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THE SOUTHERN EVIDENCE

The d is c ove ry of the s tre tc h  of Roman road  in Montague Clos e  in 1969 led  
to an im m ediate  re c ons id e ra tion of the road  pa tte rn in Southwark and the  
pos ition of Roman London B ridge . The bridge  has  ne a rly a lwa ys  been 
loc a ted  on the s ite  of the m edieva l London B ridge , exc ept by Honeybourne  
who loc a ted  it fu rthe r e a s t (1969) . The la tte r view has  no re a l foundation 
and even the loc ation of the Saxon bridge  in this  pos ition, on which it is  
bas ed , can only be re g a rd e d  a s  one of many p os s ib ilitie s  (Dawson 1972; 
Dyson 1975) . Such a pos ition is  a ls o  ve ry  d iffic ult to equate  with the  
fe a ture s  found at its  north end in Pudding Lane o r with what is  known of the  
Roman road  pa tte rn north of the rive r (Dawson 19 7 0 ,15 7 - 8 ) .

The loc a tion of Roman London B ridge  on the s ite  of, o r ra th e r jus t to the  
e a s t of, the m edieva l bridge  was  bas ed  p rinc ip a lly on two p ie c e s  of evidenc e ; 
firs tly  the a lignment from  Chic he s te r was  s a id  to le ad  to the Old London 
B ridge  pos ition and, m ore  p a rtic u la rly, two p ie c e s  of g ra ve l m eta lling  found 
by Kenyon in Southwark we re  held to c onfirm  this  a lignm ent fa irly  c lo s e  to 
the b ridge . Secondly, the finding of Roman antiquitie s , p a rtic u la rly c oins , 
a c ro s s  the rive r when Old London B ridge  was  dem olished was  he ld to m ark  
the exac t pos ition of the b ridge . To this  has  been added the c ons idera tion  
that the line  of F is h St. H ill- Gra c e c hurc h St. s e e m s  to have  been a princ ipa l 
a xis  from  e a rly  in London ’s  h is tory a s  being the c e ntre  line  of the Forum /  
B a s ilic a . E vidence  has  a lre a d y been published to show that the firs t con-
s id e ra tion does  not hold w a te r (Dawson 1970)  bec ause  o the r Roman fe a ture s  
have  been found on this  line  (at London B ridge  19 6 9 ,St.T hom a s ’s  Hospital 
1840, and 199 Borough High St. 1962)  and a ls o  bec ause  the g ra ve l which 
Kenyon found at 199 Borough High St. is  not convinc ing a s  evidenc e  of a 
roa d . In the s am e  a rtic le , two othe r sugges ted a lignm ents  e a s t of Borough 
High St. we re  d is c us s ed  and, though both s eem ed ve ry  unlike ly, they could  
not be c om ple te ly rule d  out. They now can be, s inc e  they run a c ro s s  the  
s outh- we s t c o rne r of Toppings Wharf whe re  once again Roman buildings  
we re  found in 1970- 72  but no road  (Sheldon 1974a ) . In e xc ava tions  on the  
s ite  London B ridge  1967, south of T ooley S tre e t oppos ite  Toppings Wharf, 
an a re a  of g ra ve l was  found p ie rc e d  by thre e  la rg e  pos t hole s  which 
M e rrifie ld  (1969, 26- 7  and 1971, 261)  thought might be a  hard  giving a c c e s s  
to a  pontoon bridge  and p a rt of a  la te r p ile  bridge  re s p e c tive ly. In fa c t both 
of the s e  can be rule d  out by the exc avations  at Toppings Wha rf where  
ne ithe r g ra ve l hard  nor p iled  bridge  s truc ture  we re  found. However it
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cannot be the wha rf which the d ire c to r thought it was  (M e rrifie ld  1969, 27) , 
s inc e  it is  some way back from  the rive r bank in Roman tim e s . In fa c t in 
the light of the e xc avations  at Montague Clos e , one wonders  whe ther it is  
n e c e s s a rily  Roman at a ll. As  I have pointed out a lre a d y (Dawson 1971) , the  
g ra ve l in any c a s e  oc c urs  e ls e w he re  on the s ite  a t London B ridge  im m ed i-
a te ly ove rlying  the na tura l c la y and in p la c e s  filling  in d e pre s s ions  in it, 
and its  g re a te r thic knes s  in that p a rtic u la r a re a  could be due to the na tura l 
c la y being lo w e r.

