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Introduction

John Schofield & Roger Leech

This volume of papers is a review of current work and
research priorities in a number of areas of British urban
archaeology. It is part of the research programme initiated
by the CBA Research Committee following the Erosion of
History (Heighway 1972) and two summary reviews of the
decade of archaeological research which followed (CBA
1976; Schofield & Palliser 1981). The essays are divided into
two groups: period surveys of the four main periods of urban
archaeology, from the Roman to the post-medieval (ending
c 1700); and topic surveys, dealing with eight individual
aspects, all topographical in nature. The volume is prefaced
by two general papers and concluded by a contribution on
the study of pottery in towns as a link to and reminder of
the artefactual analyses which are of equal importance but
which are not dealt with here. Certain other topics, eg urban
industry, were considered, but it was thought either that the
time was not yet right for a cogent overview to be attempted,
or that a sufficient review had been published recently. The
main questions to be considered by the contributors were:
(1) What are the main achievements in the topic
addressed, and what were the research questions remaining;
what do we wish to know, and how can archaeological
excavation provide the answers?
(2) Are there approved, or disapproved, methods of
excavation or investigation which have become apparent?
(3) How should resources be spread between towns to get
the best kind of information?
All of Britain was to be considered if possible. Contributors were also asked to take note of the research policy of
the CBA for urban archaeology (reproduced in Schofield &
Palliser 1981, v-vii and in Thomas 1983):
It is a measure of the progress made since 1972 that this
thematic review can now be undertaken. In 1972 urban
archaeology was in its infancy, largely unaware of the New
Archaeology and preoccupied with problems relating to the
need for more financial support, legally supported access
rights, surveys of the archaeological potential of towns and
architectural and documentary research linked to excavation
strategies (progress as filtered and reflected by the CBA
Urban Research Committee is charted in Schofield 1983).
Financial support is always likely to be a matter of concern
in urban archaeology, but the other considerations now
constitute lower priorities. The archaeologist’s right of
access to the most important urban sites is now at least partly
secured by the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological
Areas Act 1979, and surveys of the archaeological implications of development have now been undertaken for many
individual towns. The need for architectural and documentary research linked to excavation strategies is still
important, but now would often be considered as part of a
wider approach to investigate archaeologically all aspects of
urban society, equal emphasis being placed on the rigorous
analysis of many other categories of data.
These points are well illustrated in the first two papers
(Schofield, Carver), for while neither of these could have
been attempted in 1972, sufficient urban excavations have

now been undertaken for the general phenomena in postdepositional sequences to be identified and analysed. It will
also be clear from these papers that many urban archaeological research projects have been leading the way in
evolving new and more rigorous techniques of excavation
and post-excavation analysis.
In the four period surveys which follow, the authors
(Jones & Wacher, Hill, Palliser, and Davey) list both the
achievements and outstanding problems in their respective
areas. A wide variety of successes and future aims is
presented, but recurring themes are the potential of waterlogged deposits, already attested in the introductory papers,
and the need for regional studies, also emphasized in the
Committee‘s research proposals.
The topic surveys which occupy the major part of the
volume are concerned with urban defences, castles.
domestic and public buildings. water fronts, parish churches
and religious houses (Jones & Bond, Drage, Mackreth,
Perring, Munby, Milne, Morris, Butler). There is an
inherent topographical definition, but the scope of the
papers is far wider. The authors are concerned not only with
topographical and architectural matters, but also particularly with the changing economic. social and political
systems of urban societies. All provide statements of
objectives for the future. The authors were given a wide
brief which they have interpreted variously; but the points
of contact and overlap between their papers and the period
surveys reward careful consideration. and both type of
survey can be compared with the largely methodological
concerns of the first two paper.
None of the participants in this early attempt at strategic
thinking in urban archaeology would claim it is refined. So
what is the purpose? To bring together profitable themes in
archaeological research and to promote informed decisions
about the safeguarding of our cultural heritage. It is hoped
that the discussion of these themes will establish priorities
and improve the selection of sites both for excavation and
for preservation. In this regard we wish to point to two
related propositions which arise from this volume:
(1) there is still a great need for archaeological assessments of towns which go beyond the implication survey,
which have depth maps of the available strata;
(2) from the collected results which are now filtering
through, surveys of particular urban monument-types can
be used as the basis of scheduling policy in towns. We would
suggest that the papers on urban defences and on castles
furnish such a data bank of considered examples.
It remains for us to thank the many colleagues who have
helped to produce this collection of papers. We thank the
authors most warmly for agreeing, on top of their many
commitments, to present their thoughts and proposals. The
CBA Urban Research Committee and its Chairman, Tom
Hassall, have been most supportive from the inception of
the project. Our thanks are also extended to Henry Cleere
and Marie Puttick at the CBA for their editorial care, to
Peter Addyman for many useful comments, and to Tim
ix

Williams and David Bentlev for work on the index and
illustrations respectively. For translation of the summaries
we thank Dominique Vaughan and Friedericke Hammer.
Bibliography
CBA, Urban Research Committee, 1976
archaeology, C B A

Recent research in urban

The erosion of history: archaeology and
Heighway, C M (ed), 1972
planning in towns
Schofield, J, 1983
The CBA Urban Research Committee, in 25 Years
of medieval archaeology (ed D Hinton), University of Sheffield, 83-9
Recent archaeological research in
Schofield, J & Palliser, D (eds), 1981
English towns, CBA
Thomas, C (ed), 1983
Research objectives in British archaeology, CBA

GENERAL SURVEYS

1 Recent approaches in urban archaeology

This introductory paper seeks to provide one possible
framework for the assessment of the papers which follow,
by drawing together some of the ideas current in urban
archaeological thinking. It seeks to do this by starting with
a close-up of the deposit, then widening the focus to include
the town in its region. This is not the proposition of a
paradigm, but we should conclude that urban archaeology,
after twenty years or so of rewarding exploration and
information-collection, now requires the ‘paradigmatic
shock’ of interrogation o f t h e f i n d i n g s a c c o r d i n g t o
comprehensive and persuasive models.

John Schofield

such as the building of castle mounds or clearance of whole
streets for public or religious complexes, but inferences
from physical growth of deposits over long periods. As
Vince suggests (ch 15), the sheer volume of strata or finds
may give rough clues. The percentage of residual pottery,
or the volume of pottery, or even the number of contexts per
period or interval, may give grounds for inferences about
growth and decline of communities. One obvious example
is the waterfront expansion now recorded in many medieval
and some Roman towns.
One of the greatest problems facing the analyst of urban
strata, however, is the possibility that an unknown proportion of the finds or inclusions (building material, charcoal,
environmental material) within any stratum may be
residual, ie surviving from a significantly earlier period and
thus misleading. For example bones, pottery and the hardier
seeds or fruit-pips could be redeposited centuries after they
were discarded. To identify this background noise the
archaeologist requires single-period sites (at the level both
of individual building-types and whole single-period towns)
for comparison; and needs to employ tools of analysis such
as Harris-Winchester matrices or seriation diagrams for the
finds, whether pottery, building materials or bone fragments. Some current work suggests that deposits may be
divided into primary, secondary and even tertiary deposits
in order to assess their residuality scores. In time, this may
work the other way and deposits might be characterized, at
least partially, by their residual contents.
The key is the stratigraphy. Long intact sequences of
deposits are the best material for effective analysis; shorter
sequences or single-period sites must be validated against
the longer urban sequences which are the norm. Hence the
emphasis among most urban units today on the excavation
matrix as the key to explanation and the starting point for
interrogation of the archive. To give only one example,
Carver (1983, 38-9) has demonstrated that the occurrence
of medieval floor and roof tiles through a sequence at
Shrewsbury was meaningless when listed against the
intrinsic dating of layers, but when listed against deposition date, the introduction of different types of roofing tiles
in different stratigraphic periods could be seen clearly.

The nature of urban deposits
Layers in towns tend to be distinctive, even colourful, by
comparison with those on rural sites. Although gradual and
natural accumulations do occur, the majority of urban
contexts (individual deposits) by bulk are the stratigraphic
traces of events of short duration, such as construction or
demolition programmes. Urban deposits also have a higher
proportion of crisply definable forms such as brick or stone,
imported materials or waterlogged contexts containing
timbers. Thus, it can be suggested, urban layers are in the
main more easily defined.
Urban deposits are found in great variety; they are also
often in complex sequences, and whether complex or not,
they survive to greatly varying degrees throughout the
length and breadth of each town. As Carver notes (ch 2), first
we need to identify the common components and then use
them to evaluate the town as an archaeological source,
including how the variety will affect the strategy of our
excavations and the likely results. Deposits of bulky proportions, for instance, were left in the Roman and Victorian
periods, with periods of lesser detritus between. Features
can be divided into positive and negative types, and often
can be dated broadly from their shape or composition; parts
of buildings, kilns, and perhaps rubbish dumps are
examples. Negative features (pits, ditches) can be analysed
in a similar way. We need to map the survival of deposits
within towns, to chart the resources still available. A likely
conclusion will be that not all periods are available for
examination everywhere. The first factor in archaeological
excavation strategy must be the nature of the site.
If we chronicle the major earth-moving episodes in the
town’s history, as has already been done in a few British
towns, then we will not only have a catalogue of the available
resources but the earth-moving operations themselves show
something about the town at those periods. Here we are not
talking so much about single acts of an influential power,

Urban finds and inferences from them
Urban finds are of several kinds: ceramics, animal bones,
human bones, buildings and loose building material, nonceramic artefacts (leather, wood, metal), biological and
botanical assemblages. If we talk of archaeological assemblages in towns we should see buildings and streets as
1
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species of artefact, to be analysed in the same general ways
as pottery or small finds. This volume is primarily concerned with topographical matters and with buildings or
larger constructions: defences, churches, temples, and the
like. One paper (by Vince, ch 15) on ceramics has been
included to go some way towards correcting the imbalance.
Some other illustrations of current approaches to urban
assemblages from other topics only touched on in this
volume, such as animal and human bones, may be useful
here.
Studies of large groups of animal bone fragments have
now been published for several towns (eg O’Connor 1982;
Maltby 1979) and the various approaches recently described
(Coy 1982; for overview see Armitage 1982). Beyond the
basics of animal husbandry practices, butchery and
marketing of meat and preparation of bones and hides as raw
materials for other industries, study of the bones has pointed
the way to some stimulating lines of thought. Changes in
butchery practices over time can align with other dating
evidence; one notable case is the late 11th century changes
at Lincoln which may be consequent upon the Norman
invasion (Fig 1). The proportions of contrasting sub-groups
within the samples, eg old vs young beasts, may indicate
‘urban’ tendencies such as eating predominantly older
beasts no longer wanted for dairy or wool production in the
surrounding area (Maltby 1979, 46). There are suggestions
that the urban meat diet was of a peculiar and perceptible
kind, a distinctive profile of proportions between the main
domestic species (cow, sheep/goat, pig) which differed from
that of rural settlements (Coy 1982; Randsborg 1980). It
may be that this bone-profile can help chart the onset of
urbanism in any one town.
The analysis of urban life now possible by animal bones

is theoretically possible for other finds, notably building
materials (including the buildings themselves as artefacts)
and ceramics. In all these artefacts we can look for items
present which are not those normally used for agricultural
purposes, a skewing of demand for urban needs (veal, houses
greater than two storeys, industrial vessels); for signs of
systematic marketing and organization of surplus; for better
quality of stock, responding to growth in the urban population; and for new methods in the face of a greater intensity
of exploitation.
Environmental factors influencing these changes, or
environmental results from them (such as pollution) are
charted by studies of flora and fauna, insects and microbiological assemblages, discussions of which can be found
elsewhere (Hall & Kenward 1982). The study of human
bones can also reveal much about past societies and the
groups which formed them-not only inherited traits (at
both familial and population-wide level) and congenital
disorders, but evidence of famine, weather conditions,
infectious diseases, dental pathology and osteopathologically evident diseases such as cancer; serological techniques
can reveal blood types (Dawes & Magilton 1980; Haneveld
1982; White, forthcoming). Thus archaeological excavation
of groups of skeletons can make a limited contribution to
population studies.

Archaeological mapping of urban groups
and their attributes
Recent approaches have therefore stressed that the town's
archaeology is the result of a bundle of influences-climatic
regimes, physical factors in the environment such as geology
or gradual pollution, or biological factors (eg dietary
differences). The archeologist seeks to identify economic

Fig 1 Chronology of some of the variables noted in the animal bones from Flaxengate, Lincoln, c 870-1500 (O’Connor 1982, fig 58)
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and social groupings (including industrial, military or
religious groups) in the town by purely archaeological
means. The diagnostic evidence is at three levels-the
artefact, the feature, and the structure or building, and the
correlation of all three types of evidence may provide
patterns of differential use of space, firstly within buildings
and secondly, over wider areas, between parts of a town.
Functions of rooms or buildings can be defined by
artefacts or by the technological processes betrayed by
industrial scrap, but often there are more artefacts in the
dumping layers between floors than on or in the floors,
leading to misleading assumptions. Roman timber buildings, with frequent tires, appear to offer tighter assemblages.
For the medieval period, cesspits, if not cleaned out by their
users, can offer good ceramic groups (Vince, ch 15).
Defining workplaces by studying the structure of a building,
wholly or in part, is easy if there are clear traces, usually of
heavy industry, but in many Roman and medieval buildings
rooms could assume a variety of functions, and often did
over short periods of time. Certain buildings can be
identified by structural attributes (eg hypocausts) or
decoration. The purpose of rooms may be deduced from
their plan form, access patterns or proportions (see Perring,
ch 10, on Roman urban domestic buildings). Particular parts
of buildings, such as shops or cellars, are generally only
found in numbers in urban contexts and can form the basis
of a study of urban building forms.
Between the building and the town there is an intermediate level of analysis, that of the use of space within the
property in which the buildings or structures lie. The
distribution of pits-which may be divided into functional
groups on their shape, size and primary backfill-may reveal
spaces formerly occupied by buildings, show the establishment of property boundaries or contain specific concentrations of industrial waste. Here, however, some caution
may be required, since urban rubbish of the same date tends
to be of similar character regardless of whether it ended up
in a domestic pit, the city ditch or the waterfront reclamation
zone. Thus mapping of artefacts in secondary contexts may
not produce satisfactory results. Finds in dump deposits are
useful for general hypotheses rather than particular topographical statements.
Once the site has been characterized, it can be compared
with other sites in the vicinity and in the rest of the town.
In both secular and religious buildings, the archaeologist
seeks to ascertain broad trends in building, by excavating
several sites to gain an idea of normal and abnormal
development (Morris, ch 13). Further specification is then
required; the types of religious establishment, or the
designation of workplaces associated with particular trades.
In the latter case the waterfront zones of ports offer
reference collections of artefactual material, well preserved
in waterlogged conditions, for the range of industries
practised elsewhere in the town, particularly those in
organic materials such as wood, leather, bone and cloth. At
this level finds from primary deposits assume great
importance. The distribution map, either of sites or finds,
has an honourable history in urban studies. The growth of
a settlement in its crucial early years is especially amenable
to charting by this method (eg Marsden 1980 for Roman
London; cf Vince, ch 15 on Gloucester); similarly Dark Age
contraction, topographical movement and resettlement can
be illuminated in certain cases only by the distribution map
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(Vince 1984 on mid-Saxon London). Within extensive
settlements large-scale fires may be traced from site to site
and, if a sufficient number of the component sites are
individually dated, can suggest widespread catastrophe.
The degree to which one local area will be delimited from
another will vary greatly. Previous building styles (eg preRoman Iron Age or late Saxon vernacular) are usually
pushed aside by the stamp of municipal, provincial or regal
authority in towns, and thus there are often stark contrasts
between parts of towns. The monastery, the temple, the
forum and the cemetery are areas usually with sharply
defined borders. Public and private buildings or zones may
be differentiated by use of building materials (at least in the
Roman period), such as the quantity of imported stone or
better quality brick. Archaeological analysis can perceive
areas with specific functions, eg butchery, markets, and the
mix of residential and commercial occupation within areas,
More subtle groupings within blocks of the townscape may
take years to study, since, for example, the excavation of
complete insulae in Roman towns such as Chichester (Fig 2)
and London will take generations as redevelopments occur.
Meanwhile studies in which models from social geography
are applied to comparatively intact sites such as Pompeii
(Raper 1977, 1979) are of great interest,
Once the main groups have been characterized, the
archaeologist can move to consideration of the relationships
between groups, both within the town-how did these
military, industrial, commercial, social and religious
functions fit together in the comparatively confined space of
the town?-and over time, by comparing how groups rose
and fell, infiltrated each other or disappeared from view.
Here we are considering questions which link the actions of
separate groups over time, such as origins and continuity.
Several suggestions will be found throughout this collection
of papers: that links with pre-Roman settlements, now
proposed for many Roman towns, will only be brought out
by area excavation (Jones & Wacher, ch 3); that 10th and
early 11th century minsters, the precursors of monasteries
or medieval secular colleges, may have been situated in
places which were not yet towns and which had a dynamic
function in bringing about post-Roman towns (Morris, ch
13); and that archaeologists can record the size and
prosperity of towns both before and after the Black Death,
for example by the quality of domestic housing at various
levels (Palliser, ch 5). There is even an archaeology of events
which studies society before and after, or possibly during, a
cataclysmic occurrence (the Black Death, the Civil War, a
siege or enemy attack such as that on Southampton in 1338).
At this strategic level we have extra desiderata. We need
to bring dating frameworks to bear on our recorded
information. Dates for specific examples of structures,
diagnostic artefacts or processes are needed, and here sites
of short duration are extremely valuable as type-sites. These
can occur in towns as well as in the countryside. And on each
site, the widespread, archaeologically identifiable horizon is
commonly used to anchor points in a sequence, corroborating (or occasionally challenging) evidence from other
sources (eg epigraphy or documentary record). The
fossilizing effect of a religious precinct, Roman or medieval
defences, and churchyards may be perceptible on adjoining
sites, archaeologically as well as historically. Fire horizons
are another hook, though they must be used with care. They
can be the archetypal archaeological event, which can be
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Fig 2 North-west quadrant of Chichester in the 4th century after a programme of excavations of several years (Down 1981, fig 8.9)
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studied in two ways: as a good source of artefacts (whether
buildings or finds) at one instant of history (eg the Great Fire
of London of 1666 providing a dating mechanism for
London’s region of influence, which by this time stretched
to the New World, from the wide range of pottery and
artefacts trapped in its precisely dated destruction deposit);
or as a ‘before and after’ study, in which the degree to which
the town seized the chance for radical replanning over large
areas can be traced.

Conjunction of archaeological and
non-archaeological sources
Having constructed his model of the stratigraphy, and
armed with a site matrix and seriation diagram, the archaeologist can turn to two outside sources for immediate input
into his analysis: scientific dating methods and documentary
records. To consider the former in detail is beyond the scope
of this collection of papers. However, behind several recent
notable discoveries lies the development of dendrochronology as a precise dating mechanism which in certain fields
has taken over from typology and coin evidence as the major
dating framework (Fletcher 1978; Hillam & Morgan 198la,
1981b; and see Vince, ch 15).
The critical assessment and use of documentary sources
in or with archaeology has been the subject of some debate.
As many a local history has proved, enquiry based on written
records, including maps and plans, can provide, at least for
historic periods, much complementary information.
Differential use of space within buildings, and within
defined areas within towns, or relations between groups
within the town are all matters on which the documentary
historian has much to contribute.
Many post-war archaeologists and historians have
expressed views on the ways in which archaeology and
history coexist. These views range from the complete
separateness of the two subjects to their complementing
each other, meeting and even overlapping. Thus some
historians have taken an extreme view (eg Wickham 1983:
‘Archaeology cannot pick up land tenure, social control,
coercion; history can, though, and does’). Others have
stressed the debendence of the archaeologist upon the
historian in certain situations: ‘the historian identifies a
royal palace site at Yeavering and the archaeologist reconstructs by excavation its appearance . . . at all stages in our
study we must turn to the historical sources for aid’ (Wilson
1976, 2-3); ‘It seems to me axiomatic that the archaeologist
who chooses to work in an historic period must recognize
openly his dependence on historians’ (Alcock 1983, 57).
Towards the other end of the scale: ‘Archaeology reaches
those parts of the past that other sources cannot illuminate’
(Clack & Haselgrove 1981, 3-4). This semi-independent
role contributed to the development of ideas in urban
archaeology.
Definitions of the town in terms derived from historical
archaeology were brought together by Schledermann (1970)
and in a British context by Heighway (1972); besides specific
topographical features and institutions such as a planned
street-system, market and mint, archaeologists then believed
that large-scale excavations complemented by documentary
work could identify social differentiation, a diversified
economic base and the town’s role as a central place. With
Schledermann, it was thought that this list of criteria did not
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apply to the period before the 11th century, when only
archaeology could supply the evidence.
A stimulating example of the hard-line archaeological
approach has been Carver’s study of medieval Worcester
( C a r v e r 1 9 8 0 ) . T o h i m , ideas drawn from historical
archaeology, such as urban origins, continuity and growth,
may be harmful, and towns should be seen in as large a
context as possible. ‘Archaeology . . . might prefer to see no
“town” at all, but only the successive occupation of the site
by culturally various groups for their own purposes. This
is a process which has no one beginning and many discontinuities’. ‘Archaeological study . . . [is] the evocation of
the natural and material world which was the experience of
Worcester citizens. Made up of buildings, streets, landscape, foodstuffs, minerals and weather, it is a parcel of
evidence which the archaeological method seeks first to
isolate, and then to present, as independent testimony to the
historian’. The archaeological virtue of a place lies in its
‘best’ deposits, which are those structures, finds and
biological sequences which are best preserved. This need
not mean big sites or samples, since sample size should be
matched to what is being sampled. These ideas are
developed further in Carver’s paper in this volume, and they
have been warmly received by many of the present generation of excavators.
Though archaeologists have often taken an uncritical view
of historians’ propositions (cf Palliser’s comments, ch 5),
Carver’s strictures seem to be an over-correction. Even in
his own work on Worcester, the carefully constructed
archaeological patterns must be stretched on a documentary
framework. This is evident in discussion from the microlevel of the identification of a late medieval stone building
to the absence of any archaeological evidence for entire
periods (the late Roman and mid-Saxon periods). The
position taken by the majority of authors and by the editors
of this volume is that archaeological and historical sources
are complementary; the archaeological evidence should be
considered first within its own framework before it is
compared with and possibly (though not necessarily)
integrated with hypotheses generated from documentary
evidence. Neither is the handmaid of the other.
When documentary evidence is meagre, as in mid and late
Saxon towns, archaeology must supplement and explain the
documentary record by underpinning it with general
patterns, eg the spread of artefacts, to chart general
expansion and decline. In the well documented medieval
town, on the other hand, written sources can make contributions of at least three kinds:
1 In prediction, can identify a site for excavation; this
need not only be sites of high status such as palaces or
cathedrals-though they are important-but also kilns,
industrial sites, mills, and cemeteries.
2 Detailed descriptions of individual sites, eg from
tenurial histories and/or financial accounts.
3 Setting and typicality of a particular site, ie the
archaeological site is only a sample, and documentary work
will put one building in its setting. This is surely the most
effective
cooperation. Documentary
and significant
evidence gives trades, names of the site occupants, the wider
context of native and foreign artefact assemblages, and
explains trade objects, foreign imports, building styles. It
has in the past provided dating frameworks for ceramics, a
function now being shared with dendrochronology.
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Significantly perhaps, archaeologists themselves have
pointed to the potential within (medieval) archaeology to
understand and interpret past societies in finer detail, and
at a higher level, in periods when written history provides
a control or constraint (Rahtz 1983, 15). ‘Archaeology and
documentary history draw on very different sources, and it
can justifiably be argued that archaeology has a more explicit
role in well documented contexts’ (Hodges 1982, 11). It does
seem that the comprehensively excavated and well
documented medieval town or city enables certain questions
of central concern to be posed in circumstances where the
amount of relevant information may be sufficient to give
detailed answers.

The town in its region
During the 1960s and 1970s urban archaeologists were impressed and influenced by contemporary thinking in
geography, with its new interest in spatial analysis. The
traditional approaches of geography as a study of landscape
had relied heavily on describing man/land relationships, and
examining cause and effect. These approaches were
challenged in the 1960s by a more mathematically oriented
methodology, based on data collection and hypothesis
testing. This is in turn being replaced or modified by study
of (behavioural) individual a n d g r o u p p e r c e p t i o n s .
Geographers are turning to man-man relationships within
defined spaces rather than man-land relationships. The
most relevant geographical considerations include geographical explanations or models of urban growth, urban
morphology, central place theory, and urban field (the town
in its region) (eg Daniel & Hopkinson 1979).
A key idea is that towns have certain functions to perform.
An urban geographer might supply the following list of
functions: a town is (a) an institutional centre, of political
and administrative organization, of religion, social contact
and culture; (b) the seat of production, agricultural and
industrial; (c) the seat of commerce and transport; (d) the
seat of residence for the ruling classes; (e) the living place of
the people who work in it, and these living places may have
to take on special forms because of the social forces
generated by the previous functions.
A similar tendency can now be seen among economic
historians: to move away from the town as a generic social
reality, to a view of towns instead as fields of action integral
to some larger world and within which the interactions and
contradictions of that larger world are displayed with special
clarity (Abrams & Wrigley 1978, 3). The analyst is
therefore concerned with the relationships concentrated in
towns, especially the social construction and maintenance of
power (Abrams 1978, 20- 1); change is not perceived as
progress, but in terms of need for other functions (Hodges
1983, 29).
The CBA Urban Research Committee policy statement of
1978 (reproduced in Schofield & Palliser 1981; Thomas
1983) sought to reinforce and extend the regional study of
towns by archaeology. Despite some regional approaches,
such as implication surveys covering whole counties (eg
Eddy 1983), little theoretical headway has been made since.
This section suggests some of the ways towns interacted
with their surroundings, w h i c h m i g h t r e p a y f u r t h e r
attention.
The main functions for a town outlined above-as an

administrative, political, cultural, industrial and agri-

cultural centre-all require an area of influence for each of
the functions to be perceived. Archaeological work, together
with documentary history and the study of standing
buildings, can reconstruct the ways in which larger cities
gradually dominated an increasing hinterland (for example
by seeking to move further out towards the sources of the
food or raw materials supply), or the influences of cities on
the artefactual, building or biological assemblages in
neighbouring, possibly satellite, towns and villages. The
nature and concentration of agriculture near towns,
particularly in the immediate periphery, will be of this
urban-dominated character (cf comments on study of the
Roman territorium by Jones & Wacher, ch 3). Within the
city, by contrast, agricultural buildings and practices (eg
small-scale husbandry) will gradually disappear or assume
awkward, restricted forms as they vie with more dominant
urban functions or pursuits. Other buildings may fossilize a
previous organization of the hinterland, as Morris notes:
when churches appear in documents of the 13th century
they probably reflect urban expansion and development of
the countryside at the end of the 11 th century. The growing
amount of regional thinking, which is the basis of strategic
archaeological planning, is shown by the number of maps
in this volume. Notable attempts to grapple with the
problems of sampling and understanding the archaeology of
the small town-which the papers in this volume approach
but do not in any substantial way resolve-are now beginning to appear (Astill 1985; Eddy 1983; Morris 1983).

Archaeology and the social sciences
This review and introduction to the papers which follow has
attempted to follow one common thread among them: that
urban archaeology is a very productive form of spatial social
science. As urban archaeologists consider the archaeology of
ancient town planning and civic administration, or of group
perceptions within the town, they can find useful parallels
in sociological studies of the same subjects in modern
settings. The application of ideas from anthropology and
ethnoarchaeology to British urban archaeology is likewise
beyond the scope of this volume, which is based on a
gathering of the fruits of the last twenty years’ labour in the
ground. Urban archaeology has quite rightly been concerned up to now with the problems of explorationdeveloping at times quite spectacular techniques to win the
information from the urban site (Fig 3). This volume is a
contribution to the formation of paradigms of the next stage,
that of analysis of the evidence.
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Fig 3 Coppergate, York: one of the largest urban excavations undertaken in Britain in recent years; now the site of the Jorvik Centre,
in which some of the Viking structures and the artefacts from them are displayed (York Archaeological Trust)
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The nature of urban deposits

M O H Carver

Beneath the modern parks and pavements of British towns
lies the mangled detritus of the earlier townsmen, their
muddy streets and pitted yards, their blocked sewers and
collapsed drains, their tips, dumps and middens (laced with
cabbage stalks, dead cats and bronze slag), the scarred
foundations of their houses and, in the cemeteries, the
fossilized tangle of generations of their skeletons. Truncated, compressed and decayed, these are the deposits which
the urban archaeologist seeks to resolve and interpret, in
order to provide new and independent evidence for a history
that was never written down. His opportunities and
ambitions have greatly increased in recent years, giving rise
almost to a separate branch of the discipline, with its own
objectives, vocabulary, techniques and ethos. But rigid
demarcation lines should not be drawn. The urban
experience has itself been markedly different over the
country, encompassing the whole range of archaeological
phenomena: metres of organic strata captured on the
waterfronts of London and York, traces of structures on
rubble platforms at Wroxeter, caves under Nottingham and
earthworks in Hereford. Taking a short, imaginary journey
through the urban deposits of the British Isles, we need first
to identify those components that seem to be common, then
to evaluate the town itself as an archaeological source in all
its variety; and lastly, to examine the effect that this variety
may have on the strategy of our excavations and on the
history that will come to be written from them.
Looking through, or over, the paling of an urban excavation in action the visitor is often struck by its complexity:
a matrix of intersecting pits, criss-crossed with shallow
trenches, narrow runs of masonry apparently leading
nowhere, the unlined cavities left by wells or cellars, islands
of metalling and patches of clay; all this decked with little
white labels, and contained by a neat, vertically-sided cut,
whose sides are dominated by dark grey earth, rubble and
protruding wall-stubs. Viewed together the impression is
one of irredeemable dereliction. However, an urban site is
of course composed of sets of individual features, many of
which can be consistently recognized and which occur,
moreover, repeatedly from town to town. These are the
elements of the language of the urban deposit, from which
ultimately must come its meaning. The corpus is enlarged
and improved year by year, and each feature varies in form
and in the terminology given to it over the country. A
preliminary review can, however, offer a taste of the kind of
classification which will one day be possible (Figs 4-9).
Figure 4 shows a hypothetical slice of urban strata beneath
a quarter awaiting redevelopment. The materials used by
town builders through the centuries, and their efforts to
achieve structural stability varied greatly. Romans and
Victorians built to last; deep and massive foundations, goodquality mortared stone and brick-work, concrete floors, and
large-scale earth-moving and terracing operations are often
due to them. The structures of the Middle Ages were often

more fragile: timber-and-daub, poor-quality mortared stone,
shallow foundations, floors and yards of beaten earth or
rammed pebbles. The character of these materials affects
their survival and thus their detection, as does the way they
are contained in the natural geology. These matters are
considered further below. Let us note for the present that
the stratification is often dominated by the larger constructions, and these often originate in those periods for
which we already have most information. To hunt out the
surviving fragments of the more vulnerable urban settlements (the Iron Age, the early Middle Ages) will always
suggest itself as a priority for our research. It should be
noted too that organic preservation has a powerful effect on
the legibility of features in the ground. Sites with organic
preservation are immeasurably richer in the information
they can immediately offer, and in their potential for further
analysis. Very few town sites preserve no organic debris
whatever, but even fewer and more precious are those with
total preservation, due usually to anaerobic conditions,
through waterlogging or other forms of airtight sealing (Biek
1958, 1978, 1979).
Figure 5 presents a number of archaeological features
frequently encountered on sites without full preservation,
called here, for convenience only, ‘dry archaeology’. The
‘negative’ features are those which have survived only below
their contemporary ground surface, and the drawings carry
up the appropriate reconstructions in faint lines. The
information yielded by these features is of two types: that
from the form and components of the feature itself and
that from the contents which remain within it, though for
purposes of interpretation the two are interdependent.
Many feature typologies have already been worked out and
can offer evidence for date. The structures implied by stone,
rubble, earth-fast post, post-in-trench and beam-slot
configuration often find reflections in dated buildings that
survive; kilns and ovens (Fig 6) are found to be differently
constructed for the making of pottery, tile, bronze-workers
moulds or bread, and to evolve in different shapes from the
Roman to the later medieval periods (eg Musty 1974).
Rubbish is deposited in municipal dumps in the Roman
period, in middens in early medieval towns, in lined or
unlined pits in the 12th-13th centuries, in municipal dumps
again in the 14th-15th centuries, and in pits again in the
16th-17th centuries (Esmonde-Cleary 1981; Keene 1982;
Platt 1975; Carver, forthcoming). Roman York was
provided with main sewers, while timber-lined latrines were
used in, for example, early medieval Durham, and stonelined pits with access steps, or board-lined for easy cleaning
are found, for example, at Southampton by the 13th
century.
The information offered by the contents of these negative
features is less easy to extract, since the strata within, say,
a rubbish pit, a ditch or a quarry are very different in origin.
Most buried holes show at least three types of filling: a
9
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Fig 4 A hypothetical slice of urban strata (Carver in press, fig 8)
primary residue, VRPHWLPHVH[WUHPHO\WKLQRUQHJOLJLEOH
OHIWIURPLWVFRQWHPSRUDU\XVHVXFKDVWKHFHVVLQ) )LJ
 RUWKHWLSSHGUXEELVKOD\HUVLQ) )LJ D
backfilling ZKHQWKHSLWZDVGLVXVHG RIWHQIHDWXULQJDFOD\FDS
IRUK\JLHQLFVHDOLQJ DQGWKHVHWRI
layers dished LQWRWKH
VRIWFDYLW\RIWKHEDFNILOORZLQJWRWKHZHLJKWRIVWUDWD
VXEVHTXHQWO\GHSRVLWHG6RPHWLPHVRZLQJWROHYHOOLQJ
RSHUDWLRQVWKHH[FLVHGOD\HUVSXVKHGLQWRWKHWRSVRISLWVDUH
DOOWKDWVXUYLYHIURPFHUWDLQODWHUSKDVHVRIWKHVLWH V
RFFXSDWLRQ2IWKHVHWKUHHVHWVRIVWUDWDWKHILUVWFRQWDLQLQJ
GHEULVUHOHYDQWWRWKHIHDWXUH VXVHLVWKHPRVWLPSRUWDQWIRU
LWVLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ)URPLWPDWHULDOVVXFKDVPHWDOVFUDS
SRWWHU\JODVVDQLPDOERQHVHHGVDQGFKHPLFDOWUDFHVFDQ
EHH[WUDFWHGLQYDU\LQJTXDQWLWLHVDQGFRPELQDWLRQVZKLFK
DUHJRYHUQHGE\LWVRULJLQDOIXQFWLRQDQGWKHGHJUHHRI
SUHVHUYDWLRQRQVLWH3LWDW&XFNRR/DQH6RXWKDPSWRQ
WKH6NHOGHUJDWHZHOODW<RUNWKH3RWWHUJDWHFHOODUDW
1RUZLFKDQG3LWDW/RZHU%URRN6WUHHW:LQFKHVWHU
DUHH[DPSOHVRIIDPRXVSULPDU\UXEELVKDVVHPEODJHV 3ODWW
&ROHPDQ6PLWK&DUYHU
et al  Current
Archaeol  8; %LGGOH 6DPSOLQJWHFKQLTXHVVXFK
DVSDUWLDOVHOHFWLRQRIEXLOGLQJPDWHULDOVVLHYLQJIRUILVK
ERQHVDQGPLFURIORWDWLRQIRUVHHGVDQGLQVHFWVPD\EHXVHG
WRPD[LPL]HWKHUHFRYHU\RISULPDU\DVVHPEODJHVLQWKHPRVW
FRVWHIIHFWLYHZD\ +DOO .HQZDUG 
7KLVGLVFDUGHGUXEELVKLVRIWHQWKHEHVWHYLGHQFHDVLWHKDV
WRRIIHUIRUWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIDFWLYLW\2QO\UDUHO\GRHV
DFDWDVWURSKHVXFKDVILUHRUIORRGSURYLGHGLVFDUGSDWWHUQV
RQDVXUIDFHIURPZKLFKDFWLYLW\FDQEHUHDGIURPPDWHULDO
GLVWULEXWHGRYHULWVDUHDRIXVH,QIHVWHGJUDLQEXUQWDW&RQH\

6WUHHW<RUNRUWKHEXWFKHU VVKDPEOHVEXULHGLQPXGDW
:RUFHVWHUSURYLGHH[DPSOHV .HQZDUG :LOOLDP
&DUYHUE 
,QDOODJHVVRPH SRVLWLYH·IHDWXUHVGRVXUYLYHEHORZ
JURXQG'XPSVZKLFKPD\GHULYHIURPOHYHOOLQJRSHUD
WLRQV ) RUVOLJKWHGUDPSDUWV ) DUHGLVWLQJXLVKDEOH
IURPWKHLUIRUPDQGPDNHXS7KHXELTXLWRXVVRFDOOHG
GDUNHDUWK·OD\HUVFRPPRQLQWKHHDUO\0LGGOH$JHVPD\
FRQVLVWRIKXPLFVRLOVWUDQVSRUWHGLQWRWRZQVIRUKRUWL
FXOWXUDOSXUSRVHVRUPD\EHDFFXPXODWHGDVKWLSSLQJ
0DF3KDLO%URWKZHOO ,QVSHFLDOFLUFXP
VWDQFHVDZKROHVHTXHQFHRISRVLWLYHVWUXFWXUHVPD\EH
UHFRYHUHGXQGHUJURXQGDVLQWKH/RQGRQZDWHUIURQWV
0LOQH 0LOQH 6RPHH[WDQWEXLOGLQJVVKRZJUHDW
ORQJHYLW\7KHWRZQZDOODW&DQWHUEXU\FRQWDLQVRULJLQDO
5RPDQIDEULF 6FKRILHOG 3DOOLVHU DQG&KULVWLDQ
FKXUFKHVDUHRIFRXUVHQRWHGVXUYLYRUVFRQWDLQLQJWKH
PDVRQU\RIPDQ\FHQWXULHV 5RGZHOO $WRZQKRXVH
VXFKDVWKDWDW3ULGH+LOO6KUHZVEXU\ )LJ PD\FRQWLQXH
LQXVHWREHUHIXUELVKHGRYHUDQXPEHURIFHQWXULHV2Q
RFFDVLRQDZKROHJURXSRIWRZQKRXVHVPD\VXUYLYHDERYH
JURXQGWRSURYLGHDYDOXDEOHFRUSXVRILQIRUPDWLRQDERXW
PHGLHYDOOLIHXSVWDLUV6KUHZVEXU\LVDQH[DPSOH 6PLWK
 ZKLOH1RUZLFKKDVDERXWEXLOGLQJVHDUOLHUWKDQ
$' (Current Archaeol, op cit 8). :KHWKHULQWLPEHURU
VWRQHVXFKVWUXFWXUHVEHWUD\WKHVLJQVRIQXPHURXV
DOWHUDWLRQVDQGDGDSWDWLRQVWRQHZSXUSRVHV6XFKVLJQVDUH
KRZHYHUQRWRULRXVO\GLIILFXOWWRLQWHUSUHWDQGUHTXLUH
H[FHSWLRQDOO\GHWDLOHGREVHUYDWLRQDQGUHFRUGLQJ$WWKH
VDPHWLPHLWLVDFKDUDFWHULVWLFRIFHUWDLQSRVLWLYHIHDWXUHV
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Fig 5 Features encountered on ‘dry-sites’ (Carver, forthcoming)

11

12

Carver: The nature of urban deposits

Fig 6 Features encountered on ‘dry-sites’ continued (Carver, forthcoming)

&DUYHU 7KH QDWXUH RI XUEDQ GHSRVLWV



14

Carver: The nature of urban deposits

Fig 8 Features encountered on ‘wet-sites’ (Carver, forthcoming)
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Fig 9 Features encountered of ‘trace-archaeology’ (Carver, forthcoming)
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particularly houses, to ‘shrug off’ primary contexts. The
telltale accumulation furnished by disuse or decay is often
absent, either due to good husbandry or extensive levelling
operations in the course of refurbishments. Wherever
possible, people try to prevent their floors rising towards the
ceiling.
Similar classifications are possible for wet sites (Fig 8),
although here the range is extended and the structural forms
clearer owing to the preservation of timber; and the yield
from content is improved owing to the presence not merely
of seeds and skeletal material, but actual plants, hair, and
even flesh (cf Carver 1979). Common localities for organic
preservation are sewers, deep ditches and wells. The midden
(F32), a ‘positive’ feature, is far easier to resolve than its dry
site analogue the rubbish pit; not only is it free of dishing
and backfilling, but the preserved texture and colour make
each tipping operation easier to distinguish. Some controversy remains about the deposition circumstances of these
middens. In the interpretation of some scholars, middens
may be trodden into the floors of occupied houses, providing
somewhat obnoxious living conditions as at 9th century
York (Buckland et al 1974; Buckland 1983). Middens may,
however, be sited outside, and buildings stay clean until
their disuse or collapse, as in 10th century Durham or
14th century Newcastle (Harbottle & Ellison 1981).
A third category of feature definition, called here ‘trace
archaeology’, deserves separate consideration (Fig 9). It
consists of observing and planning colour, wear and
character distinctions, which may be all that remain of a
particular structure or activity. Work at Wroxeter showed
how worn areas or configurations of rubble could indicate
where buildings had stood or people had walked (Barker
1977); at Hen Domen, Barker showed that faint linear
discolourations or stone rows could be left by sill-beams
(Barker & High am 1982). Biddle at Winchester contoured
the wear pattern in the 11 th century floor of St Mary in
Tanner Street, t o r e v e a l e v i d e n c e o f r e p e a t e d r i t u a l
perambulation (Biddle 1972, 106). Such investigations
require large intact areas, which are not always available
in a deeply stratified urban sequence. However, these
researches and many others which unfortunately cannot
find place in this short paper are continually broadening
urban archaeology’s powers of recognition and detection.
The sources of evidence discussed above have been
contacted in only a tiny fraction of the urban deposits that
lie beneath British towns. A great deal awaits recovery, or
would do, were it not for its continuous erosion and
affliction from modern development. The partial recovery
of the evidence (known as ‘sampling’ in other fields of
archaeology) is inevitable in towns that are still occupied,
not only within our lifetimes, but always. We must therefore
continually refine our research priorities. Clearly, the
arbitrary collection of rubbish pits, latrines and malting
kilns becomes less relevant once the type is defined. We look
rather to ways of making archaeology, through its urban
deposits, speak about the structure and destiny of a whole
town; and of comparing the experience of one settlement
with that of another, so as to explore more confidently the
anthropology of urban man. The geography of the extant
deposits is particularly relevant to such an aspiration. We
have already seen how sites can vary in their yield, so that
to characterize urban strata in advance must bear heavily on
the decision as to what is to be saved and what lost by our

own generation. It is a decision of some importance, since
by it, our version of urban history will actually be chosen.
The way that archaeological deposits are distributed
within a town has not been well studied, and methods of
prospection remain generally crude. Random observation,
non-destructive trial cutting (for example behind cellar
walls) and borehole plotting have been used, and geophysical survey on both grass and tarmac has also had some
success (Carver, in press). These methods serve to locate
strata, and sometimes to predict the degree of preservation
and their potential for resolution into a coherent sequence.
An estimate of the ‘legibility’ of an archaeological deposit is
possible, using criteria related to feature definition and
context yield. Figure 10 is an attempt to express this
graphically. Each potential source of information survives
more or less well under different circumstances of deposition; a ‘good site’ follows the arrows.
Some preliminary work in France has suggested that the
survival of these different categories of strata is not entirely
a matter of chance, and there is some correlation with what
is so far known from England. Among the factors recognized
as influential are the primitive topography (hill, valley,
plain), the surface geology (rock, gravel, sand, clay), and the
presence of large earthworks or monuments which become,
as it were, part of the permanent topography (Fig 11). Thus,
‘hard high sites’ tend to ‘shrug off’ strata allowing little
accumulation except on terraces, while ‘soft high sites’ may
be actually lowered through time, from the process of
seeking foundations (cf Shrewsbury, Carver 1978). Buried
valleys and streams invite the capture of strata, often in
waterlogged conditions, as the primitive topography is
ironed out and the town becomes gradually flatter. These
‘deep wet sites’ are exemplified by the early medieval strata
captured beside the buried Roman dock in Bordeaux or the
underground stream in Bergerac. English examples may be
found in London at Walbrook (Grimes 1968) and Chester
(Mason 1976); while the waterfronts or riverbank sites of
York (on the Fosse) and London are special examples of the
same process (see Hall 1978; Milne & Milne 1982).
Much rarer is the type of archaeological deposit which is
often optimistically demanded of a town, where deep litter
rises on a ‘hard flat’ site to form a mound. In the ‘tell’ sites
of the Middle East, the mound is largely laid down by
broken mud-brick buildings, but few such material
analogues exist in Britain. One broadly comparable effect
was, however, noticed in France-namely the low, dry
mounds formed by the debris of demolished 2nd century
Roman towns, before refortification in the 3rd century. In
some cases deep rubble was held in the ‘cloisons’ of damaged
buildings, allowing occupation to recommence on a hard,
high, well drained surface (Bourges). In the special case of
Carcassone, the permanence of the new walls induced a
‘belting effect’, retaining until the present day several
metres of accumulated strata (Fig 1l), and the same effect
has been noted at Chester (Mason 1976) and York (Hall
1978, 32). Very often, several of these trends have been
noticed in the same town, giving zones of survival which
contrast with the known areas of historical exploitation. PreRoman occupation may have preferred the higher part of the
site, and be extensively damaged by Roman reconstruction
(Poitiers, Rodez). 1st-2nd century Roman towns can occupy
the largest extent, but that part which lay on flat ground may
be deserted in the 3rd century and thereafter remain
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unexploited until the 19th century. Roman Cirencester and
late Saxon Thetford are examples of towns which have
benefited from such shifts of settlement-nucleus. However,
early medieval activity may be attracted to the already
cluttered Castrum, where it is distinguishable only with
great difficulty on the rubble carpet or within the upper
parts of refurbished monuments, such as Henri Galinié was
able to do at Tours (Galinié 1978).
From these generalizations it can already be seen that
within a town site not all periods are available for examination everywhere, and that the survival of each is influenced
by the lodging chosen. The early Middle Ages do in fact
present an intriguing challenge to the urban archaeologist
both in England and across the channel. On the one hand
they appear to be most elusive, lacking the wealth of
diagnostic artefacts which characterize other periods; on the
other hand they seem to have a special affinity, in certain
areas, for organic preservation. There appears to exist an
‘organic crescent’-a geographic zone where organic
preservation is especially prevalent, stretching across
northern and western Europe, from Novgorod, Bergen and
Lübeck, to London and York, from Dublin to Bordeaux,
and the most famous examples found are nearly all 7th-11th
century in date. Whether this is particular to research
strategy, or to the north-west European biosphere, or to
early medieval preferences of siting and disposal, remains to
be seen. Preserved (early medieval) organic strata have been
found at Ferrara (Ward-Perkins, pers comm) and, among
English examples, not all are cases of valley-capture, nor are
they all early medieval. At Droitwich (Vines Park) Roman
riverside deposits rise to 4-5 m in waterlogged conditions
(Schofield & Palliser 1981); at Wells some 3 m of stratified
deposits have accumulated around the springs (ibid) a n d
early Roman levels at Winchester were preserved at Lower
Brook Street (Biddle 1975). At Durham 10th-12th century
preserved strata were captured on a clayey terrace beneath
the castle (Carver 1979). At Great Yarmouth several metres
of 1lth- 12th century strata were layered in wind-blown
sand (Schofield & Palliser 1981). At Stafford, 10th-12th
century preservation occurs on the downslopes to the
surrounding marsh, but elsewhere the early medieval
sequence is protected by the importation of large amounts
of humic soil in the early post-medieval period, apparently
to raise the ground level and encourage horticulture (Carver
1981 a). At Lichfield some medieval preservation was noted
besides the artificial 12th century Minster Pool, which was
gradually encroached over the centuries (Carver 1981c).
Such tendencies are, however, of little value when
encountered in isolation. The disposition of the urban
deposits needs to be known throughout a town site before
its potential as an archaeological source can be appreciated,
and efficient recovery planned. Published sources offer
some examples of deposit mapping. That for London is one
of the first detailed site evaluations to be attempted (Biddle
& Hudson 1973). It shows, for example, the deposit-depths
over the primitive topography, related to cellaring and the
known extent of the walled town. The tradition of plotting
casual finds, which provided the basis for many of the earlier
‘implication surveys’ carried out for individual towns and
counties, is also continued in London, but like the majority
of such exercises offers information about where strata are
disturbed, rather than intact. Evaluation of the strata itself
was attempted at Shrewsbury (Carver 1978, fig 26) and
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Worcester (Carver 1980a, fig 7), in each case producing a
more intimate prediction of archaeological resources,
through the simple technique of over-plotting records of
observed strata, ancient and modern, on the natural geology.
At Shrewsbury much destruction on the peninsula had been
occasioned by later stone buildings seeking firm foundations
beneath the sand and gravel cap. In one isolated area, a reentrant on the south side, backfilled clay for the construction
of a new marketplace in 1261 had sealed a pocket of
preserved medieval occupation. At Worcester a number of
large-scale earth-moving operations were discovered which
had modified both the topography and the inventory of
settlement evidence available for study. The construction of
the motte in the 11th century caused the removal of about
6,000 cubic metres of the late Roman and early medieval
surface deposits in Sidbury. Nine hundred’years later 20
million cubic yards of dredging from the River Severn,
including the pre-existing ford, were dumped in Diglis,
raising the ground surface above the Roman deposits in the
Frog Brook delta, so as to escape flooding. A still more
striking example of wholesale earthmoving is given by the
laying down of a carpet of gravel 11 m thick over much of the
earlier Roman city at Chichester (Frere 1975, 14). An effect
particularly characteristic of the 12th-17th centuries was
also observed at Worcester, along the spinal ridge of the spur
which carried the principal north-south axial road, namely
the artificial raising of the occupation surface through
continuous pit digging. Analogous to the process by which
the surface of churchyards rises through grave-digging, it
raised the back of tenements by some 2 m of dark soil
comprising a mass of intersecting pits whose outlines cannot
always be seen. At Chester this deposition inside the walls
has produced a ‘clover-leaf’ of backlands rising with respect
to the streets (Mason 1976). The residuality in these pitgroups is notoriously high and their primary assemblages
are often very difficult to extract, so the retrieval of such
sequences is sometimes scarcely cost-effective. A group at
Castle Yard, Winchester was excluded from the excavation
area in an early example of evaluation technique (Biddle
1970).
Chronicling the major earth-moving episodes, seeking the
character of the deposits in each quarter of the town,
pursuing locations where preserved organic materials or
pollen reservoirs may lie can offer a coarse estimate of the
quality and disposition of a town’s archaeological resources.
No one pretends that such exercises are precise, or that they
provide any kind of a substitute for research by excavation
carried out to scale. On the contrary, sequences can seldom
be read, only sighted. ‘Site evaluation’ is merely a singular
method of prospection, creating a resource map upon which
research strategies may operate. An attempt to produce such
a resource map was made for Worcester, its deposits
correlated with desiderata for the medieval period (Carver
1980a, fig 8).
It is not known how the resources offered by urban
deposits as a whole are distributed throughout the 1500
historic towns of Great Britain (Heighway 1972). One could
guess that the variation will be considerable, so that a
deliberate and sustained research project would be necessary
to map it. But such a map would represent the finite corpus
of possible information from which the archaeologist can
hope to explore urban society; ideally all research designs
should start from such a map (Carver 1981b). Some
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Fig 20 A scheme for evaluation of strata (Carver in press, fig 8)
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Fig 11 Characteristic urban deposit forms shown diagrammatically (Carver in press, figs 4-6)
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preliminary observations and principles may be offered
here. At a time of constraint and urgency, archaeologists
would probably be wise to concentrate on those fields in
which they can be most original and most confident. To take
only the most obvious: street plans, building types and the
distribution of debris lead to independent assessments of
social structure within a town. In some cases we can observe,
through generations of deposition in the same place, how the
form and fortune of such society fluctuates through time. By
examining the sequence of pollen deposited nearby we can
chronicle the character of the adjacent vegetation (Greig in
H a l l & K e n w a r d 1 9 8 1 ; K e n w a r d et al 1978). The conclusions gather substance when the range of sites is as broad
and as numerous as possible. These general ideas suggest
that we should map our resources according to a simple list
of assets: the most intact town plans, the largest sets of intact
structures, and those sites where, just outside the town
walls, lies a bog.
Many candidates and examples will immediately enter the
minds of readers of this book. Abandoned sites offer the best
chances of retrieving c o m p l e t e p l a n s ; W r o x e t e r a n d
Silchester for the Roman period, Thetford (south), and
Cledemutha (Rhuddlan I) for the late Saxon: Winchelsea,
Old Roxburgh and Fyvie for the Middle Ages. Preserved
assemblages from Carlisle (Roman), York (early medieval),
and London (medieval) are already famous. Sequence ( b y
which, ipso facto, plan suffers), is given by the great regional
and riparian multi-period centres, for example Carlisle,
York, Northampton, Gloucester. Pollen reservoirs are
present at Stafford, York (Askam Bog) and no doubt
elsewhere. Figures 12 and 13 are the most preliminary
attempts to map the deposit corpus, and the appendix a most
provisional list of the towns which appear on the maps,
offering little more than an indication of the great variety of
this archaeological heritage. Nevertheless, this assessment
indicates where the record of British town life may most
easily be examined. The single-period sites, with their
capacity for revealing the towns as an artefact, are now very
few. The multi-period sites are more numerous but of
variable potential and relevance. A number of research
projects are proposed (see Appendix), suggesting, for
example, that the fortunes of the late Saxon burh are most
readily studied in Somerset, the 12th century borough in
Scotland, and the 13th century town in Kent.
This list reflects also the small range of sites so far
examined, under the stimulus of what has been, for the
practitioner, a somewhat oblique research strategy-one
that puts documentary survival before archaeological
survival (Schofield & Palliser 1981). The prehistoric Roman
and medieval experience in Great Britain underground
strongly indicates that the fortunes of urban settlement were
by no means as simplistic as its contemporary commentators
believed. For archaeologists the town had a spasmodic and
precarious existence, favoured in one century, all but
deserted in the next, run now as a military garrison, now
used as a compound for manufacturers, at one time a
thriving metropolis, at another little more than a country
estate for the Bishop. Neither are archaeologists much
persuaded by the designations of officialdom. To ‘city’,
‘town’ and ‘village’, we would wish to add ‘small city’ and
‘townish village’, ‘urban sprawl’, ‘empty fortress’, ‘factory
farm’ and ‘useful ruin’. If the British version of urbanism
is ever to be understood by archaeological methods, then all

settlements must be included in the reckoning. This is a type
of research we can only begin to plan once the principal
archaeological resource in all its prodigious variety is better
known: the urban deposit, our most precious and least
enduring asset.
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Appendix
The purpose of this inventory is to show approximately
where the emphasis of the surviving archaeological evidence
for town life now lies in England, Scotland and Wales. The
sources used are Heighway 1972 and HMSO 1981.
Part 1 (Fig 12) lists historic foundations which do not now
lie in offtcial urban areas. Their preservation status varies
from not now occupied and largely in state protection (such
as Wroxeter), to small, thriving settlements, such as
Ludlow. Since these are not currently defined as towns by
the Office of Population Census and Surveys, their 1981
population pressure is not yet published (in 1983). The
figure of 1 person per hectare should serve to distinguish
which of these small towns are most likely to preserve the
elements of their foundation plans.
Inclusion on the lists does not imply that such elements
are presently accessible, only that they should be there.
Figure 12 therefore indicates where, for each period, the
town as an artefact may theoretically be most easily studied.
Part 2 (Fig 13) lists currently occupied town sites known
to have originated before the Norman Conquest, or in the
12th century for Scotland. The list has no implications of
archaeological quality, which would have to be determined
town by town. The population pressure gives some indication of where strata should have survived best (low pressure)
and where they are most threatened (high pressure). Figure
2.10 therefore shows the network of long-lived central places
from which town life and fortunes through the last two
millennia may be monitored theoretically by archaeological
sampling.
The following observations may be made on priorities and
research design:
Single-period town
Roman
Middle Saxon
Late Saxon
11th/l2th c
13th c
14th c
15th c
Total

sites appear to be available as follows:
27 (including 6 deserted sites)
4 (all uncertain)
13 (majority uncertain)
32 (including 1 deserted site:
Old Roxburgh)
57 (of which 35 are in England, 7 in
Devon: 1 deserted site: Fyvie (Aberdeen))
33 (of which 11 are in Kent)
11 (of which 9 are in Scotland)
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Multi-period sites, 241 of which 39 have Roman origins or
predecessors. T h e m o s t c o n c e n t r a t e d s y s t e m l i e s i n
Somerset, with eleven Saxon foundations still functioning to
a greater or lesser extent. The long-lived central places with
the lowest modern population pressure are Cirencester (6.9
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persons per hectare), Huntingdon and Godmanchester
(6. l), Alcester (non-urban), Carmarthen (5.9) and Caerleon
(5.7). The sites with the greatest modern population
pressure are Southampton (41.8), Newcastle-on-Tyne (42.9)
and Southwark (73.5).
This corpus (Groups 1 and 2 together) is suggestive of a
whole range of research programmes, of which the following
are examples:
( 1) Middl e- Saxon system: reconnaissance for and sampling
of middle Saxon settlements around the long-lived central
places of Ipswich and Bury St Edmunds (the only sites
known to show continuity from the 7th century).
(2) Late Saxon system: (a) Excavation of Rhuddlan I, or
Old Sarum, or South Cadbury etc, after evaluation, to
establish character of burh structure on deserted site.
(b) Somerset Saxon foundations; sampling programme to
define a contemporary urban system.
(3) The 12th century town: Excavation of Old Roxburgh
(total structure) and sampling programme in Scotland to
define a 12th century urban system.
(4) The 13th century towrz: Excavation of Fyvie (total
structure) and sampling programme in Devon, Carmarthenshire, or Herefordshire to define urban system.
(5) The 14th century town: Urban structure and system by
selecting one site for total excavation and sampling the
contemporary set, in Kent.
(6) The 15th century town: Urban structure and system
investigated in Scotland.
(7) Roman economic network r e c o n n a i s s a n c e f o r a n d
sampling of municipal rubbish dumps (1st-4th century AD)
in the 27 Group 1 and 39 Group 2 towns. Location and
excavation to scale of specific industrial complexes (eg salt
at Droitwich).
(8) Roman urban structure total excavation of one small
and one large successful site in Group 1 (eg Rochester and
Silchester).
(9) Regional and national economic and social history: t h e
town as monitor of historical geography of Great Britain.
Intrasite sequence sampling within evenly distributed
multi-period urban places, o v e r t h e G r o u p 2 C o r p u s .
The set sampled should include regional centres (eg
Northampton), routeside centres (eg Oxford) and gateway
centres (eg London).
(10) Ambience of origins Pollen sampling from peat bogs
adjacent to sets of Roman, Saxon, and medieval foundations
to indicate preferred terrain.
Single- and multi-period town sites in England,
Scotland and Wales
Table 1 Group 1: single-period town sites (Fig 12)
CRITERIA for inclusion in these lists are (1) towns showing zero
population growth and zero development in Heighway 1972; (2)
registered as non-urban or having a population of less than one
person per hectare in HMSO 1981 (England and Wales only); (3)
occupied in specific period or periods, following Heighway 1972.
Pre- 1974 counties in parentheses.
* Site not now occupied.

1
2
3

A Roman
Hampshire: *Bitterne (Clausentun)
*Portchester
*Silchester

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

(Herefordshire): *Kenchester (Magnis)
Hertfordshire: Braughing Station
Huntingdonshire: The Castles (Durobrivae)
Kent: Richborough
Lincolnshire: Ancaster (Causennae)
Norfolk: Caister-on-Sea
Caistor-St. Edmunds
Northamptonshire: Irchester
Nottinghamshire: Castle Hill (Margidunum)
Oxfordshire: Alchester
Dorchester
(Rutland): Great Casterton
Shropshire: *Wroxeter
Staffordshire: Gnosall
Rocester
Wall (Letocetum)
Wiltshire: Blackfield (Cunetio)
*Old Sarum
Yorkshire: Brough-on-Humber (Petuaria)
Catterick (Cataracronium)
Aldborough (Isurium Brigantium)
Tadcaster (Calcaria)
Monmouthshire: Caerwent

27
28
29
30

B Midde Saxon
Hampshire: *Portchester ?
Norfolk: *North Elmham ?
Northumberland: Bamburgh ?
Oxfordshire: Dorchester ?

31
32
33
34
36
37
39
39
40
41
42
43
44
45

C Late Saxon
Cornwall: Launceston St Stephens
Cheshire: Eddisbury
Devon: Lydford
Kent: Fordwich
Gloucestershire: Berkeley
Nottinghamshire: Southwell
Shropshire: Chirbury ?
Quatford ?
Somerset: *South Cadbury
Suffolk: Dunwich
Wiltshire: Bedwyn
*Old Sarum
Yorkshire: Tadcaster
Flint: *Rhuddlan I

46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
54
56
57
58
59
60
61

D 11th/12th century
Cornwall: Tregoney
Ravenglass
Devon: Plympton Earle
Dorset: Corfe
(Herefordshire): Castle Clifford
Ewias Harold
Richard’s Castle
Stapleton
Cambridgeshire: Yaxley
Lancashire: Hornby
Northumberland: Alnmouth
Bamburgh
Norham
Wooler
Oxfordshire: Burford
Shropshire: Ludlow
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62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77

78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122

Staffordshire: Tutbury
Sussex: Midhurst
(Westmorland): Brough
Yorkshire: Helmsely
Stokesley
Thirsk
Boroughbridge
Flint: Rhuddlan II
Monmouth: Skenfrith
Pembrokeshire: Wiston
Radnor: Old Radnor
Banffshire: Cullen
Fife: Crail
Nairn: Nairn
Auldearn
Roxburgh: *Old Roxburgh
E 13th century
Cornwall: Grampound
St. tiermans
St. Mawes
Tintagel
Devon: Bere Alston
Chagford
Chulmleigh
Hartland
North Bovey
North Taunton
South Brent
Dorset: Milton Abbas
Srurminster Newton
Essex: Horndon-on-the-hill
Hants: Kingsclere
Overton
(Herefordshire): Huntington
Longtown (Ewias Lacey)
Pembridge
Preston-on-Wye
Isle of Wight: Newtown (Franchville)
Lancashire: Cartmel
Flookburgh
Hawkshead
Leicestershire: Hallaton
Kegworth
Lincolnshire: Crowland
Donington
Holbeach
Long Sutton
Norfolk: Castle Acre
Cawston
New Buckenham
Worstead
Northamptonshire: Weldon
Anglesey: Beaumaris
Brecknockshire: Hay-on-Wye
Caernarvonshire: Conway
Nevin
Carmarthenshire: Dryslwyn
Llangadog
Laugharne
Newton-by-Dinefor
Old Dynevor
Denbighshire: Holt

123 Flintshire: Dyserth
New Mostyn
124
125 Montgomery: Dolforwyn
Caerswys
126
127 Pembrokeshire: Templeton
128 Radnorshire: Cefnllys
Painscastle
129
130 Aberd: *Fyvie
Newburgh
131
132 Fife: Newburgh
133 Lanarkshire: Crawford
134 Wigtown: Wigtown

F 14th century
135 Cornwall: Kilkhampton
Michell
136
137 Durh: Sedgefield
138 Kent: Elham
Goudhurst
139
Headcorn
140
Ightham
141
Lenham
142
Marden
143
Minster-in-Thanet
144
Richborough
145
Smarden
146
Wrotham
147
Yalding
148
149 Lancashire: Garstang
150 Norfolk: Cley-next-the-sea
151 Shropshire: Clun
152 Somerset: Montacute
Stogursey
153
Stowey
154
155 Suffolk: Ixworth
Storrington
156
157 Warwickshire: Brinklow
158 Westmorland: Kirkby Stephen
159 Yorkshire: Seamer
Middleham
160
Pateley Bridge
161
162 Carmarthenshire: Aberwili
St. Clears
163
164 Flint: Hope
165 Argyle: Tarbert
166 Dumfries: Sanquhar
167 Kinchard: Inverbervie

168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178

G 15th century
Leicestershire: Billesdon
Norfolk: East Harding
Argyll: Kilmun
Ayr: Newmilns
Banffshire: Fordyce
Dumfries: Torthorwald
Lanarkshire: Carnwath
Douglas
Strathaven
Moray: Kinloss
Perth: Abernethy
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Table 2 Group 2: long-lived central places )LJ
7RZQVRQVLWHVFRQWLQXRXVO\RUQHDUO\FRQWLQXRXVO\RFFXSLHGVLQFH
EHIRUHWKH1RUPDQ&RQTXHVW
5 5RPDQ6 6D[RQ1 QRWQRZXUEDQ
7KHILJXUHVJLYHWKHSRSXODWLRQSUHVVXUHLQSHUVRQVSHUKHFWDUHLQ
 +062 
 &LW\RI/RQGRQ
 6RXWKZDUN /RQGRQ
 %DWK $YRQ
 %ULVWRO $YRQ
 %HGIRUG %HGV
 5HDGLQJ %HUNV
 $\OHVEXU\ %XFNV
 %XFNLQJKDP %XFNV
 1HZSRUW3DJQHOO %XFNV
 &DPEULGJH &DPEV
 (O\ &DPEV
  +XQWLQJGRQDQG*RGPDQFKHVWHU &DPEV
  3HWHUERURXJK &DPEV  LQFO1HZWRQ
 &KHVWHU &KHV
 %RGPLQ &RUQ
 &DUOLVOH &XPE
 %DNHZHOO 'HUE\V
 'HUE\ 'HUE\V
 %DUQVWDSOH 'HYRQ
 ([HWHU 'HYRQ
 7RWQHV 'HYRQ
 %ULGSRUW 'RUVHW
 &KULVWFKXUFK 'RUVHW
 'RUFKHVWHU 'RUVHW
 6KDIWHVEXU\ 'RUVHW
 :DUHKDP 'RUVHW
 :LPERUQH0LQVWHU 'RUVHW
 &KHVWHUOH6WUHHW 'XUKDP
 'XUKDP 'XUKDP
 &KHOPVIRUG (VVH[
 &ROFKHVWHU (VVH[
 0DOGRQ (VVH[
 *ORXFHVWHU *ORXFV
 6RXWKDPSWRQ +DQWV
 :LQFKHVWHU +DQWV
 'URLWZLFK +HUH:RUH
  +HUHIRUG +HUH:RUH
  /HRPLQVWHU +HUH:RUH
 :RUFHVWHU +HUH:RUH
  6W$OEDQV +HUWV
 $VKZHOO +HUWV
 +HUWIRUG +HUWV
 %ULGOLQJWRQ +XPEHUV
 &DQWHUEXU\ .HQW
 'RYHU .HQW
 1HZ5RPQH\ .HQW
 5RFKHVWHU .HQW
  6DQGZLFK .HQW
  /DQFDVWHU /DQFV
  /HLFHVWHU /HLFV
  &DLVWRU /LQFV
 *DLQVERURXJK /LQFV
 *UDQWKDP /LQFV
 /LQFROQ /LQFV
 /RXWK /LQFV

 5
 6
 5
 6
 6
 6
 6
 6
 6
 5
 6
 5
 6
 5
 6
 5
 6
 6
 6
 5
 6
 6
 6
 5
 6
 6
 6
 5
 6
 5
 5
 6
 5
 6
 5
 5
 6
 6
 5
 5
1 6
 6
 6
 5
 5
 6
 5
 6
 5
 5
1 5
 5
 6
 5
 6

6WDPIRUG /LQFV
7RUNVH\ /LQFV
0DQFKHVWHU 0HW'LVW
*UHDW<DUPRXWK 1RUI
1RUZLFK 1RUI
7KHWIRUG 1RUI
1RUWKDPSWRQ 1RUWK
2XQGOH 1RUWK
7RZFHVWHU 1RUWK
+H[KDP 1RUWKXPE
1RWWLQJKDP 1RWWV
$ELQJGRQ 2[RQ
2[IRUG 2[RQ
:DOOLQJIRUG 2[RQ
6KUHZVEXU\ 6DORS
:KLWHFKXUFK 6DORS
$[EULGJH 6RP
%UXWRQ 6RP
&UHZNHUQH 6RP
)URPH 6RP
,OFKHVWHU 6RP
/DQJSRUW 6RP
0LOERUQH3RUW 6RP
6RPHUWRQ 6RP
7DXQWRQ 6RP
:DWFKHW 6RP
<HRYLO 6RP
6WDIIRUG 6WDIIV
7DPZRUWK 6WDIIV
%XU\6W(GPXQGV 6XII
,SVZLFK 6XII
6XGEXU\ 6XII
*XLOGIRUG 6XUU
/HZHV (6XVV
&KLFKHVWHU :6XVV
6WH\QLQJ :6XVV
1HZFDVWOHRQ7\QH 7:
$OFHVWHU :DUNV
:DUZLFN :DUNV
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Fig 13 The British urban corpus: provisional distribution of multi-period town sites (source: Appendix)
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PERIOD SURVEYS

3 The Roman period

M J Jones & J S Wacher

It could be argued that around the Mediterranean the
Roman period witnessed the highest stimulus to urbanization-as a cultural pattern rather than an economic
development-until the Industrial Revolution. The case in
Britain was somewhat different. As a frontier province,
there were fewer Roman towns, whereas many market towns
emerged in the Middle Ages. Nevertheless urbanization
took place fairly rapidly under the Romans and was
moderately sucessful.
The process of urban origins and development is still
imperfectly understood. As Frere has stated (Frere &
St Joseph 1983), ‘Few towns ever arose in fully developed
form; understanding of their growth comes with historical
analysis.’ Other kinds of analysis, some based on theories of
society, have also been applied to the data, though with
varying results (see below). Critical to our investigation of
Roman towns in Britain is the fact that, compared with their
medieval successors and some of their Continental contemporaries, less has survived of the fabric apart from
defensive features (below). Excavation is therefore essential.
Discussion of the Roman period in The Erosion of History
was confined largely to the investigation of those towns
succeeded by medieval or later urban areas, with the Roman
settlement regarded essentially as a background and basis for
medieval origins or revival (see Haslam 1984). Forts were
listed where these underlay medieval towns (although some
were not recognized at the time, eg Chesterfield). In the
more recent CBA survey (Schofield & Palliser 1981), only
a small proportion of Roman urban sites were included. It
is of course of prime concern to the study of medieval urban
origins that the nature of the pre-existing Roman settlement
be established. However, there is also value in looking at the
problem from the other direction, and in the present survey
(Fig 14), all the major towns (‘cities’) of Roman Britain and
many of the minor towns, whether abandoned or not, have
been taken into consideration for several reasons. In terms
of continuity of site, failure is as interesting as success. It is
also on the abandoned sites where, although not threatened
by redevelopment, some of the best opportunities for largescale investigation lie. Furthermore we can best establish
priorities for individual sites after examining the whole
problem of Roman urbanization in Britain.
Since the publication of The Erosion of History, much new
evidence from survey and excavation, and synthetic research
have between them advanced the study of Roman towns in
Britain. Wacher’s volume (1975) drew together for the first
time detailed knowledge of the major towns, while understanding of the nature of the minor (or ‘small’) towns has
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been much improved following Todd’s seminal article
(1970). The publication of the proceedings of the Oxford
Conference on these sites (Rodwell & Rowley 1975) has
been followed up by increased field activity, while a major
synthesis is in preparation (Burnham & Wacher forthcoming).
One of the problems that remains is the distinction
between ‘towns’ and ‘villages’ (see eg Webster in Rodwell
& Rowley 1975: this can be a problem in later periods too:
cf B K Roberts’ ‘townish villages’ of the medieval and later
periods). It is a distinction which was in any case blurred.
There is no adequate term for such intermediate settlements
in English or in Latin (the Roman or Greek terminology
having changed through time; see Johnson in Rodwell &
Rowley 1975), but the status and function of the cities is a
little clearer (Wacher 1975; Rivet in Rodwell & Rowley
1975). The only real way forward is large-scale excavations
at a number of sites-some of which are still being
recognized-if we are to understand what economic functions they performed, their position in the surrounding
countryside, and their relationship to major towns.
The basis of the present survey was a report prepared by
the Roman Society’s Advisory Committee under the
chairmanship of Professor J S Wacher to the Department of
the Environment. In 1977 that committee sought from each
of the excavation directors at major Roman towns a list of
recommended priorities for future investigation. Some
analysis of individual priorities at each town was carried out
by J S Wacher, while in 1982 the Committee submitted to
the Department of the Environment its report on priorities
for all aspects of the Roman period in Britain- (It is hoped
that these recommendations will be circulated in due course
to all interested parties.)
The report as presented here is more wide-ranging and
detailed, incorporating not only the information described
above but also the results of an examination by M J Jones
of other published works. It includes minor towns but,
perhaps unwisely, not large vici which possessed some
urban characteristics. These are worthy of a separate study
(see R F J Jones in Wilson et al 1 9 8 4 ) . E a c h a s p e c t o f
archaeological interest is considered in turn below in as
logical an order as possible, but inevitably in many cases
there is some overlap with other themes.

Origins
The stimuli for urbanization were complex, but several,
factors can be identified. Foremost among these were the
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Fig 14 Map of Roman towns in England which have been the subject of recent or current research (Jayne Peacock)
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Verulamium
Chelmsford
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Cowbridge
Caerwent
Cirencester
Wanborough
Dorchester on Thames
Bath
Staines
London
Rochester
Canterbury
Silchester
Neat ham
Ilchester
Winchester
Exeter
Dorchester
Chichester
Charterhouse

topographical situation, proximity to a navigable watercourse, good drainage, as well as the availability of building
materials and the local political circumstances. The
influence of native settlements has perhaps been underestimated in the past as a factor in Roman town development, principally because it is a very difficult and long-term
process to define all the characteristics of a late Iron Age
settlement (see papers by Collis and by Burnham in
Burnham & Johnson 1979; Cunliffe 1976). Large-scale
excavations can help us understand what sort of settlement,
if any, existed before a town was established, and what
trading links it had. Some success can be reported (eg Fig
15), and it has become clear that almost all the Roman urban
settlements in certain areas (notably the lands of the
Corieltauvi and the Trinovantes (May 1976, 1984:
W Rodwell 19756; K Rodwell 1979) had native origins.
How many of them can be classified as ‘urban’ or ‘protourban’ is another matter (it partly depends on the contrasting interpretations of ‘urban’ by prehistorians and most
Romanists), but trading links with the Continent appear to
have been responsible for allowing growth on a large scale
at several sites in the south and east.
Frere’s analysis (in Rodwell & Rowley 1975) of the origins
of ‘small towns’ identified a mere 13% directly overlying
only Iron Age settlements, the vast majority emerging from
the presence of a fort on the site (as expounded by Webster
1966; see also Rivet 1977). The fort ‘anchored’ the population to the site. There is much still to be learned, however,
about the relationship of fort-siting to native settlement and
some recent models of the process of urban development
have stressed both the role of taxation and the importance
of a certain pre-existing level of socioeconomic organization
(Millett 1984).
The army’s influence did not stop there. It created roads
and subsequent trade networks which allowed towns to
flourish (and may have influenced their siting) while
military expertise (and, conceivably, labour) was available
for town building. In the case of London, trade appears to
have been an original element, but the problem of a military
base is not yet solved.
Roman policy in Britain encouraged urbanization, and
while there is no definite evidence for coercion or for
financial subsidy, it is possible that some of the army’s
expertise was made available. The political and economic
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advantages of a town-based administrative system were
recognized and exploited: ‘The Romans did not create urban
centres for their own sakes: what mattered was the concentration of wealth and stable authority which brought into
existence the “temples, fora, and town-houses” urged on the
Britains by Agricola (Tacitus, Agricola, 21) as a means of
enticing them from their backwardness’ (Wilkes 1981,
412-3). We are still unsure whether Agricola’s ‘public’
assistance involved financial grants or remission of taxes. In
his valuable survey of the development of towns in the
province, Frere (1974b) suggested that the army’s presence
was the principal reason for early urbanization compared to,
say, north Gaul. Blagg (1980, 1984) has argued recently
from the architectural evidence that for the construction of
stone buildings masons, who did not stay, were imported
(from northern Gaul?), while the military masons and
surveyors were probably busy with fort construction.
Walthew (1982) contends that this was only the case with
regard to sculptural detail, and not planning and construction, Some notable early developments, such as the
‘proto-palace’ at Fishbourne and the first temple at Bath,
clearly indicate the presence of skilled craftsmen as early as
the Neronian period.
The earliest town houses known, however, were of timber
and show military influence, from the barrack-like shops at
Verulamium to the modified barrack-houses at Colchester
and Gloucester. These early levels are too seldom reached
in area excavations, and the 1st century timber phases of
many sites need to be investigated much more intensively.

Town planning
All the cities were subject to town planning in its broadest
sense, but in the minor towns only certain elements of
planning are to be found. Although these normally excluded
a street-grid and a civic centre, there are hints of some order
in the organization of space.
At those cities which occupied the same sites as earlier
fortresses the military street pattern was maintained to a
large extent (Crummy 1982, 1984; Webster forthcoming).
For new foundations we need to establish at what date(s) the
streets were laid out and whether Hadrian and other
emperors were primarily responsible for major urban
developments (Webster 1980); whether the grid-pattern was
formed in one or more phases (eg Colchester, eastern part;
Wroxeter; cf Amiens: Walthew 1981), and if we can detect
any unit of measurement (Crummy 1982). There is some
disagreement about the validity of recent hypotheses about
the use of such units, as well as about which unit of measurement-the pes monetalis or the pes drusianus - was employed
(see most recently Millett 1982b; cf Frere 1979b). Accurate
measurement in modern survey and excavation is essential,
but we cannot always be sure about the accuracy of Roman
measurements.
The search for patterns is a worthwhile exercise and the
excavator can assist in our understanding of the mechanics
of town layout by looking for evidence, eg in the form of post
sockets, for markers used by surveyors. We also need to
know more about insula sizes-not only whether they were
based on units such as the actus (120 ft)-and about the size
of plots allocated, especially in the coloniae. It is clear that
town boundaries were established at an early date, often
many years before the construction of defences, and in the
cities they might be defined on the major route(s) by
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Fig 15 Map of Cirencester and district, showing the Roman(?) fort, towns and surrounding roads, in relation to the Iron Age
settlement at Bagendon to the north (Cirencester Excavations, 1, courtesy of A D MC Whirr & J S Wacher)

Jones & Wacher: The Roman period



Fig 16 Plan of Durobrivae based on aerial photographs A = Water Newton fort; B= ?mansio; C = large building with templeenclosure attached; shaded areas = heavy parching; diamonds = recorded kilns (D F Mackreth, Nene Valley Research
Committee)
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Fig 17 Plan of Wroxeter Roman town (D R Wilson, Cambridge University Committee for Aerial Photography)
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monumental
arches, a l r e a d y k n o w n a t C o l c h e s t e r ,
Verulamium, and several towns in Gaul. Space was sometimes left for further expansion, and insulae reserved for
public buildings. This is discernible too when considering
areas later defended.
Aerial photography has added much to our knowledge of
town plans in recent years (eg Wroxeter: D R Wilson 1984;
Figs 16-17), and must continue to be funded. It is not only
a cost-effective way of providing new information, but also
helps to monitor the survival of buried features in areas
threatened by plough damage. Sometimes areas devoid of
visible archaeological features may indicate open spacesand evidence has accumulated from several towns that such
open areas may have been common at times. We need more
details, however, if we are to draw general conclusions.

Buildings
Several architects and surveyors must have been responsible
for the fully developed appearance of the town, for both the
people and the buildings came and went. It is difficult in a
province like Britain to establish just how much thought
went into details such as vistas, colour, and texture. It is only
rarely that we can reconstruct a major building threedimensionally, not to mention whole streets, but the general
pattern is emerging slowly. There are a number of building
types which did not penetrate to Britain, such as capitolia
(Todd 1985). Some of the public buildings were poor
shadows of their Continental equivalents, whereas otherssuch as the Verulamium forum-were just as impressive. At
the same time there is some evidence of foreign influence,
and (from inscriptions) imported expertise, in city, town and
country (Blagg 1980). We are gradually accumulating a
considerable amount of data on building techniques, and
well preserved deposits and structures have been investigated in various parts of the provinces. Yet much more effort
needs to go into the study of architecture and building
materials and techniques, and the British tradition needs to
be examined against the Continental for evidence of
particular insular development. Apart from the RomanoCeltic temple, it is now clear that native building styles are
not widely apparent in developed towns.
Defensive structures are considered in detail elsewhere
(ch 7). Ramparts, walls and ditches, and their dating still
continue to excite much interest even after many years of
investigation and academic argument, but only recently
have they been considered in the context of the town as a
whole. The construction of fortifications may have had an
economic as well as a topographical effect on the later
development of a town, both in terms of cost and the availability of funds for public works, and of the fate of areas of
occupation cut off. It needs to be further studied in relation
to the street system. In some cases in Britain (and many in
Gaul) the late Roman defences enclosed a much smaller area
than the earlier settlement, and we need to identify what
needed protection and what could be left outside.
The range of public buildings found in Britain (Wacher
1975, 45-60) appears to exclude urban granaries-why?and there is no firm evidence as yet for circuses (in spite of
circumstantial hints at Lincoln and Wroxeter). With one or
two notable exceptions, few inscriptions have survived to
identify those who paid for individual schemes, and it is
notoriously difficult to establish how long a project took to
complete (the Wroxeter forum, perhaps begun after
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Hadrian’s visit and completed when the dedication stone
was cut, may have taken between five and eight years), but
quantifications could be a useful tool (cf Boon 1974 on the
Silchester city wall, and now Fulford & Startin 1984 on
earthen defences). In summary, much more excavation is
needed, particularly on the latest periods of occupation:
Barker’s work at Wroxeter is notable in this respect.
Recent work on the Silchester basilica has identified both
a timber predecessor and traces of industrial activity in the
4th century. On the whole, however, we still know the civic
centres of Britannia only superficially (and the council
chambers even less well), although complete or outline plans
have been recovered or can be conjectured at a large number
of sites. There is much variety in plan, especially in detail,
but most appear to be derived from the military principia
(Hassall 1979, following Atkinson; cf Ward-Perkins 1970,
1974; Blagg 1984). This may reflect the comparative
poverty of British towns until well into the 2nd century. At
a number of cities of colonial or municipal status the plan
of the f o r u m - b a s i l i c a d o e s s u g g e s t s o m e t h i n g m o r e
ambitious, and Verulamium and, probably, Lincoln are
included in this category (and perhaps Colchester will be
added in the course of time). Related to the frontage of the
forum is the colonnaded street, about which little is yet
known from Britain: what evidence there is indicates that
there are no examples of the continuous long colonnades,
designed as one, found in the eastern provinces. At the same
time, many adjacent buildings had colonnaded frontages
(Frere 1979b). Another question is the extent of commercial
use of the fora and the possible creation of a macellum as an
overspill from the forum, as at Cirencester, Leicester and
Verulamium.
Some impressive bath-buildings have been excavated and
a few published in detail (Fig 18). Others await publication
(eg Lincoln) or even discovery (eg Colchester, Winchester).
It would be interesting to be able to relate the dates of
provision of bath-houses (and perhaps of fora) to the dates
of granting of constitutional status to the civitas capitals.
The baths also need to be studied in terms of their exact
relationship to water supply and drainage, the source of fuel
used for heating, and their capacity in relation to the civic
population.
More is also to be learned about temples, especially those
of classic type, in addition to the information which has
been recently collected and published (Lewis 1966; Rodwell
(ed) 1980; Cunliffe & Davenport 1985). The range at
Colchester is a useful model (Crummy in Rodwell, op cit;
Drury 1984). Since theatres may have had a partly religious
function, they were related to some extent to the temples,
and there is a distinctive Romano-Celtic style lacking
the scaenae frons. Only a few have been identified-at
Canterbury, Verulamium, Colchester, and possibly also at
Cirencester and at Brough on Humber-but others might
confidently be expected at the other coloniae and at London,
as well as at some other civitas capitals. There is value in
estimating their capacity in terms of the size of the
population, as for amphitheatres, examples of which are
known only at Carmarthen, Chichester, Cirencester,
Dorchester and Silchester, while inscriptions indicate others
at York and Leicester. The presence of further amphitheatres in or near the cities, especially those which followed
a legionary fortress with its ludus, is likely. It will be interesting if any monumental types emerge, for none of these are
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Fig 18 Bath: plan of the Roman town (B W Cunliffe)

\HWNQRZQIURP%ULWDLQ WKHUHEXLOWWKHDWUHDW&DQWHUEXU\
FRPHVFORVHVWVRIDU $Q\HYLGHQFHIRUWKHSXEOLFDFWLYLWLHV
ZKLFKWRRNSODFHDWWKHDWUHVDQGDPSKLWKHDWUHVZRXOG
UHSUHVHQWDFRQVLGHUDEOHVWHSIRUZDUG
7KHILQDOTXHVWLRQVXQGHU SXEOLFZRUNV·UHODWHWRZDWHU
VXSSO\DQGGUDLQDJH,WLVLPSRUWDQWWRHVWDEOLVKZKHUHDQG
DWZKDWGDWHDTXHGXFWVIRXQWDLQVRUGUDLQDJHDQGVHZHU
V\VWHPVZHUHSURYLGHG:HDOVRQHHGWRNQRZKRZWKH
V\VWHPZRUNHGDQGWKHLUUHODWLRQVKLSWRERWKSXEOLFDQG
SULYDWHVXSSO\7DNLQJWKHHYLGHQFHDW/LQFROQ /HZLV
DVDQH[DPSOHWKLVFDQSURYHDGDXQWLQJWDVNEXWLWVKRXOG
QRWSURYHGLIILFXOWE\FDUHIXOILHOGZRUNWRHVWDEOLVKWKH
VRXUFHVDQGFRXUVHVRIPRUHDTXHGXFWV\VWHPV

Private houses
,WLVJHQHUDOO\DFFHSWHGWKDWWKHFRXUW\DUGW\SHRIKRXVHZDV
QRWFRPPRQLQ%ULWLVKWRZQVEHIRUHWKHPLGGOHRIWKHQG
FHQWXU\ :DOWKHZ EXWWKHUHDVRQVDUHVWLOOXQFHUWDLQ
:DOWKHZ 7KLVGHYHORSPHQWPD\KDYHEHHQHDUOLHU
LQWKH coloniae, ZKHUHPDQ\HDUOLHUKRXVHVUHVHPEOHG
PLOLWDU\EDUUDFNVLQWKHLUGHVLJQ DQGZHUHLQIDFWUHIXUELVK
PHQWVRIWKHP ,QFRQWUDVWPRVWFRPPHUFLDOHVWDEOLVK
PHQWV WUDGHUV·KRXVHV XVXDOO\ZHUHRIWKH VWULS·SODQDOVR
FRPPRQO\IRXQGLQWKH vici RXWVLGHWKHIRUWV7RDUJXHDV
VRPHKDYHGRQHWKDWWKHVHVKRSVWHQGHGWREHIXUWKHUDZD\
IURPWKHDGPLQLVWUDWLYHDQGFRPPHUFLDOFHQWUHWKDQWKH
ODUJHUKRXVHVLVPLVOHDGLQJ$WVRPHFLWLHVLWLVWUXHWKH\

Jones & Wacher: The Roman period
lined some of the major roads outside the walled towns.
Information about the relative prosperity of a particular
civitas may be discovered by a comparison of its town
houses, its shops, and its local villas (Hodder & Millett 1980).
The most important priorities with regard to houses are
the excavation of complete examples (as for instance is being
carried out at Caerwent) and, where possible, complete
insulae: too much existing knowledge relies on fragmentary
plans. It is therefore desirable to maintain existing research
excavations at those sites not threatened by development in
order to achieve this, for full plans are unlikely to be
recovered beneath modern towns.

Commercial buildings
It has been argued that the increased size of houses means
that towns were less important for business transactions
after c 150, and the new residents might have been those who
had accumulated sufficient capital from agriculture. But this
development c o u l d e q u a l l y h a v e s t e m m e d f r o m t h e
incorporation of the trade into the residential complex.
There does appear to be a steady growth of commercial
establishments at some sites through time, and the varying
fortunes of different towns need to be recorded. In London,
for instance, the development was early (though not as early
as at Colchester and Verulamium), and the subsequent
‘decline’ was also relatively early. In contrast, at Lincoln
expansion continued through at least until the early 4th
century. Such growth was presumably roughly proportional
to the city’s importance as a market centre for a large area:
a hypothesis which might be tested.
In certain cases it may be possible to identify commercial
zones both inside and outside the walls, and the concentration of certain or specialized crafts at certain minor
towns, although the interpretation of what particular
business was carried out at each place is notoriously difficult
on purely archaeological evidence. Detailed examination of
any technological processes is essential. For this reason,
excavation of whole complexes (particularly those not on the
strip model) is desirable, and should include the backyards
with their rubbish disposal areas, which might provide the
only clues to the nature of the trade. Waterlogged deposits
should be particularly rewarding in this respect. Any
evidence for two-storeyed structures would also be valuable,
as would that for the expansion of businesses and the linking
of properties (eg Cirencester, insula V). Much may be
learned about property tenure from such archaeological
sources.

The suburbs
Much of the area beyond the walls was occupied by the very
establishments discussed immediately above, and in major
towns this may have been its primary function. Identification of other functions apart from commercial would be
most useful. Minor settlements often straggled along a
particular route and, as a result, even if the town was
defended much of the street frontage remained undefended.
Extensive suburbs are known so far at only a few cities, but
the paucity of evidence is due largely to the concentration
of excavation inside the walls. Much can be learned about
the extent of the suburbs from watching briefs, small-scale
excavation, and intensive survey (Corney, in Fulford 1984b,
239-92).
The effect of the construction of defences on the parts of
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a settlement which thereby became extra-mural seems to
have been fairly negligible, owing partly perhaps to the early
definition of two boundaries. As noted above, there was
often considerable expansion or decline of the suburbs in the
3rd and 4th centuries. Decline could also allow infill by
cemeteries on land formerly zoned for expansion, as
happened at Canterbury, Chichester and York, while
expansion at Lincoln involved redevelopment for commercial buildings of an early cemetery area.
The cemeteries were of course an important element of the
suburban landscape, and the areas used for burial purposes
can be plotted for many towns from early maps and antiquarian discoveries. Systematic large-scale excavation,
however, has taken place only in a small number of towns.
Careful investigation and recording is needed, as at
Lankhills, Winchester (Clarke 1979), to provide details
about burial practice so that changes in fashion, for
whatever reason, can be documented. It is not clear by what
agency new ideas in burial were spread: there is no evidence
yet, for instance that the army brought them to Britain, but
few military cemeteries have been investigated. The work at
Ancaster,
Colchester,
Poundbury near Dorchester,
Chichester, Cirencester, Winchester and York has provided
much new information about the late period, and the study
of the anatomical evidence is an intrinsic part of those
studies (see for instance Wells in McWhirr et al 1 9 8 2 ,
135-202). So far very little has been achieved in the study
of the urban population, but here is potential for looking at
social stratification (see Jones in Addyman & Black 1984,
34-42, for further discussion of the potential).

Beyond the suburbs
The areas immediately outside the town should be examined
for the light which they can throw on the town itself. It is
useful to ascertain their physical nature, whether they were
cultivated, and how land-use was organized. No success can
yet be reported in defining the territorium of any Roman city
in Britain; that problem and those associated with centuriation are best put aside until better evidence comes to light.
T h e q u e s t i o n of the ‘town-zone’, however, is worth
consideration (Rodwell 1975a), and boundaries may still
survive in modern field patterns where they have not been
built over.

