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Foreword

Meols has been known in any detail mostly to a few
enthusiastic professional archaeologists for, although
rich in finds, the site was last published in a now rare
book, Amncient Meols, by the Reverend Abraham
Hume, in 1863. He illustrated a large number of
finds of all periods from the early Iron Age until the
sixteenth century. These were washed out on to the
beach and which were collected by himself, other
antiquarians and local people. Hume was joined over
the years by other collectors, but chiefly by Henry
Ecroyd Smith, Curator of the Liverpool Museum,
until at the end of the century the construction of
new sea defences put an end to collecting and
recording. The eroding sand-dunes not only
produced an enormous body of small finds, but also
traces of buildings (the records of which are now
unfortunately lost) and stumps of trees from the old
ground surface. The numerous artefacts include, as
well as many mundane objects, exotic pieces of high
quality.

The finds of these pioneers, and some of those
found subsequently, have been acquired by several
museums, but most are in the Grosvenor Museum,
Chester, and National Museums Liverpool. While the
collections and the site were never forgotten, it was
left to David Griffiths, Robert Philpott, Geoff Egan,
and their colleagues, to draw together the accumu-
lated knowledge concerning the site, to provide this
catalogue of more than 4000 artefacts and nearly
1000 coins and tokens, mostly of the medieval
period, and place them in context. At the same time
the opportunity has been taken to summarise the

XV

palaeogeographic evidence — the subject of much
study for the past thirty years.

What then of ancient Meols itself? For the first
time we are presented with a proper interpretation of
the site as a beach market or port. The evidence for
its Iron Age status is slight, although it is possible
that Meols was the point of export for salt, copper
and lead. The rich Roman material (mostly dating
from the first and second century AD) leaves little
room for doubt that Meols was an important port for
both military purposes and for local and more wide-
reaching trade in raw-materials and manufactured
goods. In the post-Roman period it clearly
functioned as a beach market of the type found at
Llanbedrgoch, in Anglesey, Whithorn in Galloway ,
and Ronaldsway in the Isle of Man, which served the
communities around the Irish Sea, including the
monastic centres and V iking towns of Ireland. The
place-name ‘Meols’ is of Norse origin (ON melr
‘sand-hills’) and the finds show that it was relatively
important in the late tenth and eleventh century at a
time of Norse political and commercial activity in the
Irish Sea region. In the later medieval period Meols
was clearly in close touch with the anchorage east of
Hilbre Island, closely related to the major centre of
Chester, and became an important — if unofficial -
beach market.

The compilers of this remarkable monograph are
to be congratulated on a job well done, and one that
will last as long as that of Abraham Hume.

Sir David Wilson



Revd Abraham Hume from Ancient Meols

“The Professional Archaeologist may discover some faults in [this] treatment of the numerous details, but he
will find at the same time a large fund of new and authentic materials; and, if a more correct explanation can
be given than is offered here, the writer will be one of the first and heartiest to welcome it.’

Abraham Hume (1814-1884)
Ancient Meols, or some account of the Antiquities found near Dove Point on the Sea-Coast of Cheshire (1863, 397-8)
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This monograph was conceived because of a need to
remedy the neglect and obscurity into which had
fallen one of the ‘Great Sites’ of British Archaeology.
Meols, which was better known in the 1860s than at
any time since, is generally perceived as a ‘lost’
ancient settlement that is long gone, having been
destroyed by the sea over a century ago. Less widely
appreciated, however, is the extent of surviving
evidence from Meols, principally the 5008 items
catalogued here, including surviving and recorded
objects. These are objects of metal, stone, pottery
glass, bone, wood, leather, and wool, and alongside
them is a rich body of topographic, historical, and
palaeogeographic evidence. When regarded less as a
‘lost’ site and more as a continually-evolving coastal
landscape, the evidence from Meols becomes more
readily intelligible as a long-term record of human
presence and its adaptation to the opportunities and
problems created by settlement in this peripheral, but
strategic, corner of Britain. There remains much
potential for further archaeological field investiga-
tion along the north W irral coast. However, a
conscious decision was taken here to synthesise,
catalogue, and publish the existing stock of informa-
tion from Meols before seeking to add to it substan-
tively with further fieldwork or excavation. Hence
this volume should be seen not as the final instalment
of a long story beginning over 150 years ago, but as
a further stage in an unfolding enquiry into a
landscape. Future work and the possibility of eluci-
dating new discoveries will inevitably re-shape and
supersede any conclusions reached here (5.2), and we
are entirely content to welcome this prospect.

