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Summary

Despite now being one of the most extensively 
and intensively explored Romano-British towns, 
Londinium does not always fi gure prominently in 
wider synthetic studies of the Roman province of 
Britain or of the Roman empire. In part this is due 
to the sheer complexity of the evidence, in part to 
the rate at which it is being excavated, and in part 
to the inevitable delays in organising the resources 
required to assemble, study and disseminate it. The 
essays contained in this volume attempt to bring 
some of this detailed evidence to wider notice. The 
contributors include many of those directly involved 
in the fi eldwork and the fi nds study currently going 
forward in the capital. Moreover, a deliberate 
attempt has been made to examine Londinium ‘in 
the round’, placing Southwark and the Greater 
London hinterland fi rmly centre-stage alongside the 
walled city itself.

The volume has been organised into four more-or-
less equal sections, each of which addresses specifi c 
‘Framework objectives’ set out in the relevant 
chapters of the Research Framework for London 
Archaeology (Nixon et al 2002). The Framework was 
intended ‘to guide but not prescribe the direction of 
archaeological research in London’ (Nixon et al, x), 
and was aimed squarely at ‘the people of Greater 
London, for those who manage and curate the 
archaeological resource . . . and for anyone with an 
interest in Greater London . . . at whatever level’ 
(Nixon et al, 2–3). While we trust that the present 
volume speaks to this ‘home’ audience, we also hope 
that it will inform students of both Roman Britain 
and the wider Roman Empire beyond.

The fi rst of the four sections sets the scene by 
examining the development, purpose and chron-
ology of the Roman city itself. Introductory papers 
by Clark (‘Fanciful ichnography’) and Sloane 
(‘Images of Empire’) remind us that modern studies 
of Londinium are part of a continuing evolution 
of understanding that stretches back centuries. 
Rowsome (‘Mapping Roman London’) draws on the 
many excavations that have now taken place within 
the Roman urban area on both banks of the river to 
review the physical evidence for the town’s layout 
and infrastructure – an undertaking greatly aided 
by the advent of Geographic Information Systems 
(GIS). Swain and Williams (‘The population of 
Roman London’) make the fi rst detailed attempt 
in over 80 years to estimate the population of 
the Roman city. Using population density models 
they have come up with rather lower estimates 
than hitherto: c 10,000 for the mid-1st-century 
town and c 25,000–30,000 for its early 2nd-century 
heyday, with a similar or slightly lower fi gure for 

c AD 200. Fulford (‘Imperium Galliarum, Imperium 
Britanniarum’) and Reece (‘Satellite, parasite, or 
just London?’) remind us that there was a wider 
Roman world beyond Londinium and its immediate 
hinterland. Finally Cowie (‘Descent into darkness’) 
explores the early Saxon period within Greater 
London, while Tony Brown (‘Was there a Saxon 
Southwark?’) reviews the evidence for a Saxon burh 
south of the river.  

The contributions to the second section explore 
the landscape and environment of the Roman city 
and its hinterland. This holistic approach is made 
manifest in the papers by Sidell (‘Londinium’s 
landscape’) and Tyers (‘Tree-ring dates from Roman 
London’). Both draw attention to the nature of the 
later prehistoric landscape in which Londinium 
was situated, while the latter’s paper provides an 
independent chronology for the foundation and 
subsequent development of the town. Cowan and 
Hinton (‘The Roman garden in London’) develop 
this landscape theme and offer a pioneering 
attempt to identify the evidence for gardens within 
Londinium.

Alongside the quays and wharves of the Roman 
riverside the road network was a vital component of 
the infrastructure that served the town. Much work 
has now been conducted on the various routes 
that radiated away from it, and Gary Brown (‘The 
London to Colchester road’) provides a detailed 
glimpse of the work that his team, and others, have 
adduced for one of the major roads. The road theme 
underpins two further papers as Dearne (‘Roman 
Enfi eld’) and Thomas (‘Roman Westminster’) review 
the evidence for two important settlements on the 
road network. The papers by David Bird (‘Further 
speculation about the Shadwell “Tower”’), and Bowlt 
(‘A possible extension to Grim’s Dyke’), furnish 
timely reassessments of much-debated sites. Bird 
fi nds a military function for Shadwell compelling, 
while Bowlt follows Mortimer Wheeler in arguing 
for a Saxon origin for the linear earthwork that runs 
to the north of Londinium.

The third section takes us beyond the physical 
remains of Roman London and its hinterland to 
consider the intellectual and spiritual context 
within which its people lived their lives. Using docu-
mentary, literary and epigraphic sources Hassall 
(‘London: Britain’s fi rst “university”?’) suggests that 
there would have been a centre for higher education 
within the province and that it was most likely to 
have been situated in London. Merrifi eld and Hall 
(‘The nature of the Walbrook stream valley’) focus 
on more spiritual matters in reviewing fi nds from 
the Walbrook stream. Haynes (‘Sharing secrets? 
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The material culture of mystery cults’) focuses on 
the occurrence of vessels of ‘Camulodunum 306’ 
form, and points out that an artefact’s meaning is 
defi ned as much by its context as its form. Joanna 
Bird (‘A samian bowl by Crucuro’) notes the evidence 
for the popularity of Hercules as a household god 
among Roman Londoners, which expresses the 
essential ‘Romanitas’ of their beliefs. 

The last three papers in this section celebrate the 
diversity of Londinium’s transpontine quarter, 
Southwark. Grew (‘Who was Mars Camulus?’) deals 
with the remarkable marble dedicatory plaque to 
Mars Camulus recovered from the temple complex 
at Tabard Square and traces the god’s origins back 
to Gallia Belgica and the civitas Remorum. Cotton 
(‘Harper Road revisited’) reviews a burial fi rst pub-
lished over 25 years ago whose unusual features 
hint at the cosmopolitan nature of society in early 
Londinium, while Bateman (‘Death, women and 
the afterlife’) uses a bustum burial identifi ed in 
the popular press as a ‘female gladiator’ as the start-
ing point for a discussion of the wider role of the 
amphitheatre and the games in Roman culture.

The fourth section considers the practical aspects 
of fi nds research and acts as a taster for the pro-
posed establishment of an online database of fi nds 
assemblages held in public collections from across 
Londinium. Plouviez (‘Counting brooches’) focuses 
on brooches as a means of exploring regionality and 
touches on the social meaning of artefacts, a point 
developed by Crummy (‘Small toilet instruments 
from London’), who seeks to identify latent tribal 
infl uences within Londinium. Monteil (‘The distri-
bution and use of samian inkwells’) demonstrates 
that the town’s fortunes can be traced by the use 
and distribution of inkwells and suggests that pen 
and ink records were the domain of the mercantile 
classes, while Rayner and Seeley (‘The Southwark 
pottery type-series’) review developments in local 
pottery studies since the formative work of Geoff 
Marsh and Paul Tyers a generation ago. 

Jackson (‘Imagining health-care in Roman 
London’) discusses the evidence for health-care with 
regard to the surgical instruments recovered from 
the Walbrook stream and elsewhere, while Wardle 
(‘Bathing in Roman London’) rounds up the distinc-
tive artefactual evidence for bathing in the form 
of glass oil fl asks (aryballoi) and strigils. The wide-
spread distribution of such items across the city 
suggests that bathing was something indulged in 
by many of its inhabitants. The fi nal two papers 
explore the luxury end of material culture. Henig 
(‘Intaglios from Roman London’) has compiled a 
catalogue of intaglios and in so doing opened a ‘fas-
cinating window on London life and aspirations’, 
while Shepherd (‘Luxury colourless glass vessels in 
Flavian London’) draws attention to a signifi cant 
corpus of fi ne glassware. Pliny was of the opinion 
that such vessels were superior to those made of 
silver and gold and Roman Londoners perhaps felt 
the same.

Wide though the range of contributions in all 
four sections is, it but scratches the surface of the 
available evidence – more of which will eventually 
be disseminated through the various research and 
online database programmes to be developed by the 
Museum of London and the London Archaeological 
Archive and Research Centre in Hackney. In the 
meantime, we hope that the papers gathered togeth-
er here provide a taste of the good things to come. 
They are offered in tribute to Harvey Sheldon, a 
friend and respected colleague who has toiled long 
and hard to record London’s Roman past.

Sommaire

Londinium, bien quelle soit une des villes d’époque 
romano-britannique étudiée de manière extrême-
ment intensive et extensive, ne fi gure pas toujours 
de façon prééminente dans les études de synthèse 
sur la province romaine de Grande-Bretagne 
(Britannia) ou dans celles dédiées à l’empire romain. 
Cet état d’affaires est dû en partie à la complexité 
des données, en partie au rythme de promulgation 
de ces dernières, et en partie au délai inévitable 
que l’organisation, la collection, l’analyse et la dis-
sémination de ces données entraîne. Les études 
contenues dans ce volume ont pour objectif d’attirer 
un public plus large vers ces données. Y contribuent 
des spécialistes directement engagés sur le terrain 
et dans l’analyse du mobilier en cours dans la capi-
tale britannique. De plus, cette collection d’études 
a le but explicite d’examiner Londinium dans son 
ensemble, en plaçant le Southwark et les environs 
de Londres (Greater London) côte à côte avec la ville 
intra muros.

Le volume contient quatre sections plus ou moins 
égales, chacune dédiée à un thème exposé dans les 
chapitres respectifs des ‘Thèmes de recherche pour 
l’archéologie de Londres’ (Research Framework for 
London Archaeology (Nixon et al 2002)). Ce docu-
ment avait pour but de ‘guider et non pas prescrire 
la direction de la recherche archéologique à Londres’ 
(Nixon et al, x), et s’adressait de manière directe ‘à 
la population de Londres, à ceux engagés dans la 
gestion et la mise en valeur de ses ressources 
archéologiques … et à tous ceux qui s’intéressent à 
Londres … à n’importe quel niveau’ (Nixon et al, 
2–3). Le volume présenté ici s’adresse à un public 
‘autochtone’ mais nous espérons également qu’il 
trouvera un public auprès de chercheurs engagés 
dans l’étude de la province romaine britannique, de 
l’empire romain et au-delà.

La première section décrit le cadre, en brossant 
un tableau de l’évolution, de la raison d’être et de la 
chronologie de la ville. Les articles d’introduction de 
Clark (‘Une iconographie fantaisiste’) et de Sloane 
(‘Images de l’empire’) nous rappellent que les études 
modernes sur Londinium s’inscrivent dans une 
continuité qui remonte à des siècles. Rowsome 
(‘Cartographie de Londres romaine’) se base sur les 
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nombreux chantiers de fouilles complétés à ce jour à 
l’intérieur du tissu urbain des deux côtés de la 
Tamise dans une mise au point sur le plan de la ville 
et de son infrastructure – un travail qui a énormé-
ment bénéfi cié de l’apport de Systèmes d’Information 
Géographique (SIG). Swain et Williams (‘ La popu-
lation de Londres romaine’) s’attachent, pour la pre-
mière fois en 80 ans, à la question de la taille de la 
population de la ville romaine. Sur la base de modèles 
de densité démographique, ils arrivent à un chiffre 
plutôt inférieur à celui estimé jusqu’à présent: envi-
ron 10 000 habitants au milieu du ler siècle apr. 
J.-C., environ 25 000 à 30 000 habitants pour son 
apogée au début du 2nd siècle, et un chiffre semblable 
ou un peu inférieur pour les alentours de 200 apr. 
J.-C. Fulford (‘Imperium Galliarum, Imperium Bri-
tanniarum’) et Reece (‘Satellite, parasite, ou juste 
Londres ?’) nous rappellent qu’il existe un monde 
au-delà de Londinium et de ses environs immédiats. 
Enfi n Cowie (‘Descente dans les ténèbres’) explore la 
période saxonne à Londres et dans ses environs, 
alors que Tony Brown (‘Le Southwark existe-t-il à 
l’époque saxonne ?’) examine les preuves d’existence 
d’un burgh saxon au sud de la Tamise.

Les contributions à la seconde section s’intéressent 
au paysage et à l’environnement de la ville romaine 
et de ses alentours. Une approche holistique est 
manifeste dans les articles de Sidell (‘Le paysage de 
Londinium’) et de Tyers (‘Datation dendrochro-
nologique de Londres romaine’). Tous deux attirent 
l’attention sur le paysage protohistorique dans 
lequel Londinium s’est implanté; le second article 
propose aussi une chronologie élaborée indépendam-
ment pour la fondation de la ville et son évolution. 
Cowan et Hinton (‘Le jardin romain à Londres’) 
développent ce thème de paysage et font œuvre de 
pionniers en proposant des jardins à l’intérieur de 
Londinium.

En dehors des quais et des entrepôts longeant la 
Tamise à l’époque romaine, le réseau routier était 
une composante essentielle de l’infrastructure de la 
ville. Grâce à une série de travaux exécutés sur les 
artères rayonnant à partir de Londinium, Gary 
Brown et son équipe (‘La voie de Londres à Colches-
ter’) a pu donner une image détaillée de l’une de ces 
artères. Le thème routier est également au cœur 
de deux autres articles: Dearne (‘Enfi eld à l’époque 
romaine’) et Thomas (‘Westminster romain’) présen-
tent deux importants postes sur ce réseau routier. 
Les articles de David Bird (‘Encore quelques 
spéculations sur la ‘tour’ de Shadwell’) et de Bowlt 
(‘Un prolongement possible de la Grim’s Dyke’) 
revoient les données fournies par deux sites contro-
versés. Bird interprète Shadwell comme établisse-
ment militaire, tandis que Bowlt suit Mortimer 
Wheeler en proposant une origine saxonne pour 
le tracé linéaire d’une levée construite au nord de 
Londres.

La troisième section délaisse les vestiges 
physiques de Londres et de ses environs, pour nous 

amener à considérer le contexte intellectuel et spiri-
tuel de ses habitants. Hassall (dans ‘Londres: pre-
mière université de Grande-Bretagne ?’) suggère, 
sur la base de documents littéraires et épigraphiques, 
qu’un un centre d’éducation supérieure aurait existé 
dans la province et qu’il était probablement situé à 
Londres. Merrifi eld et Hall (‘Le caractère de la 
vallée du Walbrook’) examinent l’aspect spirituel 
du mobilier récupéré dans le ruisseau. Haynes 
(‘Secrets partagés ?: la culture matérielle des cultes 
de mystère’) se penche sur un type de vaisselle, la 
forme ‘Camulodumum 306’ pour proposer que le 
sens d’un objet se défi nit autant par son contexte 
que par sa forme. Joanna Bird (‘Une coupe en terre 
sigillée de Crucuro’) souligne la popularité d’Hercule 
comme dieu domestique auprès des Londoniens, 
trait qui exprime la ‘Romanitas’ de leurs croyances.

Les trois derniers articles de cette section 
célèbrent le quartier outre-rivière de Londinium, le 
Southwark, dans toute sa diversité. Grew (‘Qui était 
Mars Camulus ?’) examine une remarquable plaque 
en marbre dédiée à Mars Camulus retrouvée dans le 
temple de Tabard Square et retrace les origines de 
ce dieu en Gaule Belge, dans la civitas des Rèmes. 
Cotton (‘Harper Road revisitée’) réexamine une 
sépulture publiée il y a 25 ans: certains traits 
insolites laissent entrevoir une société cosmopolite 
au début de l’époque romaine à Londres. Bateman 
(‘La mort, les femmes et l’au-delà’) prend pour 
exemple une sépulture que la presse populaire avait 
décrite comme sépulture de ‘femme-gladiateur’ pour 
se pencher sur le rôle des amphithéâtres et des jeux 
dans la culture romaine.

La quatrième section a pour thème les aspects 
pratiques de l’analyse du mobilier; elle sert égale-
ment à introduire une base de données numérique 
qui cataloguera toutes les collections d’objets des 
musées publics de la zone londonienne. Plouviez 
(‘Comptons les fi bules’) se penche sur les problèmes 
d’identifi cation régionale au moyen de fi bules et 
émet quelques hypothèses sur la signifi cation des 
objets; ce thème est développé par Crummy (‘Petits 
instruments de toilette provenant de Londres’) qui 
cherche à identifi er des infl uences tribales sous-
jacentes au sein de Londinium. Monteil (‘La ré-
partition et l’usage des encriers en terre sigillée’) 
démontre l’utilité des encriers pour documenter 
les vicissitudes subies par la ville et suggère que la 
maîtrise de l’écriture était l’apanage de la classe 
marchande; enfi n Rayner et Seeley (‘Typologie de la 
céramique provenant du Southwark’) offrent une 
mise au point des analyses de céramique locale 
élaborées depuis l’étude de base de Geoff Marsh et 
de Paul Tyers il y a une génération. Jackson (‘Ima-
ginons le service de santé à Londres à l’époque 
romaine’) examine la santé à travers les instruments 
de chirurgie retrouvés dans le ruisseau du Walbrook 
et ailleurs, tandis que Wardle (‘Les bains à Londres 
à l’époque romaine’) résume les données relatives à 
cette activité sous forme de fl acons d’huile en verre 
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(aryballoi) et de strigiles. L’étendue de la répartition 
de ces objets suggère qu’une partie importante de la 
population pouvait s’y adonner. Henig (‘Intaglios 
[gemmes taillées] provenant de Londres romaine’) 
présente un catalogue de ces objets et, ce faisant ‘ou-
vre une fenêtre fascinante sur la vie londonienne et 
ses aspirations’. Enfi n, John Shepherd (‘La vaisselle 
de luxe en verre de couleur à Londres à l’époque 
fl avienne’) attire l’attention sur une importante 
collection de verrerie fi ne. Pline était d’avis que la 
vaisselle en verre était supérieure à celle en argent 
ou en or; peut-être les Londoniens étaient-ils du 
même avis.

Quoique chaque section contienne un large éven-
tail de sujets, ces contributions ne font qu’égratigner 
la surface – une série de programmes de recherche 
et de bases de données en cours de développement 
au Musée de Londres, aux Archives Archéologiques 
de Londres et au Centre de Recherches de Hackney 
s’attacheront à la dissémination de ces nouvelles 
données. En attendant, nous espérons que les arti-
cles présentés ici alimenteront l’appétit. Ils sont of-
ferts en hommage à Harvey Sheldon, ami et collègue 
respecté qui a œuvré durement et longuement pour 
le passé romain de Londres.

Zusammenfassung

Obwohl Londinium zu einer der ausführlichsten 
und intensiv erforschten romano-britischen Städte 
zählt, hält es oft keine prominente Stellung bei 
breitangelegten Synthesestudien der römischen 
Provinz Britanniens oder des Römischen Kaiser-
reiches. Das ist zum Teil durch die schiere Komplex-
ität der Beweismaterialien begründet, zum Teil 
liegt am zeitlichen Abstand zwischen Forschung-
sarbeit und Veröffentlichung, und zum Teil durch 
die Zeitrahmen, die bei der Organisation der 
Sammlungen notwendig sind, um diese zu erweit-
ern, zu erforschen und zu disseminieren. Die 
Beiträge in diesem Band versuchen einige der 
detaillierten Studienergebnisse an eine allgemeine 
Hörerschaft zu bringen. Die Autoren bestehen aus 
Forschern, die oft direkt mit den Ausgrabungen 
und den aktuellen Fundauswertungen, die zur Zeit 
in der Hauptstadt durchgeführt werden, beteiligt 
sind. Außerdem wurde ein bewußter Versuch 
gemacht, ein umfassendes Bild von Londinium zu 
präsentieren, wobei Southwark und das Londoner 
Umfeld mit der Stadt innerhalb der Stadtmauern 
gleichgestellt werden sollen. 

Dieser Band ist so organisiert, daß er in vier, un-
gefähr gleich lange Abschnitte aufgeteilt ist. Jeder 
davon befasst sich mit bestimmten ‘Rahmenzielen’, 
die in den entsprechenden Kapiteln der ‘Leitfaden 
für die archäologische Forschung Londons’ (Nixon 
et al. 2002) enthalten sind. Dieser Forschungsrah-
men ‘soll ein Leitfaden sein, aber nicht die archäolo-
gische Forschungsrichtung in London verordnen’. 
(Nixon et al., x), und war direkt an die Zuhörerschaft 

im Großraum London gerichtet, an die Manager 
und Kuratoren des archäologischen Bestands. . . . 
und für jeden der ein Interesse an der Londoner 
Archäologie hegt. . . . egal auf welchem Niveau 
(Nixon et al., 2–3). Wir vertrauen darauf, daß der 
vorliegende Band sich an die heimische Leserschaft 
wendet, wir hoffen aber auch, daß es eine Informa-
tionsquelle bietet für Studenten des römischen 
Großbritanniens, aber auch über diese Grenzen 
hinaus für das römische Kaiserreich. 

Der erste der vier Abschnitte bestimmt den 
Schauplatz, indem er die Entwicklung, den 
Zweck und die chronologische Geschichte der 
römischen Stadt untersucht. Die einleitenden 
Abhandlungen von Clark (Phantasievolle Ichnogra-
phien) und Sloane (Bilder des Kaiserreiches’) 
erinnern uns daran, daß die aktuellen Londoner 
Forschungsarbeiten Teil einer kontinuierlichen 
Entwicklung sind, die schon Jahrhunderte zurück 
liegt. Rowsome (‘Die Kartierung des römischen Lon-
dons’), stützt sich auf Informationen aus den vielen 
Ausgrabungen, die bisher innerhalb der römischen 
Stadtgrenze auf beiden Seiten des Flußufers statt-
gefunden haben, um die Ruinen der Stadtanlage 
und Infrastruktur zu untersuchen - ein Vorhaben, 
daß durch die Einführung von Geographischen 
Informationssystemen (GIS) unterstützt wird. 
Swain und Williams (Die Bevölkerung Londons in 
der Römerzeit) machen den ersten detaillierten 
Versuch seit 80 Jahren, die Bevölkerungszahl der 
römischen Stadt zu schätzen. Bisherige Modelle der 
Bevölkerungsdichte kamen bisher auf niedrigere 
Schätzungen: ca. 10.000 für die Stadtbevölkerung 
im mittleren 1. Jahrhundert, und ca. 25.000-30.000 
während der Blütezeit im 2. Jahrhundert, mit einer 
ähnlichen, oder etwas geringeren Schätzung für das 
Jahr um 200 AD. Fulford (‘Imperium Galliarum, 
Imerium Britanniarum’) und Reece (‘Satellit, Para-
sit oder einfach London?’) erinnern uns daran, daß 
über Londinium und seinem unmittelbaren Hinter-
land hinaus eine weitere römische Welt existierte. 
Zuletzt untersucht Cowie (‘Abstieg ins Dunkel) 
untersucht die Sächsische Periode im Großraum 
London, während Tony Brown (‘Gab es ein säch-
sisches Southwark?’) erläutert Hinweise auf eine 
sächsische Burh südlich des Flusses. 

Die Beiträge des zweiten Abschnittes unter-
suchen die Landschaft und Umwelt der römischen 
Stadt und ihrem Hinterland. Ein holistischen 
Denkansatz wird in den Beiträgen von Sidell 
(‘Londiniums Landschaft’) und Tyres (‘Jahresring 
Datierung im römischen London’) offenkundig. 
Beide lenken die Aufmerksamkeit auf die Bes-
chaffenheit der späten prähistorischen Landschaft 
um Londinium, während der letztere Beitrag eine 
eigenständige Chronologie der Stadtgründung und 
nachfolgender Stadtentwicklung erstellt. Cowan 
und Hinton (‘ Der römische Garten in London’) 
entwickeln das Landschaftsthema weiter und 
haben eine Pionierarbeit bei der Interpretation 



xxii Londinium and Beyond

der Überreste von Gärten innerhalb Londiniums 
geleistet. 

Neben den Kais und Landestellen entlang des 
römischen Flußufers war das Straßennetz ein 
lebenswichtiger Teil der Infrastruktur die zur 
Versorgung der Stadt diente. Viel Arbeit wurde 
bislang an verschiedenen Routen geleistet, die von 
der Stadt strahlenförmig ausgehen, und Gary Brown 
(‘Die Straße von London zur Colchester Road’) 
vermittelt einen detaillierten Eindruck auf die 
Arbeit, die sein Team und andere an einer der 
wichtigsten Verkehrslinien geleistet haben. Zwei 
weitere Beiträge werden vom Straßenthema ge-
prägt, in denen besprechen Dearne (‘Das römische 
Enfi eld’) und Thomas (‘Das römische Westminster’) 
die Spuren von zwei wichtigen Siedlungen entlang 
dem Straßennetz. Die Beiträge von David Bird 
(‘Weitere Spekulationen über den “Turm” von 
Shadwell’) und Bowlt (‘Eine mutmaßliche Verlän-
gerung des Grim’s Deichs’) erstellen eine zeitgere-
chte Neubewertung der mehrseitig debattierten 
Ausgrabungsorte. Bird argumentiert für eine mil-
itärische Funktion des Shadwell Turms, wogegen 
Bowlt sich Mortimer Wheeler anschließt, in dem er 
für einen sächsischen Ursprung der geradlinigen, 
nördlich aus London ausgerichteten Erdarbeiten, 
argumentiert. 

Der dritte Abschnitt geleitet uns über die phy-
sischen Überreste des römischen Londons hinaus 
in sein Hinterland, um sich dem intellektuellen 
und geistlichen Kontext zu widmen, in dem die 
Bewohner lebten. Anhand dokumentarischen, liter-
arischen und epigraphischen Quellen deutet Has-
sall (‘London: Großbritanniens erste “Universität”?’) 
darauf hin, daß es ein höheres Bildungszentrum 
innerhalb der Provinz gegeben haben muß, und das 
war am wahrscheinlichsten in London zu fi nden. 
Merrifi eld und Hall (‘Die Beschaffenheit des 
Walbrook Tals’) richten ihre Aufmerksamkeit auf 
geistigere Inhalte, indem sie die Funde aus dem 
Walbrook Bach besprechen. Haynes (‘Geheimnisse 
Teilen? Die materielle Kultur der Mysterienkulte’) 
konzentriert seine Arbeit auf das Auftreten von 
Gefäßen der ‘Camulodunum 306’ Form, und macht 
darauf Aufmerksam, daß die Bedeutung eines 
Artefaktes sowohl durch seinen Kontext defi niert 
ist, als auch durch seine Form. Joanna Bird (‘Eine 
terra sigilata Schüssel von Crucuro’) verzeichnet 
Nachweise für die Popularität von Herkules als 
Hausgott der Londoner römischen Bevölkerung, 
was den grundlegenden ‘Romanitas’ ihres Glaubens 
zum Ausdruck bringt. 

Die letzten drei Beiträge aus diesem Abschnitt 
feiern die Vielfältigkeit des Stadtviertels Southwark 
südlich der Themse. Grew (‘Wer war Mars Camu-
lus?’) befasst sich mit einer außergewöhnlichen 
Marmortafel mit einer Widmung an Mars Camulus, 
die aus dem Tempelkomplex in Tabard Platz gebor-
gen wurde, und verfolgt die Herkunft dieses Gottes 
nach Galliea Belgica und die Civitas Remorum 

zurück. Cotton (‘Ein Wiedersehen mit Harper Road’) 
hält eine Rückschau auf ein Begräbnis, das vor über 
25 Jahren zum ersten Mal veröffentlicht wurde, 
und dessen ungewöhnliche Merkmale auf den 
weltoffenen Charakter der Gesellschaft im frühen 
Londinium deuten. Bateman dagegen, (‘Tod, 
Frauen und das Jenseits’) benutzt eine bustum 
(=Scheiterhaufen) Bestattung, die von der Presse 
als ‘weiblicher Gladiator’ identifi ziert wurde, 
als einen Startpunkt für eine Diskussion über die 
weitgreifendere Rolle des Amphitheaters und der 
Spiele in der römischen Kultur.

Der vierte Abschnitt betrachtet die praktischen 
Aspekte der Funduntersuchungen und agiert als 
eine Kostprobe auf die geplante Einrichtung einer 
Online-Datenbank der Funde, die in öffentlichen 
Sammlungen im gesamten Raum Londiniums 
enthalten sind. Plouviez (‘Broschen zählen’) setzt 
den Fokus auf Broschen als Mittel zur Erforschung 
regionaler Unterschiede, und bespricht kurz die 
soziale Bedeutung von Artefakten, eine Frage, 
die von Crummy (‘Kleine Toiletteninstrumente aus 
London’) weiter auserarbeitet wird, und der den 
Versuch macht, latente Stammeseinfl üsse inner-
halb Londiniums zu identifi zierten. Monteil (‘Die 
Verbreitung und der Gebrauch von Tintenfässern 
aus Terra Sigilata’) veranschaulicht, wie die Ent-
wicklung des Wohlstands in der Stadt durch den 
Gebrauch und die Verbreitung von Tintenfässern 
verfolgt werden kann, und schlägt vor, daß der 
Gebrauch von Feder und Tinte bei Schriftgütern in 
den kaufmännischen Klassen verbreitet war. Rayner 
und Seeley (‘Die Keramiktypen von Southwark’) 
besprechen die Entwicklung der regionalen 
Keramikforschung seit den eine Generation zurück-
liegenden, wegweisenden Forschungsarbeiten von 
Geoff Marsh und Paul Tyers.

Jackson (‘Ein Studie des Gesundheitssystems 
im römischen London’) diskutiert die Beweismateri-
alien für ein Gesundheitssystem anhand von chirur-
gischen Instrumenten, die unter anderem aus 
dem Walbrook Bach geborgen wurden. Wardle (‘Die 
Badekultur im römischen London’) trägt charakter-
istische Beweisfunde zusammen, die mit dem Baden 
in Verbindung stehen, wie zum Beispiel die Form 
von Ölfl aschen aus Glas (Aryballoi) und Schabern 
(Strigilis). Die Fundstreuung über die ganze Stadt 
deutet darauf hin, daß Baden für viele Einwohner 
eine Leidenschaft war. Die letzten beiden Arbeiten 
untersuchen Luxusartikel. Henig (‘Intaglios aus 
dem römischen London’) hat einen Katalog von 
Intaglios zusammengestellt und öffnet damit einen 
faszinierenden Einblick in den Londoner Alltag 
und die Zukunftshoffnungen der Einwohner. 
Shepherd (‘Luxusgefäße aus durchsichtigem Glas 
im fl avischen London’) lenkt die Aufmerksamkeit 
auf eine bedeutsame Sammlung von Glaswaren. 
Pliny war der Meinung, daß solche Gefäße denen 
aus Silber und Gold überlegen waren, und vielleicht 
haben auch die Römer in London das auch so 
empfunden. 
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Forschungszentrum in Hackney erarbeitet werden. 
Bis dahin hoffen wir, daß die Beiträge, die hier 
zusammengetragen wurden, einen Vorgeschmack 
auf zukünftige Entwicklungen geben. Sie sollen 
unsere Anerkennung für Harvey Sheldon ausdrück-
en, ein Freund und respektierter Kollege, der lange 
und mühsam gearbeitet hat, um die römische 
Geschichte Londons aufzuzeichnen.

Obgleich Palette der Beiträge aus den vier 
Abschnitten breitgefächert ist, werden die zur 
Verfügung stehenden archäologischen Beweise nur 
oberfl ächlich erfasst - es wird erhofft, daß in Zuku-
nft Informationen mit Hilfe von diversen Forschun-
gsprojekten und Online-Datenbanken ausgetauscht 
werden können, die vom Museum of London 
und dem Londoner Archäologischen Archiv und 
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This volume has two principal aims: to honour 
Harvey Sheldon and to celebrate Roman Londi nium. 
Both aims deserve explanation.

The genesis of the project was the suggestion, 
fi rst voiced by Martin Henig, to offer a volume of 
essays to Harvey in recognition of his long devotion 
to London’s archaeology. From his early days exca-
vating Roman pottery kilns in Highgate Wood and 
Roman roads in Bow, to his leadership of the South-
wark team, to directing the Museum of London’s 
Department of Greater London Archaeology, to 
reaching a new generation of students through his 
teaching at Birkbeck College, Harvey has been – and 
remains – a doughty and principled champion of 
London’s buried heritage. 

He also has a happy knack of inspiring people to 
work with him, and of generating fi erce loyalty to 
the cause. The widespread affection and respect in 
which he is held created its own challenge, however: 
how to keep any volume of dedicated essays to 
manageable proportions? The solution adopted 
by the editorial team was to focus hard on one of 
Harvey’s driving interests, the archaeology of 
Roman London and its immediate hinterland, 
and to impose a tight word limit on individual 
contributions.

As the offers of papers fl owed in from friends 
and colleagues it quickly became apparent that we 
had an excellent opportunity to do more than simply 
present Harvey with a series of ‘party pieces’ appro-
priate to the occasion. We had the wherewithal 
to address a substantial number of the ‘Framework 
objectives’ outlined in the recently published 
Research Framework for London Archaeology too 
(Nixon et al 2002, 30–43). In this way we could not 
only honour an admired colleague but also, as he 
himself would wish, we could continue to move the 
subject forward. As far as this latter aim is con-
cerned a contribution from Harvey is one of the most 
obvious and signifi cant omissions from the volume!

The volume itself is divided into four equal 
sections, each of which is preceded by a short intro-
duction that links it explicitly to the relevant parts 
of the London research framework document. The 
fi rst of the four sections deals with the development 
of Roman London, its historical study, demography 
and chronology. The second section widens the 
perspective to take in the town’s landscape setting, 
environment and hinterland. The third focuses 
on people, through an exploration of education and 
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spirituality, while the fourth examines people from 
the standpoints of self-image, health and trade. A 
fi nal, fi fth, section offers an illustrated biography of 
Harvey, together with a list of his published work.

Furthermore, in order to help readers unfamiliar 
with the London scene, we have listed the principal 
sites mentioned (Tables 1 and 2) and located them 
on two maps. The fi rst (Fig 1) shows Greater London 
and the Roman road network. The second (Fig 2) 
focuses on the central area. All references are 
quoted in the Harvard style and contained in a 
consolidated bibliography at the end of the volume, 
along with a listing of suggested modern editions for 
classical references. 

It remains our pleasant duty to thank a number 
of individuals and institutions. Firstly we are grate-
ful to the contributors, for adhering to the various 
parameters we imposed on them; to the President 
of the CBA, Nick Merriman (an old London hand 
himself), for providing a Preface; and also to Jane 
Thorniley-Walker, Catrina Appleby and Frances 
Mee of the CBA for smoothing our way throughout.

The look of the volume has been vastly improved 
by the collective skills of Pete Hart-Allison, Carlos 
Lemos, Jeannette McLeish and Faith Vardy of the 
Museum of London Archaeology Service’s Drawing 
Offi ce, and the photographic expertise of John 
Chase, Torla Evans and Richard Stroud of the 
Museum of London and Andy Chopping and Maggie 
Cox of MoLAS. Jackie Keily kindly brought a fresh 
pair of eyes to the texts after they had been assem-
bled. Particular thanks are due to our referee, 
Martin Millett, for his contribution and insights at 
what was for him an especially busy time. Susannah 
Barford remained an ever-present source of inspira-
tion. Any remaining errors or inconsistencies are 
the responsibility of the editors.

This volume could not have been contemplated 
without the fi nancial support of a number of spon-
soring bodies, and we should like to acknowledge 
the following: the London and Middlesex Archaeo-
logical Society (LAMAS) and the Council for British 
Archaeology (CBA); the Museum of London; South-
wark and Lambeth Archaeological Excavation 
Committee (SLAEC); the City of London Archaeo-
logical Trust (COLAT) and the Standing Conference 
on London Archaeology (SCOLA). Finally, we would 
also like to thank Barney Sloane and English 
Heritage (EH) for sanctioning the use by LAMAS of 
monies raised from the sale of EH special papers 
(London).
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Table 1 Key for Figure 1: principal archaeological sites in Greater London mentioned in the text

Site code Address Grid reference This volume

AGH90 72A Armagh Road, 91–93 Parnell Road E3 TQ36848351 2.4
BAQ90 B&Q, Old Kent Road SE1 TQ34307789 4.7
BEG92 Bramcote Grove, Bermondsey SE16 TQ35057813 2.1
BLA87 Bricklayers’ Arms Railway Depot Site, Rolls Road SE1 TQ33807850 2.1
BOD91 Ranwell East Estate II, Armagh Road, Libra Road (between), Bow E3 TQ36718350 2.4
BSF87 Beddington Sewage Farm, Beddington Lane, Croydon CR0/SM6 TQ29796576 2.1
CAW91 Canada Water, Jubilee Line Ext 22, Surrey Quays Road, Rotherhithe SE16 TQ35507950 2.1
CGW05 Cromwell Green, Westminster SW1 TQ30177955 2.1
DAC03 Crown Wharf Ironworks (former), Dace Road E3 TQ37298391 2.4
ELR76 Lincoln Road, Enfi eld EN1 TQ34089607 2.5
GD79 Grim’s Dyke, Harrow Weald Common, Old Redding HA3 TQ14169288 2.8
GM450 County Hall Ship, Belvedere Road SE1 TQ30697979 1.2, 2.2, 2.6
GVE01 108–110 The Grove, Stratford E15 TQ39058451 2.4
HGA02 172–176 The Highway, Shadwell E1 TQ34848070 2.2, 2.6
HL81 Holloway Lane, Harmondsworth, West Drayton UB7 TQ06707810 2.1
HOO88 Hooper Street, Back Church Lane E1 TQ34208100 4.2, 4.8
HW70 Highgate Wood, Muswell Hill Road N6/N10 TQ28208900 1.2, 5.1
HW-AL94 Angel Lane, Stratford E15 TQ39808437 2.4
LCN04 22–24 Lincoln Road, Enfi eld EN1 TQ33309607 2.5
LD74 London Docks, The Highway, Shadwell E1 TQ35008070 2.6
LD76 London Docks, The Highway, Shadwell E1 TQ34958074 2.6, 4.3
LEK95 271–321 Lefevre Walk Estate, Parnell Road, Bow E3 TQ37008355 2.4, 4.7
LFR69 Lefevre Road E3 TQ37048360 2.4
MAK94 St Mary Abbot’s Hospital, Marloes Road W8 TQ25687920 2.1
MIP04 27b St Martin’s Approach, Ruislip HA4 TQ09108790 2.8
MFEB88 Mayfi eld Farm, Stanwell Road, East Bedfont TW14 TQ07507360 2.1
MGP98 63 Main Road, Gidea Park, Romford RM2 TQ52318981 2.4
MNF03 69 Main Road, Gidea Park, Romford RM2 TQ52378983 2.4
NAG87 National Gallery Extension (Hampton Site), St Martin’s Street, Whitcomb Street WC2 TQ29898051 2.7
NPY73 New Palace Yard, Parliament Square, Westminster SW1 TQ30247963 2.1
PLQ95 Parliment Square (south-east corner) SW1 TQ30147961 2.7
PRB95 91–93 Parnell Road, Bow E3 TQ36928356 2.4
PSW93 Gas main diversion, Parliament Square, Parliament Street SW1 TQ30147968 2.7 
PWC92 Palace of Westminster (St Stephen’s Crypt Chapel Undercroft), St Margaret Street SW1 TQ30247950 2.1
RBW03 510–518 Roman Road E3 TQ36618331 2.4
RGC02 Romford Golf Course, Gidea Park, Main Road RM2 TQ52629027 2.4
ROB05 568A Roman Road E3 TQ36788340 2.4
RO-SN92 St Neot’s Playground, Colchester Road, Harold Hill RM3? TQ54839134 2.4
SFG98 Safeway site, The Grove, Stratford E15 TQ39208465 2.4
SGT94 Storey’s Gate, Horseguards Road, Birdcage Walk SW1 TQ29877972 2.1
SMD01 St Martin-in-the-Fields Church, 12 Adelaide Street WC2 TQ30128051 2.7
SPD85 Stockley Park, Dawley Road, Hayes, Middlesex UB3 TQ08308080 2.1
SWY97 Summerton Way, Thamesmead SE28 TQ48008128 2.1
TOC02 Tobacco Dock, 130–162 The Highway, Shadwell E1 TQ34758070 2.2
WCG78 Cromwell Green, Parliament Square, St Margaret Street, Westminster SW1 TQ30187953 2.1
WGF79 Wall Garden Farm, Sipson Lane, Harlington, West Drayton UB7 TQ07707820 2.1
WST86 Westminster Abbey, Undercroft Museum, Broad Sanctuary SW1 TQ30087942 2.7
W-RR86 30 Romford Road, Stratford E15 TQ39208440 2.4
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Table 2 Key for Figure 2: principal archaeological sites in Londinium and Southwark mentioned in the text

Site code Address Grid reference This vol

1STS74 1–7 St Thomas Street SE1 TQ32738019 2.3, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8
2SSBS85 2 Southwark Street, 1A Bedale Street SE1 TQ32688020 1.8, 2.2
4STS82 4–26 St Thomas Street, SE1 TQ32748016 4.8
15SKS80 Calverts Buildings, 15–23 Southwark Street SE1 TQ32528011 2.2, 4.6, 4.8
52SOS89 52–54 Southwark Street SE1 TQ32328016 2.2, 4.6, 4.2
64BHS74 64–70 Borough High Street SE1 TQ32568006 2.1
93BHS74 93–95 Borough High Street SE1 TQ32618008 4.5
106BHS73 106–114 Borough High Street SE1 TQ32527996 4.6
107BHS81 107–115 Borough High Street TQ32598005 3.3
120BHS89 120–124 Borough High Street SE1 TQ32517994 2.2
170BHS79 170–194 Borough High Street SE1 TQ32447982 2.2
175BHS76 175–177 Borough High Street, SE1 TQ32537990 4.8
179BHS89 179–191 Borough High Street, Southwark SE1 TQ32557985 2.2, 2.3, 4.2, 4.5, 4.7, 4.8
199BHS74 199 Borough High Street SE1 TQ32527984 4.6
201BHS75 201–205 Borough High Street SE1 TQ32517983 4.6, 4.5
207BHS72 207–211 Borough High Street SE1 TQ32517983 4.6, 4.5
AB78 Arcadia Buildings, Great Dover Street SE1 TQ32577966 4.7
ABS86 St Albans House, 124 Wood Street EC2 TQ32288150 4.6
ANT88 9–10 Angel Court EC2 TQ32788133 2.2
AST87 22–25 Austin Friars EC2 TQ32898137 2.2, 4.6
AUT01 Minster House, 12 Arthur Street EC4 TQ32778076 2.1, 2.2, 2.3
BA84 Bermondsey Abbey, Abbey Street SE1 TQ33407935 4.6
BAZ05 35 Basinghall Street EC2 TQ32558148 4.5
BBH87 Billingsgate Bath House, 100 Lower Thames Street EC3 TQ33108069 2.2
BC75 Baynards House, Queen Victoria Street EC4 TQ31948091 2.2
BGB98 Broadgate, 201 Bishopsgate (phases 12–13), 31–37 Norton Folgate E1 TQ33348198 4.3
BGE98 288 Bishopsgate EC2 & E1  TQ33408190 2.2
BGG01 116–126 Borough High Street SE1 TQ32507994 4.7
BGH95 Main Ticket Hall, Borough High Street SE1 TQ32698020 4.2, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7
BHB00 117–136 Borough High Street SE1 TQ32618000 2.2
BIG82 Billingsgate Market Lorry Park, Lower Thames Street EC3 TQ32988065 2.2, 4.2
BII00 5 Billiter Street EC3 TQ33288110 4.8
BIP88 Palmerston House, 41–63 Bishopsgate EC2 TQ33118134 4.6
BKT01 Borough Market, Stoney Street SE1 TQ32598023 4.8
BOS87 274–306 Bishopsgate EC2 TQ33418187 4.2, 4.5
BPL95 Monument House, 30–35 Botolph Lane EC3 TQ33028074 2.2, 4.2
BRL87 19–25 Birchin Lane, Bengal Court, 1–3 Castle Court EC3 TQ32908106 4.2
BTBHS91 BT shaft, Borough High Street SE1 TQ32608009 2.2
BUC87 DLR shaft, Bucklersbury EC4 TQ32598107 2.2, 4.2, 4.5
CAO96 Gateway House, 25 Cannon street EC4 TQ32218107 4.2
CAP86 Capel House, 54–62 New Broad Street EC2 TQ33048150 4.7
CASS72 Sir John Cass School, 20–30 Aldgate E1 TQ33528116 4.6
CAT86 52–54 Carter Lane EC4 TQ31828109 4.2
CCP04 Cannon Place EC4 TQ32628085 2.3
CDP04 120 Cheapside EC2 TQ32328124 4.7 
CH75 Chaucer House, Tabard Street, Southwark SE1 TQ32667962 4.7, 4.8
CHWH83 Chamberlain’s Wharf, Tooley Street SE1 TQ32948033 2.2
CID90 72–80 Cheapside EC2/EC4 TQ32498112 2.2, 2.3, 4.2, 4.7, 4.8
CKL88 8–9 Cloak Lane EC4 TQ32538089 4.2
CNL81 68–73 Cornhill EC3 TQ32998114 4.8
CO88 Courage Brewery, Park Street SE1 TQ32448026 4.6, 2.2, 4.5
CO89 Courage Brewery, 3 Redcross Way SE1 TQ32458020 4.2
COSE84 Courage Brewery (south-east), Park Street SE1 TQ32448026 2.2, 4.2, 4.3, 4.5, 4.6
COV87 10–12 Copthall Avenue EC2 TQ32798142 2.2, 4.5, 4.6
CSW85 Courage Brewery (south-west), Park Street SE1 TQ32308023 2.2
CUS73 Custom House, Lower Thames Street EC3 TQ33298059 2.1, 2.2
DGH86 Dowgate Hill House, 14–16 Dowgate Hill EC4 TQ32548081 2.2, 3.2, 4.7
DMT88 Dominant House, 85 Queen Victoria Street EC4 TQ32238089 4.5
DUK77 St James’s Passage subway, 2–7 Duke’s Place EC3 TQ33528119 4.2
EAE01 41 Eastcheap, 16–18 Rood Lane EC3 TQ33108083 4.8
EAG87 Eagle House, 90–96 Cannon Street EC4 TQ32718087 4.2
ELD88 Liverpool House, 15–17 Eldon Street EC2 TQ32988165 4.6
EST83 27–29 Eastcheap, 14–15 Philpot Lane EC3 TQ33058084 4.7
ETA89 7–11 Bishopsgate EC2 TQ33028119 4.2
FCC95 Lloyd’s Register of Shipping, 68–71 Fenchurch Street EC3 TQ33398098 4.2, 4.3, 4.5
FCS87 107 Fenchurch Street EC3 TQ33388104 4.6
FEH95 168 Fenchurch Street EC3 TQ33048097 4.2
FEN83 5–12 Fenchurch Street, 1 Philpot Lane EC3 TQ33038092 4.2, 4.5
FER97 Plantation Place, 26–38 Fenchurch Street EC3 TQ33188087 1.3, 2.3, 4.2, 4.5, 4.8
FMO85 37–40 Fish Street Hill, 16–20 Monument Street EC3 TQ32928073 4.2
FNE01 60–63 Fenchurch Street, EC3 TQ33368098 2.1
FOT01 11–12 Foster Lane, 1–4 Carey Lane EC2 TQ32208133 4.2, 4.5
FRE78 1–6 Lower Thames Street EC3 TQ32948064 2.2
FSE76 160–162 Fenchurch Street, 22–23 Lime Street EC3 TQ33058096 4.2, 4.8
FSS96 51–53 Southwark Street SE1 TQ32408015 2.2
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Table 2 Continued

Site code Address Grid reference This vol

FW84 Fenning’s Wharf, 1 London Bridge SE1 TQ32868037 2.1, 2.2
GAG87 Guildhall Art Gallery, Guildhall Yard EC2 TQ32518136 2.2
GDV96 Great Dover Street, Southwark SE1 TQ32687946 3.7
GHL89 Guy’s Hospital, St Thomas Street SE1 TQ32928003 2.2
GHT00 Blossom’s Inn, 30 Gresham Street EC2 TQ32418125 1.3, 2.1; 2.2, 2.3, 4.2, 4.5, 4.7, 4.8
GM9 52 Aldgate High Street (Aldgate East underground station) E1 TQ33718123 2.4
GM29 Cannon Street Station TQ32678088 2.3
GM37 Sun Life Assurance, 110–116 Cheapside EC2 TQ32418127 4.5
GM96 Lloyd’s Site, 41–51 Lime Street, Billiter Street EC3 TQ33198106 4.8
GM111 Billingsgate Roman Bath House, 100 Lower Thames Street EC3 TQ33118068 4.2, 4.5
GM131 Central Criminal Court, Old Bailey, Warwick Square EC4 TQ31818130 2.3
GM133 Price Waterhouse, 27–34 Old Jewry EC2 TQ32558121 4.2
GM156 Walbrook Wharf, Upper Thames Street EC4 TQ32618097 4.2
GM157 Temple of Mithras site, Bucklersbury House EC4 TQ32598099 1.2, 2.1,2.3, 3.2, 3.3, 4.2 
GM158 St Swithin’s House, 30–37 Walbrook EC4 TQ32638100 4.8
GM182 Blackfriars Wreck, 1 Coffer Dam EC4 TQ31698082 2.2
GM219 11 Ironmonger Lane EC2 TQ32538124 4.8
GM318 GPO, St Martin le Grand EC2 TQ32168131 1.2
GPO75 GPO, 81 Newgate Street EC1 TQ32058135 4.2, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8
GRL88 21–26 Garlick Hill EC4 TQ32388090 2.2
GSM97 10 [formerly 2–12] Gresham Street EC2 TQ32288123 1.3, 4.2, 4.5, 4.7, 4.8
GYE92 Guildhall Art Gallery, Guildhall Yard East Site EC2 TQ32518136 1.3, 2.1, 2.2, 4.2, 4.5, 4.7, 4.8
HHO97 Hunt’s House, Great Maze Pond SE1 TQ32757995 1.8, 2.1, 2.2, 4.3
HIB79 Hibernia Wharf, Montague Close SE1 TQ32748040 1.8, 4.8
HR79 Harper Road SE1 TQ32467930 3.6
ILA79 Miles Lane EC4 TQ32808074 2.2, 4.2, 4.7, 4.8
IME83 27–30 Lime Street EC3 TQ33108098 4.2, 4.5
IRO80 24–25 Ironmonger Lane, 9–12 King Street EC2 TQ32508122 4.6
ISH88 166–170 Bishopsgate, 14–15 New Street EC2 TQ33308157 4.6
JOA91 Joan Street SE1 TQ31618003 2.1
KEW98 King Edward Buildings (GPO site), 102–105 Newgate Street  TQ31948137 2.3
KEY83 15–35 Copthall Avenue EC2 TQ32778150 2.2, 4.2
KNG85 36–37 King Street EC2 TQ32458121 4.5
KWS94 Regis House, 39–46 King William Street EC4 TQ32888074 1.3, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 4.2, 4.8
LBI95 London Bridge site 8, Escalator Shaft/Ticket Hall SE1 TQ32818027 4.2
LCT84 Leadenhall Court, 2–6 Leadenhall Street EC3 TQ33068109 2.3, 4.2, 4.3, 4.5, 4.6, 4.8
LDL88 Albion House, 34–35 Leadenhall Street EC3 TQ33278111 4.6
LEA84 71–77 Leadenhall Street/ 32–40 Mitre Street EC3 TQ33458115 4.6
LEN89 145–146 Leadenhall Street EC3 TQ33118115 4.6
LGK99 5–27 Long Lane SE1 TQ32577976 2.2
LGM02 211 Long Lane, Morocco Street SE1 TQ33157960 2.1
LLS02 Tabard Square SE1 TQ32567965 1.3, 3.5, 4.8
LOW88 52–63 London Wall, 20–56 Copthall Avenue EC2 TQ32828147 2.2, 4.5, 4.6, 4.8
LTU03 52–56 Lant Street SE1 TQ32257970 4.3
LYD88 Cannon Street Station (N), Upper Thames Street EC4 TQ32608083 4.6, 4.7, 2.2
LYS01 55 Leroy Street SE1 TQ33167905 2.1
MGT87 55–61 Moorgate, 75–9 Coleman Street EC2 TQ32688149 4.6
MLK76 1–6 Milk Street EC2 TQ32388127 2.2, 4.2, 4.7
MOG86 49–53 Moorgate, 72–74 Coleman Street EC2 TQ32678147 4.5
MRG95 Northgate House, 20–28 Moorgate EC2 TQ32728142 1.2, 2.2, 3.2, 4.2, 4.3, 4.8
MSL87 49–55 Mansell Street E1 TQ33808110 4.7, 4.8
NEB87 35–45 New Broad Street EC2 TQ33038153 4.2
NFW74 2–6 Lower Thames Street EC3 TQ32958066 2.2
NHA86 9 Northumberland Alley EC3 TQ33478104 4.2
NHG98 Northern House, 19–29 Gresham Street EC2 TQ32248144 4.7
OBL97 Britannia House, 16–18 Old Bailey EC4 TQ31738138 4.7
ONE94 1 Poultry EC2/EC4 TQ32588110 1.3, 1.4, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.2, 3.4, 3.7, 
   4.2, 4.7
OPT81 2–3 Cross Keys Court, Copthall Avenue EC2 TQ32758149 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 4.3, 4.5, 4.6
ORG86 St Martin Orgar churchyard, 24–32 King William Street EC4 TQ32828082 4.5
PDN81 11–11A Pudding Lane, 121–127 Lower Thames Street EC3 TQ32928071 2.1, 2.2, 4.2, 4.5
PEN79 Peninsular House, 112–116 Lower Thames Street EC3 TQ32978070 2.2
PEP89 Colchester House/ Woodruffe House, Pepys Street EC3 TQ33258083 4.6
PET81 St Peter’s Hill & 223–5 Upper Thames Street EC4 TQ32048092 2.2
PNS01 Charterhouse Buildings, 1 Paternoster Row EC2 TQ32078123 4.2
POM79 GPO middle area, Newgate Street EC1 TQ32068138 4.6
PUB80 The George Public House, 86 Fenchurch Street EC3 TQ33498109 4.6
QUV01 Salvation Army, 99–101 Queen Victoria Street EC4 TQ32108091 2.2
RAG82 1–12 Rangoon Street EC3 TQ33508102 2.3, 4.6, 4.8
RWG94 Redcross Way, Southwark SE1 TQ32478011 2.2
SBH88 Southbridge House (site of Rose Theatre), 2–10 Southwark  TQ32288042 5.1
 Bridge Road SE1
SCS83 9 St Clare Street EC3 TQ33728106 4.5
SFO03 Stamford House, 1 Stamford Street SE1 TQ31618045 2.1
SH74 Seal House, 106–108 Upper Thames Street EC4 TQ32788070 2.2
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Table 2 Continued

Site code Address Grid reference This vol

SHI95 19 St Mary at Hill EC3 TQ33068068 2.2
SLO82 Beaver House, Sugar Loaf Court, 71 Queen Victoria Street EC4 TQ32348087 4.2
SM75 2–6 Lower Thames Street EC3 TQ32938065 2.2
SRP98 Spitalfi elds (ramp), Spital Square, 280 Bishopsgate E1 TQ33468189 4.7
STE95 Steward Street car park, 250 Bishopsgate E1 TQ33438180 4.7
SUF94 Suffolk House, 154–156 Upper Thames Street EC4 TQ32718077 2.1, 2.2, 4.2, 4.6
SUN86 Sunlight Wharf, Upper Thames Street EC4 TQ32128082 2.2
SWA81 Swan Lane Car Park, 95–103 Upper Thames Street EC4 TQ32728068 2.2, 4.2
SWN98 Sorting Offi ce (former), Swan Street SE1 TQ32457965 4.3
TEA98 41–53 Threadneedle Street, 1–17 Old Broad Street EC2 TQ32958125 4.2, 4.8
TEX88 Thames Exchange Buildings, 78 Upper Thames Street EC4 TQ32458075 2.2, 3.4, 4.7
TGM99 8–10 Throgmorton Avenue EC2 TQ32878144 4.2, 4.5
THL78b Tower Hill EC3 TQ33608070 4.6, 4.8
THY01 6–8 Tokenhouse Yard EC2 TQ32768132 2.2
TOL79–84 Tower of London EC3 TQ33648046 2.2
TR74 Triangle, 101–110 Lower Thames Street EC3 TQ33018068 2.2, 4.3
TST78 GPO Tunnel, Upper Thames Street EC4 TQ32388084 2.2
TW70 Topping’s Wharf, Tooley Street SE1 TQ32868034 2.1
TYT98 London Bridge City, Tooley Street SE1 TQ33118021 2.2
UNE03 27–29 Union Street SE1 TQ32448000 4.8
UNS91 206 Union Street (Jubilee Line Extn, Site 13) SE1 TQ31788001 2.1
UPT90 66–67 Upper Thames Street EC4 TQ32348082 2.2
USA88 10–18 Union Street, SE1 TQ32458002 4.2
USB88 10–18 Union Street TQ32458002 4.2
UTA87 Cannon Street Station (S), Upper Thames Street EC4 TQ32578073 2.2
VAL88 Fleet Valley between Blackfriars and Holborn Viaduct stations EC4 TQ31678092 2.2, 4.6
VRY89 Vintry House, 68–9 Upper Thames Street EC4 TQ32378081 2.2
WAT78 Watling Court EC4 TQ32358104 2.1, 2.2, 4.2, 4.5, 4.8
WEL79 5–10, 12A–13 Well Court, 44–48 Bow Lane EC4 TQ32418109 3.4, 4.2
WFG3 Windsor Court & Castle Street, 38–40 Monkwell Street EC2 TQ32288159 4.2
WFG9 31–32 Noble Street (south-west turret) EC2 TQ32228147 4.7
WFG22 St Albans’ Church, Wood Street EC2 TQ32358146 4.2
WFG41 Blossom’s Inn/ Lawrence Lane EC2 TQ32438123 4.6
WFG44/45 Temple of Mithras site, Bucklersbury House EC4 TQ32598099 1.2, 2.1,2.3, 3.2, 3.3, 4.2 
WFG48 St Swithun London Stone, 111 Cannon Street EC4 TQ32678092 4.2
WIV88 1–7 Whittington Avenue EC3 TQ33118109 2.3, 4.2
WP83 Winchester Palace, Clink Street SE1 TQ32608035 1.3, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.6, 4.8, 5.1 
WTN84 West Tenter Street E1  TQ33908101 4.7
WWB95 Walbrook Wharf, Upper Thames Street EC4 TQ32518076 4.2
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Fig 2 Map of the City and Southwark showing the location of principal sites mentioned in text
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Preface Nick Merriman

Incredible though it seems, Harvey Sheldon has 
already been involved in the archaeology of London 
for over four decades and is still going strong. This 
volume pays tribute to his enormous contribution 
through essays by many of his colleagues and friends 
on subjects close to Harvey’s heart. 

There is a piece by Laura Schaaf et al at the end 
of this volume on Harvey the man, so here is not the 
place to indulge in personal anecdotes (of which each 
contributor will have many) relating to Harvey’s hu-
mour, dress sense, fondness for turf accountants’ 
premises, general informality and ‘matiness’, all 
of which have made such an impression on genera-
tions of London archaeologists, professional and 
voluntary. I will instead confi ne myself to a very 
brief personal overview of something of Harvey’s 
career within the context of the archaeology of 
London. 

One of the early highlights was the work he and 
Tony Brown undertook at Highgate Wood pottery 
kilns, in which volunteers uncovered evidence of 
some of the earliest Roman pottery production in 
the London area. This was followed by his long-
standing association with the archaeology of South-
wark and Lambeth through the Southwark (and 
later Southwark and Lambeth) Archaeological 
Excavation Committee (S[L]AEC), working particu-
larly around the area of Borough High Street, 
revealing crucial evidence of the development of 
London’s fi rst suburb. 

A major step was taken in 1975 with the creation 
by the newly formed Museum of London of the 
Department of Greater London Archaeology (DGLA) 
comprising the two archaeologists of the former 
London Museum who worked outside the city. 
Harvey was the fi rst archaeology offi cer of the DGLA, 
and used his now-famous campaigning skills to help 
bring about the creation in 1983 of a Greater 
London Archaeological Service which ensured for 
the fi rst time comprehensive archaeological 
coverage of the whole London area. 

As Head of a seemingly ever-expanding DGLA in 
the middle to late 1980s, Harvey’s work was increas-
ingly of a strategic nature. These were amazing, 
even slightly surreal times, especially with the 
fi nancial and building boom which saw unprece-
dented archaeological activity in London. At its 
height in the late 1980s, the Museum of London was 
employing over 400 fi eld archaeologists, rumoured 
at the time to be more than half the archaeologists 
in the country. 

Although the boom, inevitably, eventually turned 
to bust, the legacy of this period of activity, both in 
the city and across the rest of Greater London, was 
a profound deepening of our understanding of the 

archaeology of London. Although the pace of activity 
was intense, the professionalism of the work under-
taken meant that a highly successful publication 
programme ensued, covering most aspects of Lon-
don’s past, from prehistoric to post-medieval times. 
As a result of this work, for the fi rst time it became 
possible to synthesise some of the broad themes in 
the development of London, and eventually to de-
velop a research framework within which to conduct 
future investigations (Nixon et al 2002). 

The late 1980s and early 1990s were a time of 
enormous change within archaeology, and much of 
the impetus for that change came from develop-
ments within London. One episode in particular 
stands out: the campaign to save the Rose Theatre 
from complete destruction following its discovery 
and excavation in 1989. The huge outcry amongst 
members of the acting profession and the general 
public about the prospect of its destruction – leading 
to its subsequent rescue – had a signifi cant impact 
on the implementation of Planning Policy Guidance 
Note 16 (PPG16) in 1990, which in turn revolution-
ised archaeological practice in the country. Needless 
to say, Harvey has played a major role in the 
subsequent preservation and display of the Rose, 
and continues to be involved in the campaign to 
make it permanently accessible to the public. 

Following his departure from the Museum of 
London in 1991, Harvey’s main centre of activity 
became Birkbeck College where he was, and still is, 
an Associate Lecturer in the Faculty of Continuing 
Education. In many ways this has been a return to 
his roots in volunteer archaeology. Here, he has 
inspired a further generation of people to study 
archaeology for sheer interest’s sake, or possibly to 
pursue a career in the subject. The tutors of the 
many courses on offer read as a roster of Harvey’s 
friends and colleagues of many years’ standing. Of 
particular note have been the training excavations 
he has instigated in various parts of London, 
from Southwark to Syon House to Ewell, which 
have provided much-needed practical fi eldwork 
experience for non-professionals. 

The four decades of Harvey’s involvement in 
London’s archaeology have seen profound change, 
from a situation in which archaeology was almost 
entirely led by volunteers operating on shoestring 
budgets, to one where hundreds of professionally 
trained archaeologists work in the area in an 
enterprise fundamentally linked to development, 
and substantially paid for by the private sector. In 
terms of the discovery of new knowledge, huge 
strides have been made. An exemplary string of 
publications has been produced, and material is now 
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freely accessible to all those who wish to use it at the 
London Archaeological Archive and Research 
Centre (LAARC). 

Nevertheless, much still remains to be done. 
Strategically, archaeology in London is far more 
fragmented than it should be, and archaeologists 
fi nd it diffi cult to speak with one voice, which 
hinders advocacy efforts. At the time of writing, 
moves are being made to establish a single CBA 
group for London, and if this is successful, let us 
hope that it will provide a point around which to 
unite London’s disparate archaeological voices. 

In particular, a great deal more could be done in 
relation to public engagement with London’s 
archaeology. We still lack up-to-date and accessible 
overviews of many periods; and the vast majority of 
Londoners are excluded from most aspects of 
archaeology, apart from occasional museum visits 

or perhaps participation in National Archaeology 
Week. London, because of its densely urban nature 
and the diverse nature of its population, poses 
particular challenges in terms of community archae-
ology. Nevertheless, these challenges must be 
grasped if archaeology is to continue to thrive. Most 
pressingly, archaeology needs to fi nd ways of engag-
ing those Londoners who come from more recent 
diaspora communities. 

And it is through his gift for engaging people, 
alongside his substantial archaeological fi eldwork 
and writing, that Harvey has perhaps made his 
greatest contribution. The loyalty, affection and en-
thusiasm which he has inspired through his love for 
archaeology over such a long period, and his ability 
to encourage people to follow and develop their 
own interests, mark him out as a unique fi gure in 
London archaeology.



1 Development – chronology 
and cartography



Discovery of the Bucklersbury mosaic. Illustrated London News, 1869
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As outlined in the general introduction above, 
the volume is divided into four equal sections, each 
of which addresses a number of the ‘Framework 
objectives’ contained within the Research Frame-
work for London Archaeology (Nixon et al 2002). 
This fi rst section, which focuses on Roman London’s 
chronology and cartography, explores some wide-
ranging themes that establish a broad context for 
some of what follows in Sections 2–4. Several of 
the papers, such as that by Hedley Swain and Tim 
Williams, and that by Robert Cowie, address indi-
vidual Framework objectives head on. Others, such 
as those by Michael Fulford and Richard Reece, are 
relevant to a broad range. Those by John Clark and 
Barney Sloane fall outside the strict remit of the 
Research Framework, but form a suitable introduc-
tion. For ease of reference, the following ‘Framework 
objectives’ are addressed in this opening section:

R1 Framework objectives
• Exploring the nuances of civic status and gover-

nance: of private, public and military life;
• Examining the reasons for and characteristics 

of contraction, decline and abandonment of the 
urban settlement.

R3 Framework objectives
• Identifying the factors infl uencing structural 

change, from single events such as fi res to 
long-term trends such as late Roman economic 
contraction;

• Comparing Roman London’s development with 
other major Roman towns in Britain and on 
the Continent, particularly western provincial 
capitals.

R6 Framework objectives
• Comparing Londinium’s public building provi-

sion with other major Roman towns.

R8 Framework objectives
• Estimating population size, character and 

composition, and changes over time including 
evidence for settled and transient populations;

• Examining population density and household 
size.

S1 Framework objectives
• Studying the transition between late Roman and 

early Saxon, including the reasons and implica-
tions for shifting settlement patterns.

Introduction Hedley Swain

S4 Framework objectives
• Studying data from Southwark, in order to be 

able to characterise the nature of the settlement 
there.

The papers of John Clark and Barney Sloane are 
reminders that modern studies of Londinium have a 
place in a continuing evolution of understanding, 
that has seen major paradigm shifts through time. 
Peter Rowsome’s paper maps out the present under-
standing of the town’s development based on the 
slow methodological piecing together of the many 
hundreds of excavations that have now taken place. 
It makes real the old adage that London is one big 
site that is being dug in lots of very small pieces. 
Hedley Swain and Tim Williams make the fi rst 
detailed attempt in over 80 years to estimate the 
population of Roman London, showing how many 
variables are involved but that reasonable estima-
tions are possible. Richard Reece and Michael 
Fulford use their many years of experience studying 
Roman Britain and its towns to offer overviews 
of Londinium’s economic and political place in south-
east England and how it changes in relation to other 
towns. They offer a valuable reminder to London’s 
often inward-looking archaeological community 
that Londinium sits within a wider Roman world. 
Finally Robert Cowie explores the evidence for the 
end of Roman London and Tony Brown looks explic-
itly at evidence for the rebirth of Southwark in the 
Saxon period. 

What the papers confi rm is that, at the macro 
level, Londinium remains one of the best understood 
towns of the North-West provinces, an understand-
ing that has grown through over 30 years of method-
ical professional excavation building on several cen-
turies of antiquarian enquiry. There are, though, 
still many unknowns and open questions. The vaga-
ries of development mean that some questions will 
now never be answered, although recent excava-
tions have shown the capacity for the crowded 
city landscape to continue to throw up amazing dis-
coveries, as at Drapers’ Gardens (DGT06; Hawkins, 
Brown and Butler 2008). However, as the Research 
Framework makes clear it may well be the synthesis 
and study of the incredible resource that is the 
Museum of London’s London Archaeological 
Archive and Research Centre (LAARC) that will 
reveal most new evidence in the future.
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Introduction

Dr William Stukeley (1687–1765) (Fig  1.1.1), 
characterised by Stuart Piggott (1950, xi) as ‘the 
eighteenth-century antiquary larger than life-size’, 
lived in London from 1717 until 1726, during which 
time he was also Secretary of the fl edgling Society of 
Antiquaries. Although over 40 unpublished draw-
ings by Stukeley of sites in London and Middlesex 
survive (Celoria and Spencer 1968, 30 note 7), his 
published writings betray little interest in the his-
tory and antiquities of London. His Commonplace 
Book (Stukeley 1717–, but henceforth simply ‘Com-
monplace Book’), now in the library of the Wiltshire 
Archaeological and Natural History Society, Devizes 
(Hatchwell and Burl 1998), has three pages of 
notes about London (fols 25–6), but these are largely 
unattributed summaries of others’ discoveries and 
theories. 

However, this Commonplace Book contains 
(fol 40, page 71 in the original pagination) an 

extraordinary map (Fig 1.1.2). It has been described 
as a map of Roman London (Piggott 1950, 216; 
Hatchwell 2005, 58), although Stukeley nowhere 
names it as such. Hatchwell identifi es it as the 
basis of Stukeley’s later engraved map of ‘Londini-
um Augusta’, which is discussed below (Fig 1.1.3). 
This is debatable, as comparison of the two fi gures 
will show, and I hope to demonstrate that the 
maps represent two entirely different conceptions of 
London’s past.

Londinium – or Trinovantum?

The Commonplace Book map is in ink and grey 
wash, with some preliminary pencil drawing. It is 
unfi nished – a building in the north-east of the city 
is merely sketched in. It can be dated with some con-
fi dence to 1719, for the next page contains a plan of 
Avebury and an account of Stukeley’s visit there on 
19 May 1719.

As well as the Thames (strangely labelled in Greek 
‘POTAMOC’, ‘river’) the map shows two tributaries, 
River of Wells (the Fleet) and Wallbrook, and two 
smaller streams feeding into these, Heolbourn and 
Langbourn. This underlying topography is derived 
from John Stow, who in his Survey of London in 
1598 traced the early use of the name River of Wells 
(Stow 1908, 1, 12–13) and mistakenly identifi ed the 
nature and locations of the ‘Oldborne’ and ‘Long-
borne’ streams (Stow 1908, 1, 14–15). For the fi rst, 
rather than a stream running down Holborn Hill as 
Stow believed and Stukeley shows it, is a name for 
the Fleet itself (Barton 1962, 29 and fn 1), and the 
latter is a myth inspired by the name of Langbourne 
Ward (Stow 1908, 2, 307).

Instead of the irregular polygon of the line of the 
city wall, familiar from any modern map purporting 
to show Roman (or medieval) London, Stukeley 
shows a wall running in a curve. Dotted lines out-
side it suggest that he envisaged a later rebuilding 
of the wall that produced the more angular plan. 
Four gates are shown, two named in Latin – ‘Gate of 
Mercury’ and ‘Gate of Mars’. The latter leads to the 
Campus Martius. This presumably is the ‘Field of 
Mars’ described by a contemporary of Stukeley’s, 
John Bagford (1715, lxi–lxii), where the Romans 
‘train’d up and exercised their Young Souldiers’. 
Bagford identifi es this with the later Artillery 
Ground, Bishopsgate Street – Stukeley seems to 
place it further to the west. 

Bagford (c 1650–1716), a self-educated book 
dealer and bibliographer with strong (if occasionally 
eccentric) antiquarian interests (Gatch 1986), 
supplied John Strype with information on antiqui-
ties found after the Great Fire, which Strype 
incorporated in a chapter in his revised edition of 

1.1 ‘Fanciful ichnography’: William Stukeley’s maps 
of (?) Roman London John Clark

Fig 1.1.1 William Stukeley. Engraving by John 
Smith, 1721, after a portrait by Sir Godfrey 
Kneller, Bt (National Portrait Gallery, London)
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John Stow’s Survey of London (Stow 1720, 2, app, 
23). Bagford himself published two short but valu-
able accounts of archaeological discoveries in Lon-
don (Bagford 1710, 114–18; 1715). A passage in the 
second of these explains the appearance on Stuke-
ley’s map, south of the river, of a road labelled Via 
Lapidea (‘stony street’) – not Roman Stane Street, 
but Stoney Street, Bankside:

[the Roman military way] led along Kent-street 
[ie the Old Kent Road/Tabard Street, Southwark 
(Gover et al 1934, 31–2)] . . . and pointed directly 
to Dowgate, now so call’d, through an Arch built 
by the Bishop of Winchester at his Stayres, which 
to this Day is called Stone-street, and came direct-
ly out of Surrey. ’Twas at this very place (as I take 
it) that the Roman Legions forded over the River 
of Thames . . . (Bagford 1715, lix).

Within the city wall Stukeley marks a number of 
temples, a Basilica, a Forum and a Praetorium. The 
Praetorium is placed where building works after the 
Great Fire in the area of Bush Lane, Cannon Street, 
had uncovered remains of a large building with 
tessellated fl oors (Aubrey 1980, 500, 505 and 508; 

Wren 1750, 265–6; Stow 1720, 2, app, 23). John 
Bagford (1715, lx) considered it the headquarters 
established by the general leading the invading 
Roman forces. Both will be recognised as precursors 
of the later identifi cation of this building as the 
‘governor’s palace’ (Merrifi eld 1969, 78–81). 

Between the Praetorium and the Forum is a 
dot labelled Milliare. This is London Stone, that 
surviving monument of mysterious reputation that 
was widely identifi ed at the time as a Roman central 
milestone, from which measurements were taken: 
‘I take [it] to be a Milliarie, or Milemarke’ (Camden 
1610, 423); ‘a Pillar in the Manner of the Milliarium 
Aureum at Rome’ (Wren 1750, 265 – although 
Wren did not agree with this identifi cation); and a 
‘lapis milliaris from which distances are reckon’d’ 
(Stukeley 1724, 112). 

However, a number of features suggest that 
the map shows not Roman Londinium at all but a 
supposed earlier British town. Beside the river is a 
pharos-like tower, with below it the names Belini 
Porta and Belini Portus. This is the tower, with a 
gate (porta) below and a landing-place for ships 
(portus), that the 12th-century arch-confabulator 
Geoffrey of Monmouth (1966, 100), playing with 

Fig 1.1.2 Plan of early London, drawn by William Stukeley in his Commonplace Book, 1719 (Wiltshire 
Archaeological and Natural History Society: Wiltshire Heritage Library)
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the etymology of Billingsgate, attributed to his 
legendary British king Belinus. Stukeley also labels 
as Belini Castrum what is clearly the Tower of 
London. There was indeed some confusion over 
whether Belinus’s ‘tower’ was a separate structure 
or (as Geoffrey probably intended) the original of the 
Tower of London itself (Tatlock 1950, 31); Stukeley 
seems to allow for both interpretations. 

In the western corner of the city is a walled enclo-
sure, presumably the later Norman fortress of 
Baynard’s Castle. Beside it, an erased word is 
followed by the adjective Regia ‘royal’. In 1758 
Stukeley was to write ‘the fi rst palace of the British 
kings was at the south-west corner of the city, where 
afterwards Baynard’s Castle stood’ (1776, 2, 16). 
Stukeley attributes this knowledge to ‘the histori-
ans’. The source may be Gervase of Tilbury, writing 
in about 1215, who certainly claimed that the fi rst 
British king, Brutus, had built Baynard’s Castle 
(Gervase of Tilbury 2002, 400–1). Also marked are 
Via Regia and Portus Regius, which would have no 
place in Roman London (and were no doubt inspired 
by later King Street and Queenhithe). Signifi cantly, 
also, alongside the name Wallbrook appears Nant 
Gual. – ‘Nantgallim’, the ‘British’ name invented by 
Geoffrey of Monmouth for the stream (1966, 130; 
Tatlock 1950, 31). 

This is London in the time of the British kings.
As we shall see, Stukeley was convinced that there 

had existed a London before Roman Londinium. 
This seems to be his fi rst attempt to map it: Trino-
vantum or New Troy, the legendary city founded 
by the Trojan settlers led by Brutus to the land of 
Albion, as described by Geoffrey of Monmouth (1966, 
73–4; see Clark 1981).

Londinium Augusta

Best known of Stukeley’s published works is 
the Itinerarium Curiosum of 1724. The fi fth of the 
antiquarian excursions described in this volume, 
the Iter Romanum, would have brought him to 
London, but he notes ‘According to method I should 
speak of Londinium here, but because the great deal 
that may be said thereupon, will make a discourse 
by its self; we content our selves at present with 
giving the plan of it as we suppose it might appear 
in the time of the Romans’ (Stukeley 1724, 112).

This, his plate 57, is one of several plans of Roman 
towns and sites included in the Itinerarium, such as 
Silchester (pl 61) and Verulamium (pl 95). Much 
later Stukeley provided some comments on his 
map, in an essay (written in 1758) on The Brill, St 
Pancras, and other sites around London that 
he identifi ed as ‘Caesar’s camps’ (Stukeley 1776, 2, 
1–16). Although these clarify some obscurities in the 
map he had drawn over 30 years earlier, there are 
not surprisingly some inconsistencies.

In this later paper, Stukeley’s chief concern 
was with pre-Roman London: ‘London, then called 
Trinobantum, was a considerable emporium in 

British times, and before Caesar’s arrival here’ 
(Stukeley 1776, 2, 1). Although he does not accept 
Geoffrey of Monmouth’s account of the coming of 
Trojan settlers to London, he uses Geoffrey’s work, 
as we have seen in the Commonplace Book map, as 
a source for the geography of the pre-Roman town.

Stukeley’s London map is headed ‘LONDINIUM 
Augusta’ (Fig 1.1.3). Later, he was to state that it 
was under Constantine the Great that ‘the title of 
Londinium Augusta commenced’, and the city walls 
were built (1776, 2, 16), and we must assume that 
that is the supposed period of most of the features 
shown on the map. The map is dated 7 November 
1722, and dedicated to Stukeley’s friend the Earl of 
Pembroke.

Rivers, walls and roads

The map is orientated with west towards the top. It 
shows the same rivers as the Commonplace Book 
map, and several wells and pools also listed in John 
Stow’s chapter on ‘Auncient and present Rivers . . .’ 
(Stow 1908, 1, 11–19).

The course of the city wall is prominently marked, 
much as it existed in Stukeley’s own time and was 
shown on John Strype’s map of 1720, printed for his 
edition of Stow’s Survey. But Stow (1908, 1, 9) had 
made it clear that it was only in 1282 that the wall 
was extended westwards from Ludgate to the Fleet, 
and that it had previously run straight from Ludgate 
to the Thames – and this is how Stukeley shows it. 
Stow also (1908, 1, 8) explains that the wall was 
originally continuous along the riverside – quoting 
William FitzStephen’s 1173 description of London 
as proof – so Stukeley shows a riverside wall. 

Outside the north-west corner of the city Stukeley 
marks the site of a supposed Roman fortifi cation: 
Castrum Exploratorum Barbican. This had already 
appeared, although without the identifi cation as the 
Barbican, on his Commonplace Book map. Sadly, he 
does not enlarge on the nature of this castrum. John 
Bagford (1715, lxii) is more forthcoming. There was 
‘another old Building of the Romans, which was 
a Watch-Tower, then and now called Barbican . . . 
Here they kept Cohorts of Soldiers in continual 
Service . . .’. John Stow (1908, 1, 70 and 302), with 
some rather shaky etymology, had identifi ed 
‘Barbican’ as meaning ‘watch-tower’, but hazarded 
no guess as to its antiquity. Bagford admits ‘nothing 
remains of this antique Building except the Name’ 
(1715, lxii), yet to him and Stukeley it was without 
doubt a Roman fortifi cation.

Stukeley marks only four gates in the city wall on 
the landward side – Ludgate, Newgate, Bishopsgate 
and Aldgate – leading to what he took to be the main 
Roman roads. The road from Bishopsgate is labelled 
both Via Militaris and Hermen [Ermine] Street – 
Stukeley has distorted the traditional name of 
this Roman road to suit his derivation of it from a 
supposed ‘Saxon’ word meaning ‘warrior’, and its 
translation into Latin as Via Militaris (1724, 73). 
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Fig 1.1.3 ‘Londinium Augusta’: William Stukeley’s map of Roman London dated 7 November 1722, Plate 57 
in his Itinerarium Curiosum, 1724
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Two gates are marked in the riverside wall. One 
is labelled Belini Porta Belinsgate. The evidence of 
the Commonplace Book map suggests that Stukeley 
indeed considered it was named after the legendary 
British king. By 1758 he has reconsidered, and sug-
gests (Stukeley 1776, 2, 9) that it may be derived 
from the name of Cunobelinus (who, one might add, 
has the advantage of having existed!). Another gate 
is shown further west, between today’s Dowgate and 
Queenhithe. A jetty opposite on the Southwark 
shore leads to a road labelled Stone Street. This, 
misplaced to the west, is Stoney Street, Bankside, 
seen already on the Commonplace Book map. 

Streets, temples, churches and palaces

A grid of streets within the city walls looks promis-
ingly Roman. But Stukeley explains its inspiration: 
‘By collecting several old maps I discern there were 
four principal streets running from west to east’ 
(1776, 2, 12). These are represented by Gresham 
Street, Cheapside, Watling Street (named on the 
map) and Thames Street. Although he was aware of 
Wren’s discovery of a Roman ‘causeway’ by St Mary 
le Bow church in Cheapside (Wren 1750, 265), it is 
the regularity of the medieval street plan of London 
that Stukeley takes as his source. 

Near the centre of the town there is a small 
obelisk labelled, as on the Commonplace Book map, 
Milliare London Stone – the ‘lapis milliaris from 
which distances are reckon’d’ (Stukeley 1724, 112). 
Nearby, on the banks of the Walbrook, is Forum 
Stocks Mercat – presumably the coincidence of the 
central position and the existence here of the medi-
eval Stocks Market suggested this identifi cation. 
The Forum on the Commonplace Book map was also 
in this location.

Prominent in the western part of the map is a 
gabled building set amid trees and labelled Lucus 
& Templum Dianae St Pauls – the same temple 
appeared on the Commonplace Book map. The 
concept that St Paul’s cathedral stood on the site of 
a temple dedicated to Diana had been familiar since 
the time of William Camden (Camden 1610, 426; 
Clark 1996). Unconvinced, Christopher Wren had 
noted that he had found no trace of such a temple 
during the works for his new cathedral (Wren 1750, 
266 and 296); but Stukeley has no doubt of the 
temple’s existence, and goes on to surround it with 
a ‘grove’, presumably inspired by the famous sacred 
grove of Nemi (Cary et al 1949, 274). 

Stukeley marks three Christian churches: St 
Mary le Bow (St Mary de Arcubus), St Mary Wool-
noth, and St Helen (Bishopsgate). The fi rst of these 
at least has a solid (if mistaken) archaeological 
basis, for it was here, during the clearance of the 
remains of the medieval church prior to rebuilding 
after the Great Fire, that Christopher Wren uncov-
ered the walls and fl oor of ‘a Temple, or Church of 
Roman Workmanship’ (Wren 1750, 265). Sadly, 
there is nothing to support Wren’s identifi cation of 

‘Roman workmanship’, and this is surely a reference 
to the Norman crypt that underlay the medieval 
church (Schofi eld 1994, 118–19). 

Archaeological discoveries were also made on the 
site of St Mary Woolnoth in 1716. John Strype (Stow 
1720, 2, app, 24) describes the fi nding of masses of 
broken Roman pottery and a tessellated fl oor, and 
records that Dr John Harwood of Doctors Commons 
considered that the Temple of Concord (another of 
Geoffrey of Monmouth’s conceits (1966, 90)) stood on 
or near this site. 

The ‘Roman’ origin of St Helen’s is more problem-
atical. Although modern gazetteers (Page 1909, 
86–146; RCHM(E) 1928; Merrifi eld 1965, 189–325) 
record no early Roman discoveries from the site of 
the church, there were reportedly fi nds made in the 
18th century – ‘urns, paterae and other remains of 
Roman antiquities . . . and a vault arched over with 
equilateral Roman bricks, fourteen feet deep, and 
within it two skeletons’ (Brayley 1829, 1, 35) – and 
even a note in the Society of Antiquaries Minutes 
that Stukeley himself had seen a Roman grave on 
the site (Brayley 1829, 1, 35). Yet if Brayley is right, 
these discoveries were made in 1725 and 1726 
respectively – too late to have been incorporated 
into Stukeley’s map of November 1722!

Perhaps Stukeley took the church’s unusual dedi-
cation to Helena, mother of the Emperor Constan-
tine and supposedly the daughter of the legendary 
King Coel of Colchester (Kightly 1982, 59–83), to be 
suffi cient evidence of its early origin. The ‘myth’ 
that the church was built by Constantine as a 
memorial to his mother proved a hardy one (Cox 
1876, 4).

More surprising, perhaps, is the omission from 
the map of the one church that claimed for itself a 
foundation date in the Roman period. Already in 
1417 the parishioners of St Peter’s upon Cornhill 
were claiming that their church was the oldest in 
London, founded as a cathedral by the fi rst British 
king to accept Christianity, King Lucius (Riley 1868, 
651–2) – while John Stow noted the presence in the 
church of a brass plate dating its foundation to AD 
179 (Stow 1908, 1, 194). Whatever might lie behind 
this strongly held local belief (Smith 1979, 30), 
perhaps it provides the rationale for the Palatium 
Episcopi – ‘bishop’s palace’ – that Stukeley marks in 
this vicinity.

Stukeley labels the Tower of London Arx Palatina 
(the ‘palatine citadel’), the term used by William 
FitzStephen in his 12th-century account of London, 
which Stukeley would have found printed in Stow’s 
Survey (1908, 2, 219–29). A four-square structure 
with corner turrets is shown: the White Tower. In 
1758 Stukeley dated its construction to the same 
period as the city wall – as we shall see below, to 
the time of Constantine – ‘then it was that the 
Tower was built, an armamentarium [armoury or 
arsenal], as the castle of Colchester’ (1776, 2, 13). Its 
identifi cation as an armoury is surely an imagina-
tive backdating of its later medieval function. Its 
identifi cation as Roman has a longer pedigree.
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In late medieval and Tudor literature the Tower 
had been attributed to Julius Caesar. The idea was 
mooted in a poem The Parlement of the Three Ages 
in 1370, dismissed by Polydore Vergil in 1534, but 
asserted in Richard Grafton’s Chronicle in 1569, 
and twice by Shakespeare (Nearing 1948). John 
Stow gave reasons why he believed this could not 
be true, and traced documentary evidence for its 
building in the reign of William I (1908, 1, 44–5). 
But its antedating remained popular. The White 
Tower was clearly of great age, ‘perhaps as ancient 
as any Building now amongst us’ (Bagford 1715, lxi). 
Attribution to the Romans remained an attractive 
proposition – as it was for other great stone castles 
like Chepstow and Caerphilly (Hunter 1975, 185). 
The presence of the Tower of London on Stukeley’s 
map is only to be expected.

London before Londinium

Two unambiguously Roman sites are marked by 
Stukeley: cemeteries outside Bishopsgate and in 
Goodmans Fields outside Aldgate. Discoveries from 
the fi rst of these, made in 1576, were recorded from 
personal observation by John Stow (1908, 1, 168–
71). Of the second, John Bagford (1715, lxi) notes ‘in 
digging the Foundations for building of Houses in or 
about the Year 1678/9 there were found many Urns, 
together with the Ashes and Bones of the Dead’. A 
further ‘burying place’, identifi ed on the site of 
St Paul’s by Sir Christopher Wren (1750, 266), is 
ignored by Stukeley – deliberately, for the presence 
of burials here would argue against Stukeley’s claim 
that the earliest Roman town lay between Ludgate 
and the Walbrook (below).

Stukeley marks the cemeteries with a scattering 
of small ‘obelisks’, and places a cluster of six of these 
symbols inside the city wall at Bishopsgate. These 
refl ect discoveries made in April 1707 in Camomile 
Street – but displaced from east to west of Bishops-
gate. Dr John Woodward of Gresham College 
recorded the constructional details of the city wall 
revealed during the building of new houses here 
(Woodward 1723, 15–19), and noted the presence 
of cremation burials inside the wall; and since the 
Roman custom was to bury the dead outside the 
limits of a town, he had no doubt that ‘the Wall must 
have been built since the Urns were reposited there’ 
(Woodward 1723, 36).

Woodward states that ‘burning fell into general 
Disuse towards the latter End of the Times of the 
Antonines’; but bones had also been found – so the 
cemetery had gone on in use, and the date when 
the wall was built must be ‘very high’ (Woodward 
1723, 40–1). He comes to no conclusion but notes 
(Woodward 1723, 16) the common belief, shared by 
Camden (1610, 423), Stukeley (1776, 2, 13) and 
Bagford (1715, lxxi), that the city wall was built by 
Constantine the Great. Camden says this was ‘at 
the request of his mother Helena’, and Stukeley 
allows the alternative – that it was built by Empress 

Helena ‘our countrywoman’ herself. Attribution 
to Constantine seems to be an antiquarian rational-
isation of the longstanding medieval tradition that 
Helena built the walls of London and Colchester. 
Whatever its origin, this story appears to have 
fi rst been popularised among historians by Henry 
of Huntingdon, writing in 1133: ‘Now Helena, the 
high-born daughter of Britain, is said to have 
encircled London with a wall, which is still there, 
and to have furnished Colchester with fortifi cations’ 
(Henry of Huntingdon 1996, 62–3). 

The concept that the wall marked a late extension 
of the city boundary was common to both Wren 
(1750, 265–6) and Stukeley. On Stukeley’s map a 
rectangular area in the western half of the city is 
bordered by double dotted lines. He explains its 
signifi cance, and its pre-Roman date, in 1758 ‘. . . we 
discern, the original ground-plot of the oldest city 
is comprehended, in length, from Ludgate to the 
present Walbrook; in breadth, from Maiden-lane, 
Lad-lane, Cateaton-street [now united as Gresham 
Street], to the Thames’ (Stukeley 1776, 2, 12).

The eastern boundary he places on the Walbrook 
because it was there, outside the town, that a battle 
took place in the 3rd century, in the time of Allectus 
(Stukeley 1776, 2, 16). Sadly, the evidence for this 
battle beside the Walbrook is solely in the fi ctions of 
Geoffrey of Monmouth (1966, 129–30) – who in any 
case makes it clear that the battle and the imagined 
slaughter of a Roman legion by the Walbrook took 
place inside the city.

Double dotted lines extending from the Walbrook 
to Aldgate and to Bishopsgate mark the routes 
of original roads: ‘when the city was enlarged and 
encompassed with new walls, the three roads 
beyond the east gate were converted into streets, 
as at present, Threadneedle-street, Cornhill and 
Lombard-street’ (Stukeley 1776, 2, 16). 

We must give Stukeley credit for recognising 
that the street plan was a palimpsest, preserving 
patterns of an earlier date, and for attempting to 
interpret its history. He has effectively combined in 
this map two phases in the development of London 
from pre-Roman beginnings in what he conceived of 
as ‘Trinobantum’ to the Augusta of the 4th century. 
Yet both depend more on imagination and received 
opinion than on archaeological evidence.

Conclusion

The Great Fire of 1666 ushered in the fi rst great 
period of archaeological discovery in the City of 
London. In his capacity as Secretary of the Society 
of Antiquaries William Stukeley had access to 
records of recent London discoveries and the latest 
theories. Yet little of this new knowledge was 
refl ected in his map of ‘Londinium Augusta’. His 
plans of Silchester and Verulamium, for example, 
were clearly the result of site survey, and portray 
the then surviving features of these two important 
Roman towns. His Londinium map, by contrast, is a 
product of the library.
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Stukeley was locked into a tradition that identi-
fi ed the Tower of London as Roman, assigned the 
city wall to Constantine (or Helena) and placed a 
Temple of Diana under St Paul’s. As we have seen, 
the explanation of features on his maps can usually 
be found in the thought of his contemporaries like 
John Bagford and John Woodward, or predecessors 
like John Aubrey, William Camden and John Stow. 

Even scholars of the Enlightenment tended to 
regard the durability of a tradition as evidence of 
its truth. And some of the traditions they depended 
on date back to early medieval authors like Henry 
of Huntingdon and Gervase of Tilbury – and (par-
ticularly in the case of Stukeley’s Commonplace 
Book map) to that most unreliable of all, Geoffrey of 
Monmouth.