The later Roman period
It is now generally accepted that Britain continued to
prosper in the 3rd century in spite of problems elsewhere
in the Empire (some scholars still disagree eg Reece 1981).
Much was expended on town buildings and especially on
defensive walls in this period (King & Henig 1981). As
Millett (loc cit) has noted, the ‘crisis’ need not be reflected
in the archaeological record.
The problems of the 4th century and beyond are a special
area of interest. There is much apparent evidence of decline,
or at least change, in towns during the century, but Reece’s
hypothesis (1980) of a lack of investment in urban areas after
the Continental crisis of the late 3rd century has not met
with general acceptance. Although some streets and
building were going out of use, new buildings for private or
public function were being erected in several towns, at a
time when the refurbishment or construction of fortifications must have drained local resources. Among the new
structures we might expect to find more Christian churches

36

Jones & Wacher: The Roman period

Fig 19 Conjectural reconstruction of forum-basilica with (?)4th century church, Lincoln (Lincoln Archaeological Trust)
(Fig 19), especially in the second half of the century
(Thomas 1981).
Biddle (1983) has argued that after c 350 Winchester was
primarily an administrative and military base. Other
scholars have argued for a less commercial function for
towns from the 3rd century, but this is a subject on which
it is dangerous to generalize.
From traces in the basilica at Silchester and the forum at
Lincoln later activity appears to have been of a more
commercial nature than in earlier periods. It has to be asked
whether their administrative functions were depleted, or
(less probably) lost completely. Similar details are needed of
the state of other public building and works, fortifications,
streets, and houses. Archaeological evidence does not allow
us to be precise about the process of economic decline; what
can be documented is physical decay, settlement shrinkage,
and changing trading patterns, but to be useful these have

to be studied in detail over a large area. The significance of
‘Germanic’ belt-buckles is no longer considered to be clear
evidence for the presence of imported mercenaries in late
Roman towns, whose defence would have been undertaken
by the local militia.
So far, incontrovertible urban continuity into the AngloSaxon period has not been claimed or found for any British
site (Hill in Barley 1977; Arnold 1984), but the sites of major
Roman towns were hardly ever deserted completely, even if
they now only survive as an adjacent village such as
Wroxeter or Silchester. Few urban functions appear to have
continued, although there was often some sort of activity
within the walls (even if only as a Christian cult-centre), but
physical survival was often extensive. Discoveries made in
recent years at towns on the Continent provide models for
British investigators (see papers by Böhner and Février in
Barley 1977), and some progress can now be reported.
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At Canterbury occupation seems to have come to a halt by
the mid 5th century before a 6th century resurgence. Few
towns lasted as long, especially on the eastern side of the
country, and most had suffered considerable contraction by
the beginning of the 5th century. The remarkable evidence
from Wroxeter for a late replanning of the city may be of
only local significance; elsewhere such evidence, if it exists,
can be obliterated by later occupation, and the traces of
5th century commercial activity and public works at
Verulamium strengthen the case for careful large-scale
investigation. Other non-urban traces which have survived,
such as the burials in the forum-basilica area at Exeter and
at Lincoln, should be studied properly to evaluate their
significance, and work at these and at other sites including
London, Cirencester, Canterbury, Winchester, and York
must be allowed to continue, with special emphasis given to
any remains of this period.
Social and economic aspects
Archaeological investigation can contribute to our understanding of certain social and economic aspects of the
ancient world. However, as with the historical sources,
which may be reinterpreted but are unlikely to be augmented, modern statistical approaches are generally
inapplicable (Salway 1981, 540-2). In spite of such limitations, new evidence from survey or excavation of physical
remains is the only way of making substantial progress, and
Cunliffe (1984) has recently accused Roman archaeologists
of being slow to follow prehistorians and others in adopting
ideas from related disciplines to examine socioeconomic
aspects. To what extent can the student of Romano-British
towns investigate these matters?
Using our existing knowledge of the various classes
which constituted Roman society, we can try to define the
population mixture of a town, and perhaps discern social
change and mobility through time, but only if its site, and
its cemeteries, have been studied fairly comprehensively.
This is an ambitious task and Romano-British specialists
have, on the whole, been slow to explore the possibilities of
the new approaches being adopted by related disciplines. A
beginning might be to select a single class-that, say, of
trader-to study the types of activity and houses/workshops
for which we have evidence, and to compare the evidence
from different urban settlements. We may be able to identify
the specialized crafts which formed the economic base for
some minor towns. The role of the native population is an
important question-how it was integrated into the town
and what functions it performed in relation to those carried
out by incoming settlers, but the difficulties in answering
these questions should not be underestimated.
The size and population of urban areas is the subject of
some recent research (Duncan-Jones 1982, 259-87). The
total population estimates for the whole Roman province are
of course related directly to those for the late Iron Age
(Salway 1981, 542-52; Cunliffe 1978), but urban research
contributes to this larger problem. Archaeological work can
establish for particular dates the extent of a settled area and
its population density, and we now know that town-zones
varied in size from only two hectares to several hundred. It
is also possible to discover some evidence for different living
standards across the town, and area excavation can indicate
changes, such as a tendency to larger properties. Such data
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provide theoretical archaeologists with much on which to
hypothesize.
Archaeologists must be grateful that several historians of
the Roman Empire are currently working on related
problems, such as the function of towns in the economy (eg
Hopkins 1978, 1983). It has to be remembered that money
was based on land, agriculture being pre-eminent in the
economic system, and that towns were centres of consumption rather than production (see further below).
Knowledge of the success of the Roman town would be
increased if we could throw light on the communications
network available for trading as well as studying questions
of size, population density, rate of occupancy, living
standards and types of employment, what local resourcessay of building materials (Buckland in Addyman & Black
1984)-were available, and what was the cost of public
works in relation to the annual turnover.
Yet the greatest advances can probably be made in terms
of understanding the economic relationship between major
and minor towns, and between towns and the countryside.
A vital factor here is to derermine the various functions of
minor towns (see Crickmore 1984a; Fig 20). From origins
associated within the military framework, some continued
to function as centres of communications, as overnight
stops, as depots for collecting and storing grain, as redistribution centres, or as centres for local administration itself.
Others were market centres, specialized craft centres,
associated with a local source of raw materials, or provided
recreational or ritual facilities. There must have been other
categories (see Todd 1970, Rivet in Rodwell & Rowley
1975, and Burnham & Wacher, forthcoming), as well as
changes through time. In other words, the settlement
‘hierarchy’ needs to be understood (Hodder 1975; Johnston
1984, 51-87).
With sufficient data, the ‘market-type’ economy of the
Roman world can be analysed in modern terms. Some
scholars feel that the data are not yet adequate for this type
of analysis, but others are keen to put the study of economic
patterns onto a more scientific basis (eg Hodder 1972, 1975),
often based on theoretical models of society. This work is
to some extent aimed at elucidating the functions of each
unit, including the towns, in an economic network or
ecosystem: there are debts here to recent theories in human
geography (Johnston 1984). One objective might be to
define whether prosperity came first to town or to country
(here the relative quality of houses is a clue; Walthew 1975,
1983; Hodder & Millett 1980), and what influence an overall
authority had on such matters. Trading patterns do of
course throw light on the urban economy (see eg Hodder
1974). The economic relationship of towns to the countryside is a question which has long interested ancient
historians (Finlay 1977) and has recently been confronted by
Romano-British specialists (Fulford 1982; Millett 1982a).
One central point here is the supposed consumer nature of
large towns, with their various craft specializations, and
their demand for produce from the surrounding land. What
was done with the income from manufacturing industry?
How much of it was spent on luxury items?
Such questions will not be answered for many years, if
ever, and though difficult to solve, they stimulate a lively
debate which is healthy for the subject. It seems generally
agreed among urban scholars that the best way to look at
economic patterns is to identify regions for examination of
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Fig 20 Roman towns in the West Midlands (Crickmore 1984, fig 1)
WKHLUPDMRUDQGPLQRUWRZQV7KHUHJLRQVFKRVHQRXJKWWR
LQFOXGHDPDMRUWRZQDOUHDG\ZHOOVWXGLHG .HHQH
UHSURGXFHGZLWKDGGLWLRQVLQ6FKRILHOG 3DOOLVHU 
7KHUHODWLYHVXFFHVVRIERWKODUJHUDQGVPDOOHUWRZQVLQ
WHUPVRIVL]HZHDOWKLQGXVWULDODFWLYLW\HWFFDQEHSORWWHG
RYHUDSHULRGRIWLPHDQGLISRVVLEOHDOOWKLVVKRXOGEHGRQH

DJDLQVWWKHEDFNJURXQGRIWKHSUHH[LVWLQJ,URQ$JHSDWWHUQ
7KHYDOXHRIULFKVWUDWLILHGVHTXHQFHVKHUHLVPDQLIHVW
HVSHFLDOO\LIWKH\SURGXFHJRRGJURXSVRIHQYLURQPHQWDO
VDPSOHV +DOO .HQZDUG
passim). $QLPDOERQHVFDQ
IRULQVWDQFHWKURZOLJKWRQWKHZD\LQZKLFKWKHORFDO
DJULFXOWXUHPLJKWEHRUJDQL]HGWRPHHWWKHQHHGVRIWKH
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Fig 21 First century Roman quay and contemporary and subsequent buildings, Miles Lane, London (Merrifield 1983, 94)
XUEDQFRPPXQLW\EXWWKH\FDQDOVRFRQWULEXWHLQRWKHU
ZD\VWRRXUNQRZOHGJHRIXUEDQOLIH0HWKRGVRIDQO\VLVRI
DVVHPEODJHVDUHVWLOOEHLQJUHILQHGEXWLWLVFOHDUWKDW
VDPSOHVDUHQHHGHGWRSURYLGHUHSUHVHQWDWLYHFURVVVHFWLRQV
RIWKHWRZQDVZHOODVIURPUXUDOVLWHVLQLWVFDWFKPHQWDUHD
0DOWE\.LQJLQ%ODJJ .LQJ/XII
$GG\PDQLQ$GG\PDQ %ODFN ,WKHOSVLIWKH
SULQFLSDODUHDVRISRWHQWLDOKDYHDOUHDG\EHHQLGHQWLILHGE\
WKHDUFKDHRORJLVW
2WKHUW\SHVRIVDPSOLQJDUHXVHIXORIFRXUVHEXWWKH
VWXG\RIWKHSDVWHQYLURQPHQWKDVZLGHUHOHYDQFHDQGHDFK
H[FDYDWLRQRXJKWWRLQFOXGHDWOHDVWVRPHHQYLURQPHQWDO
ZRUN +DOO .HQZDUG op cit). /LNHHFRQRPLFSDWWHUQVWKLV
LVDFRPSDUDWLYHO\QHZDUHDRILQWHUHVWDQGDOWKRXJK
WHHWKLQJWURXEOHVDUHXQDYRLGDEOHLWLVRQHZKLFKKDVJUHDW
SRWHQWLDOIRUHOXFLGDWLQJPDQ\DUHDVRIXUEDQOLIHFOLPDWH
ODQGVFDSHFOHDUDQFHIORRGLQJVRLOFKDQJHVFRPPRGLWLHV
DYDLODEOHIRUIRRGFRQGLWLRQVRIOLIHDQGZRUNPRUHGHWDLOV
RIKXPDQDFWLYLW\DQGLWVHIIHFWVRQWKHHQYLURQPHQW7KHUH
LVPXFKWREHJDLQHGIURPWKHVFLHQWLILFDQDO\VLVRIUXEELVK
GHSRVLWVDQGUHVLGXHVIURPWHFKQRORJLFDOSURFHVVHV
2QHDVSHFWRIWKHWRZQZKLFKKDVUHFHLYHGPXFK ORQJ
RYHUGXH DWWHQWLRQLQUHFHQW\HDUVLVWKHZDWHUIURQW )LJ 
ZKHUHWKHGDPSVRLOFRQGLWLRQVQRUPDOO\SUHVHUYHRUJDQLF

UHPDLQVLQFOXGLQJWKHWLPEHUVWUXFWXUHV 0LOQH +REOH\
 0DQ\5RPDQWRZQVKDYH\LHOGHGQH[WWRQRHYLGHQFH
VRIDUDERXWWKLVLPSRUWDQWDUHDRIFRPPHUFLDODFWLYLW\
:KHUHSRVVLEOHHYHU\WRZQRXJKWWRKDYHDWOHDVWRQHODUJH
ZDWHUORJJHGDUHDH[FDYDWHGDQGWKLVRXJKWWREHSDUWRID
VDPSOLQJSROLF\IRUWKHZKROHWRZQ$Q\VXFKSROLF\QHHGV
KRZHYHUWREHHVWDEOLVKHGDJDLQVWDEDFNJURXQGRIWKH
NQRZOHGJHRIWKHVXUYLYDORIVWUDWLILHGGHSRVLWV VLWH
HYDOXDWLRQ DQGWKHDYDLODELOLW\RIDUHDVIRULQYHVWLJDWLRQ
6RPHUHFHQWGLVFRYHULHVIURP ZHW·VLWHVLQ&DUOLVOHDQG<RUN
KDYHDGGHGFRQVLGHUDEO\WRWKHVWRUHRINQRZOHGJHDERXW
WLPEHUFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGVXFKOHYHOVRISUHVHUYDWLRQDUH
DQRWKHUIDFWRUWREHERUQHLQPLQG )LJ 

Table of priorities: a commentary
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Fig 22 Roman York, showing areas where all levels have been destroyed (black), and areas where Roman strata remain intact though
post-Roman strata have been destroyed (shaded) (Andrews 1984)

line between those asterisked and those not is a vague one
to define. In some cases the evidence is so lacking that
‘importance’ is difficult to rate. Those squares given three
asterisks represent those themes/sites which are clearly of
academic interest on an international scale. Two asterisks
indicate those themes/sites which are of special interest in
national terms. Where no asterisk is indicated, the reason
may be that (i) sufficient work appears to have been carried

out at present to make further investigation of less than
national priority; or (ii) it is not clear that this aspect is
available for study at a particular site; or (iii) no rescue
archaeology is in prospect at this site but that research
excavations might be directed towards the asterisked
themes. At the same time, it may still constitute a regional
priority.
The table as a whole does show some trends, which reflect
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Table 3 Romano-British major towns (including also Bath, Chelmsford, Durobrivae, and Ilchester): priorities for further investigation at individual sites

)UHUH+LQFKOLIIH
)XOIRUGD
%LGGOHIRUWKFRPLQJ :LQFKHVWHU6WXGLHV 
&ROOLV&ODUNHHWDO
%DUNHUIRUWKFRPLQJLQ*UHZDQG
+REOH\'5:LOVRQ:HEVWHUIRUWKFRPLQJ
&DU\HUHWDO+DOOHWDO.HQZDUGHWDO
$GG\PDQ %ODFNRWWDZD\LQ35
:LOVRQHWDO

%LGZHOO+HQGHUVRQ:HEVWHU
)RUWKFRPLQJ
+XUVW+HLJKZD\
*DUURGDQG+HLJKZD\:HEVWHU
)RUWKFRPLQJ
/HDFK$VWRQDQG%XUURZV
+HEGLWFKDQG0HOORU:DFKHU0HOORU
/XFDV&OD\DQG0HOORU0HOORU
IRUWKFRPLQJ
&RO\HU:DFKHU&RO\HUDQG-RQHV
-RQHV *UHZDQG+REOH\ -RQHV
$QG*LOPRXUIRUWKFRPLQJ:HEVWHU
)RUWKFRPLQJ
6HHELEO8QGHU*UHZ+ROEH\'\VRQ6FKRILHOG
0DORQH\0DUVGHQ0HUULILHOG0LOQH%LUG6KHOGRQ
%RRQ)XOIRUGE

'XQQHWW&UXPP\'UXU\
:HEVWHUIRUWKFRPLQJ
:DFKHU6WDUWLQJUDKDP'UDSHU
$QG&KDSOLQ
:DFKHU0DFNUHWK

0F:KLUU:DFKHU
$QG1F:KLUU

'RZQ

'UXU\'UXU\DQG5RGZHOO

-RQHV-DPHV

:DFKHU&DVH\%UHZHUIRUWKFRPLQJ
0\HUVDQG*UHHQ6ZDQ
%HQQHWWHWDO)UHUHHWDO)UHUHHWDO

&KDUOHVZRUWK0F&DUWK\:LOVRQ
(WDO

-RQHV&KDUOHVZRUWK
&XQFOLIIH&XQFOLIIHDQG'DYHQSRUW

:DFKHU35:LOVRQHWDO

%LEOLRJUDSKLFDO5HIHUHQFHV

Jones & Wacher: The Roman period 41

42

Jones & Wader: The Roman period

to some extent the recommendations made above, where a
theme is of interest at every (or almost every) town, or where
so little is known of a town that any new information is of
interest, or where certain groups of towns are of special
importance for certain themes.
Such trends must also be set beside the constraints which
affect archaeological investigation: see above.

Summary of recommendations
1 All major towns need further investigation, both inside
and outside the walls. A trial excavation is often necessary
to confirm that archaeological deposits survive sufficiently
to make area excavation worthwhile. Priorities for each site,
period and type of structure should be established (see
table 3).
2 Minor towns need to be investigated selectively, with
several regions chosen for special study. Within each region
a few minor towns could be identified with good preservation of levels and potential for solving important problems.
Public, military an administrative buildings should be
investigated in small defended sites.
3 On the whole intensive investigation of single sites
yields better results than small-scale work in a large number,
ie large-scale excavation in well known sites is preferable,
but needs to be tied to specific objectives. Against this must
be balanced the need for information about comparatively
unknown sites.
4 Small-scale excavations, including trenching and
watching briefs, are sometimes useful for solving specific
questions.
5 Cost has to be borne in mind-some objectives will be
expensive if in deep, heavily shored excavations-yet there
are often benefits for understanding stratigraphic sequences
and post-Roman aspects in such cases.
6 Since much is still being lost without record, the nature
of the intended damage to the site must be taken into account
and balanced against other factors. Some problems can only
be solved research excavations over a long period on sites
not affected by development. At the same time, sites liable
to plough damage should be preserved.
7 Carefully devised programmes of aerial photography
should be supported in areas likely to be productive.
Areas of academic priority (in no significant order)
(a) Identification and collection of good environmental
samples-research programmes need to be compatible with
those for the surrounding countryside
(b) Waterfronts (often consistent with (a)), h a r b o u r s ,
bridges
(c) Iron Age-Roman transition
(d) Roman military-civil transition (Britain important
here in imperial terms)
(e) Public buildings (especially early and late phases) and
works
(f) Complete examples of prilvate houses or insulae
(g) Good examples of mosaics and wall-paintings
(h) Well preserved buildings with evidence of superstructure
( i ) T h e 3 r d c e n t u revidence
yfor social and economic
change
(j) Late 4th-5th centuries and transition to Anglo-Saxon
period: some towns, including the larger Roman, were also

important in the medieval period and their complete
sequences need to be examined.
(k) Large cemeteries, suburbs and areas beyond.

Minor towns
Much of the above also applies to minor towns, but here the
study of individual sites is the only way to understand the
different functions they performed. Much survey work is
necessary to determine their potential for excavation, and
sites under threat from urban development or ploughing
need to be identified. Few have been excavated on any scale.
Burnham (forthcoming) and Smith (forthcoming) have
recently specified the following priorities for future
investigation:
(a) undefended settlements
(b) regional studies (eg Crickmore 1984a) and the
relationship of the town to other towns and to the
countryside
(c) street patterns, building frontages, any organized
planning, and subsequent changes; the impact of defence
construction on the settlement, building materials and
construction techniques
(d) functions— area excavations necessary
(e) Iron Age/Roman transition
regional trends
(f) Roman/Anglo-Saxon transition
Other specific objectives are:
(g) the extent of the settlement at any time
(h) identification of the houses of those who farmed the
local land
(i) water supply and disposition of wells
(j) methods of refuse disposal, use of rubbish dumps,
and intensity of rubbish-pits (Marsden 1980 re London).
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4 The Saxon period

Introduction
Urban research into the Anglo-Saxon period has been
carried on at some level for over a century, but the archaeological research and the processing and digesting of its
results is entirely a post-war development. So much so in
fact that in the immediate post-war years the handbook
issued by the Ordnance Survey for the use of fieldworkers
in archaeology remarked that no Anglo-Saxon town structures or defences were known (Ordnance Survey 1956). We
are therefore dealing with a subject less than a generation
old. It is a surprisingly lusty and vocal youth.
In the 19th century the limited discussion of urban life and
institutions in pre-Conquest England often reflected continental thinking, so that Maitland’s ‘Garrison Theory’
(Maitland 1897) reflects German theories of the genesis of
towns based on the references to Henry the Fowler setting
up fortifications and garrisoning them with a levy on the
surrounding populace. The general tenor of the few serious
commentators is in line with the legalistic German approach
(no borough charter-no town). Outstanding at the beginning of this century was the work of Armitage in recognizing
that the Anglo-Saxon burh was in fact a large area site and
not, as was the generally held belief of the time, to be
equated with the mottes of the various castles around the
county towns (Armitage 1912). Dogging all the AngloSaxon research before 1945 (and frequently thereafter) was
the Beowulf syndrome, a view of the early medieval period
as primitive, heroic and tribal; an England in which the
deeds of Alfred were at home but the grubby business of
trade and towns did not fit.
Whilst the works of Green (1883) were illustrated by town
plans, Stenton cast his shade over the study of Anglo-Saxon
England for almost half a century and the views expressed
by him, whilst eminently reasonable, stunted thought on
many aspects of the period. The reasons for this included
Stenton’s literary approach which relied so little on illustration, plans or excavation reports. However it should be
noted that there was little of this work available to Stenton
throughout most of his working life, and the little that was
available was often misleading or poorly carried out (Stenton
1971). The major works of the interwar years were those
generated by reactions to Pirenne’s theories: Stephenson’s
(1933) attempt to fit Pirenne’s model to England, a view
which relied heavily on long-distance trade, and its rebuttal
by Tait (1936). Whilst Tait’s rejoinder ‘The medieval
English borough’ held the academic field, ably demonstrating the evidence for the growth of towns and trade from
at least the 8th century, Stephenson’s book was more
readable and contained maps and plans; it was influential for
a generation. That Stephenson’s approach should have
remained on the reading lists for so long was unfortunate as
it was not conducive to the idea of any large degree of town
activity in England and thus stunted the search for evidence.
Progress could be made even without major urban excavation and this was demonstrated by Sir Mortimer Wheeler
in his publications on Viking and Saxon London (Wheeler
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1927, 1935). These discussed a major centre in two periods
on the basis of the chance finds, the surviving buildings
(mainly churches), placenames, topography and documentary references. As would be expected, although the material
was slim, Wheeler made a remarkable job of these early
attempts.
At the close of the Second World War progress had been
poor. There was a strong feeling in many quarters that the
Anglo-Saxon town did not exist; there was a lack of ideas of
what specifically an excavation should be looking for; to
Anglo-Saxon scholars urban studies were irrelevant to the
mainstream of their studies. Perhaps worst of all, most
archaeologists at that time, unprepared by their own university education and unwarned by Anglo-Saxon specialists,
were conditioned to the idea that the important-Romanlayers were cloaked by medieval and early medieval, overburden. Too often this was cleared off as a preliminary to
the investigation of the Roman layers; this accounts for the
disappointing results of early medieval date when excavating multi-period sites in the post-war period. Meanwhile
there were a number of small-scale enterprises underway,
first charted in such ephemera as the Archaeological Newslerter which shows Group Captain Knocker at work in
Thetford, a scatter of enthusiasts rescuing material from the
bombsites around Southampton’s docks, a little rescue work
in London and such continuing efforts as Jope’s in Oxford.
The fifties thus opened with at least some work underway.
The decade saw several important excavations at Wareham,
Cricklade and Oxford, with particular interest developing in
defences-in fact the beginnings of problem-orientated
excavations.
The floodgates of research opened in the 1960s. Tamworth
(1960) was a small but important operation; Winchester
started modestly but hopefully in 1961, blossomed throughout the sixties as a multi-period and highly professional excavation series, and thus deeply influenced British archaeology.
The series of problem-centred, long-continuing scientific
excavations, linked with a centre where the documentary
research proceeded in parallel, all moving towards the
illumination of a common problem, impressed the academic
and the professional world and all those who worked with
it. Before Winchester the bulk of archaeological endeavour
had been rural, intermittent, small-scale and amateurish; the
balance shifted in the mid-sixties and has not changed since.
It has led to a myriad of units and serious endeavours in the
majority of the important medieval towns in England. The
results of this explosion of effort dominate the study of
Anglo-Saxon life 25 years later. For those who did not live
through it it is difficult to convey the excitement and scale
of the revelations from 20 cities all working at the same time.
It is also difficult to realize the sheer weight of data now
available compared with a quarter of a century ago, the
quality of the professional effort, the confidence to tackle
major sites and the availability of a large group of technically
skilled archaeologists to carry out the work. In 25 years we
have grown up.
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There have been serious problems due to over-expansion,
vast expenditures leading to archaeology being at the mercy
of the vagaries of government financing, the domination of
the study by large-area excavations (themselves hideously
expensive), and to the widening gulf between the universities and the workers. The achievements, however, have
been striking. One way of marking the impact is to note the
sites that are now clearly understood to be Anglo-Saxon
town sites and as such are displayed to the public. York is
a prime example with its walls, the section displayed with
Roman, and then Anglian, Viking and later medieval layers
clearly marked and explained. The Anglian Tower, the
Coppergate site and its exhibition centre all attract the
public. London places its Saxon and early medieval development on a par with that of the Roman city; its wharves and
streets are fully explained whereas two decades ago it would
have been concerned mainly with Boudicca and Mithras.
The ramparts of Wallingford and Wareham are also open to
the public, while there are a series of more modest sites such
as the inconspicuous plaque for the Saxon bank at Lydford
(Devon). In displays the development of the towns has a
reasonable place, whether it be at the recent Viking exhibitions or in the local museums.
The recent spate of easily accessible works on the Saxons
contain recognition of the place of the development of towns
in the overall appreciation of the period. Pride of place
should perhaps go to The Anglo-Saxons (Campbell 1982).
This handsome volume contains substantial expositions of
several areas of urban studies; the problems of continuity are
squarely faced. There is a section on ‘the burhs’ with three
town plans, a general map and two photographs including
an air photograph of Wallingford. There is another picture
essay on ‘Norwich and Winchester’ and a whole section
(173-81) deals with the rise of towns; there is also an essay
on Hamwih and on towns and trade. The urban studies are
well informed and up to date; they have been brought up to
the standard of the accompanying numismatic studies. The
work has thus not only been done, but it has also been
communicated. This level of information has reached the
available town guides.
In the field of financing, the excavation of town sites has
attracted its fair share of the available funds and effort. No
longer is the layer above the Roman seen as overburden. The
period from 1945 has also seen an expansion in the number
of journals and societies involved in the study of the AngloSaxons; Medieval Archaeology, Anglo-Saxon England and the
British Archaeological Reports all cover the area of urban
studies, in addition to the long-established local and national
journals.
Within the universities there are several lecturers in post
whose main or primary interest is in the field of urban
archaeology, and many more of the younger archaeologists
who deal with early medieval topics have worked on or
supervised urban sites. Therefore the input into undergraduate teaching has increased and with it the subsequent
number of postgraduate research students.
The increase on all fronts in the study of early medieval
urbanization is not simply to be equated with the enormous
growth in archaeological activity in general, in university
provision, available funds, excavation units, data and in
public interest. We have seen not only growth but the
creation of a subject.
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Current thinking
This section of the paper will take the form of a commentary
on the state of knowledge as portrayed in three recent
standard works: Martin Biddle’s section of The Archaeology
of Anglo-Saxon England (Biddle 1976); Recent Archaeological
Research in English Towns (Schofield & Palliser 1981); and
Anglo-Saxon Towns in Southern England (Haslam 1984).
Biddle’s article lays down the agenda for the other two
works, and perhaps its eight sections should be commented
on, particularly as ‘it must be hoped that subsequent
editions of this book (ie Wilson 1976) will provide an opportunity for revision as a result of the now burgeoning activity
in all aspects of the study of the Anglo-Saxon Town’. Ten
years later this revision is needed. The sections are of
uneven length and it may well repay study if they are taken
one at a time.

What is a town?
Since 1976 few major articles have appeared on thisperhaps the central - i s s u e for archaeologists. It should be
realized that tying ourselves in knots over these definitions
is only worthwhile if we gain insight from the exercise. The
structuring of the material and the explanation should
always come from the sources, both physical and documentary. Biddle reviewed the state of knowledge in 1976.
He pointed out that Beresford (1967) had been forced to
consider in a legalistic way the sites that he investigated and
followed a long tradition in proposing to accept ‘any place
that passes one of the following tests: had it a borough
charter? did it have burgages? Was it called burgus in the
Assize Rolls, or was it separately taxed as a borough? Did
it send members to any medieval Parliament?’ None of these
can be satisfactorily and widely applied to Anglo-Saxon
towns, owing to the lack of written sources, so Biddle
offered:
‘Since there is no basic agreement on what a town was
or is, a conceptual definition was adopted according to
which a place was accepted as a town if it possessed or
fulfilled more than one of the following criteria
1 Defences
2 A planned street system
3 A market(s)
4 A mint
5 Legal autonomy
6 A role as a central place
7 A relatively large and dense population
8 A diversified economic base
9 Plots and houses of ‘urban’ type
10 Social differentiation
11 Complex religious organization
12 A judicial centre’
Apparently this is what is described by Edith Ennen as a
Kriterienbündel; but compared with the elegance and truth
of Stenton’s simple statement that an Anglo-Saxon borough
had a wall, a mint and a market, the list seems heavy and
over-complex. The real problem is that we know what a
town is, but have trouble expressing it. Biddle’s list reveals
many things, mainly about the state of Anglo-Saxon urban
studies in the early seventies. It is heavily influenced by
Continental thought, Biddle’s own experience at Winchester
and by specifically West Saxon considerations. Town
definitions by Slav or Scandinavian researchers also define
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WKHWRZQRQO\LQWKHLUDUHD)RUH[DPSOHWKH%ULWLVKOLVWLV
OLWWOHKHOSLQ%\]DQWLXPZKHUHPLQWVDUHUDUHDOWKRXJK
6FDQGLQDYLDQVOLNHWKHLGHDRIPLQW WRZQLQ$QGDOXVLDWKH
WRZQVKDGQRSODQQLQJDQGVRRQORFDOFRQGLWLRQVYDU\DQG
RQWRSRIDOOWKLVDWOHDVWVL[RIWKHFULWHULDLQWKHOLVWDUH
FDSDEOHRIVXEMHFWLYHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ
:KHQZHUHWXUQWRRXUVRXUFHVZHILQGWKHUHLVQRWKLQJ
QHZZLWKRXUSUREOHP$O0XTDGGDVLZULWLQJLQWKHWK
FHQWXU\DERXWWKH1RUWK$IULFDQWRZQV (c  VD\V ,GRQRW
NQRZZKLFKGLVWULFWSRVVHVVHVPRUHVHWWOHPHQWVWKDQWKLV
RQHDOODUHZHOOSRSXODWHGDQGJUHDW,DPJRLQJWRWU\WR
FLWHWKRVHWRZQVZKLFKDUHVPDOOHUWKDQPDQ\YLOODJHVLQ
RWKHUDUHDVEXWZKLFKDUHXQLYHUVDOO\NQRZQDVWRZQV0\
NQRZOHGJHLVEDVHGRQILUVWKDQGH[SHULHQFH'R\RXQRWVHH
WKDW0XNKDDO-DPL D\XDQGDO0XULIDDUHLQGLVSXWDEO\
WRZQVZKLOVW.DIDUVDOODP4DVUDU5LK·DQG5DMDWLQ
DOWKRXJKODUJHUDUHZLWKRXWGRXEWYLOODJHV"·
:KHQGLVFXVVLQJDSDUWLFXODUWRZQLWLVRILQWHUHVWZKDW
WKLVWKFHQWXU\JHRJUDSKHUILUVWQRWHG 7DKHUWLVDOVRWKH
QDPHRIWKHPDLQVHWWOHPHQWRIWKHGLVWULFWWKHWRZQLV
VXUURXQGHGE\ZDWHUFRXUVHVDQGWUHHVLWLVKLGGHQDPRQJVW
JDUGHQVWKHUHDUHVSULQJVHYHU\ZKHUH,WLVDJUHDWFLW\
YHU\ULFKYDVWWKULYLQJSOHDVDQWZLWKRUJDQLVHGPDUNHWV
DEXQGDQWZDWHUDQGDJRRGSRSXODWLRQDFLW\RIDQFLHQW
IRXQGDWLRQVROLGFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGPDJQLILFHQWDSSHDUHQFH
EXWKRZFDQRQHFRPSDUHWKH0DJKULEZLWK6\ULD":KHUH
LQWKH,VODPLF(PSLUHKDV'DPDVFXVDQ\SDUDOOHO"·
6RPHRI$O0XTDGGDVL VFULWHULDGRQRWILWZHOOZLWKWKRVH
RI(QQHQDQG%LGGOHZHZRXOGQRWEHVRLPSUHVVHGZLWK
ZDWHUVXSSO\IRUH[DPSOH+HDOVRUDLVHVREOLTXHO\DQRWKHU
SUREOHPZKDWDSSHDUVWREHDJUHDWFLW\WRWKHLQKDELWDQWV
RIRQHDUHDZRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHGYHU\VPDOOLQDQRWKHUDUHD
7KHJUHDWWKFHQWXU\FLWLHVRI&RQVWDQWLQRSOHDQG
&RUGRYDGZDUI/\GIRUGDQG:LQFKHVWHU,WLVWKHUHIRUH
GLIILFXOWWRJUDVSZKDWFULWHULDJURXSWKHVHSODFHVXQGHUWKH
VDPHKHDGLQJ&OHDUO\WKHUHLVDTXHVWLRQRIUDQNLQJEXW
ZKDWRQHJDLQVIURP$O0XTDGGDVLDVFULWHULDDUHDFRQ
FHQWUDWLRQRISRSXODWLRQPDUNHWVWKHDJUHHGVWDWXVRI
WRZQFRPPRQVHQVHIRUFHVXVWRDGGDKLJKSURSRUWLRQ
RIWKHSRSXODWLRQHDUQLQJWKHLUOLYLQJE\WUDGHFUDIWRUFRP
PHUFHWKHVHWWOHPHQWEHLQJQRQDJULFXOWXUDOQRQFOHULFDO
DQGSHUPDQHQW7KXVWKHFDVWOHJDUULVRQDQGWKHJUHDW
UHIXJHDQGPDUVKDOOLQJDUHDVFDQEHHOLPLQDWHG IRUH[DPSOH
LQWKHODQGVRIWKH$YDUVDQG%XOJDUV DQGSUREDEO\WKH
JUHDWPRQDVWHU\

The study of the early medieval town
7KLVVHFWLRQFDQVWDQGXQFKDQJHGIRUOLWWOHKDVKDSSHQHG
RQWKHPHWKRGRORJLFDOIURQWDQGKLVVXJJHVWLRQWKDWWKH
LPSRUWDQWPDWHULDOLQORFDOHSKHPHUDVKRXOGEHQRWHGKDV
EHHQWDNHQXSE\6FKRILHOG 3DOOLVHU

The Romano-British foundations
2IWKHHLJKWVHFWLRQVLQ%LGGOH VV\QWKHVLVWKLVLVWKHODUJHVW
UDQNLQJZLWKVHFWLRQLQOHQJWK0XFKRIWKHOHQJWKLVWDNHQ
XSZLWKDFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWKHWZLOLJKWRIWKH5RPDQWRZQ
DOWKRXJKWKHUHDOTXHVWLRQIRUFRQWLQXLW\LVQRWKRZORQJWKH
WRZQOLQJHUHGEXWZKHWKHUDQ\WRZQVLWHFRQWDLQHGWRZQOLIH
LQWKHSHULRGLQRWKHUZRUGVEHIRUHWKHUHRUJDQL]
DWLRQRIELVKRSULFVOHGWRVRPHVWDWXVEHLQJDZDUGHGWR
VRPH5RPDQVLWHV,QSDUWLFXODUZHDUHRIIHUHGDSHFXOLDUO\
:LQFKHVWHUEDVHGPRGHORIWKH laeti WDNLQJRYHUDWRZQVLWH
DPRGHOZKLFKKDVQRWEHHQVHL]HGRQE\DQ\RWKHUWRZQ

KLVWRULDQLQ%ULWDLQ,QIDFWWKHTXHVWLRQRIFRQWLQXLW\XVHV
WRRIHZSLHFHVRIHYLGHQFHVSUHDGWRRWKLQO\RYHUWRRORQJ
DSHULRG,QWKLVSDUWLFXODUWKHHYLGHQFHRI&RQWLQHQWDO
SDUDOOHOVLVRIOLWWOHZRUWKRZLQJWRWKHVKRUWGXUDWLRQRIWKH
)UHQFKSDJDQSHULRG7KHWRZQVDWOHDVWVWD\HGDVELVKRS
ULFVEXWWKHHYLGHQFHIURPWKH&RQWLQHQWLVRIYHU\GUDPDWLF
VKULQNDJHLQDUHDRIDOOWKHSODFHVWKDWEULGJHGWKHSHULRG
DVUHFRJQL]DEOHFHQWUDOSODFHV

The rise of the Anglo-Saxon town
%LGGOH VVXUYH\RIWKHXUEDQVFHQHIURPWRWKHV
GHSHQGVJUHDWO\RQWKHGLVFXVVLRQRI+DPZLKDQGLWV
&RQWLQHQWDOWUDGLQJSDUWQHUV,SVZLFKFRPHVWRRODWHIRUKLV
VXUYH\EXWWKHODVWWHQ\HDUVKDYHUHYHDOHGLWDVDQLPSRUWDQW
FHQWUHUDQNLQJZLWK+DPZLK7KHGLVFRYHULHVRILQ
<RUNDUHDOVRUHYHDOLQJDVLPLODU
emporium. $FURVVWKH
&KDQQHO4XHQWRYLFWKHPRVWLPSRUWDQWRIDOOWKH
emporia,
DWOHDVWLIWKHGRFXPHQWDU\VRXUFHVDUHWREHEHOLHYHGLV
EHLQJXQFRYHUHGDURXQG9LVPDUHVWRQWKHVRXWKVLGHRIWKH
&DQFKH9DOOH\:KDWLVODFNLQJIURPWKHV\QWKHVLVLVDQ\UHDO
GLVFXVVLRQRIZK\WKLVIRUPRIVHWWOHPHQWDSSHDUHGDSSDU
HQWO\VSRQWDQHRXVO\DURXQGWKHVRXWKHUQ1RUWK6HD
$QRWKHUWKHRU\OLQNV:LQFKHVWHUDQG6RXWKDPSWRQLQWRD
SDLUVKDULQJIXQFWLRQVDQGVREHFRPLQJDVLQJOHFLW\RQWZR
VLWHVDWKHRU\ZKLFKDJDLQKDV\HWWREHIROORZHGE\RWKHU
UHVHDUFKHUV

Towns in Mercia before the tenth century
7KHOLQNEHWZHHQWKH wics DQG emporia VXFKDV+DPZLKDQG
WKHIORZHULQJRIWKH$QJOR6D[RQWRZQVLQWKHUHLJQVRI
$OIUHGWKH*UHDWDQG(GZDUGWKH(OGHULVWHQXRXVLQWKH
H[WUHPH%LGGOHXVHGWKHWRZQVLQ0HUFLDLQSDUWLFXODU
+HUHIRUGWRSURYLGHVRPHVRUWRIOLQNXSWRWKHWLPHZKHQ
WKHHYLGHQFHIRUWRZQVDQGWRZQIRXQGDWLRQEXQFKHV
GUDPDWLFDOO\LQWKH\HDUVIURPIRULWLVFOHDUO\
UHDOL]HGWKDWWKHVHWRZQVYHU\GLIIHUHQWIURPWKH
emporia
WKDWDUHFRQWHPSRUDQHRXVZLWKWRZQIRXQGDWLRQVXSWR
c GLGQRWHPHUJHFRPSOHWHO\IRUPHG
+HUHIRUGFRPSULVHGDVHWWOHPHQWVKRZLQJDUHJXODU
SDWWHUQIURP c ,WODWHUFRQWUDFWHGDQGZDVZDOOHGE\WKH
HDUO\SDUWRIWKHWKFHQWXU\7KHH[DPSOHFDQQRWEH
XQLTXHEXWWKHSDUDOOHOVKDYHEHHQVORZWRHPHUJH,QWKH
ILQDOSDWWHUQRQHZRXOGH[SHFWVRPHRIWKHIROORZLQJ
3DUDOOHOVZLOOEHIRXQGLQVRXWKHUQ(QJODQGIRU
H[DPSOHGDWHVDUHVWLOOWREHHVWDEOLVKHGIRUWKH
first VWDJHV
RI:DUHKDPZKLFKZRXOGVHHPWREHDWOHDVWSUH$OIUHGLDQ
3HUKDSVWKHPRVWLPSRUWDQWGHYHORSPHQWVZHUHWDNLQJ
SODFHZLWKLQWKRVHVLWHVZKLFKKDGEHHQ5RPDQWRZQV
/LQFROQIRUH[DPSOHQRZKDVDVKRUWHUSHULRGRI HPSW\
\HDUV·GXULQJWKH'DUN$JHVDQGWKHUHYLYDOILUVWRIOLIHLQ
WRZQVDQGWKHQRIWRZQOLIHVKRXOGEHQRWHGLQWKHVHSODFHV
,QYLHZRIWKHSRZHURI0HUFLDRQHZRXOGH[SHFWWRILQG
PRUHHYLGHQFHLQ0HUFLDQWRZQVRIWKHLUEHJLQQLQJVLQWKH
FHQWXU\RI0HUFLDQJUHDWQHVVXQGHU$HWKHOEDOGDQG2IID
)LJ 6HWWOHPHQWVLQ1RUWKDPSWRQ6WDPIRUGDQG
7DPZRUWKDUHUHFRJQL]HGEXWWKH\DUHQRWVSHFLILFDOO\
XUEDQ7KHUHDUHDOVRVLWHVVXFKDVWKH.LQJVEXU\DW6W
$OEDQVZKLFKVKRXOGEHFDUHIXOO\LQYHVWLJDWHGEHFDXVHRI
WKHLUGRFXPHQWDU\HYLGHQFH
,WLVFOHDUIURPWKHH[WHQWDQGFRPSOH[LW\RIWKH2IID V
DQG:DW V'\NHVWKDWJUHDWHIIRUWVFRXOGEHPDGHE\WKHPLG
6D[RQNLQJGRPVDQGWKHGHIHQVLYHDVSHFWVRIWKH'\NHV
VKRXOGKDYHFRORXUHG0HUFLDQYLHZV%XWWZRSRLQWVDULVH
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Fig 23 Map of the 8th and 9th century royal circuits to illustrate kingdoms (Hill 1981, maps 145-6)
IURPWKDWILUVWO\RXULQDELOLW\WRILQGGHIHQVLYHHQFORVXUHV
VXSSRUWLQJWKH'\NHVDQGVHFRQGO\WKHTXHVWLRQRIZKHWKHU
VHWWOHPHQWVZHUHEHLQJHQFORVHGZKLFKZRXOGEHWKH
FOHDUHVWGHILQLWLRQRIDWRZQ

,WZDVDKLVWRULDQ1LFKRODV%URRNVZKRSURYLGHGDIUDPH
ZRUNIRUWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIWKHWRZQLQ$QJOR6D[RQ
(QJODQGLQWKHVHEDUUHQ\HDUVZLWKKLVH[DPLQDWLRQRIWKH
FKDUWHUVZKHUHERURXJKRUDWOHDVW burh ZRUNDSSHDUVIURP
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the mid-8th century in Mercia but nearly a century later in
Wessex (Brooks 1971). Archaeology has yet to illustrate that
pattern.

The burhs of Wessex
This forms one of the largest portions of Biddle’s 1976 paper
and the subject is amplified by Haslam (1984). The whole
group of southern English towns forms an invaluable database for the study of Anglo-Saxon towns, since the area
studies in Haslam’s book and the local updating supplied by
Schofield & Palliser (198 1) provide a range of sites. A weakness of all three works is the failure to appreciate adequately
the range of towns, their ranking and their varying functions. Biddle (1976, 126-7) does make an attempt to disentangle ‘forts’ from ‘towns’ (see also Hill 1981, 143-4).
In like manner the ranking of the towns is important and
an acceptance of the range of the towns is to be seen in many
modern works. With it comes the realization that as the town
proceeds up the ranking, the number and importance of its
functions increases. In England there is the feeling that by
the end of the period one can discern at least three tiers of
towns: the national and provincial centre; the shire town;
and the secondary marker (eg respectively, London, Shrewsbury and Warminster). It appears that many researchers
would like to find an indicator for the ranking of these
centres that is both objective and can be excavated easily. I
doubt if it exists. What should be avoided when discussing
the great range and overlap of functions of these sites is the
invention of a new vocabulary of jargon words which finally
obscure meaning, such as ‘tending to become a centre of
proto-urban activity’ meaning that there is evidence in the
archaeological record of goods gathered from a wide area and
appearing to be present in some quantity. We should also
be aware of the range of technical terms available to early
medieval man and attempt to use these. Examples are the
use of burh (fortified enclosure) port (marketplace) and mint.
However, a further division was clear to the Saxons when
Asser wrote De civitatibus et urbibus renovandis et aliis, ubi
nunquam ante fuerant, ccnstruendis? (What of the cities and
towns he restored and others he built where none had been
before?) (Stevenson 1959, 77). Asses was referring to a
division clear in placenames, descriptions and charters,
between Caester, cities, places of Roman foundation, and the
towns which were not so founded. He also goes on in the
same sentence to refer to the de novo sites (the new towns).
Finally, when discussing the function and ranking of sites,
it is of interest that the 9th century provides a very sophisticated and specific grouping of places minting coins which
Charles the Bald and the other Carolingians offer on their
coin signatures (and is reflected to a limited degree by
Athelstan): civitates-originally Roman sites with bishoprics
eg Amiens; castrum/castellum- primarily fortified sites eg
Mons; vicus- an open market site eg Quentovic; portus-- a
secondary market site eg Valenciennes; fiscus-- toll or tax site
eg Lens. There -are also simple descriptions such as
monastery (eg St Fursey at Peronne), palace (eg Compiegne)
and mints. This is a complex pattern for a limited period
(840-75) and could be made more complex by adding a
range of defensive and temporary sites, for example the
fortified bridges at Pont de 1 ‘Arche, beacon and lookout
sites, and simple forts. This complexity of response becomes
even more marked in the succeeding period.

The extension of the burghal system
It is in the last two sections of Biddle’s review that the most
serious omissions occur. There is a model of the development of the town until 900. What is not fully contemplated
is the complexity of the 10th and 11 th centuries. True, as
Biddle shows, the extension of the burghal system can be
charted at least to the reign of Athelstan in terms of reconquest and defence. But the true picture is more complex. It
is at least four-dimensional: firstly, the number of sites
increases; secondly, this happens through time; thirdly, the
majority of existing sites (ie the successful ones) grow internally in population, variety of roles, productive capacity and
importance to their hinterlands; fourthly, there is infilling,
the foundation of small, and often specialized towns and
markets. The fabric is wider and richer.
In this period there is an opportunity to explore this
process of town foundation through the examination of the
defences, which are of central importance. The circuit of the
walls together with the evidence of town planning in streets,
plots, water leats and wells, as well as walls, ditches, towers,
gates and approach roads can reveal the intention of the
authority which laid out a planned town or fort. Recent
work on the size and shape of the burgage plots, for instance,
has proved interesting with regard to the complexities of the
layout. The subsequent history of the town is then linked
with its commercial viability. In contrast with Continental
examples, royal decisions affect a minority of towns after
930. The deaths of Towcester and Cledemutha as Saxon
towns are probably a result of royal decisions, but the
supremacy of York and London are basically a result of their
strengths in trade and defence. What is clearly a European
phenomenon is the grouping of mints and minor towns in
areas favoured as the residence of‘ a royal house; thus the
clustering of small urban centres in Somerset and Wiltshire
is paralleled by clusters in northern France for the late
Carolingians, in the Ardennes for the early Carolingians,
and in the Magdeburg region for the Saxon royal house.
It is in these periods- from the Wessex burhs of Alfred to
the Conquest-that the study of structures comes into its
own. For there is enough archaeology from enough sites to
progress. From the rubbish pit to the urban cathedral,
archaeology has been able to examine, explore and explain
the actual contemporary buildings and structures (Fig 24).
In fact the whole area has been a creation of the post-war
years. Schofield & Palliser (1981) signal the great range of
material now awaiting collation and comparison.
The Anglo-Saxon town reveals itself through its structures, many of them not specifically urban, and the relationship of those structures to one another. It has long been
realized that the finds within a town-ceramic, bone, stone,
etc-can reveal trade and marketing patterns, but what
should also be carefully considered is that the structures
reveal planning, and therefore intent, and control and maintenance. We can see the administration of the town and its
place in the fabric of the whole society if we relate structures
to each other and to the context of the whole state.
The structures associated with a town start far from that
town; placenames reveal roads aligned on specific towns,
and the market function is revealed by charter references to
the portways (market roads). There are also bridgeworks
linked specifically to towns and at least two examples of
riverworks intended to improve access and trade. When the
fields around a town are considered, can any provision for
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Fig 24 Lincoln: reconstruction of sunken-floored house inside the east range of the Roman forum in the 10th century (Tig Sutton,
Lincolnshire Archaeological Trust)
PDUNHWJDUGHQLQJRSHQVSDFHVIRUIDLUVRUSHQVIRUDQLPDOV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKWUDYHOOHUVEHUHFRJQL]HG"
,WLVDURXQGWKHFLUFXPIHUHQFHRIWKHWRZQWKDWVSHFLILF
XUEDQVWUXFWXUHVDUHUHYHDOHG:LQFKHVWHUILUVWDOHUWHGXVWR
WKHVXEXUEVRI$QJOR6D[RQWRZQVDQGWKHLUJURZWKLQWKH
WKDQGWKFHQWXULHVZLWKLQWKRVHVXEXUEVWKHGLWFK
V\VWHPVDUHUHDFKHGRIWHQVNLUWHGE\DWZLWFKHQ ZKLFK
FRXOGEHDUJXHGDVLQGLFDWLQJWKDWVRPHWUDIILFDYRLGHGWKH
WRZQDQGVNLUWHGDURXQGWKXVDYRLGLQJWKHWROO 7KHGLWFKHV
WKHPVHOYHVFDQEHORQJWRDFRPSOH[SDWWHUQRIPXOWLSOH
GLWFKHV HJ:DUHKDP&KULVWFKXUFK/\GIRUG DQGWKHSODQ
QLQJRIWKHGLWFKV\VWHPVDQGWKHLUUHFXWWLQJUHYHDOPXFKRI
WKHPLOLWDU\XVHRIWKH$QJOR6D[RQWRZQ+RZHYHULWLVDOVR
OLNHO\WKDWWKHGLWFKPDUNHGWKHOLPLWRIWKHVSHFLILFDOO\
XUEDQOHJDOSURYLVLRQVSRVVHVVHGE\WKHWRZQDQGVRLW
VKRXOGDOVREHUHFRJQL]HGWKDWGLWFKHVPD\HQFORVHDWRZQ
VLPSO\IRUWKDWOHJDOGHILQLWLYHSXUSRVH HJ<HRYLO6W
$OEDQV 7KH\FDQDOVREHWDNHQRXWDURXQGDVXEXUEVRWKDW
LWWRRFDQVKDUHERWKLQWKHOHJDOULJKWVDQGREOLJDWLRQVRI
WKHERURXJK7KHZDOOVZKHWKHURIWXUIWLPEHUVWRQHRUD
PL[WXUHRIPDWHULDOVFKDUWWKHGHVLJQUHQHZDODQGXSNHHS
RIWKHWRZQ$SDUWIURPWKHOLJKWWKH\WKURZRQWKHHDUO\
KLVWRU\RIWKHWRZQWKH\DOVRFKDUWLWVSURVSHULW\DQGWKH
WKUHDWVZKLFKLWIDFHG:HQHHGWRNQRZPXFKPRUHDERXW
WKHWXUUHWVWRZHUVDQGWKHEDVWLRQV²LIWKH\H[LVWHGWKHLU
GHVLJQDQGWKHLUIXQFWLRQV
7KHGLJQLW\RIDPHGLHYDOWRZQLVRIWHQUHSUHVHQWHGE\LWV
ZDOOV²PRUHVSHFLILFDOO\LWVJDWHV²LQFRLQVKHUDOGU\DQG
VHDOV7KLVIRFXVRQWKHJDWHVVKRXOGEHUHIOHFWHGLQRXU
VWXGLHV Burh JDWHVKDYHEHHQUHFRJQL]HGLQVHYHUDOSODFHV
3RUWFKHVWHU:LQFKHVWHU7DPZRUWK6RXWK&DGEXU\ DQG
WKH\VKRXOGEHGLVFXVVHGQRWRQO\ZLWKUHJDUGWRWKHLU

GHIHQVLYHIXQFWLRQEXWDOVRWKHLUOHJDOIXQFWLRQ,WPLJKWEH
DVVXPHGWKDWWKHJDWHVZRXOGKRXVHQRWRQO\JXDUGVEXWWROO
FROOHFWRUVDVWKHPRVWFRQYHQLHQWSODFHVWRFRQWURODFFHVV
DQGLQDVRFLHW\WKDWPLUURUVPXFKRIWKHSUDFWLFHRI2OG
7HVWDPHQW,VUDHOLWLVKHUHWKDWRQHZRXOGH[SHFWWKDWWKH
MXGJHZKRSURYLGHGSHWW\MXVWLFHZRXOGEHIRXQG7KHVH
UROHVVKRXOGEHUHIOHFWHGLQWKHVWUXFWXUHDORQJZLWKLQIRU
PDWLRQDERXWWKHWUDIILFSDVVLQJWKURXJKIRULWLVFOHDUWKDW
WKHJDWHVDUHGHVLJQHGIRUZKHHOHGWUDIILFDQGWKHSRUWDOV
SURYLGHDJDXJHIRUWKHVL]HRIWKHFDUWV2WKHUTXHVWLRQVVWLOO
QHHGDQVZHULQJFRQFHUQLQJWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWKHVH
JDWHVDQGWKHFKXUFKHVZKLFKLQODWHUPHGLHYDOWLPHVZHUH
RIWHQHVWDEOLVKHGRYHUWKHP
0XFKLQWHUHVWKDVEHHQVKRZQGXULQJWKHSDVWWZR
GHFDGHVLQWKHVWUHHWSDWWHUQDQGWRDOHVVHUH[WHQWLQWKH
VWUHHWVWKHPVHOYHV:HVKRXOGQRWGLYRUFHWKHVWUHHWVODQHV
DQGRSHQVSDFHVIURPWKHLUIXQFWLRQZHVKRXOGEHUHDG\WR
QRWHFKDQJHRIXVHDEDQGRQPHQWQHZZD\VQRWHWKDW
UHPHWDOOLQJRUWKHEXLOGXSRIGHEULVFDQRIIHULQVLJKWLQWR
WKHPDLQWHQDQFH DQGWKHUHIRUHFRQWURODQGDGPLQLVWUDWLRQ
RIWKHDUWHULHVRISUH&RQTXHVWWRZQV7KHSURFHVVRIHQ
FURDFKPHQWERWKIURPWKHVLGHVDQGIURPFRORQL]DWLRQRQ
WRSRIWKHVWUHHWVVKRXOGEHQRWHGDQGZHVKRXOGEHSUHSDUHG
WRILQG VWUHHWIXUQLWXUH·²VKRXOGZHQRWH[SHFWFURVVHV
VKULQHVJDOORZVSLOORULHVSRVWDQGSLWVIRUEXOOEDLWLQJDQG
WROOERRWKVWREHVHWXS")LQDOO\ZHVKRXOGQRWUHJDUGWKH
VWUHHWVDORQHEXWDORQJZLWKWKHWRWDOHQFORVHGVSDFHIRUWKH
DSSRUWLRQPHQWRIWKDWVSDFHLQWRYDULRXV]RQHVLVPDLQO\
FRQWUROOHGE\WKHOD\RXWRIWKHVWUHHWVDQGODQHV HJDW
:LQFKHVWHU D]RQHRIGHIHQFHZLWKWKHZDOOVD]RQHRI
UHIXJHZLWKODUJHSORWVDQGWKHQWZR]RQHVRIYDU\LQJVL]H
RISORWVIRUFRPPHUFHDQGLQGXVWU\:HVKRXOGEHDZDUHRI
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elements within the plan of walls, streets and property
boundaries for areas for administration, particularly for the
moot (eg Lincoln and Yeovil). Was provision made at the
initial stage for the church? The examples of Cledemutha
and medieval Southampton would seem to argue against
this. Was provision made for the garrison? The area of the
royal garrison of Wallingford has always been a matter of
lively debate.
Specifically urban structures such as the guildhalls or
moneyers’ houses may be discovered, but special interest
should be shown in the churches and their several histories
of development. One would expect to see by now population
estimates made from the urban churches in the same way as
they have been made in Ummayad Spain from the ground
area of the Friday Mosques.
In the urban provision there is also the question of
‘services’. Is the example of Winchester’s water system
unique? Continental 9th and 10th century parallels suggest
not; therefore should Cricklade and other de novo sites be
considered, and are the wells found on the corners of plots
a provision of the municipality? In the setting up of towns
the failed sites, particularly Rhuddlan (Cledemutha), are
going to be central to our understanding.
The plots and houses themselves have been extensively
investigated, and the results of such sites as Brook Street in
Winchester and Coppergate in York will condition the
research priorities of the next generation. We should learn
from them how important it is to integrate study of the
buildings, spaces, pits, access ways and finds against the
dimension of time within the one plot. In this respect, the
study of the plots and their contents, we can probably be
content that the high standards of observation and record
have been maintained and little has been missed.
It is with the function of these urban centres that there are
often problems, for it is relatively easy to find potsherds but
more difficult to excavate t o w n councils and their deliberations.

Later developments
The later developments bridge the period between c 930 and
the Conquest. In this period there are many strands to be
untangled, a new complexity of town types, a growing range
of functions. The burhs of Athelstan appear to belong to a
reorganization of the burghal system; there is an increase in
knowledge when the mint evidence increases and this shows
a process of constant addition to the number of sites to be
considered. The emergency burhs of Ethelred then appear,
and finally another set of sites, apparently founded in AngloSaxon times but first evidenced in Domesday. There are
some documents to help us, and the publication of the
Winton Domesday (Barlow et al 1976) is a great addition to
the readily available services. It is clear that the town of
Domesday has the complexities and range of the true
medieval town and there is a great need for work on this part
of the period.

The model and the framework
So the work of Biddle offers a framework in which to work;
it is developed in details by Haslam; and the Schofield &
Palliser volume offers a route to update the available data.
There are gaps and inconsistencies in the ‘model’, particularly in the late stages and with regard to northern

England. The whole, however, would have been understood
and approved by Wheeler, There is a lack of a sense of the
dynamic which drove the engine, though there is continual
growth, spread, and development. With the lack of a
dynamic and of a clear exposition of function in the later
period we fall into the hands of the theorists. Since
Stephenson and Tait’s day there has been a linkage in all
major volumes and articles of towns and trade. This may be
mainly that Pirenne set the agenda and subsequent scholars
accepted or disputed the dictum that no town could exist
without long-distance trade. The waters were then further
muddied by the questioning of much of the evidence
thought to demonstrate trade by relabelling the same goods
as ‘gifts’ in a process of gift exchange; these and other labels
then obviated the need to accept trade. In fact Grierson’s
original article (1959) offers an alternative means for the
transmission of goods in some cases; he was not suggesting
there, as his followers seem to be suggesting, that all goods
move by these ‘anthropological models’. However, the
removal of trade leads on to a complexity of problems, made
more difficult for those brought up on the texts and on the
classic works of Anglo-Saxon scholarship, by the need to
learn new and ever-changing vocabularies. The most recent,
and extreme, cases have been the two works of Hodges
(1982, 1983). I would not wish to criticize an approach
which I do not fully understand; suffice it to remark that it
would appear perverse to give more weight to a few reports
of anthropologists of the customs and practices of a 19th and
20th century set of disparate tribes, chosen because they are
different, than the contemporary, early medieval, reports of
the people we are studying. There is much to be gained by
rereading the sources, even the well known Anglo-Saxon
sources reread after ten years. There is also a mass of
material on the European town in the fine editions of the
charters of the Carolingian kings and their successors, in the
polyptyques and in excavation reports from Spain to
Hungary. There is no lack of material. Unfortunately
fashion dictates the use of anthropological models, and to do
this before digesting the more relevant, and voluminous,
material appears to be wrong-headed. It may well be a useful
approach in prehistory but not, I suggest, in early medieval
Europe.
We should be warned by what has happened to the ‘New
Geography’ and spatial analysis. That these approaches
should have been the received wisdom of geographers for
many years is not the problem, but what is surprising is that
we should adopt many of their more simplistic approaches
and hold to them long after they have been abandoned by
geographers. There is a need for an underlying concept, a
dynamic one, that accounts for change over time and space.
The growth of the Anglo-Saxon and Continental town
cannot be divorced from changes and growth in the society
as a whole. Towns should be seen as a response to certain
stimuli and it is this pattern of stimuli and response for
which a model is needed. We should rake note that the model
will be highly complex and interactive; we should not expect
to find a model as simple as the water wheel.
If we do not have a framework we shall not pose the
questions that lead to problem-orientated excavations and
we shall be relegated to digging blindly. That framework,
however, should be pragmatic, should grow from the observations and sources and should be in harmony with the
Continental developments.
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Conclusion
,WLVGLIILFXOWWRRIIHUDGYLFHRQWKHGLUHFWLRQRIXUEDQVWXGLHV
LQWKHSUH&RQTXHVWSHULRGIRUWZRUHDVRQVILUVWO\WKHUHLV
WKHILQDQFLDOIDFWWKDWRXUIXQGLQJUHOLHVRQFHQWUDODQGORFDO
JRYHUQPHQWLQDYDULHW\RIZD\VVRPHRYHUWVRPHFRYHUW
7KXVVHFRQGO\ZHDUHFRQVWUDLQHGDQGDUHOLNHO\WRFRQ
WLQXHWREHFRQVWUDLQHGE\WKHOLPLWVLPSRVHGRQXQLYHUVLW\
PXQLFLSDODQGQDWLRQDOUHVRXUFHV 6HONLUN 
7KHQZKDWSULRULWLHVVKRXOGEHVXJJHVWHGWRUHVFXH
DUFKDHRORJLVWVZKHQIDFHGZLWKDQ$QJOR6D[RQWRZQ"$V
DQ\RQHZKRKDVWDFNOHGWKHUHDOLWLHVRIXUEDQH[FDYDWLRQZLOO
NQRZRQFHDQH[FDYDWLRQVWDUWVWKHGD\WRGD\SUREOHPV
DQGGLVFRYHULHVDUHVXFKWKDWSULRULWLHVEHFRPHDOX[XU\
QHYHUWKHOHVVLWLVWKHUHVLGHQWLDOLQGXVWULDODQGWUDGHDUHDV
WKDWQHHGWKHSULRULWLHVDZDUGHGWRWKHP:HVKRXOGH[FD
YDWHWKHPXQGDQHIRULWLVKHUHWKDWWKHUHDVRQIRUWKH
H[LVWHQFHRIWKHWRZQLVWREHIRXQG%DODQFHVKRXOGKRZHYHU
DOZD\VEHVRXJKWVRWKDWIHDWXUHVVXFKDVGHIHQFHVZDWHU
IURQWVHWFVKRXOGQRWEHLJQRUHG6RPHWRSRJUDSKLFDOVXE
MHFWDUHDVDUHGHDOWZLWKLQPRUHGHWDLOE\RWKHUFRQWULEXWRUV
LQWKLVYROXPHIRUH[DPSOHGHIHQFHV FK SDULVKFKXUFKHV
FK DQGZDWHUIURQW FK 
7KHODUJHXQLWVXFKDV/RQGRQRU<RUNLVHVVHQWLDOLQ
RIIHULQJDGHWDLOHGVWXG\ZKLFKDIIHFWVDOOWRZQVDQGZKHUH
WKH FULWLFDOPDVV·RIUHVHDUFKHUVFDQFRPHWRJHWKHU,WLV
LQFRQFHLYDEOHWKDWZHFRXOGSURFHHGZLWKRXWWKHXUEDQXQLW
DQGVWLOOKDYHDFUHGLEOHUHVHDUFKSURJUDPPH
7KHWKHRUHWLFDODSSURDFKHVWKHIUDPHZRUNIRUWRZQ
VWXGLHVPXVWEHVWUHQJWKHQHG7KLVFRXOGEHGRQHE\WKH
HODERUDWLRQRIWKHVLVLQ%LGGOH6FKRILHOG 3DOOLVHUDQG
+DVODP$G\QDPLFPXVWEHVXSSOLHGDQGPRUHZRUNLV
QHHGHGSDUWLFXODUO\LQWKHWKWKFHQWXULHVDQGLQ
DWWHPSWLQJWREULQJLQDOODUHDVRI(QJODQGQRWRQO\WKH
VRXWK
)LQDOO\DIHZSUDFWLFDOVWHSVFDQEHVXJJHVWHG
7KHUHLVDQHQRUPRXVDPRXQWRIXQILQLVKHGEXVLQHVV
QRWMXVWLQXQSXEOLVKHGUHSRUWVEXWZLWKWKHWH[WVDQG
HGLWLRQVWKDWDUHFHQWUDOWRRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJ7KHSURJUHVV
RQFKDUWHUVDQGRQWRZQPDSSLQJKDVEHHQJODFLDO
:HVKRXOGKDYHWKHFRXUDJHWRLQLWLDWHVRPHIUHVK
UHVHDUFKDQGWKH JUHHQILHOG·VLWHV IRUH[DPSOH%XUSKDP
&OHGHPXWKDRU3LOWRQ ZRXOGQRWRQO\SURYLGHDQVZHUVDWD
PRGHVWFRVWEXWZRXOGEHFDXVHRIWKHXOWLPDWHIDLOXUHRIWKH
VLWHVUHYHDOPXFKDERXWWKHRULJLQVDQGOD\RXWRIWRZQVDW
SDUWLFXODUSHULRGV
7KH&%$VKRXOGFRQWLQXHLWVUROHDVDPHHWLQJSODFHIRU
YDULRXVGLVFLSOLQHVLQLWVVSHFLDOLVWFRPPLWWHHVDQGDOVRWDNH
DOHDGLQJUROHLQIRVWHULQJVSHFLDOLVWFRQIHUHQFHV7KHUROH
RI(XURSHDQVFKRODUVVKRXOGEHUHFRJQL]HGDQGWKHVPDOO
IXQGVQHFHVVDU\VKRXOGEHIRXQGWREULQJWKHPDQGHQ
OLJKWHQPHQWWR%ULWDLQDQGWRDZLGHUDXGLHQFH,QWKH
DEVHQFHRIDQ ,QVWLWXWHIRU8UEDQ6WXGLHV·RQD&RQWLQHQWDO
PRGHOWKH&%$KDVDZLGHUROHVLPSO\EHFDXVHRIWKHODFN

RIDVXLWDEOHIRUXP:HQHHGDERG\WRDGYLVH0$RU3K'
VWXGHQWVIRUH[DPSOHRQWRSLFVRIUHVHDUFKWKDWDUHQRWRQO\
UHZDUGLQJIRUWKHPEXWKDYHDQDWLRQDOUHOHYDQFH
)LQDOO\DFRQWLQXLQJUROHVKRXOGEHUHVWRUHGWRWKH
DPDWHXUERGLHVSDUWLFXODUO\LQWKHVHVWUDLWHQHGWLPHV7KH
DPDWHXUDQGFRXQW\ERGLHVRQFHWKHSULGHRI%ULWLVKDUFKDHR
ORJ\KDYHVDGO\GHFOLQHGLQWKHVHODVWGHFDGHV7KH\DUHD
UHVRXUFH²QRWVLPSO\DVIXQGUDLVHUVZHPXVWFRQVLGHUWKHLU
WUDLQLQJDQGRUJDQL]DWLRQ
,WLVDPDWWHUIRUFHOHEUDWLRQWKDWWKHVXEMHFWRI$QJOR
6D[RQWRZQVKDVHVWDEOLVKHGLWVHOIRQVRPDQ\OHYHOVZLWKWKH
SXEOLFLQWKHJHQHUDOWH[WERRNVDQGZLWKLQWKHXQLYHUVLWLHV
$PRQJVSHFLDOLVWVRIDOOKXHVXUEDQJURZWKLVHVWDEOLVKHG
DVSDUWRIWKHHDUO\PHGLHYDOZRUOGLWVSUREOHPVDUHVHHQWR
EHFHQWUDOWRWKHVWXG\RIWKHSHULRGWKHH[FDYDWLRQRISUH
&RQTXHVWOD\HUVLVJLYHQDSULRULW\HTXDOWRWKDWRIDQ\RWKHU
HSRFK7KLVLPSHWXVVKRXOGQRWQRZEHORVWDOWKRXJKZH
QHHGWRGLJHVWVRPXFKPDWHULDO:HPXVWSURJUHVVRQWKH
EDVLVRILQWHUGLVFLSOLQDU\VWXGLHVWKHKLJKHVWSURIHVVLRQDO
VWDQGDUGVDQGZLWKLQDQLQWHUQDWLRQDOIUDPHZRUN,WLV
KRSHGWKDWZHPD\VHHDOODSSURDFKHVIURPWKHPDVVLYHDQG
LQWHQVHXUEDQVLWHWRWKHORQHWRSRJUDSKHUJLYHQWKHLUGXH
ZHLJKW,QWKHQH[W\HDUVWKHVWXG\ZLOOGRZHOOWRPDWFK
WKHVROLGJDLQVRIWKHODVWTXDUWHUFHQWXU\
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D Palliser

The pursuit of medieval urban archaeology has of course
advanced far since Biddle castigated its neglect in 1968 and
pointed to important H[FDYDWLRQV still concentrating ‘entirely on the Roman levels’ (1968, 109) (Fig 25). Yet there
is still a greater emphasis on early than late medieval levels,
in part, admittedly, because later cellars and other intrusions
are more likely to have destroyed the latter than the former,
but in part also because of DEHOLHI among many historians
and archaeologists that archaeological excavation is more
fruitful for the 8th-11th centuries than for the 12th-16th.
The later period, it is argued, is relatively well understood
from documentary records, whereas for the crucial periods
of urban origins and early growth documentary records are
scanty or non-existent and the contribution of physical
evidence much more important.
Yet, as Biddle also pointed out (1968, 110), the challenge
of the better documented later Middle Ages is at least as
exciting, because archaeological and documentary evidence
complement rather than duplicate one another, and ‘it is
only through a combination of WKHVH two complementary
sources . . . that a balanced DFFRXQW of urban history can be
written’. It is a point that he DQG his collaborators abundantly proved on the Lower Brook Street site at Winchester,
where a large-scale excavation of houses, industrial premises
and two parish churches, coupled with the abundant documentation for owners and tenants, shed an astonishing
degree of light on one of the less prosperous quarters of a
great medieval city. The great success of the Winchester
excavations (1961-71), on later as well as earlier medieval
sites, has of course been followed by important achievements elsewhere, to such an extent that towns have been
adjudged by Professor Harvey ‘one of the biggest successes’
of late medieval archaeology over WKH past quarter-century.
They are places where ‘archaeologist and historian working
together have begun to show what may be learned when the
written sources and the material remains are investigated
side by side to build up a total picture of the past’ (Hinton
1983, 75, 77). And if historians of WKH medieval town have
much to gain from this, so too have archaeologists, not least
by providing a ‘control’ for the interpretation of archaeological data for periods with far less documentary evidence.
There are still, however, historians and archaeologists
working on later medieval England who can urge the
primacy of ‘their’ type of record, despite the eloquent
objections of Dymond (1974) and others. To say it again,
both sources are complementary. Archaeological evidence is
strong on daily life, common everyday objects, and the
economic and cultural life of townsmen, but ‘by its very
nature does not lend itself easily to WKH solution of specific
“historical” problems’ (Astill 1983, 217). Documents are by
contrast largely administrative, legal and financial, throwing
light on civic rulers and on named individuals of the upper
and middle strata, but having much less to say on the poor,
the humbler crafts and trades, or the physical environment
and common objects in daily use.
Awareness of these complementary strengths and weak54

nesses would avoid the still widespread attempts by historians to discuss major issues of urban prosperity and decay
without any reference to the archaeological evidence (eg
Bridbury 1981; Gottfried 1982), and would encourage more
studies synthesizing documents, standing buildings and the
results of excavations, like the recent study of Worcester
(Carver 1980). It would also reduce the volume of urban
excavation reports which either describe antiquarian detail
unrelated to important questions, or try to fit the archaeological evidence to the known documentary history in a
naive fashion. Among the urban summaries in the ‘Medieval
Britain’ section of Medieval Archaeology appear statements
like ‘the site did not provide any evidence to refute the
postulated date for the 12th-century new town’ (21, 243), or
‘nothing was found to give any clearer indication of the date
of construction than that indicated by documentary sources’
(26, 214). It is this type of conclusion that, perhaps unfairly,
reminds one of Sawyer’s (1976) warning about archaeology
becoming ‘an expensive way of telling us what we know
already’.

7KHUDQJHRIXUEDQFRPPXQLWLHV
To place medieval work in perspective, it is worth stressing
that although towns multiplied during the nearly five
centuries under review, and many increased considerably in
size, they remained small communities in an overwhelmingly rural island. That is true whether they are judged by
the standards of our own urbanized society or by those of
late medieval urbanized territories like Flanders or north
Italy. Even by the 1520s there were only about a dozen
British towns with over 5,000 inhabitants (all in England
except Edinburgh), and they accounted for only 5% of the
English population. At the same period there were about 25
west European towns of over 40,000 inhabitants, only one
of them (London) British.
Nevertheless, it would be wrong to assume that only a tiny
fraction of medieval archaeological effort should be devoted
to the towns. One reason is that those larger medieval towns
with good surviving deposits have much to reveal on the
agriculture and society of their hinterlands as well as on
trade and on the activities of the town-dwellers themselves.
As Keene has put it, ‘towns have some claim to be more
representative of the nature of the society of which they
formed part than any other type of site’ (quoted in Schofield
& Palliser 1981, v). Secondly, many communities in later
medieval England which had well under 5,000, or even
under 1,000, inhabitants, were recognized as urban in some
sense. Taking England alone, Beresford (1981, 59-60) has
counted 640 boroughs in existence by 1500, and they were
heavily outnumbered by market centres–possibly over
2,000 at their peak in the 13th and 14th centuries. Of course,
the actual number of towns allowed depends on the definition (whether legal, economic, or demographic), and
Harvey (1965) has suggested that instead of dividing
medieval settlements into towns and villages one should
think of three types: the larger and more complex towns, the
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Fig 25 Distribution of excavations in English towns 1956-80 (Clarke 1984, fig 83)
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agricultural villages, a n d b e t w e e n t h e m ‘ l o c a l m a r k e t
centres which differed from villages in having . . . a substantial proportion of traders and craftsmen whose services
would be drawn on by the villages of the surrounding area’
(Hinton 1983, 77-8).
There is another commonly drawn distinction within t h e
range of urban communities which is worth questioning
before the derailed evidence is reviewed: that between
organic and planted towns, firmly made in Beresford’s
magnificent study of medieval ‘new towns’ (1967) and faithfully followed in much of the literature since (eg Barley
1976, 19-56). Beresford identified 251 English and Welsh
towns planted between 1066 and 1368, to which a few more
have been added since (eg Lichfield: Taylor 1968-9; Bassett
1982a). It is possible, however, to make too sharp a distinction between natural and planned growth, for there was
in reality a continuum from haphazardly growing towns
to the minority of thoroughly planned communities like
Salisbury and Winchelsea. Many town plans, superficially
of one date and uniform planning at first, yield on closer
inspection a series of units of different periods and with
differing degrees of regularity (eg Conzen 1968, 122-7;
Brooks & Whittington 1977; Slater 1980, 1983). And even
where the town is a clearly planned one, interpretation of
the character of settlement needs field survey and excavation
as well as documentation. Two 12th century Midland grid
towns, Lichfield and Stratford (Fig 26), seem to have been
laid out on agricultural land, with their street lines and
perimeters determined by field boundaries and ridges (Slater
& Wilson 1977, 9; Bassett 1982a, 116).
What can be agreed is that however the line is drawn
between urban and rural communities in medieval Britain,
and into whatever categories the towns are divided, they
were both numerous and very varied in their size, topography, and histories-so varied, indeed, that it is misleading
to generalize about ‘the’ medieval town. As Maitland put it
(1898, 36), ‘I am far from thinking that any one history
should be told of all our boroughs’. For that reason alone,
a significant archaeological contribution to urban history
requires the investigation of a large sample of widely differing towns; yet this has not yet been achieved. The directors
of the major units in London, Winchester, York, and elsewhere have been able, despite the pressures of redevelopment which cut across any ideal research programme, to
achieve some sort of balance between sites within their towns.
The same success has not, however, been achieved nationally, or even regionally, in distributing resources between
towns, a point to which I shall return after reviewing recent
work and some of the remaining problems.

Historical problems
Taking the period chronologically, there are two main
phases, one of urban growth and one of contraction,
bounded roughly but conveniently by the Norman Conquest, the Black Death and the Reformation. ‘Growth’ and
‘contraction’ are perhaps begging the question, for they do
not necessarily imply a period of growing prosperity followed by one of poverty and decay: indeed, some archaeological evidence, and some historical arguments, point the
opposite way. Yet if we consider simply the numbers and
size of towns, there is no doubt that in general they varied
in accordance with national demographic trends, a period of
growth already underway before the Norman Conquest,

followed by a period of contraction and stagnation from
c 1350-1530.
The first major problems, in point of time, concern the
impact of the Norman Conquest and the interpretation of
the Domesday Book. Domesday may have had more weight
placed on its urban entries, both by archaeologists and
documentary historians, than they can properly bear, for it
does not attempt a standardized and comparable entry for
every borough. Some towns were omitted, notably London,
Winchester, Tamworth and Bristol; the East Anglian towns
of vol II are provided with full numbers of households,
whereas the entries in vol I give only minimal burgess
figures. An account of two West Midland boroughs a decade
or so later credits Winchcombe with 141 burgesses (as
against 29 in Domesday) and Gloucester with 614 (as against
81). ‘We must . . . face the likelihood that settlements in the
central and western part of the country were somewhat more
numerous and populous than a straight reading of Domesday figures will allow’ (Sawyer 1976, 196-7). Here is an area
where archaeologists need to quantify the size and shape of
settlements c 1066-86 without trying too hard to fit their
findings to the Domesday framework.
The most systematic urban entries in Domesday appear
to be those recording the planting of royal castles and the
numbers of houses displaced, although even there the
archaeological record of the streets and housing cleared, as
at Oxford and Winchester, tells us a good deal more. As for
urban churches, mills and markets, the royal commissioners
make no attempt to number or locate them systematically,
and it would be unwise to argue from their silence. There
are also numerous entries which cry out for archaeological
testing, such as the much disputed references to ‘waste’
tenements. At York, where they are often identified as
houses destroyed by William I in the Harrying of the North,
archaeological corroboration is not yet forthcoming, though
at Durham (not recorded in Domesday) the burning of tenements in the late 11 th century and their replacement on
modern alignments does very likely indicate the devastation
of 1069-70 (Carver 1979, 71).
The records of the Norman church also indicate that, for
reasons unconnected with the Conquest, some towns were
flourishing at the expense of others’ decline. An ordinance
of 1075 commanded English cathedral sees to be moved
from villages to towns, and altogether six sees were transferred in the late 11 th century (Stenton 1971, 666-7), but
more work is needed to corroborate this evidence archaeologically. The removal of one see from Thetford to Norwich
c 1095 fits with known evidence for the decline of Thetford,
but that decline has yet to be explained (Schofield & Palliser
1981, 99). Similarly, Davis has argued (1976, 16-18) that
Coventry must have been an important town by 1102 to
have acquired a cathedral, despite its omission from
Domesday, but ‘no systematic excavation has been done
where the earliest town is likely to have been’ (Rylatt 1977,
12). One excavation within 140 m of the cathedral did reveal
‘semi-rural’ conditions as late as the 12th century (Schofield
& Palliser 1981, 27-8), but the site lay outside the postulated
original urban core.
Between 1066 and 1348 lies the great period of recorded
growth in the number and size of towns. In England alone
some 2,500 markets were granted or confirmed, while 495
of the 640 medieval boroughs are recorded by 1300. New
towns were created, while many older towns had planned
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extensions added to them. Between 1348 and 1530,
however, the process was reversed: most towns shrank in
size, while promotions of new markets or boroughs almost
ceased. Much of this is what one would expect in a country
first growing in population and then contracting. More
interesting, and more relevant to archaeological investigation, is the relationship between size and prosperity. Some
historians have linked the population decline of the 14th and
15th centuries with a general urban crisis or decay; others
(eg Bridbury 1981) argue that the swollen populations
before the Black Death spelled poverty and overcrowding,
and that the later shrinkage, by contrast, meant a higher
standard of living for the survivors.
One means of testing the alternatives is to study the
quality and size of domestic housing at different social levels
(eg Carver 1979, 1983). The concentration on the atypical
stone houses of the urban rich in the 12th and 13th centuries
can distract attention from the fact that, for many, timberframing was a great advance on earlier dwellings, like the
early 13th century cob house uncovered at Wallingford in
1972 but still unpublished (Simpson 1973, 14). How far
does 14th and 15th century housing reveal growing
prosperity, and how far decay? At Winchester, one city in
undoubted decline, at least some of the Brook Street housing
was consistent with ‘a long period of devolution and decay’
(Biddle 1969, 309: again, the full evidence is still unpublished), but at Lincoln, equally notoriously in decline,
demolished houses were replaced and not left as vacant sites.
At Chester, in spite of late medieval decline, two sites
showed evidence of new development, and at Norwich the
evidence of surviving buildings suggests ‘that very many
houses were built between about 1470 and about 1525’
(Campbell 1975, 17).
Yet other towns seem to have had areas of abandoned
housing, a clear sign of population decline if not necessarily
of economic decay. Much of the area taken into Hereford by
a 12th century walled extension, for instance, has been
shown to have been under cultivation by this period, while
at Nottingham most of the eastern suburb had become
derelict by c 1350, not to be reoccupied until c 1 6 0 0
(Schofield & Palliser 1981, 46, 80). The evidence needs
careful sifting, however; at Lynn there was so little material
from the late 14th to mid 16th century that it was ‘difficult
to detect any change in the extent of the built-up area’, and
although one site had almost no pottery of this period, suggesting abandonment, ‘the documentary evidence suggests
otherwise’ (Clarke & Carter 1977, 430).
More specific events, rather than processes, can in principle’ be used to identify precisely datable layers in the
archaeological record. Of the documented devastations of
towns in civil wars and foreign invasions, some have already
proved very helpful in this respect, like the French descent
on Southampton in 1338 (Platt 1973, 111). Others have so
far eluded archaeological confirmation, notably the Lancastrian sack of Stamford in 1461, and the natural suspicion
must be that the contemporary chronicles exaggerated the
destruction (Richmond 1983, 51 n7). It should also be
possible to test the extent of fires which allegedly destroyed
whole cities (eg York in 1137: Harvey 1965) or large sectors
of them. At Norwich the fire of 1507 has already been shown
to have destroyed much of the poorer housing excavated; at
Northampton St Peter’s Street proved to have been burned
down c 1500 (Williams 1979, 147); and at Lichfield the

suggested replanning after a major fire of 1291 (Bassett
1982a, 107-8, 118) should be testable. Likewise, if mortality
from the initial outbreaks of bubonic plague was as high as
is usually believed, corroboration should be possible. Stow,
for example, recorded the opening of two special London
cemeteries for plague victims in 1348-9 (Kingsford 1908, 2,
81-2), the excavation of which might be richly rewarding.

The function of archaeology
If, it must be admitted, archaeology does not lend itself
easily to the solution of specific ‘historical’ problems, it does
play an important part in reconstructing the urban fabric
and its changes over time. Given the wealth of‘ evidence
pieced together at Winchester since 1961, other urban units
have been slow to follow this example in combining documentary, architectural and archaeological evidence. Good
use has been made at Oxford of the remarkable tenemental
survey by H E Salter, at Southampton of the God’s House
cartulary and 1454 terrier, and at Hull of the fee farm rental
of 1347; yet more towns than is usually realized possess
extensive urban surveys which could be used fruitfully as
frameworks for rescue archaeology. Examples in print
include the Cambridge Hundred Roll of 1279 (Maitland
1898, 142-60), the York husgabel roll of c 1284 (Palliser
1978), and the Gloucester rental of 1455 (Stevenson 1890;
Langton 1977).
One of the most important tasks for any town is to date
the main elements of the town plan, especially the pattern of
streets and tenement boundaries. Until recently historians
and geographers analysed these entirely from documents,
maps and fieldwork; such was the case even with such
splendid studies as Beresford’s on the ‘new towns’ (1967) or
Conzen’s plan analyses of Ludlow and Conway (1968). Yet
archaeologists have recently demonstrated that a complete
reliance on documents and maps can prove misleading. Only
excavation could have shown, for instance, that some at least
of Yarmouth’s rows were laid down no earlier than c 1200,
well after the origins of urban settlement (Schofield &
Palliser 1981, 43).
The alignments of some streets and tenement plots prove
to have remained unchanged since well before the documentary record, eg since c 900 in parts of York. In other
towns the tenement divisions can be traced back at least to
the later Middle Ages-to the 13th century at Lynn, for
instance (Clarke & Carter 1977, 427, 430) and to the 13th
and 14th centuries in Aberdeen and other Scottish towns
(Talbot 1980, 17). In some major towns the street system
still remains to be firmly dated, as at Norwich, where no pre1300 street surface has yet been excavated. Whole streets
prove to have been closed or diverted in post-Conquest
times, for the planting of Norman castles or the enlargement
of religious precincts. Where a lost street has been found and
sectioned, as beneath the castles at Winchester and Oxford,
the evidence is especially valuable, for the ‘sealed’ and dated
evidence of the street surfaces themselves as well as the
houses fronting them. So many town centre streets have
been widened and repeatedly disturbed for service trenches
that, as in London, ‘we know very little about the construction and shape of the streets’ (Schofield & Dyson 1980, 48).
The controlling plan element in most larger towns was the
circuit of defences, documented in stone or earth for at least
137 English and Welsh towns. Our knowledge of their
nature and chronology, as Barley remarked in taking that
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Fig 27 York: excavations at the site of the Vicars Choral, Bedern; medieval and post-medieval structures under investigation (York
Archaeological Trust: J Bailey)
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Fig 28 Canterbury: plan of the cathedral precinct, including the sites of recent excavations (scale 1: 1250) (Canterbury Archaeological Trust: ‘John Bowen)
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census, still ‘varies very greatly from town to town’ (1976,
68). The standing circuit at York, for instance, has been
meticulously recorded and documented, but surprisingly
little archaeological work has been carried out on it, and at
the time of writing some sections are threatened with
thorough restoration without the resources for adequate
archaeological recording. At Canterbury, Hereford and
Worcester, on the other hand, much less is still standing but
there has been a good deal of archaeological investigation
(Frere et al 1982; Shoesmith 1982; Carver 1980, 53-l 11).
The value of such research has been demonstrated in several
other towns, for instance in showing that the new borough
at Nottingham remained unfortified until c 1150, in revising
the documentary dating evidence on the Oxford wall
(MedievalArchaeol 16, 190) and in giving a firm dating (late
12th century) for the northern extension to Hereford’s
defences (Shoesmith 1982, 85,95). Elsewhere major puzzles
remain to be resolved. Why, for instance, did Ipswich-the
earliest urban centre in East Anglia and still one of the
largest in the 12th century- apparently possess no defences
before 1204? Were Coventry’s defences really as late as they
are usually dated, or could the earliest ditch represent a preConquest burh? There are also, apparently, still a few extra
cases of walled towns to be identified or confirmed, such as
Usk (Medieval Archaeol 20, 193), or to be queried. Recent
excavations have, for instance, cast doubt on the prevalent
belief that Lewes was ever walled on the north and east
(Rudling 1983, 49, 50).
Similarly, urban castles are by no means fully understood.
It is clear why William I should have planted castles in most
county towns, with two at York and three in London; but
whereas York castle and the Tower of London have been
fairly well studied, there has been only limited excavation
at York’s Old-Baile (Addyman & Priestley 1977), and the
very sites of Baynard’s Castle I (ie the original Norman
castle) and Montfichet Castle have yet to be firmly established, though sites have recently been proposed (Schofield
1984, 38-9). Problems elsewhere include the apparent shift
of site of the royal castles both at Stafford (Palliser 1971-3)
and Canterbury (Bennett et al 1982, 70-1)-was it the case
that badly-sited originals needed replacement?
Together with fortifications, the major churches and
religious houses were perhaps the most important urban
buildings, with-to put it mildly-important implications
for the histories of the towns which contained them. It is
therefore good news for urban historians that the first
volume of reports on the York Minster excavations (196772) is now in the press, and that much of the standing fabric
of Exeter cathedral, and of the cathedral complex at Wells,
have been surveyed. There will also be much to learn from
the forthcoming reports on the large-scale excavation at the
York College of Vicars Choral (Fig 27) and on the recent
survey of the Canterbury cathedral close (Fig 28). The latter
survey has unearthed previously unknown medieval structures and has located Archbishop Lanfranc’s great hall,
where Becket dined on the day of his death. ‘The result has
been to produce one of the most detailed plans of a great
Benedictine house ever achieved in Britain’ (Tatton-Brown
1983, 26).
Although monasteries were not specifically urban institutions, friaries were, and it is desirable that a range of
British friaries be studied in detail. Archaeologists have been
aware of their potential, and between 1957 and 1980 50

friary sites were excavated in England (though only one in
Scotland) (Addyman & Black 1984, 126). Most, however,
were small-scale explorations. Only a handful of houses have
been the subject of large-scale, published excavation-the
Bristol Greyfriars (Ponsford 1975), the Oxford Blackfriars
(Lambrick & Woods 1976) and Greyfriars, and the Austin
Priory at Leicester, and the report on the last points out that
‘the potential of these houses within medieval archaeology
has yet to be fully realised’ (Mellor & Pearce 1981, viii). The
position is still less satisfactory with the ubiquitous urban
hospitals, none of which appears to have been subject to
recent large-scale excavation except two at Bristol (St
Bartholomew) and York (St Mary Horsefair). The latter
exemplified how an apparently well documented site could
reveal more to the archaeologist: beneath the known hospital
(1318-1557) and Carmelite friary which preceded it
(1253-95) lay an unsuspected 12th-century church or
chapel, so far unidentified. Furthermore (to move beyond
the Christian majority in the towns) no British town has yet
firmly identified a recognizable synagogue or even its Jewish
quarter, though Hereford’s Jewry may have been uncovered
in part (Medieval Archaeol 21, 244), and the recently excavated cemetery at Jewbury, York, was probably Jewish.
The number and location of parish churches has likewise
an importance for urban history far beyond the interest of
the structures themselves. It is well known that the greater
towns had enormous numbers at their peak in the 13th and
14th centuries-about 104 in London, 57 each in Winchester
and Norwich, 45 in York, 22 in Canterbury and so on. The
lack of documentary evidence for many of them before the
12th century makes it important to date as many as possible
from the archaeological evidence; the establishment of
numbers and locations of new churches built in York or
Lincoln, for instance, between 900 and 1066, and 1066 and
1200 respectively, would tell us much of the periods and
areas of rapid urban growth. Conversely, close dating of the
churches closed and demolished in the 14th and 15th centuries would help in tracing urban decay, and a study of their
fabrics and burials would illustrate the humbler side of
urban parish life and act as a corrective to the inevitable
concentration on the wealthy from the evidence of domestic
buildings. The detailed studies of two small churches in the
Brook Street area of Winchester, and of St. Helen-on-theWalls at York (Fig 29) (Magilton 1980) have done much in
this respect.
Public buildings other than defences and churches have
been generally neglected, though there has recently been a
welcome trend towards surveying standing buildings in
conjunction with limited excavation, as at Winchester
(castle hall), Gloucester (Tanners’ Hall), Poole (Town
Cellars), Canterbury (archbishop’s palace), York (hall of
vicars choral), Lincoln (St Mary’s Guildhall) and Chesterfield (Peacock Inn). A recent survey of medieval bridges in
Oxfordshire has identified surviving parts of the 11th and
12th century bridges at Oxford and Wallingford (Medieval
Archaeol 26, 205), while the important bridge at Kingstonupon-Thames has been sectioned.
Other public buildings in need of more investigation are
docks, quays and waterfronts (Milne & Hobley 1981). Much
has been recovered at London, thanks to investigations on
eight sites in the past decade, culminating with Billingsgate,
and a good deal also at Bristol and Hull, in all of which
12th- 15th century waterfront revetments in timber (eg Fig
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Fig 29 Church of St Helen-on-the- Walls, York, under excavation. The view is to the west, with the chancel in the foreground (York
Archaeological Trust: Mike S Duffy)
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30) have been recovered. In these and other port towns (eg
Lincoln, Lynn, York) a process of medieval land reclamation
has been confirmed, successive revetments being built
further out into the rivers from the 12th century onwards
(a process earlier traced in major Continental ports like
Lübeck, Bergen and Dordrecht). Elsewhere land reclamation could take the form of simply dumping domestic refuse
into the water, as at Leith in the 1470s (Medieval Archaeol
25, 2 14). Against such successes, however, must be set
missed opportunities like the major port of Hedon, where
a remarkable group of medieval docks was almost wholly
destroyed without archaeological record (Slater 1983, 18).
What might be called industrial buildings other than
docks and shipbuilding yards were of course rare; most
medieval urban industries were small-scale and practised in
domestic workshops. There are, however, exceptions such
as the salt industry, Two 12th century ‘with houses’ have
been excavated at Nantwich (McNeil 1983), though no
comparable finds have yet been made in the more important
salt town of Droitwich. The more widespread cloth industry
is represented, among other structures, by probable dyeing
houses found at Winchester (1969) and Beverley (1982), but
much more work on this crucial urban industry is needed.
Occasional finds of more specialized industries include the
horners’ workshop excavated at York in 1957-8.
By far the most numerous structures in towns were, of
course, domestic houses, and here again the record of
success is patchy. Much is known both from standing buildings and from foundations of the houses of the wealthier
citizens of the 14th to 16th centuries; houses of earlier
centuries (other than the de luxe stone examples) and of
lower social levels are more obscure. For the middling and
lower levels good examples now studied include the Brook
Street housing of Winchester and St Peter’s Street,
Northampton, all of which was apparently rebuilt at one
time in the early 15th century for artisan housing (Williams
1979, 145). For the earlier periods, there is now, for
example, evidence for seven houses of the 11th and 12th
centuries at Winchester (Biddle 1976, 345-8), the humbler
early 12th century house at Wallingford, and a lath-century
(?) timber-framed longhouse at Stratford-upon-Avon (Slater
& Wilson 1977, 24). More housing of humble social levels
still needs locating and studying, however, and so does
housing of all levels in certain areas without standing
examples (eg London; Schofield 1984). It is striking that
much urban housing survives in Kent and East Anglia, but
that surviving examples are scarcer in some other regions
also prosperous in the Middle Ages, and almost completely
absent from towns in northern England, Wales and
Scotland.
Turning from buildings to artefacts, the classic datable
examples are coins. There has understandably been more
study-at least for the purposes of urban history-of the preConquest coins which often provide datable evidence earlier
than any written records (Bristol is first recorded as a name
on pennies of Cnut). One welcome study of the later period
is Rigold’s analysis of coins from post-Conquest excavations, which avoids the common bias towards high denominations in hoards. He demonstrates a sharp decline in coin
losses in 15th century towns, and suggests as an explanation
the increasing use of tokens and jettons, a point corroborated
from finds of coins and jettons in Oxford (Mayhew 1977,
59-95).

The abundant post-Conquest hoards and single finds
could, however, yield much more (Astill 1983, 239-42).
Rankings of towns, for instance, can be made on the basis
of numbers of coins and moneyers, but ‘the basic statistical
approach now available for the surviving coins of the period
975-1066 does not unfortunately yet extend into the postConquest period. It seems certain that this approach to the
ranking of early medieval towns will be of increasing value
as it takes in a greater period, particularly now that the
intimate association between moneyers and the commercial
life of their city has been demonstrated from the Winchester
evidence’ (Biddle 1976, 485). More comprehensive publications are the essential preliminary, such as Yvonne
Harvey’s study of the entire surviving output of the
Winchester mint, scheduled for publication as Winchester
Studies 8.
Nearly as durable as coins, and much more abundant, are
of course pottery sherds, their abundance helping our
understanding of an industry much less well documented
than coining. For instance, a site of only ten houses in
Northampton has yielded over 24,000 sherds, which provide a firm stratigraphical sequence throughout the Middle
Ages (Williams 1979, 151). Pottery can, however, be used
for purposes well beyond dating stratification, as a means of
detecting manufacturing and trading patterns and shifts in
fashion (Astill 1983, 219-30). Naturally the exotic imports
have attracted most attention, like the abundant French and
Spanish pottery on Chester sites, or the North Rhineland
pottery in Edinburgh (Schofield 1975-6). More important
still are recent studies of major native potteries and their
output, urban examples including Stamford ware (Kilmurry
1980), Hallgate (Doncaster) ware (Buckland et al 1979) and
preliminary indications of a pottery industry at Worcester
(Carver 1980, 9-10). Consequently more is becoming
known of the pottery industry and its distribution patterns,
though full use has still to be made of the pottery found in
medieval urban houses as evidence of changing living standards (Sawyer 1976, 169-70).
Surviving pottery is, nevertheless, ubiquitous and relatively well studied; so, to a lesser extent, are metal objects.
Glass, both window and vessel glass, is naturally scarcer, so
that a single group unearthed in London in 1982 can
immediately become the largest cache of ‘Syro-Frankish’
glass yet found anywhere in the world (Clark 1983). Still
rarer and more precious are the more perishable artefacts of
larger industries, above all of clothmaking. Here documentary evidence is abundant, but largely for the fine
quality exports; samples of surviving cloth, especially for
the cheaper types for the home market, have much to tell us.
Large groups of woven fragments are currently being
analysed from London (Baynard’s Castle XI) and Perth, but
so far the only substantial group published is of 443 woollen
fragments from early Tudor Newcastle (Walton 1981).
Significantly, the only English fragments discussed in the
latest symposium on the European cloth industry were not
excavated in England but found attached to a French
notarial contract (Harte & Ponting 1983, 120-5), while the
very useful symposium on archaeology and medieval
English industries (Crossley 1981) includes only one paper
on textiles.
Next to textiles, leather-working probably accounted for
the largest group of urban crafts, and here also suitable soil
conditions have preserved large samples of products and off-
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Fig 30 London: early 13th century Seal House Waterfront III, dated by dendrochronology to c 1210-20. These revetment structures
provide evidence of settlement expansion, medieval carpentry and increasingly securely dated artefact groups of large size and
variety (Museum of London: S Garfi)

cuts for analysis: published groups include a 14th/15th
century one from Worcester (Barker, 1969) and another of
the 15th and 16th centuries from Lichfield (Gould 1972-3),
while other important groups found include one from
Caernarvon (Medieval Archaeol 24, 256).
Outstripping in importance the detritus of industries is
the retrieval and analysis of organic waste, especially from
waterlogged sites, which can yield much undocumented
information on environment, flora, fauna, crops and diet
(Hall & Kenward 1982). Progress is slow for understandable
reasons: thus from York so far have emanated four published
fascicules on environmental evidence, but all on preConquest material, although a redressing of the balance is
promised soon (Addyman & Black 1984, 17 1). Similarly the
evidence of three large rubbish dumps recovered at
Baynard’s Castle II, London, in 1972-3 still awaits
publication. However, interim results from the Baynard’s
Castle drains and from a 14th century cesspit at Worcester,
and a report on five medieval and post-medieval pits also at

Worcester, afford tantalising glimpses of human diet and
parasites (Donaldson et al 1980; Greig 1981, 1982; Carver
1980, 209-12); while the report on the Austin Friary at
Leicester (Mellor & Pearce 1981) makes extensive use of the
environmental evidence. One material well preserved by
waterlogging is wood, which can of course yield absolute
dating sequences as well as details of timber construction:
samples so far published include timbers from Seal House,
London (Fig 30), covering the period 861- 1193, and from
a Hull waterfront spanning 1126- 1297 (Milne & Hobley
1981, 42-4).
Another abundant source, which does not require waterlogged conditions for its preservation, is animal bone,
invaluable as an index of diet and, indirectly, of pasture
farming. It is not always an easy source to interpret, but
those urban reports which have devoted most attention to
mammalian bones are very informative (Astill 1983,243-4).
An early example was the analysis of 12,000 mammal and
bird bones, and many more fish bones, excavated at King’s
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Lynn in the 1960s, which shed considerable light on
medieval diet. There are now notable samples published
from Lincoln and York (O’Connor 1982, 1984; Clarke &
Carter 1977,378-409). Other large samples, such as the fish
bones found on the 11th-12th Lacons Brewery site at
Yarmouth in 1974, still await published analyses, but
interesting contrasts between fish samples from Yarmouth
and Norwich are already apparent (Schofield & Palliser
1981, 78). It should be added that a complete assemblage of
the surviving evidence for diet and living conditions, based
on bones, organic refuse and other evidence, can be invaluable when it is attempted (eg Carver 1979, 72).
Fauna1 assemblages, informative though they are, are
eclipsed in interest for the urban historian by human
skeletons, especially those retrieved in large samples from
cemeteries. Little was published until recently apart from a
preliminary analysis of 207 post-Conquest burials from
Winchester (Brothwell 1972, 83), but a detailed study has
now been published of the largest excavated medieval graveyard group in England. It consists of at least 1,041 burials
from the York parish churchyard of St Helen-on-the-Walls,
ranging in date from the 10th to the 16th centuries. Even
more usefully, the author also publishes comparative data
from eighteen other samples, some of them from a forthcoming analysis by Brothwell; they include, besides smaller
York samples, post-Conquest groups from three other
towns-Hythe, Pontefract and Scarborough (Dawes &
Magilron 1980, 66-82).
Interpretation of changes in British urban populations is,
however, still at an early stage, and there is a need for
published analyses of more urban samples, such as the
recently-excavated groups from Canterbury (St Mary
Bredin), London (St Nicholas Shambles), St Andrews
Wallingford (St Rumbold) and York (Jewbury). Brothwell
and Dawes both draw attention to an apparent and relatively
rapid change in predominant skull type between pre- and
post-Conquest populations, both in the urban samples and
in rural cemeteries like Wharram Percy, but the reason
remains, as Hurst described it fourteen years ago, ‘still a
complete puzzle’ (Beresford & Hurst 1971, 135; Dawes &
Magilton 1980, 82-3). Beyond this, Harvey has drawn
attention to several ways in which the systematic study of
a few carefully chosen cemeteries might add enormously to
our knowledge of medieval demography (Hinton 1983,
76-77).