Meols is also a great and overlooked story of
Victorian antiquarianism. The first individual to
realise fully the potential archaeological significance
of Meols was Revd Abraham Hume (frontispiece), a
Liverpool clergyman, who first became aware of the
discoveries in 1846. Hume was soon joined by Henry
Ecroyd Smith, who became the curator of Liverpool
first public museum, the precursor of the present-day
National Museums Liverpool. The wealthy business-
man Joseph Mayer also purchased objects from the
site to add to his varied collection of antiquities,
which were later given to Liverpool Museum.
Hume’s greatest contribution was his monograph
Ancient Meols, published in 1863, which contained
an illustrated account of the discoveries and has
remained until now the only attempt at a compre-
hensive treatment of the Meols phenomenon. Hume}
monograph was a classic of V. ictorian antiquari-
anism, and for its day it was modern, perceptive,
scientific, and well-informed. However , it has its
limitations as an account of Meols, most obviously
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because it was published 40 years before even the
antiquarian phase of discoveries at Meols ended, and
therefore pre-dates many hundreds of further discov-
eries and observations. In the 1870s, Charles Potter ,
a Liverpool customs official, began amassing a
collection, and he was later joined as a devotee of
Meols by Edward Cox. Interest in Meols began
gradually to decline when Ecroyd Smith left
Merseyside in 1875 and Hume died in 1884, but
there was a brief resurgence in the early 1890s when
Potter and Cox witnessed the exposure of a signifi-
cant cluster of structural remains, including stone
and wattle buildings, and collected a wealth of finds
from in-situ deposits. Their deaths later in that
decade, and the fact that the most productive areas of
the eroding coastline were rendered inaccessible by
the construction of sea defences, led to antiquarian
interest largely dissipating by 1900. However , the
information and collections resulting from 19th-
century antiquarian activity have been supplemented
throughout the 20th century by a less numerous, but
no less interesting, trickle of finds.

An unknown number of individuals have
contributed to the present stock of data, from
wealthy and classically-educated Victorian antiquar-
ians taking a deep and committed interest in the
finds, and curious but less erudite citizens, to local
fishermen and children searching along the shoreline.
In more recent times, walkers, beachcombers, and
metal-detectorists have all played a part. Structured
archaeological observation under rigorous standards
of recording has played a negligible role in producing
this body of material. Except in the heyday of
antiquarian activity along this coast in the 1850s to
1890s, discovery has been guided by little or no
awareness of the inter -connectedness of these
deposits as an archaeological phenomenon, except in
the widest and most anecdotal terms, meaning that
much of the material comes from chance finds
accompanied by only the most limited locational or
contextual information. For this reason it is impos-
sible to reconstruct the whole assemblage, or even to
assess accurately the original size of the various
period groups represented.

The range of archaeological material from Meols
covers almost the entire time-scale of the recognis-
able human presence in this region, from the
mesolithic period through to the point where the
objects discovered and the date of discovery become
virtually contemporary in the 19th century. However,
from the early Iron Age ( ¢. 500 BC) until the 16th
century AD, the Meols material is extraordinary in
range and quantity in north-west England, although
in terms of individual types and materials it is
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broadly consistent with contemporary objects known
singly or in smaller numbers from elsewhere in the
region. Imported objects, such as fine metalwork
items, accompanied by an extensive series of numis-
matic discoveries, put beyond doubt the influence of
long-distance trading connections, which show a
remarkable degree of consistency over the centuries.
Observations of the exposed geological and archaeo-
logical layers, and descriptions of structures in the
eroding sand-dunes add to the available information.

