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522 523 

525 524 

Fig 96. Small Finds 522-525. Stone from Areas B and C. Scale 1:2. 

S26. SnuJI f)(''A'let mo1dd1 an:u1ar in $h;ipc. Diam«et 160mm, 
Buff cokwurc.-d sil1 $!One J>()$libly dcrh-«I from an outcrop of the 
Hastings Bt-ds. Show$ Jigns o( c-x-po1.utt ro beat. Tl"ll1Ct$ of mi 
r,a.inl on 1hc Unerior of $0mc grooves .s:ugge,1 reuse, Sim.ifar 001 
!artier enmpk in 8a1h Mu.k'Um. Atta 8 , Wdl 6, layt:r A (mid 
fourth century). 

527. Fragmcm of !o\1.-rr stone o( a rotar,• quern. Upper J.urfact 
showi incikd radiating lmC$.. Grttnsand scrie$. Burm. Area 13, 
surface, i.n atCI of Struetur'e 13 (Lhird-foun..b Ccnlury). 

528, SmaJI fnisment of quern,tone. Ferruginous sanJstooc, 
probably •c:u·sh)11£

0 

derived from a local sourtt. Area 8 1 Well 6, 
lay« A (mid rounh CC!ltury), 

529. Pirt o( upper StQ,nc of a rorsry qu,ern. Grttas..1nd striC$.. 
Arca B, Well 6, layct R (mid founb century) . 

SJO. Part of lower s1QDC of 1,1 rotary qucrn. Gtttnsand smcs. 
.dm.ilar 10 52:9. A.rn 8 , Well 6, b)'et D (mid founh «tuury), 

53 1. Fr;a;gment of qucrnstonc, t)'J)Ologieally diffacn1 10 1hr 
others, being a saddle qucm with lhc uwer $Urfll(e ()Or)Ca\~, 

Otttnsud series, Arct B. Wdl 6, fa)<tt E (mid (owtb ce,uury). 

S32. Pan or the upper stone of a .roca,y qucem . OrtmsanlJ ktics. 
Aru 8. Ph 11, b)'(:r A (late- seco-nd n-ntur;). 

533. Fnlgmcnt <>f I.be- upper $tone of a rotary· quern, G~d 
st.rit'$. Bum1. Arca 8 , Well S, layer A {late (ounh-Mtb tt.ntury). 

534. Pan of the upper $tone o( a rotary qUN11. Outer rd~ 
scored wilh \--Cttical groove$. Grecruand series similar 10 S29. Am 
B, Well S, l:a)-er 8 ()au: fou.rth-fi.ftb 1."t:ntury). 

S3S. Fl\~ fNi;(Jmcnts of a large rotary quem. 0~ send, 
ArC3 A, Wc-U 2, bycr 100 (bte lhird «atury). 

529 

530 (::% 

533 ~ 

534 ~ 

Small 
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532 

533~.--
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Fig 97. Small Finds 52~534. Stone from Area B. Scale 1:4. 
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535 

0~ 
I 539 

536 

538 

537 

Fig 98. SmaU Finds 535--539. Slone from Arca A. Scale 1:4, except 537 a1 1:2. 

S36. Part of I.be upptr $U)rtc from a rotary quern wlth $0Ckcc , 
Burnt Creem:md. Arta A, Sl.ructurt' 8 (s,ccond-third ctmury). 

Sl7, F'ngrncnt (){ wheutone i.n One gnined sand~me. Arc:i A, 
Well 2, la)'tt 79 {btc founh cttllury). 

SJ8. Part of tM upper $lone of a racary qucm. Grecnsand scritt. 
Atta A, Wdl 2, b )'Ct 79 (late fourth ccnru.,y). 

539. Small whct.stc>nc, wcU worn on narrow side. Atta A, 
Structure- 3 (tirs.t..ear!y $tCOOd century). 

The Wallplaster 

Relatively large quantities of daub and plain wau. 
plasrer came from feamres in Area B, whilst less 
came from other pans of the site. Without exception 
it was found in rubbish deposits unassociated with 
strucmres. The only painred plasrer (Fig 99) from 
the site came from the infill of Pit 21 (ntid fourth 
century). 

The Flints 
by P Clarke 

About 100 flints were rec-ovcred from various unstra• 
tiJied contexts all over rhe site. lr is clear tha1 the 
assemblage represcnrs no more than lhe accidenraJ 
accumulation of flims over the course of years. 
Primary flakes without secondary working are ex• 
tremely infrequent, suggesting that knapping activi­
ties, and by implication those activities associated 
with habitation areas., were carried out elsewhere, 
possibly around the known chlpping floors on Holy• 
bourae Down. 

For the most part, the films could rcprc.scnt almos:t 
any industry. Typologically darable forms occur in 
only three eases. These are a fragmcn1 of a polished 
Neolithic axe from Area E (Millen 1971), a broken 
pe1i1 tranche, derivative arrowhead also (probably) 
Neolithic, and a narrow blade with one blunted edge 
whlch is charncteristieaUy Mesolithic. All lhe Hints 
are quite unlike the Iron Age material from Kiuuner· 
idge i11 the collection of the lnsti1ute of Archaeology, 
London. 
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Fig99 Deco b : rated wallplastcr from Area B p· 21 S 1 rown1sh g,ey with red-brown edges. ' It • ea e 1:2. ColoutS as key, except 5 which is pale 
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Chapter 6 

The Bones 

The Animal Bones from Areas A and B 
by Geraldine Done 

The report contains: 
I. Data on the distribution, numbers, size, age, sex 
and bmchcring of the species present (Tables 28-
31); 
2. Information derived from the data; 
3. A discll$Sion of the impljca1ions, relating 10 the 
following hypotheses: 

a. The food bones fall into two groups, early (c 
AD 7S-2S0) and late (c AD 2S0-4-00), a change in 
the ljvestock occurring in the late third century. 
b. Sheep predominate in the early group but arc 
overtaken in the later period, when meat produc• 
tion and consumption increased . Estimated meat 
wcighrs indicace the usefulness of the pig as a 
source of food. 
c. The contents of Pies 14 and 16 were investi­
gated buc it was impossible to confirm or refute a 
theory thac cock bones in them were of sacrificial 
origin. 
d. There were local idiosyncrasies in butchering. 

l)e,ailed bone measurements arc available in the site 
archive. 

Some 2,000 pieces of well-preserved bone were 
examined, most of which were identifiable, though a 
small proportion, c 10%, consisted of rib and other 
fragments not classifiable beyond !he broad grouping 
of large or small animal. The species recognised were 
ox, sheep/goac, pig, dog, cat (one kitten jaw), red 
deer, hare, rabbit, domestic fowl, goose, duck (one 
clavicle): sec Table 28 (fragments) and Table 30 
(minimum numbers) . Fragments have been counted 
only if chey can be assumed to represent one bone. 
All skull fragments were counted, including maxilla, 
premaxilla, and hyoid. The figures serve only to 
md1cate roughly the amount of skull; in 1wo cases an 
almost complete cranium is rCpre$Cnted as one frag• 
ment. 

For the rest of the skeleton, the usual practice of 
cou_nting only bones with an epiphysis does not 
cmuc]y serve in this case as, for e~mplc, most 
scapulae had no glenoid cavity and a count based on 
the available g]enoids would have produced a serious 
underestimate. Estimating pelves from acetabula 
Presen~s a similar difficulty in the presence of many 
large pieces of illium; 39 pieces of pelvis in Well 6 

were rationalised into 13 innominatcs_, though only 
ten. •~tabula were found. Though the counting 
tec:hmque bas thus perforce been modified to 
accommodate che butchering procedures, it is possi­
ble, in a oollection of this fairly manageable size, to 
pay more detailed auention to each bone than is 
possible where very large numbers are examined. 
When considering minimum numbers of bones and 
animals, details such as size, age, pairing and arti• 
cutatioo have ~n taken into account to improve, 
wherever possible, the accuracy of the estimate. 

Tables 29 and 30 show that the food animal (ox, 
sheep, pig) remains fall into two dated groups. Very 
litde bone was recovered from early features, c AD 
7S-2SO, while chc later features, c AD ZS0-400, 
produced considerable amounts. Further, ii appears 
that though in the early groups sheep predominated, 
if such a term can be used for I.he small numbers 
un-der consideration, they were greatly ournumbcred 
by canle in I.he later groups. Horse and deer bones 
occurred sporadically, as did those of dog, with a 
heavy concentration of dog bodies in Pit 16. The few 
bird bones were also well distributed but again both 
Pits 14 and 16 contributed generously ro !he total. 

Table 31 shows che frequency of individual bones for 
each of the three main food animals. 

Ca11k. The cattle bones indicate a uniform popula­
tion of small beasts, probably generally not exceed­
ing 350kg Live weight, though weigh, estimated from 
bones alone is always open to question. Measure­
ments were made wherever possible and are available 
in the archive. No hornless skulls were found and 
born cores were of the standard shorlhorn partern, 
with an occasional more elegant upward-sweeping 
horn. 

The main evidence for age was obtained from 43 
jaws, only two of which were from the early features. 
The age standards used were !hose given by Miller 
an.d Robertson ( 1937) for cross-bred canle. Though 
the ages in years may not precisely apply to Romano­
British animals, they serve to indica1e the relation 
between numbe<s of 'older' and 'younger'. 

There were 1wo age groups discernablc in the later 
fcacures comprising 21 beasts with complete denti­
tion and 13 aged , Zl years. Of the 21 full-mouthed, 
J 3 were young adults, u all permanent teeth were 
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Fig 100. Histograms coroJ)'1fing the early and late groups of animal bones. 

fuUy erupted bur wear on PM4 was very slight; the 
remainder contained teelh showing more wear but 
none of the t.eeth found could be considered old. A 
fur1her eight jaws were aged as follows: two c 6 
months; two c 18 months; and four which could not 
be aged more accurately lhan at least 21 years. Bones 
of new born calves were noted in Wells 5 and 6 a,,d 
were presumed to represent accidental neonatal 
deaths, the small number of bones being inadequate 
to support the proposition of burial as offerings. 

