
) 	 . 

. 	 N PROCEEDIGS   
. 	 . 

 

OF THE . 	. 

CAMBRIDGE .  ANTIQUARIAN 
SOCIETY 

(INCORPORATING THE CAMBS & HUNTS ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY) 

VOLUME L111 
JANUARY 1959 TO DECEMBER 1959 



RECENT PUBLICATIONS OF 
THE CAMBRIDGE ANTIQUARIAN SOCIETY 

PROCEEDINGS VOLUME XLIX, 1955 
100 pages, with Report, many plates and figures in the text. Price, 15s. net. 

D. H. TRUMP, B.A. : The Bronze Age Barrow and Iron Age Settlement at Thriplow. 
CLARE FELL, M.A., F.S.A. : Roman Burials found at Arbury Road, Cambridge, 1952. 
W. H. C. FREND, M.A., F.S.A. : Further Romano-British Burials found at Arbury Road in 1953, 
D. M. WILSON, B.A. : The Initial Excavation of an Anglo-Saxon Cemetery at Melbourn, Cambridgeshire, 
J. G. HURST, M.A. : Saxo-Norman Pottery in East Anglia. 
CANON F. J. BYWATERS, M.A. : The Clergy of Willingharn 1300-1955, Part I. 
C. F. TEBBUTT, F.S.A. : Excavations at St Neots, Huntingdonshire. 
JOAN LIVERSIDGE, M.LITT., F.S.A. and CANON F. J. BYWATERS, M.A. : Archaeological Notes. 

PROCEEDINGS VOLUME L, 1956. 

124 pages, with Report, many plates and figures in the text. Price, 15s. net . 
B. R. HARTLEY : The Wandlebury Iron Age Hill-fort. Excavations of 1955-6. 
J. G. HURST, M.A. and S. E. WEST: Saxo-Norman Pottery in East Anglia, Part II. 
CANON F. J. BYWATERS, M.A. : The Clergy of Willingham 1300-1955, Part II. 
C. F. TEBBUTT, F.S.A. : A Belgic and Roman Farm at Wyboston, Bedfordshire. 
H. J. M. GREEN : Romano-British Hoard from Godmanchester. 
L. A. S. BUTLER, B.A. : Medieval Gravestones of Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire, and the Soke of 

Peterborough. 
GRACE BRISCOE, M.B., B.S., F.S.A. : Swale's Tumulus: A Combined Neolithic A and Bronze Age 

Barrow at Worlington, Suffolk. 

PROCEEDINGS VOLUME LI, 1957 
96 pages, with Report, many plates and figures in the text. Price, 20s. net. 

T. C. LETHBRIDGE, M.A., F.S.A. : The Riddle of the Dykes. 
JOAN LIvERSIDGE, M.LITT., F.S.A. : Roman Discoveries from Hauxton. 
GRACE BRISCOE, F.S.A. : Combined Early Iron Age and Romano-British Site at Wangford, West Suffolk. 
H. J. M. GREEN: Saxon-Norman Pottery from Godmanchester. 	. 
H. J.  M. GREEN : St Ives Priory. 
J. G. HURST, M.A., F.S.A. : Saxon-Norman Pottery in East Anglia. 
LAURENCE TURNER: The Mason's Marks in the Church of St Mary, Over,. Cambridgeshire, 
P. G. BALES : A Note on Manors in Madingley. 	 - 
G. C. DUNNING, A. R. EDWARDSON and J. R. GARROOD, M.D., F.S.A. : Archaeological Notes. 

PROCEEDINGS VOLUME LII, 1958 
75 pages, with Report, many plates and figures in the text. Price, 20s. net . 

D. H. TRUMP: A Beaker from Ely. 	 - 
J. C. WILKERSON and M. D. CR A'S TER : Excavations at Whiteley Hill, Barley, Herts. 
JOAN LIVERSIDGE, M.LITT., F.S.A. : A New Hoard of Romano-British Pewter from Icklingham. 
DAVID E. JOHNSTON: A Roman Well at Exning, Suffolk. 
B. R. HARTLEY and E. STANDEN: A Group of Romano-British Pottery with an Owner's mark. 
H. J. M. GREEN: A Romano-British Farm at St Ives, 
J. S. ROSKELL : William Allington of Horseheath, Speaker in the Parliament of 1429-30. Paper I. 
J. S. ROSKELL : William Allington of Bottisham, Speaker in the Parliaments of 1472-5 and 1478. Paper II. 
G. H. S. BUSHNELL : A Medieval Leather Box-from Ellington, Hunts. 
T. C. L ET H B R I D GE and C. F. T E  B U T T: Excavations on the Wandlebury Figures. 
W. H. C. FREND : Further Finds on the Arbury Road Estate. 



• PROCEEDINGS OF THE, 
CAMBRIDGE ANTIQUARIAN SOCIETY 

(INCORPORATING THE CAMBS & HUNTS ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY) 





PROCEEDINGS 
• OF THE 

CAMBRIDGE ANT-1. UARIAN 
SOCIETY 

(INCORPORATING THE CAMBS & HUNTS ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY) 

• • 	VOLUME L111 
JANUARY 1.959  TO DECEMBER 1959 

CAMBRIDGE 

DEIGHTON BELL 
1960 



Published for the Cambridge Antiquarian Society (incorporating the Cambs and Hunts 
Archaeological Society) by Ddghton Bell, 13 Trinity Street, Cambridge 

Printed in Great Britain at the University. Press, Cambridge 
(Brooke Crutchley, University Printer) 



V 

. 	 CONTENTS, 

Officers and Council of the Society 1959-60 page vi 

Report of the Councilfor the Year 1958 vii 

Summary of Accounts for the Year 19.58 viii 

List of Members of the Society • ix 

Giant Beaker and Rusticated Ware from Lakenheath, Suffolk, and 
Reproduction of Ornament 	• 	 . I 
By GRACE BRISCOE, F.S.A. 

Roman Godmanchester, Part I 	 . 8 
By H. J. M. GREEN 	 . 

Notes on Pottery from some Romano—British Kilns in the Cambridge Area 23 
By B. R..HARTLEY, M.A., F.S.A. 

Some Reflections on the Cambridgeshire Domesday . 29 
By R. WELLDON FINN, M.A. 

Proposals for the Enclosure of Coidham Common-in 1666 and 1 667 	. 39 
By SIR J. M. GRAY, M.A. 

Review Article: City of Cambridge 	 . 	 . 47 
By J. C. DICKINSON, M.A., F.S.A. 

Archaeological Notes 55 
By J. C. WILKERSON, J. LIVERSIDGE, G. BRISCOE and W. B. LE BARD, 
G. H. .S. BUSHNELL and M. D. CRAS'TER 



OFFICERS AND COUNCIL OF THE SOCIETY 1959-1960 

President 
PROF. J. G. D. CLARK, SC.D., F.B.A., V-P.S.A. 

Vice-Presidents 
M. F. HOWARD, M.B.E., M.A. 

LADY BRISCOE, Js., M.B., B.S., F.S.A. 

Disney Professor of Archaeology 
PROF. J. G. D. CLARK, SC.D., F.B.A., V-P.S.A. 

Curator of University Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology 
. 	 G. H. S. BUSHNELL, M.A., PH.D., F.S.A. 

Ordinary Members of the Council 

	

J. P. FOSTER, M.A., A.R.I.B.A. 	 . . M. C. BURKITT, M.A., F.S.A. 

	

S. R. HOPKIN 	 M. A. SISSON, C.B.E., A.R.A., F.R.I.B.A., F.S.A. 
PROF. G. R. OWST, LITT.D., F.S.A. . 	 G. H. FINDLAY, C.M.G., M.A. 

Miss P. GOODLIFF 	 J. G. POLLARD, M.A. 	•• 

	

MRS A. OZANNE, M.A., PH.D. 	• 	 J. C. WILKERSON 
G. 0. VINTER, M.A. 

Treasurer 	. 	 Secretary 

	

R. B. WHITEHEAD, LITT.D. 	 MISS J. LIVERSIDGE, M.LITT., F.S.A. 

	

30 Millington Road, Cambridge 	 20 'Manor Court, Grange Road,. 
Tel. 2109 • 	 Cambridge. Tel. 54322 

Acting Editor 	 Director of Excavations 
G. H. S. BUSHNELL, M.A., PH.D., F.S.A. 	 C. F. TEBBUTT, F.S.A. 

The Ferns, Eynesbury, 
. 	 St Neots. Tel. St Neots I 10 

	

Excursion Secretary 	 . 	 Hon. Auditors 
E. B. HADDON, M.A. 	 F. PURYER WHITE, M.A. 

. . 	 SIR EVELYN HOWELL, KC.I.E., C.S.I. 

Advisory Committee for Huntingdonshire 
BRUDENELL 	 MRS P. W. PRIESTLEY 

	

G. H. FINDLAY, C.M.G., M.A. 	 Miss E. THACKRAY 

	

J. P. FOSTER, M.A., A.R.I.B.A. 	 Miss P. GOODLIFF 
M. COOTE, M.A. • 	 . C. F. TEBBUTT, F.S.A. 

R.V.KEYWORTH 	 . 	 M. GREEN 
J. F. H. PETERS, M.S.I.A. 

Vi 



vi' 

CAMBRIDGE ANTIQUARIAN SOCIETY 
(INCORPORATING 1THE CAMBS AND HUNTS ARCHAEOLOGICAL SOCIETY) 

REPORT OF THE COUNCIL FOR THE YEAR 1958 

Adopted at the Annual General Meeting on 9  March 1959- 
MEMBERSHIP. The Society gained twenty-seven new members and two associates during the 

year, but lost eight members by death and twelve members and one associate by resignation. 
Ten members are suspended for non-payment of subscription. There are now 294 members and 
sixteen associates. There are also twenty-nine subscribing institutions and the Society exchanges 
publications with fifty-two institutions abroad and forty-six in Great Britain. 

MEETINGS. There were four council meetings and nine ordinary meetings at which the 
following communications were made: 
B. HOPE-TAYLOR, F.S.A. The Excavation of the Anglo-Saxon Royal Palaces at Yeavering, Northumber-

land. 27 January. 
DAVID SMITH, PH.D. Mosaics of the Fourth Century in Roman Britain. io  February. 
G. SIEVEKING, M.A. The Rock Shelter of Gua C/ia, Malaya. io March. 
Prof. PAGE, F.B.A. The Scandalous History of Richard Bentley. 5 May. 
Mrs CLIFFORD, F.S.A. The Excavations at Bagendon, Gloucestershire. 19 May. 
J. D. CLARK, O.B.E., PH.D., F.S.A. The Archaeology of the Kalambo Falls, Northern Rhodesia. a June. 
E. C L I VE ROUSE,  M.B.E., F.S.A. Some Recent Wall Painting Discoveries in England. zo October. 
R. J E S S U P, F.S.A. Walled Cemeteries in Roman Britain. 3  November. 
Lady Fox, M.A., F.S.A. Wansdyke. 24 November. 

The average attendance at these meetings was sixty-seven. 
There was a visit to King's College on 19 March. The thanks of the Society are due to the 

Provost and. Fellows, especially to Mr J. Saltmarsh, Mr D. Beves, and Mr A. Munby. A fine 
collection of College plate and various interesting documents were exhibited. The College kindly 
entertained the party to tea. 

EXCURSIONS. There were two excursions. On 2  May a party of forty-three visited the Church 
and Guildhall, Finchingfield, and the churches at Lindsell and Little Bardfield. On 25 June a 
party of forty-five went to see Castor Church and the nearby Roman and medieval excavations, 
and then on to Longthorpe Tower, Peterborough Cathedral and Yaxley Church. 

PUBLICATIONS. Vol. LI of the Proceedings has been published. 
REPRESENTATIVES. The Secretary was elected as the Society's representative on the Faculty 

Board of Archaeology and Anthropology for two years and was re-elected to the Museum 
Committee. Lady Briscoe and the Secretary were re-elected representatives On the Council for 
British Archaeology and Mr Tebbutt was re-elected as the representative to Group 7. 



SUMMARY OF ACCOUNTS FOR THE YEAR ENDING 
31 DECEMBER 1958 

CURRENT ACCOUNT 
RECEIPTS 	 EXPENDITURE 

£s.d.s.d. 	 Js.d./s.d. 
To Balance, 11 957 	. 	. . 66 16 	3 

Subscriptions: 
Ordinary Members . . 325 	I 4 
Associate Members . . . 	15 	I 0 6 

340 11 10  
Investment Interest: 

British Transport Stock . 	39 	3 8 
Defence Bonds 	. . 	42 12 I 
Australian Stock 	. . 	4 12 0 . 	Treasury Stock 	. . 	4 1 4 4 
Savings Bonds. 	. . 	3 	0  4 
Conversion Stock 	. . 	4 	9 10 

98 12 	3 
Sale of Publications 100 17 9 
Lecture Refund I 	19 8 
Donations 104 	8 6 

By Subscriptions: 
British 	Records Associa- 

tion 	. 	. 	. 	. I 	00 
British Archaeological As- 

sociation 	. 	. 	. I 	I 	0 
Folk Museum . 	. 	. 2 	2 	0 
Council of British Archae- 

ology 	. 	. 	. 	. 1 10 	0 

5 '3 0 
Fire Insurance 	. 	. 	. i o o 
Custodian Cellarer's Chequer 2 0 0 
Office Expenses 	. 	. 	. . 	- 	7 54 0 
Publications 	. 	. 	. 475 0 0 
Notices and Circulars . 	. . 	5 1  I 10 
Lecture Expenses 	. 	. 9 5 4 
Secretary 	. 	. 	. 	. 	. 30 0 0 
Legal Expenses 	. 	. 	. 5 7 6 
Covenants 	. 	. . 	. 	. . i 6 

	

Income for 1958 . 	. 	. 	 646 10 0 

	

Balance, 1 957 	. 	. 	. 	 66 16 3 

	

Total Receipts . 	. 	. 	 713 6 3 
Total Expenditure 1958 . 	 87 3 2 

Balance 1958 £126 3 I 

TRUSTEE SAVINGS BANK ACCOUNT 

A; 	• d. 

	

Balance, 1957 . . 	. 	. 	. 	. 	. 446 9 
Interest 	. 	. 	. 	. 	. ' 	. 	. 	II 	3 

	

. 	Balance, 1958 C457 12 8 

EXCAVATION FUND 

Current Account 

	

Balance, 1957 . 	. 	. 	. 	. 	. . 59 II 2 

	

Subscriptions . 	. 	. 	. 	. 	. 	6 19 0 

Balance, 1958 J66 10 2 

Deposit Account 

	

Balance, 1957 . 	. 	. 	. 	. 	. 141 I 3 
Interest 	. 	•. 	. 	. 	. 	. 	. 	4 16 6 

Balance, 1957 k145  17  9 

The Capital of the Society consists of the following 
Securities: 

200 Australian 4 % Stock 1966-68.  

Expenditure 1958 

J644. 8s. 7d. British Transport 3 % Guaranteed Stock 
1978-88. 

£425 3 % Defence Bonds. 
/585 3%  Defence Bonds. 
,(I57. 6s. 8d. 3 % Treasury Stock. 
,Cioo. 125. iod. 3 % Savings Bonds 1965-75. 
JI28. ios. 5d. A % Conversion Stock. 
,944. 135. id. British Transport 4 % Guaranteed 

Stock 1972-77. 
J.;5 s % Defence Bonds. 
,(230 4 % Defence Bonds. 

The Bank Balances are as follows: 
;; 	5. d. 

Current Account 	. 	. 	. 	. 	. 126 3 I 
Excavation Fund, Current Account . 	. 66 10 2 
Excavation Fund, Deposit Account . 	. 145 17 9 
Trustee Savings Bank Account . 	. • . . 457 12 8 

J796 3  8 

. 	R. B. WHITEHEAD, Hon. Treasurer 

We have gone through the Bank accounts and the 
vouchers, and consider that the accounts are correctly 
drawn up to exhibit the financial position of the Societ. 
We have checked the Society's investments. 

B. HOWELL 
PURYER WHITE 

24 January 1959 
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GIANT BEAKER AND RUSTICATED' WARE 
FROM LAKENHEATH, SUFFOLK, AND 

REPRODUCTION OF ORNAMENT 

GRACE BRISCOE, F.S.A. 

IN April 1958, deep ploughing on Rabbit Hill, a rough sandy space uncultivated until 
recently, disclosed a small black.pit containing over 200 sherds of Beaker and Rusti-
cated ware (Grid. Ref. 52/718840). A month before the discovery the field was 
ploughed to a depth of 6 in. and no sign of black soil appeared. The day after it was 
ploughed to a depth of 12 in. it was noted by Mrs Richard Briscoe that a very black 
patch had appeared on the surface and this patch contained numerous sherds. All 
the pottery in the upturned black soil was collected and then a larger area was 
excavated down to plough level. This disclosed the top of a black patch (area 4  by 
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Shallow) ?['lough Deep) 

Yellow sand 

Fig. i . Lakenheath. Vertical section of pit. Cross hatching, intense black; single hatching, dark grey. 

4 ft.) which showed up well against the surrounding light yellow subsoil. It was 
clear that the deeper plough had removed several inches of black deposit. 

The discoloured area, examined by quadrants, was cone-shaped and • extended to 
a depth of 2 ft. below the surface. The central portion, about 2 ft. across, was 
intensely black and contained numerous sherds, bones, teeth, charcoal in small 
quantity and many stones of flint and quartzite. Another patch of 'black sand, 
4-5 in. thick, was found close to the point of the cone, but not touching it. It did 
not contain any pottery (Fig. i). 

THE POTTERY 

At the end of the last century Canon Greenwell removed a fine 'A-type beaker from 
a barrow on Undley Common, Lakenheath. 1  It is now in the British Museum. In 
1934 Beaker and Rusticated sherds were discovered on the Sahara site, Lakenheath, 

1  Abercromby, Bronze Age Pottery, vol. I, p1. VIII, no. 61.  Victoria County History of Suffolk, P. 266. 
CAS 
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a mile away to the south-east (Grid. Ref. 733831). Over 400 sherds were recovered 
from an area measuring 120 by 40 yards.' Since then no Beaker sherds have been 
found in Lakenheath until the present find. 2  

Rim sherds from the Rabbit Hill site show that sixteen pots at least are represented, 
four of which are rusticated in style, three are plain. It has not been possible to make 
a complete reconstruction. 