The finds from Meols have remained mostly in
unpublished obscurity within museum collections for
many decades, although much of the Liverpool
collection came to grief as a result of wartime
destruction. The pre-1900 volumes of local journals,
principally the Transactions of the Historic Society
of Lancashire and Cheshire (THSLC) are heavy with
records of discoveries, commentary, and discussion.
Cheshire County Record Office, Liverpool City
Libraries, and the archives of the Mersey Docks and
Harbour Board (held by National Museums
Liverpool) contain invaluable resources for the
medieval and post-medieval periods, in addition to
antiquarian notes and records of the coastal changes
of the 18th and 19th centuries. The museums hold in
their own archives numerous notes and accession
details on the objects. Several 20th-century studies of
individual objects or groups of finds exist, some
published in local journals, and more latterly others
have been produced in unpublished postgraduate
theses and dissertations. To these we can add palaeo-
geographic studies of the north W irral coast, which
have shown that parts of the strata observed by
Hume and others survive today; and historical
surveys, which have made some sense of the conun-
drum of why an apparently obscure coastal site
produced such an extraordinary range of archaeolog-
ical material.

Our aim here has been to put the information
from Meols together in an integrated and compre-
hensive study. The principal element of this is the
catalogue (grouped under 2, below). This is based on
five museum collections (National Museums
Liverpool; The Grosvenor Museum, Chester; The
British Museum; W arrington Museum; and the
Williamson Art Gallery and Museum, W irral),
together with a few Meols finds that remain in
private hands. To these are added catalogue entries
for those objects illustrated by the 19th-century
antiquarians, but which have since disappeared:
what qualifies these for inclusion is the substantive
record provided by their illustration. Other finds,
which were referred to in antiquarian publications
but not illustrated, are mentioned here where
relevant but have not been considered sufficiently
well-documented to include in the catalogue.

It could perhaps have been less complicated task to
have catalogued each of these collections separately ,
but the reasons why material ended up in its partic-
ular collection are explained largely by 19th and 20th
century circumstances, and therefore are not the
primary influence on our archaeological interpreta-

tion. Far more important is the need to consider the
Meols material together in its typological and
chronological groupings. Hence the decision was
taken at the beginning of this research project to
work with one sequence of catalogue entries and not
to divide these by collection. This task has been made
possible by two essential factors. Firstly  , the
Grosvenor Museum, Chester, Warrington Museum,
and the W illiamson Art Gallery and Museum,
Wirral, have generously permitted long-term loans of
their collections of Meols material to National
Museums Liverpool, where they have been recorded
and studied together since 1999. The British Museum
has allowed sufficient access for its collection to be
recorded, and this information has been combined
with that from the other collections. Secondly
computer technology has enabled the construction of
a database including descriptions as well as a full
illustrative record of every extant find in the form of
digital scans and photographs. It has therefore been
possible to search and sort the material by type, size,
date, and collection; offering a far more flexible and
versatile archive to be created than has been possible
for earlier generations of scholars. A further essential
advance has been the development of low-cost high-
quality digital imagery for recording this very large
collection.

The Meols finds in almost all individual cases can
be linked with accession registers or other museum
records. Further confidence in attribution to Meols is
conferred by an illustration or mention in one of the
numerous antiquarian notes and publications about
the site, or an attached label stating Meols, The
Ancient and/or Submarine Forest, The Cheshire
Shore, Hoylake, or Leasowe (all of which are taken
here to be acceptable definitions of Meols). The lack
of more detailed information presents problems in
providing a secure date or detailed location for the
discoveries. A number of objects have been excluded
from this study despite their apparent association
with the Meols collections, because accession records
or labels leave doubt as to whether they are from the
area covered by this study (although a group of coins
that circumstantial evidence suggests are from Meols
are included as a supplementary list to the coin
catalogue (S6000 — S6051).