The s econd le g  of the the ory is  no m ore  c apable  of s tanding up. F or the s e  
finds  to be re le va nt to the s ite  of the bridge , it has  to be shown that they 
oc c ur a c ro s s  the rive r at one p a rtic u la r p la c e  and that they do not o c c u r. 
on e ithe r s ide  of this  line . E ven if this  could in fa c t be shown, the re  would  
be som e doubt about the e xac t re la tions hip  of the finds  to the pos ition of 
the b ridge . F or exam ple , would the c onc entration be on the line  of the  
bridge  its e lf, o r up s tre am  o r downs tre am ?  T here  is  a ls o  the prob lem  of 
d rift which Pardoe  pointed out (RCHM 1928 ,192 ) . But in fa c t it can be  
shown that Roman antiquitie s  oc c ur in the rive r g e ne ra lly in the a re a  of 
London B ridge  and a re .not confined to one p a rtic u la r line . M e rrifie ld , fo r 
exam ple , points  out that Roach Smith s ta te s  that a  c onc entration of coins  
was  found in a  pos ition w e ll to the we s t of the m e d ie va l bridge , while  Sye r 
Cuming loc a te s  them to the e a s t, and s e e m s  to im ply that the s e  a re  d iffe ring  
ve rs io n s  of the s am e  find, a s  indeed they must be if the re  is  to be only one 
line  a c ro s s  the rive r. Roach Smith s a ys , in fa c t, that they w e re  found in a  
line  a c ro s s  the rive r p a ra lle l with the old  bridge  when its  foundations  w e re  
being re m ove d  (pre sum ably c 1831)  with the one p a rtic u la r c onc entration  
(Roach Smith 1842) , and s inc e  he loc a te s  this  to the we s t, p re s um a b ly the 
line  was  to the we s t too. Cum ing’s  obs e rva tions  a re  unfortunate ly undated 
(they w e re  published, era pas s ant, in Cuming 18 8 7 ,16 2 - 3 ) . Cuming was  
only 14 in 1831 and his  c olle c tion unlike  Roach Sm ith’s c onta ins  no objec t 
re c ove re d  during the e re c tion of Rennie ’s  bridge . However, it does  contain 
a number of objec ts  which w e re  re c ove re d  ’from  the T ham es  ne a r the s ite  
of Old London B rid g e ’ in 1846. T here  is  a ls o  one objec t in the Museum of 
London with the s am e  provenanc e  and date (Guildhall Museum 1903, 6 6 , 
no. 44) .

F ig . 1 Sugges ted alignm ent of Roman roads  in Southwark and loc ation of 
s ite s  mentioned in the text
1 King Willia m  St House s ite ; 2 2 - 4  M ile s  Lane; 3 Reg is  House s ite ;
4 125, L ower T ham es  S tre e t; 5 Pudding Lane; 6 Monument St; 7 Site  
south of Monument Stre e t; 8 Toppings and Sun Wharf; 9 St. Thomas*
St; 10 T ooley St (below bridge  land a rc h) ; 11 Site  to e a s t of Ca the dra l; 
12 GPO tre nc h in Borough High St; 13 84- 86  Borough High St; 14 6 6 -  
70 Borough High St; 15 Two s e rvic e  tre nc he s  in Borough High St in 
which Road de finite ly not p re s e nt; 16 Montague Clos e ; 17 E as t W a re -
house of Montague Clos e ; 18 10 6 - 114  Borough High St



Thus the re  was  c le a rly  som e work being done in the rive r in 1846 and s inc e  
this  is  d e s c rib e d  as  ne a r the s ite  of Old London B ridge , it is  a lm os t c e r-
ta inly to its  e a s t ( s inc e , w e re  it to the we s t, it would s u re ly be de s c rib e d  
as  ne a r (new) London B ridge ) , and this  is  p re c is e ly  where  Cuming s a ys  the  
p ile s  and Roman coins  w e re  found. It the re fo re  s e e m s  like ly that the s e  
fe a ture s  w e re  obs e rve d  by Cuming in 1846. Inc identa lly, it is  s urp ris ing  
that the s e  iron- s hod  p ile s , which Cuming s a id  ra n right a c ro s s  the rive r,  
have not been adduced as  evidenc e  fo r the Roman bridge  in the re c e nt 
d is c us s ion, though Cuming re g a rd e d  them a s  p a rt of the Roman bridge , fo r 
they a re  in jus t the pos ition which has  us ua lly been ac c epted  fo r it. How-
e ve r, the re  is  thus  evidenc e  that Roman ob je c ts  w e re  found both e a s t and 
we s t of the m edieva l bridge , and from  what Roach Smith s a ys , perhaps  
beneath it. But Roman obje c ts  w e re  a ls o  found on the s ite  of the New 
London B ridge  in 1824 (Knight 1834)  so that c le a rly  in the whole of this  
a re a , w he re ve r work has  taken p lac e  involving  d is turbanc e  of the rive r bed, 
Roman antiquitie s  have  been found. If the s e  a re  p a rtic u la rly num erous  
im m edia te ly up s tre a m  of Old London B ridge , a s  Roach Sm ith’s  unspec ific  
d e s c rip tion may indic a te , this  may w e ll be  s im p ly a re s u lt of the we ll-known 
damming e ffe c t of that bridge  c aus ing the rive r to depos it m a te ria l above it. 
It cannot even be shown that Roman antiquitie s  a re  c om m oner in this  
s tre tc h  of the rive r which is  ne a r a ll the sugges ted pos itions  fo r the bridge , 
than e ls e w he re  alongs ide  the Roman c ity.