In his approach to early London, Stukeley was no 
great innovator. His maps refl ect a dependence on 
‘authority’ that is not unknown today. They do not 
advance our knowledge of Roman London’s topogra-
phy; rather they shed light on antiquarian thought 
in the 17th and 18th centuries. The later antiquary 

Richard Gough’s dismissal of the published map as 
‘a fanciful ichnography [plan] of London as under 
the Romans’ (1780, 1, 744) is well founded, and, with 
a change of wording to ‘under the Britons’, is even 
more apt for the untitled Commonplace Book map.
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1.2 Images of Empire: illustrating the fabric of 
Roman London Barney Sloane

have been introduced to what Roman London origi-
nally looked like keeps this important issue alive 
and at the same time provides a handsome look at 
some of the key Roman sites in London. It should be 
noted that all of these discoveries are placed in their 
archaeological context within such seminal studies 
as the Victoria County History of London (vol 1; 
Page 1909) and the Royal Commission’s volume on 
Roman London (RCHM(E) 1928), and subsequent 
extensive studies on the Roman city and surround-
ings, from which the summaries presented here are 
drawn.

Conyers was no professional draughtsman, dis-
playing little command of perspective in his cutaway 
of the St Paul’s kiln, but at least he made a record. 
From the late 17th century there would be little 
attempt for nearly 100 years to record by illustra-
tion any Roman structures in London. One of the 
earliest was published in Archaeologia (Gough 
1787, 117, pl 5) concerning discoveries revealed 
by extensive digging for sewers in Birchin Lane 
and Lombard Street in 1785 and brought to the 
attention of antiquary Richard Gough, who had 

In 1969 and 1970, Harvey Sheldon was involved 
in the excavation and recording of an important 
Roman kiln site at Highgate Woods in Middlesex, 
north of London. Almost three centuries earlier, in 
1672, the London apothecary and antiquary John 
Conyers was also intent on revealing the detail of a 
remarkably well-preserved Roman pottery kiln, this 
time in part of the churchyard of St Paul’s, disturbed 
for the foundations of London’s great new cathedral. 
Conyers produced a small working sketch in the 
margins of his notes (Fig 1.2.1), not to be seen by the 
interested public until the publication of the Vic-
toria County History for London in 1909 (Page 1909, 
124, fi g 1). Harvey’s team and the staff of the Horn-
iman Museum, on the other hand, conserved, lifted 
and arranged for the display of the kiln in that 
museum (see Butterworth 1969). The development 
of imaging and display in the period separating 
these two archaeologists is, effectively, the story of 
the presentation of archaeological discovery, and 
as such lies far beyond the bounds of this work, 
but a selective, primarily pictorial, essay on how 
generations of Londoners (and the rest of the world) 

Fig 1.2.1 Conyers 1672. Cutaway sketch of a 
Roman pottery kiln found in St Paul’s churchyard. 
Ink on paper. British Museum Sloane MSS 958 fol 
105 (courtesy British Museum)

Fig 1.2.2 Anon 1786. Piece of Roman mosaic found 
in Birchin Lane. Watercolour on paper (maximum 
dimension 0.42m) (Guildhall Library Print Room 
Pr.73/BIR © Corporation of London)

COLOUR 
FIGURE



12 Londinium and Beyond

himself made a sketch of Bastion 7 of the City 
Wall in 1763 (RCHM(E) 1928, 107, pl 28). The plan 
of the various structures is most interesting, since, 
although not produced to scale, each element was 
located by annotating the ‘modern’ house number 
adjacent to it. This plan is important as it thus 
represents the earliest ‘site location’ plan for Roman 
London. Among wall bases and fragments of wall 
plaster was found the corner of a fi ne polychrome 
mosaic. A watercolour dated 1786 survives in the 
Guildhall (Fig 1.2.2) and is notable in that it 
appears to be the earliest surviving colour rendition 

of a part of Roman London, albeit a highly fragmen-
tary one. It was a detailed work, and cannot be far 
off a 1:1 scale. 

The beauty and complexity of such remarkable 
remains ensured their place in the wider public con-
sciousness when at least three very well-preserved 
mosaics were discovered during developments on 
Leadenhall Street, and at the Bank of England, in 
the early 1800s. Thomas Fisher (1781–1836) was 
the artist who captured both, and also ensured their 
publication in the Gentleman’s Magazine (Fisher 
1804; Fisher 1807). 

Fig 1.2.3 Fisher 1804. Roman tessellated pavement, discovered in Leadenhall Street, London, in December, 
1803. Engraving (by J Basire) on paper (maximum dimension 0.54m) (Guildhall Library Print Room 
Pr.345/LEA © Corporation of London)
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The Leadenhall Street example, found in 1803 
and dated to the 1st or 2nd century, shows Bacchus 
riding a tiger, and formed the central square in a 
large room over 20ft (6m) square (RCHM(E) 1928, 
127) (Fig 1.2.3). The Bank of England fl oor was a 
more stylised acanthus-leaf design in a smaller 
room, 11ft (3.3m) square. The Leadenhall Street 
fl oor was lifted in sections after recording, but its 
condition deteriorated through storage in open-air 
conditions. The pavement was transferred to the 
British Museum in 1880 and restored.

The Bank of England example (Fig 1.2.4) was 
found in 1805, and dates to the 3rd century. The 
Bank’s Governor gifted it to the British Museum 
and it has been on display there ever since.

Both pavements were rendered in colour and 
engraved with a very high degree of accuracy. Their 
life-like colouring, combined with the very high 
degree of preservation thus provided to members of 
the public their fi rst real sense of eminent Roman 
Londoners’ use of space. It is interesting to note that 
in its 1800-year existence, the Bank of England 

Fig 1.2.4 Fisher 1806. Roman tessellated pavement discovered under the south [sic: north] west angle of the 
Bank of England in 1805. Engraving on paper (maximum dimension 0.36m) (Guildhall Library Print Room 
Pr.44/BAN © Corporation of London)
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Fig 1.2.5 Anon 1848. Remains of the Roman villa, on the site of the new Coal Exchange. Watercolour on paper 
(maximum dimension 0.3m) (Guildhall Library Print Room Pr.156/ COA (1) © Corporation of London)

Fig 1.2.6 Anon 1848. Ground plan and section of the Roman remains discovered while digging the 
foundations for the new Coal Exchange. Lithograph on paper (maximum dimension 0.3m) (Guildhall Library 
Print Room Pr.156/COA(1) © Corporation of London)
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pavement has now been an exhibit for at least as 
long as it functioned as a fl oor.

Numerous discoveries, particularly in the city, 
but also in Southwark and the suburbs, were made 
and illustrated over the next half-century, including 
a notable measured section through a Roman ‘road’ 
with retaining walls, found in Eastcheap in 1831, 
published in the Gentleman’s Magazine for 1836 
(RCHM(E) 1928, 117). Perhaps the most signifi cant 
development in illustrative technique took place in 
the 1840s, exemplifi ed by discoveries at the new 
Coal Exchange on Lower Thames Street in 1848. 
The remains of what was thought to be a Roman 
villa formed part of a bath house attached to a 
winged town house (see Fig. 1.2.7), the whole prob-
ably dating from the late 2nd through the 3rd centu-
ries. The preservation of the complex was an early 
decision, which permitted the survival and viewing 
of the remains. Indeed, following the Ancient 
Monuments Act in 1882, it was one of the fi rst sites 
to be scheduled in London. However, the represen-
tation of the site in 1848 was the key development. 
Illustration took two distinct forms: a realistic 
watercolour of the excavations themselves, showing 
the disposition of the site and remains (Fig 1.2.5), 
and a technical illustration displaying scaled plan, 
sectional and elevational elements (Fig 1.2.6). 
Technical drawings such as these (and also seen at 
the Roman house found at St Thomas Hospital, 

Southwark, in 1840; RCHM(E) 1928, 50, pl 46) 
witness a profound development towards an ability 
to appreciate ancient structures in three dimen-
sions accurately (compare with photograph in 2003, 
Fig 1.2.7). Additional to this was the innovation 
of identifying sub-components on the plan and 
providing an accompanying key: effectively archaeo-
logical feature identifi cation had arrived. In paral-
lel, the watercolours of the ‘site view’ provided 
the (educated) public with a sense of archaeology as 
process, and allowed them to share in the discovery 
itself, not just the artefacts. 

In 1859, one of London’s most active antiquaries, 
Charles Roach Smith, printed for subscribers his 
Illustrations of Roman London. This was the fi rst 
coherent attempt to provide readers with a view 
of the Roman city’s fabric and artefacts, drawing 
together many of the more important discoveries of 
the previous century. Ten years later, the public 
thirst for such antiquities was amply demonstrated 
on the occasion of the excavation of the famous 
Bucklersbury pavement. This superb mosaic, from a 
late 3rd- or 4th-century town house was excavated 
and recorded by members of the London and Mid-
dlesex Archaeological Society in 1869, and was 
on temporary display to the public while still in situ. 
A staggering 50,000 people saw it in three days 
(Fig. 1.2.8). It was then lifted in sections to be 
displayed in the Guildhall Museum. In 1976 it was 

Fig 1.2.7 MoLAS 2003. View of hypocaust arrangement for bath house at Lower Thames Street
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Fig 1.2.8 Illustrated London News 1869. Crowds fl ocked to see the mosaic pavement discovered in 
Bucklersbury

relaid in the Museum of London. The records include 
beautiful and accurate watercolours of both the 
pavement itself, recalling the approaches of the 
early 1800s, and the technical analysis of the sub-
structure as at the Coal Exchange (Figs 1.2.9 and 
1.2.10).

In the second half of the 19th century, a new form 
of illustrative medium arrived – the photograph. 
Henry Fox Talbot had published his ‘Pencil of 
Nature’ in 1844, showing that photographs could be 
published, and over the succeeding decades, interest 
in the new art form expanded at a remarkable rate. 
Use of photographs to display Roman remains was 
not immediate as far as we can tell, and it does not 
begin to appear with any frequency until the 1880s. 
The clarity and contrast achieved in the display of 
the archaeological features in these early images 
mixes powerfully with the sense of immediacy intro-
duced by the often ‘industrial’ feel to the surround-
ings and the apparently oblivious (although surely 
posed) labourers often visible. A classic example is 
that of the city defensive wall at Trinity Place, with 
foreman and labourers alongside a beautifully 
cleaned-up section of Roman masonry and tile 
(Fig 1.2.11). Two decades later, this rather brutal, 
industrialistic feel is enhanced on the photograph of 
the same defensive wall towards its western end by 
the scaffolding and demolition rubble surrounding 
the ancient structure (Fig 1.2.12).

The drawn archaeological record of Roman 
London had continued to develop over the second 
half of the century with examples of highly detailed 
records such as those by Philip Norman in 1884 at 
Bastion 9 of the wall (RCHM(E) 1928, pls 31–2) 
showing the reused Roman architectural fragments, 
and by Henry Hodge at around the same time where 
coloured phasing was used to distinguish between 
the Roman and medieval structures at Leadenhall 
Market (Guildhall Print Room La.Pr.343/LEA). It 
was, however, a highly unusual discovery of the re-
mains of a large Roman ship under County Hall on 
the south side of the Thames in 1910 that, arguably, 
provided the need for a new, more detailed approach 
(Fig 1.2.13). Strictly speaking, a ship does not form 
a physical part of the structure of Roman London, 
but the size of the vessel and the importance of the 
Roman port permits some leeway.

The ship, built entirely of oak, and dated to c AD 
300, was represented by the bottom and part of one 
side of the hull, measuring as found some 13m by 
5.5m. It was carvel-built locally, but in a fashion 
typical of the Mediterranean method of Roman 
shipbuilding. The entire surviving part was lifted, 
conserved and displayed. It was also meticulously 
recorded, and it was this aspect that perhaps 
represented the greatest advance in archaeological 
depiction of Roman London. The numbered timbers, 
their careful drawing, the noting of specifi c details 
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Fig 1.2.9 Emslie, J P, 1869. Plans, section and details of the Roman hypocaust found in Bucklersbury. 
Watercolour on paper (maximum dimension 0.74m) (Guildhall Library Print Room La.Pr.113/BUC 
© Corporation of London)
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Fig 1.2.10 Anon 1870 after H R Payne, 1869. Roman mosaic pavement dating from AD 300, found in 
Bucklersbury. Chromolithograph showing the mosaic as recorded
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Fig 1.2.11 Anon 1882. View of part of the Roman city wall at Trinity Place, during its demolition to make 
way for the Circle Line (English Heritage, National Monument Record PEN02/02 AL0147-49)

such as nail locations, all combined to produce what 
must be the very earliest timber-by-timber record-
ing and analysis of a wooden Roman structure in 
London (Fig. 1.2.14). Such detailed recording proved 
its worth, since the vessel deteriorated while on 
display and was for the most part eventually lost.

Whether or not the County Hall ship had an 
immediate impact on approaches to illustrating 
other Roman sites in London is not clear. However, 
within just a few years, redevelopment of the 
General Post Offi ce on St Martin le Grand (GM318) 
had permitted an archaeological investigation. 
Instead of accurate visual images, the approach 
adopted was a simple line-drawn affair (probably 
refl ecting the piecemeal nature of the discoveries) 
involving outline plots of the individual ‘pot-holes’ 
(pits, postholes, ditches etc). What sets this particu-
lar work apart from preceding investigations is the 
combination of codings to show the dates of each fea-
ture on the plan. This represents the fi rst known 
attempt to display ‘spot-dating’ of individual fea-
tures (as opposed to broad phasing) and although 
modest-looking in comparison with earlier works of 
art, must be seen as a development of considerable 
archaeological signifi cance (Fig 1.2.15).

Between World Wars One and Two, numerous 
sites were investigated (usually as watching briefs, 
occasionally as more detailed recording exercises). 
Combinations of plan, section, pen-and-ink illustra-
tions and photographs made up the repertoire, but 
there is nothing particular to help develop the thread 

of this paper until the middle of the 20th century, 
and the arrival of fi lm and television. The famous 
Animal, Vegetable, Mineral television programme 
(started 1952) had made archaeology (and archae-
ologists) very popular with those who had access to 
the TV, and Mortimer Wheeler and Glyn Daniel had 
become household names. The discovery of the 
3rd-century Mithraic temple near Walbrook in 1954 
was highly newsworthy (Fig 1.2.16), and the site 
became a cause célèbre. The sense of archaeological 
discovery, held in 19th-century watercolours, 
then monochrome photographs, could now be 
transmitted to a mass market, providing the next 
best thing to actually being there. The temple 
was dismantled in its entirety and moved to a 
new location where continuing public access was 
guaranteed.

Harvey Sheldon was a nipper at the time of the 
discovery, and while history does not relate whether 
he saw the news items or visited the excavations 
in 1954–55, it was to be only another fourteen years 
before his own efforts resulted in the successful 
lifting and display of the Highgate Roman kiln 
introduced at the start of this paper (Fig 1.2.17). 
While modest in comparison with the temple, it was 
a further signifi cant development, since the kiln, 
by its very nature, was composed of degraded tile, 
clay and soil blocks – a very different conservation 
proposition to Kentish ragstone and mortar.

Behind these successful experiments in public 
display of excavated structures, providing visitors 
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Fig 1.2.13 1912. Photograph of the so-called County 
Hall Roman ship excavated in 1910 (Riley and 
Gomme 1912) 

Fig 1.2.12 Anon 1903. View of the excavations at 
Newgate, showing a portion of the Roman defensive 
wall. Photograph to paper (maximum dimension 
0.29m) (Guildhall Library Print Room 
La.Pr.446/OLD(1) © Corporation of London)
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Fig 1.2.15 Anon 1914. Plan of the site of the Old General Post Offi ce, St Martin le Grand (GM318), showing 
the excavated pot-holes [sic] and giving approximate dates of the objects found. Ink on paper (maximum 
dimension 0.6m) (Guildhall Library Print Room Pr.252/GEN © Corporation of London)

Fig 1.2.14 1912. Drawn record of the ship timbers (Riley and Gomme 1912)

a chance to get up close to the three-dimensional 
entities themselves, the recording of archaeological 
features through plans, sections, photographs and 
videos continued to develop and change in the later 
20th century. Drawing on the key developments 
of the numbered ‘context’ (the smallest identifi able 
element of the archaeological sequence – so a pit fi ll, 
or a posthole, a single length of wall, or a single 
ship’s timber), systems were developed that ensured 

plans of such contexts were separated out and 
described individually, permitting the detailed 
reconstruction of the exact developmental sequence 
of a site in order to integrate artefactual and 
environmental data. The site plan is now rendered 
most often in 6H pencil drawings on durable 
drawing fi lm, gridded for ease of accuracy, and 
interpreted by sketches by the archaeologist to 
accompany specifi c comments on each context. 
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Fig 1.2.17 Roman pottery kiln at Highgate Wood; one of those found was lifted, conserved and displayed at 
the Horniman Museum

Fig 1.2.16 Pathe Newsreel title shot from a fi lm 
on the discovery of the temple of Mithras near 
Walbrook (© British Pathe Limited, by permission)

Colour and monochrome transparencies or digital 
photographs provide the accompanying visual 
record. A case in point is the excavation at North-
gate House (MRG95), conducted by the Museum of 

London Archaeology Service in 1995, which revealed 
a Roman pottery workshop (Fig 1.2.18). Here, 
we can see the formal outline archive plan and the 
interpretative sketches.

Archaeology in London is moving rapidly into 
the digital age: digital photographs are now com-
monplace and capture of spatial data through 
laser technology and digital, satellite-linked survey 
equipment is becoming so. Digital software pack-
ages allow for detailed site records to be assimilated 
into ‘fl y-through’ virtual three-dimensional recon-
structions of objects and structures, and the 
Internet is placing such resources at the hands of 
an ever-increasing market of all ages. The means 
of communicating images of the Roman Empire in 
London look set to change again, and the future will 
bring some very exciting results, I am sure.

But to conclude this paper, I wish to return to the 
‘bread-and-butter’ of imaging the Empire. Specifi -
cally, to the archive drawings from such sites as 
Northgate House, for I believe it will be a good while 
yet before we abandon completely the need for such 
archives. These kinds of drawings, as works of art, 
cannot stand shoulder to shoulder with the wonder-
ful watercolours of the 19th century, or with the 
entrancing virtual realities of the 21st century. It 
is, however, without doubt that they contain 
the essence of modern archaeological work. The 
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Fig 1.2.18 Northgate House, Moorgate (MRG95), excavated in 1995. Context 1216 (kiln) scale 1:20 plan, 
annotated sketches on descriptive sheet (see Seeley and Drummond-Murray 2005)
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mud-smears on the permatrace recording ‘kiln 1216’ 
are real, the hurried nature of the sketch-plans de-
fi nes the lot of today’s contracting excavator, and yet 
in the clarity of archaeology presented for the 
photographs it is evident where the real archaeo-
logical effort has gone. Understanding the fact that 
just the same attention to detail has been exercised 

as for a grand watercolour is suffi cient to transmit 
the wonder of the discovery to those who want to 
learn about archaeology. John Conyers started 
this paper and, comparing 1672 with 1995, I believe 
it is entirely appropriate that we fi nish on such 
an example to fi nd that, while methods have changed, 
the language remains essentially the same. 
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1.3 Mapping Roman London: identifying its urban 
patterns and interpreting their meaning 
Peter Rowsome

A river ran through it – siting and form of the 
fi rst settlement

We tend to assume that most Roman towns were 
strictly gridded, but topography is a common cause 
of irregularities in their plans. The site chosen 
for Londinium included hills, streams and islands 
but was dominated by the Thames. In planning 
terms Roman London can be described as a riverine 
settlement (Kostof 1991, 54), and the river and 
surrounding landscape were major factors in the 
town’s evolving plan. 

Roman development began with the establish-
ment of a river-crossing at the lowest bridgeable 
point on the Thames that was also suitable for port 
facilities (Watson et al 2001). The bridgehead road 
was built across the tidal mudfl ats south of the river 
and up Cornhill to the north of the Thames, where 
it intersected with an east–west road leading west 
towards Calleva (Silchester) and Verulamium (St 
Albans), dated to AD 47 by a timber drain at 1 Poul-
try (ONE94; Hill and Rowsome forthcoming; Tyers, 
this volume). South of the river the main road is 
dated to between AD 50–55 on the basis of pottery 
and coins (Sheldon 1978, 27). The precise sequence 
of road construction may have been from north to 
south after an initial crossing at Westminster and a 
survey of the north bank, or outwards from a base 
established on the river itself. In any case, Londini-
um’s position ensured that it would quickly become 
the major port and focus of the road system for the 
new province.

It would be diffi cult to overestimate the role of the 
Roman port in determining the layout of the fi rst 
settlement (Brigham 1990b; Milne 1985). The main 
settlement to the north of the Thames was built on 
two hills whilst its major suburb to the south lay on 
a series of low islands, but it was the navigable river 
which made the contrasting banks an ideal pairing 
(Fig 1.3.1). 

London’s town plan also had as a focus the high 
ground on Cornhill, where the two main roads met 
in a T-junction on the south side of the chosen site of 
the forum, a common pattern of town foundation 
(Perring 1991b). The crest of Cornhill was probably 
the site of the fi rst settlement away from the docks 
(Perring 1991a, 1–75), identifi able by its grid of 
early streets. 

The street grid offered a simple system for 
measuring out and distributing land, creating an 
orthogonal pattern of right-angled junctions lending 
itself to the organisation of trade, defence and 
administrative functions. A fl exible plan could be 
achieved by combining independent patches of street 

‘. . . it cannot be supposed that men would go by a 
crooked line, where they could arrive by a straight 
one’ Sir William Chambers, architect 1723–96.

Introduction

This paper reviews work on interpreting Londi-
nium’s layout and presenting it as a new map, 
updating the Ordnance Survey map of Roman 
London (Museum of London 1983) for the urban 
area on the north bank of the Thames whilst fi nally 
including the islands of North Southwark. Under-
standing the physical evidence for the town’s street 
pattern, land use and building layout also requires 
interpretation of the urban processes that were at 
work, the character of the settlement and differ-
ences between its districts. The ability to use map 
data as an analytical tool has been greatly enhanced 
by the advent of Geographic Information Systems 
(GIS). The area eventually enclosed by the defences 
on the north bank of the Thames occupied 135 
hectares, with the two main islands of Southwark 
extended through reclamation to cover a further 
36 hectares. Roman London’s total area is greater 
than many continental provincial capitals and a 
huge amount of archaeological evidence has been 
recorded in a detailed and consistent manner, 
providing excellent potential for digital mapping-
related research.

In theory there are two kinds of towns, the 
systematically planned and the organic, but in fact 
no city, however arbitrary its form may appear 
to us, is truly unplanned (Kostof 1991, 52). To 
understand the morphology of Roman London we 
fi rst need to build up a detailed plan of its physical 
parts. Archaeological work has always depended 
on the accurate recording of discoveries, their inter-
pretation, and conjecture into unexplored areas. 
This archaeological groundwork has been going on 
for centuries, with London’s antiquity commented 
on by Bede and visible in the physical remains of 
the Roman city’s defensive wall. The 17th and 18th 
centuries witnessed a growth in the careful record-
ing of fi nds, allowing William Stukeley to produce 
his map of Roman London in 1724 (Clark, this 
volume, Fig 1.1.3). By the 1960s there was an exten-
sive archive of archaeological recording by anti-
quaries and the fi rst professional archaeologists 
(Merrifi eld 1965). In the 40 years since then the 
record has grown massively, as archaeological units 
have gained formal access to sites and developed 
standardised recording methods, placing Roman 
London amongst the best-known towns in the 
Empire (Millett 1998, 8). 
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grid at different alignments, creating a best fi t with 
topographical features or social needs (Kostof 1991, 
96). Even Manhattan, which originated as a small 
riverside settlement, fi rst expanded as a patchwork 
of grids set at various angles, before a single grid 
was imposed on the remainder of the island in 1811 
(Kostof 1991, 121). A classic example of a Roman 
grid is Timgad in North Africa, founded in c AD 100, 
but the settlement includes both a strictly orthogo-
nal central area and more organic surrounding 
development (Fig 1.3.2). 

Roman London grew quickly, powered by the 
economic engines of port and road traffi c. The top-
ography of the northern bridgehead was modifi ed 
with new terraces along the riverbank, and from AD 
52 the lowest of these was progressively protected 
by timber revetments both up- and downriver from 
the crossing (Brigham et al 1996; Brigham and 
Watson 1996). The southern bridgehead was very 
low-lying and would have required immediate pro-
tection, although the earliest revetted embankments 
are apparently post-Boudican (Yule 2005). 

Fig 1.3.1 The natural topography of the site of Londinium. Based on David Bentley’s interpretation of an 
1841 survey of surface relief in the City of London with contours at 3ft intervals (Museum of London 1983) 
and the conjectural extent of tidal mudfl ats and land above 1m OD in North Southwark (Yule 2005). The 
Roman bridging point is shown for reference. Recent work on surface deposit modelling for the area north of 
the Thames has generated a more detailed topography (see Jamieson 2002)
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Several topographical factors may have infl uenced 
the road pattern away from Cornhill. The main 
east–west road crossed both the Walbrook stream 
and Fleet River at the optimum bridging points 
near their tidal heads (see Merrifi eld and Hall, this 
volume). To the east of Cornhill the main east–west 
road turned north-eastwards towards Aldgate, skirt-
ing a minor stream valley to the south-east (Bluer 
et al 2006). The main roads were a focus for radial 
development (Hill and Woodger 1999) and to the 
west of the Walbrook this generated the beginnings 
of a secondary road system (Hill and Rowsome forth-
coming), creating a built-up corridor c 100m wide 
that stretched nearly to the Fleet valley. To the east 
of the Walbrook expansion along the main roads 
east to Aldgate and north to Bishopsgate may have 
been less pronounced.

Extensive early activity also took place near the 
southern bridgehead, with intensive quarrying 
along the roadsides giving way to ranges of strip 
buildings, some separated by alleyways (Drum-
mond-Murray et al 2002, 36). The shape of the 
islands was a fundamental constraint on the physi-
cal layout of the settlement south of the Thames 
(Cowan et al forthcoming), but within these limits 
the Southwark settlement was systematically laid 
out over a large area, respecting the line of the 
main road or the riverfront. The evidence for early 
boundaries suggests that land division was strongly 
infl uenced by the parcelling out of the riverfront 
(Cowan et al forthcoming).

Although secondary roads west of the Walbrook 
and in Southwark were often set at odd angles and 

irregular spacings, early development throughout 
the settlement was orderly – roads were straight 
and the fi rst external activity typically supplanted 
by carefully set-out roadside properties. Topo graphic 
factors certainly seem to have held greater sway 
away from Cornhill, perhaps indicating that the 
initial status of these areas was suburban, but it 
may also be the case that the rate of expansion 
simply outstripped the authorities’ ability to keep 
pace (Figs 1.3.3 and 1.3.4).

Post-Boudican expansion: questions of 
planning and status 

Reconstruction following the Boudican revolt was 
hesitant, with most of the decade passing before 
residential properties were rebuilt at many sites 
(Perring 1991a, 22). Infrastructure was re-estab-
lished more quickly and the military may have 
played a prominent role in reopening roads and 
other work. Post-Boudican reconstruction of the 
waterfront around the north end of the bridgehead 
took place in c AD 64, with evidence of military work 
gangs found at Regis House (KWS94; Brigham 1998, 
25–7). At Plantation Place, just to the south-east of 
the intended site of the forum, a double ditch and 
palisade defi ning a military enclosure (fossa fasti-
gata) was constructed in the years following the 
Boudican revolt (FER97; Dunwoodie et al forthcom-
ing). The enclosure, which may have occupied two or 
more insulae, was located at what was perhaps the 
settlement’s most strategic point, commanding the 
high ground adjacent to the junction of the two main 
roads and overlooking the northern end of the 
bridgehead. This and the subsequent development 
of the forum confi rmed the gridded street layout of 
the district on Londinium’s eastern hill. Securing a 
reliable water supply was also of prime importance 
to post-Boudican recovery, and recent work has 
identifi ed unusually large, deep wells and sophisti-
cated water-lifting equipment at 30 Gresham Street, 
the fi rst dated to AD 63 (GHT00; Blair et al forth-
coming). Capable of supplying the water require-
ments of several thousand people, this high-volume 
water extraction zone lay to the north of the main 
east–west road to the west of the Walbrook, indicat-
ing that the western hill may have been offi cially 
earmarked for extensive development (Fig. 1.3.5). 

After AD 70 development accelerated and expan-
sion of the street system was accompanied by 
private building. Secondary roads to the west of the 
Walbrook were extended south and north from the 
main road, providing access to the waterfront and 
previously undeveloped areas to the north-west and 
in the Upper Walbrook valley (Perring et al 1991; 
Hill and Rowsome forthcoming; Maloney and de 
Moulins 1990; Seeley and Drummond-Murray 2005) 
(Fig. 1.3.6).

Growth included an ambitious public building 
programme, although the overall area set aside for 
public buildings may have been smaller than that at 

Fig 1.3.2 Diagram of Timgad’s regular grid and 
central T-junction in front of the forum, a similar 
plan to that adopted on Roman London’s Cornhill 
and at many other towns in the North-West 
provinces
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continental provincial capitals (Millett 1998, 12). 
Londinium’s administrative status remains uncer-
tain and it may not have included a governor’s resi-
dence, but the procurator’s offi ce was based here. 
Many of the major new public facilities, such as the 

Huggin Hill baths, temples and the amphitheatre, 
were established in peripheral locations west of 
the Walbrook shortly after AD 70, away from the 
main settlement on the eastern hill (Rowsome 1998). 
This may indicate differences in status between 

Fig 1.3.3 The pre-Boudican settlement’s street pattern and principal features suggest three distinct districts: a 
gridded core on Cornhill, radial suburban development along the main road to the west and occupation to the 
south of the bridgehead on the islands of north Southwark

Fig 1.3.4 Reconstruction view of the early settlement (Peter Froste)
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the town’s main districts or an intention to develop 
public amenities as separate foci for the urban area 
(MacDonald 1986), but is more likely to refl ect a 
pragmatic selection of unused land for building. 
Post-Boudican development on the islands of South-
wark followed a similar pattern, with secondary 
roads extended into previously undeveloped areas, 
and roadside buildings and facilities established 
(Cowan 2003; Yule 2005). 

Identifying the boundaries of the expanding 
settlement is diffi cult. In Southwark both the north 
and south islands were largely settled by the end of 
the 1st century. To the north of the Thames bound-
ary ditches provide tentative evidence for the extent 
of the Flavian town. An east–west ditch established 
along what later became the south wall of the fort 
may have been the Flavian pomerium marking the 
northern edge of the settlement (Howe and Lakin 
2004), and late 1st-century boundaries have also 
been recorded across the north side of Cornhill 
(Howe 2002). The western boundary of the Flavian 
settlement may be indicated by the distribution of 
burials across the crest of the western hill, as burial 
within a settlement was prohibited by Roman law 
(Williams 1993, 33–5), whilst Romano-British circu-
lar houses recorded at 10 Gresham Street might 
represent an unsanctioned development at or out-
side the town’s early western boundary (GSM97; 
Casson et al forthcoming). 

While the timber amphitheatre was located in an 
unoccupied area on the fringe of the Walbrook val-
ley (Bateman 1997; Bateman et al forthcoming), the 
higher ground to the west at Cripplegate was 
initially used for small-scale residential and indus-
trial activity, with no evidence that the amphi-
theatre was paired with a 1st-century fortress. The 
amphitheatre was largely rebuilt, partly in mason-
ry, not long after AD 120, and it was only then 
that the fort seems to have been established. Early 
2nd-century expansion of public building facilities 
also took place on the eastern hill, where the second 
forum and basilica, constructed between AD 100 
and 130 (Brigham 1990a; Dunwoodie 2004), was 
the largest building in Roman Britain.

The late 1st century saw a 30-year programme of 
quay construction which was at least as important 
as the development away from the waterfront. 
New wharves were built in c 130m-long sections, 
beginning upstream from the bridge on the north 
bank, and by AD 90 three further sections had been 
completed, one downstream of the bridge, and the 
fi nal two on either side of the Walbrook, creating a 
balanced wharf with the bridge and the Walbrook as 
twin foci (Brigham 1998). Waterfront warehouses 
formed an integral part of the wharfside and may 
have been publicly built. London’s port dealt with 
substantial quantities of goods and cargo was 
handled along the entire wharf; it included a public 

Fig 1.3.5 The expanding early 2nd-century town: new streets, public buildings and boundaries help defi ne the 
extent of the settlement and point to intriguing differences in the morphology and possibly the status of the 
districts east and west of the Walbrook and south of the Thames
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riparian thoroughfare 4m wide and similar to the 
main streets (Brigham 1998).

Falling sea levels after AD 50 had encouraged 
waterfront reclamation and construction of new 
quays, exerting a strong infl uence on the way the 
town developed. In the 120s the waterfront down-
stream of the Walbrook was rebuilt to a line consid-
erably further out into the river. Reclamation and 
new revetment construction followed a similar pat-
tern in Southwark, with much of the north island’s 
river and creek frontage converted into usable 
waterfront (Cowan 2003; Yule 2005). 

The spatial and chronological development of 
Londinium would have been infl uenced not only 
by its topography, but by its role as an offi cially 
sanctioned entrepôt or privately initiated trading 
community, complex civil and military inter-
relationships and administrative arrangements 
that may have fl owed from its status. A bipartite 
division between a military centre west of the 
Walbrook and a civilian centre at Cornhill has been 
suggested (Grimes 1968, 38–9), but the distribution 
of military fi nds is inconclusive. Southwark was 
much more than a suburb, but it remains uncertain 
how a tripartite settlement would have functioned, 
though the area south of the river could have been a 
community of non-citizens (Millett 1994).

Adjustments to the town plan and the 
construction of defences

Fire destroyed most of the city in c AD 125 and 
recovery may have been less vigorous than before 
due to changing economic circumstances and a 
decline in trade (Perring 1991a). It is true that many 
areas have revealed little in the way of domestic 
building beyond the mid-2nd century, but sites 
such as 1 Poultry provide evidence for continuity 
in property use into the 3rd century and later 
(Rowsome 2000). The absence of post-Hadrianic 
occupation levels in some areas may be the result of 
later truncation and soil formation processes result-
ing in dark earth (Yule 1990), meaning that the 
argument for settlement contraction has been over-
stated. Renewed public building also saw comple-
tion of the forum-basilica, amphitheatre and fort, 
with the disruption caused by the fi re perhaps an 
opportunity to reorganise hitherto scattered billet-
ing arrangements for soldiers. Post-Hadrianic 
reconstruction included repair of the existing street 
plan and its extension northwards into areas 
such as Cripplegate (Casson et al forthcoming). The 
waterfront also continued to expand, with new 
revetments constructed between AD 140 and 160 
and in about AD 180.

Fig 1.3.6 Reconstruction view of roadside development at the Walbrook crossing emphasises the commercial 
character of the town (Judith Dobie)
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Roman Southwark was the subject of continued 
development in the later 2nd century, with increas-
ing areas of the intertidal mudfl ats converted into 
land suitable for development, such as the AD 152 
timber warehouse recorded at Courage’s Brewery 
(CO88; Brigham et al 1995), and the building com-
plex at Winchester Palace (Yule 2005). In c AD 160 
the eastern side of the main island was reclaimed 
behind a revetment, and other revetments contin-
ued to be maintained to protect the low-lying fringes 
of Roman Southwark. At Tabard Square a religious 
complex, complete with temples and a guest house 
within a precinct or temenos, was established in the 
mid-2nd century next to Watling Street and just to 
the south of Roman Southwark’s islands, providing 
more evidence for the importance of the Southwark 
settlement (LLS02; Pre-Construct Archaeology 
2003).

North of the river, construction of the landward 
defensive wall took place between c AD 190 and 230 
(Perring 1991a, 92) and this had a signifi cant im-
pact on the town’s layout (Fig 1.3.7). Some built-up 
areas, particularly radial development along the 
main roads at Newgate and elsewhere, were left 
outside the wall line (Lyon forthcoming). The Cripple-
gate fort was incorporated into the defensive circuit 
and other public buildings were enclosed inside 
the new wall line, which defi ned a large area that 
included some open ground. Areas now immediately 
outside the town walls were given over primarily to 

burial (Barber and Bowsher 2000; Hall 1996; 
Watson 2003). Major public buildings such as the 
forum-basilica and amphitheatre remained in use 
until about the end of the 3rd century. 

In about AD 200 an effort was made to restore a 
unifi ed river frontage by constructing substantial 
new quays along the north bank of the Thames, but 
declining trade and falling river levels combined 
to hasten the end of the port, and between AD 250 
and 270 the wharf was dismantled. The process 
was complete before construction of the riverside 
defensive wall in c AD 275, which separated the 
town from the river (Hill et al 1980). Port facilities 
may have continued in use in Southwark or moved 
downstream to the vicinity of Shadwell, where 
signifi cant Roman activity has been recorded (Lakin 
et al 2002; Bird, this volume) and work by Pre-
Construct Archaeology in 2002 uncovered evidence 
of extensive occupation and a public bath building 
dating from the mid-3rd century (HGA02; Douglas 
2004). Despite all these changes, Southwark 
con tinued to fl ourish outside the ‘defended’ area 
(Fig 1.3.8). 

Building and investment continued even in the 
late 4th century, as a series of bastions were added 
to the eastern side of the city wall in c AD 351–75 
(Maloney 1983) and a major stone building was con-
structed in the south-eastern corner of the city at 
about the same time (Sankey 1998). Overall though 
it may be that at any one time there was money for 

Fig 1.3.7 The town’s landward and riverside defensive walls enclosed most of the settled area north of the 
Thames as well as some undeveloped areas of open ground but separated the town from its waterfront; 
although left outside the defences, the overall impact on Roman Southwark may have been benefi cial
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public buildings or defensive structures, but not for 
both. The expensive campaigns of defensive work 
may have been a response to perceived threats and 
uncertainty, although some see it as an example of 
competitive civic munifi cence (Millett 1990, 139). 

Many aspects of the late Roman town remain 
poorly understood, as do changes to the town plan as 
the population declined. Some properties fell out of 
use, as did peripheral areas and elements of the 
street system, though this is diffi cult to quantify or 
map due to the extent of truncation at many sites. 
Demolition of several of the town’s principal public 
buildings left areas apparently underutilised within 
the walled area, but do not necessarily represent 
overall decline (Wacher 1995, 96). 

Future research directions 

The interrogation of map data as part of a GIS may 
reveal unsuspected patterns in the evolving provi-
sion of streets, public buildings and other physical 
features of the town plan and we can now quantify 
the town’s built-up area at various points in time. 
Detailed analysis of land use across Roman London’s 
170+ hectares might also be used to study aspects 
of the urban environment, such as the changing 
proportion of occupied versus open land, plot size 
and building density, and relate these data to 

hypotheses about population size and economic 
activity. The overall population of the settlement is 
diffi cult to estimate, but fi gures of about 10,000 on 
the eve of the Boudican revolt and over 20,000 in the 
2nd century have been suggested (Rowsome 2000, 
33), whilst a fascinating new review of models 
for estimating ancient urban populations (Swain 
and Williams, this volume) suggests a peak of up 
to 30,000 Roman Londoners. We know a lot about 
Roman London but some interesting research still 
remains to be done. 
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Fig 1.3.8 Reconstruction view of the late Roman town enclosed by its defensive walls (Peter Froste)
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1.4 The Population of Roman London 
Hedley Swain and Tim Williams

More recently Dominic Perring, using the same 
criteria of those slain by Boudica, also suggested 
that Londinium of AD 60 had a population of 30,000, 
or probably less (Perring 1991a, 16). He also sug-
gested that later 1st-century London was ‘a very 
crowded place’ and that ‘comparison is diffi cult 
but it was quite possibly twice as populous as the 
city destroyed in AD 60’ (Perring 1991a, 70), again 
inferring a population of perhaps c 50,000.

Others have shied away from specifi c population 
estimates, although many have suggested dramati-
cally changing population levels through time. Peter 
Marsden and Barbara West (1992), for example, 
used the quantity of domestic rubbish, the number 
of wells, and the quantity of animal bone, to suggest 
that there was a marked decline in the population 
after the mid-2nd century, although they state that 
absolute population estimates are impossible on the 
present evidence (Marsden and West 1992, 138).

The size and density of cemeteries are diffi cult to 
estimate from. As Bruno Barber and Dave Bowsher 
state, in their account of the eastern cemetery, 
‘in the light of the uncertainty regarding the calcula-
tion of the cemetery population, and in the absence 
of similar data for other burial areas of the settle-
ment, there is no justifi cation for moving towards 
estimates of population numbers for the town at any 
given period’ (Barber and Bowsher 2000, 311).

So can we develop new estimates for the popula-
tion of Roman London? Perhaps the most obvious 
line of enquiry is based upon the same method as 
Home (above), modelling population densities, 
drawn from a variety of historical and ethnographic 
comparisons, coupled with our improved archaeo-
logical knowledge of the extent of built-up areas 
within the city and its suburbs.

The area and density of urban settlement in 
Roman London 

There are two key issues that we might take into 
consideration when considering the scale of the ur-
ban area:

1 A simple estimate of the total area/extent of the 
settlement;

2 The density of settlement within that area: spe-
cifi cally estimating the scale of residential build-
ings, as opposed to non-residential buildings and 
non-built space.

The extent of the settlement over time

Recent excavations have developed a more detailed 
understanding of the changing scale of settlement in 

Introduction

One of the most frequent questions from the public 
concerning Roman London is ‘what size was its 
population?’ Most accounts of Londinium, however, 
decline to discuss population fi gures. When fi gures 
are given they normally derive from the estimates 
developed by Gordon Home, in 1925, and Ralph 
Merrifi eld, in 1969, both of whom suggested a popu-
lation of around 45,000 people for the town at its 
peak. 

This paper examines a number of models for 
estimating ancient urban populations, and suggests 
ranges of population for Roman London at three 
points in time: immediately prior to the Boudican 
revolt, in c AD 60/1; at its height, in the early 2nd 
century; and after the construction of the city walls, 
in the early 3rd century. We recognise, however, 
that these estimates are open to considerable 
debate. 

Previous estimates

The earliest attempt at an estimate of the town’s 
population was made by Gordon Home in his 1925 
book Roman London, when he adopted the model 
of estimating population density (per acre) and 
multiplying this by the city area (Home 1925, 94). 
He revised his estimates slightly in the 1948 edition 
of his book, in which he estimated that the area 
enclosed by the later city walls was 326 acres 
(132 ha); suggested that Roman military camps had 
about 170 people per acre; that Roman town streets 
were rather narrow; that the houses were generally 
two storeys; and that there were fewer open spaces 
than in modern times (Home 1948, 80). He suggest-
ed a population for the walled area of 45,000, taking 
into account the Walbrook and unoccupied land, 
and a conservative estimate of 140 people per acre. 
To this would be added those in the ‘transriverine 
quarter’ and ‘such suburbs as existed’, plus ‘the con-
siderable fl oating population due to the presence 
of visitors, ships’ crews and perhaps small military 
details’, and he concluded that ‘the population of 
Londinium between AD 200 and 280 may be reck-
oned at not less than the fi gure stated [45,000]; it 
may have been more, but can hardly have been less’ 
(Home 1948, 80).

A similar fi gure was proposed by Ralph Merrifi eld 
in 1969. Taking Tacitus’s fi gure of 70,000 casualties 
during the Boudican revolt he suggested a division 
of 15,000 each for St Albans and Colchester, 30,000 
for London and 10,000 for exaggeration (Merrifi eld 
1969, 147). He went on to suggest that the increased 
scale of the later town might suggest that the 
population rose to about 45,000 (Merrifi eld 1969, 
147).
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the city and Southwark over time: while we cannot 
precisely identify the position of the town boundary 
at all times, we can make reasonable estimates of 
extent at certain stages in the life of the settlements. 
The scale of excavation has also given us some 
indication of the extent of the built-up area, although 
there are notable gaps in our understanding. 
Perhaps the best periods for study are:

• Immediately before the Boudican revolt 
c AD 60/61: well preserved and archaeologically 
recognisable because of the fi re. At this time 
occupation was focused on the eastern hill 
(Cornhill), but with some occupation on the 
western hill and in Southwark (Fig 1.4.1).

• The early 2nd century, c AD 100/120: extensive 
residential occupation on both hills and 
extending into the valley systems; developed 
waterfront zones; Southwark extensively 
occupied (Fig 1.4.2).

• At the time of the construction of the town walls, 
c AD 200: extensive occupation within the walled 

area, although with less developed areas, and in 
Southwark (MoLAS 2000, map 8) (Fig 1.4.3).

In simple terms, therefore, we can suggest the area 
of settlement (see Table 1.4.1).

The density of occupation

While we cannot be precise about the intensity 
of occupation within these boundaries we can 
make some suggestions, based on the numerous 
excavations within the town.

For the later 1st and early 2nd centuries the 
occupation revealed by excavation is relatively 
similar across the townscape: a rough grid of rect-
angular city blocks, with strip-buildings (rectan-
gular clay and timber buildings, short end facing 
onto a street), often with yard areas to the rear, and 
town houses. However, the nature of the built space 
does vary, from perhaps the more common shop/
workshop and associated domestic residence (eg 

Fig 1.4.1 Outline map of Londinium showing occupation areas at c AD 60/61 (compare with Rowsome, this 
volume, Fig 1.3.3)
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Perring et al 1991, 102–4; Perring 2002, 55–60), to 
buildings with rooms designed to be let out as sepa-
rate tenancies (Perring et al 1991, 104; Perring 2002, 
60, 193), and a variety of town house structures 
(Perring 2002, 64–72).

In addition, the presence of servile kin and house-
hold slaves further complicates the issue, with po-
tential for sleeping space in workshops and shops, 
and higher density usage of space. These differing 
functional spaces and social groups refl ect poten-
tially different estimates of the number/density of 
occupants within any given structure (see below), 
although perhaps the presence of small rooms and 
densely packed buildings, as evidenced in London, 
might suggest that the estimates should be on the 
higher side (Perring 2002, 193).

These residential and commercial blocks are 
punctuated by several large public building com-
plexes, including the forum and basilica, and the 

amphitheatre, and numerous smaller complexes 
such as public baths, commercial buildings (such as 
macella), and temples.

Major topographic features are also likely to have 
infl uenced the scale and density of occupation, and 
can be used to divide the city into zones as follows 
(and approximate to those used in Section 4 of this 
volume, Fig 4.0.1):

• The Walbrook valley: this marks the western 
edge of the early city and divides the later town 
in two. The lower part of the valley was occupied 
from an early stage in the life of the Roman town, 
whereas the upper valley had large amounts of 
open space in the 1st century (Maloney and de 
Moulins 1990, 119–20) but as drainage was con-
trolled, by c 120, new buildings were constructed 
(Maloney and de Moulins 1990, 121). While the 
buildings were extensively used for small-scale 

Fig 1.4.2 Outline map of Londinium showing occupation areas at c AD 100/120 (compare with Rowsome, 
this volume, Fig 1.3.5)
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industrial processes and workshops, people 
would also have lived in these structures 
(Maloney and de Moulins 1990, 122), although 
the density of occupation was less than in the 
core ‘residential’ areas.

• The eastern valley: a broad valley system in 
the east of the town (Bentley 1984), probably 
outside the boundary of the pre-Boudican town, 
encroached upon by the early 2nd century, and 
enclosed by the later walls. Much of the valley 
was probably used for animal enclosures, 
although some later housing extended into the 
area (Williams forthcoming).

• The southern hillsides of the western city: 
the hillside from the two hills down to the Thames 
was relatively steep, particularly in the south-
west quarter of the later town, and it is probable 
that the diffi culty of the terrain led to very 
restricted domestic occupation. The area was 
also used for public building complexes 
(Williams 1993).

• The waterfront, east of the Walbrook: warehouses 
and commercial facilities suggest that there may 
have been reduced domestic occupation in this 
area of the city (in Section 4, this forms part of 
the East of Walbrook zone).

• The western extension to the city at c AD 200: 
with the construction of the landward city wall 
in c AD 200 a substantial additional area of the 
western hill was enclosed, probably to enable the 
more effective siting of the wall at the top of the 
Fleet Valley. This enclosed a large area of land 
that was probably never extensively developed.

• Southwark islands and creeks: while the area 
was extensively occupied, low-lying wetland 
areas and channels would have restricted the 
overall density of the settlement.

Calculating the residential area

Given the above, the approach taken was to:

Fig 1.4.3 Outline map of Londinium showing occupation areas at c AD 200 (compare with Rowsome, this 
volume, Fig 1.3.7)
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a Calculate the total occupied area for each study 
period (calculating the main city area on the 
north bank, its western and eastern suburbs, 
and the settlement in Southwark). This rela-
tively crude measure of urban scale (sub-total (a) 
in Table 1.4.1) can be used for the broader urban 
population calculations discussed below.

To establish an estimate of the total residential 
area, we subtracted from the above:

b Areas of known non-residential space, such as 
the forum and the amphitheatre (sub-total (b) in 
Table 1.4.1).

c An allowance for areas of less dense residential 
settlement (see above). These areas have been 
reduced by a percentage to refl ect this (sub-total 
(c) in Table 1.4.1):
• Walbrook valley reduced by 50% to allow 

for channels, and less densely packed settle-
ment;

• Waterfront (east of the Walbrook) reduced 
by 50% to refl ect commercial and administra-
tive areas and the steep hillside behind;

• Eastern valley reduced by 75% to refl ect 
sparse occupation outside of animal enclo-
sures;

• Southern hillside of the western city reduced 
by 75% as there was little domestic settle-
ment in the area; 

• Southwark reduced by 50% to allow for the 
channels and low-lying areas.

Population density models 

There are two methods that have commonly been 
used for estimating population density:

1 Estimates of the number of people per property, 
combined with property size (including the num-
ber of building storeys), leading to models for the 
density of people per square metre of residential 
areas;

2 Historic and ethnographic parallels of urban 
populations, commonly leading to estimates of 
population per hectare.

The number of people per property

People per square metre
Andrew Wallace-Hadrill (1994) developed a model 
based on the idea that Pompeii might have had 
a population of c 10,000, which with an average 
property size of 271m2 would suggest an average 
of between 6–8 people inhabiting each house, and 
give an average density of one person per 34–45m2 
(Wallace-Hadrill 1994, 99). Alston (2002) suggested 
a slightly smaller fi gure of between 5.4 and 
5.52 people per house for the classical city, while 
estimates of early modern pre-industrial cities 
include Dingwall (1994) who suggested an average 
of 4.5 people per house for 17th-century Edinburgh, 
and Galley (1998) who postulated an average of 
6.1 people per house for 16th- and 17th-century 
York.

Millett and Graham (1986, 154) came up with a 
similar calculation based on the Roman small town 
at Neatham, where they estimated a total of 21 
buildings within the excavated area of 0.37 hectares 
and thus a suggested density of 57 buildings per 
hectare. They estimated fi ve people per building 

Table 1.4.1 Estimated areas of Roman London at 
c AD 60/61, c AD 100/120 and c AD 200

Pre-Boudican c AD 60/61
a Total settlement area  Ha Ha
Core area of city  27.63 
West of Walbrook suburb  4.37 
Eastern suburb  3.75 
Southwark  5.50 
Waterfront   3.60 
 Sub-total (a) 44.85 
b Non-residential areas   
Central piazza/forum   0.37
 Sub-total (b)  0.37
c Lower density housing   
Waterfront  3.60 @ 75%  2.70
Southwark marshes & creeks 5.50 @ 50%  2.75
Walbrook valley, Eastern    n/a
valley & Southern hillsides
 Sub-total (c)  5.45
 Total 39.03 
c AD 100/120   
a Total settlement area  Ha Ha
Main city  94.39 
West suburbs  4.34 
Eastern suburbs  1.40 
Southwark  35.44 
 Sub-total (a) 135.57 
b Non-residential areas   
Forum/basilica   2.85
Amphitheatre   0.75
Huggin Hill baths   1.05
Temples in SW   1.16
 Sub-total (b)  5.81
c Lower density housing   
Walbrook valley 10.29ha @ 50%  5.15
Waterfront  4.55ha @ 50%  2.28
Eastern valley 4.83ha @ 75%  3.62
Southwark marshes & creeks 35.44ha @ 50%  17.72
 Sub-total (c)  28.77
 Total 100.99 

c AD 200   
a Total settlement area  Ha Ha
Main city  133.76 
West suburbs  0.00 
Eastern suburbs  0.00 
Southwark  28.92 
 Sub-total (a) 162.68 
b Non-residential areas   
Forum/basilica   2.85
Amphitheatre   0.75
Huggin Hill baths   1.05
Temples in SW   1.16
 Sub-total (b)  5.81
c Lower density housing   
Walbrook valley 10.29ha @ 50%  5.15
Waterfront  4.55ha @ 50%  2.28
Eastern valley 10.37ha @ 75%  7.78
Western extension 8.00ha @ 75%  6.00
Southern hillsides 3.78ha @ 75%  2.84
Southwark marshes & creeks 28.92ha @ 50%  14.46
 Sub-total (c)  38.51
 Total 118.36 
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Table 1.4.2 Estimates for provincial Roman 
population density (Woolf 1998)

Town People per hectare Average

Saturnia, Etruria  50–100  75
Pompeii 123–187 155
Gallo-Roman general 150 max [<]150
St Roman-en-Gal 100–120 110
Upper limit suggested 350 350
Preferred average 100 100

(Millett and Graham 1986, 154), which equates to 
285 people per hectare or a density of one person 
per 35m2, very similar to Wallace-Hadrill’s upper 
estimate.

Between 1994 and 1996 MoLAS excavated 1 
Poultry (ONE94), in the centre of Roman London 
(Rowsome 2000). This gave the largest and best-
preserved section of residential Roman London 
excavated to date and formed the basis for the exhi-
bition High Street Londinium at the Museum of 
London in 2000–01, which reconstructed three of 
the buildings from the site (Hall and Swain 2000). 
The excavation area for c AD 100 included ten build-
ings, within an excavation area of c 3,318m2. Allow-
ing for streets, etc, the average property was c 282m2, 
similar to the Pompeian example. The East of the 
Walbrook project (Williams forthcoming) examined 
evidence for about 200 domestic buildings in the 
eastern Roman city, and estimated that they occu-
pied an average area that was somewhat smaller, at 
c 240m2, also close to the Pompeian case. So perhaps 
the Pompeian model of one person per 34–45m2 
might be reasonable to apply to London.

Number of people per room
Wallace-Hadrill also explored an alternative model 
based on the ratio of people to rooms, suggesting 
one-to-one as a possible scale for ground fl oors, based 
on ethnographic and historical parallels. This gave 
a similar estimate for the population of Pompeii of 
c 10,000 (Wallace-Hadrill 1994, 100). He notes, how-
ever, that second storeys might have a higher ratio 
– perhaps two per room – and that if this is added to 
the model the population density would increase 
dramatically (Wallace-Hadrill 1994, 100).

Alston (2002, 59) argued, in his Mediterranean 
case studies, that buildings ranged between one and 
four storeys, with occasional examples as high as 
seven storeys. He suggested the average house had 
two storeys. Hobson (1985, 217), studying Karanis, 
documented three one-storey houses, six two-storey 
houses, and three three-storey houses, again 
suggesting an average of two storeys per houses.

For Roman London, it seems unlikely that there 
were many multi-storey structures, and perhaps 
it might be more reasonable to suggest that only 
50% of houses had second storeys, and perhaps that 
each of those upper storeys would only have been 
about half the size of the ground fl oor. This would, 
however, still increase the estimate based on ground 
fl oors alone by 50%.

If we adopt the one-person-per-room model for the 
ground fl oor, the number of rooms observed at 
1 Poultry would suggest that each property housed 
c 6–8 people. We do not know if any of these struc-
tures had second storeys, but adding 50% would 
give a revised estimate of c 9–12 people. This would 
suggest between 60 and 120 people living in the 
area (3,318m2) and thus a density of one person per 
28–55m2.

Historic and ethnographic parallels

Old quarters of Middle Eastern towns
Fekri Hassan (1981) developed Robert Adams’ argu-
ments to use population densities in the old quar-
ters of Middle Eastern towns to develop a model for 
ancient cities. In this, densities of between 137 and 
216 people per hectare were postulated. Martin Mil-
lett drew upon this work to make estimates about 
the total population of Roman Britain (Millett 1990, 
182).

Later populations of London
Can known later populations of London be of 
any help in identifying the population of Roman 
London? The same criteria we have used above must 
apply: what was the populated area and what was 
population density? A simple observation is that 
the later we get in time the more accurate are the 
fi gures for population, but the less relevant they 
are as a comparison with Roman London as the 
area occupied grows and the type of urban living 
changes.

Derek Keene (1989) has suggested that the popu-
lation in 1100 was c 25,000, at a time when the 
medieval city was perhaps closest to Roman London 
in size. However, it was probably already very 
different in terms of its living conditions, with the 
introduction of churches and monastic precincts 
being the most obvious factors.

Pasciuti (2002), building on Finlay’s work (1981), 
summarises the historical data for 17th-century 
London and suggests an overall density of people 
per hectare of 214 (in 1600), 204 (in 1650) and 226 
(in 1700), averaging 215 people per hectare.

Paul Bairoch’s estimates 
Bairoch undertook a careful analysis of urban popu-
lations, especially in the Indus valley, suggesting a 
density of c 150 people per hectare (Bairoch 1988).

Comparison with research in other Roman towns
Work has been done, using the above models, on 
estimating the population of Gallic towns, which 
has been summarised and discussed by Greg Woolf 
(Woolf 1998, 137–8). He summarises a number of 
estimates for the density of population per hectare 
for Roman towns (Table 1.4.2).
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The estimates 

So we have two rather different estimating models. 
The fi rst is based upon calculations of the numbers 
of people per hectare within residential areas: for 
example, based on the number of people per room. 
The model is calculated on the basis of the estimate 
of people per hectare of residential space multiplied 
by the estimate of total residential space only.

The second is based on a more general estimate 
of urban populations, and already takes into account 
non-residential space. The model is therefore 
calculated on the basis of the estimate of people per 
hectare multiplied by the estimate of total urban 
space.

The models of population densities, and the 
estimates of urban space and residential densities, 
are summarised in Table 1.4.3.

Conclusions 

Pre-Boudican London 

Merrifi eld’s estimate of 30,000 people (above) for 
the pre-Boudican city seems very high in compari-
son to the other models. The models we are using 
group around the 9,300 people estimate (range 
7,300–11,500). It is noticeable that the Group 2 
broader estimate models tend to suggest a lower 
population (averaging c 8,000) compared to the 
average of c 10,500 for the Group 1 models. This is 
perhaps because the former are not as responsive to 
the densely packed pre-Boudican built landscape, 
with relatively fewer open spaces, public buildings, 
etc, and the latter is perhaps a better model for 
this period. So we might suggest a population in the 
immediate pre-Boudican period of c 10,000.

The population in c AD 100/120 and c AD 200 

Home’s and Merrifi eld’s estimates of a population of 
c 45,000 at the peak of the city would also seem to be 
rather high. The average of all the models suggests 
a population of around 26,000 in c AD 100/120, and 
30,500 in c AD 200. It is perhaps interesting to note 
that Home’s estimate of 140 people per acre (or 346 
people per hectare) is well above the suggested 
upper limit for population density suggested by Greg 
Woolf (see Table 1.4.2), and also well above any of 
the other models used in this paper (Table 1.4.3).

The notion that Roman London is more populous 
in AD 200 than it was a century before is perhaps a 
little misleading. We are concerned that the en-
larged area of the settlement, as refl ected by the city 
walls, has somewhat skewed this fi gure, and while 
both groups of models take into account non-
residential space, the large almost unoccupied areas 
are perhaps not fully refl ected in this. Also, detailed 
work on properties in the eastern town (Williams 
forthcoming) might also suggest that property 
density was falling in the mid- to late 2nd century, 
with increased areas of unbuilt space. If one applied 
a fi gure of perhaps 25% unbuilt space to the core 
area of the city at c AD 200, it would reduce the 
average Group 1 model result (the most responsive 
to changes in residential areas) to 24,894, or slightly 
less than the Group 1 model for AD 100/120 of 
27,217, which might be a more accurate refl ection of 
the trend.

The quality of the models 

There are clearly problems with all the models. 
There is a lack of clarity in many of the models as 
developed as to the defi nition of residential space 

Table 1.4.3 Population models for Roman London at c AD 60/61, c AD 100/120 and c AD 200

 Model   c AD 60/61  c AD 100/120  c AD 200 

 (people per hectare)  Residential  39 ha  Residential  101 ha  Residential 118 ha
     area   area   area
     Total area 45 ha  Total area 136 ha  Total area 163 ha

 Low Ave High Low Average High Low Average High Low Average High

Holme (1925/1948)  346         45,665 
Merrifi eld (1969)     30,000      45,000 

Group 1 Models   These are calculated on residential areas only 
Wallace-Hadrill  222 254 286 8,673 9,912 11,151 22,444 25,650 28,856 26,306 30,064 33,822
Pompeii
Millett & Graham:   285   11,123   28,784   33,738 
Neatham
1 Poultry: people  182 269 357 7,096 10,517 13,938 18,363 27,217 36,071 21,523 31,900 42,278
per room

Group 2 Models   These allow for non-residential areas and are calculated on total settlement area
Middle eastern  137 177 216 6,144 7,916 9,687 18,573 23,928 29,283 22,287 28,713 35,139
town model
Bairoch  150   6,727   20,336   24,402 
Pre-industrial  215   9,642   29,148   34,976 
London

AVERAGES:     7,304 9,306 11,592 19,793 25,844 31,403 23,372 30,632 37,080
overall
Group 1    7,884 10,517 12,544 20,404 27,217 32,463 23,915 31,901 38,050
Group 2    6,144 8,095 9,687 18,573 24,470 29,283 22,287 29,364 35,139

Note: Averages are based on the total Model 1 and Model 2 data (but not the Holme or Merrifi eld data)
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and the calculation of property size: do the estimates 
include only internal fl oor space or yards and 
courtyards? Many of the calculations simply divide 
the number of buildings into excavated area, and 
thus include public spaces such as roads.

The models based on residential area (Group 1), 
rather than gross urban area (Group 2), seem to 
suggest slightly higher population sizes. However, 
they are more responsive to increasing archaeologi-
cal information about property densities, and as 
we refi ne our understanding of different zones of 
the town, we could also devise more sophisticated 
estimates of the scale of unbuilt space in different 
parts of the town, moving from the fairly crude 
50% or 75% estimates to ones based on detailed 
observations.

As Wallace-Hadrill (1994, 100–1) emphasises, it 
is perhaps more interesting to consider the size of 
households and the complexity of family, kin and 
slave relationships than simply conjecturing on 
overall population size. Certainly the larger average 

property size in Roman London as opposed to the 
Roman small town of Neatham (about two-thirds 
of the size, see above) is interesting. Does this 
mean smaller households at Neatham than London 
(as Millett and Graham suggest, 5 per building, 
compared with Wallace-Hadrill’s 6–8 people in 
Pompeii or 1 Poultry’s suggested 6–12 people), 
perhaps with greater kin/slave numbers in a major 
urban context, or are we looking at the same groups 
of people accommodated in smaller spaces?

Overall, we would not suggest that we can 
establish an accurate population fi gure for Roman 
London, but rather that we can try to refi ne some 
hypotheses based on the excavated data. Our work 
would suggest that the currently used fi gures of 
30,000 for the pre-Boudican town, and 45,000 for 
the town in its heyday, might be reasonably revised 
downwards to perhaps c 10,000 people at the time of 
the Boudican sack, c 25,000–30,000 at its peak in 
the early 2nd century, and perhaps a similar, or 
slightly reduced fi gure by c AD 200.
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1.5 Imperium Galliarum, Imperium Britanniarum. 
Developing new ideologies and settling old 
scores: abandonments, demolitions and new 
building in south-east Britain, c AD 250–300 
Michael Fulford

town defences, it is in the medieval period, as has 
been noted in Bath (Collingwood and Wright 1965, 
161–71) and London (Collingwood and Wright 1965, 
112), for example. 

London, however, also provides clear evidence 
for the inclusion of monumental material in the 
riverside defences constructed in the third quarter 
of the 3rd century as a later addition to the land-
facing wall. Not only does this project include rela-
tively portable items like dedicatory altars, but also 
carved blocks derived from at least two other large 
public monuments – a monumental arch and a 
screen of gods, presumably originally located close 
to their position in the city wall in the south-west 
quarter (Hill et al 1980). These monuments were 
probably less than a hundred years old at the time 
of their destruction. Reused but undecorated blocks 
of monumental masonry were also discovered in 
the foundations of the monumental building at St 
Peter’s Hill, also in the south-west quarter, for which 
a terminus post quem of AD 293–94 is provided by 
dendrochronology (Williams 1993; cf Millett 1994, 
431–2). Not long before, as the altar dedicated by 
the deputy imperial propraetorian legate, Marcus 
Martiannus Pulcher (reckoned to have been gover-
nor of Britannia Superior in the 250s), attests, 
restoration work was being ordered on the Temple 
of Isis (Hassall 1980). A second altar, not indepen-
dently dated, but probably contemporary, also 
refers to the restoration of a second temple, possibly 
to Jupiter (Hassall 1980). In mid-3rd-century 
London effort was being made to restore temples, 
probably situated in the south-west quarter; within 
a few decades associated monuments, if not these 
very temples, were being destroyed to improve 
London’s defences and to provide a new monumen-
tal building, arguably for the usurper emperor 
Allectus.

In this south-west quarter of London we can see 
both the destruction of public monuments and their 
reuse in new projects. In the centre of the city we 
have evidence for the destruction at the end of the 
3rd century of at least the basilica, if not the whole 
forum and basilica, a vast construction and the prin-
cipal public building of the town, and the largest of 
the entire province from the time of its construction 
in the early 2nd century. The excavators concluded 
‘that the Basilica was razed following a period of 
abandonment around the end of the 3rd century’ 
(Brigham 1990a, 82). Unlike the monuments in the 

As his contribution to a timely study of the western 
provinces of the Roman Empire in the 3rd century 
(King and Henig 1981) Harvey Sheldon wrote about 
the evidence for changes in the pattern of settlement 
in town and country in London and the south-east 
of Britain (Sheldon 1981). Across the region, north 
and south of the Thames, he found a remarkable 
consistency in the evidence both for breaks or cessa-
tions of occupation between the late 2nd and the 
early to mid-3rd century and in commencements or 
recommencements of occupation in the latter part of 
the 3rd century. This picture was based on evidence 
derived from pottery and coins, categories of mate-
rial that introduce a possible element of circularity. 
As coins of the second and third quarters of the 3rd 
century up to the Gallic Empire are rare as site 
fi nds, so there is correspondingly little pottery that 
is associated with, and seen to be typical of, this 
period. While there is abundant evidence for, and 
incidence of, new pottery forms that can be attrib-
uted to the later 2nd century, or late 2nd/early 3rd 
century, thereafter there is a dearth of comparable 
evidence until the last quarter or third of the 3rd 
century when coins are once more abundant in the 
archaeological record. The favoured explanation 
was that a combination of social and economic diffi -
culties, perhaps including the politically motivated 
confi scation of estates, accounted for the disloca-
tions observed in the archaeological record (Sheldon 
1981, 378–9).

In the 25 years or so since that paper much has 
happened, especially in London, which makes a 
re-examination timely of the pattern of breaks, or 
cessations in occupation of sites across the south-
east of Britain in the 3rd century. To celebrate 
Harvey’s contribution to the development of the 
archaeology of London and the south-east, the pur-
pose of this essay is to examine a little more closely 
the corresponding evidence from public buildings 
and monuments in London and the south-east for 
their destruction and abandonment at this time, 
and to set it in the context of his important paper. 
Much of the evidence was not available in 1981. 

Unlike in Gaul and elsewhere in the Empire where 
there is a considerable amount of evidence for the 
destruction of public buildings and burial monu-
ments to provide material for the construction of 
city walls in the 3rd century (Johnson 1983), the 
corresponding situation in Britain is quite different. 
Where Roman material is commonly incorporated in 



42 Londinium and Beyond

south-west quarter we have no clue as to where 
the vast amounts of rubble from the demolition of 
the building were deployed. The same is true of the 
material from the amphitheatre in the north-west 
quarter. Here there is evidence for the demolition 
of the Period 5 arena and entrance walls around 
the mid-3rd century, only to be followed by rebuild-
ing within a decade or two of AD 250, but with a 
narrower width of wall on the existing foundations 
(Bateman et al forthcoming).

The fate of the London basilica recalls that of the 
Silchester forum basilica where recent excavation 
has demonstrated that the basilica was used for 
metalworking (iron, copper alloy, pewter) from the 
late 3rd century onwards (Fulford and Timby 2000). 
Unlike London, there is no evidence for the destruc-
tion or demolition of the building at this time, but 
the appearance of the basilica fl oor in the late 3rd 
century suggested that the building, whose con-
struction was commenced in the early to mid-2nd 
century, was not necessarily completed by the time 
the decision was taken to turn it into a metalwork-
ers’ hall. Limited excavation, both of the range of 
rooms forming the west side of the basilica, and of 
the forum, suggests that the industrial activity was 
confi ned to the basilica. At Caistor St Edmunds, 
Norfolk, Frere published the excavations of Atkin-
son on the site of the forum basilica, which were 
undertaken between 1929 and 1935 (Frere 1971). 
The original, 2nd-century forum basilica produced 
evidence of two phases of burning, the second of 
which is assumed to lie in the 3rd century. The 
fact that the forum was rebuilt without using 
the foundations of its predecessor suggests that the 
latter was ‘totally obliterated’ (Frere 1971, 11). No 
evidence was found for a new basilica, but the 
arrangements of the west side of the new forum 
in the late Roman period remain unclear. Such 
evidence as there was for dating suggested a termi-
nus post quem for the second forum of c AD 270–90 
(Frere 1971, 25–6). Earlier (1924–27), Atkinson 
had excavated the forum basilica at Wroxeter where 
he discovered that, though reconstructed following 
a fi re in the late 2nd century, it was not further, 
comprehensively rebuilt following destruction which 
he dated towards the end of the 3rd century (Atkin-
son 1942). It has to be admitted that the evidence for 
both the date and the totality of the second destruc-
tion is far from clear; in particular that from the 
basilica and the associated west range of rooms. 
Moreover there is patchy evidence from across the 
forum basilica as a whole for a further phase, or 
phases, of occupation (‘The Latest Period’) (Atkin-
son 1942, 108–13). From the evidence of three, pos-
sibly four, forum basilicas it might be inferred that 
such buildings, particularly the basilica element, as 
at Caistor, London and Silchester, were considered 
redundant to public administration. While we lack 
clarity as to the fate or use of the forum, rather than 
the basilica, at London and Silchester in the late 
Roman period, at Caistor there is positive evidence 
for its restoration. While the forum is generally 

associated with market trading, as the evidence 
from the Wroxeter forum suggests, the basilica is 
associated with the administration of justice. In 
these three or four towns this function must have 
been carried on elsewhere than in the forum basilica 
in the later 3rd and 4th centuries. 

Not all towns took the same view as to the use 
and purpose of their forum basilica. At Caerwent in 
south-east Wales there is considerable evidence 
for a major programme of rebuilding of the forum 
basilica in the late 3rd century, which then contin-
ued in use as a civic building until towards the 
mid-4th century (Brewer 1993; 1997, 52). Similarly 
at Cirencester, although the extent of modern inves-
tigation is limited, there is evidence for the mainte-
nance of the forum basilica through to the post-
Roman period (Holbrook 1998, 99–121). Indeed 
there is disputed evidence for a major reconstruc-
tion in the late 4th century (Holbrook 1998, 107–8). 
So, while two forum basilicas in the west reveal 
evidence for not just the continuity of their use as 
public buildings, but signifi cant reinvestment in 
their fabric in the late 3rd and 4th century, three 
towns in the east produce completely contradictory 
evidence. But for the equivocal evidence from 
Wroxeter, it could be suggested that there was a 
simple east–west split across southern Britain 
in the regard that civic leaders paid to what had 
been the principal public building of their towns in 
the 2nd century. While at Caistor and London the 
evidence suggests a deliberate obliteration of the 
2nd-century basilica by demolition, at Silchester 
the shell of the building continued to be used. As we 
have seen the situation at Wroxeter is not entirely 
clear. In London destruction was not just focused on 
the forum basilica; there is also the evidence from 
the south-west and north-west of the city for the 
demolition of public monuments in the second half 
of the 3rd century. In the one area we have excep-
tionally good evidence for a terminus ante quem of 
AD 293/94.

The iconoclastic approach to great monuments 
of the past, even of the recent past, was not just con-
fi ned to the towns, particularly London. In the course 
of the second half of the 3rd century one of the great 
monuments of Roman Britain, that located at the 
port of Richborough, Kent, and believed to celebrate 
the Claudian conquest, was totally destroyed. Situ-
ated at the entrance to Britain, the start of Watling 
Street, the road to London, this quadrifrons monu-
ment had been constructed in the late 1st century 
using large quantities of marble imported specifi -
cally for the project from Italy. Perhaps initiated by 
Vespasian, but completed by Domitian (Strong 1968; 
Shotter 2004), Strong concluded ‘The detail, it is 
true, is strikingly plain with no hint of the rich 
ornamental detail associated with Flavian building 
enterprises in Italy, but in scale the building rivals 
all the great monumental arches constructed in the 
Roman world and its massive severity must have 
been as effective and impressive a piece of imperial 
propaganda as one could fi nd throughout the Roman 



Development – chronology and cartography 43

Empire’ (Strong 1968, 73). By the late 3rd century, 
when it is thought that it served as a look-out post, 
the monument had been enclosed by three ditches 
and a rampart. Precisely when this happened in the 
3rd century is not clear, but the fi nal fi lling of 
the ditches gives a terminus ante quem of c AD 280. 
‘The function of the fort as a look-out post and signal 
station to warn the coast of impending raids seems 
certain’ (Cunliffe 1968, 244). It is the fi lling of the 
ditches which contained Carausian coins which gave 
Bushe-Fox a Carausian date for the construction of 
the rectangular ‘Saxon shore fort’, though this has 
been challenged, with the Carausian coins associ-
ated with the initial occupation, and a date under 
the emperor Probus (AD 276–82) preferred (Cunliffe 
1968, 245–9; Johnson 1970; Pearson 2002, 58). It is 
not clear how, if at all, the fabric of the monument 
was affected by the construction of the earlier fortlet 
(which may possibly have been designed in part 
to preserve the monument). However, unequivocal 
evidence for its demolition by the late 3rd century 
comes from the inclusion of fragments of its mason-
ry and marble casing in the walls of the shore fort 
(Strong 1968, 52).

The demolition of major structures in the 3rd 
century is not just confi ned to public buildings and 
monuments but also embraces military establish-
ments. Just to the south of Richborough at Dover 
we have evidence for the demolition of the classis 
Britannica fort and its subsequent replacement by a 
‘new style’ shore fort. In this case the demolition of 
the fi rst fort has been dated early in the 3rd century, 
perhaps about AD 210 according to Philp (1981, 94), 
when it was followed by the development of a fi ne 
soil over 50 years or so before the construction of the 
later fort, probably after AD 275–80 (Wilkinson 
1994). The apparently long interval between demo-
lition and rebuilding is puzzling, and the evidence 
for it not strong, given the presumed continued 
importance of Dover as a fort, and port of entry to 
Britain, and for the continuation of the classis 
Britannica until up to at least the mid-3rd century 
(Cunliffe 1968, 261). Across the Channel at Bou-
logne the classis Britannica fort met a similar fate, 
but with evidence for a shorter interval between 
demolition and new construction. Here destruction 
of the early fl eet base took place after AD 269 and 
the construction of the replacement ‘shore fort’ after 
the early AD 270s, but attributed by Seillier to 
Carausius (Brulet 1989, 62–72).

In the case of civil building in town and country 
the picture has not moved on substantively since 
Harvey’s survey of 1981. However, the counties to 
the south of the Thames have been subjected to a 
thorough survey, such that a division can be made 
between south-eastern villas completely abandoned 
in the second half of the 3rd century and those where 
major rebuilding only followed after demolition of 
the pre-existing structure, eg Farningham I and 
East Cliff, Folkestone (Kent), and Beddington and 
Walton-on-the-Hill (Surrey) (Black 1987, 37–42, fi g 
19; Howell 2005). Whereas economic factors may 

well explain the desertion of a site, the building 
anew on the site of a demolished villa may suggest 
other explanations, such as a new owner, but also 
recalls the rebuilding of the London amphitheatre 
on its original foundations. As Black points out, 
‘Normal practice would be for an owner simply to 
add rooms or blocks of rooms onto a standing struc-
ture’ (1987, 39). The dating evidence from the rural 
sites, often derived from early excavations, is poor 
and can seldom be given much precision and it 
is possible, as has been suggested at Dover, that 
rebuilding followed after a gap in occupation.

One town in the south-east also gives evidence of 
radical change at the end of the 3rd century. Recent 
and continuing excavations of insula ix at Silchester 
have produced evidence for the total demolition of a 
substantial town house (House 1) in the second half 
of the 3rd century followed by the re-allotment of 
the internal space of the block and rebuilding by the 
beginning of the 4th century. Whereas the demol-
ished house represents the end of a succession of 
developments laid out on an alignment whose origin 
lies in the late pre-Roman Iron Age, the reconfi gura-
tion of the insula and the rebuilding all conform to 
the orientation of the Roman street grid, laid out 
on the cardinal points and itself dating back to the 
mid-1st century. The change represents a real break 
in tradition. A reconsideration of the evidence from 
all the insulae in the north-west quarter of the town 
suggests a comprehensive replanning and rebuild-
ing of the area. While town houses had been a 
feature of the early Roman occupation in this area, 
the later layout has a more artisanal fl avour with 
narrow-fronted shops-cum-workshops dominating 
the insulae (Fulford et al 2006). Though the evidence 
is much less conclusive, other areas of the town may 
have changed in a similar way.

Our dating evidence for demolitions and abandon-
ments is good in only a handful of examples. In 
south-west London we have evidence on the one 
hand for the restoration of temples around the 
mid-3rd century, on the other for the construction of 
a monumental palace building after AD 294. At 
Richborough we can be reasonably certain that the 
monumental arch still existed in some form until 
the construction of the shore fort in the late AD 270s 
or early 280s. The argument that all such demoli-
tion of public buildings was not necessarily confi ned 
to the second half of the 3rd century is raised in 
London by the demolition of the Huggin Hill public 
baths, also in the south-west quarter of the town, 
which Marsden attributed to the late 2nd century 
(Marsden 1976), and by the Dover fort. The dating 
evidence for Huggin Hill is derived from material 
dumped with clay and gravel over the remains of the 
building. The date range of the pottery is Flavian to 
mid-2nd century, strongly suggesting that it was a 
redeposition of material derived wholesale from 
another project (Marsden 1976, 55–7). The true date 
of demolition may well turn out to be later.

In contextualising his study of nine counties of 
the south-east Harvey chose to sample the north, an 
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area extending as far south as Cheshire, Derbyshire 
and Lincolnshire. He noted that ‘The fi gures appear 
to suggest that the phenomenon [of early 3rd-
century cessation and later 3rd-century revivals] is 
apparent but less marked in the North’ (Sheldon 
1981, 377). That there is a particular south-eastern 
focus to the pattern of desertions and recommence-
ments is brought out by the evidence collected 
together by the former RCHM(E) for the Cotswolds 
(1976), where the evidence is not of cessations and 
recommencements, but of continuities through the 
3rd century and of commencements from the later 
3rd century. Although as yet undefi ned regional 
factors in economic activity may need to be taken 
into account, it is diffi cult to explain such different 
patterns of behaviour in the east and in the west of 
a territory as small as the south of Britain.

The purpose of this essay has been to introduce 
the evidence from public buildings and monuments, 
most of it the result of new work unavailable to 
Harvey at the beginning of the 1980s, into the 
discussion of settlement behaviour in the second 
half of the 3rd century. Can it, however, help us 
understand this behaviour any better? The construc-
tion in the south-west quarter of London of the 
monumental building complex employing timbers 
felled in the winter of AD 293/94 has given us one 
close context for the demolition of existing public 
buildings and it is hard not to attribute the work to 
the usurper Allectus. The recovery of new dating 
evidence from the foundations of the shore fort 
at Pevensey, East Sussex, which pointed to a date 
after AD 293, once again raised the possibility of 
attribution of all the late 3rd-century shore forts 
with the new architecture of massive walls and pro-
jecting bastions to the reigns of the usurper emper-
ors Carausius and Allectus (Fulford and Tyers 1995). 
It has long been recognised that the coinage of the 
usurpers introduces elements of a new ideology (cf 
Williams 2004, 60–73 and appendices), both reas-
suring in its reference to ancient literary giants such 
as Virgil (‘Expectate veni’; see Hassall, this volume) 
and challenging in its commemorations of legions 
not otherwise known to have been part of the British 
military establishment, and its assertion of equal 
identity with the ‘established’ rulers, Diocletian and 
Maximian (‘Carausius et fratres sui’). 

Another approach to the establishment of a new 
identity was to challenge the status quo through the 
construction of new public architecture, in this case 
evidenced by the London ‘monumental building’ and 
the new shore forts. Whether the erasure of existing 
monuments was part of the strategy to build a new 
identity or the consequence of a very practical need 
to fi nd building materials is impossible to say. It is 
likely that the temples and altars which provided 
material for the Allectan palace were located close 
by and their destruction could have been driven 
by economic necessity. In the case of the basilica, 
however, we have no idea of the destination of 
the building material, and the same is true of the 
basilica at Caistor-by-Norwich. Is it possible that 

the destruction or, in the case of Silchester, the 
conversion of these monuments, such archetypes of 
the early empire, was driven by ideological motives? 
We cannot begin to know how dilapidated the great 
monument at Richborough had become by the late 
3rd century, for it may, as has been suggested, have 
been converted into a watch-tower, but was it 
essential for its foundations to be at the heart of the 
new shore fort and its materials incorporated into 
its walls? There were other locations to place a fort, 
but perhaps it was necessary to assert its symbolism 
of opposition at the entry to Britain and the start 
of Watling Street, and at the expense of the early 
imperial arch which commemorated a conquest 
which the new rulers did not want to see repeated. 
Similar ideological necessities may have driven 
the destruction of the imperial fl eet bases at nearby 
Dover and Boulogne.

There were other contexts in the second half of 
the 3rd century when public buildings might have 
suffered in the assertion of new ideologies associat-
ed with a new regime. One such may have been the 
British response to the Imperium Galliarum from 
Postumus’s rebellion from AD 259 and the quanti-
ties of regular and ‘barbarous’ imitations of the 
Gallic Empire found within the basilica at Silches-
ter do suggest that it had become dedicated to metal-
working by the AD 260s. The fi nd of a coin-mould 
for producing antoniniani of Tetricus II hints at the 
possibility that the great hall continued to be used 
for offi cial purposes (Fulford and Timby 2000, 576–
8). With the London basilica the evidence is less 
clear: ‘the Basilica was destroyed some time after 
AD 250, since there were no pottery types necessar-
ily later than that date, and certainly none from 
the 4th century’ (Brigham 1990a, 82). There is little 
clarity for the date of the demolition of the Forum 
IB basilica at Caistor, nor for by how much it pre-
dated the construction of Forum II dated after c AD 
270–90 (Frere 1971, 26).

Public buildings of the early empire are unlikely 
to have been a target of Constantius following his 
retaking of Britain in AD 296, nor of Aurelian 
following the collapse of the Gallic Empire in AD 
274. We do not know what view either took of the 
supporters of, respectively the Gallic Empire and of 
Carausius and Allectus, but it would not be unrea-
sonable to suppose that purges followed and estates 
were confi scated (as Harvey Sheldon had argued for 
Severus at the beginning of the 3rd century (1981, 
378–9)). Equally Carausius and his successor may 
have had to use force to assert their authority, 
perhaps at the expense of estate owners loyal to 
the legitimate emperor in the ‘home’ territory of the 
south-east. The conscious erasure of the buildings 
associated with a disgraced elite offers a possible 
explanation for those villas where there is evidence 
of extensive demolition prior to late 3rd-/early 4th-
century rebuild. Interestingly, while good, close 
evidence for the dates of abandonment is largely 
absent across the countryside of the south-east, the 
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destruction (without further rebuild) of one great 
house, the villa at Fishbourne, can be dated to the 
very end of the 3rd century, certainly after AD 271–
73 (Cunliffe 1971, 220). Though the work of raiding 
pirates cannot be ruled out (and one other south 
coast villa at Preston, Brighton, may have been 
destroyed by fi re at this time (Black 1987, 38)), the 
temptation to connect the destruction of a great 
house associated with an ancien régime with the 
power struggles of the late 3rd century is very 
great.

Whether occasioned by the politics of the Gallic 
Empire, the usurpation of Carausius and Allectus 
and the development of a new ideology, or the recap-
ture of Britain by Constantius Chlorus, the evidence 
for disturbance and change is concentrated in the 
south-east of Britain. Indeed the contrast with 

the south-west is striking in yielding neither a 
picture of 3rd-century cessations of occupation, nor 
of destructions of public buildings. It is tempting to 
associate the changes in the south-east with the end 
of the domination of the affairs of Britannia by an 
old elite whose ancestry can be traced back through 
the history of its town houses and villas to the 1st 
century, and its replacement with the ‘nouveau 
riche’ of the south-west. The former had its origins 
in the politics of the kingdoms of the late Iron Age 
and the conquest period, while the latter were 
associated perhaps with the families of those who 
made up the leading men of the Roman army of 
Britain, and who lived within easy reach of the 
spa-town of Bath and the colonia at Gloucester. But 
this takes us into a subject best pursued in another 
context.
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1.6 Satellite, parasite, or just London? 
Richard Reece

had Roman origins – the study of Roman Britain 
rather than the study of Britain in a period that 
happens to be politically Roman.

If only the natives had also taken this view all 
would have been well. But it has become increas-
ingly obvious as the archaeology of London has been 
revealed that all was not well. The thriving, Roman-
ising, centre of trade and cultural activity of the 
early years of the 2nd century seems to have become 
a much less bustling and thriving focus of offi cial 
administration in the 4th century: an administra-
tive enclave rather than a thriving town with an 
administrative centre. To be fair, this change is seen 
widely throughout the empire, is almost a commen-
tary on the urban life of parts of the empire. But it 
is not a commentary on the burgeoning life in the 
countryside of Britain.

The contrast between the archaeology of Britain 
and the archaeology of London (and other towns) 
has caused something of a ‘British backlash’ and a 
wish to understand Britain in its own terms rather 
than in purely Romanising terms. Yes, there were 
Roman aspects to life in Britain in the fi rst four 
centuries AD but there was a basic British way of 
life, which formed the substructure on to which 
Roman aspects were added.

On the other hand there was not a British way of 
life in the area to become Londinium – or if there 
was it was fragmentary and in no condition to form 
the basic British way of life in the town-to-be. The 
balance of foreigner and native in the early years 
of London can only be guessed, but it must have 
been heavily infl uenced by the infl ux of traders, 
most of whom would have been foreign. They needed 
servants and workers, and those would presumably 
be mostly Britons (male) displaced from the coun-
tryside. Though of course in a concentration of men 
there were the usual job opportunities for women as 
well, and they were presumably also British. The 
person hoisting the packages out of the hold, or off 
the deck of the ship was foreign, the person on 
the dock guiding the packages down to the ground 
was probably British. The society that developed 
was very mixed.

At a higher level London presumably became the 
port of entry for those who represented authority. It 
may well be that several decades passed before they 
were based in London, but conditions had to be right 
to receive them. Roman authority would expect a 
Roman welcome. At this stage of development a 
reception of welcome would need to provide decent 
wine and Apician nibbles. Mead, offered with 
comment ‘We drink the British drink mead here, 
Excellency’, would be dashed to the ground with the 
curt response ‘Well I don’t’.

London seems to have been untypical throughout 
its existence. A non-place for most of prehistory, a 
non-civitas capital in the Roman period, an empty 
property in the early Saxon period, and then the 
royal ruling-place from thereon. Perhaps it is right 
that it should have had an untypical archaeologist 
to guard and guide much of its archaeological 
fortunes in the recent past. But fi rst London, and 
then Harvey.

The search for pre-Roman London has been quite 
intensive over the years and has had some success, 
but even now it probably has to be admitted that the 
city and Westminster were not focal places in the 
sense of concentrated population or practical human 
activities before the middle of the 1st century. It 
could be that this was because the area was in some 
way sacred, a focus of occasional cult activity, but 
the evidence, apart from deposits in the local rivers, 
is thin. Ritual is often the refuge of the despairing 
archaeologist.

So why did this muddy estuary suddenly spring 
to commercial life? Perhaps the way to investigate 
this is to look at who wanted to get in touch with 
us Britons, and why. Earlier links with mainland 
Europe were with Brittany and central north France 
to the south coast, then with Gallia Belgica to Essex. 
This perhaps means that the focus of communica-
tion moved to the Rhine and thence to a base in 
Britain suitable for striking out to all points of 
the compass. Trade was overtaken by political 
expedience, communication by conquest.

The blueprint for making Britain a Roman prov-
ince: set up centres through which Roman authority 
could get at the natives and construct means of com-
munication to reach them. The Thames foreshore 
was therefore the end of the cross-channel route; 
London was the means of getting at Britain. From 
London roads spreading out to a number of desig-
nated tribal foci and civitas capitals were conceived. 
London was not a civitas capital; it was the base 
from which to get at all the civitates. The civitas foci 
were the means of getting at the tribal natives.

This explains my fi rst two descriptions: London as 
an offshore satellite from which to get at the natives 
of Britain, and London as a foreign growth in the 
body of Britain, without visible means of support, 
a parasite. It also summarises many published 
attitudes to London, though the satellite image, not 
surprisingly, has been given preference. This has 
automatically meant that London has been mainly 
studied as a Roman implant – if the key is Roman-
shaped, then the lock into which it is to fi t must 
obviously also be Roman-shaped. This accords well 
with the establishment view of Roman Britain, 
which is in fact the logical view: we study those 
aspects of Britain in the fi rst four centuries AD that 
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I assume that these two aspects of life continued 
through the 2nd century with the satellite image 
in the ascendant, logistically and economically sup-
ported by substantial trade. The trade presumably 
supplied dues and taxes, as well as actual food to 
eat, goods to buy, fashions to adopt and religions to 
savour so the administrative enclave was surround-
ed by a thriving town. This is the town depicted 
brilliantly by John Morris (1982). Yes, it has lots of 
mad ideas in it, and many had been cut out before it 
was published, but it brings the whole of his knowl-
edge of the sources and the material of the Empire 
to bear on the Roman aspects of London. Rome-
on-Thames in fact. Of course it needs to be read with 
Ralph Merrifi eld’s London (1983) because that gives 
the accurate material background against which 
Morris’s classically informed fl ights of fancy have to 
be set.

Thus far a model for London as a satellite in the 
sense of a space station seems helpful. It was moored 
in the northern sea as a point of entry to ‘get at’ the 
natives and resources of Britain. The traveller could 
dock there, in a Romanised atmosphere, and the 
fortunate ones could do all their necessary business 
in a Romanised setting without leaving the satellite 
for the wild country beyond. The less fortunate 
would have to put on special clothing to cope with 
almost extra-terrestrial conditions of fog, wind and 
rain. Very often, of course, they would fi nd their stay 
little different from a tour of duty in the Alps, the 
Balkans or Brittany.

But any satellite has inherent problems. Main-
tenance is needed, wear and tear has to be repaired 
to high standards, and this can be a constant drain 
on resources. We do not know whether Britain, 
regarded as an Imperial Enterprise, ever turned a 
profi t or whether the remarkably heavy garrisons, 
added to the administration, made it for ever a 
fi nancial liability. We do not even know whether 
the empire had the techniques and information to 
construct a notional balance sheet for a province.

At this point, when the downturn in inter-
provincial trade started late in the 2nd century, and 
then more obviously in the 3rd century, the model 
of London as a parasite might become more attrac-
tive. When the riverside wall was built, when trade 
through the city declined, and revenues declined in 
tandem, London had to be fi nancially supported by 
the home base in Rome or by the province.