Conclusions
There have, therefore, been many successes in medieval
British urban archaeology over the past decade, and it would
be churlish to emphasize too much the gaps in the evidence,
and the remaining problems, when so much has been
achieved. If it could be said ten years ago that ‘more has been
learnt about Winchester and its development than for any
other British town’ (Dymond 1974, 143), no such primacy
could be conceded today, with many successful urban programmes to choose from. Yet it remains true that a well
balanced sample of British towns has yet to be achieved, and
that those towns which have achieved most have been
generally those with the most skilful directors and with the
strongest support from central and local government and
from commerce.
If one takes as an arbitrary yardstick the largest and
wealthiest English towns between 1066 and 1523-7

(Maitland, 1897, 216; Stephenson 1933, 222-5; Hoskins
1972, 238-9, Biddle 1976, 500-l), it becomes clear that
those which are still flourishing today have fared relatively
well in the past decade. Those, however, which suffered late
medieval decline and have never recovered their importance
(eg Beverley, Boston, Droitwich, Grimsby, Stafford,
Thetford, Wallingford) have been relatively neglected.
There has for instance, been valuable recent work at
Droitwich (Schofield & Palliser 1981, 33-4), but considering its astonishingly high tax yield in Norman timessecond after London in 1066 and still twelfth in 1086 even
after the king had granted away many of his valuable salt
revenues (Biddle 1976, 500)-very little of the later Middle
Ages has come to light. And in Wiltshire Wilton is a prime
candidate for investigation, since it was the leading county
town in late Saxon and Norman times before being eclipsed
by Salisbury (Haslam 1976, 68). Also neglected have been
some of the late arrivals which supplanted them: Newcastle
upon Tyne was already a regional and industrial centre by
the early 16th century, yet it has been little explored. This
is, moreover, to speak only of England; there has been much
less work on Scottish and Welsh towns, with honourable
exceptions like Aberdeen, and even a key border town and
port like Berwick-upon-Tweed-neglected, one suspects, by
nationally-minded scholars on both sides of the border-has
only recently been subject to small-scale but informative
excavation (Hunter 1982). And within England major excavation programmes have been confined almost entirely to
the large and successful medieval towns, a policy which has
been recently criticised as ‘suspiciously close to treasurehunting’ (Clarke, 1984, 173).
In contrast, the numerous small towns remain in general
‘a neglected feature of the medieval urban scene’ (Hilton
1979, 3). R Leech has calculated that in the decade 1972-82
some 40% of the largest 100 post-Conquest English
boroughs had been investigated archaeologically, but only
7% of the 550 smaller boroughs, while only seven of the
latter had been the scenes of any large-scale excavation (CBA
Urban Res Committee, minutes and papers). An impressive
summary of ‘excavations and research’ at Saffron Walden,
for instance, has to lean entirely on documents and topography for the late medieval period because archaeological
evidence ‘is almost entirely lacking at present’ (Bassett
1982b, 27). Of course small towns of the Middle Ages were
generally the less important (but not less typical) urban
communities, and of course their deposits are often
shallower. Nevertheless there is at least a case for specially
investigating certain key categories, such as the flourishing
wool and cloth towns of the end of the Middle Ages (eg
Chipping Campden, Castle Combe, Lavenham), or the
rising small towns starting on their way to conurbation
status like Birmingham, still little explored despite one
valuable report on a watching brief (Watts 1978-9).
It has been well said that large-scale excavations have
concentrated on successful towns and unsuccessful villages,
so that failed towns, no less than prospering villages, are
needed to redress the balance (Fig 31). Failed towns would
include not only those already listed which underwent
severe medieval decline, but even more those which suffered
partial depopulation (eg Hedon, Winchelsea) or total
desertion (eg Old Sarum). Here there is the prospect of total
excavation of the same order of value as at, say, Wroxeter
or Wharram Percy. Large towns, of course, rarely dis-
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Fig 31 Torksey (Lincs): an aerial view of the shrunken medieval river port, sited in the angle of the River Trent (left) and the Foss
Dyke. The medieval town stretches IURPthe Foss Dyke in the foreground towards the railway line half a mile away (Cambridge
University Committee for Aerial Photography: &URZQ copyright reserved)
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KLVWRULFDOLPSRUWDQFH HJ6KUHZVEXU\DQG:DUZLFN KDYH
VLPSO\ORVWODUJHFKXQNVRIWKHLUVWUDWLJUDSKLFUHFRUG
WKURXJKHURVLRQRUODWHUOHYHOOLQJRIWKHJURXQG<HW
&DUYHU VSRLQWRQ EHVWGHSRVLW·WRZQV LY KDVQRW
EHHQVXIILFLHQWO\WDNHQ(GG\DQG3HWFKH\IRULQVWDQFH
 FDQFRPSODLQWKDW&ROFKHVWHUKDVJLYHQWKHIDOVH
LPSUHVVLRQWKDWHYHU\XUEDQVLWHLQ(VVH[LVGHHSO\VWUDWLILHG

ZKHUHDVLQVRPHRIWKHVPDOOHUWRZQV²PLVWKH
QRUPDOGHSWKRIEXLOGXS)XUWKHUPRUH WKHEHVWH[FDYDWLRQ
VLWHVLQDVHWWOHPHQWDUHQRWRQO\WKRVHZKHUHWKHVWUDWLIL
FDWLRQLVGHHSHVWEXWDOVRWKRVHZKLFKPRVWHIIHFWLYHO\WHVW
WKHFXUUHQWPRGHOIRUWKHZKROHVHWWOHPHQW VGHYHORSPHQW·
%DVVHWWDQ )LQDOO\PRUHVLWHVQHHGLQYHVWLJDWLQJ
ZKHUHRUJDQLFDVZHOODVLQRUJDQLFUHPDLQVVXUYLYHVRWKDW
DFRPSOHWHDVVHPEODJHFDQEHXVHGWRUHFRQVWUXFWWKHFXOWXUH
DQGOLIHVW\OHRIWKHWRZQVPHQDQGZRPHQDVKDVEHHQGRQH
VRHIIHFWLYHO\LIRQDOLPLWHGVFDOHIRU6D[RQDQG1RUPDQ
'XUKDP &DUYHU² 

Acknowledgements
,DPJUDWHIXOIRULQIRUPDWLRQVXSSOLHGDQGLPSURYHPHQWV
VXJJHVWHGE\0U65%DVVHWW'U-5$*UHLJ0U7*
+DVVDOO0U756ODWHUDQG0U77DWWRQ%URZQQRQHRI
WKHPRIFRXUVHLVUHVSRQVLEOHIRUDQ\HUURUVZKLFKUHPDLQ
,DPDOVRJUDWHIXOWR'U+&ODUNHDQGWR%ULWLVK0XVHXP
3XEOLFDWLRQVIRUSHUPLVVLRQWRUHSURGXFH)LJ



Palliser: The medieval period

6 The post-medieval period

P J Davey

In 1965 the CBA produced a list of historic towns as a guide
to planners and archaeologists to assist decisions about
research and excavation possibilities brought about by the
large scale redevelopment of many urban centres in Britain.
This was followed in 1972 by the seminal work The erosion
of history (Heighway 1972) in which the role of archaeology
in the period after 1500 is clearly stated: ‘Nor does archaeological evidence lose its significance when documents
begin. Until at least the nineteenth century and perhaps
until World War I, the evidence of archaeology and of
documents is complementary. Each records aspects of the
past with which the other does not deal. Each gains much
from the existence of the other.’ When measured against
subsequent fieldwork and publication this admirable
statement seems to have been virtually overlooked by both
archaeologists and their paymasters. The Erosion of History
stimulated a great deal of survey work and the publication
of implications studies for towns and regions all over
Britain. The status and role of archaeology in the postmedieval period can be judged from two such reports, both
typical and excellent examples of their type, Historic towns
in Oxfordshire (Rodwell 1975) and Wiltshire towns-the
archaeological potential (Haslam 1976).
The Oxford study considered twenty historic towns in the
County. In the introduction entitled ‘The need for urban
archaeology’ the major section on the present state of
knowledge, which is four and a half pages long, does not
refer to any knowledge accumulated or to any research
problems remaining after 1500. A single paragraph,
squeezed inappropriately at the end of a section on town
plans, refers to this period: ‘Post-medieval archaeology has
inevitably received even less attention than earlier periods,
except incidentally when rubbish pits of the period have
been encountered. Several towns in the region were the
scene of action during the Civil War period and excavations
at Banbury castle revealed details of Civil War period
defences. But on the whole post-medieval archaeology is
likely to yield the most fruitful results when linked closely
to a study of written sources and standing structures,
whether domestic or industrial, which are still numerous in
the towns in the region’ (ibid, 21).
This paragraph highlights a number of features which
help to define the problem of lack of identity and perceived
role for post-medieval archaeology. Much of the work done
was not anticipated at the start of the project. Post-medieval
deposits were encountered on the way down to earlier levels,
originally considered more important. Although postmedieval archaeology is recognized to be of potential use,
there is no indication that any actual projects have been
instigated on the lines suggested. There is an overt denigration of archaeology as a tool, or independent means of
investigation, once documentary sources exist in numbers.
The individual town studies in the monograph discuss the
known archaeological evidence, where finds have been made
or excavations carried out and the archaeological potential
of areas where future research and excavation should be

concentrated, especially where threatened by development.
None of these sections refers to the post-medieval period.
The Wiltshire volume is similarly organized. ‘The
primary aim of this study has been to assess the relative
importance of towns in Wiltshire at different periods of their
history, in order to establish a sound basis from which to
work out a programme of archaeological excavation and
research (Haslam 1976, 1). This involves, for each of 30
towns, the presentation of a historical and topographical
outline and culminates in a ‘discussion and recommendations’ section which refers to ‘some of the basic questions
which archaeological research and excavation can answer,
and how’ (ibid, 1). None of these town studies makes any
reference to post-medieval criteria as elements in the
ordering of priorities. Two examples will suffice. For
Bradford-on-Avon the main problems on which archaeological investigations should attempt to shed some light
are:
1 The detailed topography of the earliest settlement
2 The nature and position of the early ford
3 The location and extent of the alternative site of the
early monastic precinct
4 The location and dating of the chapel of St Olaf, St
Margaret’s Hospital and St Catherine’s Chapel (ibid, 10, 11)
5 The nature of the early occupation in the area of the
medieval town
For Chippenham archaeological research should be
directed towards:
1 The site of the possible Saxon palace
2 The extent and site of possible Saxon fortifications
3 The extent and effect of Danish occupation
4 The nature of Saxon settlement
5 The layout and activities of the medieval town
So for 50 towns in Oxfordshire and Wiltshire postmedieval archaeology has no independent role or priority.
Even as late as 1981 the research priorities for urban
archaeology as agreed by the CBA Urban Research
Committee manage to restrict mention of the period to a
single reference to Georgian Bath. The major research areas
to be concentrated on are origins (ie of early towns),
continuity (ie pre-Roman to Roman; Roman to AngloSaxon) and development (Schofield & Palliser 1981, vi).
This volume on Recent Archaeological research in English
Towns also clearly reveals the lack of importance given to
post-medieval deposits by the majority of excavators in
recent years. In none of the 146 towns discussed are postmedieval objectives even formulated. Analysis of perhaps
the thirteen most important towns (Bristol, Canterbury,
Chester, Exeter, Gloucester, Leicester, Lincoln, London:
City, London: S o u t h w a r k , N o r w i c h , S o u t h a m p t o n ,
Winchester and York), in which many excavations have
been carried out over the past two decades, reveals how
small is the significance attributed to post-medieval deposits
in their summaries. Out of 1,238 lines devoted to these town
summaries only 87 (c 7%) deal with the period, and research
problems or results are mentioned in very few. This is
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clearly out of all proportion to the time, money and effort
spent on the excavation of post-medieval structures and
deposits. Perhaps the best and most balanced group of
summaries comes from Chester (ibid, 20, 21), where there
appears to be a genuine attempt to present the results from
Roman times onwards without a period prejudice. A paragraph is included which discusses some of the problems of
the interpretation of pottery from local and distant sources,
much belonging to the 16th to 18th centuries. Bedford
includes a section on problems of the town’s expansion
between 1610 and the 18th century and Plymouth has
important post-medieval finds. York manages to produce
one mysterious feature type-the narrow ash or rubble-filled
trench-as the only post-medieval discovery worthy of note.
A perusal of the ‘Post-Medieval Britain in 19xx’ sections
of Post-Medieval Archaeology reinforces this picture.
Although the growing number of urban reports, especially
from the major towns, exhibit an increasing seriousness in
the way in which post-medieval phases are being tackled, the
majority of reports either state or imply that post-medieval
material was encountered ‘on the way down’ to earlier
structures, which were themselves the real object of the
excavations. The vast majority are pits and wells, reported
because of the interest of their contents, often ceramic
groups of considerable size. A reading of the major articles
in the journal itself confirms that urban archaeology as such
takes a rather cinderella position in the minds of the Society
and its members. Out of 118 main articles from 1967 to 1982
only seventeen are mainly urban in content and of these nine
deal with architectural and/or documentary evidence and a
further two are concerned with ceramic/artefact groups (ie
Newcastle, Black Gate; London, Inns of Court). The
remaining six, which are truly archaeological and excavational in character, deal with rather specialized types of
structures; the Ship-master’s house, Faversham (vol 2),
Waltham Abbey (vol 3), Woolwich kilns and dock-yard (vol
12), St Mary’s St Edinburgh (vol 14), Coventry Grammar
School (vol 15), Bridewell Palace (vol 15). This is partly
due to problems of backlog which are particularly acute for
urban archaeology and to the high cost and bulk of complete
urban excavation reports, but it also reflects the lack of
academic coherence in much post-medieval work. Main
papers on such subjects as military sites, timber-framed
buildings, ceramics, clay pipes and metallurgy, each occupy
positions of greater importance in the history of the Journal,
and are often directed towards specific specialized interest
groups. Given diffuse, site-by-site publication, what is
lacking is any attempt at a synthesis of the available evidence
at regional or national level.
In 1982 the Society issued a policy statement directed
towards the Department of the Environment, which
included the following passage on urban settlement:‘The
16th and 17th centuries mark a significant change in the
function of many towns. Some suffered from a diminishing
importance as centres of primary manufacture, notably of
cloth, but this was often compensated for by growth of
secondary trades, in clothing, metals or leather. This aspect
is often overlooked, in the concentration upon morphology
of the medieval town during its initial growth period. A
particular field for enquiry is the rate at which quarters
which stagnated in the later medieval period were reoccupied. Close consideration should be given to ways in
which towns coped with rapidly expanding populations

from the late 16th century onwards, and, in particular, to the
question as to whether the provision of housing kept up with
expansion in population or whether it lagged behind.
Particular attention should be given to towns which entered
the catchment area of metropolitan food-supply trades in
this period, their markets being no longer distributors, but
collecting centres for onward trading. This can often lead to
market facilities and buildings, houses and shops being more
substantial than expected, and urban sites should be studied
with such possibilities in mind. As with rural areas there is
a need to examine sites of the dwellings of the poor: the
opportunities for seeking pre- 18th century slums are limited
in the extreme, given subsequent development, but
ignorance of the conditions and possessions of the urban
poor should be a factor in the examination of sites which for
any reason were fossilised during the period.’
Given this noble attempt to state clear post-medieval
urban objectives, a perusal of the urban section of Research
objectives in British archaeology (Thomas 1983) shows,
regrettably, how few of even these minimal goals have
penetrated national forums. A throwaway reference to
Georgian Bath, twice repeated, is the only specifically postmedieval statement. Indeed the whole structure of the book
which ‘is not being offered within the old chronological
framework’ has provided a formula for the almost total
suppression of the post-medieval period throughout its
length.
There is no doubt, then, that post-medieval archaeology
enjoys a very low status among‘ urban archaeologists and
even among the councils of post-medievalists themselves.

Achievements and trends
Despite this gloomy diagnosis it would be quite untrue to
suggest that no progress has been made over the past two
decades. Whilst an increasing number of post-medieval
structures and deposits are being excavated, changes in
method and approach are taking place among archaeologists
at large which suggest that the prognosis is a much better
one. Knowledge has increased in three main areasartefacts, below-ground structures and standing buildings.
At the same time attitudes both to urban archaeology in
general and to the relationship between the archaeologist
and other research workers, are changing.

Artefacts of post-medieval date
Recent excavations have produced very large quantities of
artefacts, albeit largely undigested, particularly pottery.
Attempts to understand local sequences and to describe
regional and national trends are beginning to appear. These
are laying the foundations for the future of post-medieval
archaeology as they provide an increasingly comprehensive
data-base for many parts of the country. A few examples:
(a) Pottery Studies such as the Norwich volume
(Jennings et a/ 1981), and the forthcoming Chelmsford
publication are presenting the basic information in a
coherent way for the first time. Syntheses, such as the postmedieval sections in the Dunning festschrift (Evison et a/
1974) are also multiplying. Many of these deal with exotic
and imported pottery (eg Rutter & Davey 1977 on northwest England and north Wales), but increasingly documentary evidence is being brought to bear on the archaeological evidence (eg Allen 1983 on the distribution of
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Fig 32 Coastal re-exports of stoneware from London in 1579-80 and 1585-6 (Allan 1983, fig 4.1)

German stonewares around the south coast of England, Fig
32). Chelmsford is probably the first attempt to sort out a
local coarse-ware industry based on the stratigraphic
evidence. At the same time the number of individual studies
of pottery production centres has continued to grow, for
example Brears (1967) on Potovens, the Stoke-on-Trent
monograph series, Denholm (1982) on Glasgow, and Grant
(1983) on Barnstable. All this activity is beginning to
provide an outline picture of the nature of pottery
production in the post-medieval period. It should be
remembered that for many wares the towns were centres of
production as well as consumption and that for the ports in

particular, a redistribution function was also important.
What is still badly needed is a well stratified sequence for
each town.
(b) Glass Similarly a good deal of new evidence has
appeared. While production centres appear to have been
outside towns, urban pit groups have already provided
much evidence for typology, chronology and trade in glass
wares in north-western Europe and are particularly sensitive
for the delineation of social class or wealth differences
between sites. The sequence from Southampton is of great
importance (Charleston 1975), but other sites such as
Plymouth (Preston 1979), or Newcastle (Ellison 1983) have
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DOVRSURYLGHGYDOXDEOHHYLGHQFH,QVSLWHRIDOOWKHLQIRUPD
WLRQZKLFKQRZH[LVWVDV\QWKHVLVRIEDVLFIRUPVKDVQRW\HW
EHHQDWWHPSWHG
F  Metallurgy %URQ]HLURQDQGSHZWHUILQGVDUHVWLOO
PXFKWRRUDUHGXHWRSRRUFRQGLWLRQVRISUHVHUYDWLRQDQG
LQKHUHQWVFDUFLW\IRUDIXOOLQYHQWRU\WREHDWWHPSWHG$JRRG
H[DPSOHRIWKHUDQJHRIPDWHULDORIWHQSUHVHQWLVWKHJURXS
IURPWKH)UHH*UDPPDU6FKRROLQ&RYHQWU\ :RRGILHOG
 ZKHUHREMHFWVLQEURQ]HLURQDQGFRSSHUDOOR\
DERXQG0RVWSXEOLVKHGPDWHULDOLVKRZHYHUVFUDSS\
SUREDEO\XQUHSUHVHQWDWLYHDQGFRQVHTXHQWO\GLIILFXOWWR
LQWHUSUHW7KHLQKHUHQWYDOXHRIWKHPDWHULDOXVHGDQGWKH
OLNHOLKRRGRIPDQ\GLVFDUGHGREMHFWVEHLQJPHOWHGGRZQ
UHLQIRUFHVWKLVSUREOHP
(d) Leather 7KHQHHGIRUVSHFLDOW\SHVRIGHSRVLWLQ
ZKLFKWKLVPDWHULDOLVOLNHO\WREHSUHVHUYHGOLPLWVWKHUDQJH
RIVLWHVWKDWFDQSURYLGHDVDWLVIDFWRU\VHTXHQFH$OWKRXJK
JRRGJURXSVDUHNQRZQIURP+XOO $UPVWURQJ <RUN
*RRGIHOORZ 7KRUQWRQ DQG&RYHQWU\ 7KRPDV
 WKHVHRQO\H[WHQGDFHQWXU\RUVRLQWRWKHSRVW
PHGLHYDOSHULRGIRUZKLFKDFRKHUHQWGHYHORSPHQWDO
VHTXHQFHKDVVWLOOWREHSURGXFHG$W\SHVLWHLVUHTXLUHG
1RUWKDPSWRQZRXOGEHDQLGHDOORFDWLRQERWKEHFDXVHRIWKH
LPSRUWDQFHRILWVOHDWKHULQGXVWU\DQGEHFDXVHWKH
GRFXPHQWDU\HYLGHQFHIRUWKHSRVWPHGLHYDOSHULRGKDVEHHQ
ZHOOVWXGLHG 7KRPVRQ 
(e) Textiles 7KHVHDUHHYHQPRUHGLIILFXOWWRILQGWKDQ
OHDWKHUDUWLIDFWVDQGFDQRQO\EHVWXGLHGRQDQ\VFDOHDWVLWHV
OLNH/RQGRQZLWKH[WHQVLYHZDWHUORJJHGGHSRVLWV
I  Clay tobacco pipes $OWKRXJKWKHOLWHUDWXUHRQWKLV
VXEMHFWLVQRZHQRUPRXVDQGWKHJHQHUDOGHYHORSPHQW
WKURXJKRXW%ULWDLQLVZHOOHVWDEOLVKHG 2VZDOG NLOQ
VLWHVZKLFKDUHXVXDOO\IRXQGLQDQXUEDQFRQWH[WKDYHRQO\
UDUHO\EHHQH[FDYDWHG 3HDFH\  )LJ 1RWKLQJLV
NQRZQRIWKHVHXQWLOWKHODWHWKFHQWXU\6LPLODUO\ZKLOH
VRPHUHJLRQDOW\SHVKDYHEHHQYHU\WKRURXJKO\VWXGLHGDQG
SXEOLVKHGRWKHUDUHDVRI(QJODQGVXFKDV&XPEULDDQGWKH
VRXWKZHVWSHQLQVXODWRJHWKHUZLWKPRVWRI:DOHV6FRWODQG
DQG,UHODQGUHPDLQWREHGHVFULEHG'HVSLWHWKHODUJH
QXPEHURIILQGVIURPH[FDYDWLRQVJURXSVRFFXUULQJLQD
ZHOOVWUDWLILHGVHTXHQFHDUHH[FHSWLRQDO,Q$EHUGHHQIRU
H[DPSOHRQO\RQHH[FDYDWLRQLQWHQSURYLGHGVXFKHYLGHQFH
'DYH\ 
J  Environmental evidence 7KLVLVHYHQPRUH
IUHTXHQWO\RYHUORRNHGRQSRVWPHGLHYDOVLWHVRUSKDVHVRI

Table 4 Ranges for Sheep Withers’ heights LQFP
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6FDSXOD

Note. 7KHQXPEHURIHVWLPDWHVLVJLYHQLQEUDFNHWVDIWHUWKHUDQJHZKHUH
PRUHWKDQWZRHVWLPDWHVDUHLQYROYHG

HDUOLHUVLWHVWKDQRWKHUSHULRGV:KHQHQYLURQPHQWDO
HYLGHQFHKDVEHHQFROOHFWHGJUHDWEHQHILWVFDQDOUHDG\EH
VHHQ(YHQRQVLWHVVXFKDVWKH&KULVWFKXUFKH[FDYDWLRQV
ZKHUHWKHSRVWPHGLHYDODUFKDHRORJLFDOHYLGHQFHZDVSRRU
DVSHFWVRIWKHHQYLURQPHQWDOHYLGHQFHPD\EHRIFRQVLGHU
DEOHLQWHUHVW HJ&R\*UHHQLQ+DOO .HQZDUG
7DEOH 7KHVFLHQWLVWVZKRVWXG\GRPHVWLFDQLPDOERQHV
SROOHQLQVHFWVVHHGVHWFDUHQRWERXQGE\DUFKDHRORJLFDO
SHULRGELDVHVXQOHVVIRUFHGLQWRWKHPE\VLWHVDPSOLQJ
SROLFLHV)RUWKHPDVHTXHQFHRIPDWHULDOIURPWKHHDUOLHVW
DFWLYLW\RQWKHVLWHWRWKHPRVWUHFHQWLVQHHGHGIRUWKHEHVW
XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHHYROYLQJHQYLURQPHQWDOEDFNJURXQG
DQGQDWXUDOIUDPHZRUNZLWKLQZKLFKKXPDQVRFLHWLHV
GHYHORSHGRQDSDUWLFXODUVLWH

Structures
+RZHYHUDFFLGHQWDOLQWKHPDMRULW\RIFDVHVXUEDQDUFKDHR
ORJLVWVKDYHQRWEHHQDEOHWRDYRLGWKHH[FDYDWLRQRISRVW
PHGLHYDOVWUXFWXUHV2IWHQWKHLUHOXFLGDWLRQZDVYHU\FORVHO\
OLQNHGWRPHGLHYDORUHYHQ5RPDQDQWHFHGHQWVVRWKDW
H[WUHPHO\FDUHIXOH[DPLQDWLRQRIDOOGHSRVLWVZDVHVVHQWLDO
VRPHWLPHVWKHSRVWPHGLHYDOGDWHZRXOGRQO\EHFRPHFOHDU
DWDODWHUVWDJH7KHUHVXOWLVWKDWZHKDYHDFFXPXODWHGD
ZLGHUDQJHRINQRZOHGJHDERXWDYDULHW\RIVWUXFWXUHV
 Pits 3UREDEO\WKHEHVWNQRZQDVSHFWVRIXUEDQOLIHLQ
%ULWDLQLVWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIUXEELVKDQGFHVVSLWVIURPWKH
HDUOLHVWSHULRGRIXUEDQL]DWLRQRIWHQXQWLOWKHQLQHWHHQWK
FHQWXU\$VVWUXFWXUHVWKHVHGRQRWSURYLGHPXFKXVHIXO
LQIRUPDWLRQDQGWKH\WHQGWREHGHVWUXFWLYHRIHDUOLHU
RFFXSDWLRQHYLGHQFH,Q Excavations in medieval [sic]
Southampton 3ODWW &ROHPDQ6PLWK DPDMRULW\RIDOO
WKHSLWVUHSRUWHGRQZHUHRISRVWPHGLHYDOGDWH
 Kilns DQGRYHQV7KHPRUHVXEVWDQWLDOVWUXFWXUHV
LQYROYHGLQWKHEXUQLQJRIOLPHEHOOIRXQGLQJWKHSURG
XFWLRQRIPDOWRUILULQJRISRWWHU\DQGFOD\SLSHVKDYHWXUQHG
XSIUHTXHQWO\RQXUEDQH[FDYDWLRQV )LJ )RUVRPHRI
WKHVHIRUH[DPSOHOLPHRUSRWWHU\NLOQVLWLVSRVVLEOHWRVKRZ
WHFKQRORJLFDOGHYHORSPHQWVWDNLQJSODFHIURPHDUO\
PHGLHYDOWLPHVWRWKHUHFHQWSDVWDQGWKHVWXG\RIWKHVH
DFWLYLWLHVLQWRZQVPXVWEHVHHQDVDFRQWLQXXP6XFKVLWHV
DOORZWKHVWXG\RIFRPSOHWHSURGXFWLRQGLVWULEXWLRQDQG
FRQVXPSWLRQF\FOHVLQDJLYHQPDUNHWDUHD
 Town walls 7KHLQYHVWLJDWLRQRIWKHPHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHVRIWRZQVKDVLQHYLWDEO\OHGWRWKHGLVFRYHU\RID
JRRGGHDORILQIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKHLUODWHVWSKDVHV$VWXG\
RIGRFXPHQWDU\VRXUFHVVXFKDVWRZQDFFRXQWVVKRZVWKDW
PRQH\ZDVVSHQWRQWRZQZDOOVRQIUHTXHQWRFFDVLRQV
GXULQJWKHSRVWPHGLHYDOSHULRG7KH&LYLO:DULVRQH
REYLRXVRFFDVLRQZKLFKOHGWRUHIXUELVKPHQWDQGDOVRWR
H[WHQVLRQRIWKHWRZQ VGHIHQFHVLQPDQ\FDVHV,QWKHWK
FHQWXU\LQSDUWLFXODUPDQ\QHZGHIHQVLYHV\VWHPVOLNH
WKRVHDW%HUZLFNRQ7ZHHGZHUHDOVRFUHDWHG,QVRPHDUHDV
WKHUHPD\EHDFRPSOH[RIGHIHQFHVGDWLQJIURPWKLVSHULRG
HJLQ8OVWHUZKHUHWKHSROLWLFDOVLWXDWLRQVXIIHUHGDQXPEHU
RIPDMRUFKDQJHVZLWKLQWKHVSDQRIQRWPXFKPRUHWKDQRQH
FHQWXU\7KLVNLQGRIZRUNZKLFKLVRIWHQOLQNHGLQZLWKWKH
LQYHVWLJDWLRQRIPHGLHYDORU5RPDQGHIHQFHVWHQGVWREH
ZHOOIXQGHGDQGWKHVWDQGLQJPRQXPHQWVZHOOUHFRUGHG HJ
WKH5R\DO&RPPLVVLRQYROXPHVRQ1HZDUNDQG<RUN 
 Buildings /DUJHXUEDQDUHDH[FDYDWLRQVKDYH
SURGXFHGPDQ\IUDJPHQWVRIGRPHVWLFSXEOLFDQGLQGXVWULDO
EXLOGLQJVRIWKHSHULRG0DQ\RIWKHVHDSSHDUDVWKHODWHVW
SKDVHVRIPHGLHYDOVWUXFWXUHVPDQ\RWKHUVUHSUHVHQWQHZ

Davey: The post-medieval period



Fig 33 Clay tobacco-pipe kiln excavated at Arcadia Buildings, Southwark (Museum of London, Department of Greater London
Archaeology)
XUEDQH[SDQVLRQRUUHGHYHORSPHQW$PXFKFOHDUHUSLFWXUH
RIWKHVHGHYHORSPHQWVDQGFKDQJHVLQLQGLYLGXDOWRZQVDQG
UHJLRQVLVEHJLQQLQJWRHPHUJH3XEOLFRUVHPLSXEOLF
VWUXFWXUHVVXFKDVSDODFHVPDUNHWKDOOVOLEUDULHVSULVRQV
ORFNXSVWKHDWUHVDQGVFKRROVKDYHDOOEHHQLQYHVWLJDWHG )LJ
 6SHFLDOL]HGLQGXVWULDOEXLOGLQJVFRQVWUXFWHGIRU
EUHZLQJG\HLQJWDQQLQJDQGPLOOLQJRIYDULRXVNLQGVDUH
EHJLQQLQJWREHUHFRJQL]HG
 Tenements 7KHSRVWPHGLHYDOH[FDYDWLRQVZKRVH
UHVXOWVPD\EHPRVWVHQVLWLYHIRUWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQDQG
HYDOXDWLRQRIVRFLRHFRQRPLFFKDQJHDUHWKRVHLQZKLFKD
QXPEHURIFRQWLJXRXVWHQHPHQWVDUHVWXGLHGIRUWKHLUHQWLUH
KLVWRU\,WLVFOHDUWKDWDVZLWKWKHPHGLHYDOSHULRGZHDUH
GHDOLQJLQVRPHWRZQVZLWKDQH[WUDRUGLQDU\GHJUHHRI
FRQWLQXLW\RISORWERXQGDU\)RUH[DPSOHDW6DGGOHU6WUHHW
LQ'XUKDP &DUYHU WKHVDPHSORWGLYLVLRQVHQGXUHG

IURPWKHWKFHQWXU\WRWKHWK2WKHUVVXIIHUHGDVHULHV
RIUHSODQQLQJHSLVRGHVLQUHVSRQVHWRSROLWLFDODQGHFRQRPLF
VWUHVV,QRUGHUWRVWXG\WKHG\QDPLFVRIWKHVHIDFWRUVLWLV
HVVHQWLDOWRH[FDYDWHWKHZKROHDYDLODEOHVHTXHQFHZLWKWKH
VDPHGHJUHHRIDWWHQWLRQWRGHWDLOHYHQLIWKLVPHDQVORRNLQJ
DWWKFHQWXU\KRXVLQJRULQGXVWULDODFWLYLWLHV7KDWJRRG
UHVXOWVDUHEHLQJREWDLQHGPD\EHVHHQIURPWKHH[FDYDWLRQV
DW([HWHUZKHUHDW)ULHUQKD\6WUHHWWKUHHWHQHPHQWVZHUH
H[FDYDWHGWKHILQDOVL[SKDVHVRIZKLFKZHUHSRVWPHGLHYDO
LQGDWH &KHUU\  )LJ 

Standing buildings
7KHVHULHVRIXUEDQVXUYH\VVWLPXODWHGE\
The erosion of
history, VXFKDVWKH2[IRUGVKLUHDQG:LOWVKLUHVWXGLHV
DOUHDG\UHIHUUHGWRZHUHXQGHUWDNHQZLWKORFDODXWKRULW\
SODQQLQJIXQFWLRQVLQPLQG2QHRIWKHPRVWREYLRXV
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Fig 34 Plans of the remains of the Pennington Bell Foundry, c l625- 70, excavated at the Paul Street site, Exeter, 1982-3; phases
1-5 c 1625 to c 1660; phase 6 c 1660 to c 1720 (Post-Medieval Archaeol, 17 (1983), 200)
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Fig 35 Bridewell Palace, London: southern half of the eastern range of the principal courtyard (1515-23), excavated in 1978. The
entire plan of the palace could be constructed from two excavations and detailed cartographic evidence (Museum of London:
Dyson &, Gadd 1981)

KLVWRULFUHVRXUFHVRIRXUPHGLHYDOWRZQVWKHVWDQGLQJ
EXLOGLQJVFRXOGQRWEHLJQRUHG$UFKDHRORJLVWVIRXQGWKDW
DVVHVVPHQWVRIYDOXHDGYLFHDERXWFRQVHUYDWLRQDUHDVRU
DUHDVRIDUFKDHRORJLFDOVLJQLILFDQFHEHFDPHLQHYLWDEO\
ERXQGXSZLWKWKHVWDWXVORFDWLRQDQGIXWXUHRIWKHVWDQGLQJ
EXLOGLQJV7KHH[FDYDWLRQRIYDFDQWSORWVLQWRZQVRIWHQ
LQYROYHGWKHHOXFLGDWLRQRIIRXQGDWLRQVZKLFKFRXOGEHVWEH
XQGHUVWRRGE\UHIHUHQFHWRFRQWHPSRUDU\VWDQGLQJ
VWUXFWXUHVLQRWKHUSDUWVRIWKHWRZQ$OWKRXJKUHVHDUFKLQWR
EXLOGLQJVWKHYDVWPDMRULW\RISRVWPHGLHYDOGDWHKDVEHHQ
WUDGLWLRQDOO\FDUULHGRXWE\DUFKLWHFWXUDOKLVWRULDQV
YHUQDFXODUDUFKLWHFWVSODQQHUVDQGVSHFLDOLQWHUHVWJURXSV

DUFKDHRORJLVWVKDYHEHHQGUDZQLQWRVHULRXVFRQVLGHUDWLRQRI
WKHVWDQGLQJEXLOGLQJVIRUDQXPEHURIUHDVRQV
7KH&%$&KXUFKHVFRPPLWWHHVHWXSWRFRQVLGHUWKH
DUFKDHRORJLFDOLPSOLFDWLRQVRIODUJHVFDOHUHGXQGDQF\DQG
UHXVHRIRXUPHGLHYDOFKXUFKHVKDVHVWDEOLVKHGLQDUFKDHR
ORJLVWV·PLQGVWKDWGHWDLOHGVWRQHE\VWRQH
archaeological
UHFRUGLQJZLWKIXOODWWHQWLRQEHLQJSDLGWRHYLGHQFHIRU
VHTXHQFHDQGREMHFWLYHSODQQLQJRIHYHU\WKLQJDERYH
JURXQG DQGEHORZJURXQGZKHUHGHPROLWLRQLVLQYROYHG LV
WKHRQO\ZD\WREHJLQWRXQGHUVWDQGWKHIXOOKLVWRU\RIWKH
VWUXFWXUHLQYROYHG,QPRUHDQGPRUHWRZQH[FDYDWLRQV
EXLOGLQJIUDJPHQWVVXFKDVXQGHUFURIWVEXULHGZDOOVDQG
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Fig 36 Development of Tenement C on the Friernhay Street site, Exeter, in the post-medieval period phase 6 c 1500; phases 7-8
16th century; phase 9 late 16th to early 17th century; phase 10 c 1700; phase 11 19th century (Post-Medieval Archaeol,
16 (1982), 219)

floors have been recorded in this way. Despite the separation
of powers enshrined in the Ancient Monuments Acts and
Town and Country Planning Acts, archaeologists have
increasingly felt the absurdity of dealing with standing
buildings as if they were two separate kinds of animal.
In general, then, we know a great deal more about postmedieval towns as a result of the major urban excavations

that have taken place over the past two decades. We know a
great deal more about what was produced in them, what they
consumed and what they marketed abroad. We also have a
much better idea of the kinds of buildings they used both
in public and private. In many towns the details of social and
economic continuity and change are beginning to be
understood.
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Fig 37 Newcastle-upon-Tyne at the time of the Civil War (Ellison & Harbottle 1983, 139)

Trends in archaeology to the advantage of
post-medieval urban studies
7KHUHKDYHEHHQDQXPEHURIFKDQJHVRIHPSKDVLVZLWKLQ
DUFKDHRORJ\DWODUJHZKLFKKDYHKDGLPSRUWDQWHIIHFWVRQ
XUEDQVWXGLHV7KHUHKDVEHHQDJHQHUDOPRYHDZD\IURP
VLPSOHTXHVWLRQVRIVWUXFWXUHDQGGDWHWRZDUGVDWWHPSWVWR
VHHVLWHVRIDOOW\SHVLQDZLGHUVRFLDOHFRQRPLFHQYLURQ
PHQWDOIUDPHZRUN:LWKWKLVKDVJRQHDPXFKJUHDWHU
HPSKDVLVRQWKHVWXG\RISURFHVVUDWKHUWKDQHYHQW,QWKH
FDVHRIWRZQVWKHUHKDVEHHQDPRYHDZD\IURPTXHVWLRQV
VXFKDVWKHGDWHRIWKHHDUOLHVWXUEDQVHWWOHPHQWRUWKH
ORFDWLRQRIWKHILUVWGHIHQFHVZKLFKVRGRPLQDWHGHDUO\
DUFKDHRORJLFDOZRUNWRZDUGVDFRQVLGHUDWLRQRIWRZQVDV
FRPPHUFLDOLQGXVWULDOPLOLWDU\GRPHVWLFDQGFXOWXUDOIRFL
VHHQLQWKHFRQWH[WRIWKHLUDJULFXOWXUDOKLQWHUODQGDQG
PDUNHWLQJDUHDV
$PLOHVWRQHLQXUEDQVWXGLHVZDVWKHSXEOLFDWLRQRI
Plans
and topography of medieval towns in England and Wales
%DUOH\ ZKLFKDWWHPSWHGWREULQJWRJHWKHUJHRJUD
SKHUVKLVWRULDQVDQGDUFKDHRORJLVWVWRSURYLGHDFRPELQHG
DSSUDLVDORIWKHHYLGHQFHIRUDQGDSSURDFKHVWRWKHKLVWRU\
RIRXUWRZQV$OWKRXJKWKHDUFKDHRORJLVWVLQYROYHGNHSWWR
WKHLUEULHIVUDWKHUFORVHO\²3ODQQHGWRZQVEHIRUHDQGDIWHU
 %LGGOH %XWOHU 7RZQGHIHQFHVDIWHU %DUOH\
DQG6XEXUEDQJURZWK .HHQH ²WKHJHQHUDOWUHQGRIWKH
YROXPHLVWRZDUGVDQLQWHUHVWLQHYROXWLRQDU\SURFHVVHVDQG
DZD\IURPSXUHO\VWUXFWXUDORUSHULRGFRQILQHGSUREOHPV
3ODWW VSDSHURQWKHJURZWKRIWRZQVZHQWXSWRWKHWK
FHQWXU\%DUOH\FRQWULEXWHGWKUHHSDUDJUDSKVRQSRVW
PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHVHPSKDVL]LQJWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIWKH&LYLO

:DU )LJ ZKLOH.HHQH VGLVFXVVLRQRIVXEXUEDQJURZWK
WRRNDVLWVVWDUWLQJSRLQWWKHGHWDLOHGHYLGHQFHRIWK
FHQWXU\PDSV
(YHQPRUH3DOOLVHU VDFFRXQWRIGRFXPHQWDU\VRXUFHVIRU
XUEDQWRSRJUDSK\PDNHVLWFOHDUKRZPDQ\RIWKHVHDUHRI
SRVWPHGLHYDOGDWH7KHLUFRUUHFWXVHDVHYLGHQFHIRUHDUOLHU
SKDVHVRIRFFXSDWLRQGHSHQGVRQDFOHDUJUDVSRIWKHKLVWRU\
RIWKHWRZQEHWZHHQWKHGDWHRIWKHGRFXPHQWRUPDS²VD\
²DQGWKHSHULRGRILQWHUHVW²VD\6RPHFRQFHSW
RIDQXUEDQRFFXSDWLRQFRQWLQXXPIURPIRXQGDWLRQWR
UHFHQWWLPHVLVQHFHVVDU\LQRUGHUWRDYRLGVSDWLDODQG
WHPSRUDOQRQVHTXLWXUV7KLVLVPDGHHYHQPRUHFOHDULQ
&DUWHU VSDSHUHQWLWOHG 7KHJHRJUDSKLFDODSSURDFK·LQ
ZKLFKWHFKQLTXHVRISODQDQGQHWZRUNDQDO\VLVDQGWKH
DVVHVVPHQWRIGHJUHHVRIWRSRJUDSKLFDOGHWHUPLQLVPUHTXLUH
WKHVLWHWREHYLHZHGDVDFRQWLQXRXVVHTXHQFHRYHUWLPH
:KHWKHUWKLVPHDQVDEURDGFRPSDULVRQEHWZHHQ(O\LQ
DVSRUWUD\HGE\6SHHGDQGWKH260DS 3ODWW ibid,
 RU&DUWHU VRZQPRUHGHWDLOHGDSSURDFKZKHQKH
GLVFXVVHV$EHU\VWZ\WKXVLQJIRXUSODQVDQGYLHZVEHWZHHQ
DQGDIXOOVWXG\RIWKHODVWIRXURUILYHFHQWXULHV
LVDQHVVHQWLDOSUHUHTXLVLWHWRWKHXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIHDUOLHU
SHULRGV
6ORZO\DUFKDHRORJLVWVDUHEHLQJSHUVXDGHGE\WKHPDQ\
VSHFLDOLVWVZKRVHDGYLFHDQGDVVLVWDQFHKDVEHFRPH
LQFUHDVLQJO\QHFHVVDU\WRWDNHRQDOHVVSHULRGGRPLQDWHG
DQGPRUHFRPSUHKHQVLYHDSSURDFKWRXUEDQSUREOHPV7KH
EXLOGLQJKLVWRULDQIRUH[DPSOHPD\EHFRQFHUQHGZLWKWKH
HYROXWLRQRIWKHXVHRIDSDUWLFXODUPDWHULDOVXFKDVVODWH
IURPPHGLHYDOWLPHVWRWKHWKFHQWXU\RUZLWKWKHXVHRI

78

Davey: The post-medieval period

timber box frame or cruck construction from beginning to
end in a particularly region. Such studies cut across our
archaeological period divisions and demonstrate the
necessity to give proper weight to the end of a process in
order to understand its origins and deveopment. What is
true of buildings is also true of whole towns or complete
landscapes.
In a similar way our environmental colleagues also see the
excavated evidence from towns as an opportunity to study
the continuity of plant, animal and insect presence in an area
within a historical framework created by the archaeology.
The arrival of particular plants, animals, birds, fish etc into
an area, their exploitation by people and the development
of domestic animals can only be understood properly when
a dated sequence of deposits containing such evidence can
be provided by a particular site. If this sequence is
truncated, especially if this is done for arbitrary reasons by
the archaeologists, lack of recent material makes evaluation
of earlier deposits very much more difficult. Urban cess and
rubbish pits offer unique sources of evidence from early
medieval times until the 19th century in most towns, by
which time methods of rubbish and cess disposal had
altered. From this date the beginnings of scientific recording
and the existence of more detailed documentary evidence are
likely to give sufficient information to bring the subject upto-date. These long sequences are essential to archaeologists
because they provide the environmental and natural
resource background against which urban societies can be
understood. By implication, the evidence for food consumption which they give can be a vital element in the study
of the rural areas around individual towns. The provision
of services and the implied healthiness of the local community is a major theme for research.
Each of these methods of archaeological study is tending
to give added significance to post-medieval phases on urban
sites and to force excavators to give such levels much more
careful attention.
A further spur to post-medieval urban research has been
a political one. The 1960s and 1970s saw a rapidly
increasing awareness by planners and politicians of the
importance to contemporary society of its historic towns
(cf Heighway 1972). The spate of surveys, implications
studies and town-centre plans and the appointment of many
urban rescue archaeologists were the products of this. It is
as well to remember that many of the reports which came
out of these appointments, although full of archaeological
information, were addressed primarily to the present day
town-dweller who felt a need to understand his present
environment with reference to the past and who often paid
through his rates for much of the archaeological work. Thus
consideration of conservation and present urban economic
use were as important as a narrowly defined purely archaeological priority system based on age alone. In many such
studies the potential of standing buildings, many or all of
which were of post-medieval date, ranked equal with that of
underground archaeology.

7RZDUGVDSRVWPHGLHYDOXUEDQDUFKDHRORJ\
Given the greater sympathy in the academic climate towards
the post-medieval period described above, what is the special
role of archaeology in the study of towns from 1500 to the
present? The history of towns after 1500 is full of change

and development. As in the medieval period, towns are
created, evolve, decline, are defended and redefended and
experience changes of function or radical innovations in old
ones. They are replanned, boom, stagnate, develop new
suburbs and slums, abandon old ones. House plans and
social organization alter and new building materials are
introduced. In particular, many towns saw the contraction
of major medieval functions and the evolution of new ones
during the 16th and 17th centuries. Within their boundaries
many minor industries continued, declined or were
introduced. Changing patterns of markets, with improved
communications, greatly accelerated by the canals, turnpikes and railways in the modern period led to increasing
specialization often determined by the location of raw
materials. The development of new markets in the
expanding colonies in America, Africa and elsewhere threw
extra weight on the ports as both centres of production and
the organization of distribution. The growth of London as
a metropolitan market, dwarfing all others, had a major
effect on the market towns at some considerable distance.
These changes of function and economic status of the towns
also had profound implications for local agriculture.
Already specialized to some degree by the late Middle Ages,
cash economy forced new methods, an increase in enclosure
and regional specialization. Throughout the period and
increasing with time there exists a large and, as yet little
tapped, reservoir of documentary sources for urban life.
Given a period of rapid change and increased documentary evidence the special role of archaeology may be
summarized as follows:
1 To excavate very well documented sites in order to
gather as wide a range of archaeological and environmental
evidence as possible and to provide a control for the use and
interpretation of the documents. In addition the written
evidence can be used as an independent test of archaeological hypotheses. Post-medieval sites can provide a
proving ground for theoretical approaches in earlier periods.
2 To excavate poorly documented or non-documented
aspects of urban life of the period. These may include the
technologies and products of minor industries, tenements of
the poor, ‘lost’ structures or areas and the determination of
the nature of food supplies and local environmental variables.
3 To assess the effects of dramatic events such as the Civil
War in England, the Plantations in Ireland or the Great Fire
of London on local urban life. Archaeological evidence can
demonstrate a variety of concrete products of what are
otherwise rather abstract historical events.
4 To provide detailed technological and chronological
production centre evidence for a wide range of artefacts
which were widely traded during the period. These include
glass and ceramic finewares made in such centres as Bristol,
Glasgow or Liverpool and a variety of other artefact types,
such as metal-wares and coarse ceramics which require the
excavation of actual production sites for their correct
elucidation. In European ‘colonial’ settlements from the
16th to the 19th centuries many artefacts are of British
origin. The lack of understanding of the production of these
is a continual impediment to archaeologists overseas in the
interpretation of their excavations.

Academic Research Priorities
Given the present state of knowledge and the special role of
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DUFKDHRORJ\LQWKLVSHULRGUHVHDUFKSULRULWLHVPD\EH
VXJJHVWHGDVIROORZV
7RFRQVLGHUWKHOHYHORIPDWHULDOFXOWXUHFKDUDFWHULVWLF
RIWKHGLIIHUHQWUDQNVDQGRFFXSDWLRQVRIVRFLHW\WKURXJKRXW
WKHSHULRG
7RFRQVLGHUWKHGHJUHHWRZKLFKWKHVHYDULDWLRQVLQ
PDWHULDOFXOWXUHKDYHDVSHFLILFDOO\UHJLRQDOH[SUHVVLRQ
7RXQGHUWDNHLQWHJUDWHGSURMHFWVLQYROYLQJLQWHU
GLVFLSOLQDU\FRRSHUDWLRQ7KHVHVKRXOGLQYROYHXUEDQ
JHRJUDSKHUVKLVWRULDQVHFRQRPLVWVDUFKLWHFWVHQYLURQ
PHQWDOLVWVVSHFLDOLVWVLQGLIIHULQJLQGXVWULDODQGUHODWHG
SURFHVVHVDVZHOODVDUFKDHRORJLVWV$WWKHVDPHWLPHWRWHVW
DUFKDHRORJLFDOK\SRWKHVHVDJDLQVWWKHUHOHYDQWGRFXPHQWDU\
HYLGHQFH
7RH[DPLQHWKHRFFXSDWLRQVLWHVRIWKHOHVVZHOONQRZQ
JURXSVLQVRFLHW\SDUWLFXODUO\XUEDQVOXPVDQGWKHSRRUO\
GRFXPHQWHGLQGXVWULDOSURFHVVHV
7KHUHLVVWURQJUHDVRQWRVXJJHVWWKDWPRUHHIIRUWVKRXOG
EHVSHQWRQXUEDQLQYHVWLJDWLRQGXULQJWKLVSHULRGDVWRZQV
SURYLGHFRQFHQWUDWLRQVRIHYLGHQFHDQGVHUYHGDVWKHIRFLIRU
SROLWLFDODQGVRFLDORUJDQL]DWLRQH[WHUQDOFRQWDFWVDQG
LQGXVWULDOGHYHORSPHQW7KHDOPRVWWRWDODEVHQFHRIUXUDO
VHWWOHPHQWUHVHDUFKLVKRZHYHUDVHULRXVLPSHGLPHQWWRWKH
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIXUEDQVWUXFWXUHVDQGDVVHPEODJHV,QVRPH
UHJLRQVRIWKHFRXQWU\VXFKDVQRUWKZHVW(QJODQGZH
NQRZSUDFWLFDOO\QRWKLQJRIWKHSRVWPHGLHYDODUFKDHRORJ\
RIWRZQVRUFRXQWU\VLGHDQGOLWWOHPRUHDERXWWKHPHGLHYDO
:KHQHIIRUWVDUHPDGHWRUHFWLI\WKLVDQXPEHURIVSHFLILF
DOO\XUEDQSUREOHPVPXVWEHERUQHLQPLQG7KHVHUHODWHWR
PDWWHUVRIRULJLQFRQWLQXLW\DQGGHYHORSPHQW
Origins :KDWZDVWKHVWLPXOXVRUVWLPXOLZKLFKOHDGWR
XUEDQL]DWLRQ":KDWZDVWKHQDWXUHRIWKHSUHYLRXVVHWWOH
PHQW HJ8OVWHU3ODQWDWLRQ7RZQV "
Continuity )HZWRZQVLQWKH%ULWLVK,VOHVKDYHWKHLU
RULJLQVLQWKHSRVWPHGLHYDOSHULRG0RVWGHULYHIURP
5RPDQRUPHGLHYDOIRXQGDWLRQV:KDWDUHWKHSURFHVVHVE\
ZKLFKWKHWRZQKDVGHYHORSHGDQGKRZKDYHWKHVHDIIHFWHG
KRXVHSODQVVWUHHWQHWZRUNVGLHWDQGWUDGH"+RZKDVWKH
WRZQUHVSRQGHGWRPDMRUFKDQJHVRIUROHRUYLROHQWLQWHU
UXSWLRQVWRLWVSK\VLFDOZHOOEHLQJ HJWKH&LYLO:DUWKH
*UHDW)LUHRI/RQGRQ "+RZIDUKDYHVXFKHYHQWVDIIHFWHG
LWVVWUXFWXUHVL]HRULQWHUQDORUJDQL]DWLRQ"
Development :KDWZDVWKHVL]HDQGGHQVLW\RISRSXOD
WLRQDWGLIIHUHQWGDWHV":KDWZHUHWKHVSHFLDOL]HGDFWLYLWLHV
RILWVLQKDELWDQWV"+RZDQGZK\GLGVOXPVDQGVXEXUEV
GHYHORS"+RZDQGZK\GLGDUHDVGHFOLQHRUVWDJQDWH"
7KXVZKHQGHFLVLRQVKDYHWREHPDGHDERXWWKHLQSXWRI
SK\VLFDORUILQDQFLDOHIIRUWLQWRSDUWLFXODUSRVWPHGLHYDO
SURMHFWVKLJKO\LQWHJUDWHGPXOWLGLVFLSOLQDU\SURMHFWVDQG
WKHLQYHVWLJDWLRQVRIW\SHVRIVLWHRUDFWLYLWLHVZKLFKODFN
GRFXPHQWDWLRQVKRXOGEHJLYHQSULRULW\6SHFLILFSUREOHPV
RIVLWLQJRUGDWLQJZKLFKFDQEHVROYHGZLWKVPDOOUHVRXUFHV
VXFKDVWKHZKHUHDERXWVRIDQHDUO\WKFHQWXU\WRZQZDOO
RUWKHGDWHRIDQHZVXEXUEVKRXOGDOVREHJLYHQIDYRXUDEOH
FRQVLGHUDWLRQ$QXPEHURISURMHFWVZKLFKORRNDWYHU\ZHOO
GRFXPHQWHGVLWHVVKRXOGDOVREHVXSSRUWHG6SHFLILF
VSHFLDOLVW·SUREOHPVVXFKDVWKHVWXG\RISRWWHU\YDULDWLRQV
ZLWKWLPHDQGVRFLDOVWDWXVWKHHVWDEOLVKPHQWRIGHQGUR
FKURQRORJLFDOIUDPHZRUNVWKHVWXG\RIFDWWOHDQGVKHHS
GRPHVWLFDWLRQRUWKHHVWDEOLVKPHQWRIGDWHGPHWDOZRUNRU
JODVVVHTXHQFHVDOVRGHVHUYHEDFNLQJ
:KHQFKRLFHVEHWZHHQWRZQVKDYHWREHPDGHVLWHVRI
LQWHUQDWLRQDOLPSRUWDQFHVKRXOGEHJLYHQSULRULW\,QWKH

SRVWPHGLHYDOSHULRGVLWHVVXFKDV%ULVWRO/RQGRQ*ODVJRZ
DQG%HOIDVWDVVXPHDQLQWHUQDWLRQDOLPSRUWDQFHEHFDXVHRI
WKHYROXPHRIWKHLUWUDGHDQGFRQWDFWVZLWKWKHRXWVLGH
ZRUOG2WKHUSRUWVSDUWLFXODUO\WKRVHZLWKWKHSRVVLELOLWLHV
RIZDWHUORJJHGZDWHUIURQWVDQGGHSRVLWVZKLFKFRQWDLQ
HYLGHQFHRIH[WHUQDOWUDGHDOVRGHVHUYHDWWHQWLRQDVGRWKRVH
VPDOOWRZQVZKLFKFDUULHGRXWVRPHVSHFLDOL]HGDFWLYLW\
VXFKDVVDOWSURGXFWLRQRUWKHSURYLVLRQRIPLQHUDOZDWHUV
,QDGGLWLRQDVHOHFWLRQRIVLWHVZKLFKKDYHSRVWPHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHVRUPDMRUODWHUHSDLUSKDVHVLQWKHLUGHIHQFHVRU
VXEXUEVZKLFKDUHSDUWLFXODUO\ZHOOGHYHORSHGRUXQGHU
GHYHORSHGVKRXOGEHLQYHVWLJDWHG$QXPEHURIQHZWRZQV
RIWKHSHULRGQHHGWREHFRQVLGHUHG
:KDWIROORZVIURPDOOWKLVLVWKDWDQHZDZDUHQHVVRIWKH
SRWHQWLDOLVQHHGHGE\H[FDYDWRUVRISRVWPHGLHYDOVLWHV,W
ZLOOQRWEHHQRXJKWRDUJXHWKDWDQXUEDQVLWHQHHGV
H[FDYDWLRQEHFDXVHLWKDSSHQVWREHWKHUHDQGDYDLODEOH
/DUJHVFDOHDUHDH[FDYDWLRQVLQWRZQVDUHXQOLNHO\WREHFRVW
HIIHFWLYHXQOHVVGHVLJQHGDVSDUWRIDZLGHULQWHJUDWHGSURMHFW
DQGLQDQ\FDVHZLOORQO\EHILQDQFLDOO\SRVVLEOHLQYHU\IHZ
FDVHV5HJLRQDOSULRULWLHVQHHGWREHGUDZQXSDQGDJUHHG
VRWKDWWKHDYDLODEOHUHVRXUFHVFDQEHXVHGDFFRUGLQJWRD
UDWLRQDOSODQDFFRUGLQJWRWKHNLQGVRIFULWHULDGLVFXVVHG
DERYH,QRUGHUWRPDNHUHDOSURJUHVVLQXQGHUVWDQGLQJSRVW
PHGLHYDOWRZQVZHQHHGPXFKPRUHLQIRUPDWLRQIURP
H[FDYDWLRQV
$WWKHPRPHQWWKHSHULRGDIWHULVOHVVZHOOXQGHU
VWRRGWKDQDOPRVWDQ\RWKHULQWKHOLIHRIRXUWRZQV,QWKH
SUHVHQWHFRQRPLFFOLPDWHDQGVWDWHRIDZDUHQHVVRQO\
VRPHWKLQJOLNHRIDOOSURMHFWVZLOOEHSRVWPHGLHYDO
XUEDQWKRXJKRQSDVWH[SHULHQFHVRPHWKLQJEHWZHHQ
DQGDUHOLNHO\WRHQFRXQWHUVLJQLILFDQWVWUXFWXUHVRU
ILQGVRIWKHSHULRG,QWKLVVLWXDWLRQDOOXUEDQDUFKDHRORJLVWV
DQGKLVWRULDQVQHHGWREHPDGHDZDUHERWKRIWKHSRWHQWLDO
DQGWKHSULRULWLHVIRUSRVWPHGLHYDOUHVHDUFK



 Davey: The post-medieval period

TOPIC SURVEYS

7 Urban defences

M J Jones & C J Bond

Introduction

and there is therefore a continuing need to distil the
elements of general importance, to review progress, and to
reassess the factors which have influenced the formulation
of our research policies.
For the Roman period, the survey below discusses both
defensive features and their historical significance. For the
Anglo-Saxon and medieval periods, so many diverse sites are
involved that it is not possible, within the confines of a short
paper, to provide a comprehensive overview of the present
state of knowledge; but attempts are made to assess the
archaeological significance and potential of town defences,
to identify aspects of their development which are still
imperfectly understood, and to indicate some directions in
which work might profitably proceed.

The evolution of town defences was acknowledged in The
erosion of history (Heighway 1972, para 2-l 3) to be of
fundamental importance in urban archaeology. Roman,
Anglo-Saxon and medieval defences have all been the
subject of several recent syntheses (Maloney & Hobley (eds)
1983, Hartley 1983, Johnson 1983, Crickmore 1984, Frere
1984, Radford 1970, Turner 1970, Biddle 1975a, Barley
1976), as well as of some important individual studies (see
site bibliography). Since 1970 archaeological investigation
of defences have been reported from more than 100 towns in
Britain, some of them already fully published, the results of
others still only available in interim summaries. Inevitably
this work has amplified and modified our understanding,

M J Jones

Roman defences

Although the sites of many Romano-British towns continued to be occupied in the Anglo-Saxon and medieval (and
indeed the modern) periods, nowhere in Britain is urban
continuity as such claimed. On the other hand many
medieval towns have Roman occupation of some sort
beneath them, and in studying their origins we need to know
what the Roman settlement was like and what survived from
the Roman period. In this context, the fortifications are a
significant element, for medieval defensive circuits were
often wholly or partly survivals from the Roman period. In
addition to the towns, there are a number of Roman military
sites, such as Chester and Doncaster, whose defences and/or
those of their vici were a significant feature which ought to
be borne in mind in studying the medieval settlement.
The study of Romano-British town defences (Fig 38) has
traditionally concentrated on two aspects, often considered
independently: the architecture and archaeology of the
defensive features themselves, and the history of defence
construction in Britannia. Perhaps excessive ink has already
been spilt on the latter problem, but the subject of the dating
and historical contexts of defence-building is still very much
alive as an academic battleground, a microcosm of the hypo-

thesis-dogma-reassessment-refined hypothesis development
which characterizes several aspects of Romano-British
studies (Wacher 1983). In addition, a third area of investigation is of comparatively recent origin. This might be defined
as the study of the function of defences and of defence
construction in the context of urban life in general. It deals
with the effect of their construction on the settlement
pattern, and the relationship of their extent to that of the
settlement as a whole. The area defended can be a rough
guide to the population size, but only at settled periods and
in major towns, where a large proportion of the settlement
was encircled, sometimes with room for later expansion.
The defence of the small towns was usually confined to the
protection of administrative and legal centres at their core.
The principal concern of the present paper is with our
growing knowledge of the fortifications-ramparts, walls
and towers, gates, and ditches, the extent to which recent
archaeological work and research has improved our
knowledge, the limitations of existing knowledge and
approaches, and areas and aspects for future investigation.
The Romans viewed town defences essentially as an
element of the public works (classified as res sanctae)-and
81
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Fig 38 Map of Roman town defences (Jayne Peacock)
RQHSUREDEO\FRQWUROOHGE\WKH(PSHURURUSURYLQFLDO
JRYHUQRU$OWKRXJKQRWXVXDOO\DQRULJLQDOHOHPHQWRIWKH
WRZQVFDSHWKHOLQHZKLFKWKH\WRRN LQPDMRUWRZQVDWOHDVW
ZDVRIWHQGHILQHGE\HDUOLHUGHFLVLRQVRQWRZQERXQGDULHV
$VWLPHZHQWRQWKHLUUHODWLYHLPSRUWDQFHLQFUHDVHGDQGLQ
PDQ\FDVHVWKH\ZHUHWKHRQO\HOHPHQWWRVXUYLYHWKH5RPDQ
SHULRG 2QWKH&RQWLQHQWVXUYLYDOWHQGVWREHHYHQEHWWHU
EXWDYDLODEOHGDWLQJHYLGHQFHOHVVSUHFLVH )RUWLILFDWLRQVDUH

EHVWXQGHUVWRRGE\WDNLQJLQWRDFFRXQWERWKWKHFRQWH[WRI
HDFKSDUWLFXODUWRZQDQGWKDWRIWKHSURYLQFH
$Q\VWXG\RIWKHGHIHQFHVPXVWWDNHLQWRDFFRXQWWKH
KLVWRULFDOEDFNJURXQG)URPHYLGHQFHIRUWKHLUOHJDOVWDWXV
QRWDEO\WKHUHVFULSWVRI0$XUHOLXV DERXWWKHVWDWXVRI
ZKLFKFIWKHYLHZVRI+DVVDOODQG:DFKHULQ0DORQH\
+REOH\DQG)UHUH LWLVFOHDUWKDWGHIHQFH
FRQVWUXFWLRQZDVVWULFWO\FRQWUROOHG:K\GLGWKHORFDO
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ROMAN TOWN DEFENCES: Key to Map
1 Carlisle
31 Whilton Lodge
2 Catterick
32 Towcester
3 Aldborough
33 Irchester
4 York
34 Godmanchester
5 Brough on Humber
35 Cambridge
6 Caistor (Lincs.)
36 Great Chesterford
7 Lincoln
37 Colchester
8 Horncastle
38 Kelvedon
9 Brough on Fosse
39 Chelmsford
10 Thorpe by Newark
40 Verulamium
11 Margidunum
41 Fenny Stratford
12 Ancaster
42 Alchester
13 Rocester
43 Gloucester
14 Witchurch
44 Caerwent
15 Wroxeter
45 Carmarthen
16 Red Hill
46 Cirencester
17 Penkridge
47 Bath
18 Wall
48 Wanborough
19 Mancetter
49 Mildenhall
20 Leicester
50 Dorchester on Thames
21 Great Casterton
5 1 Silchester
22 Durobrivae
52 London
23 Brampton
5 3 Rochester
24 Caistor by Norwich
54 Canterbury
25 Leintwardine
55 Chichester
26 Kenchester
56 Neatham
27 Worcester
57 Winchester
28 Alcester
58 Dorchester
29 Chesterton on Fosse
59 IIchester
30 Caves Inn
60 Exeter

inhabitants, emperors or governors want to see defences
built? Was it for security, status, or other reasons? It is now
generally accepted that those who bore the cost were the
local population, or in particular their representatives, aided
in some cases by the emperor and the army (Johnson 1973).
The financial burden must have had an effect on the
community’s ability to fund other public works. The cost in
time and money is uncertain, but in the case of Silchester
Boon has at least made an attempt to quantify the operation,
a task which Wacher recommended for all sites (Boon 1974,
101-2; see also Fulford 1984, 236-7; Wacher, op cit). T h e
research on likely historical contexts for defence construction was carried our some time ago, but other contexts not
documented are possible. Dating methods are still being
refined, the best hope for advances in precision probably
lying with dendrochronology (eg Xanten: Precht in
Maloney & Hobley 1983, 29-4 1).
Just how the defences themselves functioned has recently
been reviewed by Baatz (in Maloney & Hobley, 136-40) in
a paper which reinforces the growing clamour against earlier
assumptions of the use of heavy artillery. Such machines
were unnecessary, since sieges were never a feature of
warfare in late Roman Britain. Baatz recommends that
excavators make a systematic search for stones of different
sizes, and for any surviving details of the superstructure of
the parapet, to understand further what missiles were
employed against the scaling and ramming which were the
normal methods of attack.

Defensive features
We can similarly take each element of the defences in turn
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and systematically list what to look for in survey and
excavation-detailed survey of existing remains is desirable
for all well preserved sites (as recommended by von
Petrikovits 1971), if only to disentangle the Roman fabric
from that of medieval date. Such detailed examination has
been carried out in recent years with productive results at
a number of sites-among them Canterbury, Cirencester,
Gloucester, Lincoln, London and Silchester, and the
military bases at Burgh Castle, Portchester and York (cf also
Cologne; Hellenkemper in Maloney & Hobley 1983, 20-8).
The work at Cirencester, Gloucester and at Lincoln (Fig 39)
in particular has shown us how complex a sequence can be.
As Wacher has noted (Maloney & Hobley 1983, 141), we
should not necessarily expect homogeneity around a circuit
even at one period. The recommendations on excavation
methods at post-Roman towns (below) also largely apply to
Roman sites. Two recent accounts of late Roman fortifications have helped systematize the study of the various
elements which might be encountered, and which therefore
ought to be taken into account in any research framework/
excavation policy (S Johnson 1983; Butler in Maloney &
Hobley 1983). To these can be added two works on lst-2nd
century military defences (Jones 1977; A Johnson 1983).
The study of earlier fortifications and of contemporary
sites in other parts of the Empire helps to place the British
evidence in the wider context of the development of fortifications. The style of Romano-British town defences is
derived from those of the Hellenistic period and from
Augustan sites in Northern Italy and Southern Gaul; style
cannot therefore be taken in most cases as a clue to dating
until the local sequence has been established. There is some
feeling that Roman fort-defences also formed a model for
earthwork and earth and stone defences (eg Hassall in
Maloney & Hobley 1983, l-3). This is only as might be
expected-we are a long way from the ‘ideal’ as set out by
Vitruvius-for many of the towns were close to the frontiers
(as also in Gallia Belgica: Martens in Maloney & Hobley,
42-57), but close scrutiny suggests that the military neatness
of this aspect of fort-building was not entirely carried over
to the urban sites. Most urban earthworks were in fact of
dump construction. There are exceptions to the standard
British development. Colchester can possibly be seen in
terms of the Italian model, similar to Cologne, with a large
walled circuit laid out in a rectangle with little or no relation
to the long-gone legionary defences.

The rampart
Town defences in Britain began with ramparts without
walls, progressed through ramparts with narrow walls,
ramparts with wider walls, and ended with thick walls
without ramparts. While evidence for banks has been
recovered from many sites, we still need to learn much more
about their structural details. Ramparts often sealed earlier
buildings which help to provide useful dating evidence, but
the material from which they were constructed is frequently
no precise guide to date. The source material was sometimes
that excavated from the newly dug ditch and so contained
little or no cultural artefacts, or sometimes redeposited
rubbish mostly if not all of residual date in a secondary
context. The use of rubbish deposits for rampart construction is a problem which perhaps deserves more attention in
the context of the town as a whole-where was the rubbish
from? Was the bank used casually as a rubbish dump? The
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Fig 39 Reconstructions showing development of defensive sequence in the upper Roman enclosure at Lincoln (D R Vale)
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new evidence from Exeter suggests that this was not general
practice, but that it occurred occasionally for short periods
(Henderson in Maloney & Hobley, 21).
Furthermore we need to look closely at the full published
reports and section drawings to understand the variety
of construction methods-differing widths, revetment
methods, and especially, where the evidence survives, the
nature of any breastwork (as found for instance on the east
side of the lower city at Lincoln). Unlike fort-ramparts, rear
revetments were not standard, but dump constructionrequiring less expertise and possibly indicating haste-has
been found at many sites. Turf was quite commonly
employed for frontal revetments. We are still a long way
from understanding the relationship of 1st and 2nd century
town defences to those of contemporary military sites.
The wall
By contrast, the early 2nd century narrow walls at both
Gloucester and Lincoln were of similar pattern to the
roughly contemporary w o r k a t t h e t h r e e p e r m a n e n t
legionary fortresses. These, and the more individual circuit
at Colchester, were the earliest stone walls to surround
British towns.
Although the wall at Colchester survives well, it has not
so far yielded evidence of more than one period of construction. However, excavations and surveys at Gloucester,
Lincoln and other sites indicate several rebuilds in addition
to repairs. All sites need to be comprehensively examined in
this detailed way, in particular the nature of the facing
stones, but also their sizes, and the height of courses, timber
lacing, scaffolding, beams laid above the foundations, and
the construction of the core. Sources of stone and mortar
used are of interest in economic terms but have only been
established on a small number of sites. Dating of mortar by
remanent magnetism might repay the effort. The help of
geologists and other appropriate scientists needs to be
enlisted for a nationwide attack on this problem.
The success in dating the wall at Xanten by dendrochronology could not be repeated at every site, but it
is worth considering where piled foundations are known.
(This would not of course solve the problem of the dating
of 2nd century ramparts, except where-as at Cirencester
-carbonized timber structures h a v e b e e n f o u n d i n
association.)
In surveying standing walls or excavating buried remains,
many aspects and elements of the wall construction need to
be borne in mind: evidence of ascensus to the rear, traces of
timber from the wall-walk or from the upper courses, and
coping stones-details of which might tell us the original
height of the wall and the nature of the parapet and merlons.
Plinth or string courses were regularly provided at rampart
walk level, while merlon widths are a clue to the missiles
available to the defenders. In late walls, normally thicker
than 2nd-3rd century examples, few examples yet exist of
re-used blocks as found commonly in Gaul (Blagg in
Maloney & Hobley 1983) but where found they can throw
important light on other aspects of the town.
Towers
The height of the wall may have corresponded to the level
of tower doorways, at 6-9m above ground level. Interval
towers were common, but often spasmodic, and not always
an original feature of stone circuits. It is important to
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establish their exact relationship to the wall and the rampart,
and to look for clear dating evidence which might tell us just
how much time elapsed before they were added to the wall.
A distance of 100 Roman feet (c 30m) was common for
spacing but not universal. Sizes, shapes and heights varied,
even on the same circuit. Some towers were undoubtedly
hollow-accommodation for the defenders was an important
part of their function - a n d it is presumed that they were
usually provided with an extra storey above the wall. Again
much is to be learned of the incidence of decoration, the
provision of windows, and the treatment of the roof, of
which several different types are known.
Externally projecting towers, known commonly but
(some would argue) wrongly as ‘bastions’, can be found on
most walls of mid-late 4th century date. At London, for
instance, there was a regular series, built between 341 and
375 (for their dating, see below). The assumption almost
universally found in fairly recent literature that they were
built as artillery emplacements is now discredited, but their
existence did allow coverage of the outer face of the wall and
does help our perception of the nature of the warfare
intended (see above). These towers were normally rounded
in plan, but other shapes occurred-for instance there
appears to be a group in eastern England with fan-shaped
angle-towers, our knowledge of which is based on the model
at Ancaster. Evidence for more examples or similar groups
would be welcome: more research needs to be done on the
apparent concentration of polygonal towers in the west of
the province, rectangular in the east, and circular in the
south (Wacher 1983).
Gates
There is often, but not inevitably, a resemblance between
the plans of towers at a particular town and those of its gates.
Styles vary, as well as plans (Figs 40-3), but all were fairly
conservative and in any case none can definitely be dated on
stylistic grounds. Few late gates are known as yet and these
may resemble forts. Inscriptions are the best dating clues
quite apart from their other uses.
It is noteworthy that in Gaul only those gates which had
originated as free-standing arches had double carriageways.
While there is no guarantee that this was also the case in
Britain, the identification of triumphal arches re-used in
later gates at Colchester and Veralumium should sharpen
our scent for such structures. Arches defined the town
boundary on the major route and might be expected at a few
more locations than those known so far.
Evidence for postern gates is fairly slight but they do occur
in some well known circuits and more are likely to emerge.
The gateway was also useful as an entry and exit point for
water, in aqueducts or drains, and roadways should be
excavated for such details. Road surfaces are also prolific in
lost coins and the earliest surface through a gateway can
often provide the best means of dating its construction-as
long as the road was contemporary and not an earlier feature.
Coin-finds show that some gates continued to be used into
the 5th century, but several certainly were partially or
totally blocked before this date. Details of what happened
at individual towns should be accumulated.
Ditch-systems
Some gates were provided with bridges over the ditchsystem; little is still known of bridge construction, and
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Fig 40 North, west and south gates of Silchester (Fulford 1983, fig 84)
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Fig 41 Lincoln: drawing of south gate of Roman upper city as VXUYLYLQJ in 1710 by Nathan Drake; the first evidence (uncovered
in Canada in 1983) that this gate had a double carriageway (Usher Gallery)
HYLGHQFHPD\VXUYLYHLQWKHGLWFKILOO(YHQZKHQWKH
GLWFKHVVWRSSHGHLWKHUVLGHRIWKHFDXVHZD\WKH\ZHUH
IDYRXULWHSODFHVIRUUXEELVKGXPSLQJ
'LWFKVHFWLRQVVKRXOGEHH[FDYDWHGFRPSOHWHO\$GGLWLRQ
DOO\WKH\PD\KDUERXUPLVVLOHVGLVFKDUJHGIURPWKHZDOODQG
VRSURYLGHFOXHVDERXWWKHHTXLSPHQWRIWKHWRZQJDUULVRQ
8QIRUWXQDWHO\PDQ\GLWFKHVZHUHVRVXEVWDQWLDOLQVFDOHWKDW
WRWDOH[FDYDWLRQFDQEHGDQJHURXVH[SHQVLYHDQGGLIILFXOW
7KLVLVHVSHFLDOO\WUXHRIWKHODWHSHULRGZKHQPDQ\WRZQV
ZHUHJLYHQVLQJOHZLGHGLWFKHV DOWKRXJKVRPHVWLOOKDGPRUH
WKDQRQH <HWWKHORZHUILOOVRIWHQSURYLGHWKHULJKW
FRQGLWLRQVIRUSUHVHUYLQJDUWHIDFWVLQFOXGLQJHYLGHQFHIRUD
FRQVWUXFWLRQGDWH
'LWFKV\VWHPVRIWKHQG²UGFHQWXU\QRUPDOO\FRPSULVHG
WZRRUWKUHHGLWFKHVRFFDVLRQDOO\PRUH:KHUHWKH\ZHUH
UHSODFHGWKHODWHUZRUNFRXOGKDYHUHPRYHGHYLGHQFHIRU
DQ\HDUOLHUFXWWLQJV
EXWVRPHWLPHVWKHORZHVWSRLQW
VXUYLYHV'LWFKHVZHUHSURYLGHGWREUHDNWKHIRUPDWLRQRI
DVVDLODQWVDQGORJLFDOO\WKHRXWHUHGJHRIWKHRXWHUGLWFK
VKRXOGUHSUHVHQWWKHSRLQWVDWZKLFKDFFXUDWHILUHFHDVHGWR
EHIHDVLEOH²WKLVLVVRPHWKLQJZKLFKRXJKWWREHFKHFNHG
DJDLQVWWKHHYLGHQFH&DUHVKRXOGEHWDNHQLQWUDFLQJWKH
GLWFKV\VWHPIRUWKHRXWHUPRVWGLWFKFDQVRPHWLPHVEHDW
VRPHGLVWDQFHIURPWKHRWKHU V 

Chronological

development

)HZWRZQVLQWKH:HVWHUQ(PSLUHZHUHGHIHQGHGEHWZHHQ
WKH$XJXVWDQSHULRGDQGWKHODWHUGFHQWXU\DQGLWLV
UHDVRQDEOHWRVHHNUHDVRQVIRUWKHH[FHSWLRQVWRWKLVUXOH
PRVWRIZKLFKZHUHWREHIRXQGLQ%ULWDLQ)UHUH  KDV
UHFHQWO\WRXFKHGRQWKHKLVWRULFDOEDFNJURXQGWRWKH%ULWLVK

GHYHORSPHQW7KUHHVLWHVLQVRXWKHUQ%ULWDLQ6LOFKHVWHU
:LQFKHVWHUDQG9HUXODPLXP²DOOUHFHLYHGEDQNVLQWKHPLG
RUODWHVWFHQWXU\
ZKLOHDQHZO\GLVFRYHUHGOLQHDW
&KLFKHVWHUDOVRDSSHDUVWRSUHGDWH$'5HFHQWWKLQNLQJ
RQWKHOLNHO\KLVWRULFDOFRQWH[WIRUWKHILUVWWKUHHLIWKH\FDQ
EHFRQVLGHUHGWKXVDVDJURXSVXJJHVWVDOLQNZLWK
&RJLGXEQXVDQGDQHDUO\)ODYLDQGDWH<HWPXFKPRUH
SUHFLVHGDWLQJLVUHTXLUHGDVZHOODVPRUHGHWDLOHGLQIRUPD
WLRQRQWKHVWUXFWXUHRIWKHUDPSDUWV7KHHYLGHQFHIRUD
SRVW%RXGLFDQDQGH[WHQGHG)ODYLDQGHIHQVLYHFLUFXLWDW
&ROFKHVWHUKDVEURDGHQHGWKHSLFWXUHVRPHZKDWEXWPD\
KDYHQRLPSOLFDWLRQVIRUWKHRWKHUVLWHVDQGPD\UDWKHUEH
JURXSHGZLWKWKHRWKHUWRZQVRIFRORQLDORUPXQLFLSDO
VWDWXV
,QWKHQGFHQWXU\WKHWKUHH
coloniae ZHUHWKHILUVWWR
UHFHLYHVWRQHZDOOVDJDLQEHFDXVHRIDV7RGGKDVLW
VXFFLQFWO\   VSHFLDOUHDVRQVRIVWDWXVRUKLVWRU\·
VHHDOVR-RQHVLQ0DORQH\ +REOH\ 
Coloniae ZHUH
H[SHFWHGWRKDYHGHIHQFHVWKHWHPSRUDU\ODSVHDW&ROFKHVWHU
ZDVDGLVDVWURXVH[FHSWLRQWRWKHUXOH&ORVHUGDWLQJLV
GHVLUDEOHDOOZHNQRZDWSUHVHQWLVWKDWWKHQHZZDOOVZHUH
EHJXQDQGILQLVKHGEHWZHHQ c DQG c ,WKDVEHHQ
DUJXHGWKDWWKHUHDUHPRUHHDUO\GHIHQVLYHOLQHVVRPHQHYHU
ILQLVKHGVWLOOWREHIRXQG7KHFOXHVPD\EHDVSHUKDSVDW
/RQGRQLQWKHVWUHHWSDWWHUQDQGHVSHFLDOO\DWWKRVHVLWHV
ZLWKQRHDUOLHUEDQNWKDQWKHNQRZQZDOO,WLVKRZHYHU
EHFRPLQJZLGHO\DFFHSWHGWKDWWRZQERXQGDULHV²WKHOLPLWV
RIWKHJULGV\VWHPRIVWUHHWV²
ZHUHRIWHQHVWDEOLVKHGEHIRUH
DQ\FRQVLGHUDWLRQRIGHIHQVLYHOLQHV
,WLVUHDOO\ZKHQZHUHDFKWKHODWHQGFHQWXU\WKDW
TXHVWLRQVRIGDWLQJDQGOLNHO\KLVWRULFDOFRQWH[WSUHVHQWPRVW
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JURXSZLOOEURDGO\DSSO\WRWKHPDOO·7KHDQDO\VLVRIWKH
SRWWHU\IURPUHFHQWH[FDYDWLRQVDW6LOFKHVWHUVXSSRUWV)UHUH
LQWKLVUHVSHFW
+DUWOH\LVDOVRXQZLOOLQJWRFRQFHGHWKHLGHDWKDWVWRQH
JDWHVZHUHEXLOWDVWKHILUVWVWDJHLQDPDVRQU\ZDOOZKLFK
ZDVIRUUHDVRQVRIXUJHQF\FKDQJHGWRDQHDUWKHQUDPSDUW
7KLVLVUHLQIRUFHGE\&ULFNPRUHZKRVWUHVVHVWKHVKRZ
YDOXHRIVWRQHJDWHVDYLHZQRWKRZHYHUDFFHSWHGE\6DOZD\
RU:DFKHUZKLOH)UHUHKDVVXJJHVWHGWKDWVWRQHJDWHVZRXOG
VLJQLI\H[LVWLQJHDUWKHQGHIHQFHV&ULFNPRUHLVOHVV
FRQILGHQWWKDQ+DUWOH\DERXWFORVHGDWLQJRIWKHEDQNVDQG
UHFRPPHQGVPRUHH[WHQVLYHH[FDYDWLRQVRIGHIHQFHVDVKDV
EHHQFDUULHGRXWDWIRULQVWDQFH&LUHQFHVWHUDQG/LQFROQ
$JUDGXDOVHTXHQFHLVIDYRXUHGIURPWKH+DGULDQLFSHULRG
LQUHFRJQLWLRQRI%ULWDLQ VVSHFLDOSRVLWLRQDVDIURQWLHU
SURYLQFH DIDFWZKLFK)UHUHIRUPHUO\XVHGLQIDYRXURIDQ
$OELQDQGDWH 0HUWHQV·VXUYH\RIWRZQGHIHQFHVLQ*DOOLD
%HOJLFDOHDGVKLPWRVXJJHVWWKDWWKHLUFRQVWUXFWLRQZDV
XQFRQQHFWHGZLWKDVXGGHQPLOLWDU\WKUHDW LQ0DORQH\
+REOH\ )UHUHKDVVKRZQKRZHYHUWKDWFRQ
WHPSRUDU\ZDOOEXLOGLQJLQ7KUDFHZDVDUHDFWLRQWRFULVLV
DQGZRXOGQRZSUHIHUDFRQWH[WLQWKHODWHVLQWKH
DIWHUPDWKRIWKHSUREOHPVRI² %LUOH\
² 
:KLOHLWLVJHQHUDOO\DFNQRZOHGJHGWKDW%ULWDLQZDV
XQXVXDOLQWKHFRPSDUDWLYHO\HDUO\GDWHRIWRZQUDPSDUWV
WKHKDUGHYLGHQFHRQSUHFLVHGDWLQJLVVRVOLJKWWKDWGLIIHUHQW
VFKRODUVDUJXHLQFRQWUDVWLQJGLUHFWLRQVRQLWVVLJQLILFDQFH²
IURP%ULWDLQ VH[FHSWLRQDOQDWXUHPDNLQJDVLQJOHFRQWH[W
QHFHVVDU\WRVHYHUDOSRVVLEOHFRQWH[WVRIQRPLOLWDU\VLJQLIL
FDQFH 2QHPXVWKHUHVLQJOHRXW)UHUH VUHFHQWFRQWULEXWLRQ
WRWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHGDWLQJHYLGHQFHDVHVVHQWLDO
UHDGLQJIRUDOOH[FDYDWRUV 7KHSODFHRIPLQRUWRZQVLQWKH
DUJXPHQWPD\EHVLJQLILFDQWVLQFH VRPHVFKRODUVEHOLHYH
DQ$OELQDQGDWHFDQQRWEHDFFHSWHGIRUWKHP2QWKHRWKHU
KDQGVRPHRIWKHPLQRUVLWHVPD\KDYHIRUPHGSDUWRIWKH

Fig 42 Gloucester: Roman east gate in foreground, with postpit of timber fortress gate of c AD 70 also visible. The
round tower is of c 1250 (Gloucester Excavations Unit)
SUREOHPV²DWOHDVWLQWKHH\HVRIVRPHVFKRODUV7KHKLVWRU\
RIWKLVSUREOHPZDVGRFXPHQWHGVRPHWLPHDJRE\:DFKHU
 DQGPRUHUHFHQWO\WKHVDPHVFKRODU  DVKDV
+DUWOH\  PDGHVRPHOHVVFRQILGHQWDVVHUWLRQVZKLOH
&ULFNPRUH  DQG)UHUH  KDYHLQGHSHQGHQWO\
UHYLHZHGWKHZKROHTXHVWLRQ7KHUHLVOLWWOHQHHGWRUHKHDUVH
WKHHDUOLHUK\SRWKHVHVZKLFKLQDGYHUWHQWO\EHFRPHWKH
VWDQGDUGRUWKRGR[\LQDQXPEHURIWH[WERRNVEXWVRPH
GLVFXVVLRQRIWKHODWHVWLGHDVLVFDOOHGIRU
+DUWOH\ VLQFRQRFODVWLFUHYLHZRIWKHGDWLQJHYLGHQFHIRU
HDUOLHUEDQNVUHOLHVSULQFLSDOO\RQVDPLDQZDUHEULHIO\
VWDWHGKHDUJXHVIRUD t p q RI²IRUPRVWUDPSDUWV
EXWZRXOGQRWFODLPWKDWWKHHYLGHQFHWHOOVXVWRZKLFK
VLQJOHLIDQ\ KLVWRULFDOFRQWH[WVWKD\VKRXOGEHDVVLJQHG
(contra )UHUH 5DWKHUWKDQDVLQJOHFRQWH[WKHZRXOG
SUHIHUDSLHFHPHDOGHYHORSPHQWLQLPLWDWLRQRIWKH
coloniae,
DVHDFKWRZQ VUHVRXUFHVRQSXEOLFZRUNVDOORZHGLWWR
SURFHHGZLWKGHIHQFHFRQVWUXFWLRQ)UHUHFOLQJVVWURQJO\WR
WKHLGHDWKDW WKHODWHVWGDWLQJHYLGHQFHIRUDQ\WRZQLQWKH

Fig 43 Colchester: reconstruction of Balkerne Gate by
P Crummy (Colchester Archaeological Trust)
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Fig 44 London: Excavation of the Roman riverside wall in 1975. Dendrochronological analysis of the piles indicates that this section
of the Wall,, and several other sections, were built in the period 255–70 (Museum of London: T +XUVW

ORFDODGPLQLVWUDWLYHV\VWHPE\WKHODWHQGFHQWXU\DQGZHUH
GHIHQGHGDWWKHWLPHIRUWKLVUHDVRQ
7KHIDFWWKDWWKHH[LVWLQJDUFKDHRORJLFDOHYLGHQFHFDQEH
WDNHQERWKZD\VWKHSUREOHPRILQWHUSUHWLQJWKHLPSHULDO
UHVFULSWVDQGWKHODFNRIHSLJUDSKLFGDWLQJPHDQWKDWWKLV
SUREOHPLVOLNHO\WREHZLWKXVIRUVRPHWLPHDOWKRXJK
)UHUH VPDVWHUO\VXUYH\ZLOOVROYHWKHVHSUREOHPVIRURQH
FDPS$V:DFKHUKDVSXWLWZHPXVWUHFRJQL]HWKDWRXU
K\SRWKHVHVDUHQRPRUHWKDQWKDWDQGVHHNEHWWHUHYLGHQFH
EXWDWWKHVDPHWLPHQRWPHUHO\FROOHFWGDWDDQGWKHUHE\ORVH
VLJKWRIWKHJHQHUDOSDWWHUQ,QVSLWHRI)UHUH VSHUVXDVLYH
DQGIRUFHIXODUJXPHQWVLWLVVWLOOSRVVLEOHWREHOLHYHLQD
JUDGXDOSLHFHPHDOGHYHORSPHQWEXWWKLVQRZDSSHDUVOHVV
SUREDEOH
7KHVWRQHZDOOVDGGHGWRWKHEDQNVLQWKHUGFHQWXU\ZHUH
RIYDULRXVGDWHVXSWR
c 9HUXODPLXPDQG&DQWHUEXU\
FRPLQJODWHVWLQWKHVHTXHQFH:K\WKH\ZHUHDGGHGPD\
LWLVWUXHKDYHEHHQFRQQHFWHGZLWKWKHQHHGIRUDSHUPDQHQW
VROXWLRQWRWKHSUREOHPRIPDLQWDLQLQJWKHUDPSDUWIURQW

DQGLQWKLVVHQVHWKH\UHVHPEOHWKHIRUWZDOOVRIWKHSUHYLRXV
FHQWXU\7RROLWWOHLVNQRZQRIWKHVWDWHRIUDPSDUWPDLQ
WHQDQFHEHIRUHUHEXLOGLQJ7KHGDWHRIWKHHUHFWLRQRIZDOOV
DWGLIIHUHQWVLWHVLVWKRXJKWWRKDYHYDULHGDOVRDFFRUGLQJWR
WKHDYDLODELOLW\RIORFDOIXQGV&RPSDULVRQZLWKWKHGHYHORS
PHQWRIRWKHUDVSHFWVRIWKHWRZQZRXOGEHXVHIXO
H[SHQGLWXUHRQDFLW\ZDOOZDVFRQVLGHUDEOHDQGWKRXJK
SHUKDSVIDVKLRQDEOHZRXOGQRWKDYHEHHQXQGHUWDNHQ
XQOHVVWKHWRZQFRQWDLQHGVRPHWKLQJRIYDOXH7KHZDOODW
/RQGRQDSSHDUVWRKDYHEHHQHUHFWHGDWDWLPHZKHQWKHFLW\
KDGGHFOLQHGVRPHZKDW²DIDFWZKLFKFRXOGDUJXHIRUD
PLOLWDU\GLUHFWLYHIRULWVFRQVWUXFWLRQRURQWKHRWKHUKDQG
FRXOGEHVHHQDVDUJXLQJDJDLQVWWKHLGHDRI GHFOLQH·
,WLVRQO\DWWKHHQGRIWKHUGFHQWXU\WKDWDQHZW\SHRI
GHIHQVLYHZDOOLVIRXQGLQ%ULWDLQWKLFNHUWKDQEHIRUHDQG
LQVRPHFDVHV HVSHFLDOO\LIQHZO\HUHFWHG ODFNLQJDUDPSDUW
$WVRPHVLWHVWKHQHZZDOOOLQHGLGQRWIROORZWKDWRIWKH
H[LVWLQJUDPSDUW7KHUDVKRIXUEDQIRUWLILFDWLRQV HJ)LJ
ZKLFKVSUDQJXSDWWKLVSHULRGFDQFHUWDLQO\EHVHHQDVD
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UHDFWLRQWRGDQJHULQWKHFRQWH[WRIDWKUHDWWRWKHLPSHULDO
V\VWHPZKLFKLVDOVRIRXQGLQRWKHUSURYLQFHV7KHQHZVW\OH
RI¶VWURQJKROG·FRQVWUXFWLRQPRUHDNLQWRWKDWRIWKH
PHGLHYDOSHULRGLVGLVFHUQLEOHQRWRQO\LQWKHVFDOHRIWKH
IRUWLILFDWLRQVEXWDOVRLQWKHUHDGLQHVVWRHPSOR\WKHQDWXUDO
WHUUDLQ6LQFHLWLVFOHDUWKDWWKHUHZDVQRWKUHDWRIVLHJH
ZDUIDUHLQWKHZHVWWKHSULQFLSDOUHDVRQIRUWKHFKDQJHLQ
VW\OHPXVWKDYHEHHQFRQQHFWHGZLWKWKHDZDUHQHVVRI
JURZLQJLQVHFXULW\DQGDQHHGWRGHWHUDWWDFNE\VPDOO
JURXSV
$VWXG\RIWKHGLVWULEXWLRQRIWRZQVDQGDUHDVGHIHQGHG
PDNHVLWFOHDUWKDWZKDWZDVEHLQJGHIHQGHGZDVWKH
DGPLQLVWUDWLYHV\VWHPZLWKWKHODQGDQGVHDFRPPXQLFD
WLRQVUHTXLUHGWRPDLQWDLQLW0RVWODUJHWRZQVDQGPDQ\RI
WKHVPDOOHUVLWHVUHFHLYHGQHZRUUHIXUELVKHGZDOOVEXWLQ
WKHODWWHUFDVHWKHODWHFLUFXLWRIWHQSURWHFWHGRQO\WKH
DGPLQLVWUDWLYHFHQWUHV7KHSDWWHUQLVUHIOHFWHGHOVHZKHUH
LQIRULQVWDQFH*DOOLD%HOJLFD
$GLVWLQFWLYHIHDWXUHRIWKHPLGWRODWHWKFHQWXU\ZDVWKH
DGGLWLRQWRPDQ\VLWHVRIWKHVRFDOOHG EDVWLRQV ²H[WHUQDOO\
SURMHFWLQJVHPLFLUFXODUWRZHUV7KHVHZHUHWUDGLWLRQDOO\
DVVLJQHGWRWKHZRUNRI&RXQW7KHRGRVLXVLQ²EXW
PRUHUHFHQWVWXG\RIHYLGHQFHLQGLFDWHVDGDWHRI
c IRU
WKHLUSURYLVLRQDWFHUWDLQWRZQVDQGFRQVHTXHQWO\WKHZKROH
TXHVWLRQRIZKHWKHUWKH\EHORQJWRDVLQJOHFDPSDLJQRI
UHIXUELVKPHQWLVEHLQJUHDVVHVVHG6W\OLVWLFDOO\WKH\DUH
GLIILFXOWWRGDWHEHLQJFRPPRQLQWKHVWFHQWXU\LQRWKHU
SURYLQFHV7KHUHDUHLQDQ\FDVHVHYHUDORWKHUNQRZQ
FRQWH[WV DQGSUHVXPDEO\RWKHUVXQGRFXPHQWHG IRUVXFK
DFWLYLW\7KHSDWWHUQRIWKHLURFFXUUHQFHPLJKWKDYHVRPH

VLJQLILFDQFHLQWHUPVRIWKHORFDOJDUULVRQDQGLWVH[SHUWLVH
DQGZHDSRQVEXWWKHUHLVDV\HWOLWWOHHYLGHQFHRQZKLFKWR
GHYHORSWKLVK\SRWKHVLV,WZRXOGDOVREHXVHIXOWRNQRZLI
WKHZLGHUGLWFKHVZKLFKEHFDPHFRPPRQLQWKHWKFHQWXU\
ZHUHODUJHO\DVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHVDPHPLOLWDU\VWUDWHJ\
&HUWDLQJURXSVKDYHEHHQGHILQHG2QHDVHULHVRI
EXUJKL·DORQJ:DWOLQJ6WUHHWZDVRULJLQDOO\LGHQWLILHGE\
*UDKDP:HEVWHULQWKHVZKLOHWKHUHLVDQDSSDUHQW
JURXSRIVLWHVSHUKDSVQRWXQFRQQHFWHGZLWKIDQVKDSHG
FRUQHUWRZHUVLQHDVWHUQ(QJODQG :HEVWHU
7RGG 7KHUHLVVRPHEOXUULQJEHWZHHQPLOLWDU\DQG
FLYLOLDQDWWKLVWLPHFHUWDLQVRFDOOHGGHIHQGHGWRZQVPD\
LQIDFWKDYHEHHQIRUWV HJ&DLVWRUDQG+RUQFDVWOHLQ
/LQFROQVKLUH DQGVRPHRIWKHODUJHU
vici LQQRUWKHUQ
(QJODQGLQFOXGLQJ&RUEULGJHDQG&DWWHULFNZHUHRQD
FRQVLGHUDEOHVFDOH
,QWKHODWHWKFHQWXU\WKHUHDUHKLQWVHYHQLQWKHODUJH
WRZQVRIVWUHQJWKHQLQJRIDSDUWRIWKHGHIHQFHV²HJDW
/RQGRQDOWKRXJKWKLVLVQRORQJHUWKHHDUOLHVWGDWHLQ%ULWDLQ
IRUWKHLQFRUSRUDWLRQRIUHXVHGVWRQHZRUNLQWRUHEXLOWZDOOV
VHH6KHOGRQ 7\HUV 6LQFHVRPHRIWKHVWRQHZDV
GHULYHGIURPIXQHUDU\PRQXPHQWVRXWVLGHWKHZDOOVWKHUH
LVDSRVVLEOHOLQNKHUHZLWKGLWFKZLGHQLQJ7KHYHU\UDUH
RFFXUUHQFHRIUHXVHGVWRQHVXJJHVWHGWR%ODJJWKDWWRZQ
ERXQGDULHVZHUHGHILQHGDWDQHDUO\GDWHRIWHQPXFKHDUOLHU
WKDQWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHGHIHQFHV,WZDVWKHIRUWLILFD
WLRQVWKHPVHOYHVKRZHYHUHVSHFLDOO\WKHLPPHQVHVFDOHRI
WKHWKFHQWXU\EDUULHUZKLFKZDVWKHIDFWRUZKLFKDERYH
DOORWKHUVLQIOXHQFHGWKHVXEVHTXHQWOD\RXWRIWKHWRZQLQ
WKHPHGLHYDOSHULRG

Table 5 Major towns: Present state of knowledge and potential
3ROLF\
3UHVHUYH 3
5HVFXH 5

6LWH

5HFHQWDFFRXQWV

/RQGRQ

0DORQH\LQ0DORQH\ +REOH\DQG
IRUWKFRPLQJ0HUULILHOG6KHOGRQ
7\HUV

35

UHILQHGDWLQJE\GHQGURFKURQRORJ\WRZHUV
DWULYHUIURQW"FRQILUPKHLJKWWRSDUDSHW
ZHVWHUQ EDVWLRQV·RI5RPDQRULJLQ"

&ROFKHVWHU

-RQHVLQ0DORQH\ +REOH\
&UXPP\

35

FKHFNGDWLQJUDPSDUWDQGZDOO
FRQWHPSRUDU\"HDUO\GHIHQFHVOLWWOH
XQGHUVWRRG

/LQFROQ XSSHU
ORZHU

-RQHV
&RO\HU:DFKHU 5H\QROGVLQ
&RO\HU -RQHV-RQHV *LOPRXU
IRUWKFRPLQJ

35

UHILQHGDWLQJ
UHFRQFLOHHYLGHQFHIRUORZHUFLW\GDWHRI
ODWHVWPRGLILFDWLRQVFKHFNIRUSUHVHQFHRI
SURMHFWLQJWRZHUV

*ORXFHVWHU

-RQHVLQ0DORQH\ +REOH\
+HLJKZD\+XUVW

35

ZLGWKRIHDUO\ZDOOFKHFNODWHVHTXHQFH
SHULRGVDQG JDWHVH[WHQVLRQWR
ULYHU"

<RUN

5&+0-RQHVLQ0DORQH\
+REOH\$GG\PDQ %ODFN

35

HVWDEOLVKFRXUVHGDWLQJFRQVWUXFWLRQDO
GHWDLOV²DPDMRUJDSLQNQRZOHGJH
SRWHQWLDOIRUGHQGURFKURQRORJLFDOGDWLQJ"

&DQWHUEXU\

)UHUH et al %ODJJ

35

JRRGVXUYLYDOGDWLQJUHFHQWO\UHILQHGODWH
GDWH²HDUOLHUOLQHWREHIRXQG"7RZHUV
FRQWHPSRUDU\"6RPHJDWHVLWHVXQFHUWDLQ

&KHOPVIRUG

:DFKHU'UXU\'UXU\
5RGZHOO

5

3ULRULWLHV&RPPHQWV

VKRUWOLYHGQRVWRQHZDOOQRUWKHUQ
GHIHQFHV
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3ROLF\
3UHVHUYH 3
5HVFXH 5



6LWH

5HFHQWDFFRXQWV

3ULRULWLHV&RPPHQWV

9HUXODPLXP

)UHUH

3

GDWLQJUHFHQWO\PRGLILHGLQFOXGLQJWKDWRI
HDUOLHUOLQHV

&DLVWRUE\1RUZLFK

:DFKHU

3

VXUYH\GHVLUDEOHHDUOLHUHDUWKZRUN
5RPDQ"

&KLFKHVWHU

'RZQ 5XOH:DFKHU'RZQ
%ULWDQQLD,;;,,;,9


35

HDUO\GHIHQFHOLQHUHFHQWO\LGHQWLILHG²
FRXUVHQHHGVHVWDEOLVKLQJGDWHUHILQLQJ
PRUHLQIRUPDWLRQRQSURMHFWLQJWRZHUV
GDWLQJRIGLWFKHV

6LOFKHVWHU

%RRQ)XOIRUGE

3"5

VHTXHQFHQRZZHOOVWXGLHGRXWHU
HDUWKZRUNVLQGDQJHU"

:LQFKHVWHU

:DFKHU%LGGOH%ULWDQQLD;,


35

HDUO\GHIHQFHOLQH²PRUHGHWDLOVQHHGHG

&LUHQFHVWHU

&XOOHQ:DFKHU0F:KLUU


35

ZHOOVWXGLHGFRPSOH[VHTXHQFHGDWLQJRI
HDUO\ZDOOQHHGVUHILQLQJ

'RUFKHVWHU 'RUVHW

:DFKHU3HQQ6WDUWLQ
*UDKDP3XWQDPIRUWKFRPLQJ

35

HDUO\GHIHQFHOLQHDEDQGRQHG"²PRUH
LQIRUPDWLRQ1(VLGHQHHGVIXUWKHU
GHILQLWLRQJDWHSRVLWLRQVLQIHUUHG

([HWHU

%LGZHOO+HQGHUVRQDE

35

PLOLWDU\GHIHQFHVQRWGHPROLVKHG²XVHIXO
LQIRUPDWLRQRQWKHLUGHFD\ZKHQ
DEDQGRQHG

/HLFHVWHU

:DFKHU/XFDVDQG
IRUWKFRPLQJ

35

HDUOLHUOLQH"QRHDUWKZRUNNQRZQ
SUHGDWLQJZLGHZDOOH[DFWFRXUVHDQG
JDWHVVWLOOXQFHUWDLQGLWFKV\VWHPQRW
IXOO\H[SORUHGZLGHZDOOWKLFNHQHG"