Beaker type. Fig. 2a:  Eight sherds belong to a coarse, thick-walled (9 mm.), 
flint-gritted, straight-necked vessel of very large size, external rim diameter iz in., 
the depth being known to 4  in. The decoration, bar chevrons enclosing hatched 
lozenges, all done with a notched technique at eleven notches to the inch, is practi-
cally the same as that on the upper part of Canon Greenwell's beaker, which is of 
normal size, rim diameter 5  in. Five sherds which come probably from the lower 
part of this large pot are decorated with a reserved lattice enclosing hatched hexagons, 
the latter done with a punched technique (Plate I b). It has not been possible to 
compute the height of the pot. 

Fig. 2 C : The lower part of a well-made pot with bar chevrons bounded by rows 
of crescents with one faint notch inside. The upper part of this vessel is, probably, 
shown in Plate I a. The rim, diameter 8 in., 6 mm. thick, has a line of vertical stabs 
along its edge; below are rows of notched lines enclosing a row of crescents with two 
notches inside followed by a bold criss-cross pattern enclosed in six-sided figures. 
All the straight lines in both parts are notched at thirteen to the inch. Fig. 2 d: An 
irregular type of decoration, using at least two tools, one of which is notched at nine 
to the inch. Fig. 2e:  Rim sherd ( in. diam.) with rows of stabs and of notched 
lines at thirteen per inch and suggestion of metopic arrangement below. Fig. 2 i: 

A band of criss-cross is placed below the waist. Fig. 3 a, b, c, d: Four rims with 
notched or incised lines and stabs. Fig. 3 e: Grouped rows, vertical and horizontal, 
of shallow dentate markings at eleven to the inch. Fig. 3 f: Reserved lozenges in a 
wide band of horizontal notched lines bounded by rows of stabs. Fig. 3 g, Ii, i, j: 
Different forms of ' maggot'-like  markings. Plate I d: Bar chevrons bounded by 
notched lines at fourteen per inch, hatched above and below with ' maggot ' im-
pressions. Plate I e: Base with notched and stab ornament. 

Rusticated type. Fig. zf: Twenty-five sherds of a very large coarse vessel with a 
flat-topped rim of 13 in. diameter. The base is small, 7  in. diameter, the height is 
uncertain. Ribs on the neck and all-over decoration of stabs, arrowheads, and dumb-
bell markings. Fig. z g : A small rim sherd of similar diameter has stab ornament on 
top of and below the rim. A body sherd with the same fabric has a diameter of 
14 in. and shows dumb-bell markings. Fig. z b : Horizontal grooves, only interrupted 
by lines of stabs, cover the surface of the sherds. The rim is inturned. Fig. 2h 
Sherds with abundant flint grit are covered with arrowhead impressions. 

1 G. Briscoe, Proc. C.A.S. vol. xui, p. 92. 
2  Recently surface indications of three habitation sites have been discovered in Lakenheath (Joist Fen, 

New Fen, Rightup Drove), producing sherds of Beaker and Rusticated type, with leaf-shaped and tanged 
arrowheads. . 
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GIANT BEAKER AND RUSTICATED WARE FROM LAKENHEATH 	3 

REPRODUCTION OF ORNAMENT 

Among the bone fragments from the pit were small portions of teeth which showed 
signs of wear, suggesting possible use as tools. Mr E. S. Higgs found that the bones 
were all animal, and that the teeth were molars or premolars of the bovine type with 

one horse incisor. The varying states of preservation of these remains appeared to 
be due to different degrees of calcining. Some were scarcely affected by fire, others 
were so heavily calcined that the softened cement around the harder parts could be 
scraped away and the cusps separated from each other. Most of the teeth were 

I2 
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intact, but others were already in a state of disintegration. These latter portions gave 
rise to the suspicion that they might have been used as implements before being 
put into the pit. . . 

The first one examined was a slender hollow stick of dentine, 34  mm. long, with 
the pointed end sufficiently worn or scraped to. expose the hollow Fig. 3 k. Mr Higgs 
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3. a—d, rims; e-j, sherds; k—n, portions of teeth showing signs of wear. 

recognized this as one of the small pillars accessory to the bovine molar. Slivers of 
dentine, 30-40 mm. long, had one end formed into a semi-circle tapered down to a 
fine edge Fig. 3 1. Another detached portion, containing one segment of the closely 
packed cutting-edges, suggested use as an arrowhead impression Fig. 3 m. The 
horse incisor had a cutting-edge giving a crescentic mark interrupted by faint 
notches, probably due to normal wear and tear during life Fig. 3 fl. With these as 
guides an attempt was made to reproduce types of decoration. 
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The pieces of tooth which were presumed to have been employed in antiquity 

were used in their original state to reproduce patterns in soft clay Plate I g. As a 
result of experiment it was found that pieces of dentine lining the roots of the teeth 
were the most suitable for making notched impressions. The dentine is thin, fine 
and hard, but can still be scratched by flint, while the enamel of the cutting-edge is 
extremely hard and scarcely workable. The commonest form of notched ornament 
has a straight rectangular channel, interrupted by partitions, spaced from nine to 
sixteen per inch. Only small portions of the dentine slivers have straight edges and 
this limits the size of the tool. 

The notched effect can be obtained by scratching the thickness of the dentine with 
the sharp edge of a flint-flake, of which there was an abundant supply in the pit. 
A coarser but longer tool can be made from the thin edge of a rib; the largest so made 
contained fifteen spaces at eleven to the inch and with this a continuous cogwheel 
effect can be obtained. A notched line with a V-shaped channel can be obtained by 
scratching the sharp edge of a flint-flake with another flake. Both types are seen on 
the giant sherds in Fig. 2 a. The ' maggot ' type of decoration, which has a semi-
circular channel, can be reproduced by notching a rolled-over edge of tooth root. This 
gives the usual outline of a ' maggot ' with one end rounded and the other pointed. 
The length of the maggot is controlled by altering the angle between the implement 
and the clay Plate i h. Some of the decoration uses lines of round holes, very 
closely spaced, evidently punched with some form of comb. As it did not seem 
feasible to reproduce this with flint on bone, resort was made to other raw materials 
available to Beaker people—clay and wood. Thorns were stuck in a line into soft clay 
and these became set when the clay hardened by exposure to air Plate I f. Berberis 
jamesiana has spines which are fine and even, and long-lasting, but various other 
thorns can be used, even the dried-up end twigs of Virginia Creeper will give a 
useful comb, though it soon deteriorates. In reproducing a set figure like the 
hatched irregular-sided hexagons in Plate I b, two combs are needed with eleven 
and four teeth. The four long and the two short sides are quickly punched out and the 
hatching done by the same tools. A combination of notched and punched technique 
is shown in Plate I c. This sherd was found on the habitation site already mentioned 
more than a mile away and is reproduced here for the fineness of its craftsmanship. 

It is not necessary to make tools to reproduce rusticated patterns. Any piece of 
bone or tooth which gives a sharp impression can be used. As already stated, pieces 
of tooth were found in the pit suitable for making arrowhead and crescentic impres-
sions. D. Liddell has shown that some ornament can be reproduced by using the 
articular ends of modern bird bones' From the pit no articular surfaces survived in 
sufficiently good condition to be used, but the large dumb-bell impressions on the 
giant pots can be imitated fairly closely by using the double articulated end of a 
modern chicken bone. Rusticated and geometrical designs are often combined on 
one pot, making classification difficult. Any sherd showing conventional straight 
lines of notching has been regarded as of Beaker type. 

D. Liddell, Antiquity, vol. in, P. 283. 
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The reproductions have been made on clay from the Icklingham pits and partly 
fired in the hot, smokeless ashes of a wood fire. The clay slabs are firm but brittle 
and have a buff to red colour. 

Flint implements. In addition to the flakes already mentioned there were fourteen 
roughly made scrapers in the pit. 

DISCUSSION 

The outstanding feature of the collection is the presence of ' giant ' Beaker and 
Rusticated sherds. The decoration on the largest beaker, rim iz in., is similar to 
that on Canon Greenwell's pot of normal size found nearby. It is also very close to 
that on a pot from Runcton Holme, though in that case the reserved part is a lattice 
rather than rows of bar chevrons.' The voided bar chevrons or lattice with enclosed 
quadrilaterals of single hatching are seen not only in eastern England but also in 
Wales.2  The suggestion of metopic arrangement seen in Fig. .2e is matched by a 
similar suggestion on a Runcton Holme sherd. 3  

So far there has been little evidence of giant pots with geometrical notched beaker 
decoration in Britain, though recent discoveries of sherds, yet unpublished, by G. V. 
Taylor show that comparatively large vessels up to 7  in. rim diameter were used 
in Lincolnshire. A large sherd (Plate II) in the Cambridge Museum of Archaeo-
logy has a rim diameter of 9  in. and a depth of 4  in. The fabric is thin for the size 
of the vessel and the surface is covered with decoration, rows of crescentic stabs, 
concentric circles and grouped rows of notched lines forming a saltire pattern. This 
sherd collected by the late C. S. Leaf had weathered out on the surface of the sandhill 
on Plantation Farm, Shippea Hill, on the northern flank of which a section was cut 
for the Fenland Research Committee in 193 I to reveal a Beaker horizon near the 
base of the upper peat . 4  . 

With the exception of the above large pots I have not been able to find examples of 
giant beakers with notched ornament. I submitted a drawing of sherds of the 
12-1-in. pot shown in Fig. 2a to Professor W. Glasbergen of Amsterdam, who 
kindly gave the following opinion: ' So far no giant beakers ornamented with a 
dentated spatula are known from the Netherlands, and your sherds are of a type 
foreign to the Netherlands. Probably your beaker is a late, locally developed 
descendant of the pan-European or rather Maritime Bell Beaker.' 

Examples of giant pots in rusticated style are more common. In the Cambridge 
Museum there is a large vessel, i i in. high, rim diameter 7-41 in., found at Somer 
sham, decorated all over with finger-tips in the rusticated manner, which is probably 
in the Dutch tradition. 5  The Great Barton pot, now restored and in the Moyses 
Hall Museum, Bury St Edmunds, has an all-over pattern of jabs worked up into 

1  J G. D. Clark, P.P.S.E.A. vol. vu, P. 200, fig. 3. 
2 w E. Griffiths, P.P.S. vol. xxiii, P.  57, fig. i.. 
3 J. G. D. Clark, P.P.S.E.A. vol. vu, P. 200, fig. 5b. 
4  J. G. D. Clark, Antiq. Jour. vol. xiii, P. 266. 
5  Abercromby, Bronze Age Pottery, vol. i, p1. ix, no. 76. 
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ridges. It is 13 in. high with a rim (inturned) of 9 in.' D. N. Riley has found a 
mixture of Beaker and Rusticated ware at Risby Warren, Lincolnshire. 2  The 
' giant ' sherds all appear to belong to the latter class. He illustrates a fragment of 
a large pot with an inturned rim, diameter 12 in., with horizontal and vertical ribs 
below. Other rusticated fragments have diameters up to 1 5  in. and flat-topped rims 
are common. A groove and stab combination, as in Fig. z b, is seen on a rim sherd 
from Woodhenge.3  

The close association of Beaker and Rusticated ware has been noted in this 
country at such sites as Chippenham4  and Holdenhurst. 5  The mixture of styles on 
the same pot shown in the present investigation was also noted by C. S. Leaf at 
Chippenham. 

It has been shown that the Beaker potters had at hand sufficient raw materials to 
make their tools for decoration, and that recognizable reproductions can be made by 
using those materials. The pit was scarcely large enough for a hearth or ordinary 
rubbish dump. The collection of disintegrated teeth with signs of wear, of unusual 
sherds and of flint-flakes suggest that the pit may have been used for a ritual deposit. 

I am greatly obliged to Professor Grahame Clark for his advice in preparing this 
report. 

1 C. Fox, Arch. Camb. Region, p1. ii, 3. 
2  D. N. Riley, P.P.S. vol. xxiii, P. 40. 
3  Illustrated by J. G. D. Clark in Arminghall Report, P.P.S. vol. ii, P. 30. 
4 C. S. Leaf, Proc. C.A.S. vol. xxxix, p. 50. 

S. Piggott, P.P.S. vol. iii, P. 200. 
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a, b, c, d, e. Sherds on the left, reproductions on the right. All decorations by ancient miterials from the pit 
except the thorns in the comb of f ;  g, impressions made by ancient materials as found (in clay); h, impres-
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ROMAN GODMANCHESTER 

H. J. M. GREEN 

PART I. AN EARLY DWELLING 

THE SITE 
DURING  the excavations at Godmanchester in 1 958 and 1959 an early Roman 
occupation level was discovered beneath the Roman baths and its adjacent service 
road. Hut R I and pit R 15, which belong to this early phase, lie at the east end of 
Mr Fairy's yard on the north side of Pinfold Lane. Pit R i is about ioo ft. to the 
west of these structures near the gateway to Mr Conington's garden (Fig. i). 

During the Roman period the hut site was about 250 ft. west of the main Roman 
road (Ermine Street), and was situated on a low ridge of sandy loam which at this 
point is 37  ft. above sea-level (O.S. datum). 

STRUCTURES 
The occupation site consisted of a hut floor (hut R i) with an adjacent hearth (pit 
R 15) and a rubbish pit (pit R i). The fact that these structures are associated is 
proved by the discovery of many pieces of the same pots in each deposit. 

The hut must have covered at least 400 square ft. in area and survived as a trampled 
dirt floor about 4  in. thick lying upon the natural subsoil. The greatest concentration 
of occupation-rubbish in this layer was immediately west of pit R 15, which was 
only about I ft. 3  in. below the level of the surrounding floor. This shallow pit 
consisted of irregular layers of burning, alternating with spreads of clean sandy loam. 
The abundance of broken cooking pots in this area suggests that it was the cooking 
place for the dwelling. No further structural remains were noticed, nor were any 
Roman building materials such as roofing tiles found, which suggests that the hut 
had the flimsiest of wattle and daub walls and probably a thatched roof. This occu-
pation site was subsequently sealed by the gravel service road to the baths. 

Pit R I was about 2 ft. 6 in. deep and had been originally dug as a burial pit for a• 
dog, whose skeleton lay at the bottom. The body had been covered with clean sandy 
loam and above that with dark loam containing much domestic rubbish. Later, 
when the baths were built, the south end of this pit was destroyed by a foundation 
trench. 

DATE 
Apart from a sestertius of Nero dated A.D. 64-6 (App. I), the main dating evidence is 
the Sarnian ware (App. II), which belongs predominantly to the Flavian period. It' 
is uncertain whether the hut was occupied any earlier, since the pre-Flavian pottery 
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may be use-survivals. At the other end of the time-scale a terminus ante quem in the 
early second century is suggested by the discovery of TrajanicoSamian ware. The 
character of the pottery from the early deposits of the baths suggests that the con-
struction of this building coincided with the end of the hut site. 

On the evidence of the Samian pottery alone this dwelling would, therefore, 
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appear to have been in use from approximately the third quarter of the first century 
A.D. to the opening years of the second century A.D. Most of the coarse pottery 
(App. III) also tends to fall within this period, but unfortunately very little is known 
about the dating of local wares in this area. 

DOMESTIC AND ECONOMIC LIFE 

As with many dwellings of this type, the hut was also a small workshop. The hut 
floor was covered with lumps of slag derived from iron smelting, one piece of which 
showed clearly the curved side of the pit in which the operation had taken place. It 
is probable, however, that the production was on a small scale and served little more 
than. the most immediate needs of the smith. The fragments of silver-plated scrap 
(App. IV, no. 4)  are also probably connected with some kind of metal-working. 

All the animal bones found were those of domestic species. The dog discovered in 
pit R I was a little larger than a fox-terrier in size and had probably been killed by a 
blow on the nose which had smashed the skull. Remains of sheep (a horned variety), 
the small Celtic ox and pig were found, those of sheep being the most common. The 
types of joints represented by these bones were probably the cheapest cuts of meat 
for the pot. Ribs and lambs' heads were particularly common. A few bird bones, 
possibly those of a young chicken, were also found. 

Amongst other domestic rubbish from these deposits were found pottery spindle 
whorls (App. IV, no. 7),  rubbing stones, a few pieces of Flavian glass vessels (App. IV, 
nos. 1-3), some bronze trinkets (App. IV, nos. 5  and 6) and two finely-worked 
flints (App. IV, nos. 9  and io). These flints may be derived from some previous 
Bronze or Iron Age occupation of the site, but it. is possible that they may still have 
been used by the native population during the early Roman period. It is interesting 
to note that although flint implements of this type are fairly common on the site of 
the baths, all without exception have come from Romano—British rubbish deposits. 

At some period a Samian bowl, form 29 (App. II, no. 3),  had been broken and 
some of the pieces carefully chipped into counters about in. in diameter (P1. III a). 
Subsequently, some of these counters had probably been lost on the floor of the hut, 
together with unworked pieces of the same bowl, and both had been swept up and 
deposited in pit R i . 

THE COARSE POTTERY 

One of the difficulties met with in working out the history of the various Romano—
British sites in' this area is the lack of datable evidence. Most local sites produce 
insufficient material such as coinage or Samian ware to provide a firm basis for close 
dating of their various phases of growth and decay. On the other hand although local 
wares are abundant on most sites, little is known about their development. Fortun-
ately the pottery groups recently found at Godmanchester have been large and fairly 
closely dated by other associated evidence. The pottery from this particular site 
represents over two hundred vessels and covers a period of about fifty years. It is 
the first of a series of groups from this area which will be described in some detail 
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in these Proceedings, with the purpose of covering eventually the whole Roman 
period. 

The pottery described here (App. III) is of especial interest since it covers the 
period of transition from native Belgic forms and fabrics to the more standardized 
Romano—British types. Compared with earlier groups from this area at such sites as 
Stocking Close' and Salome Lodge, 2  the fabrics are better levigated and the firing 
more controlled. Such features as the foot-ring are on the way out and decoration, 
with certain notable exceptions, tends to become more restrained. An example of 
this process is the native platter, which on this site can be traced typologically 
through several stages on its way to becoming the typical straight-sided dish of the 
second century. 

The various forms are probably fairly representative of those in use during the 
second half of the first century A.D. in this area, with the exception of mortaria and 
amphorae which were not found on this site. As might be expected from a town site 
on the main road, there are an unusually large number of non-local pottery types 
which are not often found in this district. Especially interesting are the wide range of 
decorated beakers, bowls imitating Samian forms and some early colour-coated vessels. 

The following are the commonest pottery fabrics found on this site: 
Fabric A (8 %).. Coarse shelly fabric of predominantly light brown colour with 

dark brown, grey and black patches on the surface. 
Fabric B (i8 %). A rather soft fabric with a brown or grey core and a black, grey or 

brown mottled surface. The shoulder and rim of vessels in this fabric are often 
burnished. 