My reasoning here is something that many people 
either cannot, or do not, want to admit. My view is 
that a concentration of population such that it is 
unable to feed itself off the immediately surround-
ing countryside – call it a town, a city, or an admin-
istrative enclave – has to have some reason for 
its existence. If that reason lies in the inhabitants 
then they will willingly shoulder the burdens of 
organisation and administration that the concentra-
tion of people brings with it. So the tribal foci or 
civitas capitals of Britain were encouraged by 
Roman authority to make themselves in the image 
of Rome. The people who moved in to those centres 

apparently saw enough advantages to such nucle-
ation to shoulder the burdens nucleation brought 
with it, at least until the early 3rd century. The 
profi ts that supported the town came from a circula-
tion of goods and services to and from the tribal 
area, the civitas, or probably very soon, the con-
venient market area. Goods came in, were locally 
taxed, sold, and used in the town or moved out again 
to the countryside or beyond. Services joined in the 
same circulation. London, on the other hand, since 
it was not at the centre of a civitas, and seems to 
have had a fairly sparse surrounding population, 
perhaps because of the poor quality of the land, 
depended on trade passing through from the empire 
to the province. 

When trade declined, and the surrounding popu-
lation was too sparse to ‘want’ a town, the reason for 
London evaporated – from a British point of view, 
that is. Authority however apparently wanted to 
keep its foothold, its point of entry. Either it has to 
make the British inhabitants somehow responsible 
for authority’s entry point, or it had to pay up itself. 
Either way, London became a parasite, an organism 
that could not live without a host to sustain it. 
Elsewhere in Britain my view is that as larger blots 
on the landscape lost their superiority, their reasons 
for existence, settlements evened out in size and 
all became more or less equal administrative agro-
villages.

Harvey has never been happy with my apparently 
fl ippant view of his heartland in Southwark as 
demoted in the later 3rd century to be the market 
garden to supply the administrative enclave that 
was late London. Yet with its abundant black 
earth and only a fair sprinkling of desirable out-of-
town-residences that does fi t the material picture as 
far as I know it. What is still missing, on this model, 
is the reduced area of the enclave of London, 
surrounded by fortifi cations within the old city. 
There is extra walling around the Tower of London, 
but returns through the old built-up area to the west 
and north have still to be found. 

So much for London the satellite and London 
the parasite; what about Just London? This might 
appear to be the proper way to study and think about 
London. Calling it a satellite, a parasite, or anything 
else shows an individual throwing his prejudices at 
an archaeological site that cannot fi ght back. Why 
not be objective about it and let London speak for 
itself? We don’t want personal opinions, we want 
facts.

The excavations at St Peter in the Thicket took 
place from 15 July to 17 August. The site was 
30m by 40m and two trenches were excavated, 
both 20m square. Complete open plan excava-
tion was impossible due to foundations. In trench 
1 a concrete cellar fl oor was removed by machine 
and immediately below was a dark layer (colour 
chart 77B) in which the following material was 
found . . .
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If I reproduced the full (imaginary) list of facts all 
readers would soon switch off and a number would 
shout – ‘Yes, all very well, but what does it all 
MEAN?’ And of course the answer is that I cannot 
give you any meaning because you asked for facts, 
and meanings are matters of interpreting facts. 
Even worse, we can only interpret facts together, 
and reach an intelligible conclusion, if we share a 
common language. Not so much English or French, 
but a framework into which to fi t the facts, a frame-
work which is widely intelligible even if some regard 
it as nonsense. Like satellites, or parasites, or any 
other type of model.

I don’t think that it is possible to write about Just 
London because every single observation or materi-
al piece of evidence has to be interpreted by analogy 
with other sites, other material, and probably other 
times. So the idea of the satellite could be more 
acceptably rephrased to ask ‘Is London more like 
major Roman cities nearby on the mainland of the 
Empire, or other towns in Britain?’. The parasite 
idea could be rephrased as ‘What is the market area 
to which late Roman London distributes goods and 
the area from which it absorbs produce?’. Both of 
these are major research projects, and the main 
diffi culty with both is that they are not under the 
control of London. 

A project to consider the kilns providing pottery to 
later Roman London is possible because it depends 
mainly on an examination of material which is 
under London control and which has been more or 
less standardised. A project to compare and contrast 
London and Trier and London and Cirencester is 
much more diffi cult to set up because it depends on 
circumstances beyond London’s control. It is not so 
much a matter of troublesome individuals but the 
fact that London and Cirencester, or Trier, have 
been excavated by completely different teams and 
methods. The areas excavated are different, the 
sites themselves are very different, and so the prob-
lems multiply. The projects are not impossible, but 
they do pose major logistical diffi culties.

It is much easier, and therefore probably more 
potentially productive, to set out a model – early 

London was a satellite – to fi nd material ways in 
which this can be tested, supported or falsifi ed, and 
to work with the provisional results. At this point 
the obvious thing for me, as a coins person, to do 
would be to provide a short summary of how coins 
from London and other sites support or falsify the 
ideas of comparison, satellites and parasites. I would 
very much like to do this, and I look forward to doing 
it one day. London is unusual in British archaeology 
because it is the only large settlement for which 
we do not have reliable full coin lists, which, due 
to a combination of past fi nancial shortfalls and 
ill-judged policies, means that we can say very little 
about coin use in London compared with either the 
rest of Britain or the mainland of the empire. Coins 
could provide a very good method of testing ideas 
about satellites and parasites, and lots of other 
models, and we can only encourage any plans to 
remedy this in the future.

But let’s think positive. I ended my modelling by 
returning to earth and to material. It is now time to 
pick up my earlier suggestion that an untypical site, 
like London, needs an untypical archaeologist like 
Harvey. He has not often indulged in modelling – I 
can almost hear him saying that there are more 
than enough airy-fairy-modelling types in certain 
places in London anyway – but he has usually 
engaged with the models fl oated and he has done 
his part by providing the material against which 
models can be tested. When I was involved with the 
Southwark and Lambeth Excavation Committee he 
and I sometimes differed on the amount of resources 
that should be given to publication and further 
excavation. The reason that I gave in without major 
scuffl es was that the records of past excavations 
were at least present and in good order and it would 
have been absolute physical torture for Harvey to be 
chained to a desk knowing that sites were being 
destroyed, unexcavated, around him. He has been a 
major force in the development of archaeology in 
London and has been personally responsible for a 
major part of the material record created. Which 
makes us academic and administrative types look 
rather small.
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1.7 Descent into darkness: London in the 5th and 
6th centuries Robert Cowie

sources is particularly striking, for there are no reli-
able references to London between about AD 400, 
when it is listed in the Notitia Dignatum, and AD 
601, when Pope Gregory wrote to Augustine expres-
sing his wish that London should become the pri-
mary see (Bede Ecclesiastical History, 1.29; Milne 
1995, 18–19; Coates 1998, 204–5). Stephen of Byz-
antium briefl y mentions London and its inha bitants 
in his geographical dictionary, probably written 
in the early 6th century, although he presumably 
derived this information from earlier classical 
authors for archaeological evidence suggests that 
the settlement was long abandoned by this time. 

The Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, compiled in the late 
9th century, alludes to 5th-century London only 
once. It states that in AD 456 Britons fl ed to London 
after the Jutish war-leader Hengest and his son Æsc 
or Oisc routed them at Cregcanford (traditionally 
identifi ed as Crayford) (Garmondsway 1953, 13). 
This entry, however, should be regarded as highly 
suspect for a number of reasons. First, the original 
source for the events of AD 456 is unknown, 
although in all likelihood the account is an amalgam 
of various oral traditions. Secondly, there is no 
archaeological evidence that London existed as a 
settlement or defensive centre at this time, although 
the chronicler might have meant the site of London. 
Thirdly, the historicity of Hengest and his son is 
doubtful.

Similarly the relative paucity of archaeological 
data for this period has frustrated attempts to 
construct a well-defi ned chronological sequence for 
the major social, economic and cultural transforma-
tion that the region (and indeed the rest of Britain) 
underwent at this time. The problem begins in the 
second half of the 4th century with the collapse of 
industries engaged in mass production, and the 
breakdown of long-distance trade and the monetary 
economy, so that from this time the number of 
closely datable and diagnostically Roman artefacts 
entering the archaeological record rapidly dimin-
ishes. Anglo-Saxon material culture of the 5th and 
6th centuries is generally less well understood, and 
in London the assemblages of artefacts recovered 
from settlement sites of this period are small. While 
considerable progress has been made in developing 
a pottery chronology based on typology and fabric 
(Blackmore forthcoming), this has not been tested 
by absolute dating techniques. Indeed, the few 
radiocarbon dates that have been obtained from 
Early Saxon sites are not suitable for this purpose 
(see Cowie and Blackmore 2008, table 72). 

An urban myth 

For much of the 20th century it was commonly 
thought that the walled area of the Roman city was 

Introduction

The two centuries following the end of Roman 
provincial rule are the most poorly understood of 
London’s historic past. This period is also the most 
contentious, and has for generations provoked argu-
ments among historians and archaeologists alike. 
Arguably the most fi ercely debated questions relat-
ing to this period are those concerning ‘continuity’ of 
Roman life after the end of imperial rule and the 
nature and magnitude of Anglo-Saxon settlement in 
eastern England (see Hills 2003). These particularly 
diffi cult but related topics should be addressed at 
both national and regional level, and are duly listed 
in the current research framework for the region 
(Nixon et al 2002, 46, 52, 88). For the purposes of 
this paper the London region (hereafter ‘the region’) 
is defi ned as the area roughly corresponding to 
modern Greater London.

At present battle lines are drawn between those 
who consider that Roman life, or Romanitas, in east-
ern England came to an end in the fi rst two or three 
decades of the 5th century and those who believe 
that it persisted for much longer. Discussion of 
this subject has often been hindered by a failure to 
defi ne terms. To obviate this Faulkner and Reece 
(2002, 64–5) compiled a list of diagnostically Roman 
features that should be visible in the archaeological 
record if continuity is to be proved. In brief, they 
include evidence for administrative towns, cen-
tralised authority (manifested by public buildings 
and infrastructure and regular town plans), villas, 
masonry buildings, domestic and monumental 
architecture and luxury items refl ecting Graeco-
Roman Mediterranean taste, long-distance trade 
and communication networks, and mass-produced 
goods.

There is similar polarisation of opinion about the 
mechanisms for the widespread switch to ‘German-
ic’ material culture and language that apparently 
occurred in eastern England during the 5th and 6th 
centuries. Some take the traditional standpoint that 
this change was due (at least in part) to a mass 
infl ux of migrants from the Continent. However, the 
more fashionable view is that change occurred due 
to the infl uence of a ‘Germanic’ warrior elite that 
arrived in post-Roman Britain in relatively small 
numbers. Its exponents regard, perhaps with 
some justifi cation, the use of ethnic labels such as 
Celtic, British and Anglo-Saxon as unhelpful and 
potentially misleading.

Problems of chronology 

Research about the region in the 5th and 6th 
cen turies is seriously hampered by the scarcity 
of evidence. The lack of contemporary historical 
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never completely abandoned (Wheeler 1934, 290; 
Biddle et al 1973, 18). However, the cumulative 
results of numerous rescue excavations undertaken 
in the city and Southwark over the past 30 years tell 
a different story. They suggest that the Roman 
town began to decline in the second half of the 2nd 
century. This was a slow and complex process punc-
tuated by at least one period of modest revival in the 
late 3rd and early 4th century. The general trend, 
however, is clearly evident from the marked reduc-
tion in the number of buildings, pits and wells dated 
to about AD 150–400, and in a decline in the stan-
dard of road maintenance from about AD 300 (Milne 
1995, 81–9; Marsden and West 1992). Similarly, in 
Southwark the presence of late Roman burials 
in once occupied areas show that by the late 4th 
century the settlement had shrunk to a small area 
around the southern bridgehead (Sheldon 2000, 144; 
Cowan 2003, 87–8).

Contraction of occupied areas in the City and 
in Southwark is also indicated by the presence of 
so-called ‘dark earth’ covering the latest Roman 
occupation levels. This rather vague term, fi rst used 
in London in 1977, is now often applied to strata 
comprising homogeneous dark loam sealing the 
latest occupation levels of Roman and later settle-
ments at sites in the United Kingdom and on the 
Continent. In central London dark earth was once 
interpreted as imported material laid down to 
prepare ground for cultivation, and therefore to 
represent urban land that had been converted for 
agriculture and/or gardening (Merrifi eld 1983, 143; 
Roskams 1991). For various reasons this interpreta-
tion is now considered extremely unlikely (Yule 
1990; Watson 1998a, 102–6). Analyses of dark earth 
at several sites in London now suggests that it 
mainly comprises soil formed by various processes, 
including weathering, root action, burrowing ani-
mals and reworking by soil fauna especially Enchy-
traeidae (Macphail 1988a; 2003). Moreover, pollen 
and phytoliths recovered from dark earth are con-
sistent with grassland or urban wasteland rather 
than cultivated land. Thus in most cases its pres-
ence seems to indicate the abandonment of either 
entire settlements or localised areas within them.

Occupation of Londinium apparently ceased 
altogether either at the time of Roman withdrawal 
or soon after (Milne 1995, 89; Perring 1991a, 128), 
presumably because its role as an imperial adminis-
trative and military centre had ended. The evidence 
for urban decay and desertion supporting this 
conclusion is now overwhelming, for decades of 
excavations have failed to uncover any post-Roman 
features of 5th- or 6th-century date in the city. The 
old explanation that such remains may have been 
destroyed by later activity (Wheeler 1934, 297; 
Biddle et al 1973, 16) is scarcely credible, for 
such truncation would not have been universal. In 
any case, if town life had continued, the survival 
of deep rubbish pits and wells might at least be 
expected.

The archaeological evidence is entirely consistent 
with the complete dereliction of the settlement, so 
that by the middle of the 5th century the walls 
enclosed a crumbling ghost town partly concealed 
by scrub vegetation. Low-lying and poorly drained 
areas of the town were gradually buried beneath 
hillwash and fl ood deposits. Indeed, as the Roman 
drainage system failed some areas would have 
become uninhabitable due to wet and boggy condi-
tions. Such areas have been identifi ed behind the 
riverside wall, along Walbrook and its tributaries 
and on the site of the former amphitheatre (Hors-
man et al 1988, 16–17; Maloney and de Moulins 
1990, 79–81; Millett 1980, 14; Porter 1997, 148). 
Nevertheless, ruinous buildings would still have 
been clearly visible, as would the eroded and over-
grown banks and arena of the amphitheatre. Indeed, 
some intramural Roman structures survived long 
enough to infl uence the topography of parts of 
Late Saxon and medieval London, but far too few to 
affect signifi cantly the development of these later 
townscapes (Horsman et al 1988, 110–11). 

There is very little archaeological evidence for 
activity of any kind during the Early Saxon period 
either within the city walls or along the adjacent 
waterfront. The only stratifi ed post-Roman artefact 
from this area that may be confi dently dated to the 
5th century is a saucer brooch that was found among 
fallen roof tiles lying in the frigidarium of a ruined 
Roman bath house at Billingsgate (Cook 1969; 
Marsden 1980, 185–6; Welch 1975, 91). The brooch 
is of a type dated to the mid-5th century and is 
paralleled in late 5th-century burials at Mitcham 
and Guildown (Welch 1975; Wheeler 1935, 119; 
Vince 1990, 7). A single potsherd found nearby might 
be contemporaneous with the brooch or date to later 
in the Early or Middle Saxon periods. The fabric of 
the sherd suggests a provenance in the Charnwood 
region, north-west of Leicester, or Scandinavia 
(Symonds et al 1991, 62).

Evidence for 6th-century activity is almost as 
sparse and is only indicated by a handful of arte-
facts, most of which are of uncertain provenance. 
They include fragments of a bracteate (a disc-shaped 
pendant) from the foreshore at Queenhithe (British 
Museum acc no 2941. 1996,0605.1), buckles from 
the Guildhall (Egan 2007, 447, <S1>), Custom House 
and possibly the Barbican, and a spearhead from 
Poultry (Wheeler 1935, 148, 167, 187). Three Frank-
ish pots dated to the late 6th or early 7th century, 
comprising two biconical greyware jars and a dish, 
were supposedly found in the city, although their 
recorded fi nd spots may not be genuine (Wheeler 
1935, 156, 187; Vince 1990, 11–12; Vince and Jenner 
1991, 113). Several residual sherds of chaff-
tempered pottery from four sites to the south of St 
Paul’s might be roughly contemporaneous with 
these imports or date to the Middle Saxon period 
(Cowie 2001, 196). The rarity of such fi nds suggests 
that they represent only a transient presence in the 
city, and that they were probably lost by occasional 
visitors scavenging among the ruins.
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Sub-Roman hinterland? 

In the surrounding countryside principal roads were 
perhaps the only major elements of the Roman 
infrastructure to survive relatively intact through 
the 5th and 6th centuries, although these do not 
appear to have been maintained or extensively used 
for long-distance communication until the Middle 
and Late Saxon periods. Locally, topographic fea-
tures such as large earthworks and elements of fi eld 
systems would have survived from the prehistoric 
and Roman periods. 

Archaeological evidence suggests that very few 
villas or Romano-British farmsteads in the region 
survived into the late 4th century, and none seems 
to have continued to operate beyond the early 5th 
century. As yet no culturally distinct sub-Roman 
settlement sites have been identifi ed in the region. 
Either such sites are virtually invisible to the 
archaeologist or they are so few that they have elud-
ed detection. The lack of mass-produced durable 
items and the possible use of timber-frame construc-
tion methods might explain invisibility, as might 
the possible adoption by sub-Roman communities 
of Anglo-Saxon material culture and customs (see 
Halsall 1999). Alternatively the evidence might 
refl ect a decrease in the local population at this time. 
Such a decline might account for the possible regen-
eration of woodland during the Early Saxon period 
(Greig 1992, 79–80, 84–5; Tyers et al 1994, 20–1). 

Various factors could have caused population 
decline in Britain at this time including plague, 
warfare and agrarian recession due to climate 
change (Higham 1992, 77–80). In the Lower Thames 
Valley the abandonment of Londinium would prob-
ably have had a detrimental impact on the rural 
economy. However, the breakdown of a ‘protected 
social order’ following the end of imperial rule must 
have been particularly important in determining 
the region’s settlement pattern and population level. 
Under these circumstances some inhabitants may 
have moved away from the exposed Thames corridor 
to the relative safety of surviving British enclaves 
and the protection of an emergent warrior elite (see 
Garwood 1989). Such an enclave is thought to have 
existed in the Chilterns, and Grim’s Dyke in north-
west London may have been modifi ed early in the 
post-Roman period to serve as its boundary (Castle 
1975; Vince 1990, 51–2). However, Wheeler’s (1935, 
54–5) contention that there remained a sub-Roman 
community in London powerful enough to exclude 
‘the German yokels’ from a territory extending out 
between 5 and 10 miles from the city walls must 
now be discounted (Cowie 2000, 181). 

Nevertheless, it seems likely that during the early 
stages of the migration period a distinct British 
presence persisted in some parts of the region. This 
may account for the few place-names in the region 
with possible Celtic or Latin elements. The latter 
include camp (Latin campus, meaning fi eld) as in 
Addiscombe, funta (Latin fontana, meaning spring) 
as in Bedfont, Cheshunt and Wansunt, and wichām 

(possibly derived from vicus) as in West Wickham 
(Gelling 1977). With one or two exceptions, such as 
Penge, all Celtic names in the region are of rivers 
(Mills 2001, xvi). For example, the Brent and 
Lea may respectively derive from the Celtic words 
Brigantia (probably high or holy river) and lug 
(bright) (Gover et al 1942, 1, 4). The Old English 
name Lunden comes from the Roman name for 
London, which in turn derives from Celtic or 
possibly pre-Celtic names (Coates 1998).

Several place-names in the region contain the 
Old English word Wealh (foreigner, Welshman or 
slave) that came to be applied by the English to 
the Britons. They include Walbrook, Wallington, 
Walworth and the fi eld names Waleport (Wallpits) 
and Walhulle in Kingston (Cameron 1980, 28; Gover 
et al 1934, 27; Mills 2001, xvi; Wakeford 1984, 
251–6). Such place-names might, therefore, allude 
to surviving British communities or to sites that 
they were known to have occupied.

Place-name evidence, the presence of late 
Roman metalwork and artefacts with quoit brooch 
style decoration at Croydon, and the proximity of 
Croydon and Mitcham to Roman roads might also 
indicate a lingering British presence on the upper 
reaches of the River Wandle in the early to mid-5th 
century (Hines 2004, 92, 97–8). The recent discovery 
at an Early Saxon cemetery in Croydon of a burial 
in a chalk-lined coffi n prompted speculation that the 
site may have been used by sub-Roman and Saxon 
communities (McKinley 2003, 12–13, 111). Its radio-
carbon date of cal AD 340–640 (NZ14468; 1571 ±70 
BP) might bear this out, although chalk or ‘plaster’ 
burials have been often found in the Roman ceme-
teries around Londinium and those in the eastern 
cemetery commonly date to the late 3rd and 4th 
century (Barber and Bowsher 2000, 103–4).

Culture change 

In the second or third quarter of the 5th century 
rural settlements characterised by a new type of 
building, the Grubenhaus (pit-house) (Tipper 2004), 
and Germanic-style artefacts began to develop 
along the valleys of the Thames and its tributaries, 
such as the Cray, the Effra, and the Wandle. At the 
same time Germanic-style grave goods and burial 
practices were introduced to the region. Settlement 
dating to this phase is represented by occupation 
sites at Ham, Mucking, St Mary Cray and Tulse 
Hill (Hamerow 1993, 93; Cowie and Blackmore 
2008), and by cemeteries at Croydon, Guildown, 
Mitcham, Orpington and possibly Beddington 
(Bidder and Morris 1959; Morris 1959; Poulton 1987, 
199; Tester 1968; 1970). The early date and strate-
gic positions of the sites at Mucking, Mitcham 
and Croydon, on important land or river routes to 
London, prompted speculation that foederati may 
have been stationed at these sites to guard the 
approaches to the city (Morris 1959, 152; Welch 
1997; McKinley 2003, 110). However, as Roman 
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London (and possibly its bridge) had probably 
ceased to exist before any of these settlements were 
established this seems unlikely. 

Settlement later in the 5th century is indicated 
by occupation sites at Clerkenwell, Darenth, 
Hammersmith, Harmondsworth, Keston, Kingston 
and Mortlake (Cowie and Blackmore 2008) and a 
cemetery at Shepperton (Longley and Poulton 1982). 
A cemetery and putative settlement at Hanwell 
also probably dates to this phase (Wheeler 1935, 
136–9). Radiocarbon dates suggest that the intrigu-
ing timber structure recently discovered in a former 
channel of the River Lea at Edmonton may also 
date to the 5th century, or possibly slightly later 
(GVV04; Ron Humphrey, AOC Archaeology Group, 
pers comm). The structure might form part of a 
bridge or jetty, although it is currently thought more 
likely to be the foundations of an artifi cial island or 
crannog (Stephenson 2006). 

The evidence from Clerkenwell, comprising a 
cluster of eight pits containing pottery dated to 
about AD 450–550, is particularly signifi cant given 
its location some 800m to the north-west of the for-
mer Roman city (Sloane and Malcolm 2004, 21–3). 
Finds from nearby sites include two sherds of simi-
lar pottery from St Bride’s Church (Blackmore with 
Williams 1997, 54–6), a sherd of 5th-century glass 
vessel from St Bartholomew’s Medical College 

(Barber and Thomas 2002, 8–9) and four sherds of 
5th- or 6th-century pottery from the Saxo-Norman 
city ditch at Aldersgate (Jarrett 2001, 65–6). 
Together they suggest scattered settlement along 
the lower reaches of the Fleet Valley. Another area 
of possible Early Saxon occupation has been identi-
fi ed on the river terraces overlooking the Strand, 
where pits containing fi nds of this date have been 
found at three sites (Blackmore et al 2004; Cowie 
and Blackmore forthcoming). It is also thought 
that three undated inhumation burials found near-
by at the Inner Temple might be of Early Saxon 
date, for one was accompanied by two objects, 
respectively of iron and bronze (Butler 2005, 16–18). 
The iron object, possibly a sword or spearhead, had 
been placed parallel to the body. 

The distribution of Roman and Early Saxon 
settlement in the region appears to have been 
determined mainly by local geology, topography 
and drainage, for in both periods gravel terraces in 
river valleys were favoured locations (Cowie 2000, 
181; MoLAS 2000, 178–9 and map 7; Sheldon and 
Schaaf 1978, 60). Early Saxon settlement sites have 
been found among Roman fi eld systems at Dagen-
ham, Harmondsworth, Kingston, Mitcham, Mort-
lake, Mucking, South Hornchurch, Rainham and 
St Mary Cray, and others have been found at or 
near villa sites such as Beddington, Darenth, 

Fig 1.7.1 Map showing the principal Early Saxon sites discussed in the text



Development – chronology and cartography 53

Keston, Orpington and Rivenhall. Occasionally 
the conjunction of Late Roman and Early Saxon 
settlements has prompted suggestions that occupa-
tion was continuous or that Roman farms were 
‘taken on as going concerns’ by Anglo-Saxon settlers. 
This may have been so, but unfortunately current 
dating evidence is simply not accurate enough to 
substantiate such claims. On the other hand site 
sequences at St Mary Cray and Mortlake clearly 
show that the Grubenhäuser found there were built 
after Roman ditches had silted up (Hart 1984; 
Cowie and Blackmore 2008).

Conclusions 

There is absolutely no physical evidence for the 
survival of any aspect of Roman life in the region 
after the fi rst quarter of the 5th century. Londinium 
was probably abandoned in the second decade of 
the 5th century or soon after, by which time most 
Roman rural settlements in the region appear to 
have been long deserted. The walled circuit of the 
town and major Roman roads across the region were 
substantial enough to survive relatively intact, but 
these do not appear to have been maintained in 
the Early Saxon period. The signifi cance of the few 
Celtic and Latin place-names is unclear, although 
they raise the possibility that isolated British 
communities survived into the Early Saxon period. 

From the middle of the 5th century only Anglo-
Saxon material culture (the occasional exotic import 
excepted) is evident in the archaeological record of 
the region. This would accord with documentary 
evidence, which suggests that by the 440s ‘the 

Saxons were a major force in Britain’ (Sims-
Williams 1983, 12), and with the overwhelming 
dominance of English place-names in the region. 
How this cultural transformation came about is 
uncertain; either the indigenous population adopted 
Germanic culture wholesale or Anglo-Saxon settlers 
substantially replaced the British inhabitants of the 
region. On the face of it, the limited evidence seems 
to point to the latter, but more information is needed 
to resolve this question. Discussions and arguments 
concerning written sources and place-name evidence 
for this period are well rehearsed and are unlikely 
to provide fresh insights. Archaeological data, on 
the other hand, is steadily accumulating and offers 
the best hope of resolving the issues discussed 
here. The recovery of archaeological evidence for 
this period must be a priority. Particular emphasis 
should be placed on dating sites and their artefac-
tual assemblages as accurately as possible by radio-
carbon assay and other means of absolute dating. 
The recovery of environmental data to reconstruct 
the vegetational history of the region during this 
period should be another priority. This may provide 
information about changes in climate, the extent 
and nature of human interaction with the environ-
ment, the ratio of farmland to woodland and pos sibly 
population level. By these means light may at last 
be shed on London’s ‘Dark Age’.
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1.8 After the Romans: was there a Saxon 
Southwark? Tony Brown

the Thames given the location of the ‘the port of 
London where ships come to land’ along the Strand; 
this road might have been what is now Oxford Street 
considering the size of the grant and a comparison 
with the bounds of a much smaller estate granted to 
Westminster Abbey by Edgar in AD 959 (Gelling 
1953; Dyson 1980; Blackmore 1997). Just when 
Roman London Bridge ceased to exist is unknown; 
on the evidence of the date-range of coins thrown off 
it as offerings a date as early as c AD 330–48 has 
been suggested but the coins from the approach 
road on the Southwark side go down to the 370s at 
least (Watson et al 2001, 36; Drummond-Murray 
et al 2002, 144). The well-built bridge piers would 
have survived, but cannot have represented an 
impediment to traffi c up the river when Lundenwic 
fl ourished in the 7th to 9th centuries.

There could therefore have been a ferry from 
Southwark to the north bank. The legend of a ferry 
and the subsequent foundation of a nunnery (picked 
up by John Stow from Bartholomew Linstead, the 
last Prior of St Mary’s) lacks substance, as Stow’s 
contemporary and friend William Lambarde thought 
(Stow 1908, 1, 21; 2, 56, 273); it does not fi gure in 
The Annals of Southwark (Tyson 1925). But there is 
a suggestion in the plan of Southwark that at an 
early date a north–south route did exist across the 
islands. In general the main medieval approach 
roads to and through Southwark did not follow their 
Roman predecessors exactly; in places dark earth 
covered the road leading to the Roman bridge. The 
medieval road does not make for London Bridge 
directly; it gets to the bridge by having to turn 
slightly to the north-east at a point south of the site 
of St Margaret’s church and what could have been 
its original course continues almost due north, with 
its apparent destination St Mary Overy dock, which 
in the 17th and 18th centuries was longer than it 
is now (Yule 2005, 10). Could this have been the 
starting point for a ferry? What does look likely is 
that whatever importance this road had pre-dated 
the full development of the High Street. It is possi-
ble to suggest this because properties that were set 
at right-angles to the High Street extended towards 
the north-west in a way that distorted the line of the 
dock approach road (Fig 1.8.1). 

Southwark’s revival is usually thought of as 
beginning with the creation of a burh or fortifi cation 
during the campaigns of King Alfred against Viking 
war bands during the later 9th century. The 
evidence for this comes from the Burghal Hidage, a 
document of (probably) the earlier years of Alfred’s 
son and successor Edward the Elder, which lists 31 
such forts in Wessex, with the hidage assessments 
for the maintenance of each of them (Rumble 1996). 
One version of this document has a calculation 

‘Across the river Anglo-Saxon Southwark still seems 
oddly elusive’ (Clark 2000, 218). This situation has 
arisen because the historical and archaeological 
sources about Saxon Southwark seem not to be in 
particularly good agreement; it is the purpose of 
this contribution, after a brief look at the immediate 
post-Roman phases, to attempt reconciliation.

The 4th century saw a gradual reduction in the 
intensity of occupation in Roman Southwark, with 
the concentration of activity, particularly metal-
working, in a zone around the bridgehead (Hammer 
2003; Cowan 2003). Excavations along the eastern 
side of the northern island at Hunt’s House (HHO97) 
have shown that fi elds were laid out in the 5th 
century; there was also the large-scale dumping of 
earth and building materials to maintain as much 
dry land as possible in the face of water levels which 
had been rising since c AD 350. This material could 
well have been derived from the robbing of disused 
buildings close by (another robbing phase began in 
the late Saxon period), and deposits associated with 
it produced a little pottery of 5th- to 6th-century 
date. This phase of very late activity, perhaps 
animal husbandry, came to an end when the rising 
water fl ooded the area. Drainage only began again 
in the 14th century (Taylor-Wilson 2002). The 
pattern of the medieval or later reclamation of land 
that had been occupied during the Roman period 
has been repeatedly seen in numerous archaeologi-
cal excavations in Southwark (in addition to the 
above, Cowan 1992, 76, and many sites in LAARC 
archive). Also commonly found are layers of ‘dark 
earth’, a type of deposit which can form at any time 
in an area left open to the elements and which is 
now understood to be the result of the decay and 
intermixture of building materials, domestic and 
industrial rubbish, and organic materials of all 
kinds (Macphail 2003). What it means at Southwark 
is dereliction.

There are a few items of the 6th and 7th centuries, 
for example a coin of Justinian of AD 537 from King’s 
Head Yard, and a gold thrysma from the foreshore 
between Southwark and Blackfriars Bridges, but 
these are casual losses, not indicators of actual 
occupation (MoLAS 2000, 187; Watson et al 2001, 
56). However, given the position of the northern-
most of the Southwark islands as the land on the 
south bank closest to London, it might be considered 
odd if it had not retained some signifi cance as a 
route for anyone from Surrey, Sussex or Kent who 
wanted to get to the old walled area or indeed 
the trading centre of Lundenwic, even if a ford at 
Lambeth was now favoured (Watson et al 2001, 52). 
Clearly the ‘public way’ referred to in the boundary 
clause of a Chertsey charter of the sub-king 
Frithuwald of AD 672–74 cannot have been south of 
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which explains how the hidages were related to 
the length of the defensive circuit of each fort, at 
the rate of four hides per pole of 16ft 6in (5.3m). The 
list is systematically arranged; it begins on the south 
coast, works its way westwards to Devon, turns 
eastward and ends, after Eashing in Surrey, with 
Suthringageweorche. Since the days of the great 
historian F W Maitland (1897) this, which means 
‘the defensive work of the men of Surrey,’ has been 
taken to refer to Southwark (Dodgson 1996). The 
number of hides assigned to it is 1800, giving a 
circuit of 7425 feet (2263m); only Winchester 
and Wallingford had longer ones. No trace of this 
important fortifi cation has yet been found.

The signifi cance of this entry requires some 
appreciation of what the Viking threat was in the 
lower Thames area in the AD 880s. The attacks had 
drawn the kingdoms of Wessex and Mercia together 
and numismatic evidence suggests that at various 
times Alfred may actually have controlled London, 
for many years a Mercian centre. The Danish army, 

which now occupied East Anglia, had for a time been 
neutralised by Alfred’s victory at Edington in AD 
878, but another apparently independent group 
arrived in AD 879 and set up a base at Fulham; 
there was no London Bridge to stop them. This band 
left for Ghent in AD 880, but in AD 883 there seems 
to have been further fi ghting involving something 
which in certain versions of The Anglo-Saxon Chron-
icle sounds like a siege (‘the English encamped 
against the Danes at London’) (Keynes 1998, 21–2; 
Keene 2003, 241–2). In AD 885 a portion of the Ful-
ham group returned to attack Rochester, this time 
helped by the East Anglians. Alfred drove them off, 
but it would have been the sense of the possibility of 
further trouble in the south-east which in AD 886, 
according to his biographer Asser, made Alfred 
‘restore the city of London splendidly – after so many 
towns had been burned and so many people slaugh-
tered – and make it habitable again; he entrusted 
it to the care of Aethelred, ealdorman of the 
Mercians’ (Keynes and Lapidge 1983, 97–8). In his 

Fig 1.8.1 Extract from John Rocque’s map of 1746 to show how the medieval High Street (‘The Borough’) 
veers to the north-east at St Margaret’s Hill to get to London Bridge. Counter Lane and New Rents share the 
same alignment towards St Mary Overy dock, but this is interrupted by a block of buildings (Crown Court) 
with a frontage on the High Street
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Latin translation of the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, 
produced almost a century later, Aethelred’s role is 
explained by Aethelweard as being ‘to guard the 
citadel after the ranks of the garrison had been 
strengthened’ (Dyson 1990, 99).

The dominant factors in Alfred’s actions were 
military, and specifi cally the maintenance of secu-
rity, without which nothing, including the develop-
ment of trade and certainly habitability, would have 
been possible. In military terms Alfred’s initiative 
paid off; the burhware (garrison) of London success-
fully attacked the fort set up by another manifesta-
tion of the Fulham Vikings at Benfl eet in AD 894 
(but failed near Hertford in 896) (Swanton 1996, 86, 
89). 

But what did ‘restoration’ actually mean? The 
repair of the walls and gates, including the 3rd-
century riverside wall, can reasonably be assumed. 
But for an idea of what else Alfred may well have 
done we have to turn to what was happening at the 
same time in the Frankish Empire. In AD 885 the 
Fulham Vikings, having sacked Rouen, made their 
way up the Seine, only to fi nd their passage blocked 
by the defences of Paris. The town itself lay on the 
Île de la Cité and was linked to the banks by a pair 
of fortifi ed bridges, which prevented the Vikings 
from moving their ships upstream. The result was 
an eleven-month siege beginning in November 
AD 885 during which the people of Paris endured 
numerous assaults, including an attempt to burn 
down the principal bridge by fl oating fi reships 
against it and attacks by covered battering rams 
and missile-throwing engines. An account of the 
siege was written in fl owery verse by an eye witness, 
Abbo, a monk of the Abbey of St Germain des Pres. 
It seems clear from his account that the defences 
were relatively simple. Each bridge had a tower 
(turris) at the end of it, with a ditch in front. The 
latter would, one imagines, normally have been 
considered encumbrances to traffi c and were quite 
possibly temporary features in anticipation of an 
attack, since we know that the defenders of Paris, 
Odo, count of Paris and its bishop Gozelin, were 
forewarned enough to be able to make preparations. 
The towers, like the superstructure of the bridges, 
were of wood; after the initial assault the Parisians 
were able to more or less double in a night the height 
of the tower at the end of the Grand Pont (where 
the Pont au Change now is), and when the central 
section of the Petit Pont leading to the south bank 
was carried away by the river, isolating its tower, 
the Vikings set fi re to it and killed the dozen men of 
the garrison when they tried to escape (Boyer 1976; 
Annales Vedastini; Pavels 1984). Now Alfred would 
certainly have known about the siege of Paris. It is 
referred to by Asser (Keynes and Lapidge 1983, 
97) and the movements of this particular force of 
Vikings is followed with great assiduity in the 
Anglo-Saxon Chronicle (Swanton 1996, 81–3); it 
may indeed have been the case that the events at 
Paris prompted his occupation of London at that 
particular time because they made abundantly clear 

how effective river defences could be. It can 
therefore be suggested that an essential element of 
Alfred’s restoration of London would have been a 
new London Bridge. 

There is no historical evidence that stands in the 
way of the notion of an Alfredian bridge. The raid 
of the Danes ‘up along the Thames until they reached 
the Severn’ in AD 894 was a horsed affair along 
the Thames Valley, not involving ships. The Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle makes it clear that one of the com-
ponents of this force arrived from Boulogne with 
its horses in AD 893; they went through the Weald 
‘in gangs and mounted groups’ in AD 894 and ended 
by eating most of their animals when besieged at 
Buttington later in the year (Swanton 1996, 84–7). 
There is nothing to suggest that this force penetrat-
ed the defences of Wessex. It is quite possible that 
the existence of London Bridge forced the Vikings to 
take their ships (necessary if they were to establish 
another base) up the Lea in AD 896 (Hassall and 
Hill 1970). 

It is during the reign of Aethelred II that the fi rst 
specifi c references to London Bridge are to be found 
in historical sources. The Chronicle shows how 
London stood out as the one fortifi ed town the Danes 
could not take, unlike Wallingford, Oxford, Exeter, 
Watchet and other places that had fi gured in the 
Burghal Hidage. In AD 993 Olaf Tryggvason and 
Swein ‘came to London town with 94 ships and . . . 
wanted to set it on fi re, but there they suffered more 
harm and injury than they ever imagined that 
any town dwellers would do to them’. In 1009 the 
Chronicle recorded that despite frequent attacks, 
London stood ‘sound, and (the Danes) always fared 
badly there’. In 1016 they ‘besieged the town, and 
attacked it fi ercely both by water and by land, but 
the Almighty God rescued it’ (Swanton 1996, 127–9, 
139, 149–50). Anyone who managed to get past 
the bridge, either by digging a channel around its 
southern end (Cnut in 1016) or by skilfully manag-
ing the tides (Godwine in 1052), was considered to 
have achieved something remarkable.

There is no archaeological evidence for Alfred’s 
bridge. The earliest structural timbers recovered 
from the southern abutment area of the medieval 
bridge, two pieces of oak cut from the same tree, 
from respectively a foreshore fl uvial deposit and 
reused in the foundations of the medieval bridge, 
have felling dates c AD 987–1032. There is abun-
dant evidence for determined attempts to stabilise 
the south bank upstream of the bridge with wooden 
revetments from c 1000, which is in accord with 
statements in the Anglo-Saxon Chronicle about 
damaging tides at this time (Watson et al 2001). But 
Alfred might have been able to make use of the 
surviving piers of the old Roman bridge, as one 
might expect given Asser’s emphasis on restoration; 
it was a Roman city that was being re-established. 
It is possible that these proved unable to withstand 
the erosive force of tides and river, particularly on 
the south where the erosion was greatest, and the 
southern abutment of the bridge was relocated 40m 
to the east in the late 10th century. 
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If this is accepted, then the implications for late 
Saxon Southwark are considerable. The southern 
defences of Alfred’s bridge, as those of its immediate 
successors, could have been simply a wooden ver-
sion of the stone ones put up by Peter of Colechurch 
between c 1176 and 1209 and a large defended 
enclosure as apparently required by the Burghal 
Hidage need not be expected. London and South-
wark together need not therefore be thought of as an 
Alfredian double burh, as is sometimes the case 
(Peddie 1999). In origin these defences were not like 
the fortifi ed bridges built by the Emperor Charles 
the Bald during the period AD 862–c AD 877 to block 
the Seine and Loire (Coupland 1991). The best 
known of these, Pont de l’Arche near Rouen, had 
a fortifi ed enclosure (castellum) at each end. The 
earthworks of the northernmost of these, Le Fort, 
survive and show that it had an internal area of 
about 6 ha. But this bridge was not attached to a 
town, lying instead in the countryside near the 
palace (villa) of Pitres; not only were workmen 
specially drafted in to build it, but they were to be 
settled there to act as a garrison of military colonists 
(Gillmor 1989; 1997). The double burhs of Edward 
the Elder were also different, since unlike London 
they formed part of an offensive strategy involving 
the establishment of garrisons close to or within 

potentially hostile territory. The one example of 
which anything remains, Bedford, consisted of a 
semi-circular enclosure of 12ha to the south of an 
earlier rectangular enclosure. 

It is therefore possible to read the Burghal Hidage 
entry for Southwark in a different way. Suthringa-
geweorche is unique in that it is not the name of a 
specifi c place. Also geweorche does not have to mean 
‘defensive’ or ‘military’ work; it can signify ‘work’ in 
the sense of ‘labour’ or ‘doing’. Thus the heading of 
the early 11th-century document which sets out in 
detail the obligations of the various estates of the 
lathe of Aylesford for the maintenance of the bridge 
at Rochester (‘This is the labour-service (geweorc) 
for the bridge at Rochester’) is probably a better 
guide to the real signifi cance of our Burghal Hidage 
entry (Brooks 2000, 232). This is what the Burghal 
Hidage could have meant in relation to Surrey; it 
was a statement of the number of hides from which 
bridgework could be demanded for London. It is 
not a coincidence that the number of hides in Surrey 
set out in Domesday Book before various relatively 
recent reductions was 1800, the same as the Suth-
ringageweorche fi gure. In this regard Surrey resem-
bled Cheshire, which at the time of Domesday had 
to provide one man from every hide for the repair of 
the city wall and bridge (Morgan 1978, 262). 

Fig 1.8.2 Features mentioned in the text, and distribution of Late Saxon pottery in Southwark, mainly Late 
Saxon Shelly Ware, used during the period c 850–1050 (Sources: LAARC summaries, summaries in Medieval 
Archaeology and London Archaeologist)
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The place-name Southwark, the ‘south work’ in 
relation to London Bridge, fi rst appears on coins in 
the reign of Aethelred II; there was a mint from 
some point in the period c AD 988–97 (Gover et al 
1934, 29–30; North 1963, 116; Metcalf 1978, 161). 
Now the area on the south side of the bridge 
was participating in the economic expansion well 
attested archaeologically in London itself c 1000, 
where there is evidence for the construction of 
waterfront facilities downstream of the bridge, the 
creation of more streets, the expansion of the built-
up area and increased foreign trade (Keene 2000, 
190–3). The results of this at Southwark can be seen 
in Domesday: there was a minster (monasterium, 
now the Cathedral), a dock (acque fl uctum, St Mary 
Overy dock), a trading shore (strand), and at least 
51 tenements belonging to manors in Surrey; 
also quite probably a market attached to the monas-
terium (Carlin 1996, 201). So an appropriate 
name would have been required for this new and 
developing London suburb. 

But did this settlement have defences? During 
excavations at Hibernia Wharf in 1979 a length of 
ditch 4m wide, dated to the late 10th or early 11th 
century, was found running from St Mary Overy 
dock towards the Cathedral (Fig 1.8.2) (HIB79; 
Webster and Cherry 1980, 228); it contained a 
remarkable ship’s paddle blade. This ditch has not 
been traced further to the east, but the possibility 
has to be considered that it had formed part of a 
ditch in front of the southern end of the bridge. The 
existence of defences, perhaps temporary ones, is 
clearly set out in the account (perhaps exaggerated) 
of the attack on London Bridge by Aethelred 
II’s commander Olaf in 1014: ‘on the other side of 
the river there was a great market town called 
Southwark and there the Danes had a great host 

fi tted out; they had dug dykes and within they had 
set up a wall of trees and stones and turf’ (Carlin 
1996, 14; Hagland and Watson 2005). No indication 
is given of how close to the bridge these defences 
were. Later on, during a period of civil war in Henry 
III’s reign, there were evidently temporary fortifi ca-
tions: in 1266 ‘all the fortifi cations, the barbican and 
the covered way, which had been made around 
Suwerk his lordship the king caused to be destroyed 
and levelled, even so, that the place where they were 
is no longer to be seen’ (Riley 1863, 100). There are 
references to ditches made in time of war in the 
cartulary of St Thomas’s Hospital at about this time 
(Riley 1863, 100; Drucker 1932, 29). Perhaps the 
medieval ditch 8m wide running north-west/south-
east found at 1A Bedale Street in 1985 (255BS85; 
Youngs et al 1986, 143) could belong to this episode. 
Yet when the army of Duke William arrived in 
1066 it apparently had no diffi culty in burning 
Southwark; it was London Bridge itself that pre-
vented it from crossing the Thames (Mills 1996). 
Maybe Southwark was provided with defences when 
they were required and when there was suffi cient 
organisation and will to set them up. 

In any event, the search for defences at South-
wark should go on, but not for those of a large 
Alfredian burh.
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2 Landscape, environment and 
hinterland



Modern coppice in Sussex (photo: Jane Sidell)
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The papers within this section touch on a wide range 
of issues connected with the landscape, environment 
and overall setting of Roman Londinium. Given 
the broad remit, it is no surprise that there are a 
number of Framework objectives relevant to these 
topics contained within the Research Framework for 
London Archaeology (Nixon et al 2002), as follows: 

R2 Framework objectives
• Defi ning the relationships between the 

landscape, river and settlement;
• Studying the impact of settlement on the 

environment.

R3 Framework objectives
• Further refi ning our understanding of the 

foundation of London, and the functioning and 
management of the countryside up to and during 
the period of the Boudican revolt;

• Elucidating the relationship of the central 
core to nucleated settlements and villas, or agri-
cultural settlements; did people gradually drift 
into the roadside settlements and the city 
itself?

R4 Framework objective
• Analysing the nature and reasons for the evolu-

tion of the road system, river crossings and 
internal street layouts and their importance as 
engines of development and change.

R8 Framework objective
• Identifying regional models for studying popula-

tion size and character of roadside settlements.

R10 Framework objective
• Refi ning our understanding of the . . . extramu-

ral evidence of defensive or military structures.

R13 Framework objective
• Investigating the relationship between the 

urban centre, its hinterland and other settle-
ments in the supply of raw materials, using 
consumption as a key indicator.

As such, the Research Framework recognises the 
growing awareness of an holistic approach to the 
study of Londinium. Following the earlier leads 
provided by Harvey Sheldon and Laura Schaaf 

Introduction Jonathan Cotton

(1978) and Ralph Merrifi eld (1983, 115–39), it is 
now no longer enough to study the town in isolation 
from the countryside that surrounded it, and which 
helped sustain it through the provision of produce 
and people. The importance of the hinterland can be 
expected to come still more signifi cantly into focus 
in the next few years as the campaigns of fi eldwork 
conducted on the gravels east, west and south of the 
capital are published. 

This also comes across clearly in a number of the 
contributions in this section, but most especially in 
those of Jane Sidell and Ian Tyers. Both rightly 
draw attention to the nature of the later prehistoric 
landscape into which Londinium was inserted, while 
the latter’s paper also provides an objective inde-
pendent chronology for the founding and subsequent 
development of the town. Carrie Cowan and Peter 
Hinton’s joint paper offers a pioneering attempt to 
identify evidence for the direct transposition of 
the countryside into the town in the form of garden 
cultivation. 

Along with the quays and wharfs of the riverside 
the road network was clearly a vital component of 
the infrastructure that served Londinium. Much 
work in recent years has been conducted on the 
various routes that radiated away from the town, 
and Gary Brown provides a detailed glimpse of the 
archaeological evidence that his team, and others, 
have adduced for the major road that linked London 
with Colchester. This road theme underpins two 
other contributions: that of Martin Dearne, who 
rounds up information relating to the small road-
side settlement at Enfi eld on Roman Watling Street 
(north); and Chris Thomas, who provides a similar 
assessment of the evidence on and around Thorney 
Island, Westminster.

The fi nal papers in this section deal with the 
siting and military potential of two much-debated 
sites: David Bird re-examines the stone building 
at Shadwell and fi nds a military (as opposed to a 
funerary) function compelling; while Colin Bowlt 
reassesses the alignment, function and dating of 
the Middlesex Grim’s Dyke earthwork and follows 
Wheeler in reasserting a Saxon origin. It is clear 
that both sites will repay further study: Grim’s Dyke 
in particular fi nds a place in the prehistoric, Roman 
and Saxon chapters of the Research Framework, for 
instance!
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Introduction

This paper endeavours to draw together some of the 
information regarding palaeoecology and human 
infl uence at the Iron Age/Romano-British transition 
in the London region. An often overlooked question, 
because of its simplicity, is ‘what did the landscape 
look like?’ There need be no scholarly embarrass-
ment at posing such a simple question: transitional 
periods between different cultures and social sys-
tems are moments fraught with interest. At these 
moments in time, basic questions can have great 
validity. From knowing what?, one can hope to move 
on to the how? and fi nally why?

Could there have been ecological, hydrological 
or geomorphological reasons for the positioning of 
Londinium, or was it chosen for its position on an 
apparently blank canvas of encircling Iron Age 
tribal zones? Did the new population undertake 
signifi cant modifi cation to tame the landscape? 
Were new plants introduced?

Unfortunately, information on these points is 
scarce; the majority languishes in grey literature, 
unused and unsynthesised. Botanical remains are 
notoriously fragile, and often overlooked by archae-
ologists who naturally enough are more enraptured 
by artefacts and structural remains. Yet without 
landscape context, we would be interpreting the 
creation of the city in a lifeless and colourless 
void, so the effort is worth making and indeed 
is highlighted in the Research Framework, under 
Roman theme R2: defi ning the relationships between 
landscape, river and environment and examining 
the impact of settlement upon the landscape (Nixon 
et al 2002, 31). Further research objectives relevant 
to this paper come under the theme of Topography 
and Landscape, specifi cally: to synthesise evidence 
of ancient woodland (Nixon et al 2002, 79).

Vegetation cover – outer London 

Evidence for the Late Iron Age is in short supply in 
London; sites are diffi cult to date accurately, are 
rare anyway and often situated on gravel, which 
is not conducive to the preservation of botanical 
remains. West Heath, Hampstead, is a rare example 
in the north, where the pollen spectrum assigned 
to the Iron Age shows an increase in tree pollen 
suggesting some woodland regeneration from 
earlier deforestation and a contraction of the heath-
land (Greig 1992), perhaps resulting from earlier 
overgrazing. 

To the west, more sites exist, and show evidence 
of a farmed landscape, which was largely (but not 
entirely) cleared of deciduous woodland cover in 
the Neolithic and Bronze Age. Grassland and arable 
cultivation dominate the vegetation cover, with 

evidence for the cultivation of emmer or spelt 
wheat at Stockley Park (SPD85; Nick Elsden and 
Dominique de Moulins pers comm). Mayfi eld Farm 
(MFEB88) and Holloway Lane (HL81) also have 
Late Iron Age farming settlements, growing barley, 
spelt and emmer wheat. Farming persists at these 
sites into the Roman period (Elsden and Giorgi pers 
comm). Wall Garden Farm also has an early Romano -
British farming settlement, growing einkorn 
(generally considered to be an imported item; Gill 
Campbell pers comm), barley and wheat. There is 
also Roman evidence for presumably relatively local 
woodland stands, including oak coppice, as shown in 
the rungs of an oak ladder found in a well (WGF79; 
MoLAS 2000, 124; Fig 2.1.1), although this could 
have been transported from some distance. The 
same context contained ash and alder wood, and 
may indicate deciduous woodland nearby, possibly 
being managed from the farmsteads, perhaps for 
their own use and also for selling onto the city.

Tentative pollen evidence from Chelsea also shows 
this combination of open grassland with some 

2.1 Londinium’s landscape Jane Sidell

Fig 2.1.1 An oak ladder with coppiced rungs 
emerges from a Roman waterhole or gravel quarry 
at Wall Garden Farm, Sipson (WGF79) in west 
London
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oak-dominated woodland in the Iron Age/Romano-
British period (Scaife 2001a). Moving further east, 
at St Mary Abbot’s Hospital, Kensington, another 
transitional site, shows arable cultivation through 
the plant macrofossil evidence with barley and oat 
(MAK94; Howe 1998). Similarly, to the south, at 
Beddington, the Late Iron Age enclosure and settle-
ment has provided charred grains of wheat. Cultiva-
tion seems to extend into the Early Roman period 
to include barley and oats, potentially for animal 
fodder (BSF87; de Moulins 2005, 103–4).

Staying south of the river, in Wandsworth, pollen 
studies have shown a combination again of wood-
land and wet grassland. In the Roman levels from 
the Arndale Centre (Scaife no date) wet sedge and 
grassland, and pine, oak and hazel refl ect local 
cover, subsequently denuded, whilst cereal-type 
pollen may refl ect local arable cultivation. Close by 
at Point Pleasant (Scaife 1998) pollen from the 
Roman levels shows local woodland, grassland and 
also saltmarsh. Cereal-type pollen is again present, 
as well as rye which may provide fi rmer evidence of 
arable cultivation. 

To the east, pollen analysis of several sites shows 
both Iron Age grassland and woodland, for instance 

White Hart Triangle, Thamesmead (Scaife 2003c), 
and Silvertown (Wilkinson et al 2000). They also 
show local marshland components, particularly 
alder carr (Fig 2.1.2) and saltmarsh. This is fairly 
ubiquitous in the early Iron Age before the fl ood-
plain becomes submerged under estuarine muds 
(Sidell 2003).

A rare record from south-east London comes from 
Caesar’s Camp, Keston – with evidence for Iron 
Age woodland cover, including oak, hazel, birch and 
holly but also clear evidence for local arable cultiva-
tion (Piercey Fox 1969). There is also, of course, the 
fi ve-acre wood Verlucionium in the canton of the 
Cantiaci, which was the subject of an early 2nd-
century dispute recorded on a wooden writing tablet 
from Throgmorton Avenue (TRM86; Tomlin 1996).

Vegetation cover – the City, Southwark and 
Westminster 

The city

Preservation of suitable deposits in the city itself is 
rare. However, Iron Age deposits in the Walbrook 

Fig 2.1.2 Modern alder carr, Scotland; environment of a type common along the margins of the Thames in the 
early Iron Age (photo: Jane Sidell)
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Valley indicate that the Walbrook ran clean and 
clear, but not particularly fast (de Moulins 1990, 89) 
with marshy vegetation on the riverbanks. Recent 
evidence from 1 Poultry provides more information 
about the pre-Roman Walbrook (ONE94; Scaife 
forthcoming). Alder, rush and sedges fringed the 
stream, with areas of bracken, rough grassland 
and some trees, including lime, oak and hazel, with 
rather less birch, elm, holly, willow and beech, pre-
sumably on and above the valley sides. There is also 
some evidence for pre-Roman arable cultivation in 
the vicinity. In the fi rst few decades of Roman 
occupation, little had changed at the water’s 
edge, but rubbish was being dumped in and beside 
the stream, notably cereal. Pollen evidence from 
below the Walbrook Mithraeum (Scaife 1982) and 
plant macro-fossil analysis from Broadgate (Jones 
1986) confi rm the picture of wet marshy fringes to 
the Walbrook with meadowland nearby (perhaps 
managed meadow to supply hay to the town), and 
limited tree cover in the hinterland which was 
further reduced following colonisation. 

Mid- to Late Iron Age evidence from the water-
front at Suffolk House shows a marshy foreshore 
with alder carr, and pre-Roman deforestation in 
the hinterland (SUF94; Sidell 2001, 77). Similarly, 
Arthur Street (AUT01; Scaife 2003a) also has 
evidence for Iron Age oak and hazel woodland 
remaining following clearance (particularly of lime) 
in the Bronze Age. There is more evidence for wet 
sedge marshland, presumably close to the river 
edge, which expands in the Roman period. 

Away from the waterfront, 1st-century pollen 
from Blossom’s Inn (GHT00; Scaife 2004) shows the 
area to be largely denuded of tree cover, with grass-
land and some marsh present in the vicinity. Roman 
or earlier land surfaces at Fenchurch Street (FNE01; 
Scaife 2003b) show evidence largely of grassland, 
with some suggestions of arable cultivation, and 
only very limited tree cover, possibly isolated tree 
clumps, mainly oak and hazel with a little beech and 
alder.

Southwark

Coverage for Southwark is quite good: pollen from 
Joan Street (JOA91) and Union Street (UNS91) 
indicates low-lying marsh during the later Iron Age, 
with evidence for grassland and deciduous woodland 
presumably to the south (with arable cultivation, 
including oats) (Sidell et al 2000, 88, 117). Slightly 
further to the west, at Stamford House, Iron Age 
grassland with cereal type and rye were found, along 
with evidence for oak woodland and alder carr. 

In eastern Southwark, several sites at the Brick-
layers’ Arms show Iron Age marsh again with alder 
carr (BLA87; Branch no date), grassland including 
cereal type and ribwort plantain, a more convincing 
piece of evidence for localised cultivation. Once 
again oak-dominated woodland (including lime) was 
present locally. Nearby Bramcote Grove (BEG92; 

Thomas and Rackham 1996) has Iron Age alder carr 
bog with some oak woodland in the vicinity. Leroy 
Street (LYS01; Scaife 2001b) again confi rms the 
Iron Age picture of north-east Southwark consisting 
of extensive marsh, including reedmace (Typha) 
with oak and lime woodland further from the 
river and localised cereal. Canada Water (CAW91; 
Sidell et al 2000, 96–97) shows deforestation in the 
vicinity, but on site, once again, boggy conditions in 
the Iron Age with sedge and rush swamp, but also 
evidence for cultivation, including rye and perhaps 
oats (Sidell et al 2000, 117). There is also evidence 
for woodland clearance carrying on into the Roman 
period, concurrent with arable cultivation, again in-
cluding rye. By the Roman period at the Bricklayers’ 
Arms and Leroy Street, woodland has also been 
reduced, with a continuation of grassland, but the 
addition of hemp and exotic species such as walnut 
(Scaife 2001b).

Recent work on Long Lane (LGM02; Allen et al 
2005) has shown the later Iron Age environment to 
be a boggy channel side environment supporting 
some poor sedge fen adjacent to mudfl ats. Further 
from the river, wetland species such as meadow-
sweet and marsh marigold were growing, with 
alder and willow in the vicinity. The area dried 
out somewhat following the Roman incursion, with 
drier grassland and also some trees, mainly oak and 
hazel, as seen elsewhere. 

To the south, at the Elephant and Castle, pollen 
in Roman deposits (Tyers 1988) confi rms more 
woodland, including oak, ash and hazel. There is 
also evidence for cereal cultivation, and a marsh 
element, even this far south, including alder and 
iris. 

In central Southwark, the evidence shows 
similarities with the outer margins, suggesting a 
reasonably consistent landscape in the later Iron 
Age. The Winchester Palace waterfront was marshy 
with sedge and rushes but also a bushy element, 
including apple/pear, elder and alder. Moving into 
the Early Roman period, burnt and dumped crop 
processing waste appears in the marsh, including 
wheat and barley, alongside exotic introductions 
such as fi g (Giorgi 2005, 171–2). Similarly at the 
Courage Brewery, up to the end of the 1st century 
there are signs of a boggy water edge, again with 
dumped barley and spelt wheat (Davis 2003, 188). 
Early Roman 199 and 64–70 Borough High Street 
consisted of boggy, seasonally fl ooded grassland, 
and dumped cereal (199BHS74; 64BHS74; Tyers 
1988, 458, 463). The Borough High Street group 
of sites recently excavated for the Jubilee Line 
(Drummond-Murray et al 2002) shows a similar pat-
tern of pre-Roman scrub and marshy environment 
with some tree cover. The boggy note is maintained 
during the construction of the settlement, with the 
appearance of economic plants, presumably from 
the marketplace rather than cultivated (very little 
cereal chaff is present, and the non-cereal species 
are exotics), eg wheat, barley, oat, fi g, lentil and 
stone pine. Cereal remains were also found at Hunt’s 
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House (HHO97; Carruthers 2002, 61), but appear to 
represent the processing of spelt wheat, and it has 
been suggested that the assemblage may have been 
a by-product of malting. 

Westminster

Only limited information is available for Westmin-
ster; at New Palace Yard (NPY73; Greig 1992), oak, 
lime and elm woodland was still present during the 
Late Iron Age along with marsh and scrub. From 
Cromwell Green (WCG78; Greig 1992), the Iron 
Age woodland is once again refl ected in the pollen 
record, with oak, hazel, lime and pine but also alder 
carr, presumably refl ecting Thames- and Tyburn-
side marsh. Cereal-type pollen and ribwort plantain 
suggests cultivation of the landscape at this 
point. Hemp and hop were present but could have 
been growing wild. An unusual record comes from 
Storey’s Gate (SGT94; Sidell et al 2000, 34), with fi r 
in the Iron Age woodland alongside the more com-
mon oak, hazel, beech and holly. The fi r pollen may 
be derived from long distance rather than being a 
true local component. There is also evidence here for 
arable cultivation (Sidell et al 2000, 34).

Less data exist for the Roman period, largely 
owing to a hiatus in the sedimentary sequence 
around Thorney Island between the Iron Age and 
medieval period. However, the area was taken into 
cultivation once again: at New Palace Yard, Greig 
(1992) found Roman (although not well dated) 
pollen indicative of a rising water table (similarly at 
St Stephen’s East (PWC92; Sidell et al 2000, 115)) 
leading to freshwater swamp and less woodland 
relative to the Late Iron Age. Cereal was present, 
perhaps representing continuation of tradition from 
the earlier farming communities seen at Storey’s 
Gate, or perhaps this was a new initiative associated 
with Londinium itself. 

The introduction of exotic species 

With a relatively limited taxonomic diversity in the 
new province of Britannia, what new plant species 
were imported (see Willcox 1977)? The evidence sug-
gests imports were designed to increase diversity of 
basic foodstuffs with fruit, vegetables and nuts, and 
herbs and spices to add fl avour. There is further 
evidence for new plant species being used for novel 
decorative and ritual purposes, some new, some 
native species, such as stone pine and box; leaves of 
the latter were found in Copthall Avenue (OPT81; 
Armitage et al 1983; Fig 2.1.3). This brief summary 
cleaves to the Early Roman evidence to continue the 
theme of what plants early Londoners would have 
seen in the markets rather than growing native.

Fruit was imported in quantity, presumably dried 
or otherwise preserved. Fig is present extensively 
across London, including Early Roman levels in 
Southwark (Tyers 1988), New Fresh Wharf (NFW74; 

Willcox 1977) and early 2nd-century levels at Suf-
folk House (Gray-Rees 2001, 111). Grapes or raisins 
are also seen extensively across Londinium, with 
early examples from Southwark (Tyers 1988) and 
New Fresh Wharf (Willcox 1977). Mulberry has been 
found in 1st-century levels at the Triangle (TR74) 
and New Fresh Wharf (Willcox 1977; Campbell and 
Hall 2004), and possibly was grown here, unlike 
pomegranate, found in a Boudican fi re horizon at 
1 Poultry (Davis forthcoming a) and likely to have 
been imported in preserved form. Date, presumably 
dried, has been found from a 1st- to 2nd-century 
bustum burial in Southwark (GDV96; Giorgi 2000, 
65; Bateman, this volume). Cucumber has been 
recovered from the 2nd-century deposits in South-
wark and the city waterfront (Willcox 1977) and 
olive also from the 2nd-century city waterfront 
(Gray-Rees 2001, 111) and elsewhere in London 
(Tomlinson and Hall 1996).

Herbs and spices include coriander from 1st-
century 64–70 Borough High Street (Tyers 1988), 
the Triangle, New Fresh Wharf (Willcox 1977) and 
Watling Court (WAT78; Armitage et al 1983), and 
also 2nd-century Suffolk House (Gray-Rees 2001, 
111). Black cumin has been found in 1st-century 
levels at 1 Poultry (Davis forthcoming a) and black 
pepper is present in the eastern Roman cemetery, 
but poorly dated (Davis and de Moulins 2000). Dill 
was found in early levels in Southwark (Giorgi 2005, 
171–2) and the Triangle (Willcox 1977), with fennel 
at 1st-century 64–70 Borough High Street (Tyers 
1988).

Fig 2.1.3 Box leaves, of the sort shown here, have 
been found at Copthall Avenue (OPT81) in the city 
(photo: Jane Sidell)

COLOUR 
FIGURE
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Several species of nut were imported; walnut is 
also thought to have been cultivated, as pollen has 
been found as well as shell fragments. Sites include 
Suffolk House, the Walbrook Mithraeum and 1 Poul-
try (Scaife forthcoming; Tomlinson and Hall 1996). 
Almond was recovered from the bustum burial in 
Southwark (Giorgi 2000, 12; Bateman, this volume). 
A waterlogged post of sweet chestnut has also been 
found, in London Wall (Nayling 1991; Smith 2002), 
suggesting the tree might well have been growing 
locally. 

Imports of more staple items include spelt 
wheat, einkorn and lentil from the Boudican fi re 
horizons in the Forum (the spelt here is thought to 
be imported although it is present earlier in Britain; 
see Straker 1984). Other cereals stored in the 
Forum (but not necessarily imported) included 
wheat, barley, oats and rye (Armitage et al 1983; 
MoLAS 2000, 153). Lentils were also found in graves 
in the eastern cemetery (Davis and de Moulins 2000, 
369) and so are considered to have a ritual signifi -
cance as well as a culinary one. This is also the case 
with stone pine: whole cones have been found at 1 
Poultry, Regis House (KWS94) and the Walbrook 
Mithraeum (Scaife forthcoming; Brigham et al 1996; 
Brigham and Watson 1996; Scaife 1982). The wood 
has been found at the amphitheatre (Bateman 2000, 
36), whilst the pine nuts were found in 1st-century 
levels at New Fresh Wharf (Armitage et al 1983) 
and in the bustum burial in Southwark (Giorgi 2000, 
12; Bateman, this volume).

The river

The Thames has an enduring centrality to London 
and Londoners that is manifested in many ways: 
from the riverside camps of the hunter-foragers, the 
deposition of Bronze Age metalwork (York 2002) 
through to the current use for New Year and Diwali 
festivals (Burdon 2004). Yet, the ancient river was 
very different to the canal we see today, so, what is 
known of the river in the Late Iron Age and did this 
change with the advent of the Roman city? 

By the Late Bronze Age the Thames was tidal 
beyond Thorney Island (Sidell et al 2000, 110). 
However, the microfossil record in Westminster and 
Southwark shows that the tidal signal declines, and 
it would appear that the location of the tidal head 
gradually shifted downstream throughout the Iron 
Age. At Union Street the microfossils indicate this 
was not uniform and that either storm surges or 
a reversal in the downstream progression of the 
tidal head occurred at c 900 cal BC (−0.72m OD) and 
c 1 AD (−0.45m OD) (Sidell et al 2000, 110). 

There is only a very limited amount of useful 
Roman material in the fl oodplain outside central 
London. Summerton Way in Thamesmead (SWY97; 
Lakin et al 1999) is a useful indicator of apparently 
dropping and then rising river levels in that the 
stratigraphy demonstrates a transition from alder 
carr (c −1.6m OD) to freshwater muds (−0.7m OD) 

and then mid-Roman terrestrial deposits forming 
on the earlier foreshore, subsequently sealed by 
Late Roman estuarine muds at −0.4m OD. Further 
upstream at New Palace Yard, Westminster, 
mollusc samples show freshwater conditions (Evans 
no date), with indications of large fl ood events. 
Evans suggests that by the Roman period the infl u-
ence of the tidal Thames was less than in the Late 
Iron Age, based on reconstruction of a still-water 
environment in which reed swamp was able to take 
hold. He suggests that this may have been due to a 
shift in the course of the river or to a drop in river 
levels, as seen further downstream (see below). 

Roman data from the city and Southwark provide 
more precise indicators for the Thames levels. It is 
likely that the initial Roman constructions had been 
undertaken before detailed observations of the tidal 
problems were available, and that they were not 
always sited to best effect as a result. With the 
exception of the fi rst quays, it should be safe to 
assume that the waterfront is generally situated at 
approximately highest astronomical tide (HAT) to 
minimise fl ooding of the working surface. 

Southwark provides useful data owing to the 
low-lying nature of the eyots that were initially 
colonised by the Roman settlers. There are some 
issues caused by reclamation and river defences 
protecting areas below mean high water (MHW). In 
the Late Iron Age, river deposits had overtopped 
Fenning’s Wharf (FW84), Topping’s Wharf (TW70; 
Sheldon 1974), the Courage Brewery and Park 
Street (CO88; COSE84; Cowan 2003, 11) to above 
1.0m OD and indeed much of north Southwark (Yule 
1988). This appears to have been the level settled 
and reveted by the Romans, as much artefactual 
debris from the mid-1st century is present in the 
upper levels of the river silts, thought to have formed 
at HAT in the Late Iron Age (Watson et al 2001). 
This is also the case at Topping’s Wharf (Sheldon 
1974), where a gravel embankment reconstructed 
to possibly 2.0m OD was found on the AD 50–80 
Roman foreshore (Watson et al 2001, 12). Further-
more, a series of early Roman roads were built at 
c 1.5m OD, crossing Southwark and heading for the 
bridgehead (Milne 1985, 81) with no signs of having 
been fl ooded. Other early revetments at 64–70 
Borough High Street (Graham 1978) have been 
reconstructed up to 1.75m OD. Signs indicating 
a subsequent drop in river levels come from the 
Courage Brewery wooden warehouse, built over 
intertidal deposits in AD 152 at 0.5m OD, and 
thought to be below MHW (CO88; Brigham et al 
1995; Fig 2.1.4). 

The earliest evidence for the waterfront in the 
city is from Regis House (Brigham et al 1996), with 
a very rough revetment dating to AD 52 along a 
terrace between 2.0 and 2.5m OD. This was replaced 
shortly after spring AD 63 with a more robust quay 
with the upper surface at 1.6m OD. This quay is 
almost certainly related to the 1st-century quay 
from Pudding Lane, dated to AD 59–74 (probably 
AD 60–65) (PDN81; Bateman and Milne 1983). 
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Another structure of this date comes from Billings-
gate dating to AD 70–100 at 1.6m OD but is not 
thought to be quite complete. Foreshore samples 
collected in association with the Pudding Lane quay 
were rich in the brackish diatom Cyclotella striata, 
demonstrating the tidal nature of the 1st-century 
Thames (Bateman and Milne 1983). A second revet-
ment at Billingsgate was built shortly after, between 
AD 100 and 125, 3m to the south. Again this did not 
survive to the full height, but it is notable that it is 
built signifi cantly downslope of the fi rst revetment 
with the base below OD whilst the base of the fi rst 
revetment is at +0.5m OD. A third revetment was 
built between AD 125 and 160, 5m to the south with 
the base projected at -0.75m OD and the top at 
+1.5m OD. Similarly, the Regis House waterfront 
was rebuilt to the south in AD 102, again on a line 
with the AD 95–100 waterfront at Pudding Lane 
(Bateman and Milne 1983; Watson et al 2001, 31), 
but at a decreased height from the Neronian quay, 
at c 1.38m OD. Following the Hadrianic fi re, the 
waterfront was once more moved south. This consis-
tent southward movement and reduction in altitude 
strongly suggests that river levels were dropping 
and if the waterfront was to function, it had to be 
periodically relocated. 

At Custom House (CUS73; Tatton-Brown 1974) 
Late Iron Age river levels were identifi ed at > −1.5m 
OD. Limited environmental data indicate the 
Thames was fresh here in the Roman period, but 
this is not supported elsewhere (Bateman and 
Milne 1983; Wilkinson 1998). Two waterfronts were 
recovered: an early 2nd-century (AD 140–43; Fletch-
er 1982) revetment at below 0.5m OD and a later 
2nd-century (probably AD 180–90) box structure, 
6m to the south of the fi rst quay. The later 2nd-
century MHW is estimated to be at OD, with MLW 
below -1.6m OD (base of the box structure) on the 
basis of the quay heights (Fig 2.1.5). 

Concluding thoughts 

The information concerning landscape cover across 
London in the Late Iron Age is patchy, but provides 
a picture suggesting that woodland had certainly 
not been entirely cleared, and in fact was regenerat-
ing following large-scale clearance in the Middle 
Bronze Age. Woodland composition was dominated 
by oak and hazel, with ash, beech, birch and holly, 
and some lime and elm persisting. The evidence 
also shows a moderately swampy riverside beside 

Fig 2.1.4 The wooden warehouse at Courage Brewery, Southwark (CO88), under excavation
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the Thames and in the tributary valleys, with alder 
carr, sedges and rushes fringing the waterside. 
Open grassland was widely present, with arable 
cultivation, apparently of wheat, barley, oats and 
rye, occurring across the region. There may be 
issues associated with pollen taphonomy that could 
be making this seem more prominent than was the 
case; however, it seems possible that London was 
not as underused as has been previously thought. 
The pre-Roman city seems to have been lightly 
wooded, with grassland and local arable cultivation 
and marshy fringes to the tributary streams and 
the Thames itself. Fairly rapid clearance of trees 
occurred, as would be expected during new town 
construction, but the marshy fringes persisted in 
the valleys (apparently used as dumping grounds) 
and on the Southwark island margins. A wide range 
of food plants were imported following the Roman 
conquest, with exotic fruits, spices and nuts – some 
of which were cultivated locally. 

The river was still tidal within the central area 
when Londinium was founded, but only weakly. It 

Fig 2.1.5 Heights of the Roman waterfronts, from 
Sidell 2003

may well be that the position of the tidal head 
was viewed as the limit of navigation and one of the 
reasons for locating the town here; another may 
have been the relatively unforested environment 
needing only limited clearance before building. It 
was perhaps an unexpected consequence of placing 
the town that the waterfront required relocation 
on several occasions. On the south side, the marshy 
riverside was occupied but remained relatively 
natural for longer. Certainly revetments were 
constructed, but the picture seems to be of a more 
informal response to the changing Thames. This 
means that whilst the river was considerably built 
up on the north side, the south side was relatively 
unconstrained, and therefore would not have 
changed the river regime at all. 

Whilst pointing out gaps in our knowledge, 
this takes us someway towards a clearer image of 
Londinium’s landscape. Dating at this transitional 
period is poor – there are many more botanical 
reports that could be useful, if only tighter dating 
were available. The Late Iron Age could certainly 
bear closer scrutiny in terms of the amount of cereal 
cultivation potentially taking place. With regard to 
sites, the Fleet Valley is one source that should pro-
vide more data in future, along with the northern 
limits of the Roman city and Westminster. 
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2.2 A gazetteer of tree-ring dates from Roman 
London Ian Tyers

summary is simpler for the smaller sites, which 
often had only a single datable structure, than for 
some of the complex multi-structure sites. The level 
of detail provided is also to some extent still depen-
dent on ongoing post-excavation or publication 
programmes. Due to taphonomic and preservation 
issues only some timbers are complete to bark-edge. 
Such material, where dated, produced interpreta-
tions that were precise to the felling year of the 
material. Dates of this type are given for all the 
sites from which such material was obtained. How-
ever the vast majority of the timbers dated do not 
have bark-edge and these, depending on whether 
sapwood is present produced either range dates, or 
terminus post quem dates. In Table 2.2.1 these are 
grouped together wherever it is appropriate and this 
ignores any material likely to be of the same date as 
timber of precisely known date. A number of results 
where poorly preserved timbers give tpq dates in the 
BC period are excluded. 

The tree-ring data is of highly uneven chronologi-
cal distribution. Timber is more likely to have 
survived in the lower and earlier Roman deposits, as 
these are more likely to have remained waterlogged. 
Higher and later timbers are obviously also more 
vulnerable to disturbance by later structures. Later 
Roman structural timber has rarely survived intact, 
and what has survived is primarily derived from 
sunken pile groups and wells. The overall effect is 
that the composite tree-ring data from London is 
heavily biased to the 1st and earlier 2nd centuries 
AD.

The source of the material 

Figure 2.2.1 maps the 70 sites: 46 of these are 
located within the city of London, 20 within the 
Borough of Southwark, with one in Lambeth and 
three in Tower Hamlets (the entire area in Fig 2.2.1 
is bounded by a rectangle c 4km by 2km). The larger 
individual assemblages come primarily from sites 
located along Upper and Lower Thames Streets 
and the western Walbrook. The London assemblage 
constitutes 59% of the dated Roman timbers from 
England and Wales; the only area which yielded 
a similar concentration of material is the pre-
Hadrianic fort at Carlisle which has produced 
another 396 dated Roman oak timbers (a further 
23.5% of the present total, in that instance derived 
from an area c 1km2). The rest of the country 
combined has, so far, yielded a further 296 datable 
Roman timbers, over half of which are from further 
1st-century sites in the northern frontier area. 
Such a disjointed distribution prevents any serious 
investigation of the movements of timbers into 

Introduction

In 1983 Harvey Sheldon and I wrote an article in 
London Archaeologist that listed tree-ring dates 
from Roman sites in Southwark (Sheldon and Tyers 
1983). Two years earlier the tree-ring sequences 
from Roman London had been successfully linked to 
those from continental Europe. This had produced 
absolute dates for tree-ring chronologies from 
Roman sites in London, and indeed for the UK, for 
the fi rst time (Fletcher 1981; Hillam and Morgan 
1981). This linkage was a crucial step towards 
the production of a multi-millennial absolutely 
dated tree-ring chronology intended for radiocarbon 
calibration purposes, since the newly dated London 
Roman data itself dated Carlisle Roman data, which 
in its turn dated a long sequence of bog-oak data 
from Belfast. A combined chronology complete to 
5289 BC was produced by 1984 (Pilcher et al 1984). 
Our 1983 article raised the total number of dated 
Roman oak timbers from London from 57 to 102, 
derived from a dozen sites. At the time of preparing 
this paper the total number of dated Roman oak 
timbers from London stood at 994 from 70 sites. The 
detailed evidence for the majority of these is of 
course as yet unpublished. 

This paper therefore constitutes an attempt to 
provide a gazetteer (Table 2.2.1) of the dated Roman 
oak timbers from London, along with summary 
information about the dates of some of the struc-
tures from which it derives. This is combined with a 
brief discussion of the macro-characteristics of 
the dataset as a whole. Readers should refer to the 
London Archaeological Gazetteer volumes (Schofi eld 
and Maloney 1998; Thompson et al 1998), and on 
the London Archaeological Archive and Resource 
Centre (LAARC) online catalogue <http://www.
museumofl ondon.org.uk/laarc> for site summaries.

Overview

Datable Roman oak timbers have been excavated 
at 70 sites in London (Fig 2.2.1), whilst the LAARC 
lists c 5000 sites. It is thus self-evident that such 
material is far from being ubiquitous and is there-
fore a valuable though relatively rare resource. The 
sites include twelve that have each produced only 
a single datable timber, whilst at the other end of 
the scale seven have produced 40 or more datable 
Roman timbers. The chronological extents of the 
data are listed for each site as a composite, with 
the exception of the thirteen sites that produced 
non-contiguous tree-ring data for which both 
sequences are listed. The summary interpretation 
of the structures dated on the site is given; this 
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Londinium. At present there is no internal statisti-
cal evidence to suggest any one London site used 
timbers primarily sourced any signifi cant distance 
from those used on any other site. This observation 
is not meant to imply that no imported timber was 
present in Londinium. There is evidence of the wide-
spread presence of silver fi r wood (Abies alba), which 
was used particularly in barrels and writing tablets, 
and this material was clearly imported since it grows 
naturally no nearer than eastern France, eastern 
Germany and Switzerland.

Earliest date for activity in Londinium 

The ability of dendrochronological dating techniques 
to yield results of annual resolution clearly makes 
the technique applicable to the question of the 
date of the founding of Londinium. The favoured 
foundation date is c AD 50 in most modern reviews 
(for example Merrifi eld and Perring 1997). There 
have been a number of attempts to extract datable 
material from the Roman road under Borough 
High Street, in Southwark. However success here 
has been thwarted by the use of scrubby oaks and 
alders, presumably derived from the immediate 
vicinity. The 1 Poultry site (ONE94) produced the 
currently earliest Roman datable oak; one drain 
used a timber felled in the winter of AD 47/48, whilst 
another used a timber felled in the spring or 

summer of AD 48. Whilst we can never entirely 
eliminate the possibility that these timbers are 
not reused in later structures, the presence of two 
samples felled in AD 47–48 on one site is evidence 
for some activity at this date in the vicinity. This 
material pushes back activity in London to within 
fi ve years of the invasion in AD 43. The tree-ring 
evidence continues to support the notion that the 
founding of Londinium occurred during the gover-
norship of Scapula (AD 47–52), although if this is 
correct it must be at the start of his period as gover-
nor. The earliest tree-ring evidence from Roman 
Britain is from a timber from a fortress on the Fosse 
Way that was felled in AD 43/44 (Sauer 2000).

Late material 

The general paucity of later Roman waterlogged 
structural timber has resulted in a failure thus far 
to date any Roman structures later than the early 
4th century. The 1 Poultry site also provides the 
current latest Roman tree-ring dated structure from 
London; a building there has a felling date range of 
AD 302–34. The latest precisely dated structure 
from London is the structure at Sunlight Wharf 
(SUN86), St Peter’s Hill (PET81), and more recently 
the Salvation Army (QUV01) site where most 
material was felled in the spring of AD 294.

Fig 2.2.1 Location map of the 70 sites listed in Table 2.2.1, with the outline of Roman Londinium (dotted) 
and the modern boundaries of the City of London and encircling London boroughs
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Landscape and economic implications 

Although all of these timbers were used during 
the Roman era they provide some insights into the 
pre-Roman landscape. Consider a 200-year-old oak 
felled for the post-Boudican reconstruction, for 
example in late AD 63; the tree-ring sequence in 
such a tree would run from 137 BC–AD 63 inclusive, 
covering 20 years of the Roman period, and 180 
years of the pre-Roman Iron Age. This results in 
signifi cantly greater quantities of pre-Roman tree-
ring data, rather than Roman tree-ring data, being 
obtained from most Roman sites.

There are a number of observations concerning 
this material that can be made. These appear most 
likely to refl ect aspects of the landscape at the time 
of the Roman invasion, and may also eventually 
indicate changes in landscape and resource avail-
ability during the period of the Roman presence. 
Exploitation of a landscape inevitably changes the 
age composition of the standing woodland, and typi-
cally any opening up of a landscape produces trees 
that grow faster than hitherto. This response may 
imply that the frequency with which long-lived 
slower-growing trees are utilised in any period is 
likely to be higher if more of the landscape contained 
relatively unexploited woodland with dense cano-
pies. The tree-ring data sets allow us to compare 
both the average or extreme ages of the trees used, 
and the average growth rates of different groups of 
timber utilised at different periods, and in different 
parts of the country. As an example of this we 
can consider the current oldest trees known to have 
been used in 1st-century AD structures in London 
and Carlisle. The chronology from Roman London 
includes only fourteen trees (that is just over 1% 
of the total) that started growing before 200 BC. 
This strongly contrasts with the assemblage from 
Carlisle, which has produced 40 (slightly over 10% 
of the total). In addition the average growth rate of 
the oldest London trees rises from c 1.0mm/year 
before c 200 BC to a fi gure of c 2.5mm/year by c 150 
BC. In contrast the Carlisle trees continue to grow 
at c 1.0 mm/year until the later 1st century AD. This 
marked difference between the two areas perhaps 
hints that the form and content of the woodlands 

subsequently supplying Londinium had changed 
signifi cantly during the early 2nd century BC. 
The extent of the hinterland required to supply 
Londinium with suffi cient building timber and fuel 
for heating and cooking would have been determined 
by population size and the percentage of the land-
scape occupied by woodland as well as the form of 
the trees occupying those woodlands. Whilst the 
tree-ring evidence from Londinium is probably 
derived from a more restricted area than is the case 
for the medieval city, it is probably representative of 
a signifi cant part of the lower Thames valley.

Conclusion

It is a quarter of a century since tree-ring analysis 
of Roman timbers from London began to produce 
absolute dates. During the intervening period a 
range of results from pre-Boudican to early 4th-
century date have been obtained from 70 sites. This 
material provides primary dating evidence for the 
sites themselves, and allows us to address questions 
such as ‘when was Londinium founded?’. In addition 
it has the potential to provide insights into the 
nature of the landscape of the Thames valley that 
the Romans found when they arrived, and subse-
quent changes to it. This potential has to be tem-
pered by the fact that the excavated resource is 
but a small, and quite probably heavily biased, 
assemblage of the structural timber that was 
supplied to London over the succeeding centuries.
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Introduction

The Roman city of London has probably been 
excavated more extensively than any comparable 
urban centre of the Roman world (MoLAS 2000, 
122). While over 450 gardens have been revealed at 
Pompeii, we have virtually no evidence for gardens 
in Londinium – ignorance that should be a matter 
of concern (Perring 2002, 179). In fact, the Roman 
garden does not even appear as a research priority 
in the recent Research Framework for London 
Archaeology (Nixon et al 2002, 29–44).

The main purpose of this survey is to provide a 
review of the archaeological information presently 
available in order to stimulate suggestions towards 
a research agenda for Roman garden archaeology in 
London.

The Roman garden

The possession of a garden was a status symbol. 
Gardens offered a representation of nature and 
greenery subject to Roman order, countryside 
brought tamed into the city (Farrar 1998, 189–90). 
Gardens were there to be seen, an extension to the 
house. They provided a public reception space (Hoad-
ley 1996, 6), not a private retreat. They were a place 
for study, exercise, leisure and contemplation, and 
had health-giving properties (Farrar 1998, 189–90). 
A sense of space could be created with backdrops 
and trompe l’oeil, effectively making the garden into 
an extra room, for working, relaxing or outdoor 
dining. Just as the house extended into the garden, 
in turn the garden allowed light and fragrance into 
the house as well as providing fruit (from espaliered 
trees), vegetables, herbs and pond fi sh for the 
kitchen, and perhaps medicinal herbs.

Most houses of signifi cance from the 2nd century 
onwards enjoyed some kind of enclosed garden or 
yard. It was set off by the house, and views were 
framed by porticos and porches (Perring 2002, 179). 
In Pompeii the majority of houses, including 
relatively small ones, had a peristyle or courtyard 
garden reached from the street by passing through 
a front door and atrium; and some had two. The size 
varied, the smallest measuring less than 0.5m 
by 2.0m; so did the shape, including square, rectan-
gular and L-shaped (Jashemski 1981, 41). Plant 
beds and paths were arranged in a symmetrical 
manner with the paths and sight lines leading to 
a focal point of an architectural nature such as 
an aedicula or nymphaeum on a rear wall, as at 
Pompeii and Ostia (Farrar 1998, 30, 42). At 
Pompeii, a tree was found in each corner in the 
peristyle garden of the House of the Ship Europa 

and in the garden of the House of Polybius were fi ve 
trees forming an inner ring (Jashemski 1979, 29, 31, 
53). 

The formal garden was primarily a green garden 
with, for example, clipped box; fl owers played a 
minor role (Jashemski 1994, 16), although they were 
important for garlands and wreaths and at festivals, 
weddings, games and funerals (Jashemski 1979, 
267). There are wall paintings that depict fl ower 
dealers. Roses, lilies and violets were the main 
fl owers for garlands listed by Pliny. 

In addition to the gardens of town houses, market 
gardens were located on the outskirts of the city, 
or at Pompeii in a less dense area of housing within 
the city walls (Farrar 1998, 176). One market 
garden at the House of the Ship Europa had two 
areas of bedding trenches or furrows that Jashemski 
(1979, 233–42, fi g 346) interpreted as vegetable 
plots. A fruit orchard was also found within the city 
walls (Jashemski 1979, 251–65).

In Britain the archaeological evidence for Roman 
gardens is limited, with the majority of the informa-
tion coming from villas such as Frocester Court 
(Gloucestershire), Gorhambury (Hertfordshire), and 
Bancroft and Latimer (both Buckinghamshire); or 
from the famous garden of the palace at Fishbourne 
(Currie 2005, 9). The garden at Bancroft villa con-
tained a rectangular pond with water supplied by 
drains from the house. At Fishbourne fragments 
of four ornamental basins were found into which 
fountains might once have played (Cunliffe 1971, 
131), and part of the masonry water tank which 
served them (Cunliffe 1998, pl 17). Paths were 
for circulation and divided the area into beds: the 
garden at Frocester Court had a path of limestone 
cobbling and rectangular beds cut into a gravelled 
area. 

Dickson (1994, 49–50) describes the remains of 
possible garden plants found in pits and wells at 
Silchester and Caerwent, or in Roman forts such as 
York (Dickson 1994, 54). Perring (2002, 153–4, fi g 
59) refers to garden porches on houses at Verula-
mium and Silchester. Farrar (1998, 176) also draws 
attention to non-residential gardens at mansios, 
such as the garden at Wall furnished with a demi-
lune water basin. Evidence for purely decorative 
plants is slight in Roman Britain (Dickson 1994, 
58).

The London evidence

London was the largest and most signifi cant town 
in the Roman province. London’s late 1st- and 
2nd-century town houses were among the fi nest in 
Britain: only Fishbourne and villas on the Sussex 

2.3 The Roman garden in London 
Carrie Cowan with Peter Hinton
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coast have produced mosaics of comparable quality 
from this period (MoLAS 2000, 159). If it was simply 
status and affl uence that created or served the 
desire for gardens in Roman Britain, and consider-
ations of the value and availability of urban space 
did not preclude them, one might reasonably expect 
gardens to have been present in Londinium. 

Declaring features or plants to be unequivocally 
related to Roman gardening is a risky business, 
and even garden tools and planters can have non-
horticultural uses. Ambiguity is our greatest prob-
lem, and so our evidence tends to be circumstantial. 
But that body of evidence is growing. 

Garden features

Peter Marsden (1969, 7 and fi g 2) interpreted spade 
marks at Warwick Square near Newgate as the 
edge of a garden bed (GM131; Figs 2.3.1 and 2.3.2). 
Within an area enclosed by Roman walls, a row of 
shallow angular cuts parallel with one wall were cut 
into the natural brickearth. Root holes were more 
numerous on one side of the spade marks, suggest-
ing that this was the planted area. There was 
no dating evidence but one wall cut through a pit 
containing late 2nd-century pottery.

Marsden also discovered a ‘Great Pool’ of Farrar 
Type C (Farrar 1998, 75) at Cannon Street Station 
on the site known as the ‘Roman governor’s palace’. 
It had a smaller apsidal pool on one side with a pier 
base in the centre, perhaps as a base for a decorative 
feature (Marsden 1975, 31–3). A recent evaluation 
at Cannon Place, Cannon Street Station, revealed 
Roman walls of the mid-1st to mid-2nd century; one 
of these may have been part of the ‘Great Pool’, lying 
in a garden court, measuring about 31m long and 

10m wide (internally) and 1.8m deep. Two adjoining 
curved walls were found, both sloping towards 
the base; rather than one small pool, it seems likely 
that there were three adjoining pools alongside the 
larger one (Taylor 2004). 

Recent work has disproved the ‘palace’ hypothe-
sis, as the buildings were not structurally integrated 
and the lines of symmetry do not accord with Mars-
den’s interpretation of a palace building with wings. 
Milne and Perring suggest that some of the ‘palace’ 
buildings might have been part of a bath house 
(Milne 1996, 50; Perring 1991a, 30–4). Palaestrae 
associated with baths were sometimes planted as 
gardens, for example the Forum baths at Pompeii 
(Jashemski 1979, 163–4), but there is little evidence 
for a garden at Cannon Street aside from the pool.