All finds catalogued here are known or at least
reported to have been discovered at Meols, and their
association with Meols (before any judgement is
made about the circumstances and date of their
deposit) is the basic qualification for inclusion. The
vast majority of the material is uncontroversial.
There remain, however , points of debate about
whether some individual items count as genuine
ancient losses or should perhaps be seen as later
introductions of one form or another. This in partic-
ular affects the ‘exotic’ later prehistoric and post-
Roman Mediterranean coins (2.24), which seem to
some commentators to be curious and perhaps
perturbing discoveries to have resulted from genuine
ancient losses in the remote extremity of the W irral
coast. Whilst there is overwhelming evidence that the
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Meols story as a whole is an unassailably genuine
archaeological phenomenon, there is nevertheless
room for varying interpretations and views about the
date and means by which individual items in the
assemblage arrived at Meols. We have not sought to
impose a single view or put an embargo upon disso-
nance in interpretation about any aspect of the
material: rather we have sought to cultivate an open-
mindedness that recognises that any conclusions
drawn now will almost inevitably be superseded or
modified by further study. Far more important to us
than resolving permanently some of the finer points
of argument here is the fact that the material is now
published and presented for further thought and
discussion. As Hume himself was only too aware, the
steady accumulation of knowledge meant that in
time his work would require revision (Hume 1863,
397-8). Inevitably some of Hume’ s identifications
and dating of objects have been superseded, though
to a remarkable extent his conclusions have stood the
test of time and modern scholarship. The quotation
from Abraham Hume’s Ancient Meols (frontispiece)
is one which we readily accord, and it is perhaps the
excerpt from Hume’s work that has the greatest
resonance for us.

Until now, the scope and quantity of the Meols
material has all but defeated attempts to synthesise
and publish it. An overriding sense of particularism,
either for type or period, pervades the existing litera-
ture. In presenting the first attempt at a comprehen-
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sive study of Meols since 1863, the three principal
authors of this monograph recognise that the result
will be to invite far more questions than to provide
answers about this enigmatic body of material.
Readers must make of this what they will, but in
doing so will have to accept that there are some case-
studies in archaeology that do not easily fit
prescribed and predictable categories of evidence, but
are important and worth studying and publishing
nonetheless. Exhaustive searches of archives and
repeated attempts to raise public awareness about
Meols have been made during the compilation of this
monograph. Nevertheless, additional material may
yet come to light, in private hands from attics or
garages, or even possibly from museum stores
around the country — ironically perhaps prompted by
renewed interest in Meols as a result of this publica-
tion. Further researches and analyses will inevitably
cast new light on the finds, and on the Meols
landscape itself, perhaps wholly or partly super-
seding the conclusions presented here. Whatever the
fate of our present interpretations and conclusions in
the future, one significant advance will remain: that
the large, disparate, and unwieldy assemblage of
material and information from this important
location has been collated, studied together
catalogued, and published. In this, perhaps, we may
claim to be the successors of Hume.

b

David Griffiths, Robert Philpott and Geoff Egan
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1. The Discovery of Meols

1.1 Introduction
David Griffiths and Robert Philpott

Meols: defining the place and its
archaeological significance

Meols (pronounced Mells) is located on the north
coast of the W irral Peninsula, north-west England
(Fig. 1.1.1). The place-name Meols derives from
Melr, an Old Norse topographical name, meaning
‘sand-hills’ or ‘sand-dunes’ (Dodgson 1972, 296-7).
The north W irral coastis 12.5km long from its
north-western corner (SJ 20 88) to its north-eastern
corner (S] 30 94). The sandy coastal hinterland is
occupied by four townships, from west to east: Little
Meols, Hoose, Great Meols, and Wallasey. ‘Meols’ is
a general term that refers to the historic townships of
Little and Great Meols (with the narrow township of
Hoose between), representing the coastal hinterland
along the north-western stretch of the W irral shore.
Meols is therefore not so much a clearly-defined ‘site
as a coastal landscape, encompassing maritime, inter-
tidal, and terrestrial elements.