:UR[HWHU

:DFKHU%DUNHUDQGLQ*UHZ
+REOH\':LOVRQ

3

&DHUZHQW

:DFKHU&DVH\LQ0DORQH\
+REOH\ EXWFI)UHUHLQ$QWLT- 64
 

35

GDWLQJRIHDUOLHUH[FDYDWLRQVQHHGV
FRQILUPDWLRQUDPSDUWQRWXQGHUVWRRGDQG
JDWHVUHTXLUHIXUWKHULQYHVWLJDWLRQ

&DUPDUWKHQ

:DFKHU7-DPHV+-DPHV


35

H[DFWFRXUVHQHHGVFRQILUPLQJE\
H[FDYDWLRQODWHPRGLIWFDWLRQ

%URXJKRQ+XPEHU

:DFKHU

5

8QXVXDO²PLOLWDU\QDYDO"

$OGERURXJK

&KDUOHVZRUWK:DFKHU
%LGZHOO1980; Britannia 9

3

GDWLQJEDQNHDUOLHUWKDQZDOO"

&DUOLVOH

:DFKHU&KDUOHVZRUWK

5

LPSRUWDQWWRHVWDEOLVKSUHVHQFHH[DFW
FRXUVHGHWDLOVDQGGDWLQJ

:DWHU1HZWRQ
'XUREULYDH

:DFKHU0DFNUHWK

,OFKHVWHU

/HDFK Britannia ;,,,

GDWLQJRIGHPROLWLRQRIIRUWUHVVGHIHQFHV
HDUOLHUOLQH6RI%HOO%URRN"6XUYH\
GDWLQJWREHUHILQHGFRQIODWLRQRIUHVXOWV
RIDHULDOSKRWRJUDSK\

35

SDUWRILPSRUWDQWVWXG\RIZKROH
VHWWOHPHQW

5

FRXUVHRQFHUWDLQVLGHVVWLOOWREH
HVWDEOLVKHG
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$QJOR6D[RQDQGPHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV

4XDQWLWDWLYHO\RQHRIWKHPRVWVLJQLILFDQWDFKLHYHPHQWVRI
WKHODVWIHZGHFDGHVKDVEHHQDVWHDG\LQFUHDVHLQWKHQXPEHU
RIWRZQVZKHUHSRVW5RPDQGHIHQFHVKDYHEHHQUHFRJQL]HG
7XUQHU  LGHQWLILHGRYHUH[DPSOHVLQ(QJODQGDQG
:DOHV%DUOH\  OLVWHGH[DPSOHVLQXVHRUFRQ
VWUXFWHGDIWHUZKLOH$VWRQ %RQG 
SUHGLFWHGWKDWWKHILQDOWRWDOPLJKWDSSURDFK1RZLQ
(QJODQGDORQHDWOHDVWSODFHVFDQEHVDLGWRKDYH
SRVVHVVHGVRPHVRUWRIFRPPXQDOGHIHQFHVLQXVHDWVRPH
WLPHEHWZHHQWKH5RPDQSHULRGDQGWKHHQGRIWKH0LGGOH
$JHVVRPHRIWKHPZLWKPRUHWKDQRQHFLUFXLWFRUUH
VSRQGLQJWRWDOVIRU:DOHVDQG6FRWODQGDUHDQG
UHVSHFWLYHO\ )LJV ,WPXVWEHHPSKDVL]HGKRZHYHU
WKDWWKHVHILJXUHVFRQFHDODFRQVLGHUDEOHFKURQRORJLFDO
W\SRORJLFDODQGIXQFWLRQDO
GLYHUVLW\ZKLFKSURYRNHV
VHPDQWLFLQTXLULHVDERXWWKHGHILQLWLRQRIERWK WRZQV·DQG
GHIHQFHV $WWKHWRSRIWKHVFDOHWKHUHDUHWKHPDMRUZDOOHG
WRZQVOLNH<RUNDQG&KHVWHUWKHVWDWXVRIZKLFKLV
XQGHQLDEOH%HORZWKHVHKRZHYHUWKHUHLVDFRQVLGHUDEOH
UDQJHRIVPDOOHUXUEDQ
DQGTXDVLXUEDQVHWWOHPHQWV
VXUURXQGHGRQO\E\GLWFKHVRUZLWKMXVWWKHLUDFFHVVURDGV
FRQWUROOHGE\JDWHVZKLFKLQPDQ\FDVHVFDQKDYHKDGRQO\
PLQLPDOPLOLWDU\YDOXH$WWKHERWWRPRIWKHVFDOHVXFK
ZRUNVJUDGHZLWKQRFOHDUGLVWLQFWLRQLQWRPHUHYLOODJH
ERXQGDU\EDQNVKDYLQJQRGHIHQVLYHSUHWHQVLRQV&RUUH
VSRQGLQJO\WKHUHDUHFDVHVZKHUHWKHGHIHQVLYHDWWULEXWHVRI
DVLWHDUHEH\RQGTXHVWLRQEXWLWVTXDOLILFDWLRQVIRUXUEDQ
VWDWXVDUHGHEDWDEOH$VDQDLGWRWKHHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHNQRZQ
VLWHVDQDWWHPSWKDVEHHQPDGHLQWKHFKHFNOLVWDSSHQGHG
WRWKLVSDSHUWRVXEGLYLGHWKHPLQWRPRUHFRKHVLYHFDWH
JRULHVDFFRUGLQJWRSHULRGRIRULJLQDQGW\SH

The archaeological significance of
town defences
$WILUVWVLJKWGHIHQFHVPLJKWVHHPWRUHSUHVHQWDFRPSDUD
WLYHO\OLPLWHGILHOGRIVWXG\LQWHUHVWLQJIRUWKHLURZQVDNH
EXWPXFKOHVVLQIRUPDWLYHDERXWPHGLHYDOWRZQOLIHWKDQ
GRPHVWLFWHQHPHQWVDQGZRUNVKRSV+RZHYHUWKHLU
VLJQLILFDQFHWUDQVFHQGVWKDWRIPHUHPLOLWDU\DUFKLWHFWXUHLQ
DWOHDVWWKUHHUHVSHFWV
7KH\UHIOHFWDFRQVLGHUDEOHUDQJHRISULPDU\DQG
VHFRQGDU\IXQFWLRQVLQDGGLWLRQWRWKHLURVWHQVLEO\GHIHQVLYH
SXUSRVH7KHPRWLYHRIGHIHQFHPD\LWVHOIYDU\VLJQLIL

C J Bond

FDQWO\0DQ\6D[RQ burhs VHHPWRKDYHH[HUFLVHGDVSHFL
ILFDOO\UHJLRQDOIXQFWLRQ )LJ SURYLGLQJDUHIXJHDQG
UDOO\LQJSRLQWIRUDJLYHQDUHDLQDGGLWLRQWRWKHLUJHQHUDO
VWUDWHJLFUROH7KHZDOOLQJRIWRZQVDORQJWKHVRXWKDQGHDVW
FRDVWVFDQEHVHHQDVDFRQWULEXWLRQWRZDUGVWKHGHIHQFHRI
WKHUHDOPWKHQHHGIRUZKLFKZDVHYLGHQWHQRXJKLQYLHZ
RIWKHUHFXUULQJWKUHDWIURPWKH&RQWLQHQW%\FRQWUDVW
PDQ\RIWKHGHIHQGHG(QJOLVKWRZQVLQ:DOHV )LJ ZHUH
DSURGXFWRIFRORQL]DWLRQZLWKLQDSRWHQWLDOO\KRVWLOHDUHD
6XFKSODQWDWLRQVFRXOGWKHPVHOYHVSURYRNHDEDFNODVKRI
LPLWDWLRQVHYHUDOQDWLYH:HOVKWRZQVDFTXLUHGGHIHQFHVRI
WKHLURZQZKLOHWKHVHDZDUGGHIHQFHVHUHFWHGLQWRZQV
DORQJWKHHDVWFRDVWRI6FRWODQGLQWKHWKFHQWXU\FDQDOVR
EHVHHQDVDSUHFDXWLRQDJDLQVW(QJOLVKDJJUHVVLRQ
(OVHZKHUHWKHEXLOGLQJRIWRZQZDOOVZDVDQH[HUFLVHLQ
VHOIGHIHQFHLQGHSHQGHQWO\XQGHUWDNHQE\DQHVWDEOLVKHG
XUEDQFRPPXQLW\IRUWKHSURWHFWLRQRILWVRZQSHRSOH
EXLOGLQJVDQGJRRGV:KLOHGHIHQFHLQRQHRURWKHURIWKHVH
JXLVHVZDVFOHDUO\DQLPSRUWDQWPRWLYHIRUEXLOGLQJZDOOVRU
UDPSDUWVLWLVQRWDOZD\VSRVVLEOHWRUHFRJQL]HDQ\GLUHFW
SDWWHUQRIFDXVHDQGHIIHFWZKHUHE\GHIHQFHVUHSUHVHQWD
UHVSRQVHWRDVSHFLILFWKUHDW,QGHHGSHULRGVRIFULVLVZKHQ
GHIHQFHVZHUHPRVWXUJHQWO\QHHGHGZHUHRIWHQDOVRWLPHV
ZKHQWKHRUJDQL]DWLRQRIODERXUDQGVXSSOLHVZDVPRVWOLNHO\
WRVXIIHUGLVUXSWLRQ%\FRQWUDVWVWDEOHFRQGLWLRQVZHUH
PRUHOLNHO\WRSURGXFHDZHDOWKVXUSOXVZKLFKPLJKWEH
FKDQQHOOHGLQWRSUHVWLJHSURMHFWV7KHFRQVLGHUDEOHH[SHQ
GLWXUHRQWRZQZDOOVGXULQJWKHODWHUWKFHQWXU\LQSODFHV
OLNH1RWWLQJKDP/HLFHVWHU2[IRUGDQG:LQFKHVWHUUHPRWH
IURPWKHVRXUFHVRIDQ\SUHGLFWDEOHWKUHDWVVXJJHVWVWKDW
WKHUHZHUHRWKHUPRWLYHVEH\RQGWKHSXUHO\PLOLWDU\QHHG
$QRWKHUSULPDU\IXQFWLRQRIUDPSDUWVDQGZDOOV
DUJXDEO\IRUPRVWRIWKHWLPHDQHYHQPRUHLPSRUWDQWRQH
ZDVWKHFRQWURORISHRSOHDQGJRRGVHQWHULQJWKHWRZQ7KH
JDWHVVHUYHGDVSRLQWVIRUWKHFROOHFWLRQRIWROOVDQGFRXOGEH
DQDLGWRSROLFLQJDQGWKHH[FOXVLRQRIXQGHVLUDEOHRU
GLVHDVHGSHUVRQV,QGHHGDQXPEHURIVPDOOWRZQVKDGJDWHV
ZLWKRXWDQ\DGGLWLRQDOOLQHDUGHIHQFHVRWKHUWKDQWKHUHDU
ERXQGDULHVRIWKHLUEXUJDJHSORWVDQGWKHGRFXPHQWDU\
UHIHUHQFHVWR WRZQJDWHV·RU EDUJDWHV·DWSODFHVOLNH+HQOH\
LQ$UGHQ'URLWZLFKDQG7HZNHVEXU\PXVWLPSO\VWUXF
WXUHVRIPLQLPDOGHIHQVLYHTXDOLW\
7KHWRZQGHIHQFHVZHUHRIWHQDGPLQLVWUDWLYHERXQGDULHV

Jones & Bond: Urban defences

Fig 45 Distribution map of town defences and EXUKV 500-1066 (for key see Table 5)
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Fig 46 Distribution map of town defences, 1066-1600 (for key see Table 5)
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Table 5 Anglo-Saxon and medieval town defences
&RQ
GLWLRQ

$UFKDHR
ORJ\

'RFXPHQ
WDWLRQ

3ULQFLSDOUHFHQW
SXEOLVKHGUHIHUHQFHV

3HULRG

)RUP









List A
5RPDQGHIHQVLYHFLUFXLWSDUWO\RU
ZKROO\UHXWLOL]HGE\$QJOR6D[RQ
DQGPHGLHYDOWRZQ
$%(5*$9(11<,,
%$7+
&$(5/(21
&$17(5%85<,
"&$17(5%85<,,
"&$5/,6/(,
&+(67(5,

&O
52
52
52
"&
52
52

(
6
6
6
8
6
6






8







$VKPRUH $VKPRUH 
2 /HDU\ 












&+,&+(67(5

52

6














&,5(1&(67(5
&2/&+(67(5
&25%5,'*(
'25&+(67(5 'RUVHW
(;(7(5
*/28&(67(5,

52
52
52
52
52
52

6
6
(
6
6
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)UHUH et al 
%URRNV 
&KDUOHVZRUWK 
$OHERQet al  $OOGULGJH
 6WULFNODQG 
'RZQ 5XOH  6HDUOH










,/&+(67(5
/(,&(67(5,
/,1&2/1,
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52
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 86.
 :,1&+(67(5,
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52
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52
52
$6
52
52
"52
"52
52

6
6
(
6
8
8
6
6
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52
52

6
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6LWH












/28*+25
52&+(67(5,

List B
5RPDQGHIHQVLYHFLUFXLWSDUWO\RU
ZKROO\UHXWLOL]HGLQ$QJOR6D[RQ
SHULRGEXWRIQRSRVW&RQTXHVW
LPSRUWDQFH
&$0%5,'*( 1
"&$50$57+(1 2/'
'21&$67(5,,
*2'0$1&+(67(5,
+$67,1*6 2/'
"/,77/(&+(67(5 'HUE\V
0$1&+(67(5 2/'
3257&+(67(5
"6287+$03721,
%,77(51(
72:&(67(5



&UXPP\ 
%XUURZ  *ULIILWKV 
+HLJKZD\  +XUVW

/HDFK 
/XFDV 
&RO\HU  -RQHV  
5H\QROGV  7KRPSVRQ
:KLWZHOO 
'\VRQ 6FKRILHOG  
*XLOGKDOO0XVHXP  
+REOH\ 6FKRILHOG  
0DORQH\ +DUGLQJ  
6FKRILHOG 
+DUULVRQ  +DUULVRQ
:LOOLDPV 
%LGGOH E %LGGOH
.HHQH 
5DGOH\  5&+0  
6XPSWHU &R  
:DWHUPDQ 

/REHO E
-DPHV 
%XFNODQG 'ROE\ 



+DOO 
%X ORFN 
&XQOLIIH 




%URZQ $OH[DQGHU 
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6LWH












List C
1HZ$QJOR6D[RQGHIHQVLYH
FLUFXLWSDUWO\RUZKROO\UHXWLOL]HG
E\SRVW&RQTXHVWPHGLHYDOWRZQ
%$5167$3/(
%5,'*1257+,
%5,672/,
&$0%5,'*( 6
&+5,67&+85&+,
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1HZ$QJOR6D[RQXUEDQGHIHQVLYH
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SXEOLVKHGUHIHUHQFHV
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6KHULGDQ DE
'XQPRUH &DUU 
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3HDUVRQ  5&+0  
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(CLEDEMUTHA)
"5201(< 2/'
6+$)7(6%85<
"6+5(:6%85<, ,11(5
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6287+$03721,, " BURH)
6287+:$5.
67$))25', (BURH)
67$0)25', '$1,6+
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"67(<1,1&*
7$81721,
787%85<
:$5:,&., (BURH)
:$7&+(7
":,71(<
:25&(67(5, (BURH)

6KRHVPLWK 
3HWFKH\ 

%X ORFN 
7RGG 
5RELQVRQ 
0\QDUG  :LOOLDPV 
&DUWHUet al 
$WNLQ &DUWHU  $WNLQ et al
 &DUWHU et al 
$WNLQ 6XWHUPHLVWHU  
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%HDUGVPRUH  &DUYHU 
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List F
1HZ$QJOR6D[RQEXUJKDOIRUWV
RIQRODWHUXUEDQVLJQLILFDQFH
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" %5206*529(
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1HZSRVW&RQTXHVWPHGLHYDO
GHIHQVLYHFLUFXLWVDQGPHGLHYDO
H[WHQVLRQVWRHDUOLHUFLUFXLWV
FRQVLVWLQJRQO\RIJDWHVDQGRU
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$%(5'((1 2/'%85*+
$%(5'((1 1(:%85*+
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1HZSRVW&RQTXHVWPHGLHYDO
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YLOODJHGHIHQFHVRIQRNQRZQ
XUEDQVLJQLILFDQFH
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+2851( /LQFV
&$67/($&5( 1RUIRON
(1*/,6+%,&.125 *ORV
/21*72:1 +HUH:RUF
0(33(56+$// %HGV
3(10$5. 6*ODP
3,5721 +HUWV
3217(6%85< 6DORS
6.(1)5,7+ *ZHQW
67$))25'
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7+(5),(/' +HUWV
:$5.217:(('
1RUWKXPEG
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3ULQFLSDOUHFHQW
SXEOLVKHGUHIHUHQFHV
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DVZHOODVSK\VLFDORQHVGHILQLQJWKHOLPLWVRIWKHFLW\
OLEHUWLHV/RQJDIWHUWKHLUSK\VLFDOUHPDLQVKDGEHHQ
UHGXFHGWKHLUDOLJQPHQWVWHQGHGWREHSHUSHWXDWHGLQ
SDULVKZDUGDQGSURSHUW\ERXQGDULHV$VHQVHRISUHVWLJH
DOVRFDPHWREHDWWDFKHGWRWKHSRVVHVVLRQRIWRZQGHIHQFHV
DQGWKH\EHFDPHYHKLFOHVIRUWKHH[SUHVVLRQRIFLYLF
LQGHSHQGHQFHSURVSHULW\DQGSULGHZKLFKZDVUHIOHFWHG
SDUWLFXODUO\LQWKHODYLVKGLVSOD\RQPDQ\ODWHPHGLHYDOFLW\
JDWHV/RFDOULYDOU\PD\EHLPSRUWDQWIRUH[DPSOH
&RYHQWU\ZKRVHULVHWRSURVSHULW\FDPHFRPSDUDWLYHO\ODWH
FKRVHWRHPEDUNRQDQDPELWLRXVSURJUDPPHRIZDOO
EXLOGLQJDWDWLPHZKHQWKHZDOOVRIQHLJKERXULQJ:DUZLFN
ZHUHDOUHDG\IDOOLQJLQWRGLVXVH
7RZQZDOOVJDWHVDQGGLWFKHVZHUHSXWWRDYDULHW\RI
VHFRQGDU\XVHV*DWHVRIWHQLQFOXGHGFKDPEHUVZKLFKFRXOG
EHXVHGDVORFNXSVFKDSHOVRUPHHWLQJURRPV%DVWLRQV
ZHUHVRPHWLPHVDGDSWHGIRUGRPHVWLFDFFRPPRGDWLRQRUDV
ZRUNVKRSV7KHWRZQGLWFKPLJKWEHHPSOR\HGLQRWKHU
FDSDFLWLHVWKHKHDGRIZDWHULQWKHWRZQGLWFKDW+HUHIRUG
ZDVXVHGWRGULYHPLOOV/DUJHILVKSRQGVIRUPHOHPHQWVRI
WKHGHIHQFHVLQ6WDIIRUGDQG<RUNZKLOHWKHUHLVGRFX
PHQWDU\HYLGHQFHIRUWKHXVHRIWKHWRZQPRDWVDVILVKHULHV
DW+HUHIRUGLQDQGDW2[IRUGLQ$IWHULWVDEDQGRQ
PHQWWKHWRZQGLWFKPLJKWEHXVHGDVDUXEELVKGXPSDQG
PLJKWXOWLPDWHO\EHOHYHOOHGXSDQGFRORQL]HGE\KRXVHVDQG
JDUGHQVRUE\LQGXVWULDOSUHPLVHV
7RZQGHIHQFHVPD\SUHVHUYHDUDQJHRIDUFKDHRORJLFDO
HYLGHQFHZKLFKLVQRWDYDLODEOHRUGRHVQRWVXUYLYHDQ\ZKHUH
HOVHLQWKHWRZQ$EURDGUDPSDUWPD\VHDOSUHVHUYHDQG
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SURYLGHDZHOOGHILQHGFKURQRORJLFDOWHUPLQXVIRUHDUO\
RFFXSDWLRQOHYHOVZKLFKHOVHZKHUHVWDQGOLWWOHFKDQFHRI
VXUYLYLQJLQWDFW$W+HUHIRUGWKHQRUWKHUQH[WHQVLRQRIWKH
FLW\UDPSDUWVDWWKHHQGRIWKHWKFHQWXU\VHDOHGDQDUHD
RIWKDQGWKFHQWXU\EXLOGLQJVDQGSURSHUW\ERXQGDULHV
DQGDW1RUZLFKWKHPLGWKWRPLGWKFHQWXU\GHIHQFHV
FXWWKURXJKWKHHDUOLHUVHWWOHPHQWRI+HLJKDPRWKHU
H[DPSOHVZKHUHUDPSDUWVKDYHVHDOHGHDUOLHUPHGLHYDO
RFFXSDWLRQLQFOXGH6DIIURQ:DOGHQDQG'XQZLFK7KH
FRXUVHRIWKHGHIHQFHVPD\KDYHEHHQGLFWDWHGE\SUH
H[LVWLQJILHOGSORWRUSUHFLQFWERXQGDULHVDQGWUDFHVRI
WKHVHPD\VLPLODUO\EHSUHVHUYHG7RZQGLWFKHVPD\EH
SDUWO\ZDWHUORJJHGSUHVHUYLQJRUJDQLFPDWHULDODQG
HQYLURQPHQWDOHYLGHQFH
7KHVWXG\RIGHIHQFHVFDQQRWEHGLYRUFHGIURPWKH
VWXG\RIRWKHUDVSHFWVRIWKHWRZQDQGWKHFRXUVHDQGH[WHQW
RIWKHRULJLQDOFLUFXLWDQGDQ\VXEVHTXHQWPRGLILFDWLRQV
PXVWEHH[DPLQHGLQUHODWLRQWRWKHFRQWHPSRUDU\VWUHHW
SODQDQGEXLOWXSDUHD2WKHUWKLQJVEHLQJHTXDOWKHOLQHRI
WKHGHIHQFHVPLJKWEHH[SHFWHGJHQHUDOO\WRUHIOHFWWKHOLPLWV
RIWKHWRZQDWWKHWLPHWKH\ZHUHEXLOW7KHJURZWKRI
SRSXODWLRQDQGH[SDQVLRQRIEXLOGLQJEH\RQGWKHRULJLQDO
ZDOOVPLJKWWKHUHIRUHEHH[SHFWHGWRUHVXOWLQH[WHQVLRQV
WRWKHRULJLQDOFLUFXLW )LJ ,QIDFWSUREDEO\QRPRUHWKDQ
WRZQVLQ%ULWDLQGLVSOD\VXFKH[WHQVLRQVDQGPDQ\RI
WKHVHUHSUHVHQWPLQRUDGMXVWPHQWVWRWKHRULJLQDOZDOOOLQH
RUFRQVLVWRQO\RIGLWFKHVRURXWHUJDWHVEH\RQGWKHVXEXUEV
:LWKDIHZFODVVLFH[FHSWLRQVVXFKDV%ULVWRO/LQFROQDQG
1RUZLFKVXFFHVVLYHFRQFHQWULFULQJVRIGHIHQFHVRQWKH
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Fig 47 Known and postulated enlargements of earlier enceintes
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Fig 48 Known and postulated replacements and contractions of earlier enceintes
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Continental model appear to be rare, though new evidence
for early earthen defences on lines unrelated to the later
circuit at Doncaster, Coventry, Abergavenny, Cardiff,
Southampton and elsewhere suggests that their occurrence
may have been underestimated. However, many English
towns were probably not walled until they were approaching
the peak of their prosperity in the 13th century. Their
subsequent economic decline relieved the pressure to extend
their defences further, and by the time they were beginning
to recover the need for defences had usually passed.
Contractions in the circuit reflecting the decline of the
urban community are even rarer (Fig 48), though to the
classic examples of New Winchelsea and Berwick-uponTweed we can now add Saxon and Norman Rhuddlan and
possibly also Cowbridge and Christchurch.
It would, however, be wrong to view the relationship
between the defended circuit and the size and shape of the
town in too simplistic terms. The alignment and location of
defences may be influenced by many other factors, including
the tactical advantages offered by the natural contour of the
ground, the presence of pre-medieval defences or other preexisting boundaries which could be partly or wholly reutilised, and the siting of castles which could provide a
convenient ‘anchor’ for the circuit. These attractions could
lead to the exclusion of peripheral parts of the settlement
and the sealing of occupation areas beneath ramparts, as
indicated earlier. Conversely, defences might include
extensive unbuilt areas, reflecting topographical constraints
or unfulfilled aspirations. At Chester much of the land
enclosed by the westward extension of the walls in the later
12th century remained vacant until it was bought up cheaply
by the Franciscan and Dominican friars, despite the evident
prosperity of the eastern extra-mural suburb of Foregate
Street. At Chepstow the course of the walls was virtually
dictated by the slope of the ground, and even allowing for
some late medieval depopulation probably less than 20% of
the 113 acres enclosed was ever occupied by streets and
buildings.
A final important topographical aspect of town defences
is that, once they had come into existence, they might
influence the location of other elements of urban life. Early
market places often lay just outside the gates of the burh, and
this has left a lasting impression upon the plan of many
towns, eg Nottingham, Northampton, Hereford, Worcester.
Tile and pottery kilns, often forbidden within the walls
because they constituted a fire hazard, are frequently
encountered just outside the defences (eg Colchester,
Chichester). Noxious trades such as tanning were sometimes
similarly excluded. Hospices catering for travellers and
institutions such as leper hospitals would normally be found
outside the gates.

wardens’ accounts or other local records. Additional casual
references to defences may be encountered in the most
unexpected of sources.
While further study of the documents has much to offer,
it is essential that they be used critically. Disproportionate
faith has sometimes been placed in sources which have been
readily accessible and appear to provide accurate dates; in
fact these are often inadequate and misleading. Charters
permitting the enclosure of a borough by a wall or ditch do
not imply that construction was immediately put in hand,
or indeed that it was ever begun at all. Murage records
provide no more than circumstantial dating, the earliest grant
being as likely to represent a levy for the repair of a wall
already in existence as for the commencement of a new one.
Moreover, permission to levy murage was not inevitably
followed by its collection, and even when tolls were collected
the income was not invariably put to the use for which it was
intended. Building accounts will indicate that construction
was actually taking place, but even these provide only a
contingent date for any extant structures. Certainly there
are a few securely dated examples, notably Edward I’s
bastides of Conway and Caernarvon, where local political
conditions rule out any possibility of the town walls existing
prior to their first record in the building accounts, and the
uniformity of their masonry suggests that they have not
undergone significant modification since their completion.
However, in the majority of cases where walls were maintained over a period, very little of the extant fabric may
survive from the time of the original building accounts. The
ambiguities and shortcomings of the documentary record
are illustrated both by the number of towns where permissions to fortify or levy murage seem never to have been
followed up (see List K) and by the places like Pembroke,
Brecon, Chepstow and Cowbridge where substantial
remains of walls survive but no contemporary documentation is known.
Our understanding of the dating of Anglo-Saxon and
medieval town defences still relies far too heavily upon
written sources. Even now some archaeological investigations still tend to draw on documented events to date the
phases observed, thereby running grave risks of producing
circular arguments. The need for archaeology to develop
and pursue its own methods and principles independently,
without reference to preconceptions derived from historical
models, is paramount. Certainly at the final stage attempts
to integrate and reconcile the documentary and archaeological evidence must be made. However, each must be
evaluated independently on its own merits, and when
conflicts occur it must not be assumed that it is the archaeological evidence which is the more likely to be at fault.

Approaches and techniques

It is estimated that some 20% of all town defences known
from archaeological or architectural remains are undocumented in contemporary written sources, and there could
therefore be still more examples to be identified from
fieldwork. In a number of towns where defences are
unambiguously documented, their actual circuit remains
partly or wholly unidentified on the ground. The careful
evaluation of breaks of slope, parish and property boundaries and street patterns will often permit the formulation
of hypotheses about possible alignments, and sometimes
further investigation will identify surviving fragments of

Our present knowledge of town defences may be extended
in various ways:

Documentary research
Much of the basic documentation housed in central
government records, such as the murage grants scattered
through the Patent Rolls, has already received attention. For
many towns, however, there may still be a wealth of
information relating to collection of murage tolls and
expenditure on building and maintenance in bailiffs’ or

Topographical research
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wall masonry behind or within standing buildings or cellars,
or subsidence cracks in buildings which have encroached
over an infilled ditch. There are many pitfalls in the
topographical approach; much of the evidence encountered
will be inconclusive and some will be misleading. Nonetheless, employed critically and in combination with other
evidence, it still has much potential.
Architectural research
There is still much more to be learned from the detailed
examination of upstanding masonry-not only gates and
bastions which may contain stylistically datable details, but
also the intervening lengths of curtain wall. Stone-by-stone
elevation drawings (Fig 49) allied with analysis of building
stones and mortars frequently suggest a much more complex
sequence of building phases and repairs than is suggested by
the documentary evidence.
Archaeological excavation
Even very limited excavations of defences can yield some
useful information. Much of our present archaeological
knowledge is derived from the cumulative results of many
small-scale operations. This has been largely inevitable
owing to the many constraints imposed by working in an
urban context. However, while opportunist sections and
watching briefs remain a valid and worthwhile exercise, as
with virtually any other class of site, the more extensive the
excavation the greater the potential information yield.
Ideally the following requirements should be considered
(these recommendations also apply very largely to Roman
defences):
1 Sections cut at right-angles to the line of the defences
are of limited value unless they traverse the entire width of
all elements from the intra-mural road or rampart tail to
beyond the outer lip of the outermost ditch. Winchester,
Wareham, Cricklade and Lydford have all produced
evidence of outer ditches probably of late Saxon date up to
50m out beyond the face of the wall or rampart; such
features may have been missed elsewhere simply because
they have not been sought. Later medieval defences too may
have a greater complexity in depth than is generally realized;
are the late 13th century double wall of Oxford and the
additional 14th century outer ditch of Southampton really
as unusual as they now seem ? Successive phases of defence
along the same general alignment and occupation levels
predating the defences are also far more likely to be
identified and understood in a more extended section.
2 Lengths of wall or rampart also need to be examined.
Most defensive systems which survived over any length of
time were subject to alternating periods of neglect and
repair, the sequence of which may vary considerably in
different sectors. A section at any single point, if it happens
to intersect some uncharacteristic but locally dominant
piece of repair, may give a totally misleading impression of
the evolution of the defences as a whole. Even where only
a single phase of construction is represented, slight changes
of direction, offsets or vertical discontinuities in the
masonry, detectable only if a reasonable length of wall is
exposed, may provide indications of the organization of the
labouring gangs. Unexpected posterns and bastions may be
encountered. Evidence of secondary uses, eg lean-to
workshops or domestic occupation of bastions, is more likely
to be recognized.

3 Ditches need to be bottomed wherever possible.
Secondary recuts and enlargements have sometimes totally
destroyed all traces of their original form, but even a slight
variation in the alignment of a recut may allow sufficient
vestiges of earlier ditches to survive to contain critical
evidence. Where the ditch-fill is undisturbed, it may contain
evidence of phases of rampart or wall construction which
have been entirely razed by later redevelopment aboveground; at Wallingford, for example, the only evidence for
the addition of a late Saxon town wall to the crest of the
rampart was the spill of rubble and mortar into the ditch
which occurred during its destruction in the late 13th
century; not even its footings survived in siru.
4 Where ditches are waterlogged they may preserve
organic materials and environmental evidence; their
potential in this respect requires special care in investigation.
5 Special consideration should be given to features such
as gates (which may antedate the walls), bastions (which
may be additions) and less common items such as barbicans
and spur-walls (Figs 50-1). Re-entrant angles may provide
critical evidence of extensions to the original circuit or, as
at Newcastle-upon-Tyne, of changes of plan during the
course of construction. Bridgeheads with their own
defensive systems also warrant special attention; the Row
Ditch at Hereford (once thought to be part of the 9th century
circuit, but now dated to the 12th century) and the Over
Monnow defences at Monmouth are well known, but
indications at Worcester and Wallingford suggest that
further examples await recognition.

Future policy (Lists A to M)
The formulation of any strategy for future research faces the
perennial dilemma of whether to aim for breadth and
quantity of data, or whether to limit the horizons and
concentrate upon the examination of a few problems in
depth. One view is that too many resources have been
dissipated in small projects in the past; and that it would
now be better to concentrate on towns such as London,
York, Oxford and Hereford, where there is a considerable
tradition of archaeological research on all aspects of urban
life, and where the knowledge and experience already gained
provides a sound foundation for future research. The
opposing school of thought would argue that the towns
which have been most thoroughly researched so far have
tended to be those which are the largest, richest, best
documented and therefore in some respects the least typical;
that the operation of the law of diminishing returns there
may be anticipated; and that the time has now come to divert
attention towards previously neglected areas, such as the
multitude of smaller, lesser known towns, which may be
more representative of the medieval urban community at
large.
The former option, the intensive investigation of a limited
but carefully selected number of towns and their hinterlands, has gained increasing favour in recent years, and
undoubtedly represents the most cost-effective approach for
urban archaeology in general. Whether it is the best way of
tackling the specific problems connected with town defences
is another matter. Here previous investigations show a
significant imbalance in at least three respects:
1 Chronologically While important results have come
from investigations of Anglo-Saxon and early medieval
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Fig 49 Canterbury West gate, elevations (Canterbury Archaeological Trust: John Bowen)
defences, comparatively little attention has been devoted to
late medieval and post-medieval works.
2 Typologically Previous work has generally concentrated upon major town walls which aspired towards some
military strength. There has been little investigation in
smaller towns of the lesser banks, ditches and gates which
lie near the threshold between true defences and mere
boundary works.

3 R e g i o n a l l y While there has been a reasonably
adequate balance of archaeological work in the midlands and
south of England, less has taken place in the far west, Wales
and the north; and in Scotland the study of town defences
is still in its infancy.
It is accepted that defences are not ultimately the most
important aspect of urban life and that it would be inappropriate for the needs of research in this particular field
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Fig 50 Scale and complexity in a surviving medieval town gate: Monk Bar, York, the interior of the second floor showing portcullis

WRGLFWDWHWKHHQWLUHGLUHFWLRQRIXUEDQDUFKDHRORJ\0RUH
RYHULIFHUWDLQWRZQVDUHVHOHFWHGDVSULRULWLHVIRULQWHQVLYH
DUFKDHRORJLFDOUHVHDUFKRQRWKHUJURXQGVLWREYLRXVO\
PDNHVVHQVHWRH[DPLQHWKHLUGHIHQFHVDVSDUWRIWKH
SURJUDPPH HYHQLIWKLVPDNHVDFRPSDUDWLYHO\OLPLWHG
FRQWULEXWLRQWRRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWRZQGHIHQFHVDWODUJH
+RZHYHULWZRXOGEHUHJUHWWDEOHLIRXUSUHVHQWSROLFLHV
VHUYHRQO\WRSHUSHWXDWHWKHLPEDODQFHVQRWHGDERYHDQGLW
LVWREHKRSHGWKDWVRPHSURSRUWLRQRIRXUUHVRXUFHVFRXOG
EHUHVHUYHGIRUWKHPDWLFHQTXLULHVRQDEURDGHUIURQW$SDUW
IURPWKHJHQHUDODUHDVRIQHJOHFWDOUHDG\QRWHGFHUWDLQ
RXWVWDQGLQJSUREOHPVLQWKHVWXG\RIWRZQGHIHQFHVFDQEH
GHILQHG

Occurrence and distribution
7KHZKROHUDWLRQDOHRIWRZQGHIHQFHVLVVWLOOLPSHUIHFWO\
XQGHUVWRRG:K\ZHUHVRPHWRZQVSURYLGHGZLWKGHIHQFHV
ZKLOHRWKHUVRIVLPLODUVL]HLQVLPLODUVLWXDWLRQVZHUHQRW"
2QHPDMRUGLVWULEXWLRQDQRPDO\LVWKHFRQWUDVWEHWZHHQWKH
:HOVKERUGHUZKHUHWKHUHLVDFRQVLGHUDEOHFRQFHQWUDWLRQ
RIZDOOHGHPEDQNHGRUJDWHGVHWWOHPHQWVLQFOXGLQJPDQ\
TXLWHVPDOOWRZQVDQGYLOODJHVDQGWKH6FRWWLVKERUGHU
ZKHUH LQHTXDOO\XQVWDEOHFRQGLWLRQVDQGYXOQHUDEOH
ORFDWLRQVWRZQVOLNH.HQGDO+H[KDP'DUOLQJWRQ%DUQDUG
&DVWOHDQG$SSOHE\VHHPQHYHUWRKDYHPDGHWKHOHDVW
DWWHPSWWRDFTXLUHWKHLURZQGHIHQFHV

Continuity of Romano-British defences
$WOHDVWPHGLHYDOWRZQVLQ%ULWDLQKDGGHIHQVLYHFLUFXLWV
EDVHGZKROO\RUSDUWO\RQ5RPDQSUHGHFHVVRUV /LVW$ 
+RZHYHUWKLVDSSDUHQWFRQWLQXLW\PD\UHSUHVHQW L PRUH
RUOHVVFRQWLQXRXVXVHDQGPDLQWHQDQFHGXULQJWKHSRVW
5RPDQFHQWXULHV LL UHXWLOL]DWLRQDIWHUDSHULRGRI
DEDQGRQPHQWRU LLL PHUHO\WKHSDVVLYHWROHUDWLRQRI
VWUXFWXUHVWRRVXEVWDQWLDOIRUHDV\GHPROLWLRQ7KHGLIILFXOW\
IDFLQJWKHDUFKDHRORJLVWLVWKDWFRQWLQXLQJRUUHYLYHGXVHLV
QRWQHFHVVDULO\UHIOHFWHGLQPRGLILFDWLRQVWRWKHIDEULF
(YLGHQFHIURP/RQGRQ&DQWHUEXU\DQG&KLFKHVWHUVKRZV
WKDWVRPH5RPDQZDOOVORQJVXUYLYHGLQQHDUSHUIHFW
FRQGLWLRQDQGFRXOGEHQDPHGDVWKH\VWRRG7KHFRQWLQXLQJ
HPSOR\PHQWRI5RPDQZDOOVDVFRPPXQDOGHIHQFHVWKURXJK
WKHVXE5RPDQDQGHDUO\6D[RQSHULRGVZKLFKPD\EH
LPSOLHGE\OLWHUDU\UHIHUHQFHVDW&DUOLVOH&LUHQFHVWHU
*ORXFHVWHU%DWKDQG5RFKHVWHUPD\QRWWKHUHIRUHEH
UHDGLO\VXVFHSWLEOHWRDUFKDHRORJLFDOSURRI,QWKHDUFKDHR
ORJLFDOUHFRUGWKHUHLVDODSVHRIILYHFHQWXULHVRUPRUH
EHIRUHDQ\VXEVWDQWLDOHYLGHQFHIRUWKHUHIXUELVKLQJRI
5RPDQGHIHQFHVZLWKWLPEHUZRUNEHJLQVWRDSSHDUDW%DWK
&KHVWHUDQGSHUKDSVDOVR/LQFROQ'HIHQFHVZKRVHSRVW
5RPDQXVHZDVQRWPDLQWDLQHGDIWHUWKH1RUPDQFRQTXHVW
DQGZKLFKWKHUHIRUHHVFDSHGODWHUPHGLHYDOLQWHUIHUHQFH
/LVW% SHUKDSVRIIHUWKHEHVWSURVSHFWVRIDVVHVVLQJWKH
IRUPRIFRQWLQXLW\
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Fig 51 Lucy Tower, Lincoln: the excavation of a 13th century spur-wall and tower in 1972-3 (Lincoln Archaeological Trust)

Replacement of Romano-British centres
,QFRQWUDVWWRWKHSUHFHGLQJH[DPSOHVVRPH5RPDQZDOOHG
WRZQVZHUHDEDQGRQHGDQGUHSODFHGE\DQHZGHIHQGHG
FHQWUHRQDGLIIHUHQWVLWHQHDUE\HJ:UR[HWHUE\6KUHZV
EXU\.HQFKHVWHUE\+HUHIRUG*UHDW&DVWHUWRQE\
6WDPIRUG$W&DUPDUWKHQWKH5RPDQDQGPHGLHYDOFLUFXLWV
DUHFORVHO\MX[WDSRVHGEXWQRZKHUHFRLQFLGHQW7KHUHDVRQV
DQGFKURQRORJLFDOFRQWH[WIRUVXFK PLJUDWLRQV·DUHVWLOO
LQDGHTXDWHO\XQGHUVWRRG:KHUHPRYHVRIWKLVVRUWKDYH
RFFXUUHGWKHLGHQWLW\RI
burhs GRFXPHQWHGLQWKHWK
FHQWXU\HJ0DQFKHVWHURU'HUE\SRVHVSDUWLFXODU
SUREOHPVGRWKHVHUHSUHVHQWUHXVHRIQHDUE\5RPDQ
IRUWLILHGVLWHVRUDUHWKH\WREHVRXJKWZLWKLQDQGEHQHDWK
WKHLUODWHVWPHGLHYDOVXFFHVVRUV"7KHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQ
5RPDQ%LWWHUQH6D[RQ+DPZLFKWKH
burh RI+DPSWRQDQG
PHGLHYDO6RXWKDPSWRQKDVEHHQHVSHFLDOO\FRQWURYHUVLDO
DQGRQO\UHFHQWO\KDVWKHUHFRJQLWLRQRIDVPDOOGLWFKHG
6D[RQ enceinte ZLWKLQWKHVRXWKZHVWHUQTXDUWHURIWKH
PHGLHYDOZDOOHGWRZQWKURZQQHZOLJKWXSRQWKHORFDWLRQ
RIWKH burh.

Origins of new Anglo-Saxon dejences
7KHZHOOGRFXPHQWHG'DQLVKZDUVKDYHWUDGLWLRQDOO\EHHQ
VHHQDVWKHFRQWH[WIRUWKHRULJLQVRIWKHEXUJKDOV\VWHPLQ
:HVVH[DQGWKHILUVWDSSHDUDQFHRIQHZGHIHQGHGFHQWUHV

ZLWKQRGLUHFW5RPDQSUHGHFHVVRUV+RZHYHUDVHDUO\DVWKH
WKFHQWXU\+ZLFFDQDQG0HUFLDQFKDUWHUVZHUHUHFRUGLQJ
WKHGXHRI ERURXJKZRUN ZKLFKPD\LPSO\WKHHPHUJHQFH
RIVRPHHDUOLHUV\VWHPRIORFDOVWURQJKROGVLQWKHPLGODQGV
3RVW5RPDQHDUWKZRUN enceintes ZKLFKDQWHGDWHWKHWK
DQGWKFHQWXU\ burhs RI:HVVH[KDYHQRZEHHQUHFRJ
QL]HGDUFKDHRORJLFDOO\LQVHYHUDO0HUFLDQERURXJKVHJ
1RWWLQJKDP7DPZRUWK+HUHIRUGDQGSHUKDSV1RUWK
DPSWRQ)XUWKHUZRUNLVQHHGHGWRUHILQHWKHLUGDWLQJDQG
WRGHWHUPLQHZKHWKHUWKH\UHSUHVHQWPHUHO\WKHSUHFLQFWVRI
villae regales RUDUHRISURWRXUEDQFKDUDFWHU

Nature of the Danish boroughs
$QRWKHUWUDGLWLRQDOWHQHWWKDWWKH$OIUHGLDQ
burhs ZHUH
LPLWDWLYHRIFRQWHPSRUDU\'DQLVKSUDFWLFHVPXVWDOVRQRZ
EHGRXEWHG1RQHRIWKHSULQFLSDO'DQLVKERURXJKVLQ
0HUFLDKDV\HWSURGXFHGHYLGHQFHRIPDMRUGHIHQVLYHZRUNV
XQHTXLYRFDOO\GDWHGWRWKHLQLWLDOFRQTXHVW7KHQXPHURXV
&KURQLFOHUHIHUHQFHVWRVLWHVIRUWLILHGE\WKH'DQLVKDUP\
XVXDOO\VHHPWRLPSO\PDNHVKLIWDIIDLUVUDSLGO\WKURZQXS
DQGHTXDOO\UHDGLO\DEDQGRQHGDQGWKHVOLJKWZRUNVGLUHFWO\
XQGHUO\LQJWKHGHIHQFHVRI(GZDUGWKH(OGHU V
burh LQ
1RWWLQJKDPVHHPWREHRIWKLVW\SH7KHUHSDLUDQG
H[WHQVLRQRIWKH5RPDQGHIHQFHVDW<RUNUHFRUGHGLQ
PD\KDYHEHHQPRUHDPELWLRXVEXWZHUHFRPPHQFHGQHDUO\
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a decade after the Danes first took the city. Elsewhere more
substantial works, such as the timber-framed turf rampart
at Stamford, seem more likely to date from the period of
English recovery, when the Danes were first thrown back
on the defensive. No evidence for Danish defences has yet
come from Derby, Leicester or Lincoln.

The burhs of Alfred and his immediate successors
The defences of the planned Alfredian burhs of Wallingford,
Cricklade, Wareham and Lewes and the promontory burhs
of Lydford, Twyneham and Wilton have been investigated
archaeologically, but many problems remain. The Brydian
of the Burghal Hidage now seems likely to be Bridport
rather than Littlebredy, but the circuits postulated here, at
Langport, Shaftesbury and other sites still await positive
archaeological confirmation. The Aethelflaedan defences of
Chester, Tamworth and Hereford are partly known, and at
Shrewsbury, Worcester and Warwick their likely alignment
can be traced in the street-plan, but at Stafford even their
outline remains a mystery. Several named Aethelflaedan
burhs, probably forts rather than towns, are still unlocated;
though Bremesburgh, built after the battle of Tettenhall in
910, is possibly to be sought at Bromsgrove, an ancient royal
demesne with the same personal toponomic element
occupying a strategic position on a Roman road linking
English Mercia with Danish Mercia. Of Edward the Elder’s
burhs, Oxford is the most thoroughly investigated, and work
has also taken place in Witham, Bedford, Towcester,
Northampton, Stamford, Nottingham and Cledemutha; but
the two double burhs of Hertford and Buckingham are still
little known archaeologically, and the sites of Edward’s
burhs at Bakewell and Maldon are still doubtful.

Late Saxon defences
During the 10th and 11th centuries the earthen defences of
Hereford, Wallingford, Cricklade, Wareham and Lydford
underwent masonry reinforcement, the circuit at Oxford was
considerably extended, and important new defended urban
centres emerged at Norwich, Ipswich and Thetford. The
main outstanding problem of this period is the nature of the
host of smaller defended centres which must have come into
existence if Athelstan’s decree that mints were to operate
only in defended burhs is to be taken seriously. Contractors’
trenches dug in Aylesbury in 1973 revealed a previously
unknown late Saxon defensive ditch, and possible circuits
can be traced from topographical indications at Bradford-onAvon, Newbury, Witney, Pershore, Newport Pagnell and
Higham Ferrers.

Norman town defences
The Norman contribution to the development of town
defences has been generally underestimated. There is now
considerable evidence for the refurbishment of earlier
defences at Tamworth, Colchester, Cricklade, Bath and
Wareham, for the extension of earlier enceintes at York
(Walmgate), Doncaster, Nottingham, Chester, Hereford,
Worcester (Sidbury), Northampton, Norwich, Oxford and
Winchester, and for the cutting of new defences at Newarkon-Trent, Rhuddlan, Taunton, Pleshey and Chipping
Ongar. Much of the Norman work used earthen defences,
but at Nottingham, Oxford and Bath sectors near the gates
were already employing masonry, and at Lincoln the area
reclaimed from the Witham marshes was protected by a

stone spur wall in the 12th century. The location of Norman
defences made redundant by enlarged circuits later in the
Middle Ages poses a special problem. In addition to known
examples at Coventry, Abergavenny and Cardiff, a case
could be made for others at Dunwich, Clun and Haverfordwest, and more may well await discovery.

Thirteenth century defences
The importance of the 13th century contribution may be a
little overemphasized by the new availability of documentary sources such as murage grants, but it still seems to
represent the peak of activity in England and Wales, with
many earthen defences being replaced in stone, major
extensions to earlier circuits at York, Shrewsbury,
Worcester, Bristol, Southampton and Norwich, a number of
minor extensions to accommodate monastic precincts, and
many towns being enclosed for the first time. Town
defences were beginning to appear in Scotland, eg at Perth,
where the wall and ditch was first located in 1976. The
survival of defences of this period is greater, and their nature
is generally better understood; the main outstanding
problem is the number of circuits whose exact course is still
unknown, eg Grimsby, Harwich, Knighton, Haverfordwest, Newport (Monm), Plymouth and Dover.

The later Middle Ages
Only in Scotland do substantial new works appear in the
later Middle Ages, and outside Edinburgh and Inverness
these have received little investigation. At Durham the
previously undefended marketplace area was enclosed by a
new wall early in the 14th century. Elsewhere work was
generally confined to maintenance, the addition of bastions
in a few places and the rebuilding of a number of gates
in more elaborate style. Many town defences were lapsing
into decay. The most significant development was the
appearance, t o w a r d s t h e e n d o f t h e 1 4 t h c e n t u r y , o f
gunports in the walls of certain important southern towns,
eg Southampton, Winchester and Canterbury. This foreshadowed a new initiative towards the development of a very
different style of fortification, the finest example of which
is the Elizabethan circuit at Berwick-upon-Tweed. The
evolution of artillery defences represents a major field of
study in its own right, and cannot be pursued here.

Deserted walled towns
Finally, more attention might be paid to the special case of
walled towns like Roxburgh, Caus, Denbigh, Kidwelly and
Kenfig which have subsequently become deserted. How
much did their defensive role ultimately contribute to their
failure as towns? The least vulnerable sites are those which
are least accessible, and this is the exact reverse of the
requirements of a successful trading community, which
places a higher premium upon convenience of access to
the market and comfort of, living accommodation. Failed
walled towns, like deserted medieval villages, have considerable potential for the preservation of medieval deposits
undisturbed by later occupation, and it is especially
desirable that an adequate sample be kept intact for future
investigation.
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C Drage

8 Urban castles

The subject of the present paper comprises a group of castles
superficially distinguished from the generality of that type,
not by any intrinsic criterion but by the circumstance of
their location. The familiar association of town and castle
conceals a dichotomy that exists between them. A town is
a community living off commerce (Bloch 1965, 334) with
considerable potential for self-organization, which could
lead to outstanding corporate and individual liberty. A castle
is essentially a private institution, ‘the fortified residence of
a lord’. The dominant factor in the development of a castle
is the person of its lord, a knight, of whose power it is the
‘symbol and substance’ (Brown 1976, 15-19) In addition to
its dual (domestic and military) role, a castle might also serve
the administrative needs of its lord.
Two categories of castle associated with towns may be
distinguished, based on their chronological relationship. As
a base for a lord, who created a new town or who encouraged
or allowed the growth of an adjacent settlement, a castle
might succour a nascent community, contributing to its
security, administration and economy. Apparently the castle
is a primary feature in such a settlement and the relationship, to an extent, is symbiotic. The urban status of such
communities was often only a potential. Many gained
borough status long after their foundation and sometimes
after the castle had ceased to be used. Some remained no
larger than the average village. The term ‘urban castle’ is
inappropriate for many of these settlements, which might
better be described as ‘castle-boroughs’. Properly, they form
a separate subject which can only be touched upon in the
present paper (below).
The term ‘urban castle’ should be confined to those castles
established within existing communities. Such castles are
secondary features and the communities into which they
are placed are less equivocably urban. An established
community sought enhanced security and privilege in
the charter of a powerful and often remote lord, while
immediate safety was derived from the construction of walls,
not of castles. Morphologically, the construction of a castle
within an existing community represents the intrusion of
one individual on a massive scale. Politically, the construction of an urban castle was an act of conquest.
While it is difficult to define precisely what constituted a
town, on the eve of the Conquest over 100 communities
existed in England, which might be described as urban
(Biddle 1976b, 100). The towns differed considerably in size
and character and their origins were diverse. A factor
common to many was their use as communal fortifications,
established during the extension of royal power in the 9th
and 10th centuries to those areas of England conquered by
the Danes. Their defences may not have been maintained,
but the towns continued as centres of local, royal administration, mints and commercial foci. By contemporary
standards their populations, not tenurially homogeneous,
were large and concentrated (Reynolds 1977, 30-6, 90-8).
Not all of these 100 towns were to have castles placed
within them, although the possibility that certain castles
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have been completely destroyed or have left no trace in the
documentary record must be allowed. More than 40 urban
castles are known, located in the shire towns, later county
boroughs, such as Oxford and Chester, and the more
important or principal towns, including Tamworth and the
‘quasi-county borough’ of Stamford (Mahany & Roffe 1982;
Platt 1978, 3; Stenton 1932, 234) (Fig 52). No single reason
for the construction of urban castles can be deduced from
the towns chosen. Characteristically, these towns were
centres of local administration with a large population
situated on important routes. Ecclesiastical towns, such as
Bury St Edmunds and St Albans, and minor administrative
centres including Bedwyn, possessing a mint but only 25
burgesses, did not have castles planted within them.
Newark, belonging to the Bishop of Lincoln, although
situated on a route whose importance was to develop, did not
have a castle initially. The construction of the castle, shortly
before 1135, may be contemporary with a replanning of the
site, a process akin to the Bishop’s new towns at New
Sleaford and Banbury (Beresford 1967; Braun 1935; Todd
1977, 48).
Urban castles are among the earliest recorded castles, built
in England during the first few years of Norman rule. Dover
was constructed in 1066, Winchester in 1067 and Exeter in
1068 (Renn 1968, 27-30). The majority of other urban
castles, including Norwich, are recorded before 1100,
although their precise date of construction is not known.
Leicester and Northampton are not recorded until the 12th
century, but there is no reason to doubt that they were built
earlier, during the 11th century (Armitage 1912, 94-5). Of
93 documented castles before 1100, almost 50% are urban
castles. The chroniclers may have attached greater moment
to the construction of castles within towns than elsewhere,
but such building appears to have been an integral part or
an objective of many campaigns.
In 1068, in the course of subduing the North, castles were
built along the route of march at Warwick, Nottingham,
York, Lincoln, Cambridge and Huntingdon (Renn 1968,
27-30). Domination of routes would appear to be a primary
use of these castles, a control which facilitated William’s
return to subdue a further revolt in 1069. With the
exception of siege works and temporary fortifications of the
Anarchy, which may not have constituted castles, the
foundation of urban castles appears to be confined to the
11th century. The circumstances and date of construction,
where recorded, and also their distribution on the major
lines of communication, would suggest that they were
intended to control major routes. This need not be their sole
or even primary role; and their location in towns, situated
on major lines of communication, is by no means coincidental or secondary.
It has long been recognized that urban castles are located
on the edges of towns, the majority lying outside the limits
of the town, a phenomenon ascribed to the ‘mistrust of an
invader rather than the confidence of a native prince’
(Armitage 1912, 95-6). The exact limit of Anglo-Saxon
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Fig 52 Distribution of urban castles and the more important pre-Conquest towns
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urban development is rarely known and may not be
conterminous with the defences. Until local studies produce
more certain knowledge of the extent of towns, the position
of suburbs, the microtopography of settlement and the
pattern of property holding, then the peripheral location of
urban castles can neither be challenged nor refined (Fig 53).
The peripheral location of urban castles may have been
determined in part by the re-use of existing defences. At
London, Winchester and Exeter, castles were constructed
by isolating, with a bank and ditch, a corner of the preexisting town defences (Davison 1969, 41). The motte and
bailey at Lincoln likewise occupies a corner of the Roman
defences (Renn 1968, 226-7). The re-use of a corner of an
existing defence is an economical method of fortification,
not confined to towns. At Pevensey and Burgh Castle, a
corner of the Roman defences is re-used, although in neither
case was the choice of site constrained by the presence of a
town (Brown 1976, 63).
A pragmatic approach to castle building, consistent with
the circumstances of the Conquest, is apparent at
Nottingham and Stafford. Unlike the majority of urban
castles, such as Chester, which lie immediately outside the
defences, Stafford lies 2.4 km from the town, separated by
low-lying, possibly marshy ground (Armitage 1912,
211-16). Nottingham Castle occupies an elevated position,
above a cliff at the end of a ridge, 500 m west of the town
(Drage 1983). At Canterbury a Roman tumulus, the Dane
John, formed the motte and at Rochester the motte Boley
Hill is a natural rock outcrop (Renn 1982, 71-2). The
abandonment of the Dane John and Boley Hill, both
immediately outside their respective towns, for new sites
just within, indicates that the peripheral location was
consistently preferred.
The peripheral location does not appear to have spared the
towns any of the destruction attendant upon the construction of‘ a castle. At Bedford the street pattern was
disrupted (Baker 1973, 15). At Hereford prior occupation
appears slight (Shoesmith 1980, 58), but at Winchester the
area was densely settled (Biddle 1975a, 104). Traces of
buildings also located in excavation at Northampton,
Oxford and Southampton confirm the widespread destruction of property and loss of revenue recorded at York,
Lincoln and Stamford (Mahany & Roffe 1982, 215; Renn
1968, 12). Nor was the property of the church inviolable.
Excavation has revealed that the motte at Cambridge
Key
Distribution of urban castles and the more important pre-Conquest
towns. Castles in the principle towns O Castles in other towns
O the more important towns O.
(1) Newcastle-upon-Tyne (2) Durham (3) York: 2 castles (4)
Lincoln (5)
Chester (6)
Nottingham (7)
Stafford (8)
Shrewsbury (9) Tamworth (10) Derby? (11) Leicester (12)
Stamford (13) Hereford (14) Worcester (15) Gloucester (16)
Warwick (17) Northampton (18) Huntingdon (19) Bedford
(20) Cambridge (21) Norwich (22) Ipswich (23) Bristol
(24) Oxford (25) Buckingham (26) Hertford (27) Colchester
(28) London: 3 castles (29) Wallingford (30) Old Sarum
(31) Southampton (32) Winchester (33) Guildford (34)
Rochester (35) Canterbury (36) Dover (37) Hastings (38)
Lewes (39) Chichester (40) Wareham (41) Dorchester (42)
Exeter (43) Totnes (44) Barnstaple (45) Lydford
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overlies Anglo-Saxon graves (Renn 1968, 128). A cemetery
was incorporated at Hereford (Shoesmith 1980, 56), and at
Norwich a church was destroyed by the castle bailey
(Webster & Cherry 1980, 228-9). At Worcester, the monks
did not recover the land lost to the castle until the 13th
century (Armitage 1912, 239-42). The widespread destruction of property indicates that the peripheral location of
urban castles resulted from a ready determination, fully
realized, to secure the optimum site.
Although town plans may have susequently altered, the
castles rarely appear to have been sited close to a market or
other focus of the town (Armitage 1912, 96). Where the
location of a major Anglo-Saxon centre within a town is
known, as at Exeter and Winchester, the castle is sited
elsewhere, although the palace at Winchester remained in
use until the mid 12th century (Biddle 1976a, 305). The
apparent disregard of existing centres may be a consequence
of the peripheral location and may imply a separate function
for the castle, but until there is more evidence of the topography of Anglo-Saxon towns no certain conclusions can
be drawn. The exceptional siting of Colchester castle at the
centre of the town has been noted, although the bailey
extended to the edge of the pre-existing defences of the town
(Armitage 1912, 96). Recent excavations have located
Anglo-Saxon occupation, interpreted as a villa regalis (Drury
1982). It is uncertain whether the re-use of this site was mere
convenience of ownership, continuity of function, or was
determined by the substantial physical remains of the
Roman temple and precinct.
Excavation at Stamford has demonstrated that the motte
and bailey occupies the site of an earlier enclosure, defined
by a double ditch and internal palisade. This feature, a
fortification or a substantial boundary, was constructed in
the early 9th century and soon after filled in, possibly before
the adjacent development of pottery kilns in the mid 9th
century (Mahany 1976). A notable reassessment of the preConquest development of Stamford, using archaeological,
documentary and topographic evidence, suggests that the
proximity of a royal church indicates the presence of a
manorial centre which included the enclosure (Mahany &
Roffe 1982). It is uncertain whether the re-use of the site is
mere convenience or a conscious perpetuation of the status
of the area. However, the determining factor might be the
military strength of the site, a defensible spur to the west of
the town.
The offensive role of a castle depends upon the ability of
a garrison to control the surrounding area and routes. In this
role a castle outside the town at some remove, as at
Nottingham, would function more readily than one within,
hampered by the narrow streets and buildings of the town.
The need for access to open land is emphasized at Lincoln
where the Upper West Gate is included in the castle. Yet
the siting of a castle within or immediately adjacent to a
town suggests that a special presence was required. There
is no evidence before the mid 12th century that the existing
but neglected defences of towns were refurbished or in any
way linked to the castle to improve the security of a town
(Turner 1971, 13). This is hardly surprising; faced with the
immediate problems of acquiring and retaining a newly
conquered land, Norman concern for the defence of towns
would have represented a reversal of priorities and the
construction of castles, with no commensurate work on
town defences, an inadequate response.
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Fig 53 The siting of castles within towns
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The construction of a castle within a town to deter urban
revolt accords with the widespread destruction of property
and is recorded at London, where castles were built ‘against
the fierceness and fickleness of the vast population’
(Foreville 1952, 218). Yet subjection of the towns could have
been achieved by the destruction or displacement of
communities. That this solution was not adopted suggests
that the towns were certainly considered important (Turner
1971,21)-so important as to require a castle to oversee their
continued existence. A presence within a town allowed for
the direct control of the local administration based there.
This consideration, implicit in the ‘systematic’ nature of the
‘planting of strongholds in all the principal English towns’
(Colvin 1963, 21), results in a distribution not determined
solely by the exigencies of campaigns, the fierceness of the
urban populations or the intersections of a road system. The
systematic control of pre-existing centres of administration
appears to be the result of a policy.
Royal initiative is explicit in the construction of Warwick
and Nottingham although, the site having been chosen, the
building work was left to others to complete (Stenton 1932,
327). Royal control is implicit elsewhere since, with the
exception of York where each half of the city had a castle,
and London, where there were at least three castles, only a
single castle was built in each town. Neither the greater
magnates, whose urban interests are recorded in Domesday
Book, nor the local aristocracy, whose presence, perhaps
already declining, was attested by the numbers of urban
churches, were allowed to turn their urban houses into a
proliferation of castles (Platt 1976, 22). While it is difficult
in the 11th and 12th centuries to distinguish between a
baronial castle-held of the king in fee but rendable at willand a royal castle-kept by a sheriff or constable as a
hereditary office-it is probable that all urban castles were
originally royal castles. Alienation, as in the case of
Colchester in 1089 (Drury 1982, 399), might come later.
It has been suggested that towns were to an extent
anomalies in Late Anglo-Saxon England, and that although
the king and his representative the sheriff had the main
interests, others had rights and financial claims there also.
This, and the diverse nature of towns, has been suggested
to account for the uneven treatment of towns in Domesday
Book (Finn 1973, 88). However, the Normans were familiar
with the town and its castle before they invaded England.
In Normandy the 11th century had witnessed the expansion
of many thriving communities, which contained aristocratic
residences and centres of government. William himself had
established a castle and defended town at Caen soon after
1047 (Bates 1982, 114-5, 128-31, 246-7; Brown 1976, 25).
The foundation of royal castles in towns provided the king
with direct control of the centres of administration and
wealth. If indeed the towns were ‘anomalous’, the conKey
The siting of castles within towns. Castles shaded. Pre-existing
defences solid line, later defences dotted.
(1) Winchester; enclosure castle (2) Canterbury; enclosures and
keep replacing the Dane John (a) motte (3) Colchester enclosure
and stone keep and northern bailey (4) Stamford; motte and
bailey (5) Nottingham; motte and bailey and outer bailey (6)
Lincoln 2 mottes and enclosure (7) Hereford; motte and bailey
(8) Lydford motte c 1350 around stone tower c 1195, ringwork (a).
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struction of a royal castle provided a potent symbol of the
Conquest and the advent of a new regime.
The distribution of castles is by no means well understood
(Brown 1976, 216). The absence of other castles for some
distance around towns has been noted (King 1983, xxiii).
This requires further examination, but could further
indicate the king’s desire to secure sole control of the towns.
To stress the role of the urban castle in controlling the
administration is not to deny or denigate its military
importance, but is to presuppose a continuing role rather
than a temporary military function. The basic forms of
fortification current in Europe before the Norman Conquest
of England-the motte and bailey and the enclosure castle
or ringwork-were used in the construction of urban castles.
Their covering frequency, chronology and distribution
must be seen as part of patterns covering the rest of England
(Alcock & King 1969; King 1972). At Old Sarum a ringwork
was constructed at the centre of an Iron Age fort (Braun
1960; Musty & Rahtz 1964). At London, Winchester and
Exeter, enclosures were formed within the angles of earlier
defences, but the predominant type first used in those castles
constructed in 1068 (Cambridge, Huntingdon and Lincoln)
is the motte and bailey castle. While it is possible that certain
of the mottes may be secondary, as has been demonstrated
at Castle Neroche (Davison 1969, 44), it is no longer
necessary to consider the motte as an innovation of the latter
11th century (Brown 1976, 34, 39). Further, the early use
of stone in the gatehouse of Exeter Castle, built in 1068
(Renn 1968, 31), in St Georges Tower, Oxford, which may
predate the adjacent motte (Renn 1968, 185) and at
Colchester, c 1074-6 (Drury 1982,400), suggests more than
a purely temporary instrument of conquest.
A continuing role is implicit in the 11th century, with the
relocation of castles at Canterbury and Rochester, the
enlargement of mottes at Norwich, Oxford and York (Renn
1968, 259, 351; Hassall 1976), the construction of stone
keeps at the Tower of London and Canterbury (Brown
1979; Renn 1982) and the strengthening of Winchester and
Rochester (Biddle 1976a, 304; Flight & Harrison 1978). The
scale and intensity of work at these towns may well be
exceptional. If the distribution of early stone castles and
Class 1 mottes (those over 10 m high) is considered (Fig 54),
two broad groups are apparent. The first, as might be
expected, comprises the developing honour centres; the
second is the urban castles.
By the late 11th century, urban castles constitute a distinct
group of castles. In addition to their urban location controlling the centres of wealth, population and administration,
they are among the strongest castles in England and are all,
or largely all, royal castles. Their importance in the
Conquest, indicated by the chroniclers, has been maintained
and is indicated by their architectural development.
In an age of personal government, the individual preferences of its lord are likely to be paramount in the continued
use of any castle (Brown 1976, 15). The continued use of
royal castles must also be seen in the context of a steady rise
in their number, a growth arising to an extent from the
construction of a few entirely new castles, but much more
the result of the confiscation of baronial castles. Some castles
might be alienated and others destroyed, but by the 15th
ce tury more castles existed than could be adequately
maintained or used and royal finances were quite insufficient for their upkeep (Brown 1976, 222). The large
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Fig 54 The distribution of urban castles, including those with stone buildings, class 1 mottes or a combination thereof, relative to
the incidence of class 1 mottes or stone-built castles in the 11th and early 12th centuries
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number of baronial castles established in the early medieval
period are likewise greater than is required or can be
afforded in later periods (Brown 1976, 216). With these
arguments in mind the subsequent development of urban
castles can be considered. For the sake of clarity, the
military, residential and administrative use of urban castles
will be separately considered, although it must be recognized that such a division is artificial.

Military uses
The early military role of the urban castles, evidenced by
their construction during the campaigns of the Conquest
and their architectural development, continued and is
indicated by their subsequent building history, their
disputed possession and their subjection to protracted sieges
during the rebellions and foreign invasions of the 12th and
13th centuries. Once constructed, a castle is, of course, a
place of military value (Brown 1976, 219), but the distribution of urban castles and their administrative role ensured
that they were of great military value. Under the Angevin
kings royal castles were the subject of considerable expenditure: in the south-east to secure the invasion coast, at
Rochester, Dover, Canterbury and Southampton; in the
north at Carlisle and Newcastle-upon-Tyne; in the west and
along the border with Wales at Bristol, Gloucester,
Hereford and Shrewsbury; and also-and here internal
security is the paramount reason-on the castles of the
interior, particularly Winchester and Nottingham. Keeps
were constructed by Henry II at Dover, Winchester and
Nottingham, and at York by Henry III.
In the 13th century, reflecting current English trends,
improved gatehouses were constructed at Newcastle, Dover
and Nottingham. Elsewhere outer works were strengthened
and barbicans added (Colvin 1963, 68-78, 114-18). By the
early 13th century many of the Midland castles, including
Buckingham, Leicester and Worcester, appear to have had
little military value and were alienated. Bedford, after its
seizure from Fawkes de Breate in 1224, was destroyed, but
the site was returned to the hereditary constables (Colvin
1963, 258; Baker 1973). A recent study has indicated that
the castles of Bedfordshire in the 13th century had no
military value (Baker 1982), a factor probably of great
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relevance to the decision not to retain Bedford. Little
expenditure is recorded at Hereford and Shrewsbury,
following the Conquest of Wales, and they appear to have
entered a decline.
Subject, of course, to financial constraints, the decline of
certain castles at certain periods must represent a considered
assessment of their value to the Crown. This considered
assessment must be understood primarily in terms of their
continued military, that is political use, for urban castles
might still be refurbished and rebuilt as the need arose. After
a rebellion in East Anglia Edward I replaced the motte and
bailey at Cambridge with a concentric castle (Colvin 1963,
584). With the non-recurrence of rebellion the castle,
potentially one of the strongest in England, was not
completed and declined in the 14th century. Hereford, after
a century of decay, was refurbished in the 15th century,
following revolt in Wales (Colvin 1963, 677). Recurrent
crisis on the Scottish Border led to the occasional repair of
Newcastle-upon-Tyne and Carlisle. In the late 14th century
fear of French invasion led to the refurbishment of
Rochester, and the repair of Canterbury was intended.
Southampton, in ruins in 1286, was largely rebuilt by
Richard II, but was neglected thereafter (Colvin 1963,
840-4).
The purely military use of urban and non-urban royal
castles resulted in only short flurries of building activity and
temporary occupation; few, such as Dover, were consistently maintained. Even Nottingham experienced a short
decline in the early 15th century. Its reconstruction by
Edward IV, and similar work at Warwick, must be understood in the context of recent dynastic struggles and the
construction of other Yorkist strongholds, including Ashby
de la Zouch, elsewhere in the Midlands. Internal security
does not appear to have been an immediate priority since the
13th century, and the decline of urban and other royal
castles of the interior was so complete that the majority had
n o part in the late 15th century dynastic struggles (Colvin
1963, 230-4 1) (Fig 55). The active military use of any castle
is commonly short compared to its other roles, and for many
castles it remains only a potential.
Urban castles throughout the medieval period were
adequate for internal and external security. Other royal
castles and baronial castles, some confiscated and some
demolished, contribute to this security, but there are few
instances of completely new royal castles constructed in
England after the 11th century out of purely military
necessity. The construction of Orford in Suffolk in 1165 was
intended to control Hugh Bigod (Brown 1976, 220). Its
construction must be seen in the context of the recent
seizure of Norwich and Thetford from Earl Bigod, and
also the failure to maintain the royal urban castle at
Ipswich. Throughout the medieval period the invasion coast
was defended by the existing urban castles at Dover,
Canterbury, R o c h e s t e r a n d S o u t h a m p t o n . T h i s w a s
augmented by new royal foundations and by baronial
castles, but was only superseded in the 16th century with the
provision of a strategic defensive system based on artillery
forts.
The use of a castle to overawe the town’s population may
have been of limited duration. With the exception of antiJewish violence (Hill 1948, 209), or the desultory siege of
Nottingham Castle by the burgesses in 1315 occasioned by
the high-handed actions of the constable (Cameron 1971,
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those out of repair, and those which were destroyed, neglected
Fig 55 The distribution of urban castles, including those maintained,
or alienated from the Crown, relative to the distribution of maintained and neglected castles belonging to the Crown or the
Duchy of Lancaster, in the reign of Henry VI
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74), there is little evidence that the majority of English
towns supported resistant or unruly populations. In contrast
with Carrickfergus (Simpson & Dickinson 198l), Jedburgh,
Hawick and Galashiels (Dixon 1979, 242), where bastles and
tower-houses were constructed into the 17th century, and
with the exception of temporary works of the Anarchy,
private defensive structures are rarely found in English
towns. Monastic precincts might be defended, particularly
if a town was not walled or lay in an exposed position (Barley
1976, 69). Their enclosure was for seclusion, and their
crenellation, while not ignoring potential or actual violence,
as at Salisbury in 1311 and Bury St Edmunds in 1327 and
1334, was largely concerned with status (Coulson 1982).
Reasons of status may also underlie the construction of
other secure buildings in towns, although these are, in
general, comparatively early and may be related to the
insecurity of the Conquest or the Anarchy. The late 11th
century west front of Lincoln Cathedral includes doors
secured with portcullises. At Norwich, the Bishop’s Palace
contains an early 12th century tower. Also in Norwich the
surviving Music House of c 1175 was originally approached
from a fore-building (Renn 1968, 210). At Winchester a
strong stone tower was constructed at the Bishop’s Palace
of Wolvesey c 1141 (Biddle 1969). At Ipswich a large 11th
century ditch and 13th century rampart have been located,
significantly, at Shire Hall yard. A substantial ditch with
caltrops, surrounding a single property at Cox Lane,
Ipswich, is less readily understood. The comparatively small
number of licenses for the crenellation of town houses are
also concerned with status, rather than defence. They are
largely confined to London, where the capital’s political life,
besides tolerating an unruly proletariat (Williams 1963,
2l), encouraged ostentatious display (Coulson 1982, 69).
Although not a primary reason for its construction, the
presence of a castle within a town contributed to the defence
of the entire community (Turner 1971, 22), and a town with
a castle was regarded as a secure position. As early as 1070
Abbot Thurold of Peterborough fled from Hereward and
sought safety at Stamford (Mahany & Roffe 1982, 216). The
security provided by a castle allowed for the continued and
developing administrative role of the towns, a role enhanced
in the 11th century by the transference of bishops’ sees
(Douglas 1964, 328-9). This security is also implicit in the
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continued growth of the boroughs, the introduction of
communities of foreign traders (Platt 1976, 21) and the
formation of new boroughs, as at Nottingham, beside
established towns. The role of the urban castle in providing
security for the adjacent town, while secondary, is no
different from that of the planted castles and towns. The
bailey of the castle might provide temporary security for the
townspeople. In the 12th century the Jewish community at
Lincoln escaped pogrom by sheltering in the castle (Hill
1948, 209).
The protective role of the castle was extended in the mid
12th century as existing town defences, incorporating the
castle, were refurbished (Turner 1971, 23). At Wareham
excavation suggests that the refurbishment of the defences
is contemporary with work on the castle (Radford 1970, 86).
At Nottingham an extended circuit of town defences was
constructed in the mid 12th century to link with the castle
(Barley 1965; Carter & Ponsford 1971) (Fig 53). At
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, the re-entrant on the west may also
indicate an intended link with the castle (Barley 1976, 70).
From the later 13th century, the decline of many urban
castles as purely military structures coincides with the
growing ability, or the growing need of towns to provide for
their own defence. This initiative appears to have been
encouraged, or required, rather more readily by the king
than by other lords (Turner 1971, 16). While it is certain
that royal permission is implicit in early work on town
defences, from the mid 13th century it appears that work on
town walls, sometimes aided by the king but often paid for
by murage, was a means of avoiding expenditure on royal
urban castles without detriment to the security of the town.
At Nottingham, a postern to link the town defences with
those of the castle in 1255 was constructed by the town to
the king’s specification. A few years later the murage raised
was diverted to the castle, probably the extended outer
bailey defences, linking with the town wall (Drage 1983,
121). Moreover, there is little evidence that the stone wall
was completed on the eastern side of the town, although the
wall to the north and west, the areas closest to the castle, was
completed. At Oxford the decline of the castle begins soon
after the construction of the town walls (Colvin 1963,
771-5). At Winchester in 1321-2 the castle was strengthened and the city ditch enlarged at the king’s expense and
Richard II diverted the farm of the city to repair its walls
and the remaining buildings of the castle at the end of the
14th century (Colvin 1963, 863). Canterbury also had its
walls repaired at the king’s expense in 1377, but the
projected repair of the castle, occasioned by fears of French
invasion (above), was not carried out. There is evidence that
murage was unpopular and work on walls where possible,
despite royal grant and commands, was avoided. However,
the late 14th century revival of murage grants, confined
largely to the south-east, represents a clear response to the
French threat (Turner 1971, 15).
It has been suggested that later medieval warfare, an
admittedly little understood subject, was open and not
concerned with sieges (Brown 1976, 221). In these circumstances the walls of a town might shelter its community and
the administration based there more readily than an urban
castle, but the inadequate resources of the later medieval
kings must be a factor contributing to this shift of emphasis.
The clearest examples of the curtailment of a castle’s role in
the defence of a town are provided by the new towns of
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Winchelsea and Rye. The royal grant of these towns to the
Abbey of Fécamp was revoked for the safety of the realm in
1247. At Rye the Ypres Tower (the castle constructed by
Henry III) was not retained but was granted to the town c
1295 as work began on the walls. The grateful burgesses
disposed of a useless (to them) building, granting it to the
eponymous John de Iprys, and thus avoided the cost of its
upkeep. Winchelsea castle, begun by Edward I, remained
unfinished and the town relied for defence upon its
earthworks (Renn 1979).

Residential uses
The first urban castle, built before 1052 by Ralf, Earl of
Hereford, a Norman nephew of Edward the Confessor, was
constructed to provide a base for the king’s representative
in city and shire. It is uncertain whether the castle in
Hereford occupied exactly the same site as the postConquest building, although the destroyed motte or the
surviving Hoggs Mount may represent this pre-Conquest
foundation (Shoesmith 1980, 57). Although the exposed
position of the town was certainly a factor-it was raided by
the Welsh in 1052-the choice of a castle rather than an
unfortified residence accords with the status and experience
of its occupant, a N o r m a n k n i g h t . W h i l e i t m i g h t b e
expected that the first phases of an urban castle, during the
Conquest, might be primarily military in aspect (above), the
scale and intensity of later 11th century building, already
noted (above) may be directed at least in part to their
continued residential use. At Winchester a stone chapel
decorated with wall paintings was constructed c 1 0 6 7
(Biddle 1975a, 104-6), suggesting a quite distinct residential
role, more private and secure than the continued use of the
palace at the centre of the town. At London work on the
second phase of the tower-the construction of the White
Tower-is thought to have begun in the 1070s. Above a
basement, two storeys of accommodation were provided,
well supplied with fireplaces and garderobes, the upper
storey containing the hall and chapel (Brown 1979). The
needs and the resources of the Conqueror, like the design
of the White Tower, ‘the compression of a Carolingian
Palace . . . into a single building’ were unique (Renn 1968,
35).
The early development of Winchester, the Tower of
London, and the destroyed great tower of Gloucester may
be exceptional and related to an especial royal presence in
these towns, associated with the ceremony of crown-wearing
(Colvin 1963, 42). During the late 11th and early 12th
century keeps, with ample residential accommodation, were
constructed at Canterbury, Guildford, Norwich and
Rochester (Renn 1960, 1982), and at Colchester, the first
phase of building, begun c 1074-6, comprises a low stone
hall with battlements and corner towers (Drury 1982,400).
A fore-building was added and the structure raised by a
further two storeys in a second phase of building, beginning
c 1100. An architectural sophistication, commensurate with
the scale of the earthworks, is implicit, where individual
buildings have not survived on the sites of other, class 1,
motte and bailey castles. The early development of urban
castles exceeds the mere requirements of garrison and
administration. While the form is quite suitable for the
occasional visits of king and court, it may be directed to more
permanent occupation by the great lords, often hereditary

sheriffs and constables, responsible for the keeping of urban
castles.
It is uncertain to what extent the king was directly
responsible for building work at urban castles, particularly
during the 11th and earlier 12th century, although construction work could not occur without some royal consent
or acquiescence. Later pipe rolls record expenditure upon
urban castles, but there is little recorded expenditure on
Bedford Castle during the Beauchamp occupation, although
excavation has revealed sophisticated stone defences (Colvin
1963, 258; Baker 1973). Gundulf financed and constructed
the stone-walled enclosure at Rochester, at the request of the
king and in return for a manor (Colvin 1963, 29).
Detailed examination of the structure, fabric and building
materials of early stone buildings, together with an assessment of the political and financial circumstances attendant
upon their construction, has resulted in their much closer
dating. The keep at Norwich can be attributed to William
d’Albini; the keep at Rochester has been identified with the
egregiam turrim whose construction was permitted by Henry
I when he gave the castle to Archbishop Corbeil (Renn 1960,
17-18). The raising, second phase of Colchester Castle c
1100 is attributed to Eudo Dapifer, then enjoying possession
of the town and castle in perpetuity (Drury 1982, 399). His
increased wealth facilitated the construction, but the
building, as at many other castles, can be seen as a celebration or outward symbol of the changed circumstances of its
owner.
The architecture of an urban castle in the 11th and 12th
century may reflect the status and wealth of its keeper rather
more directly than its importance to the king, or the level
of royal expenditure. The stone walls of Leicester Castle,
demolished after its capture by the king in 1173-4, are
ascribed to the Beaumont Earls of Leicester (Liddle 1983,
25). Nottingham, occupied by the Peverel family till 1155,
appears to have been developed in preference to the more
remote Peak (Peveril) Castle, Castleton. To the east of the
castle a new borough developed, almost certainly their
foundation and the venue for their honour court, while to
the west of the castle they founded a monastery (Drage 1983,
120 n 12). The construction of stone curtain walls, recently
excavated, arises from its resumption by the crown (Colvin
1963, 756; Drage 1983, 120). Similarly, the reconstruction
of Northampton, in the course of which the motte was
buried within the bailey rampart, is attributed to direct royal
control after c 1111 (Renn 1968, 258-9). Investigations in
the Observatory Tower of Lincoln Castle suggest that the
motte upon which it stands is of mid 12th century date. The
context for the construction of this second motte is given in
a charter of probably 1151. In it King Stephen permitted the
Earl of Chester to strengthen one of his towers and subsequently to retain possession of another tower (fortified by
his mother when constable), which has been identified with
the primary motte, the Lucy Tower (Reynolds 1977).
Recent work has located a third motte or mound close to the
west gate (Stocker 1984). A second motte or mound has been
located at Bedford (Baker 1973). At Winchester excavation
has revealed a second mound or motte, revetted initially
with timber and later with stone, at the opposite end of the
castle from the donjon, overlooking the west gate of the city
and the main approach to the castle (Biddle 1975a, 104).
It seems probable that motte construction is not merely a
means of producing a strong tower, but has a special signifi-
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cance and affords the tower within or upon it a particular,
lordly distinction (Brown 1976, 35). The duplication of the
motte, also a feature of Lewes, may indicate the provision
of several distinct suites of accommodation for separate
households, a provision most clear in later masonry castles
(Faulkner 1958; 1963). The ‘little castle that was Ravengars’, at an early date absorbed into the Tower of London
(Colvin 1963, 29), may constitute one further example. The
origin of these lordly structures may arise in part from the
responsibility of barons, whose vassals performed the
service of castle guard, to construct quarters for them in
castles (Colvin 1963, 26). Yet they also indicate a duality in
urban castles: the presence of one lord-the king-by virtue
of ownership, and the presence of the constable by virtue of
often hereditary office. Perhaps here most clearly, and
implicitly in much of the building elsewhere, can be seen the
presence of the hereditary keepers, the majority of whom
were removed in the course of the 12th century.
The construction and overhaul of residential buildings is
often, but not necessarily, coincident with work on the
defences. A considerable proportion of the sums expended
by the Angevin kings upon urban castles was devoted to
the provision of comfortable lodgings and the maintenance
of adjacent gardens and parks. Of the urban castles,
Nottingham, Dover, the Tower of London and Winchester
were the most lavishly appointed and consistently maintained (Colvin 1963, 79, 114). Progressive rebuilding of the
residential buildings, in accordance with increasing
standards of accommodation, has removed entire suites and
arrangements of earlier buildings. At Winchester and at
Leicester parts of the early 12th century great hall and
chapel survive, but at Nottingham Castle the plan drawn by
John Smithson in 1617 shows suites of buildings which are
the result of 14th and 15th century rebuildings (Colvin
1963, pl 48). In the 14th century the ditch separating the
motte and bailey was partially infilled and a service area,
arranged around an open courtyard, constructed there
(Drage 1983, 121). Similarly at Stamford the motte ditch
was filled in to accommodate further buildings in the bailey
(Mahany 1976, 228-9).
After the removal of hereditary keepers in the 12th
century and with the diminished status of later sheriffs and
resident constables, accommodation was largely maintained
for the occasional visits of king and court. Such visits
became less common as the court and central administration
increasingly remained at Westminster. Personal preference
may have dictated the continued use of certain residential
castles. There appears little reason for the disinclination
of successive kings to progress through East Anglia, a rich
and populous area (Hindle 1982, 199), thus ensuring
the decay of Norwich, Colchester and Cambridge.
Nottingham experienced a decline in the mid 15th century,
as the Lancastrian kings preferred to stay at Tutbury(Colvin
1963, 848-9). Rural castles such as Odiham and Ludgershall, and Tutbury, Kenilworth and especially Windsor, all
with small adjacent boroughs, at different periods contained
high quality accommodation.
The p r e f e r e n c e f o r s u c h c a s t l e s a s T u t b u r y a n d
Kenilworth may be due in part to the growth of towns,
which made the environs of certain urban castles less
attractive. In the 14th century, the ditches of Newcastleupon-Tyne (Colvin 1963, 747) and Colchester were filled
with rubbish (Drury 1982, 404-5). In the mid 13th century,
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Queen Eleanor left Nottingham Castle, complaining of the
smoke from the chimneys in the town. Accommodation in
the homes of other seigneurs, in monasteries and in
undefended houses may have hastened the decline of certain
castles. Guildford Castle was abandoned for the neighbouring palace, and from the mid 14th century royal visitors
to York lodged with the archbishop (Colvin 1963, 659, 891).
The decay of residential builidngs in urban and other royal
castles may also be ascribed to the increasing inadequacy of
royal finances. Alienation of urban castles did not preclude
continued residential use. The site of Bedford castle after its
destruction in 1224 was returned to the hereditary keepers,
who were permitted to build, but not crenellate, a residence
there (Colvin 1963, 258). After 1265 Leicester Castle was
developed by the Earls of Lancaster as a residence and in the
mid 14th century a hospital, collegiate church and
mausoleum were founded there (Liddle 1983, 25).

Administrative uses
It has been suggested that control of administration was a
primary reason for the construction of an urban castle
(above). The failure to develop castles at Derby and Ipswich,
both shire towns, but for administrative reasons paired with,
respectively, Nottingham and Norwich (Barley 1976, 70),
suggests that this role was a substantial reason for their
retention. The construction of minor buildings, almonries,
treasuries, clerks’ chambers, mints at the Tower of London
and at York and, after the Statute of Clarendon, jails, unless
merely a consequence of more detailed documentation,
suggest a developing administrative role for the urban castle,
particularly under the Angevin kings (Colvin 1963, 67).
Such structures have rarely been identified, although at
Launceston Castle beside the new town of Dunheved a large
building in the outer bailey has been interpreted as a court
room (Saunders 1977b). At Canterbury the construction of
a secondary and quite separate entrance to the keep at
ground floor level has been taken to suggest the use of the
basement of the keep as a jail from at least the 13th century
(Renn 1982, 77). The administrative role of a castle no doubt
varied from place to place and with time. Nottingham was
used as a treasury, arsenal and supply depot, a jail for
political prisoners, prisoners of war, Jews and aliens, forest
trespassers and heretics, and the court of the escheated
honour of Peverel subsequently met there. The shrieval
administrative centre, with courts and a jail, remained in the
town on a small enclave of royal, extra-parochial land (Drage
1983, 120).
Documentary evidence implies that the later use of the
majority of urban castles, beginning in the 13th century at
Chichester and Oxford but thereafter widespread, was
limited to the sheriffs court and jail (Colvin 1963, 67), a use
which ensured their retention by the crown throughout the
medieval period (Colvin 1968). At Worcester land belonging
to the cathedral taken into the castle in the 11th century was
returned in the early 13th century, although the inner
bailey, containing the jail, was retained (Armitage 1912,
239-42). Limited administrative use, albeit the most
durable aspect of many urban castles, allowed for the decay
of defences and other superfluous (that is underutilized)
buildings to decay. The paucity of royal finance, which
affected other royal castles, contributes to this decline,
Archaeology has yet to record this process with the
eloquence or detail of contemporary surveys, but at
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UHPDLQVDQH[FHSWLRQDOVWUXFWXUHLQWHUPVRILWVIRUPDQG
LWVORFDWLRQ7KHFDVWOHFRPSULVHGQRPRUHWKDQDFRXUWURRP
DQGMDLOEXLOW c LQWKHFHQWUHRIWKHWRZQWRWKHQRUWK
RIWKHHDUOLHUULQJZRUNFRQVWUXFWHGRQDGHIHQVLEOHVSXU )LJ
DERYH 1RFKDQJHRIXVHDWWHQGHGLWVUHFRQVWUXFWLRQLQ
WKHPLGWKFHQWXU\DVDPRWWHDQGWRZHU DFRQFHLWJLYLQJ
YLVXDOFRQILUPDWLRQRIWKHWLWOH/\GIRUG&DVWOH·DQGDGLVSOD\
RIWKHZHDOWKDQGVWDWXVRILWVRZQHU5LFKDUG(DUORI
&RUQZDOO 6DXQGHUV 

Castles and contemporary or later
settlement; primary castles
$VHFRQGFDWHJRU\RIFDVWOHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWRZQVDUHWKRVH
LQZKLFKWKHFDVWOHDQGWRZQDUHFRQWHPSRUDU\GHYHORS
PHQWVRUWKHFDVWOHLVSULPDU\DQGODWHUDWWUDFWVVHWWOHPHQW
)LJ 7KHFDVWOHVDUHDGLYHUVHJURXSDQGFRPSULVHWKH
FDVWOHVRIWKHNLQJDQGPDMRUORUGVLQFOXGLQJ&DHUQDUYRQ
DQG'HQELJKWKHFDVWOHVRIHFFOHVLDVWLFDOORUGVDW%DQEXU\
DQG'HYL]HVDQGKRQRXUFHQWUHVVXFKDV7XWEXU\DQG
3OHVKH\(YHQPLQRUFDVWOHVLQFOXGLQJ%ROVRYHUDQG%DOD
PLJKWDWWUDFWVHWWOHPHQW1HLWKHUERURXJKVWDWXVQRUWKH

SODQVL]HRIVHWWOHPHQWRUWKHSURYLVLRQRIZDOOVRUHDUWK
GHIHQFHVGLVWLQJXLVKWKHVHWWOHPHQWVDWWDFKHGWRVXFKFDVWOHV
DGHTXDWHO\IURPWKHYLOODJHVVRPHWLPHVGHIHQGHGDWWDFKHG
WRRWKHUFDVWOHV %DUOH\ ,IV\PELRVLVLVWKH
XQGHUO\LQJUHDVRQIRUWKHDVVRFLDWLRQRIWKHVHFDVWOHVDQG
VHWWOHPHQWVWKHQWKHLQFLGHQFHRIFDVWOHVZLWKVHWWOHPHQWV
PXVWEHUHODWHGWRWKHGLVWULEXWLRQRIFDVWOHVZLWKRXWVHWWOH
PHQWVDQGDOVRWKHSDWWHUQRIRYHUDOOVHWWOHPHQW5HFHQW
VWXGLHVRIWKHGLVWULEXWLRQRIFDVWOHVLQ'HYRQ +LJKDP
 DQGLQWKHUHJLRQRI0DQFKHVWHUODUJHO\WKHIRUPHU
&RXQW\RI/DQFDVKLUH 0RUULV VXJJHVWWKDWZLWK
REYLRXVDQGLPSRUWDQWH[FHSWLRQVFDVWOHVDUHUDUHO\
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKVHWWOHPHQWVRUPDUNHWFHQWUHVDQGKDYHD
VPDOOUROHLQXUEDQGHYHORSPHQW5HFHQWVWXG\RI:HOVK
WRZQGHYHORSPHQWSURYLGHVDTXLWHGLIIHUHQWYLHZ 6RXOVE\
 
&DVWOHVZLWKFRQWHPSRUDU\RUVOLJKWO\ODWHUVHWWOHPHQWV
EHVLGHWKHPZHUHZLGHO\HVWDEOLVKHGLQ(QJODQGDQG:DOHV
%HUHVIRUG6RXOVE\ DQG6FRWODQG :KLWHKDQG
$ODXGGLQ GXULQJWKHPHGLHYDOSHULRGDQGZHUHXVHG
LQ8OVWHULQWRWKHWKFHQWXU\ /HDVN 7KDWRYHU
RIDOOQHZWRZQVLQ:DOHVDQGRIWKRVHHVWDEOLVKHGLQ
(QJODQGEHIRUHOD\EHVLGHDFDVWOHPLJKWVXJJHVWWKDW
GHIHQFHZDVWKHPRVWLPSRUWDQWUHDVRQIRUWKHLUDVVRFLDWLRQ
+RZHYHUWKHPDUNHWJHQHUDWHGE\DQ\DULVWRFUDWLFUHVLGHQFH
ZKHWKHUGHIHQGHGRUQRWDQGWKHHFRQRPLFDQGVRFLDO
PRWLYHVRIVHLJQHXUVERWKOD\DQGHFFOHVLDVWLFDOPXVWDOVR
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be contributory factors (Beresford 1967, 125, 167). The
apogee of town and castle foundation is represented by the
work of Edward I in Wales. Here, most clearly, the town and
castle is revealed as an instrument of conquest, and as a
permanent colony to secure social and economic control.
The same process on a minor scale is represented at Bala.
The town was established in the 14th century beside an
already abandoned castle, whose rehabilitation, although
intended, did not follow. The purpose of the town was to
bring order to a lawless area (Soulsby 1983, 34-5). Between
these extremes lie the generality of castles and towns,
including Abergavenny (Armitage 1912, 98) and Bridgewater, Somerset (Renn 1968, 117). Particularly in Wales the
continued existence of towns was facilitated by their receipt
of monopolistic market rights (Soulsby 1983, 7).
Some provision for the defence of the community would
seem essential for the continued existence of castle-boroughs
in Wales, and for the attraction of new settlers, colonists, to
them. Similar considerations would seem to apply to the
settlements founded beside castles in England, especially
the castellries and honours north of the Trent, particularly
in the later 11th and 12th centuries. The symmetry of the
town and castle defences at Pleshey and Devizes suggests
that these may be contemporary with the foundation of the
castles. The settlements at Tutbury and Bolsover, enclosed
with an earth rampart, were of little importance in the 13th
century, and their defences may be an early feature. While
Edward I was able to construct castles and town defences,
few at any time could afford such wealth, Excavation at
Richard’s Castle has revealed that the settlement defences
are not a primary feature, but were constructed in the 13th
century; they have been taken to represent an ‘aspiration
towards urban status’ on the part of the settlement (Curnow
& Thompson 1969, 108). Evren in Wales, where attack was
frequent, less than a third of settlements were enclosed and
not all of the defences are necessarily a primary feature. Hay
obtained a grant of murage only in 1237, following extensive
damage in a Welsh raid of 1232. The construction of
defences may arise from the success and prosperity of the
settlements, rather than the original designs of their
founders (Soulsby 1983, 39).
Security, to an extent, was provided by the mere presence
of a castle, as has been suggested with the urban castles
(above). Yet there is a marked preference, most clear in
Wales, for the town and castle to be accommodated together
upon a site with strong natural defences. Chepstow and
Newton lie within a river meander; St Clears and Newcastle
Emlyn occupy promontories formed by a river confluence;
Pembroke sits on a ridge between tidal creeks (Soulsby 1983,
107, 209); Cl un developed within a river meander to the
north of a more open, pre-Conquest nucleus (Hindle 1981,
23-6). Topographic and documentary evidence suggest that
the burgesses of Castell-y-Bere, Cefnllys and Dolforwyn
lived within the castles (Barley 1976, 60). Excavation at
Launceston has revealed a regular planned development
within the outer bailey, which has been interpreted as a
community rather than the castle household (Saunders
1977b). Traces of domestic buildings have been located
within the 2.8 ha outer ward, the Town Ward, at Barnard
Castle (Austin 1979, 58). Such settlements may not be
typical, but permanent occupation rather than temporary
refuge within the castle bailey may be an initial stage of
development at a number of sites.
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Social or political motives may also account for the
association of castle and town. Pleshey, an honour centre
established immediately following the Conquest, ‘where
everything is new’ (Brown 1976, 51), exhibits most clearly
the ‘magnetic forces’ (Beresford 1967, 125) around
seigneurial residences. Economic motives on the part of the
seigneur are more apparent at Lauceston (Dunheved), to
which the market of the old borough was moved. Economic
motives may also underlie the movement of the settlements
of Burpham to Arundel, the abandonment of Old Windsor
for New Windsor beside the castle begun c 1067 and the
movement of Old to New Buckenham (Beresford 1967, 128,
396). The economic potential of a future borough was
recognized at Abergavenny (Soulsby 1983, 65) and at
Kenilworth soon after the founding of the castles (Beresford
1967, 128). The abandonment of Green Castle for Wooler
(King 1969, 100) and the movement of castles at Knighton
and Newport (Soulsby 1983, 35) may be a response to the
choice of a site more conducive to the establishment of a
borough.
Increasingly from the mid 12th century in England the
proportion of new towns established beside a castle declines.
There were probably sufficient castles in general for the
needs and resources of most lords. Defence was no longer
essential to the success of a nascent community, and purely
commercial considerations are apparent in the siting of
many of the latter towns (Platt 1976,41). Purely commercial
forces are also evident at Pembroke, Pontefract and Ludlow,
with the development of new markets away from the castle.
Old Sarum was abandoned for Salisbury c 1219, and the
walled town of Denbigh for a more accessible suburb
(Beresford 1967, 506, 547). Continued seigneurial presence
remained of great importance for many settlements. It has
been suggested that the settlement at Barnard Castle moved
away in the 14th century in the absence of the lord (Austin
1979), and the decline of Bletchingley follows the extinction
of the Clare family (Schofield & Palliser 1981, 7). The
continued use and the quality of the buildings within the
castles directly reflect the interests and wealth of their
respective lords. Residential rather than primarily military
requirements are evident in the first phases of Castle Acre.
The motte has a large stone hall, a country house, contained
within a small earthern rampart, approached through an
ostentatious gatehouse. The reconstruction of the hall as a
keep and the strengthening of the ramparts are a response to
the Anarchy of the mid 12th century (Coad 1977).
The variety evident in plans of the Edwardian castles in
Wales highlights the differing requirements that even the
same lord might seek in his castles. Caernarvon has lavish
accommodation within a fairy-tale architectural form, a
feature entirely lacking, because not required, at Harlech
(Colvin 1963, 357, 370). Residential use of castles might
continue long after the castle had ceased to be of military
value. Pleshey continued as a residence, although the
earthern defences were not remodelled, with regular
refurbishment apparent in the chapel at least (William
1977). On the more exposed northern border, continued
maintenance of the defences is to be expected. At Warkworth the construction of the keep, hall and collegiate
church in the later 14th century was contemporary with
improvements to the fortification of the south bailey. While
the proximity of the Scots necessitated work on the defences,
the development of the castle at this period is very much a
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celebration of the rising social status of the family (Blair &
Honeyman 1954).
In Scotland the association of royal castle, the centre of
shrieval government, and burgh, with extensive trading and
manufacturing monopoly is a clear element in the extension
of royal power (Houston 1955, 115). Of the 33 burghs
founded by the king before 1286, 31 were beside castles.
Their use to bring order to troubled areas is apparent from
the foundation of Ayr, Lanark and Dumfries in 1186 after
the revolt of Galloway, and the establishment of Inverness,
Forres and Elgin after the rebellion of Moray in 1160
(Houston 1955, 114-45). The relationship between town
and castle has received less study than it deserves (Simpson
& Webster 1972, 177; Whitehand & Alauddin 1969, 110).
At Peebles the castle stands at a river confluence, and the
settlement, located along an approach road, may be later.
Selkirk Castle at the edge of the town may be a later addition.
The burghs did not develop substantial defences before the
15th century, although their extent was rigidly defined by
ditch, property boundary and palisade, and they appear to
have relied for their defence upon the castle.