One building at 1 Poultry (ONE94) was extended 
in AD 223–36 by a new suite of rooms. It was a large 
residential property located close to the junction of 
two roads, and had a hypocaust. The extent to which 
the grounds around the building were landscaped 
is unclear but within an external area were many 
scattered stakeholes and larger postholes perhaps 
indicating fences (Hill and Rowsome forthcoming, 
fi g 241). They are not closely dated, being sand-
wiched between Hadrianic fi re debris (AD 120) and 
post-Roman dumping, but some pottery recovered 
from the posthole fi lls suggests a date of c AD 250–
70. This was contemporary with what may have 
been a hedge some 12m to the south of the postholes: 
the adjacent road gravels contained leaves and short 
stems from box (Buxus sempervirens), apparently 
clippings, and a smaller number of fragmented, 
needle-shaped leaves from a coniferous tree or 
shrub, possibly juniper (Juniperus communis) 
(Davis forthcoming a). It is possible that the remains Fig 2.3.1 Warwick Square (GM131) spade marks

Fig 2.3.2 Martin Henig showing how the spade 
marks were dug at Warwick Square 
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fell from trees or shrubs growing beside the road, 
but it is tempting to postulate a box and possibly 
juniper hedge in a garden or landscaped area next 
to the large house. Elsewhere on the Poultry site 
were oak split-pale fences, some at least head-high, 
dividing the yards of many houses (Goodburn 
forthcoming) – no doubt the yards had many uses, 
of which one may have been as gardens as the 
presence of manure may indicate (Peter Rowsome 
pers comm).

Brian Yule (2005, 86) has interpreted a large 
prestigious building complex on the Southwark 
waterfront at Winchester Palace as a public build-
ing. Here several small pits and gullies or slots may 
indicate elements of a garden, though little formal 
pattern is apparent (WP83; Yule 2005, 54, 74, fi g 
40). The small pits could mark the positions of 
small trees or shrubs, and broad, shallow gullies 
may have been bedding trenches. A gully with close-
ly spaced stakeholes along it adjoined the corner of 
the building, and presumably held a fence or screen. 
The open area here is interpreted as a garden area 
contemporary with buildings dating to the 2nd–3rd 
century (Yule 2005, 74). Unfortunately botanical 
samples from the area failed to produce supporting 
evidence, but analysis of dark earth suggests the 
possibility of accretion through gardening (Macphail 
2005, 90). 

Two fragments of painted wall plaster from the 
same site show part of a garden scene (Yule 2005, 

fi g 94, 134–5 and Fig 2.3.3). The main decorative 
element was a cross-strut fence, painted in two 
shades of yellow against a green background. 
Further embellishments of dark red ochre may 
represent plant tendrils. The fencing is reminiscent 
of scenes found on plaster from Pompeii, showing 
luxuriant gardens and vistas beyond. Such schemes 
were also used as a way of enlarging space in an 
actual garden (Ling 1991, 152) and the plaster, 
although not in situ, came from one of the gullies 
(Yule 2005, fi g 40) in the area interpreted as a 
garden. The wall plaster from Winchester Palace, 
Southwark, is unusual as it appears to be the only 
London example to show garden elements (Ian Betts 
pers comm).

Evidence for cultivation has been found at 1–7 
Whittington Avenue near Leadenhall Street, 
interpreted as a fi eld or market garden (WIV88; 
Brown 1988). At the beginning of the sequence, 
the naturally sloping ground surface was levelled 
with dumps of brickearth and a road was laid out 
lined with buildings. These burnt down, possibly 
in the Boudican revolt. The two sides of the road 
then developed differently. To the west, cultivation 
was followed by use as a rubbish tip; to the east 
buildings were constructed. After the fi re, a plot 
measuring at least 9.00m by 3.50m was delineated 
by ditches. In it were a number of shallow U- 
or V-shaped linear grooves 80–200mm wide and 

Fig 2.3.3 Wall plaster from Winchester Palace (WP83) showing a fence, perhaps part of a garden scene 
(approximate overall dimensions: W 100mm; H 65mm)

COLOUR 
FIGURE
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60–200mm deep. They were thought to be too 
insubstantial to have been made with an ard or 
plough and were thought to have been caused by 
digging with a spade or similar. Micromorphological 
analysis showed that the grooves had been lined 
with humifi ed organic matter or manure (Macphail 
1988b). Pottery dating from overlying dumps was 
dated to the late 1st century/early 2nd century 
when the basilica was constructed. There was no 
coherent pattern although north–south and east–
west alignments were visible. Contemporary with 
the cultivated plot were buildings at the Leadenhall 
Court excavations thought to have been part of 
a farm (LCT84; Milne and Wardle 1993, 30–2). 
A number of tree holes contained grassland and 
arable weeds which may indicate farming-related 
activities (Davis 1993, 66). 

Some sections within the walled area of 
Londinium were sparsely occupied, particularly the 
south-west and south-east corners, and it is likely 
that these were cultivated. Ditches and banks which 
probably formed fi eld systems and stock enclosures 
have been identifi ed in peripheral locations near 
major routes into the early city, for example at 
Rangoon Street near Aldgate, and at Aldersgate and 
Bishopsgate (RAG82; MoLAS 2000, 145).

Enclosures surrounding theatres or temples might 
contain a garden. So too might cemeteries: tomb 
monuments were set in a formally planted garden 
outside Rome (Jashemski 1979, 144, 149), but disap-
pointingly there is little archaeological evidence 
for a garden from the well-studied East London 
cemeteries (Barber and Bowsher 2000). Similarly 
Dickson identifi es gardens by the root and stalk of a 
cabbage (Brassica sp) at Chesterholm fort on Hadri-
an’s Wall and summer savory (Satureja hortensis) 
found at York fort (Dickson 1994, 54), but no 
gardens have been identifi ed in the London fort.

Garden and food plants

It is very diffi cult to establish whether particular 
species represented in the archaeobotanical record 
were used as medicinal, food or ornamental plants, 
or merely grew naturally in Londinium. High seed 
frequency of individual plants and assemblages 
with low species diversity are the best indicators of 
exploitation, and possibly of local cultivation.

Some food plants may have been grown in 
gardens within the town. Many of the herbs found in 
botanical samples in London are very likely to have 
been cultivated in town gardens for culinary and 
medicinal purposes, along with green vegetables. 
Seeds of the Brassica/Sinapis group (which includes 
cabbage, swede and rape) have been found in low 
numbers at several sites in Roman Southwark and 
in the city, as has summer savory. With these seeds, 
however, it is diffi cult to distinguish cultivated 
species from their wild relatives. The same is true 
for carrot (Daucus carota), represented by seeds 
at 179 Borough High Street (179BHS89; Giorgi 

forthcoming), and also for a number of plants such 
as parsnip (Pastinaca sativa). 

Often plants such as hazel, sloe and blackberry 
were collected from the wild (Dickson 1994, 48). 
Cucumber (Cucumis sativus) is a defi nite cultivar, 
and cucumber seeds were found in a timber-lined pit 
at 1–7 St Thomas Street (1STS74; Willcox 1978, 
412); but the cucumbers could have been imported 
as luxury items along with fi g (Ficus carica), olive 
(Olea europea) and grape (MoLAS 2000, 144). Grape 
pollen (Vitis vinifera), such as that found recently 
found at 1 Poultry (ONE94), may derive from local 
viticulture on the valley side of the Walbrook (Scaife 
forthcoming).

Remains of several decorative plants were found 
at 1 Poultry, including rose, hop, box and holly 
(Davis forthcoming a). It is diffi cult if not impossible 
to differentiate between plants deliberately grown 
as fl owers and those occurring wild (John Giorgi 
pers comm). We cannot be sure that any of these 
plants were cultivated in London – though box is a 
strong contender. Box (Buxus sempervirens) is a 
native species in beech woods on chalk and lime-
stone in southern England, but was also commonly 
planted by the Romans for hedges. Box does grow 
close to London on the North Downs (eg Box Hill, 
Surrey), but it is unlikely to occur naturally in 
London itself (Anne Davis pers comm). Its leaves 
have been found at Copthall Avenue near London 
Wall (OPT81; de Moulins 1990, 85), at Blossom’s 
Inn (GHT00; 30 Gresham Street) near the Guildhall 
(Davis forthcoming c), and on several London water-
front sites near modern Upper Thames Street with 
good waterlogged preservation, including in 2nd-
century drain fi lls at 132–7 Upper Thames Street 
(Davis forthcoming b). At Regis House near Monu-
ment (KWS94; Davis forthcoming d) box leaves were 
preserved in two samples from an early 2nd-century 
occupation layer and a late 2nd- to 4th-century well 
fi ll. Dumping behind a 2nd-century quay at Minster 
House, 12 Arthur Street, contained leaf fragments, 
including some from box (AUT01; Roberts forthcom-
ing). The presence of leaves in these waterfront 
deposits suggests that box was being used as a hedg-
ing or ornamental plant in the waterfront area dur-
ing the 2nd century.

Seeds of marigold (Calendula sp) were also 
recovered from one of the large wells at Blossom’s 
Inn. Marigold was an introduced plant used decora-
tively in gardens (Davies forthcoming c). Walnut 
tree pollen has been found at the Temple of Mithras 
(Murphy and Scaife 1991, 93) and 1 Poultry (Scaife 
forthcoming). Apple, cherry, wild strawberry, cori-
ander, fennel and dill have also been identifi ed from 
Roman London, but whether they are food or garden 
waste is impossible to tell (Anne Davis pers comm).

Plant pots

Early 2nd-century material dumped into a channel 
at 179 Borough High Street, Southwark, included 
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a shell-tempered, straight-walled bowl with three 
large holes in the base close to the wall junction 
(Fig 2.3.4). The holes (each c 25mm in diameter) had 
been perforated before fi ring, but the undersides 
had not been smoothed or carefully fi nished, which 
suggests that the vessel did not sit fl at on a surface 
but was suspended or embedded whilst in use. It is 
likely that the Southwark vessel was a plant pot: 28 
similar vessels were found in Pompeii in the House 
of the Ship Europa, buried slightly below the surface 
of the earth (Jashemski 1979, 239–40, fi g 350). Jash-
emski suggests that they were used for starting 
seedling trees before replanting or for propagating 
trees or shrubs by layering. Layering involves 
pinning a branch down against the soil to encourage 
it to form roots; once roots are developed the branch 
can be separated from the parent plant and lifted 
in its pot without disturbance to be planted else-
where. More of these pots were found in the Garden 
of Hercules, which was interpreted as a commercial 
fl ower garden on account of the many perfume 
bottles found there (Jashemski 1979, 287). Several 
plant pots were also found at Fishbourne (Cunliffe 
1998, 104; Farrar 1998, 163; Ryley 1998, 4, 9).

Other possible examples of purpose-made plant 
pots are found amongst the kiln material from 
Eccles, where jars with triangular cut holes in the 
wall and base were manufactured (Detsicas 1981, 

441–5). These jars are also noted for having bases 
‘which are neither smooth nor quite fl at, as if the 
vessels were not intended to stand on their base’ 
(Detsicas 1974, 305). Two of these, dated AD 50–65, 
were found in the City of London and one is 
published (Davies et al 1994, 36–7 and fi g 28, 122). 
Pliny refers to similar pots with breathing holes for 
roots being used to transport trees such as lemons 
(Naturalis Historia, 12.16), and the pots manufac-
tured at Eccles kiln site may have had a similar 
packaging/transporting role. Bowe suggests that 
the holes were for root pruning to improve fruit pro-
duction (2004, 50). 

Garden tools

As well as more obviously agricultural tools, there 
are pitchforks, hoes, sickles and spades, all of which 
could have been equally well used in arable farming 
or in orchards or vineyards. In the Museum of 
London collections there are about twenty iron 
rakes, one of which (from Copthall Court, Throg-
morton Street) had at least seventeen tines. Most 
of these tools are from the Walbrook valley, largely 
because the metal is well preserved there and the 
area became popular with antiquarian collectors. 
Other examples come from the earlier excavations 
of Roman London, including an iron hoe from the 
Walbrook at Bucklersbury House (Temple of Mithras 
site). The hoe has a triangular blade at one end and 
two prongs at the other in the manner of a modern 
mattock. 

The single tine of a rake from 72–75 Cheapside 
(CID90) is an extremely early example (Wardle 
forthcoming b). Other rake tines come from post-
Roman contexts, eg at Plantation House, Fenchurch 
Street, and from a 16th-century context from 
Merton Priory – the latter probably originally 
derived from activity associated with the Roman 
road and pits there. An antler rake pierced with 
an iron nail from King Edward Buildings, 102–5 
Newgate Street, was found in the medieval city ditch 
and could have been of medieval date. 

An oak spade, complete with iron sheath, was 
found in a Roman roadside ditch at 1 Poultry. Such 
an implement could have been used for the spade-
cuts at Warwick Square (see above) but this spade 
was as likely to have been used for digging and 
clearing mud and silt from ditches (Wardle forth-
coming b). Seven spuds have been found in London, 
one in the River Wandle; these are used normally as 
weeding implements (Zeepvat 1991, 59, fi g 5.5). 

Explaining the paucity of London evidence 

One explanation for the lack of London evidence 
is that there were not many gardens in the 1st 
and early part of the 2nd centuries. Fashions 

Fig 2.3.4 The plant pot from 179 Borough High 
Street (179BHS89[181]) (approximate diameter 
380mm)
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in building form have a signifi cant effect on the 
amount of private and public green space in a city, 
particularly when there is increasing urban density 
– for example, the creation of shared gardens in 
London’s terraced Georgian squares, le Corbusier-
style landscapes around the post-war estates in 
slum-cleared areas, and the late 20th-century pro-
posals of Richard Rogers (Urban Task Force 1999). 
Densely occupied ‘strip buildings’ were common in 
the early Roman city; these narrow structures had 
commercial areas on the street frontage, with work-
shops behind and residential quarters at the back 
with little room for a garden (Perring et al 1991). At 
Borough High Street in Southwark, where there 
was room at the back, open areas with hearths, pits 
and wells were found but there was no evidence for 
gardens (Drummond-Murray et al 2002, 36–7, 68–9, 
fi gs 31, 56). 

A second reason why evidence for gardens is 
limited probably concerns the truncation of ground 
surfaces. The London sites have many layers of 
occupation and later cut features obscure or remove 
earlier evidence. When a garden is abandoned it 
soon becomes overgrown, the beds disturbed by roots 
and the processes that form dark earth; similarly 
the turning over of garden soils introduces oxygen 
and plant macrofossils decay. Our best comparator, 
Pompeii, was sealed by volcanic ash and debris, 
preventing the disturbance or truncation by later 
features, arresting the processes of change. Here, 
Jashemski had the opportunity to compare casts 
of root cavities with modern root shapes, and 
was able to distinguish plants such as fi g and olive 
(Jashemski 1979, 196, 246; 1981, 35). 

A third explanation arises from London’s 
history of relatively small plots of property and the 
continuity of medieval and later property boundar-
ies, which normally determine the scale and nature 
of development in modern London, and thus limit 
areas of excavation. There are many fragments of 
Roman buildings but few complete plans. 

Fourthly, it may be that our techniques and 
research designs are not as well suited to the identi-
fi cation of gardens as they should be. In London’s 
earlier excavations it was not commonplace to take 
suitable samples for archaeobotanical analysis, 
especially not from the uninspiringly named ‘open 
areas’.

Refi ning the search for Londinium’s gardens 

The main hard landscaping elements to be expected 
in London are peristyles, low walls and balustrades, 
fences, trellises and paths. Water features such as 
ornamental pools and piscinae, with pipes and 
drains, are also to be expected, as are seats and 
tables, altars, shrines and statues, and of course 
bedding trenches. There could also be evidence of 
tree-holes and cordon fruit trees in a row alongside 

a wall and planting beds (eg at Warwick Square), or 
decorative bedding trenches (eg Fishbourne). 

Garden history must be of an interdisciplinary 
character. Much of what we fi nd is fragmentary 
and inconclusive, and it is essential to use all the 
evidence (stratigraphic, structural, environmental, 
artefactual) contained within the garden to facili-
tate the understanding of the function of the sam-
pled feature/area. The best way of distinguishing 
garden remains from non-horticultural elements is 
through several (one or two could be food waste) 
good assemblages of food, medicinal or ornamental 
plants with low species diversity.

The identifi cation of other plant parts, such as 
leaf and stem epidermis and charred roots and tuber 
fragments, should be pursued in order to broaden 
our base for evidence of food plants beyond that 
represented simply by fruits and seeds (Giorgi forth-
coming); for example, leaf epidermis of leek (Allium 
porrum) has been identifi ed from Nantwich and 
York (Dickson 1994, 55). Murphy and Scaife (1991, 
93) also list the macrofossils of wild fauna, such as 
insects and molluscs, that are capable of yielding 
information on the structure and species of garden 
vegetation. Micromorphological analysis has 
been invaluable in understanding the Whittington 
Avenue and Winchester Palace sites (Macphail 
1988b; 2005). 

The future for Roman gardens in London is bright-
er. As well as the recent data from sites such as 
1 Poultry and Winchester Palace, new evidence is 
being assembled. In the Londinium Assessment 
project (Wardle 2005), research has been proposed 
to provide an opportunity to examine Roman plant 
foods in London – the chronological and spatial dis-
tribution of all foods, including cereals, legumes, 
fruits, nuts, vegetables and fl avourings. Exotic 
species such as olive, stone-pine, cucumber and 
introduced food plants and semi-exotics like mul-
berry, walnut, grape, fi g and lentil, will be studied, 
and compared with the more common home-grown 
and wild foods (Davis forthcoming b), though in 
the case of exotics this research is unlikely to 
demonstrate local cultivation.

The use of a category of horticultural and agricul-
tural tools on the MoL database has allowed for a 
search facility for easier access to information that 
would otherwise have been hidden (Angela Wardle 
pers comm). The use of ceramic vessels in horticul-
ture has been discussed recently in relation to the 
pot from 179 Borough High Street (Rayner and 
Seeley forthcoming). There are over 200 vessels with 
holes in the MoLAS Oracle database; while many 
may be strainers, wine coolers or colanders there is 
potential to review those vessels in the London 
database with single or multiple pre-fi ring holes in 
their bases and/or lower halves to identify those of 
horticultural use.

The plotting of gardens might tell us more about 
the distribution of social classes and wealth, and 
the extent of Romanisation of different parts of 
London. Future excavations should question – in 
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the fi eld – the uses to which open areas might be 
put, and apply excavation techniques that look 
for typical garden features and ensure adequate 
environmental sampling. Roman gardens now need 
to be included in the London research framework, as 
it is possible that we have overlooked an important 
social, economic and environmental dimension to 
Roman London.
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2.4 Archaeological evidence for the Roman London 
to Colchester road between Aldgate and Harold 
Hill Gary Brown

Camulodunum was well known, appearing on the 
Antonine Itinerary as both Iter V and Iter IX (Hull 
1963a, 24). Margary confi dently wrote that the road 
extended from Aldgate to Old Ford while lamenting 
that ‘remains of it have not yet been traced’ (1973, 
246). He went on to describe its postulated route 
from Old Ford where it crossed the river Lea extend-
ing north-east to Stratford, on to Forest Gate, 
Manor Park, where it crossed a second river, the 
Roding, and noted that from then on its ‘course 
through Ilford and Seven Kings to Chadwell Heath 
is remarkably well preserved’ (Margary 1973, 246). 

Margary was commenting on the usually accepted 
route, not on physical evidence for the road itself. 
He also suggested that the route from Chadwell 
Heath to Romford was uncontested but not con-
fi rmed between Romford and Gallows Corner, and 
that from this point to Brentwood via Harold’s Wood 
the route was fairly fi xed. Although the distance 
between Aldgate and Brentwood is 30km (18.6 
miles), Margary did not, with one exception, use 
archaeological evidence to confi rm this hypothesis. 
The lack of physical evidence had already concerned 
archaeologists. As early as 1910 Reginald Smith 
noted that no evidence for the road between 
Romford and London existed, and that ‘this part of 
the route is rapidly being covered with houses’ which 
made it important to ‘collect and preserve any 
indication of the line while there is yet a chance of 
testing conjecture by the spade’ (Smith 1909–11, 
230). Half a century later Hull still bemoaned of the 
road that ‘neither its metalling … nor its ditches 
have anywhere been seen’ (1963a, 24). Less than a 
decade later Harvey Sheldon cut his fi rst sections 
across the road at Old Ford (Sheldon 1971). 

It would be satisfying to state that archaeological 
investigations have signifi cantly increased our 
understanding of the road, but this is only partly 
true. The section west of the River Lea is located 
entirely within Tower Hamlets, and relatively 
frequent investigations in this borough have not 
signifi cantly advanced Sheldon’s fi ndings of 1969–
70 or Merrifi eld’s assessment of the road (1983, 
123–4). There is even less to celebrate east of the 
Lea, but cumulatively all of the investigations on, 
or in the vicinity of, the Roman road assist in our 
understanding of its alignment and idiosyncrasies 
(Fig 2.4.1). 

There can be little doubt that the road had, ini-
tially at least, a strategic function. Indeed, Davies 
(2002, 148 and fi g 60) has suggested that the road 
pre-dated the foundation of Londinium itself as 
the road does not conform with the grid-like street 
pattern of the later 1st-century town, but cuts 
diagonally from the decumanus maximus after 

Introduction

In the Research Framework for London Archaeology 
a single research objective relating to Roman roads 
in the London region was established (Nixon et al 
2002, 34, Framework objective R4). Much of the 
discussion in the document naturally centred on 
the settlement at Londinium, although it was 
acknowledged that: 

an accurate chronology for roads, including 
their prehistoric antecedents, will help to foster 
a clearer understanding of the relationship 
between settlements and their economic devel-
opment. The nature and chronology of radial 
development along the main roads leading from 
the urban area has received relatively little 
attention and is under represented in the 
archaeological record (Nixon et al 2002, 33). 

However, archaeologists have sought to establish 
both the precise routes and chronologies of the road 
system for years. Within modern urban areas this 
can be both diffi cult and frustrating, and it is now 
largely dependent upon commercial archaeology 
and the unsequenced availability of sites. 

There have been advances in our understanding 
of all the major Roman arterial roads, even if these 
have lacked a synthetic approach to reporting. 
Codrington (1928) laid the base, and Margary (1973) 
and Merrifi eld (1965; 1969; 1983) ably built upon it, 
though the most recent of the latter’s work was 
published over 20 years ago. Since then, however, 
qualitative information has been obtained for 
Ermine Street (Gentry et al 1977), Stane Street 
(Maloney and Gostick 1998), Watling Street North 
(Bowsher 1995), Watling Street South (Rogers 1990), 
the London–Silchester route (Parnum and Cotton 
1983), and of course the London to Colchester road 
(Sheldon 1971; 1972; Mills 1984; Brown et al forth-
coming). This paper examines the evidence, positive 
and negative, for the latter route within the metro-
politan boundaries, the extremities of the study 
being Aldgate in the west and Harold Hill in the 
east. 

The London to Colchester road

The doyen of the Roman road system, Ivan Margary, 
like Codrington before him, had determined the 
general orientation of this road, primarily relying 
on historic and cartographic evidence for the 
route. But of course a road linking Londinium with 
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crossing the Thames. More questionable is his inter-
pretation for the existence of an early non-metalled 
track of 2.6m width at Old Ford (Davies 2002, 118) 
used tactically by the army to penetrate into hostile 
territory in the early months and years of occupa-
tion. Such a feature was not observed by Sheldon 
or in any of the subsequent extensive excavations 
(see below) and must have represented a very local 
construction variation. In succeeding centuries the 
road continued to maintain its importance, as dem-
onstrated by its regular modifi cations and repairs, 
presumably for commercial and administrative 
rather than military reasons.

Aldgate to Old Ford

For our purposes the starting point of the road is 
taken as the Roman gate at Aldgate, although 
the road also extends south-west from this point, 
roughly on the line of Fenchurch Street (Merrifi eld 
1983, 123). A 65m-length of the road was recorded 
in plan and section at Old Ford in 1995–96, incorpo-
rating the areas investigated by Sheldon and 
Mills (Sheldon 1971; 1972; Mills 1984; Brown et al 
forthcoming), and provides an accurate fi x up to the 

edge of the Lea valley. Assuming that the road 
was actually straight between Aldgate and Old 
Ford the distance between the gate and river was 
approximately 4.6km. 

The fi rst stretch of the road is mirrored by Aldgate 
High Street and Whitechapel Road before the latter 
turns slightly to the south close to the junction at 
Greatorex Street, presumably refl ecting medieval 
priorities. Excavations in 1938 for the Aldgate East 
Underground station exposed gravels, interpreted 
as part of the road to the east of the gate, at a depth 
of 10ft (3.03m) (Merrifi eld 1965, 298). East of this 
Codrington (1928, 181) reported that ‘fi ve road sur-
faces were met with, the lowest one of large fl ints set 
close together and very diffi cult to break through’ 
during the construction of a railway at Whitechapel 
High Street. While it is possible that these were of 
Roman origin, there was no conclusive proof, and 
these may equally have been of medieval date. 
Hereafter there is no fi rm evidence for the location 
of the road until Old Ford, although the Inner 
London Archaeological Unit made a game attempt 
to locate it when a 100m-long trench at Davenant 
Street, between Old Montague Street and White-
chapel Road, was excavated in 1977 (Richardson 
1978).

Fig 2.4.1 Roman road between Aldgate and Harold Hill. Scale 1:12,500 (Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd)
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Between Davenant Street and Old Ford there is 
no physical proof for the course of the road, and a 
recent evaluation on the projected course of the road, 
close to Meath Gardens, also failed to locate it 
(Sankey 2005). The most westerly recorded frag-
ment in Old Ford was at the rear of 510–18 Roman 
Road, where portions of the central section of the 
road were recorded, but they were too limited in 
extent to determine the structure in any detail 
(RBW03; Boyer 2003). The maximum area available 
east to west was only 5.3m and there were no delin-
eating features present. However, a shallow hollow 
fi lled with sandy gravels is similar to that found 
to the east and underlying the central agger (see 
below), therefore allowing the road’s approximate 
position to be established. It was sealed by bedding 
layers and rammed gravel surfaces of the road 
proper, all presumably associated with the central 
carriageway. 

A number of interventions have taken place along 
Roman Road in Old Ford between number 490 and 
the Lefevre Walk Estate, location of Sheldon’s and 
subsequent discoveries (Fig 2.4.2). However, these 
have been almost invariably located on the north 
side of the road (for example the Ranwell East 
Estate (BOD91; Pitt 1991) and 91–93 Parnell Road 
(AGH90; PRB95; Pitt 1990; 1995)), and it is now 

clear that the Roman road lay to the south. Roman 
features have been found across this area and 
included an unsuspected enclosed cemetery at 
Ranwell East Estate (Pitt 1991), isolated burials 
(Owen et al 1973), structures at 91–93 Parnell Road 
(Pitt 1990), and fi eld and other boundaries else-
where (eg McIsaac et al 1979). One evaluation on 
the south side, at 568A Roman Road, recorded no 
evidence for the road or roadside ditches (ROB05; 
Vuolteenaho 2005). However, a row of postholes 
at the north of the site on a general east–west align-
ment with a north–south return suggests a building 
parallel to and in close proximity with the road. The 
broader interpretation of the Roman landscape at 
Old Ford is covered in greater detail in Brown et al 
forthcoming.

Lefevre Walk Estate, Old Ford 

Major excavations were conducted at Lefevre Road 
Estate by Pre-Construct Archaeology in 1995–96 
(LEK95; Brown et al forthcoming; Fig 2.4.3), incor-
porating areas previously examined by Sheldon 
(1970; 1971) and the former Inner London Archaeo-
logical Unit (Mills 1984). The traces of the road 
found here can be assumed to be representative of 

Fig 2.4.2 Archaeological investigations at Old Ford in the vicinity of the Roman road, including negative 
evidence. Scale 1:5000 (Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd)

490
Roman Road

Ranwell East
Estate

91-93
Parnell Road

1990

91-93
Parnell Road

1995

Lefevre
Road

road found 1969Lefevre Walk
Estate

road found 1970,
1980 and 1995

Wick Lane

568A
Roman Road

510-518
Roman Road

road found 2002

200m

N



Landscape, environment and hinterland 85

its general characteristics. Initially a broad scoop 
was cut down through the natural brickearth to 
the top of the natural gravels, as also observed at 
510–18 Roman Road to the west (Fig 2.4.4). The 
scoop defi ned the line of the road agger. The north-
ern and southern limits of the road were marked 
with relatively shallow and narrow boundary ditch-
es, with an upcast bank on the outer edge. The dis-
tance between the centres of the boundary ditches 
was c 25.5m (83–84 feet) establishing it as a ‘fi rst 
class highway’ using Margary’s defi nition (Margary 
1973, 16; see also Davies 2002, 33). On both sides of 
the road boundary ditches were construction quarry 
pits. The scoop was infi lled with redeposited brick-
earth that was moulded into an upstanding ridge up 
to 0.5m thick and between 10.50m and 11.20m wide. 
The domed surface formed the road’s substructure 
and was capped with the central carriageway’s 
primary surface of rammed gravels, typically 4.60m 
wide. 

On both the north and south sides of the central 
agger were metalled side or auxiliary tracks, inter-
preted as being for foot traffi c and livestock. In its 
earliest form the south track was 3.5–4.5m wide, 
and the north track 5.5m wide, and both up to 0.6m 
lower than the central agger. It is probable that the 
road was constructed shortly after the conquest. The 

best dating evidence was recovered during Sheldon’s 
investigations although a quarter stater of the 
late Iron Age king Cunobelin (died c AD 40) was 
recovered from beneath the south track during the 
1995–96 work. After the southern boundary ditch 
was infi lled a thin layer of pebbles extended from 
the track and into the ditch depression creating 
a shallow metalled ditch base or hollow-way. It is 
possible that this feature was restricted to the 
approach to the River Lea as it was only found at the 
east but not the west of the site. 

In the late 1st or early 2nd century the north track 
was raised and remetalled; the modifi ed track was 
c 0.20m higher and fl atter that the original. The 
southern hollow-way was resurfaced, probably at 
the same time, and extended for several metres 
beyond the road itself in the east, possibly as 
hardstanding for livestock. In the mid- to late 2nd 
century the north track was resurfaced for a second 
time, before this track was abandoned. It was 
during this period that the road was transformed 
from a three-lane highway into a dual carriageway 
by raising the south track to the level of the central 
carriageway. The width of the carriageway was 
at least 6.0m in the west of the area, widening to 
8.5m at the east. Sheldon recorded the track as 
being 10.0m wide at the extreme eastern limits of 

Fig 2.4.3 London to Colchester road at Lefevre Road Estate, Old Ford (LEK95), looking west towards 
Londinium (Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd)
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the Lefevre Walk Estate (Fig 2.4.4). The inference 
is therefore that the road widened towards the 
river crossing, although for how far has not been 
established. 

Throughout the remainder of the 2nd and 3rd 
centuries there were no major changes to the car-
riageway. Minor repairs were made, but no signifi -
cant resurfacing episodes are recorded. In the 4th 
century the ‘south track’ zone was resurfaced and 
was elevated slightly above the central carriage 
area suggesting that the road had moved slightly to 
the south. The dual carriageway was at least 9.0m 
wide, although the evidence is not conclusive due 
to modern damage to the road at this level. It also 
appears that during the 4th century only limited 
maintenance occurred to the road with wind-blown 
detritus accumulating along the southern edge, 
although domestic activity at the road edges, fi rst 
recorded in the mid-3rd century, continued. The 
central carriageway demonstrated frequent and 
relatively deep ruts (Fig 2.4.4), indicating the 
continued use of wheeled transport. In the later 
4th century the road zone was being increasingly 
encroached upon. 

It is likely that the road continued to be used, if 
not effectively maintained, into the medieval era. 
Queen Matilda’s splash into the Lea suggests the 
road was functioning in the 12th century, although 
it is also possible that she and her retinue used 
the more northerly route now marked by Old Ford 
Road and which is also likely to have had Roman 
antecedents (Margary 1973, 57).

The 1995–96 excavations recorded a 65m-length 
of the road to which may be added a further 52m 
investigated by Sheldon up to the former railway 
line that marks the housing estate’s eastern bound-
ary. Including the fragment of the road recorded 
at 510–18 Roman Road, we now have positive 
identifi cation of its course for over 550m to the 
edge of the Lea valley (Fig 2.4.2). A similar sequence 
has been recorded close to the road’s terminus in 
Colchester (Hall 1942) and one of the larger ques-
tions is whether the road maintains this three- then 
two-carriageway profi le along its complete course or 
whether there are variations along the way. 

Crossing the Lea 

The question of the river crossing place continues 
to vex. The traditional view has been for a ford, the 
location being close to Iceland Wharf where, in 1906, 
fragments of an opus spicatum (herringbone) tile 
fl oor were dredged from the Lea, the small bricks 
supposedly forming the ford’s surface. This seems 
improbable; more likely they derived from a villa or 
other signifi cant building close to the river. To date 
there is neither proof of the location nor type of 
crossing across the shallow but relatively wide 
valley fl oor. It is more probable that the road tra-
versed the valley by a series of bridges and gravel 
causeways connecting small gravel islands, thus 

avoiding the inconvenience of diurnal and seasonal 
fl ooding. If the place-name evidence is anything 
to go by, the majority of the river crossings along 
the route may have been marked by fords, as at 
Stratford, Ilford and Romford, but as Hull put it, 
‘These are English names for post-Roman condi-
tions; the Romans would have had bridges’ (Hull 
1963a, 24). 

It has been suggested that the western edge of the 
notional ‘bridge’ may have been located close to the 
fording point indicated on 19th-century maps where 
a short length of road off Wick Lane may represent 
a vestigial tail of the Roman road’s course. Although 
archaeological investigations in the vicinity of the 
putative crossing point (eg Holden 2002) have 
revealed no conclusive proof, other sites in the vicin-
ity are likely to become available for development in 
the near future as part of the 2012 Olympic Games 
or its aftermath. 

One fi nal point for consideration: Davies suggests 
that the three-carriage road might be a local varia-
tion and that the ‘Three parallel lanes . . . were used 
individually in a complex sequence, often with 
lanes going out of use for a period, during which 
they were blocked. One interpretation may be that 
the three roads each provide, in turn, an approach 
for a timber bridge. Such bridges needed to be 
replaced from time to time, often with a new version 
being built alongside one which needed changing, 
the new structure being founded on the remains of 
an earlier bridge’ (Davies 2002 106). Whilst worthy 
of consideration it should be remembered that the 
road was used and modifi ed between the 1st and 4th 
centuries and it is possible that on such an impor-
tant road timber bridges were replaced in stone. 
A three-lane carriageway was located close to the 
west gate at Colchester away from a watercourse, 
indicating that this was the form of the road 
throughout.

A short distance to the north of this conjectured 
crossing point, at the former Crown Iron Works, 
Dace Road, signifi cant worked timbers of Roman 
date have been recorded. These comprised more 
than 40 driven piles of varying size and shape 
and two large vertical posts set on substantial base 
plates, making several possible north-west/south-
east alignments (DAC03; Alexander and Stephen-
son 2004). Although these may represent elements 
of a bridge they appear too far north from existing 
conjectured lines and were probably part of a wharf 
or jetty structure. 

The Lea valley is, in its current form, generally 
shallow and relatively wide. However, a recent 
assessment of the palaeotopography indicates that 
in the vicinity of Old Ford the pre-Holocene valley 
profi le was at its deepest with a relatively narrow 
valley fl oor at least 1.6km wide along the postulated 
route of the road (Burton et al 2004, 214, fi g 58, map 
2). By the Roman era the valley had infi lled some-
what with sands and alluvia, and it is suggested 
that the river may have been tidal as far upstream 
as Old Ford (Burton et al 2004). 
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In February and March 2005 a combined team 
from Pre-Construct Archaeology and the Museum of 
London Archaeology Service investigated two sites 
between Carpenters Road and the Waterworks 
River in advance of work associated with a new 
Aquatics Centre for the 2012 Olympic Games. In 
total the area of investigation measured 640m 
north–south and overlapping trenches were set out 
to intercept the projected line of the road. The road 
was not located but investigations at the time of 
writing have yet to be completed. As suggested above 
it is possible that the course was not direct and 
by the shortest route but rather – as with the bridge-
head road in Southwark – irregular and dictated by 
eyots or high points in the valley fl oor. It is possible 
that the crossing was achieved by a combination of 
causeway and bridges.

East from Stratford 

At Stratford the line of the Roman road is thought 
to approximate to that of the Romford Road and it is 
at this location that there have been several proba-
ble, but not conclusive recordings. The closest, at 30 
Romford Road, was approximately 1.8km east of the 
valley. Here, a composite section across the road 
indicated that it was c 30m wide, with up to ‘9 
successive deposits of sand and gravel’ (W-RR86; 
Redknap 1987, 294) and with a possible auxiliary 
track at a lower level on the north. However, dating 
was very poor, and restricted to two fragments of 
possible Roman tile. A previous investigation 430m 
to the east in 1963 during utility works was limited 
in extent and recorded in section only but revealed 
two metalled surfaces separated by a ‘stratum of 
dirty gravels’. The lower of these was up to 0.4m 
thick, but only 4.8m wide with ditches on either side 
(Marshall 1964, 208–12). It is possible that this was 
not part of the London to Colchester road at all, 
but a smaller and more local route in the vicinity. 
Furthermore, Marshall interpreted a sequence of 
overlying gravels as being of medieval date, and it is 
possible that both surfaces were also post-Roman.

During investigations at The Grove, Stratford, a 
length of the north side of the road and roadside 
ditch was recorded towards the south of the develop-
ment, close to Romford Road (SFG98; Green 2001). 
Unfortunately the manuscript report lacks detail, 
and despite claiming that this was ‘the fi rst fi rm 
evidence from the Stratford area’ (for the road), 
no further information is given. Gravel spreads 
recorded at Angel Lane, Stratford, are interpreted 
as being on the line of the Roman road, but the 
investigations were limited in extent and the 
interpretation is open (HW-AL94; Greenwood and 
Maloney 1995, 346). 

Beyond Stratford archaeological evidence for the 
road is non-existent and its line is based more on 
historical conjecture than hard evidence. Margary 
reports that it continued on to Forest Gate and 

Manor Park, and that its course ‘appears to be 
slightly distorted from the true line’ (1973, 246). 
This is essentially the same route as the modern 
A118 road to the crossing of the River Roding at 
Ilford, presumably via a bridge. However, the 
Greater London Sites and Monuments Record has a 
note of an aerial photograph to the west of the river 
at the Cottons Recreation Ground that recorded 
a ‘white mark across fi eld . . . possible Roman road 
being on the alignment of the Roman road’ (GLSMR 
061129). 

East of the River Rom 

East of the Rom a more determined effort has been 
made to look for the road. Here Margary states that 
‘at Romford the present road deviates a little to the 
south of the true line and the course of the Roman 
road is uncertain’ (1973, 246). Between 1998 and 
2004 three investigations were undertaken in the 
vicinity of Gidea Park adjacent to the north of Main 
Road (in the grounds of 63, 63A, 69 Main Road: 
MGP98, Gadd 1998; MNF03, Anon 2003a; Barker 
2004). No evidence for the road was found. An alter-
native course has been proposed to the north of these 
investigations in an area that is now part of the 
Romford Golf Course, but originally within the 
grounds of Gidea Hall. The hall itself was in exis-
tence by 1250, underwent many transformations 
and was fi nally demolished in 1930 (Bluer 2002, 9). 
Historic maps (eg Ordnance Survey 1862) show a 
roadway leading from the hall and linking up with 
the ‘Roman Road’ (A12), and the feature was evident 
in the ground in recent times. 

A recent project noted that ‘running on an east–
west orientation across the lush fairways of the 
Romford Golf Club is a pronounced ridge of 3–4m 
width. Its continuous linear aspect, plus the relative 
thinness of the grass on it, leaves little doubt that it 
represents a metalled thoroughfare of some sort’ 
(RGC02; Bluer 2002). Indeed so important is this 
stretch of ‘Roman’ road that it has been designated 
as a Scheduled Ancient Monument (County Monu-
ment #109). That notwithstanding, trenching at 
three points across the ridge demonstrated that the 
feature was only 4.0m wide and associated with at 
least one sherd of post-medieval pottery. The report 
concluded that the ‘Roman’ road was in fact ‘proba-
bly constructed to provide access to Gidea Hall for 
traffi c from the Chelmsford direction’ (Bluer 2002).

Further east still, in the vicinity of Harold Hill, 
two more investigations were undertaken, one close 
to the junction of Spilsby Road and Colchester Road 
and the other 0.5km down the road at the St Neots 
Sports Ground (RO-SN92). Both failed to record 
any evidence of the road (Beasley 1993; Anon 1992). 
The cumulative negative evidence from the Main 
Road/Colchester Road investigations indicates that 
the Roman road lies beneath or to the south of the 
present roads (A118/A12). 
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Conclusions

Despite the course of the Aldgate to Colchester 
road being apparently well established, particularly 
through evidence shown on post-medieval maps and 
the Antonine Itinerary, only in the vicinity of Old 
Ford and more particularly between Parnell Road 
and the eastern boundary of the former Lefevre 
Walk Estate is there any certainty regarding the 
road’s orientation, constructional phasing and date. 
The reality is that between the edge of Londinium 
and Harold Hill (a distance of 24km or 14.9 miles) 
we are certain only of a 125m length. With the fi nd-
ings at 510–18 Roman Road it is possible to extend 
this to 550m or approximately 2.25% of the length 
between these two points. As the paper has demon-
strated, the limitations on our knowledge are not 
because the course of the road has not been looked 
for. In some cases, especially Old Ford and to a 
lesser extent Gidea Park, the fact that the road was 
not found contributes signifi cantly to our under-
standing of where the road should be. In Stratford 
the situation is somewhat different. Here several 
fragments of a road or roads have been located, but 
there is no conclusive evidence that any of them are 
a continuation of the Old Ford road. 

Elsewhere there are huge gaps in our knowledge 
including the locations of all the river crossing 
points, the exact route between Aldgate and Old 
Ford and much of the route east of Stratford. Where 
the modern road and the Roman road are coincident 
there may be little proactive work that can be 
undertaken, but targeted investigations of develop-
ment sites at the road margins should be prioritised. 
In this way roadside features such as ditches or 
building lines (for example as at 590 Roman Road) 
may at least confi rm an approximate date and orien-
tation for the roadway. Where there are major civil 
engineering works on or close to the putative road, 

for example for drainage, road widening or realign-
ment works connected with the 2012 Olympic 
Games, for example, archaeological investigations 
should be dovetailed into development proposals. 
There are also plenty of opportunities for local 
societies. These might include geophysical investi-
gations in green spaces such as Meath Gardens in 
Globe Town or Cottons Recreation Ground, Rom-
ford, or even small interventions in private gardens 
or other public or private open spaces along the 
route.

Recognising the limitations in our knowledge 
of this individual road it is worth considering the 
following statement by Hugh Davies (2002, 150): 
‘roads which were eventually built radiate from 
London and were sometimes of substantial size, 
built of gravel, sometimes with cobbles or fl ints as a 
foundation. Water was usually dealt with by timber 
bridges, corduroys, drains or culverts’. We still have 
some way to go to achieve even this level of detail for 
the main London to Colchester road within our 
area.
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2.5 Roman Enfi eld: a redistributive role for roadside 
settlements? Martin J Dearne

virtually any pre-Flavian material may suggest that 
it preceded any settlement, possibly demarking a 
corridor of land through which Ermine Street ran.

A Flavian origin for at least the northern part of 
the settlement is established and Gentry (Gentry 
et al 1977, 124–5) interpreted features here (on site 
4) as part of a large, long-lived ditched enclosure 
containing industrial features, up to c 100m west of, 
and perhaps at some dates linked to, Ermine Street. 
She also noted possible military associations for 
some of the ditches and fi nds, though the latter have 
since been reinterpreted. A re-evaluation might 
see the long-lived, successively modifi ed enclosure, 
possibly c 30 x 50+ m, aligned with and often for-
mally linked to the road. This enclosure contained a 
large metalled surface north of an unmetalled area 
separated from, though in some periods with formal 
access to, an industrial zone to the west. Possible 
Flavian debris from a sandstone building with a 
tiled roof (Gentry et al 1977, 125) might be taken to 
suggest that it represented a courtyard/‘wagon park’ 
south of a mansio set back from Ermine Street as 
others in Britain clearly were (Black 1995, 89). 

The possibility of a mansio in the vicinity was 
suggested by Gentry (Gentry et al 1977, 125–6) fol-
lowing Gillam (1973, 11) on the basis of Enfi eld’s 
similar distance from Londinium to mansio candi-
dates on other routes, and from an Ermine Street 
candidate at Ware (intermediate between Enfi eld 
and the mansio at Braughing). However, there is 
also the Cheshunt settlement six Roman miles from 
Enfi eld to take account of (Black 1995, 15) so its role 
in any system of cursus publicus installations along 
Ermine Street cannot be inferred in detail. Other 
functions could be suggested for the enclosure 
including periodic markets or even a post of the 
stationarii (road police), if they existed in Britain 
(Black 1995, 11). 

Elsewhere in the settlement 1st-century evidence 
is limited, though later 1st- and early 2nd-century 
pottery is present. But c 130m south of the Lincoln 
Road site a fence line on site 14 may be Flavian and 
was succeeded by stakehole patterns possibly repre-
senting animal pens. Slightly further south again 
(site 16) a largely truncated soil layer succeeds 
another pattern of stakeholes representing primary 
activity. It is therefore at least possible that an 
agricultural settlement began south of the enclosure 
within the ditched ‘road zone’. Subsequently, 
several sites show evidence of the cutting of rubbish 
pits, east–west and north–south ditches, and the 
laying of metalled surfaces. Some of the east–west 
ditches were repeatedly recut and may have been 
for drainage, but at least one large 4th-century one 
on site 16 probably perpetuated a slighter property 
boundary. A north–south ditch on site 5 probably 

Introduction

Roman fi nds have been reported from the Enfi eld 
area, approximately 10 miles north of Londinium, 
since at least 1816 (Robinson 1823, 57), often 
deriving from the exploitation of the brickearth and 
gravel deposits of this part of the Lea valley. The 
valley must always have represented a communica-
tions corridor north from the Thames and was 
utilised by Ermine Street (Margary 1973, no 2a), 
though there was, for a long time, limited evidence 
of the road’s precise line through much of Enfi eld 
(Margary 1973, 195 and 521; Gentry et al 1977, 124). 
However, evidence for the presence of settlement(s) 
has accumulated progressively. The largest, at Bush 
Hill Park, was fi rst identifi ed during the building 
of suburban housing in Landseer Road in 1902 
(Illustrated London News, 5 April 1902, 483–98; 
Enfi eld and Edmonton Chronicle, 25 April 1902, 8; 
thus Haverfi eld 1902; and Whittaker 1911, 19). It 
has subsequently been investigated on twenty sites 
since 1966 (Fig 2.5.1) mainly by Enfi eld Archaeo-
logical Society (EAS) excavations in the back gar-
dens of the houses and grounds of a school (which 
now completely cover the site), and on one larger 
published redevelopment site (site 4) at Lincoln 
Road by the EAS and others (ELR76; Gentry et al 
1977; see also Sheldon and Schaaf 1978, fi g 4).

Confi rmation that the settlement lay along the 
western side of Ermine Street came in 1987/88 when 
excavation (Fig 2.5.1, site 13) identifi ed part of 
the road. Taking earlier fi nds and archaeologically 
negative sites (eg Fig 2.5.1, sites 6, 12 and 15) into 
account it is now fairly clear that the settlement 
probably occupied approximately 5.4 ha, comprising 
a strip over 450m long and c 120m wide, along, and 
often sloping down towards, the road on its east. A 
southern boundary appears to have been provided 
by an east-fl owing stream.

The character of the settlement 

The problems of assessing even a small settlement 
mainly from dispersed ‘keyhole’ excavations are 
considerable, besides which quarrying appears to 
have truncated all deposits on the south of site 4 and 
on site 18 beyond. However, though a few probable 
pre-Roman cut features and thin scatters of prehis-
toric sherds/lithics are known, there are no indica-
tions of any pre-Roman settlement. The earliest 
major feature may be a large U-shaped north–south 
ditch parallel to and c 65m west of Ermine Street, 
which appears on two sites (9 and 11) c 140m apart. 
The only dating evidence is a pre-Flavian brooch 
but the paucity of pottery and absence elsewhere of 
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marked the settlement’s western edge and a large 
one less than 30m west of Ermine Street (sites 
19 and 20) might imply an eastern boundary. The 
metalled surfaces include both heavily worn paths 
extending to the southern end of the settlement and 
probable yards.

Evidence for buildings and occupation is so far 
fragmentary. On one site (11) the silted up ‘road 
zone’ ditch was cut in the later 1st/early 2nd century 
by an extremely substantial (? post) pit seemingly 
subsequently replaced by a second nearby. There 
followed a sequence of activity involving rubbish 

Fig 2.5.1 Excavations and observations in the Bush Hill Park settlement (trench locations and dimensions 
approximate). B marks the site of burials
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pits, metalled surfaces and fi nally two successive 
corn dryers (suggesting the ‘backyard’ of a property). 
On site 16 an Antonine beam slot was superseded 
by a cobbled surface, then a smaller expanse of 
cobbling at one end of the large 4th-century ditch 
noted above, both overlain by a thick occupation and 
rubbish deposit. On a third site (9) the ‘road zone’ 
ditch was succeeded by abandonment/cultivation 
and rubbish pits and then in the later 2nd century 
by a postpad-constructed building, which gave 
way to a ditch on the same alignment and again a 
general occupation deposit. 

Although some settlement shrinkage after the 
2nd century in the south is possible, activity con-
tinued well into the 4th century, the fi nal phase at 
site 4 having late or sub-Roman gravel spreads/post 
bases (Gentry et al 1977, 125) and a ditch that 
produced a Germanic buckle (Gentry et al 1977, 169, 
no 18) perhaps of c AD 360–400 (cf Böhme 1986, 
485–6, ill 14 and nos 33–4), evidently unknown to 
Knight (1998, 40–2, type C), but seen as Middle 
Saxon by Going (1987). Though the coins on site 4 
suggest decline after c AD 380 and the latest issues 
are of the House of Theodosius (Hammerson and 
Coxshall 1977, 161) there are also hints of possible 
Saxon activity on sites 14 and 20. The evidence gen-
erally suggests only a moderate degree of prosperity 
with unexceptional levels of mainly low-value coin 
loss (as well as a hoard of c AD 334 (Kent 1977, 168–
9)), samian and other fi ne wares, fairly utilitarian 
vessel glass and virtually no window glass.

Thus, the settlement appears to have conformed 
broadly to a class of small undefended roadside 
settlements typifi ed by, for example, Camerton or 
Hibaldstow (Burnham and Wacher 1990, 292–6 and 
300–4). At Camerton ditches running parallel to the 
road were also superseded by properties incorporat-
ing strip buildings set at right angles to the road. 
Furthermore there was evidence for a network of 
metalled paths, some form of industrial function(s) 
in and after the 1st century, and early agricultural 
activity. Like Enfi eld, these settlements show evi-
dence of 2nd-century expansion, some 3rd-century 
decline but often a continuance of occupation through 
and even beyond the 4th century.

The context and economy of the settlement 

The Bush Hill Park settlement might be assumed 
to have acted as the fi rst mansio north of Londin-
ium, with cobblers, smiths, brewers, inns, stables 
and provisions merchants. Oddments of post-1st-
century military equipment could identify one 
group amongst the clientele. But this assumption is 
too easily made and relies on the notion that because 
a settlement is next to a road it must be there 
primarily to serve travellers along that road. As 
Burnham and Wacher (1990, 5) have recognised, 
however, all small towns also provided ‘some level of 
manufacturing capacity not only for their own com-
munities, but also frequently for the surrounding 

countryside’ and ‘many also acted as centres for 
groups of villas and peasant settlements’ (eg as a 
pool of seasonal agricultural labour). Others such as 
Hingley (1989, 111–20) have gone further and see 
all southern British quasi-urban settlements as 
principally ‘local centres’, local markets serving a 
restricted (static) catchment area. 

We need to remember though that roads run 
both past and from settlements. People stop at settle-
ments while travelling along roads. But people 
also fi nd them convenient points to join roads and to 
begin or continue journeys, transit points providing 
services where B road meets motorway or cart track 
meets Ermine Street. Whatever the determinant 
of the precise location of the settlement (say the 
siting of a mansio) we should consider, along with 
traveller services and those for rural consumers, 
whether roadside settlements provided services to 
rural producers too.

The western edge of the Bush Hill Park settle-
ment is probably marked by cremation burials on 
the Lincoln Road site (Gentry et al 1977, 110), with 
another surely implied here by a complete glass jug 
(Price 1977, 155 no 2), and more by complete vessels 
found at Landseer Road in 1902 (Fig 2.5.1). Just 
south of it there are limited records of burials 
including a stone coffi n at Trinity Avenue (Gillam 
1973, 21) (Fig 2.5.2). Yet well to the west of the 
settlement, antiquarian fi nds indicate the presence 
of other, often high-status, burial groups clearly not 
directly connected to it (Fig 2.5.2). The nearest, still 
0.5km away, was a stone coffi n found at Wellington 
Road (EAS 1967; Gillam 1973, 20 and pl 3), perhaps 
an outlier from a burial group found 150m further 
west at Private Road (Whitaker 1911, 16–19; Sharpe 
1932, 113; Gillam 1973, 19–20 and pl 1). Here an 
inhumation and several cremations in/accompanied 
by glass and ceramic vessels and a coin of Vespasian 
were under an artifi cial chalk mound on a slight 
hill. Some 350m to the north-east a probably sepa-
rate burial group, of possible 3rd-century date, at 
Burleigh Road comprised an adult ‘in a deposit of 
lime’ within a highly decorated lead coffi n and two 
cremations (one possibly a child) in lead ossuriae in 
a tegulae cist covered by a fl int dump (Illustrated 
London News, 8 October 1902; Daily Graphic, 10 
December 1905; Smith 1902–03).

Some or all of these burials seem likely to relate 
to fi nds made in a gravel pit 150m north-west again 
of Private Road, ‘ . . . in one part of which workmen 
invariably fi nd human remains . . . bones, large 
iron nails and coins and small earthen pots . . . . [A 
tenant] once found a hearth set in brickwork . . . 
[and] in 1816 several Roman urns and coins were 
found . . . and some skeletons’ (Robinson 1823, 57). 
The details are sketchy but seem to imply more 
than just further burials. Indeed, it is apparent 
that the Bush Hill Park settlement formed part of a 
landscape that included several possible occupation 
sites (see Sheldon and Schaaf 1978, fi g 4). Another 
stone coffi n burial with a glass jar in the vicinity 
of further ceramic fl agon fi nds at Raglan School 
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(Sturges 1938, 5; Gillam 1973, 20–1), over 600m 
south-west of the settlement, might imply one, for 
example. The location is c 200m north of Salmons 
Brook, an east-fl owing tributary of the River Lea in 
Edmonton, along which further possible Romano-
British burial evidence has been recorded (EAS 
1959; Gillam 1973, 24 and pl 8; CBA 1960, 27).

Also north of Salmons Brook and 300m west 
of Ermine Street substantial evidence of a settle-
ment at Churchfi elds has been recorded since the 
1920s (Collingwood and Taylor 1931, 240; Sturges 

1938, 2–5, 7 and 35; Gillam 1953; Geoffrey Gillam 
pers comm). Though badly damaged by quarrying, 
a mainly 3rd- to 4th-century settlement existed 
on land sloping down to the brook. A dense pattern 
of roof tile fi nds is known, and an early fi nd was 
almost certainly a 3m2 timber-lined well approached 
by a fl int cobbled track or road with a nearby 
inhumation. Ditches on one site might represent 
water management adjacent to a timber structure, 
plausibly interpreted as a large sunken tank with 
a wooden lid. Early interpretations of the site as a 

Fig 2.5.2 The environs of the Bush Hill Park settlement
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tilery are to be treated with caution and there is 
some reason to believe that the tiles derived from 
a (possibly hypocausted) structure, especially as 
window glass, tesserae and possibly tufa have been 
recovered. The fi nds assemblage seems to imply 
domestic occupation but an industrial element is 
possible and the presence of a well so near to a 
brook and of a large tank might be suggestive of 
something such as a tannery.

Thus, the roadside settlement existed as part of a 
settled landscape possibly with industrial as well 
as presumably agricultural foci (possible fi eld bound-
aries have been identifi ed on site 17 (Fig 2.5.1) and 
in the vicinity of the Wellington Road burial (LCN04; 
Densem 2004 and pers comm)). Some of the agricul-
tural foci were apparently prosperous enough to 
generate burials of the status one might expect 
from villas, and the roadside settlement can hardly 
have existed in a vacuum from them. Servicing 
such settlements could have been a bonus on top of 
servicing any mansio and travellers along the road. 
The likelihood that the settlement expanded gradu-
ally does seem to be more consistent with serving 
incrementally expanding enterprises, not the con-
sistent level of demand one might envisage a mansio 
and casual travellers to represent. 

As Burnham and Wacher (1990, 44) observed, the 
largest concentrations of ‘fi rst class’ villas cluster 
around the larger ‘small towns’ not more major 
settlements, though other studies (such as Hingley 
1989, 118–20) have come to a different conclusion, 
which might hint at particularly close connections 
between the two. The precise location of the settle-
ment need not have been economically determined 
by the road itself at all. Any mansio, provided by 
local civitas authorities, may have stimulated an 
initial settlement agglomeration that drew in addi-
tional settlers. Furthermore, the status of the land 
bordering the road may have made it more condu-
cive for settlement than that elsewhere. Settlement 
could even have been offi cially encouraged or sanc-
tioned. Indeed, the often-noted absence of villas in 
the environs of Londinium may be relevant here. 
The distance from Enfi eld to Londinium is reason-
able for a mansio location. But its location could 
have been determined by tenurial factors as well. If 
the hinterland of Londinium was an imperial estate 
devoid of private villas their possible appearance 
in Enfi eld might mark its northern edge (broadly 
a day’s travel north of the city). If so the Enfi eld 
settlement could have grown round an offi cial estab-
lishment (be it mansio or not) as much intended for 
administrators touring the boundaries of the estate 
as longer distance travellers.

However, if the road was an economic determi-
nant of settlement location, as well as servicing 
any mansio and/or acting as a centre for the rural 
community to acquire ‘consumables’ (as the Hingley 
(1989) model would suggest), a potential factor in 
its primary economic role might well have been 
the redistribution of rural production. If the 
settlement existed in a villa landscape the villas 

would presumably have an agricultural surplus to 
market, quite probably to Londinium via Ermine 
Street, and it ought to be considered whether 
the settlement had a role in assembling loads and 
facilitating their transport. This could have encom-
passed the processing and forwarding of a range of 
animal and arable products (eg meat, hides, wool 
and beer as well as grain) and the settlement could 
even have served as a base for middlemen sourcing 
bulk supplies. Indeed, as it is the possible villas not 
roadside settlement that display the most obvious 
signs of wealth, were they ‘operating’ parts of it as 
an adjunct to farming, both as redistribution centre 
and roadside services including for example an inn, 
as Varro (Rerum Rusticarum 1.2.23) advised in the 
late 1st century BC? This is distinct from Hingley’s 
(1989, 114–16) suggested parallels with the medi-
eval situation, which envisage private enterprise as 
developing a hierarchy of ‘local markets’ at regular 
intervals determined by central place concepts.

Conclusion

Of course these speculations are not all new (eg 
Hingley 1989, 116–20; Salway 1981, 596–7). But the 
intention here has been to highlight ‘commercial’ 
redistribution as one possible element in the varied 
origins and economies of small roadside towns near 
major urban centres. Equating roadside location 
with reliance on passing travellers (or regarding 
rural consumers as the main economic base) is too 
simplistic. Even if a settlement had a primary func-
tion unconnected to servicing travellers or rural con-
sumers and would have grown up anyway – whether 
or not it was developed as a way of diversifying a 
villa estate – the economic ‘multiplier’ effect of a 
roadside location is likely to have been a key deter-
minant. Such a settlement could not fail to tap a 
transient market on its doorstep and naturally 
would accrue some local market centre functions. 
But like Churchfi elds (near enough to Ermine Street 
to suggest that it may have played a part in its loca-
tion yet far enough away to rule it out as serving 
travellers) the Enfi eld settlement could have had, 
primary or subsidiary to its economy, a role in a 
mechanism of supply that led from a rural produc-
tion zone via processing and redistribution centres, 
on to Ermine Street and thence to Londinium.

Ultimately few ‘local centres’ like that at Enfi eld 
are well-enough known for their role to be gauged 
other than by the application of various economic 
models reliant on assumptions about the fundamen-
tal nature of the Roman economy, assumptions that 
beg questions about levels of commercialisation, 
balance of governmental and private infl uence, 
and degree of mobility of resources. Therefore the 
recovery of archaeological evidence will be the key to 
making progress beyond the theoretical in studying 
the relationship of Londinium to those settlements 
that existed in its hinterland.
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2.6 ‘The rest to some faint meaning make pretence, 
but Shadwell never deviates into sense’ (further 
speculation about the Shadwell ‘tower’) 
David Bird

later layers and features on the site came from the 
bath house (see below). Internally there was a fl oor 
level, or make-up for a fl oor, of sand over a deposit 
of sand and clay, with a fragmentary pot dating 
to after AD 150 (Lakin et al 2002, 10), the most 
obvious origin of which would be a disturbed burial: 
a fragment of a Nene Valley colour coat vessel was 
noted from one cremation group to the east (Lakin 
et al 2002, 8). The foundations were apparently 
only c 450mm deep, but as they were very wide and 
probably founded on gravel quite a tall structure 
may have been possible (the immediate subsoil was 
probably brickearth, but the site ditches were said 
to cut sand and gravel; Lakin et al 2002, 7 and 15). 
It is quite possible that there was a timber-framed 
upper structure, although the buttresses on the 
southern side (above the slope) may suggest that at 
least the ground fl oor of the tower was stone built 
with tile levelling courses. 

As well as the tower, various other features 
were found, but there is some diffi culty in phasing 
them because of lack of records (Lakin et al 2002, 
10). Pottery indicates three main periods of activity: 
late 1st–early 2nd century, the middle of the 3rd 
century and the mid- to late 4th century (Seeley 
2002, 31). The sequence probably begins with some 
brickearth quarrying in the 1st century and occa-
sional use for cremation burials, perhaps mostly in 
the mid-2nd century (although much of the pottery 
is earlier, many of the vessels may have already 
been damaged or worn when buried and some are 
specifi cally dated to AD 150 or later; Lakin et al 
2002, 8–9 and 13). It is possible that two inhuma-
tions known from the site also belong to this phase 
of use (Lakin et al 2002, 24), and this simpler 
interpretation is perhaps to be preferred to the idea 
of a late Roman return to burying at this location. 
Later dress items thought to be possibly related to 
burials (Lakin et al 2002, 27) can now be explained 
as linked in some way to the fi nds from the building 
north of the bath house (Anon 2004, 25). The site 
was, therefore, probably not part of the major east-
ern London cemetery where nearest known burials 
are c 500m to the west (Lakin et al 2002, 2).

The site may then have been little used until the 
mid-3rd century. The majority of the pottery dates 
to this period (Seeley 2002, 31), and it is perhaps 
most likely that the tower was constructed at this 
time. It has no obvious relationship to the burials 
whereas it is in alignment with several features 
probably of this date: a large ditch, several shallow 
pits and a narrow timber building about 4m wide 

Introduction

The title, quoting two lines from John Dryden (Mac 
Flecknoe), actually refers to one Thomas Shadwell, 
but seems to sum up both archaeological sites as a 
whole and the diffi culties of making any sense of the 
discoveries at Shadwell. The Shadwell ‘tower’ caused 
great interest when it was fi rst found in 1974, and 
for several years its initial interpretation as a signal 
station or watch tower (LD74; Johnson 1975, 280) 
was generally accepted (for example by no less a 
scholar than Ralph Merrifi eld: 1983, 192–4). In 1976 
another excavation close by (LD76) found further 
evidence for Roman-period features. These excava-
tions have only recently been published by David 
Lakin (Lakin et al 2002), to whom we owe a consid-
erable debt for the achievement. He not only had to 
struggle with old records but for the tower part of 
the site had little in the way of records at all and few 
of the original fi nds, although fortunately some of 
the fi nds reports had survived. That it is possible to 
offer a different interpretation here should be seen 
as a tribute to his work, not a criticism. 

The publication necessarily concentrated on 
making available the results of the excavations, but 
it also offered the opportunity for reconsideration of 
the purpose of the tower. It was suggested that this 
was more likely to have been a mausoleum, although 
the possibility of it being a temple cella was also 
explored (Lakin et al 2002, 25–6). The recent dis-
covery of the bath house and other features just 
down the slope from the tower (HGA02) has led 
to further suggestions about the function of the 
Shadwell site as a whole (Anon 2003b; Anon 2004). 
This paper speculates further about the purpose of 
the tower, and will argue that a military link should 
not yet be dismissed.

The evidence

The tower was built near the edge of a terrace, south 
of which the ground sloped down to the Thames, 
which is now around 500m away (Lakin et al 2002, 
7; the Roman river frontage is as yet unrecorded). 
It had foundations of mortared fl int and chalk 
approximately 1.9m wide and was about 9m square 
externally. What little of the walls survived above 
foundation level suggests that they were built of the 
same material as the foundations and fl int-faced 
with tile courses that did not penetrate the full 
width of the wall. It is likely that ragstone from 
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and 15m in length, apparently with its long south-
ern side partly open (Fig 2.6.1). Later excavations 
suggest that the ditch continued for more than 50m 
to the west (Anon 2004, 23). A timber-lined drain 
ran at right angles to the ditch, starting from 
between the tower and the timber building. These 
features could also be contemporary with the con-
struction of the bath house and other structures to 
the south. The fi ll of the ditch near the tower ‘con-
tained nearly half the pottery (by EVEs) from the 
site and in general differs from much of the rest of 
the pottery: the average sherd size is larger and less 
abraded, and there are a substantial number of com-
plete profi les’; there were also two nearly complete 
glass vessels (Lakin et al 2002, 19). The pottery is 
dated up to about AD 270 or a little later and there 
were coins of AD 270–90 and AD 324–34. The latter 
seem out of place and may be intrusive, perhaps 
from the later gullies that cut across the ditch 
or from slumping of later layers (Lakin et al 2002, 
16 and 20). It seems reasonable to interpret the 
evidence as an organised site clearance at some 
point near the end of the 3rd century, or, if the later 
coins are not intrusive, clearance after a period of 
abandonment before the next use of the site.

Again there seems to have been a hiatus in use of 
the site, until around the mid-4th century, when 
some sort of industrial use is possible, with one or 
two timber-lined ‘tanks’ and drains. Various gullies 
may also date to this phase as some at least are 
stratigraphically later than earlier features such 
as the main ditch and the timber building, their 
fi lls include some much later fi nds and they have a 
rather random pattern. Although the main ‘drain’ 
appears to cut the line of one of the gullies, a site 

photograph suggests that this area was much dis-
turbed and it is noticeable that the other features 
whose line should have crossed the same area were 
not recorded here (Lakin et al 2002, 11, fi g 6; 16, fi g 
9; 20, fi g 10; Merrifi eld 1983, 191, fi g 30; 193, pl 48). 
The gullies were fi lled with demolition material, 
mostly from timber buildings but including stone, 
perhaps indicating initial site clearance before the 
fi nal phase when a large spread of rubble including 
ragstone/limestone, chalk, mortar, roof tile, fl ue 
tiles and opus signinum suggests activity associated 
with the demolition of a major building, which was 
probably the bath house (Lakin et al 2002, 23–4; 
Anon 2004, 24). Pottery and coins associated with 
the fi ll of the gullies and with the rubble layer sug-
gest that this activity was taking place in or after 
AD 365, and coins indicate that any remnants of 
the tower were also robbed at this time (Lakin et al 
2002, 20, 23 and 24). It is not clear if the tower was 
still standing; there may only have been stub walls 
surviving by then, particularly if the structure was 
partly timber framed, as suggested above. 

The explanations

Four explanations have been proposed for the tower, 
not necessarily mutually exclusive: a mausoleum; 
a temple; a structure related in some way to the 
bath house or a new port; a signal station or watch 
tower.

Could the tower have been a mausoleum? This 
suggestion was made because of the nearby crema-
tions, but there is little or no evidence from the 
tower itself (Lakin et al 2002, 24). The cremations 

Fig 2.6.1 The tower and possibly related mid-3rd-century features (after Lakin et al 2002, fi gs 7–9)



98 Londinium and Beyond

are mostly in two small groups and hardly seem to 
relate to the tower in any way; in contrast, the latter 
is related to several other features, as noted above. 
The structure would also be large for a mausoleum, 
with unusually wide walls (Lakin et al 2002, 26), 
and the latter objection applies even more to inter-
pretation as a cemetery enclosure. The cremations 
pre-date later structures and by the mid-3rd-
century activity on the tower site is surely too exten-
sive to be associated with a local burial ground 
(for which there is no contemporary evidence). On 
balance, interpretation as a mausoleum is unlikely.

Could the structure have been a temple cella? 
Lack of an ambulatory or of an entrance on the 
east does not necessarily exclude it, but it would cer-
tainly be on the large side (Lakin et al 2002, 10). The 
coins from the site could be offerings (Hammerson 
2002, 54) but none of the other fi nds suggests a reli-
gious interpretation and the samian seems unlikely 
in this context. It is perhaps also unlikely that 
the fi nds would bunch in three main periods. The 
site would be quite good for a temple: it would be 
prominently placed for those coming up river, and 
the place-name perhaps indicates a noted spring – 
‘shallow well or spring’ (Gover et al 1942, 151). A 
healing shrine would fi t well with the bath house 
and the jewellery and other female-related objects 
(Lakin et al 2002, 27; Anon 2004, 25), but given 
the scale of the baths we would expect an 
altogether more elaborate central shrine. On 
balance, interpretation as a temple is unlikely.

Could the tower be linked in some way to the bath 
house or other nearby buildings? One rather curious 
suggestion was use as a ‘water tower’ (Anon 2003b), 
but in the absence of any parallels (except settling 
tanks on raised aqueducts like that at Segovia) this 
is unlikely. As well as the bath house several other 
contemporary buildings are now known on the slope 
below the tower, and divided from it by the main 
ditch (Anon 2004, 26). Although quite a large area 
has been subject to examination these buildings are 
quite scattered, but the whole area has been subject 
to a great deal of later disturbance. The known 
buildings all seem to be timber-framed and align 
roughly east–west, in line with the tower (Anon 
2004, 23). It has been suggested that the buildings 
were part of new port facilities, replacing those in 
London because construction of the riverside wall 
cut them off from the city (Anon 2004, 22). This 
raises the extraordinary spectacle of goods being 
unloaded downstream at an undefended port so as 
to be taken by road to the defended city through 
gates in the landward wall because the city authori-
ties had not thought to provide gates in the riverside 
wall. 

The idea of a new port is based in part on the 
suggestion that falling river levels led to the need to 
move the port facilities downstream (eg Brigham 
1990b, 159–60). The evidence is not, however, 
conclusive and probably too much is made of the 
absence of later dated waterfronts on certain spe-
cifi c sites in London and of the need to use the tidal 

fl ow to reach the city. New arrangements for the 
waterfronts would have been required as a result of 
the building of the riverside wall and the disuse of 
some, as at New Fresh Wharf, is probably closer in 
date to the construction of the riverside wall than is 
sometimes allowed. There may be some evidence 
for new arrangements in London (Perring 1991a, 
108), which coupled with the use of lighters (Brigham 
1990b, 147) might well have been suffi cient for the 
port to continue. A probable seagoing ship dated to 
the end of the 3rd century (or later) is known from 
the County Hall site (Merrifi eld 1983, 201–2), and 
the dramatisation depicted on the Arras medallion 
of Constantius rescuing London in AD 296 implies 
that he arrived by ship (eg Merrifi eld 1983, 201, 
fi g 49). The building of the riverside wall strongly 
implies a fear that the city could be attacked by 
raiders sailing up the river. No evidence for port 
facilities or a new road network has so far been 
found at Shadwell.

Could the original idea of a signal station or watch 
tower be correct? Unfortunately we have few paral-
lels for the date or the location. The Yorkshire coast 
‘signal stations’ are later and set in very different 
circumstances (Lakin et al 2002, 25; see now Hind 
2005). Signal towers on the German limes show that 
such structures could be timber-framed (eg Baatz 
1993, 43 fi g 26), but they too were intended for use 
in different circumstances. It is generally accepted 
that the great monument at Richborough was used 
as a signal station or watch tower at some point 
in the 3rd century before the Carausian period 
(Cunliffe 1968, 244), which suggests that we might 
be unwise to seek a standard type. If the tower was 
originally a mausoleum it would therefore be accept-
able to postulate that it was reused. Such things 
would hardly cause a problem for people who were 
now regularly using tombstones and broken-up 
religious monuments to build city walls. A signal-
ling line to Richborough and/or along the Thames 
would certainly make sense (Fig. 2.6.2), perhaps 
comparable to the line of watch towers now thought 
to have existed along parts of the lower Rhine 
(Wilson and Creighton 1999, 28). It may be noted 
that Cohors I Baetasiorum, the garrison of the shore 
fort at Reculver at some point in the late 2nd or 
early 3rd century, probably had Maryport as its 
previous posting (Philp 2005, 225), where it is likely 
to have had good experience of working with signal-
ling towers (Woolliscroft 2001, 88–9, 95–6). Of course 
this may not have been relevant by the mid-3rd 
century, and there is currently no archaeological 
evidence for a signalling line from Richborough 
or Reculver or along the Thames, although it is 
intriguing to note that a cemetery at Mucking has 
produced several samian vessels of a similar date 
to those at Shadwell (Bird 1993, 4, 8 and 10). The 
strategic importance of this site on a higher river 
terrace has long been recognised (Jones 1968, 212; 
Myres 1968, 226–7). 

A signal station at Shadwell may be unlikely, at 
least on present evidence, but a watch tower would 
not be out of place. The Shadwell site would give a 
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good view of danger approaching from some distance 
down river. It is also well placed to act as the end of 
a beacon chain, which would be of particular value 
to warn of a threat at night (Woolliscroft 2001, 25 
and 30). The use of beacons has also been identifi ed 
in a later Saxon context (Reynolds 1999, 95–6, with 
some reference to the situation along the Thames 
east of London). If the tower was part of a military 
establishment, mounted messengers could quickly 
carry information on to the city. A ‘noticeably high 
proportion of horse bone’, thought not to be intended 
for human consumption, came from the main ditch 
associated with the mid-3rd-century phases (Lakin 
et al 2002, 18), and the only defi nite military item 
from the site is a piece of horse harness (Lakin et al 
2002, 26; Wardle 2002a, 53). Could the open-fronted 
building alongside the tower have served as a stable, 
making use of the adjacent drain?

Discussion

An important aspect of the fi rst excavations was 
the comparatively large amount of late samian 
ware dated to AD 225–50 (Bird 2002, 31). The high 
proportion of late East Gaulish wares is very 
unusual, particularly for a non-urban site, and is 
best paralleled in a military context (Bird 2002, 
35). This type of material is often found on later 

military sites, such as South Shields, Piercebridge, 
Brancaster, Caister-on-Sea, Richborough, Reculver 
and Dover (Bird 1993, passim and pers comm). Its 
presence at Shadwell as part of a trade consignment 
(eg Brigham 1990b, 160) does not square with the 
evidence of the pottery itself (Bird 2002, 35). It is 
considered likely, however, that the late samian 
reached the site at about the same time, which 
would suggest that it was either provided in 
response to a specifi c demand or brought in by a 
particular group or high-ranking individual. 

Much of the rest of the pottery matches the 
samian in date and to some extent in quality (Lakin 
et al 2002, 16–18). Most of the glass vessels are of 
generally good quality and are likely to date to the 
3rd century; a fl ask from the main ditch seems to 
be a rare fi nd in a British context although well 
known on the Continent (Shepherd 2002, 50–1). The 
sudden leap in numbers of coins from the site dated 
after AD 250 is not unusual, but Hammerson notes 
(2002, 54) that ‘some form of activity on the site 
during the 250s is suggested by the three coins of 
Maximinus I [AD 235–38], Trebonianus Gallus 
[AD 251–53]) and Volusian [also AD 251–53], the 
fi rst showing some wear and the others only slight 
wear’. The two later coins are unusual as site fi nds 
(Richard Reece pers comm), as are two coins of 
Aurelian (AD 269–75), two of Tacitus (AD 275–76) 
and one of Probus (AD 276–82). Also notable was an 

Fig 2.6.2 Shadwell in its setting from London to the east coast, with Roman roads and sites mentioned in 
the text. Kentish beacon positions and their lines of sight recorded by Lambarde in 1585 are shown as an 
indication of the options for workable beacon chains on the southern side of the Thames (after William 
Lambarde’s map printed in Rodríguez-Salgado et al 1988, 148, fi g 7.69)
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unusually high proportion (in total 39) of coins of 
Carausius and Allectus (AD 287–93 and 293–96) 
(Hammerson 2002, 55). 

Taken all together, the fi nds from Shadwell indi-
cate a high-status site established around AD 250 or 
later. At this time and in this location, outside and 
downstream from the defended centre, it is logical 
to assume that the site had an offi cial, military 
purpose. It is not clear whether there might have 
been other possible military objects in addition to 
the solitary harness fi tting (itself known only from 
an archive drawing) from the site (Wardle 2002a, 
53). The animal bone associated with the mid-3rd-
century use of the site probably indicates on-site 
butchery, with a high proportion of cattle bones 
indicating a beef diet (Rielly and Ainsley 2002, 63), 
both aspects characteristic of urban and military 
sites. A large proportion (82%) of the coins of Carau-
sius and Allectus were found in the trench that 
included the tower (Hammerson 2002, 57), so it is 
unfortunate that the 1974 material from that par-
ticular area was not available for study (Wardle 
2002a, 51). 

The construction of the bath house can apparently 
also be dated to the mid-3rd century (Anon 2004, 
22). Its unusually good survival makes it appear 
special, but in fact it would not be out of place in a 
military context. Reasonable parallels in scale and 
layout of rooms can be seen associated with forts in 
Germany and beyond (eg Baatz 1993, 28, fi g 19; 147, 
fi g 78; 286, fi g 133) and much nearer home it might 
be noted that the baths on the Winchester Palace 
site in Southwark have a military connection (Shel-
don 2000, 133–4). Military bath houses were usually 
outside forts, often found among buildings similar to 
the others now known at Shadwell. On the other 
hand what is known of the 3rd-century shore forts 
indicates that we should not expect much of the old 
military regularity of buildings by this date. The 
female accessories from a building near the bath 
house (Anon 2004, 25) would also not be out of place 
in or near a later military establishment, indicating 
families associated with the soldiers. For instance, 
fi nds from the Caerleon bath house suggest regular 
female use (Bidwell 1997, 82) and many hairpins 
were found at Reculver (Chenery 2005, 162–5).

The mid-3rd century was a time of considerable 
upheaval, with coastal raids, frequent trouble on 
the Rhine and Danube frontiers, and even more 
frequent changes of emperor (Frere 1987, 172–5). 
In consequence, troops were often moved around, 
including British detachments, such as those Galli-
enus took with him to the Danube in the later 250s 
(Frere 1987, 173). Others travelled in the opposite 
direction. Two of the legions listed on coins of Carau-
sius (IIII Flavia and VII Claudia) were based on the 
Danube and to explain this it has been suggested 
that vexillations may have found their way to a base 
that came to be within his ‘empire’ (Williams 2004, 
69). It has recently been shown that a unit, with its 
women and children, based at the northern fort of 
Brougham within the period AD 220–300, probably 

originated in the Danube area. Related fi nds also 
showed a strong Rhenish component including 
late East Gaulish samian (Cool 2004, 463–6). In this 
context, two coins of Aemilian and Trajan Decius of 
the period AD 250–53 from the shore fort at Recul-
ver are noteworthy because they are very unusual in 
Britain. The simplest explanation is in terms of the 
movement of people, such as a troop movement from 
the Danube (Reece 2005, 103). The coins are likely 
to have been removed from circulation by AD 280. A 
probably 3rd-century intaglio of Jupiter Optimus 
Maximus from Reculver without direct British par-
allels but identical to ones from Bonn and Cologne 
may also be noted (Henig 2005, 182). These fi nds 
provide an interesting context for the unusual coins 
of about AD 250–80 at Shadwell, together with 
the samian and glass, and other imported material 
such as the Moselkeramik, Cologne colour coat and 
Rhineland white ware vessels (Lakin et al 2002, 
16).

If there was a military establishment at Shadwell 
in the mid-3rd century, what would it be? London 
merchants involved in a Rhine-Thames trade 
axis would be very conscious of the dangers posed by 
seaborne raids and therefore concerned about 
attacks up the river to London. Arguments that such 
raiding was not possible in the later Roman period 
(Cotterill 1993, 228) seriously underrate earlier 
seafaring abilities (Gifford and Gifford 2002; Mason 
2003, 164–7; Haywood 2005). The forts at Reculver, 
Brancaster and Caister-on-Sea were possibly built 
by the end of the 2nd century (Philp 2005, 225–6) 
and other shore forts were added throughout the 
3rd century and later. The only reasonable explana-
tion for them is coastal protection of some sort. 
The London riverside wall must have been built in 
anticipation of raids up the river, and seems to 
have been started not long after the mid-3rd century 
(Perring 1991a, 107). A fl eet based to protect 
London would therefore be likely, particularly while 
the wall was being built. Flotilla bases were increas-
ingly sited in rivers or estuaries in the later Roman 
period; possible sites at Rouen and near Bordeaux 
would make good parallels for London (Johnson 
1976, 77 and 83). In the early 11th century ships 
were stationed at Greenwich to protect London in 
just this way (Hagland and Watson 2005, 329); 
Shadwell is in a similar loop of the river. Although 
the Classis Britannica was still in existence around 
the mid-3rd century (Cunliffe 1968, 261), no bases 
are known after the fort at Dover was given up at 
the beginning of the century (Philp 2005, 229). The 
later fl eet is usually thought to have been divided 
between different locations, and, for instance, 
associated with shore forts (Mason 2003, 140–3).

Carausian activity at Shadwell is suggested by 
the comparatively large number of coins of this 
period. Coins were required to pay offi cials and 
troops (Reece 2002, 49), so a military (and perhaps 
fl eet base?) link again suggests itself. Carausius 
must have been well informed (he knew of the 
intention to remove him from his command) and 
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well known in British and other military circles (he 
would not have been accepted as emperor otherwise; 
cf Frere 1987, 326). It is not diffi cult to imagine the 
fl eet commander wanting a well-placed and comfort-
able base near London. The British ‘empire’ came 
to an end with the defeat of Allectus in AD 296. 
There are no coins of AD 296–310 at Shadwell 
and although this could be the result of a ‘period of 
stability’ (Hammerson 2002, 54) when coin loss is 
usually comparatively low (Reece 2002, 57), the 
pottery evidence suggests a hiatus (Seeley 2002, 31). 
There was probably a defensive reorganisation after 
Allectus (Frere 1987, 331) and it is tempting to 
suggest that the apparent site clearance at Shadwell 
at the end of the 3rd century is connected. Indeed, 
throwing away samian and more or less complete 
glass vessels, when evidence suggests that it was 
usual to look after such material, may indicate that 
something dramatic happened at the site. Evidence 
from both the ‘tower’ part of the site and the more 
recent excavations (Anon 2004, 24–6) suggests that 
activity was thereafter much reduced.

Conclusions

Clearly a fi rm conclusion about the purpose of the 
Shadwell tower is impossible with the current state 
of our knowledge. The nature of our dating evidence 
for all features in the area is such that even where 
they can be reasonably well dated we cannot say 

that any of them are truly contemporary, and the 
tower itself could be many years earlier. But it is 
evident that a great deal started to happen at 
Shadwell around the middle of the 3rd century, 
and on the tower site it continued to the end of the 
century with at least implied Carausian period 
activity. It seems most logical to place an unusual 
tower-like structure at the time when unusual 
things were happening on site. In such a location 
and with such quality and oddity of fi nds, a military 
establishment makes most sense and therefore 
interpretation of the structure as a watch tower 
associated with such an establishment should not 
yet be dismissed.
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2.7 Roman Westminster: fact or fi ction? 
Chris Thomas

itself. However, even the road network is very much 
a matter of supposition and is often hotly disputed. 
What is generally agreed is that, by the later Roman 
period, there were two routes westward out of 
Londinium: one following the line of Holborn and 
Oxford Street out of Newgate, the other following 
the line of Fleet Street and the Strand out of Ludgate. 
What is disputed is the layout of the roads prior to 
the foundation of Londinium.

After the foundation of the town, the lands imme-
diately west of Newgate were used for burial and it 
is not intended to review the copious evidence for 
that here (but see Hall 1996, 58–64). But what of the 
environs of Covent Garden, the Island of Thorney 
and the lands west where Piccadilly, the West End 
and the Royal Parks now lie?

The invasion years: AD 43–50 

Our knowledge of the tactics of the invading Roman 
armies in AD 43 with regard to the London area 
is sketchy at best, with Dio Cassius’s oft quoted 
passage on the invading armies chasing the local 
tribes through the marshes the only real evidence. 
He states that: 

The Britons retreated to the River Thames in 
the area where it empties into the Ocean and at 
fl ood-tide forms a lake. They crossed it without 
diffi culty, as they had accurate knowledge of the 
fi rm ground and the places where movement 
was possible. But the Romans in attempting to 
follow them went astray in the area. However, 
the Germans again swam across, and another 
group crossed someway upstream by a bridge. 
Then they attacked the barbarians from several 
sides at once and cut down many of them. But 
they pursued the rest somewhat incautiously 
and fell into marshes from which it was diffi cult 
to extricate themselves and they lost a large 
number of men.
 Togodomnus had died about this time, but the 
Britons, far from yielding, joined together all 
the more fi rmly to avenge his death. Because of 
this, and because of the losses encountered at 
the Thames, Plautius took alarm and advanced 
no further. Instead he proceeded to guard what 
had already been won and sent for Claudius; 
this is what he had been ordered to do if there 
was any particularly stubborn resistance. 
(Hind 1989)

This then is the historical evidence but it raises 
at least as many questions as it answers. Where 
exactly did the Britons cross? Where was this bridge 
by which the Romans crossed? Where exactly did 
the battle take place? Was that the real reason that 

Introduction

Westminster has not generally proved to be a 
productive hunting ground for archaeologists inter-
ested in the Roman period, and yet there is tantalis-
ing evidence of more to be discovered there than 
might appear at fi rst glance (Fig 2.7.1). This article 
seeks to review some of what is known about Roman 
Westminster, which is defi ned here as the area to 
the west of the modern City of London and south of 
the line of the old Roman road beneath the modern 
Oxford Street. Thorney Island, where so much of 
the centre of later English and British history lies, 
provides a focus.

Much of the debate on Roman Westminster has 
centred on those crucial fi rst few years after the 
Roman invasion before the founding of Londinium 
in c AD 50. As we shall see, this debate is focused to 
a signifi cant extent on the layout of the Roman roads 
and their relationship to the city of Londinium 

Fig 2.7.1 Location map for Roman Westminster, 
with road network, fi nds spots and extended river
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Claudius came over to join his armies? To take the 
last of these questions fi rst, surely it is much more 
plausible that the victory ‘triumph’ was deliberately 
delayed until Claudius could arrive to take the 
credit as a political gesture. 

The most important element of Dio Cassius’s 
description is that the Britons crossed the river at 
the point where the tide met the fl owing river and 
that when the tide went out it left ‘a lake’ where it 
was possible to ford the river. 

Recent work has demonstrated that the Thames 
was tidal at Westminster during the Bronze Age 
(Sidell et al 2000, 109–10; Thomas et al 2006, 13–14; 
Fig 2.7.2). The recovery in 1910 from County Hall of 
a Roman ship that would seem to have required 
tidal waters in which to operate (Marsden 1994, 
109–29) suggests that stretch of the river was still 
tidal in the Roman period, although there does seem 
to be evidence of a move downstream of the tidal 
head in the late Roman period (see Milne et al 1983; 
Brigham 1990b; Sidell et al 2000, 110; and Sidell, 
this volume). How much further upstream the river 
was tidal is unclear but we should certainly be look-
ing for a crossing point between Westminster and 
perhaps Battersea. However, the area from Thorney 
Island to Victoria is mostly low-lying, due to the 
delta formed by the tributaries of the Tyburn and 

Westbourne, and a most unsuitable site for fording 
the Thames. Traditionally, the crossing point has 
been given as Westminster but it is important to 
point out that there is no archaeological evidence for 
this (Sloane et al 1995) despite various defi nitive 
assertions that the crossing was there. This does not 
mean that the crossing was not at Westminster, 
merely that there is no archaeological evidence for 
it.

So where was this bridge and how did the Romans 
get to the crossing point? We have no evidence for 
a bridge of this date, nor were any of the roads 
laid out prior to AD 50. Various road alignments 
in Southwark have been postulated from archaeo-
logical evidence as pointing towards a junction with 
a putative Watling Street but these are based on 
short lengths of minor roads and, in any case, the 
topography does not allow the traditional straight 
alignment for the roads. As we know, the low-lying 
areas of Southwark and Lambeth provide a par-
ticularly diffi cult terrain upon which to build settle-
ments and roads, and it is now clear that the 
Romans settled the higher eyots and then ‘island 
hopped’, jumping from island to island across the 
shortest possible route. Thus, an analysis of the 
topography is the starting point from which we 
should make a judgement about any routes the 
invading armies might have taken.

Fig 2.7.2 Thorney Island lay at the confl uence of the Thames (foreground) and Tyburn (top) in the Bronze Age 
(modern buildings have been left in to give an impression of scale!)

COLOUR 
FIGURE
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It is generally assumed that the Romans set 
up camp somewhere on the London fringes although 
even this has been disputed (Bird 1994), with 
Elephant and Castle and even Mayfair put forward 
as potential locations (Fuentes 1985; Sole 1993). 
Again, archaeological evidence is entirely lacking 
and, indeed, the lack of even a smattering of fi nds 
from the SMR suggests the idea of a ‘metropolis in 
Mayfair’ is somewhat far fetched. It has been argued 
that a temporary encampment might leave little 
in the archaeological record but Caesar’s de bello 
Gallico tells us that even the most short-lived en-
campment was a remarkable piece of engineering 
that would have left plenty for the archaeologist to 
fi nd. So where do we get concentrations of Roman 
artefacts from the 1st century? The only concentra-
tion of Roman material known in the Westminster 
area is at Thorney Island, and this is all post-1st 
century in date.

It seems plausible that the Roman armies came 
to London along the line of Watling Street, even if it 
did not exist as a major thoroughfare at the time, 
coming down from the high ground in Greenwich 
before picking their way across the Thames fl ood-
plain. It is diffi cult to imagine a point downstream 
where they might have forded the Thames so it 
seems likely that they crossed at some point from 
Westminster upstream, and we do at least have con-
centrations of Roman material at Thorney Island, 
Westminster, even if they are 2nd century and later 
in date. We should therefore accept that, while at 
present we do not have suffi cient archaeological 
information upon which to put forward strong 
hypotheses, we might try to concentrate our efforts 
on the high ground at Thorney Island to see if there 
is any evidence for a fording point, an encampment, 
or even a battle. Environmental sampling and 
topographic modelling may also be critical to our 
understanding of the tidal reach of the Thames 
in the 1st century and this may help to focus our 
attention.

Roman Westminster after the establishment 
of Londinium 

Covent Garden

The large number of sarcophagi found in the vicinity 
of St Martin-in-the-Fields in the past suggests 
that the area was used for burial, and the recent 
discovery of another (Fig 2.7.3) seems to confi rm 
this, but there have also been persistent suggestions 
of other Roman activity there. Recent excavations 
have uncovered a late Roman tile kiln beneath the 
crypts of the church, adding a rather confusing 
industrial nature to the activities in the area 
(SMD01; Gordon Malcolm pers comm). The presence 
of a tile kiln would imply brickearth quarrying 
in the area during the late Roman period but the 
largest quarries excavated were found beneath the 
National Gallery extension and have been dated to 

the Middle Saxon period (NAG87; Whytehead et al 
1989, 60–5). Elsewhere in the Covent Garden area, 
the excavations have focused on the nationally 
important discoveries of the Saxon town of Lunden-
wic, and the low levels of residual Roman artefac-
tual material; lack of accompanying features or 
stratigraphy suggests any Roman activity there was 
light, quite possibly agricultural. 