Auempts at sex de1crmination were inconclusive but 
interesting. Both metapodial indices (Howard 1963) 
were calcula1ed for all complcie metapodials. The 
minimum shaft breadth, being quicker and easier to 
measure> was used instead of the mid shaft breadth. 
For metacarpals the 1womcasuremcntsagreed bur the 
mid-shaft me13tarsal breadth was generally slightly 
greater than the minimum. Bones were alJocatcd as 
female only if the index fell clear of the steer range 
and the results see·m to show, unexpectedly, a pre­
dominately female population, the metacarpal MB 
index being anomalou~. 

Tabk 28. Metapqdial indices 

MctJcarpaJ 08/L x JOO 12 6 
Mtucarpal MBIL x I 00 I 17 
Mttatam.J 08/L x JOO 12 2 
Mcuwsal M.BIL x JOO 13 I 

lrul<x 9 
rang, 

2◄.2,28 .8 

H.7 
21.7, 23.8 
10.2-12.3 

29.2,JZ.9 
14 . .Z.-18.J 
2◄ .S-2S..4 

13.3 

Two factors may bear on these figures. The fir'1 is 
the small size of sample of complete mctapodials (i, 
3S bones out of ISO). A further 36% were complete 
except for the diSt.al end. Had these distals been 
available it is quite possible for the range of DB 
iJldiees 10 have been radicaJJy altered. 

1"hc second facmr, which may account for lhe 
femaleness of the metatarsal MB index compared to 
the me13carpal, is that the bones on the forelimb in 
the ox mature slightly ahead of those of thehlndlimb 
so that, though the epiphyses have fused ond growth 
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in length finished, the metatarsal shafts have poss­
ibly not attained their full thickness. The youth of 
tile population would fit with incomplete metatarsal 
mamciry, and there is evidence elsewhere at Neath­
am {Done, unpublished) that forelimbs did in fact 
m.arure earlier, as expected. 

Radiographs of mctapodials show, as at Staines 
{Done, unpublished}, impressive thickness of cortic­
al bone consistent with slow maruratioo, so it seems 
reasonable, taking account of dental evidence for a 
you1hful population, that the metatarsals still had 
some growing to do and had they been older when 
killed the indices might have been altered. On 
present evidence all that can safely be said is that the 
popula1ion as represented by the material recovered 
was a mixed one, of cows/heifers and steers in 
problematic proportions. 

Sheep. Table 31 shows that the mandible is the only 
sheep bone surviving in numbers. Measurements of 
other bones, in the archive, show a small animal not 
very much larger than, for example, the Soay. A live 
weight of c 23 kg might be proposed. Both horned 
and hornless skull fragments were found. One of the 
bore core fragments included part of the frontal and 
pariental bones, the suture between them being 
deeply interlocked, possibly pointing to a heavily 
horned sheep. 

The mandibles, 166 in all, were aged using the 
technique of Payne ( 1973) . While it is not known if 
the ages given are applicable to the molars of western 
sheep, it is useful to be able 10 divide the sheep into 
progrcssi,•e stages. Fig JOO shows the age pattern of 
both early and late groups, neonates being excluded 
as most likely to be accidental losses. Clearly, many 
were killed at the half-year stage and, if this is taken 
10 coincide in fact with ages c 18 months, then this 
would be an autumn killing. The second peak at i, 
shown by 1be early group, would similarly be an 
autumn killing and could possibly include ewes 
found 10 be barren at the previous lambing. These 
migh1 be culled in good condition after summer 
grazing in preference to risking valuable winter keep 
on possibly non•productive beasts. 

In the late period the second peak disappeared and 
although the main kill-off continued to be at half. 
year, the curve flattened out over the whole 'edible' 
age range. 

The absence of goat does not rule ou1 their presence, 
although environmental conditions favoured sheep. 

Pig. As with the sht-ep, the pig is represented chiefly 
by mandibles (Table 31 ) and measurable bones arc 
almost oon-exlstcn,. A complete radius and ulna 
were found in Pit 14 but no useful size comparisoiis 
can be made with modern pigs which are the produc1 
of intensive specialised breeding programmes. A live 
weight/age curve for wild/domestic crossbreds (Rei• 
land 1975) offers perhaps the best means of estimat-

ing the size, bearing in mind lhat the crossbreds 
were fed ad lib under experimental conditions while 
the Neatham pigs no doubt had to manage as best 
they could, and were probably in the region of 100kg 
at the most frequently oooerved age of death. 

Of the dentally adult jaws, eight had a third molar in 
~ear and in 12 others lb.is tooth was newly erupted, 
,. 3bou1 18 months (Miller and Robertwn 1937) . 
Eight other jaws ranged from 3 to 12 monihs. One 
smaU immature humerus of doubtful origin, re­
co"ered from Pit 16, might be pig and if so is foetal. 

Hurse. There were at least five horses. The large 
number of bones in Pit 12 included 16 thoracic and 
thr,cc lumbar vertebrae of a single spinal column and 
14 rib heads. These were distribuied through two 
layers. An incisor of c LO years was also re<:overed 
here. Other evidence of age consisted of a first 
phalanx in Well 7 of less than 2 and an incisor of c 13 
in Well 5. The measurements (in 1he archive) are 
comjXltible with animals of New Forest pony size. A 
metacarpal in Pit 16 and a tibia in Well 6 gave 
slightly greater withers heights. 

Do,;. Pit 16 contained the remains of at least five 
dogs. Owing to vertical movement between the 
layers., attempts ar the reconstruction of these were 
unsatisfactory. A young jaw was found in Pit 16, 
layer H., with deciduous molars in position and M 
visible in crypt. It was accompanied by an immature 
scapula and ulna, the pairs of which were in Pit 14, 
layer J, along with an immature lumbar vertebra and 
metapodials. Pit 16, layer E, contributed an imma­
ture prox.imaJ femur, thus spreading the bones of, 
what is arguably, one dog over five layers. The rest 
of the bones in Pit 16 arc adult but equally mixed. 
None examined is in any way exceptional to the 
range of Romano-British dogs described by Har­
COllrt (1974). 

Deer. Red deer was the only species positively iden­
tiJicd though ooe metatarsal fragment was consi• 
dered 10 be possibly Fallow. The posterior halves of 
rwo crania from Well S showed that antlers had been 
cut off above the burr. They were accompanied by 
two cut lengths of beam c JO cm each and another 
beam from which the tines had been cut. Most of the 
deer bone in fact consisted of antler, cut or in one 
case possibly sawn-off, but no sign of further work­
ing was observed. 

Birds. Pits 14 and 16 produced the majority of the 
bird bones but, as with the dogs, they were in some 
confusion. Jn Pit 14 there was a single cock, 40 bones 
from all parts of the skeleton including a cranium 
and mandible and a pair of cock tarso•metatarsals. 
The bones were spread through five layers with the 
mandible in 1he uppermost and the skull in 1he 
lowest. There were also three goose bones in this pit. 
Pit 16 also had the makings of a cock (layers 0-F/K), 
with JO bones, including the pelvic girdle, associated 
with a spurred rarso-mctatarsal. Here also was a pair 
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9( unspurrcd carso~mctatarsaJs and 1wo olher proxi­
mal ends, makfog at least tbrecl and possibly four, 
birds. Apart from rhe small duck clavicle from P;t 13 
and an as yet unidentifo,.-d bone from oven JO, the 
rest of the bird bones arc from domestic fowl. 

Bu1che·ring 
Fn..-sh long bone is ex1reme.ly strong and rC$ists 
breaking un1css subjected to scvc.rc sltess or to at t:1<:k 
by an implement designed for 1he purpose. The 
bones being studied were apparentJy wcU presel'ved 
so consideration was a1 first given to the propoSi1ion 
that virtually all breakages, and in particular those 
occurring along or across long bone shafts, were 1he 
result of butchering. As bone strength depends very 
much on the relation between organic and inorg.anic 
components, a limited analysis of the bone substance 
WB.$ made. The. organic content was found LO be c 
25%, as opposed 10 a fresh bone value of c 40%, S() 

Iha, although still quite high, the decrease in propor• 
tion of organic:inorganic material was probably 
enough to c.ause a decline in impact strength. It was 
therefore ooncluded that breakages oould have 
occurred either before or after the bones were dis• 
carded and so the investigation of butchering was 
confined to evidence of actuaJ interference, ie chops, 
cuts and saw marks. 

The impress-ion conveyed by these is 1hat there was 
more chopping than was strictly necessary for the 
efficient detachmem of meat. Shoulder blades, for 
example, were subjected to heavy chopping in the 
region of the glcnoid and neck and we.re often found 
with glenoid caviry and moot of the neck cut off. If 
the intention was to sever the tendons of insertion of 
the scapula muscle mass, this proecdu.rc V.'aS so.me~ 
what drastic and contrasts strongly with shoulder 
blades from the Staines excavations (Done, uopul>­
lished), where there was very linle chopping and the 
shoulder had apparendy been boned-out, leaving no 
mark or ligh1 cuts only. 

Nothing remains to show what happened to the 
proximal end of the humeros; being mootly spongy 
bone it wa$ less likely 10 survive, especially if 
involved in the desrroctfon in the region of che 
shoulder join,. 

Distal halves and 1hirds of humcrii were frequently 
found, often with chops on the shafts and, in nine 
cases, having the la1eral oondylc chopped off. This 
again looks like over-exuberance when freeing the 
muscle mass attached to the oJccranon process 
(elbow), but similar chopping was in,•estigated in 
'Belgic' bo.ncs from Puckeridge (Ashdown 1976), 
and was though, to be a good method of disarcirulat­
ing the joint and removing the shin meat. 

On the pelvis, chops were noted around and into 
aceiabula, possibly occuring during detachment of 
the hiJ1d limb. Chops on is.:hia were, as migh, be 
expected, apparently aimed at freeing the massive 
muscles attached in that region. A commonJy occur• 

ring piece or pelvis coosis1ed of the Heal shaft from 
immcdia1ely in ftont of the acc1.abulum extending 
forwards to the posterior border of the sacral anicu­
Jar area> and many chunks of sacral angle of ilium 
were also found. 

