crescent and her attitude and
attributes are those of Epona, who could have been worshipped in Celtic Galatia
along with oriental gods.

Tres Matres

From London, Moorgate Street: Museum of London.*®
Height 112 mm. (Fig. 1)
No inscription.

Figure-work: The three Mothers are seated on a bench within a rectangular shrine. Above the
head of each goddess is a rounded arch forming a kind of canopy. All three are fully
draped in long tunics and cloaks. Each holds a branch or reed (symbol of fertility?)
in her left hand and a patera in her right. Although all three face the spectator, their
attitudes are not rigidly hieratic, but free and naturalistic, the right- and left-hand
figures being slightly turned towards the central one.



A Londinium votive leaf or feather and its fellows 143

(h) Jupiter Poeninus

40. From the temple site on the Great St. Bernard Pass: Hospice Museum.*°
Height 240 mm.

Inscription:  fovi Py/nino [sic] [e] /x voto/C( aius?) 1{ulius?) p(osuit?)jv(otum) s(olvit) I(ibens)
I(aetus) [merito?] On a rectangular ansate panel.

Figure-work: One account*! describes this as a crude human figure — representing Jupiter
Poeninus? The published illustration*? seems to show a minute human figure below
the inscription. Jupiter Poeninus was a local Alpine god worshipped on the Pass.
This is the only silver plaque found with a large number of non-leaf or feather
bronze plaques dedicated to the god either in thanksgiving for a safe crossing of the
Pass, or as a prayer for one, by army officers and soldiers, civilian officials and
private persons. This plaque is particularly palm-leaf like (see p. 144 below).

DiscussioN

The above catalogue of figured and/or inscribed plaques makes no claim to be
exhaustive. But on the assumption that it may be taken to be reasonably representative,
the following conclusions may be drawn. All are from the provinces, none from the
Mediterranean areas, and from the northern and western provinces, apart from
Anatolian Galatia, with its admixture of Celtic elements in its population. The style of the
figure-work that most of them display is, however, if provincial, well within the classical
tradition and would seem to be the product of classically trained craftsmen. Exceptions
are the bronze Minerva plaque from Maiden Castle, Dorset, which, while wholly classical
in motif, is crude in execution, and the two naive Cocidius plaques