Recent research and current problems
Since the publication of the History of the King’s Works
(Colvin 1963) castle studies have increased and diversified
(Kenyon 1978). A gazetteer of English and Welsh castles has
been prepared (King 1983). The architectural symbolism of
the castle (Coulson 1979) and the uses and social distribution of crenellation have been considered (Coulson 1982).
Research into the origins of the castle fostered by the Royal
Archaeological Institute (Saunders 1977a) incidentally
placed particular emphasis upon urban castles as well dated,
early examples. It has been stated that royal castles have
been thoroughly explored (Palliser 1976, 4) and provocatively suggested that ‘almost any question one may raise
about castles has already been raised and answered’
(Saunders 1977a, 134). Yet, as is apparent in the present
paper, questions arise and assumptions remain to be tested.
Perhaps the most important aspect of the recent research,
and that which has borne most fruit, is the often controversial collaboration of historians and archaeologists
(Saunders 1977a, 1). Unless a purblind approach is to be
made, this cooperation must continue. While there are
considerable difficulties in the relation of archaeological and
documentary evidence, excavation strategy and subsequent
interpretation cannot proceed without meeting these
problems.
Recent research and excavation have been directed to the
origins of the castle, with particular emphasis being placed
upon the form of early defences. It is evident that a considerable variety of form is present in the early castle. An
incidental result of the Royal Archaeological Institute’s
programme has been a clear demonstration of the need for
large-scale area excavation, with commensurate time and
resources, if the detailed understanding of the structural
development of early castles is to be significantly improved.
Excavation at Winchester and Northampton has demonstrated the complexity and the scale of the early development of urban castles (Biddle 1975a; Renn 1968, 258). The
size and strength of the urban castles by 1100 suggest
intense development. The sites are likely to contain well
sealed early phases, essential to the understanding of the

urban castle and to the early development of the castle in
general.
Knowledge of the forms and uses of early castles, their
incidence and dating, has benefited particularly from wideranging studies of their distribution, in particular of the
motte (King 1972) and ringwork (Alcock Sr King 1969). The
overall distribution of castles remains little understood
(Brown 1976, 216), but recent work in Bedfordshire (Baker
1982) and Devon (Higham 1982) provide a model for such
studies, Without such work the distribution and continued
use of urban castles and associated castles and settlements,
is unlikely to be better understood.
The early development of residential and administrative
buildings, and especially of timber buildings of all periods,
compared to the recent emphasis on defences, remains little
understood and will require large, area excavation if
advances are to be made. The work at Hen Domen provides
the model for such excavation (Barker 1969). In particular
it remains to be established whether the quality of such
buildings, indicated by the 11th century chapel at
Winchester, is represented elsewhere, and further whether
there is any relationship between these buildings and the
scale and date of the construction of the defences.
To turn specifically to the outstanding problems of the
archaeology of urban castles and castles associated with
settlement, as opposed to the more general problems of the
development of castles, is to reiterate the necessity of largescale excavation. If excavation is to examine adequately the
pre-Conquest uses of the sites of urban castles, then large
excavation, preferably on a site with little later stone
building will be needed, supplemented, as at Stamford
(Mahany & Roffe 1982) by detailed documentary and
topographic research.
The outer baileys of castles remain the least studied
aspect and potentially areas which may significantly alter
the accepted views of a castle’s use. At Nottingham the large
outer bailey was used for grazing in the later medieval
period, and there is little evidence of buildings within it
(Drage 1983, 118). Ample grazing for the garrison’s horses
was provided by the meadowland south of the castle, yet this
large area was included in the castle and strongly fortified.
At Norwich, however, the outer bailey is simply a fortified
meadow to secure the garrison’s horses, essential to the
offensive role of the castle (Webster & Cherry 1980, 228-9).
At Bedford it has been suggested that the outer bailey at first
comprised an area of land cleared of all buildings, to protect
the approaches to the castle (Baker 1973). Of particular
importance during the inital years of the conquest, and in
view of their location on important routes, the large outer
baileys may have been intended to shelter bodies of troops,
gathered to take the field. Porchester Castle as a point of
embarkation fulfilled a similar role throughout the medieval
period (Rigold 1965, 5). The outer baileys of castles
associated with settlement also require examination in the
light of the domestic accommodation located at Launceston
(Saunders 1977b). Trial trenching or limited sampling, in
view of the slight traces of occupation likely in such areas,
may damage more than it reveals.
Perhaps the most impressive recent advances have
occurred in the study of standing stone structures, including
gatehouses and keeps. Close examination of these structures
by measured drawing, excavation and some consideration of
the local, political and financial circumstances attendant
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Fig 57 Reconstruction of Bristol Castle, c 1300 (Bristol City Museums)
XSRQWKHLUFRQVWUXFWLRQKDVUHVXOWHGLQWKHLUFORVHGDWLQJD
PRUHSUHFLVHXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHLURULJLQDOSODQDQGLWV
DIILQLWLHVDQGGHWDLOHGNQRZOHGJHRIWKHLUVXEVHTXHQW
GHYHORSPHQW7KHUHODWLRQVKLSRI5RFKHVWHUDQG&DQWHUEXU\
5HQQ DQG&ROFKHVWHUDQGWKH:KLWH7RZHU 'UXU\
%URZQ KDVEHHQHVWDEOLVKHG$WWKH7RZHURI
/RQGRQWKDWPRVWIDPLOLDURIPRQXPHQWVWKHRULJLQDO
DUUDQJHPHQWVRIWKH:KLWH7RZHUKDYHEHHQGHVFULEHG
%URZQ DQGWKHGHVLJQRIWKHZHVWFXUWDLQLQFOXGLQJ
ODUJHVFDOHDQGHDUO\XVHRIEULFNZRUNKDVEHHQGLVFXVVHG
&XUQRZ ,QFRPSDULVRQZLWKH[FDYDWLRQPHDVXUHG
GUDZLQJZKHUHSRVVLEOHXVLQJUHFWLILHGSKRWRJUDSK\LV
FRVWHIIHFWLYHDQGQRQGHVWUXFWLYH7KHGUDZLQJFRPSULVHV
DIXOOUHFRUGRIWKHEXLOGLQJ³DSUHUHTXLVLWHIRUWKHHIIHFWLYH
VWXG\RIWKHVHVWUXFWXUHVDQGDQHFHVVDU\SUHOLPLQDU\WRWKHLU
HIIHFWLYHGXUDWLRQ7KHSUHOLPLQDU\UHVXOWVRIDQH[WHQGHG
SURJUDPPHRIVXUYH\DQGOLPLWHGH[FDYDWLRQDW/LQFROQ
&DVWOHLQDGYDQFHRIFRQVROLGDWLRQLQFOXGHWKHGLVFRYHU\RI
DIXUWKHUPRWWHRUPRXQGDQGWKHHOXFLGDWLRQRIWKHIRUP
DQGGHYHORSPHQWRIWKHZHVWJDWH 6WRFNHU 
7KHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQXUEDQFDVWOHVDQGWKHLUWRZQV
UHTXLUHVUHH[DPLQDWLRQLQWKHOLJKWRIWKHLQFUHDVHG
GRFXPHQWDU\DQGDUFKDHRORJLFDOHYLGHQFHDYDLODEOH)RUWKH
SHULRGRIWKH&RQTXHVWZKLOHLWPD\EHVRPHWLPHEHIRUH
WKHGLVFRYHULHVDW6WDPIRUGDQG&ROFKHVWHUDUHUHSHDWHG
HOVHZKHUHUHH[DPLQDWLRQRIWKHWRSRJUDSKLFGRFXPHQWDU\
DQGDUFKDHRORJLFDOHYLGHQFHPD\UHILQHWKHSUHVHQWYLHZRI
WKHSHULSKHUDOORFDWLRQRIXUEDQFDVWOHVDQGWKHLUDSSDUHQW
DYRLGDQFHRIH[LVWLQJFHQWUHV,WZLOODOVREHDVLJQLILFDQW
DGYDQFHLIDFRPSDULVRQRIFDVWHOOULHVDQGSUH&RQTXHVW
HVWDWHVZLWKXUEDQKROGLQJVUHYHDOVFORVHVLPLODULWLHV7KH
FDVWOHPD\WKHQEHDVVXPHGWRWDNHRQFHUWDLQRIWKHUHVL
GHQWLDODQGPDQDJHULDOUROHVRIWKH$QJOR6D[RQWRZQKRXVH
DOEHLWZLWKDQHZIHXGDODUFKLWHFWXUDOIRUP

7KHVXEVHTXHQWGHYHORSPHQWRIERWKXUEDQFDVWOHVDQG
FDVWOHVZLWKDVVRFLDWHGVHWWOHPHQWVVKRXOGQRWEHVWXGLHGLQ
LVRODWLRQEXWPXVWEHUHODWHGWRWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIWKH
DGMDFHQWWRZQV7KHLPSDFWRIWKHFDVWOHXSRQWKH
FKDQJLQJPRUSKRORJ\RIVHWWOHPHQWZLOOEHEHVWVWXGLHGLQ
WKRVHSODFHVZKHUHSURJUDPPHVRIGRFXPHQWDU\UHVHDUFK
DQGH[FDYDWLRQH[WHQGWRERWKFDVWOHDQGWRZQ5HOHYDQWWR
ERWKXUEDQFDVWOHVDQGFDVWOHERURXJKVLVWKHGDWHRIWKH
FRQVWUXFWLRQRIWKHGHIHQFHVRIWKHVHWWOHPHQW
)RUWXQDWHO\WKHVLWHVRIPDQ\FDVWOHVDUHSURWHFWHGDQG
KDYHWKXVHVFDSHGUHFHQWGHYHORSPHQW:KHUHWKLVLVQRWWKH
FDVHWKHLUDUFKDHRORJLFDOSRWHQWLDOPXVWEHHVWDEOLVKHGDQG
WKHLUSUHVHUYDWLRQHQVXUHGSRVVLEO\DVVLWHVIRUSXEOLF
OHLVXUH6XFKXVHDVPXVHXPVRUSDUNVFDUULHVLWVRZQ
LQVLGLRXVWKUHDWVRIJDUGHQLQJWUHHSODQWLQJDQGWKH
SURYLVLRQRIEHWWHUIDFLOLWLHVIRUYLVLWRUV5HVFXHH[FDYDWLRQ
XQOHVVDYRLGDEOHKDVWKHDGGLWLRQDOPHULWRQWKHVHVLWHVRI
EULQJLQJPRGHUQDUFKDHRORJ\WRWKHDWWHQWLRQRIDZLGHU
SXEOLF,WLVDOVROLNHO\WRDWWUDFWQRQJRYHUQPHQWDOIXQGV
7KHUHVXOWVRIVXFKDUFKDHRORJ\LQVWDQFHGE\WKHUHFRQ
VWUXFWLRQRI%ULVWRO&DVWOH
c  )LJ GHVHUYHWREH
DWWUDFWLYHO\FRQYH\HG:KLOHLWLVHDV\WRFULWLFL]HVXFK
GUDZLQJV ZHUHWKHUHQRWLPEHUEXLOGLQJVLQWKRVHGHVHUWHG
EDLOH\V" LQDGGLWLRQWRWKHQHFHVVDU\SRSXODUDXGLHQFHIRU
VXFKGUDZLQJVWKH\VHUYHDVHULRXVDFDGHPLFSXUSRVH$W
1RWWLQJKDP&DVWOHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRILQGLYLGXDOEXLOGLQJV
DQGWKHWRSRJUDSK\DQGOD\RXWRIWKHFDVWOHLQWKHOLJKWRI
DUFKDHRORJLFDOHYLGHQFHSODQVVNHWFKHVDQGGRFXPHQWVKDV
EHHQIDFLOLWDWHGE\WKHSUHSDUDWLRQRIUHFRQVWUXFWLRQ
GUDZLQJVXWLOL]LQJDQGEULQJLQJWRJHWKHUWKHGLIIHUHQWW\SHV
RIHYLGHQFH
$VWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIRXULQQHUFLWLHVFRQWLQXHVFDVWOH
VLWHVLQFUHDVLQJO\UHSUHVHQWWKHODUJHVWDQGEHVWSUHVHUYHG
DUHDVRIXQGLVWXUEHGDUFKDHRORJLFDOVWUDWD7KHVHOHYHOV



'UDJH 8UEDQ FDVWOHV

YLWDO WR WKH XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI FDVWOHV ZLOO DOVR VHDO DQG
SUHVHUYH HDUOLHU VWUDWD $W :LQFKHVWHU SUH&RQTXHVW VHWWOH
PHQW KDV EHHQ UHYHDOHG EXW DW /LQFROQ 5RPDQ RFFXSDWLRQ
LV DQWLFLSDWHG )RU WKH PHGLHYDO DQG SRVWPHGLHYDO SHULRG
WKH VLWHV DUH OLNHO\ WR SUHVHUYH UHVHUYHV RI ZHOO GDWHG VWUDWD
IRU WKH IXWXUH VWXG\ RI EXLOGLQJ WHFKQRORJ\ DUWHIDFWV DQG
HQYLURQPHQWDO DQG GLHWDU\ GDWD 7KH 5DELHV $UFKDHRORJRUXP
GHEDWH 2OVHQ  ³ WKH H[WHQW WR ZKLFK VLWHV RXJKW WR EH
H[FDYDWHG²LV RI SDUWLFXODU UHOHYDQFH DOWKRXJK %DUNHU·V
UHSO\ GUDZLQJ RQ PRUH JHQHUDO H[SHULHQFH GHVHUYHV WKH
PRVW DWWHQWLRQ %DUNHU   7KH H[FDYDWLRQ RI WKH VLWHV RI
XUEDQ FDVWOHV DQG FDVWOHERURXJKV ZLWK DGHTXDWH IXQGLQJ
DQG ZLWK WKH DLG RI D SURSHUO\ FRQVWLWXWHG UHVHDUFK GHVLJQ
LV D KHDY\ DQG XQUHSHDWDEOH UHVSRQVLELOLW\
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9 Roman public buildings

Introduction
One of the boons of recent years in the study of Roman
towns has been the publication in 1975 of John Wacher’s
The towns of Roman Britain. It is a guide to each town dealt
with here and a summary of information up to 1973. Not
all details are covered-a general book could not hope to do
so-and the public buildings which might be expected in
towns that can be argued to have had some form of charter
do not receive a separate analysis. The topic reviewed here
and the towns selected for discussion are all to be found
among those dealt with by John Wacher. Each is confined
to the same kind of town which is characterized by a street
grid and has evidence for at least one public structure.
There are nineteen such towns and these are given in
Table 6. The object of the table is to set out the degree of
our knowledge of public buildings at each place. Each item
is rated from three stars to a query. Three stars shows that
the identification is sure and that a good deal is known of
its plan, often its date and sometimes its overall history. Two
stars generally means that the identification is reasonably
secure and that the other details are less well established.
One star indicates that the identification is basically sound
but that there is little else known. A query means that there
is doubt, sometimes considerable, over the identification.
Finally, a blank shows that there is no evidence for that class
of building. The two omissions from Wacher’s list are
Chelmsford and Brough-on-Humber: the first is excluded
on the grounds that the evidence is not good enough
(Wacher 1975, 195-202), and the second because apart from
the inscription (RIB, 1965, 707), there is no adequate
evidence at all (Wacher 1975, 393-7).
Before looking at the current state of knowledge, it would
be as well to define a ‘public building’: a structure which was
put up to fulfil a public function and was open to the public
itself. This bars all possible mansiones as these were not
apparently for general use but were reserved-for want of a
better term-for government officials. It also excludes
aqueducts and water supply and, as only one is known
(Thompson 1956, 34-6, Fig 7, pls V-VI), public fountains.
Monuments, except for arches are also excluded as they
were hardly for use and most were, no doubt, appurtenances
of other structures (Crummy 1977, 93-4, figs 18-20;
Goodburn 1978, 456: Gloucester; Hill et al 1980, 124-200:
London; Frere 1983a, 75-82, Wheeler & Wheeler 1936,
76-8: Verulamium). Similarly, latrines should be expected
in bath-houses, otherwise they are only evidenced as having
been integral with private houses (Frere 1983a, 246-7, fig
98). Because of limitations of space amphitheatres are
covered very briefly and only a limited discussion of status
of temples in towns is attempted.
However, there is one class of building which because of
its rarity can be overlooked: a palace. Apart from its residential function, a palace also had an administrative one and as
such should have been open to the public in some way. This
point is made for period II at Fishbourne (Cunliffe 1971,
153). The only palace to be put forward with reasonable
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certainty in an urban context is in London, a town of
unknown status (Marsden 1975). The site was identified
because of the great central hall lying between what were
probably matching wings. The whole stood on a terrace
overlooking the river (ibid, Fig 28). The obvious parallels
also occupy prominent sites in similar positions (ibid, Fig
30), and terracing to raise the principal range occurs at both
Fishbourne and the possible palace at Castor (Mackreth
1984).
From literary evidence York should have had some kind
of palace, but in the context of Severus’ visit it may not have
been a formal structure when he first arrived, though it may
have been by the time his sons left Britain. Its site is not
known, but an imposing one seems assured if the parallels
have any value (RCHM 1962, xxxvi; Wacher 1975, 156). A
sanguine approach might associate the buildings found in
the two separate Bishophill excavations with the terrace wall
located in Skeldergate, to produce one major structure
fronting onto gardens running to the river. The heated room
found in 1973 seems to have been larger than might have
been expected in an ordinary town house and, if part of a
bath-house, seems again to be out of scale with purely
private needs (Carver et al 1978, 38, figs 15-16). The
apparent misalignment between the two sites on which the
buildings were found is no bar when the plan of the London
palace is looked at (Marsden 1975, fig 29).

Street systems and public buildings
The nineteen towns considered here are generally admitted
as having been civitates peregrinae or higher in status. The
actual status of some may be unknown, as is the case with
the first and last in the list, but all have what can be
described as an ordered layout pointing to a degree of
deliberate planning at a sufficiently early stage to have
dictated the gross development of the overall site. It is
within this infrastructure-to use a modern term-that the
provision of public services was made.
The plans of Silchester and Caerwent (Boon, 1974; NashWilliams 1930, pl LXXXV) are the best available, as each
was subjected to a single series of excavations under a more
or less unified control, and because large-scale plans of each
were published. However, both are limited in value as they
tend to represent, at best, the final street-plan and not the
earliest. After these two the standard of presentation of
evidence and the degree of knowledge drop markedly to such
a point that at Aldborough no proper street-plan is known
(Wacher 1975, fig 86). The quality of the information
generally available is so low that exercises in mensuration
(Crummy 1982a, 130-4) must be suspect. Recent work, for
instance at Wroxeter (excavations by Dr Graham Webster)
has emphasized that the development of a street-system is
open to many influences, and that the most that can be said
of ‘gridded’ layouts is that a high proportion of street
junctions is at or close to 90° and ‘restoration’ studies can
only be approximate (cf Exeter; cf Goodburn 1979, fig 15
with Frere 1983b, fig 23; see also Leach 1982, fig 3).
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Insistence on a grid will lead to difficulties (Wacher 1975,
fig 65) and chance observations, only a few square metres
in extent can lead to wrong conclusions: eg Caerwent, the
paved entry to House VI (Ashby et al 1903, pl XXVI).
Nevertheless, where the street-plan can be seen in reasonable detail, there is an integrity of plan which commands
respect.
The feature which connects the laying out of the streets
with the main public buildings is that, with a single good
exception, no private buildings can be shown to have
preceded a forum or a set of public baths (Frere 1977, 396;
probably also Rankov 1982, 389). The suggestion made for
the earliest Roman pre-forum structures at Silchester is that
these are not ordinary domestic buildings (Frere 1984b,
324). However, not all sites have been taken to their lowest
levels; for instance Caerwent was stripped down to obvious
structural elements and the associated hard surfaces.
Only at Wroxeter can it be satisfactorily demonstrated
that one public building succeeds another, the forum being
placed on the site of abandoned baths (Atkinson 1942) and
the baths proper being built over private housing (Grew
1981, 358, fig 13). However, the problem here is really the
correct dating of the early baths: are they early enough to
have been intended for Legio XX (Frere 1974, 140), or do
they belong to a civilian phase preceding the final dispositions? Renewed excavation may provide an answer.
One problem which a student will soon encounter is that
modern town plans complete with all the street names and
the basic archaeology are hard to come by. Their lack makes
it difficult to pinpoint sites which may be referred to simply
as ‘122a Woolgathers’ Row’. There may be little difficulty
if the major research is based in the town in question and
there are comprehensive archives available. But this is not
always the case and the work-schedules imposed upon those
in the best position to do the work may prevent any coherent
programme. Inventories such as those issued for York
(RCHM 1962) and the cumulative sequence developing for
Chichester (Down & Rule 1971) provide a contrast to the
usual state of affairs. Because remains were often poorly
preserved and records of them are not only of variable
quality but probably also cover a number of sightings made
at different times, interpretation can be difficult. In the first
instance, the size of the original complex can only be guessed
at and the stages in the defining of the sites of the fora at
Leicester and Lincoln provide cautionary tales.
In the second instance the recognition of a public building
itself is no easy matter in limited excavation or observation
as the area is usually too small to allow ready identification.
If walls c 0.9m thick are met with, a possibility exists of
there being one; if such structural elements are associated
with colonnades opening out on to a street or court, or part
of a great columned hall, there is near certainty. The rule
can only be general, as the published plans of both Caerwent
and Silchester show. At the former the wall thicknesses of
the basilical range match quite well, but those of the ranges
round the court are thinner (Ashby et al 1909, pl XCI). The
latter is a better example, but the partition walls in the
ranges round the court can go down to c 0.75m (Fox & St
John Hope 1893, pl LIII). The contrast with the wall thicknesses of lesser buildings in each town is between c 0.5m
and 0.75m, but wider walls can be met with (eg Down &
Rule 1971, 130, fig 6.3, room 6) and porticoes are known
in what should be assumed to have been private housing

(Martin & Ashby 1901, pl XL; also? Ashby et al 1902, pl
VIII, house VII). It is consistency of observation over an area
larger than that occupied by private property which is
needed. Description of walls found at Canterbury as having
been ‘large’ is unhelpful and we must wait for detailed
publication to see what their size was, and whether they suit
both the plan and the probable site of a forum (Frere 1984b,
330).

Fora
Their central siting and their plan proclaim that fora were
considered to be of prime importance and their functions
would generally be taken to have been plain marketing in the
court, and judicial and administrative practices in the
basilica and associated range of rooms behind. Whether this
was so will be discussed later in this section.
It has been observed that there may be a correlation
between the sizes of a forum and the town in which it lies
(Frere 1974, 125-9). There is nothing particularly strange
in a progressive diminution in size as the apparent population decreases; the size should surely bear some relationship with hoped for prosperity and the money available.
Such a point is made by Vitruvius (V.i.2). However, the
permissions which seem to have been required for the
erection of public buildings from at least the late 1st century
(Frere 1984a, 66-7) inject an incalculable element into any
theoretical assessment of socioeconomic values, especially if
a crude relationship is established with the quantity and
quality of other buildings in a town. This is amply illustrated in a letter from Pliny to Trajan concerning the baths
at Prusa, and the reply (X.23-4). Pliny’s mission in Bythinia
was as a kind of financial overseer-hence the insistence on
the use of existing funds-but the point is that the petition
for new baths went to the governor in the first instance
(Sherwin-White 1966, 592-3). This case may serve to show
that more than a formal permission was needed as Pliny
(X.70) also looked into where a new set of baths could be
built. There is also a hint that if what had been private
housing had to be demolished, a further permission was
needed (Sherwin-White, 1966, 657). Considerations such as
this may have been applicable in cases like the Leicester
macellum.
The initially planned size of a forum, at least, may not only
have been related to how much the local authority was
prepared to raise, commensurate with its dignity and
ambition, but also to the limits imposed by the governor in
the first instance-assuming that he had not referred the
matter to Rome. Coupled with this is the possibility that
imperial donations were involved as well as the high
probability that army staff were seconded to design and
control the building (Frere 1974, 276-7). The result may
have been that the actual building programme lay outside
the hands of the local council; this could also account for the
obviously imperial inscriptions put up at Wroxeter and
Verulamium. Therefore a straight comparison of size and
elaboration will not sufice. There are too many variables for
much reliance to be placed on the use of a graph in an
attempt to distinguish one town from another in purely
economic terms. Two examples show this. At Wroxeter, the
Hadrianic inscription may just point to an imperial interest;
Hadrian may have given money himself or directed that
public funds from outside the civitas be provided. Yet it is
certain that the overall size of the forum block is entirely
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conditioned by the retained sections of the earlier bath
complex. This includes the east range and most of the east
portico. No doubt the building materials both stored unused
and derived from the now redundant bath-suites helped to
further reduce the costs of construction. At Silchester is
found the one forum plan commonly taken to represent the
class in Britain. However, comparison with other plans
shows that it has the highest percentage of covered area of
any and, in that respect, is atypical.
It is fashionable to discuss sites in socioeconomic terms.
It may be appropriate to do this for towns in the medieval
period when both the structure of society is well known and
documents survive to illustrate the interaction of these two
aspects. The study of medieval towns is also made easier by
a greater knowledge in almost every single case of the plan
and the distribution of types of activity within its bounds,
In contrast, direct knowledge of society in Romano-British
times is abysmally thin and documentation virtually nonexistent-conditions which lead to such a high degree of
circumspection in discussing towns in socioeconomic terms
that the result may seem too loosely termed to be of value.
In the present case the understanding of the use of public
buildings proceeds by analogy with other parts of the empire
and what can be gleaned from references in surviving texts.
The sum of such information is comparatively sparse and
provides an insecure framework for Britain. To elaborate
from such slight grounds is unwarranted and could well be
misleading. When it comes to ‘ordinary’ buildings in towns,
the truth is that our knowledge of their use is inadequate and
the lack of function which can be attributed to what are
assumed to be ‘commercial premises’ merely points to the
poor base for any adequate discussion.
A more telling point is that it cannot be assumed blindly
that it was the townsfolk who dictated that public buildings
be put up. In the conditions of the earlier part of Roman rule
it was more likely the political ambition of country-based
magnates which was responsible (Frere 1974, 236-7).
Therefore any link between the economy of a town and the
opulence of its forum and baths may have been less direct
than a simple view might suggest. The general degeneration
in a town’s public buildings in a traditionalist society should
reflect either the waning wealth or the growing reluctance
to spend on public works on the part of the decurions rather
than be a simple reflection of the decline in the economic
vitality of the whole commercial class in a town.
Actual evidence for functions within a forum is minimal.
A forum, by definition, ought to be a market, yet the
evidence that any in Britain was so used is essentially nonexistent. The courts at Wroxeter and Silchester were noted
by their excavators as having been virtually sterile (Atkinson
1942, 82; Fox & St John Hope, 1893, 544). The small area
of the court at Cirencester which has been examined pointed
to the same condition (Wacher 1954, 14). Wroxeter is commonly thought to be the prime example of a forum used as
a market, but all the evidence-the stacks of samian, the
bundles of whetstones and the strew of unused mortariacame from the gutter along the external east portico. If we
look at Caerwent and Silchester, the former is set in the
midst of wide streets, especially on the south and west
(Nash-Williams 1930, pl lxxxv). The latter has a set of miniinsulae on three sides (Boon 1974) in which were pits and
immense spreads of oyster shell. This suggests that the
vacant ground should be regarded as having been a market
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in the modern sense (Fox & St John Hope 1893, 561-3, 569),
a detail which takes on weight when the macella are looked
at. If the forum did include among its public functions
official rituals involving sacrifices, any altar should have
been in the court and this should have precluded such lowlevel activities as day-to-day marketing.
What has been said so far on fora is, to a large extent,
general. Our understanding of these structures in Britain is
based on archaeological evidence, and the accumulation of
this is impeded by the problems which sheer size impose in
comprehending the development of a particular site. Good
examples are provided by the London and Gloucester fora
(Philp 1977, fig 3; cf Hurst 1972, figs 5-6 with Heighway
& Garrod 1980, fig 1B). The former is nearly 3 ha in area.
The next largest forum, at Verulamium, is nearly 2 ha in
extent. The smallest known, at Caistor by Norwich, at just
under 0.5 ha, is big enough to make the point that it would
have been difficult to understand had the site lain under a
modern town.
Leicester provides an instructive example of the difficulties which can arise during the slow elucidation of the
layout of the principal public buildings under a modern city
centre. The site of the forum was a mystery despite Kathleen
Kenyon’s interpretation of her excavations to the west of the
Jewry Wall (Kenyon 1948, 14-28). Her work was the first
large-scale examination in the town. The forum seemed to
have been found when John Wacher discovered a great hall
built over a private house (Taylor 1959, 113-5) but it was
only in the late 1960s that another candidate was found and
it seems, despite pecularities in the proportions of the
basilica, that this is the true site (Hebditch & Mellor 1973).
The complex of public buildings in the centre of the town
now has a unity which will be hard to shake.
Piecemeal publication and apparently unrelated observations can bedevil identification at places where progress has
not been as marked as in Leicester. For example, opinions
have varied as to where the forum in Colchester should be
sought. One view is that it was sited in insula 30, opposite
the main entrance to the great temple (Crummy 1977, fig
1; 1982, fig 1; Wacher 1975, 105, fig 26; Hull 1958, 203).
However, discoveries in the western part of the town are
possibly better suited to a forum than any published for
insula 30. Mrs Niblett found parts of a building in insula 18
in which the only wall thickness mentioned is 5 feet and the
only interpretative word is ‘house’ applied to Phase 2
(Dunnett 1966, 39-40, figs 1.6). With walls of that thickness and one room 24m by 9m, and another 11.3m across,
this was no domestic structure. However, a notice published
by Hull, confusingly listed under insula 10, quite apart from
the obscurity of the orientation of the main section and its
location (Hull 1958, 98-100, figs 30, 40), adds more to the
plan of what should be the same building. Use of modern
property boundaries published by both writers enables a
reconciliation of these two records to be made and although
it is not certain what part of a forum plan is present, the
result is impressive enough for the site to be put forward as
the best candidate so far. Its size, using the whole of insula
18, at c 10.88ha is between the areas of the fora at Silchester
and Wroxeter. The most recent publication on Colchester
comes to a similar conclusion, and perhaps attention in the
future to insula 18 will provide sufficient evidence to raise
the possibility to a probability, if not a certainty (Drury
1984, fig 1).
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Even when the site can be reasonably assumed to have
been found, some caution needs to be exercised before
attempting to demonstrate what is felt to be present. The
forum at Chichester ought to be east of the baths, but there
is so little evidence that confirmation is still lacking and
publication of a restoration study of the basilica is somewhat
premature (Down 1981, 5-27), especially when only one
basilica, at Cirencester, lies along the south side of the court.

Macella
This is a basically recognizable building type for which a
good acceptable name is hard to find. There is a tendency
for it to be termed a macellum, but this word is not commonly found and when it is tends to be related to market
structures built for dealing in a narrow range of goods.
‘Market’ as a substitute is too loose in application as it can
be applied to an open area devoid of special structures.
Many of the buildings which can be put under the general
heading macella were covered, but ‘market hall’ cannot be
used instead as it will not suit either the plan of the element
in the south-west corner of the Wroxeter baths insula or
what has been proved at Cirencester. Therefore macellum is
used as a convenient word to mean a specially designed
building with ranges of small rooms apparently better
related to commercial than official use. In this sense a
macellum can be described as the ancient version of a
shopping precinct. Perhaps the most famous is Trajan’s
market-hall built to one side of his forum in Rome
(Macdonald 1965, 75-93), which displays the set of characteristics used to identify satisfactorily similar structures in
Britain: a series of chambers or shops with covered
approaches combined into a single structure which can be
shut off from the streets.
It should be emphasized that a built macellum was largely
a product of a need. At Cirencester the ground which it was
to occupy was left essentially vacant from the laying out of
the town (Wacher 1962, 8) and can be seen as reserved land,
like the strips already noted at Silchester. At Leicester
empty land was left in the initial forum layout along its east
side. It probably proved too small for the marketing activity
which developed; hence the building of what is taken to be
a macellum on a site previously occupied by a private house
(Taylor 1959, 113-5). The position at Verulamium is not
certain. There is no sign as yet in the town-plan of either
extra-wide streets or of a reserved plot close to the forum.
The need for a macellum was satisfied by putting one up at
some distance from the forum on a site which had already
been occupied, possibly by private housing (Richardson
1944, 82-4), despite the presence of a reserved plot on the
other side of the road on which the temple and theatre were
to be built (Frere 1983b, 73-4). This suggests that here at
least what town-planning procedures there may have been
were effective and allowance had been made ab initio for
virtually all the concomitants of civilized life. At Wroxeter
the picture is also unclear; unless the apparently vacant area
behind the basilica was used as an open market, there were
only the external porticoes of the forum and the wide main
street available. The building of what is taken to be a
macellum in the south-west corner of the baths block would
certainly have eased the position. The two major rooms in
the baths insula facing the main entrance of the forum were
almost certainly public offices, the evidence for their having
been workshops predating the public building (Wright

1872, 16l-3; Johnson 1868, 55). The multi-purpose insula
opposite the forum here provides evidence that the town was
prosperous enough by about 130 for more than one function
to be needed in the new building, even if the public offices
in the centre of the west elevation are most probably a
reflection of the small amount of accommodation in the
forum, despite its great size.
Four macella have been identified in Britain and all have
one thing in common: they date after the building of the fora
in the towns in which they occur. The earliest phase at
Verulamium is early 2nd century (Richardson 1944,85), the
forum in some form having been completed by 79. At
Cirencester the stone macellum was built in the second
quarter of the 2nd century, the forum having been put up
most probably during the 80s of the 1st century (Wacher
1962, 5-9, figs 3-5). The same kind of difference in date
can also be seen at Leicester, the macellum following some
40 or more years after the completion of the forum in
probably the fourth decade of the 2nd century (Taylor 1959,
113-5, fig 10; Hebditch & Mellor 1973, 40-1, fig 2). At
Wroxeter the difference in date is less; the forum was completed by 129-30 (RIB 1965, 288) and the baths insula,
which includes the macellurn, follows on almost immediately. The reason for this is not clear. With so few dated
examples to hand it may be dangerous to suggest that official
support for the town was greater here than was generally the
case.
It seems that a macellum as such was not conceived as part
of a town when it was first created. It is a secondary feature
and the distance between it and the forum at Verulamium
is a warning that only when the main layout of a town is
known will the presence or absence of a macellum be established. It appears that Silchester never needed one (but see
Frere 1977, 292); that trade at Caerwent was never vigorous
enough; and that the generally poor quality of the buildings
at Caistor by Norwich is probably against there having been
one there -the open ground around the forum being sufficient (Wacher 1975, fig 54). The halls at the Blue Boar
site in Leicester and opposite the theatre at Verulamium
show that the hall without proven associations under the
north side of Westgate at Gloucester (see below) cannot
assuredly be attached to a set of baths.

Baths
These were the one amenity which a town had to have in
addition to a forum for it to have any pretensions to be
considered civilized. Only three sets of baths can be
described as well known: those at Wroxeter, Leicester and
Silchester. Caerwent has after these the next best plan in its
coherence, but a great part of the bath suite itself is
unknown. The Wroxeter baths are the best understood and
a major publication of them is awaited. Those at Leicester,
despite the apparent completeness of the plan, were so badly
preserved that how the various elements were integrated for
use is unclear. There has been no recent discussion of this,
and the only restoration drawing uses Kenyon’s own interpretation as its basis (Wacher 1975, fig 80; Kenyon 1948,
31-2). What was clearly the frigidarium is open to the skies.
However, interpretation is difficult and note should be made
of Kenyon’s comment on the survival of floor levels (ibid, 7).
Silchester’s baths are both small and seem to have a more
complicated building history than any other. They also have
the advantage of the most sumptuous publication of all (St
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John Hope & Fox 1905,34 l-66, pls LXXIV-CI, etc). Their
scale was not grandiose; the first caldarium was c 11.5m by
c 6m overall, compared with the same room at Wroxeter of
c 15m by c 1 5 m , and its walls were commensurately
thinner. The history of the Silchester baths was generally
one of expansion, possibly due to a growing population.
Unfortunately, the style of clearance employed in its excavation destroyed the dating of the stages of its history.
The Jewry Wall baths can be roughly restored along the
basic lines of those at Wroxeter-a main suite with two
lateral suites as well as a basilical hall-but there is no
evidence at Leicester for an external palaestra with a natatio.
The halls at Wroxeter, Leicester and Caerwent may show
influence from military practice. The baths at Chester
(Strickland 1984, 15; Strickland & Davey 1978, 22-4
provide an instructive example; the plan of the legionary
baths there bears a more than slight resemblance to the
layout at Wroxeter.
These basilical halls may point to a function for the great
columned hall under Westgate at Gloucester. It does not go
against the evidence for wall 1 to be of the same period as
the columns, with ‘wall 5’ being a deliberate infill for an
earlier drain (Heighway & Garrod 1980, fig 1, B, 79-84).
Using the very small-scale published plan and the standard
rule that the nave will be twice the width of an aisle, the
other side of the hall would be represented by the wall shown
on the other side of Westgate (ibid, fig 1) and the whole
would lie along the street frontage (ibid, 84). The great area
of tessellation, c 15m by more than l0m, could be part of
the frigidarium.
Elsewhere the evidence can be even more tantalizing.
Cirencester has a tenuous candidate for its baths in poorly
located rooms which could have been part of one structure;
of two hypocausts, 15.24m by 12.2m and 9.7m by 7.3m,
one would certainly be big enough for public baths.
Haverfield (1920, 179) did not try to place these remains,
but Wacher (1975, 300) puts them west of Tower Street, as
the recent excavations have narrowed the choice (McWhirr
1978, fig 1). Insulae 2 or 3 are available and, if properly in
2, the macellum may have been combined with the baths in
a single scheme. Of the baths found at both Chichester
(Down 1978, 145-57, figs 7.3, 7.54-60) and Dorchester
(Goodburn 1979, 327; Roman Town Baths, nd) not enough
was revealed for much to be deduced about the overall
layout.
At Verulamium a different problem occurs: there is a set
of baths large enough for public use just outside the northwest gate. There is no reason why these should not be the
town baths except for their peripheral siting. It is awkward
that they seem to have been abandoned c 225 (Wilson 1975,
258, fig 12), too early for there to have been no town baths
thereafter. Other, possibly more splendid, baths should lie
inside the defences. At London the Huggin Hill baths
passed out of use a hundred years earlier (Merrifield 1965,
142, fig 26) and no other candidate has been satisfactorily
identified. Other towns have some evidence for where the
town baths were or may have been sited, but the details are
either not published or not well established (RCHM 1962,
52 (19), fig 41; Fox 1952, 17-19; Taylor 1958, 136, pl
XVIII). As the main social building in a town, the general
development and demise of the baths could be one of the
chief indications of the strength of Romanized corporate
feeling. It is doubly unfortunate that only three sets of baths
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are known in overall plan and none with a published
properly dated sequence.

Theatres and amphitheatres
Both theatres and amphitheatres are buildings designed to
hold a large number of spectators. It seems obvious that
amphitheatres catered for sports of one kind or another, but
the function of theatres is not so straightforward. Early
theatres were married to religious observances and the
coupling of a temple and theatre should, perhaps, be
expected. At Verulamium the theatre was built on a vacant
site after the temple (Frere 1983a, 73-4). The Canterbury
theatre also has a religious context as there is a colonnaded
precinct behind the stage with evidence for a shrine (Grew
1981, 366, fig 18). However, the association between
theatre and temple at Colchester is less precise, although
this may be due to the topography of the site (Crummy
1982b, 299-301, fig 1; Hull 1958, 105-6, fig 44). These
cases raise the question of the possible layout in the northwest corner of the walled area at Cirencester (Wacher 1975,
299-300; McWhirr 1978, fig 1). There is one possible case
of a theatre having replaced an amphitheatre: Canterbury
(Wacher 1975, 181, fig 12.1). The evidence suggests that
more amphitheatres are to be expected than theatres, but
there is no need to force facts. The structure at Caerwent
is badly laid out, had only one entrance, and what appears
to have been a corn-drier integral with the wall which, at
0.6m, was not thick enough to retain a bank (Ashby et al
1904, 104-5, pl X).

Temples and churches
There is only one undisputed example of a temple, with
altar, having been officially sanctioned in Britain: that at
Colchester (Fishwick 1972, 170-81). However, some sort of
official shrine is to be expected in every town with a formal
foundation, though whether it should be a prominent
building specifically allowed for in the plan of a town is not
known. Had any such temples been in the full classical
mode, additional examples should surely have been found
by now. There is always the possibility that official shrines
were housed within the one truly official building, the
forum, and this has been suggested for Silchester (Boon
1974, 58-9). If an altar was associated with such a shrine,
it could only have stood under the open skies in the court,
and this would seem to preclude ordinary marketing
activities. In only two cases can it be suggested that one or
more cults received official recognition: at Verulamium
where two, if not three, temples were added to the forum
court (Frere 1983a, 63, Figs 22-4); and at Caerwent, where
a podium was added to the west range of the forum court
to support a vaulted building (Ashby et al 1909, 579-8 1, fig
5, pl XCI). In both cases these buildings may only have been
supplementary to an established religious function in the
court.
However, there is a feature in some town plans which may
point in another direction. To take Verulamium again,
where an insula is occupied by a temple and theatre complex,
the temple lay in a major colonnaded temenos (Lowther
1937, 30-3, pls XXIII, XXV, fig 1) and was the first
building on the site, followed by the walled enclosure. The
precinct at Canterbury, already referred to, appears to fill
an insula. Other instances could be given, but it can be
objected that an official cult was unlikely to have had a
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temple of Romano-Celtic plan like that at Verulamium
attached to it, even if the focus of attention would have been
an altar. The proof of standard practice is wanting and a
building such as that immediately south of the baths and in
the same insula at Leicester may pose a problem. The plan
is highly individual and WKH easiest interpretation is that it
was a mithraeum (Wacher 1975, fig 79; Wilson 1970, 286,
pl XXXVIIIA), but it FDQ hardly be doubted that the insula
in which the structure lies was public land. However, the
small amount of space to its west seems unsuitable for the
large congregations ZKLFK might have been expected to be
present at public festivals.
It is not clear who owned temple land, nor is the status
of public land used for temples known. However, it seems
that cities managed temple estates (Jones 1964, 732). There
can be no doubt over the close association of town officials
and the public observances which served to demonstrate the
loyalty of the town to the emperor. The ritual needs of such
occasions would require some prominent permanent
features, and it is our misfortune that they have proved, with
the exceptions of Colchester, Verulamium and Caerwent, so
elusive.
The recognition of Christianity by Constantine I was
marked by a new type of building designed for public use
when he laid out churches over the burial place of St Peter
and over the Holy Sepulchre. Both of these buildings were
extra-mural and some distinction should be drawn between
churches built to serve congregational worship only and
those on sites sanctified usually by association with martyrs.
The former would be placed where they could, commonly
within the walls of a town; the latter represent the consolidation of worship at the sites of the passions or burial places
of specific individuals and, hence, are to be expected outside
the walls.
In Britain the best known building generally accepted as
having been a church is WKDW south of the forum in Silchester
(Frere 1976, 277-80, 292-7); perhaps significantly, it must
have been built on public land. As for the rest of the archaeological evidence , claims have been made that an aisled
building in Lincoln oriented east-west with an eastern apse
was a church and that it stood until the 9th century (Frere
1977, 390; 1983b, 301, fig 10), but it remains unpublished.
Colchester is the only town so far at which both an intraand an extra-mural church have been identified. The former
lay in insula 35 in the town, had a basilical plan apparently
with columns and was 33m long by 18m wide (Rankov
1982, 371). The latter was located in a cemetery and is said
to have been built no later than 320-40 and to have lasted
into the 5th century. It ZDV 24m by 7m and had an eastern
apse (Grew 1980, 378). The plan seems also to have been
basilical and the effect was not unlike the building in
Lincoln. Neither Colchester site is published in full
(Crummy 1980, 264-6, fig 11, 16-17). Recent analysis of
the remains beneath the castle has elucidated a 4th century
building which might also have been a church (Drury 1984,
33). But Drury advises FDXWLRQ (ibid, 34). However, the site
of the martyrdom of Alban LV the one place in Britain which
should surely have been dignified by some form of church,
despite the complete lack of direct evidence.
The identification of churches can be based on later traditions or on what is felt to have been likely. Not all such
attempts are successful, principally because of the lack of
evidence or probability. Nash-Williams’ church built in the

baths at Caerwent receives little support (Thomas 1981,
141); St Martin’s at Canterbury is most unlikely to be
Roman as it is too insignificant a building to be built
completely of brick in the Roman period-a technique best
evidenced in imperial projects such as the ‘Basilika’ at Trier.
Occasionally, a plan relationship looks too good to be true.
The excavation of a large room in a Roman building at
Clementhorpe just outside York revealed a stone platform
in a polygonal apse at the east end and the rest of the floor
was cut into by burials described as medieval (Frere 1977,
383, fig 15). Their layout basically forms a line down the
centre with clear strips on each side except for three small
graves. The occurrence of medieval burials in this fashion
in a Roman room could be coincidence, or is the association
much closer in time? The publication is awaited.
The evidence for churches is both mixed and sparse, but
as there is no particular reason why Britain should differ
from other provinces, such sites should be expected; the
difficulty will be to identify them. The rules which apply
to the other public buildings reviewed here have yet to be
established for churches, but the one feature which may
prove to be a constant is that they could occur anywhere in
a settlement. When there was a need to build them, they had
to fit as best they could into a developed site.

3XEOLFEXLOGLQJVLQWKHODWH5RPDQSHULRG
A casual glance at Table 6 at the end of this essay may give
the impression that a lot of sites of one kind or another are
known. However, it reveals that information for Winchester,
Colchester, York, Dorchester, Aldborough and, for reasons
due to its late identification, Carmarthen, can only be
described as running from poor to miserable. And this is
over 30% of the sample. What is not expressed on the table
is the amount of knowledge there is for the histories of each
structure. For fairly obvious reasons, no town should have
had a functioning pagan temple by the end of the 4th
century. The general date of the disuse of amphitheatres is
not known, probably because they tend to be isolated and
are not obvious pottery-using centres. Of the theatres only
the one at Verulamium has a known late history. It was
deliberately filled with rubbish at a late date, quite possibly,
as Lowther (1937, 35) put it when dealing with the temple,
‘c AD 400. Colonnades rebuilt, East gate demolished and
west gateway built.’ Of macella, that at Verulamium was
rebuilt c 300 (Richardson 1944, 89), that at Cirencester was
remodelled after c 330 (Wacher 1962, 9, fig 5), and that at
Wroxeter was repaired c 300 (Frere 1977, 396). There is no
information as yet for Leicester, and there are no details to
suggest when these buildings may have passed out of use,
but in the case of Wroxeter at least, there may have been a
change of function.
When it comes to fora, more of which are known, the
details are in proportion less well fixed. The London forum
is impressive for its scale, but not for the dating evidence.
The major building campaign in the court seems to have
been at the end of the 1st century with a hint that there was
a secondary major campaign before 130-40 (Philp 1977,
37-43). As for the basilica, the first proper notice of its date
puts it after c 80 (Dunning 1931, 238). More recent work
confirms this but also says that the deposits were truncated
when the second basilica was built (Frere 1983b, 311).
London stands alone in having positive evidence that its
basilica had piers instead of columns (Merrifield 1965, 133,
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251, 253-4, pl 50-1). The generous use of brick facing is not
only unusual in itself but is also a mark of grandiose, often
imperial, projects in the Late Empire. It may not be too
fanciful to see in these piers the remains of an arcuated
structure of late date, possibly c 300 and promoted by
Constantius Chlorus as part of the same propaganda which
produced the Arras medallion.
The basilica at Cirencester was repaired or partly rebuilt
in the 4th century while towards the end of the century the
forum was joined to the insula behind the basilica (Wacher
1962, 7-8). Nothing seems to be known about any 4th
century phase at Verulamium (Wacher 1975, 211-2; Frere
1983a, 58), but by implication the continuing presence of
drains along the side of the forum seems to carry its history
to at least c 400. It is possible that the new porches along
the north-east side represent part of a major refurbishment
close to 300 (ibid, 59, 63). The Wroxeter forum was considered by Atkinson, on the basis of coin evidence, to have
been destroyed before 300 (Atkinson 1942, 105-7), but the
methods of excavation make it difficult to be certain of this
(ibid, pls 8A, 14B and unpublished). However, until the site
has been re-excavated, there is a certain force in his arguments. The forum at Leicester produced slight evidence for
work after the middle of the 4th century (Hebditch & Mellor
1975, 42). Recent work at Silchester has suggested that the
basilica had passed out of use by the middle of the 4th
century, possibly much earlier (Grew 1981, 362), while that
at Lincoln was used in the 4th century, but it is not clear
that it was still a public building in the older sense (Jones
& Gilmour 1980, 68). There was remodelling of the forum
at Exeter in the middle of the 4th century, but the whole
complex was demolished probably before the end of the 5th
century, possibly well before (Bidwell 1979, 104-11). At
Gloucester, there is some evidence to show that part at least
of the forum had been demolished by the later 4th century
and that the main road in front of it had ceased to be recognizable as such (Heighway & Garrod 1980, 78, fig 1). As
for Caistor-by-Norwich, the evidence for date is slight and
seems to point to a rebuilding at sometime towards the end
of the 3rd century (Frere 1971, 11).
The public baths are worse served with information. It is
now impossible to date the development and contraction of
those at Wroxeter directly: the damaged state of the Jewry
Wall site in Leicester precluded detailed analysis there; the
Silchester baths were cleared by labourers as were those at
Caerwent and nothing can be said about those at Caistor-byNorwich (Frere 1971, 20). A preliminary notice on the baths
at Dorchester mentions that they were probably going out
of use between 320 and 360, but no reason is given for the
choice of these dates (Roman Town Baths). Chichester
baths produced no clear evidence for use in the 4th century
beyond showing that modifications were being carried out
(Down 1978, 152). The Canterbury baths continued in use
into the 4th century (Goodburn 1979, 334-6).
There is, however, a growing record of‘ the superimposition of timber buildings on the sites of public buildings as
well as streets. The classic case is that of Wroxeter where
Philip Barker has been carefully stripping the remains of a
succession of timber structures and stone rafts mainly in the
area once occupied by the large basilical hall attached to the
baths. The dating has yet to be established as it is only
recently that work has begun to reach the bottom of the
sequence. That there had been a change of use before the
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demolition of the hall is shown by the presence of timber
buildings in the south aisle (Frere 1983b, 303). Another
building at the north end of the baths service yard was later
than c 367 (Barker 1975, 107). The same kind of activity has
been detected in the whole of the western portico of the
insula and, of course, is characteristic of the last phase
recovered by Atkinson on the site of the forum (Atkinson
1942, 108-13, pl 73). The only dating available for the
disuse of the baths themselves consists of the coin hoard
found by Wright in the hypocaust of the west lateral suite.
The latest identifiable coin was one of Gratian (Wright
1872, 69) and the hoard is unlikely to have been placed there
while the baths were in use, hence this part could have been
abandoned by c 375.
Elsewhere, industrial activity marks the basilica in the
forum at Silchester (Rankov 1982, 391); timber buildings
were laid out along the street-side by the baths’ portico at
Canterbury and are said to be 5th century (Goodburn 1979,
336, fig 18); at Gloucester, alterations to buildings opposite
the forum led to the remetalling of the whole road in at least
the late 4th century, and a timber building was built as a
replacement of a stone one (Heighway & Garrod 1980, 78,
fig 3) while the suggested baths’ basilical hall seems to have
been turned over to industry (ibid, 81).
Such developments have usually been put down to the
gradual run-down of the towns and a sure sign that Roman
Britain as a whole was failing, although the view tends to
fluctuate (Frere 1974, 420-3; Fulford 1979, 128-9). The
present writer wonders whether the question of the vigour
of town life in the 4th century, especially after the middle,
has to some extent been wrongly framed; one detects effects,
but not the causes. The changes are multi-faceted: legal and
customary, ethical and material. Towns derived their
income from rents from civic lands, fees and munera from
councillors, interest on money endowments, and local taxes
and dues. The 3rd century inflation destroyed the value of
fixed incomes and there was no longer an urge to become
a town councillor in the 4th century because of the onerous
duties. But more important for the maintenance of existing
public buildings, Constantine confiscated the rents and dues
in the last decade of his reign. He also took temple treasures
and estates; the latter had formerly been managed by the
towns. Constantius II confirmed the seizure of the town
income and by the time that measures were taken to offset
the worst effects of this under Valens and again from 374
(Jones 1964, 732-3), it was manifestly too late for many
towns.
However, even if the town baths became ruinous and the
forum was flattened, the land should still have remained in
public ownership and its disposal in the hands of the local
council. It would seem to follow that the construction of
timber buildings could only occur either if the management
of the town had collapsed, or the council had sanctioned
them in return for money to meet its commitments. In short,
the appearance of timber buildings on prominent sites could
be the result of civic need, but should also be a sign that the
commercial life of the towns in question was healthy rather
than crippled to the point that the economic effectiveness of
the place was in question.
At Cirencester where the forum insula was joined to
another public building (Wacher 1962, 8, fig 5) towards the
end of the 4th century, another explanation could apply. It
is possible that the whole was taken over as the palace of the
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JRYHUQRURI Britannia Prima, LI&LUHQFHVWHUZDVWKHFDSLWDO
RIWKHSURYLQFH )UHUH 6LPLODUO\WKH/RQGRQ
EDVLOLFDZKLFKPD\EHDODWH5RPDQEXLOGLQJSRVVLEO\FDPH
WRIRUPSDUWRIWKHRIILFHVRIWKH9LFDURI%ULWDLQ7KDWVXFK
ODUJHEXLOGLQJVZHUHQHHGHGDWWKHGLYLVLRQRI%ULWDLQLQWR
IRXUSURYLQFHVLVVXJJHVWHGE\WKHOLNHO\GDWLQJRIWKHSDODFH
OLNHEXLOGLQJDW&DVWRUMXVWRXWVLGH
Durobrivae, &DPEV
0DFNUHWK 7KHGHPDQGVRQORFDOJRYHUQPHQWLQWKH
WKFHQWXU\ZHUHVXFKWKDWWKHSURYLVLRQRIDFFRPPRGDWLRQ
RISXEOLFRIILFHVDWOHDVWVKRXOGEHH[SHFWHG7KH\FRXOG
KDYHEHHQUHORFDWHGLQZKDWKDGEHHQDSULYDWHKRXVH6XFK
DQHFHVVDU\PRYHFRXOGDOVRSURYLGHDFRQWH[WIRUWKHUHIXU
ELVKPHQWRIWKH macellum DW:UR[HWHULWQHHGQRWKDYH
UHWDLQHGLWVGHGXFHGRULJLQDOIXQFWLRQ
7KHFRQILVFDWLRQRIWHPSOHODQGVZDVWKHEHJLQQLQJRID
SURFHVVZKLFKFXOPLQDWHGLQZKHQDOOWHPSOHVZHUH
FORVHGE\WKHRUGHURI7KHRGRVLXVDQGWKHSUDFWLFHRIDQ\
SDJDQULWHVZDVIRUELGGHQ:KDWHYHUODFNRIREVHUYDQFHWKLV
PD\KDYHKDGLQWKHFRXQWU\VLGHLWVKRXOGVXUHO\KDYHEHHQ
IROORZHGLQWKHWRZQV7KHUHOLJLRXVOLIHKHUHDWOHDVWZDV
SXEOLFO\&KULVWLDQDQGWKHUHFDQKDUGO\EHDQ\GRXEWWKDW
DOOPDMRUWRZQVKDGDFKXUFK )UHUH7KRPDV
 :KHWKHUWKLVZRXOGQRUPDOO\KDYHEHHQD
VSHFLILFW\SHRIEXLOGLQJKDVQRWEHHQHVWDEOLVKHGDQGWKHUH
LVQRJXDUDQWHHWKDWLWPXVWKDYHVWRRGZLWKLQWKHZDOOV
DOWKRXJKWKDWVHHPVPRVWOLNHO\
Table 6 Public buildings in 19 major Romano-British
towns (after Wacher, 1975)
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DUHDVHQFORVHGDUHJUHDWHUWKDQKDDERYHWKHVHFRQGWKH\
DUHJUHDWHUWKDQ,IWKHILJXUHVJLYHQLQWKHODVWFROXPQ
DUHSORWWHGDVDFXUYHLWZLOOEHVHHQWKDWWKHUHDUHWKUHH
PDMRUFKDQJHSRLQWV7KHILUVWKDVQRWEHHQXVHGKHUHLW
PHUHO\VKRZVWKDW/RQGRQZDVE\IDUWKHODUJHVWWRZQ7KH
VHFRQGUHYHDOVWKDWWKHUHDUHQRWRZQVZLWKDQDUHDLQWKH
VDQGWKHWKLUGRFFXUVZKHUHWKHUHLVDMXPSIURPWR
7KHUHRXJKWSHUKDSVWREHDQRWKHUOLQHZKLFK
VHSDUDWHV&DUPDUWKHQIURPWKHUHVWEXWWKLVLVDWSUHVHQW
WKRXJKWWREHXQQHFHVVDU\

Conclusion
7ROLVWWKHVXFFHVVHVLQGLVFRYHU\RYHUWKHODVW\HDUVLV
HDV\ VHH7DEOH EXWVXFKDOLVWGRHVE\FRQWUDVWUHYHDO
ZKLFKWRZQVKDYHSURYLGHGYHU\OLWWOHLQIRUPDWLRQ7KH
SULPHH[DPSOHPXVWEH<RUN7KLVZDVDNQRZQ
colonia,
HYHQLIWKHODWHVWLQIRXQGDWLRQDVZHOODVWKHPLOLWDU\KHDG
TXDUWHUVRIQRUWKHUQ%ULWDLQDQGWKHSUREDEOHVLWHRIDQ
LPSHULDOSDODFHZKLFKPD\ZHOOKDYHVXUYLYHGIRURYHUD
FHQWXU\ :DFKHU \HWQRWPRUHWKDQWKHFUXGHVW
VWUHHWSODQFDQEHSUHSDUHG FRPSDUH5&+0ILJ
:DFKHUILJ&DUYHU et al ILJ QRUHYHQWKH
GHIHQFHVEHVDLGWRKDYHEHHQHVWDEOLVKHG 5&+0
:DFKHU ,QYLUWXDOO\HYHU\UHVSHFWOHVV
LVNQRZQRI<RUNWKDQRI$OGERURXJKNQRZOHGJHRIZKLFK
DSDUWIURPWKHGHIHQFHVVWLOOGHSHQGVXSRQDERRNSXEOLVKHG
LQ (FNUR\G6PLWK 7KHSRYHUW\RILQIRUPDWLRQRQ
XUEDQVLWHVQRUWKRIWKH+XPEHULVDVWRQLVKLQJDQGRQH
VXVSHFWVSULQFLSDOO\EHFDXVHWKHLQWHUHVWVRIWKRVHGHDOLQJ
ZLWK5RPDQ%ULWDLQLQWKHQRUWKKDYHEHHQPLOLWDU\&DUOLVOH
LVDWODVWUHFHLYLQJDWWHQWLRQDQGDOLWWOHLVNQRZQRIWKHWRZQ
DW&RUEULGJHEXWERWKRIWKHVHVHHPWROLHRXWVLGHWKHOLPLWV
VHWE\WKHZULWHUIRUWKHSUHVHQWVXUYH\DQGHDFKPRVW
SUREDEO\VKRXOGEHDVVLJQHGWRODWHGHYHORSPHQWV :DFKHU
 
7KHILUVWGLVFRYHU\ZKLFKHYHU\QHZVWXGHQWRI5RPDQ
WRZQVPDNHVLVWKDWWKHUHLVVFDUFHO\DVLWHZLWKDGHFHQW
ODUJHVFDOHVXUYH\DQGWKHZULWHUNQRZVRIQRVHULHVWRD
FRPPRQVFDOHRQZKLFKGLVFRYHULHVRIDOOW\SHVDQGSHULRGV
FDQEHSORWWHGZLWKRYHUOD\VZKHUHQHFHVVDU\7KHORQJ
VHULHVRIUHSRUWVRQ6LOFKHVWHUDQG&DHUZHQWDUHH[FHSWLRQDO
DQGWKHSODQVRIHDFKDUHWRWKHVDPHVFDOH%XWWKHSODQV
LQWKHUHSRUWVE\%XVKH)R[RQ:UR[HWHUSXEOLVKHGE\WKH
VDPHERG\DUHWRDGLIIHUHQWVFDOH$FRPSDUDWLYHVWXG\RI
WKHPDMRUWRZQVRI5RPDQ%ULWDLQLVQRWDQHDV\WKLQJWR
XQGHUWDNHE\DQLQGLYLGXDODQG-RKQ:DFKHU VERRNWKRXJK
PDVWHUO\LQWKHZD\LQZKLFKLWSUHVHQWVWKHVXEMHFWDOVR
VKRZVWKDWWKHUHLVDOLPLWWRWKLVNLQGRIUHVHDUFKLILWLVWR
DSSHDULQDVLQJOHYROXPH,WLVSHUKDSVVXUSULVLQJWKDWQR
DFDGHPLFERG\KDVVHWXSDSURMHFWGHDOLQJZLWKVXFKDQ
LPSRUWDQWDVSHFWRI5RPDQ%ULWDLQDVLWVWRZQV%XWQROHDG
KDVEHHQHVWDEOLVKHGLQXUEDQVWXGLHVRIODWHUWLPHVLQ%ULWDLQ
RWKHUWKDQWKHDGPLUDEOHVHULHVEHJXQZLWKWKHLVVXHRIWKH
ILUVWYROXPHRIWKHKLVWRULFWRZQV·DWODV /REHO ,W
VKRXOGEHQRWHGKRZHYHUWKDWWKHVFDOHRIWKHVHLVWRRVPDOO
WRIRUPDXVHIXOH[DPSOHIRU5RPDQWRZQV
2QHSRLQWZKLFKHPHUJHVIURPDQRYHUYLHZRIWKH
HYLGHQFHIRU5RPDQSXEOLFEXLOGLQJVLQ%ULWDLQLVWKDWWR
ZULWHRIIDQ\SDUWLFXODUVLWHDVQRWEHLQJZRUWK\RIIXUWKHU
VWXG\LVVKRUWVLJKWHG6LPLODUO\WKHDSSOLFDWLRQRID
VDPSOLQJVWUDWHJ\RQWKHJURXQGVWKDWHQRXJKLVNQRZQRI
VD\IRUDIRURQO\FRQILUPDWLRQWREHQHHGHGEHIRUHWKHUHVW
RIDQDUHDDYDLODEOHIRUH[FDYDWLRQLVWDFLWO\DOORZHGWREH
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GHVWUR\HGZLOOQRWGR(QRXJKKDVEHHQVDLGWRVKRZWKDW
HDFKVLWHVWULFWO\VSHDNLQJLVWUXHRQO\XQWRLWVHOIDQGWKDW
LWLVRQO\WKHVXPRI all REVHUYDWLRQVZKLFKFDQJLYHULVHWR
FRPSDUDWLYHVWDWHPHQWVDERXWWKHSXEOLFDVSHFWRI5RPDQ
XUEDQOLIH
7KHVFRSHRIVWXG\SRVVLEOHPXVWUXQIURPWKHFDUHIXOUH
H[DPLQDWLRQRIVLWHVVXFKDV6LOFKHVWHUZKHUHLQGHHG'U
)XOIRUGKDVEHHQHQJDJHGLQWKLVWR<RUNDQG$OGERURXJK
ZKLFKPXVWEHLQDVQHDUDQXQNQRZQVWDWHDVLWLVSRVVLEOH
IRUVLWHVWREH:RUNQHHGVWREHFDUULHGRXWDFFRUGLQJWRD
FRQFHUWHGSURJUDPPHDQGZLWKDPRUHOLPLWHGQXPEHURI
WRZQVWKDQPHGLHYDOLVWVKDYHWRFRQWHQGZLWKLWLVQRWDQ
LPSRVVLEOHLGHDO$ORQJZLWKWKHEDVLFHVWDEOLVKPHQWRI
SODQVDQGKLVWRULHVWKHUHZRXOGEHDFKDQFHWRFRQILUPRU
GLVFRXQWZKDWDSSHDUVWREHDTXDOLWDWLYHFKDQJHLQ5RPDQ
WRZQVLQWKHWKFHQWXU\'HVSLWHWKHDSSDUHQWVROLGLW\RI
WKHFLYLOL]DWLRQZKLFKSURGXFHGWKHEXONRIWKHUHPDLQVZH
VHHPWREHGHDOLQJZKHQLWFRPHVWRLWVODVWPDQLIHVWDWLRQV
ZLWKVRPHWKLQJZKLFKLVPXFKPRUHUHFRJQL]DEOHDV
PHGLHYDOLQLWVDUFKDHRORJ\WKDQ5RPDQ (pace 5HHFH
 

Summary of a case study: Wroxeter
2IWKHVLWHVZKLFKKDYHEHHQGLVFXVVHGLWLV:UR[HWHUZKLFK
VHHPVWRKDYHEHHQH[FDYDWHGWRVXFKDQH[WHQWWKDWIXWXUH
ZRUNPLJKWEHWKRXJKWXQQHFHVVDU\$Q\RQHZKRKDV
GLVVHFWHG$WNLQVRQ·V  UHSRUWRQWKHHDUO\EDWKVDQG
IRUXPZLOOKRZHYHUKDYHIRXQGPDQ\TXHVWLRQVLQDGH
TXDWHO\DQVZHUHG$VZRUNLQWKH insula DFURVVWKHURDGWR
WKHHDVWSURJUHVVHGWKHODFNRIJRRGFRPPHQVXUDWHLQIRU
PDWLRQIURPWKHIRUXPEHFDPHPRUHREYLRXV7KHGDWHDQG
SURSHUFKDUDFWHURIWKHSUHIRUXPDUUDQJHPHQWVLVQHHGHG
WRFRPSOHPHQWWKHJURZLQJNQRZOHGJHRIERWKIRUWUHVVDQG
HDUO\WRZQ7KHGDWHRIWKHHDUO\EDWKVLVQRWZHOOHVWDEOLVKHG
QRUKRZPXFKZDVDFWXDOO\EXLOWEHIRUHZRUNZDVDEDQ
GRQHG$VIRUWKHIRUXPWKHSULQFLSDOGDWLQJHYLGHQFHLVWKH
IDPRXVLQVFULSWLRQ,QDEVROXWHWHUPVDOOWKDWGDWHVLVLWVHOI
$SUHOLPLQDU\H[HUFLVHRQ$WNLQVRQ·VUHSRUWWRVHHZKDW
FRXOGEHDOWHUQDWLYHSODQVRIWKHWZRPDMRUEXLOGLQJVKDV
EHHQGRQHDQG)LJVDUHWKHUHVXOW7KDWDJUHDWGHDORI
WKHEDWKVKDGDFWXDOO\EHHQSXWXS )LJ DQGWKDWWKH
ZKROHZDVFRQYHUWHGWRDIRUXP¶RQWKHFKHDS· )LJ FDQ
EHDUJXHGIURPFRPSDULVRQRIWKHVW\OHVRIIRXQGDWLRQ
GHVFULEHGDQLQYHUVLRQRI$WNLQVRQ·VDUJXPHQWDERXWWKH
MXQFWLRQRIWKHEDWKV·IDFDGHZDOOZLWKWKH¶IRUXP·FRXUW
ERXQGDU\DSURSHUQRWLFHRIWKHURXJKZDOOHQGVDWWKH
VRXWKHDVWDQGQRUWKZHVWFRUQHUVRIWKHIRUXPEORFNDQG
WKHDVVLJQLQJRIWKHXQILQLVKHGGUDLQWRWKHXQILQLVKHGEDWKV
$WNLQVRQ·VYLHZWKDWWKHFXUYHGIRXQGDWLRQVEHORQJWRD
VHFRQGIRUXPSHULRGFDQEHXSVHWDVWKHVHZDOOVEHORQJWR
DQDEDQGRQHGILUVWHOHPHQWLQWKHHDUO\EDWKV&RQILUPDWLRQ
DVZHOODVGDWLQJLVQHHGHG$SDUWIURPWKDWWKHODWHUKLVWRU\
RIWKHIRUXPLVSRRUO\XQGHUVWRRGDQGWKHUHFDQEHQRGRXEW
WKDWWKHVLWHZRXOGEHQHILWIURPUHH[FDYDWLRQLWVGLVSOD\WR
WKHSXEOLFJUHDWO\DXJPHQWLQJZKDWLVWKHPRVWLPSRUWDQW
5RPDQFLYLOVLWHDYDLODEOHIRUYLVLWLQJ
)LJXUHVWU\WRH[SUHVVWKHIXQFWLRQLQJDQGPDVVLQJ
RIWKHODWHUSXEOLFEDWKV· insula. %RWKZHUHGRQHVRPHWLPH
DJRDQGZHUHQRWDVVLVWHGE\WKHODFNRIDJRRGVXUYH\RIWKH
VLWH6RPHGHWDLOVDUHGHILQLWHO\ZURQJWKH exedrae DWHDFK
HQGRIWKH natatio VKRXOGEHUHPRYHGDQGWKHLQWHUFROXPQL
DWLRQRIWKHH[WHUQDOSRUWLFRHVQHHGVWREHDOWHUHGWRVXLWWKH
FORVHUVSDFLQJUHYHDOHGLQ$FORVHVWXG\RIWKHRULJLQDO



SXEOLVKHGUHSRUWVRIWKHZRUNFDUULHGRXWXQGHU7KRPDV
:ULJKWDQG'U+HQU\-RKQVRQSURYLGHVDIUHVKLQVLJKWLQWR
WKHWZRPDMRUURRPVIDFLQJWKHIRUXP$OOHYLGHQFHIRU
¶ZRUNVKRS·DFWLYLW\ZDVVHDOHGEHQHDWKWKHPDNHXSLQWUR
GXFHGIRUWKHIORRUVRIWKHSXEOLFEXLOGLQJ
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Fig 58 Restored plan of early baths, Wroxeter. For the position of the early baths insula, see Fig 17. The baths were replaced by
the forum reconstructed in Fig 59

M a c k r e t h : R o m a n p u b l i c b u i l d i n g s 

Fig 59 Restored plan of forum, Wroxeter. For the position of the forum insula, see Fig 17
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Fig 60 Restored plan of the baths insula, Wroxeter. This insula lay across the street from that shown in Figs 58-9; for position,
see Fig 17. For sections through this insula, see Fig 61

Mackreth: Roman public buildings



Fig 61 Sections through and elevations of restored baths insula, Wroxeter: from top to bottom, the south elevation; west-east section
through the middle; west elevation; north-south section through the baths; and north-south section through the middle of
the complex
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10 Domestic buildings in Romano-British towns

Domestic architecture has been a comparatively neglected
aspect of Roman archaeology. This is in part because such
buildings form so large a part of the record that their particular importance is overlooked but is also a sad consequence
of the mistaken equation of unimpressive with unimportant.
The study of Roman buildings has remained largely under
the shadow of the grandeur that was Rome, save in the
northern provinces where interest has instead concentrated
on military history and architecture. In even the more recent
studies it has been possible to approach domestic buildings
from the viewpoint of Vitruvius with illustrations drawn
from the houses of Pompeii and the large villa estates, where
only the remains of Ostia and the brief passing reference to
‘strip buildings’ serve to provide serious contrast (as in
McKay 1975 and Sear 1982).
Sadly there is no alternative general study which treats the
different trends in the vernacular architecture of the empire
in the sort of detail required to provide a useful context for
the discoveries within British towns. Individual excavation
reports too often hurry through the presentation of structural information in order to dwell on the evidence of the
finds, with the consequence that subtle but important details
of construction technique are not made clear. A further
problem is posed by the very nature of urban rescue
archaeology (occasionally compounded by poor strategic
planning) which produces so many fragmentary and largely
unintelligible scraps of buildings but so few complete or well
preserved examples. Notwithstanding these problems, the
shops and houses of Romano-British towns have received an
increasing amount of attention in recent years. Of major
importance was Frere’s publication (in 1972) of the first of
the detailed reports on his excavations in Verulamium,
excavations (with those reported on in the second volume,
published in 1983) which provide a detailed picture of the
general development of a town’s domestic architecture.
Here the archaeological evidence will be reviewed with
reference to buildings as an aspect of urban settlement.
Despite some discussion of building technique this is not
intended to be a contribution to the study of vernacular
architecture. It would be foolish to attempt such from the
evidence found in towns alone, and questions of structural
reconstruction or building practice are therefore not dealt
with. In this paper the value of domestic buildings to the
study of urban settlement is considered to lie principally in
the following areas:
1 Domestic buildings are generally more responsive to,
and better reflect the changing fortunes of a town and its
inhabitants than public buildings and works; they can be
examined collectively as an indication of urban prosperity
or individually to measure the expressed wealth of the urban
population.
2 Buildings are artefacts, and although the complex process involved in the planning, erection and decoration of
domestic buildings often makes classification difficult, they
can be subject to typological analysis, from which conclusions can be drawn as to the cultural and perhaps social
background of their makers.
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3 The arrangement of space within and around a building
reflects not only functional requirements but also the social
structure and lifestyle of its inhabitants, which has implications for the economic and social basis of life in the settlement as a whole.
4 The relationship between domestic buildings and
public services can be a measure of the degree and effectiveness of civic organization.

Early developments
Recent studies have given much attention to the role that the
army may have had in the building of the first houses.
Within the coloniae there is strong evidence that the early
civilian buildings followed, at least in some respects, the
plans of the legionary barrack blocks which had preceded
them (as at Gloucester, Hurst 1972, 66-7), or might even
have been inherited intact from the military base (as is
argued for buildings found in Colchester, Crummy 1984,
9-10). This style of building allowed for a fast and inexpensive civilian settlement, although the buildings also
illustrate the surprisingly modest nature of the accommodation available to the 1st century veteran colonist. This
direct re-utilization of elements from the military establishment renders largely meaningless any attempt to identify
particular influences in the early civilian architecture of
these coloniae.
The evidence argued by Frere (1972, 10-11) to demonstrate a military influence in the design of the first buildings
in insulu XIV at Verulamium is perhaps more significant.
The plan of a row of shops roofed as a single unit (Fig 62)
was said to recall that of a barrack block, a resemblance
perhaps exaggerated by projected and conjectured wall
lines; but this need be no more than a reflection of the
normally utilitarian aspect of both types of structure. Rows
of single or two-roomed shops are a feature of many Roman
town centres and as a building type is more likely to have
been derived from publicly built market centres (such as
those in fora and macella). The suggestion by Frere that
army stockpiles had supplied the timber for this building is
not supported by archaeological evidence; indeed the probability is that the army normally used locally available
timber as needed and had no timber stockyards (Hanson
1978, 293-305), and his identification (Frere 1977, 92-3) of
the use of a unit of measure with potential military association (the pes Drusianus or northern foot of 333mm rather
than the more standard pes monetalis of 296mm) in the
layout of these buildings has not stood up to statistical
analysis (Millett 1982, 315-20). The case for a military
involvement rests principally on the evidence of wall construction technique. In the Verulamium shops the walls
were of timber uprights set over and morticed into timber
ground beams with an infill of clay daubed around vertically
woven wattle panels. Although closely paralleled in the
fort at Valkenburg (Glasbergen 1972) it is now evident that
this technique was also widely used in civilian contexts, as
for instance in Lyons where wattle-and-daub internal
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Fig 63 Collapsed dried brick walling from a late 1st-early 2nd century strip building at the GPO Newgate Street site, London
(Museum of London)
SDUWLWLRQVZHUHLQXVHIURPWKHODWHVWFHQWXU\%& 'HVEDW]
 
7KHUHLVQRVW\OHRIEXLOGLQJZKLFKFDQEHUHFRJQL]HGDV
SDUWLFXODUO\PLOLWDU\DQGFRQVHTXHQWO\LWLVQRWSRVVLEOHWR
LGHQWLI\VSHFLILFDOO\PLOLWDU\HOHPHQWVLQWKHHDUO\GRPHVWLF
DUFKLWHFWXUHRI5RPDQR%ULWLVKWRZQV1RQHWKHOHVVWKH
5RPDQVROGLHU LQVHUYLFHRUDVDYHWHUDQFRORQLVW UHPDLQV
RQHRIWKHPRUHSUREDEOHPHFKDQLVPVZKHUHE\5RPDQ
EXLOGLQJVW\OHVZHUHLQWURGXFHGWR%ULWDLQ6LQFHWKHGHWDLOV
RIFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGGHVLJQLQFOD\DQGWLPEHUEXLOGLQJVFDQ
YDU\FRQVLGHUDEO\WKHUHLVVRPHSRVVLELOLW\WKDWLWZLOO
HYHQWXDOO\EHSRVVLEOHWRLGHQWLI\LQIOXHQFHVIURPSDUWLFXODU
DUHDVZLWKLQWKH5RPDQHPSLUH$WSUHVHQWKRZHYHUWKH
GHFRUDWLYHHOHPHQWVVXFKDVZDOOSDLQWLQJVDQGPRVDLFVDUH
RIJUHDWHUYDOXHLQVXJJHVWLQJVXFKLQIOXHQFHVVLQFHWKHUHLV
DODUJHUERG\RISXEOLVKHGHYLGHQFH
7KHH[WHQWWRZKLFKSUH5RPDQ,URQ$JHWUDGLWLRQVZHUH
LQFRUSRUDWHGLQWRWKHGRPHVWLFDUFKLWHFWXUHRIWKHHDUO\
WRZQVLVDIXUWKHUSUREOHPZRUWK\RIFRQVLGHUDWLRQ$VPDOO
QXPEHURIURXQGKRXVHVKDYHEHHQIRXQGLQVWFHQWXU\
VXEXUEDQRUSHULSKHUDODUHDVDVLQ/RQGRQ 6KHOGRQ
 DQG/LQFROQ -RQHV DQGFOHDUO\LQGLFDWH
QDWLYHVHWWOHPHQW7KHSUREOHPLVJUHDWHUZLWKVRPHRIWKH
VLPSOHUHFWDQJXODUEXLOGLQJVZKLFKFDQEHSDUDOOHOOHGE\
ERWK5RPDQDQG%HOJLFH[DPSOHV VHH)UHUH
DQG3DUWULGJH ,QWKHZHVWHUQVXEXUERI
/RQGRQWKHLQWURGXFWLRQRIPRUH5RPDQL]HGEXLOGLQJ
SUDFWLFHZDVDSSDUHQWO\PDUNHGE\DFKDQJHIURPKRUL]RQWDO
WRYHUWLFDOLQWKHZHDYHRIWKHZDWWOHVLQWKHGDXEHGZDOOV

3HUULQJ 5RVNDPVIRUWKFRPLQJ DQGLWLVSUREDEOHWKDW
YHUWLFDOO\ZRYHQZDWWOLQJLVDQLQGLFDWLRQRI5RPDQL]HG
FRQVWUXFWLRQ+RUL]RQWDOZHDYHKDVKRZHYHUEHHQIRXQGLQ
FRQWH[WVZKLFKLOOXVWUDWHLWVXVHE\WKH5RPDQDUP\DVLQ
WKHIRUWDW9LQGRODQGD %LUOH\SOV DQG
LVQRWQHFHVVDULO\DQLQGLFDWLRQRIWKHVXUYLYDORISUH5RPDQ
WUDGLWLRQV
$OPRVWDOORIWKHHDUO\ SUH)ODYLDQ GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV
ZHUHWLPEHUEXLOW7KHPRUHJHQHUDOO\IDYRXUHGDQG
VLPSOHVWWLPEHUEXLOGLQJVZHUHWKRVHZLWKHDUWKIDVWSRVWV
DOWKRXJKWLPEHUJURXQGEHDPVDVWKRVHXVHGLQWKH
9HUXODPLXPVKRSVGHVFULEHGDERYHZHUHHPSOR\HGZLWK
LQFUHDVLQJIUHTXHQF\DVWKHVWFHQWXU\SURJUHVVHG7KH
LQILOOZDVXVXDOO\RIZDWWOHDQGGDXEDVGHVFULEHGDERYH
DOWKRXJKLQVRPHEXLOGLQJVXQEDNHGEULFNV DVLQ/RQGRQ
3HUULQJ 5RVNDPVIRUWKFRPLQJ)LJ RULQDWOHDVWRQH
UGFHQWXU\H[DPSOHGU\ODLGVWRQH )LJ&LUHQFHVWHU
0F:KLUU ZDVXVHGEHWZHHQWKHWLPEHUV,Q
&DUOLVOHZDOOVPDGHRISODQNVODLGKRUL]RQWDOO\RQHGJHKDYH
DOVREHHQIRXQGLQDQH[FHSWLRQDOO\ZHOOSUHVHUYHGJURXSRI
EXLOGLQJVZKLFKDUHDOVRRILQWHUHVWIRUWKHUDQJHRIZDWWOH
DQGGDXEFRQVWUXFWLRQVWKH\GLVSOD\HG 0F&DUWK\ 'DFUH
 ,Q&ROFKHVWHU &UXPP\ DQG
/RQGRQ 3HUULQJ 5RVNDPVIRUWKFRPLQJ ZDOOVRIFOD\
EORFNV DGREH VHWRYHUJUDYHORUPDVRQU\SOLQWKVDQG
ZLWKRXWWLPEHUVXSSRUWV KDYHEHHQQRWHGDQGUHSUHVHQWD
PRUHVRSKLVWLFDWHGEXLOGLQJW\SHFORVHO\SDUDOOHOOHGLQ/\RQV
'HVEDW] +RZHYHUWKHJHQHUDOSLFWXUH
VXSSRUWHGE\WKHDSSDUHQWDEVHQFHRIPDQ\URRPHGKRXVHV
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Fig 64 Collapsed Stone and tile infilled partition from a 3rd century shop in Cirencester (J Wilson)
ZLWKFRPSOH[SODQVVXJJHVWVWKDWWKHKRXVHVZHUHEXLOWDV
VLPSO\DQGFKHDSO\DVSRVVLEOH7KHEXLOGLQJWHFKQLTXHV
HPSOR\HGZRXOGDOVRKDYHDOORZHGIRUYHU\UDSLGFRQVWUXF
WLRQ,WVKRXOGEHQRWHGKRZHYHUWKDWWKLVSLFWXUHPD\EH
GLVWRUWHGE\WKHIUHTXHQWO\LQFRPSOHWHLQYHVWLJDWLRQRIWKH
HDUOLHVWOHYHOVLQWRZQV%XLOGLQJVRITXLWHFRPSOH[RUJDQ
L]DWLRQFRXOGHDVLO\HOXGHLGHQWLILFDWLRQLQWKHVPDOOWUHQFKHV
RIWHQKXUULHGO\FXWIURPWKHVXUIDFHVRIPRUHIXOO\H[FDYDWHG
ODWHU5RPDQKRXVHV
3URJUHVVLYHLPSURYHPHQWVLQWKHEXLOGLQJVPRVWSUREDEO\
UHIOHFWDQLQFUHDVHLQXUEDQLQYHVWPHQWGXULQJWKHODWHVW
DQGQGFHQWXULHV6WUXFWXUDOO\WKLVLVLOOXVWUDWHGE\WKH
LQFUHDVHGXVHRIFOD\ZDOOVZLWKRXWWLPEHUVXSSRUWV FRE
ZDOOLQJ DQGWKHPRUHIUHTXHQWUHOHJDWLRQRIWLPEHUDQG
ZDWWOHZRUNWRLQWHUQDOSDUWLWLRQVDQGRXWKRXVHV7LPEHU
DQGHDUWKZDOOHGFRQVWUXFWLRQVDUHQRWWREHGHVSLVHG,Q
FHUWDLQUHJLRQVDQGDWFHUWDLQWLPHVWKHVHPDWHULDOVZHUH
XVHGLQEXLOGLQJVZKLFKRWKHUZLVHGLVSOD\HGWKURXJKIRUP
DQGGHFRUDWLRQFRQVLGHUDEOHVRSKLVWLFDWLRQ,Q&ROFKHVWHU
ZKHUHVXLWDEOHEXLOGLQJVWRQHZDVVFDUFHVRSKLVWLFDWHGFOD\
ZDOOHGKRXVHVFRQWLQXHGWREHEXLOWLQWRWKHWKFHQWXU\
&UXPP\ 7KHPHFKDQLVPVIRUWKHH[SORLWDWLRQ
RIVWRQHDQGLQGHHGWKHIDVKLRQIRULWVXVHZRXOGKDYHWDNHQ
VRPHWLPHWRGHYHORSLQWKHQHZSURYLQFHDQGPRVWRIWKH
FUDIWVPHQDYDLODEOHWRZRUNRQSULYDWHEXLOGLQJSURMHFWV
ZRXOGKDYHEHHQPRUHIDPLOLDUZLWKWLPEHUDQGFOD\FRQ
VWUXFWLRQWHFKQLTXHV
7KHIRUPRIWKHEXLOGLQJVDOVRLOOXVWUDWHVWKHLQFUHDVLQJ
SURVSHULW\RIWKHWRZQV$W9HUXODPLXPVKRSVSUHYLRXVO\

RFFXSLHGE\WHQDQWVZHUHERXJKWXSE\WKHLURFFXSLHUVD
IHDWXUHHYLGHQWIURPWKHFUHDWLRQRIVHSDUDWHSURSHUWLHVRXW
RIWKHSUHYLRXVO\FRPPXQDOO\URRIHGEORFNRIVKRSVLQ
insula
;,9 )UHUH ,Q/RQGRQLQFUHDVLQJVRFLDO
DPELWLRQVDUHLOOXVWUDWHGE\WKHLQFOXVLRQLQWKHODWH)ODYLDQ
SHULRGRIUHFHSWLRQTXDUWHUV )LJ ZKHUHSUHYLRXVO\WKH
VWULSEXLOGLQJVKDGVHHPHGHQWLUHO\IXQFWLRQDOLQFKDUDFWHU
3HUULQJ 5RVNDPVIRUWKFRPLQJ 7KHVWDQGDUGSODQRI
WKHVHPRUHGHYHORSHGVWULSEXLOGLQJVZKLFKFDQEH
SDUDOOHOHGLQDQXPEHURIH[DPSOHVIURPODWHUWRZQVFRQ
VLVWHGRIDVKRSIURQWDJHZLWKDODUJHZRUNVKRSEHKLQGDQG
DVPDOOQXPEHURIOLYLQJURRPVWRWKHUHDU7KHLQFOXVLRQ
RIFRPSDUDWLYHO\ZHOOGHFRUDWHGOLYLQJRUGLQLQJURRPV
WRZDUGVWKHEDFNRIFRPPHUFLDOVWULSEXLOGLQJVZDVD
FRPPRQIHDWXUHIURPWKHQGFHQWXU\RQZDUGV,WLVDOVR
LQWHUHVWLQJWRQRWHWKDWDEORFNRIWKUHHLGHQWLFDOO\DUUDQJHG
DQGDSSRLQWHGURRPVZHUHDGGHGRQWRWKHEDFNRIRQHRIWKH
/RQGRQVWULSEXLOGLQJV7KHVHURRPVZHUHSUREDEO\EHG
URRPVEXWDSSDUHQWO\KDGQRGLUHFWFRPPXQLFDWLRQZLWKWKH
PDLQSDUWRIWKHEXLOGLQJ7KLVXQXVXDODUUDQJHPHQWFRXOG
SHUKDSVLOOXVWUDWHWKHDGGHGSURYLVLRQRIURRPVIRUUHQWDW
DSHULRGZKHQWKHWRZQZDVDWLWVEXVLHVWDQGPRVWFURZGHG
,QDGGLWLRQWRWKLVHYLGHQFHIRUFRPPHUFLDOSURVSHULW\LW
LVSRVVLEOHWRGHPRQVWUDWHWKHSUHVHQFHLQ/RQGRQEXW
SHUKDSVLQ/RQGRQDORQHRIDZHDOWK\XUEDQHOLWH7KLVLV
RQWKHEDVLVRIDVPDOOQXPEHURIPDQ\URRPHGFOD\ZDOOHG
EXLOGLQJVZLWKDSURSRUWLRQDOO\KLJKQXPEHURIURRPV
GHFRUDWHGZLWKSDLQWHGZDOOSODVWHUDQGPRVDLFV )LJ 
6DGO\WKHIXOOSODQVRIWKHVHEXLOGLQJVZHUHQRWHVWDEOLVKHG
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Fig 65 Late late-early 2nd century strip buildings from the Newgate Street site in the western VXEXUE of Roman London (Perring
& Roskams forthcoming)
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)LJ2SXVVLJQLQXPDQGPRVDLFIORRULQJZLWKLQD)ODYLDQEXLOGLQJ:DWOLQJ&RXUWVLWH/RQGRQ SHUULQJ 5RVNDPV
forthcoming)
DQGLWLVFRQVHTXHQWO\GLIILFXOWWRHVWDEOLVKWKHDUFKLWHFWXUDO
WUDGLWLRQIURPZKLFKWKH\KDGEHHQGHYHORSHGDOWKRXJKD
JURXSRIPRVDLFSDYHPHQWVIURPRQHRIWKHVHEXLOGLQJVKDYH
EHHQDUJXHGWRLPSO\WKHSUHVHQFHRI,WDOLDQPRVDLFLVWVLI
QRWDOVR,WDOLDQFOLHQWV 6PLWKLQ3HUULQJ 5RVNDPV
IRUWKFRPLQJ 

Later Roman town houses
$QXPEHURILPSRUWDQWFKDQJHVLQWKHXUEDQFKDUDFWHUDUH
ZLWQHVVHGE\GHYHORSPHQWVLQGRPHVWLFDUFKLWHFWXUHGXULQJ
WKHQGFHQWXU\7KHKRXVHVDVUHIHUUHGWRDERYHQRWRQO\
LOOXVWUDWHWKHLQFUHDVLQJVXFFHVVRIWKHWRZQVEXWDOVRLQGL
FDWHWKDWWKLVVXFFHVVZDVEDVHGSULQFLSDOO\RQFRPPHUFH
)UHUHZULWLQJDERXW9HUXODPLXP  FRPPHQWVWKDW
,QWKHSHULRGEHIRUHWKH$QWRQLQHILUHZHJHWWKHLPSUHVVLRQ
RIEXUVWLQJHQHUJ\DQGTXLFNO\LQFUHDVLQJUHZDUGVIRU
FRPPHUFLDODFWLYLW\·$KLJKSUHPLXPZDVSODFHGRQ
IURQWDJHVSDFHDQGLQWKHWKULYLQJFHQWUHVRIWKHVRXWKHDVW
DQGPDLQVWUHHWVZHUHFURZGHGE\KRXVHV$VWXG\RIWKH
IURQWDJHVZRXOGPRVWSUREDEO\LOOXVWUDWHDSURJUHVVLYH
UHGXFWLRQLQDYHUDJHSURSHUW\ZLGWKXSXQWLOWKHHDUO\SDUW
RIWKHQGFHQWXU\7KHSUHGRPLQDQFHRIIXQFWLRQDODQG
ZRUNLQJDUHDVRYHUOLYLQJDQGUHFHSWLRQVSDFHDOVRVKRZVWKH
ELDVWRZDUGVHDUQLQJPRQH\UDWKHUWKDQVSHQGLQJLW
7RZDUGVWKHPLGGOHRIWKHQGFHQWXU\GHOD\VLQUHGHYHORS
PHQWLQ9HUXODPLXP )UHUH DQGUHGXFWLRQVLQWKH
VHWWOHGDUHDLQ/RQGRQ 0DUVGHQ LQGLFDWH
SHULRGVRIHFRQRPLFFRQWUDFWLRQLIQRWGHFOLQHIRUWKHVH

SDUWLFXODUVHWWOHPHQWVEXWWKHHYLGHQFHRIWKHKRXVHVWKHP
VHOYHVOHDYHVOLWWOHGRXEWWKDWHYHQLQWKHVHWRZQVWKHXUEDQ
SRSXODWLRQFRQWLQXHGWREHLQFUHDVLQJO\DEOHDQGZLOOLQJWR
GLVSOD\WKHLUZHDOWK
7KHODWHUKRXVHVVHHPWRUHSUHVHQWDSRSXODWLRQPRUH
FRQFHUQHGZLWKVSHQGLQJPRQH\WKDQPDNLQJLW7KH
PHUJLQJRIDGMDFHQWVKRSVLQUHEXLOGLQJSURJUDPPHVDV
VHHQLQODWHU5RPDQ&DHUZHQW $VKE\HW
al 
DQG&LUHQFHVWHU :DFKHU ZKHUHFHUWDLQVKRS
RZQHUVKDGSUHVXPDEO\ERXJKWRXWWKHLUQHLJKERXUVLV
SUREDEO\DVPXFKDVLJQRIWKHGHFOLQLQJYDOXHRIFRPPHU
FLDOSURSHUW\DVLWLVRIWKHLQFUHDVHGZHDOWKRIWKHVKRS
NHHSHUVWKDWUHPDLQHG*HQHUDOO\WKHSUHVVXUHRQIURQWDJH
VSDFHVHHPVPXFKUHGXFHGZLWKODUJHWRZQKRXVHVRFFXS\
LQJWKHODQGZKHUHRQFHWZRRUWKUHHVWULSEXLOGLQJVKDG
VWRRG
6WRQHZDVDSSDUHQWO\PXFKPRUHZLGHO\XVHGLQGRPHVWLF
DUFKLWHFWXUHDOWKRXJKLWLVQRWDOZD\VFOHDUZKHWKHUWKH
PDVRQU\IRXQGDWLRQVH[FDYDWHGKDGUHDOO\VXSSRUWHG
PDVRQU\VXSHUVWUXFWXUHV7KHXVHRIVWRQHZDVQRWUH
VWULFWHGWRWKHODUJHWRZQKRXVHVUHIHUUHGWRDERYH,Q
&DHUZHQWIRULQVWDQFHWKHZDOOVRIWKHVPDOOHUVKRSVZHUH
DSSDUHQWO\EXLOWLQVLPLODUIDVKLRQWRWKHWRZQ VPRUH
LPSRVLQJKRXVHV $VKE\ et al  7KHLQFUHDVLQJ
SUHIHUHQFHIRUPDVRQU\FRQVWUXFWLRQVKRXOGQRWEHVHHQDV
DQH[SUHVVLRQRQO\RIZHDOWKDOWKRXJKFOHDUO\LWVXVHLQ
WRZQVZLWKRXWDUHDG\VXSSO\RIVWRQHZRXOGKDYHUHSUHVHQ
WHGDFRQVLGHUDEOHLQYHVWPHQW%XLOGLQJLQVWRQHLOOXVWUDWHV
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Fig 67 House III S, Caerwent, illustrating in its west wing examples of two of the more frequently identified room-sets (Wacher
1975, fig 83)

a changed attitude to town life, a degree of permanence and
confidence not represented by the earlier buildings.
The most significant element of the change in the nature
of the housing of the mid-2nd century was the introduction,
especially into the tribal capitals, of many-roomed buildings
laid out around two or more sides of a yard (Fig 67), or with
end rooms projecting from the ends of blocks fronted by a
corridor. Such buildings were also richly decorated with
mosaic floors and painted wall plaster. Walthew (1975,
189-205) concluded that these plans derived from those of
earlier villas and that therefore the buildings illustrated that
the wealthier land-based Britons who had previously lived
and invested in their country estates had at last been
attracted into the towns.
The architecture of these later town houses generally
illustrates progressive improvements with the addition of
further blocks of rooms to convert winged houses into threesided or courtyard buildings and the increasing provision of
hypocaust floors and private bath blocks. It is a common
feature of most Romano-British towns that their largest and
most opulent houses were those of the 4th century.

Excavations conducted in Caerwent and Silchester during
the first decades of this century uncovered the complete
plans of a large number of stone-founded houses, so that it
is possible to attempt a study of their building form,
although the unsystematic nature of the excavations limits
the extent to which firm conclusions can be drawn. It cannot
be doubted that there would have been certain standard
elements in Romano-British social organization and that
these should find some reflection in the architecture
employed in their domestic buildings.
In a study of the plans of villas and mansiones repeated sets
of rooms have been identified (Drury 1982, 289-308), a
matter of some relevance here since the plans of town houses
are likely to have been derived from villas. It is indeed
possible to identify similar groupings of rooms in the town
houses (although these suggest an important modification to
the sets proposed by Drury). The most basic and frequently
recognizable group consisted of two small rooms, across the
width of the range, flanked by two larger rooms (a set
illustrated by the southern four rooms in the western wing
of Caerwent House IIIs, Fig 67), an arrangement recognized
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by Boon to have been used in the winged and courtyard
buildings of Silchester (1974, 138-44). Entrance into this set
of rooms was usually from one of the two small rooms which
would have served as a sort of lobby with doorways leading
on into the other three rooms. The two larger rooms were
in most instances well decorated and must have been reception rooms. The function of the second small room is not
clear but its size and more utilitarian appearance might
suggest it to have been a bedroom, although an interesting
reconstruction of the group (Ward 1911, 146, fig 42) has
this room as a stairwell.
Several buildings in Caerwent consist principally of this
single group of rooms with a corridor and o n e o r t w o
individual rooms (? service rooms) added against one flank
(best illustrated by house XIVs but see also IIn, VIs, XVIIn
and the detached south wing of VIIIn (Ashby et al 1911, 420,
pl 40). In more complex buildings this set was often accompanied by another group which consisted of two rooms: a
narrow corridor-like room and a large rectangular one. In a
number of instances the two sets were united to form the
wing of a building. The standard plan is illustrated by the
west wing of House IIIs at Caerwent (Fig 67; see also rooms
28 to 33 in Caerwent House vi, S, Ashby et al 1902, pl 8).
This arrangement can be found in numerous other buildings, note particularly the plan of the villa at Ditchley, Oxon
(Radford 1936, 24-69) which is a mirror image of the
Caerwent example noted above.
The presence of such suites of rooms has interesting
implications for the organization of the Romano-British
household. The small buildings from Caerwent illustrate
that the four-room group could function in isolation (note
also the north wing of Silchester House xxiii, 2, Fox and St
John Hope 1901, pl 30). It seems most probable that here
we see the sleeping and reception quarters of a single person.
For those who had little time or desire to live in town but
needed to conduct occasional business there or were socially
obliged to make the odd visit, a small pied-à-terre containing
just these rooms (and a side room or two for essential service
activities) would have sufficed. The very presence of such
buildings seems to bear witness to a highly Romanized
society in which the patron was as much duty-bound to
receive as the client was to attend.
In some of the larger houses this suite of rooms was so
arranged that one of the two larger reception rooms lay at
the centre of the main wing of the building (as at Silchester
House VIII, 1, Fox & St John Hope 1894, pl 17, and see
Drury 1982, fig 14.5 for comparative arrangements in
Romano-British villas). This room is likely to have been a
dining room (Walthew 1975, 201-2), while in others the
entrance arrangements had been designed to lead the visitor
to the lobby-like room of the suite (as Silchester House
XXIV, 2, Fox & St John Hope 1901, pl 30). In some of the
very largest establishments this set of rooms had been
relegated to one of the side wings or dispensed with
altogether, and a completely separate group of more lavishly
decorated reception rooms, usually arranged around a single
large room, added-an ostentation presumably reflecting
social standing. A few houses had more than one of the fourroomed reception groups, as Verulamium House 27, 2
(Frere 1983, fig 82, rooms 3, 6, 7 and 8 and rooms 16-19),
and in these it seems likely that more than one person within
the building was of a status to receive visitors privately.
Efforts to reconstruct a detailed picture of a household

through the remains of a building and its associated features
and finds are severely limited by the fact that only the
ground floor can be studied. While it seems probable that
upper floors were a rarity (although see Neal 1982, 153-71)
and that reception rooms would in any case have been
situated on the ground floor, lofts or mezzanines could have
provided sleeping and storage space. This renders largely
meaningless estimates of household size and composition
based on attempts to identify and count bedrooms.