The West End

Evidence for Roman activity west of the land later 
occupied by Saxon Lundenwic is even more diffi cult 
to fi nd. However, what discoveries have been made 
conform to what one might expect. A review of the 
road system combined with topographic information 
immediately suggests that some revisions to current 
thinking should be made. Firstly, there seems little 
reason to doubt that the line of the Oxford Street 
road continued eastwards as what is now modern-
day Bayswater Road, and that the Strand road 
continued westwards as Piccadilly – although not 

Fig 2.7.3 Stone sarcophagus found in 2006 during 
excavations at St Martin-in-the-Fields (SMD01). It 
contained the skeleton of a man in his late 30s or 
early 40s who had probably died between c AD 390 
and 430

COLOUR 
FIGURE
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surprisingly there is no archaeological evidence for 
either. It also seems clear that the line of Whitehall 
and the now demolished King Street led to Thorney 
Island and that Tothill Street might also have 
existed in the Roman period. If so, it must have 
crossed the River Tyburn twice, fi rst when it left 
Thorney Island and then again somewhere in the 
vicinity of Buckingham Palace where it would 
have continued and joined Piccadilly around Hyde 
Park Corner. This area could perhaps be of greater 
importance and warrant closer examination, as the 
points at which the roads crossed the Tyburn and 
Westbourne rivers might be sites at which some 
form of settlement occurred. It has also long been 
considered that Watling Street continued north-
wards along the line of Park Lane to join the line of 
Oxford Street but despite investigations in the area 
no evidence for the road has been uncovered. 

There seems no reason not to suppose that the 
Roman road continued westwards along the line of 
Kensington Gore and Kensington High Street as 
these seem to follow the higher ground away from 
the Thames fl oodplain. The discovery of Roman 
buildings and ditches in this area in 1994 (MAK94; 
Howe 1998) suggests that the area was farmland in 
the hinterland of Londinium and that the structures 
might have been part of a small farmstead. Indeed, 
there is some evidence for continuity of use of this 
site from the Iron Age.

Thorney Island

On Thorney Island itself there are numerous 
antiquarian observations of Roman features and 
artefacts but relatively few from modern archaeo-
logical work. The earliest was the discovery of a 
stone sarcophagus immediately north of Westmin-
ster Abbey nave in 1851 (Poole 1870). This was 
thought to have had a later Saxon cross inscribed 
into it and is then thought to have been reused 
after the realigning of the nave in the 12th and 13th 
centuries (Thomas et al 2006).

Other antiquarian observations include the 
discovery of a wall, thought to be of Roman date, 
running at an oblique angle to the nave, part of 
a hypocaust, found when the grave of George 
Gilbert Scott was dug in 1866 (Westlake 1923, 2), 
opus signinum fl oors beneath the cloister buildings 
(RCHM(E) 1928, 148) and Roman tile courses in the 
walls of the nave and apse of Edward the Confessor’s 
abbey church (Robinson 1910, 99–100; Tanner 
and Clapham 1933, 233). Analysis of the levels at 
which the opus signinum fl oors were found clearly 
indicates that they were not in situ Roman fl oors but 
reused building material placed on top of a fl ood silt 
laid down in the mid-11th century (Thomas et al 
2006, 38). The reuse of Roman building material on 
Thorney Island was clearly widespread.

More recent archaeological discoveries include 
the recovery of Roman ceramics from a mid-11th-
century ditch beneath the undercroft of the east 
range of the abbey cloister (WST86; Goffi n 1995, 97), 

opus signinum and ceramic tiles in the robber 
trenches of a 12th-century building in the south-
east corner of Parliament Square, and one robbed 
out wall and two drystone walls of probable Roman 
date beneath Parliament Square (PSW93; PLQ95; 
Thomas et al 2006, 35–9). Other sites have also 
produced Roman artefacts, although it is perhaps 
signifi cant that these become fewer the further the 
excavations are from the highest point of the island, 
beneath the abbey. These include a Roman brick 
seen in the foundations of St Stephen’s Chapel and 
Roman stone and brick from New Palace Yard.

Finally, pits of Roman date were also excavated 
beneath the Treasury Buildings in the 1960s, 
immediately to the north of Thorney Island adjacent 
to the northern branch of the Tyburn. 

Conclusions

So what are we to make of this limited data? Can we 
characterise the nature of the settlement, and can 
we put it into a chronological framework? 

It seems clear that the West End and much of 
Covent Garden was agricultural land run as small-
holdings, comprising ditched enclosures serviced 
by the typical range of small farm buildings as 
evidenced by the occupation found in Kensington. 
Large areas of what is now dry land, not only by the 
Thames but in the Tyburn and Westbourne deltas, 
were part of the river system – either under water 
or prone to fl ooding. Nevertheless, settlements may 
have built up around river crossings, for instance 
around Hyde Park Corner where the road lines 
crossed the Tyburn and Westbourne, and to the 
north, where the Oxford Street road crossed the 
Tyburn. There may have been a Roman cemetery in 
the region of St Martin-in-the-Fields but it is by no 
means certain that the sarcophagi were not brought 
from elsewhere for reuse in the Saxon period. The 
recent discovery of industrial activity adds a new 
and intriguing element to our understanding of the 
area. It may represent no more than local makers 
exploiting the available resources, but it is still hard 
to rationalise brickearth quarrying and tile making 
within a cemetery. 

There seems to be clear evidence of occupation on 
Thorney Island. Whilst the number of attributable 
features is low, the fi nds corpora, and in particular 
the building material, indicate that there must have 
been Roman structures there. It seems scarcely 
credible that the builders of the 11th-century abbey, 
the 13th-century St Stephen’s Chapel, or the other 
main abbey and palace buildings, would have gone 
to the trouble of recovering Roman bricks, tiles and 
opus signinum from the City of London a mile down-
stream simply to add to the large quantities of new 
medieval building stone that were being used in the 
construction of those buildings. Nor does it seem 
likely that anyone would have bothered dragging a 
large stone sarcophagus from the environs of the 
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city or even from the environs of St Martin-in-the-
Fields for reuse after accidentally discovering it. 
The Roman boat found on the opposite bank in 1910 
must also have been going somewhere upstream of 
the city.

There is no evidence either way to indicate 
whether the Romans initially forded the Thames 
at Westminster. We do know there was substantial 
settlement on Thorney Island in the Neolithic 
and Bronze Age periods but there is only meagre 
evidence for the Iron Age (Thomas et al 2006, 30–2). 
What there is seems mostly to come from the 
highest ground beneath the abbey, much like the 
Roman material, suggesting that the river level may 
have been higher at that time, making the lower-
lying areas liable to fl ooding. So perhaps we should 
be looking for evidence of Roman (and indeed Iron 
Age) occupation of Thorney Island on gravel that 
lies above 1m OD (or even at above 1.5m OD) – the 
river certainly exceeded that level to the east in the 
city (Milne 1985, 84). Then there is the movement 
of the tidal head to consider. Westminster was cer-
tainly tidal in the Bronze Age and it was certainly 
not tidal there in the late Roman period, but it is 
unclear whether it was tidal in the early Roman
 period. Thus it may well have been the late Roman 
sea-level regression that took the tidal head 
downstream of Westminster.

A quick glance at the location map (Fig 2.7.1) 
shows clearly that we should be looking for Roman 
Westminster underneath what is now the abbey and 
perhaps Parliament Square – precisely where the 
most compelling evidence lies.

So what should we make of the dating evidence? 
Although meagre, the fi nds seem to date from at 
least the 2nd century to the end of the Roman peri-
od, suggesting that Thorney Island was occupied 
from quite early and was then in use throughout. 
We are, however, seriously lacking in well-dated 
features.

It is in the character of the settlement that we 
have the most interesting evidence. There have been 

no observations of clay and timber buildings, no 
evidence for streets, no large assemblages of ceram-
ics and other fi nds corpora, no deeply stratifi ed 
building sequences; in short nothing that symbolises 
urban occupation. The evidence is, in fact, of high-
status masonry buildings with opus signinum fl oors 
and hypocausts, situated on the highest ground 
beneath Westminster Abbey. Even the evidence 
for Roman structures beneath Parliament Square 
(Thomas et al 2006, 35–8) indicates that they were 
of masonry.

Thus we have high-status masonry buildings 
situated on high ground on an island a mile or so 
upstream of Londinium. They must have been 
serviced by roads, so versions of the medieval White-
hall and King Street (destroyed in the 19th century) 
to the north and Tothill Street to the west seem 
likely to have existed in the Roman period, in which 
case the Romans must also have bridged the 
Tyburn. We cannot say at this juncture whether 
the buildings were public but their distance from 
the city might suggest that they were not. If private 
they would seem to be fairly substantial and might 
be indicative of a large residence for a wealthy 
and important member of the Roman community. 
Alternatively, and with a nice sense of continuity, 
might the complex have been religious? Perhaps 
the monks’ account of the abbey being founded on 
a Temple of Diana wasn’t a fi ctitious attempt to 
keep up with St Paul’s after all – they must surely 
have been aware of the large quantities of Roman 
material being uncovered and sometimes reused 
every time a deep foundation was dug. The Romans 
may even have been deliberately using an impor-
tant prehistoric religious site as is well attested 
elsewhere.

For the future, archaeologists must avail them-
selves of every opportunity to examine areas in and 
around the abbey if we are ever to develop our 
understanding of what was clearly an important 
site in the Roman and prehistoric periods, not just 
the medieval and later.
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2.8 A possible extension to Grim’s Dyke 
Colin Bowlt

diffi cult to determine. This is the case with the Ruis-
lip earthwork where the southern edge of the ditch 
is level with the top of the bank on the north side 
due to the descending northward slope.

Wheeler (1935, 62–3) pointed out that in all 
sections of the earthwork the ditch was invariably 
on the more southerly side and the bank on the 
northerly side. Both Stone and Wheeler concluded 
from this that the structure was the handiwork of a 
community living to the north-west of the earthwork 
(ie away from the Thames and the London area). 
However Stone (1935, 299–300) noted that it was 
constructed without the least concern for the most 
elementary military requirements (eg for consider-
able lengths it is commanded by higher ground). 
Wheeler thought that the earthwork more probably 
marked a boundary. Without any excavated archaeo-
logical evidence available at that time, he concluded 
(Wheeler 1935, 72–3) that the most likely date 
for its construction was some period in the 5th–6th 
century (ie pagan Saxon period). In this connection, 
Clarke (2004) has pointed out that, perhaps surpris-
ingly, Grim’s Dyke is not referred to in any Anglo-
Saxon deeds or charters associated with Pinner/
Harrow – ‘Any signifi cance it may once have had in 
this respect had obviously passed’.

Excavations

There have been only a few actual excavations of the 
earthworks, and these are briefl y covered below in 
chronological order (see Fig 2.8.2 for site locations).

1 In 1957 excavations at Pinner Green by the 
North Middlesex Archaeological Research Com-
mittee (see Castle 1975, 275 and footnote 28) 
showed that the earthwork there consisted of a 
wide low bank with a relatively small ditch on its 
south side. It was reported that quantities of 
Belgic pottery were recorded from the ditch, and 
sherds of handmade jars of Iron Age type A from 
the bank itself. These fi nds unfortunately are 
now lost. Castle suggested that the small quan-
tity of Iron Age pottery recorded from the bank 
and ditch was residual.

2 A rescue excavation undertaken nearby on the 
Mill Farm Housing site, Pinner Green, in 1962 
by the North Middlesex Archaeological Research 
Committee (see Castle, 1975, footnote 28) indi-
cated that the ditch here was probably 30ft 
(9.1m) wide and 8ft (2.4m) deep, but no dating 
evidence was found. 

During 1948–73 a series of excavations was carried 
out along a ditch and bank earthwork at Pear 

Introduction

Writing in LAMAS Transactions Hugh Braun (1936, 
379) said ‘The problem of Grim’s Dyke [Middlesex] 
is one which has been tantalising antiquaries 
for several centuries’. In spite of archaeological 
investigations since then, the date and purpose of 
this earthwork are still tantalisingly unclear.

Stone (1935) published a detailed fi eld survey, 
with six maps based on the OS 6 inch (1:10,560) 
1897 map, of the several sections of Grim’s Dyke 
still extant in his time. It is, or was, a large earth-
work, and appears to have been at least 4 to 5 miles 
(6.5–8km) long. Stone noted, however, that it had 
been much mutilated in recent years, and this 
process has continued since then. His survey, from 
Cuckoo Hill/Pinner Green in the west to Harrow 
Weald Common in the east, with the sections still 
visible, is shown superimposed on a modern street 
map in Figure 2.8.1. Stone noted that the condition 
of the earthwork was very often indistinct, the ditch 
having completely disappeared in some places – but 
that in the grounds of Grim’s Dyke House (now a 
hotel) ‘considerate treatment has preserved a very 
important section of the earthwork, which must 
have suffered little damage from man or time’ (1935, 
286). 

A note in the Antiquaries Journal of 1923 (Anon 
1923, 66) claimed that the line of the Dyke had been 
picked up westward of Cuckoo Hill with remnants 
preserved in gardens, hedges and wooded areas as 
far as the River Colne, Uxbridge, and possibly as 
far as Langley Church. This is one of several such 
reported fi eld observations of supposed extensions 
of the Dyke both eastward and westward which 
have never been substantiated. More recently 
Castle (1975) published results of excavations of an 
earthwork at Pear Wood, Brockley Hill, and pointed 
out that these, plus documentary evidence, suggest 
it to be an eastern continuation of the Harrow and 
Pinner Grim’s Dyke. It is the purpose of this paper 
to summarise the archaeological fi ndings to date, 
and then to show that an archaeological investiga-
tion of an earthwork at Ruislip suggests that it may 
be a western extension of Grim’s Dyke (Fig 2.8.2).

All commentators have agreed that Grim’s Dyke 
was a signifi cant earthwork, but actual recorded 
measurements are few. Even those given are often 
not suffi ciently precise to enable strict comparisons. 
Meaningful measurements of ancient earthworks 
are diffi cult, due to natural erosion and human 
disturbance. This can produce different measured 
dimensions even for closely spaced sections, as 
shown by the excavations at Pear Wood (Castle 
1975). In addition, where constructed on non-level 
ground, the exact edges of ditch and bank can be 
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Wood, Brockley Hill (Castle 1975, 268–72) with the 
following fi ndings: 

3 Site A: from ditch – coarseware pottery and coin 
(Roman), sherds of native ware; from bank – one 
sherd ‘Iron Age ‘A’ type’.

4 Site B: ditch 14ft (4.3m) wide by at least 5ft 6in 
(1.7m) deep.

5 Site C: ditch 14ft (4.3m) wide by 5ft 6in (1.7m) 
deep; from the upper ditch silts – coarse Roman 
ware, tile and iron spearhead (Roman).

6 Site D: from ditch – native ware, 1st- to 2nd-
century coarse Roman ware; from bank – single 
sherd of native ware.

7 Site G: from ditch – sherds of native and Roman 
ware, two 1st- to 2nd-century Roman coins.

8  Site H: from outer bank – native and Roman 
sherds.

9 Site J: his was the best recorded excavation. A 
V-shaped ditch 23ft (7.0m) wide by 5ft 4in (1.6m) 
deep was revealed, with a north bank 4ft (1.2m) 
wide, and a minor bank on the south side 15ft 
6in (4.6m) wide, and 8in (0.2m) high. Roman 
pottery, nails glass, etc (3rd–4th century). It 
was noted that the north bank contained more 
material than could have been derived from the 
ditch.

Fig 2.8.1 Course of Grim’s Dyke. Continuous line indicates sections still visible
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Additional excavations showed that the earthwork 
terminated at the eastern side of Pear Wood, and 
did not recommence beyond that, on the other side 
of the nearby Watling Street. Castle concluded that 
the native and Roman fi nds were clearly residual, 
and that excavation J, in particular, showed that 
the earthwork could not be earlier than late Roman. 
It was noted that the Pear Wood earthwork was 
similar in size and construction to the Pinner Grim’s 
Dyke. Recent commentators (eg MoLAS 2000, 127) 
have referred to them as the Grim’s Dyke/Pear Wood 
earthwork.

10 In 1979 a limited rescue excavation was con-
ducted in the central section of Grim’s Dyke in 
advance of construction of a new entrance way 
to the Grim’s Dyke Hotel, by the then Inner 
London Archaeological Unit (GD79; Ellis 1982, 
176). There were signs of more recent distur-
bance at this point. The only pottery recovered 
comprised two abraded sherds of probable Iron 
Age date. However the excavator reported fi nd-
ing within the bank the remains of a small fi re 
which ‘appeared to be in situ’. A 14C dating of 
the associated charcoal gave a date of 50+/− 80 
AD (recently reassessed as cal AD 60–340 
(HAR-3747, 1900, +/− 80 BP) using OxCal v 3.10 

and the INTCAL 04 curve). The author pointed 
out that this was a single determination and 
should be treated with caution.

The Ruislip (Middlesex) earthwork 

Ruislip has a number of earthworks centred on the 
Manor Farm site close to St Martin’s parish church. 
The old manor house is on a moated site, which 
has the characteristics of a motte-and-bailey. The 
Domesday Survey for Ruislip recorded a ‘park for 
wild beasts’ (parcus ferarum; Morris 1975, 129d). 
The moated site is in the extreme south-west corner 
of the bank and ditch which enclosed the 138 ha of 
the park. This earthwork was still fully traceable 
until the 1930s (Braun 1933, 102–3; 1936, 375–6). 
The southern section has been built upon since then, 
but the northern section of the Park bank and ditch 
still exists within Park Wood and the rear of some 
nearby gardens. 

Eighty metres north of the Manor Farm moated 
site, where the ground drops rapidly to the fl ood-
plain of the River Pinn, there is a large ditch and 
bank running east–west for 190m. The bank is on 
the north side of the ditch. It is terminated at its 
western end by Bury Street, and by a garden in 

Fig 2.8.2 Course of Grim’s Dyke, with possible eastern extension at Pear Wood, Brockley Hill (Castle 1975), 
and western extension at Manor Farm, Ruislip
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St Martin’s Approach at its eastern end (MIP04). 
The 1866 OS 25in (1:25,000) map shows that it 
continued, at that time, for another 200m eastward 
but this is now built over. Although nothing is really 
known about the structure, Braun (1933, 107 and fi g 
5) claimed it to have been part of a defensive work 
surrounding Ruislip village in Saxon times. There is 
no real evidence for such a supposition, and the fact 
that the bank is on the opposite side of the ditch 
away from the village rules it out as a defensive 
work. 

In 1976 the Ruislip, Northwood and Eastcote 
Local History Society excavated a trench across 
the ditch and into the bank as far as the centre 
(Fig 2.8.3) (Bedford and Bowlt 1977). The earthwork 
was 13m wide from the southern edge to the top of 
the bank on the northern side. The ditch was 2.2m 
deep relative to the edge on the southern side. The 
bank itself is on the north side of the ditch (as also 
at Grim’s Dyke and Pear Wood) with its top 1.7m 
above the fl oodplain on the River Pinn side. At the 
time of the excavation in April 1976 the water table 
was close to the surface of the bottom of the ditch, 

which greatly hampered work. Digging here was 
continued until a stony layer was struck which was 
assumed to be undisturbed stratum. The skeleton 
of a piglet (modern) and some sherds of unglazed 
red ware (possibly Tudor) were recorded from the 
waterlogged clay at the bottom of the ditch.

Excavation of the bank showed four distinct 
strata. The top layer of brownish clay contained 
white Roman sherds and a few animal teeth. The 
pottery was unglazed coarseware and was identifi ed 
by the then Department of Urban Archaeology 
(DUA) as deriving from the Roman potteries at 
Brockley Hill, Stanmore. The third layer down 
contained some worked fl ints and sherds of Roman 
coarse grey ware identifi ed by Harvey Sheldon and 
Clive Orton (pers comm). The rim of a mortarium 
was considered by Mrs K F Hartley (pers comm) 
to have been made in the Verulamium region 
c AD 90–130. Three small pieces of indistinguish-
able rusted iron were also recovered. Some pieces of 
fi red daub occurred sporadically throughout this 
layer with a distinct band 0.27m thick at a depth of 
1.06m from the top of the bank. Some of the daub 

Fig 2.8.3 Excavation by the Ruislip, Northwood and Eastcote Local History Society across the ditch and bank 
at Manor Farm, Ruislip, in 1976, looking north towards the River Pinn
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had impressions of wattle. The fl ints showed 
Mesolithic/Neolithic affi nities. All the fi nds were 
clearly residual. 

Discussion

The abraded sherds of Roman ware found within the 
bank of the Ruislip earthwork show that the struc-
ture is no earlier than 2nd century. There are a 
number of features which make this earthwork an 
enigma. It is a massive earthwork with no obvious 
purpose. It does not appear to have any relationship 
to the other earthworks at Ruislip. As already point-
ed out the position of the large bank on the north 
side of the ditch away from the Manor Farm site 
and the village shows that it was not intended for 
defence.

There are, however, a number of similarities with 
the several sections of the Pinner Grim’s Dyke and 
the Pear Wood earthwork. 

1 All are large earthworks which seem to be 
entirely unsuitable for defence.

2 All have their banks on the north or north-west 
side of their ditches (ie facing away from the 
Thames and London). Wheeler (1935) laid great 
emphasis on this point in comparing Grim’s 
Dyke with Offa’s Dyke in the Chilterns.

3 The latest fi nds within the bank at Ruislip were 
of Roman date, as at Pear Wood.

4 The dimensions of the Ruislip earthwork are 
similar to those recorded for Grim’s Dyke/Pear 
Wood earthworks, in so far as they can now be 
determined with any accuracy. 

The accepted Grim’s Dyke in the Harrow Weald/
Pinner area exists in several sections wending a 
curious east–west course along no obvious boundary 
(Stone 1935; Wheeler 1935). Whether it ever con-
sisted of a single continuous structure is unknown, 
but it is diffi cult to think of a use for a disjointed 
series of relatively short sections of a massive bank 
and ditch. 

It has been suggested (Castle 1975) that the Pear 
Wood earthwork is an easterly section of Grim’s 
Dyke at a distance of 2.7km (direct) from its eastern 
end. The accepted western section at Cuckoo Hill 
where it begins to run in a more southerly direction 
is also about 2.7km distance direct from the large 
Ruislip earthwork. 

A recent research framework objective (Nixon 
et al 2002, 27) was ‘Assessing stretches of linear 

earthworks such as Grim’s Dyke which remain 
poorly dated or understood. It is possible that 
further earthworks lie unrecognised in the wooded 
clay lands of the northern heights’. The purpose of 
this paper is to draw attention to the similarities 
between Grim’s Dyke proper, the Pear Wood earth-
work and that at Ruislip in the hope that it might 
stimulate further consideration of these puzzling 
constructions.

Dating of Grim’s Dyke 

The problem of the date of construction of the 
several sections remains. The ‘Belgic’ pottery found 
at Cuckoo Hill was considered by Castle (1975) to 
be residual. The 14C date of cal AD 60–340 from 
apparently in situ charcoal within the bank at 
Grim’s Dyke was from a single measurement and 
caution was urged in using this date (Ellis 1982). 
The Pear Wood excavations showed that that struc-
ture could not be earlier than 3rd/4th century, whilst 
the Ruislip earthwork must be later than the 2nd 
century.

If the several sections are all part of a single 
undertaking (but perhaps spread over several years 
of construction) then a post-3rd-/4th-century date is 
indicated. It cannot be later than 1306 when it is 
mentioned in a rental of the Priory of St Bartholomew 
the Great (Castle 1975). Clarke’s observation (2004) 
that it is not referred to in the Anglo-Saxon deeds 
and charters of Harrow might not be of signifi cance 
since it is not clear to which area they refer, nor do 
they give a perambulation.

All in all, the excavated evidence to date does not 
seem to alter Wheeler’s (1935, 72) conclusion of a 
pagan Saxon construction date for Grim’s Dyke.
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This group of papers takes us beyond the physical 
nature of Roman London and its hinterland to 
consider the intellectual and spiritual context with-
in which its people lived their lives. Much of what 
is contained in the essays that follow contributes 
quite naturally under a single heading of the pub-
lished Research Framework for London Archaeology 
(Nixon et al 2002).

R11 Framework objectives
• Identifying religious sites and buildings, their 

chronology and use;
• Examining the role and diversity of religion in 

society, and how it changed over time.

Two of the papers, however, those by Joanna Bird 
and Nick Bateman, remind us of the dangers of 
imposing too strict a modern categorisation upon 
an ancient culture. They both consider aspects of 
religious belief that impinged upon the Roman 
games – the Research Framework includes the 
Roman games only under ‘Recreation’.

R9 Framework objectives
• Investigating the role of leisure and recreation 

in daily life, both within the household and 
through public amenities;

• Examining the changing provision of public and 
private facilities such as the baths and games, 
and the social and economic implications. 

Meanwhile, in examining the evidence for the 
way Roman classical education, an education that 
supported the social and political structure of the 
Roman Empire, must have been provided in Britain, 
Mark Hassall takes us into the fi eld of ‘Society’.

R7 Framework objectives
• Finding evidence of the exercise of social and 

political power in society.

Perring and Brigham (in MoLAS 2000, 120) have 
stressed that ‘the potential of the site [Londinium] 
to contribute to our understanding of the ancient 
world has, however, been poorly realised . . . London 
is infrequently mentioned in works of broader syn-
thesis on the character of Roman provincial society’. 
And quite rightly our authors travel far ‘beyond 
Londinium’ for their evidence.

In the fi rst paper in this section Mark Hassall 
uses documentary, literary and epigraphic sources 
to show that the full range of Roman education must 
have been available in Roman Britain. He suggests 
that there would have been a centre of higher educa-
tion and that it was most likely to have been in 
Londinium.

The Research Framework drew particular 
notice to the evidence for ‘ritual activity’ along the 
Walbrook valley and concluded ‘The religious 

Introduction John Clark

signifi cance of the Thames, Walbrook, Fleet and 
other rivers needs further consideration and 
synthesis’(Nixon et al 2002, 39–40). Our next paper 
re-examines the evidence from the Walbrook stream. 
This was a topic to which the late Ralph Merrifi eld 
devoted a great deal of thought, and we are very 
pleased to be able to include here an unpublished 
paper by him, brought up to date and expanded 
by Jenny Hall, in which they clarify the nature of 
the famous ‘Walbrook deposits’.

Ian Haynes’s paper notes the presence in appar-
ent ritual contexts not only of such obvious ‘sacred 
ceramics’ as vessels decorated with frogs or snakes 
– as found in Walbrook excavations – but of the 
bell-shaped bowls usually known in Britain as 
‘Camulo dunum 306’ – a reminder, as he points out, 
that an artefact’s meaning is defi ned by its context, 
not by its form. He argues that evidence from sites 
elsewhere can inform our understanding of the 
context of the London Mithraeum and the rela-
tionship between the different mystery cults of the 
Roman world.

Joanna Bird discusses a samian bowl, showing 
the fi gure of Hercules armed as a gladiator and 
perhaps mirroring representations of Hercules’s 
labours and combats staged in Roman amphi-
theatres. She notes the evidence of images and arte-
facts for the popularity of Hercules as a household 
god among Roman Londoners; in this Londoners 
followed fashions found elsewhere in the Roman 
empire and expressed the essential ‘Romanitas’ of 
their beliefs.

The last three papers in this section revisit 
Harvey Sheldon’s old stamping ground of South-
wark to consider fi nds from the area east and south 
of the church of St George the Martyr. This is an 
area from which Roman burials have long been 
known, but whose wider signifi cance has been high-
lighted by the Tabard Square excavations (Durrani 
2004) which revealed what has been termed a 
Roman ‘ritual landscape’.

One item from the Tabard Square site that caught 
the attention of both the archaeological world and 
the press is the remarkable marble dedicatory 
plaque, the fi rst to spell out the name of Londinium 
– or rather Londinienses, ‘Londoners’. Francis Grew 
considers the god ‘Mars Camulus’ to whom it was 
dedicated and brings together epigraphic evidence 
from Britain and elsewhere in the Roman world to 
identify the origins of this god.

The next two papers discuss the nature and impli-
cations of two unusual female burials in Southwark, 
excavated in 1979 and 1996 respectively. Jonathan 
Cotton reviews a burial fi rst published in brief over 
25 years ago. He convincingly reunites with it two 
samian plates found in the fi ll of a Victorian pit, 
confi rming that the burial dates very early in the 



116 Londinium and Beyond

life of Roman Londinium. Its unusual features hint 
at the cosmopolitan nature of Londinium from its 
earliest years.

Finally Nick Bateman takes the Southwark 
burial that the popular press identifi ed as a ‘female 
gladiator’ as the starting point for a discussion of 

the wider role of the amphitheatre and the games 
in Roman culture. He sees both the imagery associ-
ated with the Great Dover Street burial and the 
gladiatorial combats of London’s amphitheatre 
as representative of Roman attitudes to death and 
resurrection.
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3.1 London: Britain’s fi rst ‘university’? Education in 
Roman Britain Mark Hassall

works of Virgil. The teaching of the classics was 
entrusted to a grammaticus – or, as one might call 
him, a grammar school teacher. Thirdly, there was 
rhetor, the teacher of rhetoric, the nearest equiva-
lent to a university professor. Educational estab-
lishments like those at Bordeaux, the famous 
Maeniana at Autun or the imperial capital at Trier 
had on their establishments both grammatici and 
rhetores. 

Primary education – the role of the litterator

There is both indirect and, surprisingly, direct 
evidence for the activities of the litterator in Roman 
Britain. The former consists of the widespread 
evidence for literacy in the province in the scratch-
ing of the names of owners on pottery vessels and 
other graffi ti. Direct evidence for the work of the 
litterator and their pupils comes at both ends of the 
social scale. At the lower end are the graffi ti on tiles 
scrawled by workers before the clay had become too 
hard (Tomlin 1979; Frere and Tomlin 1993, 2491.1–
229). Some at least of these appear to have been in-
formal writing exercises performed by the ‘students’ 
of unoffi cial litteratores ‘during the lunch break’. 
They include alphabets, in some cases copied out a 
couple of times (Frere and Tomlin 1993, 2491.135 
and 142). Another probable example is the personal 
name Bellicianus four times repeated on tile found 
at Caerwent (Frere and Tomlin 1993, 2491.80). 

A tile from Silchester (Frere and Tomlin 1993, 
2491.148) is inscribed with four (or fi ve) personal 
names followed by the words conticuere omnes. 
These words are part of the line, Conticuere omnes 
intentique ora tenebant . . . ‘They all fell silent and 
steadfast held their gaze’ found at the beginning of 
the second book of the Aeneid (2.1), and describe 
Dido and her court, when Aeneas begins to tell the 
tale of his escape from Troy. This Virgilian tag is 
echoed by another from a later book of the epic poem, 
also used as a writing exercise, but from a very dif-
ferent social milieu. It was found at Vindolanda 
where the medium employed for writing was ink 
used with pens on wooden tablets and here the 
litterator was no workman, but a member of the 
household of Flavius Cerealis, the equestrian com-
mander of the Cohors IX Batavorum at Vindolanda, 
and the pupil, the tribune’s young son. The child 
has copied out the beginning of a line Interea pavi-
dam volitans pinnata (per) u(r)bem . . . ‘meanwhile 
winged (rumour) fl uttering through the trembling 
city . . .’ (Aeneid 9.473), in capitals on a wooden 
tablet (Bowman and Thomas 1994, no 118) and the 
litterator has written segn(iter) . . . ‘sloppy’, against 
it. 

Introduction

I take as my starting point an imperial rescript 
of 376 (Codex Theodosianus, 13.3.11; Pharr et al 
1952, 389) to the Prefect of the Gauls saying that 
rhetores (literally rhetoricians or orators) and gram-
matici (grammarians) of the Attic and Roman learn-
ing should be established in each metropolis, that is 
the capital of each of the provinces in his prefecture 
– a vast administrative fi ef which included the 
diocese of Britain. London was not only the metro-
polis of the province of Maxima Caesariensis, it was 
also the capital of the diocese of Britain (Hassall 
1996) and it would be good to put ‘London Univer-
sity’ in the same league as, say, Trier, which besides 
being an imperial capital, was the metropolis of 
Belgica Prima, and had two grammatici (one Latin 
and one Greek – though the latter post was not 
always fi lled) and two or three rhetores (Codex 
Theodosianus, 13.3.11; Pharr et al 1952, 389), or 
Bordeaux, the metropolis of Aquitanica Secunda 
with its six grammatici and four rhetores so pithily 
described by the poet Ausonius in the Professores. 
And what applies to London should also apply to 
the other capitals of the constituent provinces of 
the British diocese, York and Lincoln, as well as 
Cirencester and, perhaps, Carlisle (Hassall 1976). 

So much for the claims of the so called ‘older 
Universities’ such as the parvenu Oxford with its 
spurious claims to a foundation by King Alfred, or, 
even more ridiculous, the apocryphal King Mempric 
(Morris 1978, 7; Rous 1745, 21)! But intention is one 
thing and compliance is another. Were the terms of 
the rescript ever enforced? Nor does the rescript 
of 379 necessarily imply that there were not gram-
matici and rhetores operating from centres like 
London at a period before that date. It is time to look 
at the evidence, such as it is, for ‘University Educa-
tion’ in Roman Britain – or indeed the evidence 
for education of any kind in Britain during the 
Roman period. 

The background

Over 80 years ago Theodore Haarhoff of the Univer-
sity of Cape Town produced a study of pagan and 
Christian education in Gaul in the last century 
of the western empire (Haarhoff 1920). Haarhoff 
distinguished three levels of education. First is the 
teaching of the basic skill of reading. The teacher of 
such skills was known as a litterator, that is the one 
who taught the child his litterae, letters. Secondly 
there was the teacher of the literary classics of 
Greece and Rome, foremost among which were the 
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Secondary education – the role of the 
grammaticus

The purpose of secondary education was to acquaint 
the student with a knowledge of the literary clas-
sics, especially the works of Virgil, the foremost of 
Latin poets. If direct evidence for grammatici them-
selves in Roman Britain is problematical (see 
below), the fruits of their labours are well attested 
especially among the wealthy villa-owning class of 
the 4th-century diocese of Britain (Barrett 1978). 
As young men in their teens the ‘landed gentry’ 
acquired a lasting love of the classics. Proof of this 
comes from the decoration of the walls and fl oors 
of the villas, which were adorned with scenes drawn 
from classical mythology and literary epic. In fact, 
of course, the evidence from the walls has almost 
entirely disappeared and it is only through meticu-
lous excavation and restoration that the frescoes 
which once adorned the walls of such establishments 
is now coming to light (Davey and Ling 1982). 
However, the words . . . Bina manu l (. . . ‘with two 
(or both) hands . . .’ (referring to a warrior grasping 
a spear) painted on a wall at the Roman villa at 
Otford, Kent, shows what might have been, for these 
are the fi rst two words (and part of a third) of a line 
bina manu lato crispans hastilia ferro ‘brandishing 
in his hands two spears of broad head’, which occurs 
twice in the Aeneid, once (1.313) describing Achates, 
and the other (12.165) the Italian King Turnus. 
Appropriately enough nearby were found fragments 
of painted plaster depicting a fi gure holding a spear 
as well as other fragments of letters and human 
fi gures. As Frere and Tomlin reasonably conclude, 
‘it seems probable that a corridor was decorated 
with scenes from the Aeneid with appropriate 
quotations as captions’ (1992, 2447.9). 

The sort of scenes that would have been depicted 
are shown on the famous mosaics from villas at Low 
Ham in Somerset (eg Henig 1995, pls 9 and 10) and 
Frampton in Dorset (eg Henig 1995, pl 11). The 
former shows in strip cartoon fashion the arrival of 
Aeneas at Carthage and his reception by Queen 
Dido, as recounted in Aeneid Book 1; the latter 
Aeneas plucking the golden bough before his descent 
to the Underworld as described in Aeneid Book 6 
(Barrett 1977). It has been suggested (Henig 1995, 
126) that the illustrations in the Low Ham and 
Frampton pavements derive from illuminated 
manuscripts of the Aeneid like the two examples in 
the Vatican library (Toynbee 1962, pls 260–1) – 
manuscripts that were perhaps even produced in 
Britain. Even if this last were not correct, the mere 
existence of such pavements shows the high level of 
literary appreciation in Britain in the late Roman 
period, an aspect of the sort of literary culture 
fostered by the grammatici. A mosaic from a third 
villa, Lullingstone, Kent, has a scene showing the 
rape of Europa as described by, among others, Ovid 
(Metamor phoses 2.839), but where there is an 
accompanying couplet which alludes to the Aeneid 
(1.50–2). This passage is discussed in the following 
section.

Tertiary education – the rhetores 

The fi rst point to make is that while primary educa-
tion was very much an ad hoc affair, and stood on 
its own, secondary and tertiary education went 
together. Where rhetores were to be found, there 
also one found grammatici. The second point is 
that just as it is possible to suggest the existence of 
grammatici in Britain by pointing to the infl uence 
that they had on the villa culture of 4th-century 
Britain, so it may be possible to point to the infl u-
ence of rhetores by a similar line of reasoning. What, 
however, was the role of the rhetor? His primary 
function was, as his name implies, to teach dialectic 
(Haarhoff 1920, 68–93). The student of rhetoric was 
set various tasks by his professor that appear to the 
modern mind academic, artifi cial and sterile. Thus 
the young Augustine was given the task (negotium) 
of paraphrasing the words of Juno (Virgil Aeneid 1, 
37–49) in her anger and grief at not being able 
to turn Aeneas aside from Italy (Confessiones 1.17). 
Or the student might be required to invent an entire 
speech, such as the words of Dido when she saw 
the departure of Aeneas (Ennodius 1885, Dictiones 
28). More elaborate exercises might be undertaken 
such as those described by the Greek rhetorician 
Aphthonius of Antioch in the later 4th century. 

Aphthonius was the author of the Progymnas mata 
(‘Preparatory Exercises’), in which chapter 3 is 
devoted to Refutation (a’naskeug). Its opening section 
is summarised by Haarhoff (1920, 74–5), thus: ‘The 
fi rst step is to attack your opponent, the next to 
give a statement of his case, the third to refute this 
statement under the following heads: (1) Obscurity, 
(2) Incredibility, (3) Impossibility, (4) Illogicality, 
(5) Impropriety, (6) Inexpediency’. There follows an 
example – the story of Apollo and Daphne – a story 
incidentally probably shown on one of the mosaics 
from Brading on the Isle of Wight (eg Witt 2005, 37 
and pl 16) and the recently discovered mosaic at 
Dinnington in Somerset (Cosh and Neal 2005). This 
myth is subjected to minute analysis under the 
heads listed, and the irrefutable conclusion is given 
in the closing peroration ‘All poets are fools – avoid 
them!’ It might be suggested that the story of Juno 
going to Aeolus to request him to raise a storm and 
thus prevent Aeneas and the Trojan fl eet from reach-
ing Carthage (Aeneid, 1.50–2) could have been the 
object of a similar negotium, and that this is the 
origin of the couplet attached to the depiction of 
Europa and the Bull on the Lullingstone Mosaic. 
Juno’s request to Aeolus was certainly inappropri-
ate (5), and she would have had greater justifi cation 
in seeking the wind god’s aid if she had been trying 
to prevent the rape of Europa from Crete by the 
Bull – the disguise adopted by her unfaithful 
husband Jupiter: Invida si tauri vidisset Iuno 
natatus | Iustius Aeolias isset adusque domos . . .’ If 
jealous Juno had thus seen the swimming of the 
bull, with greater justice would she have gone to the 
halls of Aeolus’ (Frere and Tomlin 1992, 2448.6). On 
the other hand Barrett (1978) argues convincingly 
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that the couplet can be best explained as an Ovidian 
pastiche – not only in its language and metre, but in 
its general form, since the poet often says that ‘if 
a certain fi gure of myth or legend had acted in a 
certain way, a certain result would have ensued’ 
(Barrett 1978, 312, with four examples). There can 
however be little doubt that in general terms the 
composition of the couplet was the product of the 
rather precious literary milieu of the rhetorical 
school.

Did such dry and academic exercises have any 
relevance to the real world? Was this the training 
of those who were set on a career in the law? Sur-
prisingly – or perhaps not surprisingly – no. The 
budding advocate went on to Rome as Pelagius – the 
fi rst attested alumnus of a British ‘University’ – 
went from Britain in the late 4th or early 5th cen-
tury. And yet on occasion there was scope for the 
rhetorician. Some of the foremost exponents of 
this genre of literary writing were the orators from 
Gaul, such as Eumenius of Augustodunum (Autun), 
and the products of their oeuvre are preserved in 
collection known as the Panegyrici Latini Veteres. 
Several of the panegyrics were addressed to the 
Caesar Constantius, both as patron of the Maeniana 
at Autun, but also as the tetrarch entrusted to 
wrest Britain back from the control of the usurpers 
Carausius and Allectus at the end of the 3rd cen-
tury. Panegyric 8 (=5) addressed to Constantius 
described the joy of the citizens of London when the 
Caesar entered London in triumph; ‘at last they 
were free, at last Romans, at last restored afresh by 
the true light of the empire’ (tandem liberi, tandem 
Romani, tandemque vera imperii luce recreati) (Pan 
Lat 8 (=5), 19.2). The language is echoed by the 
commemorative golden medallion found at Arras 
(Sutherland 1967, 167, Trier 34), which shows the 
emperor on horseback welcomed by a female fi gure, 
the personifi cation of London, kneeling before 
him at the gates of the city. Around the rim of 
the medallion fl anking the emperor is the legend 
Redditor Lucis Aeternae – ‘Restorer of the Eternal 
Light’. 

But Carausius, the great rival of Constantius in 
Britain, had not been averse himself to using the 
brief messages cut on the dies used to produce 
coinage in his name for propaganda purposes. 
Remarkably two coins of the British usurper refer to 
the works of Virgil and imply familiarity with the 
works of the poet on the part of those who designed 
the coins (de la Bédoyère 1998): Expectate veni 
‘Come, O long expected one’ – ie Carausius 
(Webb 1933, 439–40 and 510 nos 554–8). This is a 
quotation from the Aeneid (2.282–5) which reads in 
full:

Quae tantae tenuere morae? Quibus Hector ab oris
Expectate venis? ut te post multa tuorum
Funera, post varios hominumque urbisque labores
Defessi adspicimus! 

(What delays detain you? From what shores do you 
come, Hector, O long expected one? So that we may 
look upon you, depleted after the deaths of so many 
of your friends and worn out after the manifold 
labours of your people and of your city!).

Another legend on coins of Carausius, including 
many of those cited above, is the letters RSR found 
in the exergue, while the letters INPCDA are 
also found in the exergue of a unique medallion of 
this emperor (de la Bédoyère 1998, 81). These two 
legends have been brilliantly interpreted by de la 
Bédoyère (1998) as R(edeunt) S(aturnia) R(egna) 
and I(am) N(ova) P(rogenies) C(aelo) D(emittitur) 
A(lto). Taken together these two tags mean ‘The 
golden age is back! Now a new generation is let down 
from heaven above’ and are a quotation from Virgil’s 
Eclogues (4, 6–7):

Iam redit at virgo, redeunt saturnia regna,
Iam nova progenies coelo demittitur alto

(Now the virgin returns, the golden age is back! Now 
a new generation is sent down from heaven above).

We shall never know the precise circumstances 
under which the dies for producing these coins were 
designed. What we can say is that the designers 
were familiar with the works of Virgil and that it is 
familiarity that will have come from their school 
days when they sat at the feet of grammatici. Wheth-
er one could go further and suggest that the Virgil-
ian echoes were transmitted not directly but through 
the works of some rhetorician, a London-based 
orator who wrote panegyrics on Carausius just as 
the anonymous Gallic writer – but he could have 
been British too! – wrote a panegyric on Carausius’ 
rival, the Caesar Constantius (Pan Lat 8 (=5)), 
whose language found an echo in the legend on the 
Arras medallion.

Conclusion

It is time now to turn to the direct evidence such as 
it is for ‘grammarians’ and ‘rhetoricians’ in Britain. 
Here not only the most important reference but 
also the earliest one is found in the pages of the life 
written by Tacitus of his father-in-law, Agricola. 
Agricola, as Tacitus tells us (Agricola 4), was born at 
Forum Julii (Fréjus) in Gallia Narbonensis, and, as 
a young boy had as to (parvulus), had had as the 
alma mater of his studies (literally sedes ac magis-
tram studiorum ‘seat and mistress of his studies’) 
Massilia (Marseilles). The Greek city of Massilia 
was the oldest and at the time the most prestigious 
centre of education in Gaul. It was here that Tacitus 
recalls his father-in-law told him that he would have 
‘imbibed the study of philosophy more deeply’ than 
was appropriate for a Roman and a senator had not 
his mother prudently steered him towards a career 
in public service. Nevertheless given his early 
enthusiasm for the life of an academic, it is not 
surprising that in AD 79, two years after his arrival 
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in Britain as governor, Agricola set about introduc-
ing the Britons to the fruits of civilisation as he 
understood it, not only encouraging the Britons to 
build ‘temples, market places and town houses’ 
(templa, fora, domos) but also ‘educating the sons of 
the chieftains in the liberal arts’ (principum fi lios 
liberalibus artibus erudire) (Agricola 21). In this 
context Tacitus recalls that he ‘rated the natural 
talents of the Britons above the trained skills of the 
Gauls’ (et ingenia Britannorum studiis Gallorum 
anteferre (Agricola 21). Is this simply a literary 
topos? Is Tacitus merely attributing to Agricola the 
sort of actions that the conscientious governor would 
take? Or are we justifi ed in taking the implication 
of Tacitus’ words literally? In the case of the fora 
we know that it was indeed literally true, for as a 
famous inscription tells us, the dedication of the 
forum/basilica complex at Verulamium took place in 
precisely this year – AD 79 (Wright 1956, 146–7). 
But what of the ‘schools for the sons of chiefs’? 

The case for the establishment of a centre for 
higher education in Britain could be said to be 
proved if we could accept the statement of A R 
Burn (1969, 48) that ‘Plutarch in his essay On the 
Cessation of Oracles (de defectu oraculorum 410 A) 
mentions how he had met at Delphi in AD 83, a 
Greek teacher of rhetoric (recte grammatikos) 
named Demetrius who just come back from lectur-
ing in Britain’. In fact, extremely interesting though 
the Plutarch passage is, there is no mention of 
Demetrius having fulfi lled the function of gramma-
tikos – let alone rhetor – while in Britain. On his 
own account (de defectu oraculorum 419 E) he would 
appear to have been acting on imperial orders as a 
‘scientifi c observer’ attached to the Classis Britan-
nica operating off the west coast of Scotland, having 
been seconded from Agricola’s staff (cf Collingwood 
and Wright 1965, 662–3, two bronze plaques 
found in York one of which is dedicated to the 
‘deities of the governor’s headquarters’ by a certain 
Demetrius). Yet the establishment of some sort of 

school at this period to provide young British 
aristocrats with a grounding in Latin (if not Greek) 
literature, rhetoric and allied disciplines, is not 
unlikely, and there is a hint that this may indeed 
have been so. Martial writing about AD 96 reports 
(Epigrams 11, 3,5) that ‘it is said that Britain 
declaims our verses’ (dicitur et nostros cantare 
Britannia). On the other hand, for what it is worth, 
it was not until the reign of Hadrian that the satirist 
Juvenal (15, 112–13) says that ‘Eloquent Gaul has 
been teaching British lawyers. Thule now talks of 
hiring a rhetorician’. As it happens the fi rst really 
direct evidence for a teacher of any kind, comes from 
the 3rd century and then relates probably to a hum-
ble litterator, rather than a grammaticus or rhetor, 
for we read in the biography of Bonosus, a usurper 
under the emperor Probus, that he was the son of a 
British schoolmaster (paedagogus litterarius) (Scrip 
Hist Aug 3: Bonosus 16, 1). Though the historical 
reality of Bonosus has been doubted (Birley 2005, 
367), intriguingly the name Bonosus occurs as a 
maker’s stamp appropriately enough on an iron 
stylus found in London (Frere and Tomlin 1991, 
2428.9).

This then is the sum of the evidence. And yet, I 
seem to recall years ago seeing a pot sherd in the 
stores of the Museum of London with the word rhetor 
scored as a graffi to. It is time to start excavating 
the Museum of London’s stores and Archaeological 
Archive (LAARC) at Mortimer Wheeler House. 
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3.2 In its depths, what treasures – the nature of the 
Walbrook stream valley and the Roman 
metalwork found therein †Ralph Merrifi eld 
and Jenny Hall

Quite early in the 2nd century the drainage system 
failed and there was fl ooding, a frequently repeated 
cycle identifi ed by: erosion of the dumped material 
that made up the banks, leading to rapid silting up 
of the channels and their overfl owing, followed by 
more dumps to raise the bank beside new or recut 
drainage ditches making the system in the upper 
Walbrook wholly artifi cial. The area became increas-
ingly wet and is thought to have been abandoned in 
the latter part of the 4th century, although recent 
evidence from Drapers’ Gardens (DGT06) shows 
that a wood-lined well near to a section of revetted 
stream was constructed as late as AD 330. In the 
fi ll, a collection of copper-alloy vessels suggest ritual 
closure of the well in about AD 380 (Hawkins,  Brown 
and Butler 2008).

The lower Walbrook

There have been few excavations in this area and 
records lack detailed sections through the lower 
Walbrook valley, between the Thames itself and the 
area south of Bucklersbury House (Fig 3.2.1). The 
stream was observed in section in 1958 north of 
Upper Thames Street and appeared to be up to 
6m wide (Merrifi eld 1965, Gazetteer 260) and exca-
vations at Dowgate Hill House (DGH86, unpub-
lished but summarised in Brigham 1990b, 129–31) 
revealed the mouth of the Walbrook which resem-
bled a tidal creek (Shepherd 1998, 216–17) and 
which was lined with quays that extended back 
from the waterfront quays (Fig 3.2.2b; MoLAS 2000, 
132 and see Sidell, this volume). The mouth of the 
stream was truncated by terracing which created an 
artifi cial basin in the late 1st or early 2nd century. 
A clay bank and revetment formed a new north side 
of the Walbrook basin and a drainage ditch was con-
structed behind the bank, probably to drain the east 
side of the valley, while the main stream probably 
fl owed to the west, entering the basin at a separate 
point (Fig 3.2.2c; Brigham 1990b, 130). The com-
bined reclamation and drainage schemes tried 
to relieve marshy land conditions and localised 
fl ooding in the lower Walbrook, a problem which 
was reversed by a subsequent fall in the level of 
the Thames. Construction of the riverside wall again 
restricted drainage and led to a return to water-
logged conditions in the 4th century (Fig 3.2.2f; 
Brigham 1990b, 148).

A number of building programmes on the 
Thames waterfront were initiated in response to the 

Introduction

In recent years a number of publications of excava-
tions, past and present, have given us a clearer 
picture of the Walbrook valley in Roman times. One 
publication dealt with the upper Walbrook, the area 
north of the Bank of England within and without 
the walled city (Maloney and de Moulins 1990). 
Another on the middle Walbrook valley dealt with 
excavations and observations between 1927 and 
1960 (Wilmott 1991). Here there has only been one 
controlled excavation of a section through the valley 
itself, that by W F Grimes intermittently between 
1951 and 1954 on the site of Bucklersbury House, 
summarised by Grimes (1968) and published in 
full by Shepherd (1998). There has, however, been a 
great deal of observation variably recorded on near-
by sites and a huge mass of metalwork collected, 
mainly on four large building sites in the middle 
Walbrook – the Bank of England in 1928–34, the 
National Safe Deposit Company site in 1872–73 
(Puleston and Price 1873), Bucklersbury House in 
1954–55 and more recently at 1 Poultry (ONE94, 
Hill and Rowsome forthcoming). This paper reviews 
past evidence, updates the present and looks to the 
future.

The upper Walbrook

This part of the valley (Fig 3.2.1) was originally 
marshy, intersected by a number of tributary brooks, 
none of which can be identifi ed as the main stream 
but which collected into a basin before forming the 
single watercourse of the middle Walbrook (Wilmott 
1991, 15). Maloney and de Moulins (1990) were able 
to trace the history of the upper Walbrook valley 
in a series of dated phases. It was reclaimed for 
occupation in c AD 90–120 by channelling the brooks 
between raised banks. The building of timber work-
shops and houses began almost at once and contin-
ued through the 2nd and 3rd centuries, with some of 
the later houses built of masonry on higher ground. 
The area seems to have been intended mainly for 
industrial purposes from the beginning, providing 
evidence for leather-, wood- and bone-working and 
also of smithing, more so than elsewhere in the town 
(Hall 2005, 135–6). There is now also extensive 
evidence for glass working (Keily and Shepherd 
2005) and pottery production, with kilns at North-
gate House showing a wide variety of vessel types 
(MRG95; Seeley and Drummond-Murray 2005). 
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Fig 3.2.1 The Walbrook stream valley, showing the course of the stream and the nominal divisions into upper, 
middle and lower Walbrook with those sites mentioned in the text
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Fig 3.2.2 The course of the lower Walbrook stream and the phases of waterfront development at the mouth of 
the stream (after Brigham 1990b)
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long-term fl uctuations in the tidal range of the 
Thames (Brigham 1990b, 143–5 and Milne 1985, 
79–86). There was a substantial fall (of about 1.5m) 
in the tidal levels between the end of the 1st and the 
mid-3rd century. During the 1st and 2nd centuries 
the profi le of the natural Walbrook valley fell within 
the tidal range of the Thames and at high tide, 
water would have fl owed up the stream. It has 
been possible to suggest, therefore, that during the 
pre-Roman and early Roman period, the level of the 
water in the Walbrook valley was infl uenced by 
the tides reaching as far north as Bucklersbury 
House (Shepherd 1998, 217, cutting F), if not 
slightly beyond – perhaps as far as Poultry (Hill and 
Rowsome forthcoming). 

The middle Walbrook

In the middle reaches, between the Bank of England 
and Bucklersbury House, the stream fl owed in a 
single channel that in all probability followed 
its prehistoric course (Fig 3.2.1). At Bucklersbury 
House, the Walbrook valley consisted of a broad, 
shallow depression, about 91.5m wide. With the 
fl uctuations of the tides, the width of the actual 
stream could have varied from 3m to 13m (Shepherd 
1998, 216 and fi g 241). The tidal range in the 
Walbrook valley, therefore, would have had a major 
effect upon the initial layout and planning of the 
Roman town, in particular the position of the main 
east–west Roman road running parallel with the 
Thames, sited as it was beyond a series of tributar-
ies joining the main stream to the north and the 
tidal reach to the south. The stream itself, however, 
had been approachable from an early date where it 
was crossed by this major road between the sites 
of the National Safe Deposit Company and Buck-
lersbury House. Just to the west of these sites at 1 
Poultry, a long stretch of the road has been dated to 
AD 47 and the area around the Walbrook crossing 
soon became established as both commercial and 
residential in character (Rowsome 2000, 18–21; Hill 
and Rowsome forthcoming). 

From an early date, therefore, the banks of the 
Walbrook were raised to provide dry ground for 
occupation and to create a close approach to the 
stream itself. Wilmott pointed out that the peak of 
coin loss at both the Bank of England and Bucklers-
bury House was in the early Flavian period, possibly 
marking a period of intense activity in the area 
(1991, 178), as the Flavian town started expanding 
some 20 years earlier than the fi rst occupation of the 
upper Walbrook valley which in turn expanded as 
space was needed. For the same reasons as in the 
upper Walbrook, the stream was subject to silting 
and its banks to fl ooding, so that again and again it 
was necessary to raise the banks by dumping. At 
Bucklersbury House, where a 100m-stretch of revet-
ted stream was traced, the width of the revetted 
channel varied from 2.43m in the north to 4.26m in 
the south. The only archaeological section through 

the valley itself, however, was recorded by W F 
Grimes on the same site (1968, 93–8) and discussed 
in detail by Shepherd (1998, 36–43) (Figs 3.2.3 and 
3.2.4). It shows that the dumps were mainly of clean 
clay, but sometimes of gravel, interspersed with 
black peaty organic layers, varying in thickness. 
Elsewhere, however, the organic layers have been 
found to be much thicker. They consisted partly of 
organic refuse in a waterlogged condition, partly of 
silt, and in the past have been described as ‘peat’ 
or ‘black silt’, according to the proportions of the 
organic and inorganic contents in the make up of 
the banks. This make up provided a succession of 
surfaces for occupation, each serving this purpose 
until in time it was submerged by fl oodwater and 
replaced by a new surface at a higher level, provided 
by more dumping. 

Evidence from the same Grimes section shows 
that revetting on the west bank began in the 
Flavian period. Any evidence for a matching revet-
ment on the east bank, if there was one at this early 
date, had been destroyed by modern foundations 
(Shepherd 1998, fi g 40). In the late 1st or early 2nd 
century, however, evidence shows that the east bank 
of the northern section of the stream at Bucklers-
bury House was revetted and deliberately stepped 
eastwards, increasing the width of the channel to 

Fig 3.2.3 The course of the middle Walbrook 
stream showing the alteration to the revetment at 
Bucklersbury House in the late 1st or early 2nd 
century, the position of Grimes’s section (F) through 
the stream valley (see Fig 3.2.4) and the later 
position of the Temple of Mithras (after Wilmott 
1991)
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4.26m (Revetment 2, Wilmott 1991, 19 and fi gs 7 
and 8) (Fig 3.2.3). The alignment of piles at right 
angles to the stream-bed may have been intended 
as a breakwater, allowing stream water fl owing 
down from the north and tidal water from the south 
to meet without causing damage and fl ooding. 

As in the upper Walbrook, there is evidence for 
industrial activity on both banks in the later 1st 
and 2nd centuries, with wooden buildings, timber-
framed wells and plank-gutters. The buildings 
mostly seem to have been workshops and some 
areas probably remained open. Nevertheless it is 
clear that by the mid-2nd century the efforts of 
Roman engineers had achieved suffi cient stability to 
make areas of the middle Walbrook valley more 
desirable for residential areas. Upgraded timber 
and new stone-built houses with mosaic fl oors 
began to be constructed mainly north of the main 
highway (Rowsome 2000, 40; Wilmott 1991, 145–6). 
The extensive continuous sequence of coins from the 
stream-bed of the Walbrook was cut short at AD 
155–56 (Merrifi eld 1962, 38–52). Wilmott suggested 
that this marked the end of industrial activity and 
the completion of drainage and reclamation work 
in the middle Walbrook valley, after which greater 
stability was achieved, allowing more permanent 
buildings to be constructed on the banks (Wilmott 
1991, 178–80). This cut-off point may now seem 
artifi cial.

In publishing the Grimes section where higher 
levels remained, Shepherd has shown that occupa-
tion on the west bank continued as before with 
timber platforms and buildings (1998, 219). It is 
clear, however, that silting continued and the 
revetted bank collapsed later in the 2nd or 3rd 
century, so that when the Mithraeum was built 
on the eastern bank in c AD 240, the stream fl owed 
in a runnel through silt at a considerably higher 
level. The coin series from Bucklersbury House 
ceased during the mid-2nd century at a time also 
inter preted as the end of the industrial activity. In 

1954–55, the excavations at Bucklersbury House 
consisted of Grimes’s systematic excavations of 
trenches across the site, while Ivor Noël Hume for 
the Guildhall Museum was excavating other areas 
in what can only be regarded as a rescue excavation 
(Wilmott 1991; Noël Hume 1978, 18–21). The depos-
its published by Merrifi eld and Wilmott were 
truncated, caused by on-site machining. Contrary to 
previously held beliefs, therefore, that there was a 
marked cut-off date for activity on both banks of the 
stream, the evidence from the Grimes excavation 
shows that occupation continued on both sides of 
the stream until the end of the Roman period. 
The character and function of the west bank, with 
substantial timber buildings, remained the same. It 
was on the east bank, however, that there was a 
marked change in use prior to the construction of 
the Mithraeum, with various structures including a 
large chalk and fl int wall running parallel with the 
course of the stream, rather than timber buildings 
and dumps (Shepherd 1998, 219). However, did the 
deposition of metalwork indeed come to an end at 
this date?

The evidence from Grimes’s section (F) shows a 
period when management of the channel ceased, 
resulting in it rapidly silting up. From ceramic 
evidence, this phase of silting would seem to have 
taken place in the late 2nd to early 3rd century 
(Shepherd 1998, 219, Phase V). Few metal objects, 
however, were recorded by Grimes as having come 
from these later phases except for two tin-alloy 
plates from Phase V (Shepherd 1998, 136 and fi g 
158, nos 34 and 35; Jones 1983, 54 and fi g 6, nos 8 
and 9) dated as 1st or 2nd century on the strength of 
similar high tin-alloy material from the Walbrook, 
although pottery evidence shows the phase to 
be late 2nd to later 3rd century in date. No metal 
objects in later phases matched the quantity 
and quality of the rest of the middle Walbrook mate-
rial and the cessation of the deposition of fi nely 
preserved metalwork from the Walbrook occurred 

Fig 3.2.4 Grimes’s work has provided the only archaeological section through the Walbrook valley which 
showed the effect of the tides on the Walbrook valley at this point in the late 1st century (after Shepherd 1998)
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before or coincided approximately with the begin-
ning of the lack of concerted management of the 
channel in the late 2nd century or later.

Roman metalwork from the stream 

An analysis of fi nds by material for the middle 
Walbrook sites of the Bank of England, King’s Arms 
Yard and Bucklersbury House shows a remarkable 
similarity, where objects of copper alloy and iron 
predominate, in contrast with upper Walbrook 
and waterfront sites, where glass and leather are 
predominant (Merrifi eld 1995, 33–43). Similarly, 
analysis of fi nds by function shows no signifi cant 
difference between stream and bank deposits, but 
with a strong preponderance of dress and personal 
ornaments in all middle Walbrook groups (Wilmott 
1991, 168–71, and see Crummy, this volume).

The metalwork from the bank dumps of organic 
material, however, resembles that from the stream-
bed in both composition and condition. Copper 
alloys come from both in untarnished condition and 
iron uncorroded, indicating that they had always 
remained in anaerobic waterlogged conditions. The 
bank dumps were often described as black silt and 
were formerly identifi ed as part of the stream-bed, 
giving rise to the false impression that the Walbrook 
was a wide stream navigable up to the site of the 
Bank of England. The middle Walbrook’s single 
channel had the same tendency to be choked by 
silting and refuse-dumping as the upper channels, 
probably even to a much greater extent because it 
was readily accessible to more people. It would be 
surprising if the remedial efforts of the middle 
reaches of the valley as in the upper did not include 
regularly clearing the channel as well as raising 
the banks. Wilmott identifi ed that clearance must 
have taken place at least once. The earliest strati-
fi ed level within the stream-bed was pebbly, indicat-
ing a swift-fl owing stream, and contained material 
of the Claudian-Flavian period (Wilmott 1991, 68, 
ER268E). Above this, with its base at a low level 
within the revetments, was a fi ne layer of gravelly 
silt, from which came most of the stratifi ed stream-
bed fi nds. This evidence is consistent with the 
hypothesis of a clearance (or clearances) during the 
fi rst half of the 2nd century, which removed much of 
the silting of the later 1st and early 2nd century, 
and left the channel in a reasonably healthy state in 
the mid-2nd century, with a slow but free-fl owing 
stream. 

Grimes’s Bucklersbury House section also shows 
a gap in the stratigraphy of successive stream-beds 
between the earliest and the fi rst above the revetted 
channel, the space being occupied by a confused 
stratigraphy of mixed silts, as might be expected 
if a massive clearance had taken place. If this ma-
terial was deposited on the banks, as strict proces-
sual logic suggests it must have been, before it could 
dry out, it would have been covered with clean clays 
brought to the valley, thus preserving the anaerobic 

conditions that protected the metalwork, and 
producing the interleaved effect shown in Grimes’s 
section (Shepherd 1998, 38–9 and fi g 36). 

If this interpretation is correct, no distinction can 
be made between the metalwork from the organic 
dumps in the banks and that from the stream-bed 
from which it must have been removed. Both were 
uncorroded; both included a large number of objects 
that appear, superfi cially at least, to be still service-
able. Indeed, the proportion of these seems to be 
somewhat higher in the bank deposits than in the 
stream-bed. This may, however, be accounted for by 
the survival in the stream-bed of the latest deposits 
of metalwork intact. These belong to the period 
when some artifi cers were leaving their workshops 
and may have found it expedient to dump their 
scrap-metal and perhaps also to deposit large quan-
tities of metal artefacts (Merrifi eld 1962, 47; 1995, 
40–2). We can be reasonably sure that any metal 
artefact found embedded in waterlogged silt used to 
make up the banks had originally been deposited in 
the stream itself. 

It should also be noted that certain types of ma-
terial may be under-represented from these middle 
Walbrook sites. Wilmott commented that the middle 
Walbrook assemblages may have been selected by 
on-site workmen with an emphasis on what was 
recognisably uncorroded (1991, 61–7). In addition, 
Wardle points out that very little organic material, 
such as leather, was retrieved from the Bank of 
England, Bucklersbury House and King’s Arms 
Yard sites, although the excavators noted that there 
were large dumps of leather footwear and waste 
which were not collected. By comparison, more 
recent controlled sites record leather as the largest 
single category, shown clearly by the fi nds from 
Poultry where certain areas of the site also revealed 
material that can be identifi ed as coming from 
silts thrown up from the stream-bed (Wardle 
forthcoming b).

Conclusions

Some idea of the concentration and quality (with 
special reference to serviceability) of the middle 
Walbrook metalwork has been obtained by compar-
ing the fi nds from waterfront sites and those in the 
middle Walbrook valley. The diffi cult question of 
the possible role of ritual as a contributory factor to 
the deposition of metalwork in the stream of the 
Walbrook and the subject of religious activity in the 
valley has also been examined in detail elsewhere 
(Merrifi eld 1995, 33–43) and, although some arte-
facts had been bent or broken prior to deposition, a 
sign of ritual ‘killing’, not all can be regarded as 
votive. Accidental loss in the process of regulating 
the stream and raising its banks must have been a 
contributing factor, and casual losses from passing 
crowds must be taken into account, particularly at 
the National Safe Deposit site, where the main road 
crossed the stream. It should be noted that the 
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classes of object most abundant on this site are small 
implements likely to be carried on the person. 
Craftsmen’s tools, that would be more commonly 
kept in workshops, were abundant on both the Bank 
of England and Bucklersbury House sites, the two 
sites immediately upstream and downstream, but 
were conspicuously scarce on the National Safe 
Deposit Company’s site where the road crossed the 
stream. Industrial activity was presumably kept at 
a distance from the central highway. 

Structural evidence at Bucklersbury House 
reveals the possibility of the area being religious 
in nature. The charred remains of arcaded and 
moulded timber panelling and the deposition of a 
face urn indicated possible shrines (Wilmott 1991, 
29, feature 8 and fi g 17), although evidence for 
shrines can also be postulated along the upper and 
middle reaches of the Walbrook (Merrifi eld 1995, 
40). It has often been suggested, therefore, that this 
area of the middle Walbrook held a particular reli-
gious signifi cance, with numerous shrines along its 
bank and with objects being ritually deposited in the 
stream long before the construction of the Mithrae-
um in the mid-3rd century. Henig suggests a shrine 
of the Dioscuri from the evidence of a sculpture of 
either Castor or Pollux found in the vicinity of the 
Mithraeum (Shepherd 1998, 182–3 and fi g 214; 
Henig 1998, 232) and also cult shrines to Bacchus 
and Sabazios (Bird 1996, 125–6). If, as it would 
seem, this was regarded as a sacred area, why 
then was this part of the Walbrook particularly 
venerated? 

We have seen in the pre-Roman period that the 
Thames was a place for ritual deposits of metalwork 
(Fitzpatrick 1984, fi g 12.1), a practice which contin-
ued into the Roman period (Creighton 2006, 95) and 
that coins thrown from the Roman bridge into the 
Thames were perhaps votive offerings at shrines to 
the deities of the bridge or the river (Rhodes 1991b, 
183). Could it also be that the middle Walbrook area 
with its surrounding wetland (see also Crummy, 
this volume) was venerated because, confi ned as it 
was by two major bridged roads to the north and 
south and affected by tidal water regularly increas-
ing the volume of stream water in the 1st–2nd cen-
tury, there was a need to placate local water deities? 
As the tidal fl ow receded, the volume of Walbrook 
water decreased and the cleansing properties of 
the daily tides were no longer at hand, so physical 
veneration of the area ceased. The recognition of 
the area as religious continued, however, for the 
construction of such later temples as that dedicated 
to Mithras, later to Bacchus and with a possible 
temple at 1 Poultry (Rowsome 2000, 40).

The differences between these middle Walbrook 
sites suggest that the metalwork from the stream 

and its banks may after all tell us something about 
the activities on those banks. Further work is 
required on the untarnished and uncorroded metal 
objects from all middle Walbrook sites held in both 
the Museum of London, the London Archaeological 
Archive and Research Centre (LAARC) and the 
British Museum, and comparisons sought elsewhere 
for places of worship where the landscape or water-
scape underwent radical changes. An assessment 
has been made of the quantities of Roman material 
from the town by function in these institutions 
prior to work beginning on a catalogue of London 
material (Wardle 2005). It is hoped that when such 
work begins, we can again review the enigmatic 
nature of all the metalwork from the Walbrook 
stream, whether from the stream-bed itself or from 
those dumps of silts that came from the clearing 
of the Walbrook channel, to see whether any more 
tales can be told about those treasures from the 
depths of the Walbrook.

Postscript

In 1992/93, following the publication of two reviews 
of the upper and middle reaches of the Walbrook 
(Maloney and de Moulins 1990; Wilmott 1991), 
Ralph Merrifi eld wrote this exposition on the 
topographical and archaeological background of the 
Walbrook valley when studying the signifi cance of 
the Roman metalwork found there. He was keen 
to dispel the argument that material found in the 
Walbrook had been dumped there from elsewhere in 
the city and to propose instead that it was redepos-
ited silt cleared out from the Walbrook stream-bed 
itself. He was also of the opinion that certain types 
of material had been deliberately chosen and ritu-
ally deposited in this part of the Walbrook valley, 
which was used as a religious area as opposed to the 
industrial zone of the upper Walbrook. This previ-
ously unpublished article formed the prelude to 
Merrifi eld’s main exposition, given as the Hugh 
Chapman Memorial lecture in 1994 and which 
was published by the London and Middlesex 
Archaeological Society in 1995 (Merrifi eld 1995). 
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3.3 Sharing secrets? The material culture of mystery 
cults from Londinium, Apulum and beyond 
Ian Haynes

correct, it would render the comparison with 
Apulum still more interesting, though Schäfer (2004, 
125–31) has recently challenged this interpretation 
and I do not believe it is necessary to understand the 
remains in this way. Whatever the later cult use of 
the site, surviving statuary demonstrates that the 
Walbrook site housed Bacchic images during its use. 
The Apulum sanctuary, in use throughout the fi rst 
half of the 3rd century, was for its part primarily 
focused on Liber Pater, as the discovery of parts 
of fi ve statues and a dedicatory plaque indicates. 
Nevertheless, excavations also yielded Mithraic 
material including a neighbouring Mithraeum and, 
within the complex, two disturbed fragments of 
relief/sculpture that could be linked to Mithraism. 
At one level this is unsurprising; even in the case of 
mystery cults the principal deities were far from 
the only ones to be represented. Both the Walbrook 
and Apulum sites have, for example, produced 
representations of Mercury and Serapis.4

In what follows, four elements associated with 
both sites are considered. The fi rst is the presence of 
pots with applied animals. The next element is the 
use of an altogether less striking range of pottery 
vessels, Camulodunum type 306 (CAM 306), a 
form that is nevertheless of intense importance 
to students of cult (Symonds and Fiedler 2004). 
Comparative commentary on votive pits at the 
two sites follows, emphasising the need for further 
study. The paper closes with further refl ection on 
votive deposition within pits, focusing especially on 
the fragmentation of statuary.

Sacred ceramics

Vessels decorated with applied animals are among 
the most conspicuous forms of cult pottery. They 
have received extensive academic attention (for 
example Amand 1984; Gassner 1990; Schmid 1991). 
These vessels may be divided into two groups: pots 
with a range of animals and symbols, and pots with 
snakes only. Some of the earliest examples in the 
former category date from the fi rst half of the 1st 
century AD (Filtzinger 1972, pl 44, 4 and pl 45, 8–9); 
they were therefore an established feature of cult 
devotion before the surge in popularity of mystery 
cults that took place in the late 1st and 2nd century 
AD. Bird offers an excellent commentary which 
places the examples recovered in the Walbrook 
excavations in a wider context (Bird 1996). These 
examples, which appear to pre-date the Mithraeum, 
include a fragment with a frog and another example 
decorated with a crested snake. Apulum, for its part, 
provided an excellent opportunity for the study of 
cult pottery generally (Höpken 2004; Fiedler 2005; 

Introduction

One of the singular delights of the archaeology of 
the Roman Empire is the opportunity it affords for 
comparative study. Discoveries in widely differing 
regions can illuminate one another and, in so doing, 
advance our understanding of wider cultural 
patterns within the Empire. At a local level, this 
understanding in turn facilitates identifi cation of 
religious sites, simultaneously advancing our 
knowledge of their chronology and use. Compara-
tive studies are thus invaluable when addressing 
the Research Framework for London Archaeology 
Framework objectives for the study of belief in 
Roman London (Nixon et al 2002, 38). To explore 
this dimension, this paper therefore reviews new 
research on two excavations, the Walbrook Mith-
raeum site in Londinium and the Liber Pater sanc-
tuary in Apulum (modern Alba Iulia, Romania). The 
Walbrook Mithraeum was famously excavated by 
Professor Grimes in the 1950s and then very ably 
written up by John Shepherd (1998), while the 
Apulum sanctuary was excavated by the author 
in collaboration with Alexandru Diaconescu and 
Alfred Shafer. This paper concentrates on artefacts 
and contexts of deposition rather than structures 
because the role of both these elements in identify-
ing ritual activity and in illuminating exchange 
between cults is often neglected. 

Up until relatively recently, study and under-
standing of the so-called Mystery Cults has focused 
on literary sources, epigraphy, art and architecture.1 
This focus has ensured that while the cults are dis-
cussed together as communities distinguished by 
secret knowledge, actual similarities of practice can 
be neglected. Attention to pottery, small fi nds and to 
the context of votive deposition is redressing this 
imbalance.2

Cult compared

The site of London’s Walbrook Mithraeum and the 
newly excavated sanctuary of Liber Pater (Bacchus) 
in colonia Aurelia Apulensis, Dacia, offer an inter-
esting comparison, but as with any such study, care 
is required.3 Not only does some of the material 
recovered at the Walbrook site and discussed 
here pre-date the founding of the Mithraeum in the 
mid-3rd century, other elements post-date 4th-
century changes in the building’s structure. Whe-
ther this rebuilding marked a change in focus is 
open to question. Henig (1998, 230–2) suggests 
that the site was reused as a bacchium or sacrarium 
dedicated to Bacchus in the 4th century. If this is 



This world and beyond: mind and spirit 129

and the work of both in Haynes et al forthcoming) 
and vessels with appliqué animals in particular. 
Snake pot fragments were also discovered at the 
Apulum Liber Pater sanctuary (Bolindeţ 1999; 
Höpken 2004, 244–5) while snake pots and a vessel 
with an appliqué lizard were found at the Liber 
Pater shrine in Cosa, Italy (Collins-Clinton 1977, 
30–7). The occurrence of this exotic and distinctive 
pottery at such different sites is interesting in 
itself. Early studies of these vessels argued that 
they were linked to either Mithras (Swoboda 1937) 
or Sabazius (Staehelin 1948), but it is clear that 
both types were used across different mystery cults 
and even beyond (Bird 1996). While the use of snakes 
in some mysteries may have inspired their develop-
ment and adoption, it is evident that snake pots and 
related vessels became a more widespread feature of 
mystery cult material culture. Whatever the unique 
features even of these mystery cults, it is clear that 
complex ideas about cult objects passed between 
them. It is likely that the agents of this transfer 
were the cult members themselves; we know that 
worshippers frequently offered devotions to a range 
of deities (Turcan 1996, 9). However individual cult 
communities understood these vessels, the pots’ 
sheer exoticism may have made them tempting 
targets for replication further afi eld. 

Altogether less conspicuous are the humble 
CAM 306 pots (Fig 3.3.1). As the name suggests 
these vessels were fi rst identifi ed at Colchester 
(Camulodunum) (Hull 1958). Similar vessel types 
have been described as Bell-Shaped Bowls and 
traced to the Rhineland (Swann and Macbridge 
2002). Symonds and Fiedler (2004) focus on ex-
amples from Britain, Bordeaux and Romania. They 
are overwhelmingly associated with 3rd- and 4th-
century contexts. Plain, undecorated and normally 

produced in a simple grey fabric, these vessels might 
not at fi rst appear to have any special signifi cance, 
but work in both Britain and Romania has demon-
strated that they did (Symonds and Fiedler 2004). 
The discovery of CAM 306s in structured deposits 
at the Apulum Liber Pater site helped prove the 
hypothesis, fi rst developed in the study of British 
material, that these mundane objects had particular 
cult signifi cance. Not only did CAM 306s predomi-
nate in key contexts within the sanctuary, notably 
votive pits in the north range of the cult complex, 
they also appear to have been treated in a special 
way. One large group was, for example, carefully 
placed at the bottom of a pit and then shattered by 
stones thrown at them from above (Fig 3.3.1; Fiedler 
2005, 97–100). From the condition of the vessels and 
the location of the stones it was clear that fragmen-
tation was not a by-product of the pit’s backfi lling, 
but rather a deliberate act.

It was particularly fortunate that Dr Robin 
Symonds was present with the Apulum team at the 
time of these excavations. While previously review-
ing fi nds from both Colchester and London, he had 
reached the conclusion that the CAM 306 form 
had cult signifi cance. Symonds and fellow Apulum 
Project member Dr Manuel Fiedler were therefore 
able to draw on insights from both the London 
and the Transylvanian excavations in offering a 
valuable, but unpublished paper on the topic to 
the 24th International Congress of Rei Cretariae 
Romanae Fautores in Namur, Belgium (Symonds 
and Fiedler 2004). CAM 306 was not found evenly 
across Colchester, appearing in quantity only in two 
buildings, structures interpreted as a Mithraeum 
and a church, and within the Butt Road Cemetery 
(Symonds and Fiedler 2004). In London, CAM 306 is 
known from fi ve published excavations (Symonds 

Fig 3.3.1 Photo of Pit 1 at Apulum, showing deliberately smashed CAM 306s, with inset of CAM 306 pot
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and Fielder 2004). Recent work by Pre-Construct 
Archaeology at Tabard Square in Southwark has 
also revealed small numbers of the vessels (Malcolm 
Lyne pers comm). Signifi cantly the Tabard Square 
site was clearly a focus for cult activity in the Roman 
period (Durrani 2004). Martin Millett has kindly 
also drawn the author’s attention to the ‘type 79 jar’ 
from Neatham, Hampshire, a form clearly derived 
from CAM 306, which he notes is also strongly 
associated with special deposits (Millett and 
Graham 1986, 78, 85 and fi g 61). For our purposes 
the most important of these vessels come from the 
Walbrook Mithraeum (Shepherd 1998, 156, 162, 185 
and 194; Henig 1998, 230–1) but it is worth noting 
that each of the other fi nds may be explained as 
linked to votive deposition. Of particular interest 
is that fact that all of the London and Colchester 
examples are represented by fragments rather than 
complete vessels, a phenomenon that may perhaps 
be explained by the practice of ritual destruction 
observed at Apulum.

The picture that emerges from this combination 
of evidence is extremely important. In suggesting 
that CAM 306 vessels played a special role in cult 
activity, it invites reconsideration of those contexts 
in which it has been identifi ed. It reinforces the 
suspicion, for example, that deposits such as the 
distinctive well assemblage recovered at 107–15 
Borough High Street in Southwark have votive sig-
nifi cance (107BHS81; Yule 1982). In future, we may 
come to see CAM 306 as as strong an indicator of 
cult as statues, inscriptions and architectural forms. 
Certainly, colleagues encountering this ostensibly 
unremarkable vessel form should pay special atten-
tion for signs of structured deposition. The impor-
tance of this association operates, however, at a still 
higher level.

As I have repeatedly emphasised there is nothing 
especially remarkable about the CAM 306. While 
the exotic forms of snake and animal pots naturally 
make a strong impression on the viewer, inciting 
perhaps emulation from one cult setting to another, 
the CAM 306 appears decidedly humdrum. Yet we 
see here that it was nonetheless used by different 
cult communities. This may arguably be seen in the 
evidence from the Walbrook Mithraeum alone, 
where it is notable that the vessels are found in both 
3rd- and 4th-century contexts, before and after, 
therefore, the complex was substantially remod-
elled. It becomes clearer, however, when the pottery 
assemblages of the 3rd-century phases of the 
Mithraeum are compared with the 3rd-century 
Transylvanian shrine of Liber Pater. That such a 
humble artefact could become so widespread sug-
gests a depth of interplay between cult communities 
that we have only begun to examine. Crucially too, 
the distribution of CAM 306s underscores the extent 
to which ideas of proper form travelled across space. 
While thus far CAM 306s have been identifi ed only 
at sites in Britain, France and Romania, growing 
interest in the vessel form may increase the number 
of identifi ed examples dramatically over the next 

few years (Symonds and Fiedler 2004). It is to be 
hoped that this will also help us ascertain with 
which other forms the vessel was associated.

Structured deposition

No less important than the association of artefacts 
within structured deposits are the contexts of the 
deposits themselves. Some of the most remarkable 
fi nds from the Walbrook Mithraeum were recovered 
from a pit interpreted as a favissa in the fi nal report 
(Shepherd 1998, 161, 167–70; Henig 1998, 230). At 
Apulum we also found this term offered a useful 
shorthand for what was clearly a complex process. 
Pits were dug during the temple’s active life to 
accommodate objects used in cult practice that were 
no longer required. Such objects could not be treated 
as mere rubbish, however, and therefore had to be 
interred on sacred ground. Both the Romanian 
and London discoveries provide the opportunity 
for further refl ection on the term favissa and the 
particular issues linked to studying votive deposits. 

The word favissa is so widely used in archaeologi-
cal literature that it is easy to take it for granted. 
In fact, though it is generally taken to refer to a 
repository into which cult material was placed at 
the end of its life, it is more widely applied and often 
abused (Holban forthcoming). Some scholars have 
found favissa a convenient formulation when trying, 
for example, to describe deposits found in Bronze 
Age sites of the Near East or in the temples of 
Pharaonic Egypt. While this at least refl ects the 
fact that patterns of votive deposition found within 
the Roman Empire originated out of multiple estab-
lished regional practices, it remains problematic. 
There is little in such deposits to recall the deposi-
tional practices of the Etruscans with whom the 
term originated. Part of the diffi culty with the term 
lies in attempting to reconcile an evolving diversity 
of depositional practices with a handful of ancient 
references. The best known and most frequently 
cited ancient reference to favissae is that of Gellius 
in Noctes Atticae (2.10). Yet it is clear that Gellius 
was referring specifi cally to rooms and chambers on 
the Capitol in Rome.

Ordinarily one might expect that the archaeology 
of Roman London would furnish students of cult 
with superb examples of votive deposition. Aware-
ness of the complexity and diversity of structured 
deposition is well established within the archaeo-
logical community (Merrifi eld 1987). Furthermore, 
the widely respected single context planning record-
ing methods developed by the Museum of London 
are well suited to precise documentation of such 
deposits.5 Given that many votive depositions are 
only recognised for what they are at a late stage in 
their excavation, or indeed after they have been 
excavated, a consistently high standard of site 
recording is vital to ensure that information is pro-
perly preserved. It is therefore no surprise that the 
London data have generated a range of interesting 
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fragments associated with an upturned pot and has 
been explained by Henig as a favissa (Henig 1998, 
230). If this is correct, the Apulum fi nds might sug-
gest that there was other detail of importance that 
was not recorded. Perhaps the diffi cult conditions of 
excavation and modern disturbance in the immedi-
ate area of the fi nd obscured important detail 
(Shepherd 1998, 54–5). Certainly recent studies of 
Mithraea have yielded considerable evidence for 
structured deposition (Martens 2004).

If, however, it is therefore diffi cult to identify sim-
ilarities and differences in votive pits, there is one 
example linked to the deposition of cult material 
that may prove signifi cant. In an important recent 
study, Croxford (2003) has drawn our attention to 
the fact that there is a statistically signifi cant varia-
tion in the parts of Roman statuary recovered across 
Britain. Heads are strikingly over-represented as a 
proportion of all surviving fragments, while hands 
are under-represented (Croxford 2003, 86–8). While 
factors such as identifi cation and retention by those 
who discovered the fragments may have contributed 
to this, ancient votive practice must also be con-
sidered. Both the pits of the Liber Pater sanctuary 
and the Walbrook statuary that Henig believes 
was deposited in a favissa reinforce the view that 
ancient selection was at work. 

At Apulum the team discovered part of a statue in 
one of the pits. Though the fragment was small it 
was suffi cient to identify the deity with which it was 
associated, for it depicted a hand holding a distinc-
tive double-handled drinking vessel, a cantharos. 
This vessel is an attribute of Liber Pater. It might be 
argued that the hand simply found its way into the 
pit because it was ritual rubbish. Hands and arms 
were particularly susceptible to breakage. Yet it is 
interesting that only one other fragment of statuary 
was recovered from the pit. This was an altogether 
smaller nondescript piece. Perhaps therefore the 
fragment with hand and cantharos was a signifi cant 
choice. It is certainly possible to suggest, on the 
basis of votive deposits found elsewhere, that 
diagnostic fragments were deliberately selected to 
represent whole statues and deities.

A suggestion that this might have been the case 
comes from the Walbrook Mithraeum. The three 
pieces of statuary identifi ed within Henig’s putative 
favissa include a hand clasping a knife (Toynbee 
1986, 21–3; Shepherd 1998, 170). The other two, a 
head of Serapis and a fi gure of Mercury, need not 
detain us here (Shepherd 1998, 167–70). As with the 
Apulum fragment, though, the hand would have 
instantly conveyed the identity of the deity with 
which it was associated. In this case, hand and knife 
instantly recall Mithras’s slaying of the celestial 
bull, the act that lay at the very heart of Mithraism 
(Croxford 2003, 92). Perhaps the deposition of part 
of a sword at the Tienen Mithraeum underneath 
a platform where the bull-killing relief had been 
displayed (Martens 2004, 337) refl ects a similar 
intention.

discussions about the diversity of ritual behaviour 
and the challenge of its identifi cation (Merrifi eld 
1987; Haynes 2000). Merrifi eld’s intriguing study of 
the Walbrook Valley, for example, argued that the 
stream itself was a ritual focus specially selected for 
the deposition of styli and brooches (Merrifi eld 1995; 
contra Maloney and de Moulins 1990, 24; Wilmott 
1991, 177; and see Merrifi eld and Hall, this volume). 
Yet because so few temple sites have been unearthed 
within Londinium proper, there has been little 
opportunity to study actual temple deposits.

It is ironic therefore that it was the application 
of these methods in Romania that enabled us to 
characterise votive pits within the sanctuary of 
Liber Pater (Fiedler 2005; Haynes et al forthcom-
ing). By studying the individual contexts associated 
with each pit, the complex rituals that lay behind 
them could be identifi ed. The most important group 
of pits lay in the north range of the cult complex 
adjacent to a walled and partially covered garden. 
Here the team identifi ed four pits. The fi rst two, 
running east to west, were approximately 6.5m long 
and 1.5m deep, the third, which was only partially 
excavated, appears to have been the same, while the 
fourth, 1.5m long, 1m wide and 0.5m deep, was 
markedly smaller because it had to avoid both the 
earlier pits and the presence of other cult buildings. 
There were signifi cant variations in the activities 
associated with individual pits, all of which will be 
discussed in the fi nal report, but the case of pit 1, 
the fi rst and easternmost in the sequence rewards 
discussion here (Fig 3.3.1; Fiedler 2005, 97–110).

Careful excavation of the pit demonstrated that a 
clear point of access was built up on the eastern side. 
This is signifi cant, for it demonstrates that it was 
not considered suffi cient just to dump material into 
the pit; rather the objects had to be carried in and 
placed on the bottom. The fi rst objects into the pit 
were CAM 306s and plates. These vessels were then 
smashed. Rather than being smashed with a stick or 
bar, or simply dropped from a great height, however, 
the vessels were clearly broken by having stones 
thrown at them from the edges of the pit. This was 
not a particularly effi cient method so some vessels 
were more badly damaged than others, but it may 
have been chosen to facilitate the participation of a 
larger group of individuals in the process. Other 
items found within this layer suggest that damaged 
artefacts of other types were deposited while it was 
still open. Thereafter a series of fi lls are discernible, 
suggesting that the pit was evenly backfi lled in 
stages. Within these fi lls the team found coins, 
lamps, terracottas, animal bones, nails and a frag-
ment of broken statue. The pit was then covered 
over and a fi re lit on its northern side. Traces of 
similar fi res were discovered in the same discrete 
location over two of the other pits, suggesting that 
fi re-lighting formed part of a ritual act of closure.

Unfortunately, despite the likelihood that others 
once existed, only one pit fi ll found within the 
Walbrook Mithraeum site has been advanced as of 
votive character. This deposit consists of statuary 
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With the ongoing work of the Arts and Humani-
ties Research Council (AHRC)-funded Favissa 
Project, launched to examine aspects of votive deposi-
tion in the Roman world, it is hoped that it will prove 
possible to demonstrate whether these diagnostic 
fragments do form an aspect of cult practice, or 
whether their presence is simply coincidental. 
The project, directed by the author and based origi-
nally at Birkbeck, University of London, now at 
Newcastle University, has been expanded to study 
broader patterns of votive deposition in the ancient 
world (Haynes 2006). It incorporates an advanced 
database to facilitate a comparison not just of 
assemblages, but also of the archaeologically dis-
cernible processes linked to such rites. For the 
moment though it is worth refl ecting on another 
aspect of statuary deposition, which touches on both 
sites. This is the suggestion that special signifi cance 
was attached to an entirely different part of the 
divine anatomy.

Reviewing the evidence from the Walbrook, Henig 
sees in the presence of two broken torsos of Bacchus 
a further element of selectivity. He argues that 
‘They are so similar that it is tempting to think that 
breakage in this manner, preserving the generative 
parts of the image, was no coincidence. Perhaps the 
answer lies not in iconoclasm but in Bacchic myth 
and ritual’ (Henig 1998, 230). Drawing on evidence 
from across Roman Britain Croxford (2003) also 
suggests that we need to question the degree to 
which iconoclasm was responsible for much of the 
damage on statues. In offering another explanation 
for fragmentation, Henig and Croxford help move us 
away from notions of actions and aesthetics that are 
partially framed by later Christian thinking. In this 
case, however, neither the sanctuary of Liber Pater 
at Apulum nor any other temple of Bacchus is able 
to offer a parallel. Certainly none of the Bacchic 
images recovered at the Romanian shrine exhibit 
the same pattern of breakage. 

Conclusion

Scholars have long appreciated that similar cult 
objects were used by the worshippers of different 
deities within the Roman Empire. The power of 
polytheism to facilitate syncretism and the exchange 
of ideas is extensively attested. It is clear that the 
two sites examined here, though miles apart, were 
similarly exposed to such currents. 

Yet this simple comparison of the two sites raises 
further questions. In both cases, as arguably at Cosa 
in Italy where it may have affected the layout of the 
Liber Pater shrine (Collins-Clinton 1977, 23), the 
juxtaposition of Mithraic and Bacchic elements is 
striking. This is interesting as such a connection 
has attracted relatively little attention in studies of 
either deity. It is striking that in his comprehensive 
and widely acclaimed study of Mithras, Clauss 
(1990), for example, discusses Mithras and other 
gods without really mentioning Liber Pater/
Bacchus. I hope that future research will examine 
the relationship further.