Fabric C (25 %). ' Fumed '   ware. A hard fabric with a grey core and a specially 
treated black surface, usually highly burnished. 

Fabric D ('9 %). A hard fabric fired to a uniform light grey colour. 
Fabric E (I  i  %). Thin grey fabric highly burnished to a smooth rather soapy 

consistency. 
Fabric F (io %). Hard fabrics fired to a white, buff or pink colour with sometimes• 

a cream or white slip. 
Other fabrics ( %). Colour-coated pottery and miscellaneous fabrics. 
The coarse pottery is mainly classified here by form and .  lettered, wherever 

possible, according to the type of fabric used. The number of vessels is indicated at 
the end of the description of each form. • . 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

The dwelling, cooking place and associated rubbish pit described in this paper are 
the earliest Romano—British structures so far discovered in this part of Godman 
chester ; and were in use from the third quarter of the first century A.D. to the early 

1  J R. Garrood, ' A Romano—British Village in Huntingdonshire ', parts i and z, Trans. C. and H. Arch. 
Soc. vol. v, pp. 89-101, and pp. 181-94 respectively. 

a j R. Garrood, ' Iron Age and Romano—British site at Salome Lodge, Leighton ' , Trans. C. and H. Arch. 
Soc. vol. v, pp. 66-74. 
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years of the second century A.D. The primitive character of the hut is comparable to 
that of another dwelling excavated by Mr C. Green, on behalf of the Ancient Monu-
ments Department of the Ministry of Works, near the south gate in I959. Both sites 
were occupied over much the same period of time and their life was terminated by 
what may eventually turn out to have been a wide-scale town development scheme 
during the early second century A.D. The evidence from these early sites, although 
by no means conclusive, does suggest that the pace of Romanization was slow in 
Godmanchester and indeed it is possible that widespread development may not have 
occurred until after the area had settled down following the Boudiccan rebellion in 
A.D. 6o. 
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APPENDIX I 
COIN 

Brass sestertius of Nero in very fine condition found in pit R i . Obv. NERO . CLAUD . CAESAR. 
AUG . GER . P. M. TR . P. IMP. P. P. Laureate head right. Rev. DECURSIO S.C. Nero galloping right, 
followed by soldier carrying a standard (P1. III b). Minted A.D. 64-6 at Lyons. The small size of 
the globe on the obverse indicates that this is an early specimen of this issue. 

APPENDIX II 
SAMIAN WARE 

. 	(Fig. 2) 
(a)  Decorated forms 

I . Form 29. La Graufesenque. Rosettes and compound-stalked scroll of upper frieze similar 
to form 29 from London. 2  C. A.D. 50-60. 

Form 29. This lion (0. 1417) was a common South Gaulish type. The metope scheme and 
decorative details, such as the arrowheads, are typically Flavian. 3  C. A.D. 70-85. 

Form 29. La Graufesenque. The bird (0. 2285 A) in a medallion is partly enclosed by a 
compound-stalked scroll in the upper frieze. Pre-Flavian. Fragments of this vessel were sub-
sequently made into counters. 

Form 29. La Graufesenque. Compound-stalked scroll with figure ornament (0. 1639 A). 
C. A.D. 55-70. 

1  C. Green, "The Town Wall of Durovigutum ', Hunts Post, 14  May 1959- 
2 R. Knorr, T.S. (ii), p1. 58, T and V. 
3  F. Oswald and T. D. Pryce, An Introduction to the Study of Terra Sigillata (Longmans, 1920), P. 7 1. 
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Form 30. South Gaulish. The filling of the lower space, formed by the bifurcation of the 
St Andrew's Cross ornament, by a group of imbricate pinnate leaves is a Vespasianic charac-
teristic. C. A.D. 70-85. 	 5 

Form 30. South. Gaulish. The internal fluting and the absence of abead row or wavy line 
beneath the ovolo, together with an arrowhead panel, suggests a Vespasianic or perhaps earlier 
date. 

Form 30, South Gaulish. Ovolo with trifid terminal separated from general design by a 
wavy line. Internal fluting. Flavian. 	 S 
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Form 30 or 37.  South Gaulish. Ovolo with rosette -terminal. Flavian. 
Form  37.  La Graufesenque. Festoons containing the cuneiform leaf divided by fan-tailed 

leaves. Almost identical to form 29. Leicester.' Nero-Vespasian. 
Form 37.  St Andrew's Cross motif similar to form 29. London.2  Vespasianic. 

I I . Form 37.  La Graufesenque. MERCATOR used both the grape-bearing Silenus (0. 597)  and 
the bird, cf. form 37  from Rottweil. 3  Silenus, under a similar arcade on form 30 from Rottweil, 
was dated to the Vespasianic period. 4  C. A.D. 85-105. 

12. Form 37. Style of Potter X 2 of Central Gaul. 5  Satyr with wineskin (0. 625). A.D. 
100-120. 

(b) Plain forms 
13. Form 18. South Gaulish. Internal base presents a continuous low convexity and is 

grooved above the footstand. Flavian. 	 . 
14. Form 18R. South Gaulish. 
15. Form 27. South Gaulish. Pointed lip and internal groove. Probably Claudian-Neronian. 
16. Form 35.  Probably Central Gaulish. Orange fabric and slip. Probably Trajanic.. 
17. Curie type i i or perhaps Ritterling type 12. South Gaulish. Internal moulding is un-

usually deep in relation to the flange. Flavian. 
The numbers of plain Samian vessels were as follows: Form 18:  i 8. Form 18/3 I : 6 Form 18 

or 18/31:7.  Form 27: 7. Form 35: x. Form 36: . Curie type ii: i. Form 15/17: I. 

(c) Potter's stamps 
18. Form i8 R. Stamped OF)MODEI. Probably MODESTUS of La. Graufesenque. Rouletted 

circle on the interior base above footstand. Claudius-Nero. 	. 
19. Form 18. Stamped 0)FCREST retrograde. CRESTUS of La Graufesenque. Claudius-

Vespasian. . 	 . 
20. Form 18. Stamped OFRONI with abbreviated F and reversed N. Both these features are 

characteristic of FRONTINUS of La Graufesenque. 6  Nero-Flavian. 
21. Uncertain form. Stamped )DAM, with ligatured A and M. Probably.  DAMONUS of La 

Graufesenque. Claudius-Nero. 

APPENDIX III 
COARSE POTTERY 

(Figs. 3, 4, and  5) 
. I . Platters. These native copies of Gallo-Belgic types are common in Godmanchester. Forms 
I a-d show a typological development towards the second-century dish with a straight side. 
Potte?s stamp on no. i e reads oiw, with a ligatured o and R. Form x : B- i , D-z. Form i a: B-2, 
C-2. Form i b: B-i. Form i c: C-i (unstratified). Form i d: D-i (unstratified). Potter's stamp, 
ie: D-i. Total io. 

2. Dishes with a curved side. The burnished grooves round the outside of the wall of form :z 
may be vestigial remains of the native platter (cf., form i d). Form 2: E- i . Form z a : 	I. 

e  Total 2. 
1 K. M. Kenyon, Excavations at the 5ewry Wall Site, Leicester, fig. 14, flO. z. 

t 	
2  Walters, C.P.R. p1. XL, no. z. 	 . 
3 R. Knorr, T.S. from Rottweil (1912), p1. xxviii, nos. i and z. 
4  R. Knorr, T.S. from Rottweil (5907), p1. xxx, no. 2. 

5 

Stanfield and Simpson, Central Gaulish Potters (Oxford, 1958), P. 3, flO. 2. 
6 Hermet, La Graufesenque, p1. iii, nos. 55  and 56. 
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Deep dish decorated externally with burnished lines and a burnished lattice round the 
inside of the rim. Cf. with Camulodunum form 43 B (Claudius-Nero). D. Total i. 

Cup imitating Samian form 27. C. Total z. 
Carinated bowls with everted rim. These are probably variants of contemporary forms 

which later developed into Collingwood type 21. D. Two bowls also have a light brown slip. 
Total 4. 

Campanulate bowls Similar forms from Verulamium came from a deposit dated A.D. 

12o-6o.' F. Total 4. 	• 
Bowls imitating Samian form 37.  The type form shows the commonest class with stamped 

and combed decoration. Form 7a is a reconstructed bowl of this type but lacks the ovolo 
decoration. Form 7 b is probably from a similar type of bowl. Form 7 C 15 a smaller variant with 
a rouletted band below the lip. Sometimes known as ' Upchurch '   or ' London '   ware this form 
has been found at Cambridge and elsewhere locally. 2  On London sites it is dated Trajan-. 
Hadrian. 3  Forms 7  and 7a: E-. Form 7b : E-4. Form 7c :  C-3. Total 9. 

Bowls imitating Samian form 30. Form 8 has the same combed and stamped decoration 
as form 7.  Form 8 a is stamped with a delicate z motif. Form 8b (unstratified) is a variant of 
form 8 a in the same fabric. It is rouletted externally and grooved internally. Form 8 c has a red 
fabric, a friable buff surface and is decorated with a dark red slip. Forms 19, 19a and 24 are 
similar in fabric and decoration to form 8b and may be the work of a single potter. Form 8: D- i. 
Form 8 a: E-i . Form 8 b : E-i . Form 8 c: 2. Total 4. 

Carinated bowls with cordoned wall. These vessels are a common local form derived from 
the pre-Conquest tazza-bowl such as that found with the Snailwell burial1 4  The tendency for a 
bulge to form between the cordons is very marked on forms 9 b and 9 c. This local peculiarity also 
occurs on a bowl from Stocking Close. 5  The lowest bulge is sometimes decorated with burnished 
chevrons. Form 9: C- i . Forms 9 a-c : B-3. Total 4. 

Carinatéd bowls with incurved neck. This pre-Roman type survived well into the second 
century in East Anglia. Cf. with jar from Arbury Road, Cambridge, dated A.D. 13o_60.6  B-i, 
D-i, E-4. Total 6. 

I I . Bowl with grooves at base of neck. This native form was common on the Belgic site at 
Wyboston, Bedfordshire, 7  but is rare in this part of the Ouse valley. D-i, B-i (smaller version 
lacking the grooves). Total 2. 

12. Bowl with bulge on shoulder and groove below the carination. One vessel has burnished 
chevrons on the bulge. This local form (cf. with parallel from Stocking Close) 8  was derived from 
a pre-Roman prototype, an example of which was found on the same site. 9  Its rarity and primi-
tive character on this site suggests that it is a mainly pre-Flavian form. A. Total 2. 

1 3 -   Carinated bowl with cordon at base of neck and groove just above carination. This was the 
commonest form on the site and perhaps the standard type of Flavian bowl in this district. It 
probably shared a common native ancestry with form i 2, cf. with early native form from Salome 
Lodge'° and later examples from Stocking Close," where it was especially common. Form 13  a 

1 R. E. M. Wheeler, Verulamium, fig. P, flOS. 36 and 37. 
2 C. Fox, The Archaeology of the Cambridge Region (Cambridge, 1923), P. 208. 
3 Informatin from Guildhall Museum. 
4 T. C. Lethbridge, ' Burial of an Iron Age Warrior at Snailwell', Proc. C.A.S. vol. XLVII, P. 34, fig. 3, 

no. 53.18. 
. 5 Garrood loc. cit. p. 96, flO. 14. 

6 W. H. C. Frend, ' Romano-British Settlement at Arbury Road, Cambridge ', Proc. C.A.S. vol. XLVIII, 
P. 30, flO. 18. 

7  C. F. Tebbutt, ' A Belgic and Roman Farm at Wyboston, Bedfordshire ' , Proc. C.A.S. vol. L, p. 81. 
8  Garrood, loc. cit. p. 186, flO. 35. 	 9  Ibid. no. 25. 

10  Garrood, loc. cit. p.  69, flO. 9. 	 11  Garrood, loc. cit. p. 188, no. 34. 



r - 
I 	I 

ROMAN GODMANCHESTER 	 '7 

13 	 14 

) 181 ,-  -( 	1 	 151 

 z IZ 'a) tz ZZ 3  .23 

	

. 	. . .. 	. 
I . •.:.••• :' 
I 	 ... 	. 

	

17a 	'*4  

17 

	

===17d 	"V 

G 11 	 11 	 1  

19 

23 

I 18a 	 I 	" 8b 
 

; 	
[420a

16 

 18c 	 ___________ 

	

19a' 	
2O 	\7 	16a 	 -/) 

?- i /-21 f\ 	ci 	281 22  

4100"

\Jjj;? 	-ft:9 ¶32 

1 	
/1 

(Z2 

. 
I ' c 

	

t 	25 /1 
26a 

	

25 	 25 a1 
?!i 

. 11 
I1hll1Is 

Fig. 4. Coarse pottery (quarter natural size). 
2 
	 CAS 



18 	 H. J.  M. GREEN 
tends to be smaller than form 13 and has a higher neck. Occasionally there is either a burnished 
zigzag or a lattice pattern between. the groove and the cordon. B-4, C-23, D-4, F-i. Total 32, 

Carinated bowl decorated with grooves and cordons. This is a variant of form 13 in which 
the single cordon has been replaced by a bulge bounded by cordons. Cf. forms 9  b and 9 C, and 
a similar bowl from a second-century A.D. pit at Arbury Road, Cambridge.' B-i, D-2. Total 3. 

Probably a large jar. Combed decoration separated by horizontal burnished grooves. 
Broken edge of shoulder trimmed in Roman period. C. Total 2. 

Jars with flattened and everted rims. Form 16 is decorated with stamped decoration. 
Form 16: B-i . Form 16a: D-z. Hard red fabric, i . Total 4. 

Globular beakers with everted rims and bands of horizontal decoration. Form 17 iS 

decorated with nodular rustication separated by burnished grooves. Form ia is identical, but 
the rustication is of linear type. Forms 17b, c and d have respectively barbotine spikes, large 
stab marks and ' oblique lines of fingernail impressions. The areas of nodular and linear rustic 
pottery overlap in this district2  and both types have been found elsewhere in Godmanchester 
and also at Stocking Close, Salome Lodge and Alconbury Hill. 3  The studding on form 17b is 
more unusual but at Camulodunum (form 96) it was dated Claudius-Nero. Form 17:  C-i, D-i. 
Form 17a: D-3 (all unstratified). Form 17b : C-i, E-i. Form 17c: C-3. Form 17d: D-2. 
Total 9. 

Globular beakers with everted rims and bands of vertical decoration. Form 18 is of buff 
fabric with dark brown barbotine studs. Sherds 18 a and b are of similar fabric and have brown 
barbotine circles and panels. Sherd i 8 c has a cream barbotine circle on a brown colour-coat. 
These beakers have been found at Cambridge Road, Godmanchester 4  and may have been made 
at the ' War Ditches ' site near Cherryhinton, Cambridgeshire. 6  Body fragments of three ' Poppy-
head '   beakers of early type were also found. Form 18:  i . Form 18 alb: 2. Form 18 c: i • ' Poppy-
head '   beakers : C-i , E-z. Total 7. 

Globular jars with painted decoration. Buff fabric decorated with brown slip. Total z. 
Globular jars of buff fabric with a mica-gilt surface. Sherd zoa is decorated with rouletted 

chevrons. Total 3 -  
Bulbous ' rough-cast' beaker of buff fabric with a dark brown colour-coat. Only plain 

body fragments with a pinkish fabric have been found in this group, but unstratified examples 
with both rough-cast and plain colour-coats are common. Type form unstratified. Total 3. 

Plain globular jars with everted rims. Form 22 : E-i . . Form 22a : C-a. Form 22b: D-2. 
Total 5. 	 . 

Debased copy of the Belgic girth-beaker decorated with characteristic incised lines set 
vertically in groups. E, burnished externally. Total i. 

Imitation of the Gallo-Belgic butt beaker (Haltern form 85). The incised cross-hatching 
and cordons have been partially replaced by painted decoration. Red fabric with cream slip 
decorated with orange paint. Total 1. 

Native butt beakers. There is a cordon at the base of the neck and the two zones of 
rouletting are bounded by grooves. The exterior is highly burnished. Two typical rim profiles 
are shown (25 a and 25 b). This is a common local type of Belgic ancestry with parallels from 

1 W. H. C. Frend, ' Further Romano-British Burials found at Arbury Road in 1953 ',  Proc. C.A.S; 
vol. XLIX, P. 26, fig. z, no. 4. 

2  F. H. Thomson, 'A Romano-British Pottery kiln at North Hykeham, Lincolnshire ' , Ant. Y. vol. 
xxxviii, P.  33, fig. 6. 

3  Ibid. pp. 37 and 42. 
4  J. R. Garrood, ' Roman Godmanchester ', Trans. C. and H. Arch. Soc. vol. v, p1. 5  (Opp.  P.  485), 

nos. 5  and 6. 
5 T. C. Lethbridge, ' Further Excavations at the War Ditches ', Proc. C.A.S. vol. XLII, P. 1126. 
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20 	 H. J. M. GREEN 

Stocking Close' and Holywell. 2  It is absent from later deposits on this site and it is, therefore, 
probable that this particular form did not survive the first century A.D. Sherd 25 C has a light 
brown colour-coat. B-3, C-4, E-3. Total io. 

Flasks. The neck-mouldings on form 26a are characteristic of a local carinated form of 
flask, cf. with parallel from . Cambridge Road, Godmanchester. 3  Form 26: B-i , C- i , D-i. 
Form 26 a: E-i . Total 4. 

Pedestal-urn base. C. Total i. 
Pedestal-beaker base. Cf. with Romano-British parallels from Great Chesterford. 4  

D. Total 2. 
Jug with outcurved lip, grooved and undercut. Camulodunum form 136C (Claudius-

Nero). F. Total I. 
Jug with trumpet-shaped mouth similar to Colchester form 155 B (Flavian-Hadrian). F. 

Total I . 
Ring-neck jug. At Leicester this form (jug type B2) is dated Domitian-Trajan. Variants 

3 I a and 3 I b approach form 32 in shape. F. Total 3. 
Ring-necked jug with top ring more pronounced and flaring than form 31. Cf. with 

Leicester jug type B 4  (Trajan-Hadrian). F. Total i . Fragments of at least six other jugs were 
found (form uncertain) and three larger vessels, probably flagons, all in fabric F. 