Femurs seem to have undergone considerable chop­
ping at both ends and along 1he shaft, which is 
reasonable in view of the large amount of meat 
surrounding this booe. Chops and cuts we.re al$0 
seen on proximal tibias and tibia! shafts. A, 1hc hock 
the hcaV)'•handcd approach was a.gain evident. The 
articular ridges of one tibja bad been sliced off 
presumable as a 'follow through' of a blow intended 
10 cu1 1he Achilles tendon, the joint perhaps being 
held in Oc:<ion over 1he edge of • chopping block. 

The mctapodials are of particular interest as 38% 
were damaged in the same way. The distal epiphy,;is 
[rom about the le\'el of 1he epiphyseal plate had 
gone, but the diaphyses did no, ha"c the char11cteris­
tic appearance of the immature bone which had los1 
it.s epiphysis, nor were any unfuscd cpiphyses found. 
.As there were also some ems and chops, il seems 
likely that feet were being removed, possibly 10 
supply hoof, the raw material for glue-making. Two 
observadons support this: first, one of the few firs1 
phalanges found had heavy chops on its anterior fact 
and; second, the number of phalanges recovered. was 
much smaller than expected. A theoretical number 
of phalanges can be calculated from the number of 
metapodials. A survey of a small number of compar­
able bone reports in which bone frequencies are 
given shows 1he recovery rate for the first phalanx 10 
be about 25-303/o of the possible t01al had all pha· 
langes or all metapodials survived. At Neatham the 
6gurc is 9%. The dearth of fee, may, alternatively, 
suggest that cattle were slaughtered elsewhere but in 
view of the skulJ fragments> numerous mctapodials 
and S-Omc phalanges it is likely cha, the killing 100k 
place on I.be site. 

Skull fragments showed no sign of pole-a:<ing as a 
method of slaughter and indeed all sizeable pieces 
indicated otherwise. Two se1s of skull fragments 
previously e.amined from Neatham (Done, unpub• 
lished) were cons:istenl with opening the cranium to 
remove lhe brain. 

Chops noted on the ou1e.r face of mandibles would 
b.avc occurred i.o removal of the cheek, and in the 
region of the dias1ema were possibly to do ,vith 
facilitating removal of the tongue. 

There was very little evidence of butchering tcch• 
nique in the pig and none in the sheep. Being small, 
the carcases would have needed Jess preparation for 
the pot. Marks as of gnawing were seen on man)' 
bones, including some large ones, and as Granl 
(1975) points ou1, the local attendant carnivores may 
have had an effect on wha, survived of the shee!>'pig 
bones. A rabbit-catching an known to c.he writer was 
observed to consume almost totaUy a young rabbit, 

!<>''ing only ,be tee• 
.,.ocle<"te-sizcd dog 
sid"'bly upocl the 

Tb< difficulties be 
.-elgb• of roe~t I?" 
giJ kn(,wO; It 1S 
cithtf live or carca: 
tstlmates are some1 
••isJ!ts posmla1ed 
,,ge of 50 (based ( 
/,rm•k•P• Soay cw, 
a, follows: OX, C 15! 
'lb< pig was of par 
b<CBUse vinually a: 
""' aot only edibl 

Disease and Dcfor 
Totrc~ little sign 
brly healed fractur 
deotition were not( 
l)l<rcrowded and i 
T•'O ox maodibu)a, 
A~enl of pig 
ddonned by hypo; 

Comment 
Fig 100 contrasts tl 
features, and the ee 
...., 10 give way I 

livestock economy. 
pliltic as it colle<:Ll 
Olch covering a Jeni 
to ZSO and the " 
Without suppon ffl 
ridual features (Tai 
be considered a val 
from minimum nu 
each method has it 
pattern is the same 
rtbtively small san 
may, ipu, facw, bee, 
bavc overcome bui 

It is possible therefo 
&vestock economy 
ttntury and for so 
incrta$Cd. Age data 
and sheep were use, 
tuting the major pa, 
~mutton and prob.: 
112t of the sheep. T 
JJld extended killini 
"'igestive of an inc 
rnay POint lo a rise 

~Hie may have con 
Ill addition to mea 
dcttnnination could 
cows. The evidence 
""l)hasise<), from sn 
~ red. Such as it 



At-llMAL BON!;S, ARP.AS A AND B 145 

leaving only the lci!th and scraps of jaw: plainly cve.n 
moderate-sized dogs, as in Pit 16, could have con­
siderably upset the survival of the smaller bones. 

The difficulties besetting the calculation of actual 
weight of meat produced by the food animals arc 
weU known; i1 is imp0ssiblc accurately to assess 
either li~e or carcase weight from bones. However, 
estimates are sometimes worthwhile. Using the live 
weights postulated above and a killing-out percen­
tage of 50 (based on the writer's observations on a 
farm-kepi Soay ewe), the carcase weights would be 
as follows: ox, c 159 kg; sheep, c 12 kg; pig, c 45 kg. 
The pig was of particular value as a meat producer 
because virtually all of it, including skin and guts, 
was not only edible but eaten. 

Disease and Deformity 
There was littlcsign of deformity other than spectacu­
larly healed fractures. Some slight abnormalities of 
dentition were noted. A few of the sheep jaws were 
overcrowded and in two cases there was no PM2. 
Two ox mandibular M3 of two cusps only were seen. 
A fragment of pig maxilla contained a first molar 
deformed by hypoplastic enamel. 

Comment 
fig 100 contrasts the bone content of early and late 
features, and Lhe early predominance of the sheep is 
seen to give way before the rise of Lhc ox in the 
livestock economy. The histogram is somewhat sim­
plistic as it collects bones together in two groups, 
each covering a lengthy time span, one from c AD 75 
10 250 and the second from c AD 250 10 400. 
Without support from the distribution through indi­
vidual features (Tables 29 and 30) , it could scarcely 
be considered a valid representation. The numbers 
from minimum numbers and fragments differ and 
each method has its own recommendations but the 
pattern is the same. The early pattern is based on a 
relatively small sample of bone but its authenticity 
may, ipw /aero, become more acceptable as the sheep 
have overcome built-in biases against them. 

h is possible therefore that a change took place in the 
livestock economy in the latter part of the third 
century and for some reason livestock production 
increased. Age data favour the assumption that cattle 
and sheep we.re used primarily for meat, beef consti­
tuting the major part with pork at least as important 
as mutton and probablv more so, in view of the small 
size of the sheep. The.whole picture of young cattle 
and extended killing of sheep in the later period is 
suggestive of an increase in meal requirements and 
may point to a rise in popu.Jalion and/or wealth. 

Cattle may have contributed milk and motive power 
in addition to meat, indeed the attempts at sex 
determination could show a predominance of heifers/ 
co~. The evidence for age su-ucturc is, it must be 
emphasised, from smaU numbers relative to the lime 
co,•ered. Such as it is, it suggests that bcasLS were 

kill~ mainly as young adults, which would be 
unlikely if the purpose was milk production and 
31\ICS no ume for Lhe breeding of replacements. The 
cattle scene is incompletely represented, the record 
so far covering 'fat' canle, both heifers and steers, 
kept and killed for meat production. They may have 
b<:en bred in_ the vicinity and broughl in as required, 
abvc or possibly (in view of the small quantity of fee, 
bones) as partially d ressed carcases. Older cows of a 
br,:eding herd there must have been somewhere at 
ha.nd, and presumably in old age they died or were 
killed and probably eaten, but not, it seems, a1 
Neatham. 

The alteration in the kill-off pattern of sheep raises 
fu,ther points. In the early period there arc two 
~s, both probably corresponding 10 an autumn 
killing_. In the later period, the ma.in peak is still at 
the prune meat age; there is little difference between 
the proportions killed at ages 213 and 314. This may 
simply reflect an ovetall increase in sheep numbers -
the larger flocks of the later period allowing more of 
the younger ewes 10 be used to make up the meat 
requirement. In both groups the presence of animals 
up 10 c 8 years old suggests the maintenance of 
breeding flocks. Shocp have potential value as pro­
ducers of milk and wool but the age structure he.re 
indjcaces that neither was imponant. In fac.t , most 
aspects of the bone collection point to meat produc­
lion as the objective of livestock husbandry a, Neath• 
am, and to some expansion of this: sector of agricul• 
ture in t..he late third century. 

The lack of finesse in the butchering trade does not 
necessarily mean waste, and no doubt all available 
meat was made use of, but the chopper seems 10 h2\•c 
been used often when a sharp knife would better 
have served the purpose. The removal of ox feet and 
some horns might point to a local glue-making 
industry. The alternative, that the cattle bones de­
rive from partially dressed ca.rcases brought in as 
such, is less appealing as it would have been more 
pra.ccical in most circumstances to tTallspon beef to 
the point of slaughter on the hoof. Pieces of cut 
antler were the only other evidence of use of bone. 

The contents of Pits 14 and 16 agree with the general 
two-phase pattern in respect of food waste but 
included additional refuse such as whole dogs, whole 
chickens, an articulated ox forelimb (ie an unbutch­
crcd, inedible? forequartcr). With five dogs in Pit 
16, it seems likely that, when they ceased to be of use 
as a water supply, the wells provided convenient 
deep holes for the disposal of potentially smelly 
rubbish. Amongst the domestic chicken remains 
were at least two cocks, giving rise to speculation 
al>out offerings. It was impossible to either confirm 
or refute 1hls by means of the bones. 

