cover, and include an interesting
bird’s-eye view of Roman Chichester
¢. AD 100 by Mike Codd, and the
Patching hoard of late gold and silver
coins.

Turning to the text, it becomes
clear the book is intended for a
popular audience, and although full
of youthful enthusiasm, its variable
style is often inappropriate for a
serious study. Most annoying are the
scattered modern analogies, such as
the mafia and motorway toll-booths,
and we read that “Julius Caesar was a
war criminal plain and simple; he was
a man whose actions can easily be
compared with the more recent mass
murderers such as Adolf Hitler,
Joseph Stalin, Mao Zedong or Pol
Pot” or that “a particular gripe of
Tacitus that runs throughout the
Agricola (like the name ‘Worthing’
through a stick of rock) is the
feeling that his father-in-law had
been recalled at the height of his
powers..." In the introductory
Acknowledgements the author thanks
his teachers for helping him “to
realise that one cannot understand
Roman Britain without first
understanding the inscriptions” and
“one must keep an open mind at
all times and question everything,
even the most fundamental of
assumptions”. There is clearly a
warning here of what is to follow, for
instead of an up-to-date survey and
discussion of an exciting and
growing corpus of archaeological
evidence, we find that much of the
book is given over to an exposition of
the author’s very controversial
theories, and these are accompanied
by a number of irritating misunder-
standings and mistakes. Some
unfavourable reaction might have
been expected; the author addresses
his teachers: “you may not all agree
with the conclusions reached in this
book”.

There is only space here to
examine a couple of the theories,
starting with the “understanding of
inscriptions”. We find a whole
chapter discussing a story of
Sallustius Lucullus, the Roman
governor of Britain. The author
claims he was actually the son of
Amminus, the British Iron Age
prince (known from his coins) on the
basis of three inscriptions from
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Chichester. The most significant of
these is only known from a seven-
teenth-century compilation which
may well be, as Collingwood and
Wright decided, a hoax. But even if it
is accepted as genuine, and it refers
to “C Sallustius Lucullus”, it is
suspicious in exactly paralleling the
well-known mention of Lucullus in
Suetonius’s Life of Domitian. The
second inscription is the much
damaged altar set up by Lucullus son
of Amminus (why should he be the
same Lucullus and why is this
Amminus the British prince?), and
the third is the famous sculptured
Jupiter Stone, setup by S.....

(p. 208), and here the author also
misses Anthony Beeson’s important
paper ‘A dedication to Jupiter, a
sculptured base from Chichester
discussed’ in Minerva, 4, 4 (1993),
pp. 12-15. The whole argument is
based on very dubious evidence and
readers will find themselves
wondering why, as the author claims,
a senior Roman senator should have
chosen to have his name appear in
three different guises on inscriptions
in the same town. In fact, it is
unthinkable that he would have been
prepared to see his own name given
as just “Lucullus son of Amminus”. In
the Roman system his family name
was Sallustius and he was the only
son of Gaius according to the
author’s own suggestion for his
father’s name (p. 51 and 301).
Moreover, a single ‘S’ could not
stand for Sallustius. To add to the

incredulity we are told in the
previous chapter that Tiberius
Claudius Togidubnus (Cogidubnus),
Great King in Britain, was one and
the same as Togodumnus son of
Cunobelinus, and therefore
Lucullus’s uncle. By p. 245 all these
ideas are regarded as “established”!
Another theory again centres
around a well known historical
figure, in this case the emperor Nero.
The author is certainly right to
remind us of the importance of the
group of marble and bronze statuary
from Bosham and Fishbourne and
the possibility of an early palatial or
religious complex at Bosham, but he
has missed the article in ARA (8
[1999], pp. 8-10 ‘Roman marble and
bronze sculpture in the kingdom of
Togidubnus’) in which Martin Henig
and the present writer assess the
evidence. This is unfortunate, for in a
lengthy discussion (pp. 106-13,
214 -19) he misidentifies all three
marble heads. The head of
Germanicus from Bosham is said to
be of Caligula and the colossal
Bosham head of Trajan and the
Fishbourne head are identified in no
uncertain terms, as Nero—a
personality, who along with Lucullus,
seems to permeate the whole book.
We then find a further revelation,
that the famous bronze head of
Claudius from the River Alde,
Suffolk, has also become Nero.
These ideas have been given a
further airing in British Archaeology
(July /August 2006, 42-5) in an
article entitled ‘Nero to North Hero
to South’. All this indicates a
complete disregard for along
tradition of scholarship in Greek and
Roman portrait sculpture. The
damage to two of the marble heads
and the Suffolk bronze is attributed
to acts of damnatio memoriae on
images of Nero immediately after his
death. But as Jude Plouviez (Suffolk
County Archaeologist) has pointed
out in British Archaeology, the author
should have given more consideration
to the context of the bronze. Were it
indeed Nero, its appearance in an
east Suffolk river would be difficult to
explain except as having been looted
from the colonia and temple of
Claudius at Colchester during the
Boudiccan revolt. The colossal head
from Bosham is certainly intriguing
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and may well be part of a statue
which stood at the entrance to
Chichester Harbour, but in
identifying it with Nero the author is
led to speculate that it was placed in
the Fishbourne proto-palace, a
parallel to the Colussus Neroni in the
formal atrium of Nero’s Domuus
Aurea, a building he likens to the
proto-palace! Again, a glance at
figures 41 and 42 show that the
Flavian palace at Fishbourne is
hardly a “copy in miniature” of
Domitian’s Domus Flavia. As the
scales on the plans indicate, the latter
was the smaller.