Rec ently a new argum ent has  been adduced fo r the ’Old London B ridge  
p os ition’ on the b a s is  of an alignm ent fo r Stane S tre e t which no one would  
have  suspe c ted  in 1970. The evidence  is  now ve ry  s trong  that the road  
coming from  the south, and pre s um a bly c a rrying  tra ffic  from  both Stane  
Stre e t and Watling S tre e t into the City, c ro s s e d  Borough High S tre e t to the  
north of St Ge org e ’s  Church on a north- south alignm ent, but that jus t south 
of Union S tre e t the re  was  a p e c ulia r change of alignm ent and it continued  
north - e a s tw a rd s . T his  la tte r a lignm ent was  only known in 1974 in one 
pla c e , and then only g e ne ra lly s inc e  no edges  w e re  found but an alignment 
leading to the foot of Old London B ridge  was  sugges ted whe re  it was  
b e lie ve d  to join the Montague Clos e  Road (based on a p ro je c tion of the  
alignm ent of what was  b e lie ve d  to be the edges  of that road  found be low the  
e a s te rn  warehous e  in Montague Clos e  (Sheldon 1974b) .

However, an alignm ent which take s  into ac count both this  la tte r evidenc e  
and that from  the 1969- 73  exc avations  a t Montague Clos e  (Dawson 1976)  
would lie  a little  to the north of this . M ore  im portant, re c e nt finds  of road  
m eta lling  indic a te  that the alignm ent of the Borough High Stre e t road  lie s  
som ewhat north- w e s t of that orig ina lly propos ed . South of the orig ina l find  
in Borough High Stre e t, tra c e s  of it have been found at 84- 86  and 66- 70  
Borough High Stre e t, in both c a s e s  a  little  to the e a s t of the propos ed  
a lignm ent, while  aga ins t the modern B ridge  Approach jus t e a s t of Southwark 
Ca thedra l and in T ooley S tre e t under the land a rc h of m odern London B ridge  
it has  been found c ons ide rab ly we s t of that a lignm ent (50’ - 6 0 ’ in T ooley 
Stre e t)  (H. Sheldon, E . F e re tti and A. Graham , pe r s . c om m .) . An alignm ent 
bas ed  on the s e  five  points  should be fa irly  s e c ure  and e xp la ins  why the



tim b e rs  fo r the road  could only be tra c e d  a s hort way along the tunnel in 
Borough High S tre e t (Sheldon 1974b , 186)  and if p ro je c te d  the fa irly  s hort 
dis tanc e  to the modern rive r bank, would c ro s s  it be low the s te p s  leading  
down to the rive r on the e a s te rn  fa c e  of modern London B ridge  which is  the  
s am e  point at which it m ee ts  the alignm ent of the Montague Clos e  Road.

This  must mean that the foot of Roman London B ridge  was  beneath modern 
London B ridg e . If the buildings  at Toppings Wharf a re  taken a s  a ligned on 
the bridge  foot (Sheldon 1974a , fig . 3), this  would mean that a bridge  s ta rting  
from  the e a s t edge of m odern London B ridge  on the south bank would abut 
on the north bank at about the south end of M ile s  Lane.

THE EVIDENCE FROM NORTH OF THE RIVE R

The third  leg  of the argum ent, that the re  is  a  cons tant north- s outh a xis  of 
c e ntra l im portanc e  in London’s  h is tory and that the bridge  is  lik e ly to have  
been at the south end of this , can hard ly s tand up on its  own. In any c a s e , if 
the re  is  a  road  running north - e a s t from  the bridge , a s  sugges ted be low, the  
road  from  the gate  of the Forum  would run down to it and so g ive  ra p id  
a c c e s s  to the b rid g e . M e rrifie ld  (1974)  has  re c e ntly argued this  c a s e  fu lly  
but a s  an argum ent fo r the pos ition of the B ridge  it re q u ire s  that the road  
to it should a c t d iffe re ntly to the o the rs  in not bending whe re  it p a s s e s  
through the de fences  though the whole argum ent is  bas ed  on the p re m is e  that 
the o thers  do.

North of the T ham es , no north- south road  has  been found ne a r the rive r,  
exc ept fo r a  fragm ent of pos s ib le  roa d  m eta lling  ob s e rve d  be low Crooked  
Lane in 1961 ( M e rrifie ld  1965, 282, no. 299) . N e ve rthe le s s , c e rta in  evidenc e  
from  the City has  been us ed in the d is c us s ion on the bridge  pos ition. T his  
p rinc ip a lly c onc e rns  the F orum / B as ilic a  c om plex on Cornhill. In its  fina l 
form , built probab ly c AD 100, this  occupied a re c ta ng ula r b lock orie nta te d  
a pproxim ate ly north- south, along the e a s t and we s t s id e s  of which evidenc e  
has  been found fo r north- south roa d s . T hes e  have  not been p rove d  to con-
tinue south of the e a s t- w e s t rpad which ra n along the south s ide  of the  
Forum , unle s s  the Crooked Lane fragm ent is  indeed a continuation of the  
w e s te rn  road . N e ve rthe le s s , a  north- south road  has  a lways  been pos tulated  
running south from  a point in the south wa ll of the Forum  mid way between 
the s e  two road s , where  the entranc e  to the F orum / B as ilic a  b lock was  p re -
sumed to be and it was  this  road  which was  b e lieve d  to le ad  to the  B ridge .
No evidenc e  has  e ve r been found that this  road  a c tua lly e xis ted , but, if it 
did, it would run down the e a s t s ide  of, o r to the e a s t of, Gra c e c hurc h Stre e t, 
depending on where  e xa c tly the e ntra nc e  wa s . If it continued the orie nta tion  
of the F orum / B a s ilic a  b lock, it would meet L ower T ham es  S tre e t m ore  o r 
le s s  midway between Pudding Lane and F is h St. Hill, but a  s light change of 
alignm ent is  us ua lly introduced to bring  it down the e a s t s ide  of F is h St.
Hill and thus to a  bridge  pos ition ne a r that of Old London B ridge . Few maps  
showing a  re c ons truc te d  s tre e t plan fo r Roman London a re  on a  la rg e