Neckless and bead-rim cooking pots. The combing on form 33  is a common decoration on 
local cooking pots and storage jars. Forms 33a  and b are survivals of local pre-Roman types found 
at Stocking Close 5  and Salome Lodge. 6  Pots ridged internally to hold a lid are another Belgic 
form with a wide distribution in this area. Forms 33 C-e show three variants, of which 33 d is 
probably the most common locally. Form 33 : B-i . Form 33  a : A-z. Form 33 b : B-z. Form 33 C 

B-3. Form 33 d: A-i. Form 33 e:  B/D-3. Total 12. 
Necked cooking pots. Local Belgic prototypes of this format Salome Lodge 7  and Stocking 

Close8  have a more everted rim. The horizontal bands of scoring are a characteristic decorative 
feature of this form, and are probably vestigial cordons. Two body fragments have a band of 
burnished trellis decoration of Midland type which may have begun to appear in this area during 
the early second century A.D. Form 34: B-2, D-5. Form 34a:  A- i , B-2 and a red fabric with a 
black slip I. Form 34b:  A-i. Total 12. 

Standard body and base form for cooking jars of fabrics B, C and D. Distinct foot-rings 5, 
vestigial foot-rings 13, no foot-rings 22. 

Standard base form for cooking jars of fabric A. 
Storage jars. Oblique vertical combing (37) and horizontal waves around the shoulder 

(37  a) are standard decorative features. At Leicester (storage jars, type A) this form was dated 
to the first and early second century A.D. Form 37:  A- i . Form 37a:  A- i . Form 37b : A-6. 
Form 37 c :  A- i , B- i . Total io (minimum). 

Storage jar. At Leicester (storage jars, type E) this form does not occur before the second 
quarter of the second century A.D. A. Total i. 

Storage jars. At Leicester (storage jars, type D) this form was dated first to mid-second 
century A.D. A-i, B-i. Total z. 

Lids. Form 4oa has a roughly chipped rim. Form 40: B-i, C-i. Form 40a: D-i. 
Form 4ob: C-i. Form 40C: C-i. Form 4od: B-i. Form 40e: B-i. Total 7. 

1 Garrood, loc. cit. p. 96, no. 13. 	 . 
2  J R. Garrood, ' Iron Age Pottery and Associated Objects in the Museum of the Huntingdon Institute', 

Trans. C. and H. Arch. Soc. vol. iv, P. 289, fig. 4. 
3 Garrood, bc. cit. vol. v, P. 457, fig. i, no. 3. 	4 Fox, op. cit. p1. xvi, no. 14. 
5 Garrood, bc. cit. P. 94, no. 5. 	 Garrood, loc.  cit.  P. 73, flO. I. 
7 Ibid. P. 73, no. 12. 	 Garrood, loc. cit. p. 186, no. 27. 
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GLASS 
. 	 (Fig. 6) 

I . Pillar-moulded bowl of dark blue glass. A common first century A.D. type which is very rare 

	

after A.D. 100. 	 S 	. 

Ribbed handle of bluish-green glass from a square bottle. 	 S 	S 

4 	
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Fig. 6. Glass and small finds (nos. i-  a—c, 7, 9 and ii  half 
- 	 . natural size; nos. 4-6 and 8 full size; no. 3  one twelfth). 

Fragments of three different flagons similar to the illustrated example (no
-
. 3).  Nos.  3  a 

and 3  b are of amber and dark blue glass respectively and have trailed decoration. The handle, 
no. 3 C, of bluish green glass has a central rib; The flagons are characteristic of the first and early 
second century A.D. 
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SMALL FINDS 
(Fig. 6) 

Bronze silver-plated cup. Badly corroded fragments of another silver-plated vessel were 
also found 

Bronze finger-ring with an oval bezel inlaid with red enamel. 
Bronze ligula. 
Pottery spindle whorl of fabric D. A larger spindle whorl of fabric A was also found. 
Oval bead of light blue paste. 
Finely worked triangular scraper of dark grey flint. One edge has two notches. 

io. Oval scraper of grey-blue flint. Two worked flakes were also found. 
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NOTES ON POTTERY FROM SOME 
ROMANO-BRITISH KILNS IN 

THE CAMBRIDGE AREA 

B. R. HARTLEY 

As Dr Philip Corder has recently observed, one of the most urgent . needs in 
Romano—British studies is the publication of kiln-groups from local potteries.' The 
use of the proton magnetometer for locating kilns is already bringing a spate of new 
discoveries, 2  but this does notmean that older finds are of less importance. Indeed, 
constant reappraisal of them in the light of new evidence is a vital necessity, and so is 
publication of old finds that have previously escaped publication. It is for these 
reasons that notes on the pottery from two kiln-sites, namely War Ditches, Cherry-
hinton and Jesus Lane, Cambridge, are offered here. Further work on kilns at the 
important pottery at Horningsea is badly needed, especially as its products are 
potentially valuable for dating the occupation of Fenland sites. Until this is done, 
little can be added to the original report on Horningsea, though a few comments on 
some outstanding points are added below. 

WAR DITCHES, CHERRYHINTON 

In 1939  Mr T. C. Lethbridge excavated a pottery kiln overlying the Iron Age ditch. 
Although the kiln was illustrated in the report, it was not possible to publish the 
pottery, because of the need for economy at the time. 3  The writer is grateful to 
Mr Lethbridge, and to the Curator of the University Museum, where the finds are, 
for permission to publish the pottery here. 

The kiln itself was of up-draught type, entirely clay-built, and roughly circular in 
plan. It had an elongated central pedestal, though no evidence of the nature of the 
pottery-chamber floor seems to have survived. The flue was very short, and the 
kiln a small one, probably about 3  ft. in diameter. 

All the pottery was in oxidized fabric, usually orange-brown or buff, though the 
colour of many sherds had been changed by accidental refiring, or by contact with 
hot ashes in the stoke-hole. The clay was micaceous and took a good burnish, some 
of the sherds having the slightly soapy feeling that is often found with Belgic pottery. 
Surface decoration was limited to rilling and scoring, sometimes in horizontal zones, 

1 Arch. Y. vol. CXIV, p. II. 
2 Antiquity, vol. XXXIII, pp. 205-7;  Archaeometry, vol. II, PP.-32-6. 
3  Proc. C.A.S. vol. XLII, p1. XII, with pp. izo-i and 124. 
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more frequently arranged haphazardly with oblique and vertical combing over-
lapping. The range of forms was limited, but all seem to be of Belgic ancestry: 

Type I 

Large narrow-mouthedjars. There are three closely similar examples, all J  in orange-
brown fabric with unburnished surfaces. Each has a prominent cordon at the 
junction of the neck and shoulder (Fig. i, no. i). 

Type2 
Medium-mouthed jars. Two main groups may be distinguished, between them 

accounting for over half the kiln's products. Orange-brown or buff fabric, frequently 
with a grey core, is normal, though one example is in greenish grey. ware. 

Type2A 	 . 
Small jars, about 4-6 in. in diameter. No cordons, but decoration of horizontal 

ruling on the shoulder and irregular combing below (Fig. i , nos. 2-3). 

Type2B 	 . 	 . 
Large jars, 10-14 in. in diameter, usually with cordons, occasionally with surface 

decoration like that of type 2 A (Fig. i , nos. 4-8). 

Type 	• • 
Wide-mouthed jars. All are in red-brown or orange-brown fabric with burnished 

surfaces. A cordon is normal at the shoulder, and so is a slight constriction about 
half-way down the profile, though it is sometimes reduced to a slight groove. One 
example has ruling on the edge of its rim (Fig. i , nos. 9—IC). 

Type  
Imitations of Gallo—Belgic platters. There are at least six examples, all differing in 

precise form. All were originally red-brown with internal and external burnish, but 
several have been baked to black or brown after fracture. The only base preserved 
has three deeply incised concentric grooves, derived from the foot-ring of the proto-
type (Fig. I, nos. 11-14). 

Although the total number of rims is only forty, it is worth recording the percent-
ages for each type, as they should give a rough indication of the proportions of the 
forms produced: type 1,  ; type z A, .12'5 %; type z B, 40 %; type 3, 25 % and 
type 4, 15%. 	 . 	. 

The close similarity of all the forms to ones in use at Camulodunum in the pre-
Flavian period leaves no doubt that the pottery is in the Belgic tradition.- But what 
of its date? It has long been appreciated that native forms tended to be produced in 
northern East Anglia long after they had passed out of fashion elsewhere. 2  However, 
none of the War Ditches types has been recorded from Fenland sites or at the 

1 	F. C. Hawkes and M. R. Hull, Camulodunum, pls. LXXVIII if. 
2  Cf. Proc. Prehist. Soc. vol. vii, pp. 236-7. 
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Arbury Road settlement, first occupied in the early second century. Furthermore, 
imitation Gallo—Belgic platters have yet to be attested from a certain second-century 
context, though it is perhaps worth noting that they have recently been found in the 

5 	 10 

/ 
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S 	

Pottery from the War Ditches kiln. 	 S 

Fig. i (Scale: ) 

Nene Valley in association with Flavian—Trajanic occupation. These facts, together 
with the similarity to the Belgic prototypes in form and fabric, suggest that the kiln 
was first-century; it is, however, impossible to decide on present evidence whether 
it was pre-Flavian or Flavian. . . 
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While discussing the site, it is worth recalling the earlier discovery of many 
examples of distinctive jars in buff fabric with brown barbotine decoration of circles 
and dots.' McKenny Hughes noted that fragments occurred everywhere at the War 
Ditches, but that they were much more common at • one particular point. 2  This 
suggests that another kiln, producing this finer ware, may have existed nearby. 
Certainly it is not common elsewhere in the Cambridge area, though Mr Lethbridge 
has recorded a complete pot from the cemetery at Guilden Morden. 3  

JESUS LANE, CAMBRIDGE 

In 1901, somewhere on the north side of Jesus Lane, very considerable quantities 
of Roman pottery were found. 4  A little of it reached the Museum, where there are 
seven or eight more or less intact vessels, most of them distorted or with waster 
cracking. As MçKenny Hughes pointed out, there can be no doubt that they came 
from a dump associated with potters' kilns. Most of the pots are in grey fabric with 
a light grey silvery slip; one has a black, bituminous wash. It is not impossible that 
colour-coated ware was made as well (see type 4).  The surviving vessels are unlikely 
to represent the full range of the products and it is, of course, impossible to deduce 
anything about their relative frequency in the output of the kilns. 

Typei 	. 
Narrow-necked vessels with pedestals. These are of flagon shape but they quite 

certainly had no handle. The two examples have different forms of pedestal. Both 
have a silver-grey slip on the upper two thirds of the outside only, and they must, 
therefore, have been inverted and only partly dipped in the slip (Fig. z, nos. i 
and ia). - 

Type :z 	 . 	 . 
Narrow-necked vessels of flagon shape. Once more there is no question of handles 

having been . present, but this time the bases are of normal flagon type. Three 
examples, two with wavy lines in an unburnished band on the-shoulder. The slip is 
similar to that of type I and again only covers the upper part of the vessels (Fig. z, 
nos. 2-3). 

Type 	 . 	 . 

Wide-mouthed jars. Two examples, one in similar fabric to the previous types 
(Fig. 2, flO. 4), the other with a black, bituminous slip on the upper part of the out-
side (Fig. 2, no. 5).  Although the fabric of the second one is so different from the 
other examples, the similar technique of partial immersion in the slip suggests a 
common origin, as this method is most unusual. These jars are reminiscent of 
products of the Nene Valley kilns. 5  

1• Proc. C.A.S. vol. x, p1. xx. 	2  Ibid. P.  464. 	. 	 Ibid. vol. XLII, p. 124. 
4  Ibid. vol. x, pp. 194-6 ; C. Fox, Archaeology of the Cambridge Region (1923), P. zi x with p1. xxiv, . 
5  Proc. C.A.S. vol. LII, P. 22, flOS. 3-5. 



NOTES ON POTTERY FROM SOME ROMANO-BRITISH KILNS 	27 

Type 4(?) 
Imitation of Samian form 3 i . This complete dish is not certainly a waster, though it 

may well have come from the kilns. If it did, the range of fabric must be extended, 
for it is orange-brown with a red colour-coat (Fig. 2, no. 6). 

Major J. G. S. Brinson, F.S.A., tells me that he has found examples of type i in 
late third- and early fourth-century contexts at Great Chesterford. Such a dating,  
fits the general character of the other forms very well, and certainly type 4,  if it is to 
be admitted, could scarcely be earlier than the late third century. The distribution of 

Pottery from the Jesus Lane kiln-site 

Fig. 2 (Scale: ) 

the products was no doubt largely •a local one. Apart from the Chesterford examples, 
similar types have been noted from Arbury Road,' and from Fenland sites immedi-
ately north of Cambridge. 

HORNINGSEA 

The large pottery at Horningsea was clearly of major importance and its products, 
notably large storage jars of distinctive type, in grey ware, 2  have been found on many 
sites in the Cambridge area, particularly in the Fens. By the standards of the time, 

11  Ibid. vol. XLVIII, p. 39, flO. 90. 	 2  Ibid. vol. xvii, p. 6o. 
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the kilns were extraordinarily well published,. but it is certain that some of the dates 
proposed for the pottery need modifying. This applies particularly to the pedestal-
jars that were assigned to the first century. They were found in a ' trench '   ( near 
kiln 5  which also contained samian stamps now known to be of late second-century 
date,' while an has recently been found in a late second- or third-century 
context at Exning. 2  These Horningsea pedestal-jars are, therefore, yet another 
reminder of the conservative tradition of East Anglian potters, like Jesus Lane 
type I , above. None of the published pottery from the site is certainly fourth-century, 
and it now seems likely that the kilns were predominantly Antonine and third-
century. 0 

Finally, attention may be drawn to the recorded occurrence of wasters from in-
dented beakers in colour-coated ware. 3  They are not illustrated in the report. Their 
manufacture at Horningsea would not be. surprising, particularly as it is now be-
coming increasingly clear that colour-coated ware was made at many more sites 
than has often been supposed. 0 

' Namely, AVCELLA F and DOVIICCVS (a variant form of the stamp of DOECCVS of Lezoux). 
2  Proc. C.A.S. vol. LII, pp. 19 f., nos. 16 and 36. 	3 Ibid. vol. xvii, P.  63. 	0 

/ 

,1 
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SOME REFLECTIONS ON 
THE CAMBRIDGESHIRE DOMESDAY 

R. WELLDON FINN, M.A. 

w i T H the exception of the south-western counties, where we have the material of 
the Liber Exoniensis available, we can evaluate Domesday Book nowhere better than 
in Cambridgeshire, for here alone we have a copy, though admittedly a late and 
imperfect copy, of what seems to be most of the initial Inquest material, the Inquisitio 
Comitatus Cantabrigiensis, and three slightly varying copies, at times giving more 
information than either the above or Domesday Book, of the material so far as it 
concerned the Abbey of Ely, the Inquisitio Eliensis. The latter is followed by Sum-
manes of the Abbey lands and of the estates of three of the leading laymen who had 
obtained holdings to which the Abbey laid claim; a short list of demesne property 
giving the plough-teams and population on each; then what is headed Nomina 
Villarum, giving a similar list, but with the tenants' teams only recorded; a schedule 
of lands claimed by the Abbey but which had passed out of its possession; and 
(in one manuscript only) notes of property and rights claimed at an inquiry held 
between 1071 and 1075 into the illegal acquisitions of Ely lands.' Round discussed 
these at length, stressing the imperfections of each. 2  Magnificent contribution to the 
study of the Domesday Inquest and of Domesday Book though Round's work was, 
it is not without its defects; for example, examination of IE shows MS. B to be 
the most accurate of the three texts, not MS. C. 3  

When William of Normandy was crowned king of the English on Christmas Day 
io66, among the rights he acquired by their acceptance of his conquest of England 
was that of disposing of the estates of his new subjects. Their transference to his 
adherents was effected largely in accordance with definite principles. As a faithful 
son of Holy Church, whose support he needed in an England still far from generally 
willing to accept his mastery, he ordained that ecclesiastical organizations should 
retain the lands they were legitimately holding at King Edward's death ; the Abbot 
of Croyland, for example, was to keep the estates which were of St Guthlac's de-
mesne. There would be no difficulty about discovering who before the Conquest had 
been the leading thegns of a province, and redistribution could most easily be 
effected by transferring the estates of each to a supporter of his successful venture 
and regarding the newcomer as the heir of an Englishman dead or displaced and as 

1  The texts were edited and printed by N. E. S. A. Hamilton (London, 1876). Hamilton did not attempt 
a critical edition, and in his printed text there are numerous omissions and mis-readings. The manuscripts 
are hereinafter referred to as ICC and IE, and Domesday Book as DB ; Hamilton's edition is given as H. 

2  J H. Round, Feudal England, pp. 1-54, 118-3,8,  459-61 (London, 1895). 
3  See R. Welidon Finn, ' The Inquisitio Eliensis Re-considered ' , Eng. Hist. Rev. vol. LXXV (1960). 
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succeeding to all the privileges and responsibilities of his pre-Conquest antecessor. 
So we find William of Warenne acquiring the lands of King Edward's thegn Thorkill 
( ' Tochi'), and Aubrey de Ver those of Wulfwine ('Wlwin'). Some natives were 
allowed to retain at least a portion of their former estates, though as a rule they held 
them, by the time Domesday Book was compiled, from a foreign tenant-in-chief, and 
he of the king; thus we find a certain ' Almar ' in possession of some of the holdings 
which had been his in io66 (fol. 195ai). But it is only in a small minority of instances 
that we find an English or Anglo-Danish subtenant recorded in io86. 

But the settlement and transference of estates, in the eastern counties at least, was 
not altogether a simple proceeding, though there must have been available lists of 
pre-Conquest landholders and of their property—perhaps in the form of records of 
payment of geld or land-tax.' King Edward's manors naturally passed to the 
Conqueror. But in Cambridgeshire, in contrast to the system adopted in most 
shires, King William did not take to himself all the manors of the House of Godwine, 
which were his by right of conquest. Though he kept Earl Harold's berewick of 
Shelford (19oai), Bottisham (ig6ai) passed to Walter Giffard, and in DB we find 
the Countess Judith in possession of Kirtling (Harold's) and Whittlesford (Gyrth's, 
202a2). The difficulty was that here the lands were not composed of a number of 
large manors, many the demesne manors of the English or Danish aristocracy or 
plutocracy, and without subtenants, as in the west and south. The eastern shires 
were rather a region of small proprietors, often virtually peasant proprietors, who 
had sought the protection of, had ' commended themselves to ' , declared themselves 
' the men of ' , some more influential landowner. Where, then, one of these lesser men 
was holding under Earl Harold, or was the man of his brother Tostig, devolution 
could not be straightforward. For many a minor landowner was commended to 
different magnates in respect of different estates, or was indeed commended to more 
than one man for a single holding. A magnate, moreover, though his tenant was his 
( man ) ,  might not have jurisdictional rights over him—what was known as the ' soke' 
or ' sake and soke '. Over and over again we find that someone was the man of Y, 
but that Z had soke over, him, and that if he had the power to sell or bequeath his 
land, Z normally retained the soke over him (or his land) when he did so. 