In the chapter on ‘palaces’ the
author uses excavation reports and
the work of Ernest Black to draw
attention to a group of substantial
early buildings situated along the
south coast. These include the
partially excavated sites at Langstone
(Hants.), Fishbourne, Southwick,
Pulborough, Angmering, Arundel,
Preston (Brighton) and Eastbourne.
These clearly resulted from the
unique political and economic status
of the area in the late first century,
but to compare their builders with

the “novyi Ruuskiy ” or new Russians
who “flaunt their wealth through the
acquisition of expensive homes and
gaudy western status symbols”
seems rather inappropriate, if not
extreme. The author fails to note the
architectural connection with the
temple complex at Hayling Island
here, and in his discussion of this site
he entirely misses the point of its
strong connections with the
Continent. Instead he draws
inappropriate comparisons with the
site at Muntham Court and the
circular building at Wanborough in
Surrey. This problem may derive
from the author’s preference for
secondary sources on Hayling Island
rather than the abundant primary
published material. Indeed, the
research behind this book must have
been patchy — there are many
mistakes, important sources have
been missed, and in some cases
Harvard references in the text
cannot be found in the bibliography,
particularly in those parts of the
book which actually discuss Sussex.
The index has 75 entries for ‘Rome’
and this illustrates the over emphasis

on imperial aspects. The author
seems to have no conception of a
Romano-British culture, or of
relating it to what was developing
across the Channel. Things are
either ‘Roman’ (bad) or ‘British’
(good) and he actually refers to
“those infected early by Rome”
(p.163).

One could go on, but to sum up, it
does not seem fair that this book was
published before undergoing some
academic peer review, so that at least
the worst of the errors could have
been ironed out. Specialists in the
Roman period will spot the mistakes
and the many flaws in the arguments,
but others may be misled. It is so
disappointing that an opportunity to
publish a really up-to-date study of
Roman Sussex has been missed.
Surely there is a scholar or group of
scholars with a thorough knowledge
of the subject who could fill the
vacuum,; perhaps something
along the lines of the recent
collection of papers on

Roman Wiltshire or ' a
Tempus’s own Roman A
Surrey by David Bird? = =

RECENT EXCAVATIONS IN ROMAN LEICESTER

by Richard Buckley, Tim Higgins, Jon Coward, John Tate, Anthony Gnanaratnam and Roger Kipling

A new retail development
affecting over a tenth of the
historic core of Roman and
medieval Leicester has led to
some of the most extensive
excavations the city has ever
seen. Three areas were
selected for excavation
between 2003 and 2006, by
University of Leicester
Archaeological Services
(ULAS), one revealing the
complete plan of a large
Roman courtyard house and
an adjacent public building.
On another site, a substantial
collapsed wall was discovered,
providing rare evidence for
the superstructure of one of
Roman Leicester’s public
buildings. Just outside this
development, another site was

excavated revealing new
evidence of the Roman town
defences and in the summer
of 2007, on yet another site,
evidence of the pre-Conquest
oppidum and mint and an
early Roman apsidal building
was found under the defences.

With a few notable exceptions,
such as Kathleen Kenyon's
excavation of the Jewry Wall public
baths site (1936-39), most of our
knowledge of the archacology of
Roman Leicester (Ratae
Corieltauvorum) before the early
1990s derived from comparatively
small-scale interventions, the result
being that the street layout and plans
of buildings like the forum and
macellum were created by ‘joining
the dots’. Following the decline of
industry in the city centre, a number
of ‘brownfield’ sites have been

redeveloped since 1990, leading to
large-scale excavations including the
current project, Highcross Quarter
(Figs. 1 and 2), which affects 12% of
the walled area of the Roman town.
Hence, for the first time, it has been
possible to look at a greater
proportion of individual insulae,
enabling us to link up the results of
separate investigations to build a
clearer picture of the development of
urban topography.

The depth and survival of Roman
stratigraphy in Leicester is notori-
ously unpredicatable, reflecting not
only differing intensities of develop-
ment in antiquity, but also the degree
of damage or destruction occurring
from the nineteenth and twentieth-
century developments. In the context
of this project, where potentially so
much archaeology might be affected,
athorough assessment —including
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