Buildings within their urban context
In the above section houses have been considered with little
regard to their context. A major value o f t h e s t u d y o f
buildings is, however, the information they can yield
about the organization of the settlements within which they
were placed. Houses in Verulamium (Frere 1983, 29) and
London (Perring & Roskams, forthcoming) illustrate that
property boundaries were maintained with some care. In
several instances these boundaries were re-established after
demolition or destruction had obliterated all trace of earlier
buildings, with the implication that detailed records must
have been kept. The introduction, interruption or abandonment of maintained boundaries is in many respects a more
important indicator of the strength of civic authority than
the mere presence or absence of occupation. Another key
element is the relationship between house and street.
Instances of building encroachment are rare and there are
only a few examples where street repair seems likely to have
been left in the care of adjacent householders (as indicated
by coordinated house rebuilding and street resurfacing).
Beyond the apportionment of land and the organization and
regulation of access, public involvement in private property
was minimal. The study of other service elements, such as
water supply, drainage, and rubbish disposal can illustrate
the exercise of a certain degree of civic responsibility by
private householders, but the extent to which this had been
regulated by the community cannot normally be established
from the archaeological evidence.
Generalized changes in the character of occupation within
Romano-British towns have already been referred to, but a
further important topic is the extent to which domestic
buildings illustrate dissimilarities in the character of occupation within the different parts of a town and from one
settlement to another. Where complete, or near complete
town plans exist, quantitative techniques can be employed.
Buildings can be compared according to the evidence of
their plans, and the comparative incidence of complex plan
forms (defined by type) and multi-roomed buildings (defined
by numbers of rooms) charted. Building density and
pressure on frontage space can be similarly quantified.
Pieces of evidence likely to represent functional differences
can be compared in even those towns where complete
building plans are rare, provided an adequate and representative sample exists. Room sizes and proportions can be
contrasted, square yardage of differing types of floor
preparation compared, occurrence of different types of
hearth and oven recorded, and the distribution of a whole
range of loose finds (coins, mortaria, industrial wastes, etc)
plotted. From such information it should be possible to
distinguish commercial, industrial and residential activities,
and from this the different character and status of different
areas (see Raper 1977, for a quantitative study of the
evidence for land use in Pompeii).

Perring: Domestic buildings in Romano-British towns
Some general directions for future research
$WSUHVHQWWKHVWXG\RI5RPDQGRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJVLV
SHUKDSVEHVWVHUYHGQRWE\IXUWKHUH[FDYDWLRQEXWE\WKH
V\VWHPDWLFDQDO\VLVRIWKHLQIRUPDWLRQFXUUHQWO\DYDLODEOH
%XLOGLQJVQHHGWREHDFFRUGHGWKHVDPHVRUWRIDWWHQWLRQWKDW
RWKHUDUWHIDFWVQRUPDOO\UHFHLYH7KHHYLGHQFHH[LVWVDQG
WKHPHDQVRITXDQWLILFDWLRQDQGFODVVLILFDWLRQDUHGHWHUPLQ
DEOHWKXVDOORZLQJWKHLGHQWLILFDWLRQRIFKURQRORJLFDO
UHJLRQDODQGIXQFWLRQDOGLIIHUHQFHV6XFKVWXGLHVDUHQHLWKHU
SDUWLFXODUO\%ULWLVKQRUXUEDQDQGVKRXOGHPEUDFHPRUH
JHQHUDOO\WKHHYLGHQFHIRUWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIYHUQDFXODU
DUFKLWHFWXUHWKURXJKRXWWKH5RPDQHPSLUH,QWKLVZD\
SDUWLFXODUSUREOHPVDQGDUHDVRILJQRUDQFHVKRXOGHPHUJH
IDUPRUHFOHDUO\WKDQWKH\FDQIURPDUHYLHZVXFKDVWKLV
)RUWKHSXUSRVHVRIH[FDYDWLRQZLWKLQSDUWLFXODUWRZQVLWLV
VRPHZKDWGLIILFXOWWRGHYLVHDVWUDWHJ\IRUWKHLQYHVWLJDWLRQ
RIGRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJVLQGHSHQGHQWO\RIWKHH[DPLQDWLRQRI
WKHVHWWOHPHQWDVDZKROH7KHVWXG\RIEXLOGLQJVLVFOHDUO\
EHQHILWHGE\WKHGHWDLOHGH[FDYDWLRQRIFRPSOHWHZHOOGDWHG
H[DPSOHVDQGWKHUHVRXUFHVLQYHVWHGLQDQXPEHURIVPDOO
H[FDYDWLRQVZRXOGRIWHQEHEHWWHUUHVHUYHGIRUIHZHUDQG
ODUJHUVLWHV7KHVWDQGDUGRISUHVHUYDWLRQLVDOVRHYLGHQWO\
LPSRUWDQW7KHLQIRUPDWLRQJDLQHGIURPDERYHJURXQG
VXUYLYDOUDWKHUWKDQIRXQGDWLRQVDORQHLVLPPHQVH
DOORZLQJDVLWGRHVIRUWKHLGHQWLILFDWLRQRIGRRUZD\VURRPV
ZLWKGHFRUDWHGZDOOVHWF)XUWKHULPSRUWDQWDUHDVRILQIRU
PDWLRQDUHSURYLGHGWKURXJKWKHH[DPLQDWLRQRIWKH
UHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQEXLOGLQJVDQGVHUYLFHHOHPHQWVDQGE\
WKHGLVWULEXWLRQRIILQGVWKURXJKDEXLOGLQJDQGDGMDFHQW
DUHD
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Julian Munby

11 Medieval domestic buildings

The study of medieval town buildings has a long history,
and the conscious or unconscious recording of buildings is
as old as the tradition of topographical drawing. With the
growing pace of destruction in historic towns the camera has
replaced the pencil as the recording medium, and on
occasions something approaching a systematic record can be
made. Analytical destruction, as advocated by Pantin in
1937, has slowly appeared as an archaeological enterprise in
its own right (sometimes in conjunction with excavation)
but has only in recent years become commonplace, and has
been accorded less attention (and finance) than excavation
of urban domestic sites. With the large excavation campaigns in towns, the archaeological potential of buried
remains of houses has been well explored, and this is an
appropriate time to assess what remains to be done.

Why study urban buildings?
The fundamental nature of urban living is reflected in its
buildings. The construction of walls, gates, belfries, town
halls and other public buildings proclaims to outsiders the
town’s view of itself. Individually, the private house is a
reflection of necessity or status, from the log-built houses of
Novgorod to the brick palaces of Siena, and from the courtyard houses of Cairo to the jettied timber frontages of northwest Europe. Buildings are a measure of urbanism, marking
the growth and change of a place and of the lives of its
inhabitants. By their very proximity they define the space
allotted to individual family groups, which is the prime
contrast with rural life. They also provide a complementary
view of the economic factors revealed by pottery, food
remains and industrial activity. If we want to know how
people lived in towns we must study their houses.

The current state of knowledge
Many of the better preserved town houses are well known,
and have been published in some form or other. The current
position is much as that described by Wood (1965), itself
depending on the typology proposed by Pantin (1962-3),
though attention has been drawn to many more examples in
the last twenty years (see Temminck Groll 1963 for the
European context). Substantial surveys of York, Stamford
and Salisbury have been published by the RCHM (197281), providing a massive increase in the available evidence
even if the format of publication has prevented the fullest
use being made of the material in the Commission files.
Individual enterprise has led to the publication of surveys
of Burford (Laithwaite 1973), Exeter (Portman 1966),
King’s Lynn (Parker 1971), Robertsbridge (Martin &
Mastin 1974) and Southampton (Faulkner 1975), to name
but a few. Innumerable descriptions of buildings have
appeared as a result of the rapid growth of interest in
vernacular architecture. These are conveniently recorded in
the Bibliography of the Vernacular Architecture Group
(Hall, 1972; Michelmore 1979), and many records have
been deposited in the National Monuments Record of the
RCHM. For many counties there are now archaeological
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surveys of historic towns, and these often include maps of
buildings and consider building recording in their recommendations.
Archaeological work below ground has transformed our
understanding of the medieval house. The opportunities for
large-scale excavation in town centres over the last twenty
years have been met with some valiant attempts to uncover
whole rows of houses and many less ambitious schemes.
Publication has not kept up with the pace of discovery, so
it is harder to assess the current state of knowledge (for
which see Schofield & Palliser 1981). Even publication does
not necessarily help the non-specialist, for whom archaeological reports are a baffling labyrinth. Perhaps the chief
result of so much excavation has been the emphasis on
aspects not normally apparent from standing buildings: the
nature of very poor or temporary structures, the amount of
constant rebuilding in whole or part, and the use of the open
space behind the house. Reports which cover the plans of
whole buildings include ones from Lincoln (Jones 1980),
Northampton (Williams 1979) and Oxford (Palmer 1980).
The results of this great expansion of studies on urban
buildings have not yet borne fruit in any general synthetic
account, and one will not be attempted here, though it is
worth considering what sort of questions need to be
answered. When the history of the medieval town house
comes to be written, there will have to be a more refined
chronology of general development and a greater awareness
of regional variations (both in building materials and differing building types). The origins of towns, of street layouts
and of tenement patterns are related to the earliest buildings,
and we still know very little about the architectural significance of the late Saxon ‘cellar-pits’, and the nature of the
earliest town buildings except at York (Fig 68). The nature
of early post-built houses and the succession to framed types
have not been established. The appearance of stone houses
in the later 12th century (Figs 69-70) is now widely
apparent and may be part of a general growth in prosperity,
or be strictly limited in its social and regional distribution.
The phenomenon is certainly reflected in documents as
much as archaeology and in the earliest surviving remains
above ground, and needs further investigation. While the
development of timber framing, now so convincingly
demonstrated from surviving rural buildings (Hewett 1980)
must have had its parallels in urban building, it may be
difficult even to determine whether stone foundations
carried timber frames or walls of stone or cob. But it must
have been in the towns that the need first arose to build
upwards on a restricted site, leading to the technological
advances that allowed jettied constructions of several
stories. It is still possible that traces of the earliest phases of
the development of the jetty may yet be found in surviving
examples.
The internal fittings of houses are imperfectly knownthe nature of arrangements for stairs and for heating without
chimney stacks, to take but two examples. Regional
variations in roof construction and wall-framing still depend
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Fig 68 Timber wall of a late 10th century sunken building at Coppergate, York (scale is 1m long) (York Archaeological Trust: Mike
S Duffy)
RQWKHSLRQHHULQJVXJJHVWLRQVRI-76PLWK  DQG
OLWWOHKDVEHHQDGGHGWRWKHLGHQWLILFDWLRQRIXUEDQKRXVH
SODQVVLQFH3DQWLQ VVWXG\  WKRXJKPXFKKDVEHHQ
ZULWWHQRQSRVWPHGLHYDOW\SHV 5&+0
passim). 7KH
FKURQRORJ\RIUHEXLOGLQJDQGWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIQHZSODQ
W\SHVLQWKHODWHUPHGLHYDOSHULRGPD\KDYHDSDUWWRSOD\
LQWKHGHEDWHDERXWWKHWKFHQWXU\HFRQRP\DQDUJXPHQW
LQZKLFKEXLOGLQJVKDYHEHHQQRWDEOHIRUWKHLUYLUWXDO
DEVHQFH WKRXJKVHH'REVRQ 2QDORFDOOHYHOSKDVHV
RIEXLOGLQJDFWLYLW\PD\KHOSWREXLOGXSDSLFWXUHRIFKDQJH
LQWKHWRZQRUHPSKDVL]HWKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQYDULRXV
DUHDVRIWKHWRZQ7KHVXUYLYLQJKRXVHVDORQHDUHOLNHO\WR
JLYHDYHU\GLVWRUWHGSLFWXUHRIZKDWKRXVLQJZDVOLNHIRUWKH
PDMRULW\RIWRZQVSHRSOHDQGHYHQWKLVZLOORQO\EHSDUWLDOO\
FRUUHFWHGE\WKHH[FDYDWLRQRIWKHOHVVHUKRXVHV
)URPWKHHQGRIWKHPHGLHYDOSHULRGWKHDPRXQWRI
VXUYLYLQJKRXVHVDQGGRFXPHQWDWLRQLQFUHDVHHQRUPRXVO\
DQGWKLVZLGHQVWKHQXPEHURITXHVWLRQVWKDWFDQEHDVNHG
RIWKHHYLGHQFH0RUHLVNQRZQDERXWWKHIXUQLVKLQJRI
KRXVHVDQGWKHUHLVPXFKVXUYLYLQJHYLGHQFHIRUWKHLU
GHFRUDWLRQ,QFUHDVLQJO\WKHVRXUFHVDOORZILUPHUVWDWHPHQWV
WREHPDGHDERXWWKHLQKDELWDQWVRIWKHEXLOGLQJV6RPH
WKLQJDSSURDFKLQJDWRWDOYLHZFDQRQO\EHSRVVLEOHLQWKH
PRUHUHFHQWSHULRGVDQGWKHZRUNRI%HUHVIRUGRQWKHVOXP
KRXVLQJRI/HHGVKDVVKRZQZKDWFDQEHGRQHE\FRPELQLQJ
ZULWWHQDQGSLFWRULDOUHFRUGVRIOLYLQJFRQGLWLRQVZLWKD
VWXG\RIWKHEXLOGLQJVWKHPVHOYHV ,QWKLVFRQWH[WZHVKRXOG
QRWIRUJHWWKHOLNHO\UHSURDFKHVRIIXWXUHJHQHUDWLRQVRQRXU
IDLOXUHWRUHFRUGWKHYDQLVKLQJKRXVHVRIWKHODVWWZR
FHQWXULHV ,QGHHGLWLVWKHVWXGLHVRIPRUHPRGHUQKRXVLQJ

WKDWVXJJHVWVRPHRIWKHDSSURDFKHVWKDWFDQEHDGRSWHGIRU
HDUOLHUSHULRGVDQGOLIWWKHVXEMHFWIURPEHLQJPHUHO\D
WHFKQRORJLFDOVWXG\7KHUHDUHXQGRXEWHGO\PRUHTXHVWLRQV
WREHDVNHGRIRXULQIRUPDWLRQDQGLWLVDOVRWUXHWKDWWKH
ERG\RIHYLGHQFHLVJURZLQJIDVW:KHQWKHQHZV\QWKHVLV
FRPHVWREHZULWWHQDWWKHHQGRIWKHFXUUHQWVXUJHRI
DFWLYLW\WKHSLFWXUHRIPHGLHYDOKRXVLQJZLOOQRWEH
XQUHFRJQL]DEOHEXWLWZLOOEHPXFKDOWHUHG

Methods and approaches
7KHEXLOGLQJKLVWRULDQPXVWXVHDOODYDLODEOHW\SHVRI
HYLGHQFHDQGDQ\DJHQGDIRUIXWXUHZRUNPXVWWDNHLQWR
DFFRXQWERWKWKHSK\VLFDOHYLGHQFHDVVXUYLYLQJDERYH
JURXQGRUH[FDYDWHGEHQHDWKLWDQGWKHGRFXPHQWDU\
HYLGHQFHZKHWKHUZULWWHQRUSLFWRULDO7KHVHZLOOQRZEH
GLVFXVVHGZLWKQRSDUWLFXODUHPSKDVLVRQWKHRUGHURI
DSSHDUDQFH

Excavated buildings
$UFKDHRORJLFDOZRUNDVSUHYLRXVO\PHQWLRQHGKDVFKDQJHG
WKHERG\RIHYLGHQFHE\WKHUHFRYHU\RISODQVRIKRXVHVRI
W\SHVRWKHUZLVHXQNQRZQDQGE\WKHWHQGHQF\RIDUFKDHR
ORJ\WRGUDZDWWHQWLRQWRWKHPLQXWLDHRIUHEXLOGLQJDQG
DGDSWDWLRQ )LJ $WZRUVWKRZHYHUH[FDYDWHGVLWHVPD\
SURGXFHQRWKLQJRIYDOXHWRVWXGHQWVRIKRXVLQJDQGPHUHO\
DVXFFHVVLRQRIIUDJPHQWDU\ZDOOVWKDWDWWHVWWRQRPRUHWKDQ
RFFXSDWLRQDWDJLYHQSHULRG,QPDQ\FDVHVVDIHW\DQG
FRQYHQLHQFHKDYHOHGWRWKHRPLVVLRQRIWKHDFWXDOVWUHHW
IURQWDJHIURPWKHH[FDYDWHGDUHDWKXVFRQVLGHUDEO\UHGXFLQJ
WKHYDOXHRIWKHZRUNE\SURGXFLQJRQO\SDUWLDOSODQV
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Fig 69 Reconstruction of stone houses at Flaxengate, Lincoln in the 14th century (Lincoln Archaeological Trust: S R Jones)

Conversely, concentration on the buildings at the front of
the site has often led to the rear of the tenement being
ignored, giving a sequence of building development without
any economic context in which to understand it. It is very
often the backyards of tenements which have produced the
most startling evidence for industrial activities and environmental conditions. Tedious as the unravelling of pitsequences may be, it must be recognized that often they will
be more informative than a few post-holes and stubs of
broken walling.
The complete excavation of one whole tenement should
prove more instructive than partially investigating several,
though there will always be specific questions (eg the
chronology of suburban or riverside growth) which can be
approached by less ambitious means. No doubt more

attention should be given to site evaluation (Carver 1980,
1983a), and funding should not be organized so as to discourage the abandonment of an excavation which proves
unfruitful. In the long term attention will turn to the
relatively uncontaminated evidence provided by the
deserted medieval towns, and to the secrets locked beneath
the lawns of Oxford and Cambridge colleges, or for that
matter beneath standing medieval buildings. But as long as
urban redevelopment continues, every large intra-mural site
in large towns has a potential until disproved, and the
chance discoveries on rescue sites are as productive as any
chosen in a research programme can hope to be.

Standing buildings
Inevitably the major source for the study of urban buildings
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Fig 70 Twelfth century building, St Martin at Palace Plain, Norwich (Norfolk Archaeological Unit: B S Ayers)
PXVWEHWKHVXUYLYLQJH[DPSOHVDQGLWLVRQO\UHFHQWO\WKDW
WKHVHKDYHEHHQWUHDWHGDVDUFKDHRORJLFDODUWHIDFWVUHTXLULQJ
GHWDLOHGLQYHVWLJDWLRQ,WLVSHUKDSVQRWJHQHUDOO\UHDOL]HG
KRZXQHYHQLVWKHGLVWULEXWLRQRIKRXVHVVXUYLYLQJIURP
EHIRUHWKHWKFHQWXU\1RUZLFKOLNH/RQGRQKDVEHHQ
GHFLPDWHGE\ILUH2[IRUGOLNHVRPDQ\E\UHEXLOGLQJEXW
ZKDWWRZQFDQPDWFK6DOLVEXU\ZLWKVRPHKRXVHVGDWLQJ
IURPEHIRUH",WZRXOGEHXVHIXOWRFRPSLOHDFHQVXV
RINQRZQPHGLHYDOWRZQKRXVHVZKLFKZRXOGDWOHDVW
SURYLGHDVWLPXOXVWRLQYHVWLJDWRUVWRILOORXWWKHHPSW\
VSDFHVZLWKIUHVKGLVFRYHULHV7RZQVZLWKDKDQGIXORI
PHGLHYDOH[DPSOHVPD\ERDVWVFRUHVRIWKWKFHQWXU\
RQHVDQG\HWPRUH*HRUJLDQ3HUKDSVPRVWW\SLFDORIDOOLV
WKHKRXVHRIDOOSHULRGVZLWKDFRQIXVLQJVHULHVRIDFFUHWLRQV
RIDOODJHV
$VWKHWRWDOQXPEHURIPHGLHYDOKRXVHVPD\EHUHODWLYHO\
VPDOOLWZRXOGVHHPZRUWKZKLOHWRFRQWLQXHVHDUFKLQJIRU
WKHPDQGVXEMHFWLQJWKHPWRLQGLYLGXDOVWXG\ZKHUHDV
SURJUHVVLYHO\IRUODWHUSHULRGVWKHSURVSHFWRIWRWDOVXUYH\
EHFRPHVWRRGDXQWLQJ'HVSLWHWKHFHVVDWLRQRIWKH5&+0
LQYHQWRULHVLQWKHLUSUHVHQWIRUPWKHQHHGIRUVXUYH\VZLOO
FRQWLQXHDQGWKHSUDFWLFDELOLW\RIPRUHUDSLGVXUYH\VKDV
EHHQGHPRQVWUDWHGE\ZRUNLQ1RUZLFK 6PLWK &DUWHU

 DQG/XGORZ /OR\G6SHLJKW 
6XUYH\ZRUNRIWKLVVRUWFDQLGHQWLI\EXLOGLQJVQHHGLQJ
IXOOHULQYHVWLJDWLRQDQGWRJHWKHUZLWKZRUNRQRWKHUVRXUFHV
OHDGWRZDUGVDJHQHUDOVWXG\RIKRXVLQJLQDWRZQ%XWWKH
SUHVHQWQHHGLVIRUDQDGHTXDWHUHVSRQVHWRWKHSUREOHPRI
WKUHDWHQHGEXLOGLQJVWKDWLVWKHRQHVWKUHDWHQHGE\DOWHUD
WLRQDVPXFKDVE\GHVWUXFWLRQZKHUHFUXFLDOHYLGHQFHIRU
XQGHUVWDQGLQJWKHLUGHYHORSPHQWPD\EHORVW,Q&DQWHU
EXU\DVXUYH\LVEHLQJEXLOWXSLQWKHZDNHRIEXLOGLQJ
UHQRYDWLRQDQGGHVWUXFWLRQ )LJV DQGLQPDQ\SODFHV
LQGLYLGXDOVRUJURXSVXQGHUWDNHWKLVW\SHRIUHVFXHUHFRUG
LQJRQDQ ad KRFEDVLVZKLOHWKH5&+0ZLWKOLPLWHG
UHVRXUFHVSURYLGHVDQDWLRQZLGHVHUYLFHLQFDVHVRIWRWDO
GHPROLWLRQ7KHSUREOHPLVQRWMXVWRQHRIFRYHULQJFDVHV
EXWRIWKHXVHIXOQHVVRIWKHUHFRUGEHLQJPDGHDQGWKHGHWDLO
LQZKLFKWKH\DUHFDUULHGRXW%\DQGODUJHWKHUHVSRQVHWR
WKHGHVWUXFWLRQDQGDOWHUDWLRQRIXUEDQEXLOGLQJVLVHQWLUHO\
LQDGHTXDWHDQGWKHODFNRIILQDQFLDOUHVRXUFHVEHLQJGLUHFWHG
WRWKLVHQGVKRXOGQRWEHFRPSODFHQWO\DFFHSWHGHVSHFLDOO\
DVWKHQHZ&RPPLVVLRQLVVSHFLILFDOO\HPSRZHUHGWRVSHQG
PRQH\RQWKHDUFKDHRORJLFDOLQYHVWLJDWLRQRIEXLOGLQJV
7KHOHYHORIVXUYH\ZRUNDSSURSULDWHWRWKHLQYHVWLJDWLRQ
RIEXLOGLQJV 0F'RZDOO ZLOODOZD\VEHGLVSXWHGEXW
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Fig 71 Billingsgate, London: medieval buildings under excavation. In the left foreground is the south aisle of St Botolph Billingsgate;
centre foreground a medieval undercroft with stairs to the alley of St Botolph's Wharf. The river lay to the right, the medieval
Thames Street to the left (the present level is marked by the gallery floor) (Museum of London: J Bailey)
DWWHQWLRQVKRXOGEHGUDZQKHUHWRWKHFRQWUDVWEHWZHHQWKH
PHWLFXORXVUHFRUGLQJRIWKHOHDVWVLJQLILFDQWIHDWXUHLQDQ
H[FDYDWLRQDQGWKHRIWHQFDYDOLHUDWWLWXGHWRGHWDLOVRI
VWDQGLQJEXLOGLQJV:KDWLVLPSRUWDQWLVWKDWDOHYHORI
UHFRUGLQJDSSURSULDWHWRWKHEXLOGLQJDQGWKHFLUFXPVWDQFHV
VKRXOGEHHPSOR\HGDQGWKLVPD\UDQJHIURPDVLPSOHSODQ
DQGSKRWRJUDSKVRIOHVVLPSRUWDQWEXLOGLQJVWRDIXOOVWUDWL
JUDSKLFDOVWUXFWXUDODQDO\VLVRIPRUHVLJQLILFDQWPXOWL
SHULRGEXLOGLQJV6XFKGHWDLOHGZRUNZRXOGLQFOXGHWKH
HYLGHQFHIRUILWWLQJVDQGGHFRUDWLYHVFKHPHVDVZHOODVWKH
PDLQVWUXFWXUH&RPPRQWRDOOUHFRUGVZLOOEHDQXQGHU
VWDQGLQJRIWKHEXLOGLQJH[SUHVVHGLQZULWWHQIRUPWR
DFFRPSDQ\WKHYLVXDOPDWHULDO

Pictorial sources
%ULWDLQLVOHVVZHOOHQGRZHGWKDQWKH&RQWLQHQWRI(XURSH
ZLWKHDUO\DQGDFFXUDWHWRZQYLHZVDQGPDSV HJWKDWRI
9HQLFHFDQG$QWZHUSLQ +RZHYHUPXFKLQIRU
PDWLRQRIDJHQHUDOQDWXUHFDQEHJOHDQHGIURPWKHHDUOLHVW
ELUGVH\HYLHZVRIWRZQVDQGWKRVHIDPLOLDUIURPWKHPDUJLQV
RIFRXQW\DWODVHVDVZHOODVWKHGHWDLOHGYLHZVRIVXFKSODFHV
DV2[IRUG&DPEULGJHDQG/RQGRQ%XWLWLVWRWKHSUROLILF
WRSRJUDSKLFDODUWLVWVRIWKHWKDQGWKFHQWXULHVWKDWZH
PXVWWXUQIRURXUPRVWYDOXDEOHLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKH
DSSHDUDQFHRIWRZQVDQGLQGLYLGXDOEXLOGLQJVEHIRUHWKHLU
GHVWUXFWLRQRUPRGHUQL]DWLRQ %DUOH\ :KHUHDVWKH
FDPHUDLQDODWHUJHQHUDWLRQUHFRUGHGZLWKSHUKDSVJUHDWHU

DFFXUDF\WKHSKRWRJUDSKHUVFDPHWRRODWHIRUWKHILUVWZDYH
RILPSURYHPHQWDQGGHVWUXFWLRQLQWKHODWHWKFHQWXU\,Q
PDQ\FDVHVLWZLOOEHSRVVLEOHWRUHFRQVWUXFWFRPSOHWHVWUHHW
HOHYDWLRQVRIWRZQVEHIRUHWKHLUUHEXLOGLQJDQGWKLVFRP
ELQHGZLWKVWXG\RIPDSV HVSHFLDOO\WKHODUJHVFDOH
2UGQDQFH6XUYH\SODQV+DUOH\ ZLOOEHWKH
VWDUWLQJSRLQWIRUDOOWRSRJUDSKLFDOZRUN(YHQZLWKOHVV
DEXQGDQWPDWHULDOWKHDUWLVWV·FRQFHQWUDWLRQRQWKHPRUH
SLFWXUHVTXHEXLOGLQJVPD\SUHVHUYHXVHIXOLQIRUPDWLRQRQ
LQGLYLGXDOEXLOGLQJV
$Q\VXUYH\RIVWDQGLQJEXLOGLQJVVKRXOGLGHDOO\LQFOXGH
WKRVHZKLFKKDYHEHHQORVWDQGHYHQLIWKHHYLGHQFHODUJHO\
KHOSVLQUHFRQVWUXFWLQJWKHDSSHDUDQFHRIWKHIDFDGHWKLV
FDQRIWHQEHLQVWUXFWLYH HJIRUWKHGLVWULEXWLRQRIMHWWLHG
KRXVHVRURIFHUWDLQZLQGRZW\SHV ,QVRPHLQVWDQFHVWKHUH
PD\EHPXFKIXOOHUUHFRUGVRISDVWGHPROLWLRQVVXFKDV
WKRVHRIWKH%XFNOHUVLQWKH%ULWLVK/LEUDU\ HJ0XQE\
 DQGWKHPRUHUHFHQWUHFRUGVRIZDUGDPDJHRURWKHU
GHVWUXFWLRQZKLFKPD\EHIRXQGLQWKH105

Written sources
7KLVLVQRWWKHSODFHWRGLVFXVVWKHYHU\ZLGHUDQJHRIXUEDQ
VRXUFHV :HVW EXWLWPXVWEHVWUHVVHGWKDWGRFX
PHQWDWLRQFDQQRWEHLJQRUHGLIEXLOGLQJVDUHWREHVWXGLHG
SURSHUO\ WKRXJKEXLOGLQJVPXVWEHUHFRUGHGZKHQQHFHV
VLW\GLFWDWHVDQGZULWWHQVRXUFHVDUHVDIHIURPLPPHGLDWH
WKUHDWVWRWKHLUH[LVWHQFH :KDWQHHGVWREHDSSUHFLDWHGLV
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Fig 72 ‘Maiden’s Head: 28 Wincheap, Canterbury: building survey comprising plans and elevations (scale 1:200), orthographic
details (scale 1: 10) (Canterbury Archaeological Trust: John Bowen)
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Fig 73 5-8 Turnagain Lane, Canterbury: building survey, comprising elevations, plans (scale 1:200) and details (scale 1:40); below,
the topographical setting of the site near St Alphege’s church (scale 1:400) (Canterbury Archaeological Trust: John Bowen)
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Fig 74 The Bull (41-4 Burgate), Canterbury: existing and restored ground floor framing of NE range (scale 1:64) and (below)
section, longitudinal section and front elevant of the range showing existing and restored framing (scale approx 1:200)
(Canterbury ArchaeologicaI Trust: John Bowen)
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Fig 75 The Bull, Canterbury: aerial perspective from the south
as it may have appeared in the early 16th century (see
Christchurch Priory plan, Fig 28, for location)
(Canterbury Archaeological Trust: John Bowen)
WKHVXUYLYDOUDWHRIUHOHYDQWGRFXPHQWDWLRQ&DQWHUEXU\IRU
H[DPSOHKDVH[FHOOHQWVRXUFHVIRUWKHWKFHQWXU\2[IRUG
IRUWKHWK1RUZLFKIRUWKHWKDQGVRRQ0DQ\SODFHV
ZLOOKDYHHIIHFWLYHO\QRXVHIXOPDWHULDOIRUWKHPHGLHYDO
SHULRGDWDOODQGWKLVPD\EHDIDFWRUWREHFRQVLGHUHGLQWKH
FKRLFHRIWRZQVWRZRUNRQLIWKDWLQYLGLRXVGHFLVLRQKDVWR
EHPDGH
7KHVWXG\RIXUEDQWRSRJUDSK\LVVWLOODWDQHDUO\VWDJH
GHVSLWHDYLJRURXVDQGFRQWLQXRXVWUDGLWLRQJRLQJEDFNWR
WKHWKFHQWXU\UHSUHVHQWHGE\WKHODERXUVRIFRXQWOHVV
DQWLTXDULHVLQPDQ\WRZQV)HZFRPSOHWHVWXGLHVRIWRZQV
KDYHEHHQDWWHPSWHGWKRXJKWKHUHDUHVWXGLHVRI<RUN
5DLQH &DQWHUEXU\ 8UU\ DQG+XOO +RUUR[
 7KHPXFKTXRWHG6XUYH\ of Oxford LVEXWDSULQWHG

YHUVLRQRI6DOWHU VZRUNLQJQRWHERRNV 6DOWHU 
DQGWKHSXEOLFDWLRQRI.HHQH V Winchester IV ZLOOEHWKHILUVW
V\VWHPDWLFWRZQVWXG\WRDSSHDULQSULQW
7KHEXONRIVXUYLYLQJUHFRUGV GHHGVUHQWDOVDQGVXUYH\V
DUHFRQFHUQHGZLWKRZQHUVKLSRUUHQWLQFRPHDQGRQO\
WRXFKLQFLGHQWDOO\RQWKHQDWXUHRIWKHEXLOGLQJWKRXJKWKH\
PD\SURYLGHEULHIGHVFULSWLRQV%XLOGLQJDFFRXQWVDQG
FRQWUDFWV 6DO]PDQ DUHRIPRUHGLUHFWXVHEXWWKH\
PD\VWLOOEHWDQWDOL]LQJO\YDJXHZKHQLWFRPHVWRFRQQHFWLQJ
WKHPWRDSDUWLFXODUEXLOGLQJ:KLOHLWPD\EHSRVVLEOHWR
EULQJWRJHWKHUDEXLOGLQJDQGGRFXPHQWLQDQDVVRFLDWLRQ
ZLWKDKLJKGHJUHHRISUREDELOLW\ HJ5&+06DOLVEXU\QRV
  WKHSLWIDOOVRIWRRKDVW\DVVXPSWLRQVZLOOUHPDLQ
XQWLOWKHZKROHUDQJHRIVRXUFHVIRUDWRZQDUHXQGHUVWRRG
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$FKDQFHUHFRUGRIDUHEXLOGLQJPD\EHEXWRQHRIPDQ\DQG
LGHQWLILFDWLRQRIQDPHGKRXVHVZLWKDSDUWLFXODUEXLOGLQJ
FDOOVIRUFDUHIXOFRUURERUDWLRQ2WKHUVRXUFHVRIDOHJDO
FKDUDFWHUVXFKDV&RURQHUV·5ROOVRUWKH/RQGRQ$VVL]H
RI1XLVDQFH &KHZ .HOODZD\ FDQIXUQLVKDZKROH
UDQJHRIGHWDLOHGLQIRUPDWLRQRQDVSHFWVRIPHGLHYDO
EXLOGLQJLQGHDOLQJZLWKGLVSXWHGJXWWHUVSULYLHVDQGWKH
OLNH)RUH[DPSOHWKHUHDUHIUHTXHQWUHIHUHQFHVWRHDUWK
JDUGHQZDOOVLQPHGLHYDOWRZQVVRPHWKLQJWKDWH[FDYDWRUV
VKRXOGEHDZDUHRILILWZHUHQRWIRUFDVHVEURXJKWEHIRUH
WKHFRURQHUZHVKRXOGSUREDEO\QRWNQRZWKDWWUDGHVPHQ
RIWHQVOHSWLQWKHLUVKRSVDQGRFFDVLRQDOO\PHWWKHLUGHDWK
LQEXUQLQJVWUDZEHGV
,QWKHSRVWPHGLHYDOSHULRGWKHDPRXQWRIGRFXPHQWDWLRQ
LVFRORVVDODQGPRUHGLVSHUVHGEXWZLOORIWHQEHWKHNH\WR
HDUOLHUDUUDQJHPHQWV2QHW\SHRIUHFRUGQRWSUHVHQWEHIRUH
LVWKHEXLOGLQJSODQLQFUHDVLQJO\XVHGIURPWKHWKFHQWXU\
RQZDUGVRIWHQE\FRUSRUDWHODQGRZQHUV7KHLUXVHLQUHFRQ
VWUXFWLQJORVWEXLOGLQJVLVLQYDOXDEOHDVKDVEHHQVKRZQIRU
SUHILUH/RQGRQ 6FKRILHOG 7KHUHLVVFRSHIRUPXFK
PRUHZRUNRQWKHHDUO\PRGHUQUHFRUGVRIWKHWRZQDQG
WKHUHDUHH[FHOOHQWSRVVLELOLWLHVIRUJURXSZRUNDVKDVEHHQ
GHPRQVWUDWHGE\WKHUHVXOWVREWDLQHGLQ&KLFKHVWHU 0RUJDQ
 

Conclusions
&OHDUO\WKHUHLVVWLOOQHHGIRUPRUHZRUNRQXUEDQKRXVLQJ
DQGPRUHLQIRUPDWLRQWREHFROOHFWHGIRUDJHQHUDODFFRXQW
RIKRXVLQJDQGLWVUHODWLRQVKLSWRWKHKLVWRU\DQGHFRQRP\
RIWRZQV$QLQWHJUDWHGDSSURDFKLVUHTXLUHGZKLFKWUHDWV
ERWKH[FDYDWHGUHPDLQVDQGVWDQGLQJVWUXFWXUHVZLWKWKH
VDPHGHJUHHRIDFDGHPLFULJRXU DVHJ&DUYHUE ,Q
H[FDYDWLRQDFOHDUHUYLHZLVSHUKDSVUHTXLUHGRIZKDWLV
EHLQJGXJDQGZK\WKRXJKWKHUHLVQRHYLGHQFHWKDWWKHUH
LV\HWDQ\QHHGWRORRNEH\RQGWKHUDQGRPVDPSOHRIVLWHV
SUHVHQWHGE\UHGHYHORSPHQW:LWKVWDQGLQJEXLOGLQJVLW
ZRXOGEHXVHIXOWRFRPSLOHDFHQVXVRIPHGLHYDOWRZQ
KRXVHVZKLOHFRQWLQXLQJVXUYH\ZRUNZLOOEHQHFHVVDU\
VXSSOHPHQWHGE\GHWDLOHGUHFRUGLQJWRDQDSSURSULDWH
VWDQGDUGKHUHDJDLQLWLVLPSRUWDQWWRDSSUHFLDWHWKH
SXUSRVHIRUZKLFKWKHUHFRUGLVEHLQJPDGH7KHUHLVDQ
XUJHQWQHHGIRUDQRUJDQL]HGUHVSRQVHWRWKHGHVWUXFWLRQRI
LQIRUPDWLRQWKURXJKGHPROLWLRQDQGDOWHUDWLRQZKHUHRQFH
PRUHWKHUHLVD VDPSOH·SURYLGHGWKDWFXWVDFURVVDQ\
SRVVLEOH UHVHDUFKDLPV·2QWKHGRFXPHQWDU\VLGHWKHUHLV
VWLOOPXFKWREHJDLQHGIURPDV\VWHPDWLFDSSURDFKWRWKH
PDVVRIXQH[DPLQHGHYLGHQFHHVSHFLDOO\ZKHQLQWHJUDWHG
ZLWKEXLOGLQJVXUYH\DQGDUFKDHRORJLFDOZRUN
7KHLQIRUPDWLRQJDWKHUHGE\WKHVHPHDQVDOUHDG\FRQ
VWLWXWHVDODUJHERG\DQGELEOLRJUDSKLFDODLGVZLOOKHOSWR
NHHSWUDFNRIREVFXUHSXEOLFDWLRQVEXWWKHUHLVDJURZLQJ
SUREOHPRIXQSXEOLVKHGPDWHULDOKHOGLQORFDORUQDWLRQDO
UHSRVLWRULHV,WLVWREHKRSHGWKDWWKH105LQFRUSRUDWLQJ
WKHIRUPHU2UGDQFH6XUYH\$UFKDHRORJLFDO'LYLVLRQZLOO
GHYHORSPHDQVRIGDWDUHWULHYDOWKDWZLOOHYHQWXDOO\UHYROX
WLRQL]HRXUXVHRIWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQDQGPDNHLWPRUH
DFFHVVLEOH
:KRLVWRXQGHUWDNHWKHZRUN",QWKHDUHDZKHUHWKH
QHHGLVPRVWXUJHQWWKDWRIEXLOGLQJUHFRUGLQJWKH5&+0
WKUHDWHQHGEXLOGLQJVVHFWLRQLVDEOHWRFRYHUPDQ\FDVHVRI
RXWULJKWGHPROLWLRQZLWKLWVOLPLWHGUHVRXUFHVDQGWKHVH
VKRXOGEHH[WHQGHG$UFKDHRORJLFDO8QLWVDUHSUHYHQWHGE\
ILQDQFLDOSUHVVXUHVIURPWDNLQJRQDVPXFKEXLOGLQJUHFRUG

LQJZRUNDVPLJKWKDYHEHHQKRSHGDWRQHWLPH WKRXJKWKH
QHZ&RPPLVVLRQFRXOGPDNHDYDLODEOHPRUHPRQH\IRU
WKLV 1HYHUWKHOHVVWKHZRUNRIWKH1RUZLFK6XUYH\DQGRI
DUFKDHRORJLVWVLQ&DQWHUEXU\DQG([HWHUIRUH[DPSOHKDV
EHHQPRVWSURGXFWLYH(OVHZKHUH&RXQW\0XVHXP6HUYLFHV
KDYHXQGHUWDNHQUHFRUGLQJZRUNWKRXJKWKLVJHQHUDOO\
GHSHQGVRQLQGLYLGXDOHQWKXVLDVPIRUWKHWDVNZKLOH
3ODQQLQJ2IILFHUVZLWKILUVWKDQGH[SHULHQFHRIVRPXFK
FDVHZRUNUDUHO\KDYHWLPHWRSDXVHWRPDNHUHFRUGVHYHQ
LIWKH\KDYHWKHLQFOLQDWLRQ$QHQFRXUDJLQJGHYHORSPHQW
KDVEHHQWKHJURZWKLQWKHQXPEHURISULYDWHUHVHDUFK
JURXSVVXFKDVWKRVHLQ6XUUH\(DVW6XVVH[DQG1RUWK
<RUNVKLUHZKLFKKDYHGHDOWZLWKXUEDQEXLOGLQJVLQWKH
FRXUVHRIZLGHUUHJLRQDOVWXGLHVDQGREWDLQVRPHUHFRP
SHQVHIRUGHSRVLWLQJWKHLUVXUYH\VLQWKH105%XWLQWKH
LQVWDQFHRIUHVFXHUHFRUGLQJWKHUHLVDVWURQJFDVHIRUPRUH
ILQDQFLDODLGEHLQJREWDLQHGDQGFRPSDUHGZLWKH[FDYDWLRQ
WKHFRVWRIWKLVZRUNLIPDGHDVWDWXWRU\FKDUJHRQGHYHORS
PHQWZRXOGEHDPLQLVFXOHSURSRUWLRQRIWKHFRVWRIZRUN
XQGHUWDNHQ<HWXQOHVVPRUHSURYLVLRQLVPDGHDVXEVWDQWLDO
SDUWRIWKHLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWRXUEXLOWKHULWDJHZLOOEHORVW
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Lawrence Butler

12 Medieval urban religious houses

Any consideration of the role of religious houses in urban
life must approach a problem that is limited in both time and
space. Although the limits are fixed within manageable
bounds, the topic is one of an infinite variety that changes
from town to town, from century to century and from
institution to institution, These three factors form the
variables against which the architectural and archaeological
pattern must be measured and from which the academic
solutions must be drawn.
This survey should be an assessment of the results so far
gained in the past 30 years of urban excavation, a diagnosis
of the limitations imposed by the archaeological method,
and an estimate of the potential for future profitable avenues
of research. There has not been a thorough survey of urban
religious houses in Britain, largely because the subject is a
vast one but also because the definition of towns is fluid,
depending on whether legal or functional criteria are used.
However, it is not necessary to quibble about the inclusion
of those towns at the lower margins of urban status. The
general pattern is clear and is remarkably even throughout
the country, reflecting the domination of southern England
in wealth and other economic resources.
Far less even is the distribution of monasteries between
the orders. Before the Norman Conquest of England there
were only two categories of religious life; foundations were
either monasteries of the Benedictine rule or were secular
colleges. Sixty Benedictine houses survived the Norman
Conquest; the majority were for monks but twelve were for
nuns. Forty of these monasteries may be considered urban,
being founded either in or adjacent to a Roman town (Bath,
Canterbury, Chichester, Gloucester, St Albans, Winchester,
Worcester), or being the nucleus around which a town grew
or was planted (eg Abingdon, Amesbury, Evesham,
Malmesbury, Shaftesbury, Tewkesbury). There were forty
secular colleges in urban locations; nine were founded in
Roman towns (Chester (2), Cirencester, Dorchester, Dover,
Exeter, Leicester, London, York and also Wroxeter), a few
were in towns that may be regarded as Anglo-Saxon burhs
(Bedford, Derby, Hereford, Shrewsbury, Stafford, Tamworth, Warwick). A few were in towns that owed their
prominence to the college (Beverley, Ripon, Southwell), to
the bishopric (Crediton, Durham, Lichfield, Wells) or to
economic factors (Taunton). In a few cases there are
multiple foundations of colleges in one town (Shrewsbury
(4), Chester, Derby and Hereford (each 2)); it is a matter of
discussion how this fact is to be interpreted.
With the Norman Conquest of England there was a steady
acceleration of monastic foundation by the Benedictines,
reaching a peak of 350 houses two centuries after the first
invasion by the reformed houses (Fig 76). Over 200 houses
were urban, though this description covers a variety of types
and situations. The greatest variation lies in the mainstream
of the Benedictine movement (50 large abbeys (40 urban);
50 medium-sized houses (21 urban); 50 lesser priories (18
urban); 78 alien cells- 10 urban). Apart from Reading and
York St Mary’s, all the wealthiest abbeys were of Anglo167

Saxon foundation. Some post-Conquest foundations were at
existing towns, such as Norwich and Colchester, or within
the newly built castles, as at Hereford and Dover. Others
capitalized on older traditions as at Leominster and Whitby,
and a few stood on entirely new sites as at Selby, Battle and
Great Malvern.
A similar pattern is to be observed among the Benedictine
priories, though fewer were on pre-Conquest sites. Among
the minor houses there is a close correlation between castle,
priory and plantation town, particularly in Wales (eight
foundations) where the ecclesiastical support of the
Normans by their kinsmen consolidated the conquest in the
south. The nine alien houses dependent on mother houses
in France were suppressed in or soon after 1414 (Andover,
Arundel, Clare, Dunwich, Hinckley, Lancaster, Newent,
Ware, Wareham). They were either converted into colleges
with little alteration to their structures, eg Arundel, Clare,
or were granted to a college, presumably suffering a
diminution of their domestic buildings (Andover, Newent),
or else were granted to a newly founded Carthusian or
Bridgettine house (eg Lancaster, Ware) in which case communal life ceased. The fifteen Cluniac houses (more than
one-third of the total foundations in Britain) represent a
significant contribution to urban monasticism. Apart from
the refounded Much Wenlock they were new post-Norman
establishments in or near major towns. Some were within
the defended area or close to it (Derby St James, Exeter St
James, Northampton St Andrew), but the majority because
of their extensive land requirements were on the nearest
level, suitable site outside the town and the baronial
founder’s castle (as at Castle Acre, Dudley, Lewes,
Pontefract, Thetford, St Clears). In general they were rich
houses with substantial possessions in both town and
country and with magnificent buildings dominating the
landscape.
The minor Benedictine communities in the families of
Tiron, Grandmont and Fontevrault preferred rural sites,
and the reformed order of Cîteaux aggressively sought the
solitude of the rural wastes. Only the cell at Scarborough,
set in Cluniac fashion between castle and town, and the late
foundation of St Mary Graces near the Tower of London do
not conform to this pattern of isolation; a few houses such
as Coggeshall and Neath were in sight of a modest town.
The Carthusians as a hermit order also required rural
locations, but later founders, perhaps influenced by the
Carmelites, endowed urban houses. One-third of English
houses were urban (London, 1371; Hull, 1377; Coventry,
1381) all on the fringes of the town (also a projected
foundation at Exeter, 1331).
The orders of canons possessed a maximum of 300 houses
in England and Wales. The houses of the major family, the
Augustinians or Black Canons, showed the same variety as
is evidenced by the Black Monks. There were between 45
and 50 urban houses; a few such as Christchurch, Cirencester, Hexham and Gloucester St Oswald’s were preConquest foundations, the majority were founded in the
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Fig 76 Map on Coventry showing extent of monastic sites, based on Speed 1612 (Hobley 1970)

early 12th century. A quarter of the urban houses were the
dominant religious institution of the town, as at Bridlington,
Carlisle, Cirencester, Dunstable, Guisborough, Leicester or
Worksop; some were prominent houses among a multitude
of religious houses and parish churches, such as Bristol St
Augustine’s, Colchester St Botolph’s and Oxford St
Frideswide’s. Others, s u c h a s T h e t f o r d , W i g m o r e a n d
Royston were minor houses or such as Haltemprice belied
their name. The suburban or peripheral location at Bristol,
Colchester, Haverfordwest and the London houses of St
Bartholomew and Holy Trinity Aldgate was also matched
by similar evidence from the predominantly hospital
ventures of the canons of Holy Sepulchre at Nottingham,
Stamford and Warwick.
Another feature of the urban houses is the outpost
foundation: Southwark beyond London Bridge, Barnwell
beyond the fields of Cambridge, Osney to the west of Oxford
and Llanthony Secunda a safe shelter to the south of
Gloucester. Of the other orders of canons the Premonstratensians had only one urban house, Alnwick, on the
valley floor west of the town and castle; the Bonhommes had
only one modest urban foundation at Ruthin in north-east
Wales. The Gilbertines had seven houses in England,
fulfilling a variety of functions: a retreat-house at Old
Malton, houses of study in Cambridge and Stamford, houses

adjacent to nunneries at York and Lincoln and houses of
canons at Hitchin and Marlborough. The Trinitarians had
five urban houses of varied character but possessing in
common the principal need of ministering to the poor
(Herrford, Knaresborough, Newcastle upon Tyne, Oxford,
Totnes).
Houses of nuns reflected the same variations seen in the
houses of monks and canons, though with fewer urban bases
and more impoverished circumstances. Out of approximately 150 houses of nuns only 25 may be considered to be
urban: these included many different categories: (a) the
wealthy pre-Conquest foundations of Amesbury, Romsey,
Wilton and Shaftesbury where the abbey was the initiator
of the town; (b) Nunnaminster at Winchester, part of a
remarkable religious enclave; (c) major post-Conquest
houses within the town at Nuneaton and Usk; (d) the greater
number of small houses on the fringes of the town, at
Cambridge, Chester, Derby, Norwich, Stamford and York;
and (e) a few larger houses in the fields such as Derby Kings
Mead, Northampton de la Pré, Polsloe near Exeter, St
Mary de Pré near St Albans and Godstow near Oxford.
Apart from the Gilbertine canons already mentioned at
nunneries in Lincoln and York, the Cistercian nuns had a
small house at Whistones in the northern suburb of
Worcester and the Augustinians had a small nunnery in
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Bristol and two larger convents in London at Clerkenwell
and at Halliwell, Shoreditch. For all these both the situation
and the size of the house are pointers to the urban prosperity, either to the steady increase in gifts or to the main
property holding.
Within Scotland there are similar trends, but urbanism
was a more fragile institution, particularly outside the
Forth-Clyde basin, Fife and the Firth of Tay. There is no
evidence that monastic foundations before 1124 had any
formative influence upon urban growth. The communities
serving the cathedrals at Brechin, Dunkeld, Dunblane and
St Andrews may have fostered urban tendencies at those
locations, but the evidence is obscure. The Benedictine
abbeys at Dunfermline, Paisley, Arbroath and Kelso and the
Augustinian abbey at Jedburgh are 12th century foundations which generated urban growth upon a pattern well
illustrated in England as at Evesham, Ely or Selby. The
Cistercians, both monks and nuns, were not averse to
burghal settlement near their houses as at Coupar in Angus,
Culross in Fife and Melrose in Roxburghshire. The later
foundations of the Trinitarians (Berwick and Dunbar,
1240-8; Aberdeen, pre-1274; Peebles pre-1296) and of the
Carthusians (Perth, 1429) followed a pattern already
observed in England.
The friars were the urban order par excellence. All four
orders sought the towns-the Franciscans and Dominicans
with an aggressive fervour, the Carmelites after an initial
reluctance, and the Augustinians with a more modest
approach (Fig 77). The potential for archaeological study
had already been assessed (Reynolds 1977, 51, 63; Butler
1984) and need not be rehearsed in detail.
The Templars had urban houses at London, Dover,
Dunwich and Warwick; the first three passed to the
Hospitallers after 1312 and this order held their own houses
at Beverley, Lincoln and London, St John’s Clerkenwell.
Apart from the houses at London and Dover they are
unlikely to be as informative archaeologically as the rural
preceptories.
Hospitals were a common medieval urban phenomenon;
before the Black Death there were some 650 in England and
Wales, and after that catastrophe there were a maximum of
550, many of new foundation. Each town with a vigorous
economic life could expect to maintain 3 or 4 foundations,
in some cases the local abbey or house of canons also acted
as a hospital and so the number was relatively low. In a
ranking of towns there are clear divisions with London (23)
and York (24) well ahead of Norwich (17), Bristol (15),
Newcastle (14) Hull (12), Exeter (11) and Beverley (10).
Slightly lower are Hereford (9), Bury St Edmunds (7),
Thetford and Canterbury (7). Eight towns had six hospitals
(eg Coventry, Scarborough) and nine towns had five (eg
Durham, Newark-on-Trent, Cambridge and Winchelsea).
The conclusion to be drawn from such spontaneous
generosity is the existence of a vigorous economic life which
could sustain a continuous flow of alms and could nourish
new foundations through rents and property.
The arrival of the friars in Scotland and the character of
their growth parallels that already seen south of the Border
except for the absence of the Augustinian friars and for the
notable growth of the Franciscan Observants with nine
houses founded between 1455 and 1505, many with the
encouragement of James IV. One can use the occurrence of
houses of two or three orders of friars and the frequency of
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hospitals as a barometer of urban strength. Such a guide
identifies the vigorous political, ecclesiastical and academic
centres most clearly: Edinburgh (19 institutions), Aberdeen
(15), St Andrews and Berwick (11 each), Perth (10), Stirling
and Dumfries (7 each), Dundee, Elgin, Glasgow and
Haddington (6).
In general the archaeological approach has been sitespecific, concerned with the location and plan of a particular
house and with the recovery of a destroyed design in order
to assess its architectural achievement. Important though
that aspect is, the size of sample that monasteries and other
urban religious houses present enables the researcher to
pose far wider questions of a social and economic nature.
Where the monastery is an isolated institution within a
town, is the house responding to specific needs, expectations
or functions, such as medical care, support of the deserving
poor, accommodation for the traveller, provision of religious
drama, or does the monastery stimulate those needs by its
very presence? Where the monasteries are numerous, is
there a perceived hierarchy of status with competition for
the support of the masses in terms of gifts and in performance of miracles? Does the competition only exist in fully
developed urban centres with economic maturity and social
rivalry reflected in guild organizations as well as in the
religious field? If urbanization is distinguished by the
promotion of inequality within its walls and by the creation
of a state of tension between rival classes for political leadership, there should then be in the multiplicity of religious
provision the same inequalities and rivalries and a similar
trend to protectionism whether it be in the appropriation of
sacraments and revenues or in the promotion of special
pilgrim offers to boost prestige and esteem. This could be
explored at Walsingham, Ely, Gloucester, Glastonbury or
Bury St Edmunds.
The economic aspects of monastic success may be
measured in the ability an abbey displays in excluding its
rivals from land-holding in a town or region, as in Durham
or Evesham. Where the abbey does not fear rivals it may
enlist the support of other institutions to provide or supplement functions it cannot itself fully perform, as at
Walsingham with the incoming Franciscan friars or at
Pontefract with the Dominicans. In the case of the friars and
of the hospitals the urban community must show not only
the ability to attract religious settlers but also possess the
capacity to sustain a steady growth of donations. The
metropolitan character of London, York and Canterbury
and the regional dominance of Norwich, Bristol, Aberdeen
and Newcastle (Fig 78) are evident in the dense concentration and varied nature of their institutions.
The political aspects of monastic domination can be
assessed in the ability of the abbey to dictate the urban form
and to determine its legal privileges in order to establish the
spatial translation of an approved type of society able to coexist alongside the monastery (Beresford & St Joseph 1979,
183-4, 215-7; Bond 1973, 44-9; Parrington & Balkwill
1975). The outcome of this political dominance or precedence would have been marked by the ability of the
monastery to secure unconditionally its needs for space
whether for worship, for domestic life or for agrarian
desmesne at the expense of frustrating the urban requirements. It is the ecological importance of the physical
structure (whether the city is the major phenomenon and the
monastery the minor unit, or whether the roles are reversed)
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Fig 77 Map of Britain showing distribution of friaries founded before 1250 (Butler 1984)
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Fig 78 Map of Newcastle-upon-Tyne showing extent of religious institutions (Miss B Harbottle)
that enables the political aspect to be gauged. This should
indicate how successful the monastery has been in attaining
its perceived land needs and in securing an optimum
location, whether the criterion is solitude, visibility or
accessibility. The creation of an ideal society within the
monastery (Seguy 1971) may be reflected in the external
arrangements. The archaeological investigation will show
how the abbey is sited in relation to the town and whether
its individual buildings are in any way constrained.
The investigation of religious houses is greatly aided by
the mass of documentary record, both of a chronological
narrative type and of land-holding deeds or financial
accounts. However this wealth of evidence is unevenly
distributed across the country and for many small houses
little more is known than their probable date of foundation,
their income at two specific dates and the circumstances of
their dissolution. It therefore follows that the information

about their physical conditions and their relationship to the
urban fabric must come principally from archaeological
research. In a few cases this information will contribute to
an understanding of a type of site or a period of occupation
not previously examined (eg the English monasteries of the
10th century reform movement, the Scottish urban houses
of the Trinitarians). In rather more cases there will be
information on the peripheral monastic buildings which do
not normally survive (eg Waltham Abbey grange, hall and
forge (Fig 79): Huggins 1970, 1972, 1973, 1976; Coventry
mill: Hobley 1967-70). However, for most towns it is the
importance of the religious houses, individually or collectively, in the physical, economic and social structure of the
town that will be the major contribution.
Within the pre-Conquest period investigations at three
churches have been published in sufficient detail to assess
their importance (Exeter: Bidwell 1976; Gloucester St
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Fig 79 Waltham Abbey, Essex: precinct and environs, showing
excavations (Huggins 1973, revised)

Oswald’s: Heighway 1978, 1980; Sherborne: Gibb & Gem
1975; see also Peterborough: Mackreth 1980). Work at
Romsey is near publication, but at Glastonbury ‘there are
now 70 years of unpublished excavations at the abbey’
(Schofield & Palliser 1981, 38). Excavations on waterlogged
deposits on and within the monastic vallum at Glastonbury
and Beverley Lurk Lane have shown the rich potential of
these two sites. At the five English monastic cathedrals of
pre-Conquest foundation there has been extensive work at
Winchester (Biddle 1972, 1975) and more restricted campaigns on the domestic buildings at Canterbury and
Worcester. There has been no excavation at the three
English monastic cathedrals of Norman creation.
The post-Conquest period was the time of greatest
expansion of monasteries, both urban and rural, and it is

possible to select excavations that contribute to an understanding of the monastic remains and may worthily be set
alongside the achievements from the golden age of monastic
architectural investigation under St John Hope, Brakspear,
Peers and Clapham. For the major Benedictine houses the
work at Coventry (Hobley 1967-70) and Faversham (Philp
1968) is most complete, while that at Hereford St Guthlac
(Shoesmith 1980) and Reading (Slade 1971-2, 1975-6) has
tackled the problem areas. Of the smaller Benedictine
houses the excavation of two cloister ranges at Stamford St
Leonard’s has been closely related to work elsewhere in the
town (Mahaney et al 1982, 177-9). The important Cluniac
house on the eastern side of Pontefract has been extensively
excavated (Bellamy 1962-4), and more limited work has
been undertaken at Lenton near Nottingham (Beilby 1966)
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DQG0XFK:HQORFN -DFNVRQ )OHWFKHU 2IWKHIRXU
&DUWKXVLDQKRXVHVLQWRZQVLQ(QJODQGDQG6FRWODQGRQO\
WKH/RQGRQ&KDUWHUKRXVHKDVUHFHLYHGPXFKDWWHQWLRQ
*ULPHV .QRZOHV 
7KHFDQRQVZHUHWKHPRVWQXPHURXVRIWKHUHOLJLRXV
RUGHUVEXWDSDUWIURPZRUNDW&LUHQFHVWHU %URZQ
0F:KLUU%URZQ 7KHWIRUG*ORXFHVWHU
6W2VZDOG VDQG/RQGRQ+RO\7ULQLW\DQGPRUHUHFHQW
LQYHVWLJDWLRQVDW+DYHUIRUGZHVWH[FDYDWLRQVDWKRXVHVRI
FDQRQVKDYHFRQFHQWUDWHGRQWKHUXUDOVLWHV7KHKRXVHVRI
%HQHGLFWLQHQXQVDW3ROVORHRQWKHQRUWKHUQRXWVNLUWVRI
([HWHU6RSZHOOFORVHWR6W$OEDQVDQG&OHPHQWKRUSHLQWKH
HDVWHUQVXEXUERI<RUNKDYHEHHQH[FDYDWHGDQGKDYH
SURGXFHGLQWHUHVWLQJSODQVVKRZLQJWKHVHTXHQFHRIXVH
ZLWKLQWKHFODXVWUDOEXLOGLQJV7KHUHKDYHEHHQQXPHURXV
H[FDYDWLRQVDWWKHKRXVHVRIWKHIULDUVLQ(QJODQGDQG
6FRWODQG %XWOHU 3DUWLFXODUO\QRWHZRUWK\KDYHEHHQ
WKHH[FDYDWLRQVLQ2[IRUG )LJDQG:RRGV /DPEULFN
 DQG/HLFHVWHU 0HOORU 3HDUFH ,QDOOWKH
H[FDYDWLRQVWRZKLFKUHIHUHQFHKDVEHHQPDGHWKHPRUH
SHUFHSWLYHFRQWULEXWLRQVDUHWKRVHZKLFKUHODWHWKHDUFKL
WHFWXUDOUHPDLQVERWKWRWKHSODQVDQGDVSLUDWLRQVRIWKH
RUGHUDQGWRWKHHFRQRPLFUHVRXUFHVRIWKHORFDOLW\WKRVH
ZKLFKYLHZWKHDUFKDHRORJLFDOPDWHULDOLQUHODWLRQWRWKH
UHOLJLRXVOLIHDQGWRWKHXUEDQFRXQLW\ZKLFKLWVHUYHG
DQGWKRVHZKLFKLQYHVWLJDWHWKHKXPDQIDXQDDQGSODQW
UHPDLQVDVDQLQGLFDWLRQRIGLHWFOLPDWHDQGHFRQRP\
+RZHYHUXQOHVVWKHUHLVDVLWHZLWKRXWVXEVHTXHQWUHXVH
WKHUHDUHPDQ\SRVVLEOHGLIILFXOWLHVIDFLQJDQH[FDYDWRU,I
WKHFKXUFKDQGSUHFLQFWDUHVWLOOLQXVHERWKHFFOHVLDVWLFDOO\
DQGGRPHVWLFDOO\DVDW'XUKDPRSSRUWXQLWLHVIRUIXUWKHU
ZRUNDUHOLPLWHGWRWKHRSHQVSDFHVRIFORLVWHUVDQGJUHHQV
RUWRVHUYLFHWUHQFKHV,ISDUWRIWKHFKXUFKLVLQXVHWKHSRVW
PHGLHYDOEXULDOJURXQGPD\KDYHGUDVWLFDOO\GLVWXUEHGWKH
FORLVWHUDQGFKRLUDVDW0DOPHVEXU\,IWKHFKXUFKKDVEHHQ
DEDQGRQHGWKHVLWHPD\KDYHEHHQFRQYHUWHGSLHFHPHDOWR
GRPHVWLFDQGLQGXVWULDOXVHZLWKWKHVXEVHTXHQWRFFXSDWLRQ
EHDULQJOLWWOHUHODWLRQWRWKHHDUOLHUSXUSRVHVRIWKHPRQDVWLF
EXLOGLQJVDQGQRWHYHQUHVSHFWLQJWKHLUERXQGDULHV7KLVLV
HTXDOO\WKHFDVHZLWKPDMRUDEEH\VZKLFKZHUHDWWUDFWLYHWR
ODQGVSHFXODWRUVDQGZLWKSRRUIULDULWVVLWXDWHGLQFUDPSHG
LQQHUFLW\DUHDV7KHPRUHVSDFLRXVVXEXUEDQVLWHVZHUHDOVR
SURQHWRGHVWUXFWLRQDQGPD\SUHVHQWWKHH[FDYDWRUZLWKD
QLJKWPDUHRIIHDWXUHOHVVPDVRQU\UREEHUWUHQFKHVDQG
GDPDJHGIORRUV,IWKHH[FDYDWLRQLVSULPDULO\GLUHFWHGDW
REWDLQLQJDPRQDVWLFOD\RXWWKHQDUXUDOVLWHZLOORIWHQEH
PRUHUHZDUGLQJEXWLIWKHVWUDWHJ\RIWKHH[FDYDWLRQLVWR
REWDLQHFRQRPLFGDWDWRFRPSDUHZLWKRWKHUVLWHVLQWKHWRZQ
RUWRHVWDEOLVK ab initio DFKURQRORJLFDOVHTXHQFHWKHQWKH
XUEDQPRQDVWHU\KDVPDQ\DGYDQWDJHVRYHURWKHUIRUPVRI
VHFXODUDQGLQGXVWULDORFFXSDWLRQ5HWHQWLRQRIUHXVHG
VWRQHZRUNLQRWKHUFRQWH[WVLVDOVRPRUHOLNHO\LQWRZQV
)LJ 
7KHUHDUHVHULRXVUHVHDUFKTXHVWLRQVWREHDQVZHUHGPRUH
SDUWLFXODUO\LQWKHSUH&RQTXHVWSHULRGZKHUHWKHGLYLGH
EHWZHHQKRXVHVRIWKFHQWXU\IRXQGDWLRQDQGWKRVHRIWK
FHQWXU\IRXQGDWLRQLVVWLOOSUHGRPLQDQWO\DGRFXPHQWDU\
JXOIQRW\HWVXSSRUWHGE\RUGLVWLQJXLVKDEOHLQDUFKDHR
ORJLFDOHYLGHQFH7KHGDWDIURPWKH GRXEOHKRXVHV·LVDOVR
VFDUFHDQGLQFRQFOXVLYH0RUHZRUNLVQHHGHGRQWKHVH
SURPKLVWRULFVLWHVWRSURYLGHHYLGHQFHRISODQQLQJ
HFRQRP\DQGVRFLDOUHODWLRQVKLSV:LWKLQWKHSRVW&RQTXHVW
SHULRGWKHJHQHUDOOLQHRISODQGHYHORSPHQWDUHFOHDUDQG

HDFKVLWHPXVWEHHYDOXDWHGIRUWKHLQIRUPDWLRQLWFDQJLYH
RQWKHVSHFLILFVLWHXVHDQGWKHUHODWLRQVKLSRIWKDWVLWHWRWKH
JURZWKRUVWDJQDWLRQRILWVWRZQ,QWKLVODWWHUSHULRG
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHVSRVVHVVWZRDGYDQWDJHVWKHWHUPLQDOGDWHV
RIUHOLJLRXVRFFXSDWLRQDUHRIWHQNQRZQWKRXJKZLWKYDU\LQJ
SUHFLVLRQDQGVRPHHYHQWVLQWKHLULQWHUQDOKLVWRU\DUH
UHFRUGHG7KHFKDUDFWHURIWKHVLWH VXVHFDQDOUHDG\EH
DSSUHFLDWHGIURPFRPSDUDEOHZHOOSUHVHUYHGVLWHVDQG
WKHUHIRUHWKHFKDQJHVH[FHSWLRQDOWRWKDWFRPPXQLW\RU
SDUWLFXODUWRWKDWWRZQRUUHJLRQFDQEHSHUFHLYHGPRUH
UHDGLO\7KHDELOLW\WRUHODWHWKHHYLGHQFHRIRQHVLWH RUD
JURXSRIKRXVHVZLWKLQRQHWRZQ WRDQDGHTXDWHO\UHFRUGHG
OLIHVW\OHJLYHVHQKDQFHGYDOXHWRWKHLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWGLHW
GUHVVFUDIWVHFRQRPLFUHTXLUHPHQWVDQGOLIHH[SHFWDQF\
7KLVLVWKHLPSRUWDQWFRQWULEXWLRQRIH[FDYDWLRQVDW
UHOLJLRXVVLWHVWRDFWDVWKHEDURPHWHUWRPHDVXUHFKDQJHV
ZLWKLQWKHDGMDFHQWRUHQYHORSLQJWRZQDQGWRXVHWKHSULRU
NQRZOHGJHRIWKHFODXVWUDOSODQDVDQDGYDQWDJHLQDVVHVVLQJ
HFRQRPLFFXUUHQWVDQGSK\VLFDODOWHUDWLRQV
,QWKRVHSHULRGVZKHUHWKHFKDUDFWHURIWKHHQWLUH
PRQDVWHU\LVXQNQRZQH[FDYDWLRQVKRXOGEHE\RSHQSODQ
WDFNOLQJWKHODUJHVWIHDVLEOHDUHD+RZHYHUWKHDGYDQWDJHRI
XQGHYHORSHGVLWHVVXFKDV%DUGQH\RU0XFK:HQORFNUDWKHU
WKDQVLWHVVWLOOLQXVHIRUUHOLJLRXVDQGGRPHVWLFXVHDVDW
&DQWHUEXU\DQG(O\LVDSSDUHQW6LWHVDOUHDG\GLVWXUEHG
H[WHQVLYHO\E\PRQDVWLFRUSDURFKLDOEXULDOWKURXJKRXWWKH
PHGLHYDODQGPRGHUQSHULRGZLOOEHPRUHOLNHO\WRKDYH
VXIIHUHGIURPUREELQJDQGRWKHUGHVWUXFWLRQ7KHZRUNDW
:LQFKHVWHU .MROE\H%LGGOH KDVVKRZQKRZKLJKD
VWDQGDUGRIH[FDYDWLRQLVQHHGHGLQVXFKFLUFXPVWDQFHV
:LWKLQWKHSRVW&RQTXHVWSHULRGWKHJUHDWHUSUHGLFWDELOLW\
RISODQDQGRIWKHXVHRIWKHEXLOGLQJVPHDQVWKDWH[FDYDWLRQ
PD\EHPRUHVHOHFWLYHVXFKDVWKHWUHQFKLQJXVHGE\3KLOS
DW)DYHUVKDPIRUWKHJUHDWHUSDUWRIWKHFODXVWUDOUDQJHVRU
E\+DUERWWOHRQ1HZFDVWOH:KLWH)ULDUV +DUERWWOH 
:KHUHYHUSRVVLEOHVXFKWUHQFKLQJQHHGVWREHDXJPHQWHGE\
RSHQDUHDH[FDYDWLRQ
7KHGDQJHUVRIGUDZLQJSUHPDWXUHFRQFOXVLRQVIURP
LQDGHTXDWHZRUNKDYHEHHQVKRZQDW6HOERUQH $XJXVWLQLDQ
FDQRQV 7KHLQWULFDFLHVRISODQFKDQJHVDWVLWHVVXFKDV
*URYHQHDU/HLJKWRQ%X]]DUGDQG3ROVORHQHDU([HWHU
ZRXOGKDYHEHHQQHDUO\LPSRVVLEOHWRUHFRYHUZLWKRXWWKH
RSHQDUHDH[FDYDWLRQ+RZHYHULQWRZQVWKHDYDLODELOLW\RI
VLWHVRZLQJWRXUEDQFOHDUDQFHLQQHUULQJURDGVDQGUH
GHYHORSPHQWVFKHPHVXVXDOO\GLFWDWHVWKDWRQO\SDUWRIWKH
PRQDVWLFSUHFLQFWLVDYDLODEOHIRUH[DPLQDWLRQ7KHLPSRU
WDQFHRIHVWDEOLVKLQJWKHOLPLWVRIWKHPRQDVWLFSUHFLQFWKDV
EHHQVWUHVVHGE\5LJROG  :LWKLQWKHSUHFLQFWWKH
DGYDQWDJHRIH[DPLQLQJRQHDVSHFWRIWKHRXWHUFRXUWVLQRQH
FDPSDLJQRURIDVLQJOHFORLVWHUUDQJHLQDFRQFHUWHGSUR
JUDPPHVKRXOG\LHOGYDOXDEOHLQIRUPDWLRQSDUWLFXODUO\RQ
EUHZLQJPLOOLQJDQGILVKPDQDJHPHQW7KHSLHFHPHDO
WUHQFKLQJRIXQNQRZQDUHDVRIXQFHUWDLQSODQLVDUHFLSHIRU
LQFRQFOXVLYHRUPLVOHDGLQJUHVXOWVSDUWLFXODUO\LIWKHVDPSOH
LVWKHQXVHGWRH[WUDSRODWHDSODQUHODWHGWRDNQRZQ
PRQDVWLFOD\RXW6LPLODUO\XVHRIWKHPDWHULDOILQGVLQ
LVRODWLRQIURPWKHVWUXFWXUHVFDQJLYHDQHUURQHRXVLP
SUHVVLRQRIZHDOWKRULQGLJHQFHSDUWLFXODUO\ZKHQWKH
PRQDVWHU\QRPLQDOO\DQRDVLVRILQGLYLGXDOSRYHUW\FRXOG
FRQWDLQDZLGHVSHFWUXPRIKRXVHKROGVIURPWKHDEERWRU
SULRUWRWKHFHOODUHUDQGOHVVHURIILFLDOVGRZQWRWKHVHUYDQWV
DQGSHUPLWWHGIHPDOHODXQGU\PDLGV7KLVUDQJHRIFODVV
GLIIHUHQFHVFRXOGZHOOEHUHIOHFWHGVSDWLDOO\LQWKHYDULDWLRQV
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Fig 81 St Mary's Conduit, Lincoln, probably built c 1540 out of architectural fragments from a chapel at the nearby Carmelite
Friary (Lincoln ArchaeologicaI Trust: G Jacklin)
RIPDWHULDOILQGVDVVHPEODJHVDQGLQWKHORFDWLRQDQGFRP
SRVLWLRQRIFHPHWHULHV,WVKRXOGEHUHPHPEHUHGWKDWLQWKH
ODWHU0LGGOH$JHVILQDQFLDOFRQVLGHUDWLRQVDOORZHGOD\PHQ
DQGZRPHQWREHDFFRPPRGDWHGZLWKLQWKHPRQDVWHU\DV
FRUURGLDQVDQGDOVRDOORZHGOD\SHUVRQVWREHUHFHLYHGLQWR
WKHPRQDVWLFOLIHRQWKHLUGHDWKEHGWKHUHE\REWDLQLQJEXULDO
LQWKHPRQDVWLFFHPHWHU\
$OWKRXJKJXLGHOLQHVKDYHDOUHDG\EHHQJLYHQRQWKH
UHVHDUFKGLUHFWLRQVXSRQPRQDVWLFVLWHV 7KRPDV
 WKHVXLWDELOLW\RIDSSO\LQJWKHPLQDQ\RQHWRZQRU
FLW\ZLOOGHSHQGRQWKHDYDLODEOHUHVRXUFHV,QWKHHDUO\SUH
&RQTXHVWSHULRGWKHPDMRUDUHDWREHWDFNOHGLVWKHPRQDV
WHU\ZKLFKZDVWKHLQLWLDWRURIXUEDQJURZWKDQGSUHIHUDEO\
RQHZKLFKKDVEHHQVXSHUVHGHGLQLPSRUWDQFHE\DQRWKHU
IRXQGDWLRQ,QWKHPRQDVWLFUHYLYDORIWKHWKFHQWXU\WKHUH
DUHDQXPEHURIOLNHO\WDUJHWVEXWDEEH\VZKHUHWKHGRFX
PHQWDU\HYLGHQFHJLYHVWKHEHVWVWLPXOXVWRDUFKDHRORJLFDO
ZRUNZRXOGVHHPWREHPRVWGHVLUDEOH+RZHYHULWLVYHU\
GLIILFXOWWRLGHQWLI\XUEDQVLWHVXQHQFXPEHUHGE\ODWHU
EXLOGLQJ
'XULQJWKHKLJK0LGGOH$JHVWKHKRVSLWDOVWKHKRXVHVRI
WKHFDQRQVDQGWKRVHRIWKHIULDUVDUHLPSRUWDQWLQGLFDWRUV
RIPDMRUWUHQGVLQXUEDQJURZWKEHFDXVHRIWKHLUFORVHQHVV

WRWKHFRPPXQLWLHVWKH\VHUYHGUDWKHUWKDQWKH%HQHGLFWLQH
RU&OXQLDFVZKRZHUHIDUPRUHILQDQFLDOO\GHSHQGHQWRQ
ODUJHUXUDOHVWDWHVDQGLQKHULWHGZHDOWK7KHVHODWWHURUGHUV
PD\EHPRUHLQIRUPDWLYHDERXWWKHUHODWLRQVKLSRIWKHWRZQ
WRLWVUHJLRQDQGWRWKHPDMRUIDLUV7KHVSHFLDOFRQGLWLRQV
RIXUEDQRUEXUJKDOJURZWKLQ6FRWODQGPHDQWKDWRQO\LQ
WKHODWHU0LGGOH$JHVDUHWKHIULDUVDUHDOO\LQIRUPDWLYH
VRXUFHDQGLQ:DOHVWKHPRQDVWLFFRQWULEXWLRQLVSDUWLFX
ODUO\PRGHVWDQGXQUHSUHVHQWDWLYHZKHWKHURQHFRQVLGHUV
WKHIULDUVRUWKH%HQHGLFWLQHV
+RVSLWDOVDUHZRUWK\RIGHWDLOHGVWXG\LQUHVSHFWRIWKHLU
ORFDWLRQWKHLUSODQQLQJDQGWKHLUDUFKDHRORJLFDOFRQWHQWV
6LQFHWKHPDLQHQWKXVLDVPIRUKRVSLWDOIRXQGDWLRQLQ
(QJODQGFDPHLQWKHHDUO\WKFHQWXU\SUHGDWLQJWKH
KRXVHVRIWKHIULDUVE\DFHQWXU\DVWXG\RIKRVSLWDOORFDWLRQ
FDQJLYHFOHDULQIRUPDWLRQXSRQWKHH[WHQWRIEXLOWXSDUHDV
DQGXUEDQGHIHQFHOLQHVZLWKLQWKHWKFHQWXU\$OWKRXJK
WKHSODQIRUPRIHDUO\PHGLHYDOKRVSLWDOVLVJHQHUDOO\WKH
ZLGHKDOORULJLQDOO\XQGLYLGHGDQGDGRSWHGIURPPRQDVWLF
LQILUPDU\KDOOVWKHUHDUHWZRH[FHSWLRQVWRWKLVSODQ7KH
ILUVWFRQFHUQVWKHSRVVLELOLW\WKDWOHSHUKRVSLWDOVSURYLGHG
WKHLULQPDWHVZLWKLQGLYLGXDOFHOOVLQDVLQJOHH[WHQGHGUDQJH
IURPWKHWLPHRIWKHKRVSLWDO VIRXQGDWLRQWKLVZRXOGEH
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SDUWLFXODUO\LQWHUHVWLQJLQIRUPDWLRQWRDVFHUWDLQEHFDXVHWKH
SODQZRXOGSUHGDWHWKHKHUPLWFHOOVRIWKH&DUWKXVLDQRUGHU
LQVRXWKHUQ(QJODQGE\DWOHDVW\HDUV7KHVHFRQG
GHYHORSPHQWLVWKHFRXUW\DUGSODQZKLFKLVQRUPDOO\
UHJDUGHGDVDODWHPHGLHYDOSKHQRPHQRQ,WLVIRXQGDW
(ZHOPH2[RQLQDPRQJKRVSLWDOVEXWLVVHHQHDUOLHU
DWDFDGHPLFFROOHJHV 0HUWRQ2[IRUG&RUSXV
&KULVWL&DPEULGJH DQGDWVHFXODUFROOHJHV
&REKDP.HQW 7KHDGYDQWDJHVRIFRPSDFW
SODQQLQJIRUDSHUPDQHQWSDXSHUUHVLGHQFHZRXOGEH
DSSUHFLDWHGLQDFUDPSHGXUEDQHQYLURQPHQWEXWQR
KRVSLWDOFRXUW\DUGVRIWKHWKFHQWXU\DUHNQRZQ
7KHILQDOFRQWULEXWLRQWKDWH[FDYDWLRQDWKRVSLWDOVFDQ
PDNHLVWRHQODUJHRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHLQFLGHQFHDQG
WUHDWPHQWRIGLVHDVH+RZHYHUXQOHVVEXULDOVDUHIRXQGLQ
ZDWHUORJJHGFRQGLWLRQVLWZLOORQO\EHSRVVLEOHWRWUDFHWKRVH
GLVHDVHVDQGLQMXULHVWKDWDIIHFWHGWKHERQHVWUXFWXUHDQG
VXUIDFHV6LPLODUO\WKHVXUYLYDORIVSHFLDOLVWLWHPVRISRWWHU\
JODVVZDUHDQGPHWDOLQVWUXPHQWVVXLWDEOHIRUWKHSUHSDUDWLRQ
RIPHGLFLQHVDQGWKHWUHDWPHQWRILQPDWHVPD\EHIRUWXLWRXV
LQRFFXUUHQFHDQGDPELJXRXVLQWKHLUPHVVDJH
$SDUWIURPWKHPDLQWKHPHVRIWKHSUH&RQTXHVW
PRQDVWHU\DQGWKHRXWHUFRXUWVRIWKHPDMRU%HQHGLFWLQH
DEEH\DOORWKHUPRQDVWLFSKHQRPHQDVKRXOGEHFRQVLGHUHG
RQWKHLUPHULWVLQWKHLUORFDOVHWWLQJ7KHKLVWRULFFLUFXP
VWDQFHVRIIRXQGDWLRQDQGGLVVROXWLRQWKHSRVWPRQDVWLFVLWH
XVHDQGWKHOLNHOLKRRGRIWKHVXUYLYDORIGHSRVLWVZLOODOOEH
IDFWRUVLQIOXHQFLQJDGHFLVLRQZKHWKHUWRJLYHKLJKSULRULW\
WRWKHH[DPLQDWLRQRIDQXUEDQPRQDVWHU\:KHQDGHFLVLRQ
LVPDGHWRH[FDYDWHWKHQWKHJUHDWHVWDYDLODEOHDUHDVKRXOG
EHH[DPLQHGWRPD[LPL]HLQIRUPDWLRQIURPWKHVLWH7KLV
LQIRUPDWLRQPXVWUHODWHWRWKHWRWDOLW\RIWKHSKDVHVRI
RFFXSDWLRQIURPLQLWLDOVLWHFOHDUDQFHDQGVKRXOGQRWEH
FRQILQHGWRWKHPRQDVWLFHSLVRGHKRZHYHUSURORQJHGRU
EULHIWKDWPD\EH2QO\WKHQFDQRQHVHHKRZWKHXUEDQ
PRQDVWHU\ZDVLQIOXHQFHGLQLWVORFDWLRQDQGLQLWVWXUQ
LQIOXHQFHGWKHVXFFHVVRUXVHV

13 Parish churches

Richard Morris

This essay centres upon urban (parish) churches in England
and Wales during the period c 700-1550. The text falls into
four main parts. The first looks at the varying size of
ecclesiastical provision in different towns. The second
examines parochial circumstances in new towns, suggests
reasons why towns established after c 1150 usually possessed
few churches, and offers criteria for the selection of a limited
number of ‘new town’ churches for archaeological investigation. The third and fourth sections concentrate on
churches in towns of pre-Conquest origin. In the third, there
is discussion of the phenomenon of ecclesiastical growth,
and data from a group of recent archaeological investigations
are tabulated and examined. The fourth and last section puts
forward some particular aims for the archaeological study of
urban churches in the older towns.

accumulation spread across several centuries, or whether it
was achieved in a series of spasmodic advances, or even in
a single mighty campaign.
Before turning to explore these questions, it is necessary
to notice the contrast which existed between towns where
parish churches were numerous and boroughs which were
served by only one church or none at all. It emerges that the
multiparochial places were usually in existence, and
possessed of urban traits, before 950. By contrast the monoparochial places were typically towns created after c 1100.
Thus out of the 100 or so English centres which appear to
have been urban before the Norman invasion, over 50%
contained more than one church. The comparable percentage for boroughs which emerged during the following
two centuries is only 4%.

Parochial circumstances in new towns

Ecclesiastical provision in towns
Notoriously, England’s older medieval towns were full of
churches. By 1200 London had amassed above 100 parish
churches within its walls. During the 13th century Norwich
and Winchester could boast 57 apiece, Lincoln 48 and York
about 40. In a middle range were Exeter (22), Canterbury
(22) Thetford (20), and Bristol (18). Below this was a group
of towns with ten churches or more, including Cambridge,
Chichester, Colchester, Gloucester, Ipswich, Leicester,
Oxford, Stamford, Wallingford, and Worcester. Among
those more modestly provided for with between five and ten
were Carlisle, Chester, Derby, Dunwich, Folkstone,
Hereford, Ilchester, Northampton, Shrewsbury and
Southampton. At the lower end of the scale, with more than
one church and fewer than five, were Bedford, Dover,
Guildford, Lichfield, Nottingham, St Albans, Torksey,
Wareham, and others besides. As the examples of
Winchester, Exeter and Bristol show, proliferation was not
confined to eastern towns.
It is fair to regard the period up to c 1200 as one of
ecclesiastical growth, the 13th century as a plateau, and the
14th and 15th centuries as a time of decline, witnessed in
losses and amalgamations. Hence, most of the figures given
above represent peaks which had been attained by the 13th
century; in a few cases they are aggregate totals which
actually exceed the numbers of churches which stood
together in a town at any one time. The figures exclude
various types of chapel which were supplementary to
parochial provision. In some towns these ancillary buildings
could be quite numerous. If they were to be counted in with
parish churches the total for Bristol would rise from 18 to
27, that for Exeter from 22 to 29, at Worcester from 11 to
23, and at York from 39 to 46.
While losses which were sustained after 1300 are tolerably
well documented, the growth which produced the huge
totals in places like London and Winchester is only sparsely
recorded. Urban ecclesiastical expansion is thus very much
a matter for the archaeologist, who alone can hope to furnish
dates for the origins of most of the churches concerned. In
any given town we may ask if growth was a process of steady
177

New towns were often too small to justify separate parish
churches of their own. Where the town absorbed or connected with a pre-existing rural settlement with a church, as
apparently in the case of St Martin at Dorking (O’Connell
1977, 15), the need for a new church might not arise.
Residents of minor boroughs on green-field sites could go
to worship in the church of the parish within which their
town had been created, as at Brackley, Northamptonshire
(Beresford & St Joseph 1979, 228-9). Alternatively, if the
distance was too great or the borough became populous,
they could seek leave to establish a chapel-of-ease within the
town itself. At Caernarvon (fd 1283), for instance, we hear
of a mason-burgess who obtained permission in 1307 to
build a chapel on his burgage in the north-west corner of the
town (Williams-Jones 1978, 82).
In fact, for towns created after c 1150 size was no longer
of much consequence as a determinant in the issue of
whether or not a place should have a parish church of its
own. By this time the churches of existing mother parishes
were well entrenched in their rights. Barring episcopal intervention such as occurred at Salisbury, matrices ecclesiae were
usually successful in resisting attempts at encroachment.
This is why a place like Cockermouth (Cumbria), a borough
by 1295 and a substantial market-town, remained a chapelry
of Brigham. Malton (N Yorkshire) furnished itself with two
churches, but both were kept in thrall to the ancient ecclesiastical centre, redeveloped by the Gilbertines, at Old Malton
nearby.
In Wales, where urbanism can scarcely be detected before
the end of the 11th century, dependency of this sort was normal. Hence Whitchurch maintained parochial supremacy
over Denbigh, Llanbeblig over Caernarvon, and the preConquest St Woolos (Gwynllwg) over a trio of chapels at
Newport (Gwent). Aberystwyth (fd 1277) had no church at
all until the 15th century, and then only a chapel which
subsequently fell into the sea (Morgan 1854). Aberystwyth
looked to the ancient monastic centre and clas at Llanbadarn
Fawr, some 3 km distant, until the creation of an independent parish in the mid 19th century. Among the larger
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Welsh towns only Carmarthen, Cardiff and Tenby seem to
have incorporated independent parish churches from the
outset. In the first two cases, at least, the churches are likely
to have been inherited from a pre-urban stage, and at both
there were chapelries which stood at the heart of new commercial sectors.
Their subjection notwithstanding, parochial chapels in
new towns could become great buildings. Holy Trinity at
Hull ended the Middle Ages as one of the largest churches
in the country, although it remained dependent upon the old
matrix ecclesia at Hessle until 1661, The grandeur of St
Mary’s at Nantwich (Cheshire) belies the fact that it was
subordinate to neighbouring Acton until the 17th century.
Pevsner regarded the steeple of St Dionysius at Market
Harborough (Leicestershire) as ‘one of the finest in
England’ (1960, 183), but here too the building was formerly
a chapel. The mother church of St Mary-in-Arden is in ruins
on the town margin. In 16th century Cardiff the chapel-ofease dedicated to St John was in all respects more prosperous
that the parish church itself (Walker 1978, 116-l7). St
Mary’s was washed away in 1620.
Holy Trinity at Hull was the cuckoo in Hessle’s nest
because Kingston-upon-Hull grew up after the parochial
system had been laid down. There is an informative comparison to be made between Hull, which was becoming
urban in the period 1160-90, and the neighbouring port at
Hedon, which attained urban status in the decade 1138-48.
Hedon acquired three churches: St Augustine, St Nicholas,
and St James. They all seem to have won some sort of
freedom from the church at Preston that served the mother
parish out of which Hedon had been cut. This piece of
parochial surgery may have been simplified by the fact that
it was the lords of Preston in Holderness who developed
Hedon Haven as a port, but it also points to the date after
which parish boundaries hereabouts set hard. Hedon gained
a degree of independence, Hull did not.
St Nicholas and St James fell into decay at the end of the
15th century. These were appropriate dedications for
churches which stood close to arms of Hedon Haven that
permitted ships to moor almost in the midst of the town.
Beresford notes that ‘Since the community had built them,
the sites were regarded as common property and the corporation disposed of them; during the life of these churches
the unique proprietary relationship of the burgesses had
been demonstrated by the election of churchwardens at
burgess meetings’ (Beresford & St Joseph 1979, 220).
New towns also provide instances of role-reversal between
mother and daughter churches. The borough of Penryn
(Cornwall), for example, was founded in 1236 in the parish
of Budock. In 1318 a new parish, Gluvias, was created
which incorporated Penryn and was detached from Budock.
The old chapel of St Gluvias then became the new parish
church (Beresford 1967, 173, 409). An exchange of status
between chapel and parish church has been observed at
Braintree, Essex (Bassett & Drury 1976, 134-5). At Haverhill (Suffolk), the original parish church in the upper town
was supplanted by a market chapel in the lower town.
Eventually the chapel became the parish church, and the old
parish church disappeared.
The rise to prominence of Lichfield’s youngest church, St
Mary, provides another illustration of the way in which an
urban chapel could advance. First heard of in about 1260 as
a Capella subordinate to the venerable church of St Michael

(cf Finberg 1971, 460), St Mary’s not only succeeded in
loosening its filial bonds, but also reached a pre-eminent
position when in 1625-6 it was proclaimed to be the parish
church of the town (Bassett 1980-1, 114-15).
Despite the historical interest of these examples there are
signs that the urban archaeologist harbours doubts about the
value of data that new town churches are expected to yield.
Such scepticism seems to be reflected in the pattern of recent
work; out of some fifteen complete or near-complete investigations of urban churches which have taken place since
1960, not one has been in a new town (cf Morris 1983,
95-108; Schofield & Palliser 1981).
Contrariwise, Anglo-Saxon towns contain on the whole
more churches, and we know less about them in their formative years. If it can be maintained that the first task of
archaeology is to garner new knowledge, rather than to
colour in the historical record, so to speak, then origins
assume priority.
Admittedly, not all archaeologists would concur. Rodwell
has warned us that it is ‘wrong to suppose that an AngloSaxon church must be more important than a Victorian
church, or that one should merit meticulous recording and
the other should not’ (1981, 15-16). Much depends, too,
upon the way in which a church has been rebuilt, or whether
it has survived at all; in many cases the entire medieval
sequence is effectively ‘prehistoric’.
Once a site has been selected for study, few would dissent
from the need to make a comprehensive record. The issue
here, however, centres upon how such churches are to be
singled out. If, for reasons mentioned above and to be
discussed at greater length below, the main thrust of archaeological effort should continue to be directed towards
churches in the older towns, it becomes all the more essential to ensure that ‘new town’ churches do not languish for
want of attention.
Positive reasons for the thorough investigation of a select
group of these buildings include the need to ascertain what
builders working on ostensibly virgin sites would do
between the 12th and 14th centuries. It is also important to
check that churches currently assumed to be new really were
so, and not developments out of ecclesiastical sites at protourban nuclei, such as that which has been entertained for
King’s Lynn (Owen 1979, esp 153). Another attraction lies
in the scope for establishing ground-rules to help us to
decide upon the contemporaneity, or otherwise, of medieval
substructures and the walls they carry. Rodwell’s introductory remarks apart (1981, 112-13) this is not a subject
which has been much explored, and it is a task for which
older churches with long structural sequences are, by themselves, unsuited. Lastly, the investigation of later medieval
parish cemeteries in ground which had not previously
received burials may supply comparative data which will
assist in the unravelling of churchyards where use was of
longer duration.
A limited campaign of investigations into ‘new town’
churches is therefore justified: as a contribution to knowledge of medieval building practices, as a control upon work
elsewhere, and as additional illumination on the histories of
the towns themselves. Given the apparent reluctance of
urban archaeologists to concern themselves with churches
in this category, whether in use or the abandoned sites, there
is perhaps a case for the determination of new town ecclesiastical objectives at national rather than local level. This
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would involve the compilation of a list of target churches,
selected with regard for the quality and survival of their
deposits, the needs of urban and architectural history, and
regional balance. Once chosen, the churches concerned
would be tackled more or less automatically, as and when
opportunities for investigation presented themselves.
Turning back now to the older towns, it may be repeated
that the natural role for archaeology, within the limits of the
method, is to find things out which cannot be ascertained
by other means. Even by this criterion, later developments
must still loom large. Churches of low value were sometimes
omitted from taxation surveys during the 13th and 14th
centuries-and could then vanish from recorded history.
That a church of Holy Trinity ever existed in Carlisle, for
instance, is known only because the 14th century Chronicle
of Lanercost mentions how marauding Scotsmen positioned
a stone-throwing catapult nearby (Perriam 1979, 51). Most
of the larger towns listed at the outset are likely to contain
small quotas of unrecorded churches. New towns may hide
them too, as in the case of Haslemere, Surrey (O’Connell
1977, 35).
Although the presence of most urban churches is acknowledged in records by the 14th century, the sources concerned
seldom say much about the appearance of the buildings.
Descriptive information is not normally forthcoming until
the tours of antiquaries begin in the late 15th and early 16th
centuries. By this time many of the churches had been
rebuilt, often several times over. Others had become
ruinous, and not a few had already disappeared. The citizens
of Norwich, for instance, had divested themselves of more
than a quarter of their parish churches before 1400. In York
one-third of the city’s complement of churches was suppressed during the 16th century (Palliser 1974). When John
Leland visited Ilchester in the 1540s he found only one
which was still in use. Two others were in decay, and
residents told him about a fourth church which had been
demolished. A fifth had once existed (Aston & Leech 1977,
69). Few towns were left untouched by such rationalization
during the later Middle Ages, although the ecclesiastical
losses sustained at Ilchester were unusually severe.
Records which describe churches at regular intervals and
thus give connected accounts of their developments are rare
at any date. In a town like Norwich, therefore, where almost
all of the surviving churches were rebuilt in the 15th and
16th centuries, archaeology has a basic, revelatory role to
play until the very end of the Middle Ages. The same is true
for the City of London where, despite the availability of
pictorial evidence from the mid 16th century onwards, the
combined effects of the Great Fire and Sir Christopher
Wren have largely obliterated the medieval appearance of
church buildings. Pieces of the former pattern are nevertheless present below ground, as excavations by Grimes have
shown (1968, 182-209).
Pictorial evidence needs to be evaluated with circumspection. Artists’ representations of churches which no
longer stand or have been rebuilt are often helpful but not
always reliable in matters of proportion or detail. The
excavators of St Paul-in-the-Bail, Lincoln, tell a cautionary
tale about a tower of 11th-12th century appearance which,
although seemingly secure in 18th century drawings, turned
out on excavation to have been appreciably younger (Colyer
& Gilmour 1978, 104-5).
St Paul-in-the-Bail was one of two churches in Lincoln
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which were fully excavated by the Lincoln Archaeological
Trust in the 1970s. The other, St Mark’s, stood in the
southern suburb of Wigford (Gilmour 1981, 99-101). It
emerges that both churches were built anew on contracted
plans during the 18th century, that both were reconstructed
in the 1870s, and demolished in 1971. These episodes reflect
the recent city in transition, and they hold an intrinsic
interest for historians of worship. They may also prompt us
to re-examine conventional assumptions. The new orientation of St Mark’s, for interest (Fig 82), invites a question
about the significance of such departures at earlier dates,
when similarities of alignment in successive structures
sometimes excite talk about continuity of structure or use,
while discordances are loosely interpreted as representing
cultural breaks. The pre-Conquest church of St Michael at
St Albans offers a case in point. The church stands, somewhat inexplicably (see below), in the forum area of empty
Verulamium, and a large Roman building is reported to lie
diagonally underneath it.
A task for which archaeology is indispensable is to
ascertain broad trends in urban churchbuilding. Within a
given town, did churches develop individually, each at its
own pace according to the differing means or ambitions of
a parish or social group? Or was there some measure of
simultaneity in architectural developments, with most
churches acquiring a tower, or a lengthened chancel, or an
aisle, at roughly the same time? Was there an element of
competition between worshippers, or benefactors or
patrons, both within a single town or between towns of
similar status and aspirations? Questions of this sort have
relevance for the town as an entity, in decline as well as in
growth. They call for the study of churches in groups-an
approach which might indeed be broadened to encompass
parish churches in the hinterland. Were all architectural
developments exported from the town to its hinterland? Or
could the movement be the other way, the town sucking in
ideas from outside?

