
‘an establishment of some class’, perhaps refuse from ‘a tavern selling snacks alongside alcohol to be
consumed on the premises’. Castle Street, on the other hand, produced only a small group of 469 sherds
but with ‘a higher proportion of amphorae, flagons and samian dishes and bowls than would be found in
normal (my italics) domestic rubbish’. This poses the question what a ‘normal’ domestic latrine-pit pottery
assemblage of the mid-second century might look like. The same might be asked of what constitutes
‘normal’ food waste. Mineralisation in the pit, evidence that food had passed through the gut, ensured the
preservation of seed and plant remains, including exotic imports like figs and grapes, which, along with
the remains of 16 cattle scapulae pierced so that the shoulder of beef could be hung for drying and
smoking, contributed to the interpretation of the contents as that of a ‘delicatessen’ shop, even though the
interpretation as a latrine pit, indicative of the food consumed on the premises, is well founded.
Fascinating though these deposits are, do we yet have enough comparative data to make the kind of
interpretations, particularly ones which catch the imagination and are likely to be widely repeated, put
forward here?

The above reflections offer some insights into an important publication, not just for Roman Leicester, but
for Roman Britain more widely. The authors and their contributors are to be warmly congratulated on their
achievement.

Department of Archaeology, University of Reading
m.g.fulford@reading.ac.uk
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Bridge over Troubled Water: The Roman Finds from the River Tees at Piercebridge in Context.
By H. Eckardt and P.J. Walton. Britannia Monograph 34. Roman Society, London, 2021. Pp. xii + 316,
illus. Price £30. ISBN 9780907764489 (print); https://doi.org/10.5284/1085344 (ebook).

Roman Piercebridge lies either side of the River Tees where three Roman bridges are recorded. The second
one was associated with the original course of Dere Street and traces of an earlier one have been found
upstream. The third was constructed downstream when the road was re-routed further east. The second
and third ones were discussed by Fitzpatrick in this journal in 1999, and the volume under review
publishes the evidence for the earliest one for the first time. It was to investigate these bridges that Bob
Middlemass and Rolfe Mitchinson started diving in the river in the mid-1980s. Over the next 30 years
they amassed a remarkable assemblage of Roman material from the riverbed including nearly 1,300 coins,
over 1,600 small finds, 60 kg pottery and small assemblages of vessel glass and animal bone. This book
publishes all this material and explores whether it should be regarded as the result of rubbish disposal or
votive offerings.

Part I places the material in context. It starts with an overview of riverine assemblages across the empire
and how they have been regarded. There are useful considerations here of how boundaries in scholarship have
impeded our understanding of them. These boundaries are not just those between prehistorians and
Romanists, but also between different national preferences for rubbish or ritual explanations and between
specialisms with some categories of material attracting much more attention than others. This chapter will
undoubtedly become the starting point of any future consideration of river deposition across the empire.

The Piercebridge context is then explored. Extensive excavation between 1969 and 1981 (published by
Cool and Mason in 2008) revealed occupation starting in the first and continuing into the sixth century,
with widespread evidence of intense military involvement starting in the later second century and
continuing into the third. The material recovered during those excavations becomes a baseline against
which the river assemblage can be compared. A section by Christopher Green considers the river and the
mechanisms by which the assemblage could have remained in position, given it is prone to flash flooding.
Detailed recording of the finds on the riverbed was not undertaken by the divers, but the records are
sufficient to show that deposition was concentrated in the area of the earlier bridges.

Part II discusses all the material by functional category. Catalogue entries are available online in the
Portable Antiquities Database. The discussions in the book are succinct, well informed and well
illustrated. They will deservedly provide a happy hunting ground for finds specialists. Throughout this part
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comparisons between the riverine and land assemblages are made, and these clearly bring out differences
between the two. For all categories of material late Roman finds, which are strongly present in the land
assemblage, are much rarer in the river finds. A case is made for river deposition being stronger in the
first to second centuries than it was on land. This is certainly evident for the coins (fig. 10.2) but is less
convincing for the small finds (e.g. the brooches, fig. 4.3) and the pottery. An interesting aspect of the
coin assemblage is the degree of mutilation and defacement seen in the river assemblage, a phenomenon
possibly also seen in the jewellery and metal vessels. This is an aspect which cannot be meaningfully
compared to the land assemblage as, 40 years ago when those reports were written, such aspects were not
routinely recorded or discussed.

Part III draws all the patterns together to show how different the river assemblage is both to that from the
land and from neighbouring sites such as Catterick and Binchester. Here the fact that the total assemblage has
been studied, and not just selected ‘interesting’ aspects of it, shows its strength. In part of this discussion the
authors are joined by Kris Lockyear to produce elegant and clearly explained correspondence analyses to
show these differences.

This is a most interesting book, both from the methodological point of view and for what it tells us about
Piercebridge and questions it raises. Why did the river cease to be the focus of votive offerings at some point
in the third century? Occupation continued and by then was concentrated very close to area of deposition. The
fortunate combination of the extensive excavation on land, the devotion of the divers over three decades and
the existence of the Portable Antiquities Scheme to record their finds may never happen again, but this book
shows the potential of river finds. The authors promise us they are preparing another one looking more widely
at such deposition in Roman Britain, and this is something we can all look forward to.

Barbican Research Associates
hilary@coolarchaeology.com
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Chedworth Roman Villa. Excavations and Re-imaginings from the Nineteenth to the Twenty-first Centuries.
By S. Esmonde Cleary, J. Wood and E. Durham. Britannia Monograph 35. Roman Society, London, 2022.
Pp. xxviii + 580, illus. (many colour), maps, plans (some fold-out). Price £100. ISBN 9780907764496.

This volume is a very welcome addition to the literature on the villas and related sites of Roman Britain. As
the only substantial villa in the care of the National Trust and open to the public, Chedworth has paradoxically
been ill served by the lack of a substantial report and survey of the excavations and surviving remains. This is
put right by this monograph. Many old excavations and smaller interventions have been brought together, and
there is a substantial conspectus of the finds, both those in the site museum from the original uncovering of
the remains, and from the more systematic recent excavations. Not everything is in this volume, however, as
the editors themselves point out. The result is substantial; in fact, rather a weighty and awkward-to-handle
tome, with very long chapters. Two volumes would have been a good idea.

After an introductory survey of the history of investigations at Chedworth, a revealing analysis of the walling
elevations by Jason Wood demonstrates how much restoration and reconstruction has taken place since the site
was first opened for public display. This chapter is somewhat over-long at nearly 130 pages and has a lot of
detailed description better suited to a technical (online) report. Only a summary is really needed here. There
are pull-out wall sections and elevations at 1:100 scale, and it would have been good to have equally
detailed plans. Chapter 3, covering the structural remains and the evidence for phasing and sequencing, is the
heart of the volume, with four phases, in contrast to the well-known ‘fossilised’ plan of the site in the fourth
century that figures in previous literature. Dating the phases is not easy, due to the lack of stratigraphic
recording in the nineteenth century. It is therefore welcome to have two separate excavation reports at the
end of this chapter, by Ron Shoesmith and Maureen Carroll. The latter report is particularly useful in
yielding chronological sequences, and also valuable evidence for the features in the courtyards.

Chapter 4, at over 225 pages, is a colossus. It has many good artefactual reports, not least the mosaics
(by Stephen Cosh), sculpture (by Martin Henig) and architectural stonework (by Kevin Hayward). There
are full and very useful considerations of smaller artefacts, pottery, glass and building materials. However,
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