In the absence of sieving, small mammal and bird 
bones were not found. 
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Tab/~ 29. Number, of b(lttt fragments in the mai,r fe.aturtl. T•bl' JI. 8011, fr 

Context Ox Sheep Pig Ho.-se Dog Red Doer 8ird Others 

Structure 3 9 IS 
Pi, I s 
Well 7 12 18 4 SkuD 
Pit II 14 26 2 2 M,ndible 
Pit 20 3 6 3 vwc.brae 
Pit 8 9 12 I I I Scapula 
Well 4 43 46 4 4 10 l{u,ncnis 
Ditch 2 9 30 4 2 I? R,dius 
Pit 17 6 6 Uloa Pit 3 I l roe deer ,I\Clacarpal 
Pit 4 3 2 2 2 

1.,,omin• te 
Pit 5 12 8 I fc,nur 
Well 3 56 16 3 7 Tibia Well 2 10 8 2 7 w:uer vole skull 0s Calcis Pit 12 23 18 5 38 2 Astragalus Pit 6 40 22 4 5 Mcatarsal Pit 16 158 52 35 z II I 2? 27 1 hare JAOSttceth Pit 2 I I 1st phalanx Well I 27 37 6 I I I lnd phalanx Well 6 343 98 37 ID I? 3 3 I cat 3rd phalanx Pit 14 59 8 9 n l JS 
Pit 21 8 4 I 
Well S 225 53 2S 10 3? 19 2 rabbit + = pig meiapod 

Table 30. Minimum numbers of i11divid(Ja/s repre:sent-td ;n the maifl ftaturt.t. 

Context Ox Sheep Pig Horse Dog Red deer Bird Other.; The Human B, 
and Geraldine l 

Structure 3 p 2 p The reports on th, 
Pit I p and tw0 infant buri Well 7 p 2 p p di< fiche (M 1/30, Pit II 3 7 p 
Pit 20 p p p p 
Pit 8 p 2 p p p 
WeU 4 2 7 p p p 
Ditch 2 p 3 p p 
Pit 17 p p 
Pit 3 p p 
Pit 4 p 2 p p 
Pit S p 3 p p 
WcU 3 s 3 p p 
Wen 2 3 2 p 2? p 
Pit 12 2 4 2 p p 
Pit 6 2 3 2 p 
Pit 16 10 8 6 p s p 4 p 
Pit 2 p p 
Well I 2 4 p p p p Well 6 37 18 9 2 p p p p Pit 14 s 4 2 p p p p Pit 21 2 3 p 
Well S 11 8 8 p p 2 p 

p er presence 
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AN[MAL BONES, AREAS A AND 8; HUMAN BONES 

Table 31. 8011c frcqwm,y - food a11imals. 

Total Early Groups 
Ox Sheep l'ig Ox Sbeep Pig 

Skull 167 27 17 35 )2 4 
Mandible IOS 166 58 12 61 8 
Vertebrae 117 20 5 18 I I 
Scilpula 119 16 2 13 3 I 
Humerus 37 IS 8 s 6 3 
Radius 45 49 4 6 21 0 
Ulna 15 4 12 3 3 3 
Metacarpal 84 so 9 9' 17 I 
Innominace 62 6 s 3- 4 5 
Femur 25 7 I? 4 2 I? 
Tibia 39 25 7 s- 12 2? 
Os Calcis 20 0 2 I 0 0 
Asttagalus 39 7 3 s I 0 
Metatarsal 66 99 + 9 34 + 
Loose teeth 352 194 30 38 49 4 
1st phalanx 31 5 4 8 4 0 
2nd phalanx 9 I 0 5 0 0 
3rd phalanx 2 0 0 0 0 0 

+ = pig metapodials counted under metacarpal. 

The Human Bones by Terry O'Connor 
and Geraldine Done 

The reports on the two inhurnations from Area F 
and two infant burials from Area B, arc included on 
the fiche (Ml/30, M tn9). 

147 

Late Groups 
Ox Sheep Pig 

132 JS 13 
93 105 so 
99 19 4 

106 13 0 
32 8 s 
39 28 4 
12 I 9 
75 33 8 
59 0 0 
21 5 0 
34 13 5 
19 0 0 
34 6 3 
57 65 + 

314 145 26 
23 I 0 
4 I 0 
2 0 0 
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Chapter 7 

Fruits and Seeds from Four Roman Wells 
(Area B) 

by Peter Murphy 

Thirteen small soil samples, 1aken by the excavators, 
were received for examination (Table 32). The 
majority of the fruits and seeds from these samples 
were reco\1ered by flotation, collcellng the flot in a 
250 micron mesh sieve; Lhe non--Aoating rtsiduc was 
washed through a 1mm mesh sieve, and the remain­
ing plant material, mainly fruitstoncs, was extracted 
from this sieved fraction. Samples from Well 6 aod 
Pit 21 produced only small charcoal fragments and 
this report is therefore concerned solely with the 
material from Pits 14 and 16. The fruits and seeds 
idemified in samples from these features arc listed in 
Table 33. 

Table 32. The Samples 

Sampk Volume Notes 

Plt 14 SSI (lay,:rs F-J) ZSOml Fruitstoncs m $ill nuitri.x. 
SS2 (laycn F-J) 700ml Fine plam dcuitu-s, with 

-Sttds and fr'uitS1oncs. 
SSl (lay<n F-)) 500ml Coane woody detritus 

with mo5$, tetd$, fruit• 
, (<JDC$. 

Pn 16 SSI (Laycn F-Jl 400ml Simihr 10 Pit l4lSS2. 
SS2 (by,,. F-J) lOOml SimiJar to Pit 14/SS2. 
SSl (lay,:r, F-)) 300ml fruitMonu. link mineral 

C'()flfCfl(. 

SS4 (lay,:rs F-J) 400ml Simi.In to Pit 14ISS2. 
SSS (lai~rt F-J) 300ml Orf-white day, """" -· 

Wdl 6 SSI (layu D) 300ml G·rt.yish brcwn ~al with 
chatcoal. 

Pi, 21 A (bye, A) 
500ml} B (bye, 8) s C (lay<r C) BJack $OU with ch.lircoal. 

D (layu D) 

Discussion 
~rom ,.heir composition these samples seem [O con­
"" largely of domestic food refuse, apparently 
dumped in 1he disused wells over a relatively short 

period, thus allowing little opportunity for seeds 
from the local rudcral flora to become incorporated 
in the deposits. The cultivated plants represented are 
plums (Pnmus domestica}, cherries (Prum,s cf at1ium), 
walnut (Jugla,u regia} and coriander (Coriandrum 
sativum); 1he fruimones ofbullace and seeds of apple 
may be from wild or cultivated trees. Remains of 
succulent fruits and herbs have frequently been 
recovered from urban deposits of Roman date (eg 
Willcox 1977) and increasingly arc being reported 
from rural sites (,g Jones 1977; Lambrick and 
Robinson 1979). lt is apparent. that the cultivation 
and consumption of such crops was widespread in 
Roman Britain. 

The cultivated Pnmus fruitstones have been de­
scribed and illustrated elsewhere (Murphy I 977). 
Although the Prunus dqmestica group includes a wide 
range of infertile forms, Lhc stont.'S of P dom.estica 
subsp ®mestica from this site appear 10 fall into three 
fairly distinct groups, which may correspond 10 
varieties. These groups are cbaracteriscd by the 
following mean fruimone lengths and length: 
breadth ratios: L 14.1mm, L:B 128.5; L 16.6mm, 
L:B 143.8; L 22.0mm, L:B 164.6. The two smaller 
types of fruitstone are rounded in cross-section, the 
larger distinctly flattened. The smooth-surfaced 
fruit.stones of cherry are though! to be of P avium. 
Tbe walnut is represented only by a small fragment 
of the characteristic,,Uy wrinkled endocarp. It has 
been reported from Roman conte.xts at Scolc, Nor­
folk CToncs 1977), Winchester (Murphy 1977), 
Rotbcrlcy, Wiltshire (Godwin 1975) and London 
(Willcox 1977). Coriander, here represented by two 
frujts, appears to have been an imp0rtant he.rb or 
spice plant in Roman Britain; there arc records from 
Silchcster, Caerwent, Godmaocbcster (God111in 
1975}, London (Willcox 1977), Winchester (Murphy 
1977) and Farmoor, Oxfordshire (Lambrick and 
Robinson 1979). 

Remains of edible wild fruits and nuts, including 
~roe, bramble, cider, rose, hawthorn and hazel, are 
common in these samples. These may re6cc1 the 
presence of scrub vegetation or h(,,-dgerows in the 



150 NEATHA.\\ CflAl'TER 7: FRUITS AND SEEDS 

immediate area, bu1 the picture f.s probably djs1orted 
by seasonal gathering from the surrounding counuy• 
side. The seeds of bilberry (Vaecini'um myrti/1111)., a 
plant of hea1hland and woods on acid soiJ, may have 
come from a more distanc source. The Neal.ham si(e 
is on a grovel terrace_, ovcrlyin,g and surrounded by 
the Lower Chalk. The nearest extensive area of 
healh existing nowadays is in Woolmer Forest, 
several miles awny. Townsend (1883, 207) rc<-,,rds 
bilberry in Woolmcr Forest, and it seems probable 
that the seeds from these samples came from tilat 
area. 

The remaining seeds represent a restricted range of 
wetland and grassland plants and rudcrals. The 
single sc;;d of Typha (reedmace) probably indicatcs 
some reed-swamp in the vicinity though seeds of this 
plant arc widely dispersed by the wind. The mnun. 
culi {both tentatively iden,ified) and the S<:ed.s of 
rushes (Juncus spp) n:Oect the presence of damp 
hnbita1s. Pnm,lla fJulgaris (self-heal) is a grassland 
species. The ruderals - poppy, docks, nettles 
orache:, goosefoot and nippJewort - arc all commo~ 
in disturbed habitats. 

1'able JJ. Frnits and secds/ro,n Pbs /4 and 16. Notarfont cg / Z 1(2), mdicaus that /rurtsiones of tlus sf>tt-JU wtrt 
extracted from only ltalfthe sample; ic /2/ frui/Slones WL"1'etx.tracttd, arrd ,I is es1ima1td 1J1at about Z40 Wi'Tt prtJenr 
tJVera/1. 