enough s c a le  to show this  c le a rly . A s im ila r change of a lignm ent would be  
ne c e s s a ry to connect up the B irc hin Lane road  (to the  we s t of the Forum )  
and its  pos s ib le  continuation in Crooked L ane. Such a  change in alignment 
is  by no means  im pos s ib le , s inc e  it would not be ve ry  d iffe re nt from  the  
e a rlie r a lignm ents  of buildings , and p re s um a b ly roa d s , beneath the F o ru iV  
B a s ilic a  and would sugges t that when the F orum / B a s ilic a  was  re b uilt 
c AD 100, the re a rra ng e m e nt only a ffe c ted  the b loc k north of the Fenchurch 
St. road . However, the evidenc e  from  Plough Court and M ile s  Lane would  
argue  aga ins t this  (s ee  be low) .

The concept that the re  might have been m ore  than one Roman bridge  (that 
is  s uc c e s s ive ly not c ontem poraneous ly)  has  often been c a s t on the w a te rs  
of c ontrove rs y about the pos ition of the bridge , but ne ve r taken up s p e c ific -
a lly. Although the idea  might s e e m  ve ry  re a s onab le  at firs t s ight, c lo s e r 
inspec tion w ill show that it is  not the s im ple  p ropos ition it s e e m s . F or 
changing the pos ition of the  bridge  e nta ils  not m e re ly that, but moving the  
approach road s  too, and p os s ib ly other roa d s , not to mention the demolition 
and c le a ring  of the a re a s  needed fo r the s e  c hanges . Not only would this  
sugges t a p rio ri that bridge  b uild e rs  would p re fe r to re build  in the s am e  
p la c e  if at a ll pos s ib le , but a ls o  that, if they did move the pos ition of the  
bridge , this  would show up, e ventua lly, in the a rc ha e olog ic a l re c o rd  in the  
fo rm  of the building of new roa d s  and probably the d is us e  of old ones . T here  
a re  two oc c a s ions  in the h is tory of Roman London when the re  is  c le a r e vi-
dence fo r such a re a rra ng e m e nt. One has  a lre a d y been mentioned, when the  
F orum / B a s ilic a  re a c he d  its  fina l layout c AD 100. If the te nta tive  argument 
deployed above is  c o rre c t, however, this  would not re la te  to a  change in the  
bridge  pos ition.

S im ila r evidenc e  fo r changes  in a lignm ent, at le a s t of buildings , oc c urs  in 
the F orum / B a s ilic a  a re a . F or the e a rlie r buildings  w e re  the m s e lve s  p re -
ceded, b e fore  the Boudic can re vo lt, by buildings  a ligned on the Fenc hurc h 
St. road . Sinc e  this  change o c c urre d  a fte r an e xte ns ive  de s truc tion of 
London, the p rob le m s  of replanning the road s  would, of c ours e , be much 
s m a lle r than us ua l. But the  only evidenc e  that this  a ffe c ted  anything but the  
F orum / B a s ilic a  a re a  is  the sugges ted kink in the north- south roads  m en-
tioned above . T here  is  ye t a  third  pos s ib le  oc c as ion, however, of which little  
is  known. T his  was  when the Fenc hurc h St. road, and pe rhaps  the e a s t- w e s t 
road  south of it, was  la id  out which, although it o c c urre d  b e fore  AD 60, was  
not p rim a ry (on 30- 32 L om bard St. a  p it was  found beneath the road  
( M e rrifie ld  19 6 5 ,119 , fig . 16)  while  north of L om bard St. a  phase  pre c eded  
the laying  out of buildings  fronting  onto the Fenc hurc h St. road  (Philp 1970  
and Guildhall Museum 1963) .

T here  a re  thre e  p ie c e s  of evidenc e  which b e a r d ire c tly on this  ques tion but 
in oppos ite  d ire c tions . On the M ile s  Lane s ite  the re  is  a  p e rc e p tib le  d iffe r-
ence in a lignm ent between what is  probably a  fi rs t c entury wha rf and a  
pos s ib ly s econd c entury b ric k  building and this  change in alignm ent from  
one which is  s im ila r to the^ middle phase  in the F orum / B a s ilic a  a re a  to one 
which is  c lo s e r to the  la te r F orum / B a s ilic a  probab ly took p la c e  c AD 100



o r 120. L ikewis e  a t Plough Court ( M e rrifie ld  1965, 278, no. 289)  a  change in 
alignm ent from  one consonant with the e a rly  F orum / B a s ilic a  to one con-
sonant with the la te r, was  noted. On the other hand, the g ra ve l m e ta lling  
be low Crooked Lane is  re p orte d  to have la in d ire c tly on the na tura l ground  
and the re  is  no mention of occupation la ye rs  be low it. The evidenc e  from  
Montague Clos e  would a ls o  sugges t that the re  was  no change in the pos ition 
of the bridge .