But there were some whose possessions were too great to take overmuch account 
of tenurial ramifications. Edith ('Ediva') the Fair, very possibly Earl Harold's 
mistress, the ' Swan-necked ' ,  had held vast estates in the shire. To bestow them as 
a whole on a single lesser baron would endow him with overmuch local importance, 
and so the majority of them were given to the king's trusted Breton supporter Earl 
Alan of Richmond. But they did not pass in their entirety to him. We find Hardwin 
holding land which had been hers at Kingston and Caldecote (iqM2), Aubrey de 
Ver at Great Abington (199b2), John son of Waleran at Fulbourn (zoIb2). But DB 

1  There must, too, surely have existed records of those who, as DB informs us, were liable to the sheriff 
for the duties of transport or of finding a guard when the king visited the shire. Sheriffs of io66 or earlier 
seem to have survived the Conquest and may even, as in some other shires, have continued in office for 
some years. We hear of three pre-Norman sheriffs of the county, JElfric, Orgar, and Blacuin (i 89ai, 197a2, 
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sometimes notes that Earl Alan claims the land in right of his predecessor, Edith, 
and the Hundred-jury supports his claim, for Edith's man could transfer his land to 
whom he would. 

Indeed, it is rarely apparent from casual inspection of DB that therehad been any 
underlying principles of distribution. Robert fitzWymarc, sheriff of Essex before 
the Conquest, had had ten Cambridgeshire men commended to him. He seems to 
have been dead by io86, and the lands in which he had an interest had passed thus: 
Fol. 193b1 	I at Arrington, on a manor held by LElfric, a thegn of Earl Roger 

King Edward 
Fol. i97b1, 2 '2 at Hatley St George and i at East Hatley 	Eudes the Steward 
Fol. i98b1 	I at Wratworth and i at Whitwell 	. 	Hardwin 
Fol. i99bi 	i at Papworth (Ornod) 	 Eustace of Huntingdon 
Fol. 200bi, z 	I at Croyden and i at Whitwell 	 . Picot the sheriff 
Fol. zooai 	i at Hatley St George 	 Picot the sheriff 

As only once is the pre-Conquest tenant named, it may be that the anonymous 
holders were in some instances the antecessores of the Normans who became possessed 
of their lands. 

As we look through the folios of DB, we shall rarely find indication of organized 
succession. For this there are reasons additional to the above. One is because in the 
score of years preceding the Inquest there had been many inevitable changes in 
tenancies, coupled with the fact that DB often does not name the immediate pre-
decessor of the holder in io86. Frequently Earl }Elfgar of Mercia is said to have held 
an estate, or the holder had been his man. But the Earl died in 1062, and possibly 
his sons, Eadwine and Morkere, inherited his lands, and retained at least some of 
them after the Conquest, since King William needed their support, until their 
rebellion against him.' So with Earl Waltheof, on excellent terms with the king 
until his revolt in 1075, but whose estates did not as a whole pass to his widow, the 
Countess Judith. Earl Ralf II of East Anglia was certainly holding Whaddon 
(ig6b2)until the day he ' offended against the King '  and forfeited his estates. Many 
a lesser local man surely lost his lands for complicity in Hereward's campaign in and 
about Ely in 1070, or in the revolt of the Earls in 1075, or as a result of other un-
recorded incidents. To bestow on the individual the entire fief of Waitheof would 
have meant a grant of overmuch power, and we find his manors and the holdings 
whose tenants were his men in the hands of fourteen different tenants-in-chief. 

A second reason is the division of the great majority of the villages between a 
multiplicity of tenants. Even after the Conquest, four tenants-in-chief had an 
interest in Eversden : in io66 twenty-seven sokemen had shared its eight hides and 
forty acres. A sokeman of Earl JElfgar had held a virgate ; in i o86 his land was held 
by Durand of Hardwin d'Eschalers (198b2). Two who were the Fair Edith's men 

1 This is, however, no more than supposition. IElfgar was Earl of East Anglia until 1057, when on his 
obtaining his father's earldom of Mercia Gyrth, Harold's brother, succeeded him, and so JElfgar's sons 
may not have inherited his Cambridgeshire lands, especially as the county was included in the earldom 
given to Waitheof in 1065. 
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had owned one hide; they may be the two Englishmen who, with a certain Robert, 
held the estate after the Conquest, of Earl Alan (194b2). Another hide had been held 
by Edwi, the man of the Abbot of Ely, but over whom Earl }Elfgar had the soke ; this 
was being held by Hugh de Berners of the King (199a2). Fourteen who were King 
Edward's men, one who was Edith's, six of Earl Elfgar's, and two of the late Arch-
bishop Stigand's, holding jointly estates of varying sizes, had not passed to the 
customary successors of each, but their land was in part the sheriff's, in part a certain 
Humphrey's, in each case held from Guy de Raimbeaucourt (2ooai). Moreover, the 
sheriff's holding is half a hide, and none of the four groups possessed this quantity 
in io66. It would be easy to select villages with even more complex pre-Conquest 
tenancies and subsequent devolutions. 

What governed such redistributions we cannot deduce. To retain undisturbed all 
the divisions of io66 would have been foreign to the Norman mind, for this appreci-
ated the administrative and economic inefficiency of numerous small estates, and 
endeavoured to combine them into more workable ones. Also, who, where one lord 
had a man's commendation, but another his soke, was his lawful successor? There 
seems never to have been any agreed principle as to the possession of which, com-
mendation or soke, gave clear title, or the better right, to the land. What indications 
we possess suggest that to have only the soke over a man was not regarded as very 
good reason for inheriting his land. 

We are not always told whether men had possessed the privilege of transferring 
land or not; where we are, rather more than 75 % had this right. Is it, then, possible 
that after the Conquest many men, their former lords dead or disgraced or im-
poverished, became of their own seeking the men of the newcomers, and for this 
reason appear in a particular individual fief in which no evidence of normal descent 
is displayed.? It is equally possible that in the turmoil of the Conquest a sokeman 
who had been the man of the dead Earl Gyrth or of some lesser man turned for 
protection to Earl Waitheof or to the potential stability of the Abbey of Ely. To 
whom a man commended himself might well have been a matter of to whom a 
neighbouring estate had legitimately descended. Who had possessed a man's com-
mendation was obviously of moment to the organizers of the Inquest, for they rarely 
failed to note whose man a tenant had been. It seems probable, from Earl Alan's 
claim and its support by the Hundred, that a newcomer might expect to succeed 
to the lands of the men of his duly recognized predecessor, even though they might 
have possessed the power of selling their land. 

But undoubtedly the newcomers used the opportunities presented to extend their 
estates without proper sanction. For example, Thorkill, the antecessor of William of 
Warenne, had held two estates, in Weston Colville and Trumpington, which he 
could not sell without the Abbot of Ely's leave, but which had passed to William—
the latter, previously, to William's brother-in-law Frederick, killed in 1070/1,  so 
that it must have been acquired early in the occupation (196a2, bi). Not unnaturally, 
Ely protested at William's occupation of what she claimed was Abbey demesne 
land. 
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DB itself indicates some of these illegalities. Twice we are told that the predecessor 
of Aubrey de Ver did not have certain land, but according to the testimony of the 
Hundred jury occupied it despite the King's arrangements (iggbi). Earl Ralf had 
been holding part of Whaddon when he rebelled and lost his lands; in ]I o86 Richard 
fitzGilbert had it, though the Hundred reports that Richard's predecessor never had 
it nor was seized of it (196b2). The Ely claims to land in lay hands are extensive, and 
for all we know some of these may have been acquired by aliens as a result of the 
Ely tenants' share in the rebellion of 1070. It is impossible to doubt that many an 
unscrupulous newcomer, backed by a far from scrupulous sheriff who seems himself 
to have acquired numerous estates by no authority but his own, swelled his holdings 
without the licence of the king and in defiance of his principles of inheritance. 
Aubrey de Ver is convicted by DB of having acquired illegally a holding in Abington 
which in io66 had been held by a sokeman of the king, and which three years before 
the Inquest Picot the sheriff had proved was not properly Aubrey's and had recovered 
(i99bz). 

Evil though Picot's reputation became, it may be that the arrangement and 
language of DB suggest usurpation on his part when in fact there was none. We are 
frequently told that both he and another apparent usurper, Hardwin d'Eschalers (who 
from his position could well have been a deputy-sheriff), are holding land which is 
' of the King's fee ' , ' is in the King's hand ' .' The implication may very well be that 
lawful ownership of these estates had not been determined, and that as the royal 
representatives they were administering them until it should please the king to 
grant them. Some of the former holders, for example, at Dullingham, had been 
Earl Elfgar's men; at Quy two had been men of the Abbot of Ramsey, five King 
Edward's; a Fulbourn estate had been shared by as many as twenty-six sokemen, and 
it is listed under Terra Regis. There is in neither DB nor ICC any indication that the 
existing arrangements had been challenged. 

All through his reign, indeed, the king had displayed anxiety that all should be 
done in accordance with his orders. The records of his reign show his concern to 
ensure that Bishop Remigius of Lincoln should not -exact new dues within the 
Isle of Ely, and that Ely should possess all the lands to which she could prove her 
title; investigation after investigation had been held, especially after the 1070 
rebellions, and at the great inquiry at Kentford in 1080.2  Individual writs demand 
the surrender of Ely property unjustly acquired, and DB and IE show that some at 
least had been recovered. 3  If men cannot prove that they had received by the king's 
gift lands claimed by Ely, the abbot is to have sake and soke in them and receive 
all customary dues as his predecessor in King Edward's day had them; those who 

1 Picot: Fulbourn, Babraham, Great Abington (19oai), Quy, Pampisford (zooaz), Long Stanton (zolai); 
Hardwin : Dullingham (197b2), West Wratting, Babraham (198ai), Melbourn (198bi). At Clopton (zoobi) 
Picot has a garden-close which is ' of the King's soke'. 

2 King William's orders for the holding of these inquiries are printed in H, pp. xvii—xxi. See also 
E. Miller, ' The Ely Land Pleas in the Reign of William I ', Eng. Hist. Rev. vol. LXII ( 1 947), pp. 438-56. 

3 For example, Hugh de Montfort is to give back Barham in Suffolk, which seems to have been recovered, 
for it appears as an Ely demesne manor in DB and IE (II, 3 83b; 63a2, 250, zora). 

CAS 



34 	 R. WELLDON FINN 

have acquired the Abbey thegniands are to make the best arrangements they can 
with the abbot regarding their possession. 

The king's view of the complications seems to be a completely definite one. What 
in io66 were the Abbey demesne lands ought under no circumstances to belong to 
anyone else. Where Ely had had soke over men, she was to retain it. But he had 
ordained that the Abbey owed him the service of forty knights, and he could not 
afford to have his military strength diminished by inability or failure to supply the 
quota. In io66, some of these thegniands—land leased to a tenant who might not 
transfer it—were being held by priests, and despite the militancy of certain English 
churchmen, it would suit the king well, provided it left the abbot with no legitimate 
grievance, to have these thegnlands in lay hands, and a trained soldier furnished by 
Picot or Hardwin or Guy on behalf of the Abbey.' But it is made quite clear in DB 
that these thegnlands, which for the most part seem to be alienations from the former 
demesne land of the Abbey, are still to be regarded as Abbey property, and that their 
lay tenants are serving the abbot, and do not hold them as tenants-in-chief. The king 
seems to have ordered men such as Picot and Hardwin to administer Ely thegniand 
and sokeland, while admitting Ely's superiority over it. For we find both of them 
holding ' under the abbot ' , and Picot ' serving the abbot and holding of him by the 
king's command '•2  The position is made even clearer (though we must remember 
that IE is a series of documents drawn up in the Abbey's interests) in the Summaries 
which follow the Cambridgeshire section of the IE. 3  The property claimed. to be 
Ely's but held in and before io86 by Picot, Hardwin, and Guy is said to be held ' by 
the grant and order of King William ', about which ' they have made agreement with 
the abbot by the king's permission '  and for which ' they do service to the abbot', 
while where the former tenant could sell the land 'the sake and soke and commenda-
tion and service is to remain the Church of Ely's ' . To the fact that sometimes IE 
says the estates are held ' of '   or ' under '   the abbot, but DB and ICC ' of the king ' we 
need attach no great importance, for 'of the kin g ' may be no more than the e qui-
valent of ' by the king's orders '. One estate remained in dispute: at Thriplow 
(igiai, 199a2) Hardwin was holding a hide of the demesne by the abbot's permission 
' until he can discuss the matter with the king ' . It is perhaps significant that we do 
not find Normans holding Abbey land in the Two Hundreds of Ely; perhaps because 
it was so clearly Ely demesne and had been little sub-infeudated, perhaps because 
strategically and physically the Isle was of less importance than the south. 

Ely was not alone in losing land. The nunnery at Chatteris had lost a small estate 
at Barrington to Robert Gernon, and a portion of St Guthlac's demesne (the land 
of the abbot of Croyland) had been appropriated by Picot. 4  But Ely was by far the 
greatest sufferer. The justice of her claims is in many instances apparent. But, 
despite the royal commands, it cannot have been easy for the sheriff to restore to her 

1 For discussion of Ely thegniand and sokeland, see Round, op. cit. ; E. Miller, The Abbey and Bishopric 
of Ely (Cambridge, 1953), and L. F. Salzmann in the Victoria History of Cambridgeshire (London, 1938), 
vol. I. 

2  Harston (19 iaz, zooaz) ; see also Hauxton (198ai). 
3  H, pp. 121-4. 	 . 	Barrington (197ai), Cottenham (zoibi). 
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lands appropriated by another baron, often far more influential than himself, and the 
little we know of Picot makes it certain that he would be reluctant to yield what he 
had acquired. It is, on the other hand, clear that in some instances Ely's claims were 
but slender ones. A number of the estates claimed had been held by sokemen who 
were men of the king, or of Edith, or of Earl Waltheof, and the only interest the Abbey 
had in them, it seems, was that the abbot had soke over their holders.' 

Despite these placita and writs, there was much which Ely had failed to recover 
by io86. Indeed, if we compare the memorandum of the placitum of 1 071/5  with the 
schedule of losses attached to the JE and with DB, we find that in some instances 
the newcomers seem to have increased their initial possession of Ely lands. It is of. 
course not impossible that after the revolt of the Earls in 1075, in which Ely tenants 
may have lost lives and lands, lay magnates seized the opportunity to extend their 
estates. The schedule of Ely claims and the notes on the placitum have not yet been 
adequately considered; it is probable that the latter is far from being a complete 
record of the facts. Many instances of losses recorded in the schedule do not appear 
in the earlier document (for example, Babraham, Pampisford, Hauxton), but it is not 
necessarily legitimate to deduce that they passed out of Ely's control after 1075. 
The schedule does not include loss of demesne land, much of which is recorded in 
the earlier document, but all the thegniand and sokeland is noted therein. It is note-
worthy that. many of the holdings named in the schedule of claims—for example, 
Snailwell, Woodditton, Trumpington, Weston Colville, Madingley, Rampton, 
Lolworth, Harston, Quy—were not recovered by Ely subsequent to the Inquest. 

As numerous entries in DB demonstrate, a tenant did not lawfully possess an 
estate unless he had the king's writ granting it to him, or the king's representative 
had been instructed to ' deliver '   it to him, to ' seize '  him of it, and the Hundred was 
notified of the grant. It is clear that the king's officials, including his half-brother 
Bishop Odo of Bayeux, regent during his frequent absences in Normandy, did not 
strictly adhere to his commands. Odo had delivered two Barton estates (20ib2) to 
William of Cahagnes, and the Hundred testifies to the fact, but it did not know on 
what grounds this land of Waitheof's was so delivered. 2  The Staploe Hundred jury 
had seen no royal writ or king's messenger, nor any other evidence, as to why 
Geoffrey de Mandeville should have a Chippenham estate (197a2), though Orgar, 
King Edward's sheriff, who had held it, had become the man of Geoffrey's pre-
decessor,' Ansgar. 

Now it is one of the curiosities of the Inquest that despite the fact that in every 
Cambridgeshire instance recorded of a claim against illegal tenancy the Hundred 
testifies to its justice, the estate is invariably entered in the fief of the usurper. This 
suggests two things: first, that the king's Commissioners did not here pronounce 
judgement on any of these claims which were contested (or, if they did, not until 
after DB had been inscribed) ; secondly, that the governing principle was that as a 

1 For example, at Willingham (195ai—Earl Alan's land), Melbourn (zoo ai—but here most of the soke-
men had also been the abbot's men), Westwick (zozai). 

2  William had no other land in Cambridgeshire, and obviously no local thegn was his antecessor. 
3-2 
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rule land should be credited to the de facto holder, which might imply that the 
Hundreds' lists of holdings took no account of disputes, though they are recorded 
in ICC, or that one of the bases of the Inquest was a return for each tenant-in-chief's 
fief. But in a few instances, all concerned with Ely claims, the entry is duplicated. 
The information is given not only in the account of the Ely fief, but also at the close 
of that of Hardwin (199a2) and, sometimes marginally or as a postscript, in that of 
Picot,; once in that of Guy de Raimbeaucourt. From the positions of the duplicates, 
it is perhaps improbable that they originated in the use by the clerks of an inde-
pendent return for each fief. 