Ecclesiastical growth
The subject of ‘town behaviour’ returns us to the introductory theme of this essay, namely the problem of how and
when urban churches came into existence. Is this an issue
about which we can generalize, as some historians have felt
able to do, or does the expansion of urban ecclesiastical
provision require more concentrated and systematic attention than it has so far received?
More figures will help to set the inquiry in perspective.
Canterbury possessed 22 churches by 1200 (the nonparochial St Pancras being omitted), but no more than eight
of these can be accounted for with certainty before 1100. In
Bristol there were eighteen churches by 1300, of which
fifteen are known to have existed before 1200, nine by 1150,
and only two by 1100. At least 34 churches were extant in
Winchester before 1200, almost all of them by 1150, but not
more than ten or eleven are mentioned before the Conquest.
At Worcester we hear of ten churches by 1250, but only four
can be singled out as having existed before 1100. The
comparable figures for York are 39 and 14. It may be asked
if the numbers in these examples approximate to the actual
pace of growth, or whether it is simply that the bishops’
registers and general valuation surveys which become available during the 13th century give the first general views of
older patterns.
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Fig 82 St Mark, Lincoln: plans of main structural phases that were recognized during excavation, seen here in superimposition.
The 18th century church was superseded by a rebuilding of 1871 involving a sideways shift and realignment (Linclonshirc
Archaeological Trust; redrawn by Dick Raines)

There are several reasons for inclining towards the latter
interpretation. In the first place, as we have seen, our inheritance of written records from before 1200 is usually
haphazard, and it would be perverse to claim that such
references to churches as they provide are normally going
to be in measurable proportion to the numbers which were
actually standing. Secondly, the multiplication of churches
was not by any means confined to towns. Across large areas
within the hinterlands of towns like Ipswich, Thetford,
Norwich, Lincoln and York it is possible to show that almost
every parish church was in position before the end of the
11th century (Morris 1985). Common sense allows us to
suppose that these towns present an intensified picture of
what was going on around them, although whether urban
and rural ecclesiastical growth proceeded exactly in parallel
is a different question. (For certain towns of Roman background, like York, the exportation to surrounding country
churches of second-hand building materials, possibly released as a result of clearance activity which was in its turn
stimulated by urban expansion in the period (?) c 900-1100,
forms a connected issue which deserves to be mentioned, but
cannot be explored, here (cf Morris 1976, 101-3).) Thirdly,
and the first point notwithstanding, there is a select list of
towns for which written evidence is more than usually full,
and where it is feasible to arrive at minimum working totals
of churches by 1100.
One of these towns is Ipswich, where no fewer than eleven

churches were extant by 1086. Domesday names them:
saints Michael, Botolph, Lawrence, Peter, Stephen,
George, Julian and Augustine, together with a Holy Trinity,
and two churches dedicated to the Blessed Virgin Mary.
This bonus reminds us that towns may provide spectra of
parish church dedications considerably earlier than does the
countryside, where such information is seldom forthcoming
in any general way before the 16th century. The eventual
total of churches in Ipswich was fourteen or fifteen, so the
late 11th century component was not smaller than 75%.
The picture at Lincoln is much the same. Here a combination of archaeological, architectural, and written
evidence may be used to demonstrate the presence of at least
32 and possibly as many as 37 parish churches before 1110
(Hill 1948, 130-44; Reg Ant I, 33; D Stocker, pers comm).
This is between 66% and 75% of‘ Lincoln’s eventual maximum. Yet Domesday Book referred directly to only eleven
(the putative minster of St Mary being omitted for the time
being). Of these, two were in the hands of the bishop; three
are mentioned in connection with a certain Tochi; there are
references to St Peter of Lincoln, St Lawrence, and St
Michael; All Saints was the subject of a dispute; and two
others had recently been built: ‘Colsuen has in the city of
Lincoln 4 tofts of his nepos Cole’s land; and outside the city
he has 36 houses and 2 churches to which nothing belongs,
which he had built on waste land (in wasta terra) that the
king gave him, and that was never before built upon. Now

Morris: Parish churches
the king has all the customs from them (Foster & Longley
1921, 7/21)‘. Colsuen’s churches can perhaps be identified
with St Peter-at-Wells and St Augustine (Hill 1948, 133-4),
which stood in a suburb on the eastern fringe of the medieval
city. If churches were being built here by the middle of the
11th century, it is reasonable to suppose that most of those
which were nearer to the heart of the town were already
standing.
Other 11th century minima include Thetford (around
55%: Dunmore & Carr 1976, 17-18); Leicester (70%); and
Norwich, where some 24 churches were mentioned TRE (in
the reign of King Edward) (40%) and 46 (81%) by 1086. In
the case of Norwich, however, it is recommended that we
should accept the figures at face value. Carter visualizes a
steady accumulation of churches in that city through the
second half of the 11th century and for several decades
beyond (1978, 194-5). To summarize, in towns where data
are available it looks as though at least three-quarters of
parish churches were standing before the accession of
Henry I.
Admittedly all the examples just given concern eastern
towns. It has often been maintained that the parochial
system emerged sooner and more strongly in the east than
in the west of England (eg Addleshaw 1970, 11). At first
glance some of the towns would seem to provide corroboration for this view. Hereford is said to have been a late starter
(Brooke 1970, 66). Chester’s provision may have been
doubled during the 12th century (Alldridge 1981).
Yet on reflection there seems to be no strong reason to suppose that towns in Wessex or Mercia were more immature
as regards an ability to produce lesser churches in the 11th
century than their counterparts in the east. Their minsters
may have been more assertive (Thacker 1982, 208; Shoesmith 1980, 1-6, 53-4; Biddle & Keene 1975, 332), but that
in itself did not prevent proliferation of churches, although
it might restrict their rights. All five of Shrewsbury’s principal churches were named in 1086: St Alkmund, St Juliana,
St Milburga, St Chad, and St Mary (Drinkwater 1908, 310).
Others existed (cf Vita W’ulstani 2, iii). On balance, the rates
and periods of urban churchbuilding seem most probably to
have been linked to the economies and population trends of
the individual towns concerned. If by 1100 Gloucester or
Hereford had amassed fewer churches than Thetford or
Stamford this may simply be because they were then of less
consequence as towns.
In one respect the paucity of references to new church
foundations during the later 12th century may be a more
faithful reflection of reality than is the partial picture which
is available for the preceding period. Few new churches
were mentioned because few were now being built. Several
factors may be suggested which help to explain this. First,
urban growth had slowed down. In certain towns, like
Lincoln and Winchester, this is suggested by the extent of
suburban developments before c 1150 (Keene 1975).
Second, in many of the older towns there was already a
superfluity of churches in close proximity. Extra foundations would weaken the finances of those already in
existence. Third, in place of earlier informality there was
now a climate of opinion which came to discourage possession of parish churches by the laity (Kemp 1980, 133). And
fourth, as the parochial system was laid down it became
increasingly difficult to force apertures in the framework.
This must be why so many of the later foundations were of
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chapelries, which were often squeezed into the interstices of
towns, or of hospitals which carried no parochial responsibility.
Archaeological evidence can be used to support the
outline that has been put forward. Out of 24 or so urban
churches which have been investigated to a reasonable
degree of completeness within the last three decades, no
more than four or five seem to have yielded evidence which
allows us to entertain a date of origin after 1100. Not all of
the projects have yet been fully published, but from information so far given it looks as though at least one-third and
perhaps more than half could have originated before 1000
(Table 7).
Twenty-four is not a large sample (it is about 4% of the
likely combined total of churches in the towns mentioned at
the outset) and results from some of the churches which
make it up must be discounted in what follows. St Mary
Major in Exeter and St Alkmund at Derby were preConquest minsters. The inaugural phases of St Mary Major,
Exeter, St May-de-Lode in Gloucester, and St Paul-in-theBail at Lincoln present special features that require separate
discussion. Exactly how we should categorize St Peter at
Barton-on-Humber it is difficult to say.
This leaves nineteen churches, all more or less of the ‘boxlike’ type which have been discussed with such affection by
Professor Brooke. Of these, four or five are stated to have
been founded before 1000, a further two are thought to have
been in existence by the early 11th century, six have been
assigned to various periods within the 11th century but of
occupied sites displaying signs of earlier ecclesiastical or
funerary use, one was a creation of the 11th century, and
three may have been founded in the late 11th or early 12th
century. Two churches were actually out of use before 1100.
Small as they are, these figures suggest that the contribution of the 10th century is not to be underestimated. Of
particular interest is the size of the group of churches which
were built, or rebuilt, after c 1050 within older graveyards.
Unless we are to entertain the presence of numerous unconsecrated urban cemeteries before this time, it follows that
what has previously been looked upon as post-Conquest
ecclesiastical expansion may now have to be regarded as a
programme of modernization. This issue needs more discussion. The fact that no older church has been positively
identified on any of the sites concerned is a worry; but some
of the excavations were restricted in scope (eg St Benedict,
Norwich, and St Mary Bishophill Senior, York), the
deposits at several had been badly mangled (Fig 83), and in
two cases fragmentary traces of an earlier timber structure
were recorded. The church which was destroyed to make
way for the Norman castle at Norwich may be a complete
example of such a building, seen at a stage before rebuilding
occurred. The metamorphosis from wood to stone of
St Michael’s church at Thetford is also instructive in this
connection (Medieval Archaeol 13 (1971), 130, 131).
Increasingly, the secular archaeology of towns like
Lincoln, Thetford, Winchester and York provides a
plausible context for proto-parochial growth (entries and
further references in Schofield & Palliser 1981, 54-7, 99,
105-7, 108-17). At Winchester there is some literary as well
as archaeological evidence for 10th century churches. The
information is too sketchy to permit talk of anything
approaching a ‘trend’, except to notice that out of eleven
parish churches which are known to have existed before
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FKXUFKPHQRIWKHHUDPLJKWEHDQDO\VHGIURPWKLVSRLQWRI
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$VHFRQGOHVVRQWRHPHUJHIURPWKHILJXUHVFRQFHUQVWKH
YDOXHRIVLWHVZKHUHHFFOHVLDVWLFDOXVHZDVRIOLPLWHG
GXUDWLRQ7KHJUHDWPDMRULW\RIFDQGLGDWHVZLOOEHFKXUFKHV
ZKLFKGURSSHGRXWRIXVHDIWHUDQGE\QRPHDQVDOO
RIWKHVHZLOOEHZRUWKWKHGLJJLQJ$PRQJWKHPKRZHYHU
ZLOOEHVRPHZLWKDNQRZQGDWHRIDEDQGRQPHQWZKHUH
DEVHQFHRISRVWPHGLHYDOJUDYHGLJJLQJDQGUHEXLOGLQJPD\
KDYHOHIWWKHHDUOLHUVHTXHQFHUHODWLYHO\LQWDFW 7KRPDV
 7KHUHLVDVPDOOHUEXWYDOXDEOHJURXSRIVLWHVWR
EHLGHQWLILHGZKHUHHFFOHVLDVWLFDOGHYHORSPHQWZDVDUUHVWHG



Morris: Parish churches

Particular aims
,QFRQFOXVLRQILYHSRLQWVRIDVWUDWHJLFNLQGPD\EHPDGH
7KHILUVWFRQFHUQVWKHQHHGIRUH[FDYDWLRQVRIHQWLUH
FKXUFKHVQRWRIVDPSOHVOLYHUVRUSRUWLRQV7KRVHZKRZHUH
3UHVHQWDWWKHFRQIHUHQFHRQFKXUFKDUFKDHRORJ\KHOGDW
0LGGOHVEURXJKLQPD\UHFDOOWKHVKDUSLQWDNHRIEUHDWK
E\VRPHPHPEHUVRIWKHDXGLHQFHZKHQ0DUWLQ%LGGOH
UHPDUNHGXSRQ WKHFRPSDUDWLYHXVHOHVVQHVVRILQGLYLGXDO
WUHQFKHVLQFKXUFKH[FDYDWLRQXQOHVVWKH\DUHGHVLJQHGWR
IRUPSDUWRIDFRPSUHKHQVLYHLQYHVWLJDWLRQ %LGGOHD
 :KDWHYHUWKHREMHFWLRQVWRKLVVWDWHPHQWWKHQUHVXOWV
REWDLQHGVLQFHKDYHGRQHQRWKLQJRWKHUWKDQWRUHLQIRUFHWKLV

Fig 83 St-Augustine-the-less, Bristol: total excavation of
church, showing extreme perforation of earlier deposits
by graves and post-medieval vaults (Bristol City
Museums)
DWDQHDUO\VWDJH6XFKFKXUFKHVDUHZRUWKVHHNLQJRXWHLWKHU
IRUSUHVHUYDWLRQRUVWXG\EHFDXVHWKH\RIIHUKRSHRIXQ
GLVWXUEHGLQWHULRUVHYLGHQFHRIULWXDOOD\RXWDFOHDU
UHODWLRQVKLSZLWKFRQWHPSRUDU\VXUURXQGLQJVDQGSHUKDSV
DQRUGHUO\FHPHWHU\DOOZLWKLQDWLJKWFKURQRORJLFDOIUDPH
ZRUN1ROLVWKDVHYHUEHHQFRPSLOHGRIFKXUFKHVZKLFK
ZHUHVQXIIHGRXWE\WKHPDNLQJRI1RUPDQFDVWOHV7KH
FDWDORJXHZRXOGLQFOXGH&DPEULGJH 5&+0
SO DQG+HUHIRUG 6KRHVPLWK SRVVLEO\DOVR
/HLFHVWHU%UHFRQDQG0RQPRXWK$W3RQWHIUDFW :<RUN
VKLUH DQHDUOLHUSUHVXPDEO\HFFOHVLDVWLFDOFHPHWHU\ZDV
DEVRUEHGLQWRWKHEDLOH\RIWKHWKFHQWXU\FDVWOHDQGDQHZ
FKXUFKRI6W&OHPHQWVXSHULPSRVHGRQWKHVLWH 7KRUS
 7KHIDFWWKDWWKH1RUZLFKFDVHZDVXQH[SHFWHGJLYHV
JURXQGVIRURSWLPLVPWKDWVLPLODUHSLVRGHVRFFXUUHGHLVH
ZKHUH7RZQSODQVFRXOGEHUHLQVSHFWHGZLWKWKLVSRVVL
ELOLW\LQPLQG :DLOLQJIRUG"/LQFROQ"<RUN" (FFOHVLDVWLFDO
VLWHVFRXOGEHHQJXOIHGLQRWKHUZD\VIRUH[DPSOHE\WKH
OD\LQJRXWRIDQHZPRQDVWLFSUHFLQFWDVDW&ROFKHVWHU
c
 &UXPP\ RUHYHQE\DQDGMXVWPHQWLQWKH
SRVLWLRQLQJRIDFDWKHGUDO$W<RUNIRULQVWDQFHSDUWRID
ODWH6D[RQJUDYH\DUGZDVSUHVHUYHGLQHHULHFRPSOHWHQHVV
EHQHDWKWKH6RXWKWUDQVHSWRIWKH1RUPDQPLQVWHURI
c 
)LJ  +RSH7D\ORU3KLOOLSV 

YLHZ,GHDOO\ZHQHHGWRH[DPLQHFKXUFKHVDQGWKHQ
3UHFLQFWVWRJHWKHU2QO\WKHQFDQZHEHFRQILGHQWWKDWWK
RUWKFHQWXU\FKXUFKHVGLGQRWKDYHDQFHVWRUVKLGLQJRII
VWDJHPDNHVHQVHRISDWWHUQVODWHQWLQWKHGLVWULEXWLRQ
EXULDOVUHFRYHUVXIILFLHQWVNHOHWDOHYLGHQFHWRHQDEOHWKH
V\VWHPDWLFVWXG\RIXUEDQSRSXODWLRQV )LJ  QRWFRYHUHG
LQWKLVSDSHU UHGHHPGLVWXUEDQFHVFDXVHGE\9LFWRULDQ
YDXOWVRUUHEXLOGLQJVDQGVHHWKHFKXUFKLQUHODWLRQWRLWV
VXUURXQGLQJV
7KHFDVHIRUWRWDOH[FDYDWLRQGRHVQRWRIFRXUVHUHPRYH
WKHQHHGIRUDUFKDHRORJLVWVWRFRQFHUQWKHPVHOYHVZLWKVPDOO
ZRUNVLQDQGDURXQGXUEDQFKXUFKHVHVSHFLDOO\WKH
FKXUFKHVWKDWVXUYLYH6XFKRSHUDWLRQVDULVHTXLWHIUH
TXHQWO\IRUUHDVRQVXQFRQQHFWHGZLWKDUFKDHRORJ\/LPLWHG
H[FDYDWLRQVFDQRQRFFDVLRQKHOSWRVHWWOHSDUWLFXODUVWUXF
UXUDOTXHVWLRQVDQGWKH\PD\KDYHDUHFRQQDLVVDQFHYDOXH
,QVWUDWHJLFWHUPVKRZHYHUWKH\GRPRUHWRWDQWDOL]HWKDQ
WRVDWLVI\WKH\FDXVHDUFKDHRORJLFDOGDPDJHDQGWKH\
VKRXOGQRWEHVHHQDVHQGVLQWKHPVHOYHV
,QYHVWLJDWLRQ·RIFRXUVHHQFRPSDVVHVVWDQGLQJIDEULFVDV
ZHOODVEXULHGGHSRVLWVDQGZLWKWKHVHWKHUHLVPXFK\HWWR
GR0DQ\WRZQVFRQWDLQDVPDOOTXRWDRIFKXUFKHVZLWKSUH
RUHDUO\SRVW&RQTXHVWIDEULFVDQGWKHUHFDQEHQRVXFK
EXLOGLQJV:KLFKKDYHJLYHQXSDOOWKHLUVHFUHWV0RVWZRXOG
EHQHILWIURPUHQHZHGVWXG\DQGUHFRUGLQJDWFORVHTXDUWHUV
&RPSUHKHQVLYHLQYHVWLJDWLRQVRIWKHNLQGWKDWKDYHWDNHQ
SODFHDW%DUWRQRQ+XPEHUDQG6W0DU\%LVKRSKLOO-XQLRU
<RUN %ULGHQ SRLQWWKHZD\)RUWKHUHEXLOWPDMRULW\
V\VWHPDWLFVXUYH\VDFFXUDWHSODQVDQGZKHUHFDOOHGIRU
PRUHWKRURXJKUHFRUGLQJRIHOHYDWLRQVURRIVDQGEHOO
IUDPHVDUHWKHPLQLPXPUHTXLUHPHQWV FI5RGZHOO
5RGZHOO 3HWURORJLFDOVXUYH\VDUHEDGO\
QHHGHGDQGVKRXOGEHQHILWUHVHDUFKLQWRWKHPHGLHYDOEXLOG
LQJLQGXVWU\WKHSURYHQDQFHRIEXLOGLQJPDWHULDOVDQGWKH
PHDQVE\ZKLFKWKH\ZHUHFDUULHGVXEMHFWVZKLFKLQWKHLU
WXUQLQWHUORFNZLWKWKRVHRIFRPPXQLFDWLRQVWUDQVSRUWDQG
EULGJHV7KHUHLVPXFKWREHJOHDQHGDERXWWKHUHODWLRQVKLS
EHWZHHQDWRZQDQGLWVKLQWHUODQGIURPWKHZDOOVRIDQXUEDQ
FKXUFK )LJ 
7KHVHFRQGQHHGLVIRUGDWHV'LVHPERGLHGSDULVKFKXUFK
SODQIRUPVDUHGLIILFXOWWRGDWHZLWKSUHFLVLRQEHIRUH
c 
7KHUHDUHDV\HWIHZORFDOW\SRORJLHVIRUVXEVWUXFWXUHV
&KXUFKHVZKLOHE\QRPHDQVEHLQJGHYRLGRIFXOWXUDO
PDWHULDODUHQHYHUWKHOHVVQRWDOZD\VVRULFKLQLWWKDWFORVH
GDWLQJFDQEHDFKLHYHGWKURXJKDUWHIDFWXDOWHFKQLTXHV
DORQHDWOHDVWQRWXQWLOVKDUSO\GLDJQRVWLFPRXOGLQJVDQG
DUFKLWHFWXUDOVFXOSWXUHVWDUWWRPDNHWKHLUDSSHDUDQFHLQWKH
ODWHUWKFHQWXU\$QGLWLVFORVHGDWLQJWKDWLVQHHGHG
SDUWLFXODUO\EHIRUHZKHQRXUXOWLPDWHDLPVKRXOGEH
WRGDWHFKXUFKHVQRWVLPSO\WRRQHFHQWXU\RUDQRWKHUEXW
WRUHILQHWKHFKURQRORJ\RIHFFOHVLDVWLFDOH[SDQVLRQ$WEHVW

Morris: Parish churches



Fig 84 York Minister: relict surface of pre-Conquest graveyard revealed beneath the south transept of the present cathedral during
recent excavations in 1969. Such deposits are of high archaeological value, and could be systematically sought in other towns
on sites where abrupt changes in the use of land took place (Derek Phillips, by courtesy of RCHM(E))
UHODWLYHFKURQRORJLHVVXSSO\RQO\YDJXHDQVZHUVWRVXFK
TXHVWLRQV$WZRUVWWKH\DEHWFLUFXODUDUJXPHQWV
7KHDGYDQWDJHVRIVHOHFWLQJVLWHVZKHUHHFFOHVLDVWLFDOXVH
ZDVRIVKRUWGXUDWLRQKDYHDOUHDG\EHHQPHQWLRQHG7KH
DQDO\VLVRIGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQPDQQHULVPVRIEXULDOSUDF
WLFHPD\KDYHVRPHWKLQJWRRIIHU FI6KRHVPLWK
 DQGVKRXOGEHRIHQKDQFHGYDOXHZKHUHWKHVLWHLV
ZDWHUORJJHGDQGSUHVHUYDWLRQRIRUJDQLFPDWHULDOVLVJRRG
DVDW%DUWRQRQ+XPEHU 5RGZHOO 5RGZHOOFI
%ORPTXLVW 0DUWHQVVRQ 
7KHSRVVLEOHFRQWULEXWLRQRI &GHWHUPLQDWLRQVJHQHU
DOO\GHULYHGIURPVDPSOHVRIKXPDQERQHEXWDOVRQRZIURP
VWUXFWXUDOPRUWDUVKDVEHHQYLHZHGZLWKVFHSWLFLVPLQVRPH
FLUFOHV5DGLRFDUERQGDWLQJLVFHUWDLQO\QRSDQDFHDDQGWKH
OLPLWDWLRQVRIWKHPHWKRGPXVWEHNHSWLQPLQG%XWIRUWKH
SHULRGEHIRUHLWPD\EHZRQGHUHGLIWKHDSSUR[LPDWLRQ

LQKHUHQWLQDVHWRI
&UHVXOWVLVQHFHVVDULO\YHU\PXFK
JUHDWHUWKDQWKDWDULVLQJIURPWKHRSLQLRQVRIDJURXSRIDUW
KLVWRULDQVDERXWWKHGDWHRIDSLHFHRIFDUYHGVWRQH6RPH
VXFKLWHPVFDQEHFORVHO\GDWHG HJWKHFDVHRI6RPSWLQJ
6XVVH[ *HP 2QWKHRWKHUKDQGLQVSDQWKH
DUFKLWHFWXUDOKLVWRULFDO VWDQGDUGGHYLDWLRQ·IRUDFKXUFKOLNH
6W3HWHUDW*RZWV/LQFROQVHHPVDWSUHVHQWWREHRIWKH
RUGHURI\HDUV
&RQILGHQFHLQUDGLRFDUERQGHWHUPLQDWLRQVULVHVZLWKWKH
TXDQWLW\RIVDPSOHVIURPZKLFKUHVXOWVDUHREWDLQHG7KXV

ZKLOHRQHRUWZRUHVXOWVZLOOEHRIPLQLPDOXVHRUHYHQ
GRZQULJKWPLVOHDGLQJDSRUWIROLRRIDGR]HQRUVHYHUDO
GR]HQDOOWDNHQIURPNH\VWUDWLJUDSKLFSRVLWLRQVPD\HQDEOH
WKHH[FDYDWRUWR ER[·WKHHDUOLHVWSKDVH V RIWKHFKXUFK,I
VXFKDSROLF\LVSODQQHGIURPWKHRXWVHWGXHSUHFDXWLRQVFDQ
EHPDGHIRUWKHWDNLQJRIVDPSOHV6XFKSURJUDPPHVZLOO
EHH[SHQVLYHWKRXJKKDUGO\PRUHVRWKDQH[FDYDWLRQVZKLFK
GRQRWGHOLYHUWKHLQIRUPDWLRQWKH\ZHUHRUJDQL]HGWR
REWDLQ
7KLUGO\SDULVKFKXUFKHVIRUPHGSDUWRIWKHIDEULFRIWKH
WRZQ&KXUFKHVDUHHPLQHQWO\VXVFHSWLEOHWRLQYHVWLJDWLRQ
DVFRPSRQHQWVRIXUEDQVHWWOHPHQWLQUHODWLRQWRRWKHUFRP
SRQHQWVWKDWDGMRLQHGWKHPZKHWKHUYHUWLFDOO\RUODWHUDOO\
DWGLIIHUHQWWLPHV$VH[DPSOHVZHPD\FRQVLGHUFKXUFKHV
RQRUEHVLGHWRZQJDWHVDVDW2[IRUG:DUHKDP%ULVWRO
&KHVWHUDQG&DQWHUEXU\FKXUFKHVZKLFKFOXQJWRWRZQ
ZDOOVOLNH$OO+DOORZV/RQGRQ:DOORU6W&OHPHQWDW
:RUFHVWHURUWKHVWULNLQJFDVHRI6W0DU\1RUWKJDWHLQ
&DQWHUEXU\ )LJ  7DWWRQ%URZQ  FHUH
PRQLDO·UHODWLRQVKLSVEHWZHHQFKXUFKHVDQGLPSRUWDQW
VHFXODUEXLOGLQJVDVDW1RUWKDPSWRQ )LJ  :LOOLDPV
6KDZ SDULVKFKXUFKHVZKLFKVWDQGRUVWRRGRQWKH
GRRUVWHSVRIFDWKHGUDOVDQGPRQDVWHULHV HJDW:HVWPLQVWHU
<RUN%HUPRQGVH\7DYLVWRFN3HUVKRUH(YHVKDPDQG
%XU\6W(GPXQGVZKHUHWKHUHZHUHWZRDQGWKUHHUHVSHF
WLYHO\ FKXUFKHVDQGKRXVLQJHVSHFLDOO\ZLWKUHJDUGWR
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Fig 85 Cemetery of St Nicholas Shambles, London: detail of a woman with unborn foetus, 11th/12th century (Museum of London:
T Hurst)
SULYDWH·DQG SXEOLF·GLVSRVLWLRQV FI%LGGOH .HHQH
%URRNH .HLU WKHHQFURDFKPHQWRIFKXUFK
\DUGVXSRQRUIRUPDWLRQRXWRIXQLWVRISURSHUW\DV
SHUKDSVDW'RUNLQJ 2 &RQQHOO RU6SDOGLQJ
5REHUWV DQGRIFRXUVHFKXUFKHVDQGVWUHHWV
UHFHQWVWXGLHVRUGLVFXVVLRQVRIZKLFKLQFOXGH&ROFKHVWHU
&UXPP\ DQG/RQGRQ %URRNH .HLU 
6W3DXOLQWKH%DLODW/LQFROQDQGDOVRUHFHQWZRUNDW
([HWHUDQG*ORXFHVWHUUHPLQGXVRIWKHQHHGWRFRQVLGHU

FKXUFKHVLQUHODWLRQWRXQGHUO\LQJ5RPDQXUEDQWRSR
JUDSK\1RUVKRXOGZHIRUJHWWKRVHFKXUFKHVDQGDOOLHG
EXLOGLQJVZKLFKDOWKRXJKGHIXQFWIRUUHOLJLRXVSXUSRVHV
DIWHUWKH0LGGOH$JHVFDPHWREHHPERGLHGLQVHFXODU
VWUXFWXUHVDVLQWKHFDVHRI6W0DU\DW&DUPDUWKHQ -DPHV
 DQG6W%DUWKRORPHZ V+RVSLWDOLQ%ULVWRO
3ULFH 
)RXUWKO\ZHVKRXOGFRQVLGHUWKHXUEDQPLQVWHUVZKLFK
ZHUHVHUYHGE\VPDOOERGLHVRIVHFXODUSULHVWVLQWKHWKDQG

Morris: Parish churches



Fig 86 St Mary Bishophill Junior, York: north elevation of west tower. Information about medieval building methods, the use and
re-use of materials, can be derived from such recordings. For a discussion of the interpretative possibilities of such studies,
see Rodwell 1985 (York Archaeological Trust)
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Fig 87 St Mary Northgate, Canterbury: elevation of north wall (scale I: 100) with LQVHWinterpretation and reconstructedperspective
view of the church in its late medieval setting (Canterbury Archaeological Trust: J Bowen)
WKFHQWXULHV7KHVHHVWDEOLVKPHQWVVHHPWRKDYHEHHQ
QXPHURXV6RPHWRZQVFRQWDLQHGVHYHUDO &DPSEHOO
 $IWHUWKH&RQTXHVWRQHRIWKUHHWKLQJVZDVOLNHO\WR
KDSSHQWRDPLQVWHULWFRXOGEHPDGHLQWRDUHJXODU
PRQDVWHU\LWPLJKWFRQWLQXHDVVRPHVSHFLHVRIVHFXODU
FROOHJH 7KRPSVRQ VRPHWLPHVZLWKDUR\DOIUDQFKLVH
'HQWRQ RULWFRXOGEHUHGXFHGWRWKHSDURFKLDOUDQNV
DQGGLVDSSHDUIURPPHPRU\6LQFHIHZPLQVWHUVZHUHZHOO
GRFXPHQWHGDQGPDQ\DUHQRWHYLGHQFHGLQVXUYLYLQJ
UHFRUGVDWDOOLWLVWREHH[SHFWHGWKDWDQXPEHURIRXWZDUGO\
XQH[FHSWLRQDOPHGLHYDOXUEDQSDULVKFKXUFKHVDZDLWLGHQWL
ILFDWLRQDVWKHVXFFHVVRUVRISUH&RQTXHVWPLQVWHUV
&OXHVZKLFKPD\DVVLVWLQWKHUHFRJQLWLRQRIIRUPHU
PLQVWHUVPD\EHDUFKDHRORJLFDOOLNHWKHH[WHQVLYHGLVWUL
EXWLRQRIEXULDOVHQFRXQWHGDW$\OHVEXU\%XFNLQJKDPVKLUH
)DUOH\ RUWKHFKXUFKLWVHOIDVDW&LUHQFHVWHU %URZQ
 QXPLVPDWLFOLNHWKH6W0DUWLQ VFRLQDJHZKLFKZDV
PLQWHGLQ/LQFROQDURXQGWKHHQGRIWKHILUVWTXDUWHURIWKH
WKFHQWXU\ 6WHZDUW RUOLWHUDU\DVLQWKHFDVHRIWKH
SUHUHIRUPPRQDVWLFFRPPXQLW\DW7DPZRUWK 6WDIIRUG
VKLUH ZKLFKZDVPHQWLRQHGLQDFKDUWHURI%XUWRQ$EEH\
6DZ\HU1R 7UDGLWLRQVFRQFHUQLQJWKHSUHVHQFH
RIUR\DOEXULDOVLQSDUWLFXODUFKXUFKHVDVDW+RZGHQ
+XPEHUVLGH DQG6WH\QLQJ 6XVVH[  5ROODVRQ RU
UHVLGXDOFXVWRPVUHIOHFWLQJWKHIRUPHUGHSHQGHQFHRIRQH
FKXUFKXSRQDQRWKHUPD\SURYLGHIXUWKHUSRLQWHUV6RPH
WLPHVVXJJHVWLYHDUH FOXPSV·RIFKXUFKHVOLNHWKHWULRRI

+RO\7ULQLW\ IRUPHUO\&KULVW&KXUFK 0LFNOHJDWH6W
0DU\%LVKRS QRZ%LVKRSKLOO-XQLRU DQG6W0DU\
Vetus
QRZGHPROLVKHG ZKLFKH[LVWHGLQWKH%LVKRSKLOODUHDRI
WKFHQWXU\<RUN,Q&KULVW&KXUFKKHOGH[WHQVLYH
ODQGVRXWVLGHWKHFLW\DQGDWDODWHUGDWHZHILQGDOOWKUHH
ZLWKRXWSDULVKHV &OD\+DUYH\FI5RJHUV
 ,WLVGLIILFXOWQRWWRWKLQNWKDWVRPHERQGH[LVWHG
EHWZHHQWKHWKUHH
,IDVLVDUJXDEOHPDQ\RIWKHFKXUFKHVZHGHVFULEHDV
XUEDQPLQVWHUVZHUHIRXQGHGEHIRUHWKHHQGRIWKHWK
FHQWXU\LWIROORZVWKDWWKHJUHDWPDMRULW\ZHUHVLWXDWHGLQ
SODFHVZKLFKZHUHQRW\HWOLYLQJWRZQV0LQVWHUVDUHVLJ
QLILFDQWLQWKHSDVVLYHVHQVHWKDWWKH\DUHOLNHO\WRVLJQDOWKH
ZKHUHDERXWVRIVHDWVRIVHFXODUSRZHU6XFKDFRQMXQFWLRQ
VHHPVWRKDYHEHHQHQFRXQWHUHGDUFKDHRORJLFDOO\DW
1RUWKDPSWRQ :LOOLDPV 6KDZ DQGZDVDFWXDOO\
GHVFULEHGDW<RUN:ULWLQJHDUO\LQWKHWKFHQWXU\D:KLWE\
DXWKRUUHODWHGKRZWKHPLVVLRQDU\3DXOLQXVDQGWKHNLQJ
(GZLQKDGHPHUJHGIURPWKHUR\DO aula, FURVVHGWKH platea
populi, and HQWHUHGWKHFKXUFK &ROJUDYH 
:HPD\DVVXPHWKDWPLQVWHUVPDGHG\QDPLFFRQWUL
EXWLRQVWRWKHSURFHVVHVZKLFKOHGWRWKHHPHUJHQFHRI
WRZQV7KH\DWWUDFWHGFUDIWVPHQSRVVHVVHGRIVSHFLDOVNLOOV
7KHFRORQ\RISULHVWVPRQNVRUQXQVWRJHWKHUZLWKLWV
DQFLOODULHVZRXOGSURYLGHDFRQWLQXRXVO\UHVLGHQWSRSX
ODWLRQ6LQFHWKHSRSXODWLRQZRXOGQHHGWREHIHGDQG
FORWKHGHVWDWHVZRXOGEHJUDQWHGIRUWKHSXUSRVHDQGGUDZ

Morris: Parish churches



Fig 88 St Peter, Northampton: excavated imprints of pre-Conquest buildings which appear to have been in 'processional' disposition.
Human figures stand at the angles of what may have been an 8th century timber hall. In the 9th century this was superseded
by a larger hall with a masonry substructure. Excavation in 1973-4 had revealed remains of a square-ended PDVRQU\ building
that projected eastwards from beneath the east end of the present church of St Peter (top of picture). For discussion see Williams
1984 (Northampton Development Corporation)
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WKHPLQVWHULQWRGLUHFWUHODWLRQZLWKSDUWRIWKHKLQWHUODQG
FIWKHFDVHRI&KULVW&KXUFK<RUNPHQWLRQHGDERYH 
5HOLJLRXVFRPPXQLWLHVZHUHPHDQWWRSURYLGHKRVSLWDOLW\
IRUWUDYHOOHUVDQGFKDULW\WRWKHSRRU,QWHOOHFWXDOOLQNVZLWK
FRPPXQLWLHVHOVHZKHUHVWLPXODWHWUDYHO,IDPLQVWHU
DFTXLUHGHIILFDFHRXVUHOLFVSHRSOHZRXOGFRPHWRYLVLWWKHP
0RVWLPSRUWDQWWKHDSSHDUDQFHRIPLQVWHUVLQWKHWKDQG
WKFHQWXULHVFRLQFLGHGZLWKDWLPHZKHQLIZHFDQVSHDN
RIWRZQVDWDOOZHVKRXOGSHUKDSVGHVFULEHWKHPDVLQWHU
PLWWHQWWRZQV :RRG ,QWKHWKFHQWXU\RQHFDQ
LPDJLQHSODFHVOLNH<RUN/LQFROQRU&DQWHUEXU\DVEHLQJ
FKDUDFWHUL]HGE\DQRYHUZKHOPLQJGRUPDQF\IRUPXFKRI
WKH\HDU%XWWKHUHFRXOGEHPRPHQWVZKHQDSODFHVXGGHQO\
EHFDPHDFWLYHHYHQSRSXORXVWKHDUULYDORIDFDUJRVKLS
ZLWKDWWHQGDQWEX\LQJDQGVHOOLQJWKHVRMRXUQRIWKHUR\DO
KRXVHKROGDQLPSRUWDQWIHVWLYDO7KHLQWHUPLWWHQWWRZQ
ZRXOGOHDYHRQO\WKHPRVWIUDJPHQWDU\DQGSHUSOH[LQJ
WUDFHVLQWKHDUFKDHRORJLFDOUHFRUGDFRPELQDWLRQRIWKH
LQVLJQLILFDQWWKHLQVFUXWDEOHDQGWKHH[RWLFZKLFKLVRIWHQ
ZKDWZHKDYH
7KHFRQWULEXWLRQRIWKHFKXUFKLQWKLVZDVWRDGGDQHZ
VHULHVRI XUEDQPRPHQWV·WRWKHFDOHQGDU,PSRUWDQWIHDVWV
DQGSDWURQDOIHVWLYDOVZHUHRFFDVLRQVZKHQSHRSOHZRXOG
JDWKHULQODUJHQXPEHUVDQGKHQFHSURYLGHRSSRUWXQLWLHVWR
WUDGH2SSRVLWLRQWRFRPPHUFLDODFWLYLW\LQFKXUFK\DUGV
UHLWHUDWHGLQODZVRIWKHWKDQGWKFHQWXULHV :KLWHORFN
HW al  LPSOLHVWKDWVXFKSUDFWLFHVZHQW
RQ,WKDVEHHQVXJJHVWHGWKDWWKHFRQQHFWLRQEHWZHHQ
PHGLHYDOPDUNHWVDQGKXQGUHGDOPDQRUVPD\RZHOHVVWRWKH
GLUHFWUROHRIWKHNLQJDQGKLVDJHQWVDWWKHVHSODFHVWKDQ
WRWKHIDFWWKDWPDQ\RIWKHPKDGLPSRUWDQWFKXUFKHV
6DZ\HU ,QWKHFDVHRIHSLVFRSDOPLQVWHUVWKH
SDVFKDOVHDVRQPLJKWKDYHKDGLQWHQVHHFRQRPLFFRQVH
TXHQFHVWKLVZDVWKHWLPHRI&KULVWLDQLQLWLDWLRQZKHQLQ
DQDJHEHIRUHORFDOFKXUFKHVEHFDPHFRPPRQDQLQIOX[RI
SHRSOHFRXOGEHH[SHFWHG:LWKDOOWKLVLQPLQGRQHRIWKH
PRVWLQWULJXLQJDVSHFWVRIWKHPDWHULDOUHWULHYHGIURPWKH
H[FDYDWLRQRI6W3DXOLQWKH%DLODPLGVRPXFKHOVHLVWKH
OHQJWKRILWVFRLQOLVW %ODFNEXUQ
et al  
7KHILIWKDQGILQDOSRLQWFDQEHH[SUHVVHGDVDODZRI
LQFUHDVLQJUHWXUQVIRUWKHH[FDYDWLRQRIFKXUFKHVLQWRZQV
ZKHUHVXFKEXLOGLQJVZHUHQXPHURXV,QDWRZQZKLFKRQFH
FRQWDLQHGRUFKXUFKHVWKHH[FDYDWLRQRIRQHFDQGR
OLWWOHPRUHWKDQLQIRUPDERXWWKDWSDUWLFXODUVLWH7KH
UHVXOWVZLOOIRUPWRRQDUURZDEDVHXSRQZKLFKWRHUHFWDQ\
VRUWRIJHQHUDOK\SRWKHVLVDERXWSDURFKLDOGHYHORSPHQWLQ
WKHWRZQDWODUJH,IVXFKWKLQJVDV QRUPDO·XUEDQFKXUFKHV
DFWXDOO\H[LVWHGQRUPDOLW\FDQRQO\EHGHILQHGWKURXJKWKH
LQYHVWLJDWLRQRIDVLJQLILFDQWIUDFWLRQRIWKHWRWDO7KHWZR
FKXUFKHVZKLFKKDYHEHHQH[FDYDWHGLQ/LQFROQLOOXVWUDWH
WKLVSRLQWYHU\ZHOO7KHLUODWHUSKDVHVKDYHIHDWXUHVLQ
FRPPRQEXWDVIDUDVRULJLQVJRWKH\DUHVKDUSO\GLVVLPLODU
DQGIRUWKHPRPHQWHDFKKDVWREHUHJDUGHGDVEHLQJXQLTXH
WRLWVHOI7KHLGHDWKDWFKXUFKLQYHVWLJDWLRQVVKRXOGEH
FROOHFWHGOLNHVFDOSVLQSDUWLFXODUWRZQVPD\EHGLVPLVVHG
DVEHLQJLPSUDFWLFDEOHERWKRQJURXQGVRIFRVWDQGEHFDXVH
VLWHVZKLFKDUHVXLWDEOHDQGDYDLODEOHIRUVWXG\WHQGQRWWR
EHFOXVWHUHGLQDIHZSODFHVEXWVFDWWHUHGDERXW7KHVXJ
JHVWLRQDOVRVPDFNVRIDXWKRULWDULDQLVPDQGWKLVZRXOG
GRXEWOHVVQRWEHZHOFRPHGLQDOOTXDUWHUV
7RWKHILUVWREMHFWLRQWKHUHLVQRGLUHFWDQVZHUVDYHWR
UHLWHUDWHWKDWWRNHQLQYHVWLJDWLRQVRIXUEDQFKXUFKHVFDQQRW
GLVFORVHPXFKDERXWXUEDQLVPDQGWKDWORFDOVDPSOLQJLQ

WKHLQWHUHVWVRIFRVWHIIHFWLYHQHVVPD\VDYHFRVWVEXWLV
VHOGRPHIIHFWLYH$VWRWKHVHFRQGSRLQWQRQDWLRQDOVXUYH\
RIWKHGHSRVLWVRIXUEDQFKXUFKHVKDV\HWEHHQXQGHUWDNHQ
6XFKHVWLPDWLRQVKDYHKRZHYHUEHHQPDGHIRUFHUWDLQ
WRZQVQRWDEO\:RUFHVWHU %DNHUE DQG&ROFKHVWHU
5RGZHOO 7KH\VKRXOGEHHPEDUNHGXSRQ
HOVHZKHUH7KHUHVXOWVZRXOGWHOOXVLIFRQFHQWUDWLRQLQ
FHUWDLQWRZQVZRXOGEHIHDVLEOH,IQRWWKHGDWDVRJDWKHUHG
ZRXOGVWLOOEHRIWKHJUHDWHVWKHOSLQGHFLGLQJXSRQWDUJHWV
WRZQE\WRZQ
$VXSHUVFULSWLRQIRUWKLVHVVD\FRXOGKDYHEHHQWKHVD\LQJ
WKDW &KURQRORJ\LVWKHH\HRIKLVWRU\·,WLVDSDUDPRXQWWDVN
RIDUFKDHRORJ\WRSURYLGHGDWHVDQGKHQFHWRIXUQLVKWKH
KLVWRULFDOFRPPXQLW\ZLWKDFKURQRORJLFDOIUDPHZRUNIRU
SODFHVSHULRGVDQGFRPSRQHQWVRIWRZQVZKHUHQRQHDUH
SUHVHQWO\DYDLODEOH7KHDSSHDUDQFHRIWKHSDVWWRRLVVRPH
WKLQJZKLFKRQO\WKHDUFKDHRORJLVWFDQVXPPRQEDFN
&KXUFKHVPDMRUDQGPLQRUHDUO\DQGODWHZHUHDOPRVW
LQYDULDEO\FHQWULSHWDOWRWRZQVDQGSDUWVRIWRZQV%\VWXG\
LQJWKHPDUFKDHRORJLFDOO\ZHPD\KRSHWRZLGHQDQGGHHSHQ
RXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIKRZDQGZKHQWRZQVGHYHORSHGDQG
ZKDWWRZQVZHUH
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14 Waterfront archaeology in British towns

Records of the discovery of timber or stone wharves were
published over 160 years ago (eg Laing 1818, 5-6), but the
wide-ranging concept and the actual term ‘waterfront
archaeology’ are recent additions to urban studies. The
subject was effectively launched in London in 1979 at an
international conference in which it was shown that waterfront archaeology was not myopically concerned with the
form of ancient quays. Since almost any definition of towns
must refer to the importance of trade (Heighway 1972, 8-9;
Hodges 1982, 20-5) it was suggested that a study of the
development of the harbour area as a whole could provide
graphic evidence of, and suggest reasons for a town’s
origins, growth or decline. The first review of waterfront
archaeology was published by the CBA as recently as 1981
(Milne & Hobley 1981) and covered work in nineteen
British towns. This paper will therefore summarize, analyse
and augment the information presented in that volume
rather than simply duplicating it.
Waterfront excavations of varying size have recently been
conducted in many towns, including:
Bristol (Ponsford 1981; Williams 1981; Medieval Archaeol,
26, 1982, 168-70, Figs 1 & 2)
Caerleon (Boon 1978; Boon 1980)
Cambridge (Medieval Archaeol, 18, 1974, 199)
Cardiff (Webster 1977)
Dover (Rahtz 1958; Rigold 1969; Philp 1980 & 1981)
Dublin (Wallace 1981)
Durham (Carver 1974)
Exeter (Henderson 1981)
Gloucester (Hurst 1974; Rowbotham 1978; Heighway &

Garrod 1981)
Hartlepool (Young 1983)
Harwich (Basset 1981)
Hull (Ayers 1979, 1981)
Ipswich (Wade 1981; Medieval Archaeol, 
Kirkwall (McGavin 1982)
King’s Lynn (Clarke & Carter 1977; Clarke 1981)
Leith (CBA 1981, 103)
Lincoln (Jones & Jones 1981; Medieval Archaeol, 
188)
L o n d o n (Bateman & Milne 1983; Hobley 1981; Miller
1977, 1982; Milne & Milne 1979, 1981 & 1982; Schofield

1981; Tatton-Brown 1974)
Norwich (Carter 1981; Ayers 1983; Ayers & Murphy 1983)
Oxford (Durham 1977; Durham  Medieval Archaeol,
26, 1982, 204-5)
Perth (CBA 1982, 89)
P l y m o u t h (Medieval Archaeol,  Fig 80;

Barber & Gaskell-Brown 1981)
Poole (Horsey 1981)
P o r t s m o u t h (Fox 1981)
Reading (Medieval Archaeol,  1982, 173)
Southwark (Sheldon 1974; Dennis 1981)
Staines (Crouch & Shanks 1980)
Westminster (Green 1976; Mills 1980)
Woolwich (Courtney 1974, 1975)
192
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<RUN (Richardson 1959; Addyman 1981, 1983; Medieval
Archaeol, 

In addition, waterfront excavation has been argued as a
priority in towns such as Boston (Harden 1978, 36), Great
Yarmouth (Rogerson 1976, 43) and Newcastle (McCombie
& O’Brien 1983), and for various towns in the south-west
including Axbridge, Bridgwater, Minehead, Watchet,
Ilchester and Langport (Aston & Leech 1977, 169).

:DWHUIURQWUHFODPDWLRQ
The first result of the recent work is the realization that the
waterfront of many riparian or coastal towns has been artificially extended. This phenomenon is both widespread and
of major topographical significance. Although a pioneering
paper on the extension of the King’s Lynn waterfront was
published in 1973 (Clarke 1973) the possibility that other
English towns may have had a similar development was
initially overlooked by students of urban topography (cf
Barley 1976). Medieval waterfront reclamation has now
been demonstrated by excavation in many British towns
including Bristol, Dublin, Exeter, Harwich, Hull, Ipswich,
King’s Lynn,
Lincoln,
London, Middlesborough,
Plymouth, Poole, Portsmouth and York. Roman waterfront
reclamation has been less extensively studied. However, the
evidence from Dover (Philp 1981) and London (Bateman &
Milne 1983) (Fig 89) seems to suggest that it too could have
been widespread.
Documentary, cartographic or topographical evidence has
been used to suggest areas of reclamation in several towns
such as Dartmouth (Martin 1980), Gloucester (Heighway &
Garrod 1981) and Newcastle (McCombie & O’Brien 1983).
Reclaimed land can often be readily identified on the
ground. If a town is built on a hill with a steep slope down
to the river, then a level terrace extending from the foot of
the hill to the present day river bank may well represent an
area of artificial encroachment. Examples of this may be
seen at Newcastle, where a number of narrow lanes or chares
descend the steep cliff edge to the level quayside terrace
running 60-100m to the River Tyne; or at Rye where the
Strand terrace now occupied by magnificent 18th and 19th
century timber-clad warehouses extends from the foot of
The Mint/Mermaid Street to the present-day quay on the
River Tillingham. Where towns have been built on more
level sites, then the reclamation zone is often found between
a sinuous street laid out over the original river bank, and the
present-day channel of the river. The area between the High
(or Hithe) Street and the River Hull in Kingston-upon-Hull,
and the area between the line of King, Queen and Nelson
Streets and the River Ouse in King’s Lynn are two well
known examples.
The motivation for extensive urban waterfront reclamation (eg Fig 90) has been discussed in a recent paper
(Milne 1981) in which it is suggested that it is possible to
distinguish between developments designed to win land; to
provide deep-water berths; to overcome the problems of
silting or to maintain a sound frontage. Such distinctions are
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Fig 89 Late 1st century timber-faced quay surviving to its full height with open-fronted warehouse to the north, showing the
remarkable preservation and deep stratification found on a London waterfront site (Pudding Lane, 1980) (Museum of London)

Fig 90 The remains of timber and stone revetments on the foreshore mark successive stages in the advance of London's medieval
waterfront (from left to right) at the Trig Lane sire, 1974-6 (Museum of London)
QHFHVVDU\LIWKHFRUUHFWLPSOLFDWLRQRIWKHH[WHQVLRQIRUWKH
JURZWKRIWKHWRZQLVWREHGUDZQ
:DWHUIURQWUHFODPDWLRQLVQRWRQO\RIFRQVLGHUDEOH
LQWHUHVWWRSRJUDSKLFDOO\EXWLVDOVRVLJQLILFDQWLQDZLGHU
DUFKDHRORJLFDOVHQVHIRUWKHUHFODPDWLRQ]RQHSURYLGHVD
UHPDUNDEOHDUFKLYHRIGHHSO\VWUDWLILHGZHOOSUHVHUYHG
ZDWHUORJJHGGHSRVLWV7KHVHDUHRIWHQULFKLQHQYLURQPHQWDO
HYLGHQFHDQGPD\FRQWDLQODUJHDUWHIDFWXDODVVHPEODJHV
LQFOXGLQJRUJDQLFPDWHULDOVXFKDVOHDWKHUDQGZRRGHQ
REMHFWVQRWXVXDOO\HQFRXQWHUHGRQ GU\ DUFKDHRORJLFDO
VLWHV

Waterfront structures
%ULWLVKXUEDQZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQVKDYHDOVRSURGXFHG
H[DPSOHVRI5RPDQ6D[RQDQGPHGLHYDOZKDUYHVDQG
UHYHWPHQWV7KHPDMRU5RPDQVLWHVZHUHDW&DHUOHRQ
'RYHUDQG/RQGRQ )LJ EXWHDUOLHUZRUNLQRWKHU%ULWLVK
WRZQVKDVEHHQVXPPDUL]HGE\)U\HU  DQG&OHHUH
 7KHHDUO\PHGLHYDOZDWHUIURQWKDVEHHQH[DPLQHGLQ
'XEOLQ,SVZLFK/RQGRQ1RUZLFK2[IRUGDQG3RROH
ZKLOHODWHUPHGLHYDOWLPEHURUVWRQHZKDUIRUUHYHWPHQW
VWUXFWXUHVKDYHEHHQUHFRUGHGLQDWOHDVWVHYHQWHHQ%ULWLVK
WRZQV%ULVWRO'XEOLQ([HWHU+DUZLFK+XOO,SVZLFK
.LQJ V/\QQ/LQFROQ/RQGRQ+DUWOHSRRO3O\PRXWK
3RROH5HDGLQJ6RXWKZDUN6WDLQHV:HVWPLQVWHUDQG
<RUN7LPEHUUHYHWPHQWVKDYHDOVREHHQUHYHDOHGRQUXUDO
VLWHVVXFKDVWKHPRDWHGPDQRUDW6WUHWKDPLQ6XVVH[
(Medieval Archaeol,   O $QXPEHURIRWKHU

IHDWXUHVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHZDWHUIURQWKDYHDOVREHHQ
VWXGLHGLQFOXGLQJEULGJHVDW%HYHUOH\ (Medieval Archaeol,
25  ILJ ([HWHU/RQGRQ 0LOQHE 
DQG2[IRUGVKLUH (Medieval Archaeol, 25  
Medieval Archaeol, 26   ODQGLQJVWDJHVDQGMHWWLHV
DW'ULIILHOG+DUZLFKDQG/RQGRQ 0LOQH 0LOQH
 ILVKZHLUVRQWKH7UHQW 6DOLVEXU\ DQG
DUR\DOGRFN\DUGDW:RROZLFK &RXUWQH\ 7KH
UHPDLQVRIPLOOVKDYHEHHQORFDWHGRQXUEDQDQGUXUDOZDWHU
IURQWVLWHVDW%DWVIRUG6XVVH[ %HGZLQ *ODVJRZ
(Medieval Archaeol, 26   %RUGHVOH\$EEH\
(Medieval Archaeol, 25   26   DQGDW
:DOWKDPZKHUHWKHZKHHOSLWDQGDVVRFLDWHGIHDWXUHVZHUH
LQLWLDOO\WKRXJKWWRUHSUHVHQWSDUWRIDZKDUI +XJJLQV
 
7KHVWXG\RIWKHFRQVWUXFWLRQDQGVWUXFWXUDOGHYHORSPHQW
RIZDWHUIURQWVWUXFWXUHVLVRILQWHUHVWLQLWVRZQULJKW 0LOQH
 EXWDQDVVHVVPHQWRIWKHZRRGZRUNLQJDQGFDUSHQWU\
WHFKQLTXHVDQGMRLQHU\UHFRUGHGRQZDWHUIURQWVLWHVDOVRKDV
DPXFKZLGHUVLJQLILFDQFH )LJ )LUVWO\LWRIWHQSURYLGHV
FORVHO\GDWHGH[DPSOHVRIDQFLHQWFDUSHQWU\7KHFRPSOH[
EULGOHEXWWHGVFDUIMRLQWIURPWKHUHYHWPHQWHUHFWHGLQF
DW7ULJ/DQH/RQGRQLVWKHHDUOLHVWVXUYLYLQJMRLQWRI
LWVW\SHIRUH[DPSOH +HZHWW 
6HFRQGO\LWHQDEOHVFKDUDFWHULVWLFVRIWKHYHUQDFXODU
FDUSHQWU\RIDSDUWLFXODUSHULRGWREHLGHQWLILHGDQGDVVHVVHG
HYHQZKHQIHZRUHYHQQRH[DPSOHVRIWKDWGDWHDUHNQRZQ
WRVXUYLYHDERYHJURXQG,Q'XEOLQ:DOODFHKDVDWWHPSWHG
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Fig 91 Waterfront excavations often reveal well preserved WLPEHU structures such as the 3rd century quay at St Magnus House (New
Fresh Wharf), London, providing important examples of ancient engineering and timberworking practice (Museum of
London)
WRGRWKLVIRUWKH9LNLQJ+LEHUQR6FDQGLQDYLDQDQG$QJOR
1RUPDQSHULRGVZRUNLQJIURPWKHHYLGHQFHRIWKH:RRG
4XD\DQG)LVKDPEOH6WUHHWVLWHV :DOODFH 
$OWKRXJKDVSHFWVRI5RPDQZRRGZRUNLQJWHFKQLTXHVFDQEH
VWXGLHGXVLQJGDWDIURPGU\ODQGVLWHV HJ+DQVRQ
 RXUNQRZOHGJHRI5RPDQFDUSHQWU\KDVEHHQ
JUHDWO\DGYDQFHGE\WKHHYLGHQFHIURPZHOOVWLPEHUTXD\V
DQGERDWVIURPZDWHUIURQWRUZDWHUORJJHGVLWHV :HHNV
 7KHGLVFRYHU\RIWZRFRPSHWHQWO\H[HFXWHGVWDYH
EXLOWVWUXFWXUHVRQWKHWKFHQWXU\/RQGRQZDWHUIURQWKDV
OHGWRDUHDSSUDLVDORIWKHVWDYHEXLOGLQJWHFKQLTXHLQWKH
ODWHUPHGLHYDOSHULRG 0LOQH 0LOQHFI
0HHVRQ 
7KLVZRUNLQJHQHUDOFRXSOHGZLWKWKHVSHFLILFHYLGHQFH
RIH[FDYDWHGWLPEHUEXLOGLQJVIURPZDWHUORJJHGVLWHV VHHIRU

H[DPSOH+DOO ZLOOKHOSHVWDEOLVKZKLFKMRLQWVDQG
WHFKQLTXHVZHUHRUZHUHQRWFXUUHQWDWDSDUWLFXODUWLPHDQG
SODFH$VDUHVXOWIXWXUHUHFRQVWUXFWLRQVRIWLPEHUEXLOGLQJV
EDVHGRQWKHVOLJKWHYLGHQFHRIGU\ODQGVLWHVVKRXOGEHEXLOW
RQOHVVVSHFXODWLYHIRXQGDWLRQV VHHHJ'UXU\ 

Nautical archaeology
1DXWLFDODUFKDHRORJ\FDQDOVREHQHILWIURPWKHH[FDYDWLRQRI
ZDWHUIURQWVLWHV,WKDVEHHQDUJXHGWKDWZLWKWKHSRVVLEOH
H[FHSWLRQRIFHUWDLQORJERDWVQRPDMRUERDWEXLOGLQJ
WUDGLWLRQKDVEHHQSRVLWLYHO\LGHQWLILHGLQ%ULWDLQ7KH
UHDVRQLVVLPSO\LQVXIILFLHQWGDWD 0F*UDLO 'HQIRUG
 +RZHYHUWKHGLVFRYHU\RIERDWUHPDLQVDVZUHFNVUH
XVHGLQZDWHUIURQWVWUXFWXUHVRUUHSUHVHQWHGE\VWUD\ILQGV
LVDFRPPRQIHDWXUHRIXUEDQZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQZLWK
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recent examples from Bristol, Dublin, and Lincoln as well
as London. In 1979, Marsden was able to list thirteen dated
ancient ships, boats or parts of vessels found in central
London (Marsden 1979, 83), and since then more articulated strakes of early medieval boats were recorded on the
Billingsgate excavations, and evidence for a Roman dugout
boat tradition on the Thames was recovered (Bateman &
Milne 1983, n 44; Milne 1985).

River and sea-level change
Environmental studies have much to contribute to waterfront archaeology, and much to gain from the results of
waterfront excavation. Fundamental to any assessment of a
port’s development is the problem of establishing the
relevant rate of river or sea-level change, which varies over
time and from coast to coast in Britain. Major ports such as
Dunwich (Bacon 1982) have now disappeared under the sea,
whereas others like Romney have suffered the reverse fate
for the sea ‘began little by little to forsake this town, which
decayed by degrees ever since and has lost much of its
populousness and dignity’ (Cunliffe 1980, 51, quoting
Camden).
That certain features of ancient harbours and other coastal
installations provide evidence of change in relative sea-level
since the time when the features were installed has been
shown by Blackman (1973) and Fleming et al (1973), among
others. Although not always directly applicable, the
methodology and approach shown in these Mediterranean
studies is relevant to work in Britain.
The calculation of ancient river and sea-levels requires
detailed site work coupled with general studies of a wide
area. The archaeologist can provide precise figures on water
levels at a particular time and place, which geographers can
then integrate with a more general survey. Such a project
was attempted for the mid 1st century Thames in London,
working from the excavated waterfront installations coupled
with an examination of diatoma from the associated
foreshore deposits (Milne et al 1983). Substantial changes in
the course or level of a rivler have also been recorded in many
other towns (eg Chester, Dover, Gloucester, York) and some
attempts have been made to relate these changes to the wider
area, with Clarke and Carter’s chapter on the Fenland river
system (Clarke & Carter 1977,413-24) and Cunliffe’s paper
on the evolution of Romney marsh (Cunliffe 1980). Recent
work on sea-level changes with its implications for settlement in other areas of Britain includes Hawkins (1973) on
the south-west, and Boon on Caerleon and the Gwent levels,
Simmons on the Wash, Tooley & Jones on north-west
England, a n d D e v o y o n t h e T h a m e s e s t u a r y ( a l l i n
Thompson 1980). A survey of marshland landscape
development has also been published (Rowley 1981).

Trade, industry and waterfront buildings
The form and size of a port’s major harbour works will
arguably reflect both the quantity and type of vessels it can
accommodate, which in turn reflects the relative importance
of trade to the town’s development. Waterfront excavators
may also recover the remains of imported containersamphorae, barrels, even baskets (Wright 197!5)-as well as
fragments of the imported items themselves broken in
transit and discarded on the quayside, or dropped into the

river during transhipment. In this way a picture of trading
contacts can be established.
The location and form of such buildings as major warehouses may also be indicative of a port’s development.
Roman storage buildings or horrea (Rickman 1971) have
been excavated recently in York (Kenward & Williams
1979) and London (Bateman & Milne 1983) and examples
of later warehouses still survive above ground in several
medieval ports, eg the town cellars in Poole, the Wool House
in Southampton and the Steelyard in King’s Lynn. In 1963,
W A Pantin complained that ‘the history of commercial
architecture in England has . . . been neglected’, and
promptly began to rectify matters with a pioneering paper on
merchants’ houses and warehouses in King’s Lynn (Pantin
1963), based on a study of the standing buildings. This
important work has since been expanded by Parker (197 1)
and subsequently given a greater archaeological dimension
(Clarke & Carter 1977; Clarke 1979, 1981). Similarly, the
evidence for commercial buildings and undercrofts in
Southampton has been studied, with Faulkner describing
the surviving medieval buildings (1975, 56-124, esp 72-8)
while Platt reports on the excavated buildings at Cuckoo
Lane, for example- a site on the western shoreline (Platt &
Coleman-Smith 1975, 285-317).
Medieval waterfront buildings, alleys and watergates
have also been excavated at Redcliffe, Bristol; Frog Street,
Exeter; Quay Pavillion, Harwich; Chapel Lane Staith Hull;
St Martin-At-Palace Plain, Norwich; Woolster Street
Plymouth; Oyster Street Portsmouth; and Skeldergate,
York (Fig 92). In London a recent survey has attempted to
integrate a considerable body of excavated material with
documentary and pictorial sources (Schofield 1981). It was
found that here, as in other towns, waterfront trades
included not only the expected merchants, shipbuilders and
fishmongers, but also more noxious activities banned from
practising elsewhere in the town. Excavated examples of the
latter professions include lime-burning and lead-smelting at
Southampton (Platt & Coleman Smith 1975, 288-96);
dyeing in Westwick Street Norwich (Carter & Roberts 1973,
457-67); and fulling in Swan Lane London ( M e d i e v a l
Archaeol, 26 (1982), 193, pl VIIb).
Another field of waterfront study which has seen recent
advances is the archaeology of the fishing industry. At Great
Yarmouth excavations at Fullers Hill (Rogerson 1976)
revealed part of an 11th-12th century fisherman’s settlement, complete with buildings, fish hooks and fish bones
(Wheeler & J ones 1976, 208-26). At Poole another major
marine resource, the cultivation of oysters, is being studied.
Oyster beds from which a radiocarbon date of 690 AD ± 100
has been obtained were found to be up to 3.4m thick (Horsey
1981). Evidence for the native production of a fish byproduct in the Roman period has been recovered from
London (Bateman & Locker 1982). The process involved
the fermentation of young herring and sprats caught in the
Thames estuary. At the other end of the scale the larger
bones of sturgeons and whales have been found in Roman
and medieval deposits on f o u r s i t e s o n t h e L o n d o n
waterfront.
The excavation of fishing settlements and associated ship
remains would enhance the wealth of information in papers
such as Salzman’s (1923) review of the medieval fishing
industry in general or Dulley’s (1969) study of the Rye
fisheries in particular. Recent work on inland fisheries (see
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Fig 92 Building on the waterfront: a masonry river stair at Skeldergate on the River Ouse, York (York Archaeological Trust)
HJ0F*UDLO KDVLQFOXGHGWKHUHFRUGLQJRI
6D[RQ1RUPDQDQG7XGRUILVKZHLUVRQWKH7UHQW /RVFRH
%UDGOH\ 6DOLVEXU\6DOLVEXU\ DQGDQHHO
WUDSDW1HZDUN5LSOH\LQ6XUUH\
(Surrey Archaeol Collect,
72   
7KHFDVHIRUIXUWKHUZDWHUIURQWUHVHDUFKLQ%ULWDLQLVFOHDU
7KHH[SHUWLVHWHFKQLTXHVDQGUHFRUGLQJV\VWHPV HJ0LOQH
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Fig 93 Beverley Hall Garth: medieval bridge abutment, looking east (Humberside Archaeologica! Unit)
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15 The study of pottery from urban excavations

The traditional importance of pottery to the urban archaeologist is that it is both datable and found in such large
quantities on urban sites that it can help to date the structural sequence. More recently there has been an emphasis
on the use of pottery for reconstructing trade patterns, and
considerable attention is therefore focused on fabric analysis
and other methods of characterization. The uses to which
pottery vessels were put are also now being studied, using
a variety of techniques. A few researchers are beginning to
use this type of data to look for functional differences within
and between sites.
The fashionable area of pottery studies is to apply theories
developed in sociology or anthropology. Pottery, it is
argued, was more than a utilitarian answer to the problems
of preparing, cooking and serving food and drink; it was also
a medium by which the allegiances of the makers could be
expressed and through which users could make a subconscious statement of their place in society (Hodder 1982,
189). These ideas have yet to make an impact upon urban
pottery studies, but there is no reason why they might not
do so in the future. The main barrier to their use would seem
to be the pre- and post-depositional transformations to
which most urban deposits have been subjected (Schiffer
1976).
On a more practical level, there have been several recent
developments in data processing in pottery studies. The
whole field of data processing has been subjected to such
tremendous changes in recent years that one hesitates to
suggest where future developments might lead. The use and
development of the system used at the Museum of London
is described below to illustrate the transition from a paperbased record to a machine-based one.
The examples given in this paper are drawn mainly from
my own work or that of my close colleagues. This is certainly
not meant to suggest that interesting research does not take
place other than in London or that ideas and methods
applied there are necessarily applicable elsewhere. It is
simply an unfortunate fact that the speed of publication in
urban archaeology is so much slower than the speed of
research that work being published in the 1980s often
reflects research which was taking place a decade ago.

Dating
The fundamentals of pottery-dating have been set out by
numerous authors (eg Barker 1977, 193-6). Nevertheless,
the topic is often subject to lapses of logic, and the steps by
which the dating scheme for an excavation was constructed
are rarely set out in the published report, particularly if the
scheme is tenuous. This is, of course, precisely when a clear
statement separating evidence from hypothesis would be of
most use. Rather than restating the basic principles of
terminus post quem and terminus ante quem, I will concentrate discussion on the three related concepts-association,
intrusion and residuality-which are vital to the construction of a ceramic chronological framework.
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Association
As originally used, the term ‘associated group’ applies to
pottery vessels and other artefacts deposited together at one
time, such as in a burial. The value of such a group is
obvious. The artefacts not only have the same deposition
date but can also be associated with a single individual, thus
allowing inferences to be made about the wealth and status
of the owner. Using these strict definitions, it is clear that
there are few associated groups to be found on British urban
sites. Exceptions are normally due to the accidental loss or
destruction of the effects of a household, such as may be
responsible for the burial of a cellar group at Southampton
in the late 13th century (Platt & Coleman-Smith 1975, I
293-4, II fig 126). Similar reasons explain the burial of
pottery in a series of early 16th cellars at Pottergate in
Norwich (Carter 1975, 8-l5) and in the horizons of fire
debris which form such a useful feature of many towns from
the Roman period onwards. The disadvantage of fire
deposits, however, are also quite clear. In many cases the
heat was so intense that vessels are now unrecognizable.
If an assemblage does not consist of associated vesselsand most do not-then it must have been deposited over a
finite period of time. This affects the inferences which can
be drawn from studying the assemblage. If the contents of
a house are destroyed by fire, then the proportion of
different vessel types present in the debris is the same as that
found in the house while in use. However, in normal
rubbish deposits the relationship between these figures is
different. Those vessels which break most easily, for
example thin-walled cups, and those vessels which are in
constant use are likely to be over-represented in an assemblage. For example, storage jars might form the most common form in use in a household, but since they sit at the sides
of a room or in a separate store or cellar they rarely get
broken.
This has several implications. One is that the proportion
of vessel forms in the rubbish discarded by the household
will not be the same as the proportion in use. Another is that
different forms will tend to be of different ages when discarded, thus affecting their suitability as dating evidence.
However, for every vessel thrown away it is likely that a
similar one was acquired. Therefore the relative frequency
of vessels in a rubbish deposit approximates to that of those
being bought and made at the time. It is therefore easier to
study the output of a kiln from domestic rubbish than it is
to reconstruct the ceramic fittings of the household responsible for discarding that rubbish.
For these reasons there is always uncertainty involved in
the dating of a rubbish deposit using the artefacts within it.
In London the effects of this uncertainty can be minimized
by only selecting for analysis groups deposited under similar
conditions, for example waterfront revetment dumps.
These dumps must have been deposited over a very short
period, as indicated by the presence of organic refuse which
would rot if exposed to the atmosphere for any length of
time. Furthermore, parts of the same vessel often occur

202

Vince: The study of pottery from urban excavations

throughout a dump. The period of deposition can therefore
be taken to be minimal- There is, however, no evidence for
the way in which the rubbish was gathered together before
deposition and communal rubbish dumps may well have
been left to stand for years before they became such a public
nuisance that they were removed and buried. This is unlikely to have been the case in medieval London because of
the pressure on space, but the uncertainty remains.
On many urban sites less deeply stratified than the City,
the predominant features are a zone at the street frontage in
which clear stratification. exists but which usually produces
few finds, and the remainder of the site where a thick, dark,
garden soil containing material covering the whole period of
occupation is found. It can be extremely difficult to recover
associated groups of pottery large enough for detailed
analysis from such sites.

Intrusion
It is probably not possible to excavate an urban site with
such precision that all intrusive features are recognized at
the level from which they were cut. There is always the
possibility that sherds recorded as being recovered from one
context are intrusive from later features. Even if such standards could be attained, they are certainly not the norm and
the pottery specialist has to come to terms, for example, with
finding small sherds of asbestos sheeting throughout a
sequence. Such obviously modern intrusions, together with
the obligatory sherds of 19th century drain pipe arrive in the
finds tray because when covered with dirt they are not recognized as being modern. This implies that the finds from a
context are actually selected on site by the excavator, rather
than being a total collection of all the sherds seen. There is
little doubt that this happens, because otherwise there
would be more 19th and 20th century sherds present in
earlier contexts.
Other intrusive sherds are much more difficult to recognize. When the deposits are cut by features of similar date
there is a good chance that the same or similar types of pot
are to be found in both contexts. Their effect is to alter the
relative proportions of types. The seriousness of the
problem can be gauged only from a knowledge of the site,
by assessing the number of intrusive features, the ease with
which they could be recognized and the care with which it
was possible to dig the siteThe problems of recognizing intrusive pottery are crucial
when the sherds in the earlier context include types which
might feasibly be found so early, but which have not been
found in other excavations. It is tempting to ignore the data
and wait for more securely sealed assemblages to be discovered. However, it is probably better to report all suspetted intrusive finds. If data is ‘cleaned’ before publication,
then specialists working with less intrinsically datable
material, such as animal bone or iron artefacts, will be given
a false impression of the reliability of their sample.

Residuality
It is much more difficult to define a residual sherd than an
intrusive one. The two terms are not opposites and there are
many different levels of residuality. Sherds incorporated
into the filling of a feature along with soil are termed
‘rubbish survivals’ or residual sherds. In favourable circumstances it is possible to distinguish such soil-derived sherds
from ‘contemporary’ rubbish- However, most urban exca-

vations produce assemblages which are much more difficult
to categorize.
In London a good indication of the quantity of residual
medieval pottery in a medieval assemblage is given by calculating the quantity of Roman pottery present. The quantities are often high enough to make any analysis of the
medieval pottery suspect. However, when the date range of
all the types present is known, the residual pottery can be
used, together with a knowledge of the structural development of the site, to increase understanding of this site. It has
been suggested that this is the case at Worcester, where
differences in the character of residual pottery between
phases of pitting lead the excavator to suggest wholesale
removal of horizontal stratigraphy from the site between
some of the phases (Carver 1980, 172). Following the subsequent history of the sherds of a broken vessel can also lead
to greater understanding of the site development, although
on most urban sites only a small fraction of each vessel
represented on the site is found. The pressure of space seems
to have forced urban dwellers to adopt elaborate methods of
rubbish disposal (such as the shipping of night soil by boat
from London), such that most vessels are represented by
only a small fraction of the original sherds.

The limits of accuracy
The crucial factor determining the accuracy with which any
sherd or assemblage can be dated is not the precision with
which their archaeological context has been excavated and
arranged in a stratigraphic sequence, although this obviously
sets an upper limit. Fundamentally the dating of potsherds
depends on the variability of the pottery assemblages
through time. This is shown, for example, by the pottery of
the Saxo-Norman period, from c 1050 to c 1150.
In London there are several assemblages whose deposition
can be dated by coin evidence or dendrochronology. Despite
this potentially good dating it will never be possible to date
a London assemblage of this period accurately, because the
same types are present throughout, differing only in their
relative frequency. Unless it can be demonstrated that there
is no residual pottery in the assemblage, even this change in
relative frequency cannot be used as a dating tool. In
Gloucester, however, even moderate sized groups can be
divided into those of the late 11th century and those of the
early 12th century. This is because a new and distinctive
type of coarse cooking pot from the Malvern Chase was
introduced c 1100, as shown by coin and documentary
evidence, partially replacing an oolitic, limestone-tempered
coarseware, Gloucester TF41b (Vince 1977).
At some periods, notably the late 1st century, the 13th
century, and the late 17th to 18th centuries, pottery types
tended to change rapidly over the whole country and
assemblages can be dated to within 20 or 30 years. For the
remaining periods the accuracy depends on fortuitous
changes in pottery supply or typology. It can prove quite
impossible to date Anglo-Saxon domestic pottery within 200
or 300 years.
The uses to which pottery dating can be put are varied and
well known. Given sufficient knowledge of the local pottery
sequence and the stratigraphy of a site, it is normally
possible to produce a dating scheme which fits the available
evidence. However, if based solely on pottery or other finds,
such a scheme is never more than a hypothesis. Each context
is given a tpq by the finds recovered from it and by its
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stratigraphic relationship with earlier contexts and their
finds. However, the taq (the date before which the deposit
was laid down) cannot be determined with the same
accuracy. I could today discard a collection of Samian ware
into a pit cut into natural London brickearth together,
perhaps, with a few Roman coins. Stratigraphically it can be
demonstrated that the pit is later than the production date
of the latest sherd or coin present, Any other dating argument is based on probability which, given the occasional
unpredictability of human nature, is a long way from
definite proof. As working archaeologists we tend to forget
this fact and, indeed, if we did not then all archaeological
interpretation would grind to a halt under the weight of
provisos.
As well as dating excavated sites, pottery is often used to
identify areas of occupation when the finds were recovered
in an uncontrolled manner. The pitfalls of this method are
that pottery can be carried over large distances along with
spoil, and that large-scale earth-moving began at least as
early as the Middle Ages and continues to this day, at an
increasing pace. There is no substitute for controlled
excavation although considerable information can be
achieved through watching briefs. The advantage of watching briefs is that they are much cheaper than excavations and
that one can therefore build up a much wider network of
findspots than would otherwise be possible. Figs 94-7 were
constructed using pottery from excavations and watching
briefs in Gloucester. Both medieval suburban development
and the intensification of occupation within the walled city
from the 10th to the 13th centuries are shown quite clearly.
However, after the 13th century it becomes impossible to
construct comparable maps for the city because archaeological deposits of later date have been removed from so
much of the area by later cellaring and roadworks. For
example, the 13th century road surfaces of Gloucester lie
immediately underneath the make-up of the present streets.

Characterization studies
During the 1970s the characterization of pottery from urban
excavations grew from being a skill acquired by the specialist
over many years to become the object of a battery of objective scientific tests. Summaries of the methods of characterization available, their advantages and disadvantages and the
practical difficulties of getting samples analysed have been
published as parts of Guidelines for pottery specialists by
the Standing Committee for the study of Roman Pottery
(Young 1980) and the Medieval Pottery Research Group
(Blake & Davey 1983).
The systems promoted by these groups involve the
detailed analysis of every sherd, using the binocular microscope. Such intensive work is a necessary preliminary to the
study of any town’s pottery. The range of rock and mineral
inclusions found in the pottery can be determined by this
method, and any repeated associations of inclusions or other
fabric characteristics can be used to define Type Fabrics. In
areas where the underlying geology is bland, pottery from
widely separated sources can have a very similar appearance,
while excavations at kiln sites of all dates have shown that
a wide variation in colour, texture and inclusions can be
expected within the products from a single source.
Familiarity with the material can often lead to a ‘sixth sense’
as to its identification. This ability, however, is not easily
testable.
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In short, there are some areas in which it is not possible
to characterize pottery fabrics with any precision using
repeatable scientific techniques. There are techniques
which can be tried in such cases, for example heavy mineral
analysis or neutron activation analysis. These methods
examine aspects of the pottery fabric which cannot be seen
by eye, with or without a microscope. Methods of this sort
are of more use in answering particular questions than in
routine characterization. Sampling is a possible solution to
this problem but even if rigorously designed, a sampling
programme can only enable general trends to be determined.
The results would not be comparable with those which can
be obtained in areas of high petrological variability.
Gloucester, for example, lies in such an area. Sand-tempered
wares, which cannot easily be characterized, were rarely
used in the city from the Roman period through to the 17th
century. It is therefore possible to determine where most of
the pottery used in Gloucester was made, and this information can be portrayed in graphs or maps (Fig 98). In
London, by contrast , sand-tempered wares form a substantial part of the pottery in use during the Roman period
(Green 1980, figs 43-5) and again during the medieval
period. Only in the late Saxon period can almost all of the
pottery in use in the City be characterized.
The sources of pottery supplying a town can be determined for a particular town and then mapped if the wares
are both characterizable and their sequence and relative
proportions measured. The results can then be compared
with what is known of transport routes and trade in other
objects. the relative importance of overland and river transport in the distribution of pottery can then be assessed.
However, using the data from a single town to reconstruct
the history of a pottery production area is liable to produce
some misleading results. A study of the medieval Mill Green
ware industry based solely on finds from the City of London
would have concluded that the industry died out in the mid
14th century-a good example of the effect of the Black
Death-but the evidence from Essex, including that from
the kiln sites themselves, makes it clear that potting continued to flourish at Mill Green into the second half of the
century (Pearce et al 1982, 277, 292). Such studies can
certainly utilize data from urban excavations-indeed most
of the chronological framework has to be supplied by
towns-but they must always have a wider perspective.
The reconstruction of trade routes is therefore a topic in
which work in a single town can be of great value, but for
which cooperation between numerous researchers is needed
to provide a coherent view. This is particularly true of longdistance trade, such as that in Romano-British finewares and
amphorae, and Rhenish stonewares in the medieval and later
periods. To study the trade in these pottery types it is
necessary to examine material from all over western Europe,
and beyond. The way in which the pottery is tradedtrans-shipment points and trade routes, for example-can be
revealed if it is possible to compare the quantity of one type
of pottery at any settlement with that from another. To do
this the methods used to characterize the pottery must be
published to ensure that the identification is correct, and the
methods used to quantify the pottery must be comparable.
Quantification is essential if the sequence and relative
chronological importance of pottery types is to be determined. This information can then be used in a number of
ways. For example, the date of each type can be determined
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Fig 94 Tenth century Gloucester. The distribution of sherds of Gloucester TF41a, dated between the mid to late 10th century and
the mid to late 11th century
or refined, the rise and fall of the pottery industries supplying the town can be plotted, the frequency of imported
pottery (which may be related to the overall frequency of
long-distance trade) can be plotted, and changes in the way
in which pottery was used can be demonstrated. However,
in order to use the relative frequency of pottery types in
these ways, the context from which the pottery came must
have been deposited over a short period of time, and the

groups must be of considerable size. Given enough information about the date and frequency of pottery types in a
town, it is possible to unravel the depositional history of
pottery found in deposits of black garden soil or areas of
intercutting pits, but the information content usually makes
such analysis unrewarding. Furthermore if detailed local
knowledge is not available beforehand, then the anlysis is
next to worthless.
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Fig 95 Elventh century Gloucester. The distribution of assemblages containing predominantly sherds of Gloucester TF41b. This
ware is dated between the mid 11th and mid 13th centuries and therefore unstratified sherds cannot be used for close dating

Data processing
The introduction of computers into the recording and
analysis of pottery started around 1970, although the potential of computers for analysis and information retrieval was
realized earlier. The machines available at that time were
large mainframe computers to which access was limited.
There were therefore more people recording data in a
‘computer-compatible’ manner than there were specialists
actually using computers in their work. Hindsight has

shown that to be a pioneer in archaeological computing
during the 1970s was to acquire more problems than results.
The whole episode is perhaps better forgotten, especially by
those specialists who spent years shuflling ‘computercompatible’ recording sheets with one hand and operating
a pocket calculator with the other.
The computer did not start to make a real contribution to
processing speed, accuracy or efficiency until the advent of
the microcomputer in the late 1970s. It is here that the
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Fig 96 Twelfth century Gloucester. The distribution of skerds of tripod pitchers of Gloucester TF44 and TF52 and cooking pots
of Gloucester TF40. All these types continued in use into the early 13th century and, unless stratified assemblages area available,
typological features have to be examined to provide close dating

experience of the excavation units which experimented with
micros may be of value to those people about to set up
similar computer-recording systems.
Since the prerequisite for recording a group of data is to
decide on the structure of the record, and since most available software packages make it difficult to alter the data
structure once recording has begun, the first stage in designing a system is to set down a list of all the variables (‘fields’)
that could be recorded. This is usually followed by designing a recording form and a trial use of the system to see how
easy it is to operate.
What is often not considered (sometimes because the
recording system in inherited from the 1970s ‘computercompatable’ era) is the use to which the data will be put and
the information present in the data. The DUA (Museum of
London) recording system, for example, was originally
developed as a detailed record, in which the quantities of
pottery (measured by weight, number of sherds and rim and
base EVES) was recorded for every group of sherds of the
same fabric and form (Orton, 1978). An ‘EVE’ is defined as
a complete rim or base, or its equivalent in broken sherds.

The result is a count of the percentage of pots of the same
fabric and form but not necessarily the same vessel. Fabric
differences owing to firing or minor variations in the
quantities of inclusions were also noted.
By 1980 there was a large backlog of sites with pottery
awaiting processing, and it was felt that this was holding up
the publication of excavations. The system was therefore
reviewed to see what, if anything, could be done to speed
up processing without losing valuable information. The
result was the realization that is some areas information was
recorded ‘because it was there’ or ‘to make a full record of
the finds’ rather than with the hope of retrieving useful
information. If the Museum of London had a policy of
discarding stratified finds after publication, then such
detailed recording would be essential. In fact, despite the
considerable difficulties involved in permanent storage of
archaeological finds, it is the intention of the Museum to do
so. It is not necessary to record the pottery in such detail to
be able to give a terminus post quem to the deposition of a
context, and many contexts contain so little pottery that the
relative proportions of types is meaningless. For the
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Fig 97 Mid thirteenth century Gloucester. The distribution of sherds of Ham Green and Worcester-type jugs, dating from the early
to mid 13th century. The symbols are as for Fig 96
SXUSRVHVRILQWHSUHWLQJDQGSXEOLVKLQJWKHVLWHVHTXHQFHLW
FDQEHTXLWHVXIILFLHQWWRKDYHDQDFFXUDWHOLVWRIWKHSRWWHU\
W\SHVSUHVHQWLQHDFKFRQWH[W

Spot-dating
8QWLOWKH'8$SRWWHU\VHFWLRQXVHGWRJLYHDTXLFN
DVVHVVPHQWRIWKHSRWWHU\IURPHDFKFRQWH[WVRRQDIWHU
H[FDYDWLRQLQRUGHUWRPDNHVXUHWKDWQRFDODPLWLHVKDG
EHIDOOHQWKHILQGVEHWZHHQH[FDYDWLRQDQGQXPEHULQJ%\
VOLJKWO\LQFUHDVLQJWKHOHYHORILQIRUPDWLRQUHFRUGHGDWWKLV
VWDJHWKHUHFRUGVFRXOGDVDODVWUHVRUWEHXVHGDVWKHEDVLV
IRUGDWLQJWKHVLWHVHTXHQFHDOWKRXJKPXFKPRUHSUHFLVH
GDWLQJZDVDFKLHYHGE\OD\LQJRXWDOOWKHSRWWHU\LQLWVVWUDWL
JUDSKLFRUGHUDQGJLYLQJDQRYHUDOODVVHVVPHQWRILWVGDWH
7KLVSURFHVVLVNQRZQZLWKLQWKH0XVHXPDV VSRWGDWLQJ·
DQGDFRPSOHWHUHFRUGRIWKHVSRWGDWHVIRUHYHU\VLWH
H[FDYDWHGVLQFHLVKHOGRQWKH0XVHXPRI/RQGRQ
PLQLFRPSXWHU )LJ 
$SDUWIURPLWVSULPDU\IXQFWLRQRIJLYLQJTXLFNDFFXUDWH
GDWLQJLQIRUPDWLRQWKLVUHFRUGKDVSURYHGWREHRIFRQVLGHU
DEOHXVHLQSRWWHU\UHVHDUFK)RUH[DPSOHWKHGLVWULEXWLRQ
RI,SVZLFK7KHWIRUGW\SHZDUHDFURVVWKH&LW\FDQEHSORWWHG
XVLQJWKHRXWSXWRIDVLQJOHFRPSXWHUFRPPDQGWRSURGXFH

DOLVWRIWKHQXPEHURIFRQWH[WVFRQWDLQLQJVKHUGVRIWKDW
ZDUHSHUVLWH )LJ 7KLVFDQEHFRPSDUHGZLWKWKH
GLVWULEXWLRQRIVLWHVSURGXFLQJSRWWHU\RIDSSUR[LPDWHO\WKH
VDPHGDWH )LJ 7RREWDLQWKHGDWDQHHGHGWRSURGXFH
WKHVHPDSVPDQXDOO\ZRXOGHLWKHUUHTXLUHDORQJVHDUFK
WKURXJKDFDUGLQGH[RUWKHGXSOLFDWLRQRIWKHRULJLQDO
UHFRUGVWRSURGXFHDFURVVLQGH[RISRWWHU\ILQGVE\W\SH%\
FRPSXWHULWWRRNWKUHHPLQXWHVDQGVL[VHFRQGVWRVHDUFK
WKURXJKDOOWKHVSRWGDWLQJILOHVWRFRXQWWKHTXDQWLW\RIWK
WRHDUO\WKFHQWXU\SRWWHU\
)XUWKHUPDQLSXODWLRQRIWKHVSRWGDWLQJUHFRUGKDVEHHQ
UHZDUGLQJ)RUHDFKFRQWH[WH[DPLQHGWKHHDUOLHVWDQGWKH
PRVWOLNHO\ODWHVWGDWHVSRVVLEOHIRUWKHGHSRVLWLRQRIWKH
JURXSDUHUHFRUGHG7KHVHFDQEHXVHGWRJLYHDURXJK
LQGLFDWLRQRIWKHIOXFWXDWLRQVLQWKHDPRXQWRIVWUDWLJUDSK\
H[FDYDWHGRIGLIIHUHQWGDWHVZKLFKLQWXUQFDQEHUHODWHGWR
WKHLQWHQVLW\RIRFFXSDWLRQDQGODWHUGLVWXUEDQFH)RUWKH
PHGLHYDOSHULRGWKLVKDVVKRZQWKDWWKHUHZDVLQJHQHUDO
DVKLJKDOHYHORIRFFXSDWLRQLQWKHWKDVLQWKHWKWR
HDUO\WKFHQWXU\,QWKHODWHWKFHQWXU\WKHUHLVDGUDPDWLF
LQFUHDVHLQWKHQXPEHURIFRQWH[WVH[FDYDWHGIROORZHGE\D
GHFOLQHLQWKHODWHUWKFHQWXU\
$ORQJWKHZDWHUIURQWWKLVODWHPHGLHYDOGHFOLQHLVQRW
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Fig 98 The sources supplying Gloucester with pottery from the 16th to the 18th centuries, based on data from the Gloucester Eastgate
excavations
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81675$7532766$0'567$03
Fig 99 A sample of the Swan Lane spot-dating record. The
data fields are: Context number, type of pottery, size of
group, comments, WHUPLQXVSRVWTXHPWHUPLQXVDQWH
TXHP and pottery types
QRWHG )LJ 3DUWRIWKLVSDWWHUQLVWKHUHIRUHSUREDEO\
GXHWRGLIIHUHQFHVLQUXEELVKGLVSRVDOUDWKHUWKDQLQWHQVLW\
RIRFFXSDWLRQ$IHDWXUHIRXQGWKURXJKRXWWKH&LW\RQERWK
LQODQGDQGZDWHUIURQWVLWHVLVWKHVSDUFLW\RIFRQWH[WV
GDWDEOHWRWKHODWHUWKDQGWKFHQWXULHV'U'.HHQH
FRPPHQWVWKDWWKHODWWHUIHDWXUHTXLWHOLNHO\UHIOHFWVD
SDWWHUQQRWHGE\WKH6RFLDODQG(FRQRPLF6XUYH\RI
/RQGRQWKH&LW\ZDVLQDUHODWLYHSRSXODWLRQGHFOLQHGXULQJ
WKHWKFHQWXU\

Functional analysis
7KHXVHRISRWWHU\WRLGHQWLI\WKHYDULRXVDFWLYLWLHVZKLFK
WRRNSODFHRQDVLWHDQGSRVVLEO\ZKHUHWKH\ZHUHORFDWHG
LVDILHOGRIVWXG\LQZKLFKPXFKHIIRUWKDVEHHQH[SHQGHG



EXWIURPZKLFKIHZUHVXOWVDUHIRUWKFRPLQJ7KLVPD\EH
GXHSDUWO\WRWKHVWDJHZKLFKUHVHDUFKKDVUHDFKHG%HIRUH
DQ\WKLQJFDQEHVDLGDERXWYDULDWLRQVLQWKHSURSRUWLRQVRI
YHVVHOW\SHVEHWZHHQRUZLWKLQVLWHVLWLVQHFHVVDU\WRVKRZ
WKDWWKHVHYDULDWLRQVDUHQRWGXHWRGLIIHUHQFHVLQGDWH
EHWZHHQWKHJURXSVRUWRWKHPL[WXUHLQRQHDVVHPEODJHRI
SRWVKHUGVRIGLIIHUHQWGDWH,WLVQHFHVVDU\WRHVWDEOLVKZKDW
LVW\SLFDOEHIRUHWKHXQXVXDOFDQEHUHFRJQL]HG$WSUHVHQW
WKHUHDUHIHZSXEOLVKHGVWXGLHVLQZKLFKLWKDVEHHQVKRZQ
WKDWWKHSRWWHU\IURPDQH[FDYDWLRQUHIOHFWVWKHEURDGIXQF
WLRQVRUVWDWXVRIWKHVLWHZLWKWKHH[FHSWLRQRILQGXVWULDO
VLWHVZKHUHVSHFLDOL]HGSRWWHU\YHVVHOVZHUHXVHGVXFKDV
FUXFLEOHVPRXOGVDQGFKHPLFDODSSDUDWXV7KLVLVQRWWRVD\
WKDWWKHVLWHIXQFWLRQRUVWDWXVGRQRWDIIHFWWKHFKDUDFWHURI
WKHSRWWHU\XVHGPHUHO\WKDWLQVXIILFLHQWZRUNKDVVRIDU
EHHQGRQHWRSURYHLW
7KHUHDUHIHZWRZQVZKHUHWKHSRWWHU\VHTXHQFHLVZHOO
HQRXJKNQRZQIRUUHVHDUFKWRPRYHIRUZDUGSURILWDEO\IURP
WKHLQLWLDOREMHFWLYHVRIGDWLQJDQGFKDUDFWHUL]DWLRQ,Q
/RQGRQKRZHYHUWKHVHTXHQFHRISRWWHU\W\SHVLQWKHHDUO\
5RPDQSHULRGIURPF$'WR
c KDVEHHQHOXFLGDWHG
RQWKUHHODUJHRFFXSDWLRQVLWHVLQWKHSDUWRIWKHWRZQZHVW
RIWKH:DOEURRNYDOOH\ WKH*32LQ1HZJDWH6WUHHW0LON
6WUHHWDQG:DWOLQJ&RXUWVLWHV 
7KHGDWDIURPWKHVHVLWHVIRUPD\DUGVWLFNZLWKZKLFK
RWKHUDVVHPEODJHVLQWKH&LW\FDQEHFRPSDUHG&RPSDULVRQ

Fig 100 The distribution of Ipswich Thetford-type ware on recently excavated sites in the City of London. This ware is found from
c 1000 onwards and is more common in pre-than post-Conquest contexts, although it was probably still in use in the 12th
century. Although prepared manually, all the information needed to produce this map is available on the Museum of London
computer. Future developments will no doubt allow such maps to be assembled and modified on the VDU screen
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Fig 101 The distribution of 11th to early 12th century pottery from recent excavations in the City of London. At each site the number
of types of pottery from stratified levels (ie the number of spot-dating records), rather than a count of the number or weight
of sherds, has been used to construct the circles. A comparison of this map with Fig 100 shows that Ipswich Thetford-type
ware was evenly distributed across the City, rather than being limited to the waterfront, for example
ZLWKZDWHUIURQWDVVHPEODJHVIURP3XGGLQJ/DQHKDVVKRZQ
DPXFKKLJKHUSURSRUWLRQRIDPSKRUDHDQG6DPLDQZDUHDW
WKHTXD\7KLVVXJJHVWVWKDWDKLJKSURSRUWLRQRIWKHFRQ
WHQWVRIWKHDPSKRUDHZHUHEHLQJSURFHVVHGDWWKHZDWHUIURQW
7\HUVLQ0LOQH 7KHVLJQLILFDQFHRIWKHGLIIHUHQFH
LQTXDQWLW\RI6DPLDQZDUHLVOHVVFHUWDLQ2QHVXJJHVWLRQ
LVWKDWWKHRFFXSDQWVRIWKHZDWHUIURQWSURSHUWLHVZHUH
ULFKHUDQGWKHUHDUHFHUWDLQO\LQGLFDWLRQVWKDWWKHLQKDEL
WDQWVRIWKHZHVWRI:DOEURRNVLWHVZHUHHQJDJHGLQPLQRU
LQGXVWULHVDQGOLYLQJLQXWLOLWDULDQPXGEULFNDQGWLPEHU
KRXVHV 3HUULQJ 5RVNDPVIRUWKFRPLQJ 'LIIHUHQFHVFHU
WDLQO\H[LVWEHWZHHQWKHZHVWRI:DOEURRNVHTXHQFHDQGD
ODUJHJURXSRISRWWHU\UHFRYHUHGIURPDSLWDW%LVKRSVJDWH
+HUHKRZHYHUWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHHYLGHQFHLVDW
SUHVHQWH[WUHPHO\WHQWDWLYH 7\HUV 
6LPLODUDWWHPSWVKDYHEHHQPDGHWRILQGYDULDELOLW\
EHWZHHQDVVHPEODJHVRIPHGLHYDODQGSRVWPHGLHYDOGDWHLQ
/RQGRQ7KHVHKDYHVKRZQTXLWHFOHDUO\WKDWGLIIHUHQFHV
RFFXUEHWZHHQFRQWHPSRUDU\WKDQGWKFHQWXU\JURXSV
DOWKRXJKDJDLQWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHVHGLIIHUHQFHVLVLQ
LWVHDUO\VWDJHV 9LQFH (JDQ +RZHYHULWKDVQRW\HW
SURYHGSRVVLEOHWRSURGXFHVLPLODUUHVXOWVIRUPHGLHYDO
/RQGRQ$OPRVWDOOJURXSVIURPWKH&LW\DUHFKDUDFWHUL]HG
E\KLJKTXDQWLWLHVRIFRDUVHZDUHFRRNLQJSRWVDQGIURPWKH
ODWHWKFHQWXU\RQZDUGVORFDOO\SURGXFHGJOD]HGMXJV
9DULDWLRQVLIWKH\H[LVWFRQVLVWRIWKHSUHVHQFHRUDEVHQFH

RILPSRUWHGYHVVHOVRUXQXVXDOYHVVHOIRUPVVXFKDVDTXD
PDQLOHV XVHGIRUWKHZDVKLQJRIKDQGVDWIHDVWV WZRRU
WKUHHYHVVHOVLQD KLJKVWDWXV·SLWDQGQRQHLQWKHUHPDLQGHU
7KHSUREOHPDSSHDUVWREHWZRIROG)LUVWO\PHGLHYDO
YHVVHOW\SHVXQOLNHWKRVHRI5RPDQRUSRVWPHGLHYDOGDWH
ZHUHOLPLWHGLQQXPEHUDQGXVHGIRUDYDULHW\RISXUSRVHV
7KLVPDNHVIXQFWLRQDOGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQDVVHPEODJHV
GLIILFXOWWRVSRWVLPSO\E\FRPSDULQJSRWWHU\IRUPVEHWZHHQ
JURXSV6HFRQGO\LWLVFOHDUWKDWSRWWHU\ZDVQRWDPHGLXP
IRUWKHGLVSOD\DQGHQIRUFHPHQWRIVRFLDOGLIIHUHQFHVLQ
PHGLHYDO(QJODQGLQWKHZD\LQZKLFKLWPD\KDYHEHHQ
GXULQJWKHSRVWPHGLHYDOSHULRGDQGLQGHHGZDVGXULQJWKH
PHGLHYDOSHULRGLQWKH0HGLWHUUDQHDQZRUOG$FHVVSLWXVHG
E\DJROGVPLWKDW)RVWHU/DQHIRULQVWDQFHZKLFKSURGXFHG
DXQLTXHDVVHPEODJHRIGHFRUDWHGJODVV &ODUN FRQ
WDLQHGDQHQWLUHO\XQUHPDUNDEOHFROOHFWLRQRIHDUO\WK
FHQWXU\SRWWHU\ZLWKRXWDVLQJOHLPSRUWHGW\SHRUXQXVXDO
YHVVHOIRUP )LJ 6LPLODUUHVXOWVKDYHEHHQIRXQGLQ
([HWHUZKHUHSRVWPHGLHYDOSLWJURXSVVKRZHGPXFKPRUH
YDULDELOLW\LQWKHTXDQWLW\RILPSRUWHGSRWWHU\WKDQPHGLHYDO
JURXSVDOWKRXJKWKHFRQFOXVLRQWKHUHZDVWKDWWKLVUHIOHFWHG
DJUHDWHUWRSRJUDSKLFGLYLVLRQRIWKHWRZQLQWRDUHDVRI
GLIIHUHQWVWDWXV $OODQ 

Towns and pottery
7KURXJKRXWWKLVSDSHULWKDVEHHQLPSOLFLWWKDWWRZQVDUH
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Fig 102 The frequency of recently excavated contexts by dare in the City of London (a) on inland sites, (b) on waterfront sites. The
number of pottery types per context changes with rime, and it is therefore better to compare the number of contexts
JRRGSODFHVWRVWXG\SRWWHU\IRUWKHSUDFWLFDOUHDVRQWKDWLW
LVSRVVLEOHWRH[DPLQHGHHSO\VWUDWLILHGFROOHFWLRQV,WPD\
DOVREHWUXHWKDWWKHUHLVDFORVHFRQQHFWLRQEHWZHHQWKH
GHYHORSPHQWRIWKHWRZQDVDQHFRQRPLFFHQWUHDQGWKH
GHYHORSPHQWRIWKHSRWWHU\LQGXVWULHVZKLFKVHUYHGLW
$UJXPHQWVDERXWWKHH[DFWVWDWXVRIDVHWWOHPHQWZKLFKZDV
DWRQHWLPHDWRZQRUZDVODWHUWREHRQHFDQXVHWKHH[WUD
LQIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKHORFDOHFRQRPLFFOLPDWHZKLFKSRWWHU\
FDQSURYLGH6RPHWLPHVWKLVH[WUDGDWDGRHVQRWFRQIRUPWR
SUHYLRXVSDWWHUQVDQGPD\VWLPXODWHDUHWKLQNLQJRIWKH
FXUUHQWLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKHVHWWOHPHQW
,QWKHPLG6D[RQSHULRGIRUH[DPSOHLWDSSHDUVWKDWWKH
/RQGRQDUHDZDVVXSSOLHGE\DZLGHYDULHW\RISRWWHU\
VRXUFHVLQFOXGLQJLPSRUWVIURPWKHFRQWLQHQWDQGWKH(DVW
$QJOLDQFRDVW6LPLODUO\LQWKHWKFHQWXU\/RQGRQZDV
VXSSOLHGE\DZLGHQHWZRUNRISRWWHU\VRXUFHVLQFOXGLQJ
VHYHUDORIWKHDUHDVSURPLQHQWLQWKHPLG6D[RQSHULRG,Q
EHWZHHQWKHWZRGXULQJWKHODWHWKDQGWKFHQWXULHVWKH
VHWWOHPHQWDUFKDHRORJ\VKRZVDJUHDWLQFUHDVHLQDFWLYLW\
6WUHHWVZHUHODLGRXW/RQGRQ%ULGJHZDVSUREDEO\UHEXLOW
DQGWKHPLQWUDSLGO\DFKLHYHGWKHODUJHVWRXWSXWLQ(QJODQG
DGLVWLQFWLRQLWUHWDLQHGWKURXJKRXWWKHWKFHQWXU\:K\
LVLWWKHUHIRUHWKDWWKHUHZDVQRORFDOSRWWHU\XVHGLQWKH
&LW\QRSRWWHU\IURPWKHVXUURXQGLQJUHJLRQDQGQR
LPSRUWHGSRWWHU\ "9LUWXDOO\DOOWKHYHVVHOVXVHGLQWK
FHQWXU\/RQGRQZHUHSURGXFHGLQWKH2[IRUGUHJLRQDQG
TXLWHSUREDEO\FDUWHGRYHUODQGWRWKH&LW\WKURXJKWKH
&KLOWHUQJDS7KLVFRQWUDVWFDQQRW\HWEHH[SODLQHG
+RZHYHULWLVFOHDUWKDWSRWWHU\LVQRWMXVWIOHVKLQJRXWD

VNHOHWRQSURYLGHGE\GRFXPHQWDU\HYLGHQFHEXWZLOOHYHQ
WXDOO\DGGVLJQLILFDQWO\WRRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHHFRQRP\
RIWKHODWH6D[RQWRZQ

Conclusion
7KHVWXG\RISRWWHU\LVYLWDOWRXUEDQDUFKDHRORJ\EHFDXVH
RILWVYDOXHLQGDWLQJ7KLVLVSDUWLFXODUO\WUXHLQWKH6D[RQ
DQGPHGLHYDOSHULRGVZKHUHRWKHUGDWDEOHDUWHIDFWVDUH
XQFRPPRQ3RWWHU\VWXGLHVKDYHKRZHYHUUHDFKHGWKH
VWDJHLQPDQ\DUHDVZKHUHVLWHGDWLQJXVLQJSRWWHU\KDV
UHDFKHGWKHOLPLWVRILWVDFFXUDF\DOWKRXJKWKHUHZLOOFRQ
WLQXHWREHDGYDQFHVWKURXJKWKHVWXG\RIFORVHO\GDWDEOH
DVVHPEODJHV8VLQJSRWWHU\RQO\DVDGDWLQJWRROOHDYHVPXFK
SRWHQWLDOLQIRUPDWLRQXQWDSSHG,QIDYRXUDEOHDUHDVFKDUDF
WHUL]DWLRQVWXGLHVFDQSURGXFHUHPDUNDEOHGHWDLODERXWORFDO
DQGLQWHUQDWLRQDOWUDGHZKLOHWKHVWXG\RISRWWHU\IRUPVDQG
IXQFWLRQVFDQFKDUWFKDQJHVLQWKHOLIHVW\OHRIWKHLQKDEL
WDQWV2QFHVXFKLQIRUPDWLRQLVDYDLODEOHYDULDWLRQVLQ
SRWWHU\XVHZLWKLQWKHVHWWOHPHQWFDQEHH[DPLQHGKHOSLQJ
WRLGHQWLI\GLIIHUHQFHVLQIXQFWLRQDQGVWDWXVEHWZHHQVLWHV
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Fig 103 An early 14th century pit group from Foster Lane, City of London. The pottery is all from local and regional sources and
does not include either Saintonge polychrome ware or Andalusian lustreware. Both of these types are found in London and
are assumed to have been expensive and therefore characteristic of high status sites (Museum of London)
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Summaries in French and German

Résumé
La collection d’articles réunis dans ce volume est un compterendu de l’ensemble du travail en tours et des priorités de
recherche dans plusieurs branches de l’archéologie urbaine
en Grande-Bretagne. Elle fait partie du programme de
recherches établi par le Comité de Recherche du CBA à la
suite de Erosion of History (Heighway 1972).
Les articles ont été groupés en deux catégories: d’une part
les études par périodes des quatre époques principales
présentes dans les villes, de l’époque romaine à l’époque
post-médiévale (jusqu’en c 1700); d’autre part les études par
sujet portant sur huit différents aspects de l’archéologie
urbaine, tous d’ordre topographique.
En preface, ce volume comprend deux articles d’ordre
général et en conclusion, un article sur les analyses de
céramique dans les villes. Ce dernier est inclu pour rappeler
l’existence de ce type d’analyse et pour faire le lien avec les
analyses d’artifacts qui sont toutes d’une importance égale
mais qui n’ont pas été traitées ici.
Nous avions aussi pensé à inclure d’autres sujets dans cet
ouvrage, par exemple celui de l’industrie urbaine, mais nous
avons décidé que dans beaucoup de cas, il n’était. pas
opportun d’entreprendre l’étude d’un sujet pour lequel nous
n’avions pas assez d’éléments et que dans d’autres cas,
une étude appropriée venait d’être publiée.
Les divers contributeurs à cet ouvrage ont traité des
questions suivantes:
a) Quels ont été les résultats obtenus et quelles questions
de recherche reste-t-il à traiter? Que serait-il souhaitable
d’apprendre sur le sujet et comment une fouille archéologique pourra-t-elle fournir les réponses voulues?
b) Existe-t-il dans cette branche des méthodes de fouille
ou de recherche qui soient particuliérement recommandées
et d’autres qui ne le sont pas?
c) Comment les crédits peuvent-ils être distribué entre les
villes de façon à obtenir les meilleurs résultats possibles?
En principe, la totalité de la Grande-Bretagne devrait être
inclue dans ces Etudes.
Le fait que cette étude thématique ait pu être entreprise
montre que de grands progrès ont été faits depuis 1972. En
1972, l’archiologie urbaine commençait à peine. Les
archéologues engagés dans ce domaine, connaissaient peu la
Nouvelle Archeologic. Ils avaient beaucoup de sujets de
preoccupation. Ils devaient s’occuper de trouver davantage
de souriens financiers; ils cherchaient à obtenir une
ligislation sur les droits d’accès aux sites; ils devaient mettre
au point l’étude du potentiel archéologique des villes et celle
de la recherche architecturale et documentaire par rapport
aux stratégies de fouilles.
La question du soutien financier est toujours un sujet de
preoccupation en archéologie urbaine, mais les autres
problèmes ont maintenant perdu de leur importance. Le
droit d’accès par les archéologues aux sites urbains les plus
importants a été en partie acquis avec la loi sur les anciens
monuments et zones archéologiques de 1979. Dans beau214

coup de villes on a maintenant entrepris de faire l’étude des
conséquences possibles du développement urbain en terme
d’archéologie. Le besoin de faire de la recherche architecturale et documentaire par rapport aux stratégies de
fouille reste encore très grand. Cet aspect du problème fait
maintenant souvent partie d’une approche assez large visant
à étudier tous les aspects de la société urbaine d’un point de
vue archéologique, étude pour laquelle on donnera une
même importance à l’analyse rigoureuse de beaucoup de
catégories de données.
Toutes ces questions sont exposées dans les deux premiers
articles (Schofield, Carver), de ce volume. Ils n’auraient pas
pu être écrits en 1972, mais il y a eu depuis suffisamment
de fouilles urbaines pour permettre de mettre en evidence
les caractéristiques des diverses couches archéologiques.
Dans ces articles, on voit également combien certains projets
de recherche en archéologic urbaine ont innové en mettant
au point des techniques de fouille et d’analyses aprés fouille
qui sont à la fois nouvelles et plus rigoureuses qu’auparavant.
Ensuite, il y a quatre articles par période. Les auteurs
(Jones et Wacher, Hill, Palliser et Davey) donnent pour
chaque période la liste des succés obtenus et des problèmes
qui restent à résoudre. Ils y donnent des exemples varies de
réussites et d’objectifs pour l’avenir. Parmi ces derniers, les
themes qui reviennent souvent sont ceux du potentiel des
couches anérobiques dont on a déjà fait mention dans les
chapîtres d’introduction, et la nécessité d’entreprendre des
études régionales sur laquelle le Comité a également insisté
lors de l’élaboration des projers de recherche.
La plus grande partie de cet ouvrage est composée par les
études par sujet tels la defense urbaine, les châteaux forts,
les bâtiments domestiques et publiques, les bords de rivière,
les églises et les maisons religieuses (Jones et Bond, Drage,
Mackreth, Perring, Munby, Milne, Morris, Butler).
L’aspect topographique de ces sujets est mis particulièrement en évidence, mais la portée de ces articles dépasse de
beaucoup ce domaine. Les auteurs s’arrêtent non seulement
sur les aspects topographiques et architecturaux des villes
mais aussi sur les changements économiques, sociaux et
politiques dans les sociétés urbaines. Ils mentionnent tous
les objectifs à atteindre à l’avenir.
Les auteurs avaient reçu des instructions assez générales
quant au contenu de leurs articles et ils les ont interprêtées
d’une façon variée. Les points communs entre ces articles par
sujet et les études par période méritent d’être notés. Par
ailleurs, ces deux types d’études peuvent être comparées
avec les deux premiers articles de ce volume qui sont surtout
d’ordre méthodologique.
Aucun des collaborateurs à ce volume ne prétend que cet
essai de prevision pour l’archéologie urbaine est parfait.
Quel en est donc son but? D’abord de rassembler des thèmes
de recherche en archéologie qui soient valables et d’autre
part d’annoncer les décisions qui ont été prises pour conserver notre héritage culturel. Le débar issu de ces questions
fera ressortir, nous l’espérons, des priorités et améliorera le
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choix des sites à fouiller et à préserver. A ce propos, nous
voudrions mentionner deux idées issues de ce volume:
1 Il est nécessaire de continuer à faire des etudes
d’ensemble de l’archéologie des villes qui aillent au-delà des
etudes preliminaires et qui fournissent des cartes détaillées
en trois dimensions des couches présentés.
2 Les études de certains bâstiments urbains types qui
seront faites avec l’ensemble des résultats qui commencent
à nous parvenir, pourraient servir de base à la preparation
des plans pour la conservation des bâtiments dans les villes.
Il nous semble que les articles sur les défenses urbaines et
sur les châteaux forts contiennent beaucoup d’exemples
bien étudiés pour accomplir ce travail.