Thus  the re  a re  thre e  oc c a s ions  fo r which the re  is  evidenc e  fo r some  
re a rra ng e m e nt of the road  pa tte rn in Roman London. But on a ll thre e  
oc c a s ions  the evidenc e  at the moment c om es  m ainly from  the Forum /  
B a s ilic a  a re a . M ore ove r, the firs t of thes e  can be rule d  out fa irly  c e rta in ly  
a s  an oc c as ion fo r a  change in bridge  pos ition s inc e  it mus t date to within 
five  o r ten ye a rs  of the Conquest and it is  ha rd ly like ly that a  new bridge  
would be built so soon a fte r, if indeed this  was  not the oc c as ion fo r the  
e re c tion of the firs t. It w ill be argued be low, however, that this  is  unlike ly.

The other two can only re m a in p os s ib ilitie s , though on the evidenc e  we have  
at the moment, pe rhaps  unlike ly ones .

The changes  in a lignm ents , south of the Forum , if re a l, may re la te  to s hifts  
in the e ntranc e  to the Forum  a re a  and to a  s ta tiona ry bridge  ra th e r than to 
m ovem ents  of the bridge . A change in the road  pa tte rn has  been sugges ted  
in one other p la c e , a t Aldgate . Chapman has  sugges ted (Chapman and 
Johnson 1973 ,13 )  that at firs t the road  to Co lc he s te r la y to the south of 
Aldgate , going through the a re a  round Haydon St. where  a  number of Roman 
b uria ls  have been found and that it was  not moved to the line  of Aldgate  
High St., whe re  Aldgate  was  la te r to s tand, until c AD 70. If this  w6 re  
indeed the c a s e , such a shift in the road  pa tte rn could pe rhaps  be linked with 
the a lte ra tions  e ls e w he re  a fte r the Boudiccan fire . However, the sugges tion 
is  bas ed  only on ind ire c t evidenc e , the alignm ents  of a  ditch and som e insub-
s ta ntia l buildings , and on the as sumption that the Roman road  would be  
p a ra lle l with the ’fo rt- d itc h ’, even though mid 1s t c entury fo rts  a re  often 
irre g u la r ( c f. Hod Hill, Waddon Hill, Richborough, The Lunt, and, on the  
Continent, Hofheim) and that the road  la y on the s am e  alignm ent a s  the  
p re s e nt road  which, while  like ly, is  unproven (s ee  M arsden 1974 fo r evidenc e  
fo r a  ve ry  e a rly  date fo r the Aldgate  road) . It does  not b e a r d ire c tly on the  
bridge  ques tion in e ithe r c a s e .

Another approach to the pos ition of the bridge  is  bas ed  on a sugges tion by 
M e rrifie ld  (1969, 27)  that la rg e  wha rve s  would be downs tream  of the bridge  
to avoid the ne c e s s ity fo r la rg e  ships  pas s ing  through or under the b ridg e . 
That ships  did pe ne tra te  beyond the bridge  is  known s inc e  two have  been 
found w e ll above any pos s ib le  bridge  pos ition, a t B la c k fria rs  and County 
Hall, though one of the s e  is  a  barge  (B la c k fria rs )  and the other a s m a ll m e r-
chantman, probably only a c oa s te r (M arsden 1965) . M e rrifie ld ’s  sugges tion 
s e e m s  re a s onab le  arid it is  not rule d  out by the s e  two boa ts . The s ite s  of 
thre e , ve ry  subs tantia l, wooden wha rve s  of the Roman p e riod  a re  known, at 
Old Cus tom s  House Quay, at New F re s h  Wharf, and at 2 - 4  M ile s  Lane, with 
a  pos s ib le  continuation on the s ite  of Regis  House (T atton-B rown 1974) .



Fig. 2. Suggested layout of roa d s  in the London a re a  c AD 43

It w ill be s een that two of the s e  a re  downs tream  of the ’Old London B ridge  
p os ition’ fo r the Roman bridge  while  the M ile s  L ane -Re g is  House wha rf is  
up s tre a m  of it but a ll thre e  a re  downs tream  of a bridge  c ro s s ing  between 
m odern London B rid g e ’s  s outhern foot and the bottom of M ile s  Lane. Up-
s tre a m  of this , howe ver, the re  a re  no c e rta in  w ha rve s . E xtens ive  e xc a va -
tions  on the s ite  of B a yna rd ’s Ca s tle  re ve a le d  no tra c e  of a Roman wharf, 
although tim b e rs  w e re  we ll p re s e rve d  on the s ite  (M arsden, unpubl.le c ture ) , 
and obs e rva tions  of building ope rations  a t B roken Wharf (Grim es  1968, 
59- 64)  and Dowgate ( M e rrifie ld  1965, 269, no. 262)  appear to have  produced  
none e ithe r. The oniy s ite  which has  produced fe a ture s  which may be p a rt



of a  wha rf was  that im m ed ia te ly we s t of M ile s  Lane where  tim b e r c ons truc -
tions  we re  found which we re  s a id  to be s im ila r to those e a s t of M ile s  Lane  
but le s s  heavy. However, the published de s c rip tions  a re  not s uffic ient to  
de term ine  e xac tly what the s truc ture  is  and RCHM ( 1928 ,134 )  s e e m s  to 
g ive  up any attem pt to in te rp re t it. If indeed it is  a wharf, being le s s  heavy 
it may be a s m a ll one fo r b a rg e s  o r c o a s te rs .