Sample number 

Ranwrculus et repens L 
Ra11uncul,1.,f cf /i,iguo L 
Rommc"lus sp 
Popav,r rhoeos _L 
Crut·ifcrae indet 
Viola sp 
Ctra,rlum cf arvense L 
Cltem,podimn sp 
Atriplex po1Ula/hanaca 
Potemilla sp 
M a/11, sylves1ris Miller 
Pyrus/Malu, sp 
Rubm fmtic:osus agg 
PnmiJS spinosa L 
Prnmu domestic.a L subsp insititia 
Pnmus domestica L subsp domesu'co 
Pnml4s cf avium L 
PrumJs sp 
Rosa sp 
Crataegus motrogyna Jacq 
Cor,'a,rdrunt sativmn L 
Umbellifcrae indet 
Rumex sp 
Polygo11um aviculare agg 
U11ica dioica L 
Cqryl11s au,lla,w L frag 
J ugla,u regia L f rag 
\laccitfium m)'rtillus L 
Prune/la -vulgaris L 
Sambucus nigra L 
lapsar1a €Omm,uris L 
Compoti'tae indct 
J llflCllS Sp 
Typha sp 
Cyper.aceac indeL 
Gramjneae indet 
lnde1crminatc 

SSJ 

121(2) 
2 

4 

17 

Pit 16 
SS2 SS3 

I 
2 

5 

J 
23 17 

I 

LJ7(2) 84 
82 94 
22 15 
4 12 
6 3 

18 12 
18 5 

5 

17 

I 
2 

54 2 

5 

I 
2 
4 

SS4 

I 
13 
4 
3 
3 
6 

15 

+ 
2 

4 

SSS 

2 

16 

SSL 

3 
I 
3 
I 

4 

80 

219(10) 
70 
12 
20 
33 

86 
162 

2 

4 

+ 
32 

I 
3 
6 

Pi, 14 
SS2 

2 

3 

13 
j 

23(2) 
7 

2 

6 
12 

+ 

10 
I 

2 
I 

SS3 

2 
I 
3 

28 
2 
4 

7 
2 
I 

I 
I 

+ 

2 
I 
I 

I 
4 

4 
4 
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Chapter 8 

General Discussion 

The excavations have examined about 0.37 heclares 
which represents about 2.6% of the estimated area of 
,he site. Wben considering this discussion this 
lim.iwtion must be borne in mind. However, it is 
worth pointing om that this represents ~ relatively 
large sample in comparison wi1h other Romano­
British 'urban' sites. 

II is often held that a Romano-British settlement 
requires certa.in clcmcn1s in order to be called a t<)wn 
(Wacber 1975; Millen 1976 for an alternative view). 
It is my aim 10 compare the Neatham ev'idenc.c with 
these requirements of public buildings, 1own plan• 
ning, defences, and administratjve functions. 

The Roads and Street system 
There is no evidence for a street grid, indeed the 
evidence for roads as a whole is rather poor. The 
Silcbestcr-Chicbester road was examined in four 
places, but only in Area C was it found to have a 
made surface. This is 001 unexpec,ed as the site lies 
on gravd which makes a serviceable surface without 
metalling: an examination of the present lanes in the 
area shows just how little evidence would be left by 
such roads. Elsewhere ,he line of the road was 
examined in Areas B, A and E but in each Area only 
,be natural gravel, patched with large films, was 
reached. On this evidence it seems clear that our 
definition of wha1 constitute roads on the si1e has 
been ma narrow and we ought to consider any area 
devoid of occupation within the site a.~ a possible 
access way or road. In contrast to the Silches1er­
Cbichesier road both the line and surface of the 
eas1- wes1 road appeared clearly in Area A. This is 
perhaps because it was examined in the centre of the 
settlement, and because the principal surface exca­
vated was part of a substantial programme of replan­
ning of this Area, which prohably involved a widen­
mg of the road. The general line of this road is 
shown on Fig l on the basis of evidence at Bentley 
(SU 770433) and Holybourne (SU 730405) lOgcther 
with the s1re1cbes of Alton High Street and a road in 
Four Marks (SU 674353 to 657336) which appear to 
be on the line. The ultimate destination of the road 
re.mains uncenain but it is presumed to run from 
Winchesier towards London (for recent Work sec 
Simons 1981) . 

Positive evidence for a road or U3Ck was also found 
in Area E, irench A, where a gravel surface bounded 

by a ditch on its downhill side appears 10 have been a 
road, which when projected joins the present Bin­
sted road. This would appear to have been the site's 
connection to the Roman potteries in the Alice Holt 
Forest (Fig I). Neither this road, nor that found 
leading off from the eastern side of the Silchester­
Chichestcr road in Arca B (Pig 21), provide any 
evidence or a rectangular street grid. lo contrast, 
tha, running 10 the north of Structure 27 (Fig J 02) 
and probably servicing it, formed a right-angk with 
the main road. On balance, however, the road 
system does not seem to have been orthogonally 
planned; an organic network similar co that ~n in 
other small 1owns is most likely (eg Mackreth 1979; 
Booth 1980). This provides an important distinction 
from the plans of the civitas capitals. 

The Strucrures and Site Layout 
The majority of the evidence for structures within 
the site is of late third or fourth century da,e, 
probably because ephemeral struc1Ures of earlier 
dale have not survived the later more intensive 
occupation. This earlier occupation is however 
aues1ed by the structures on Area A together with 
rubbish pits on Area Band the burials from Area P. 
An examination of 1hese structures in relation ,o the 
site's 1opography provides important information 
about the organisation of the settleroen<. Out of 1he 
24 buildings so far examined only 1wo (StruclUrcs 22 
and 27) were s1one-buil1. Both of these were of the 
third- fourth century. The other 22 s,rucrures were 
all of timber, varying in form > with the use of p0s1 
holes, sill beams, beam sloes, post bases, and other 
more enigmatic blocks which presumably supported 
wooden walls or frames. The third-cemury buildings 
showed certain common fearures in thcir location . 
First, moot of them formed a ribbon development, 
within 30m of the two principal roads. Mos1 of these 
were also built end-on ,o these roads. The cxcep1ioos 
were the buildings close 10 the river which may have 
been orientated towards this, especially as it seems to 
have been navigable (Millett 1979a). 

Jn Areas A, Band D there was a ditch oflirsl cenrury 
dale (Ditches I and 3) running parallel to, and abou, 
20m wes1 of, the Silchester-Chichcster road. In Area 
B Lhis ditch was replaced by Di,cb 2, infilled in tbc 
la« second-early third century, which was again 
parallel with the road but some 40m west of it. The 
laner seems to have acted as the boundary of the 
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se1tlcmem and implies some form of planned orga­
nisation as the line was maintained until the fifth 
century. Such organisation is also suggested by the 
similar plot size and layout of the properties both in 
Arca A, facing onto the easr-west road, and in Area 
B, facing onto the west side of the Silchester­
Chicbestcr rood. In Area B (Fig 102) the cluster of 
ccss pits close to Ditch 2 at the back of the properties 
were regularly spaced at c 25m centres. If each of 
these c.an be related to one or two properties, we 
have evidence for regular property division. Within 
these properties the srrucrures seem 10 have been 
regularly speced, facing end-on 10 1he suee, , with 
yard areas becwecn and behind them. Similar Orga­
nisation is seen in Area A, although the structures 

were more close.ly spaced. In both Areas some of the 
yards between the buildings con1ained a well, which 
,can be interpreted as the private water supply for 
!hat property. Evidence for this organised layou, is 
:also available from Areas D and perhaps E, whilst to 
~he east of the Silchestcr-Chichester Road in Area B 
Ilhe only pit group located was in a position consis­
tent with the same interpre1a1ion. 

These regularities suggest organisation (Fig 102), 
bu1 whether this was imposed or co--operative il is 
impossible lO decide. This type of organisation is 
comparable in importance with the orthogonal plan­
ning seen at larger towns both here and in other pans 
of the Empire. 
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Site Size and Population 
If OCl'upatioo was continuous in ribbon develop­
ment along the roods, as the excavations and 
6eldwork suggest_, the area occupied would It.ave 
been around 14 hectares (35 acres). An absoluce 
minimum estimate on the basis or aJI the areas so far 
examined would be 8h:t. 

A common feature of all the areas so far cxamiocd 
was gra\•clled or cobbk-d yard.s, whith opened o ut 
onto the roads, between buildings. In these w,ere 
generally IO<..-alcd lhc wcUs, whilst O\'Cns and p its 
were also found in them. These yards were probalbly 
the places where the industrial and tommercial 
3ctivities of 1he setllcment took place, much as they 
did in Medieval towns. 

The que,;tion of p0pulation size, although impor• 
lam, is difficult to answer. Assuming the area of the 
scuJcmcnt to have been 14 hectares we can calcul:ate 
the probable Popu.1-ation, whilst a minimum can be 
calculared from the m.inimuro are.a of8 hectares. The 
area excavated has produced 24 structures of which 
21 date 10 the third and founh centuries. IC one 
asswne$ a constant density of occupation, and a low 
average of five people per s-trucmre, lbe foUowing is 
possib)e: 

0.37 ha excavated = 21 x S people ~ I0S people 
8 ha population = .t.., x 21 x 5 people = 2270 
people 
14 ha population = , !-h x 21 x 5 people = 3972 
people. 

Thus rhe total population was probably betwc;:n 
2,270 and 3,972 people. This is not a large popula­
tion by modern standards, buc it should be not,ed 
th:tt few medieval towns c:x<:ceded a population of 
1,000 (Plan 1976, IS). It seems likely that Roman 
Brilain was more like Medieval EngJand than mod­
em Britain, especially in its economic basis, so this 
population represents a comparatively large conce.o­
Lration. 

Tbe Economic Basis 
Such a population raises the question of the way in 
which these people were supported. The first prob­
lem in in\'estigaliog th.is is the definition of the are;a 
on which Lhe settlement relied, as it seems probable 
that such a population was not wholly engaged in 
agriculture. The approach used here ls based on 
Hodder's work, which foUow,; that of geographers in 
using Theissen polygons to define service areas. ln 
his most recent ar.ticle on lhe application or this 
method 10 Romano-British towns (Hodder J 975), 
several hypotheses were examined but none was 
found totally satisfactory in explaining the distribu­
tion of towns. One limitation of his methods is th.at 
only .the larger towns, the waJled towns and dvi1as 
capitals, were considered. Tb.is approach has been 
questioned elsewhere (Millc11 fonhcoming a). One 

poim or interest Lhat arises from HOOdcr's work 
( 1975) is chat Neatham lies near che point where the 
three poJygQns of \'(/inchcstcr, Silche$tcr and 
Chichcs1er mee1. This is the Point where Hodder 
( 1975, 69) suggcscs that lesser cow?si tikc Ncatham, 
we.re most likely to grow up, as 11 1s where urban 
services were mos-t in demand. This is itself a 
pOSSible ..:ause for the deve1opmcm of Nca1ham. 