Zusammenfassung
Dieser Band gibt einen Überblick über die gegenwärtig
vorrangigen Projekte auf verschiedenen Gebieten der
britischen Archäologie. Er ist Teil einen Untersuchung, die
vom CBA Research Committee eingeleitet wurde, als
Folgeband von Erosion of History (Heighway 1972).
Die Aufsätze sind in zwei Gruppen unterteilt: Untersuchungen der vier Hauptperioden städtischer Archäologie,
von der Römerzeit bis zum späten Mittelalter (Ende c a
1700); ausserdem Themen, die acht Einzelaspekte behandeln, alle sind topographischer Natur. Der Band ist
eingeleitet von zwei allgemeinen Artikeln und abgeschlossen mit einem Beitrag zur Töpferware in Städten, herausgegriffen such in Hinsicht auf andere Artifakte, welche
ebenso wichtig, aber hier nicht behandelt werden konnten.
Bestimmte andere Themen, wie zum Beispiel ,,städtische
Industrie“ wurden erwogen, sind aber nicht einbegriffen, da
es entweder noch zu früh für eine Zusammenfassung ist,
oder, weil eine befriedigende Übersicht vor kurzem anderweitig veröffentlicht wurde. Die Hauptfragen, die von den
Autoren gestellt wurden, sind:
a) Welches sind die Haupterrungenschaften in den
behandelten Themen und was für Fragen bleiben noch
offen; Was wollen wir wissen auf diesem Gebiet und wie
können Antworten durch die Archäologie gefunden
werden?
b) Sind besonders nützliche oder auch ungenügende
und Forschungswege bekannt
Ausgrabungsmethoden
geworden?
c) Wie sollten Hilfsmittel für die Archäologie in den
Städten verteilt werden, um dadurch die beste Information
zu bekommen?
Ganz Grossbritannien sollte, wenn möglich, erfasst
werden. Dass diese Übersicht veröffentlicht werden konnte,
zeigt das Mass des Fortschritts, der seit 1972 gemacht
worden ist. Denn damals steckte die städtische Archäologie
noch in den Kinderschuhen, sie war sich keineswegs der
Möglichkeiten der neuen Archäologie bewusst und war
beschäftigt,
mehr
finanzielle
hauptsächlich
damit
Unterstützung zu finden, gesetzlich geschützten Zugang
und Übersicht über die archäologischen Potentiale in den
Städten zu erhalten, sowie architektonische und dokumentare Untersuchungen zu betreiben, im Hinblick auf
Ausgrabungsstrategie.
Finanzielle Unterstützung wird immer ein Problem sein
in städtischer Archäologie, aber die anderen Faktoren sind
nun zweitrangig geworden. Das Recht des Archäologen auf
Zugang zu den wichtigsten Bauplätzen ist wenigstens

215

teilweise gesichert durch den ‘Ancient Monuments and
Archaeological Areas Act 1979’. Untersuchungen, ob
Archäologie unter Bauprojekten zu erwarten sei, sind in
vielen Städten individuell durchgeführt worden.
Der Bedarf an architektonischer und dokumentarer Forschung im Hinblick auf Ausgrabungsstrategie ist immer
noch stark, wird aber heute oft als Teil einer Annäherung
im weiteren Sinne gesehen, indem archäologische alle
Aspekte der städtischen Gesellschaft geprüft werden, mit
gleichgewichtiger Betonung und genauer Begutachtung
vieler anderer Kategorien von Fakten.
Diese Punkte sind gut veranschaulicht in den ersten
beiden Aufsätzen, (Schofield, Carver), doch keiner der
beiden hätte 1972 geschrieben werden können, denn erst
jetzt sind genügend städtische Ausgrabungen durchgeführt
worden, welche das Material zur Auswertung zur Verfügung stellten. Ausserdem wird durch diese Aufsätze klar,
dass viele archäologische Forschungsprojekte den Weg
gewiesen haben zu genauerer Ausgrabungs- und nachträglicher Auswertungstechnik.
In der nachfolgenden Übersicht über die vier Perioden
bringen die Autoren (Jones und Wacher, Hill, Palliser und
Davey) beides, die gelösten und die noch ausstehenden
Probleme der Themen, die sie behandeln. Erzielte Erfolge
und zukünftig Angestrebtes sind in aller Breite dargestellt.
Immer wieder kehren Themen über gut erhaltene Funde in
wasserabgeschlossenen Lagen, worauf such schon in der
Einleitung hingewiesen wird, und über die Notwendigkeit
für deren regionale Studien, worüber such vom Komitee
besondere Vorschläge gemacht werden.
Den größten Teil des Bandes nehmen die Untersuchungen der Stadtverteidigungen, Burgen, privaten und
öffentlichen Gebäude, Uferanlagen, Gemeindekirchen und
kirchlichen Gebäude ein (Jones und Bond, Drage, Macreth,
Perring, Munby, Milne, Morris, Butler). Dabei sind die
Autoren nicht nur an topographischen und architektonischen Gesichtspunkten interessiert, sondern berücksichtigen auch besonders den Wechsel der wirtschaftlichen,
sozialen und politischen Systeme in der städtischen
Gesellschaft. Alle Autoren nehmen such Stellung zu den
Zukunftsaussichten ihrer Themen. Die Auffassung der
Ausarbeitung der Themen war weit gesteckt und wurde
verschieden interpretiert; aber die Verbindungspunkte und
Überschneidungen der einzelnen Abhandlungen und der
Periodenübersicht müssen sorgfáltig beachtet werden und
beide Arten können verglichen werden mit den mehr
methodisch ausgerichteten Interessen der beiden ersten
Beiträge.
Keiner der Beteiligten d i e s e s f r ü h e n W e r k e s ü b e r
strategisches Denken in städtischer Archäologie würde
behaupten, es sei schon vollkommen ausgewogen. Warum
dann das ganze? Einmal, um ergiebige Themen zusammenzustellen für die archäologische Forschung, zum Anderen,
urn wohldurchdachte Entscheidungen zu unterstützen, die
die Erhaltung unseres kulturellen Erbes betreffen.
Die Diskussion dieser Themen wird hoffentlich dazu
verhelfen, Prioritäten zu setzen und die Auswahl der
Ausgrabungsstätten zu verbessern, in Hinsicht sowohl auf
Grabung als such auf Erhaltung. Hierbei möchten wir auf
zwei zusammenhängende Vorschläge hinweisen, die in
diesem Bande formuliert werden:
1 Es gibt immer noch einen grossen Bedarf an weiterer
archäologischer Einordnung von Städten, welche über den
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blossen Bericht hinausgeht durch die Zuordnung von
Karten über die vorhandene Strata.
2 Von dem gesammelten Material, welches allmählich
bekannt wird, könnten Berichte spezieller städtischer

Monument-Typen benutzt werden, als Grundlage für eine
planmässige Politik in den Städten. Wir schlagen vor, dass
die Aufsätze über Stadtverteidigungs-Anlagen und Burgen
besonders geeignet sind fur ein solches Beispiel.
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([HWHU)URJ6WUHHW*UHDW
<DUPRXWK+XOO&KDSHO/DQH
6WDLWK.LQJV/\QQ6WHHO\DUG
/RQGRQ1RUZLFK6W
0DUWLQDW3DODFH3ODLQ
3O\PRXWK:RROVWHU6WUHHW
3RROH3RUWVPRXWK2\VWHU
6WUHHW6RXWKDPSWRQ&XFNRR
/DQH<RUN6NHOGHUJDWH
197
SRVWPHG
VWDQGLQJVWUXFWXUHV
GRPHVWLF WHQHPHQWV 
([HWHU 76; see also 'RPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV
PHGLHYDO
LQGXVWULDO
([HWHUEHOOIRXQGU\ 74; 6RXWKZDUN
NLOQ 73
SDODFH/RQGRQ%ULGHZHOO 75
SXEOLF
ZDWHUIURQWVHHPHGLHYDOZDWHUIURQW
EXLOGLQJV
%XUIRUG 2[RQ 6D[RQ 49
PHGLHYDO 22
GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV
%XUJK&DVWOH 1RUI
5RPDQGHIHQFHV
PHGLHYDOFDVWOH
%XUKV
6D[RQ
UHJLRQDOIXQFWLRQVUHVHDUFKVWUDWHJLHV

see also 'HIHQFHV6D[RQXQGHULQGLYLGXDO
WRZQV
%XUWDOVKXPDQVHH&HPHWHUWHV
%XUSKDP :6XVV 
6D[RQ
GHIHQFHV93, 
PHGLHYDO
%XUWRQ$EEH\6D[RQFKDUWHURI
%XUWRQ%DVVHWWVHH&KLSSLQJ'DVVHWW
%XU\6W(GPXQGV 6XII  25
FDVWOHHQFORVXUHRIPRQDVWLFSUHFLQFW
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, SDULVKFKXUFKHV
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHVKRVSLWDOV
%\]DQWLXP
C
&DHQ )UDQFH PHGLHYDOFDVWOH
&DHUOHRQ *ZHQW  25
ZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQV5RPDQ
ZDWHUIURQWV6D[RQGHIHQFHV
93
&DHUQDUYRQ *Z\QHGG  25
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOHGHIHQFHV 94, 
LQGXVWULHVOHDWKHUZRUNLQJ
SDULVKFKXUFKHV
&DHUSKLOO\ 0LG*ODP PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV
94, 
&DHUVZV 3RZ\V PHGLHYDO 22
&DHUZHQW 0RQPRXWK 
5RPDQ 22, 28, 30
EDWKV
UHODWLRQVKLSZLWKSRVVLEOHFKXUFK
FKXUFK
GHIHQFHV 82
NQRZOHGJHDQGSRWHQWLDO
GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV 153,
IRUXPSULRULWLHV
IRULQYHVWLJDWLRQWHPSOHV
WKHDWUH
&DLUR (J\SW GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV

&DWVWHURQ6HD 1RUI 5RPDQ -22
&DWVWRUE\1RUZLFK&DLVWRU6W(GPXQGV
1RUI
5RPDQ 22, 28
DEVHQFHRIPDFHOOXPEDWKV
GHIHQFHV 82, 
NQRZOHGJHDQGSRWHQWLDO
IRUXP
GDWHRIGLVXVH
SULRULWLHVIRULQYHVWLJDWLRQ
&DLVWRU /LQFV  25
5RPDQ 28
GHIHQFHV 82
&DOQH :LOWV  25
6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, 
&DPEULGJH &DPEV  25
ZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQV
5RPDQ 28
GHIHQFHV 82
6D[RQ
GHIHQFHV 93SDULVKFKXUFKHV
PHGLHYDO55
FDVWOH
FROOHJHV&RUSXV&KULVWL
GHIHQFHV 93-94, 
GRFXPHQWDU\HYLGHQFHSDULVK
FKXUFKHV
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
%DUQZHOOIULDULHV 170; KRVSLWDOV

&DQWHUEXU\ .HQW  -25
5RPDQ 28
DPSKLWKHDWUH
EDWKV
GDWHRIGLVXVH
EXLOGLQJVODWH5RPDQFKXUFK6W
0DUWLQ V
GHIHQFHV 82 188
GDWLQJNQRZOHGJHDQGSRWHQWLDO
SULRULWLHVIRULQYHVWLJDWLRQVXEXUEV

remenos, WHPSOHSUHFLQFW
WKHDWUHV
6D[RQ49
VHDVRQDOLW\FDWKHGUDO
FHPHWHULHV6W0DU\%UHGLQ
GHIHQFHV 93 106; UHOLJLRXV
KRXVHV
PHGLHYDO 55
DUFKELVKRS VSDODFH 60-1, %XUJDWH
60-1;
FDVWOHV 106, 118, 120, 122
NHHSUHORFDWLRQFDVWOH
VLWH
&KULVWFKXUFK3ULRU\&DWKHGUDO 60-1, 
GHIHQFHV 106,  188
JXQSRUWV
GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV 60-61, 
7KH%XOO%XUJDWH 163-164; 0DLGHQ V
+HDG:LQFKHDS 161; 7XUQDJDLQ
/DQH 162;
KRVSLWDOV 106; 1RUWKJDWH 60-1, 
SDULVKFKXUFKHV
6W0DU\1RUWKJDWH 188
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
IULDULHV170; KRVSLWDOV
VNHOHWDOUHPDLQV6W0DU\%UHGLQ
:HVW*DWH 109
SRVWPHGSRVW5RPDQ
Capitola, 5RPDQDEVHQFH
&DUFDVVRQH )UDQFH GHHSVWUDWLJUDSK\ 19
&DUGLII 6*ODP 
ZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQV
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOH 105; GHIHQFHV94,  105,

SDULVKFKXUFKHV



6W-RKQ
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
IULDULHV105; KRVSLWDOV105
&DUGLJDQ '\IHG PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94, 
&DUOLVOH &XPE  25
5RPDQ 28, 
GHIHQFHV 82
NQRZOHGJHDQGSRWHQWLDO
GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJVSUHVHUYHGILQGV
DVVHPEODJHVSULRULWLHVIRU
LQYHVWLJDWLRQZDWHUORJJHGVLWHV

6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93
PHGLHYDO 55
FDVWOHGHIHQFHV 94, SDULVK
FKXUFKHVUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
&DUPDUWKHQ '\IHG  -25
5RPDQ 28
DPSKLWKHDWUH
GHIHQFHV 82
NQRZOHGJHDQGSRWHQWLDO
ODWH5RPDQSULRULWLHVIRULQYHVWLJDWLRQ
VL]H
6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, 
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOH 106; GHIHQFHV94, 106; IULDU\
106;
SDULVKFKXUFKHV
6W0DU\
&DUPHOLWHVVHH)ULDUV
&DUQZDWK /DQDUN PHGLHYDO 22
&DUROLQJLDQWRZQV
&DUSHQWU\
5RPDQ 195; PHGLHYDO 65
VHHDOVR%ULGJHV%XLOGLQJVGRPHVWLF
&DUULFNIHUJXVPHGLHYDOFDVWOH
&DUWPHO /DQFV PHGLHYDO
&DVWHOO\%HUH *Z\QHGG PHGLHYDOFDVWOH

&DVWOH$FUH 1RUI 
PHGLHYDO 22
FDVWOHGHIHQFHV 94, UHOLJLRXV
KRXVHV
&DVWOH&OLIIRUG +HUH PHGLHYDO 22
&DVWOH&RPEH :LOWV PHGLHYDO
&DVWOH+LOO (Margidunum) 1RWWV 5RPDQ
22, 82
&DVWOH1HURFKH 6RP PHGLHYDOFDVWOH
&DVWOHV7KH +XQWV VHH Durobrivae
&DVWOHVPHGLHYDODGPLQLVWUDWLYH
IXQFWLRQVDQGDQWL
-HZLVKYLROHQFHDQG
'RPHVGD\%RRNDQGH[LVWLQJ
WRZQGHIHQFHVDQGH[SDQVLRQ
RIWRZQVDQGQHZWRZQV
 128; DQG1RUPDQ&RQTXHVW
DQGSUHYLRXVRFFXSDWLRQ
DQGWRZQGHIHQFHV
DUFKLWHFWXUHEDLOH\VERURXJKV
LQ94, GHILQLWLRQV
GLVWULEXWLRQ 118, 122; LQWKH
ODWHUPHGLHYDOSHULRGLQ
6FRWODQGLQ8OVWHU
LQ:DOHVNQRZQEXLOGHUV
ORFDWLRQLQWRZQV
PLOLWDU\IXQFWLRQVUHVHDUFK
SULRULWLHVUHVLGHQWLDOXVHV
VXEVLGLDU\PRWUHVXVHRI
WKHRXWHUEDLOH\XVHVDVMDLOV
$EHUJDYHQQ\ 105, 
$UXQGHO 106, $VKE\GHOD
=RXFK$\U%DOD
%DUQDUG&DVWOH
%HGIRUG
%HGIRUGVKLUH%HUZLFNXSRQ
7ZHHG 106; %OHWFKLQJOH\
%ROVRYHU%ULGJQRUWK 105;



Index

%ULGJZDWHU%ULVWRO
%XFNLQJKDP%XU\6W
(GPXQGV&DHQ
&DHUQDUYRQ&DPEULGJH
&DQWHUEXU\
106, &DUGLII105; &DUOLVOH
&DUPDUWKHQ 106;
&DUULFNIHUJXV&DVWHOO\%HUH
&DVWOH$FUH&DVWOH
1HURFKH&DVWOHVWRQ
&HIQOO\V&KHSVWRZ
&KLFKHVWHU&OXQ
&ROFKHVWHU
'HQELJK'HUE\
'HYL]HV'HYRQ
'ROIRUZ\Q'RQFDVWHU 105;
'RYHU'XPIULHV
'XUKDP(GLQEXUJK 105; (OJLQ
([HWHU*DODVKLHOV
*ORXFHVWHU*XLOGIRUG
+DUOHFK+DZLFN
+HQ'RPHQ+HUHIRUG
+XQWLQJGRQ
,QYHUQHVV,SVZLFK
-HGEXUJK.HQLOZRUWK
.QLJKWRQ/DQDUN
/DXQFHVWRQ
/HLFHVWHU/HZHV
/LQFROQ/RQGRQ
/XGJHUVKDOO
0RQPRXWK 105; 1HZFDVWOH(PO\Q
1HZFDVWOHXSRQ7\QH
1HZSRUW1HZWRQ
1RUWKDPSWRQ
1RUZLFK
1RWWLQJKDP
2GLKDP
2OG6DWXUQ2UIRUG
2[IRUG3HHEOHV
3HPEURNH 105, 3OHVKH\
3RUWFKHVWHU
5KXGGODQ 106; 5LFKDUG V&DVWOH
5RFKHVWHU5\H
6W&OHDUV6DOLVEXU\
6HONLUN6KUHZVEXU\
6RXWKDPSWRQ 105, 6WDIIRUG
6WDPIRUG7KHWIRUG
7XWEXU\8OVWHU
:DUHKDP:DUNZRUWK
:DUZLFN:LQFKHOVHD
:LQFKHVWHU
:LQGVRU:RROHU
:RUFHVWHU<RUN
 see also %DVWOHV
SRVWPHG
%DQEXU\
&DVWOHWRQ 'HUE\V 
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOH 128; FDVWOH 3HYHULO GHIHQFHV
94, 
PRQDVWHU\QHZERURXJK
&DVWRU &DPEV 5RPDQSDODFH
&DWKHGUDOV
6D[RQ
&DQWHUEXU\GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV
:LQFKHVWHU:RUFHVWHUGRPHVWLF
EXLOGLQJV
PHGLHYDO
(QJOLVKPRYHPHQWRIVHHV
%UHFKLQ&DQWHUEXU\ 60-1, 
'XQEODQH'XQNHOG
([HWHU/LQFROQ6W
$QGUHZV:HOOV
:LQFKHVWHU<RUN0LQVWHU
185, 
VHH also 5HOLJLRXVKRXVHV
&DWWHULFN <RUNV 

5RPDQ 22, 28
GHIHQFHV82, 
&DXV 6KURSV 
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, 
&DYHV,QQ :DUNV 
5RPDQ 28
GHIHQFHV 82
&DZVWRQ 1RUP PHGLHYDO 22
&HIQOO\V 3RZ\V 
PHGLHYDO 22
FDVWOHGHIHQFHV 94, 
&HOODUVDVDQXUEDQEXLOGLQJIRUP
&HPHWHULHV
5RPDQ
LQVXEXUEVPHWKRGVDQGDUHDRIVWXG\
$QFDVWHU&KLFKHVWHU
&LUHQFHVWHU&ROFKHVWHU
3RXQGEXU\:LQFKHVWHU
/DQNKLOOV <RUN
6D[RQ
FRPPHUFLDODFWLYLW\LQ%DUWRQRQ
+XPEHU6W3HWHU
&DPEULGJH&DQWHUEXU\6W
0DU\%UHGLQ([HWHU6W0DU\
0DMRU*ORXFHVWHU6W0DU\GH
/RGH+HUHIRUG/LQFROQ
6W0DUN/RQGRQ6W1LFKRODV

1RUZLFK
6W%HQHGLFW
3RQWHIUDFW7KHWIRUG6W0DUWLQ
:LQFKHVWHU6W0DU\LQ7DQQHU
6WUHHW<RUN6W0DU\
%LVKRSKLOO6HQLRU
PHGLHYDO 63
FRQWULEXWLRQWRGHPRJUDSK\LQ
KRVSLWDOV"-HZLVK
&DQWHUEXU\6W0DU\%UHGLQ
+\WKH/RQGRQ6W1LFKRODV
186; 3RQWHIUDFW6W$QGUHZV
6FDUERURXJK:DOOLQJIRUG6W
5XPEROG:LQFKHVWHU
<RUN
-HZEXU\6W+HOHQRQWKH:DOOV 63,

&HQWUDOSODFHVUHVHDUFKVWUDWHJLHV
&HUHPRQLDOIXQFWLRQVUHODWLRQVEHWZHHQSDULVK
FKXUFKHVDQGVHFXODUEXLOGLQJV
&KDJIRUG 'HYRQ PHGLHYDO 22
&KDUPRXWK 'RUV PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94,

&KDUWHUKRXVH 6RP 5RPDQ
&KHOPVIRUG (VV  25
5RPDQ28
GHIHQFHV
NQRZOHGJHDQGSRWHQWLDO
SULRULWLHVIRULQYHVWLJDWLRQ
PHGLHYDO 55; SRVWPHGSRWWHU\
&KHOVHD /RQGRQ 6D[RQ 49
&KHSVWRZ *ZHQW 
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOH128GHIHQFHV 94, 
&KHVWHU &KHV  25
ZDWHUORJJHGVLWHV]RQHVRIDUFKDHRORJLFDO
VXUYLYDO
5RPDQ
EDWKVGHIHQFHV
6D[RQ
GHIHQFHV 93UHOLJLRXV
KRXVHV
PHGLHYDO55, 
DFFXPXODWLRQVRIVWUDWDFDVWOH
118, 122;
GHIHQFHV 94, 
H[WHQVLRQ
)UHQFKDQG6SDQLVKLPSRUWHGSRWWHU\

SDULVKFKXUFKHV
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHVVXEXUEV
ZDWHUIURQWV
SRVWPHG
SRWWHU\IRUHLJQVWRQHZDUH 71; WUDGH71
&KHVWHUOH6WUHHW 'XUK  25
&KHVWHUILHOG 'HUE\V 
5RPDQ
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, 3HDFRFN,QQ
&KHVWHUWRQRQ3RVVH :DUNV 5RPDQ
GHIHQFHV 82
&KLFKHVWHU :6XVV  25
5RPDQ 28
DPSKLWKHDWUH
EDWKV4, 
GDWHRIGLVXVH
FHPHWHU\
GHIHQFHV82, 
NQRZOHGJHDQGSRWHQWLDO
GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV 4; HDUWKPRYLQJ
SULRULWLHVIRULQYHVWLJDWLRQ
VXEXUEV
6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93
PHGLHYDO 55
FDVWOH118, 122, GHIHQFHV
H[WUDPXUDOLQGXVWULHVSDULVK
FKXUFKHV
SRVWPHG
SRWWHU\IRUHLJQVWRQHZDUH 71
WUDGH 71
&KLOWHUQ+LOOV
&KLSSHQKDP :LOWV  25
6D[RQ 49
GHIHQFHV 93, 
SRVWPHG
&KLSSLQJ&DPSGHQ *ORXFV PHGLHYDO
&KLSSLQJ'DVVHWW :DUNV PHGLHYDO
&KLSSLQJ2QJDU (VV PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94,

&KLUEXU\ 6KURSV 
6D[RQ 22
GHIHQFHV93, 
&KLVEXU\ :LOWV 6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, 
&KULVWFKXUFK 'RUV  25
6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93-94, 
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 93-94, UHOLJLRXV
KRXVHV
SRVWPHGDQLPDOERQHV
&KULVWLDQLW\5RPDQ
&KXOPOHLJK 'HYRQ PHGLHYDO 22
&KXUFKHV
UHFRUGLQJ 187, 189
5RPDQ
FRQJUHJDWLRQDOZRUVKLSODWH5RPDQ
GLVWULEXWLRQPDUW\U
IRXQGDWLRQV&DHUZHQW
&DQWHUEXU\6W0DUWLQ V
&OHPHQWKRUSH&ROFKHVWHUH[WUD
PXUDO&ROFKHVWHULQWUDPXUDO
/LQFROQ 36, 6LOFKHVWHU

IRUSRVW5RPDQSHULRGV 6((3DULVKFKXUFKHV
5HOLJLRXVKRXVHV
&LQTXH3RUUVPHGLHYDOZDWHUIURQWV
&LUFXVHV5RPDQ
&LUHQFHVWHU *ORXFV 
5RPDQ28, 30
DPSKLWKHDWUHEDVLOLFD
EDWKVFHPHWHU\FRPPHUFLDO
EXLOGLQJV
GHIHQFHV 82
NQRZOHGJHDQGSRWHQWLDO
GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV 150, 
IRUXP
ODWH5RPDQFKDQJHV

Index
PDFHOOXP
ODWHUHPRGHOOLQJ
SDODFHODWH5RPDQSULRULWLHVIRU
LQYHVWLJDWLRQVHWWOHPHQWVKLIW
WKHDWUH
ODWH5RPDQPDFHOOXP
6D[RQ
GHIHQFHV 93PLQVWHU
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
&LVVEXU\ :6XVV 6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, 
&LVWHUFLDQZDUHVHH3RWWHU\SRVWPHG
&OWHDX[RUGHURIVHH5HOLJLRXVKRXVHV
&LVWHUFLDQV
&LYLO:DU
GHIHQFHV1HZFDVWOH 77; VWXGLHV

&ODUH 6XQ 
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
&OD\WREDFFRSLSHV
SRVWPHG
NLOQ6RXWKZDUN 73
Cledemutha VHH5KXGGODQ
&OHPHQWKRUSHVHH<RUN
&OH\QH[WWKHVHD 1RUI PHGLHYDO 22
&OLIIRUG +HUH:TUF PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94,

&ORWK
PHGLHYDO3HUWK
SRVWPHG1HZFDVWOH
&ORWKLQGXVWU\
PHGLHYDOVHH also '\HLQJ
&OXQ 6KURSV 
PHGLHYDO 22
FDVWOHGHIHQFHV 94, 
&REKDP .HQW PHGLHYDOFROOHJH
&RFNHUPRXWK &XPEULD PHGLHYDOSDULVK
FKXUFKHV
&RLQVPHGLHYDO
&ROFKHVWHU (VV  25, 
5RPDQ 28
EDWKEXLOGLQJFHPHWHU\
FKXUFKHV
H[WUDPXUDOLQWUDPXUDO
GHIHQFHV 82JDWHV 88, 
GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV
IRUXPJULG
SDWWHUQODWH5RPDQ
PRQXPHQWDODUFKHV
UHXVHGDVJDWHV
SULRULWLHVIRULQYHVWLJDWLRQWHUQ
ODWH5RPDQPRQXPHQWDO
DUFKHV
UHXVHGDVJDWHV
SULRULWLHVIRULQYHVWLJDWLRQWHPSOHV

WKHDWUH
6D[RQ
GHIHQFHV 93SDULVKFKXUFKHV
6D[RQRUHDUO\PHGLHYDOSDULVKFKXUFKHV6W
*LOHV
PHGLHYDO 55
FDVWOH 118-122, 
NHHS
GHIHQFHVH[WUDPXUDO,QGXVWULHV
SDULVKFKXUFKHV
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
6W%RWROSK V
SRVWPHG
SRWWHU\IRUHLJQVWRQHZDUH 71
WUDGH 71
&ROHVKLOO %HUNV 6D[RQ 49
&ROOHJHV
PHGLHYDO
&DPEULGJH&REKDP
2[IRUG

&RORJQH :*HUPDQ\ 5RPDQ
&RORJQHZDUHVVHH3RWWHU\SRVWPHG
&RORQLDOVLWHVSRVWPHG
&RPSLHJQH )UDQFH HDUO\PHGLHYDOSDODFH

&RQVWDQWLQRSOH
&RQZD\ *Z\QHGG 
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, SODQDQDO\VLV
&RUEULGJH 1RUWKXPE 
5RPDQ
GHIHQFHV
6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93
&RUGHV )UDQFH VWUDWLJUDSK\ 19
&RUGRYD 6SDLQ HDUO\PHGLHYDO
&RUIH 'RUV PHGLHYDO 22
&RXSDU 7D\V PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
&RXUWURRPV
PHGLHYDO
/DXQFHVWRQ&DVWOH/\GIRUG&DVWOH
1RWWLQJKDP&DVWOH
&RYHQWU\ :DUNV 
PHGLHYDO 55
FDWKHGUDOGHIHQFHV 94, 

UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV 168, 
IULDULHV168; KRVSLWDOVPLOO
SRVWPHG
OHDWKHUPHWDOOXUJ\VFKRROV
&RZEULGJH 6*ODP 
5RPDQ 28; PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94, 
106
&UDIWKDOOVPHGLHYDO*ORXFHVWHU 207
&UDLO )LIH 
PHGLHYDO 22SRVWPHGGHIHQFHV 94,

&UDZIRUG 6WUDWK PHGLHYDO 22
&UHGLWRQ 'HYRQ 6D[RQUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV

&UHZNHUQH 6RP  25
&ULFNKRZHOO 3RZ\V PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94,

&ULFNODGH :LOWV  25
6D[RQ
GHIHQFHV 93-94, XWLOLWLHV
PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 93-94, 
&URIW /HLFV 6D[RQ 49
&URSWKRUQH +HUH:RUH 6D[RQ 49
&URZODQG /LQFV PHGLHYDO 22
&UR\GRQ 6XUU 6D[RQ 49
&XOOHQ %DQII PHGLHYDO 2225
&XOURVV )LIH PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
D
'DPDVFXV 6\ULD 
'DUNHDUWKPHGLHYDO
'DUOLQJWRQ 'XUK PHGLHYDOODFNRIGHIHQFHV

'DUWPRXWK 'HYRQ 
PHGLHYDOZDWHUIURQWV
SRVWPHG
SRWWHU\IRUHLJQVWRQHZDUH 71
WUDGH 71
'HIHQFHV
DUFKDHRORJLFDOVLJQLILFDQFH
DUFKLWHFWXUDOUHVHDUFK 109;
IRVVLOL]LQJHIIHFWVDVPHDVXUHVRI
SRSXODWLRQJURZWK 105;
5RPDQ
DUHDSURWHFWHGDUHDVRIVWXG\
EDVWLRQV
GDWLQJIRUPIXQFWLRQ
FKURQRORJLFDOGHYHORSPHQWFRVWV
GDWLQJ
GHIHQVLYHIXQFWLRQV
GLWFKHV



EULGJHVRYHUPHWKRGVRIVWXG\
VWUDWHJ\
HDUO\FLUFXLWVHIIHFWVRQWRZQV
H[FDYDWLRQSULRULWLHVIRXUWK
FHQWXU\JDWHV see *DWHVOHJDO
VWDWXVPHWKRGVRIVWXG\
QRQGHIHQVLYHIXQFWLRQV
RULJLQVSXEOLFZRUNV

UDPSDUWV 84, 
FRQVWUXFWLRQWHFKQLTXHVGDWLQJ
GHYHORSPHQWUXEELVK
GLVSRVDOZLWKVWRQHJDWHV

UHXVHGEORFNVUHODWLRQVKLS
EHWZHHQIRUWDQGWRZQVWLPXOXV
IRUFRQVWUXFWLRQ
WKLUGFHQWXU\
GHYHORSPHQWV*DOOLD%HOJLFD
VWUDWHJ\
WRZHUV
GDWLQJIRUPUHODWLRQVKLSWR
ZDOOV
ZDOOV 84
PHWKRGVRIVWXG\ULYHUVLGH 89
UHXVHLQ6D[RQSHULRG 93, UHXVHLQ
PHGLHYDOSHULRG 94
$OFHVWHU 82; $OFKHVWHU 82; $OGERURXJK
82, 
$QFDVWHU 82
EDVWLRQV
%DWK 82; %UDPSWRQ 82; %URXJKRQ)RVVH
82; %URXJKRQ+XPEHU 82, 
%XUJK&DVWOH&DHUZHQW 82, 
&DLVWRU 82; &DLVWRUE\1RUZLFK 82,
&DPEULGJH 82; &DQWHUEXU\
82188; &DUOLVOH82, 
&DUPDUWKHQ 82, &DWWHULFN 82;
&DYHV,QQ 82; &KHOPVIRUG 82, 
&KHVWHU&KHVWHUWRQRQ)RVVH
82; &KLFKHVWHU 82, 
&LUHQFHVWHU 82
&ROFKHVWHU 82
&RORJQH'RQFDVWHU
'RUFKHVWHU 82, 'RUFKHVWHURQ
7KDPHV 82; 'XUREULYDH
([HWHU 82, )HQQ\6WUDWIRUG
82; *DOOLD%HOJLFD*ORXFHVWHU
82*RGPDQFKHVWHU 82,
105; *UHDW&DVWHUWRQ 82; *UHDW
&KHVWHUIRUG 82; +RUQFDVWOH 82;
,OFKHVWHU 82, ,UFKHVWHU 82;
.HOYHGRQ 82; .HQFKHVWHU 82;
/HLFHVWHU 82, /HLQWZDUGLQH 82;
/LQFROQ 82
/RQGRQ 82
EDVWLRQVEDWLQJHDUO\FLUFXLW
UHXVHGEORFNV
0DQFHWWHU 82; 0DUJLGXQXP 82;
0LOGHQKDOO 82; 1HDWKDP 82;
3HQNLUGJH 82; 3RUFKHVWHU5HG
+LOO 82; 5RFHVWHU 82; 5RFKHVWHU
82;
6LOFKHVWHU 82
HVWLPDWHRIFRVWV
7KRUSHE\1HZDUN 82; 7RZFHVWHU 82;
YHUXODPLXP
PRQXPHQWDODUFKHVUHXVHGDVJDWHV
:DOO 82; :DQERURXJK 82; :KLOWRQ
/RGJH 82;
:LQFKHVWHU 82, :LWFKXUFK
82; :RUFHVWHU 82;
:UR[HWHU 82, 
;DQWHQ
GDWLQJ
<RUN 82
6D[RQ



Index

$HWKHOIODHGDQ$OIUHGLDQEXUKV
93, EXUKVRI(GZDUGWKH(OGHU
'DQLVKGHIHQFHVJDWHV
VHH*DWHVPDUNHWVLQUHODWLRQWR
PLJUDWLRQRIVLWHV6D[RQ
DQG$QJOR6FDQGLQDYLDQFLUFXLWV
93, WHQWKDQGHOHYHQWK
FHQWXULHVUHVHDUFKSULRULWLHV
$\OHVEXU\%DNHZHOO
%HGIRUG%UDGIRUGXSRQ
$YRQ%ULGSRUW
%XFNLQJKDP&DQWHUEXU\ 106;
&KHVWHU&KULVWFKXUFK
&ULFNODGH*ORXFHVWHU 204;
+HUHIRUG+HUWIRUG
+LJKDP)HUUHUV,SVZLFK
/DQJSRUW/HZHV
/LWWOHEUHG\/\GIRUG
0DOGRQ1HZEXU\
1HZSRUW3DJQHOO
1RUWKDPSWRQ1RUZLFK
1RWWLQJKDP2[IRUG
3HUVKRUH5KXGGODQ
6KUHZVEXU\6WDIIRUG
6WDPIRUG7DPZRUWK
7KHWIRUG7RZFHVWHU
7Z\QHKDP:DOOLQJIRUG
:DUHKDP:DUZLFN
:LOWRQ:LWKDP:LWQH\
:RUFHVWHU
PHGLHYDO
DUFKLWHFWXUDOUHVHDUFK 108; DQG
FDVWOHVDQGH[WUDPXUDO
LQGXVWULHVEDUELFDQV
ERURXJKVLQFDVWOHEDLOH\V 94,
FRQWUDFWLRQVRIVHWWOHPHQW
106GLWFKHVVHFRQGDU\XVHV
GRFXPHQWDU\UHVHDUFK
HDUWKHQGHIHQFHV 94, 
H[FDYDWLRQSULRULWLHVH[WHQVLRQV
RIFLUFXLWV 105; ILVKSRQGVDV
SDUWRIJDWHV see *DWHV
JXQSRUWVLQGHVHUWHGWRZQV
LQQHZWRZQV 128; ODWHU
PHGLHYDOGHYHORSPHQWV
PDVRQU\ZDOOV 94, 
PLJUDWLRQRIVLWHV1RUPDQ
GHYHORSPHQWVRFFXSDWLRQVHDOHG
E\SRVW&RQTXHVWH[WHQVLRQV
94, SURMHFWHGEXWQHYHU
EXLOWUHIXUELVKPHQWVZLWK
FDVWOHVUHODWLRQVKLSZLWK
5RPDQUHXVHRI5RPDQ
FLUFXLWV 94UHXVHRI6D[RQ
RU6FDQGLQDYLDQFLUFXLWV 94, 
VSXUZDOOV 111; WRSRJUDSKLFDO
UHVHDUFKWRZHUV 111;
YLOODJHGHIHQFHV 94, UHVHDUFK
SULRULWLHV$EHUJDYHQQ\
105, $UXQGHO 106; %DWK
%HUZLFNXSRQ7ZHHG 106;
%ULGJQRUWK 105; %ULVWRO
&DQWHUEXU\106, 188;
&DUGLII 105, &DUPDUWKHQ 106;
&DXV&KHVWHU&KLSSLQJ
2QJDU&OXQ&ROFKHVWHU
&RYHQWU\&RZEULGJH
106; &ULFNODGH'HQELJK
'RQFDVWHU 105, 'RYHU
'XQZLFK'XUKDP
(GLQEXUJK 105, *ORXFHVWHU
205*RGPDQFKHVWHU 105;
*ULPVE\
+DUZLFK+DYHUIRUGZHVW
+HUHIRUG,QYHUQHVV
,SVZLFK.LGZHOO\
.QLJKWRQ/HZHV

0RQPRXWK 105; 1HZDUNRQ7UHQW
1HZFDVWOHXSRQ7\QH
1HZSRUW 0RQP 
1RUWKDPSWRQ1RUZLFK
1RWWLQJKDP2[IRUG
 173; 3HPEURNH105;
3HUWK3OHVKH\3O\PRXWK
5KXGGODQ 106, 5R[EXUJK
6KUHZVEXU\6RXWKDPSWRQ
105, 7DPZRUWK7DXQWRQ
8VN:DUHKDP
:LQFKHOVHD 1HZ  106; :LQFKHVWHU
:RUFHVWHU<RUN

SRVWPHG 105-106
QHZFLUFXLWV 94, %HUZLFNXSRQ
7ZHHG106; &LYLO:DU
UHVHDUFKSULRULWLHVWRZQZDOOV

'HJDQQZ\ *Z\QHGG PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94,

'HPRJUDSK\PHGLHYDO
'HQELJK &OZ\G 
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOHGHIHQFHV 94, 
SDULVKFKXUFKHVWRZQDQG
FDVWOH
'HQGURFKURQRORJ\
PHGLHYDO
+XOO/RQGRQ
'HUE\ 'HUE\V  25
6D[RQ
EXUKSDULVKFKXUFKHV6W$ONPXQG

PHGLHYDO
FDVWOH 118, 122, GHIHQFHV 94, 
SDULVKFKXUFKHVUHOLJLRXV
KRXVHV
.LQJ V0HDGQXQQHU\
'HVHUWHGWRZQVLWHV 67, 
VHHDOVR)\YLH2OG5R[EXUJK5KXGGODQ
6LOFKHVWHU7KHWIRUG7RUNVH\
:LQFKHOVHD:UR[HWHU
'HYL]HV :LOWV 
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOHGHIHQFHV 94, 
'HYRQPHGLHYDOFDVWOHV
'LWFKHVVHH'HIHQFHVGLWFKHV
'LWFKOH\ 2[RQ 5RPDQ
'RFNV
PHGLHYDO+HGRQ
SRVWPHG
/RQGRQUR\DO:RROZLFK
'RFXPHQWDU\HYLGHQFHDQGUHFRUGV
PHGLHYDO
$VVL]H5ROOV
GHIHQFHV
GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
ZDWHUIURQWEXLOGLQJV
VHH also 'RPHVGD\%RRN0DSV
SRVWPHG
SRWWHU\VWXGLHV
'ROIRUZ\Q 0RQWJRP 
PHGLHYDO 22
FDVWOHGHIHQFHV 94, 
'RPHVGD\%RRN
FDVWOHVDQG
FKXUFKHVLQ
WRZQVLQ
'RQFDVWHU 6<RUNV  25
5RPDQ
GHIHQFHVIRUWUHXVH 105
6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, 
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOH105;
GHIHQFHV 94,  105, 

H[WHQVLRQ
'RQLQJWRQ /LQFV PHGLHYDO 22
'RUFKHVWHU 'RUV  25
5RPDQ 28
DPSKLWKHDWUH
EDWKV
GDWHRIGLVXVH
GHIHQFHV 82
NQRZOHGJHDQGSRWHQWLDO
ODWH5RPDQSULRULWLHVIRULQYHVWLJDWLRQ

6D[RQ
GHIHQFHV 93UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
PHGLHYDOFDVWOH 118, 122
'RUFKHVWHU 2[RQ 
5RPDQ6D[RQ 22
'RUFKHVWHURQ7KDPHV 2[RQ 
5RPDQ 22, 
GHIHQFHV 82
'RUGUHFKW 1HWKHUODQGV ZDWHUIURQWV
'RUNLQJ 6XUU 
PHGLHYDO
SDULVKFKXUFKHV
6W0DUWLQ
'RXJODV /DQDUN PHGLHYDO 22
'RYHU .HQW  25
ZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQV5RPDQ
ZDWHUIURQWV6D[RQUHOLJLRXV
KRXVHV
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOH 118, 122
UHVLGHQWLDODVSHFWV
GHIHQFHV 94, SDULVKFKXUFKHV
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV7HPSODUV
ZDWHUIURQWV
SRVWPHG
SRWWHU\IRUHLJQVWRQHZDUH 71
WUDGH 71
'UDJRQE\ /LQFV 5RPDQ 28
'ULIILHOG +XPE PHGLHYDOZDWHUIURQWV
'URLWZLFK +HUH:RUH  25
5RPDQGHSWKRIGHSRVLWVPHGLHYDO
GHFOLQHGHIHQFHV 94, JDWH
VDOW,QGXVWU\
'U\VLWHDUFKDHRORJ\ 11-12
'U\VOZ\Q *Z\QHGG
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, 
'XEOLQ (LUH 
RUJDQLFVXUYLYDO
PHGLHYDO
VKLSVRUERDWV
ZDWHUIURQWV
)LVKDPEOH6WUHHW:RRG4XD\
'XGOH\ :0LGO PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV

'XPIULHV 'XQI*DOO 
PHGLHYDO 25
FDVWOH
SRVWPHGGHIHQFHV 94, 
'XQEDU /RWKLDQ 
PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
SRVWPHGGHIHQFHV 94, 
'XQEODQH 7D\V 
PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
'XQGHH 7D\V 
PHGLHYDO 25
GHIHQFHVUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
'XQIHUPOLQH )LIH 
PHGLHYDO 25
GHIHQFHV94, UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
SRVWPHGGHIHQFHV 94, 
'XQKHYHG
PHGLHYDO
QHZWRZQ
'XQNHOG 7D\V 
PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV

Index
'XQVWDEOH %HGV 
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
'XQVWDQ6W
'XQVWHU 6RP PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94, 
'XQZLFK 6XII 
6D[RQ 22;
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, SDULVK
FKXUFKHV
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
7HPSODUV
ZDWHUIURQWV
'XUKDP 'XUK  25
ZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQV
6D[RQ
GHIHQFHV 93-94, UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
PHGLHYDO55, 
FDVWOH 118, 122
RFFXSDWLRQEHQHDWK
GHIHQFHV 93-94, 
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
KRVSLWDOV
WLPEHUOLQHGODWULQHV
SRVWPHG
SURSHUW\ERXQGDULHVWHQHPHQWV
Durobrivae 7KH&DVWOHV+XQWV 
5RPDQ22, 28, 31
GHIHQFHV
NQRZOHGJHDQGSRWHQWLDO
SULRULWLHVIRULQYHVWLJDWLRQ
'\HLQJ
PHGLHYDO
LQGXVWULDOEXLOGLQJV
%HYHUOH\:LQFKHVWHU
'\QHYRU '\IHG PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94, 
'\VDUW )LIH SRVWPHGGHIHQFHV 94, 
'\VHUWK &OZ\G PHGLHYDO 22
E
(DVKLQJ 6XUU 6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, 
(DVW+DUGLQJ 1RUI PHGLHYDO 22
(GGLVEXU\ &KHV 
6D[RQ 22
GHIHQFHV 93, 
(GLQEXUJK /RWKLDQ 
PHGLHYDO 25
FDVWOH 105;
GHIHQFHV94, 105, 
.LQJ V:DOO 105
1RUWK5KLQHODQGLPSRUWHGSRWWHU\
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
IULDULHV105, 170; KRVSLWDOV105
SRVWPHG
GHIHQFHV 94, 104-105
)ORGGHQ:DOO 105; 7HOIHU V:DOO 105
(GLQJWRQ :LOWV 6D[RQ 49
(OJLQ *UDPSLDQ 
PHGLHYDO 25
FDVWOHGHIHQFHV 94, UHOLJLRXV
KRXVHV
(OKDP .HQW PHGLHYDO 22
(O\ &DPEV  25
PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHVSRVW
PHGPDSV
(QJOLVK%LFNQRU *ORXFV PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV
94, 
(QYLURQPHQWDOHYLGHQFHDQGVWXGLHV

ERQHDVVHPEODJHV 2, 
ULYHUDQGVHDOHYHOV
see also $QLPDO%RQHV)LVKERQHV
(RUSHEXUQDPVHH1HZHQGHQ
(YHUOHLJK :LOWV 6D[RQ 49
(YHVKDP :RUF 
6D[RQUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
PHGLHYDO

SDULVKFKXUFKHVUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
(ZHOPH 2[RQ PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
KRVSLWDO
(ZLDV+DUROG +HUH PHGLHYDO 22
([FDYDWLRQVWUDWHJLHV
FRPSOHWHWRZQSODQVSROOHQUHVHUYRLUV
SUHVHUYHGILQGVDVVHPEODJHV
VDPSOLQJVHTXHQFH
see also LQGLYLGXDOWRSLFV
([HWHU 'HYRQ  25
ZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQV
5RPDQ28
EDWKV
GHIHQFHV 82, 
NQRZOHGJHDQGSRWHQWLDO
IRUXP
IRXUWKFHQWXU\UHPRGHOOLQJ
SULRULWLHVIRULQYHVWLJDWLRQVWUHHW
V\VWHPV
6D[RQ
FHPHWHULHV6W0DU\0DMRU
GHIHQFHV 93SDULVKFKXUFKHV6W0DU\
0DMRUUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV

PHGLHYDO55
EULGJHFDVWOH 122;
FDWKHGUDOGRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV
SDULVKFKXUFKHV
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
KRVSLWDOV3ROVORHQXQQHU\

ZDWHUIURQWEXLOGLQJV)URJ6WUHHW
ZDWHUIURQWV
SRVWPHG
GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV 76; LQGXVWULDO
EXLOGLQJVEHOOIRXQGU\ 74
SRWWHU\
IRUHLJQVWRQHZDUH 71
WUDGH 71
SRVW5RPDQ
F
)DONLUN &HQWUDO SRVWPHGGHIHQFHV 94, 
)DOPRXWK &RUQ 
SRVWPHG
SRWWHU\IRUHLJQVWRQHZDUH 71
WUDGH 71
)DXQDOUHPDLQVVHH$QLPDOERQHV
)DYHUVKDP .HQW 
6D[RQ 49; PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV

SRVWPHG
)HDWXUHW\SRORJLHV
)HQODQGPHGLHYDOULYHUV\VWHP
)HQQ\6WUDWIRUG %XFNV 5RPDQGHIHQFHV 82
)HUUDUD ,WDO\ RUJDQLFVWUDWD
)LVK
5RPDQERQHV/RQGRQ
PHGLHYDO
ERQHV
/RQGRQ
)LVKSRQGVPHGLHYDO:DOWKDP$EEH\ 171
)LVKZHLUV
6D[RQPHGLHYDOSRVWPHG
)LVKERXUQH :6XVV 
5RPDQSDODFH
)LVKHULHV
PHGLHYDO
LQWRZQPRDW
+HUHIRUG2[IRUG
)LVKLQJLQGXVWU\
5RPDQE\SURGXFWV/RQGRQ
PHGLHYDO*UHDW<DUPRXWK
VHHalso )LVKERQHV)LVKSRQGV)LVKZHLUV
)LVKHULHV
)LVKSRQGV
PHGLHYDO



6WDIIRUG<RUN
)OLQW &OZ\G PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94, 
)ORRNEXUJK /DQFV PHGLHYDO 22
)RONVWRQH .HQW PHGLHYDOSDULVKFKXUFKHV

)RUD
5RPDQ
FRORQQDGHGVWUHHWIURQWDJHIXQFWLRQ
SODQQLQJVLWLQJ
VL]HVRFLRHFRQRPLF
LQGLFDWRU$OGERURXJK
&DHUZHQW
&DLVWRUE\1RUZLFK
GDWHRIGLVXVH
&LUHQFHVWHU
ODWH5RPDQFKDQJHV
&ROFKHVWHU
([HWHU
IRXUWKFHQWXU\UHPRGHOOLQJ
*ORXFHVWHU
GDWHRIGLVXVH
/HLFHVWHU
GDWHRIGLVXVH
/LQFROQ 36, 51, 
/RQGRQ
GDWLQJ
6LOFKHVWHU
LQGXVWULDODFWLYLW\
VRFLRHFRQRPLFLQGLFDWRU
9HUXODPLXP
GDWHRIGLVXVH
:LQFKHVWHU
:UR[HWHU
ODWH5RPDQ
)RUGZLFK .HQW 6D[RQ 22
)RUG\FH %DQII PHGLHYDO 22
)RUIDU 7D\V PHGLHYDO 25
)RUUHV *UDPSLDQ PHGLHYDOFDVWOH
)RUWV
5RPDQ 30-31, 
UHODWLRQVKLSZLWKQDWLYHVHWWOHPHQWV
$EHUJDYHQQ\ 105; 'RQFDVWHU 105;
VHH also 7RZQV5RPDQ'RPHVWLF
EXLOGLQJV5RPDQ
SRVWPHG&LYLO:DU1HZFDVWOHXSRQ7\QH
77;
see also 'HIHQFHVSRVWPHG
)RXQWDLQV5RPDQ
)RZH\ &RUQ 
SRVWPHG
SRWWHU\IRUHLJQVWRQHZDUH 71
WUDGH 71
)UDPOLQJKDP 6XII PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94,

)UDQFHPHGLHYDOSRWWHU\LPSRUWHGIURP
)UDQFLVFDQVVHH)ULDULHV
)UHFKHQZDUHVVHH3RWWHU\SRVWPHG
)ULDULHV105
DUFKDHRORJLFDODSSURDFKHV
%ULGJQRUWK 105; &DQWHUEXU\ 106;
&DUGLII 105; &DUPDUWKHQ 106;
&KHVWHU'RQFDVWHU 105;
(GLQEXUJK 105;
$XJXVWLQLDQ $XVWLQ 
/HLFHVWHU
&DUPHOLWH
/LQFROQ 175; 1HZFDVWOHXSRQ7\QH 171
'RPLQLFDQ
$EHUGHHQ 170; %HUZLFN 170; %RVWRQ
170; %ULVWRO170; &DPEULGJH170;
&DQWHUEXU\ 170; &KHVWHU
(GLQEXUJK 170; /LQFROQ 170;
/RQGRQ 170; 1HZFDVWOHXSRQ7\QH
170-171; 1RUWKDPSWRQ 170;
1RUZLFK 170; 2[IRUG 170;
3RQWHIUDFW6WDPIRUG 170;
:LQFKHVWHU 170; <RUN 170



Index

)UDQFLVFDQ
%HUZLFN 170; %RVWRQ 170; %ULVWRO 170;
&DPEULGJH 170; &DQWHUEXU\ 170;
&KHVWHU.LQJV/\QQ 170;
/LQFROQ 170; /RQGRQ 170;
1HZFDVWOHXSRQ7\QH 170-171;
1RUWKDPSWRQ 170; 1RUZLFK 170;
2[IRUG 170, 173; 6WDPIRUG 170;
:DOVLQJKDP:LQFKHVWHU 170;
<RUN170 5KXGGODQ106;
6RXWKDPSWRQ:LQFKHOVHD
1HZ  106
)URPH 6RP 
)XOKDP /RQGRQ SRVWPHGSRWWHU\
SURGXFWLRQ 208
)\YLH $EHUG PHGLHYDO 22
G
*DLQVERURXJK /LQFV  25
*DODVKLHOV %RUG PHGLHYDOFDVWOH
*DOOLD%HOJLFD5RPDQGHIHQFHVWKLUG
FHQWXU\
*DUVWDQJ /DQHV PHGLHYDO 22
*DWHV
5RPDQ86, 88
SRVWHUQVLQUDPSDUWVUHXVHG
PRQXPHQWDODUFKHVGDWLQJ
&ROFKHVWHU/LQFROQ
6LOFKHVWHU9HUXODPLXP
6D[RQ
3RUWFKHVWHU6RXWK&DGEXU\
7DPZRUWK:LQFKHVWHU
PHGLHYDO 60-1, 94, 
ZLWKFKXUFKHVRQSXUSRVHV
VHFRQGDU\SXUSRVHV%ULVWRO
&DQWHUEXU\ 109, &KHVWHU
'URLWZLFK
*ORXFHVWHU 205
$OYLQ*DWH 207; %OLQG&UDWH 207; :HVW
*DWH 207
+HQOH\LQ$UGHQ0RQPRXWK 105;
7HZNHVEXU\<RUN0RQN%DU 110
SRVWPHG*ORXFHVWHU(DVWJDWH 208
see also 'HIHQFHV
*HRJUDSKLFVWXGLHV
ZLWKLQSRVWPHG
*HUPDQ\ 15KLQHODQG 
SRWWHU\LPSRUWHGIURP
*ODVJRZ 6WUDWK 
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
PLOO
SRVWPHG
PDQXIDFWXULQJSRWWHU\UHVHDUFK
SULRULWLHV
*ODVV
PHGLHYDO
YHVVHOV/RQGRQ6\UR)UDQNLVK
SRVWPHGSURGXFWLRQ
*ODVWRQEXU\ 6RP 
6D[RQ 49
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
*OHQ /HLFV 6D[RQ 49
*ORXFHVWHU *ORXFV  25
ZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQV
5RPDQ28, 30
EDWKV
ODWH5RPDQLQGXVWULDODFWLYLW\
EXLOGLQJVODWH5RPDQ
GHIHQFHV 82
JDWHV 88; NQRZOHGJHDQGSRWHQWLDO
GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJVIRUW
IRUXP
GDWHRIGLVXVH
ODWH5RPDQVWUHHWVSULRULWLHVIRU
LQYHVWLJDWLRQ

6D[RQ
FHPHWHULHV6W0DU\GH/RGH
GHIHQFHV 93204; SDODFH
.LQJVKROP 204; SDULVKERXQGDULHV
204; SDULVKFKXUFKHV6W-RKQ 204
6W.\QHEXUJ 204; 6W0DU\ 204; 6W
0DU\GH/RGH6W0LFKDHO
204; 6W3HWHU 204
SRWWHU\ 204;
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
6W2VZDOG 204
VWUHHWSDWWHUQ
6D[R1RUPDQ
SRWWHU\
0DOYHUQ&KDVHZDUH7)OEZDUH

PHGLHYDO 55
EULGJH)RUHLJQ%ULGJH 206; FDVWOH118,
122 205-207; GHIHQFHV
94,  205-206; GRFXPHQWDU\
HYLGHQFH'RPHVGD\DFFRXQW
GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV
JDWHV
$OYLQ*DWH 207; %OLQG*DWH 207; (DVW
*DWH:HVW*DWH 207
RSHQVSDFHV 205-206; SDODFH.LQJVKROP
205; SDULVKFKXUFKHV
205-207;
SRWWHU\ 205
7)FRRNLQJSRWV 206; 7)ZDUH
206; 7)ZDUH 206
SRWWHU\GLVWULEXWLRQ
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
IULDULHV
%ODFNIULDUV 207; *UH\IULDUV207;
:KLWHIULDUV 207
KRVSLWDOV6W%DUWKRORPHZ 207;
/ODQWKRQ\6HFXQGD6W2VZDOG
 207
VWUHHWSDUWHUQ 205-207; 7DQQHUV+DOO
ZDWHUIURQWV
SRVWPHG
JDWHV(DVWJDWH 208;
SRWWHU\
$VKWRQ.H\QHV 208; &KLQDSRWWHU\
208; &LVWHUFLDQZDUH 208; &RORJQH
ZDUHV 208; )UHFKHQZDUHV
)UHQFKZDUHV 208; )XOKDPZDUHV
208; +DUORZZDUHV 208;
+HUHIRUGVKLUHERUGHUZDUHV 208,
0DOYHUQ&KDVH 208; 1RUWK'HYRQ
ZDUHV 208; 1RWWLQJKDPZDUHV 208;
5DHUHQZDUHV 208; 6RXWK6RPHUVHW
ZDUHV208; 6SDPVKZDUHV 208,
6WDIIRUGVKLUHZDUHV 208; 6WURDW
ZDUHV208; 6XUUH\+DQWVZDUH 208;
6XUUH\+DQWVZDUHV 208;
:HVWHUZDOGZDUHV 208
*QRVDOO 6WDIIV 5RPDQ 22
*RGPDQFKHVWHU &DPEV  25
5RPDQ 28
GHIHQFHV82, 105
6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 105
*RXGKXUVW .HQW PHGLHYDO 22
*UDPSRXQG &RUQ PHGLHYDO 22
*UDQWKDP /LQFV  25
*UHDW&DVWHUWRQ /HLFV 
5RPDQ 22
GHIHQFHV 82
*UHDW&KHVWHUIRUG &DPEV 
5RPDQ 28
GHIHQFHV 82
*UHDW0DOYHUQ +HUH:RUH PHGLHYDO
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
*UHDW<DUPRXWK 1RUI  25
ZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQV

PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, GHSWKRIGHSRVLWV
LQGXVWULHVILVKLQJ
)XOOHUV+LOO/DFRQV%UHZHU\

SRVWPHGSRWWHU\IRUHLJQVWRQHZDUH 71
*UHHQ&DVWOHPHGLHYDO
*ULPVE\ +XPE 
PHGLHYDO
GHFOLQHGHIHQFHV 94, 
*URYH /HLJKWRQ%X]]DUG PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXV
KRXVHV
*XLOGKDOOVPHGLHYDO/LQFROQ
see also &UDIWKDOOV
*XLOGIRUG 6XUU  25
6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93-94, 
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOH118, 122, 
NHHS
GHIHQFHV 93-94, SDULVKFKXUFKHV
*XOVERURXJK &OHYH PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXV
KRXVHV
*XPOH\ /HLFV 6D[RQ 49
H
+DFKHVWRQ 6XQ 5RPDQ 28
+DGGLQJWRQ (/RWKLDQ 
PHGLHYDO 25
GHIHQFHV94, UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
+DOHVRZHQ :0LGO PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94,

+DLODWRQ /HLFV PHGLHYDO 22
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+DUORZ (VV SRVWPHGSRWWHU\SURGXFWLRQ
208
+DUULV:LQFKHVWHUPDWUL[
+DUWODQG 'HYRQ PHGLHYDO 22
+DUWOHSRRO &OHYH 
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6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, 
PHGLHYDO
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WUDGH 71
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6D[RQ
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UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
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+HUWIRUG +HUWV 
6D[RQGHIHQFHVPHGLHYDO
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+RUQFDVWOH /LQFV 
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+XOO +XPE 
ZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQV
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SRVWPHG
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6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, PHGLHYDOFDVWOH
118, 122
+XQWLQJWRQ +HUH PHGLHYDO 22
+\WKH .HQW 
PHGLHYDOEXULDOVVNHOHWRQV
SRVWPHG
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,JKWKDP .HQW PHGLHYDO 22
,OFKHVWHU 6RP  25
ZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQVL
5RPDQ28
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SRVWPHG
see also &ORWK'\HLQJ)LVKLQJ*ODVV
+RUQHUV.LOQV/HDGVPHOWLQJ
/HDWKHUZRUNLQJ.LOQV3RWWHU\6DOW
6KLSEXLOGLQJ%XLOGLQJVLQGXVWULDO
,QQVPHGLHYDO&KHVWHUILHOG
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PHGLHYDO 25
FDVWOHGHIHQFHV 94, 
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ZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQV
6D[RQ
GHIHQFHVSDULVKFKXUFKHV
ZDWHUIURQWV
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FDVWOH 118, 122GHIHQFHV
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6KLUH+DOOZDWHUIURQWV
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-DLOVPHGLHYDOLQFDVWOHV
-HGEXUJK %RUG 
PHGLHYDO 25
FDVWOHUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
-HZU\
PHGLHYDO
+HUHIRUG<RUN
K
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/DXJKDUQH '\IHG 
PHGLHYDO 22
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RI8SSHU:HVW*DWHSUHFDVWOH
RFFXSDWLRQ
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IULDULHV 170; +DOOLZHOOQXQQHU\
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0DU\2YHULHVHH6RXWKZDUN
7HPSODUV
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0DJKULE 1$IULFD 
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(ZHOPH([HWHU+HUHIRUG
+XOO/RQGRQ
1HZDUNRQ7UHQW1HZFDVWOH
XSRQ7\QH6FDUERURXJK
7KUWIRUG:LQFKHOVHD
<RUN
5HQIUHZ 6WUDWK PHGLHYDO 25
5HSWRQ 'HUE\ 6D[RQ 49
5HVLGXDOLW\ see 3RWWHU\
5HYHWPHQWV see ZDWHUIURQWV
5KXGGODQ &OHGHPXWKD  &OZ\G 
6D[RQ 22, 
EXUK 106; FKXUFKSURYLVLRQGHIHQFHV
93, 
PHGLHYDO 22
FDVWOH 106; GHIHQFHV 94, 
106IULDU\ 106

5LFKDUG V&DVWOH +HUH:RUF6KURSV 
PHGLHYDO 22, 
FDVWOHGHIHQFHV 94, QHZWRZQ

5LFKERURXJK .HQW 
5RPDQ 22; PHGLHYDO 22
5LFKPRQG 1<RUNV PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94,

5LQJZRUNVPHGLHYDO 120
5LSRQ 1<RUN 
6D[RQUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94, 
5REHUWVEULGJHPHGLHYDOGRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV

5RFHVWHU 6WDIIV 
5RPDQ 22, 28
GHIHQFHV 82
5RFKHVWHU .HQW  25
5RPDQ 28
GHIHQFHV
6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOH 118122
NHHSUHORFDWLRQ
GHIHQFHV
5RGH] )UDQFH HIIHFWRI5RPDQRFFXSDWLRQ

5RPQH\ .HQW PHGLHYDOZDWHUIURQWV
5RPQH\ 2OG  .HQW 6D[RQGHNQFHV 93, 
5RPVH\ +DQWV 6D[RQUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV

5R[EXUJK 5R[E PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94, 

see also 2OG5R[EXUJK
5R\DO$UFKDHRORJLFDO,QVWLWXWH&DVWOHV3URMHFW

5R\VWRQPHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
5XEELVKGLVSRVDO
6D[RQ
PHGLHYDOSLWDVVHPEODJHV
VDPSOLQJ
SRVWPHG
see also 0LGGHQV
5XQFRUQ &KHV 6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, 
5XWKHUJOHQ 6WUDWK PHGLHYDO 25
5XWKLQ &OZ\G PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV94, 
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
5\H 6XVV 
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOH <SUHV7RZHU GHIFQFHV 94.

ZDWHUIURQWV
ILVKFULHV
SRVWPHG
SRWWHU\IRUHLJQVWRQHZDUH 71
WUDGH 71
S
6DIIURQ:DOGHQ (VV 
6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93-94, 
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 93
6W$OEDQV +HUWV  25
6D[RQ
.LQJVEXU\
GHIHQFHV93, 
SDULVKFKXUFKHVUHOOJLRXVKRXVHV
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, SDULVKFKXUFKHV
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
6W0DU\GH3UH6RSZHOO
6W$QGUHZV )LIH 
PHGLHYDO25
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
SRVWPFGGHIHQFHV 94, 
6W&OHDUV '\IHG 

Index
PHGLHYDO 22
FDVWOHGHIHQFHV 94, 
6W*HUPDQV &RUQ PHGLHYDO 22
6W0DU\LQ$UGHQPHGLHYDOSDULVKFKXUFKHV

6W0DZHV &RUQ PHGLHYDO 22
6DKVEXU\ :LOWV 
FDVWOHHQFORVXUHRIPRQDVWLFSUHFLQFW
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, 
6DOWLQGXVWU\
PHGLHYDO
'URLWZLFK1DQWZLFK
6DPSOLQJVHH([FDYDWLRQVWUDWHJ\
6DQGZLFK .HQW  -25
PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94, 
SRVWPHG
SRWWHU\IRUHLJQVWRQHZDUH 71
WUDGH 71
6DQG\ %HGV 5RPDQ 28
6DQTXKDU 'XPIU PHGLHYDO 22
6DSSHUWRQ /LQHV 5RPDQ 28
6DVKHV %HUNV 6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, 
6D[RQ6KRUHIRUWV
6FDUERURXJK <RUNV 
PHGLHYDO
EXULDOVVNHOHWRQVGHIHQFHV 94, 

UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
KRVSLWDOV
Scergeat, 6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, 
6FKRROVSRVWPHG&RYHQWU\
6FLHQWLILFGDWLQJPHWKRGV
6FRWODQG
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOHV
WRZQV
GHIHQFHV94, 
H[WHQVLRQV 105
SRVWPHG
WRZQV
GHIHQFHV 94, GHIHQFHVDVUHDFWLRQ
DJDLQVW(QJOLVK
WRZQV
PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHVUHVHDUFKSULRULWLHV
SRVWPHGZDWHUIURQWV
6HDPHU <RUNV PHGLHYDO 22
6HFNLQJWRQ :DUNV 6D[RQ 49
6HGJHILHOG 'XUK PHGLHYDO 22
6HOE\ <RUNV PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV

6HONLUN %RUG PHGLHYDOFDVWOH
6HWWOHPHQWKLHUDUFK\5RPDQ
6HWWOHPHQWVKLIW
6HZHUV
5RPDQ
<RUN
6KDIWHVEXU\ 'RUV  25
6D[RQ
GHIHQVHV 93, UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV

6KHUERUQH 'RUV 
6D[RQ 49
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
6KLSEXLOGLQJ,QGXVWU\PHGLHYDO
6KLSVRUERDWV
5RPDQ/RQGRQ
PHGLHYDO
%ULVWRO'XEOLQ/RQGRQ
6KRSV
5RPDQ
see also GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV
DVXUEDQEXLOGLQJIRUP
6KUHZVEXU\ 6KURSV  25
VLWHHYDOXDWLRQ
6D[RQ

GHIHQFHV
SDULVKFKXUFKHV
6W$ONPXQG6W&KDG6W
-XOLDQD6W0DU\6W
0LOEXUJD
UDQNLQJUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
PHGLHYDO55, 
GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV3ULGH+LOO 13;
FDVWOH 118, 122
GHIHQFHV94, 
H[WHQVLRQ
SDULVKFKXUFKHV
6KULQHV
5RPDQ
6LOFKHVWHU
6LHQD ,WDO\ PHGLHYDOEXLOGLQJV
6LOFKHVWHU +DQWV 
5RPDQ 22, 28
DPSKLWKHDWUH
EDVLOLFD
GDWHRIGLVXVH
EDWKVFKXUFKVLWLQJ
FKXUFKHV
GHIHQFHV 82
GDWLQJHVWLPDWHRIFRVWV
JDWHV86; NQRZOHGJHDQGSRWHQWLDO

GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJVHYLGHQFH
IRUXP
LQGXVWULDODFWLYLW\
PDFHOOXPSUHIRUXPEXLOGLQJV
SULRULWLHVIRULQYHVWLJDWLRQ
VKULQH
SRVW5RPDQ
6LWHHYDOXDWLRQVRIWRZQV
6NHQIULWK *ZHQW PHGLHYDO 22
GHIHQFHV94, 
6NLSVHD +XPE PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94, 
6OXPVSRVWPHG
6PDUGHQ .HQW PHGLHYDO 22
6RFLDOVFLHQFHVDQGDUFKDHRORJ\
6RPHUVHW/HYHOV
6RPHUWRQ 6RP  25, 49
6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, 
6RPSWLQJ 6XVV 6D[RQSDULVKFKXUFKHV
6RSZHOOsee 6W$OEDQV
6RXWK%UHQW 'HYRQ PHGLHYDO 22
6RXWK&DGEXU\ 6RP 
6D[RQ 22
GHIHQFHV93, JDWH
6RXWKDPSWRQ +DQWV  25
5RPDQ %LWWHUQH 
GHIHQFHVUHXVHG 93, 
6D[RQ LQFOXGLQJ+DPZLK  49, 
GHIHQFHV 93, HQYLURQPHQWDOHYLGHQFH
72; ZDWHUIURQWV
PHGLHYDO 55
FDVWOH 118122FKXUFK
SURYLVLRQGRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV
:RRO+RXVH
GHIHQFHV 94,  105, 
H[WHQVLRQJXQSRUWV
)UHQFKUDLGRIKRVSLWDOV 105;
PLJUDWLRQIURP+DPZLKSDULVK
FKXUFKHVSRWWHU\VWRQH
OLQHGSLWVZDWHUIURQWEXLOGLQJV
&XFNRR/DQH
SRVWPHG
JODVVSLWVSRWWHU\IRUHLJQ
VWRQHZDUH 71; WUDGH 71
6RXWKZDUN /RQGRQ  25
ZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQV6D[RQ
GHIHQFHV 93, 
PHGLHYDO 55
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV6W0DU\2YHUOH
ZDWHUIURQWV
SRVWPHG



.LOQFOD\WREDFFRSLSHV 73
6RXWKZHOO 1RWWV 
6D[RQ 22
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
6RXWKZROG 6XII PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94, 
6SDLQ
PHGLHYDOSRWWHU\LPSRUWHGIURP
WRZQVLQ
6SDOGLQJ /LQFV PHGLHYDOSDULVKFKXUFKHV

6SHHGPDSVRI
6SXUZDOO see 'HIHQFHVPHGLHYDO
6WDIIRUG 6WDIIV  25
6D[RQ
GHIHQFHV 93, UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV

PHGLHYDO
&DVWOH118 122; GHFOLQH
GHIHQFHV 94, 
ILVKSRQGV
GHSWKRIGHSRVLWV
6WDIIRUGVKLUHZDUHV see 3RWWHU\SRVWPHG
6WDLQHV VXUU 
ZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQV5RPDQ 28;
PHGLHYDOZDWHUIURQWV
6WDPIRUG /LQFV  25
6D[RQ
GHIHQFHV 93, HQFORVXUH
SRWWHU\NLOQV
PHGLHYDO 55
FDVWOH 120, 122, 
UHVLGHQWLDODVSHFWV
GHIHQFHV 94, GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV
/DQFDVWULDQVDFNSDULVK
FKXUFKHV
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
IULDULHV 170; 6WOHRQDUG
6WDPIRUG:DUH see 3RWWHU\6D[RQ
6WDSOHWRQ +HUH PHGLHYDO 22
6WH\QLQJ :6XVV  25
6D[RQ 49
GHIHQFHV 93, 
"PLQVWHU
6WLUOLQJ &HQWUDO 
PHGLHYDO 25
GHIHQFHV 94, 
6WRFNSRUW *WU0DQ PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94,

6WRJXUVH\ 6RP PHGLHYDO 22
6WRNHRQ7UHQW 6WDIIV SRVWPHGSRWWHU\
6WRNHVOH\ <RUNV PHGLHYDO 22
6WRUULQJWRQ 6XII PHGLHYDO 22
6WRXUEULGJH :RUFV SRVWPHGGHIHQFHV 94,

6WRZ-RKQ
6WRZRQ:ROG *ORXFV PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, 
6WRZH\ 6RP PHGLHYDO 22
6WUDWIRUGXSRQ$YRQ :DUNV 
PHGLHYDO
DQDO\VLVRISODQ 57; KRXVHVSODQQHG
HOHPHQWV
6WUDWKDYHQ 6WUDWK PHGLHYDO 22
6WUHHWV
5RPDQ
([HWHU*ORXFHVWHUODWH5RPDQ
UHVXUIDFLQJUHODWLRQVKLSZLWK
ODWH5RPDQWLPEHUEXLOGLQJV
:UR[HWHU
UHODWLRQVKLSZLWKSXEOLFEXLOGLQJV
<RUNSODQ
6D[RQ
*ORXFHVWHU 204; /RQGRQ
PHGLHYDO*ORXFHVWHU 205-206
6WUHWKDP 6XVV PHGLHYDOZDWHUIURQWV
6WURDW *ORXFV SRVWPHGSRWWHU\SURGXFWLRQ
208



Index

6WXUPLQVWHU1HZWRQ 'RUV PHGLHYDO
6XEXUEV
5RPDQ
FHPHWHULHVLQ&DQWHUEXU\
&KLFKHVWHU/LQFROQ<RUN

PHGLHYDO
FKXUFKSURYLVLRQ&KHVWHU
/LQFROQ1RWWLQJKDP
:LQFKHVWHU:RUFHVWHU
6LGEXU\ 
SRVWPHG
see also Territorium; 7RZQV
6XGEXU\ 6XII  25
6XWWRQ +HUH 6D[RQ 49
6ZDQVHD :*ODP PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94,

6\ULDWRZQVLQ
T
7DGFDVWHU 1<RUNV 
5RPDQ 22; 6D[RQ 22; PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV94, 
7DPZRUWK 6WDIIV  25
6D[RQ 49
GHIHQFHV93-94, JDWH
0HUFLDQERURXJKPLQVWHU
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
PHGLHYDO 55
FDVWOH 118, 122; GHIHQFHV 93-94, 

7DUEHWW $UJ\OH PHGLHYDO 22
7DXQWRQ 6RP  25
6D[RQ
GHIHQFHV 93, UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94, 
7DYLVWRFN 'HYRQ PHGLHYDOSDULVKFKXUFKHV

Temenos,
5RPDQ
&DQWHUEXU\9HUXODPLXP 
7HPSOHV
5RPDQ
IXQFWLRQVODQGRZQHUVKLS
SODQQLQJVLWLQJ 138;
WHPHQRV%DWK&DHUZHQW

&DQWHUEXU\
SUHFLQFW
&ROFKHVWHU
HIIHFWRQVLWLQJRIFDVWOH
'XUREULYDH 31; /HLFHVWHU mithraeum, 
9HUXODPLXP
GDWHRIGLVXVH5RPDQR&HOWLF
temenos, 
7HPSOHWRQ '\IHG PHGLHYDO 22
7HPSVIRUG %HGV 6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, 
7HQE\ '\IHG 
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, SDULVKFKXUFKHV
7HQHPHQWV
SRVWPHG
([HWHU 76
VHH also %XLOGLQJVGRPHVWLF
Tertitorium, 
7HWEXU\ *ORXFV PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94, 
7HZNHVEXU\ *ORXFV 
6D[RQUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHVJDWH
7KDPHVHVWXDU\FKDQJHVLQVHDOHYHO
7KH&DVWOHV (Durobrivae) see Durobrivae
7KHDWUHV
5RPDQ
&DHUZHQW&DQWHUEXU\
&LUHQFHVWHU&ROFKHVWHU
GDWHRIGLVXVH

9HUXODPLXP
GDWHRIGLVXVH
ODWH5RPDQ9HUXODPLXP
7KHOZDOO &KHV 6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, 
7KHUILHOG +HUWV PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94,

7KHWIRUG 1RUI  25
6D[RQ
FHPHWHULHV6W0DUWLQGHIHQFHV
93-94, H[FDYDWLRQVLQ
SDULVKFKXUFKHV
VHWWOHPHQWVKLIW
6D[RQRUHDUO\PHGLHYDO
SDULVKFKXUFKHV
6W0DUWLQ6W0LFKDHO " 
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOHGHFOLQHGHIHQFHV 93-94,
SDULVKFKXUFKHV
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
KRVSLWDOV
UHPRYDORIVHH
7KLUVN <RUNV PHGLHYDO 22
7KRUSHE\1HZDUN 1RWWV 5RPDQGHIHQFHV
82
7LOEXU\ (VV PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94, 
7LQWDJHO &RUQ PHGLHYDO
7RQEULGJH .HQW PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94, 
7RUNVH\ /LQFV  25
6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93, PHGLHYDOSDULVK
FKXUFKHV
PHGLHYDO 67
7RUUH *UDPSLDQ PHGLHYDO 25
7RUWKRUZDOG 'XPIU PHGLHYDO 22
7RWQHV 'HYRQ  25
6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOH 118, 122; GHIHQFHV 93-94, 
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
7RXUQDL %HOJLXP 
7RXUV )UDQFH 
7RZFHVWHU 1RUWKDQWV  25
5RPDQ28
GHIHQFHV 82
6D[RQ
GHFOLQHRIGHIHQFHV 93, 
7RZHUVVHHGHIHQFHV
7RZQZDOOVVHHGHIHQFHV
7RZQV
DVFHQWUDOSODFHVHQYLURQPHQWDO
UHVHDUFKIXQFWLRQDODQDO\VLV
KLQWHUODQGVSRSXODWLRQVLQ
UHJLRQDOUHVHDUFK
UHJLRQDOVWXGLHVUHVHDUFKDOPV
VDPSOLQJVSDWLDODQDO\VLV

5RPDQ
ERXQGDULHVFRPPHUFLDO
]RQHVFRQWLQXLW\LQWR6D[RQ
SHULRGGHILQLWLRQHFRQRPLF
QHWZRUNHQYLURQPHQWDOVWXGLHV
H[FDYDWLRQVWUDWHJ\
IXQFWLRQVJULG
SDWWHUQKLQWHUODQGVODWH
5RPDQPHWKRGVRI
VWXG\PLOLWDU\LQIOXHQFHV
RULJLQVSODQQLQJ
SRSXODWLRQGHQVLW\DQGVL]H
SUHVHQWDWLRQRIHYLGHQFH
SULRULWLHVIRULQYHVWLJDWLRQ
UHVHDUFKVWUDWHJLHVWKHUROHRI
WKHQDWLYHSRSXODWLRQ
VRFLRHFRQRPLFVWXGLHVVSDWLDO
SDWWHUQV
VWUHHWV\VWHPVXEXUEVVHH
VHSDUDWHHQWU\LQWKHWKLUGFHQWXU\
WUDGHXUEDQ
VWUXFWXUH

6D[RQ
DGPLQLVWUDWLRQDSSURDFKHVWR
EXUKVRI$WKHOVWDQDQG(WKHOUHG
EXUKVLQ:HVVH[FKXUFKHV
&RQWLQHQWDOSDUDOOHOVGHIHQFHV
GHILQLWLRQVLQ'RPHVGD\
6XUYH\H[WHQVLRQRIEXUJKDO
V\VWHPLPSRVLWLRQRI1RUPDQ
FDVWOHVRFFXSDWLRQEHQHDWK
1RUPDQFDVWOHVSUHWK
FHQWXU\UHVHDUFKVWUDWHJLHV
UR\DOEXULDOSODFHV 49; UR\DO
YLOOV 49; VWUHHWIXUQLWXUHVWUHHW
SDWWHUQVWHFKPLFDOWHUPV
XWLOLWLHVH[FDYDWLRQSULRULWLHVLQ

PHGLHYDO
DUWHIDFWXDOVWXGLHVEULGJHVFDVWOHV
GHFOLQH
GHIHQFHVGHILQLWLRQVDQG
W\SHVGRFXPHQWDU\HYLGHQFH
HQYLURQPHQWDOHYLGHQFHIDLOHG
WRZQV 67; KRXVHV
LQGXVWULDOEXLOGLQJVOHDWKHU
ZRUNLQJLQGXVWULHVPDUNHWV
DQGWRZQJURZWKQHZWRZQV
SDULVKFKXUFKHVSODQ
HOHPHQWVSRSXODWLRQGHFOLQH
SURSHUW\ERXQGDULHVSXEOLF
EXLOGLQJVUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
UHVHDUFKVWUDWHJLHVVPDOO
WRZQVVXEXUEV see VHSDUDWH
HQWU\ZDWHUIURQWVDQGGRFNV
H[FDYDWLRQVWUDWHJLHV
SRVWPHG
WKDQGWKFHQWXULHVFKDQJHVDUHDV
RILQYHVWLJDWLRQH[SDQVLRQ
H[SDQVLRQIXQFWLRQDODQDO\VLV
KLQWHUODQGV,QGXVWU\
PHWKRGVRIVWXG\
SURSHUW\ERXQGDULHV
VRFLRHFRQRPLFVWXGLHVVSDWLDO
RJDQLVDWLRQ
7UDFHDUFKDHRORJ\ 15
7UDGH
5RPDQ see %XLOGLQJVFRPPHUFLDO)RUD
0DFHOOD7RZQV
6D[RQVHH7RZQV
PHGLHYDO see %XLOGLQJVFRPPHUFLDO7RZQV
SRVWPHG
SRWWHU\ 71; SURGXFWLRQFFQWUHV
see also %XLOGLQJVFRPPHUFLDO3RUWV
7RZQV
7UHJRQH\ &RUQ PHGLHYDO 22
7UHLHFK *ZHQW PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94,

7UHPDWRQ 'HYRQ PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94,

7UXUR &RUQ 
SRVWPHG
SRWWHU\IRUHLJQVWRQHZDUH 71
WUDGH 71
7XWEXU\ 6WDIIV 
6D[RQGHIHQFHV
PHGLHYDO 22
FDVWOH
QHZWRZQ
7Z\QHKDP6D[RQGHIHQFHVVHH a/so
&KULVWFKXUFK
U
8OVWHU
SRVWPHG
FDVWOHVGHIHQFHVWRZQZDOOV
SODQWDWLRQWRZQV
8PPD\DG6SDLQPRVTXHVLQ

Index
8UEDQGHSRVLWV 10, 
OHJLELOWW\QHJDWLYHIHDWXUHVSRVLWLYH
IHDWXUHVSURVSHFWLRQVSDWLDO
GLVWULEXWLRQWHUPLQRORJ\
8UEDQLVDWLRQ
5RPDQ
VWLPXOXVWKHVWXG\RI
8UEDQLVPPHWKRGVRIVWXG\
8VN *ZHQW  25
6D[RQGHIHQFHV 93
PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHVUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
8WUHFKW 1HWKHUODQGV 
V
9DOHQFLHQQHV )UDQFH 
9DONHQEHUJ5RPDQGRPHVWWFEXLOGLQJV
9HUXODPLXP +HUWV 
5RPDQ 28
"FKXUFKRI6W$OEDQEDVLOLFDIRXUWK
FHQWXU\EDWKVFRPPHUFLDO
,QIOXHQFHV
GHIHQFHV 82
GDWLQJNQRZOHGJHDQGSRWHQWLDO
GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV
FHOODUHG148; PLOLWDU\LQIOXHQFHV
IRUXP
IRXUWKFHQWXU\
JDWHVPDFHOOXP
PRQXPHQWDODUFKPRQXPHQWDO
DUFKHVUHXVHGDVJDWHVSULRUWLHV
IRULQYHVWLJDWLRQUXEELVK
GLVSRVDOZLWKLQWKHDWUHVHFRQG
FHQWXU\UHGHYHORSPHQW temenos,
WHPSOHGDWHRIGLVXVH
WHPSOHV
5RPDQR&HOWLF
WKHDWUH
GDWHRIGLVXVH
SRVW5RPDQ
Vict, 
5RPDQUHODWLRQVKLSWRPHGLHYDOVHWWOHPHQW

9LOODHUHJDOHV6D[RQ
9LOODV
5RPDQ
'LWFKOH\ 2[RQ  see also %XLOGLQJV
5RPDQGRPHVWLF
9LVPDUHVW )UDQFH  see also 4XHQWRYLF
9LWUXYLXV
W
:DNHILHOG :<RUNV PHGLHYDOGHIHQFHV 94,

:DOHV
6D[RQUHXVHRI5RPDQVLWHV 93
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOHV·
(GZDUGLDQ
WRZQV
GHIHQFHV 94, 
H[WHQVLRQV 105, UHVHDUFKSULRULWLHV

GHIHQFHVDVUHDFWLRQDJDLQVW(QJOLVK
GHYHORSPHQWDURXQGFDVWOHV
WRZQVPHGLHYDOSDULVKFKXUFKHV
:DOO 6WDIIV 
5RPDQ 22, 28
GHIHQFHV 82
:DOOLQJIRUG %HUNV  -25
6D[RQ
GHIHQVHVSDULVK
FKXUFKHV
PHGLHYDO
EULGJHFDVWOH 118, 122; GHFOLQH
GHIHQFHV 93-94, 
SDULVKFKXUFKHVVNHOHWDO

UHPDLQV6W5XPEROG
:DOVLQJKDP 1RUI 
PHGLHYDO
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
IULDU\
:DOWKDP$EEH\ (VV 
PHGLHYDO
SDULVKFKXUFK 171;
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
GRPHVWLFEXLOGLQJV 171; SHULSKHUDO
EXLOGLQJV
PLOOZDWHUIURQWV
SRVWPHG
:DQERURXJK :LOWV 
5RPDQ 28
GHIHQFHV 82
:DUH +HUWV PHGLHYDOUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV

:DUHKDP 'RUV  25
6D[RQ
GHIHQFHV 93-94, 
H[FDYDWLRQVLQ
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOH 118, 122, GHIHQFHV 93-94, 

SDULVKFKXUFKHV
RQJDWHV
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
:DUNRQ7ZHHG 1RUWKXPE PHGLHYDO
GHIHQFHV 94, 
:DUNZRUWK 1RUWKXPE 
PHGLHYDO
FDVWOH
FROOHJLDWHFKXUFK
GHIHQFHV 94,
:DUPLQVWHU :LOWV  25
6D[RQUDQNLQJ
:DUZLFN :DUNV  25
6D[RQ
GHIHQFHVUHOLJLRXVKRXVHV

PHGLHYDO55, 
FDVWOH118, 122; FDVWOHV
GHIHQFHV 94, 
UHOLJLRXVKRXVHV
7HPSODUV
:DVKPHGLHYDOFKDQJHVLQVHDOHYHO
:DWFKHW 6RP  25
ZDWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQV6D[RQ
GHIHQFHV93, 
:DWHUVXSSO\5RPDQ
:DWHUIURQWH[FDYDWLRQV
SRWWHU\ 211; see OLVWRIWRZQV
:DWHUIURQWV
EULGJHV see %ULGJHVZDWHUIURQWEXLOGLQJVVHH
%XLOGLQJVGHQGURFKURQRORJ\
GRFNVGRFXPHQWDU\
HYLGHQFHILVKZHLUV
ILVKLQJLQGXVWU\ODQGLQJVWDJHV
RUMHWWLHVPLOOV
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