DB, then, is misleading in listing a holding as in a fief whose owner had no real 
right to it. But then DB is here no more adequate than it is for other shires. Seven 
times each the name of the Hundred or the place-name was omitted, once the wrong 
Hundred-name was inserted, and once what does not seem to have been a Hundred 
is named as such. Once the clerk wrote in eadem villa, referring to Melbourn, when 
the holding was at Meidreth (200ai), and two holdings are said to lie in Ickleton when 
they actually lay in Litlington (igoai, 198a2).' The statistical errors, demonstrated 
by the TE and ICC, were listed by Round. The indexing was very badly done; in the 
text, fief 25 follows no. 14, after no. 28 we have another numbered 25, then two fiefs 
were left unnumbered, and the next is numbered 20 : in the prefatory list, that of 
Peter of Valognes was misplaced, but a correction made to show its right place. It 
may be that in the draft from which the condensation we know as the Exchequer 
Domesday was made the fiefs were in a different order, and the compiler put them in 
the approved sequence but forgot to adjust the numbering. Like the rest of DB, the 
text gives the impression of having been written under extreme pressure, and under 
the necessity of keeping to a time-limit. After all, so far as we can tell from the scanty 
surviving records, the Domesday Inquest was decided upon at Gloucester at the 
Christmas Council of 1085, and the ' writings '   (which on internal evidence imply 
Domesday Book as we possess it) were brought to King William before he finally left 
England late in io86, probably when he was at Salisbury in August of that year. To 
obtain the required information, reduce it to writing, reshape its form from that of 
a return for each Hundred to one for each fief, and condense this provincial recasting 
into the form of the Exchequer Domesday, eight months must have been inadequate 
time. 

While it is plain that in other parts of the country the Inquest's unit was the manor, 
it does seem that here (and probably, therefore, in the group of shires served by the 
same body of clerks and/or royal Commissioners) the village was the unit. This 
was perhaps inevitable in a largely unmanorialized district. 2  There are indeed only 
ninety-one manors recorded, though probably many another holding was, though 

1 For example, the rubric for Wetherley Hundred should have been inserted before the first entry for 
Shepreth on i98bi; ICC shows that the unnamed holding after Carlton on 195b2 was Weston Colville; 
Babraham (199a2) is ascribed to Fiendish Hundred when ICC shows it was in Chiiford ; ' Weslai ' Hundred 
(199a2) is otherwise unknown. 

2 But in equally unmanorialized Norfolk and Suffolk the manor, and not the viii, was clearly the unit. 
Manorialization had however developed largely since the Conquest. 
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not so styled in DB, a manor. What the term ' manor '  meant to an Inquest clerk is 
problematical. From the Summaries included in the Liber Exoniensis it is plain that 
in these every pre-Conquest holding counted as a manor; that is, if two men held in 
io66 what in DB is a single holding, this counted for two manors.' So, it seems, the 
count was reckoned in the Summaries of the IE. In DB only one of Hardwin's 
estates (Caxton, i98b2) is styled a manor. But in the JE Summary (H, pp. 123-4) he 
is said to have thirty manors in demesne, and his subtenants a further thirty (these 
must represent his whole fief), four in the thegniands, and four in the sokelands. 
But MS. C (fol. i88b) gives twenty-eight in the thegniands and eighteen in the soke.. 
lands, and these figures more or less correspond with the Summaries' statistics. For 
where Hardwin holds Ely lands and the previous tenants could not sell, twenty-seven 
sokemen are mentioned as having held them, and their holdings total 8 hides, 
as in the Summary. But twenty-three, not eighteen, sokemen are recorded for 
the sokelands, who are said to have six acres more than the Summary gives 
them. These Summaries agree so well with the DB and IE figures that small dis-
crepancies, the inevitable result of addition sums in Roman figures, need cause no 
concern. 

For those numerous petty holdings which had been held, and often still were held, 
by sokemen, it is probable that the village elders and the bailiffs of the fiefs of which 
they were part answered. Something of the same order as the ICC seems to have 
been the ultimate origin of DB, for in every fief the villages are mostly entered in the 
same order as they are in the ICC. There are indeed a few exceptions: for example, 
in the Ely record Harlston precedes Hauxton instead of following it. But Hauxton 
may at first have been missed in the initial draft, added postscriptally, and the di-
vergence from the proper order not noticed, or troubled about, in compiling DB. 
In Earl Alan's fief, too, Soham comes in sixth place among the holdings in Staploe 
Hundred, whereas it is fourth in ICC. But there are in all only about half-a-dozen 
changes from the ICC order of vills. The Hundreds do not always come in the fiefs 
in their ICC order, and perhaps we must suppose that the return for each Hundred 
formed a separate document. 

The tragedy of the Cambridgeshire material is that where we have so much we 
are lacking just those documents which would enable us to finalize our judgements. 
If there had survived a complete ICC, the original of this and of the IE instead of 
twelfth-century copies, and the ' provincial Domesday '  which must have intervened 
between ' original returns '  and Domesday Book as we have it, we should know so 
much more than we do. It is a sobering thought that if that copy of ICC had not 
been preserved, and the IE existed in one version only, not only should we have 
known a great deal less about eleventh-century England than we do, but the accuracy 
of the deductions of commentators would have reached a standard far lower than 
that which has been attained. 

Still, it need hardly be said, there remain problems to be solved. We are given no 
clue as to why the assessment of six of the sixteen Hundreds had been reduced before 

11  See Victoria History of Wiltshire, vol. II, pp. 218-20. 
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io86.1  It may be because the district had suffered severely in a military campaign, 
probably that of 1070-1,   since the Hundreds concerned mostly lie between the royal 
base of Cambridge and the rebellious Isle of Ely. Whether something like the ICC 
was the sole ultimate source of DB, or whether there were individual returns for 
fiefs also, must remain uncertain. Since the expression in breve appears in the ICC 
(Soham,  77bi), it can hardly refer to the breves or ' chapters '   giving the accounts of 
the various fiefs which make up DB, and it may refer to a return for the king's land. 
Further, in the Summaries of Ely lands, the thegniands and sokelands held by Picot 
and Hardwin and Guy are said to be ' written and valued in the abbot of Ely's breve'. 
They are not all recorded in the Abbey fief in DB, but they were in the original of the 
IE, and the IE might be, not a copy of the relevant extracts from the ICC, supple-
mented by special knowledge of Ely lands, but of the Abbey's own return to the 
Inquest. What makes this somewhat improbable is that IE frequently includes, as 
does the ICC also, the expression ' as the men of the Hundred testify ', which is 
inappropriate to a pre-Inquest feudal return, and it looks rather as if IE and ICC may 
be documents combining ' original. returns '  and Inquest proceedings. But about the 
actual procedure of' the Inquest we unfortunately know singularly little. 

1  Probably we should add Chesterton to their number. As it is missing from the ICC, we cannot be 
certain of this, but geographically it is in the midst of the group which obtained a reduction. 
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PROPOSALS FOR THE ENCLOSURE OF 
COLDHAM COMMON IN 1666 AND 1667 

SIR J. M. GRAY 

I N August 1 665, Alderman Newton wrote in his Diary that ' it pleased God at this 
Season, the plague was very rageing and greatly encreasing in London'. . On the 
following I September he recorded that the king had by proclamation banned the 
holding of Sturbridge Fair ' because of the great Plague of London.. . . Great Danger 
was also then feered in Cambr' severall dying then heere in Cambr' and at the pest 
houses of the sicknes '. Throughout the autumn the plague worked its will. By the 
end of the year the burials in all parishes (except St Giles) were 413 out of a popu-
lation which was probably rather less than 6000. With the onset of winter the disease 
began to lose its force and on 22 March in the following year the London Gazette 
published a report from Cambridge dated seven days earlier which stated that ' this 
place is now (God be praysed) free from Infection not one having dyed of it these 
six weeks '. But Cambridge was only to suffer a very brief respite. In August the 
London Gazette announced that the University of Cambridge had appointed a 
London apothecary, named Thomas Warren, to receive contributions ' for the relief 
of the Poore of the place much visited with sickness '. In that year the number of 
deaths in all parishes (excluding St Giles) was 797. 

Though the eastern counties and Cambridge in particular are said to have been the 
worst centres of the disease after London, it would appear that this particular 
visitation was not so severe as those from which Cambridge had suffered in 1631 
and in other years. Nevertheless its sevérity.was sufficient to cause uneasiness in the 
minds of the local authorities. Pest houses had been erected to receive persons 
visited by the plague in previous years, but these measures appear to have been of a 
purely temporary nature and the buildings had either been demolished or else been 
allowed to fall into disrepair in those intervening years in which Cambridge was free 
from pestilence. It was accordingly decided to invoke the aid of Parliament so 
as to make more permanent provision for coping with any future recurrence of 
the plague. 

A Bill for the purpose was accordingly introduced into the House of Commons in 
November i 666. In support thereof the Corporation affixed its seal to an instrument 
which reads as follows: 

Whereas it hath pleased God oftentimes heretofore to afflict this Town with the grievous disease 
of the Plague but more especially for these two years last past, to the great impoverishment of the 
Inhabitants thereof; out of the deep sense thereof the said Inhabitants have petitioned the 
Honourable Knights and Burgesses in Parliament belonging to the County University and Town 
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aforesaid for an Act of Parliament to take in 40 acres of Ground in a place called Coidham's 
Common and there to erect such pest houses as shall be thought fit, that place being the most 
advantageous for water and other necessaries. And for a further testimony thereof and the better 
furtherance of the business therein, we have with one assent and consent signified the seal of our 
said Corporation, humbly submitting ourselves to the grave judgments of the Honourable 
Parliament therein. 

In the meantime, the Bill had already come: up for its second reading in the House 
of Commons on 8 November. It was then discovered that in the Bill the name of the 
Mayor of Cambridge preceded that of the Vice-Chancellor, thus raising, neither for 
the first nor the last time, the almost interminable dispute as to the order of pre-
cedence in the case of these two office bearers. We are told that the precedence thus 
accorded to the Mayor was ' excepted against by some and justified by others ' . On 
the question being put, it was carried that the Vice-Chancellor should have pre-
cedence. It was , then declared that ' the whole Bill was defective in many particulars 
and therefore it was moved that it should be amended ' . 

The Bill came up again on 24 November. Once again it was noted that the Mayor 
was given precedence therein over the Vice-Chancellor. As in duty bound, Roger 
Pepys, cousin of the diarist and at this date Recorder of and Member of the Borough 
of Cambridge, spoke in favour of the retention of this order of precedence. As 

 equally in duty bound, Thomas Crouch of Kin g's'College, Member for the Uni-
versity of Cambridge, moved that the names should be transposed. On the question 
being put, those in favour of the transposition of names carried the day by 5 1 votes 
to 31. 	 . 	 . 

There the matter rested for close on a year. On 25 October 1667, a fresh petition 
and Bill was introduced seeking to enclose forty acres of Coldham Common. The 
preamble to the Bill set out ' the want of room to place the infected and to ' remove 
those who recovered into fresh lodgings ' . The promoters therefore desired to enclose 
forty acres of the common and to erect a wall surrounding the enclosed land ' to keep 
out any from coming in to the infected and to keep in the infected from breaking out 
to those that are sound '. It was proposed that in time of no outbreak of infectious 
disease the profit of the enclosure and the rest of the house should go to the poor 
' and be as a stock to set them on work'. 

On 28 November the Bill was read a second time and ordered to be engrossed. 
It should have been read a third time on 5 December, but on that day Sir Robert 
Holt, Member for Warwickshire, and Colonel Samuel Sandys, Member for Worcester, 
stated that they had a petition against the Bill under the hands of certain persons 
enjoying a right of common there. The Bill was, therefore, not read and it was 
decided that the matters in dispute should be debated at the Bar of the House by 
counsel for all parties concerned. 

14 

Counsel appeared at the Bar on 9  December. Sir William Scroggs, who was later 
to become Lord Chief Justice and-in that capacity to earn an unenviable notoriety for 
his brutal treatment of some of the victims of Titus Oates's plot, appeared for the 
defendants. He alleged that there were two manors and two commons, namely, 
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Coidham and Barnwell. Of these Coidham belonged to Jesus College and Barnwell 
belonged to the town of Barnwell. Neither of the commons belonged either to the 
Town or the University of Cambridge and the Town could make no claim thereto 
as lords of the soil. 

Mr (afterwards Sir) Francis Winnington, who was later to become Solicitor 
General, appeared for the plaintiffs. He asserted that the king had granted these 
commons to certain freeholders. Coidham Common did not belong to any manor. 
He alleged that the only persons obstructing the enclosure were Neville Alexander 
Butler of Barnwell Abbey, ' and a few otherinconsiderable persons '. Neither Butler 
nor Jesus College, which also claimed a right of common, had any right in it as a 
manor. They ' only are against the enclosure to hinder the benefit of the public and 
other good uses'. 

To this Scroggs rejoined that in addition to Butler and Jesus College twenty other 
freeholders were opposing the enclosure. 

Winnington pleaded that only those who had a right of common were entitled to 
oppose the Bill and that many of its opponents enjoyed no such right. He further 
asserted that, as a matter of law, the lord of a manor could enclose part of a common, 
provided he laid out sufficient common to satisfy the freeholders and all other 
interests. Furthermore, the owner of a large waste, even though he was not the lord 
of a manor, was entitled to do the same thing. 

Scroggs pointed out the proposal was to enclose 40 acres of Coidham Common. 
As that Common contained no more than 8o acres the result of such enclosure would 
be to leave insufficient common for the freeholders and commoners. Furthermore, 
if those 40 acres were enclosed, the usual, and direct way for the inhabitants of 
Barnwell to drive their cattle to any other common was through Coldham Common 
and the proposed enclosure would absolutely prevent them from continuing to 
do so. 

In reply Winnington alleged that there were two commons, namely, Coldham 
containing 8 score acres and Barnwell containing 600 acres. His clients were not 
seeking to enclose any of the 8o (sic) acres, ' but they claim a right to the 8 score 
acres '. 
. Scroggs thereupon produced two witnesses to prove that Coidham Common 
comprised only 8o acres. A third witness affirmed that ' Barnwell only had a right 
of common in Coidham'. 

Winnington contended in reply that Barnwell had a right of common in both 
Coidham and Barnwell and the town and corporation of Cambridge had a right of 
common in Coldham. 

With respect to the claim of Jesus College it was alleged that the Society had a 
right of common in Coidham but not in Barnwell, and that their horses and cattle 
had been impounded out of the common in Barnwell. 

The account of their proceedings as given by John Milward, member for Derby-
shire, suggests that they on this occasion were conducted in a most informal manner 
conforming neither to the procedure of a court of law nor that of a debate in the 
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House of Commons. Milward concludes his account thereof by saying ' the plaintiffs' 
counsel failed much in their proofs, and so it was cast out by vote. '1 

The Bill had originally been promoted by John Herring, Mayor of Cambridge in 
1666, and Francis Wilford, Master of Corpus Christi, Dean of Ely, and Vice-
Chancellor of Cambridge University for the second successive year in 1666. Perhaps 
one of several reasons for the failure of the Bill to reach parturition was because 
Wilford died in July 1667.2  After the Bill was finally thrown out at the end of 1667, 
no attempt was made to revive it. One reason for this no doubt was that in 1668 
Edmund Boldero, Master of Jesus College, became Vice-Chancellor. Whatever the 
views of members of other colleges, his society obviously had proprietary interests 
which were antagonistic to the enclosure of Coldham Common. Another reason 
was that at Cambridge, as elsewhere in England, the plague of 1665 was the last 
sporadic outbreak of that highly contagious and fatal disease. In after-years the 
necessity for an isolation hospital gradually receded out of view. In 1703 the 
Corporation directed that the pest houses on Coidham Common which had been 
erected in 1665 and 1666 should be taken down and the materials sold .3  It was not 
until after the middle of the nineteenth century when, in Disraeli's words, sanitas 
sanitatum omnia sanitas became the order of the day, that the necessity to build an 
isolation hospital came up again. When this necessity was at last realized, it was on 
Coldham Common that such a building was erected. 

In 1667 the proposal lost the day because certain vested interests were opposed 
to it. Those interests came into being at a very early date in the history of the Town 
of Cambridge. Dr Boldero and the fellows of Jesus College asserted their claims on 
the ground that they stood in the shoes of the Prioress and Convent of Saint 
Radegund. Neville Alexander.  Butler, who had been a member of the Cambridge-
shire Committee of the Eastern Counties Association during the Civil War, had in 
1659 exchanged his lands at Orwell in Cambridgeshire with Sir Thomas Chicheley 
of Wimpole for the latter's lands at Barnwell. After the exchange Butler went to 
reside in what is now known as the Abbey House at Barnwell, being the first owner 
of the property to reside there since the dissolution of the monastery. He asserted 
his rights on the ground that he stood in the shoes of the Prior and Convent of 
Barnwell. 

Writing in 18o8 in Magna Britannia of Cambridgeshire Lysons says at p. 145 that 
' The manor, which belonged to the priory of Saint Radegund, passed with the other 
estates of that monastery to Jesus College, it extends over a great part of the town. ... 
The manor, which belonged to Barnwell Priory, is now held with the site of the priory, 
by Mr Panton, who in right thereof, claims to be the lord of the waste in the parish of 
Saint Andrew the Less.' 

Neville Alexander Butler's eccentric descendant Jacob, whose autobiographical 
monument can still be seen in the churchyard of St Andrew the Less, had in 1756 

1 Robbins, The Diary of 5ohn Milward Esq., pp. 38, 45,  98, 140, 153-9;  Commons Journals, viii, 653; 
Ix, 32, 34). • 

2  Bentham, History of Ely, P. 235. 	 3  Cooper, Annals, Iv, 631. 
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disposed of his interest in the family estates, which after passing through several 
hands, had come into those of Thomas Panton in 1763.   His claim to the lordship 
of a manor was, like that of the successors in title of the Prioress of Saint Radegund, 
somewhat nebulous. Each possessed what was called a manor house, that of Jesus 
College being adjacent to the present church of All Saints in Jesus Lane. But 
something more than ownership of a so-called manor house was required in law to 
constitute a manor. 

In 1807 Parliament passed ' an Act for inclosing lands in the Parish of Saint 
Andrew the Less, otherwise called Barnwell, in the Town of Cambridge, in the 
County of Cambridge, and certain Lands in the Parishes of Saint Andrew the Great, 
Saint Mary the Great, and Saint Mary the Less, or some or one of them, in the said 
Town of Cambridge, lying intermixed with the lands in the said Parish of Saint 
Andrew the Less, otherwise called Barnwell ' . -  

The royal assent was given to the Act on 14 August 1807. Coidham Common, 
together with Parker's Piece, Jesus Green, Midsummer Common, Butt Green and 
Sturbridge Fair Green were expressly excepted from the provisions of the Act. 
Another clause also provided for the protection of the channel running from the 
Nine Wells in Shelford and the rights of the Lord of the Manor of. Trumpington 
De La Pole and the Emmanuel and Christ's Colleges therein. Express provision was 
also made for the preservation of the rights of Sturbridge and Midsummer Fairs. 
The Act recited that the great tithes belonged to Mr Panton, the Colleges of Jesus, 
Corpus Christi and Peterhouse, the Rector of St Botolph and the Vicar of St Andrew 
the Great. The rights of Jesus College to the great tithes were to remain, but the 
rights of other tithe owners were to be commuted by the granting of allotments in 
the manner prescribed by the Act. The Act further recited that the owners or 
proprietors of messuages and cottages within all the parishes of Cambridge (with 
the exception of the transpontine parishes of St Giles and St Peter) claimed rights 
of pasturage in the land to be enclosed and were to be compensated for such claims 
by allotments made in the manner prescribed by the Act. The Act also recited that 
the ownership of the soil of the waste lands, commons and common balks was 
claimed by Thomas Panton and the Corporation of Cambridge. The Act accordingly 
provided that Mr Panton should try his claim to the right of the soil in a feigned issue 
against the Corporation in or before the Hilary Term then next ensuing. 