E ven if the s e  c ons ide ra tions  cannot be c onc lus ive , the s e  s ite s  provide  
c e rta in  c ons tra ints  on the pos ition of the bridge . If the wha rf found on 2 - 4  
M ile s  Lane did indeed continue a c ro s s  the Regis  House s ite , and the d e s -
c rip tion sugges ts  they a re  ve ry  s im ila r, then the bridge  could not have been 
loc a te d  between M ile s  Lane and the middle  of F is h St. Hill, except, of c ours e , 
a fte r c AD 120 when the wha rf was  disus ed . But a fte r this  the re  we re  b ric k  
buildings  on both s ite s  which a re  again so s im ila r that they probab ly belong  
to the s am e  c om plex which would, if it is  so, rule  out any bridge  on this  s ite . 
S im ila r c ons idera tions  apply to the s ite  we s t of M ile s  Lane and pre s um ably 
to the length of s tone - wa lling  found in front of 125 L ower T hames  St. and the  
pre s um a b ly Roman building between Pudding Lane and F is h St. Hill ( M e rri-
fie ld  1965, 285, nos . 311 and 312) . Thus the pos s ib le  pos itions  fo r a  bridge  
in this  a re a  a re  m ore  o r le s s  confined to F is h St. Hill or the a re a  im m edi-
a te ly to the e a s t, which is  where  it is  c onventionally p lac ed, o r M ile s  Lane, 
which is  where  the evidenc e  from  Montague Clos e  sugges ts  it is  (Dawson 
1976) . Any pos ition furthe r e a s t o r we s t is  a lm os t c e rta in ly rule d  out by 
the Southwark evidenc e .

THE ROMAN ROAD PATTE RN AND THE ORIGINS OF LONDON

It has  long been re c ognized  that a number of m a jor Roman roads  in the  
London a re a  a re  not a ligned on the City of London but ignore  its  e xis te nc e . 
F or exam ple , the northe rn and southern s tre tc he s  of Watling S tre e t s e em  to 
be a ligned on some point at We s tm ins te r while  the S ilc he s te r road  is  
aligned to run north of the Roman c ity. It has  been sugges ted that the line  
of Watling S tre e t is- c ontrolled  by the e xis tenc e  of an (assumed) p re -Rom an  
tra c kwa y to Ve rulam ium  ( M e rrifie ld  1965, 33) but s inc e  this  does  not e x-
p la in the alignm ent of the S ilc he s te r Road, it s e e m s  m ore  like ly that the  
s am e  fa c to r is  operating  in both c a s e s . T his , it has  been sugges ted, is  the  
m ilita ry c ampaign fo r the conquest of B rita in in the 40s  of the fi rs t c entury. 
T his  s e e m s  the m os t re a s onab le  inte rp re ta tion of the pa tte rn of a lignm ents  
we have , though it should be em phas ized that this  is  a  ques tion of a lignm ents  
only s inc e  few of the s e  roads  have  a c tua lly been proved  by exc avation with-
in the im m ediate  neighbourhood of the City. Alignm ents , howe ver, show the  
intention which is  what is  im portant in this  c a s e . The s ignific anc e  of the  
e xc avations  at Montague Clos e  (Dawson 1976)  is  that it has  produced  
another road  a ligned on the L am beth/ Wes tm ins te r a re a  which ought th e re -
fo re  to belong to this  e a rly  ne twork. E xtended northwards , its  m os t obvious  
ta rg e t is  Co lc he s te r, and in fa c t the Co lc he s te r road  a im s  at the Lambeth/  
W e s tm ins te r c ros s ing  a s  much a s  a t the City. T here  a re  thus  thre e  road s



fanning out from  this  orig ina l nuc leus  at We s tm ins te r, wha te ve r that c on-
s is te d  of. One to Ve rulam ium , one to Camulodunum and one to the Channel 
p orts . Where  the s econd of the s e  c ro s s e d  the T ham es , the Roman c ity and 
its  s outhern suburb, Southwark, g re w up. T here  w e re  probably two re a s ons  
why it g re w up he re  ra the r than a t W e s tm ins te r. T here  was  a  la rg e r a re a  
of high, d ry, te rra c e  g ra ve ls  next to the rive r than a t We s tm ins te r and it 
was  a ls o  the lowe s t bridging point on the T ham es , which is  the usual p la c e  
fo r an im portant trad ing s e ttle m e nt to grow up.