A more rcalL~tic approach to defining the area served 
by the centre is to treat all the centres in the region as 
equal, whethc.r walJcd or un~Jled, with or withou1 
adminis1rJtivc srarus. Weighung can then be gh•en 
simply on the basis of their si1..c_, which may be a 
function of the economic imporrnoce of the site. This 
assumes the following: 

a) that the area of a centre is related to the size of 
tha1 centre; 
b) chat the area of that centre is related to its 
C(:0nomic importance; 
c) that adjacent centres arc in compctiton; 
d) that a centre's sphere of economic influence is 
nol strongly rel:ued 10 its administralive posilioo 
(see Millett forthcoming a). 

It is then p<>ssiblc co draw a hypothetical boundary 
between adjace.nt centres using Reilly's break,ing­
poim formula (Hodder and Orton 1976, 188) which 
st.-cms to have some validity for archaeological data. 
The areas of all Roman nucleated settlements adja­
cent to Neatham were there.fore calculated frorn .the 
la1est published plans or excavator's est.iin.ate, and 
this information used to draw a predicted ser\'ice 
area around Nearham (Fig l03) which encloses about 
5-00km2

• The polygon so defined represents an un­
testabJe hypothesis, but it may give a general im­
pression of the area served by the senlemcnt. The 
only evidence against which the polygon can be 
compared is that of adjacent ponery distributions: 
Rowlands Castle ware ( Hodder 1974b); Silchester 
ware (Charles 1980); and Farnham ware (Lyne and 
Jcffcrie,; 1979, Fig 46). These are summarised in Fig 
103. 

These distributions neither confirm nor deny the 
txtem of t.hc suggested service area, but the area so 
defined can be used as the basis for an hypothesis 
concerning the economic basis of the scttfemtot. 

The economy of the seule,:nent C'1Jl notionally be 
divided imo two pans: first, the economy of the area 
around the settlement, and secondly the economy of 
rhe suggested Neatha,m service area itself. 

Fig 104 gjvcs a good indication of 1he extent to 
which the area around rhe site was exploited ln the 
Roman period, although Mr Lyne's current work in 
<he Binsted area has alrClldy radically expanded our 
knowledge of the density of senlement. The eco­
nomy would_, on this evidence, seem to consist of two 
eJcments. First..ly, rhere arc some villas or probable 
villas on the ricb soils which surround the sire. The 

·.-. .. ... .......... 

0 
0 0 

• : 

Fig l03. ~ 
I. Sites or 
2. Roman 
3. Predict< 
4. Predict< 
5. Kiln sit 
6. Civitas 
7. Small u 
8. Sites on 
9. Sitcson 

addition 

majoriry of 
indications_,< 
last 200 ve-Jr, 
gicaJ develo~ 
dk".ltions sug 
lo addition 
located num< 



ECONOMIC BASIS 155 

+ 

' ' \ ' • ' 
0 • • I 

' I 
' 
' I ·--

+ 

0 

' • 
' 
' ' ' ' ' ' 

0.;. 
+ 

+ + 

' 

+ 
0 

\ 0 0 ,.. .. " 

' ,' ' , 

D 

O+ 

O 0 oO 
0 

, 
I , 

' ' I 

' I 

0 

0 O 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 0 

0 • • 
' 
' : 0 

: 0 
• , 

' , 
' • , 

I 

' • 

0 

0 

0 

0 ; 
--- 2 
= 3 
~t 4 
6 s 
. 6 
• 7 
+ B 
0 9 
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additions). 

majority of these arc known only from surface 
indications, or from unsatisfactory excavations of dte 
IJist 200 year.;, so little can be said of their chronolo­
gical developmcn1, although all kn.own surface in­
dications suggest occupation in the fourth cenrury. 
In addition to these villas, recent work has also 
located numerous smalJ farmsteads. However, the 

numbers of known villas themselves are an indica~ 
t.ioa of the imponance of agrkuJtui::e to the area's 
economy. The locations of these villJis shows lilllc 
apparent relationship to the postulated service area 
of the town, although lh.ey are strongly rela1ed to the 
solid geology (Fig 3), with a marked preference for 
the Upper Greensand and Chalk. There does howev-
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er seem to be spatial ocganisation in the distribulion 
of the villas in re·lation to Ncatham. The numbers of 
known villa sites around Nealh3m were ploned i.n 
concemric rings and the densiry in each band calcu• 
latcd. This shows that there was a concentration or 
sites around the town, but that the density of sites 
falls of)' markedly with distance from !he town. This 
fall-off in density has been compared with tha1 aw"y 
from other ,owns in Roman Brit.ain (Hodder and 
Millen 1980) showing thai Nea!bam was less inftuco• 
tial in attracting villas than other towns of higher 
adminiscnati\'e status. 

There is one group of three sites very close to the 
Neatham (Fig 104). Similar groups have been no1ed 
elsewhere (eg Circnccster; sec also Todd 1970, 124-
8). These si1cs may have been fanns bu1 i1 is equally 
probable that they were the houses of the wealthier 
inhabitants who preferred to live outside Lhc centre, 
whJch may have been rather squalid. Beyond these 

three sites !here is a blank in the dis1tiburion which 
is not explicable in terms of land quality. The 
explanation docs not seem to be a bias io fieldwork, 
and ii thus seems that the land was either being 
worked by people living in these three si1cs close 10 
the town (compare Hodder and Orton 1976, Fig 
4.22d) or alternatively by the people of 1he town 
(Wacher 1974). The lauer type of c-conomy is known 
in Italy during the Empire, and is perhaps suggested 
by the evidence of querns and a smaU reaping hook 
from the site. The economy of rhe villas remains 
unexplored although !be bones from Neatham 
(above, 141) suggest a shift away from sheep towards 
cattle was taking place during the Romon period. 
The only way for these factors 10 be propc.rly 
explo['(.."d is through excavation on the viUa sites. 

The other main economic activity within the post• 
ulated sen•icc area was that of pottery production. 
There was a la.rgc number of kilns in the Farnham 
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ar"" and in !he Alice Holt Forest, where the Gault 
clay outcrop widens due to slight upwarpiog in the 
Wcalden An1ictine ( f ig 3; Millctl 1979a; Lyne and 
Jefferies 1979). These kilns can be shown 10 have 
been in production throughout the Roman period, 
and arc probably a development from an Iron Age 
craft industry. The main development of the indus-
1ry came in the third century when the pottery began 
to capture a large market throughom southeastern 
England. This development coincides with Neath­
am's expansion. Although i1 is impossible to define 
the relationship between the town and the industry, it 
is probable that some of the pottery was marketed 
through Neatham. The distribution evidence sug­
gests that much of the pottery was sent down tile 
River Wey towards London, wi1h the more local 
markets served from Neatham. It seems likely that 
the success of the pottery industry increased the 
contacts of the area and was an element in tbe 
economic developmeni of Neatham. 

The economic acch•i1ies within the seulcment itself 
arc more difficult to examine as many urban fun c• 
tions arc difficult t.o document archaeologjcally. All 
the areas so far examined have produced some 
ec.-onomic evidence which this section can do no 
more than summarise. All areas have produced 
evidence of metal working, with the freque.ot occ:urr• 
ence of smaU quantities of iron slag, probably the 
result of small scale smithing, smelting and forging. 
There is no evidence to determine whether this 
activiry exploired the Marcasite (Iron Pyrites) which 
occurs locally in the Chalk, although the difficulty in 
working this ore makes it unlikely. Copper and 
bronze working is also attested particularly around 
Structures 23 and 24 on Area F, with further , more 
scanty C\,jdence from Areas A and B. The available 
dating suggests that these activities continued 
throughout the period of occupation. There is also 
the pewter mould from Well 5 (Fig 97.526), prob­
ably associated with metal working in the late 
fourth-early fifth century. Pottery production in the 
early fourth century is strongly suggested by the 
wasters from Pit 3 on Arca A, although there is no 
evidence from other Areas> excep1 for a waster from 
Well 5 which may not bave been manufactured on 
the site as it was perfectly serviceable. The small 
finds also suggest industrial or craft activity. There 
a_re particular conccntratiQns of bone pins from Area 
C (35 were found in a comparatively small area) and 
in Pits 16 and 14 on Arca B. This evidence 10ge1ber 
with an unfinished pin from Pit 16 (Fig 88.443), and 
a roughly worked one from Pit 14 (Fig 88.463), 
suggest the presence of a bone working industry. In 
view of the presence of similar industries on other 
sites (Cunliffe 1975) this is probably only of local 
importance. 

This bone working was probably based on the loc;il 
agriculture which is also indicated by sever-"1 other 
objects: the reaping hook (Fig 75.165) from Area F, 
and the spindle pin beater from Well S (Fig 88.441) 
wnich is suggestive of weaving. This agriculrural 

connection is also suggested by the presence or 
numerous que.ms, which were presumably pan of 
the equipment of every household. The scale of this 
activity is nol induslrial so much as domestic, 
although the quern (Fig 98.535) from Well 2 is much 
larger and must suggest a commercial or communal 
activity. The only craft attested is woodwork which 
is indicated by the occasional gouge (tg Fig 77. 198) 
and a punch (313). There was a major concentration 
of woodworking objects around Structure 19, Area 
D (Fig 76.171-174), which suggests that it may have 
been a carpente.r's workshop. This catalogue of 6nds 
does suggest some speciaHsalion of function, 
although this is difficult to test objectively both 
because of the ,m of the available sample, and the 
nature of the evideoce. 

Marketing and exchange are also difficuJt to demon• 
strate archaeologically although there arc rwo pieces 
of steelyard (Fig 73.1 JO and 75.161) from Areas A 
and B, which suggest commercial activity> and a 
number of styli, perhaps associated with the scribal 
functions concerned wilh trade, come from alJ parts 
or the site. 