The issue never came up for trial and accordingly the Corporation were declared 
to be the owners of the commons, common balks, and waste lands. In 18oz a 
private Bill had been passed providing for the enclosure of the open fields in the 
parishes of St Giles and St Peter on the other side of the river Cam. At the time of 
passing the Bill different claims were brought before Parliament with regard to the 
right of the soil in the lands which were to be enclosed. Instead of taking the responsi-
bility of determining these issues, Parliament made provision for the trial thereof by 
a judge and jury. The rival claimants were the Corporation of Cambridge, Merton 
College, Oxford, and Jesus and St John's Colleges, Cambridge. The issue was tried 

. 	 1 	Geo. III, c. 6o. 
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at the Guildhall, London, before Mr Justice Laurence and a specialjury of merchants, 
on zo January 1803.   The Corporation appeared as the plaintiffs and the colleges as 
defendants. Evidence was called on both sides and at the close thereof Mr Justice 
Laurence summed up to the jury, expressing the opinion that ' the evidence for the 
plaintiffs greatly predominated ' . Thereafter the jury returned a verdict in favour of 
the Corporation of Cambridge.' 

The late Professor Maitland said he had no cause to quarrel with this verdict, but 
added that he thought that ' as students of history we have some cause to quarrel 
with the quietly made assumption that those fields had some manorial lord, that there 
must be a lord with manorial rights in this waste, rights of a proprietary order which 
should not be abolished without compensation '•2 

The report of the trial in 1803  showed that evidence was adduced on behalf of 
Merton College that the tenant of their farm in Cambridge had an extensive sheep 
walk over the whole of the parishes of St Giles and St Peter after the corn had been 
harvested, which included a right to go on the lands of others who did not hold of 
Merton College. It was also proved that St John's College had a, similar right which 
was equally extensive. Notwithstanding this evidence the verdict was in favour of 
the Corporation of Cambridge. 

In i8oi an Act had been passed for ' extinguishing the rights of common and 
other rights in and over certain lands called Saint Thomas's Leys, otherwise Pem-
broke Leys ' for the purpose of building Downing College .3  The preamble to that 
Act specifically recited that Jesus College and Thomas Panton were ' respectively 
entitled to certain rights of sheep walk and other rights '  in, over, and upon St 
Thomas's Leys and section 24 thereof saved the rights of all lords of manors. Panton's 
right was stated to be for ' the going of 18 score sheep from Lammas to Lady Day 
every year '. As readers of his autobiographical monument in the churchyard of 
St Andrew the Less may learn, Jacob Butler had already successfully asserted that 
right against Edward Gillain in the middle of the eighteenth century. 5  Mr Panton 
was eventually compensated for the loss of this right. In his case, therefore, and that 
of Jesus College, the evidence in support of their respective claims was as strong as 
that in support of the claim of Merton College and St John's College to lordship of 
the fields on the western side of the river Cam. Notwithstanding this, one is disposed 
to think that if* the issue in the later dispute had gone to trial in Hilary Term, i8o8, 
the preponderance of the evidence would, as in 1803, have been in support of the 
claim of the Corporation of Cambridge and that in the circumstances Mr Panton 
was well advised not to press his claim. 

In •181 I 9 acres were allotted by the Commissioners to the Corporation of Cam-
bridge for its ' right in the water ' of the Barnwell Fields. Coidham Common was 
then estimated to contain about 86 acres. As already said, it was expressly excluded 
from the provisions of the enclosure Act. 6  

1  Cambridge Chronicle, 29 January 1803. 	2  Township and Borough, p. 98. 
3  4' Geo. III, c. 145. 	 Maitland, Township and Borough, p. i 15. 
5  Cooper, Annals,, iv, 338. 	 6 Maitland, op. cit. pp. 507, io8. 
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Such being the case, one asks oneself whether the House of Commons reached a 
right decision in 1667. 

The impression one gets of the proceedings in that year is that counsel for the Town 
and University suffered from a paucity of instructions and that he was unable to 
adduce the very copious evidence which was called in 1803 to support the Cor-
poration's claim. If such evidence had then been forthcoming, the House of Com-
mons might possibly have held that the Corporation were lords of the soil. But that 
would not necessarily have meant that in the light of such evidence the House might, 
or should, have reached a different decision. 

In i801, 1802 and again in 1807 Parliament-- specifically sanctioned the enclosure 
of the open Cambridge fields by legislative Acts. All three Acts proceeded on the 
assumption that such enclosure was both necessary. and desirable and that persons 
who had hitherto enjoyed rights in, over and upon the lands, should be compen-
sated either by the award of a specific plot of land within the area thus to be enclosed 
or by a monetary compensation. 

In 1667 the necessity or desirability of enclosing any part of Coldham Common 
was a preliminary matter in issue. The relevant statute law at that date was still the 
Statute of Merton and the second Statute of Westminster. The Statute of Merton 
was enacted in 1235 and declared that a lord of the manor might, as Mr Winnington 
urged on behalf of the Town and University, enclose waste lands, provided they left 
sufficient pasture for the service of the tenements which they had granted.The second 
Statute of Westminster, which was enacted fifty years later, enabled the lord of the 
soil to enclose common land not only against his own tenants, but also against other 
persons claiming pasture there. The burden of proving that sufficient pasture would 
be left for commoners was thrown upon the lord of the soil, but such proof could 
very seldom be given. Proper surveys of the land were out of the question. As the 
evidence before the House of Commons in 1667 shows, very widely differing evidence 
was often forthcoming as to the area and extent of the lands sought to be enclosed. 
Even if one accepts the evidence tendered for the Town and University as the more 
accurate, they were demanding the right to enclose a very large slice indeed of 
Coidham Common. But the evidence as to acreage tendered on behalf of Jesus 
College and Neville Alexander Butler would appear to have been much nearer the 
mark. At the time of passing the enclosure Act in 1807 Coldham Common had been 
estimated to contain 86 acres. In 1841  the Commons Committee of the reformed 
Corporation of Cambridge described Coldham Common as ' perfectly unfit for 
building purposes on account of its distance from the town and as containing about 
97 acres of fine land'.' In 1877  the Commons Committee of Town Council reported 
that the area was 98 acres. 2  

Finally, whatever may have been the percentage which 40 acres bore to the whole 
extent of Coldham Common in 1667,  it is difficult to see what justification there was 
for demanding so large an area merely for the purpose of erecting pest houses. 

By specific legislation ad hoc Parliament could of course have overridden the 
1  Cooper, Annals, Iv, 364. 	2  Atkinson, Cambridge Described and Illustrated, p. 80. 

- 	 - -- 	 ( 	 - 
- 
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express provisions of statutes and the rules of common law. But even if the House 
of Commons had in 1667 evidence before them justifying them in holding that the 
Corporation of Cambridge were the lords of the soil, it would appear manifest 
that they would not have been justified in sanctioning an enclosure on so large 
a scale as that sought for by.the Town and University of Cambridge. 

At the same time, setting aside all - legal aspects of the dispute, it is a matter for 
regret that the Bill of 1667 never obtained royal assent in some modified form. For 
once in the course of their interminable disputes Town and University had com-
bined to try to obtain parliamentary sanction for a farseeing plan for the good and 
welfare of both Corporations. If they had. been less extravagant in their demands or 
had modified them at the Bill's Committee stage, the House of Commons might 
have been ready to fall in with their views. But the passing of the Bill would have 
had little permanent value. As the demolition of the pest houses in Coldham 
Common in 1703 shows, the Town and University were soon lulled into a 

I 
sense of 

security from which they were to be rudely shaken during the cholera epidemic 
Of 1831. 

V 
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City of Cambridge—A Survey and Inventory by the Royal Commission on Historical 
Monuments, 2 vols. and folder of maps, pp. cxxix+ 480. H.M.S.O. içç. Price 
J5. 5S. 

[It is unusual to review books in these Proceedings, but the appearance of these 
volumes is of such importance to Cambridge that the Editorial Committee 
agreed that an exception ought to be made.] 

The arrival in 1959 of these volumes and of the volume of the Victoria County 
History of Cambridge dealing with the Town and University of Cambridge, make the 
year an annus mirabilis for local historians and provide a full and up-to-date 
documentation with which very few other cities can compete. A series of unavoid-
able factors have held up the Royal Commission volumes—World War II, a fire 
that destroyed much of the accumulated material and finally the important change in 
policy of the Commission in 1946  which led to the inclusion in their Surveys of 
select monuments of the period 1714-1850—a step which necessitated considerable 
extra labour. But the final result is more than worth waiting for, and constitutes one 
of the most attractive and worthwhile studies of local archaeology to appear since the 
war. Equally welcome is the fact that, in this case at least, high-level prodding has 
led the Stationery Office to abandon that infuriating policy of printing small editions 
of these invaluable surveys which has led to seventeen of its previous twenty English 
volumes and eight of its nine Welsh ones being now out of print. 

The Cambridge Survey consists of an elaborate text with no less than 3 10  pages 
of photographs as well as. many diagrams and plans. These illustrations are a most 
notable feature of the book. The photographs are of the highest quality both pic-
torially and technically, and the blocks reach an unusually high standard. A series of 
admirably conceived diagrams reinforce the photographs. These include outlines of 
Cambridge in 1280, 1380 and 1688, the site of Trinity before the foundation of the 
college, comparative plans of college halls and kitchens, masons' marks of King's 
Chapel, numerals on its roof trusses and elevations of New Square and Downing 
Terrace. (The use of black and blue in the map on p. xxxviii is unfortunate as in 
artificial light they are indistinguishable) With these go numerous plans. Those of 
most of the colleges are rather on the small side but King's, Trinity and St John's 
have followed up the acquisition of the chief places in the Senate House by privileged 
treatment here. They are given enormous plans which, with the General Distri-
bution map of the monuments of Cambridge require a special folder to contain 
them. Attractive as they are, these must have added unnecessarily to the cost and 
are too large to be conveniently used—that of St John's, for example, is nearly five 
feet long. . 
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It is to be regretted that these plans do not give a complete picture of the colleges 
as they now exist, most of the post-1850 buildings having been omitted even in 
outline. Thus we still need our Willis and Clark and still await an up-to-date overall 
architectural picture. Loggan's view of Cambridge is not very successful as a 
dust-cover design. 

The long introduction (in which the pagination in Roman numerals proves irri-
tating) is much more elaborate and systematic than those in previous volumes. If 
Cambridge's historians have not provided anything to vie with the great series of the 
local sources contained in the Oxford Historical Society, its archaeologists have 
rendered conspicuous service and their work is summed up in an admirably clear 
opening section, which covers the period down to the Norman Conquest. It is 
rather surprising to note how much still remains to be done to solve the full history of 
the Roman settlement on Castle Hill. A useful bird's-eye view of the archaeological 
development of Cambridge from io66 to 1850 follows (pp. xlii—lviii) after which 
comes the Sectional Preface in which the various antiquities are considered by types, 
some valuable pages on building materials and building procedure being included 
for good measure. 

This is a prelude to the main body of the text with its detailed descriptions of the 
antiquities of Cambridge. (The Survey includes Cherry Hinton, Chesterton and 
Trumpington as being within the present City boundaries.) These are very full, 
and though some may find the flow of technical terms rather heavy going, this is 
probably unavoidable. As with the Oxford volume the old arrangement of the Survey 
by parishes has wisely been dropped, and the monuments are studied in groups. The 
first of these is ' Earthworks and allied structures '  (pp. 1-8) to which it would have 
been convenient and logical to add the ' Earthworks medieval and later '  that end the 
inventory (pp. 391-2). The dominance of colleges over University in early academic 
life is curiously illustrated by the next section where ' University buildings '  are safely 
covered in a mere sixteen pages (pp. 9-25). This introduces the most massive and 
important part of the book, ' College buildings '  (pp. 25-254). College plate, pictures 
and movable furniture are omitted except that of an ecclesiastical nature. Absent 
also are most statues, by a rule explained in the only piece of pure Whitehallery 
in aweil-written work (p. cxxvii) and, as noted, we have only incidental reference to 
buildings since I850. But it would be singularly churlish to grumble at these omis 
sions, so much does the Survey give us. Here we have a complete, clear and expert 
inventory of that great part of college antiquities which falls within the Commission's 
terms of reference, carried out in very great detail. 

One result of such a survey is to draw attention to college possessions little known 
even by local antiquarians. How many have seen the fourteenth-century chest front 
in lecture room 5  at St John's, the brazier at Trinity bought in 1702-3 ('a most rare 
survival '), the panelling ' from the old battleship the Duke of Wellington '  and the 
altar frontal from hangings of the old Houses of Parliament both at Jesus? 

After the colleges come ' Ecclesiastical buildings, etc.' (pp. 254-304). This is 
principally concerned with the churches and chapels of the town, but ends broad- 
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mindedly with Mill Road Cemetery and the parts of Inigo Jones's choir screen for 
Winchester cathedral now built into the Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology. 
The following section is ' Secular building, etc.' (pp. 304-94 This surely includes 
as fine a miscellany as any town in England can boast, with such choice pieces as 
Hobson's conduit, the ' female Refuge '  (pp. 3 1 3-4), a Female Servants Training 
institution founded by the Regius Professor of Greek complete with iron bars 
(p. 359), the probable residence of the procurator of the abbey of (St. Andrea) 
Vercelli at Chesterton (pp. 381-2) and the Trumpington Road milestones which are 
hailed as ' the first true milestones to be set up in Britain since Roman times' 
(p. xc). Four interesting pages of Cambridge mouldings are followed by an elabo-
rate Armorial Index (pp. 397-414), the usual architectural glossary (which should 
surely include ' astylar ') and the Index. The overall picture which is built up by this 
careful survey of ancient Cambridge is of great interest and importance and is one 
which provides curious contrasts with that of Oxford. 

Archaeology and history alike show the minor place of Cambridge in medieval 
times. Cambridge owed its early significance, such as it was, to the conjunction of a 
not very important road and a not very important river. Neither its Roman settle-
ment nor its Norman castle were more than second-rate examples of their kind and 
there was nothing to promote any important economic growth in the later Middle 
Ages. No good building stone lay near to hand, and the University, as is now known, 
originated almost a century later than that at Oxford and was slow in offering it 
serious rivalry. Because of such factors as these, the medieval architecture of Cam-
bridge would not have risen much above the mediocre had it not been for the utterly 
unexpected and unparalleled piece of royal munificence which we know as King's 
College Chapel, one of the classic achievements of the medieval West. 

Medieval Oxford was far better placed in the busy Thames area. Its early im-
portance is shown not only by the important assemblies held there in Anglo-Saxon 
times, but also in its remarkable town planning which dates fundamentally from 
pre-Conquest times. From the late twelfth century its academic rise was rapid and 
within a century it had made considerable contributions to medieval learning. Further, 
Oxford enjoyed a position on the best belt of building stone in England.' It is thus 
not surprising that, architecturally speaking, its medieval heritage clearly eclipses that 
on the Cam. Oxford's bevy of spires include one of the earliest and one of the most 
elegant of medieval England; Cambridge can muster but two. Partly because of its 
Puritans, but more because of these general factors Cambridge cannot compete with 
the magnificent series of stained-glass windows which make Oxford the best place 
in England in which to study the development of stained glass (the glass of King's 
Chapel is of course one of the great treasures of Europe but was unique both in its 
magnificence and in escaping from the infamous Dowsing), or with Oxford's brasses. 

1 This has not proved in the long run to be an unqualified advantage. This belt of building stone un-
fortunately includes some bands of little durability, some of which outcrop near Oxford, and the Oxford 
masons succumbed to the temptation to use them extensively. The result is that many Oxford buildings 
have had to be entirely refaced, and the process continues. They are an exact parallel to the Gate of Honour, 
of which our reviewer complains. 

CAS 
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The great medieval reredoses and the medieval staliwork find no parallel here and the 
Old Schools look insignificant when compared with Oxford's exquisite Divinity School. 

It was in the course of the sixteenth and the seventeenth centuries that Cambridge 
came into its own architecturally. The process began with Christ's, St John's and 
Trinity with its barn-like chapel and rather country cousinish Great Court. But 
none of this reaches the first rank any more than such buildings of the early seven-
teenth century as Emmanuel's Brick Building. The map on p. lxxxiii of the Survey 
shows the immense amount of building in seventeenth-century Cambridge which 
coincides with a rapid increase in numbers which was to make the University ' larger 
than it was to be for the succeeding two hundred years ' . By this time the old 
medieval buildings were somewhat bedraggled and a process of refacing old work 
began which, as in Italy, hides much evidence that the modern archaeologist would 
have uncovered. A golden epoch comes with the rebuilding of Clare, the elegant work 
wrought by Wren at Trinity, Emmanuel and Pembroke, and the new St Catharine's. 
The great tragedy of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Cambridge was the 
infuriating inability of the dons to agree on plans for new university buildings to 
replace those which Evelyn rightly described—'The schooles are very dispicable and 
publique librarie but meane '. The sad story of this is noted in the Survey (pp. lxxv–vi, 
9-JO). It left the University with only that jewel of Cambridge, the. Senate House, 
to set in the balance against the Bodleian, the Sheldonian, the Clarendon building and 
the old Ashmolean. 

But the mass of attractive Cambridge building and furnishings in the seventeenth 
century and beyond is remarkable and furnishes one of the most impressive parts of 
the Survey, whilst the Survey claims—'The apogee of portrait sculpture reached 
in the i8th century is more notably represented in Cambridge than in any other 
place outside London '  (p. cxvi). Later dates saw such memorable Neo-Gothic 
work as the screen of King's and the New Buildings of St John's as well as the 
attractive Neo-Classic work at Downing. That the Survey ends before the arrogant 
demolitions and proposed demolitions of Victorian Cambridge is perhaps just as well. 

The standard of accuracy of the Survey is a very high one and deprives the re-
viewer of much chance to quarrel, but a few comments may be offered. 