If the road  d is c ove re d  in Montague Clos e  is  indeed a im ed at Colc he s te r, 
it would be expec ted that it would run north - e a s tw a rd s  from  the northe rn  
end of the bridge  to Aldgate . In fa c t, such a road  has  often been sugges ted  
(M argary 19 5 5 ,1, 48)  though little  d ire c t evidenc e  fo r it has  been found.
The b e s t p ie c e  of evidenc e  was  found in 1831 in s e w e r digging when a  
Roman road  between two rag s tone  w a lls  was  found which in one account 
was  s a id  to point towards  Aldgate , though another had it going e a s twa rd s . 
M e rrifie ld  re je c ts  the fo rm e r bec ause  ’it could not le ad  to the bridge  if, 
a s  is  g e ne ra lly supposed, the Roman bridge  la y to the e a s t of p re s e nt 
London B rid g e ’ ( M e rrifie ld  19 6 5 ,116 ) . But, of c ours e , if an ups tre am  
pos ition fo r the B ridge  is  ac c epted as  a  p os s ib ility, then it fits  in quite  
w e ll. But with the c ontrad ic tory re p o rts  as  to its  d ire c tion, it cannot be 
taken a s  ve ry  s trong  evidenc e . Nor is  the re  much support fo r a  diagonal 
road  from  a lignm ents  of buildings , though few buildings  a re  known in the  
a re a  through which it would run. T here  is  one w a ll (M e rrifie ld  1965, 278, 
no. 289)  which would be approxim ate ly at right angles  to it in Plough Court.

The orig ins  of Roman London a re  us ua lly sought today in the ’m ilita ry  
m ode l’ which has  been proved  in so many other towns of Roman B rita in.
On this  model, a  fo rt was  e s tab lis hed  to guard the northe rn bridgehead in 
the a re a  of Cornhill and a c ivilia n s e ttle m e nt g re w up we s t of it beyond the  
Walbrook, form ing  the twin nuc le i of Roman London ( M e rrifie ld  1974) . The 
a lte rna tive  model could be c a lle d  ’c ivilia n ’: a  s e ttle m e nt g re w up of its  own 
a c c ord  at a  nodal tra ns p ort point. The main evidenc e  fo r the m ilita ry  
model is  taken to be that the a rte ria l road s , E rm ine  Stre e t and the 
Colc he s te r road, do not s ta rt at the bridge  but at the edge of a  supposed  
nuc leus . Sinc e  this  nuc leus  must be ve ry  e a rly, it must be a fo rt guarding  
the bridgehead ( M e rrifie ld  1969, 27 and 44) . It is  furthe r s trengthened by 
the sugges tion that the e a s t- w e s t road  which p a rtly lie s  be low L om bard St. 
and Fenc hurc h St. is  the Via Princ ipa lis  of the fo rt with the Princ ipia  lying  
to its  north, which was  the la te r pos ition of the F orum / B a s ilic a  (P e vs ne r 
1973 ,26 ) .

T here  is , however, an inte rna l c ontrad ic tion in this  argum ent. F or if the  
fo rt p re - d a te s  the main a rte ria l road , what was  it guarding when it was  
built and why was  the bridge  built when the re  was  no road  leading north 
from  it?  In any c a s e , a s  has  a lre a d y been s een, the laying  out of the e a s t-  
w e s t road , though e a rly, is  not p rim a ry and the re  was  occupation b e fore  it. 
It would a ls o  be an odd pos ition fo r the fo rt, if the e a rly  road  from  the 
bridge  le d  to Co lc he s te r, a s  has  been sugges ted above . On the other hand,



the  one c onc re te  piec e  of evidenc e  fo r a  fo rt, a  m ilita ry type ditch ne ar 
Aldgate  (Chapman and Johnson 19 7 3 ,1 e t s eq .) , would guard the road  to 
Colc he s te r though at a  s urp ris ing  d is tanc e  from  the bridge . However, if 
this  sugges ted fo rt be longs  to the ac tua l conquest c ampaign, such a  pos ition, 
on higher ground fac ing  the d ire c tion from  which any thre a t would be  
expec ted to com e, would be ve ry  app rop ria te . T his  would a ls o  be  the line  of 
advance  intended and it would thus  s e rve  a s  a  jumping off point. If it was  
built im m edia te ly a fte r the c ro s s ing  of the T ham es , it might, in fa c t, p re -
date the road  by a few months . E rm ine  Stre e t which does  not s e e m  to be 
a ligned on any pos s ib le  bridge  pos ition, would come la te r when the advance  
to the north was  under way.

Once the initia l conquest was  ove r in AD 44, London would have  little  
m ilita ry s ignific anc e  and was  fa r away from  any fighting till the Boudic can 
re vo lt in AD 60 o r 61. It is  lik e ly that this  fo rt would the re fo re  be  ve ry  
ra p id ly abandoned a s  the a rc ha e olog ic a l evidence  im p lie s  (Chapman and 
Johnson 1973, 56). Afte r this , the next c onc re te  evidenc e  fo r a  fo rt is  fo r 
the  e a rly  2nd c entury one at Cripp le g a te . Unlike the pos s ib le  Aldgate  one, 
this  was  probab ly a  g a rris o n  fo r s o ld ie rs  who had to be in London on 
a d m inis tra tive  duties  a s  a consequence  of London being the p rovinc ia l 
c ap ita l, ra th e r than on m ilita ry duties  (Grim es  1968, 35) . H as s a ll (1973)  
sugges ts  that s inc e  London was  not the c ap ita l until at le a s t AD 60 it he ld  
the g ove rnors  guard . T his  c aus e  would not have produced a fo rt ti ll then and, 
if it produced one b e fore  the e a rly  2nd c entury, no d ire c t evidenc e  of it has  
been found. B e fore  AD 60, the only re a s on fo r a  fo rt would be fo r guarding  
a supply bas e  and M e rrifie ld  has  maintained that London was  an im portant 
supply ba s e  fo r the c ampaigns  up to this  date and it has  been c la im ed  that 
tim b e r buildings  exc avated  in Bush Lane belong to such a s to re  bas e  
(Chapman and Johnson 1973, 6 8 ), though the evidenc e  is  ha rd ly ve ry  s trong . 
M ore ove r, Dudley and We b s te r (1965, 111; a ls o  We bs te r 19 7 0 ,18 1)  s ugges t 
that the im portant supply bas e  was  at Co lc he s te r where  e a rly  m ilita ry  
tom bs tones  do oc c ur (Dudley and We b s te r 19 6 5 ,112 )  whe re a s  in London 
they oc c ur only from  the la te  1s t c entury (M e rrifie ld  1969, 76) .