Despite its scanty nature, the evidence does demon .. 
Strate the variety of economic activity associated with 
urban life. ln the absence of evidence to the con­
trary, it therefore seems that Neath.am fulfilled a role 
as a centre of tertiary industry and redisrribution and 
thus quatifies as a town in a geographical, if not a 
classical, sense (compare Wacher 1975) . Indeed such 
is the narure of the scnJcment evidence that we 
should perhaps call it a 'Native Town' (Mille11 
1976): an economic entity rather than an administra­
tive device. 

Defences and Administrative Status 
Despite the apparent predominance of economic 
factors in Lhc development of the site, there is some 
evidence for its administrative functions. The 
archaeological evidence for these is constimtcd by 
the defended enclosure e.xcavated in Area C (Fig 
IOI). This consisted of a pair of parallel ditches, 
crossed by a causeway carrying the Silchcster -
Chichester road. Fieldwork since the excavation has 
defined the exte,u of the enclosure to be about 2.Sha 
within the banks, not 3.2ha as previously stated 
(Graham and Millett J 980). As the nonb-sou1h road 
ran through the enclosure it cannot ha\1e been a fon. 
This is confirmed by the late second-urly third 
century dat.e of the primary ditch silt. The dme given 
by Hobley (1983, 79) is erroneous and has no basis in 
the published sources. There are two possibilities for 
the function of these defences: 

a) a posti.ng station (either a mutatio or a mansio 
of the c,usus public,,s); 
b) a town defence. 

The former explanation is more probable if the 
argument for the site being Vindomi' is accepted 
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(below). The only eomparable sites in 1he arc• 
were !ping (10 the south on the same road) where an 
enclosure about I I0m by IOOm is known (Margary 
1973, 78). This also sat astride the road bu1 is not 
dated, and wa.s about haJf (he size of Neatham 
( I. I ha). Other eomparablc sites are Alfoldean and 
Hardham on Stane Street. At Hardham (Winbolt 
1927) the enclosure was similar in size to !ping 
(about 100m by JOOm) and was again astride the 
road. Alfoldean was similarly located (Winbolt 1928; 
1924) and ahhough larger ( l2Sm by 12Sm) was still 
only two-thirds the size of the Neatham enclosure. 
Both these sires we.re da[ed, on 1hc evidence of rather 
dubious excavations, to the first ceo1ury AD. As 
such they diffc.r from Neatham although their dating 
requires rcacxamination, especially as lhe Hardhan1 
plans indicate 1hac the enclosure bank covered buriaJ 
4, making h later than the excavator sugges1ed. The 
smaller size of all three when eompared with Neath­
am perhaps suggests that they were mucationes whils.t 
Ncatham was a numsio. It is likely that t.he sites wer~ 
all road posts wnich were defended for the same 
reasons, if al different times. Another simi.lar group 
of sites lies along Watling St.reet (Webster 1971) . 
These were of similar size but of early fourth century 
date (Webster 1975, no1e 3) and appear in the 
Antoninc Itinerary as is Neatham (below). 

The second possibility, lhat we are dealing wilh a 
town defence, poses problems. There are a number 
of parallels amongst British urban defences for the 
date of construction, which i.s often related to a 
particular historical event (Wacher 1975). The prob­
lem with this interpretation is that imperial consent 
was probably required for the consiruction of de­
fences even if lhey were not in.itiated Crom lhe 
centre. This implies that the town in question had an 
administrati\'C importance, as the coou-ols were cxer .. 
ciscd to prevent the threat of individual cities gaining 
too much power. ThconJy evidence for such status is 
in Neat.ham's role as a posting station. Thus, on the 
evidence available, the defences would seem most 
likely to be a function of the site's possible role •s 3 
posting Stal.ion. lo this context it is imp<,rtant to note 
thal the defences did no, define the limi,s of the 
scnlemenc in the late second century. The nature of 
the interior of the encJos·ure is not clear, as only a 
single are,i (Area D) within the defences has been 
exc3vatcd, but il is likely th.at there were substantial 
buildings within lhe enclosure associated with the 
mansio. This is supponed by the presence of tesscrae 
and hypocaust tiles from the 611 of the defensive 
ditches. 

Wilson (1975 pi 14a) illustrates an aerial photograph 
of the site which shows a parch mark of bank and 
ditches to the south of the railway and north of the 
By,pass. The bank was examined on Arca F and 
proved lO be pc)St~medieval. However, another bank 
which has not been excavated is now covered by the 
By-pass (Fig 101). This, perhaps significantly, had 
an incurned entrance in iu; south side just off the 
presumed line of 1he Silchestcr--Chichester road. le 

may be this feature which was cut by the comractors• 
roadside ditch (feature t, M2122). If of Roman date, 
as suggested by the intumcd entrance, il might 
represent a later defended enclosure, and may poss. 
ibly be a fourth century town defence. This sugges­
tion rc0l.3ins to be 1es1ed by excavation. 

Given the circumstantial evidence suggestive of the 
site's adminisuative importance, we must consider 
its s1atus. Johnson ( I 975) has recently considered 1he 
stams of sites which nmk below the level of cfoitas 
capital. At Neatham, we have no direct evidence 
from inscriptions to contribute, and the concJus'ions 
are therefore only inferential. 

leer XV of the Antonine Itinerary reads (Rivet 1970, 
60; a.ISO Rivet and Smith 1979, 178): 

!rem a Ca/1,va /sea Dumnonionmt m.p. CXXXVI 
(tic): 

Vi'tui(Jmi 
Ve,ua Btlgarum 
Brig, 
Sorbioduni 
Vindocladia 
Durnonwaria 
MuruJwu, 
I sea Dumnt.mWfUm 

m.p. XV 
m.p. XXJ 
m.p. XI 
m.p. VIU 
m.p. X II (read XXll) 
m.p. Vlp (read XVIII) 
m.p. XXXVI 
m.p. XV 

AU the places on the route arc known with the 
exception of Muriduno and Vindomi (Rive, and Smith 
1979, J78). For the 1,mer there arc two possible 
locations, one to Lhe nonh-wcst and the other 10 the 
south-east of the Silchester-Winchester road. Rivet 
( l970, 61) concluded that Neatbam could be perhaps 
identified as Vi11domi. Rive, and Smith (1979, 179) 
eonclude that, in 1he absence of a road from Neath­
am 10 Winchester, the best location for Vindomi is at 
North Waltham. With the existence of a Roman road 
from \Vinchcstcr to Neatham now proven, the t:o­
ordinates almost exactly fil the position of Neatham. 
This seems to make the identification of Neatham as 
Vindomi extremely probable, although a similar 
small lOwn site recently excavated at East Anlon. 
near Andover, perhaps represents an alternative 
location (W Startin, pers comm). 

This identification has implications concenting (he 
sratus of the site. (1 would like to thank Mr M W C 
Hassan for discussing the poinis in this paragraph.) 
As the Antoninc Itinerary is almost certainly con· 
nec1ed with the Cur,us P11b/icus, Neatham was prob­
ably cither a mansio or a mlllati.o, and the size of the 
defences suggest the former (above). Tlus fonc• 
tion ma)' represent the catalyst for the development 
of lhc site in this position. The site's possible 
administrative role is more difficuh 10 assess. The 
two p6ssibiJitics arc Lha1 h had no status in the 
administration of 1he area, or that it was a vkus 
(Johnson 1975) . As a vic11s i, would have been 1he 
srnaU"·st self.governing unit within a tivilas. Johnson 
has argued lhat in the later Roman Empire the term 
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vic,,s was used for any unwaUcd scnlemcnt, a.nd 
,a.1trum for an)' dcfc.ndcd ones, although lhe impl.ica• 
tions of this djs1inction are not clear. Thus Neatham 
may have been a fl~us in administrative terms 
although referTcd to as a ,as1rnm. 

Jn the context of 1he site~s administrative status the 
presence of a late Roman belt buckle (Fig 73.88) may 
be significant. It may ha\'e been either a mHitary or a 
(i\ril service U, .... gnia. If the former it might be taken 
to suggest 1bat the site was important enough to 
demand defence; if l.he latter, the pre-$Cnce of ci\,jJ 
servants might be taken as an indication of status. 
The problem, as with any metalwork, is deciding 
whether it was lost by its rightful owner or someone 
for whom it had no significance. To draw any 
conclusion from its presence would go completely 
beyond the evidence. 

The role and situarion or the town in Roman Britain 
has been touched upon above, but certain points 
ha\'C yer to be considered. Firstly, the site lay 
between four major cenrres (Fig I}: Winchester 
(Vmta Belgarwn); Chichester (NO'IJiomagu, Reg,,en­
tium), Silchester (Cal/,.,,, Atrebatum) and London 
(Londi11iw11} in what can be considered a boundary 
area in both administrative and tribal terms. It was 
\'Cry dose to lhe assumed border of the A trebates 
with the Regni and not far from that with the Civitas 
Belgorum. There is no cenaimy abo01 cithe.r the 
ruuure or posirion of these boundaries although, for 
locational reasons, ii could be argued that Ncatham 
lay within 1he Ctt'licas Regnensium, as it was oriented 
<owards the Weald (Fig 3}. It could equally be 
argued that its proximity to Silches1er would bring it 
with.in the Civitas Atrebatum. Dr Hodder has pointed 
our (1975} that small towns were often located at or 
neat the boundaries of the service areas of lhe a'vi1as 
capitals (Fig 103) as that is the position where there 
was greatest demand for services. Neat.ham con• 
forms 10 this model, but lies within lhe predicted 
scrvice area of Silchesrcr and should therefore 
perhaps be seen as a VJ·au of the Civitas A1rebo111m. 