When it comes to votive deposition, both sites 
demonstrate that we have much more to do to 
appreciate the range of ancient practice. Under-
standing the precise motives behind the deposition 
may be beyond us, but patterns of behaviour and 
norms of practice may yet emerge from further scru-
tiny. Clearly, diverse cults were affected by wider 
imperial norms of ‘proper form’; rules for the correct 
disposal of objects belonging to the gods were 
obviously widespread. The need to inter such arte-
facts on holy ground was shared by a diverse range 
of religious communities, including those that taught 
different mysteries.

More interesting, however, is the way in which 
the humblest of artefacts are found to spread 
between both cults and provinces. That so humble a 
vessel as the CAM 306 can be found in cult sites so 
far apart testifi es eloquently to the depth of associa-
tion that could take place. Somehow, the CAM 306 
became part of how 3rd- and 4th-century worship-
pers as far removed from one another as London and 
Transylvania experienced the divine. They illumi-
nate in a small way the processes by which diverse 
parts of the Empire could share in particular ideas 
about the sacred.

Do the connections really amount to sharing 
secret knowledge? Here we need to refl ect carefully 
on the changing nature of the sites, the character of 
material culture and the use of meaning in mystery 
cults. As my good friend and colleague, Harvey 
Sheldon, would stress, it is central to any under-
standing of material culture that an artefact’s mean-
ing is defi ned by its context. While snake pots and 
CAM 306s seem to have been used in similar ways 
in the different locations, we still know little of pre-
cisely when they were used, what they contained 
and who used them. They could have been invested 
with different meaning and importance in different 
communities. All we can say with confi dence is that 
they became part of the manifestation of cult at a 
time when the so-called mystery beliefs were at 
their height. Yet even for this to happen, individuals 
of infl uence had to move between cults that we often 
imagine as secretive and obscure. The whole picture 
therefore contributes to our understanding of the 
ties that bound the Empire together, helping us 
to appreciate the nature of an empire that once 
embraced Londinium, Apulum and beyond.
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Notes

1 For a similar observation and similar recommen-
dations see the excellent paper by Martens (2004, 
333). I follow Henig (1984b, 119) here in classing 
some forms of Bacchic Cult with the so-called 
Mystery religions. Nevertheless, I thank Alfred 
Schäfer, for the welcome reminder that that 
name is often too readily applied to cults.

2 Though it is invidious to select a few works from 
the wide range of studies now available, I would 
single out the papers that arose from an excel-
lent conference ‘Roman Mithraism: the Evidence 
of Small Finds’ (Martens and de Boe 2004) as an 
example of the kind of approaches that are now 
transforming our understanding. Appropriately 
this volume also includes a paper on material 
from the Liber Pater sanctuary at Apulum by 
Constanze Höpken (Höpken 2004).

3 See Shepherd (1998) for the Walbrook Mith-
raeum site. For the Apulum site see Schäfer and 
Diaconescu (1997), Diaconescu et al (2001) and 
Haynes et al (forthcoming). 

4 Walbrook Serapis (Toynbee 1986, 13–18; 
Shepherd 1998, 167–9), Walbrook Mercury 
(Toynbee 1986, 18–21), Apulum Serapis (Haynes 
et al forthcoming), Apulum Mercury (Höpken 
2004, 252).

5 Though at Apulum I adapted single context 
planning to incorporate 3D small fi nds recording 
and, when excavating the cult pits, supplement-
ed this by dividing contexts into smaller units 
for higher resolution documentation. The latter 
innovation was introduced at the suggestion of 
Dr Fiedler.
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3.4 A samian bowl by Crucuro and the cult of 
Hercules in London Joanna Bird

Hartley and Dickinson forthcoming); he worked at 
La Graufesenque in South Gaul during the period 
c AD 75–100. The decoration consists of an ovolo 
border above panels, of which two are almost com-
plete and three only partially present. The fi rst and 
fi fth are divided horizontally into two, with fi gures 
above diagonal wavy lines and imbrication; the fi fth 
panel held two fi gures, of which only a robed Apollo 
carrying a lyre can now be identifi ed. The second 
and fourth are also divided, with an animal, of which 
only a hare survives, above a saltire with buds 
and leaves, somewhat smaller and narrower in the 
second panel than the fourth. Apart from the fi gure 
of Apollo (Hermet 1934, pl 18, no 3), these motifs 
have all been previously recorded on mould-stamped 
Crucuro bowls (cf Mees 1995, pl 52, 1, pl 53, 2, pl 54, 
1, and pl 57, 1 and 5). The other half of the bowl 
probably repeated the animal/saltire panels and 
held another large fi gured scene comparable to the 
third. 

The third and largest panel shows a naked man 
armed with helmet, shield and club, about to strike 
at a monstrous serpent rearing above a tree stump; 
he stands on a pair of small arcades, probably 

Introduction

The bowl that forms the main subject of this paper 
came from excavations carried out during 1979–80 
at Well Court in the City of London (WEL79), by 
the then Department of Urban Archaeology of the 
Museum of London (Richardson 1980, 384; 1981, 
45). It was a residual fi nd in a context of Hadrianic 
to early Antonine date (Roberta Tomber pers comm), 
but its main interest lies in its iconography and in 
what it can tell us about the sources of imagery on 
samian ware in the late 1st century. It also provides 
a starting point for considering the cult of Hercules 
in London. 

The Crucuro bowl

This hemispherical bowl is of Dragendorff form 37, 
and just over half the decorative scheme survives 
(Fig 3.4.1). The potter’s stamp [CR]VCVRO is par-
tially present and comes from die 2b of the potter 
identifi ed in the Leeds Index of Samian Makers’ 
Names as Crucuro i (Brenda Dickinson pers comm; 

Fig 3.4.1 Crucuro bowl from Well Court, London (WEL79[211]). Scale 1:1
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representing rocks. The monster has a single body 
and a large head with a mass of smaller necks and 
heads, and is clearly the Hydra of Lerna, one of the 
creatures the hero Hercules had to overcome during 
his Twelve Labours. Despite the anomalous armour, 
two other Crucuro bowls show that Hercules is 
intended here. A bowl from a cemetery at Reims 
(Fig 3.4.2, 1) has fi ve surviving panels, of which two 
have the same fi gure, one attacking a similar but 
not identical Hydra. The others show a slightly 
different armed fi gure with arm padding and a short 
sword, attacking a lion; a fi gure wearing a light 
cloak and armed with a short sword, attacking a 
boar; and a large eagle. Three of the panels have 
ERCVLE inscribed in reverse into the mould beside 
the fi gures, and this identifi es the scenes as three 
of the Labours: Hercules fi ghting the Hydra, the 
Nemean lion and the Erymanthian boar (Mees 1995, 
pl 58, 1; Hermet 1934, pl 109, 1). Hedan and Vern-
het suggest that here the eagle probably represents 
a fourth Labour, that of the Stymphalian birds 
(1977, 292). The second bowl, from the kiln-site at 
La Graufesenque (Fig 3.4.2, 2), has three surviving 
panels, two with the fi gure on the Well Court bowl; 
one has him armed with a spear and fi ghting a lion, 
as on a Dragendorff 30 mould from La Graufesenque 
(Mees 1995, pl 55, 1), and Hedan and Vernhet note 
that Crucuro varied the image by adding different 
weapons to the same fi gure (1977, 288). The central 
panel has the cloaked fi gure of the Reims bowl 
fi ghting a boar, with the inscription AC[TA E]-
RCVLENTIS in reverse above (Mees 1995, pl 58, 2; 
Hermet 1934, pl 109, 2). Both bowls have a row 
of small arcades, variously containing the potter’s 
stamp, spirals and, at least on the Reims bowl, rows 
of imbrication, in place of the ovolo border. A more 
fragmentary bowl (Fig 3.4.2, 3), also from La Graufe-
senque, with Crucuro’s mould-stamp but no further 
inscription, shows the Well Court fi gure, probably 
originally armed with a club, attacking a large snake 
rearing up beside a grape-vine, with a boar beyond. 
This is likely to be another Hercules bowl, showing 
the Erymanthian boar and a further Labour, the 
slaying of the dragon Ladon and the theft of the 
golden apples from the Garden of the Hesperides 
(Mees 1995, pl 55, 5; Hermet 1934, pl 89, 5).

Crucuro’s fi gures of Hercules are exceptional in 
showing him armed and wielding weapons other 
than his club. Images of Hercules occur regularly in 
a wide variety of media, including sculpture, wall 
painting, mosaic, terracottas, gemstones and coins 
(eg Ramage and Ramage 1995, fi g 8.32; Strong 1976, 
pl 172 and 203; Bailey 1983, fi g 159; Henig 1974, pl 
14, 427–38; Reece 1983, fi g 146, c), as well as other 
samian (see below), and these invariably show him 
carrying out his feats naked apart from his tutelary 
lionskin and armed only with his club, or occasion-
ally a bow, as recounted in the myths (Graves 1960, 
2, 100–206). Grenier (1940, 636–40) suggests that 
Crucuro’s fi gures may have come from the arena, 
where the helmet, round shield, short sword and 
arm padding were regularly in use (cf Köhne and 

Ewigleben 2000, fi g 36), and it is precisely during 
Crucuro’s working life that large arena scenes 
appear on South Gaulish samian ware (Bird forth-
coming a). The Twelve Labours would have made an 
impressive spectacle; although there is apparently 
no mention of their performance in the ancient texts, 
Martial records seeing a man dressed as Hercules 
carried heavenwards on the back of a bull (Liber 
spectaculorum 16, 1–2), while Tertullian describes 
a criminal burnt alive in the role of Hercules, either 
wearing an infl ammable shirt resembling the 
poisoned shirt given to Hercules by Nessus, or 
re-enacting his pyre on Mount Oeta (Apologeticum 
15, 4; Coleman 1990, 60–1). The weapons and 
fi ghting methods shown demonstrate a degree of 
adaptation appropriate to a confrontation between a 
professional venator and a wild beast, since in the 
legends the Nemean lion was wrestled to death after 
arrows, sword and club proved ineffective, while the 
Erymanthian boar was bound and carried away 
alive on Hercules’ shoulders. It would certainly not 
have been beyond the ingenuity of the presenters to 
devise a Hydra or Ladon using stage props or even 
live snakes (cf Coleman 1990, 68). The helmeted 
‘Hercules’ appears on another Crucuro bowl from 
Moers-Asberg on the Lower Rhine, fi ghting a lion 
with fallen fi gures below. This may be a conven-
tional arena scene, but could also be another fi ght 
with the Nemean lion, with condemned prisoners 
acting the role of the lion’s victims (Mees 1995, 
pl 57, 1; pl 57, 2, from London, is probably from 
the same or a similar mould). If this ‘theatrical’ 
interpretation of the scenes is correct, the arcades 
replacing the ovolo bands on the two inscribed bowls 
may represent the arches of the amphitheatre.

The evidence for the cult of Hercules in 
London 

Hercules was a popular image on samian ware, 
with 65 fi gure-types in Oswald’s catalogue (1936–
37, types 746–799A), but on most bowls he is only 
one element in the decoration, appearing with a va-
riety of gods and other fi gures, animals, foliage and 
decorative motifs. The Crucuro bowls, on the other 
hand, show him as the subject of large narrative 
panels, suggesting that the buyers would have cho-
sen these bowls deliberately for their imagery and 
therefore probably held Hercules in some venera-
tion. While no altars or inscriptions that might indi-
cate a temple dedicated to Hercules have so far been 
found in London, this is an appropriate point to 
consider the other evidence for his cult in the city. 

The largest and most public image is that on 
the monumental arch, pieces of which were found 
reused in the Roman riverside wall (BC75). Three 
discrete blocks, showing a shoulder, a forearm and 
burly torso, and part of a club, enable the identifi ca-
tion of one of the fragmentary fi gures as Hercules; 
he would probably have been wearing his lionskin, 
as shown in the reconstruction (Blagg 1980, fi gs 
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Fig 3.4.2 Crucuro bowls showing the Labours of Hercules: 1 – Reims; 2 and 3 – La Graufesenque. Scale 1:2 
(drawings after Hermet 1934; illustrations courtesy of Allard Mees)
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imitation of coloured marbles and a large red area 
with fl oral decoration. The image of Hercules may 
have formed part of this scheme, perhaps similar to 
the 1st-century painting showing a small fi gure set 
within a large red panel in the House of the Vestals 
at Pompeii (Ling 2005, pl 15), and it is possible that 
other Labours were depicted in the same room. The 
nature of the building, whether offi cial or an opulent 
private residence, is unfortunately unknown.

A number of small copper-alloy statuettes of 
Hercules have been found in London, mostly with no 
closer provenance. The statuettes shown in Figure 
3.4.6 are all nude and beardless with short straight 
‘Celtic’ hair, measure between 75 and 125mm in 
height, and are the sort of simple castings that 
would have been bought to furnish domestic and 
workplace shrines or to give as votive offerings. 
The commonest type holds his club in his raised 
right hand and has the lionskin over his left arm. 
There are two complete examples, and two more are 
probably the same but now lack the right hand; one 
of these has a squareish integral loop below the feet 
to attach it to a stand (Fig 3.4.6, 1, 2, 5 and 6). A 
fi fth, found at Grocers’ Hall Court so perhaps from 
the Walbrook, now lacks both the club and an object 
once held in the left hand (Fig 3.4.6, 3; Wheeler 
1930, pl 19, 3); here the lion’s mask and paws are 
shown in more detail than usual. A variation on 
this type has the club in his left hand and a handled 
bowl or cup in the right (Fig 3.4.6, 7), while a sepa-
rate club with a tang to secure it to the hand of a 
somewhat larger fi gure was found east of the city 
at Whitechapel (Fig 3.4.6, 8). A statuette from the 
Royal Exchange has the lionskin over his left arm 
and holds the stump of a stick-like object in each 
hand; these may have been the snakes that attacked 
Hercules in his cradle (Fig 3.4.6, 4).

A more classical fi gurine comes from a probable 
votive deposit of mid-1st-century date at Swan 
Street, Southwark (SWN98, Beasley et al 2006, 
fi g 9.11); it is bearded and long haired, nude apart 
from a lionskin draped over the shoulders and left 
arm, and now lacks the right hand and lower left leg 
(Fig 3.4.7). The posture of the fi gure, with the right 
leg bent up and the arms outstretched, suggests 
movement, and a peg projecting from the back may 
have attached it to a support or to another fi gure 
or fi gures in a group. A taller statuette, some 277mm 
high, was found in Queen Street, Cheapside, in 
1842; it shows a naked bearded archer straining 
to draw a powerful bow which is now missing, and 
may represent Hercules shooting the Stymphalian 
birds. It is much more sophisticated in style than 
the other London fi gures, with the eyes inlaid 
with silver, and Henig suggests that it refl ects a 
Greek original (Henig 1978c, 118–19, fi g 9; 2000a, 
68; British Museum acc no 1882.0518.1). A fi gurine 
from St Paul’s Churchyard may also be Hercules: it 
is nude and beardless and has a diadem, a probable 
lionskin over the left arm and an object, now lost, in 
the left hand (Reynolds 2000), while a seated fi gure 
found in contractors’ spoil from the Billingsgate 

70–2 and 84). The arch, which is probably of late 
Antonine or Severan date, would have been a major 
monument in the south-western part of the city, and 
Blagg suggests that it may have formed the entrance 
to a religious precinct (1980, 175–8). The only other 
stone image recorded is part of a statue that was 
found reused in the city wall just north of Ludgate 
in 1806 (Figs 3.4.3 and 3.4.4; RCHM(E) 1928, pl 9, 
top right, and pl 62, left). The surviving piece is 
some 630mm tall and lacks the head, the right arm, 
and most of the legs; the body is naked, apart from 
the lionskin lying over the left shoulder and draped 
over the left arm, and the left hand grips the top of 
the club. Its reuse in the wall suggests that it was 
standing in the open, probably as part of a funerary 
monument similar to the inscribed pedestal found 
with it (Fig 3.4.4; Collingwood and Wright 1965, 
no 21).

Two joining fragments of wall plaster showing 
a small and fi nely painted image of Hercules wrest-
ling with the Nemean lion on a plain red background 
(Fig 3.4.5) were found with other demolished wall 
plaster in a large building in Redcross Way, South-
wark (RWT93; Drummond-Murray et al 2002, 
128–33). The building is dated after the middle of 
the 2nd century, and the plaster probably came 
from more than one room; the decorative scheme 
apparently included an elaborate dado painted in 

Fig 3.4.3 Part of a stone statue of Hercules found 
near Ludgate in 1806; height 630mm (3365/2)
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Lorry Park site (BWB83), with a wineskin in the 
right hand and a cup in the left, may represent 
Hercules or a satyr (Museum of London acc no 
85.276).

Pottery fi nds from London that show Hercules or 
related themes consist of lamps and samian ware.1 
Eckardt notes that Hercules was popular on British 
lamps, accounting for almost 16% of the images of 
deities, and that he is usually shown as a bust 
wearing the lionskin (2002, 130, 371–4). This is the 
image on a lamp in Lyon ware from Leadenhall 
Court (LCT84; Milne and Wardle 1993, fi g 49, 79; 
Eckardt 2002, no 1326). Only two other relevant 
lamps have apparently been recorded from London: 
the fi rst, found at the Bank of England in 1928–34, 
so probably from the Walbrook, has three cupids 
lifting Hercules’ club; the second, found outside the 
city at Charing Cross in 1862, seems to show the 
infant Hercules strangling the snakes (Eckardt 
2002, nos 2363 and 2381, fi g 73; Museum of London 
acc nos 14004 and P185).

Samian bowls which include Hercules among the 
decoration are much more numerous, but, as noted 
above, he is normally only one fi gure among several, 

and so the deliberate choice of a bowl for any 
specifi c association with him is less likely than for 
the Crucuro bowls or the lamps. Several London 
bowls showing Hercules have been published; they 
range in date from the middle of the 1st century to 
the fi rst half of the 3rd and were produced at all 
the main kiln-sites. One of the earliest is a South 
Gaulish Dragendorff 30 from the pottery shop at 1 
Poultry (ONE94) which was destroyed in the Boudi-
can revolt of AD 60/61 (Bird forthcoming b, no 52). 
Stanfi eld and Simpson illustrate Central Gaulish 
bowls from Les Martres-de-Veyre, dated c AD 100–
125, including the styles of Drusus I and several 
anonymous potters (1958, pl 5, 57, pl 10, 121, pl 34, 
402 and 410, pl 40, 468, and pl 46, 534), and from 
Lezoux, c AD 125–200, including mould-marked 
bowls of Criciro and Cinnamus and a bowl in the 
style of Banvus (1958, pl 117, 10, pl 140, 14, pl 161, 
53). The latest piece is probably a bowl from the 
Walbrook, which has a mould-stamp of Firmus II of 
Rheinzabern and dates from the fi rst half of the 3rd 
century (Bird 1998, fi g 165, 31). 

A small number of other London fi nds are 
associated with Hercules. A gold ear-ring from the 

Fig 3.4.4 Etching by Thomas Fisher dated 1807 (A24560), showing the carved stones found near Ludgate in 
1806 including the Hercules statue (right)
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Fig 3.4.5 Wall painting from Redcross Way, 
Southwark, showing Hercules and the Nemean lion 
(RWT93[265]<65>). Overall height 220mm

Fig 3.4.6 1–8 Bronze statuettes of Hercules from London. Height of tallest statuette 125mm. 1, 23129; 
2, 22143; 3, A9632; 4, A17713; 5, 2062; 6, 22142; 7, 59.94/39; 8, 2086

Walbrook (Fig 3.4.8) has a pendant in the shape of 
a stylised club, a tapering cone of gold sheet with 
horizontal lines of applied gold wire, fi nished at the 
base with a plain gold plate; the knots of the club are 
outlined in wire and a few still retain their brown 
glass or enamel setting. Such a jewel probably 
had talismanic as well as ornamental value (Johns 
1996c, 129–30, 199). There are two intaglio gem-
stones whose owners would have associated them-
selves with Hercules via their personal seal. An iron 
ring from Miles Lane has a brown paste setting 
showing Hercules fi ghting a giant (Henig 1974, 
pl 14, 434; Wheeler 1930, fi g 30, 16), and a carnelian 
from Thames Exchange (TEX88) shows Hercules 
carrying a large animal, probably the Cretan bull, 
on his back (Henig 2000a, 73; see also Martin Henig, 
this volume, cat nos 36 and 37). A bronze medallion 
from Paternoster Row shows a bearded bust, the 
hair bound by a fi llet, and may represent Hercules; 
it was probably originally applied to a larger object 
such as a vessel, a box, or an ornate leather strap 
(Wheeler 1930, fi g 37, 3). Finally, a number of 
coins showing Hercules are held in the Museum of 
London, and it is possible that some of these were 
kept as lucky amulets by their owners.

Conclusion

The fi nds from London demonstrate that the cult of 
Hercules had a fi rm place in the religious life of the 
city. The various features of his legend gave him 
a wide appeal, and he was venerated both as hero 
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with his imagery. Many of his feats were also benefi -
cial to mankind in general, and he had a chthonic 
aspect which accounts for his funerary associations: 
his Labours included the subjection of the three-
headed dog Cerberus, guardian of the Underworld, 
and he rescued Theseus and Alcestis from Hades, as 
well as ultimately achieving immortality and divin-
ity himself. In the Celtic world particularly he also 
acquired healing powers (Green 1976, 25), and these 
various aspects made him a protector of women and 
children as well as men. Apart from the monumen-
tal arch and perhaps the Southwark wall painting, 
the evidence from London is very much of a personal 
nature: the statue from Ludgate may have belonged 
with a grave, the Southwark statuette and at least 
some of the fi nds from the Walbrook were probably 
votive offerings (cf Merrifi eld 1995; see also Merri-
fi eld and Hall, this volume), and other statuettes 
would have furnished private shrines. This is in line 
with the evidence from Pompeii and elsewhere, 
where it has been noted that Hercules was one of the 
most popular domestic gods (Ling 2005, 107), and 
emphasises the ‘Roman’ nature of belief among 
many Roman Londoners. 
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Note

1 Since this paper was completed, Paul Tyers 
has kindly drawn my attention to a sherd 
from Harvey Sheldon’s excavations at Highgate 
Wood (HW.T32.F1) which shows part of another 
of Hercules’s Labours, the capture of the Cery-
neian hind. The image was identifi ed by Kevin 
Greene and is close to one on an applied medal-
lion from a Rhône Valley fl agon (Déchelette 1904, 

Fig 3.4.7 Bronze statuette of Hercules from 
Swan Street, Southwark (SWN98[1431]<70>). 
(Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd)

Fig 3.4.8 Gold ear-ring in the shape of Hercules’s 
club, from the Walbrook; overall height 38mm 
(British Museum, P&E 1934.12.10.2; photo: Ralph 
Jackson)
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and as god. This double nature, together with his 
great strength and superhuman feats, made him 
particularly popular with men, notably with the 
army (Henig 1974, 43–4), while emperors such as 
Commodus and Caracalla associated themselves 
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2, 265, no 5). Armand Desbat identifi ed the 
fabric as ‘terre sigillée claire B’, made in the 
Rhône Valley, and considered that it came from 
a large moulded jar or bowl. It is possible that a 

sherd from such a rare import may have been 
valued for the amuletic property of its image and 
perceived as giving protection to the potters and 
their kilns.
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3.5 Who was Mars Camulus? Francis Grew

double ‘G’ notation is in fact more characteristic of 
the Severan period or later (Fishwick 1994, 128–9). 

Dating apart, most discussions have focused 
on the meaning of the word moritix. While the 
etymology is reasonably certain – it derives from a 
‘Celtic’ root meaning ‘seafarer’ or ‘sea traveller’ 
(compare Latin mare, ‘sea’) – there are too few 
instances of its usage to reveal what the word would 
have meant to a contemporary Roman. Alongside 
literal meanings of ‘ship’s captain’ or ‘trader’, more 
metaphorical meanings related to leadership of a 
guild or municipal organisation cannot be excluded 
(Corcoran et al 2002; Adams 2003). But what of 
the god, Mars Camulus, to whom the plaque was 
dedicated? He has largely escaped comment. To 
champions of Colchester’s archaeology, of course, 
the meaning has been clear from the start. Here was 
the old British war god, patron of the colonia of 
Camulodunum, exerting his authority in the new 
town of Londinium. 

The god Mars

De his eandem fere, quam reliquae gentes, habent 
opinionem . . . Martem bella regere (Caesar, de bello 
Gallico, 6.17)

‘[The Gauls]’, says Caesar, ‘have roughly the same 
belief about these [gods] as other peoples have . . . 
Mars controls wars.’ Numerous images of the war 
god, resplendent in full armour, have been found 
throughout the Roman empire and echo this descrip-
tion. But Caesar, the general and politician, was 
simplifying in an effort to show how comprehensive 
his victory had been, how united Gaul had become. 
Other characteristics of Mars go unmentioned. 
Cato, over a century earlier, had advised farmers to 
propitiate Mars by sacrifi cing a pig, ram and bull. 
The animals must be ‘driven or carried round (sive 
circumagi sive circumferenda) as much of the farm 
or lands as requires purifi cation’ (Cato, de agricul-
tura, 161.1) – presumably so as to make the bound-
aries of the estate and all its parts known to the god. 
Mars’s role as the farmer’s patron explains why, in 
Roman Britain, sculptural reliefs of him are as com-
mon in rural Gloucestershire (Toynbee 1964, 154) as 
in the military areas of the province. Neither should 
we forget that Mars had a special place in the offi cial 
religion of the Roman state, being the legendary 
father of the city’s founders, Romulus and Remus. 
To some people god and hero could easily be con-
fl ated. So Gulioepius, a man of ‘Celtic’ extraction 
who wished to demonstrate his loyalty to the 
empire, dedicated to Romulus a plaque that shows 
the hero quite clearly in the guise of Mars (Henig 
1993, 21, no 60).

One measure of Mars’s importance in Britannia is 
the number of votive altars that were dedicated to 

Introduction

A marble dedication plaque discovered in 2002 at 
a site on Tabard Street SE1 (LLS02) is the latest 
in a series of important inscriptions to have been 
excavated in the former Roman settlement south of 
the Thames. What a contrast to the situation just 
40 years ago! The Roman Inscriptions of Britain, 
fi rst published in 1965 (Collingwood and Wright 
1965), records no inscribed stones at all from South-
wark, compared with 36 from north of the river 
and three from Greenwich. The plaque (Fig 3.5.1) 
reads:

NVM(inibus) AVGG(ustorum) | DEOMARTICA 
| MVLO TIBERINI | VSCELERIANVS | C(ivis) 
BELL(ovacus) | MORITIX | LONDINIENSI | 
VM | [pr]IMVS [ . . .
‘To the Divinities of the Emperors (and) to the 
god Mars Camulus. Tiberinius Celerianus, a 
citizen of the Bellovaci, moritix, of Londoners 
the fi rst [ . . .’ (Hassall and Tomlin 2003, 364–
5).

Marcus Aurelius (AD 161–80) was the fi rst 
emperor to co-rule with a colleague, and so the 
reference to a pair of emperors (‘AVGG’) makes his 
reign the earliest possible occasion for the dedica-
tion. The years AD 161–69 (joint rule with Lucius 
Verus) or AD 177–80 (with Commodus) are possi-
bilities that are consistent with the lettering style 
(Hassall and Tomlin 2003, 365 note 12), though the 

Fig 3.5.1 Photograph of London inscription after 
cleaning 
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him. The votive altar, a public and comparatively 
costly form of offering, was made to repay the god 
for granting a favour that had previously been 
requested (Derks 1995, 115–17, 122). Mars has 
over 60 to his name and is surpassed only by 
Jupiter, who has over 120. None of the other deities 
– including Mercury, who was regularly venerated 
for his association with commerce as well as the 
other world – has as many as 20. Eleven of the 
dedications to Mars explicitly link him with Victory 
and so were probably made in gratitude for a battle 
won or for survival from a tour of duty. But in more 
instances (nearly 30) – as on the Southwark plaque 
– he is assimilated to ‘Celtic’ or north European 
deities. In Britain (though not in Gaul) this is 
another characteristic that is not much shared with 
other Roman gods: Apollo Maponus (three votive 
altars) and Sulis Minerva (two) are the only other 
regular assimilations.

Is the ‘assimilated’ Mars the god who controls 
battles, the god who watches over the farmer’s 
interests, or the god who fathered the legendary 
founder of Rome? If we follow Caesar, it will have 
been exclusively the fi rst. Many times during the 

conquest of Gaul and Britain chieftains turned 
tribes to fi ght alongside the Romans against their 
neighbours, and so it is quite plausible that their 
gods should have followed suit. Cocidius, for ex-
ample, worshipped with Mars by men of the Second 
Augustan Legion on Hadrian’s Wall (Collingwood 
et al 1995, 2024), may have been a British war god 
who changed sides and fought with the Romans. 
The geographical distribution of the dedications, 
however, suggests that this is only a partial expla-
nation. Even when allowance is made for the ran-
dom nature of dis covery, or differences caused by 
the availability of stone, dedications to the ‘assimi-
lated’ Mars fall into two groups: those that cluster 
almost exclusively in one region, and those that may 
have local clusters but are also scattered widely 
across Britain, Gaul and Germany. 

Mars Belatucadrus has an exclusively local distri-
bution (Table 3.5.1; Fig 3.5.2). Five dedications 
to the ‘assimilated’ gods, alongside a further 21 to 
Belatucadrus alone, cluster at the western end 
of Hadrian’s Wall and in the hinterland to the 
south. Mars Cocidius (fi ve ‘assimilated’ dedications, 
eighteen to Cocidius alone or associated with gods 

Table 3.5.1 Dedications to Belatucadrus on votive altars

Location Form of dedication Dedicator (and status, if known) Type of  References
   monument

Dedications to Mars-Belatucadrus   
Old Penrith Marti Belatucadro et  Iulius Augustalis, actor Iuli Lupi  Altar RIB 918
 numinib(us)  pr(a)ef(ecti) (‘agent’ of Iulius Lupus, 
 Aug(ustorum) the prefect)
Burgh-by-Sands Marti Belatucad(ro) illegible Altar RIB 2044
Carlisle Marti Belatucadro missing Altar RIB 948
Carvoran Marti Belatucairo none Altar RIB 1784
Netherby Marti Belatucadro reading uncertain Altar RIB 970

Dedications to Belatucadrus alone   
Old Penrith Bel[a]tuca(dro) none Altar RIB 914
Old Penrith Balatocadro none Altar Hassall & Tomlin 1978, 
    474 no 7
Old Penrith Belatucairo none Altar Hassall & Tomlin 1978, 
    474 no 8
Brougham B[a[latu(cadro) name illegible, but someone from a  Altar? (much  RIB 772
  military unit, ex cune(o) damaged)
Brougham Balatucairo Baculo pro se et suis (‘for himself and  Altar RIB 773
  his family’)
Brougham Blatucairo Audagus Altar RIB 774
Brougham Belatu[ca]dro Iulianus Altar  RIB 775
Brougham Belatuca[i]ro missing (or none originally) Statue base  RIB 777; Collingwood 
    et al 1995, 773
   or altar
Kirkby Thore Belatucadro illegible Altar RIB 759
Maryport Belatucadro Iul(ius) Civilis, optio (second-in- Altar RIB 809
  command of a century)
Old Carlisle Belatucadro Aur(elius) Tasulus, vet(eranus)  Altar RIB 887
  (ex-soldier)
Old Carlisle Belatucadro Aurelius Diatus Altar RIB 888; Collingwood 
    et al 1995, 775
Old Carlisle Belatucauro illegible or none Altar RIB 889
Bowness-on-Solway Belatocairo Peisius M(arcus) Altar RIB 2056
Burgh-by-Sands Belatuca(dro) none Altar RIB 2038
Burgh-by-Sands Belatocadro Antr(onius) Auf(idianus) Altar RIB 2039
Castlesteads Belatugagro Minervalis Altar RIB 1976
Castlesteads Belatuca[d]ro Ullinus or [.]ullinus (eg Iullinus) Altar RIB 1977; Collingwood 
    et al 1995, 793
Carvoran Baliticauro none Altar RIB 1775
Carvoran Blatucadro none Altar RIB 1776
Carrawburgh Belleticauro Lunaris Altar RIB 1521
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(Table 3.5.1) only demonstrate the degree to which 
the local god was forced to share power. Webster 
(1995, 159, following Cepas 1989, 13–14) argues 
that the authoritarian, usurping, nature of such 
dedications is implicit in the fact that they tended to 
be made by senior army offi cers. Ordinary soldiers 
or civilians ‘resisted’ Romanisation by continuing to 
make dedications to the native god alone. But from 
comparison of the evidence for Belatucadrus and 
Cocidius (Tables 3.5.1 and 3.5.2), where the propor-
tion of ‘assimilated’ to ‘non-assimilated’ dedications 
is much the same in each case, it appears that 
differences in the status of the native gods may be a 
better explanation for differences in the status 
of the donors. Belatucadrus attracted few military 
donors of any rank, received altars that are often of 
poor quality, and had a name whose spelling was 
apparently in doubt; whereas Cocidius was not only 
given well-made and consistently lettered altars 
but also attracted donors from the highest ranks 
of the army, right up to the Praetorian Guard. 
Cocidius – like Camulus, as we shall see – evidently 

other than Mars) also features at Carlisle and the 
western end of the Wall, but his territory evidently 
extended further eastwards, at least as far as House-
steads (Table 3.5.2; Fig 3.5.2). He has an outlying 
altar at Lancaster, but to judge from a cluster of 
dedications at Bewcastle – possibly the Fanum 
Cocidii of the Ravenna Cosmography (Rivet and 
Smith 1979, 363) – Cocidius’s primary domain may 
have been north, rather than south, of the frontier. 
Similar regional distributions can be seen elsewhere 
– dedications to Mars Loucetius, for instance, are 
found principally along the Rhine south of Mainz 
(Derks 1998, 97, fi g 3.6) – and they suggest the 
‘assimilated’ Mars had a strong association with a 
particular territory. Is this the god of the land, who 
must be shown the boundaries of his estate, as much 
as the controller of battles? 

The new partnership was not necessarily on equal 
terms. Just as there were many tribes but only 
one empire, so there were many territorial gods but 
only one Mars. Additional pairings with the Divini-
ties of the Emperor(s), Jupiter or military Genii 

Fig 3.5.2 Distribution of inscriptions in northern Britain, showing regional emphasis of particular Mars 
pairings



This world and beyond: mind and spirit 147

had a larger domain and may simply have been a 
more important god. 

If these dedications were made primarily because 
an ‘assimilated’ Mars was the local god, the tutelary 
deity to whom residents automatically turned, what 
of those that are distributed more widely? In some 
Gallic civitates an ‘assimilated’ Mars was not simply 
a god who resided in a territory but was the patron 
of a community – its citizens as well as its physical 
boundaries. In the civitas Treverorum, Lenus Mars 
not only received dedications from individuals but 
may also have been worshipped in an offi cial cult 
organised by district authorities (Scheid 1991, 51). 
When citizens moved abroad, it would be natural for 
them to remain worshippers of the gods of their 
homeland. To honour such a god in a foreign land 
would be a public demonstration of pride in one’s 
origins and often, no doubt, an essential recompense 
for a request one had made of the god before leaving 
home – for a safe journey, or for success in military 
or commercial enterprises. So Marcus Aurelius 
Lunaris, who took the precaution of carrying a 
millstone grit altar with him on his journey from 
York and dedicating it to the tutelary goddess, 
Boudiga, when he arrived in Bordeaux (l’Année 
épigraphique 1922, no 116). A similar obligation 
probably explains the dedication to Mars Loucetius 
and Nemetona from Bath, the only such dedication 
that has been discovered outside the Rhineland 
(Collingwood et al 1995, 140). The donor, Peregri-
nus, was a Treveran (civis Trever), so begging 
the question of why a member of that community 
should not automatically have selected Lenus 
Mars. Perhaps religious geography and political 
geography – at least in the form of the civitates 
fossilised by the Romans – did not necessarily coin-
cide. Lenus Mars was principally worshipped in 
and around Trier, which is in the central part of the 
civitas (Wightman 1970, 211–15). Those who lived 
on the eastern boundary may well have turned 
instinctively to Loucetius, whose domain, as we 
have seen, was in the neighbourhood of Mainz. In 
much the same way, Mars Mullo was associated 
with not just one civitas but with up to four, extend-
ing from Rennes, capital of the Redones, to Le 
Mans, capital of the Cenomani (van Andringa 2002, 
141–2).

Mars Camulus

If the ‘assimilated’ Mars generally belonged to 
particular regions of Gaul or Britain, how did 
Camulus’s domain relate to Celerianus’s homeland, 
the civitas Bellovacorum (around modern Beauvais, 
see Fig 3.5.3), and was the god of more than local 
signifi cance? Excluding the recent fi nd and an 
inscription from Rome, which has traditionally but 
incorrectly (CIL 6.46; l’Année épigraphique 1992, 
27–8, no 76) been attributed to Mars Camulus, there 
are just six dedications, none of which, surprisingly, 
is to the native god alone.

a) Near Bar Hill fort, Dunbartonshire (Collingwood 
et al 1995, 2166)

Stone altar

DEO MAR(ti) | CAMVLO | [M]ILITES 
COH(ortis) [I] | HAMIORV[M] | [. . .]CIV[.]SC 
| [. . .]IVI[. . .
‘To the god Mars Camulus, soldiers of the fi rst 
cohort of Hamii . . .’

The reading of the fi rst two lines has never been 
in doubt, but this heavily worn altar was originally 
assigned to the Second Augustan Legion. After 
cleaning it has been more convincingly attributed to 
the Hamian Archers (Collingwood et al 1995, 797; 
Keppie 1998, 99–100). Nothing is known about the 
movements of this Syrian unit before it appears in 
Britain in AD 122 (CIL 16.69; Holder 1980, 213). 
Bar Hill fort was built around AD 142 and aban-
doned no later than AD 165, but the date of the reg-
iment’s stay there is uncertain (see Jarrett 1994, 
61). The fort was also occupied by Cohors I Baetasi-
orum, a unit originally raised between the Rhine 
and Meuse, and notable for dedicating two fi ne 
altars to Mars Militaris at Maryport (Collingwood 
et al 1995, 837–8). Could men from this regiment 
have introduced the Hamii to the worship of 
Camulus?

b) Arlon, Belgium (CIL 13.1 1380)

Stone altar

MARTI | CAMVULO | L/LILVS | S//TVS | 
V(otum) [S](olvit) L(ibens) M(erito)
‘To Mars Camulus, (name uncertain) willingly 
and deservedly fulfi lled his vow’

The altar was found ‘in the old walls’ of Orolau-
num, an important Treveran town at the western 
edge of the tribal area, bordering the civitas 
Remorum. The illegible name might be reconstruct-
ed in the style L(ucius) ?Aelius ?Sentus or simply as 
a nomen and cognomen, but at all events the donor 
seems to have been a Roman citizen. 

c) Mainz (CIL 13.1 1818; Körber 1911, 127, no 19)

Altar or statue base

(front) MARTI | CAMVLO | [S]ACRVM
‘To Mars Camulus sacred’
(back) FRONTO | T///ONI F(ilius) | D(ono) 
D(edit)
‘Fronto, son of T(?ur)onus, gave it as a gift’

The stone is heavily weathered, with no sign of 
any mouldings, and it is possible that some lines are 
missing from the top. ‘Turonus’, if correctly restored, 
is evidently a personal name that would originally 
have meant ‘the man from Tours’ – the Turones or 
Turoni being a people of Gallia Lugdunensis.
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d) Kruishoutem, Belgium (Rogge et al 1995, 205–6 
and fi g 9)

Bronze plinth for a fi gurine

DEO MARTI CAMVLO | VERECVNDVS FRVC-
TI | V(otum) S(olvit) L(ibens) M(erito)
‘To the god Mars Camulus, Verecundus son 
of Fructus willingly and deservedly fulfi lled his 
vow’

The fi gurine is missing, but the plinth was found in 
association with twenty bronze fi gurines of Mars, 
six of Minerva and one of Victory. Thirty brooches 
and 50 coins (mid- to late imperial) were also found. 
This seems to have been the site of a rural sanctuary 
in the northern part of Gallia Belgica, overlooking 
the river Schelde and probably in the territory of the 
Menapii.

e) Rindern, Germany (CIL 13.2 8701)

Stone block, either part of an altar or a statue base 
(Fig 3.5.4)

(front) MARTI CAMVLO | SACRUM PRO | 
SALVTE {TIBERII} | CLAVDI CAESARIS | 
AVG(usti) GERMANICI IMP(eratoris) | CIVES 
REMI QVI | TEMPLVM CONSTITV | ERVNT
‘To Mars Camulus a sacred offering for the safety 
of {Tiberius} Claudius Caesar Augustus Germani-
cus Imperator, the citizens, Remi, who founded 
the temple’

(back) O(b) C(ives) S(ervatos) (in an oak wreath)
‘For saving the citizens’

This block, which has long been a treasured posses-
sion of the people of Rindern and which serves today 
as an altar in the church of St Willibrord, may have 
been brought in medieval times from nearby Xanten 
(Horn 1987, 458–9). The name ‘TIBERII’ is second-
ary: the other names are nonsensical in terms of the 
titulature of the emperor Tiberius, and an earlier 

Fig 3.5.3 Distribution of Mars Camulus inscriptions in Gaul and Germany

Fig 3.5.4 Statue base now in St Willibrord’s 
Church, Rindern (photo: Rainer Hoymann)

COLOUR 
FIGURE
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name has clearly been erased. That name can be 
restored unequivocally as ‘NERONIS’, ‘of Nero’. 
The dedication may well have been made in AD 65–
66 to give thanks for the emperor’s escape from 
the conspiracy led by Calpurnius Piso, which had 
involved the provincial governor of Germany (l’Année 
épigraphique 1981, 176–7, no 690; pace Rüger 1981, 
334–5, who connects the dedication with Vindex’s 
rebellion in March AD 68). A second inscription 
from Xanten, on an altar dedicated to Mars Cicollius 
by cives Lingones, has very similar wording and 
almost certainly commemorates the same event 
(Rüger 1981). The communities of Remi and 
Lingones – probably trading delegations – who lived 
in the civil settlement that had grown up alongside 
the legionary fortress will have come under the 
jurisdiction of the Roman authorities, but evidently 
maintained their cultural integrity. The Remi 
perhaps regarded the new temple of Mars Camulus 
as their offi cial cult centre.

f) Reims, France (Wuilleumier 1963, 351)

Stone plaque

[IN] HONOR[EM ?D(omus) ?D(ivinae)] | [?ARAM] 
MARTIS CAM[VLI] | [. . .] T(itus) IVCVNDINIV[S] 
| [LAVRENTI]VM LAVINAT[IVM] 
‘In honour of the Divine Household, ?an altar of 
Mars Camulus, Titus Iucundinius, (member of) 
the Laurentes Lavinates, (gave it)’

The fi rst line – a dedication to the Emperor’s House-
hold (domus divina) – can be restored by analogy 
with many other Rhineland inscriptions and, fortu-
nately, the central section of the plaque is undam-
aged, allowing us to reconstruct the sense but not 
the exact phrasing of the remainder. Iucundinius, 
who made an offering to Mars Camulus, was evi-
dently one of the Laurentes Lavinates, a religious 
community associated with the Italian town of 
Lavinium (modern Practica di Mare, 30km south 
of Rome). Despite its small size, this was a place of 
immense importance. According to tradition, it had 
been founded by Aeneas and so was the ancestral 
home of his remote descendant, Romulus, the legen-
dary founder of Rome itself. Every year newly 
elected Roman magistrates processed there to make 
offerings to the household gods of Rome (Derks 1998, 
109–10). 

Conclusion

The surviving inscriptions thus link Mars Camulus 
primarily with Gallia Belgica and the civitas Remo-
rum in particular. His infl uence also appears to have 
extended westwards and northwards, and the dedi-
cations from Britain have, in one case, a certain and, 
in the other, a possible link with the same area. Like 
the London plaque, which opens with a dedication to 
the emperors, items (e) and (f) are strong expres-
sions of loyalty to the imperial regime and Roman 

ancestral values. Loyalty to Rome was ingrained 
in the politics of the Remi. Caesar says (de bello 
Gallico 6.12) that when he arrived in Gaul the tribe 
was not a powerful one; but it sided with him 
immediately and acquired a new position of author-
ity (novam et repente conlectam auctoritatem), 
second only to the Aedui. During the revolt of Vercin-
getorix in 52 BC the Remi remained loyal (7.63), 
doubtless usurping the place of the Aedui as Rome’s 
principal allies after that tribe had been defeated. 
In AD 21, the Remi seem to have stood fi rm when 
Julius Florus led their neighbours, the Treveri, in 
rebellion; and it was in Reims itself that the leaders 
of the Gallic civitates met in AD 70 (Tacitus Histo-
riae 4.69), issued a declaration supporting Rome 
and Vespasian, and so caused the revolt of Civilis to 
dwindle away. 

If Camulus protected the lands of the Remi, 
assimilating him with Mars would add a link with 
the very origins of Rome. But suppose the leaders 
of the Remi wished to make the connection more 
explicit, to prove that the legendary origins of their 
tribe and of Rome coincided? After all, could it be by 
chance that they should carry the name of Romu-
lus’s twin brother? On the monumental arch that 
served as a gateway to Reims, the designers seem to 
have given a prominent position to scenes showing 
Romulus and Remus, Venus and Aeneas, Rhea 
Silvia and Mars (Derks 1998, 105–10). In the early 
1st century AD searching for origin myths was a 
popular pastime. It was actively encouraged by 
Augustus and Claudius, who wished to secure their 
regime by recalling ancient values and giving places 
outside Rome a sense of importance. So it was 
that at Lavinium, which had been abandoned for 
cen turies and whose 6th-century BC altars had 
fallen into disrepair, a religiosa civitas – the Laur-
entes Lavinates – was established (Saulnier 1984), 
together with a new priesthood to superintend the 
cult of Rome’s household gods (Beard et al 1998, 1, 
323–4; 2, 12–13). Any rituals were probably not 
‘revived’ so much as ‘reinvented’. The Laurentes, 
who were required to attend ceremonies in Lavini-
um only once a year and so did not live in the town, 
have left over 70 inscriptions across the empire. All 
were of equestrian rank and many were patrons 
of cities. Why should one of them, Iucundinius – 
whether a visitor to Reims or a resident – have 
chosen to honour Mars Camulus? Was he an anti-
quary, intrigued by the name Remi, who enjoyed 
erudite speculation about legend in the congenial 
surroundings of an elite dining-club?

Epilogue

When Tiberinius Celerianus, a citizen of the 
Bellovaci, dedicated his plaque in London, he was 
honouring a god whose infl uence was strongly felt 
in his homeland – a god who, because of the political 
history of the Remi, symbolised the Roman achieve-
ment in Gaul. And what of Camulodunum? Personal 
names such as Camulius, borne by a man from 
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Turin who died in Chester (Collingwood et al 1995, 
524) – not to mention the existence of a second 
Camulodunum and of a Camulosessa in north 
Britain – show that Camulus spread far, but there 
may have been a particular reason for applying his 
name to Colchester. It fi rst appears on coins of 
Cunobelin (Rivet and Smith 1979, 294–5). The 
motifs on that ruler’s coinage, as Creighton has 
demonstrated (2000, 101–25, 174–88), were care-
fully chosen with an eye to the images that Augus-
tus himself was using to promote a manifesto 
uniting present victories with destiny, tradition and 
promises of a Golden Age. Imagine Cunobelin cross-
ing the Channel, fi nding congenial company among 
the Remi, and then deciding to declare his allegiance 
to their values by naming his headquarters after 
their patron. On this reading, Camulus would be 
no British war god but a thoroughly Romanised 
immigrant. No wonder Boudica sacked the place 
that bore his name.
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3.6 Harper Road, Southwark: an early Roman burial 
revisited Jonathan Cotton

of London’s London before London gallery in 2002 
suggests that the grave group familiar in the litera-
ture is incomplete. The opportunity has therefore 
been taken here to reconstruct and publish it in full 
for the fi rst time. The concluding discussion focuses 
on the messages contained within the burial itself, 
and on the wider creation of identity within the 
newly founded Londinium.

The excavation 

Two seasons of student training excavations were 
carried out at Harper Road in 1977 (HR77) and 
1979 (HR79) by Martin Dean under the aegis of the 
Southwark and Lambeth Archaeological Excavation 
Committee (SLAEC). Initially four areas were trial 
trenched by machine in the area bounded by Dick-
ens Square, Merrick Square, Falmouth Road and 
Harper Road, Southwark (Fig 3.6.1; Dean 1977). 
All produced useful topographic information, but 
further work only proceeded in three hand-dug 
trenches (numbered II–IV) on that portion of the 
site lying to the rear of Merrick Square (HR79). 
Overall the work revealed a series of mainly late 
Roman features in the form of linear ditches and 
two human inhumation burials, one early and one 
late. It is the early burial that concerns us here.

Harper Road is situated around 1.1km south of 
the present Thames on the ‘higher’ ground beyond 
the projected junction of two Roman roads, Watling 
Street and Stane Street, on the southern outskirts 
of the known Southwark settlement. The line of 
Watling Street runs 150m or so to the north-east 
and the supposed line of Stane Street somewhat 
further to the west (see Sheldon 2000, 130, for 
discussion of this point). The underlying geology 
comprises Upper Floodplain gravels (of Kempton 
Park/East Tilbury Marshes type) variably capped 
with ‘brickearths’ (Langley Silts). 

The early burial 

The early inhumation lay within Trench III, which 
was sited in the former rear gardens of 18–19 
Dickens Square, the latter backing onto the garden 
of 19 Merrick Square (Fig 3.6.1, inset). The grave 
cut [310] was aligned north-east/south-west and had 
been dug into the Langley Silts. Its base lay at 
+1.55m OD, and the top of the identifi able cut lay at 
+1.69m OD. Though therefore shallow and some-
what diffi cult to defi ne, the cut was at least 2.3mx 
1.0m in extent. The extended skeleton of a woman 
lay on its fl oor, and rather to one side, with her head 
to the south-west and arms by her sides. A number 
of iron nails within the grave backfi ll suggested 

Prologue: An ending . . . and some beginnings 

It was the ululating wail of the hired mourner at 
the head of the small procession that fi rst caught the 
attention of the idlers by the cookshop on the road 
running south from the river. That and the diminu-
tive pipe-player, whose reedy discordant notes added 
to the cacophony.

Behind the bier strode a red-eyed elderly man, felt 
cap tightly balled in one hand. His quick glance 
missed little and he nodded curtly to the ox-cart 
driver and the muleteers who had drawn aside to let 
his wife’s body pass.

From his vantage point atop the cart the driver 
gazed down into the open wooden coffi n as it swayed 
past and took in the dead woman’s juniper-wreathed 
grey hair and carefully depilated, starkly-painted 
face – testimony to the undertaker’s practised 
artifi ce. 

Had he cared to look closer he might have pon-
dered too on the strangeness of the woman’s garb, 
and would certainly have made a quick mental 
calculation as to the worth of the mirror and the 
curious neck-ring glinting at her slippered feet.

But he’d been on the road since fi rst light and 
hunger had the last word. His eyes fl ickered instead 
to the rest of the funeral party who carried with them 
the makings of a modest feast: joints of ready-roasted 
pork, plates of pastries and a heavy fl agon of sweet-
ened Gaulish wine. 

Having walked from the far side of the settlement 
on the opposite bank of the swollen river the bearers 
of the feast were hungry too, and anxious to reach 
the appointed burying ground in the herb-scented, 
hawk-haunted pastures further south. 

Besides, few of them were more than casual 
acquaintances of the dead woman and her husband. 
And in this thrusting nascent town time was money 
and friendships easily won were just as easily lost – 
especially when fresh opportunity swirled in on every 
tide . . . 

Introduction 

The burial considered here was briefl y published 
over 25 years ago (Dean and Hammerson 1980) and 
has been mentioned in passing a number of times in 
the literature since (eg Perring 1991a, 3 and fi g 1; 
Philpott 1991, 183, 355; Hall 1996, 79, S25; Barber 
and Bowsher 2000, 134, 300; Sheldon 2000, 142; 
Bird 2004, 135). Elements of it are due to be incor-
porated in a forthcoming Southwark publication 
(Cowan et al forthcoming). 

However, conservation and research carried out 
prior to and following its display in the Museum 



152 Londinium and Beyond

to the excavator that she may have been interred 
within a wooden coffi n.

The skeleton was accompanied by a range of grave 
goods outlined in the initial publication of the 
discovery (Dean and Hammerson 1980, 20). These 
comprised: a complete ceramic fl agon placed at the 
right side of the head; a bronze neck-ring just above 
the right ankle; and a rectangular bronze mirror 
over the right foot (Fig 3.6.2). 

Recent work has identifi ed further objects that 
almost certainly formed part of the original grave 
assemblage. These included two samian plates 
dumped in the backfi ll of a 19th-century pit [304] 
that had removed the bones of the skeleton’s left 
foot. (A small rim sherd of samian recovered from 
the grave cut itself belongs to the more complete 
of the two vessels.) Furthermore, bones comprising 
the left forelimb of a pig were identifi ed during the 
re-examination of the human remains. These were 
clearly recovered from the grave cut, although their 
position was not located on the plan.

The grave contents

The contents of the grave are summarised in 
Table 3.6.1 (and see Fig 3.6.3).

Discussion

The Harper Road burial

Following recent conservation and research a fuller 
reconstruction of the Harper Road burial is now 
possible. Firstly, we can be clear that the deceased 
herself was somewhat taller and older than 
previously thought. At 5ft 4in (1.63m) she falls well 
within the upper end of the expected height range 
for women of the period. Moreover, with an age at 
death of 45+ she was within the top 10.5% of the 
population in terms of longevity (Hall and Conhee-
ney 1998, 38). Unfortunately, chemical isotope 
analyses carried out on her teeth in an attempt to 
determine her place of childhood residence gave 
confl icting results, although the strontium (Sr) and 
lead (Pb) data were generally consistent with a UK 
or northern continental origin. It is clear that the 
woman had been exposed to a high concentration 
of lead (Budd 2002, 8), possibly through drinking 
water channelled through lead pipes or perhaps 
through the ingestion of smoke-borne residues from 
metal-working or other processes.

The obvious explanation for the iron nails 
recovered from the grave fi ll is that they were used 

Fig 3.6.1 Harper Road, site location; the early burial lay within Trench III (inset)
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Fig 3.6.2 The early burial, as excavated. Note the presence of a Victorian pit which has cut away the 
skeleton’s left foot

COLOUR 
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Fig 3.6.3 The burial and accompanying grave goods, various scales. The fl agon is 300mm in height. The exact 
position of the pig forelimb (5) within the grave is unknown
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to secure the planks of a wooden coffi n (as Watson 
2003, 33–4), although the length of the longest 
nail (101mm) in particular seems extravagant for 
the task. Such was the level of root and other distur-
bance within the grave, however, that no meaning-
ful pattern in their distribution could be discerned. 
Furthermore, 16% of adult inhumations in the 
rural cemetery at Chantambre, Essonne in France, 
contained deposits of loose nails thought to possess 
magical symbolism (Murail and Girard 2000, 107), 
and it is conceivable that something similar lay 
behind the incorporation of the nails at Harper 
Road. The enormous quantities of nails recovered 

from the Walbrook stream may bear much the same 
sort of interpretation (eg Merrifi eld 1995, 41–2). 

The present study has confi rmed the burial’s 
‘unusually early date’. Hitherto, this attribution 
has rested squarely on the collared fl agon, which is 
certainly of pre-Flavian and probably pre-Boudican 
date (Fiona Seeley pers comm). This dating is now 
supported by the pair of samian plates recovered 
from the Victorian pit [304], and presumably origi-
nally placed close to the left foot of the deceased 
(Figs 3.6.4 and 3.6.5). Both plates are products 
of Vitalis i, whose output at La Graufesenque 
spanned the period AD 45–65 (Joanna Bird and 

Fig 3.6.4 Close up of the decoration at the terminals of the neck-ring, here interpreted as schematised 
representations of peacock tail feathers (photo: Meriel Jeater)
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Brenda Dickinson pers comm). Drag 18 plates are, 
along with Drag 27 cups, the most popular products 
of this early period although Willis (1998, 118) notes 
the rarity of samian in early burials, which he as-
cribes to ‘cultural factors operating in the mid-fi rst 
century AD . . . amongst the indigenous community 
in Britain’. The worn nature of both plates, and 
indeed the fl agon, suggests that the vessels were 
withdrawn from everyday use rather than bought 
specially for burial. This phenomenon has been 
noted elsewhere (eg in the later Roman cemeteries 
east of Londinium; Barber and Bowsher 2000, 122), 
but is not considered here to carry any implications 
affecting the early dating of the burial itself. 
Presumably, the samian plates and the capacious 
fl agon originally held food and drink for a graveside 
feast and/or offerings to accompany the deceased, 
though examination of the interior of the fl agon by 
fi bre-optic endoscope showed no obvious traces of 
residues.

This leaves the foreleg of pork as the only direct 
evidence of a consumable to survive in the ground. 
Animal remains, both burnt and unburnt, are 
widely found in graves in London and beyond (eg 
Sidell and Rielly 1998; Philpott 1991, 195–208). 
Choice of animal species and selection of a particu-
lar joint of meat may also have been circumscribed 
by the age and sex of the deceased. Pig was particu-
larly popular and was the most common animal 
represented, for example, in adult burials within 
the late Iron Age and early Roman cremation 
cemetery at King Harry Lane, St Albans (Stead and 
Rigby 1989, 250). A little later, pig bones were 
equally well represented in the midden deposits 
at Leadenhall Court (LCT84) in the heart of Lon-
dinium (Milne and Wardle 1993, 67–70), and Hilary 
Cool (pers comm) has suggested that here as else-
where the consumption of pork may have formed 
part of a cultural package closely associated with 
notions of ‘being Roman’. There is space in the 
Harper Road grave for other perishable organic 
remains to have been deposited too. These could 
have included fi llets of meat, bread/grain, fl owers 
and textiles.

As far as the other surviving grave goods are con-
cerned, it is conceivable that the high-tin bronze 
neck-ring is an early example of a special funerary 
commission – perhaps made to order in one of the 
local metal-shops such as that located at Arcadia 
Buildings a little to the north (AB78; Dean 1980, 
369). Other later commissions, of bone fi ttings and 
miniature ceramic vessels, have been identifi ed 
within the eastern cemetery (Barber and Bowsher 
2000, 331–2). The general form of the neck-ring is 
also likely to nod to the gender and possibly even the 
ethnicity of the deceased (but see below), although 
the ‘peacock-feather’ motif itself – here suggested to 
symbolise immortality – appears wholly classicising 
(Fig 3.6.4). Copper-alloy torcs were commonly worn 
by women in La Tène II inhumation cemeteries on 
the continent (eg Flouest and Stead 1979, 22–4), but 
in Britain such objects – often made of precious 
metals – were more usually deposited in hoards (eg 
Stead 1991; Jope 2000, 80–91 and 148–50). It may 
be possible to regard the Harper Road piece as a 
‘pidgin’ artefact, to use Carr’s term (2003, 116), that 
is, a unique item representing a single creative 
response to a particular situation at the very 
beginning of Roman contact.

The placement of the Harper Road neck-ring 
towards the feet of the deceased is an obvious 
inversion of its position as worn in life and further 
distinguishes it as a special artefact. Moreover, its 
physical breakage, if deliberate, was probably 
intended to transfer the metaphysical essence of the 
object to the realms of the shades. (Was this inver-
sion and possible breakage also intended to symbol-
ise a clean break with a ‘non-Roman’ life lived prior 
to the woman’s arrival in Londinium?) With the hole 
punched through its name-stamp one of the two 
samian plates shows more defi nitive evidence of 
ritual ‘killing’, while Joanna Bird and Jenny Hall 
have suggested (pers comm) that these products 
of Vitalis i may even have been specially chosen as 
a play on the Latin words ‘VITA’ (life) or VITALIS 
(‘of life’ or ‘vital’). (In this context, a bowl of Vitalis 
ii was incorporated in the second of two Flavian 
cremation burials from Grange Road, Winchester; 

Fig 3.6.5 The burial as displayed in the Museum of London
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Biddle 1967, 234 and fi g 7, no 3). The rectangular 
mirror too may carry other messages beyond the 
obvious ones connected with gender, appearance 
and prestige. It is possible to regard it as a danger-
ously personal object in which the face of the 
deceased had been refl ected in life, and which was 
thus best buried with its original owner (see Barber 
and Bowsher 2000, 322 and 325). 

Topographic context

The general impression gained from work carried 
out in this area of Southwark is that it was given 
over early to agriculture and scattered settlement, 
thereafter to burial and religious activity, before 
fi nally reverting to agriculture and burial in the 
later Roman period. As such it appears to have 
occupied a distinctly liminal position beyond the 
approach roads to the main southern settlement – 
the latter seemingly focused on the north and south 
sand islands. Topographically the locality was some-
what more elevated here and, lying at +1.55m OD, 
the base of the Harper Road grave cut appears to 
have been deliberately sited to keep it out of the 
reach of contemporary fl ooding. Furthermore, on 
present evidence, the grave appears to have been 
placed at some distance from either of the two major 
roads, possibly within fi elds or, perhaps more likely, 
within an enclosure oriented on the nearer of the 
two, Watling Street. The north-east/south-west 
alignment of the grave itself may refl ect this same 
posited orientation. It is possible that early burial 
plots were served by narrow gravel tracks similar 
to that recorded at Arcadia Buildings (Dean 1980, 
fi g 4). 

While none of the other burials so far recorded 
from this southern zone is as early (eg RCHM(E) 
1928, 167; Hall 1996, table 9.4; Mackinder 2000; 
and Bateman, this volume), mid-1st-century activi-
ty with distinctly non-utilitarian overtones is pres-
ent at Swan Street (SWN98) a little to the north-
west. Wide linear ditches may have served to mark 
the southern limit of the settled area and a series 
of wells or shafts beyond incorporated a range of 
arguably placed objects including, in their later 
phases, a number of ‘killed’ fl agons (Beasley et al 
2006). The temple complex at Tabard Square 
(LLS02) on the east side of Watling Street is later 
in date, though it is preceded by a sequence of 
early clay and timber buildings (Durrani 2004) 
which must have lain adjacent to the pre-Flavian 
structures recorded at Arcadia Buildings (Dean 
1980, 369). 

The creation of identity

This peripheral siting would have afforded any 
funeral procession ample opportunity to make an 
eye-catching statement as it wound its way south 

out of the settled area. The scenario imagined at the 
start of this contribution assumed a creolised but 
aspirationally ‘Roman’ approach to the funerary 
ceremonies. Can we make such an assumption? Put 
another way, the early dating suggests that the 
burial is almost certainly that of a fi rst-generation 
Londoner, but is it possible to say where she might 
have come from?

Given its unusual features, it is tempting to 
regard the burial rite – and by extension the 
deceased herself – as intrusive to the area, and 
indeed this has been suggested previously (eg Dean 
and Hammerson 1980; Philpott 1991, 183). The lack 
of any obvious pre-existing local burial tradition 
(eg Whimster 1981), the early dating, the decision to 
inhume rather than cremate, and the idiosyncratic 
combination of grave goods (including the curious 
neck-ring), are all suggestive here; it is unfortunate 
that the chemical isotope analysis gave confl icting 
results as to the deceased’s place of childhood origin. 
Yet modern researchers have become increasingly 
coy about making defi nitive statements regarding 
the ‘provenance’ or ‘biological and cultural distance’ 
of individuals on the basis of material culture alone, 
conscious of the fact that identities can be assumed 
and changed at will (eg Hill 2001, 12) and that, by 
its very nature, burial is a transformation rather 
than a direct refl ection of an individual’s identity 
(eg Pearce 2000, 8). In any case, as ancient writers 
make clear, it was the ostentation of the funeral 
procession itself, the route taken, and the number 
and status of the attendant mourners that made the 
greatest public impact, not necessarily the objects 
buried with the deceased. Furthermore, as Creigh-
ton has pointed out (2006, 100), such public asser-
tion of identity is likely to have been especially 
important in a newly founded settlement with a 
largely transient and cosmopolitan population. 

While we might therefore be well advised not to 
attempt to ‘read off’ the woman’s ethnicity from the 
grave goods buried with her, we are on fi rmer ground 
in suggesting that they were likely to refl ect her age 
and gender, and probably her class – as well as 
the tastes and vanities of her mourners. But if her 
‘cultural provenance’ must perforce be left open, 
then the messages embedded within her grave 
surely underline the complexity of the wider social 
forces in play around the newly founded Londinium 
in the middle of the 1st century – a phenomenon 
with which 21st-century Londoners will be equally 
familiar. 

Epilogue: ‘The mystery of difference . . .’ 

Venture south from London Bridge today – out 
beyond Peter Ackroyd’s foetid Dickensian Borough – 
and another more suburban Southwark presents 
itself. Here, post-war high-rises jostle for position 
with elegant early 19th-century town houses set in 
discreet well-tended squares.
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On the south side of Harper Road sits Ellington 
House, a solid brick-built block of post-war vintage 
whose parade of shops refl ects entrepreneurial zeal 
and cultural diversity in equal measure. Rezwana 
(‘Sarees and Suits’), the Bangla Store and Deshi 
Fish (‘supplier of quality Bangladeshi and Afro-
Caribbean fi sh’) all vie for custom alongside the 
Total Care laundry and The William pub.

Directly opposite, astonishingly, is a slice of inner 
city wildscape administered by the Rockingham 
Estate Play Association (aim: to provide ‘safe and 
challenging play opportunities for all local 5–16 year 
olds’). A riot of bird song assails the senses, and 
dappling light lances the secluded site of our early 
Roman grave.

Nearly 80 generations of Londoners have come 
and gone since its occupant was interred (and 
another generation since she was disinterred . . .). 
The area has passed from woods and fi elds to 
horsefair to tenter-ground to housing and back 
again. 

Change defi nes London, and the need for a fresh 
start may have been what drew our woman here in 
the fi rst place – as so many since. But it is tempting 
to think too that she would still recognise something 
of her own world in this modern melting pot of 
manners, meanings and memories a mile or so south 
of the busy bridge, and the still-swirling river . . . 
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3.7 Death, women, and the afterlife: some thoughts 
on a burial in Southwark Nick Bateman

small towns and rural areas. Tazze are also often 
found in conjunction with lamps in cremations, and 
have often been interpreted as vessels for burning 
incense (Philpott 1991, 191–3). The lamps and tazze 
at Great Dover Street were carefully chosen to 
accompany the burial rite. Four of the lamps are 
undecorated and all of the same type; the rest are 
‘volute lamps’, and the choice of decorative subject 
appears to have been deliberate. One shows a fallen 
gladiator, a Samnite/secutor wearing a helmet, a 
relatively common fi gure type on the Continent 
though less so in Britain. The other three show 
jackal-headed Anubis, the Egyptian god (Mackinder 
2000, 33–4; Eckardt 2002, 106). 

All the ceramics were unburnt and had been 
placed carefully on the top of the cremation fi ll. 
They do not appear to have been used and this may 
suggest that they were acquired specifi cally for the 
ceremony, and intended to provide symbolic light 
in the underworld. Other elements of a complex 
funerary ritual include molten glass and gold thread 
(possibly from a textile), the presence of burnt pine 
cones and nuts (incense?), and the remains of a 
ceremonial meal including a chicken, bread, dates, 

An unusual funeral 

Excavations at Great Dover Street in Southwark 
in 1996 (GDV96) revealed an early 2nd- to mid-3rd-
century Roman roadside cemetery with several 
phases of inhumations and cremations. Some buri-
als were accompanied by grave goods, the largest 
group coming from a single cremation pit, of proba-
bly early 2nd-century date, which contained eight 
ceramic lamps and eight undecorated tazze (Mack-
inder 2000, 9–12, 33–7; Rayner and Seeley, this 
volume, Fig 4.3.5, 30 a–b) (Fig 3.7.1). The burial was 
in a bustum – a pit over which the body had been 
burnt on a pyre, the remains collapsing eventually 
into the pit which was then backfi lled. Busta are 
very rare in Britain: they occur usually at military 
sites and it is generally felt that they represent an 
intrusive custom, brought here perhaps by eastern 
auxiliaries (Struck 1993a; see also Philpott 1991, 
48–9). 

Burial with lamps was also probably a Roman 
introduction to Britain (see Eckardt 2002, 98–115). 
At fi rst the rite was associated with military sites, 
but by the end of the 1st century it is known even in 

Fig 3.7.1 The Great Dover Street ‘Gladiator’ grave group
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fi gs and almonds (Mackinder 2000, 12–13 and 37; 
see also Philpott 1991, 192).

Grave goods imagery 

Gladiator images are relatively rare on lamps in 
Britain, though there is an identical version of the 
form from Poultry and another from Lombard Street 
(Mackinder 2000, 33). The type is more common 
on the Continent, for example at Vindonissa and 
Trier.

Anubis, the Egyptian god who controlled entry 
to the underworld in the Isis cult, was also a rare 
subject for imagery in Britain. Anubis was linked, in 
the Roman assimilation of deities, with Hermes/
Mercury Psychopompus, the conveyor of souls to the 
underworld. The god’s Greek name, Hermanubis, 
refl ects this. Anubis symbolised victory of Life 
over Death, leading the dead to their resurrection 
(Plutarch Isis and Osiris, 12–20). Witt suggests 
(1971, 208) that to someone taking part in Isiac 
rituals following a death Anubis/Mercury was as 
familiar as an undertaker would be in Christian 
communities. The cult of Isis spread throughout 
the Roman empire and was of particular appeal to 
women (see Heyob 1975; Turcan 1996, 95–104). A 
fl agon from Tooley Street, Southwark, bears an 
inscription referring to an Iseum in London (Harris 
and Harris 1965, 79–80), and an inscription records 
the restoration of what may be the same temple 
(Hassall 1980, 196–8). Other objects suggesting the 
presence of the cult in London have also been recog-
nised (Johns 1996a; Henig 1984b, 113). As Wardle 
(2000, 27–8) suggested, ‘It is therefore possible that 
in this burial we have further indirect evidence, 
certainly for the rites of an eastern cult, perhaps for 
that of Isis’. 

A fallen gladiator?

What then of the gladiator image? The presence of a 
lamp with the image of a gladiator gave rise to some 
speculation that the burial was that of a dead gladi-
ator, a professional buried with due ceremony. The 
fact that the burial lay towards the periphery of the 
area excavated appeared to support this, in view 
of the well-attested marginal status of gladiators 
(see Greenidge 1894). Wardle (2000, 28) concluded 
that while ‘interpretation of the cremation burial as 
that of a . . . gladiator can only be speculative . . . it 
is certainly possible’.1 

Certainly the use of a bustum has a resonance 
with the world of the amphitheatre. Gladiatorial 
games had their origins in funeral games for 
warriors in the 4th and 3rd centuries BC. The term 
used by the Romans for gladiatorial games was 
munera – the singular, munus, with an original 
meaning of duty, as in duties offered to the dead. 
Although eventually munera might take place 
months after the death they were celebrating, 

they were originally supposed to happen when the 
body was placed on the funerary bustum. From this 
derived the word bustuarius, a colloquial term of 
abuse for a gladiator (Daremberg and Saglio 1877, 
1564–5).

Further suggestion of a link between gladiators 
and Hermes/Anubis lies in one of the god’s very spe-
cifi c roles. Contemporary Roman writers reported 
that, when a gladiator was killed, slaves entered the 
arena dressed as Dis Pater and/or Mercury/Hermes 
Psychopompus to bring the body out (Tertullian 
ad nationes 1, 10.47; Apologeticum 15; Dio Roman 
History, 72, 19.4; and Wiedemann 1992, 30). As 
Coleman (1990, 67) says ‘The outcome of fatal 
encounters in the amphitheatre was . . . ritualised in 
terms of the transition to the underworld: ‘Larvae’ 
[ghosts] . . . hounded cowardly recruits, ‘Mercury’ 
prodded corpses with a brand to test their lifeless-
ness, and ‘Pluto’ accompanied the bodies out of the 
arena.’ The primary role of the Dis Pater/Hermes 
fi gures was to verify death. After this, if they had 
been professionals who had fought bravely their 
bodies were carried out on a stretcher; if they had 
been noxii they were dragged out with hooks. The 
bodies were removed through the Porta Libitina 
(a goddess associated with corpses), laid out in 
an antechamber of the amphitheatre, and there 
ritually stripped. Bodies of noxii were thrown into 
great pits along with dead animals; those of dead 
professionals were also placed in mass graves 
unless collected by a spouse or funeral group (Pear-
son 1973, 21; Daremberg and Saglio 1877, 1596; 
Grant 1967, 76; see also Clavel-Lévêque 1984, 75).

So could this burial have been that of a profes-
sional gladiator? No burial in London has been 
identifi ed as being that of someone who died in the 
amphitheatre.2 Indeed until recently this was true 
for the entire Roman Empire (see however Kühnen 
2000, 126–8, on excavations of gladiator burials 
at Trier). Some have suggested that the cloak of 
infamia which surrounded gladiators was so 
extreme that all trace of them was completely oblit-
erated even after death. Donald Kyle has argued 
(1998, 213–27) that in Rome the Tiber was exten-
sively used for the ritual disposal of ‘polluted’ 
corpses, including those ritually exorcised as ene-
mies of the state, noxii, and ‘unredeemed’ victims 
of the arena. Roman society distanced itself from 
arena deaths by killing the victims in a disassocia-
tive way (Dis Pater/Mercury), removal by hooks to 
avoid pollution, and ritual disposal (Auguet 1972, 
55; Kyle 1998, 213–27). However, Kyle argues (cf 
also Barton 1989) that though failed, ‘unredeemed’, 
gladiators were effectively reduced to the status of 
noxii, with accompanying denial of rites, entertain-
ing and ‘co-operative’ professionals who fought and 
died well got decent treatment and burial. It was 
performance and not legal status (ie whether slave 
or free) which determined burial (Kyle 1998, 268). 

However, one further factor needs to be taken into 
account with the Dover Street burial: despite it 
being a cremation there was suffi cient osteological 
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evidence to prove that this was the grave of a 
woman. 

Women as gladiators? 

There is little or no evidence of women fi ghting as 
gladiators under the Republic, but things changed 
rapidly between the building of the fi rst proper 
amphitheatre at Pompeii under the dictator Sulla 
in c 80 BC, and the opening of the Colosseum under 
the Emperor Titus in c AD 80. An inscription 
at Ostia (1st century) records the editor of a munus 
boasting that he was the fi rst to put on a show with 
women fi ghting (Wiedemann 1992, 10 and n24).

From the time of Augustus onwards, emperors 
frequently found themselves in an ambiguous posi-
tion regarding what was permitted in the arena. 
On the one hand, many desired to be seen as the 
upholders of tradition and morality, and in this 
capacity many emperors legislated on who could 
not appear in the arena. On the other hand every 
emperor was effectively in competition with pre-
decessors (and rivals) to provide ever more spec-
tacular shows (Wiedemann 1992, 112). Commonly 
this took the form of quantity (for example, 300 
gladiators instead of 30); but emperors also encour-
aged ‘exoticism’ – the search for spectacles never 
witnessed before. The provision of women to fi ght in 
the arena is generally viewed within this context.3

The so-called Maastricht relief is said to show 
two female gladiators, and a monument from the 
eastern Mediterranean in the British Museum 
shows two women gladiators called Amazonia and 
Achillia (Wiedemann 1992, 53 n117, fi g 11 and fi g 
16). Roman historians gave numerous instances, for 
example: Cassius Dio and Tacitus mention shows 
given by Nero at which women fought (Dio Roman 
History 62, 17.3–4; Tacitus Annals 15.32; also 
Wiedemann 1992, 112); Titus’s dedication games 
for the Colosseum involved women bestiarii (Dio 
Roman History 66, 25.1–5); Domitian encouraged 
fi ghts between dwarfs and women (Dio Roman 
History 67, 8.3–4). As late as AD 200 a troop of 
women gladiators was causing such a stir in Rome 
that Severus issued an edict to forbid the recruit-
ment of women fi ghters (Daremberg and Saglio 
1877, 1577; Dio Roman History 76, 16.1). Echion in 
the Satyricon (Petronius 1953, 45) gives the voice of 
the people: ‘And now we are about to have a fi rst 
class three day show by gladiators . . . Titus . . . has 
already procured as many toughs as you like, a 
woman to fi ght from a chariot . . .’.

So, women gladiators certainly existed. Perhaps 
though, the Dover Street woman was merely a keen 
follower of the arena? 

Women as fans? 

With the exception of the very rich, women were 
normally not encouraged to attend either the 

theatre or the amphitheatre. However, in the anar-
chic last days of the Republic, restrictions on women 
in the audience had become mild or non-existent 
(Plutarch 1958, Sulla 35). Laws restricting women 
to the uppermost tier of amphitheatre seating have 
been ascribed to Domitian but probably came in 
under the Julio-Claudians (Wiedemann 1992, 131). 
Augustus’s reforms of morals after the civil wars 
included prescriptions for behaviour and seating in 
public venues: ‘. . . whereas men and women had 
hitherto always sat together, Augustus confi ned 
women to the back rows even at gladiatorial shows 
. . .’ (Suetonius 1957, 76). Populist emperors, such 
as Caligula or Domitian, on the other hand, 
frequently reversed these rules, allowing anyone to 
sit anywhere – men with women, free with slaves, 
with only the emperor set above them (Veyne 1990, 
415; Clavel-Lévêque 1984, 158). 

The numbers of women in audiences fl uctuated, 
therefore, according to the prevailing moral climate. 
But, as is often the case when things are proscribed, 
the existence of repeated legislation against mixed 
seating probably indicates its continued popularity. 
The extent to which legislation was followed in 
provincial towns is debatable, but a cosmopolitan 
place such as Londinium, without a strong indige-
nous base, may well have taken its lead from the 
prevailing situation in Rome.

‘Theatres of terror’

One thing that is quite clear is that Romans did not 
view death in the arena in ways shared by modern 
people. Watching the deaths of professional gladia-
tors was fundamentally different to watching the 
execution of noxii, however. Shows involving the 
latter were concerned with displaying Roman power 
and the punishment of those cast outside Roman 
society (see Bauman 1996, especially 77–91 on utili-
tas publica). Noxii, of whatever type or origin, were 
essentially less than human. By contrast, the gladi-
atorial munera were concerned with the way 
humans faced Death (Kyle 1998 269; Plass 1995, 21; 
Brown 1992, 208). 

A number of contemporary writers located the 
value of the arena in what might be called ‘moral 
education’ rather than entertainment. Livy (History 
of Rome 28, 21) said that the fact that gladiators 
were free men allowed their virtus to be the more 
demonstrated. Cicero (Tusc Disput 17.41–2) thought 
the munera cruel and brutal – but also that ‘there 
could be no better schooling against pain and death’. 
Pliny (Panegyricus 33.1) said that citizens were 
inspired to ‘face honourable wounds and look scorn-
fully upon death’. One of the authors of the Scrip-
tores Historiae Augustae concluded that Romans 
wanted to look at fi ghting and wounds so that they 
would not be frightened by the real thing − war 
(Scrip Hist Aug 2, Maximius and Balbinus 8.7). 
Tertullian (de spectaculis 12) said of the audiences 
at the arena that ‘they found comfort for death in 
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murder’ (cf also Burkert 1983, 53). However, it was 
not the moment of death but the ‘moment of truth’ 
that most images relating to the arena show: the 
point at which the defeated gladiator waits bravely 
for his fate − death or missio, the chance of another 
life. It appears to have been the way one faced 
this moment, rather than killing per se, which 
fascinated audiences (Barton 1989, 13). 

A modern interpretation might add that gladiato-
rial combats provided a psychological and political 
safety valve for the teeming urban poor: a platform 
perhaps – as perhaps media news provides nowa-
days? − for the mutual sharing of violence and tra-
gedy, with reassurance for the spectators that they 
themselves were safe and unaffected. Whatever 
happened in the arena, the spectators were always 
on the winning side. In the face of Death spectators 
shared, equally and collectively, the ‘voluptuousness 
of living’ (Hopkins 1983, 29–30; Maurin 1984, 107). 

Maurin elaborated Tertullian’s assertion that 
arena shows were essentially offerings to the dead, 
and developed his parallel between munera and 
funera. Both celebrations are liminal liturgies − 
rituals conducted at a threshold − and the amphi-
theatre can be deconstructed as a sacred meeting 
place surrounding a threshold between this world 
and the next (Maurin 1984, 109). Roman society was 
in fact permeated with ‘a cultural consciousness 
that interpreted the amphitheatre as the threshold 
of the underworld’ (Coleman 1990, 67). In the arena, 
(‘below’) lay Barbarism, Nature and Death. Above, 
and at the same eye level, was ranged the citizen 
body facing itself. The Romans had a highly devel-
oped and theatrical sense of public ceremony: 
in words that could have been written about the 
munera, Wells (1986, 277) described Roman funeral 
ceremonies as forming part of a ‘theatre of terror . . . 
a lesson on pain and death, in the uncertainly of life, 
in the stratifi cation of society, and the arbitrariness 
of power’. 

It is no accident that the only two regular munera 
in Rome were 22–24 December and 19–23 March. 
Like the festivals of Christmas and Easter which 
replaced them, they were clearly associated with the 
winter solstice and the spring equinox, age-old cel-
ebrations of the conquest of Death, of rebirth and 
renewal. Paradoxically, despite the bloodiness, the 
munera offered a vision of the overcoming of Death, 
of being granted another life. They were in a sense a 
metaphor for Resurrection. Indeed, Wiedemann 
concluded that ‘it was not the element of death or 
suffering in a gladiatorial performance that Chris-
tians found impossible to come to terms with, but 
the possibility of resurrection’ (Wiedemann 1992, 92 
and 155). The munera were a fundamental expres-
sion of Roman belief that a person who was infamis 
might be redeemed (saved) and prove his virtus. 
This was an essential contradiction to the central 
tenets of Christianity, within which redemption is 
only possible through God’s Grace, not individual 
acts. Strangely, this may be why venationes were 
able to continue for several centuries after the 

munera were banned – because in these the Will 
of God could fi nd its way through the aleatory 
unpredictability of beasts (Wiedemann 1992, 
155–6).

The pagan military ritual of devotio, the gladia-
tors’ oath, and Christian martyrdom, were all 
equally rooted in ideology centred on benevolent 
god(s) who fi nd satisfaction in transformational 
death. The idea of ‘contractual self-sacrifi ce’ or 
‘contractual suffering’ provided ‘an alternative to, 
and a radical transformation of, the despair felt at 
. . . the arbitrary hostility of the gods or Fortune’ 
(Barton 1989, 20). The central point here is, how-
ever, voluntariness: cowardly death was unseemly 
within the munera precisely because it exposed the 
possibility that those who died were mere victims 
(Plass 1995, 21). 

The fi gure of the gladiator therefore became a 
potent symbol for resurrection, the overcoming of 
death. In magic and certain cults the best media are 
frequently those who have died prematurely or vio-
lently. By-products of the amphitheatre therefore 
acquired a potent role within contemporary Roman 
‘magic’. For example, gladiators’ blood was a prize 
ingredient for charms; the rite of ‘aspersion’ of the 
statue of Jupiter − by a priest or the emperor − 
involved the blood of a man killed by a gladiator; 
images of gladiators were used to ward off the evil 
eye; epileptics were encouraged to drink gladiators’ 
blood as a cure (Apuleius Metamorphoses 3, 17.5; 
le Glay 1990, 222; Clavel-Lévêque 1984, 66; Darem-
berg and Saglio 1877, 1592; Pliny Naturalis His-
toria 28, 3.1; Tertullian Apologeticum 9; Maurin 
1984, 111). 

Conclusions

Considering the imagery associated with the Great 
Dover Street burial we are left with at least two pos-
sible interpretations. Firstly, that it relates directly 
to the life experience of the person buried: in which 
case the burial may be that of a female gladiator. 
The second, and to be honest more justifi able inter-
pretation, follows deconstruction of the images as 
religious iconography – in which case what we are 
witness to is a complex ritual based on belief in the 
afterlife and the possibility of resurrection. The rites 
of this burial illustrate a particular characteristic of 
Roman spiritual experience in general: the dense 
interweaving of different strands of belief and ritual 
– Greek, Egyptian and Latin – in a complicated 
dialectic. Whatever the meaning for the individual 
woman buried here, or her mourners, the resultant 
pattern provides a fascinating context within which 
to view the existence of London’s amphitheatre, 
the activities which took place within it over more 
than 200 years, and the ways in which those 
activities themselves modifi ed beliefs prevalent in 
Londinium.

It is surely grossly mistaken to imagine that 
spectacles involving so much human struggle, 
pain and death could ever truly have been just 
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‘entertainment’. As Wiedmann (1992, 93) points out, 
although the skills with which gladiators avoided 
death were obviously of interest to contemporary 
peoples, ‘scholars are imposing their own moral 
preference when they imagine that the audience 
came simply to watch a dangerous sport like 
motor racing. They came to see how men faced the 
necessity of dying’.

Notes

1 On 14 May 2001 Channel 4 television broadcast 
a documentary called ‘Gladiator Girls’, which 
championed an interpretation of the Great 
Dover Street burial as being of a female gladia-
tor. Many archaeologists (including the present 
author), experts and historians were quoted in 
the programme. All agreed that the burial was 
highly unusual, though no-one went as far as the 
programme itself in the extent of the speculative 
conclusion.

2 Londinium’s amphitheatre was in use from 
c AD 70 till at least AD 270/280 – and possibly 
later. It is unlikely that those colonists, traders, 
soldiers, offi cials, money-lenders, artisans and 
other foreign immigrants who made up Lond i-
nium did not seek the same entertainments 

that they were accustomed to elsewhere in the 
Empire. The logical conclusion of this is that, 
for over 200 years, people were dying in 
Londi nium’s amphitheatre – presumably with 
some frequency or there would hardly have 
been  suffi cient justifi cation to maintain an 
amphitheatre. 

3 There was a parallel increase in the use of 
women in the theatre throughout the imperial 
period (from the Julio-Claudian period drama 
was probably only read in an auditorium. In the 
immense theatres constructed after the 1st 
century BC audiences would never have been 
able follow intricacies of plot or poetry). Tragedy 
was replaced by ‘pantomime’, often based on 
myth, and involving extensive use of stereotypes. 
Comedy degenerated into ‘mime’ (low-status 
farce): no masks or symbols were used, women 
were played by women, and the subject matter 
was domestic, ribald, and coarse caricature. 
Tertullian (de spectaculis, 17), commenting on 
mime in particular, said that ‘its supreme charm 
is above all things contrived by fi lth’. Lactantius 
(2003, 6, 20.9–14) said that all spectacles 
destroyed the ability to act rationally − but that 
the sexual titillation of the theatre was the worst 
for morals (see Carcopino 1941, 223–31; Roueché 
1993, 15–26; Wiedemann 1992, 148).
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169

This fi nal section considers the practical aspects of 
fi nds research and shows the benefi t of the basic 
catalogue. The following contributions are welcome 
additions to the planned series of fi nds research 
projects that come under the banner of Londinium 
– a series of proposals for publications and an 
online database, submitted to English Heritage 
(Wardle 2005) – intended to bring together all of 
Londinium’s collections, whether held in the Muse-
um of London, either in the permanent reserve 
collections, or the London Archaeological Archive 
and Research Centre (LAARC), the British Museum 
or elsewhere. 

It is to be hoped that the Londinium series will 
attempt to answer some of the important questions 
about life in London, as posed in the Research 
Framework for London Archaeology, where it was 
noted that earlier studies of Londinium had concen-
trated on buildings and chronology to the detriment 
of fi nds research (Nixon et al 2002, 30). This was 
often due to the sheer quantity and wealth of ma-
terial which needed a formulated strategy (and 
funding) to be able to deal with it. This lacuna 
has so far prevented the examination of the wider 
social, cultural and economic issues relating to 
Londinium. 

However, we have to learn to walk before we can 
run and basic catalogues are the fi rst steps in the 
process. Where possible, material from both the 
Museum of London and British Museum have been 
included in the catalogues here. The following objec-
tives from the Research Framework are considered 
in this section:

R7 Framework objective
• Identifying Roman Londoners through the 

archaeological record and the evidence of their 
possessions; 

• Examining the social meaning of artefacts.

R13 Framework objective
• Considering the evidence for Roman London’s 

role as a port and centre of trade; 
• Refi ning theories of trade specialisation 

over time, shifting zonation within the main 
settlement and peripheral areas. 

As part of the proposed Londinium assessment 
project, Angela Wardle (2005) points out the benefi t 
of looking at material on a regional and provincial 
basis but it is necessary to start by studying objects 
at a more local level. It will be possible to utilise the 
contextual dating from more recent excavations 
in order to provide closer dates for much of the 
material in the reserve collections of the Museum 
of London. It is also clear that certain areas can 
be identifi ed as fi nds ‘hotspots’, for example the 
Walbrook stream area. The Londinium project will 
look at zones of occupation from the material culture 
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standpoint. The catalogues included in this section 
(apart from in Henig, where too many provenances 
were imprecise) have also included these zones, 
based on the geographical siting of the city and its 
evolution, as peripheral suburbs became subsumed 
into the rapidly expanding city. The main explana-
tion for these zones can be found in Figure 4.0.1. 

Having established this basic foundation, the 
interpretation and understanding of London’s posi-
tion in the province and beyond can only be achieved 
by looking at the broader picture. Jude Plouviez’s 
summary of brooch types pinpoints the way forward 
looking at regional types, while Nina Crummy shows 
that detailed research of particular types of fi nds, 
in her case toilet implements and especially nail-
cleaners, can now begin to fl ag up regional differ-
ences and even tribal infl uences within the city itself 
(a formula demonstrated in Crummy and Eckardt 
2004). Gwladys Monteil also demonstrates that 
the development and economic growth of the city 
can be traced by the use and distribution of samian 
inkwells which suggest that, perhaps, pen and ink 
records were the domain of the mercantile classes. 

Harvey Sheldon has always emphasised the 
importance of the settlement in Southwark. The 
evidence from post-war rescue excavations in South-
wark by Kathleen Kenyon was later enhanced by 
the excavations of the Department of Greater 
London Archaeology (DGLA), fi nally putting South-
wark on the map, not as a mere suburb to the city on 
the northern bank but signifi cant in its own right. 
Recent excavations and fi nds have testifi ed to the 
importance of Southwark and the formative work by 
Geoff Marsh and Paul Tyers on a pottery type-series 
for Southwark (Marsh and Tyers 1978) is now 
reviewed by Louise Rayner and Fiona Seeley in the 
light of a further 30 years of ceramic studies. 

Pertinent to the physical well-being of Roman 
Londoners, Ralph Jackson discusses the evidence 
for health-care in London, using some of the ma-
terial evidence for surgical implements preserved 
so well in the Walbrook stream. Associated with 
health-care are the requisites for bathing, a very 
Roman habit as discussed by Angela Wardle, and 
then toilet implements including nail-cleaners that 
refl ect, as indicated by Nina Crummy, a more native 
fashion and are more commonly to be found in small 
towns and minor settlements, rather than in 
such large towns as Londinium. Her conclusions 
raise questions in terms of production, supply and 
identity. 

The fi nal two papers look at the luxury end of 
the market. For many years Martin Henig (who 
fi rst suggested this tribute to Harvey Sheldon) has 
wanted to publish a catalogue of London’s Roman 
intaglios and review the evidence for their content. 
His fi ndings show a splendid cache, providing, as 
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Fig 4.0.1 Map showing zones of Londinium

Key 

Zone Name Code Description

1 Walbrook valley Wal Low/Mid/Up The wide valley, as defi ned by the contours shown on Museum 
   of London 1983; divided into lower, middle and upper zones
2 East of Walbrook EoW The early settlement where an orthogonal street grid was laid out; incorporating 
   the forum and basilica and main waterfront areas
3 West of Walbrook WoW Later development where streets have smaller insulae and are less regularly 
   laid out; bounded to the west by the 1st-century boundary and including the 
   main public baths
4 Eastern suburb East Incorporated within the walls c AD 200; subdivided into two: the upper, east of 
   St Mary Axe and north of the Roman road to Aldgate, and the lower, south of 
   the junction of that road with the main east–west road
5 Western suburb West Incorporated within the walls c AD 200 and including Cripplegate fort
6 Southwark Sk Settlement south of the Thames, excluding known cemetery areas
7 Cemetery areas Cem N/E/W/S Outside the walled areas and defi ned as north, east, west in relation to the 
   northern settlement and south in relation to Southwark
8 Fleet valley Fleet Area to the west of the western suburb
9 City wall CW For sites which incorporate sections of the city wall

he says, a ‘fascinating window on London life 
and aspirations’. John Shepherd, too, reviews the 
quantity and quality of the luxury early colourless 

glass vessels from Londinium, citing Pliny who tells 
us that they were regarded as more valuable than 
gold and silver vessels. 
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4.1 Counting brooches: ways of examining Roman 
brooch assemblages in London and beyond 
Jude Plouviez

manufacture. The author of the site report is then 
confronted with the choices of publish, edit or con-
sign to archive – approaches which have all been 
tried in London over the last 40 years.