M e rrifie ld ’s  evidenc e  fo r a  fo rt app lie s , a s  he s ta te s  ( 1974 ,191)  only to the  
pe riod  a fte r AD 60, and his  model e nta ils  ac c eptance  of an unlike ly 30 ye a r 
gap in the exis te nc e  of the fo rt. If the re  is  a  fo rt b e fore  the one Grim e s  
e luc ida ted  at Cripp le ga te , is  not its  m os t like ly loc ation a ls o  in Cripp lega te  
whe re  Grim e s  ( 196 8 ,118 - 9 )  found tra c e s  of e a rlie r oc c upation?

What we do know is  that within a fe w ye a rs  of the Conquest, a  m a jor e a s t-  
we s t road  was  la id  out and that fronting  onto its  north s ide  was  a t le a s t one 
building in s tone and at this  p e riod  buildings  in s tone  a re  lik e ly to be public  
build ings . Since this  is  la te r the s ite  of the F orum / B a s ilic a  the most 
obvious  sugges tion would s e e m  to be that at this  point London ac quired  
som e s o rt of lo c a l s e lf- g ove rnm e nt leading to the c ons truc tion of a  c ivic  
c e ntre . C le a rly a  fa irly  e xte ns ive  s e ttle m e nt m us t have deve loped by AD 60 
fo r it to become the a d m inis tra tive  c e ntre  of the provinc e  and the deve lop-
ment of London must have  been ve ry ra p id . T he re fore , it is  not unlike ly



that within a few ye a rs  of the Conquest, a  s e ttle m e nt la rg e  enough to jus tify  
som e lo c a l s e lf governm ent had a ris e n . Sinc e  the c ivic  c e ntre  of Roman 
London was  a lways  on Cornhill, this  is  m ore  lik e ly to have  been the c entre  
of this  s e ttle m e nt ra th e r than we s t of the Walbrook.

The d is c ove ry of another road  appare ntly aligned on t^ e L am beth/ Wes t-
m ins te r c ro s s ing  a ls o  ra is e s  the prob le m  of that c ro s s ing . T his  has  been 
e xte ns ive ly d is c us s ed  by M e rrifie ld  (1969, 63- 7) . Although the re  is  some  
la te  and unre lia b le  evidenc e  fo r tl}e e xis te nc e  of road s  on the south bank of 
the rive r, right up to the c ro s s ing  point, and the d is c ove ry of the Montague  
Clos e  road  must im m e a s ura b ly s trengthen this , the e xis te nc e  of a  s im ila r 
road  on the north has  ne ve r had any p os itive  evidenc e  to support i t . The 
d iffic ulty in finding the s e  roads  may be due to the ir ra p id  d isus e  except 
whe re  they fitte d  into the la te r, c ity- o rie nta te d , p a tte rn. However, if the  
Roman road  was  s till vis ib le  in St George s  F ie ld s  in the 18th c entury 
( M e rrifie ld  1969, 63- 7) , this  would dis count this  the ory. Alte rna tive ly, it 
could be that one has  to imagine  a la rg e  m a rs ha lling  a re a  s tre tc hing  from  
W e s tm ins te r to M arb le  Arc h with a p ro te c tive  s c re e n  beyond at Aldgate  
and ( ? )  e ls e w he re , where  Aulus  P lautius  wa ited  fo r Claudius  in the sum m er 
of AD 43. The road  from  the channel p orts  would be built up to its  s outhern 
e ntra nc e , p re s um a b ly a bridge  of boa ts  a c ro s s  the T ham es , and when the  
advance  began, roa d s  would be  built from  its  s outhern entranc e  no rth - e a s t-
wa rd s  through Montague Clos e  and the City towards  Co lc he s te r, northwards  
towards  Ve rulam ium  and we s tward s  towards  S ilc he s te r from  its  northe rn  
gate  ( s ee  F ig . 2) . Within the m a rs ha lling  a re a  its e lf, the re  would probably 
be a  p le thora  of paths  but not n e c e s s a rily  one road  leading s tra ig ht through 
it. Afte r the initia l phas e , the We s tm ins te r c ro s s ing  probably lo s t its  
im portanc e , which was  usurped by the c ro s s ing  into the City, to which a  
link road  from  Watling Stre e t, Stane S tre e t and perhaps  E rm ine  Stre e t was  
built. One of the m a jor ta s ks  in the future  fo r a rc ha e olog is ts  is  to loc ate  
and e xc avate  a  s ec tion of the road  n e a re r the  We s tm ins te r c ro s s ing  to s e e  
whether or not it supports  this  model.
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