Cultural Affinities 
In many ways the most interesting aspects of the 
site's material culture are those whi<:h relate to its 
brooder culrural affinities. We are fortunate in hav• 
ing evidence for several aspects of this problem. 
First, building styles and decoration can be consi­
dered, as 1hey arc an enduring indicator of the c,hoices 
made by lhe inhabitants. Roman building methods, 
usmg stone waJJs1 mosaics and hypOCaustS, were 
avaiJable in the area (eg Neatham Manor, Binsted 
Wyck and Sarley Pound villas) but only cwo of the 
~wt.nty•four strucrurcs on the site were of stone, and 
1t seems unlikely that the areas e~amined on the site 
a_re atypical. It is possible that only the poorer people 
bved within the 1owo~ but even if true, the predomi• 
nancc of timber buildings requires explanation in an 
area of abundant building sione. The buildings 
should probably be see.n as pru-t of a long tradition of 

building in limber which is seen in the local Iron Age 
and Medieval structures. f1mber docs not necessari­
ly indicate pove.ny in architectural tradition as ti.in­
ber buildings can be of equal quality to tho.se of 
s1one. Indeed the weallh of Lhc sculement is prob­
ably no1 lhc explanation, as the many good quality 
small 6nds- are inconsisteni with matcriaJ poverty. 
The limber building tradition is therefore seen as an 
indicator or the indigenous culture of this area in 
Roman 8rilain: a resuJt of a pusitive choice, not 
neces:sity. 

The artistic material from the site is small in quanti• 
,y! and not particularly distinguished in quality, 
with the ~iception of the bone knife handle, which is 
a ponable object and thus of limited interpretative 
value. The most intcresllng object is undoubtedly 
the draw'iog on a tile (Fig 85.393) which seems very 
Celtic in character . The more important way of 
judging the artistic material is by comparing the 
assemblage of artistic objects with that from other 
similar sires (Millett 1977). This comparison shows 
that Ncatham is similar to other small towns without 
walls and of non•military origin, again suggesting a 
predominantly indigenous character. 

Classical religious material is notable by its absence, 
as even I.be pipe-clay Vcnu, figurine (Fig 85.391) is 
of a class of obje<.1 which can be shown ro have 
indigenous, rather than Rom.an connections (Green 
1976, 20-1). There is however some evidence for 
Celtic rCligion on the she as there is evidence for 
water having had a religious signilicance (Ross 1974, 
46-59). The evidence comes from s,veral of the deep 
pits and the wcUs (Wells 5, 6 and 8; PilS 14 and 16}. 
AU these produced a selection of apparently perfect, 
complete polS. These include ,he four Rhenish 
beakers (two with mo11os) and a large concentration 
of type 79 jars which were uncommon elsewhere on 
the site. lo addition, the two of rhese features 
completely cleared (Pits 14 and 16) also each pro­
duced a cockerel skele1on and a variety of other 
bones including dogs and ox skulls. Ta~en as a 
whole, this evidence suggests votive dcposns, both 
when the wells were first dug, and also when they 
had gone foul and had to be infill ed. This i! again. an 
aspect of the indigenous culture of the sue which 
owes liule or nothing to Roman influence. 

Another category of e\l'idencc is tha1 of literacy, 
which should surely be seen as an imp0nan1 aspect 
of Romanisation. h is demonstrated by the presence 
of the pair of mono beakers,. rwo gr~t~, and a 
number of s1y/i from across the sue. ln addiuon there 
is a small bone 's' (Fig 86.434) from Area B. These 
dcmo.nstrate that at least a minority of the population 
were lituate, indicariog some depth of Rolf!anisa• 
tion. lt is., however, obvious from lh~ other cv1den~e 
that the t..-uJture of the site "'as a fus1on of lhc Celuc 
a.nd the classical, largely dominated by the former. 
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The End of the Site 
The final point for discussion is the problem o>f 
(.-Onlinuity into the m.iddle ages. The evjdencc for the 
latest period of occupation is scam, and CQnsis1s ofa 
handful of sherds of poucry which appear 10 date 10 
the period after the end of centralised potter produc­
rion (above:) 81). Most of this ma1erial came from one 
of the two Grvbe,1Muser on Area B. The larger group 
(from the Grvbet1haus above Well 6) can really only 
be dated 10 the early Anglo-Saxon period in the 
broadest rcrms. Other evidence is provided by the 
place-name. Smith (1956) suggeSls the fo llowing 
meaning for the name Ncatham: 

Nia, n1eaning 'cattle' in old English; 
l:4m meaning 'village, village communiLy, rnanor 
or Homestead' in Old English. 

Brought together ,his suggests that Ncatham was a 

catllc market in lhe Anglo,,Saxon period, c:spe.ciaHy 
as Ncatham is mcnrioned as one of the four markets 
of Hampsltire at Domesday (Munby 1982), and was 
,he ccmre of a large Royal Hundred (Himon 1981). 
It sl-el'l"is most likcJy Lhat this was a bureaucratic 
remnant of rhe Roman situation, as there is Htde or 
no archaeological evidence for continuity. The ccn­
tte of the site seems to have been almost cOJnplercly 
abando11ed1 and only the surrounding \'illas. such as 
Binstcd \X1yck> Holyboumc, and ~eatham Manor, 
remained as nodes for later Med1evaJ seulement. 
This suggests that Lhe breakdown of the economy at 
the end of the Roman pc.riod led 10 • reversion 10 
simple, scJf~su.fficient agricultural communities 
around Lhe former villas. A final point of imereSl is 
lhat Holybournc Church is located aear a p.robable 
Roman cemetery and above a spring (see RO$s 1974, 
for the discussion of Lhe rcligfou.s importance of 
water sources). 
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Chapter 9 

Microfiche 

Two mkrofiche a.re included at the back o( lhis volume. The firsr, Microfiche 1, inc.ludcs written reports· the 
second t Microfiche 2, plans and section drawings. Detailed contents arc provided below, and on frame; 1- 2 
or each fiche. 

C1»1ten1S of Microfith, I 

ArtoA 
Archaeomagnetic Measurements of OvCJ1 I, by A J Clark 
Note on 1he Archacomagnetic dating, by M Millen 
The Charcoal from Area A, by Miss PA Rhodes 
Area A Samian, by J=n• Bird with B R Hartley 
Area A Coins, by R A Merson 
(including 1he Hoard) 

Area 8 
Flagon from Burial 6, by Mark Corney 
The Huow, Bones, by Terry O'Connor 
Area B Samian, by J=n• Bird with BR Hartley and Brenda Dickinson 
Area B Coins (Trenches I-IV), by R A Merson 
Area B Coins (Trench V), by S J Keay 

Ar,a C 
Area C Samian, by Joanna Bird 
Area C Coins, by R A Merson 

Areg D 
Area O Samian, by Joanna Bird 
Arca O Coins, by R A Merson 

Ar,a Fi 
Area E Coins, by R A Merson 

Area F 
The Human Bones, by Geraldine Done 
Arca F Coins, by RA Merson 

Figure A 
Figure B 
Figure C 
Figure D 
Figuro £ 
Figuro F 
Figure G 
Figure H 
l' igure I 
Figure J 
Figure K 
Figure L 

Area A: 
Area A: 
Area A: 
Arca A: 
Area A: 
Arca A: 
Area A: 
Arca A: 
Arca A: 
Area B: 
Area ll: 
Arca B: 

Conte111J of Microfiche 2 

Plan and Section orGullcy I 
Soctions of Structures 2,3,4.5 and 11 
Plan and Section of Pit I 
Section of Well 3 
Section of Well I 
1>1an and Section of Pit 4 
Plan and Section of Pit 2 
Plan and Section of Pit 3 
Sections of Trial Trenches Ill and N (Pii 5 and Wcll 4) 
Sections of Well 7, Gulley 2 and Ditch 2 
Sections of Pits 6, 9 and 11 
Section of Pit 12 

Reference Numbers 
Ml/3 
Ml/3 
Ml/4 
Ml/4 
Ml/8 

M.1/21 

Ml/29 
Ml/30 
Ml/31 
M.1138 
Ml/54 

Ml/55 
Ml/60 

Ml/69 
Ml/70 

Mlll4 

Ml/79 
Mln 9 

Rcfcrcoce Numbers 
M1/3 
MZ/4 
M215 
M2/6 
M2/7 
M2/8 
M2/ll 

MZ/10 
M2/11 
M2/12 
M2/13 
M2/14 
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Figure M 
Figure N 
Figure 0 
Figure P 

Figure Q 

Figure R 
Figure S 
Figure T 
Figure U 
Figure V 

Area B: 
Arca B: 
Are. B: 
Area B: 
Arca D: 
Arca E: 
Area F: 
Area F: 
Arca. F: 
Arca F: 
Arca F: 
Area A: 
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S<:c1ions of Pits 13 and IS 
Sections showing the relationship between Pits 17. 18, 19, 20and 21 
Scc,ion for Well 6 
Trench V: Section aero$$ Structure 27 
Seclions across Structures: 19 and 201 Oven J 7 and Well 8 
SecLion across the road co AJjcc Holt, Trench A 
Section beside Structure 22 
Sections AB and CD across Strucrurc 23 
S<:c,ions AB and CD aaro,ss S1ruc1urc 24 
Sec-lions of Featutts l and 2 in northern road ditch 
Section of Feamre 3 in norlhcrn road dhch 
Pot from Burial 6 

M2/IS 
M2/16 
MZ/17 

M2/18 

M21l9 
MZ/20 
M2/21 
M2/22 
M2/23 
M2124 

Ashdown, 
Askew, G 

Babclon, I 
Beare, W 
Bieber, M 
Birley, R • 

Boon, G C 
--- 1 

I 

I 
Boo1h, P } 
Bouchc.r, S 

8rcws1er, ~ 

Bushc-fox. 

Callender, 1 

Chapman, l 

' Chorles, D 
I 

CharlcsworL 
t 

Childcrhous 
l 

CIL Corpus 
Cla.rk, A J 

( 
Clarke, A I! 
Clarke, G I' 
---19 
Cook, A 197 

N 
Crummy, P 

A 
Cunliffe, B \ 

19' 
--- 19: 
---19: 
---19; 
Detsicas, A 1 
0.pcyrot, G 

3/ 
Done, G unp 
Doppelfeld. ( 
Doran J E a11 
Down. A 197 
Do,.,,, A o nd 
Duncan-Jones 
Dunning, G C 

Rit 



.11211s 
M21I6 
Ml/17 

A\2118 

A\2119 
M212o 
,\12121 
M2122 
i\12123 
A\2124 
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