The status of the brooch within late Iron Age and 
Romano-British society is fairly mundane when 
judged by the frequency of their loss, the scarcity of 
precious metal examples and the simplicity and 
standardised form of many of the commoner types. 
They obviously fall within the general class of 
‘dress accessories’ and often functioned as clothes 
fastenings rather than being purely ornamental. 

Introduction

In common with many types of Roman fi nd, copper-
alloy brooches are numerous and give rise to 
detailed typological studies. This makes the pro-
spective student of brooches nervous because there 
is so much to learn and so many potential pitfalls. 
Brooches are very often separated out of the general 
small fi nds collection and sent off to a ‘specialist’ 
so that the maximum detail on the specifi c type is 
extracted and comparisons made with other ex-
amples to illustrate the likely date and place of 

Table 4.1.1 Correlation of the groups with defi ned types of brooch

Group Common Names Bailey & Butcher 2004 group Hull types

A Nauheim, ie 1st century BC One-piece sprung 9
B Langton Down, Rosette/thistle, 

Nertomarus
Spring in cylindrical cover 21, 22A, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29A

C Eye, Birdlip, Knickfi bel, Kräftig-
profi lierte

One-piece sprung 1, 3, 18, 19, 20, 40, 41, 42, 43,  84, 85, 86, 87, 88, 
89

D Colchester One-piece sprung 90, 91
E Nauheim derivative or simple 

one-piece
One-piece sprung 10, 11, 12

F Colchester B or Colchester 
derivative (double pierced lug) or 
Harlow

Colchester-derivative: two-piece 
Colchester type

92, 93

G Dolphin or Colchester derivative 
(rear hook)

Colchester derivative: dolphin, 
sprung

94, 94A

H Aesica, fan tail Hook Norton & related 31, 33, 34, 35, 37, 38
I Aucissa, Bagendon, Hod Hill Early hinged 13, 14, 15, 17, 30, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 

54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 
68, 69, 70, 71, 72, 73, 74

J Early plate with glass setting, fl at 
cruciform, fl at lozenge, keyhole

Early plate 224, 225, 235, 238, 239, 242, 266

K Polden Hill Polden Hill 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103
L T-shaped, Wiltshire, Pitton T-shaped, usually hinged: initial 

series
29B, 104, 118, 121, 123, 124, 125, 130, 131, 133, 
134, 135, 136, 137

M Dolphin or Colchester derivative 
(hinged)

Colchester derivative: dolphin, 
hinged

94B

N Trumpet, Backworth Trumpet-headed 153, 154, 155, 156, 157, 158, 159, 169
O Head stud, Lamberton Moor, 

Kinvaston, Sawfi sh
Headstud 143, 144, 145, 147, 148, 149

P Dragonesque, S-shaped S-shaped 200, 201, 202
Q T-shaped, south-western enamelled, 

Wilsford, Nornour, Thealby Mine
Developed T-shaped 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, 110, 111, 119, 120, 122, 

126, 127, 128, 129, 132, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 
146

R Trumpet derived, Alcester, disc on 
bow

Trumpet-headed with expanded 
decoration on bow

162, 166, 167

S Trumpet, Celtic fantail, Neath, 
Wroxeter, Prestatyn

Trumpet-headed and/or 
headstud related

36, 150, 151, 152, 160, 161, 163, 164, 168, 170

T Enamelled bow brooch Enamelled hinged Continental 180, 181, 182, 183
U Equal-ended, bridge Continental symmetrical hinged 226, 227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 233, 234, 240
V Disc with millefi ori, buckler or 

tutulus
Continental disc: complex 
enamel and raised centre groups

250, 256, 257, 258, 262, 263, 265, 269, 279

W Umbonate or tortoise, chatelaine British enamelled umbonate 199, 267, 268
X Enamelled disc, triskele, intaglio British fl at disc, usually sprung 252, 253, 254, 255, 257A, 260
Y Disc with applied plate, Ad locutio Applied repoussé plate 249
Z Animal, bird, horse and rider, fl y, 

shoe or sandal, axe, shield
Zoomorphic and miscellaneous 
representational

203, 204, 205, 206, 207, 208, 209, 210, 211, 212, 
213, 214, 216, 217, 218, 219, 220, 221, 222, 223, 
273, 274, 275, 277, 278

ZA Knee, knee-fantail Knee 171, 172, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179
ZB Oval plate with conical setting Gilded disc with glass setting 270, 271
ZC P-shaped, South Shields, divided 

bow
Sheath-footed, P-profi led, sprung 185, 186, 187, 188, 189

ZD Crossbow Sheath-footed, P-profi led, hinged 190, 191, 192, 193, 194, 195, 197, 198
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However they may also carry messages about the 
wearer’s social position (particularly in the late 
Roman period), perhaps about their tribal origin 
in the early period and perhaps about religious 
affi liations.

Defi ning and visualising brooch groups

The key elements of Roman assemblages found 
by metal detectorists are coins and brooches: for 
example, in 2004 a total 10,390 Roman objects re-
corded by the Portable Antiquities Scheme included 
7,568 single coins and 1,485 brooches (Worrell 2005, 
449). These provide a complementary picture of 
the chronology of a site as the majority of coins are 
late Roman losses whereas the brooches are pre-
dominantly early. But while for coins the ‘normal’ 
pattern of loss has been quantifi ed and illustrated, 
most particularly by Richard Reece and John Casey 
(eg Reece 2002, 148), there have only been a few 
attempts to provide inter-site comparisons for brooch 
assemblages. For example, John Creighton used a 
similar approach on four sites in North Lincolnshire 
(Creighton 1990).

Faced with publishing an assemblage of 211 
brooches from the 1970s excavations, including 
metal detecting, on a large Roman settlement at 
Hacheston, Suffolk, it seemed sensible to attempt 
some comparison of the assemblages from other 
sites in the region. The data were presented as 
numbers and percentages of types in a table for 
eight assemblages and showed chronological and 
regional variations (Plouviez 2004, 87–9). Defi nition 
of the types quantifi ed drew heavily on studies by 
Mackreth (1981; 1986; 1991; 1996) and could be 
related to the terms used in the detailed catalogue 
of the Hacheston brooches (Plouviez 2004, 89–107). 
Recently, brooch studies have seen the publication 
of a major corpus, the Richborough assemblage, 
placed in the context of general Romano-British 
brooch use (Bayley and Butcher 2004). This provides 
an account of the development of the various brooch 
types related to the comprehensive type-series 
developed but not published by M R Hull (Simpson 
et al forthcoming) while taking into account the 
important work of Donald Mackreth, whose ‘Big 
Book’ on brooches is also still a work in progress. 
Bayley and Butcher also provide a digital copy of 
the metal analysis results for all Roman brooches 
examined by the Ancient Monuments Laboratory 
between the 1970s and 2000 (available as a CD 
within Bayley and Butcher 2004 and downloadable 
from the Archaeological Data Service), in all, almost 
3500 brooches classifi ed by Hull type and listed by 
site. These data, although only a tiny proportion 
of the total available material, provide a starting 
point for establishing what the ‘normal’ brooch 
assemblage might be in Britain.

The late Iron Age and Roman brooches found 
in Britain include both native and imported types, 
and there is also regional variability which some-
times refl ects local production of specifi c types, 
sometimes chronological factors and sometimes 

a restricted function or market for the types. In 
Bayley and Butcher this is illustrated by mapping 
the distribution of particular published types 
comparable to the Richborough assemblage. For 
example, the Polden Hill types are shown as mainly 
present on sites in the western half of Britain, 
around the Severn Valley (Bayley and Butcher 2004, 
196, fi g 172) in contrast to the broadly contemporary 
two-piece Colchester brooches which are present on 
sites in the east midlands, East Anglia and south-
east England (Bayley and Butcher 2004, 194, fi g 
170). However the problem with mapping occur-
rence by site is illustrated by the inclusion of one 
East Anglian site, Saham Toney (Brown 1986) where 
the ‘western’ Polden Hill spot represents only four 
individual brooches from a total assemblage of 185 
(nine of which are the two-piece Colchester brooches 
and a further 37 are related Colchester-derivative 
types). As the number of large assemblages for 
which data are available increases, the distribution 
map will have to be modifi ed to show quantities 
rather than simple presence and absence – a prob-
lem already apparent to anyone attempting to use 
the Portable Antiquities Scheme database.

Fig 4.1.1 Brooch groups diagram for all data (from 
Bayley and Butcher 2004)
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Rather than simply presenting brooch assemblage 
data in tables it seems sensible to convert the 
numbers into simple graphical representations, 
which is now easily done with a spreadsheet pro-
gram. My preference is to use percentages (but 
always with actual totals clearly shown) and a bar 
chart format, similar to the original Reece coin 
loss diagrams but turned sideways. The choice of 
groups and types included is based on Bayley and 

Butcher’s grouping of the Hull types as shown in 
Table 4.1.1. These are arranged in an approximately 
chronolo gical order for the graph. This is more 
broadly applicable beyond eastern England than 
my Haches ton groups but there are still gaps and 
biases. In particular, the penannular brooches 
are excluded, because of the diffi culties of separat-
ing early and later types within the current 
classifi cations.

Fig 4.1.2 Brooch groups diagrams by geographical region (see Table 4.1.2 for defi nition of the areas and 
numbers of assemblages)
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Table 4.1.2 Counties included in the 
regional diagrams

Region pre-1974 Counties (brooch nos)

North: 21 assemblages  Cheshire (2), Cumberland (51), 
(326 brooches) Durham (35), Lancashire (2), 
 Northumberland (40), Scotland 
 (14), Westmorland (3), Yorkshire 
 (179).  
Midlands: 22 assemblages  Derbyshire (29), Huntingdonshire 
(508 brooches) (1), Leicestershire (9), 
 Lincolnshire (73), 
 Northamptonshire (165), 
 Nottinghamshire (2), Rutland (62), 
 Shropshire (59), Warwickshire 
 (76), Worcestershire (32).
East Anglia*: 7 assemblages  Cambridgeshire (101), Norfolk 
(522 brooches) (86), Suffolk (335).
South West: 23 assemblages  Cornwall (16), Devon (3), Dorset 
(436 brooches) (55), Gloucestershire (47), Isles of 
 Scilly (129), Somerset (64), 
 Wiltshire (122).
South (excluding  Bedfordshire (46), Berkshire (1), 
Richborough):  Buckinghamshire (16), Essex 
24 assemblages (175), Hampshire (136), 
(807 brooches): Hertfordshire (396), Kent (26), 
 Oxfordshire (1), Sussex (10).

* East Anglia is the only region where extra data were added to 
that from Bayley and Butcher 2004 – additional published 
groups are from Stonea (Mackreth 1996), Hacheston (Plouviez 
2004) and an unpublished surface metal-detected group from a 
probable temple site at Charsfi eld, Suffolk.

The fi rst graph (Fig 4.1.1) shows the complete 
data set from Bayley and Butcher (2004), giving us 
a preliminary picture of the British norm. This 
clearly shows the early peak, with over half the total 
number made before the end of the 1st century 
(groups A to L), dropping to around 10% produced in 
the 3rd and 4th centuries (groups ZA to ZD). In the 
earliest groups the forms are predominantly bow 
brooches, presumably functioning as a safety pin 
type of fastener, with less than 2% of the overall 
total in the early plate brooch group (J). Between 
the late 1st and early 3rd centuries there is a more 
even spread of types, although the predominantly 
British-produced bow brooches remain more com-
mon than the plate types. Amongst the plate brooch 
types the probable imports (groups U, V) are nearly 
as common as the mainly British types (groups W, 
X, Y), though this excludes the fi gurative types 
(group Z) which is a mixture of native and imported 
types. In the late period the bow brooches are again 
in the majority, and we have the often-cited pictorial 
evidence of Stilicho shown wearing a crossbow 
brooch to hold his cloak on his right shoulder 
(Salway 1993, 293); however the 3rd-century Brit-
ish plate brooches (group ZB) remain a signifi cant 
element at just under 10% of the late groups.

When the data are subdivided into regional groups 
(Fig 4.1.2; Table 4.1.2) it is very clear that the strong 
1st-century pattern of brooch use is restricted 
to lowland Britain. Two factors are at work here. 
Firstly, in the period before AD 43 the common 
brooch types (Langton Down, Rosette, Colchester) 
form part of the cultural assemblages loosely 
described as ‘Belgic’, typifi ed by the King Harry 
Lane cemetery at St Albans (Stead and Rigby 1989). 
These early bow brooch groups (B, C, D) are very 
scarce in both the south-western and the northern 
graphs. Secondly, the chronology of the conquest 
which brought new types (the Hod Hill, ie most of 
group I, and the early plate types, J) initially to the 
south-east. The Claudio-Neronian period also sees 
the proliferation of locally produced bow brooches, 
particularly the Colchester derivatives (groups F, G) 
and the simple one piece (Nauheim derivatives, 
group E). All of these occur in signifi cant numbers in 
the areas brought under Roman rule – thus in the 
south-west groups E, F and I make up 28% of the 
overall total – whereas brooch use in the north seems 
to refl ect the arrival of the army late in the 1st 
century. The graph for the north also makes the 
point that later bow brooch types (groups ZA, ZC, 
ZD) relate, though not exclusively, to the army – 
many of these types are also common on the Rhine 
frontier.

The separation into geographic groups also shows 
the predicted regional production of certain types – 
in the south-west the early and later T-shaped 
groups (L, Q), in the south the two-piece type of 
Colchester derivative (Group F), in East Anglia the 
wider range of Colchester derivative types (F, G, M) 
and in the midlands the Polden Hill (group K). The 

Trumpet and headstud groups (N, O, R, S) look 
strong in the north but generally widespread, and 
the discussion and redefi nition of the Trumpet 
series in Bayley and Butcher (2004, 160–4) suggests 
that these groups need subdivision to pick up the 
separate workshop areas. We can also see localisa-
tion of some of the smaller groups on the graphs – 
the dragonesque brooches (group P) which are tradi-
tionally ascribed to the north (Snape 1993, 26) 
are not common elsewhere, and the Aesica and its 
variants (group H) are shown to be mainly found in 
the midlands and East Anglia. 

Urban assemblages

Having established that this representation of 
the selected brooch type groups does show the broad 
chronological pattern and differences between 
regions of Britain it seems reasonable to examine 
and compare individual large assemblages includ-
ing London. An obvious urban comparison is with 
nearby Verulamium; Figure 4.1.3 shows the late 
Iron Age cemetery at King Harry Lane and the 
assemblage from Frere’s excavations in the town 
(Frere 1972; 1984). Although a small group at 
65 brooches, the Frere material contrasts well 
with King Harry Lane where cremation burial had 
ceased by around AD 60 if not earlier. A more rural 
picture within Hertfordshire is provided by the 
small town at Baldock where the late Iron Age is 
again strongly represented and the 1st century 
includes an extra ordinarily large group of Nauheim 
derivatives (Group E) – despite evidence for on-site 
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Fig 4.1.3 Brooch group diagrams for individual sites

manufacture of Colchester (group D) types (Stead 
and Rigby 1986, 122–3). Richborough provides a 
unique mixture of military and urban activity in 
southern Britain; the relatively huge number of 
crossbow brooches (group ZD), more even than in 
the northern British graph, correlates with the very 
high deposition of Theodosian coins identifi ed by 
Reece at Richborough (Reece 1991, 27).

The London diagram is based on the data in 
Bayley and Butcher (2004), described as ‘various 
sites’ rather than the (fewer) published brooches or 
a complete assessment of the available material; it 
probably represents a viable sample of the potential 
total for Greater London. It compares well with 
the Verulamium and Richborough groups but with 
even fewer of the late Iron Age types of groups B 
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and D, refl ecting Londinium’s creation around AD 
50. Group C is here mainly continental types (Eye, 
Kräftig-profi lierte), perhaps arriving with the army 
in Britain, whereas other types within group C 
refl ect pre-conquest imports and native types. The 
strong showing of the Colchester derivatives (group 
F) correlates with their regional distribution in the 
south-east seen in Figure 4.1.2. But during the same 
1st-century period London shares a high proportion 
of Hod Hill types (group I) with Richborough and 
Verulamium. As Mackreth suggests at Stonea 
(Mackreth 1996, 299), where he contrasts 46% of 
Hod Hill types in the assemblage from within Stonea 
Camp with only 14% for the wider Stonea settle-
ment area group, these may suggest an army pres-
ence. Other East Anglian sites where a 1st-century 
fort is known have 15–20% Hod Hill types, compared 
with less than 10% elsewhere (Plouviez 2004, 88). It 
seems likely that these represent a commodity which 
arrives in Britain as part of the military supply 
system and then fi nds a wider market within the 
province. Similarly in the 4th century the presence 
of soldiers and government offi cials in Londinium 
generates a peak of crossbow types (group ZD) con-
trasting with the general pattern in the south but 
also visible at Verulamium. The overall spread of 
brooch types from London suggests that it drew on 
a wide range of sources and styles throughout the 
Roman period. For example, the mainly continental 
imports in groups T, U and V are well represented, 
as well as virtually all groups from all parts of 
Britain being present. The fi gurative plate brooches 
(group Z) are common in London, and also in Veru-
lamium and in East Anglia. In the case of the 
East Anglian assemblages this peak derives from 

several locations where temples or shrines are 
known or suspected. It may be that a more detailed 
examination will show some correlation in the 
major urban sites with areas where brooches were 
being manufactured, sold or deposited for votive 
purposes.

Not surprisingly this generalised view of London’s 
brooches refl ects the cosmopolitan nature of the 
town in the Roman period, but within a general 
southern British background. The broad groups 
tend to conceal unique treasures, such as the repre-
sentation of a boat from 1 Poultry (ONE94; Wardle 
1998, 84) or the pair of silver tutuli type showing 
that a German woman was buried in the Eastern 
cemetery (Barber and Bowsher 2000, 183–4). How-
ever, it is to be hoped that this method for looking at 
brooches will prove a useful basis for comparing 
groups both within different areas of the city and 
beyond.
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4.2 The distribution and use of samian inkwells in 
Londinium Gwladys Monteil

The data used in this survey derive from a dataset 
gathered during a PhD thesis and the details of 
the methodology can be found there (Monteil 2005). 
Samian data from well-dated Roman contexts were 
distributed chronologically using the method devel-
oped by Willis (1998, 94–5) and the values tabulated 
to create phases. A total of 154 entries for samian 
inkwells were analysed in this way and the results 
have been plotted on maps of Roman London at 
three periods (Figs 4.2.1–4.2.3). A full list of the 
sites can be found in Table 1 at the front of this 
volume, but Table 4.2.1 provides a concordance to 
the fi gures.

The pre-Flavian period (AD 50–69) 

Only 27 inkwells are recorded for the pre-
Flavian period, a relatively small number, but their 
distribution in the city is centred on the eastern core 

Introduction

Samian inkwells are linked with the use of carbon 
ink on wooden leaf tablets, a writing technology 
cheaper and probably more accessible than others 
(Bowman 1991, 128; Bowman 1994, 83–4). Because 
of soil conditions, few wooden ink tablets survive 
from London, but some are known (eg Turner and 
Skutsch 1960, 108–11; Wilmott 1991, 148). Metal 
pens for ink writing are also rare (Hanson and 
Conolly 2002, 155) but several examples have been 
recognised from London (Guildhall Museum 1908, 
42–3; Wheeler 1930, 58). Samian inkwells are by 
far the most common type of inkwells (Willis 2005, 
63 and 112) and they form a good body of evidence 
for ink writing because they are less dependent on 
conditions of preservation than wood and metal. 
They are relatively common artefacts in Londinium 
and they offer the potential for an assessment of 
the extent of literacy and contexts for ink writing. 

Fig 4.2.1 Distribution of samian inkwells in AD 50–69 (note that the late 2nd-century city wall is shown for 
purposes of orientation)
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where most fi nds of inkwells are concentrated in two 
main foci: south of the early forum and on the water-
front (Fig 4.2.1). This spatial bias cannot be related 
to an absence of contemporary data from the west-
ern hill as Roman pottery assemblages recovered 
from there have yielded samian in contexts dated to 
the period but which lacked any inkwells (Monteil 
2005). The site at 1 Poultry (ONE94) is the only site 
west of the Walbrook where signifi cant quantities of 
inkwells occur. This may be related to commercial 
activities, as a stock of burnt samian from one of 
the premises was recovered from the site (Bird forth-
coming b) along with large quantities of quern stones 
(Esmonde Cleary 1998, 438–9). An inkwell from 
Sugar Loaf Court (SLO82) was found in a pottery 
group dated AD 55–100 which explains its presence 
on this and the two subsequent period maps but the 
area is generally unoccupied at this period with only 
discrete industrial activity (Williams 1993, 33). 

To the east, a high concentration of samian 
inkwells just south of a gravelled area, tentatively 
interpreted as a market place, is signifi cant as the 
main focus for civic and commercial activity in 
the early stages of Londinium. The district around 
Fenchurch Street where several concentrations of 
inkwells also occur (FEH95, FEN83, FSE76) seems 
to have been devoted to grain storage, milling, 
baking, and commercial activities (Esmonde Cleary 
1998, 411; Maloney and Holroyd 2001, 5; MoLAS 
2000, 140; Marsden 1987, 20–2, 97; Perring 1991a, 
13; Milne and Wardle 1993, 144). 

The concentration of trading activities in the 
area around the bridgehead (Brigham 1990b, 141) is 
another main focus for inkwell distribution, with 
Regis House (KWS94) having the highest quantity 
of inkwells for the pre-Flavian period. These 
inkwells may not have all been used for commercial 
activities but may have been stored in warehouses 
awaiting distribution. Finally a group of inkwells 
in the eastern part of the town came from recent 
excavations at Plantation Place (FER97) where a 
post-Boudican military enclosure was uncovered 
(Maloney and Holroyd 2001, 70; Maloney and 
Holroyd 2002, 5). 

In Southwark concentrations of inkwells are not 
as numerous with only three sites represented 
in the pre-Flavian period. This bears no relation to 
the presence of Roman pottery groups in general 
or to samian ware in particular. A burnt inkwell 
from Borough High Street (BGH95) dates to the 
destruction of the fi rst settlement (Period 3, 
Drummond-Murray et al 2002, 42–3) but it cannot 
be related to any building although evidence for 
industrial activity was found in one of the nearby 
strip-buildings of the pre-Boudican settlement 
(Esmonde Cleary 1996, 431; Sheldon 2000, 132; 
Drummond-Murray et al 2002, 28–9). This relative 
lack in Southwark is perhaps surprising in the light 
of the possible military origin of pre-Flavian South-
wark as suggested by Hammerson (1978) and others 
(Merrifi eld 1983, 32; Heard et al 1990; Sheldon 1996; 
2000), or the distribution of pre-Flavian picture 

lamps that Eckardt has identifi ed as fi tting a 
military profi le (Eckardt 2002, 40–1). Sheldon, in 
particular, is confi dent that Southwark acted as 
‘an entrepôt concerned with the material of an 
army engaged in conquest’ (2000, 131), while others 
prefer to see trade in the hands of private and 
civilian contractors (Perring 1991a, 19–20; Cowan 
2003, 81). Admittedly, some sites where evidence 
for the military has been found have very poor 
pottery archives (for example, 15–23 Southwark 
Street or Winchester Palace) and further work on 
these assemblages might shed some more light. 
The importance of having written records is clear 
enough in the distribution of inkwells in the city. 
Other types of writing implements might have been 
used by the army or their contractors but on the 
basis of samian inkwell distribution, the use of 
ink writing in pre-Flavian Southwark, whether 
directly related to an army presence or not, remains 
ambiguous. 

The Flavian-Trajanic period (AD 70–119) 

Although the eastern part of the city and the water-
front retain their high numbers of inkwells, they 
have, in marked contrast with the earlier period, a 
more widespread distribution (Fig 4.2.2). There are 
some 54 records for the period, the majority of the 
inkwells being made in La Graufesenque. While 
some of the inkwells recovered from the Flavian 
period were undoubtedly in use in the previous 
period, increases in the distribution areas must 
mean both an increase in availability and in the 
numbers of people who could use them. 

The majority of inkwells recovered from the city 
and Southwark can be related to industrial and 
commercial activities. Surprisingly, no inkwells 
were found from the town houses of the period such 
as the buildings from Watling Court (Perring et al 
1991, 30–41). Reassessment will be needed once the 
evidence from excavations in Gresham Street is 
fully processed, since there was evidence for several 
houses, one a large house with ‘at least nine rooms’ 
from the Blossom’s Inn site (Fitzpatrick 2002, 327) 
and the precise context of the inkwells from that 
area (GHT00; GSM97) is not known at the time of 
writing.

In the western part of the city, despite relatively 
low quantities of samian (Monteil 2005), two sites 
yielded inkwells. At the General Post Offi ce site in 
Newgate Street (GPO75), the construction of strip-
buildings and the presence of possible shops on the 
street frontage provided a suitable location for their 
use (Perring et al 1991, 102). Inkwells were also 
found associated with two 1st-century clay and 
timber buildings that had a possible industrial func-
tion on the site of Charterhouse Buildings, south of 
Newgate Street (PNS01; Maloney and Holroyd 2002, 
8). Inkwells from 1 Poultry (ONE94) correlate well 
with the now-famous tablet recording the deed of 
sale of a Gallic slave girl recovered from ‘a context 
which post-dated a late Flavian fi re’ (Tomlin and 



Living in a material world 179

Hassall 2003, 373) and possibly dating to AD 81–96 
(Tomlin 2003, 49). Further up the Walbrook valley, 
other inkwells came from industrial and commercial 
areas that take full advantage of the stream tribu-
taries (Perring et al 1991, 114) such as at 27–34 Old 
Jewry (GM133/4). Inkwells from Gateway House 
(CAO96) may be associated with nearby industrial 
activity (Maloney and Holroyd 1999, 4–5; Shepherd 
1998, 141–3). At 5–12 Fenchurch Street (FEN83) 
the foundation of a substantial stone building, dated 
to the late 1st or early 2nd century, was identifi ed as 
a possible collegium or market place (MoLAS 2000, 
137) where the presence of inkwells would be 
appropriate.

East of the Walbrook, inkwells are mainly related 
to trade and commercial activities such as a Flavian 
bake house at 160–2 Fenchurch Street (FSE76; 
Perring 1991a, 53) and warehouses along the 
eastern waterfront where four groups of inkwells 
were found, at Regis House (KWS94), Pudding Lane 
(PDN81), Miles Lane (ILA79) and 37–40 Fish Street 
Hill (FMO85). The Flavian construction of the 
quayside (Milne 1985) and the focus of specialist 
trade in samian in this area of the waterfront is 
of obvious signifi cance (Brigham 1990b; Symonds 
1998). 

Inkwells now appear in two groups north of the 
fi rst forum, at Leadenhall Court (LCT84) and the 
adjacent site at Whittington Avenue (WIV88). Those 
from Leadenhall Court interestingly belong to the 
very end of the 1st century when building construc-
tion for the next phase of the forum-basilica was 
underway, providing complementary evidence to 
the styli and seal boxes found there (Period 5, Milne 
and Wardle 1993, 36–7). Inkwells from Whittington 
Avenue, although not as well phased, belonged 
to contexts dated to AD 70–120 and support the 
hypothesis of a busy building site with on-site archi-
tects and surveyors (Milne and Wardle 1993, 36–7 
and 153).

There is no real concentration of inkwells in the 
area of the Cripplegate fort in the Flavian-Trajanic 
period prior to the construction of the fort in the 
early 2nd century (Esmonde Cleary 1997, 437; Howe 
and Lakin 2004, 24). A South Gaulish inkwell 
(WFG03), excavated by Professor Grimes (1968), 
was recovered from a context dated AD 70–160. By 
contrast, Plantation Place, where there was post-
Boudican military occupation, displays one of the 
highest quantities of inkwells.

Although the nature of occupation in the upper 
Walbrook valley is still subject to debate, there is 

Fig 4.2.2 Distribution of samian inkwells in AD 70–119 (note that the late 2nd-century city wall is shown for 
purposes of orientation)
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irrefutable evidence for a variety of industrial 
activities in the area (Maloney and de Moulins 1990, 
124; Wilmott 1991). Inkwells recorded from Throg-
morton Avenue (TGM99; Maloney and Holroyd 
2000, 42), Blomfi eld House and 35–45 New Broad 
Street (BLM87 and NEB87; Maloney and de 
Moulins 1990, 46) may have been associated with 
these activities (as may fragments of wooden 
writing tablets and an iron stylus recovered from 
another upper Walbrook site, 15–35 Copthall 
Avenue (KEY83; Groves 1990, 82)). Alternatively, 
the inkwells could have been dumped as domestic 
rubbish (Millett 1994, 429). Only a single inkwell, 
found at 8–9 Cloak Lane (CKL88), is known from 
the lower Walbrook.

Recorded fi ndspots of inkwells are not confi ned to 
inside the city. Sherds have been recovered in the 
area of the eastern cemetery (HOO88), although the 
occurrence of inkwells in this area is slightly earlier 
than the traditional dating of the establishment of 
the cemetery to the ‘end of the 1st or beginning of 
the 2nd century’ (Barber et al 1990, 4). Stained and 
burnt sherds could have resulted from feasting and/
or offerings made during the cremation (Barber et al 
1990; Barber and Bowsher 2000, 76–81; MoLAS 
2000, 148). It is tempting to imagine such inkwells 
as a personal offering on the pyre. 

The number of inkwells in Southwark increases 
dramatically in the later 1st century and most date 
to the period of reconstruction of the settlement 
(Period 4; Drummond-Murray et al 2002). The ink-
wells at Borough High Street (BGH95) come from 
open areas but several commercial strip-buildings 
with possible baker’s and butcher’s shops and a 
substantial building identifi ed as a market hall were 
excavated nearby (Drummond-Murray et al 2002, 
54). In addition, an inkwell from London Bridge 
Street (LBI95) came from a large masonry structure 
used for trade and storage (Building 2, Period 4; 
Drummond-Murray et al 2002, 71–9) and later as 
‘the small workshop of a local craftsman’ (Period 5; 
Drummond-Murray et al 2002, 94). On the Courage 
Brewery site, areas for iron-smithing and copper-
alloy casting were established by the early Flavian 
period (Westman 1998, 63; Sheldon 2000, 141; Cow-
an 2003, 86) but inkwells from Redcross Way, also 
part of the brewery site (CO89; Cowan 2003, site G), 
came from buildings identifi ed as residential 
(Cowan 2003, 87). An unstratifi ed iron stylus was 
also recovered from the residential area of the 
site (Wardle 2003, 167). At 52–4 Southwark Street 
(52SOS89), inkwells came from the development of 
1st-century waterfronts (Cowan 2003, 17–19).

The Hadrianic-Antonine period (AD 120–199) 

There are 53 inkwells recorded for the period 
(Fig 4.2.3) and, while the fabric of some remains 
unidentifi ed, the majority are South Gaulish and 
potentially residual. Although some come from 
redeposited refuse, others are from more reliably 

dated contexts. Little is known, however, about how 
long samian inkwells remained in use. The sample 
for the present study seems to confi rm that some 
South Gaulish examples might have lasted longer 
than domestic vessels. There are generally fewer 
samian inkwells produced in the 2nd century and it 
has been suggested by Willis (2005) that this could 
correspond to a decrease in the ‘popularity’ of ink 
writing.

Small quantities of samian inkwells found in the 
Cripplegate fort corresponded to the period of its 
construction (Howe and Lakin 2004, 25–41). The 
two entries in the database, from Grimes’ excava-
tions on the western wall (WFG03; Grimes 1968, 28 
and 17–19) and in the praetentura (WFG22; Grimes 
1968, 28 and 36), are South Gaulish and hence 
residual so it is diffi cult to relate them with any 
certainty to the life of the fort itself. They could even 
relate to earlier industrial activities noticed in 
recent excavations (Howe and Lakin 2004, 23–4). 
Unfortunately, no inkwells were recorded in any of 
the modern excavations in the area to help clarify 
the context of their use. There was also a complete 
absence of other types of writing equipment recov-
ered from recent work in the fort (Keily 2004, 118–
22) but this may be due to the soil conditions. At 
Plantation Place masonry structures succeeded the 
military occupation (Maloney and Holroyd 2001, 
70), but there were still large quantities of inkwells. 
Most are South Gaulish and were part of the resid-
ual material redeposited in the clearance following 
the Hadrianic fi re. 

Three sites in the middle Walbrook valley had 
inkwells from dated contexts (BUC87; GM156; 
ONE94). This area of the Walbrook seems to have 
not only a strong commercial and industrial profi le 
in both this and the previous period, particularly for 
leather-working (Grimes 1968, 97; Wilmott 1991) 
and blacksmithing (Rhodes 1991a, 132–8) but also 
a religious signifi cance (see Haynes 2000, 96–7; 
Merrifi eld and Hall, this volume). Due to water-
logged conditions, writing tablets have also survived 
better here than in other parts of London (Wheeler 
1930, 54–7; Richmond 1953, 206–8; Groves 1990, 
82–3; Wilmott 1991, 117–18; Shepherd 1998, 113–
14; Tomlin 1996, 209–15; Tomlin 2003, 41–51; 
Tomlin and Hassall 2003, 373–5). A South Gaulish 
inkwell came from 1 Poultry but may be residual.

The inkwell from Bucklersbury (BUC87) comes 
from the same context as a stock of unused but burnt 
vessels from Les Martres-de-Veyre found in ma-
terial dumped to raise the ground level following the 
Hadrianic fi re (Davies 1991). It is burnt and could 
have been either part of the stock or used by the 
shopkeeper. An inkwell from the lower Walbrook 
valley at Walbrook Wharf, Upper Thames Street 
(GM156), is part of a large samian group dated to 
the Antonine period. As mentioned above, very little 
published information is available about the context 
of the inkwell from 8–9 Cloak Lane (CKL88). 

Further north in the upper Walbrook valley, 
during excavations of pottery kilns at Northgate 
House (MRG95), South Gaulish inkwell sherds were 
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found in contexts contemporary with a stock of 
discarded Central Gaulish samian (Seeley and 
Drummond-Murray 2005; Maloney and Holroyd 
2000, 41). On the eastern fringes at 68–71 Fen-
church Street (FCC95) an inkwell was associated 
with large but dispersed quantities of Montans’ 
stamped vessels, explained as a possible shop stock 
despite the lack of a secure context (Fiona Seeley 
pers comm). 

At Courage Brewery in Southwark, there was 
evidence of mixed occupation with industrial, resi-
dential and warehousing activity (Cowan 2003, 38–
58; MoLAS 2000, 133). The three entries for inkwells 
(COSE84) are all South Gaulish and unfortunately 
it has not been possible to relate the inkwells to 
industrial or residential activity. The presence of 
samian inkwells in this area is nevertheless inter-
esting since commerce and trade was a strong 2nd-
century feature (Cowan 2003, 56–67). On South-
wark’s southern island, little published information 
is available for the inkwells at 179 Borough High 
Street (179BHS89). Although a timber jetty was 
uncovered there (Sheldon 2000, 140), the pottery 
group from the same context is mixed and seems to 
have been part of a series of dumped material to fi ll 
the inlet channel (Fiona Seeley pers comm).

The context for inkwells on six northern water-
front sites has proved problematic. While examples 
from Regis House, Miles Lane (ILA79), Swan Lane 
(SWA81) and Billingsgate Lorry Park (BIG82) can 
be associated with wharves and warehousing, the 
other sites are not so straightforward. Both Suffolk 
House (SUF94) and Billingsgate (GM111) had evi-
dence for high-status town houses. Both, however, 
revealed mixed occupation, with waterfront recla-
mation at Suffolk House (Esmonde Cleary 1997, 
436–7; Symonds 1998, 342) and earlier waterfront 
activity prior to the construction of the Billingsgate 
house and baths (Richardson 1991, 61). The samian 
assemblages from other houses within the town, for 
example from Milk Street (MLK76; Perring et al 
1991, 49), lack any inkwells for the period, a feature 
reminiscent of the town house at Watling Court 
in the Flavian-Trajanic period. When fabric identifi -
cation is available, most of the inkwells from the 
waterfront area are South Gaulish and are probably 
redeposited as part of the ongoing construction and 
maintenance of the waterfront.

The Central Gaulish inkwell from the amphithe-
atre (GYE92) is associated with the masonry rebuild 
of the amphitheatre (Bateman 1997, 67) where 
architects and possibly the military would have been 

Fig 4.2.3 Distribution of samian inkwells in AD 120–199 (note that the late 2nd-century city wall is shown for 
purposes of orientation)
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involved (Bateman 1997, 78–9). Other evidence for 
literacy from the amphitheatre is not necessarily 
civic or military in nature. Several curse tablets, one 
of which is dated AD 160–250, were recovered from 
the fi ll of a drain (Tomlin and Hassall 2003, 362–4), 
in addition to several examples of graffi ti (Tomlin 
and Hassall 2003, 375). 

Conclusion

In the formative period of Londinium (AD 50–69), 
the occurrence of inkwells is mainly in the eastern 
core of the town at a time when ink writing is 
overwhelmingly related to trade and the military. 
The relative lack of inkwells from Southwark in the 

Table 4.2.1 Site key for Figures 4.2.1–4.2.3 with Londinium zones (see Fig 4.0.1). 
For full site information see Table 2

Sitecode Address Zone

179BHS89 179–91 Borough High Street SE1 6: Sk
213BHS77 213 Borough High Street SE1 6: Sk
223BHS81 223–37 Borough High Street, 1–6 Great Dover Street SE1 6: Sk
52SOS89 52–4 Southwark Street SE1 6: Sk
BAX95 Baltic Exchange, Baltic House Site, 14–32 St Mary Axe, 19–28 Bury Street EC3 4: East Up
BGH95 Borough High Street Ticket Hall, Borough High Street SE1 6: Sk
BIG82 Billingsgate Market Lorry Park, Lower Thames Street EC3 2: EoW
BLM87 Blomfi eld House, 85–6 London Wall, 53 New Broad Street EC2 9: CW
BOS87 274–306 Bishopsgate EC2 7: Cem N
BPL95 Monument House, 29–31 Monument Street EC3 2: EoW
BRL87 19–25 Birchin Lane, Bengal Court, 1–3 Castle Court, EC3 2: EoW
BUC87 Docklands Light Railway (DLR) Shaft, Bucklersbury, 3 Queen Victoria Street (near) EC4 1: Wal Low
CAO96 Gateway House, 25 Cannon Street EC4 3: WoW
CAT86 52–4 Carter Lane EC4 5: West
CID90 72–80 Cheapside, 83–4 Queen Street, 9–12 Pancras Lane EC2 & EC4 3: WoW
CKL88 8–9 Cloak Lane EC4 1: Wal Low
CO89 Courage Brewery, 3 Redcross Way SE1 6:Sk
COSE84 Courage Brewery (former), Park Street SE1 6:Sk
DUK77 St James’s Passage subway, 2–7 Duke’s Place EC3 9: CW
EAG87 Eagle House, 90–6 Cannon Street EC4 2: EoW
ETA89 7–11 Bishopsgate EC2 2: EoW
FCC95 68–71 Fenchurch Street EC3 4: East Low
FEH95 168 Fenchurch Street EC3 2: EoW
FEN83 5–12 Fenchurch Street, 1 Philpot Lane EC3 2: EoW
FER97 Plantation Place Redevelopment Site EC3 2: EoW
FMO85 37–40 Fish Street Hill, 16–20 Monument Street EC3 2: EoW
FSE76 160–2 Fenchurch Street, 22–3 Lime Street EC3 2: EoW
GHT00 Blossom’s Inn, 20–30 Gresham Street, 1–10 Milk Street, 20–1 Lawrence Lane, 2–4 Russia Row, 

3–4 Trump Street EC2
3: WoW

GM111 Billingsgate Roman Bath House, 100 Lower Thames Street EC3 4: East Low
GM133 Price Waterhouse, 27–34 Old Jewry, Frederick’s Place EC2 3: WoW
GM156 Walbrook Wharf, Upper Thames Street EC4 1: Wal Mid
GPO75 General Post Offi ce, 81 Newgate Street EC1 5: West
GSM97 2–12 Gresham Street EC2 3: WoW
GYE92 Guildhall Buildings, Guildhall Yard East Site EC2 3: WoW
HOO88 Hooper Street E1 7: Cem E
ILA79 Miles Lane, 33–8 King William Street EC4 2: EoW
IME83 27–30 Lime Street EC3 3: WoW
KWS94 King William Street & Fish Street Hill, Regis House EC4 2: EoW
LBI95 Contract 104, Escalator Shaft/Ticket Hall, London Bridge SE1 6: Sk
LCT84 Leadenhall Court, 2–6 Leadenhall Street, 2 Leadenhall Avenue EC3 2: EoW
MRG95 Northgate House 20–8, Moorgate EC2 1 Wal Up
NEB87 35–45 New Broad Street EC2 7: Cem N
NHA86 9 Northumberland Alley EC3 4: East Low
ONE94 1 Poultry EC4 1 Wal Mid
PDN81 11–11A Pudding Lane, 7–11A King’s Head Court EC3 2: EoW
PNS01 Charterhouse Building, Paternoster Square EC4 5: West
REW92 Contract 104, Redcross Way, SE1 6: Sk
SLO82 Beaver House, Sugar Loaf Court, Garlick Hill EC4 3: WoW
SUF94 Upper Thames Street 154–6, Suffolk House EC4 2: EoW
SWA81 Swan Lane Car Park, 95–103 Upper Thames Street EC4 2: EoW
TEA98 Lion Plaza, 40–53 Threadneedle Street & 1–18 Old Broad Street EC2 2: EoW
TGM99 Throgmorton Avenue 2–10 & 64–5 London Wall EC2 1: Wal Up
USA88 10–18 Union Street SE1 6:Sk
USB88 10–18 Union Street SE1 6:Sk
WEL79 Well Court, 5–10, 12A–13 Well Court, 44–8 Bow Lane EC4 3: WoW
WFG3 Windsor Court & Castle Street, 38–40 Monkwell Street, 3–9 Castle Street, 1A Windsor Court 

EC2 
5: West

WFG22 St Albans’s Church, Wood Street EC2 5: West
WFG48 St Swithun London Stone, 111 Cannon Street EC4 2: EoW
WIV88 1–7 Whittington Avenue EC3 2: EoW



Living in a material world 183

pre-Flavian period is therefore surprising since 
this area of Roman London is often thought to be 
engaged in supplying the army. In the following 
period, the numbers of inkwells being used increase 
dramatically with wider spatial distribution and in 
a variety of contexts. While most sites have mixed 
industrial, commercial and domestic occupation, 
especially along Newgate Street and northern 
Southwark, samian inkwells are absent from sites 
with solely domestic occupation, most notably the 
town houses at Watling Court and Milk Street. Ink 
writing in Londinium in the late 1st and early 2nd 
century must therefore have been widespread, with 
a strong emphasis on trade and industry. Although 
commercial and industrial activities predominate, 
inkwells are also found in connection with burial 
ceremonies and construction sites. Samian inkwells, 

however, are absent from rural and roadside settle-
ments possibly due to the paucity of samian in 
general from these sites. A systematic comparative 
analysis with other types of writing equipment 
should help to refi ne the picture presented here. 
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may lie behind them. Detailed intra-settlement 
distribution and functional studies have not yet 
been explored and remain a major area for future 
study. Some possible themes and areas for study are 
outlined below.

Pottery in Southwark

Early Southwark

One of the most important discoveries impacting on 
our understanding of the origins of Southwark in 
general as well as pottery studies was the extensive 
pre-Boudican and Boudican fi re horizon excavated 
at the Ticket Hall site on Borough High Street as 
part of the Jubilee Line Extension project (BGH95; 
Drummond-Murrary et al 2002). Although hints 
at the presence of this fi re horizon had been 
encountered on earlier small-scale excavations, the 
Borough High Street excavation provided positive 
evidence for large-scale destruction of the settle-
ment south of the Thames (Drummond-Murrary 
et al 2002, 46).

The assemblages recovered from the pre-fi re 
activity and the fi re horizon itself provided the fi rst 
opportunity to study a large assemblage of this 
period from Southwark and, importantly, to com-
pare them with the more extensively recovered 
Boudican groups from the City of London (Rayner 
and Seeley 2002, 162–74). These groups in conjunc-
tion with a small number of early groups from 
other sites such as 18 Park Street (PRK90; Cowan 
2003) and 170–6 Grange Road on the Bermondsey 
eyot (GGW03; Rayner and Seeley forthcoming) 
are beginning to characterise the earliest Roman 
pottery in use in Southwark. 

One potentially signifi cant difference between 
the pre-Boudican assemblages examined from 
Southwark and those from the City of London is in 
the distribution of Sugar Loaf Court ware (SLOW). 
In the city this fabric is a key indicator of pre-
Boudican activity although its occurrence in vari-
able concentrations hints at a specialised manufac-
ture or distribution. The largest groups recovered, 
aside from the possible manufacturing debris and 
wasters recovered from Sugar Loaf Court itself, are 
from the Fenchurch Street area and the ware is 
characterised by forms with continental parallels 
particularly from the region between the valleys of 
the Saône and the Aare (Chadburn and Tyers 1984; 
Richardson 2004; Davies et al 1994; Rayner forth-
coming). This is not the place for a more general 
review of SLOW but it is notable that in the 
Ticket Hall site assemblage SLOW is absent in 
assemblages dated to c AD 55 and present in only 
very small quantities in the period c AD 55–61, at a 

Introduction

In 1978 The Roman Pottery from Southwark 
was published, providing an overview of potteries 
supplying London and a classifi cation of coarseware 
pottery in use in Southwark during the 1st and 
2nd centuries. Integral to the article was the presen-
tation of a form type-series which had been ‘designed 
to facilitate the analysis of pottery from current 
and future excavations’ (Marsh and Tyers 1978, 
533). That this form type-series remains the basis 
of typological classifi cation in use across Greater 
London over 25 years later is testament to its 
success in achieving this aim.

The original form type-series excluded imported 
and specialised wares, such as amphorae, colour-
coated fi ne wares and mortaria, and did not extend 
into the 3rd and 4th centuries due to a lack of such 
dated excavated deposits in Southwark at that time. 
The excavations that have since taken place in both 
Southwark and the City of London have required 
and enabled the type-series to be extended into this 
later Roman period and the additions to this are 
published together for the fi rst time in Table 4.3.1. 
It is hoped this updated series will assist research-
ers working on Roman pottery from Southwark 
and the London area in general in conjunction with 
the London Archaeological Archive and Research 
Centre (LAARC) pottery codes.

In the last few years, our understanding of Roman 
Southwark has benefi ted from excavation and pub-
lication of several large-scale excavations under-
taken in the 1970s–1990s (Drummond-Murray et al 
2002; Taylor-Wilson 2002; Cowan 2003; Hammer 
2003; Yule 2005). These coupled with the results 
from important recent excavations at Tabard Square 
and further investigations on Borough High Street 
have produced vast quantities of data on the supply, 
distribution and consumption of pottery in the 
Roman settlement. This therefore seems an appro-
priate point to assess our current understanding of 
pottery in Southwark and identify areas of research 
for the future. 

On a general level, the recovery of substantial 
assemblages from Southwark has served to demon-
strate that the settlement on the south bank of the 
Thames had access to, and made use of, much the 
same supply of pottery as the settlement on the 
north bank. This is not surprising given their close 
proximity but serves to emphasise that any differ-
ences in function and status do not appear to be 
refl ected in the broad composition of the pottery 
assemblages. Some differences are apparent how-
ever, many of which are only now beginning to be 
recognised and still need to be explored further to 
ascertain their signifi cance and the dynamics that 
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Fig 4.3.1 Additions to Southwark typology 1–9, fl agons and jars
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Fig 4.3.2 Additions to Southwark typology 10–18, jars, beakers and CAM 306 bowl (no 18)

time when it is at the height of its circulation north 
of the Thames. The ware is present in pre-Flavian 
groups from Park Street (Groves 2003) and Lant 
Street (LTU03; Lyne 2005) although also in small 
quantities. Other typically pre-Boudican and Boudi-
can wares such as the imported Lyon colour-coated 
fi ne wares are also poorly represented in the South-
wark assemblage suggesting that differences in the 
ceramic assemblages between the north and south 
bank settlements may be at their greatest in this 
early period.

Commercial and industrial Southwark 

Evidence for the commercial and industrial nature 
of Southwark has been found at many excavations, 
most importantly those at the site of the Courage 
Brewery bottling plant (COSE84; Cowan 2003), 
and the Ticket Hall site on Borough High Street 
(Drummond-Murray et al 2002). Much of the 
evidence for these draw on datasets other than the 
ceramic assemblages but a number of aspects 
are worth highlighting, although many of these 
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Fig 4.3.3 Additions to Southwark typology 19–23, 
bowls and hemispherical cup (no 23)

currently relate to negative evidence when com-
pared with the north bank. 

One of the most striking absences is the lack of 
warehouse dumps and assemblages of supposed 
shop or stall stock such as have been found in the 
city, both in situ and redeposited, including most 
recently the in situ contents of a Boudican shop at 
1 Poultry (ONE94; Rayner forthcoming). No such 
deposits have been recovered in Southwark and 
the pottery evidence is exclusively derived from 

non-commercial assemblages. One possible excep-
tion to this is the excavation of a timber tank 
at Hunt’s House, Guy’s Hospital, which was con-
structed in the second half of the 3rd century 
(HHO97; Taylor-Wilson 2002, 23). From a fi ll repre-
senting ‘rapid and deliberate infi lling of the base 
of the structure following its abandonment and 
collapse or demolition’ 322 sherds were recovered 
(Taylor-Wilson 2002, 26). Of these 113 (70% by 
weight) are amphorae, predominately Gauloise 4 
with smaller quantities of Dressel 20 and including 
large fresh pieces (Williams 2002, 50). This tank has 
been interpreted as a storage facility for amphorae 
(Williams 2002, 26), possibly associated with trad-
ing activities taking place on the revetted channels 
(Williams 2002, 47). The evidence for this is not 
straightforward, however, due to the poorly refi ned 
dating of these amphorae types and issues surround-
ing vessel quantifi cation for amphorae in com parison 
with other pottery types, which were also present in 
the tank fi ll (Williams 2002, 26). Similar tanks 
elsewhere in Southwark have been interpreted as 
storage for oysters, eels or fi sh (Cowan et al forth-
coming). Whatever the correct interpretation for 
these tanks and in spite of the lack of evidence for 
other warehouse dumps and assemblages the range 
of amphorae in use in Southwark is comparable to 
those in the city.

The other industrial aspect worth mentioning 
here is the continued absence of strong evidence for 
pottery production in the settlement, which with the 
recent discoveries at Moorgate (mentioned below) 
contrasts strongly with the city. Possible wasters of 
the bowl form Camulodunum 306 (CAM 306; see 
also Haynes, this volume) from a number of sites 
including 107 Borough High Street (107BHS81; 
Rayner and Seeley forthcoming) and Hunt’s House, 
Guy’s Hospital (Lyne 2002, 27) remain the only 
candidates for vessel production in Southwark. As 
the number of groups recovered increases, whilst 
still lacking direct evidence for associated manufac-
ture as opposed to vessels with a poor standard of 
production, the likelihood of these vessels actually 
being of Southwark origin is arguably increasingly 
unlikely.

Religion and ritual in Southwark 

The recent excavations of a temple complex at 
Tabard Square (LLS02) have served to emphasise 
the importance of aspects of religion and ritual in 
Roman Southwark. The publication of this impor-
tant site and its pottery assemblage is eagerly 
anticipated but the use and deposition of pottery 
vessels in ritual contexts in Southwark is already 
well evidenced from the presence of tazze in the 
bustum at the cemetery site at Great Dover Street 
(GDV96; Seeley 2000; Bateman, this volume) and 
the series of unusual well deposits which appear to 
be particularly characteristic of Southwark. These 
contain combinations of pottery vessels, faunal 
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Fig 4.3.4 Additions to Southwark typology 24–28, mortaria

Fig 4.3.5 Additions to Southwark typology 29–37, other forms
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Fig 4.3.6 Additions to Southwark typology 38–43, other forms

remains, including intact and less common species, 
and occasionally other fi nds. Most recently a series 
of wells and shafts excavated at The Old Sorting 
Offi ce site, Swan Street (SWN98), has confi rmed the 
deposition of complete fl agons that appear to have 
been purposefully damaged and include some 
unusual examples of vessels with red-painted motifs 
and ‘solar rays’ (Lyne 2000). One shaft included a 
human skeleton, deposited head down with evidence 
for ‘ritual manipulation’ prior to deposition (Beasley 
2000). The vessels recovered from these wells, both 
in terms of their decoration and modifi cation, 
are new and important additions to the Southwark 
repertoire. Whether they will inspire further exten-
sion to the Southwark typology is awaited with 
anticipation.

Although clearly and necessarily selective, it is 
hoped that the aspects highlighted above serve to 

demonstrate the importance and continuing poten-
tial of further work on the Roman pottery from 
Southwark. Little of this would have been possible 
without the fi rm foundation provided by the Marsh 
and Tyers type-series and it is clear that this will 
serve the future study of vessel typology for many 
more years to come.

The updated type-series

Early pottery industries update – Verulamium 

region potteries 

The discovery in 1999 of kilns at Northgate 
House, 20–28 Moorgate, confi rmed the existence 
of pottery production in the City of London in 
the early to mid-2nd century (MRG95; Seeley and 
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Drummond-Murray 2005). The most signifi cant 
fi nding was that the kilns were linked to the Veru-
lamium region potteries in that they were producing 
the same fabrics, notably Verulamium white ware 
(VRW) and Verulamium coarse white-slipped ware 
(VCWS) in a similar range of forms to those at 
Brockley Hill and the other Verulamium potteries 
(Seeley and Drummond-Murray 2005, 142). The 
Moorgate kilns were also producing a range of 
reduced and oxidised fi ne wares and coarse wares 
that were not produced at the other Verulamium 
kiln sites. These included London ware (LONW), 
fi ne micaceous reduced ware (FMIC), London mica-
dusted ware (LOMI), London eggshell ware (LOEG), 
London marbled ware (LOMA), London oxidised 
ware (LOXI) and Copthall Close grey ware (CCGW). 
The report on the kiln site suggests that the 
Northgate kilns are evidence of a trend within the 
Verulamium region industry to bring production 
closer to the main urban markets in the early to 
mid-2nd century (Seeley and Drummond-Murray 
2005, 143). Two main phases of production have 
been identifi ed at Moorgate, dated to AD 110/120–40 
and AD 140–160/170. The end of this industry also 
marked the end of the early period of Roman pottery 
in London as traditionally defi ned by ceramicists 
working in the region (Davies et al 1994, 2; Symonds 
et al 1991, 59). 

Pottery supply in the later Roman period 

With the decline of the Verulamium region and 
Highgate Wood industries in the later 2nd century, 
the Southwark market is supplied by industries 
outside the immediate region. Notably, the black 
burnished ware industry in Dorset supplies reduced 
wares (BB1) which fi rst appear in London around 
AD 120 (Davies et al 1994, 107). These are over taken 
during the mid- to later 2nd century by the wheel-
made black burnished ware 2 (BB2) from Kent and 
Essex. However, by the 3rd century, BB1 increases 
in quantity and becomes one of the more signifi cant 

suppliers of reduced wares to London. This contin-
ues into the latter half of the 3rd century, but by the 
mid-4th century it has been all but eclipsed by the 
products of the later Alice Holt industry. Current 
research suggests that Alice Holt Farnham ware 
(AHFA) is the most common sourced reduced 
ware in London in the 4th century (Seeley in 
preparation).

Oxidised wares, in particular mortaria, are 
supplied by the large Oxfordshire region industry. 
These are particularly common in the 3rd and 4th 
centuries. The Oxfordshire region also supplies the 
red/brown colour-coated wares (OXRC) which occur 
in forms derivative of the samian industry. OXRC 
appears in the London area in the latter half of the 
3rd century, a period when imports of samian into 
the region appear to be in decline or have ceased. 
The Nene Valley industry supplies mortaria and 
parchment wares from c AD 200 but it is the colour-
coated wares from this industry which are the most 
common fi ne wares in Southwark especially in the 
3rd century when the colour-coated beakers reach 
their peak in popularity. 
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Indeed, it is hardly to be doubted that they already 
knew much of those practices, since there had been 
a century of increased contact between Britain and 
the Roman world following Julius Caesar’s British 
campaigns of 55 and 54 BC. To add to the mix, 
although minor wounds, injuries and day-to-day 
illness are likely to have been treated within the 
home or extended family, drug lore and healing 
appear to have also come within the ambit of druids, 
at least by the 1st century AD. As religious offi ci-
ants, supervisors and interpreters, druids were 
the mediators of religious therapies, just as the 
priests of Aesculapius instructed and interceded on 
behalf of supplicants at healing sanctuaries in the 
Graeco-Roman world. In the absence of written 
testimony such divine-inspired healing is unlikely 
to be discerned in surviving material remains. 

More readily identifi able is the paraphernalia 
of mortal medicine, above all surgery. Unlike other 
aspects of healing, which are more specifi cally 
driven by theory and are subject to geographical 
variation or change over time, surgery is an essen-
tially practical response to disease, disorders and 
defects of the human body, the anatomy of which 
has hardly changed over thousands of years. In 
consequence there is a high degree of continuity of 
surgical practice as well as a marked similarity in 
the form of many purpose-made surgical tools over 
the ages. Even for the simplest surgical intervention 
skin and fl esh have to be cut or punctured, incision 
or wound edges must be held apart and tissue, struc-
tures or foreign bodies need to be fi xed, moved or 
excised, requiring blades, needles, retractors and 
forceps (though fi ngers, nails and teeth might serve 
for some purposes – eg Celsus de medicina 7, 5, 2C 
and 4B; 7, 12, 1B). The problem is that while some 
surgical applications required a specifi c and distinc-
tive instrument – as, for example, catheterisation of 
the urinary tract – others did not, and they could be 
performed using ‘loan’ tools (such as craft, house-
hold or personal items) or implements whose form 
was not completely distinctive (for example, simple 
uneyed needles). In fact, a considerable part of 
ancient surgery potentially could be performed with-
out any identifi ably ‘surgical’ instruments. Because 
in antiquity healing, including surgery, might be 
done by ‘part-time’ practitioners – perhaps only 
occasionally by ‘full-time’ healers or medical person-
nel – such ‘loan’ tools may have been the norm, so 
that the surviving identifi able surgical instruments 
are very likely to represent only one end of a broad 
spectrum of surgical activity.

Roman London’s surviving identifi able surgical 
instrumentation (Figs 4.4.1–4.4.2 show a selection) 
comprises examples of all the essential tools of basic 
ancient surgery – scalpels, sharp and blunt hooks, 

Greek and Roman medical treatises were written 
by and for a literate elite. In consequence they shed 
light on disease theory and on the medicine and 
practices available to the leisured rich but far less 
on doctoring for the masses. With how much con-
fi dence, therefore, may we believe that the etiquette, 
book-learnt healing and drug therapies practised 
by ‘society’ doctors in Rome, and to some extent 
preserved in surviving texts, were transmitted to 
other parts of the Roman Empire and to people 
lower down the social scale, and with how much 
success (Nutton 2004)? And how might ‘Roman’ 
medicine of that kind, and its practitioners, have 
interfaced with other healing traditions and their 
mediators elsewhere in the expanding Roman 
world? 

In the case of Britain, the rapid conquest of the 
south-east in AD 43 evidently would have brought 
about some profound changes to the lives of many 
native Britons in those parts, not least the introduc-
tion of Latin as the language of power and authority. 
But the extent to which existing British institutions 
and customs were eclipsed, modifi ed or replaced, 
and the timescale for those changes, is by no means 
clearly understood. Prominent within this area of 
uncertainty are the strategies for maintaining 
and restoring health. What were the means of trans-
mission, accommodation to and intermingling of 
‘Roman’ and native British healing systems? It must 
be accepted that we cannot answer these fundamen-
tally important questions with authority, having 
neither written nor archaeological evidence suffi -
cient to do so. Nevertheless, if the restricted current 
evidence prevents an accurate assessment, it per-
mits, at least, cautious speculation on the process of 
transition from British to Romano-British medicine, 
as it does on the nature of healers and healing in 
Britannia and, for present purposes, in Londinium 
and its hinterland.

In Londinium, native British healers and healers 
from Roman Italy might easily have mingled with 
Roman military medical personnel and with healers 
from as far afi eld as the Roman provinces in 
Hungary, Syria, North Africa and Spain. In fact, 
while variation undoubtedly occurred, it is likely, 
too, that there was a strong commonality, for the 
healing traditions of many early European cultures 
were rooted in herbal cures and religious rites. Thus, 
for example, the full panoply of health-preserving 
and health-restoring methods in ‘Roman’ medicine 
included amulets, charms, incantations, prayers 
and propitiatory acts in addition to dietetic and 
drug therapies. It is, therefore, improbable that the 
healers who arrived in Britain with or in the wake 
of the Roman army were unduly surprised by the 
indigenous healing practices they encountered. 

4.4 Imagining health-care in Roman London 
Ralph Jackson
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Fig 4.4.1 Surgical tools from London, various collections. 1: scalpel; 2–5: hooks and needles; 6–7: forceps; 8–9: 
dipyrenes; 10–12: probes. Copper alloy, except blade of 1, iron. Scale 2:3
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surgical needles, spring forceps and probes – though 
not in particularly great numbers, few from known 
and dated contexts and none of those with an 
overtly medical setting. The instruments have been 
found as single objects, never as sets, which is in 
accord with fi nds from Roman Britain generally: 
only at Stanway, in the mid-1st-century ‘Doctor’s 
Grave’, has an identifi able set of instruments been 
found (Jackson 1997; Jackson 2007), the claimed 
examples from Cramond (Gilson 1983) and from 
Corbridge (Gilson 1981, 5) both being problematic, 
the one probably a set or part-set but probably not 
from Britain, the other now lost and unverifi able. 
Similarly, London, like the rest of Britain, has yet to 
yield a single cupping vessel, though that is not to 
say that the ancient predilection for venesection 
(vein cutting) did not take place, simply that if it did 
so it appears on present evidence to have been done 
without the assistance of a recognisable suction cup 
(Jackson 1993a, 94; 1994, 182–4; 2002, 92). 

The London surgical fi nds at present include very 
few specialised instruments. One, an instrument of 
bone surgery, from the Walbrook at the Bank of 
England site (Fig 4.4.2, 1), is a fi nely made single-
piece iron tool which combines an elevator with a 
sharp spoon (curette), one at either end of a stout 
centrally moulded shank (Jackson 2005a, 103–4, fi g 
5.2, no 6). Another single-piece iron instrument, also 

from the bed of the Walbrook (Fig 4.4.2, 3), appears 
to be a British version of the characteristic Roman 
scalpel, with blade and blunt dissector at either end 
of a central grip (probably not a modelling tool as 
suggested in Manning (1985, 32, pl 13, C10)). Other 
iron instruments include a smooth-jawed fi xation 
forceps combined with a needle-probe (Fig 4.4.2, 2) 
and a variant spatula probe (Fig 4.4.2, 4), both from 
Angel Court (Wheeler 1930, pl 33, 6 and pl 37, 5). 

There are also a number of objects of uncertain 
medical status (eg Fig 4.4.2, 5) – a combined saw-
knife and spoon, tweezers stamped by Agathangelus 
(Gostenčnik 2002, 251, nos 6–8, fi g 9, nos 1, 2, 5) 
and razors/knives by Olondus (Manning 1985, 111, 
type 6A, pl 53, Q11). Additionally, there are large 
numbers of undiagnostic, quasi-medical, multi-
purpose implements, the spatula probes, scoop 
probes and ligulae which had medical uses (both in 
pharmacy and surgery) as well as toilet, cosmetic 
and other applications (Jackson 2002, 87–8); there 
are collyrium-stamps (‘oculists’ stamps’), used for 
marking sticks of eye-ointment, from Upper Thames 
Street and from Staines, as well as an unengraved 
blank from Coleman Street (Fig 4.4.3, 1–3) and 
a stamp on a samian vessel from Moorgate Street 
(Fig 4.4.3, 4) (Jackson 1996a, fi gs 21.2–3, 21.5–6); 
there are stone mixing palettes (Fig 4.4.3, 5), fi ne 
bronze balances, glass unguent bottles, jars and 

Fig 4.4.2 Surgical tools from London, various collections. 1: bone lever/curette; 2: forceps/pointed probe; 
3: scalpel; 4: spatula probe; 5: saw-knife/spoon. Iron. Scale 2:3
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Fig 4.4.3 Medical implements from London and region. 1, 3: collyrium-stamps, C. Silvius Tetricus and 
Seni(or); 2: uninscribed collyrium-stamp; 4: samian vessel marked with collyrium-stamp, L. Julius Senex; 
5: stone palette; 6: sherd with graffi to attesting a ‘mule-physician’ (]mantios mulophysi[kos])
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fl asks, all of which might have been used for storing, 
preparing and dispensing medications; there is the 
recent, celebrated, tin container of ‘cold-cream’ from 
Tabard Square, Southwark (LLS02; Evershed et al 
2004); and there are two Thames fi nds, the splendid 
bronze castration clamp from London Bridge, either 
for ritual or veterinary use (British Museum 1964, 
60, pl 24, 1; Kolling 1973, pl 70,1), and a Romano-
British coarseware sherd with fragmentary Greek 
graffi to (Fig 4.4.3, 6) recording a veterinary doctor 
(mulophysicus) from the river at Amerden, near 
Taplow (Wright 1977). 

So, what can we make of these and other similar 
fi nds from London? The instruments, relatively 
speaking, are the stark facts. It is possible to 
identify some with confi dence and locate them both 
generally within Graeco-Roman medical literature 
and specifi cally within the context of operative 
techniques of that era. So we may move beyond 
their identifi cation to consider the range of potential 
usages. The combined scalpel and blunt dissector, 
with its copper-alloy handle and iron blade 
(Fig 4.4.1, 1), was the Roman surgical tool par excel-
lence, used, with a wide variety of blade shapes 
and sizes, for almost all procedures requiring inci-
sion or resection (Jackson 1994, 169–71 and table 1). 
Similarly multi-purpose, the surgical sharp hook 
(Fig 4.4.1, 2 and 4) was used principally for retract-
ing the margins of wounds and incisions and fi xing 
the margins and underlying tissue or structure, but 
also for seizing and raising tissue and small struc-
tures for excision (Jackson 1994, 172). Thus, Roman 
practitioners selected it for, amongst other things, 
tonsillectomy and delicate eye operations (including 
pterygium: abnormal tissue growth onto the cornea; 
encanthis: a small tumour in the corner of the eye; 
and the removal of parts of a mortifi ed eyeball) 
and the surgical treatment of nasal fi stula, haemor-
rhoids, hernia and contraction of the vulva (as 
described by Celsus in de medicina 6 and 7). The 
blunt hook (Fig 4.4.1, 3) was also used frequently in 
ear, nose and throat surgery, for retracting, raising, 
stretching and fi xing, but in operations in which 
puncturing had to be avoided, above all in the 
manipulation of sinews and blood vessels (Jackson 
1994, 172). Together with the sharp hook, for 
example, it was used for the excision of varicose 
veins (Celsus de medicina 7, 31, 2–3). Uneyed surgi-
cal needles (Fig 4.4.1, 4–5) were used widely in dis-
section and as heated cauteries for fi ne work on eyes 
and ears as well as to perforate pustules, puncture 
skin and haemorrhoids, raise the skin of the eyelid, 
transfi x small tumours on the eyeball and even 
couch a cataractous lens (Jackson 1994, 176–7). 

The normal Roman forceps was a spring forceps 
with jaws of one of three main types – fi xation 
forceps with smooth or toothed jaws and a pointed-
jawed forceps. They were used widely in dissection 
and in surgery requiring a precise and secure grip 
(Jackson 1986, 137–9). The smooth-jawed variety 
(Fig 4.4.1, 6–7) is most commonly found and would 
have covered most eventualities, including surgical 

epilation, the operation to remove ingrowing 
eyelashes (trichiasis), a troublesome condition that 
appears to have been prevalent in antiquity (Jack-
son 1988, 121, 123). Several of the eye-salves marked 
with the collyrium-stamps of Gaius Silvius Tetricus 
and Seni(or) (Fig 4.4.3, 1 and 3) were for the treat-
ment of ophthalmia, often, perhaps, in the hope of 
preventing trichiasis. Others were for the allevia-
tion of corneal scarring, and such contagious eye 
diseases as trachoma and conjunctivitis (Jackson 
1996a). Probes, simple or combined with spatulae or 
scoops (Fig 4.4.1, 10–12), were widely used in the 
preparation and application of medications but also 
had specifi c surgical roles, principally in the probing 
of wounds and incisions in an era when the anatomy 
of the internal organs and structure was imprecisely 
understood. A very slender and fl exible double-end-
ed probe known as a dipyrene (Fig 4.4.1, 8–9) was 
designed for the sensitive sounding of fi stulae (eg 
Celsus de medicina 5, 28, 12C–D; Paul of Aegina 
1844–47, 6, 77), as well as for fi ne cauterisation 
following epilation (Paul of Aegina 1844–47, 6, 14). 
Often one of the oval terminals was perforated 
(Fig 4.4.1, 9) allowing it to carry a thread, for 
example for the treatment of a nasal polyp (Paul of 
Aegina 1844–47, 6, 25). 

The treatment of injuries and wounds involving 
dislocated and fractured bones appears to have 
been one of the principal roles of Roman surgical 
practitioners (Jackson 1995, 195). Successfully 
healed fractures have been identifi ed from Londini-
um’s cemetery evidence (Hall and Conheeney 1998, 
45–7). Levers were essential for manipulation and 
elevation and they had a special role in cranial sur-
gery, including trepanation. Likewise the curette, a 
sharp-rimmed scoop or spoon, was an instrument of 
bone surgery, above all for the removal of carious or 
necrotic tissue, and it is therefore very appropriate 
that the London instrument (Fig, 4.4.2, 1) combines 
an elevator with a curette. 

Such combination tools, usually comprising 
double-ended instruments, are typical of Roman 
instrumentation, and London provides several 
examples. In addition to the elevator/curette there 
is the sharp hook/needle-holder (Fig 4.4.1, 4), blunt 
hook/spatula (Fig 4.4.1, 3), two instances of a for-
ceps combined with a ligula, one with a pointed 
probe (Fig 4.4.2, 2) and one with an oval-ended probe 
(Fig 4.4.1, 6). Additionally, some of the London 
instruments (eg Fig 4.4.1, 1, 4, 8 and 9) are of char-
acteristically Roman style and manufacture and 
would not be out of place in Roman Italy or other 
provinces of the Empire. A few, however, are slight-
ly idiosyncratic, as, for example, the sharp hook 
from the National Safe Deposit Company site at 1 
Queen Victoria Street (Museum of London 3433), 
with its square-sectioned baluster-moulded fi nial 
(Fig 4.4.1, 2), which is suggestive of local manufac-
ture. Some show evidence of secondary working, 
as, for example, the pointed tip and sharp edges 
contrived at the end of a spatula probe (Fig 4.4.1, 
10), which may be interpreted as adaptations by a 
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practitioner for particular surgical procedures and, 
therefore, give an immediacy to our imagining of 
treatment in Roman London. Above all, the use of 
iron alone for several of the instruments (Fig 4.4.2) 
– a notable feature, too, of the Stanway instrumen-
tation – is suggestive of British, if not London, 
manufacture. It is likely, therefore, that some of 
the instruments (together with medical texts and 
materia medica) accompanied healers who came to 
Londinium from other parts of the Empire, while 
others were commissioned from local smiths by new 
or established healers in Londinium or elsewhere in 
Britain.

It is clear from this brief and selective summary 
that Roman London’s few surviving diagnostically 
surgical instruments alone had the potential to be 
employed in a very wide range of surgery, while the 
collyrium-stamps and other medico-cosmetic para-
phernalia raise the prospect of a fl ourishing market 
in herbal medicine and pharmacy, though how much 
of this potential healing was performed, how often 
and with what success are questions to which the 
answers are almost, just or completely beyond our 
reach. Similarly elusive is any calculation of the pro-
portion of medical treatment undertaken with tools 
not primarily intended for that purpose. We are not 
able to turn to literary sources for there are none for 
Roman Britain – no known medical treatise ema-
nating from the province or from a Romano-Briton 
has survived, though a snippet in Galen, his recom-
mendation of the eye-ointment blended by Axius, a 
specialist eye doctor (ophthalmikos) serving in the 
classis Britannica (Davies 1970, 103; Jackson 1988, 
82), allows us to speculate that some military 
and other healers may at least have annotated and 
supplemented existing medical texts and manuals 
even if they did not formally create new texts. 

In fact, there is a very brief piece of documentary 
evidence relating to the periphery of medicine in 
Roman London. One of the Vindolanda tablets 
(Bowman and Thomas 1994, 310), a letter from 
Chrauttius that had been sent to Veldedeius, groom 
of the governor (equisio consularis), in Londinium, 
mentions a certain Virilis, a veterinary doctor 
(veterinarius), who was supposed to be supplying 
Chrauttius with a pair of shears (Adams 1990). As 
part of the governor’s staff, probably involved in 
the supply and provision of horses for the army, 
Veldedeius, perhaps seconded from an auxiliary 
unit at Vindolanda, would have been housed in the 
Cripplegate fort, together, presumably, with Virilis 
but also, for sure, with other military medical per-
sonnel. An inkling of this may be discerned in the 
medical provision and activity for the garrison at 
Vindolanda, formally invisible, but now revealed by 
the writing tablets – healers, patients, a hospital, 
medical supplies and a remedy for fever (Bowman 
and Thomas 1994, 154–6, 294; Bowman and 
Thomas 2003, 586, 591). It is very likely, then, that 
the healers of the governor’s staff in the Cripplegate 
fort had with them medical books, which may have 
been personal possessions or ‘government issue’, 
together with medical supplies and equipment. 

So what is the setting into which we should place 
the London medical fi nds? A compelling case has 
been made (Haverfi eld 1911, 146–50; Morris 1982, 
104; Wilkes 1996, 28; Millett 1996, 34) for the origin 
of London as a conventus civium Romanorum in the 
early AD 50s (Merrifi eld 1983, 23–40; Milne 1995, 
42–7; Watson et al 2001, 32–6), a self-governing 
community of Roman citizens living amongst native 
peoples in an unoffi cial but planned trading centre 
(Rowsome 1998, 37–8). This has been characterised 
not as an offi cial act of Imperial administration 
but as an initiative by individuals, the deliberate 
creation of an entrepôt by opportunistic traders from 
other provinces (Millett 1996, 34). The commercial 
benefi ts were clear: as a free port settlement stra-
tegically positioned near the borders of several 
tribal regions there was the potential to establish or 
connect with extensive trade networks. Presumably 
the settlement drew to it entrepreneurs both from 
within and without the province, and by AD 61, if 
not before, it had become an administrative centre 
as well as a trading place. 

The people of early Londinium, therefore, are 
likely to have comprised enterprising native and 
provincial merchants and traders as well as a 
number of offi cials of the provincial administration. 
In such vibrant circumstances people suffer illness 
and injury, and there seems little doubt that healers 
would have been among the pioneers, both as entre-
preneurs capitalising on a new market, perhaps 
free from restrictions, and as private physicians to 
offi cials and wealthy individuals (Jackson 2005b). 
In 1st-century Rome the great majority of healers 
were of Greek extraction or Greek-speaking; indeed 
there was an expectation of Greekness in a doctor. 
Many private physicians began as slaves in wealthy 
households and it is very probable that they were 
included in London’s early healers. The text of a 
stilus tablet from 1 Poultry (ONE94) attests the 
activities, probably in the late 1st or early 2nd 
century, of one Vegetus, the slave and deputy of 
an imperial slave, Montanus (Tomlin 2003). These 
imperial slaves are likely to have been important 
offi cials handling imperial funds, and, although not 
mentioned in the text, their households may have 
included a physician, as did that of another imperial 
slave, Musicus, a senior clerk in the provincial trea-
sury at Lyons, who was accompanied on a trip 
to Rome by fourteen of his own slaves, including a 
doctor (Morris 1982, 215). 

We can also imagine that some native British 
healers were drawn to the new and growing settle-
ment both before and after the dislocation caused by 
the Boudican uprising. They would have been 
ministering, potentially, to people of diverse origins 
who were unlikely to have been disconcerted by 
native healing practices and they would have had 
an important potential advantage in their estab-
lished knowledge of the range and location of local 
plants with healing properties. It is virtually cer-
tain, too, that from an early stage the pool of healers 
included retired military medical personnel, from 
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both the legions and auxiliary units. Indeed, the 
army was probably the single most effective instru-
ment of diffusion of the concepts of Roman medicine 
to Britain, as to other newly acquired provinces. 
The military medici appear to have been mostly of 
relatively low status and therefore amongst those 
veterans likely to retire locally. Their experience in 
treating the illnesses and wounds of a large body of 
men over a long period of time in different locations 
would have been of great value and we can imagine 
that some will not only have set up as private prac-
titioners but perhaps will have opened premises 
as treatment centres, having been accustomed to 
practising in the military valetudinaria. 

As well as entrepreneurs, personal physicians 
and retired military healers there may have been 
potential for civic appointments. In Rome Vespasian 
released doctors from taxation, and some towns 
employed public physicians, their salary fi xed by the 
ordo. That system reached, for example, Aventicum 
in Gallia Belgica and may even have extended as far 
as Britain, and, by the later 2nd century, assuming 
that Londinium had by that stage acquired offi cial 
status, it is possible that one or more civic doctors 
was resident, and that the town was subject to 
the statute of Antoninus Pius regulating the 
appointment of doctors to public service. 

If these were some of the possible sources of 
healers where did they practise in Londinium and 
what might have been their numbers? The location 
of healers’ premises is not feasible on the strength of 
their architecture or ground plan alone, which did 
not differ in any identifi able way from that of other 
houses, as is clear from known medical premises at 
Pompeii, Marcianopolis and Rimini (Bliquez 1994; 
Ortalli 2000; Jackson 2003; Jackson 2005b, 209–12). 
An identifi cation is usually only possible through 
the in situ discovery of numbers of distinctive 
medical instruments and implements, something 
which, while we may remain hopeful, has not 
yet occurred in London with suffi cient certainty 
(Jackson 1996a, 185–6). Looking especially to 
Pompeii, the settings are likely to be houses or 
houses with shop-fronts and thus might cut across 
the residential/commercial/industrial division of 
1st- to 2nd-century Londinium discerned by Perring 
(1991a, 94) or the zoning of activities defi ned by 
Hall (2005, 140–1). Pompeian evidence also sug-
gests, perhaps unsurprisingly, a relatively even dis-
tribution through out the town with a position on 
one of the main streets as a favoured location. 

By the standards of the city of Rome numbers of 
healers in Londinium will have been tiny (though 
that was not necessarily bad for health), but they 
may have compared more favourably with those 
of other towns in the western provinces. London, 
at 130 hectares, was, after all, large in area even if 
not always – or ever – densely occupied. Its popula-
tion included, by the 2nd century, the governor, 
provincial administrators and wealthy merchants, 

at least some of whom are likely to have had per-
sonal physicians (together with their books, drugs 
and instruments) in their household – to say noth-
ing of those in the retinue of visiting emperors 
and offi cials; the governor’s military offi cium and 
his bodyguard, the pedites and equites singulares, 
together numbering perhaps as many as 1500 men 
and including medical personnel; the offi ce of the 
classis Britannica; military veterans and many resi-
dent craftsmen, traders and shopkeepers, as well 
as a more transient population of merchants and 
sailors. 

While it is unlikely that the number of healers in 
Londinium was as great as that calculated for the 
63ha town of Pompeii – somewhere between 20 and 
40 for a population, including the territorium, of 
about 20,000 (Bliquez 1994; Künzl 1998; Künzl 
2002, 68; Jackson 2003, 313; but see also Swain 
and Williams, this volume) – we may imagine that 
Londinium with its exceptional mix of population 
and an amphitheatre seating perhaps 7000 people 
would at times have been home to as many as fi ve to 
ten healers, though not all permanent residents 
or full-time practitioners or healers available to all 
sectors of the community. Just a few would have 
practised surgery, some will have specialised, nota-
bly in eye medicine and bone surgery, and there 
would very likely have been female healers, both for 
women’s diseases and childbirth. Above all we may 
imagine that in Londinium, cosmopolitan from the 
start, the healers were as culturally diverse as their 
patients.
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The aryballos is a standard form found through-
out the empire. It appeared during the 1st century 
AD and was found at Pompeii and Herculaneum 
(Scatozza Höricht 1986, 55, nos 112–20). The basic 
form has a globular body with thickened base, 
a short neck with an out-turned rim and two loop 
‘dolphin’ handles used for suspension. Flasks are 
generally 50–100mm high but there is considerable 
variation within this, as seen in continental collec-
tions (for example Musée de Picardie, Dilly and 
Mahéo 1997, 106, pl 14, nos 247–56), where they 
range from under 50mm (no 250) to nearly 110mm 
(no 247). A similar variation can be seen at Caerleon 
(Allen 1986, 104–7 nos 32–42, fi g 41; nos 52–6, 
fi g 42). The generally small size of the vessels 
re inforces the facts that oil, which could vary in 
quality and perfume, was expensive and that the 
fl asks were for personal use. 

The glass fl asks, which were mass produced after 
the general introduction of glass-blowing, copied a 
metal form, which presumably remained the more 
expensive option. The range of copper-alloy vessels 
used for bathing, which included ampullae and 
vessels for carrying water, is described by Nenova-
Merdjanova (1999), where it is noted that they are 
sometimes found in sets. The most easily identifi ed 
vessels are small anthropomorphic fl asks, only 
one of which has been found in London (Cat no 63; 
Fig 4.5.5). The other vital piece of equipment, the 
strigil, is also seen throughout the empire, from 
basic forms in iron (eg Fig 4.5.7), to highly 
decorative implements, as seen at Caerleon (Boon 
1986). 

Catalogue

All bath fl asks and other equipment held in the 
Mus eum of London’s permanent collections 
have been included where there is a reasonable 

Introduction

Bathing is synonymous in the public imagination 
with Roman culture. Communal bathing establish-
ments are some of the most impressive monuments 
of the classical world and there is a wealth of evi-
dence for their existence in Britain, on the fringes of 
the Roman empire. The social and cultural aspects 
of Roman bathing have been addressed in recent 
studies (eg DeLaine and Johnston 1999). This study 
reviews the evidence for the equipment used by the 
individual bather in Londinium, examining its dis-
tribution in relation to the known bath house sites 
in an attempt to assess its importance in the daily 
life of the Roman Londoner. 

The Roman bath was an elaborate affair, a pro-
gression of cold, warm and hot rooms, although 
the order in which these were taken could vary. 
The mechanics of the process demanded buildings of 
specifi c form, and the architecture and technology 
was introduced from the Roman Mediterranean. 
Londinium is known to have possessed a number of 
baths, conveniently summarised by Rowsome (1999, 
273–6) and shown here on Figure 4.5.8. Of these 
only Huggin Hill, in use from the late 1st century 
and demolished by the mid-2nd century, is thought 
to have been a public bath and is the largest yet 
known from London. Other early baths are known 
at Cheapside (GM37) and there are possible sites at 
15–18 Lime Street and perhaps at Cannon Street 
Station, on the site originally thought to be the gov-
ernor’s palace (Perring 1991a, 34). Later Roman 
bath houses were located at Pudding Lane (PDN81; 
Milne 1985, 140; Perring 1991a, 127), Billingsgate 
(GM111; Rowsome 1996) and 1 Poultry (ONE94; 
Hill and Rowsome forthcoming), all of moderate size 
and thought to belong to private houses, although 
small-scale commercial use cannot be ruled out. 
More tenuous evidence, based principally on anti-
quarian observations, exists for other bath suites. 
In Southwark, a large bath house dating from 
the mid-2nd to the 4th century was excavated at 
Winchester Palace in what is believed to be an 
offi cial building (Yule 2005, 65–72). 

Equipment for bathing 

Roman bathing required specialised and distinctive 
equipment including oil fl asks (aryballoi) and strig-
ils (strigiles) (Fig 4.5.1). Oil, traditionally olive oil, 
was used to anoint the body and was scraped off, 
with the dirt, by the strigil after the progression to 
increasingly hot temperatures, prior to the fi nal cold 
plunge. Glass oil fl asks are sometimes found in or 
near bath houses, most strikingly at Caerleon (Allen 
1986, 104–7) where the drain contained over 50 rims 
and handles and over 100 body fragments. 

4.5 Bene lava: bathing in Roman London 
Angela Wardle

Fig 4.5.1 Glass bath fl ask (Cat no 1) and iron strigil 
(Cat no 65) 

COLOUR 
FIGURE
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assumption that they were found in the town, but 
the exact provenance is frequently unknown. All 
identifi ed excavated material has been included, 
using as a basis for examination published data and 
the digitised records held in the London Archaeo-
logical Archive and Research Centre (LAARC) 
and the Museum of London Archaeology Service 
(MoLAS), the latter including some unpublished 
artefacts from current excavations. For sites exca-
vated before 1992 the archive records were taken as 
the basis for selection and examination. The glass 
from many of the sites has previously been exam-
ined and recorded in digitised format by John 
Shepherd, but several large assemblages excavated 
in the late 1980s remain unrecorded and it has only 
been possible to examine these in a very cursory 
way for this study. Despite a potential underestima-
tion it was felt that the sites for which data are 
readily available represent a suffi ciently wide 
geographical spread within London for any spatial 
trends to be observed. 

The full assemblage (62 glass fl asks plus their 
fi ttings, two metal fl asks and thirteen strigils) is 
summarised in Table 4.5.1. For the glass fl asks 
complete vessels are listed fi rst, followed by rim and 
handle fragments, then body sherds. The glass 
vessels are followed by copper-alloy fi ttings and 
vessels, and fi nally by the strigils. Details of the 
glass vessels held in the Museum of London’s 
permanent collections are available from the 
Ceramics and Glass online catalogue (Museum of 
London 2006) and a full archive catalogue, prepared 
for this study, is available from the Museum of 
London. References to the glass forms are given in 
Isings (1957). In all cases provenance and context 
dates have been given where available, using either 
published data or spot dates, which have to be treat-
ed with some caution. Expansion of the site codes, 
with site addresses and National Grid References, 
are given in the site lists (Tables 1 and 2) and 
further information can be found in the published 
site summaries (Schofi eld and Maloney 1998; 
Thompson et al 1998; LAARC 2006).

Discussion

Where vessels are suffi ciently well preserved, the 
range of sizes of the London aryballoi falls generally 
within that recorded elsewhere. The largest regular 
fl ask in the Museum of London collection (Cat no 2; 
Fig 4.5.2) is over 100mm; one from Southwark (Cat 
no 1; Fig 4.5.1) around 90mm; two of the incomplete 
excavated examples (Cat nos 8 and 17; Fig 4.5.4) are 
of approximately the same size. Flasks can be dated 
from their handle shape. In the 1st century handles 
are thicker and more circular, while in the 2nd–3rd 
century they are trailed up and doubled over out-
wards, creating a longer thinner handle loop (Price 
and Cottam 1998, 188). Some fl asks, all from 3rd- or 
4th-century contexts, are quite small and very 
thin walled, with thin handles (as Cat nos 14–16; 

Fig 4.5.4), a trait that Allen (1986, 104) suggests is 
a 2nd-century development. One small fragment 
(Cat no 58) has trailed decoration, also a charac-
teristic of fl asks dating from the 2nd century and 
later, and a body fragment from the bath site at 
Huggin Hill has decorative ribbing (Cat no 57). A 
very small dark blue vessel from the cemetery area 
of Spital Square (Cat no 5; Fig 4.5.3) is a miniature, 
unlikely to have been intended for practical use. 

The regular glass aryballos had copper-alloy 
handles, typically triple chains with connecting 
rings, as can be seen on Cat no 1 (Fig 4.5.1) and frag-
ments of such chains have been identifi ed without 
the accompanying fl ask (Cat no 61). 

There are some variant forms of oil fl ask; two (Cat 
nos 22 and 23, identifi ed by John Shepherd) have no 
handles, and it is possible that a small hexagonal 
unguent bottle (Cat no 60; Wardle forthcoming a) 
paralleled at Caerleon (Allen 1986, 105, fi g 41, no 9) 
was also used in the bath. One fl ask (Cat no 59), a 
19th-century discovery reconstructed from many 
fragments, is a standard aryballos shape, but is 
exceptionally large. It may either have functioned 
as a bulk container, from which smaller fl asks were 
fi lled or, given its location east of the city in the 
Minories, may have been a funerary vessel. 

The glass aryballos bears the same name as its 
metal counterpart (Nenova-Merdjanova 1999, 130, 
fi g 2). No metal vessels of this form have been 
excavated, but Cat no 63 (see Fig 4.5.5) falls into a 
distinctive class of oil fl ask that became popular in 
the 2nd century (Nenova-Merdjanova 1999, 132). 
Balsamaria, which are found throughout the 
Roman empire, have in the past been described 
as incense containers (Hutchinson 1986, 226–9; 
Webster 1973), but their use as oil fl asks has been 
convincingly argued by Nenova-Merdjanova (1997). 
The numerous examples from the Balkans include 
fl asks from graves in Thrace and Moesia found 
with strigils (Nenova-Merdjanova 1997, 104) thus 
suggesting a connection between the two types of 
object. Their use as bath fl asks, perhaps containing 
expensively perfumed oil, might help to explain the 
great variety of images found on the fl asks, which 
include, as here, busts with Ethiopian features, 
perhaps representing black slaves or bath atten-
dants. In similar vein, a fl ask from Aldborough 
shows the familiar fi gure of a watchman or lantern-
bearer waiting to accompany his master home 
(Bishop 1996, 10). The calyx on the Bishopsgate 
fl ask is also a Bacchic reference and representations 
of the thiasos are sometimes found on anthropomor-
phic fl asks. The convex-bodied fl ask (Cat no 64; 
Fig 4.5.6) found with the bust is equally unparal-
leled in London but is of similar capacity and is 
likely to have had an identical function.

Unusually, all the identifi ed London strigils are 
made of iron, although as Manning (1985, 79) points 
out, they are usually found in copper alloy (see also 
Guildhall Museum 1908, 27, no 357, pl 22). Only one 
strigil (Cat no 65, Figs 4.5.1 and 4.5.7), was found on 
an excavation, in a silted channel and due to the 
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Fig 4.5.2 Bath fl ask (Cat no 2) in the Museum of 
London’s collections (height 105mm)

Fig 4.5.3 Bath fl asks (Cat nos 3, 4, 5) in the Museum of London’s collections (height of tallest fl ask 70mm)

perishable material it is unsurprising that most of 
the examples in the Museum’s permanent collection 
are from the waterlogged deposits of the Walbrook 
valley. All are plain and functional forms with 
minimal decoration, but several show the diagnostic 
handle loop.

Discussion – distribution

This survey has identifi ed some 62 glass fl asks and 
metal fi ttings, two copper-alloy fl asks and thirteen 
strigils; of these 77 objects, 66 can be ascribed to a 
relatively close fi nd spot. For convenience and to 
permit comparison with the accompanying papers 
(Crummy, Shepherd and Henig, all this volume) the 
sites have been assigned to zones identifi ed by the 
topographic areas and progressive development of 
Londinium (Fig 4.0.1). The locations of the bath 
houses or bath suites are shown in Figure 4.5.8.