The reference to the early form of the name Cambridge is scarcely accurate and 
should be modified in the light of the information furnished in P. H. Reaney, Place-
names of Cambridge. . . I, i , 36-7. With regard to the origin of St Andrew the Less, the 
dependents of Barnwell priory whom it served would normally have been allotted 
a chapel in some part of the conventual church. That this was not done here is 
almost certainly because St Andrew's stands on the site of the hermitage which is 
known to have preceded the priory at Barnwell. Medieval man was most unwilling 
to abandon such sites to secular uses and this one could not conveniently be com-
bined in the new cloister buildings further down the slope, so it almost certainly was 
retained as a separate chapel. We find the same problem arising and the same solution 
adopted at Lantony where there is also an independent chapel clear of the cloister 
court on a site which was probably originally a hermitage. 
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The question of the original purpose of the small fragment of Barnwell priory 
which remains is obscure. Much depends on its original position vis-a-vis other 
cloister buildings and this has not yet been established ; the elaborate plan drawn 
by St John Hope and published in Proc. C.A.S. vii, 248 is too full of hypothetical 
elements to be taken very seriously. The building is here termed the Cellarer's 
Checker. If there is any literary evidence for this it is not given, and there seems to 
be no proof that the title was a traditional one here or indeed that it existed amongst 
houses of the monastic order to which Barnwell belonged. The Survey suggests that 
' it may have been a kitchen '  but this scarcely agrees with the conclusion of that very 
shrewd archaeologist T. D. Atkinson who notes ' it is clear that it formed a living 
room where refinement and comfort were thought of' (Proc. C.A.S. vii, 24). This 
latter fact suggests that the remains may have been part of the prior's house. In the 
case of Austin canons this was often situate in the western range of the cloister as 
was probably the case here, and the reviewer's researches on the architecture of the 
other houses of the order have shown that the prior's house was very frequently the 
only part of the main cloister range to survive, being retained at the Dissolution as 
a dwelling house for the new secular owner of the premises. Incidentally it is not 
certain or likely that Barnwell had thirty canons in the twelfth century (p. lxx). 

The sixteenth-century statue of Our Lady in the Roman Catholic Church presents 
an interesting problem. It is said to have come from Emmanuel College, which stood 
on the site of the medieval Dominican friary where a statue of our Lady of Grace 
had become the centre of a local cult by 1 5 1- 5 .   But the reviewer has found no good 
evidence to support this place of origin either in the college archives or elsewhere 
and suspects it to be a Victorian fairy tale. The statue is probably foreign and is by 
no means certainly as early as 1515.   In the unlikely event of the Dominican statue 
having escaped the Dissolution in 1 5 3 9,  it seems unlikely that it would have survived 
the half century which preceded the foundation of Emmanuel in 1 584,  since in this 
period the buildings seem to have been uninhabited and they were probably far from 
intact when the college was set up. That the statue was concealed there and later 
discovered is feasible but unproven. 

Only on one major point does the reviewer find the Survey going beyond the 
evidence. It claims that ' the front court of Trinity Hall is the earliest of the kind to 
include a chapel '  (p. 246) and rejects the established view that this distinction belongs 
to Pembroke. This claim is based on the fact that Pembroke had papal permission to 
build a chapel in 1366,  in which year a bull refers to the chapel of Trinity Hall as 
built (p. lxxvi, cf. P. 245). But herein the Survey overlooks the fact • (noted in Willis 
and Clark, i, 134  and in A. Attwater's Pembroke College) that Pembroke's papal bull 
Of 1366 had been preceded by one of 1355 allowing them to establish a chapel there. 
To this Trinity Hall supporters may retort that their founder had episcopal as distinct 
from papal permission to build a chapel in 1352 (ibid. p. 245). The critical question is 
when the two foundations utilized these permissions to build. Willis and Clark were 
of the opinion that at Trinity Hall the building of the chapel ' probably lingered for 
many years after the licence had been obtained '  (ibid. P. 220) and were prepared to 

4-2 
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see the chapel unfinished as late as the mid-fifteenth century. But though late 
medieval papal bulls are by no means invariably accurate on local details it would not 
seem reasonable to dismiss the evidence of the bull of 13  66  that Trinity Hall had some 
sort of a chapel by this time. We cannot be certain when Pembroke put into effect its 
permission of 1355, but the founder of the college was wealthy and influential and as 
such is more likely to have obtained the first papal privilege for a college chapel and 
to have built it speedily than the comparatively minor magnate who founded Trinity 
Hall. It is to be noted that the bull of 1366 to Pembroke differs from that of 1355 in 
specifying that the chapel erected shall be one cum campana et campanile. It is by 
no means certain that this means there had been no chapel hitherto, but quite likely 
that the second bull implies the rebuilding of a chapel on a more elaborate scale or 
possibly the erection of a permanent instead of a temporary one. But the two chapels 
if not absolutely contemporary were clearly very nearly so, though we cannot at 
present be sure which of them was the earlier. 

As Dr Bushnell has pointed out, descriptions of medieval ecclesiastical vestments 
are curiously inaccurate. The figure of a bishop from Holy Trinity Church is said to 
be shown in a cope but is obviously in mass vestments (P1. 68), the brass of Dr 
Walter Hewke at Trinity Hall (p. 249) shows a cope over surplice and almuce, not 
over a Doctor's habit as claimed, and in the brass of Provost Robert Brassie of 
King's (P1. 5)  the pendants of the almuce are incorrectly taken to be the ends of a 
stole. 

A few minor corrigenda may be noted. P. xxix for ' tower arch '  read ' tower and 
some walling '  (cf. p. lxvii), p. xlii for ' about 1112  ' read ' in i i i z ', p. xlix for ' prior 
of Anglesey Abbey '  read ' prior of Anglesey ' , p. lxxiii for ' college of the hall '  read 
' college or the hall ' , p. cxxiv for ' Dining Room '  read ' .Old Library ' . Capital letters 
are used rather overlavishly and not always consistently, for example, Regular 
Canons (p. xlii), Canons Regular (p. lxvii), canons regular (p. 290). 

Cross-referencing to objects removed from their original home is not completely 
systematic. Though the door at Ely Cathedral that probably came from Jesus College 
is properly noted in the survey of the college (p. 89), Emmanuel's unnecessary 
generosity in giving its pulpit to Trumpington Church (p. 298) and its (?altar) table 
to St Edward's (p. 274) is not recorded in the college account and the same applies 
to the pulpit from King's at St Edward's. (Research would probably reveal a fair 
number of college antiquities scattered over the countryside and a list of these would 
be useful. Pembroke's organ case of 1674 15 now in Framlingham Church and part 
of its contemporary altar rails at Tarrant Hinton; altar rails from King's are in 
Milton Church.) Contrariwise it would be useful to note where fittings have been 
imported from elsewhere, such as the medieval glass in Emmanuel parlour and much 
of the later glass in its Hall. 
. There have been several changes of some importance since the book went to 
press. Thus the Silver Street bridge shown on P1. 38 is now a thing of the past as is 
part of the 1 824-5 building of Emmanuel, and P1. 70 shows the Senate House without 
Sir Albert Richardson's new lighting. There has been little new evidence to record 
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but Mr Saiway's recent excavations at Sidney Sussex have revealed some traces of 
the Franciscan church and a very unusual amount of medieval glass. Recent work at 
Emmanuel suggests that the hall there (marked simply as medieval) may belong to 
the late thirteenth century (Emman. Coil. Mag. 1 959, pp. 40-3), a likely enough date. 

The question as to how far the staff of the Survey should involve themselves in 
historical research to date the objects they describe is a thorny one, though less so 
in Cambridge than elsewhere owing to the comparative richness of historical work 
already available. Here the volume has probably struck a reasonable balance. But it 
may be legitimate to grumble at the rather scanty indications given of sources 
utilized. These are not detailed in the Introduction, and the General Bibliography 
(pp. cxxviii—ix) leaves much ground uncovered. Too often interesting statements 
have to be taken on trust. Thus no indication is given as to how it is known that 
Fitzwilliam House was built in 1727, or that the monogram there designates John 
Halstead. It would be unfair to add heavily to the investigators' burdens, but it 
would certainly be useful if brief bibliographies could be inserted at frequent 
junctures as in the Catalogo delle Cose d'Arte e di Antichitd d'Italia. 

The intense delight furnished by these volumes is tempered in two ways. First, 
they provoke a certain disquiet at the archaeological casualties sustained in Cam-. 
bridge in recent years. One college has recently seriously damaged an early medieval 
kitchen block, destroyed an early seventeenth-century wailpainting and immured 
interesting stained glass in a cellar; another has mislaid an eighteenth-century altar 
painting; another removed fine eighteenth-century railings. Radical restoration is 
far too prevalent in Cambridge these days. It has unduly affected the tower at 
Chesterton whilst the Gate of Honour at Caius has been so radically restored as to 
cease to be an antiquity, and the same is true of the battlements of the aisles of Great 
St Mary's. 

Even more melancholy is the present rate of progress. (Few of us are likely to see 
the completion of the Survey of the county of Cambridge and Isle of Ely.) The pace 
of the Commission's work has never been considerable, largely because of the 
extreme paucity of its staff. The decision to include in their Surveys monuments 
after 1714 has imposed a heavy additional burden on it with the result that it has 
accomplished only a very small part of its labours. The first of the English volumes 
appeared in 1910 and the total number that have so far seen the light of day is 
twenty-two (counting Cambridge as two). These concern only ten counties and the 
city of London. Of the ten counties five are small, all but one of them having been 
covered in a single volume, the only major areas completely surveyed being London 
( 5 volumes), Essex (4 volumes) and Herefordshire (3 volumes). Had these been done 
in the detail accorded the most recent work of the Survey and included post-1714 
material they would have been much longer. As it is, most of the giant repositories 
of antiquities such as Norfolk, Suffolk, Yorkshire and Wiltshire are as yet entirely 
untouched, apart from a survey of the city of York which is now under way. To cover 
the whole of England on the present scale (the only one worthy of modern scholar-
ship) would probably require two hundred volumes or more. As only two volumes 
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have appeared since the end of World War II it is open to the pessimist to conclude 
that the end of the present Survey may be expected about the year A.D. 3460. By this 
time some of the post-1850 monuments will have' acquired a certain antiquity and 
some don or other will have unfairly proposed that the Stationery Office be renamed 
the Stationary Office. Furthermore, since we are at present destroying ancient 
buildings with 

'
a vigour unsurpassed since the Suppression of the Monasteries, 

much material is likely to disappear before being noted in the Survey. There is no 
reason to assume that the surveyors are dilatory in their immensely complex task 
and every reason to stress that the only answer to an otherwise intolerable cultural 
problem is a very radical increase in the size of their staff. As we know on the highest 
authority that ' we've never had it so good '  it would not seem inopportune to press 
for this. 	 J. C. DICKINSON 

- 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL NOTES 

J. C. WILKERSON, J. LIVERSIDGE, G. BRISCOE AND 
W. E. LE BARD, G. H. S. BUSHNELL AND M. D. CRA'STER 

BRONZE AGE BARROWS AT MELBOURN 
Deep ploughing on Mr J. J. Wedd's land in the parish of Melbourn revealed dark 
soil marks of one ploughed-out barrow and part of another in the chalk, and turned 
up fragments of bone and pottery. The site is south-east of the village (Grid 
Ref. 389439). 

Near the centre of the complete barrow circle was a skeleton, apparently buried in 
a crouched position in a scooped-out hollow no more than 2 ft. below ground level. 
It is reported that there were some fragments of thin pottery with it, but I did not 
see them; possibly they were in fact pieces of the skull. The hollow was filled with 
yellow sand, and may be the primary burial. . 

A second depression nearer the ditch was filled with black soil and contained some 
fragments of unburnt bone and pottery; this could have been Early or Middle Bronze 
Age. 

There was also one cremation in a poor-quality jar. within the circular ditch, and 
at least six more outside and just north-east of it. These were all buried in yellow 
sand 

; 
it would appear that natural sand pockets were chosen for the burials as it 

made easier digging, rather than that holes were dug in the solid chalk and then filled 
with sand. 

The pottery from the cremations is all of the Late Bronze Age, ' Deverel—Rim-
bury ' type, with plain applied cordons, straight sides, and an excessive amount of 
tempering. 

Between the edge of the barrow ditch and the cremations outside it, there was a 
' floor '   of closely packed flints just below plough depth, covering an irregular area of 
about I 0 ft. by 12 ft. In the middle of this there was a small patch of black soil and 
calcined bones. 

Some fragments of Roman pottery were found on the surface of the site. 
J. C. W. 

POTTERY FROM A ROMAN WELL IN 
COLDHAM'S LANE, CAMBRIDGE 

The group of Roman pottery illustrated (P1. IV) was discovered in 1958 during 
quarrying operations by the Cement Marketing Company in Coidham's Lane, 
Cambridge. It came from the bottom of a well at least 30 ft. deep and in this con-
nection it is interesting to note that the modern water-level is found at 45-50 ft. 
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The group includes a buff flagon, four large narrow-mouthed jars in grey ware with 
one smaller version of the same type, and a small medium-mouthed jar of familiar 
local type which can be paralleled in the Braybrooke Collection of material from 
Great Chesterford, and from elsewhere. Unluckily the flagon, which would have 
provided the best evidence for a close dating, has lost its rim and part of its neck. 
The four large jars, however, closely resemble those from the War Ditches, type i, 
described by Mr Hartley in this volume (p. 25, Fig. i) so it seems likely that the 
group should be ascribed to the late first or early years of the second century A.D. 

We are indebted to the Cement Marketing Company for reporting this discovery 
and making it available for study. The group is now exhibited in their office in 
Coidham's Lane. J. L. 

AN ANGLO-SAXON CEMETERY ON 
LAKENHEATH AIRFIELD 

In July 1957 human bones were discovered by workmen who were digging a hole 
for the installation of an oil tank adjacent to the south-west corner of the U.S.A.F. 
Medical Supply Building (Grid Ref. 732809) at Lakenheath Airfield, Suffolk. The 
skeleton was examined by Mr Edwardson, Curator of the Moyses Hall Museum, 
and . Dr Parsons, Chairman of the Mildenhail Archaeological Society. The grave 
goods (two annular brooches, one bronze pin, tweezers and an iron knife) are 
deposited in the Mildenhall Museum and are included in the list of finds made this 
year. 

In September 1959 workmen dug a ditch to a depth of 3  ft. and 300 ft. in length 
along the west side, and trenches for new construction on the east of the same 
building. Bones were found at frequent intervals and it was clear that a considerable 
cemetery lay all around and presumably beneath the building. The discovery was 
reported to the Ministry of Works. Group-Captain G. M. Knocker and Dr C. P. B. 
Wells came to inspect and decided that the area should be explored. As the building 
operations were for the purpose of providing a hospital, it was necessary that construc-
tion should not be hampered. It was clear that the whole area could not be examined 
in time to permit the work to proceed on schedule. It was agreed between the Air 
Ministry, the U.S.A.F. authorities and the Ministry of Works that the ground to 
the west of the Medical Supply Building should be examined at once, and that the 
urgent construction on the east side should proceed on schedule. The work of 
excavation was undertaken by American volunteers under the control of Captain 
Le Bard, with general supervision by the writer (G. B.). 

The work lasted for a month and thirty-three graves were discovered. All the 
graves were oriented east—west, with the heads varying only i 2 degrees from magnetic 
west. The skeletons of those that had been buried on chalk were quite well preserved, 
but those which lay on patches of acid sand were either partially or entirely de-
composed, leaving only a dark smudgy outline or gelatinous particles of bone. 

In fifteen graves there were ornaments consisting of five cruciform brooches, four 
small long and eighteen annular brooches, two Kentish-type square-headed brooches, 
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six sets of wrist clasps, five girdle hangers, two silver rings, two bronze hair fasteners, 
eight strings of beads and one pottery bowl. Many of the wrist clasps and brooches 
contained textile. There were weapons in three of the graves, including one sword, 
two shield bosses, three spears and four iron disks about 3  in. in diameter which were 
probably for shoulder protection. The other fifteen graves had no ornaments, were 
generally larger and more carefully dug for burial than the other graves, and the 
skeletons appeared to have been more neatly organized. 

Specialist reports will be published later. Mr Rainbird Clarke is preparing that on 
the grave goods, Dr C. P. B. Wells that on the skeletons, Miss E. Crowfoot that on the 
textiles, and Dr N. H. Pizer that on the soil conditions associated with the burials 
where there was bad decomposition. 

We wish to record our thanks to the U.S.A.F. authorities for the many facilities 
placed at our disposal. 	 G. B., W. E. LE BARD 

PAGAN SAXON BURIALS AT ELY 

In the autumn of 1959, a machine, which was cutting foundation trenches for houses 
on the High Barns housing estate on the north-east outskirts of Ely, brought up 
some fragments of human bones and some other objects from pagan Saxon burials. 
The site lies on the west side of Newbarns Road just beyond the cemetery on the 
opposite side, and is approximately 350 yards north of the cemetery chapel. The 
National Grid reference is 547812. Lieut.-Col. J. G. A. Beckett and Mr S. R. 
Hopkin kindly told us about the find. When we visited the site we observed nothing 
in place except the fragmentary leg bones of one individual. 

The following objects were found (references are to Fox, The Archaeology of the 
Cambridge Region): 

Two iron shield bosses much damaged about 3  in. in diameter. Cf. Fox, p1. 32.7, 
Fleam Dyke. 

A sword, total length 331  in., of which the blade is 29 in. Cf. Fox, pl. 36.6, 
Barrington. 

• bronze small-long brooch. Cf. Fox, p1. 30.5, Girton. 
• much-corroded spearhead. 
• gilt-bronze square-headed brooch. (P1. V.) This appears to be a new form of 

hybrid between types A 3  and B i (Leeds, Square Headed Brooches). Several 
hybrids between these two are mentioned by Leeds as dating from about the mid-
sixth century. This one is unusual in that the head and bow are like those of B i 
brooches, and the base is of A 3  type, whereas in general the opposite is the case. 

In addition to Lieut.-Col. Beckett and Mr Hopkin, our thanks are due to Mr 
J. V. G. Shilston, the City Surveyor, for rescuing the objects found, and to Messrs 
Buckingham and Sparrow, the contractors, and their staff for their co-operation. 

G. H. S. B., M. D. C. 
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Roman pottery from a well in Coidham's Lane. 

- 



Bushnell and Cra'ster 	 PLATE V 

it' 
- 

45 

/ 

Square-headed  brooch from pagan Saxon burial at Ely. i : 
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