Clearly there are no groups of fl asks from 
bath house drains as seen at Caerleon and the only 
fragments from known bath house sites are one from 
the early bath at Huggin Hill (Cat no 57) and three 

COLOUR 
FIGURE

COLOUR 
FIGURE



208 Londinium and Beyond

Fig 4.5.4 Bath fl asks from excavated contexts (Cat nos, top row: 8, 14; bottom left: 15; bottom right: 16, 17)

from the 4th-century bath at Pudding Lane (Cat nos 
26, 47 and 48), thought to be a private suite. There 
is an apparent cluster in the area of the Cheapside 
baths and larger numbers generally from sites east 
of the Walbrook than on the western side of the 
town. In absolute numbers (and the map shows 
fi ndspots only) there are twenty fragments from 
seven sites east of the Walbrook, seven from fi ve 
sites in the Walbrook valley, and thirteen from 
eight sites in the western side of the city. Where the 
fragments can be dated typologically, and most are 
undiagnostic body sherds, they appear to correlate 
with the dates of the nearest structures, with early 

forms in the Forum area (Lime Street) and in the 
Cheapside area, and later vessels at Pudding Lane. 
In Southwark the eleven fragments come from nine 
sites, but six of these are in the area of Borough 
High Street. An additional fragment has been tenta-
tively identifi ed from the York Clinic site at 117 
Borough High Street (BHB00; Cool forthcoming, cat 
no 90) and there is a fl ask of unusual form from a 
cemetery in nearby Lant Street (John Shepherd 
pers comm). 

The picture is therefore of a fairly wide scatter, 
some in the general vicinity of bath houses, but 
there are factors which affect the deposition of glass 
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Fig 4.5.6 Copper-alloy fl ask (Cat no 64) (height 
64mm)

Fig 4.5.5 Copper-alloy fl ask in the form of bust (Cat 
no 63) (height 64mm)

in London which may account for some of the con-
centrations seen in Figure 4.5.8. There are seven 
fragments from the 1st-century groups at Leaden-
hall Court (LCT84). These are closely associated 
with the buildings on the site and in discussing the 
well-preserved assemblage, which contains many 
large vessel fragments, John Shepherd has suggest-
ed that the glass was thrown away when the build-
ings were demolished for the construction of the 
basilica, at a time when there were no recycling 
facilities in the town (Shepherd 1993, 100). The 
practice of recycling vessel and window glass as 
cullet has been well demonstrated by the discovery 
of the massive early 2nd-century dump at Guildhall 
Yard (GYE92; Pérez-Sala Rodés and Shepherd 
forthcoming) and there is increasing evidence for 
glass-blowing workshops at various times. 

Nevertheless the distribution may have some 
signifi cance. The fl asks at Leadenhall Court were 
found in private domestic contexts – the 1st-century 
inhabitants were clearly accustomed to Roman ways 
of bathing and the nearest bath house at this time 
may have been at Lime Street. It is possible the 
higher number of fragments from east of the 
Walbrook, particularly at this early period, might 
suggest a greater degree of ‘Romanisation’ than 
in the west, but the numbers are too small to be 
statistically viable. 

There is a cluster in the western area from a 
limited number of sites and while they are quite 
close to the Cheapside baths, they are also close 
to the Guildhall Yard cullet dump, and there are 
fragments of production waste also on a site in 
Gresham Street (GHT00). It is worth noting that the 
Guildhall assemblage contains waste fragments, 
which might, according to a modern glass-blower 
(John Shepherd pers comm) be from the production 
of short-necked fl asks such as aryballoi, so it is 
possible that this essential commodity was being 
manufactured (and recycled) in the town.

The group of fl asks in the Borough High Street 
area of Southwark and the only excavated strigil are 
of interest as recent work on the building material 
assemblages from sites in the area (Pringle in 
Cowan et al forthcoming) has identifi ed ceramic 
water pipes, box-fl ue tiles and elongated stone 
tesserae, suggestive of a bath house in the vicinity, 
although all the material is dumped in 2nd-century 
contexts. It is possible therefore that an early bath 
house existed in this part of Southwark, although 
its size and status is unknown. 

The presence of twelve of the iron strigils on sites 
in and around the Walbrook raises the question of 
ritual deposition as opposed to rubbish disposal 
(Wilmott 1991; Merrifi eld 1995), the arguments 
for which are summarised by Nina Crummy (this 
volume; see also Merrifi eld and Hall, this volume). 
While it is certain that fl asks and strigils sometimes 
appear as grave goods, and at least three of the 
London fl asks are from cemeteries, the absence of 
iron strigils in other parts of the town may be due to 
the soil conditions. It may be signifi cant that the 
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Fig 4.5.7 Iron strigils (Cat nos from top to bottom: 67, 65, 66) (length of top strigil 220mm)

Fig 4.5.8 Distribution of bath fl ask fragments and location of known bath houses in London and Southwark 
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only excavated strigil from Southwark (Cat no 65) 
was also found in a waterlogged channel backfi ll, 
but with domestic rubbish. The Walbrook strigils 
are not accompanied by a signifi cant number of 
bath fl asks, but it must again be asked why so 
many apparently serviceable complete iron imple-
ments have been discarded in and around the 
stream. 

Conclusion 

The provision of baths in Londinium was dependent 
upon Roman technology, and the use of olive oil and 
method of bathing was not a local tradition. Their 
introduction can be seen as part of the process of 
‘Romanisation’ in the province, but the question 
of the identity of those using the baths is more 
complex. In London, although the evidence is not 
extensive, baths are known to have existed at all 
periods and the distribution of glass bath fl asks, 
again not numerous, is widespread both spatially 

and through time. The 1st-century concentration of 
fl asks in the eastern part of the town, notably in the 
area around the forum and later basilica, and in 
early dumps in Southwark suggests that Roman 
bathing was an important part of everyday life from 
the very beginning of the town’s development. 
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have been used. Grave fi nds, châtelaine brooches 
and surgical forceps have been excluded (but for 
forceps see Jackson, this volume), but a detached 
brooch implement has been included and a small 
number of tweezers found singly cannot be unequivo-
cally defi ned as either toilet or medical instruments. 
Two published items have also been omitted as they 
cannot be identifi ed among the museum collection 
and the accession numbers cited for them belong to 
different instruments (Wilmott 1991, fi g 84, 345–6). 
The fi nal assemblage numbers 86 items, with linked 
sets numbered as one piece; there are 105 instru-
ments in total. Two further points need to be raised: 
fi rst, corrosion often obscures any surface decora-
tion on unconserved items, and second, the context 
details of objects from unpublished excavations are 
not always available, though broad date ranges are 
usually implicit in the site summaries (to be found 
in Schofi eld and Maloney 1998; Thompson et al 
1998; LAARC 2006). 

Table 4.6.1 catalogues each instrument in the 
sample and gives the relevant fi gure number if an 
instrument is illustrated. Sets and part sets are 
listed fi rst, followed by single fi nds by instrument 
type. The address and National Grid Reference for 
each site are given in the site list, Table 2.

Date and distribution

Many of the instruments are associated with 1st- or 
2nd-century buildings but there are none from bath 
buildings and their practical use seems to have been 
confi ned to the home. The proximity of the Blossom’s 
Inn toilet set and cosmetic grinder to the Cheapside 
baths (Jackson 1993b, 166) must be coincidental, 
and emphasis should instead be laid upon their 
context within an early Roman timber building. 
Only one diagnostically late Roman piece is cata-
logued, a highly decorated tubular nail-cleaner from 
Bermondsey Abbey (Cat no 36; Fig 4.6.3), a site 
beyond the study area but included here to make 
the point of absence within it, intriguingly matched 
by a similar absence of late Roman nail-cleaner 
strap-ends (Eckardt and Crummy 2006). A dearth of 
late Roman nail-cleaners from Southwark is expect-
ed, given its decline in that period, while a similar 
absence within the walled town might be the result 
of several factors, such as a reduced population 
or the truncation of the late Roman levels, but there 
is a strong possibility that 4th-century Londoners 
did not engage with this particular aspect of 
Romano-British material culture.

The distribution of the London toilet instruments 
is illustrated in Figure 4.6.1 and summarised 
in Table 4.6.1, column 2. Each item is assigned to 

Introduction

Small metal toilet sets of the Roman period in 
Britain usually consisted of tweezers, an earscoop, 
and a bifi d nail-cleaner linked together on a ring 
or a shackle loop, though a few sets were more 
elaborate. Many instruments were disassociated in 
antiquity and are now individual fi nds, but some 
with no suspension loop were never linked. Part of a 
set was found in close association with a cosmetic 
set in a late 1st- to 2nd-century building at 
Blossom’s Inn, Lawrence Lane, London, a pairing 
also seen in graves at Chichester and Verulamium 
(Table 4.6.1, Cat no 1; Jackson 1985; 1993b; Down 
and Rule 1971, 87, fi g 5.18, 228u–z; Stead and Rigby 
1989, 104, fi g 126, 203/2–5). 

Recent work has identifi ed several characteristics 
of toilet sets in general and nail-cleaners in particu-
lar. In the La Tène period in Britain toilet sets 
are rare and their use was restricted to a social elite, 
but the creation of the new province in the mid-1st 
century triggered a surge in production that allowed 
them to be acquired by a wider segment of society. 
The bifi d nail-cleaner is an insular survival from the 
earlier La Tène tradition; it is common in Britain 
from the mid-1st to the late 4th/early 5th century 
but is rarely found in Roman contexts on the 
Continent. Some nail-cleaner types have distribu-
tions conforming to tribal or civitas areas, pointing 
to regional manufacture and marketing. Nail-
cleaners are most often found in small towns and 
minor nucleated settlements, with only compara-
tively low numbers recorded from large towns. 
Finally, toilet instruments are often found as ex 
votos at temples and shrines in both town and 
country (Crummy and Eckardt 2004; Eckardt 
2005).

These results come from a dataset compiled 
from published excavation reports and have been 
confi rmed by further work (Crummy 2004; Eckardt 
and Crummy forthcoming). However, the bias in the 
social context towards small settlements is open to 
question when there is a backlog in the publication 
of Roman small fi nds from excavations in several 
large towns, including London. This paper therefore 
reviews a group of toilet instruments from London, 
only 28% of which have already been published, set-
ting them against the backdrop of the characteris-
tics of production, distribution and deposition out-
lined above. A limited programme of metallurgical 
analysis introduces new data to the study.

Catalogue

Only toilet instruments with secure provenances 
in the walled Roman city and its immediate suburbs 

4.6 Small toilet instruments from London: a review 
of the evidence Nina Crummy with Christie Pohl
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a topographic/settlement zone, as defi ned by dotted 
lines on Figure 4.6.1. The differences in the street 
grid in the zones west and east of the Walbrook may 
refl ect the status of the inhabitants, with a military 
area in the west, a conventus civium Romanorum in 
the east, and perhaps a settlement of non-citizens in 
Southwark (Millett 1994, 433–4; Rowsome 1998, 
38), therefore the British character of the bifi d nail-
cleaner may provide some matching differences in 
toilet instrument distribution.

The most noticeable characteristic of the distribu-
tion is the high number of items, particularly sets 
and part sets, in the Walbrook zone, with a marked 
concentration in the middle Walbrook valley. 
Merrifi eld (1965, 93; 1987, 26–7; 1995, 27–44) has 
argued convincingly that the middle Walbrook 
material is an assemblage of votive offerings (see 
also Merrifi eld and Hall, this volume), equivalent to 
similar concentrations in watery contexts both in 
Britain and on the Continent, but Wilmott (1991, 
61–7) has instead suggested that they derived 
from rubbish dumped to assist in land reclamation. 
Maloney (1991), reviewing Wilmott, stressed that 
votive artefacts need not be overtly religious in form 
or function and that apposite assemblage compari-
son, particularly with waterfront sites with dump 
deposits, might clarify the controversy. 

Figure 4.6.1 provides such a comparison, and 
clearly shows that the concentration of toilet 

instruments in the middle Walbrook valley is wholly 
remarkable within Londinium, and even within the 
Walbrook valley. The numbers plotted could be 
further reinforced by those found at 1 Poultry in 
1994 (ONE94) and by other fi nds of votive character 
from the same site (Wardle 1998, 83–6). The middle 
Walbrook assemblage may be fl awed in its methods 
of retrieval and recording, but it clearly represents 
a genuine anomaly within the general distribution 
of controlled fi nds recovery in London, even more so 
if it is incomplete (Wilmott 1991, 66–7; Merrifi eld 
1995, 27). The condition of the objects (as opposed to 
the preservation of the metal) is a major factor that 
also needs to be taken into consideration, and is best 
demonstrated by comparing the many complete sets 
and intact instruments from the middle Walbrook 
with the three nail-cleaners from the middens at 
Leadenhall Court (LCT84), all of them damaged 
single instruments and clearly more reasonably 
interpreted as discarded rubbish (Cat nos 13, 31, 
37). The intact condition of the Walbrook items also 
militates against their representing the clearance of 
debris after the Boudican fi re: none is scorched or 
deformed by contact with fi re.

Turning to Maloney’s fi rst point, the practice of 
using toilet instruments and other small personalia 
as ex votos has often been noted (eg Mackreth 1986; 
Bagnall Smith 1995; 1998; Johns 1996b; Simpson 
and Blance 1998), and in the context of the present 

Fig 4.6.1 Distribution map of toilet implements in London
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study it should be emphasised that this is also true 
for cosmetic grinders and nail-cleaners (Jackson 
1985, 172; 1993b, 167; Crummy and Eckardt 2004, 
60–1). The middle Walbrook assemblage fi ts neatly 
into this pattern, justifying Merrifi eld’s conclusions. 
Only a slight change of emphasis is required, as 
offerings could be deposited not only directly into 
water but also on adjacent wetland, or in open 
features and small scrapes in the soil within or near 
temple precincts and shrines on dry sites, the unify-
ing characteristic being that proximity to a sacred 
spot provided the liminal context necessary for 
effective interaction between the earth-bound 
devotee and the divine being whose aid was being 
invoked or repaid (see also Merrifi eld and Hall, this 
volume). 

Merrifi eld’s interpretation is further supported by 
the low number of toilet instruments from Thames 
waterfront sites. (An object from a post-Roman 
context on the waterfront Custom House site is not 
a nail-cleaner; Tatton-Brown 1974, 188, fi g 36, 20.) 
An important exception is a cluster of fi ve found 
around the jetty on the southern eyot in the mouth 
of the River Fleet. Though this group is too small 
to be unequivocally identifi ed as votive, it is worth 
noting that a large octagonal structure, tentatively 
identifi ed as a Romano-Celtic temple, built in the 
later Roman period on a hilltop overlooking the 
Fleet, may parallel the construction of the Mithr-
aeum in the middle Walbrook valley (Spence et al 
1989, 16–17; Shepherd 1998), suggesting that 
the lower Fleet valley might also have been a 
traditional focus of ritual activity. 

In terms of social context, only tweezers were 
found in the western suburb and the Cripplegate 
fort, a style of toilet instrument consumption and 
use matched on military sites elsewhere in Britain 
and supported by the low number of nail-cleaners 
from military establishments in general (Crummy 
and Eckardt 2004, 49). The fort itself post-dates the 
initial surge in toilet instrument production. No 
items come from the grid of streets lying between 
the fort and the Thames, making the set from 
Blossom’s Inn unusual in both its location and its 
almost intact condition. Some of the instruments 
west of the upper Walbrook are likely to be from 
dump deposits, others may be votives. East of the 
Walbrook the picture is different. Though large 
areas have no fi nds there are several pieces, many 
of them nail-cleaners, in the eastern part of the 
orthogonally gridded area, including some from 
timber buildings pre-dating the construction of the 
forum-basilica, and several in the eastern suburb, 
particularly from timber buildings pre-dating the 
town wall and close to the main north-east road. In 
Southwark the spread appears little different to 
that in the eastern part of the town and the eastern 
suburb.

The distinction in distribution between east 
and west of the Walbrook provides evidence for a 
military/civilian dichotomy, though the Blossom’s 
Inn set and the infl uence of the Walbrook valley 

both show that the difference is not absolutely clear-
cut. Similarly, the absence of items from much of 
the eastern part of the town supports the idea of a 
conventus civium Romanorum with non-native 
inhabitants, while the similarity in the distribution, 
particularly for nail-cleaners, between Southwark 
and the most easterly parts of the town suggests 
that such a community was closely encircled by the 
dwellings of Romano-Britons, some of whom were 
displaced when the forum-basilica was constructed 
(Milne 1992, 16). 

The number of nail-cleaners from London is 
certainly low, supporting the bias in social context 
towards small towns and settlements noted by 
Crummy and Eckardt (2004). Direct inter-excava-
tion comparison is always bound to be affected by 
differences in area and volume of soil removed, but, 
discounting the one from the Bermondsey Abbey 
site which lies well outside Roman Southwark, 
Table 4.6.1 records only 21 individual nail-cleaners 
from sixteen controlled excavations dug in London 
between 1974 and 1984 (a small proportion of the 
total number of interventions carried out over elev-
en years of continuous excavation), while thirteen 
came from fi ve seasons of work at Baldock, Hert-
fordshire, and six from two seasons of fi eldwalking 
and limited trenching at Hacheston, Suffolk (Stead 
and Rigby 1986, 130; Seeley 2004, 116, 121).

Typology in context

An exceptional item within the London assemblage 
is a decorated set made of iron (Cat no 3; Fig 4.6.2) 
and there is a second, unprovenanced, iron set in the 
MoL collections (MoL O1838), suggesting that iron 
toilet instruments were more common than they 
may appear from the archaeological record.

Tweezers and earscoops offer little scope for typo-
logical comparison, but the nail-cleaners and some 
sets show that in general the London objects are 
stylistically linked to types or broad morphological 
groups found north of the Thames. A set from South-
wark (Cat no 9; Fig 4.6.4, 5) parallels one from 
Colchester, and there is a nail-cleaner of the same 
form from Heybridge, Essex, suggesting that the 
type is Trinovantian. Two London nail-cleaners with 
a long latticed neck (Cat no 6; Cat no 8; Fig 4.6.4, 4) 
are direct parallels for one from Puckeridge-Braugh-
ing, and, though three is too small a number to 
establish a discrete type, a connection with the 
Catuvellauni can be proposed. Another example 
(Cat no 4; Fig 4.6.4, 6) can also be associated with 
these three, as all four belong to a more broadly 
defi ned group with a distribution reaching from 
Hertfordshire down to Kent. A nail-cleaner frag-
ment with moulded neck and narrow shoulders (Cat 
no 31) compares closely with a complete example 
from an early Roman context on the Fisons Way site 
at Thetford (Gregory 1991, fi g 116, 11), and to others 
in the same broadly defi ned group from Spong Hill 
(Cool 1995, fi g 96, 28), Stonea Grange (Jackson 
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1996b, 353 and fi g 114, no 111), Hacheston (Seeley 
2004, 1331–3) and Stansted (Major 2004, fi g 134, 
12/C). A positive link to the Iceni and/or Trinovantes 
is uncertain, but further fi nds may confi rm this 
supposition. 

Wider contacts are indicated by two sets. The nail-
cleaner and earscoop with a wire suspension loop 
(Cat no 2; Fig 4.6.4, 7) belong to a group found across 
southern Britain, perhaps divisible by the position 
of the coil (see Alloys below). The only match for the 
elaborate châtelaine from London Wall (Cat no 7; 
Fig 4.6.2) is one from Castleford, West Yorkshire 
(Cool and Philo 1998, 86); both are so similar that 
they must be the product of one bronze-smith, but 
they differ in several details and are best seen 
as special commissions rather than common stock-
in-trade.

The form of nail-cleaner that occurs most fre-
quently in the London assemblage is the Baldock 
type, which dates from the mid-1st century into the 
2nd and is found in the tribal or civitas areas of 
the Catuvellauni and Trinovantes (Crummy and 
Eckardt 2004, 51–6). Its distinguishing characteris-
tic is the way in which the upper terminal sweeps 
round sharply at right angles to the blade, expands 
and thus defi nes a neck. The standard form is 
either plain or has marginal grooves on the blade, 
but some have grooves or mouldings on the neck (eg 
Fig 4.6.4, 1–3). Both varieties were in production 
by the pre-Flavian period (Webster 1987, 91, fi g 23, 
32; Stead and Rigby 1986, fi g 56, 277). Of the fi fteen 
certain Baldock-type nail-cleaners from London 
(Cat nos 1, 10–23), six have a grooved/moulded neck, 

and there are other examples of the variant form 
from sites in the current MoLAS publication 
programme (Angela Wardle pers comm). These 
variants come only from sites west of the River 
Lea (Crummy and Eckardt 2004, 63; the Billeri-
cay example cited there can be discounted as 
idiosyncratic).

The numbers involved here are small, but at the 
least they raise questions in terms of production, 
supply and identity. For example, as plain Baldock 
types occur over a wider area than the variant 
form with decorated neck, was there any difference 
in the identity of the people choosing to own the 
latter, or were they simply the products of different 
workshops? In other words, were the decorated neck 
variants made in London and the plain examples 
elsewhere, perhaps at Baldock, Verulamium or 
Colchester? To investigate these points, a modest 
programme of metallurgical analysis was carried 
out on some of the London nail-cleaners and on a 
group from Colchester. The programme was not 
limited to the Baldock type, as the general range of 
alloys used needs to be established in order to high-
light any variation or clustering. The results are 
outlined below.

Alloys and types with Christie Pohl

Thirteen nail-cleaners from London and eight from 
a site in Colchester were analysed using non-
destructive X-ray fl uorescence in order to establish 
the copper alloys used in their manufacture. A 
summary of the project is presented in Appendix 1 

Fig 4.6.2 Toilet implements from London (Cat nos, from left to right: 3, 7, 5). Scale 1:1

COLOUR 
FIGURE
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Fig 4.6.3 Toilet implements from London (Cat nos, from left to right: top row: 25, 26, 27; middle row: 28, 30, 
36; bottom row: 45). Scale 1:1

COLOUR 
FIGURE
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and a copy of the full report is deposited in the 
Museum of London.

Table 4.6.2 presents the results by nail-cleaner 
type, alloy XRF data and interpretation; the Col-
chester objects have been given an identifying letter 
to allow each item to be located on Figure 4.6.5, 
a ternary diagram for the three elements that 
characterise the alloys. The study sample was small, 
but some distinctions between the London and 
Colchester objects point to further lines of enquiry. 
In terms of the alloys present, for example, the 
leaded gunmetal of the London objects is tin-rich 
while that of the Colchester pieces is zinc-rich. A 
large proportion of the objects from both places were 
of leaded bronze, but items of leaded brass were 
only noted in the London assemblage, though, as 

Fig 4.6.4 Nail-cleaners from London (where the cleaner is part of a set, an indication of the other instruments 
is included): 1–3, Baldock type and Baldock variants (Cat nos 14, 21, 22); 4, decorated neck type (Cat no 8); 
5, grooved shoulder type (Cat no 9); 6, decorated neck type (Cat no 4); 7, wire loop type (Cat no 2). Scale 1:1

one of the latter (Cat no 9; Fig 4.6.4, 5) has a close 
typological parallel from Colchester that was not 
analysed, the absence of leaded brass in the 
Colchester group may be a result of the small size of 
the sample. 

Matching alloy to morphological type, eight stan-
dard Baldock nail-cleaners (four from each place) 
and two decorated-neck Baldock variants from 
London were included in the sample and all but one 
proved to be of leaded bronze, with no clear distinc-
tion discernible between the three groups. It is 
important to note that the same alloy was used for 
many contemporary British-made brooches, includ-
ing Colchester derivatives, which have a similar 
distribution pattern (Bayley and Butcher 2004, fi g 
122).
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One standard Baldock (Cat no 13) is made from 
leaded gunmetal (or bronze/gunmetal), perhaps 
produced by recycling mixed brass and bronze 
scrap objects but possibly the preferred alloy of a 
particular smith (Dungworth 1997, §6.7; Bayley and 
Butcher 2004, 15 and appendix 1). In either case, 
the presence of this piece implies that it could be 
a product of a different maker to the main run of 
Baldock nail-cleaners.

The analysis allowed one unparalleled London 
nail-cleaner (Cat no 25; Fig 4.6.3) to be discounted 
as a direct derivative of the Baldock type. It has a 
swept-round terminal and a grooved neck, but 
the sweep turns through 180° not 90° and the 
blade is very thin, long and shoulderless. Its manu-
facture from leaded brass reinforces its distinction 
from Baldock types and implies a common pool of 

Table 4.6.2 Nail-cleaner types and copper alloys (and see Fig 4.6.5)

Cat no Town; reference Type/description % Cu % Sn % Pb % Zn Interpretation

a Colchester; 2001.64 SF 33 Baldock 58.4 14.3 27.3 0 leaded bronze
b Colchester; 2001.64 SF 89 Baldock 76.9 10.3 12.8 0 leaded bronze
c Colchester; 2001.64 SF 96 Baldock 66.3 14.0 19.7 0 leaded bronze
d Colchester; 2001.64 SF 110 Baldock 67 21.3 11.7 0 leaded bronze
1 London; 94.111/3 Baldock 58.6 23.8 17.6 0 leaded bronze
11 London; VAL88[12533]<4989> Baldock 73.2 13.8 13 0 leaded bronze
13 London; LCT84[9843]<2019> Baldock 34.2 39.8 21.1 4.9 leaded gunmetal (tin-rich)
14 London; LEA84[928]<96> Baldock 29.2 24.8 46 0 leaded bronze
19 London; IRO80[558]<137> Baldock variant 71.6 19.1 9.3 0 leaded bronze
22 London; 26389 Baldock variant 52.8 26.2 21 0 leaded bronze
25 London; 19574 twisted decorated neck 75.1 0 5.2 19.7 leaded brass
26 London; 20375 slight shoulders, incised 

cross
92 5.6 2.4 0 leaded bronze

g Colchester; 2001.64 SF 1872 angular shoulders, 
incised cross

73.6 6.4 7.1 12.9 leaded gunmetal (zinc-rich)

f Colchester; 2001.64 SF 201 wire loop 71.6 21.4 7 0 leaded bronze
2 London; 21732 wire loop 81 0 1.2 17.8 leaded  brass
9 London; A12018 grooved shoulder 73.3 0 11.2 15.5 leaded brass
e Colchester; 2001.64 SF 271 early large loop 62 7.9 30.1 0 leaded bronze
7 London; A20136 enamelled set 90 6.8 3.2 0 leaded bronze
h Colchester; 2001.64 SF 208 plain straight shaft 77.7 4.3 3.2 14.8 leaded gunmetal (zinc-rich)
4 London; 19602 decorated neck 82.1 7.1 7.5 3.3 leaded gunmetal (tin-rich)
30 London; LCT84[4229]<1150> lugged neck 53.6 17.1 23.9 5.4 leaded gunmetal (tin-rich)

Fig 4.6.5 Ternary diagram of copper alloys used for 
toilet implements

decorative techniques rather than a common source. 
Similarly, although nail-cleaners Cat no 26 (Fig 
4.6.3) and Cat no g both make use of an incised 
cross as a decorative motif, their differences of both 
form and alloy show that they are not members of a 
discrete type. Nail-cleaners with a wire suspension 
loop secured by twisting the end around the shaft 
are a stylistic group rather than a true type as the 
twist may lie anywhere from the centre to the top of 
the shaft, and the number of coils varies. Here the 
London example (Cat no 2; Fig 4.6.4, 7) has the twist 
at the top and that from Colchester (Cat no f) has it 
at the centre. These differences of provenance and 
form are continued by the alloys, leaded brass (Cat 
no 2) and leaded bronze (Cat no f). 

Conclusion

Within the Roman town the distribution of toilet 
instruments points to a characteristically military/
continental style of consumption of these items 
in the western area and immediately east of the 
Walbrook, but a Romano-British one further east 
and in Southwark. This pattern serves to highlight 
the concentration of votive offerings in the middle 
Walbrook valley. The lower Fleet valley may also 
have been a focus of ritual activity. The early 
Romano-British population of Londinium (as dis-
tinct from any non-British element(s)) is closest in 
consumption to the Catuvellauni and Trinovantes, 
rather than to civitates to the south and west of the 
Thames, an important, if predictable, characteristic 
in terms of the identity of some of the early Romano-
British inhabitants of the town. Londinium was 
probably a production and marketing centre for a 
particular variant of the Baldock nail-cleaner, but 
not necessarily the dominant one for the standard 
type. In the late Roman period there is no evidence 
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for the use of nail-cleaners within the study area, 
implying a population that no longer participated in 
this aspect of Romano-British material culture.

The results of the metallurgical study further 
highlight the potential of toilet instruments for this 
kind of inter/intra-site and inter/intra-type or group 
study and the value of continuing to build up a 
dataset of alloy analyses matched to morphology, 
as a recommended element of Roman London’s 
research priorities (Nixon et al 2002).
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Appendix: The metallurgical data by Christie 
Pohl

The study of the London and Colchester toilet 
instruments was carried out at the Institute of 
Archaeology, University College London, under the 
supervision of Marcos Martinón-Torres. The objects 
were analysed using energy dispersive X-ray fl uo-
rescence (XRF); the primary radiation source was 
an X-ray tube with a rhodium target run at 35 KeV 
and the fl uorescent X-rays were detected by a Si(Li) 
detector. The method analyses the surface com-
position and is non-destructive. The elemental com-
position of each item was evaluated to allow close 
examination of the base metal alloys (see archived 
report).

The most signifi cant elements detected were 
copper (Cu), tin (Sn), lead (Pb) and zinc (Zn); lesser 
amounts of iron, aluminium, silicon and sulphur 
representing the corrosion products were also 
detected but were eliminated from the data, which 
was then manipulated and recalculated to total 

100% (Table 4.6.3). To produce the ternary diagram 
(Fig 4.6.5), copper was then eliminated, and the data 
again manipulated and recalculated to total 100% 
(Table 4.6.3). This approach is consistent with that 
used by Bayley for Roman brooches (Bayley and 
Butcher 2004). It should be stressed that this 
type of XRF analysis is qualitative rather than 
defi nitively quantitative and certain results, such 
as for lead and tin, may be skewed to appear higher 
than the actual amounts within the alloy. Lead 
levels above 20% are atypical of the Roman period 
and cannot be interpreted as absolute in the XRF 
results; it is therefore better to state that an ele-
ment exists in the alloy rather than to rely on the 
elemental percentage generated by the analysis. 
Regardless, this method can provide a sense of 
the overall elemental composition and the ratios of 
these elements within the London and Colchester 
groups.

Three alloys are present in the London sample, 
leaded brass, leaded bronze, and leaded gunmetal 
(Table 4.6.2). Only leaded bronze and leaded 
gunmetal are present in the Colchester sample. 
The copper alloys used during the Roman period in 
Britain are fully documented elsewhere, and it is 
suffi cient to note here that brass has a zinc content 
greater than or equal to 8%, the tin content of bronze 
is greater than or equal to 3%, and gunmetal is an 

Table 4.6.3 XRF data with copper eliminated. 
Zn, zinc; Pb, lead; Sn, tin

Cat no Town; reference Zn Pb Sn Total 
(%)

1 London; 94.111/3 0 46.9 53.1 100
2 London; 21732 58.3 41.7 0 100
4 London; 19602 30.7 34.8 34.5 100
7 London; A20136 0 48.2 51.8 100
9 London; A12018 52.2 47.8 0 100
11 London; 

VAL88[12533]<4989>
0 49.6 50.4 100

13 London; 
LCT84[9843]<2019>

16.3 32.5 51.2 100

14 London; 
LEA84[928]<96>

0 60.6 39.4 100

19 London; 
IRO80[558]<137>

0 45.1 54.9 100

22 London; 26389 0 47.4 52.6 100
25 London; 19574 57.3 42.7 0 100
26 London; 20375 0 48.4 51.6 100
30 London; 

LCT84[4229]<1150>
23.3 41.7 35.0 100

a Colchester; 2001.64 
SF 33

0 56.5 43.5 100

b Colchester; 2001.64 
SF 89

0 45.2 54.8 100

c Colchester; 2001.64 
SF 96

0 51.3 48.7 100

d Colchester; 2001.64 
SF 110

0 52.9 47.1 100

e Colchester; 2001.64 
SF 271

0 61.1 38.9 100

f Colchester; 2001.64 
SF 201

0 42.8 57.2 100

g Colchester; 2001.64 
SF 1872

37.4 31.6 31.0 100

h Colchester; 2001.64 
SF 208

40.7 29.1 30.2 100
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alloy of copper, tin and zinc, again with a minimum 
of 3% tin (Bayley and Butcher 2004, table 5). If 
lead was added to an alloy it is then described as 
‘leaded’. The recycling of scrap metal is thought to 

produce gunmetal and this can result in a different 
proportion of zinc to tin. The leaded gunmetals 
from London are tin-rich as opposed to those from 
Colchester which are zinc-rich.
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4.7 Intaglios from Roman London Martin Henig

square or circular bezel, sometimes with a Christian 
subject. Only one such example is recorded here, 
depicting a lion (Cat no 74). Engraved gemstones 
can be treated under a variety of headings. Most 
importantly, they provide evidence for economic 
activity and social structure. In addition the devices 
on gems frequently allude to aspects of daily life, 
both work and relaxation, which were important to 
the wearers, and to religious beliefs. Last, but by 
no means least, they provide a small but attractive 
gallery of Graeco-Roman art, which says something 
of the taste of Roman Londoners. 

There are as yet no stone cameos from Londinium 
but the catalogue includes a rare 1st-century 
pendant with a moulded glass cameo which depicts 
Hercules. Although not an intaglio as such, it is 
the fi rst such pendant to be recovered from Roman 
Britain (Cat no 94). All the intaglios, whether cut 
on gems or on metal rings, were designed for use 
as seals. A few of the rings are of gold, with the 
implication that men of at least Equestrian rank or 
members of their families wore them. They all tes-
tify to widespread literacy in a society where letters 
and documents were written (see also Monteil, this 
volume), then sealed in quantity. Various types of 
object, including seal boxes normally of copper alloy, 
designed to protect wax sealings from damage, 
provide contributory evidence. Lead sealings, both 
offi cial and private, many of which have been discov-
ered on the Thames foreshore, were for the most 
part made with metal punches but served the same 
purpose as wax or clay sealings made with rings. 
Imperial seals of Septimius Severus (Frere et al 
1990, 89–90: 2411.18–19; 91–2: 2411.29) and Con-
stans (Frere et al 1990, 90: 2411.23), a provincial 
seal of Britannia [Superior] (Frere et al 1990, 94: 
2411.33), a seal of the Arles taxation offi ce (Frere 
et al 1990, 94–5: 2411.39) and a private seal of a 
wine importer (Frere et al 1990, 123: 2411.304) all 
carry devices like those on gems. There are also 
wooden writing tablets, which would have been 
secured with cords and sealed (Frere and Tomlin 
1992, 11–21). Some were evidently used for legal 
and business documents and had a recessed groove 
in which witnesses, normally seven in number, 
would impress their signets into wax. One from 
London retains traces of wax (Frere and Tomlin 
1992, 20: 2443.17), while another preserves traces of 
the names of signatories (Frere and Tomlin 1992, 
20: 2443.18). The only sealings from London made 
with signet-rings which survive are from the bases 
of pots. Only two have been recognised, one of them 
an import (Cat no 80). However the impression of an 
intaglio on the base of a mid-1st- to mid-2nd-century 
micaceous greyware pot made in Londinium (Cat no 
79) shows that at least one London potter made use 
of a signet-ring. 

Introduction

My approach to Roman London over the years has 
been through its cultural life, especially its art and 
religion. This contribution is in some ways cast in 
the same mould, but I have returned to my fi rst 
love, engraved gems. My interest in signet rings 
started in the Guildhall Museum (with the London 
Museum, a predecessor of the Museum of London) 
by researching an intaglio from the Walbrook (Cat 
no 38), which later became the subject of one of my 
fi rst papers (Henig 1970). After beginning my re-
search project in Oxford, recording engraved gems 
from British sites, I looked at the holdings of inta-
glios from London in the London Museum and the 
British Museum which together with those in the 
Guildhall Museum actually formed one of the most 
extensive assemblages from Britain. These might 
have provided the basis for a paper at any time, but 
now that they have been augmented by a number of 
intaglios from excavations, it is even more desirable 
to show the world what a treasure we hold, as 
the London gems provide a fascinating window on 
London life and aspirations. 

Catalogue

The speed of discovery is such that it can never be 
considered complete, but this is the only paper that 
has yet appeared to review the evidence of intaglios 
on hardstones and on metal ring bezels from 
London. Table 4.7.1 comprises the catalogue of this 
assemblage, but as only 30% are from recent excava-
tions, it was not feasible to produce a distribution 
map. The shape of the gemstones and the type of the 
ring is recorded where possible, using the codes set 
up in my original publication (Henig 1974, fi gs 1–2), 
and the dating is on stylistic grounds unless indi-
cated otherwise. Carvings in jet and rings other 
than signets are not included here. In addition I 
have thought it useful to list a few Roman gems 
which arrived in London later, during the medieval 
period or the 17th century (notably the Cheapside 
hoard and an example of an interesting seal-ring 
from the Conyers collection, which just might have 
been a London fi nd), and a Greek ring, possibly 
lost in the 19th century. Some Renaissance gems in 
antique style from the Cheapside hoard (see Forsyth 
2003) and elsewhere are also included.

Discussion

The intaglios from Londinium, for the most part, 
date from the 1st to the 3rd centuries. Thereafter 
there are few new gems and the characteristic 
intaglio ring is of metal with the device cut on a 
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(Henig and Whiting 1987, no 317). On a rock crystal 
from a late 1st-century deposit from the bath house 
drain of the fortress baths at Caerleon, two parrots, 
each standing on a cornucopia, face a cup (Zienkie-
wicz 1986a, 199 no 4). Another Caerleon gem, an 
amethyst, the colour of wine and a specifi c against 
inebriation, shows parrots on a cornucopia and a 
calathus (Zienkiewicz 1986a, 199 no 5). On one of 
two cornelian gems in Berlin there are two parrots 
on a cantharus and, on the other, two parrots on 
separate canthari (Furtwängler 1896, nos 7915–16). 
The symbolism of the gem is Bacchic, evoking 
prosperity and happiness.

One of the most interesting gems from London 
displays clasped hands surrounded by a bridal 
wreath of wild olive (Cat no 61). At the time of the 
Boudican revolt it was being prepared as a gift to a 
woman called Alba, but in the circumstances of the 
disaster it never reached its destination. A sprig of 
wild olive on a silver seal-ring (Cat no 78) may also 
have been a marriage gift. 

A fi ne, elaborate gold ring holds an intaglio show-
ing two mice confronting each other (Cat no 48). The 
device evokes the well-known fable in the Satires of 
Horace (2.6.77–117) where a town mouse visits his 
friend, the country mouse, only to be disgusted by 
the simplicity of the fare, and then entertains the 
country mouse right royally in town, only to be 
disturbed by the barking of a Molossian hound. The 
mice on the London gem are sharing a morsel of 
food, in contrast to the only other pair of confronted 
mice on a gem (from Cologne) known to the author, 
which are fi ghting (Zwierlein-Diehl 1998, 263 no 
143; and compare a pair of fi ghting tortoises on 
a nicolo in Oxford, Henig and MacGregor 2004, 91 
no 9.52). Single mice are fairly common subjects, 
normally nibbling a fruit or piece of bread, for 
example two gems in the Dutch Royal collection 
(Maaskant-Kleibrink 1978, 240 and pl 109, nos 616–
17), both nicolos ascribed to the 2nd century, and 
three gems in Vienna, two of sardonyx and one of 
nicolo, which may be 3rd century and are certainly 
of the same shape as the London gem (Zwierlein-
Diehl 1991, 101 and pl 46, nos 1906–8). Sometimes 
two mice are shown on tables or lamps, as though 
cleaning up the scraps after a banquet (eg Henig 
and MacGregor 2004, 90, no 9.37).

More general interests include hunting in the 
forests surrounding London, as is best represented 
by a hunting scene (Cat no 39) and a lively study of 
a boar (Cat no 45). Satyrs (Cat nos 20–3) came to be 
closely associated with Bacchus but originally were 
denizens of wild places, and their ubiquity on gems 
perhaps emphasises the need people felt for protec-
tion in a hostile world, a theme to which we will 
return under the heading of religion and supers-
tition. The countryside was never far away and a 
grazing bovine (Cat no 47) represents pastoral life, 
while out in Middlesex, at Sulloniacae (Brockley 
Hill), we fi nd a similar subject on a gem (Henig 
1978a, 259 no 597). A corn measure or modius (Cat 
no 60) represents agriculture as do Bonus Eventus 

Some intaglios may have been intended to denote 
a military rank. In a gem depicting an eagle and 
standards (Cat no 57) we surely have a seal of a 
legionary. It was found in Southwark, which has 
also yielded a fi ne intaglio depicting a quarter-length 
fi gure of Mars or a hero (Cat no 2), and there was 
surely a military presence there. A recent city 
discovery from Drapers’ Gardens (DGT06), also de-
picting an eagle and standards, may prove after fur-
ther research to be the fi nest example from Roman 
Britain (James Gerrard, Pre-Construct Archae ology, 
pers comm). Other intaglios from Londinium proper, 
fi guring Mars (Cat nos 3–5) and Theseus (Cat no 38), 
were very probably likewise intended to be worn by 
soldiers. Two gems show warships (Cat nos 42 and 
43), the latter (also from Southwark) a 3rd-century 
vessel, such as those displayed on coins of Allectus 
or on the famous Arras Medallion. 

The gods portrayed on the gems, such as Jupiter 
(Cat no 1) or his attribute, a thunderbolt (Cat no 63, 
from Tothill Street, Westminster), Mars (Cat nos 
2–5), Mercury (Cat nos 6 and 7), Apollo (Cat no 71 
and note his lyre, Cat no 62), Sol (Cat nos 8–11), 
Minerva (Cat nos 13–15) and Dea Roma (Cat no 18) 
are not unexpected in the context of a provincial 
capital and bear witness to the offi cial importance of 
Londinium. All of them are to be seen on gems from 
the Second Legion fortress at Caerleon, for example 
(Zienkiewicz 1986a). They provide something of a 
corrective for the evidence from sculpture (Henig 
1996) and inscriptions from Londinium in which 
local Romano-Celtic deities (the Hunter-God, the 
Matres and Mars Camulus (see Grew, this volume)) 
or exotic oriental deities (Mithras, Isis, Attis and 
Cybele) are what most strike the viewer’s imagina-
tion. Londinium was, after all, a Roman capital city 
in which people of diverse culture congregated. By 
contrast, for what it is worth, Mars, Sol and heroic 
scenes are all lacking from gems so far found in the 
civitas capital at Wroxeter (Henig and Wilkins 1999, 
51). Heroes are represented by two intaglios depict-
ing Hercules (Cat nos 36 and 37) and together with 
other depictions (see J Bird this volume) illustrate 
local knowledge of mythology. One image of Mars 
(Cat no 2) is derived from representations of heroic 
youths who were perhaps regarded in antiquity as 
portraying Achilles or Alexander the Great (cf Henig 
1970, 264–5). 

Off-duty in Britain and elsewhere, people fre-
quently turned to the saviour god Bacchus (Cat no 
12), who also presided at banquets. His satyrs have 
been mentioned above. It may be noted that parrots 
(Cat nos 53, 58, 59 and 75) were closely associated 
with him and were believed to enjoy drinking wine! 
One example (Cat no 58) is similar, although not 
identical, to a cornelian from Wroxeter where par-
rots perch on pedestals either side of the cup (Henig 
1978a, no 398; Henig and Wilkins 1999, 56 no 46). 
Confronted parrots associated with wine vessels 
appear also on a banded agate from Gadara, Jordan, 
where a pair of parrots perch on either side of a 
cantharus containing a caduceus and corn ears 
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Fig 4.7.1 A selection of intaglios showing examples of deities, heroes and aspects of daily life. The numbers 
refer to those in the Catalogue. Scale 4:1
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Fig 4.7.2 Intaglios depicting a variety of animals and birds, clasped hands, a thunderbolt and a three-headed 
combination. The numbers refer to those in the Catalogue. Scale 4:1
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(Cat nos 25–8) and his female counterpart Ceres 
(Cat nos 16 and 17), both shown with their attri-
butes of corn ears. It is probable that these standard 
types were adapted from a statue group of Triptol-
emos and Demeter made by Praxiteles (4th century 
BC) for display in the Gardens of Servilius in Rome 
(Pliny, Naturalis Historia 36, 23). One moulded 
nicolo glass intaglio of Bonus Eventus (Cat no 28) 
is paralleled by examples from Godmanchester, 
Cambridgeshire (also set in a similar copper-alloy 
ring and excavated in association with Antonine 
samian), Chesterton, Warwickshire, and Lincoln 
(Henig 1978a, 209 no13; 210 no 194; 300 app 3 
respectively). Amongst leisure activities, Greek 
athletics (Cat no 41) and the theatre (Cat no 33) are 
represented on intaglios.

Various animals were endowed with symbolic 
otherworldly signifi cance: lions, so often to be seen 
on tomb monuments (Cat no 44), and dolphins and 
hippocamps (Cat nos 54, 56 and 76) which represent 
the journey of the soul to the felicity of the afterlife. 
One silver ring portrays a lion (Cat no 74) which 
may have signifi ed the astrological sign Leo, the 
personifi cation of strength and manly qualities, or 
even, conceivably, symbolised the Lion of Judah in a 
Jewish or Christian context. Two silver rings from 
Amesbury, probably 5th century and distinctively 
Romano-British in style, portray such animals 
looking over their shoulders (Henig 1978a, nos 801, 
802) but the London bezel is far more conventionally 
Roman than these. Most of the silver rings of the 
type from Britain (eg Henig 1978a, nos 795, 798, 
799, 400) portray birds and one is combined with a 
Christogram. The votive use of gem-rings or gems 
by themselves remains a possibility worth consider-
ing; some of the gems and rings found in the 
Walbrook may have been thrown in as votive offer-
ings (see Merrifi eld and Hall, this volume), and also 
in the Thames where, for example, a yellow jasper 
intaglio depicting a scorpion, found at Blackfriars 
(not included in this catalogue but see Henig 1980), 
may have been such a deposit. This seems to have 
been the case with gems recovered in the 19th 
century from the outlet of the sacred spring at Bath 
(Henig 1988).

The superstitions of Roman Londoners are above 
all attested by gems depicting grotesques or com-
binations (Cat nos 64–6); these are also very much 
the sort of devices to be found in Italy and through-
out the Roman world. Symbols of prosperity, which 
as we have seen are associated with deities, birds 
on drinking vessels (Cat nos 58 and 59), the corn 
measure (Cat no 60) and lyre (Cat no 62) are like-
wise comparable with the devices on gems from the 
Mediterranean. Archaeological context can some-
times provide further evidence, and of interest is 
a small group of intaglios deliberately placed in 
a grave in the eastern cemetery, presumably for 
protective reasons, portraying Sol (Cat no 8) with 
his connotation of celestial apotheosis, Mercury (Cat 
no 7), the guide of souls, and a bovine (Cat no 47). 

The artistic quality of the gems varies but the 
best of them are very fi ne artworks indeed, almost 

comparable with the famous marbles from the 
Walbrook Mithraeum, works of metropolitan 
quality. The Pegasus from Eastcheap (Cat no 55) or 
the Moorfi elds boar (Cat no 45) are surely worthy of 
inclusion in any general handbook of Roman art. I 
hope the illustrations to this article make this judge-
ment: that although small we are dealing with very 
lovely jewels (although that would be true of a fair 
proportion of the gems from Britain). The question 
of workshops in Londinium is not yet fully resolved. 
Indeed, it is possible, as the writer suggested 
in dealing with the intaglios showing the military 
eagle and standards (Cat no 57) and the fi gure of 
Spes (Cat no 32) from St Thomas’ Street Southwark, 
and again with the much fi ner and earlier gems 
from Eastcheap (Cat nos 18, 41, 55 and 61), that 
there were gem-cutting studios in Londinium. A 
jewellery workshop certainly existed in the Suffolk 
Lane area in the 1st century (Marsden 1975, 100–2, 
pl 7), making gold jewellery, and London with 
its large population, which included wealthy 
merchants, civil servants and military personnel, 
would have provided ready markets for such goods. 
It is to be hoped that more single fi nds and with luck 
debris from one or more gem-cutting workshops in 
Londinium will transform our understanding. 

The last section of the catalogue is a reminder of 
the gems used and produced in the modern period, 
in particular the 16th and 17th centuries, when 
ancient gems reset in modern settings bear witness 
to a continuing link with Rome. One example of a 
seal-ring made completely of rock crystal (Cat no 87) 
from the collection amassed by John Conyers, a 
late 17th-century collector, was described thus by 
John Aubrey in his Monumenta Britannica: ‘Mr Jo 
Conyers the Apothecary hath an antique crystal 
Ring. In the seale whereof is engraven hand in hand 
the [ears] of wheat, and heads of poppy, wch seems 
to shewe, that the ancients did use this wild poppy 
to take off ye acrimony of hunger’ (Aubrey 1980, 
432–3). The ancient gems, too, found in the large 
and splendid Elizabethan and Jacobean Cheapside 
hoard include a Hellenistic cameo (Cat no 82) and a 
large Roman republican intaglio (Cat no 83); here 
the likelihood is that they were acquired in Rome or 
further east in the Mediterranean, the latter being 
suggested by the presence of two Byzantine cameos 
depicting respectively Saints George and Demetrios 
and the Incredulity of St Thomas (Forsyth 2003, 
44–7). Such a trade had existed in the medieval 
period and probably accounts for the single intaglio 
in a medieval setting listed here (Cat no 81), which 
evidently served an amuletic purpose. Tudor and 
Stuart versions or copies of Roman gems, which 
attest the general Renaissance desire to return to 
the world of ancient Rome, could have been made in 
London, together with other gems, both intaglios 
and cameos, depicting Tudor and Stuart monarchs 
(cf Forsyth 2003, 37). 

This review of intaglios from Londinium clearly 
demonstrates the skill of the gemstone cutters 
but the choice of subject matter was gradually over-
taken by the material from which the gemstones 
were fashioned. From the end of 2nd century and 
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increasingly through the 3rd century colour and 
texture became the qualities admired by owners 
rather than intricacy in gem engraving (Henig 
1981). One Roman gem (Cat no 69) was clearly 
designed to look like an engraved signet when worn 
and its colour and translucency were clearly of more 
importance to the owner than the possession of a 
real signet. An interesting comparison can be made 
with an ‘intaglio’ from South Shields, published as 
showing a possible chalice (Henig 1978a, no 421) but 
which was probably merely a random cut. In Roman 
times, as in the Elizabethan and Jacobean age, 
gemstones were prized as refl ections not only of 
taste but of one’s consequence in society.
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Maximus tamen honos in candido tralucentibus, 
quam proxima crystalli similitudine. Usus eorum 
ad potandum argenti metalla et auri pepulit.

However, the highest value is set upon glass that 
is entirely colourless and transparent, as nearly 
as possible resembling crystal in fact. For 
drinking-vessels, glass has quite superseded the 
use of silver and gold.

Pliny Naturalis Historia 36, 198–9

Introduction

In the middle of the 1st century, around the time 
when the fi rst merchants, traders and settlers 
began to take advantage of the raised, dry land 
alongside the Thames at the place that was to 
become Londinium, the technique of glass-blowing 
was less than a century old. In those 100 years it 
had spread from its place of origin, probably in the 
provinces of the eastern Mediterranean, via Italy 
into the Celtic provinces north of the Alps. Indeed, 
by the middle of the 1st century artisans skilled 
in the craft of glass-blowing and the technology of 
high-temperature furnace design were just begin-
ning to establish their workshops in these northern 
provinces (Foy and Nenna 2001, 44) and, by c AD 70, 
a glass-worker had set up a workshop in a ware-
house alongside the recently constructed port 
facilities of Londinium (KWS94: Regis House). This 
person, perhaps travelling to Londinium with his 
family, should be identifi ed as one of the fi rst glass-
blowers ever to set foot in the province, with such 
well-developed skills that we can only assume 
that he learnt them from others working across the 
channel. 

From that time onwards until, at least, the late 
2nd century, there was a succession of glass blowers 
working in Londinium – each setting up their work-
shops in different areas, as time progressed, on 
the margins of the built-up area of the town. This 
industry, and its relationship to other crafts and 
industries in Londinium, has been the subject of 
much research in the last fi fteen years (Bailey and 
Shepherd 1985; Shepherd and Heyworth 1991; 
Keily and Shepherd 2005; Pérez- Sala Rodés 2001; 
Pérez-Sala Rodés and Shepherd forthcoming) and 
has demonstrated that the traditional view of glass 
supply to Londinium – that much of it was imported 
– is no longer tenable. Making use of recycled 
broken vessels and window glass, these glass-
workers were capable of making a large number of 
different vessel types, for the table as well as for 
storage and transportation. It is evident, though, 
that the glass being produced was for practical use 

– none of it was of the very highest quality. Further-
more, apart from the hot working of glass to make 
stirring rods, such as at the early Flavian workshop 
at Regis House and, possibly, window glass at 
Basinghall Street (BAZ05, Mark Taylor pers comm), 
only the technique of glass-blowing was practised in 
the Londinium workshops. 

In candido tralucentibus – Flavian colourless 
glass 

By the Flavian period, therefore, glassware had 
become generally cheap and commonplace. How-
ever, there were still certain vessels that, by their 
quality, skilful fi nishing and uniformity, demon-
strate that centres for the production of some 
higher-quality products continued to exist. It may 
be signifi cant that these vessels, produced in strong 
monochrome colours or good-quality colourless 
glass, were produced by techniques involving the 
use of a rotating wheel or lathe. Pliny (Naturalis 
Historia 36, 66) makes reference to such a technique, 
along with blowing and engraving (aliud fl atu 
fi guratur, aliud torno teritur, aliud argenti modo 
coelatur – . . . blown into various forms, ground on a 
lathe or engraved like silver . . .). The interpretation 
of this phrase, along with a detailed re-examination 
of many vessels made during this period, has led to 
a heated debate among glass specialists about the 
precise techniques used to make these vessels. On 
the one hand, there is the contention that they were 
made using a rotating wheel on which was fi xed a 
former or mould (ie the glass pottery technique, see 
Lierke 1993) – the hot glass being dropped onto 
or forced into the former or mould resulting in the 
fi ne horizontal scratch marks seen on such vessels. 
On the other hand, there is the previously univer-
sally held belief that such vessels were made by a 
combination of slumping and/or casting, with the 
vessel being fi nished, that is, the surface was 
smoothed and polished, through the use of abrasives 
and lathes. Such would be a less enigmatic transla-
tion of Pliny’s Latin, since terere means to rub, 
rub away, whet or grind. There is not the space to 
expand upon this debate here but there can be little 
doubt that the vessels under consideration here 
were created with a wheel of some sort and were the 
vessels being considered by Pliny. It is also very 
important to note that Pliny differentiates between 
‘blowing’ and ‘lathe-grinding’ and it is more than 
possible that the two techniques were being carried 
out by two quite distinct groups of artisans.

The subject of this paper, therefore, is just one of 
the main examples of this quality glass production 
– namely cast cups, dishes and bowls in a colourless 

4.8 Luxury colourless glass vessels in Flavian 
London John Shepherd
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Appearing towards the end of the third quarter 
of the 1st century, these vessels are found most 
frequently in dated contexts from the late Flavian to 
the Hadrianic periods (Grose 1991, 15). The fi nds 
from Londinium demonstrate this very well. Apart 
from a few pieces that come from poorly dated con-
texts or are obviously residual, the majority of the 
fragments come from late 1st- or early 2nd-century 
contexts. 

When this class of vessel was fi rst recognised as a 
separate type by Harden (1936, 50), few examples 
were then known outside of Egypt and so he 
proposed an Alexandrian place of manufacture. 
However, the large body of evidence that is now 
available for study suggests that the production of 
these vessels need not be restricted to the eastern 
Mediterranean, but they could equally be the 
products of western glasshouses (eg in Spain, South-
ern France and Italy). Price has suggested that 
blanks may have been traded to be fi nished off and/
or decorated with wheel-cutting at other places 
closer to the place of sale (Price 1987, 79) and Grose 
has suggested that they may be the products of peri-
patetic glass-workers (Grose 1991, 16). Whatever 
their places of manufacture, and there could have 
been many, they fi t comfortably with Pliny’s state-
ment quoted at the beginning of this paper. These 
vessels were highly valued items.

Flavian colourless glass in Londinium 

The examples from Londinium demonstrate all of 
the main categories of form and decoration for this 
class of vessel. Table 4.8.2 and Fig 4.8.6 contain 

glass that have been decorated and fi nished by 
grinding and polishing. Such vessels are very well 
known and have been discussed widely (eg Grose 
1991; Price 1987; Oliver 1984). The aim of this short 
paper is certainly not to attempt a revision of our 
understanding of this class of vessel; in any case, it 
is doubtful that a study from just one site, such 
as London, would be a valid approach. Rather, the 
purpose of this paper is simply to bring to the atten-
tion of the reader the wealth of glass awaiting 
further study in the Museum of London collections, 
and the existence of such luxury glassware among 
London’s fragmentary assemblages. This will com-
plement the recent research into glass-working in 
the North-West provinces of the Empire, which has 
emphasised that much glass vessel production could 
have been local, and generally to increase aware-
ness of the rich opportunities for further study of 
glass from Londinium and its region.

As stated above, therefore, such vessels are well 
known and Grose’s succinct description of them and 
their signifi cance can be repeated here: 

[This category of vessel is] characterized by 
angular, lathe-turned forms . . . and the highest 
standards of craftsmanship. [They] dramatize 
the shift away from intentionally coloured to 
decolourized tablewares under the Flavians. 
This class is one of several ‘international’ styles, 
which is well documented in both the western 
and eastern Mediterranean. It is also the last 
of Roman glass to have been manufactured in 
quantity by casting methods as Imperial glass-
makers progressively adopted free- and mould-
blowing techniques during the course of the fi rst 
century AD (Grose 1991, 1).

Fig 4.8.1 Glass dish (Cat no 6) and handled skyphos (Cat no 55)
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the results of a brief, initial search through the 
Museum of London’s reserve collection and Archae-
ological Archive (LAARC). A total of 128 fragments 
of colourless vessels, fi nished and decorated with 
ground and polished methods, were identifi ed, not 
including undiagnostic and indeterminate body 
fragments. The identifi able fragments, therefore, 
can be divided into broad groups according to their 
basic shapes, which refl ect the lack of variation 
and standardisation remarked upon by Grose and 
emphasise his comment that these probably repre-
sent mass-produced vessels. Only in the decoration 
of the conical beakers (see Group IV) is there some 
variation – but even these varieties can be grouped 
into just a few basic categories of design. 

In general, the forms represent examples of 
tableware – coasters, cups, bowls, dishes and, pos-
sibly, small ewers or fl agons (although none of these 
closed forms are certain here). Exactly how such 
vessels were procured by their owners is diffi cult to 
deduce. The regularity of size and forms suggests 
that they were not specially designed, individual 
commissions. Perhaps sets could have been com-
missioned or perhaps they could be purchased ‘off 
the shelf’. It is hoped that new research into batch 
analyses might cast more light on this subject 
(Ian Freestone and Hilary Cool pers comm). The 
large number of examples in Southwark, with con-
centrations at, especially, Tabard Square (LLS02; 
27 examples), should be highlighted in regard to 
this new groundbreaking research. The comments 
associated below with each group are intended to 
give a guide only to the individual forms. 

The Londinium groups can be described, briefl y, 
as follows (see also Fig 4.8.4).

I Coaster or tablet (Cat no 1)

This coaster fragment, from Southwark Street 
(Calvert’s Buildings) is an exceptional item of glass. 
It comes from a small circular stand with three 
legs carved into the shape of stylised animal legs, in 
imitation of real-sized tables. It must have func-
tioned in much the same way as coasters or centre-
plates do today – namely for placing under drinking 
vessels or serving dishes. Metal examples are well 
known, for example two circular silver ones from 
Pompeii (Ward Perkins and Claridge, 1976, nos 
320–1). Glass examples are not common, however. 
Circular colourless glass stands come from Pompeii 
(unpublished, Naples Museum) and Baden, Aquae 
Helveitica (Fünfschilling 1986, 144 no 397, pl 21). 
Colourless rectangular stands are also known, 
for example one from Rome, now in the Corning 
Museum (Goldstein 1979, 152–3, no 326, acc no 
66.1.211), and another, represented by just the leg 
and part of the fl at plate, from a 2nd-century context 
at Nicopolis ad Istrum, Bulgaria (Shepherd 1999, 
312, no 1).

II Shallow cup, bowl and dish forms 

(Cat nos 2–53)

Small cups, bowls and dishes make up the largest 
single category of the catalogue (52 examples, 
categorised as ‘bowl’). No doubt many of the small 
vessels, with simple fl ared rims, would have served 
conveniently as drinking cups or side bowls, the 
small vessels with overhanging rims being less 
useful for drinking. The larger dishes and bowls 
would be more appropriate as serving dishes or 
centrepieces. It is more than likely that the vessels 
with wheel-cut decoration around the bodies would 
have been used in such a way that the facet-cutting 
would have enhanced, or been enhanced by, their 
contents. It is simple speculation, but it is tempting 
to suggest that such bowls would have been used for 
the serving of transparent or translucent liquid or 
semi-viscous foods.

Parallels for the plain bowls, with fl ared or over-
hanging rim forms, are numerous. For example 
Dura-Europos, Syria (Clairmont 1963, 18f, no 90), 
Karanis, Egypt (Harden 1936, Class IB I, 49–50, pl 
12, no 166), four from a 2nd-century grave in Nieu-
wenhagen, Holland (Isings 1971, 77–8, nos 136–9) 
and Conimbriga, Portugal (Alarcão and Alarcão 
1965, 76). In Britain examples are known from 
Lullingstone (Cool and Price 1987, 111, nos 325 and 
326), New Market Hall site, Gloucester (Charles-
worth 1974, fi g 29, no 4), Caerwent (Boon 1973, fi g 
2, no 19), Fishbourne (Harden and Price 1971, fi g 
138, no 26) and Caerleon (Boon 1973, 116). See 
also Harden and Price (1971, 331) for examples from 
Belgium and Portugal, and Grose (1991) for numer-
ous examples from Egypt, Germany, Hungary, Italy, 
Spain, Sudan, Syria and Tunisia. 

Fig 4.8.2 Fragments from a relief-cut bowl with 
facets (Cat no 37)
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The overhanging edge on a wide rim decorated 
with egg-and-dart motif is a distinctive feature of, 
especially, some larger dishes. Only a relatively 
small number of dishes empire-wide are decorated 
with both egg-and-dart motifs on the lip edge and 
facet-cut with circular or oval facets on the rim 
and/or body. However, the latter predominate in 
Londinium – indeed, it has not been possible to 
identify a vessel decorated with just relief cutting 
around the rim. All of the fragments with such deco-
ration also have decoration on the fl atter parts of 
the rim and on the bodies. Perhaps the best exam-
ples of such vessels are the three complete bowls 
from the Cave of Letters in Nahal Hever in the 
Judaean Desert (Yadin 1963, fi g 40), hidden away 
during the Bar Kokhba revolt, AD 132–35. Price 
(1987, 72–3) notes that these bowls were evidently 
regarded as treasured possessions, and may not 
have been in current use at the time of their deposi-
tion, but some fragments from a nearby and contem-
porary deposit (in the Cave of Horrors) suggests that 
they were still used at least during the fi rst third of 
the 2nd century. This can be corroborated by the 
evidence from Londinium which shows that frag-
ments from many such bowls come from early to 
mid-2nd-century contexts (for example Cat nos 37, 
39, 41, 44 and 45). Others come from Cosa, Italy 
(Grose 1991, fi g 4), and Fishbourne (Harden and 
Price 1971, 336 and nos 33–4, pl 26). Price (1987, 
72–8) also gives numerous examples and parallels 
from other sites in the western Empire, especially 
Spain and Portugal. 

III Bowls or cups with handles (Cat nos 54–64)

Two forms are represented by the Londinium ma-
terial. The fi rst (Cat no 54), an antiquarian fi nd from 
the Cornhill end of Old Broad Street, is from a wide, 
shallow dish with just the lower fi xing part of a 
worked handle extant. The upper part of the frag-
ment slopes slightly outwards, suggesting that the 
lip of the vessel is missing. The base is represented 
by a very low foot-ring and the shape of the vessel is 
very similar to two highly decorated bowls. One, in 
a monochrome, translucent green glass, formerly in 
the Sangiorgi Collection and now in the Corning 
Museum of Glass (Goldstein 1979, 151, no 320), is 
dated on stylistic grounds to the late 1st century BC 
or early 1st century AD. The other, in colourless 
glass similar to the Old Broad Street vessel, is from 
Siphnos and was found with a coin of Vespasian 
(Brock and Young 1949, 90–1, pls 33–4, tomb no 20, 
no 13; see also Harden 1970, 48 and 72, pl 1g and 
Massabo 2000, 70–1, fi g 4). Isings (1957, 39), when 
discussing her form 25, notes a pair of two-handled 
colourless cups from Pompeii, both with relief 
ornament.

The second form is the more easily recognisable 
skyphos, a straight-sided, two-handled cup (Isings 
1957, form 39) that has many parallels among the 
repertoires of metal-workers. These cups are known 

in the Mediterranean region during the Hellenistic 
period before the late 1st century BC but reappear 
in the colourless glass repertoires of the fi nal 
quarter of the 1st century AD. The near complete 
example from St Swithin’s House (Cat no 55), in the 
middle Walbrook zone, has been the subject of a 
detailed study by Jenny Price (1991, 159, no 610) 
who notes other examples similar to the Walbrook 
vessel from Mérida, Spain (Price 1974, 75–6, fi g 2.2), 
Vindonissa (Berger 1960, 83, pl 14.215) and an 
unpublished fragment from a 1st-century context 
at the unexplored mansion site at Knossos, Crete. 
This form is depicted on a wall painting at Pompeii 
(Maiuri 1957, xxii) and also appears in the cata-
combs at Rome (Fremersdorf 1975, 82, no 800, pl 42) 
and at Köln (Fremersdorf 1967, 62, pl 21) but it is 
probable that these were made during the 3rd cen-
tury. A number of skyphoi decorated with relief-cut 
foliage and lettered designs come from late 3rd- 
or 4th-century graves at Zülpich-Enzen (Heimberg 
1980, 35–6), Rheinbach-Flerzheim (Follmann-
Schulz 1988, 23–4) and Köln-Lindethal (La Baume 
and Nüber 1971, 80, pl 4.16; Harden 1987, 189, no 
99). 

IV Squat and tall conical beakers (Cat nos 

65–128)

The facet-cut conical beaker (Isings 1957, form 21) 
is a distinctive vessel among Roman glass assem-
blages and easy to recognise. In fact, its distinctive 
attributes have led to it being the subject of a 
detailed study (Oliver 1984). This type of cup is 
dated to the Flavian and Trajanic periods and is 
widely distributed throughout the Empire. Oliver 
(1984, 46–58) lists just 105 examples from fi ndspots 
as widespread as Britain to Begram in Afghanistan. 
Both categories of cup are recognisable in London, 
those without ridges above or below the zone of 
facets (Cat nos 66–9) and those with ridges (Cat nos 
70–85). There are also numerous body fragments for 
which the precise category cannot be identifi ed (Cat 
nos 86–97). It is evident, however, that the form 
with ridges appears to predominate here. Precisely 
what this means, assuming that there is any mean-
ing to it other than simply a larger number being in 
circulation in Londinium, is not clear.

Also present are a number of vessels decorated 
not with a zone of overlapping, regularly shaped 
facets but with a decoration consisting of sinuous 
grooves formed by many overlapping facets with 
alternating oval facets orientated vertically (Cat nos 
98–106) and beakers with diagonal grooves (Cat 
nos 107–11). All the London examples appear to 
come from the taller form of this vessel. A complete 
example of a conical beaker decorated in a similar 
manner comes from Pompeii (Harden 1987, 192). 
Harden notes that this type of decoration is rare and 
cites a low, wide footless cup in the Naples Museum 
(see also Arveiller-Dulong and Ziviello 2005, 109, fi g 
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Fig 4.8.3 Conical beaker with high-relief decoration 
(Cat no 112)

1). In his study on eastern Mediterranean glass in 
Scandinavia, Ekholm (1956, 64, fi g 1) made this his 
fi rst category and Harden suggests that, owing to 
the Bay of Naples evidence, this tall form was 
the fi rst of the late 1st-century conical beakers. 
Only three fragments of sinuous facet-decorated 
glass came from Vindonissa (Berger 1960, 68, nos 
165–7). 

To these can be added a number of vessels deco-
rated with high-relief motifs, such as shells and oval 
elements (Cat nos 112–21). In a short article on 
relief-cut vessels of this type, von Saldern (1985) 
illustrated a complete conical beaker decorated with 
relief ovals and shells from Köln dated to the late 1st 
century. Three similar examples are known from 
London. One, decorated with relief-cut ovals and 
rosettes or fl ower motifs from Ironmonger Lane (Cat 
no 112) was associated with late 1st- and 2nd-
century ceramics (London Museum 1970, 8, no 18). 
However, the other two, one decorated with just one 
zone extant (Cat no 113) from Leadenhall Street 
and the other from Southwark Street (Cat no 114) 
were evidently residual amongst 3rd- and 4th-
century material. Other fragments from Londinium 

with foliage decoration (Cat nos 115–16) come from 
late 1st- or early 2nd-century contexts. 

The fragment from Guildhall Yard (Cat no 115), 
decorated with a high-relief ivy or vine leaf, was 
found among the large early 2nd-century cullet 
dump, discovered in the backfi lled drains to the 
amphitheatre. Similarly dated examples include a 
narrow, conical beaker decorated with an ivy leaf 
from Fishbourne (AD 75–100) and one from Begram, 
Afghanistan (Harden and Price 1971, 333–6, no 30, 
fi g 38, pl 26). Another example comes from Blake 
Street, York (Hilary Cool pers comm).

Finally, the Londinium assemblage includes fi ve 
fragments from vessels, which appear to be hybrids 
of facet-cut Isings form 21 and indented forms such 
as Isings forms 32, 33 and 35. One (Cat no 124) 
comes from a context securely dated to AD 60–80 
and another (Cat no 123) to AD 75–80. These are 
very fi ne vessels and the fact that the body has been 
indented suggests that the blanks for these were 
probably free-blown before cutting. It is possible 
that many of the forms described above could 
have had blanks created by some form of casting, 
slumping or sagging – evidence perhaps that they 
could be regarded as the products of a non-glass-
blowing tradition. However, with these indented 
vessels we have a form that amalgamates the 
skills of colourless glass manufacture, glass-blowing 
and glass-cutting. Perhaps they represent the 
crossover of an older tradition into the younger 
but increasingly more predominant practice of 
glass-blowing.

Further study

This brief study has focused attention upon over 
120 fragments of glass from late 1st-century vessels. 
These, however, would have been among the most 
valuable glass vessels being produced in the Empire 
at that time and, as Pliny says, would have been 
cherished more than vessels of silver or gold. Their 
presence in London, in such quantities, emphasises 
the cosmopolitan composition of Londinium’s popu-
lation. However, how they arrived here is a subject 
for debate and further research. There is the possi-
bility that these expensive vessels were items of 
trade and exchange. It is also likely, however, that 
they travelled with their owners from one city to 
another, perhaps from one posting to another.

There is still much to learn about these vessels 
from London, their signifi cance in their respective 
glass assemblages and their association with other 
material from their fi ndspots. This short study has 
merely created a catalogue – the context of each 
fragment has yet to be analysed in detail. However, 
just a cursory examination of this catalogue shows 
that the simple distribution of these fragments 
(Table 4.8.1 and Fig 4.8.5) demonstrates a most 
interesting picture that is worthy of further study. 

Of the 128 fragments in the catalogue, 20% come 
from the two zones west of the Walbrook, 37% from 
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Fig 4.8.4 A selection of types of colourless glass from London: 
Type I – Cat no 1 Type IIb – Cat no 6 Type IIc – Cat no 7 Type IIg Type IIIa Type IIIb – Cat no 55
Type IVd – Cat no 98 Type IVf – Cat nos 113 and 114 Type IVh – Cat no 123
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Fig 4.8.5 Distribution of Flavian colourless glass in Londinium (note that the later city defences are shown 
for purposes of orientation)

Table 4.8.1 Summary of overall distribution of catalogued fragments, and comparison with some groups 
and subgroups

Type Total W of Walbrook E of Walbrook Southwark Unknown

All fragments 128 26 20% 47 37% 52 41% 3
Group II   52  4  7% 13 25% 34 65% 1
Group II, f–g (elaborate facet-cut dishes)  11  1  9%  1  9%  8 73% 1
Group IV, a–c (facet-cut beakers)  33 11 33% 13 39%  9 27% 

zones east of the Walbrook and 41% from Southwark 
(2% are unprovenanced). Furthermore, of the 52 
fragments of Group II vessels, only 7% come from 
zones west of the Walbrook, while 25% are from 
zones east of the Walbrook and 65% come from 
Southwark. There is an obvious weighting towards 
the sites south of the Thames for these fi ne vessels, 
especially the highly decorated, facet-cut dishes 
with all-over decoration (Group II, f and g: eight of 
the ten provenanced vessels come from Southwark, 
with just one apiece from zones east and west of the 
Walbrook). The distribution of the facet-cut beakers 
(Group IV, a–c), however, would appear to be rea-
sonably equal throughout the town: 39% come from 

zones east of the Walbrook, 33% from the west and 
27% from Southwark. 

Of course, these statements and calculations 
are based upon a sample that is unlikely to be sta-
tistically valid. However, that there is a concentra-
tion of high-quality glassware south of the Thames 
is more than evident. Indeed, the only fragment 
of cameo glass from London, in fact from Britain, 
also came from Southwark. It is worth exploring 
further. The presence of these vessels throughout 
Londinium only emphasises the fact that there 
is still much work to be done in examining the con-
tents of households throughout the different regions 
of the settlement.
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Fig 4.8.6 Chronological development of colourless glass vessels from Flavian London (by catalogue number)
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5 Harvey Sheldon



Harvey puzzling out the stratigraphy of north Southwark. At this date (early 1970s) his pipe and trowel 
were never far away
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It is fi tting that this volume of essays on Roman 
London is dedicated to Harvey Sheldon. Since 
the late 1960s Harvey has campaigned for the 
protection and study of London’s rich buried archae-
ology and historic buildings. One of the key themes 
throughout Harvey’s career has been the develop-
ment of archaeology as a public service by leading 
local and regional archaeological units, teaching 
and publishing, and encouraging students and 
volunteers from a variety of backgrounds to enter 
the profession. Harvey’s interest in history led him 
to attend his fi rst archaeology adult education class 
in 1961 after graduating in Economics at South-
ampton, and starting work in market research in 
Holborn. It was in Holborn that Harvey conducted 
one of his earliest archaeological investigations 
when he observed work at the Holborn Post Offi ce 
following a visit to a local pub. 

His fi rst excavation experience came in 1962 
at Winchester Palace, Southwark, with Francis 
Celoria of the London Museum. Harvey completed 
his Diploma in Archaeology and, in 1966, with A E 
Brown commenced trial excavation of the Roman 
pottery kilns site at Highgate Wood. The fi rst season 
of full excavation was in 1967 with 35 volunteers 
on site every day for six weeks and there was an 
annual training excavation into the 1970s. Many 
members of Harvey’s developing team were recruit-
ed through this project. Finds were studied in 
evening classes and Harvey started teaching adult 
education archaeology courses in the mid-1960s, 
beginning a long association with the University of 
London Department of Extra-Mural Studies (later 
part of Birkbeck College). At this time he also worked 
on excavations in Verulamium and with John 
Alexander, a Lecturer in Archaeology at University 
of London and Cambridge extra-mural departments, 
allegedly leading a walkout on one of the sites. 

Harvey and his team of part-time excavators 
undertook a programme of archaeological excava-
tions from late 1969. The staff took casual employ-
ment between excavations and worked at weekends, 
enabling a team of experienced volunteers to devel-
op alongside them. Work was commissioned through 
the London and Middlesex Archaeological Society 
(LAMAS) or the Southwark Archaeological Excava-
tion Committee (SAEC, established in 1962, with 
funding provided by the Department of the Environ-
ment, other public authorities and landowners) 
to excavate sites at Clapham, Beddington, Old 
Ford and, in 1971, Topping’s and Sun Wharves in 
Southwark. This last site was a turning point as 
the landowner was Hay’s Wharf, an old-established 
company in the Pool of London, with headquarters 

5.1 Harvey Sheldon Laura Schaaf with Nicholas 
Bateson, David Beard, George Dennis, Robin Densem, 
Fiona MacDonell, Derek Seeley and Rosemary Yeaxlee

overlooking the site. Soon a warehouse for fi nds 
processing and storage, and an offi ce, were provided, 
an early example of corporate sponsorship that 
gave impetus and focus to the emerging team. The 
London Docks had largely been abandoned and the 
offi ce next to Southwark Cathedral was surrounded 
by derelict warehouses. A sign on the door warned 
‘Close Door to Keep Rats Out’.

This period of consolidation was confi rmed in 1972 
when SAEC employed Harvey as Southwark Field 
Offi cer and he established a team of fi ve full-time 
archaeologists. The 1970s saw the beginnings of a 
state-funded archaeology service as advocated 
at the Barford Conference in 1970. In the early 
1970s the trust Rescue and the Council for British 
Archaeology campaigned for publicly funded region-
al archaeological units (Rescue News 1973 and 
Council for British Archaeology and RESCUE 1974). 
Many units were established across the country, 
often based in local museums and councils, and 
this expansive period was marked by research and 
rescue excavations and rapid development of tech-
niques. Harvey’s involvement in the development 
of publicly funded archaeological coverage for the 
boroughs around the city dates from this period. The 
Southwark unit began working in Lambeth in 1973, 
changing its name to Southwark and Lambeth 
Archaeological Excavation Committee (SLAEC), 
and Harvey had a major involvement in the estab-
lishment by LAMAS in 1974 of the Inner London 
Archaeological Unit, funded by the boroughs of 
Camden, Hackney, Hammersmith and Fulham, 
Islington, Kensington and Chelsea, Tower Hamlets 
and the City of Westminster. Other units working in 
Greater London in the 1970s included the South 
West London Archaeological Unit established by the 
Surrey Archaeological Society in 1974, the Passmore 
Edwards Museum team working in Newham and 
the Kent Archaeological Rescue Unit. In 1965 legis-
lation was passed to join the London Museum and 
the Guildhall Museum to form the new Museum of 
London, and two teams were subsequently based 
there: the West London team in Brentford estab-
lished in the mid-1960s and the new Department 
of Urban Archaeology (DUA) established in 1974. 
In 1975, Harvey was appointed a Field Offi cer in the 
Museum of London and assumed responsibility for 
the West London team, whilst continuing his role as 
head of the Southwark team. 

In Southwark the work became more structured 
and a continuous programme of urban excavation 
on development sites ran throughout the 1970s. 
Excavations along Borough High Street and beneath 
old Thameside warehouses and wharves provided 
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signifi cant advances in understanding the Roman 
extra-mural settlement, its buildings, cemeteries, 
road system, chronological development and under-
lying topography, refl ecting Harvey’s enduring 
research interests. Prehistoric, Saxon and medieval 
discoveries were also plentiful. Members of the orig-
inal Southwark team recall (in addition to the ruler 
for predicting Roman road alignments) Harvey’s 
piece of string scaled to the length of hypothetical 
defences of the Saxon burgh of Southwark as given 
in the Burghal Hidage which could be overlaid 
on maps to test theories of the elusive Saxon 
settlement. For an irreverent fl avour of those times, 
see the tribute to Harvey’s 40th birthday, Roman 
Southwark: my part in its downfall (Barford et al 
1979).

During the 1970s, Harvey was involved in 
new archaeological initiatives including a 1976 
LAMAS working party investigating improvements 
to the funding and employment of archaeologists 
(Gromaticus 1978) and advocacy for the promotion 
of environmental archaeology by developing 

London-wide policies and establishing a profession-
al team (Keeley and Sheldon 1976). 

The political, organisational and fi nancial 
implications of drawing 32 London boroughs into a 
co-ordinated archaeological service were daunting. 
It is a mark of Harvey’s and other leading London 
archaeologists’ perseverance that this was eventu-
ally achieved. In 1983 Harvey became head of the 
Museum of London’s new Department of Greater 
London Archaeology (DGLA), established with 
funding from the Greater London Council (GLC) 
and incorporating the Southwark and Lambeth, 
South West, West and Inner London teams. DGLA, 
the Passmore Edwards Museum and the Kent 
Archaeological Rescue Unit together provided 
archaeological coverage for the whole of Greater 
London. The GLC also funded London’s fi rst central 
database of excavations and fi nds, with a Sites and 
Monuments team. The epic inaugural celebration 
for DGLA at County Hall is fondly remembered, 
particularly for a red-coated master of ceremonies 
announcing each archaeologist in turn to the line of 

Fig 5.1.1 Harvey and team at Lefevre Road, Bow, 1969/1970 (photo: John Warbis)
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formally robed worthies greeting the guests. To their 
great credit, none appeared to notice that staff had 
come straight from the excavations in site clothing. 

Rather like medieval city-states though, the 
cultures of the local units, often developed in tough 
inner city areas, remained strong within the larger 
whole. Rivalries were evidenced by lively debates 
over recording systems and highly competitive darts 
matches, fi rst played on Harvey’s initiative in the 
early 1970s. A Southwark stalwart was suitably 
impressed when visiting the West London offi ce, 
within a council estate in Brentford, and being 
shown repairs to the walls where local youths had 
tried to break in using a concrete bollard mounted 
on a shopping trolley for a battering ram.

One of the authors, who like so many started as 
a volunteer and progressed to full-time work, 
remembers her fi rst meeting with Harvey: 

I came as a raw, completely overwhelmed volun-
teer to work on a site in Southwark towards the 
end of 1984. Totally bemused by levels, northings 
and southings, the site staff allowed this nutcase 
to fi nd her feet and she began to realise that one 
name was often mentioned: Harvey Sheldon. The 
name became manifest late one afternoon when 
he visited the site and we were all ready with fi nds 
trays on parade. It soon became apparent to me 
that Harvey’s role in the formation of the unit 
was linked to the inroads he had made into the 

attitudes of developers towards archaeology when 
he got them to appreciate not only the importance 
of the work but to pay for it. Then there was 
the personal side of becoming acquainted with 
Harvey. I discovered his kindness and concern 
when he learned of my father’s death. Over the 
years I have known him as a class tutor, President 
of the Extra-Mural Archaeological Society and a 
person who has never ceased in his concern for 
London’s archaeology. I have always thought of 
him as ‘Mr London Archaeology’. Regrettably, not 
all volunteers’ experiences were so positive. One 
new recruit was puzzled to be told that ‘our boss 
ate your lunch’, not realising that Boss was 
Harvey’s eccentric Southwark terrier, well known 
for raiding bags left in the site offi ce. She did not 
return after lunch.

But even at this moment of triumph, times and 
ideologies were changing. Margaret Thatcher had 

Fig 5.1.2 For many years Harvey was rarely seen 
without his pipe. When he sent a ‘customer’s 
suggestion’ form requesting a particular tobacco to 
the Harrod’s smoke shop he was amused to receive 
a reply from the food halls expressing regret that 
they could not supply ‘Sliced Condor’ because it was 
a protected species 

Fig 5.1.3 Harvey, as immortalised by Old Ford and 
Southwark illustrator Eddie Jeffreys
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become Prime Minister in 1979 and the gradual 
move in British archaeology from regional trusts 
and units towards privatisation and site-specifi c 
developer funding was already under way. The GLC 
opposed the government and was abolished in 1986. 
Following a lengthy campaign by Harvey and others 
its fi nancial responsibilities for DGLA were trans-
ferred to the Historic Buildings and Monuments 
Commission (later English Heritage) but it was 
becoming obvious that public sources alone would 
no longer sustain the service. 

Typically, Harvey was at the forefront of the next 
phase in the evolution of London archaeology, its 
move into development planning. With the opportu-
nity for co-ordinated initiatives via the GLC gone, in 
1987 DGLA established a planning and negotiations 
team to work with individual local authorities and 
developers. The aim was to ensure that archaeologi-
cal sites in Greater London affected by development 
were recognised, safeguarded and excavated in a 
systematic manner. Its success in establishing local 
archaeological policies through the London Unitary 
Development Plans and in generating developer 
funding during the 1980s development boom 
provided stability and helped offset the erosion of 
public sources. As a result, the mid- to late 1980s 
were again a confi dent, expansionary period, with 
a series of major excavations by DGLA. The 
individual sites are too numerous to list here but 
exciting discoveries included:

• prehistoric settlements and landscapes at 
Sipson Lane, Holloway Lane and Stockley Park 
on the gravel deposits of West London; 

• nationally important Late Upper Palaeolithic 
and Early Mesolithic fl int and faunal assem-
blages at Three Ways Wharf, Uxbridge;

• new information about Roman Southwark 
including rich stone-built complexes in South-
wark Street and beneath Winchester Palace 
and a timber warehouse (rarely preserved) at 
the former Courage Brewery site;

• the eastern cemetery of Roman London at 
various sites in Tower Hamlets;

• Roman roadside settlements in Old Ford and 
Brentford;

• the ‘lost’ Middle Saxon trading port Lundenwic 
in the Covent Garden area;

• the important urban and rural medieval 
religious houses Bermondsey Abbey, Merton 
Priory, Charterhouse, the Priory of St John of 
Jerusalem and St Mary’s nunnery in Clerken-
well, the Abbey of St Clare, Abbey of St Mary 
Graces and the Priory and Hospital of St Mary 
Spital;

• medieval Winchester Palace and Edward III’s 
residence at Rotherhithe;

• London’s medieval market towns Kingston and 
Uxbridge;

• medieval bridges at Kingston and London;
• Tudor playhouses the Rose and the Globe.

The immeasurable increase in the knowledge 
of Greater London’s archaeology gained during the 
years of Harvey’s leadership is documented in 
Archaeology in Greater London 1965–90 (Thompson 
et al 1998) and The archaeology of Greater London 
(MoLAS 2000). 

The 1980s model for archaeology, however, 
refl ecting the free enterprise property world of 
the time, was heavily dependent on voluntary 
co-operation (British Archaeologists and Developers 
Liaison Group 1986). Although DGLA had great 
success in encouraging London boroughs to take a 
more formal responsibility for their own heritage 
(notably by seeking archaeological excavations in 
advance of development) government guidance was 
ambiguous and lagged behind professional practice. 
A Department of the Environment planning circular 
in 1985 recommended allowing archaeologists 
limited site access during construction (DoE Cir-
cular 1/85). Another in 1987 established the validity 
of preserving unscheduled remains, but implied that 
it was not reasonable to expect developers to pay for 
archaeological works (DoE Circular 8/87). The more 
successful DGLA was in generating commercial 
sponsorship, the more likely it became that the 
remaining core public service funding would be 
withdrawn. Combining these two functions became 
increasingly diffi cult and, without a clear regulatory 
framework, open to accusations of confl icts of 
interest. 

These inherent tensions were dramatically 
exposed in 1989/1990. At the Queen’s Hotel in York, 
Huggin Hill in the City of London and Southbridge 
House in Southwark, high-value urban develop-
ments coincided with high-profi le, well-preserved 
remains of national importance. The fi rst two sites 
contained important Roman buildings and the third 
the Tudor Rose Theatre. Although conventional 
excavations were feasible, this still implied removal 
of the physical remains and Museum of London 
archaeologists faced an unfamiliar dilemma. The 
public perception was clear – that structures of such 
quality should be retained in situ for posterity, 
preferably with public access. In the case of the Rose 
they included foundations of the stage on which 
Shakespeare’s players performed. Prominent actors 
led a public blockade of the site and the newly formed 
Rose Theatre Trust sought a judicial review of the 
Secretary of State’s refusal to Schedule the site 
but planning consents had been granted and could 
not be revoked without paying substantial compen-
sation. Redesign to incorporate and display the 
remains could only be sought on a voluntary basis. 
This 1980s mechanism (based heavily on negotia-
tion and to some extent bluff) had proved surpris-
ingly successful in securing archaeological excava-
tions but was inadequate to the new challenge and 
the design solutions did not resolve the issue of 
public access. The resulting furore reverberated at 
a national level, as refl ected in the debates of 
the House of Commons and other contemporary 
accounts (discussed in detail in Eccles 1990, 
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147–237). Concerns within the archaeological pro-
fession about commercial pressures and the lack of 
regulation were refl ected in a Rescue conference of 
1990 (Swain 1991). The conference was organised 
while Harvey was Chair of Rescue, a post he held 
between 1986 and 1991 and again in 1999–2004 
during a long association with the trust.

These events led, in 1990, to new government 
guidance which places archaeological decision 
making within the planning process, secures preser-
vation in situ as the fi rst option for nationally 
signifi cant remains and emphasises the need for 
assessment and investigation prior to development 
(DoE 1990). But there were inevitably repercussions 
and London archaeology was heavily restructured 
in 1991. The establishment funding for the DGLA 
and both DUA and DGLA were abolished in favour 
of a new unifi ed commercial structure, the Museum 
of London Archaeology Service, with the SMR and 
Greater London archaeological planning advice 
largely transferred to English Heritage. Harvey who 
characteristically had fought an uncompromising 
rearguard action for the public archaeology side in 
the debate lost his job.

Since then Harvey has not so much sought a new 
direction in his career as continued with the old one. 
Throughout and following the two decades when he 
did so much to establish and develop professional 
archaeological teams he has maintained close con-
tacts with non-professionals by teaching and by an 
active involvement in archaeological and historical 
societies including serving as President of the 
West Essex Archaeological Group, the Enfi eld 
Archaeological Society, the Hendon and District 
Archaeological Society, the Extra-Mural Archaeo-
logical Society, the Southwark and Lambeth 
Archaeological Society, and notably the London and 
Middlesex Archaeological Society of which he is both 
a past President and for many years Chair of the 
Archaeological Research Committee (now Archaeol-
ogy Committee). From the 1970s onwards Harvey 
has taught Certifi cate and Diploma of Archaeology 
students as well as leading lecture series, weekend 
courses, day courses and guided walks for the 
general public. In 1992 he increased his teaching 
commitments and in 1998, with Tony Legge, found-
ed the MA in Archaeology at Birkbeck College 
where he is currently Associate Lecturer for the 
Archaeology MA. 

In the 1990s he also re-established a summer 
training excavation for students and the general 
public, following on from the training digs held in 
Southwark in the 1970s and 1980s. Since 1995 the 
courses have been held in Havering, Hounslow, 
Lewisham and Southwark, proving very popular, 
with over 100 people taking part each year. In 
2004 the training excavation moved to Syon 
Park, Isleworth, where each summer participants 
have investigated the remains of England’s only 
Brid gettine Abbey, which preceded the present 

stately home. Harvey also continues to work for the 
eventual display of the Rose Theatre as a founder 
member of the Rose Theatre Trust. Harvey’s achieve-
ments have been recognised by his election as a 
Fellow of the Society of Antiquaries of London, a 
Fellow of the Royal Society of Arts and an invitation 
to become a Trustee of Borough Market. 

Several of Harvey’s attributes can be seen in the 
early days of his archaeological career. His charisma 
and belief that archaeology should be carried out as 
a team activity meant that volunteers and full-time 
excavators congregated around him. His belief that 
archaeology is a public activity led to him giving 
many lectures to local archaeological societies 
and to other audiences, gaining support for the 
endeavours and foreshadowing the current enthusi-
asm for promoting public access to archaeology. The 
fact that his projects were promptly published in 
the London Archaeologist and the Transactions of 
the London and Middlesex Archaeological Society 
encouraged public authorities to provide grants to 
Harvey and his burgeoning team to carry out exca-
vations throughout London. Finally, his integrity 
and commitment were recognised by Hay’s Wharf 
and the Southwark Archaeological Excavation 
Committee, providing him with premises and 
employment for his fi rst full-time team. The rest is 
history – and he is still making it!

Fig 5.1.4 Harvey on the roof of Syon House, 2006, 
during a break in the Birkbeck training excava-
tions. Note that the pipe and trowel have now been 
replaced by a mobile phone! (photo: Jane Sidell)
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