This study is concerned with the archaeology of
the western two-thirds of the mainland Wirral shore-

)

line, which has suffered significant coastal change
and erosion in the past 200 years. The archaeological
discoveries resulting from this process, and detailed
in this volume, have occurred between SJ 22 90 and
SJ 26 92, a distance of approximately 8km. This is an
area that has produced archaeological evidence
spanning almost the entire human timescale from the
mesolithic to post-medieval periods. Influential in the
local archaeological background, but otherwise
excluded from detailed coverage in this study
(because they deserve full-scale treatment in their
own right), are the neighbouring Hilbre Islands and
the low sandstone dome or reef at the north-west
corner of Wirral known as the Red Rocks, both of
which are of substantial archaeological interest and
potential. These differ somewhat from Meols in that
they are composed of harder upstanding sandstone
surrounded by water at high tide, and hence are
regarded as offshore features (3.3).

The Wirral Peninsula is defined by two major
estuaries, to the north-east by the Mersey and to the
south-west by the Dee. Prior to 1974, all of W irral
lay within the historic county of Cheshire, the entire
peninsula north of Chester having formed one of the
Cheshire Hundreds first recorded as such in the

Fig. 1.1.1: Meols, aerial photograph from east showing position of the former Dove Point; Leasowe

Embankment in foreground to lower right © NML
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Fig. 1.1.2: Meols, Location Map

Domesday Book of 1086. The north shore of W irral
has therefore historically been Cheshire’ s only
genuine sea-coast, a status that in the past has often
been foremost in the minds of those writing about its
history and antiquities. The northern coastal district
of Wirral was for many centuries a remote and thinly
populated area, although the ebb and flow of
maritime trade and warfare was always an important
influence connecting it to the wider world. Prior to its
suburbanisation in the later 19th and 20th centuries,
the coastal strip was largely open sandy commons,
backed by low-lying and unprepossessing agricul-
tural land. Its rural community was dependent
largely on farming and fishing, and lived in small
scattered hamlets. The construction in 1866 of a
railway to Birkenhead helped to effect a rapid trans-
formation of its population and economy in the
ensuing decades. North W irral has become a busy
and crowded commuter corridor where later 19th-
and 20th-century development has sprawled far
beyond the extent of previous settlement. Clusters of
modern housing have enveloped the historic village
cores, amid stretches of low-lying pasture, smallhold-
ings, caravan parks, light industry, and the truncated
remains of what was formerly an extensive coastal
dune system.

The northern shore of W irral faces across
Liverpool Bay towards the open waters of the Irish
Sea. Its seaward outlook is framed distantly to the
east by the flat dunescape of the Sefton coast
stretching northwards from the Mersey Estuary, and
to the west by the mouth of the Dee Estuary , behind
which rises the steeper topography of north W ales.
Along much of this low-lying and fragile coastline,
inshore tidal channels, sheltered from the open
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Fig. 1.1.3: Meols, Detailed Map

waters of the Irish Sea by extensive offshore
sandbanks, provide a permanent anchorage which at
high tide allows easy and direct access to deeper
water. In the inter -tidal zone, the channels and
sandbanks, which are fully covered at high tide, are
in a constant state of gradual movement, erosion,
and re-deposition. Liverpool Bay is shallow and
exposed, with a particularly large tidal range. A
spring high tide can rise and fall as much as 10.5m in
one cycle. Along the shores of Liverpool Bay and in
the two major estuaries, the sea appears and disap-
pears twice a day , leaving miles of mud and
sandbanks exposed at low tide. A shifting and
changing network of deeper channels, which remain
full, or partly full, of water at low tide, provides the
means of navigation.

The north Wirral coast has undergone dramatic
changes in the past two centuries, and the present
coastline is entirely a product of coastal retreat, and
subsequent stabilisation through the construction of
stone and concrete sea defences to prevent erosion
and tidal flooding of low-lying inland areas, which
had become a serious problem by the 1820s. Up to
500m of land has been lost to the sea since the late
18th century. The causes of this increased rate of
coastal retreat are complex, but the long-term
equilibrium of coastal erosion and deposition in
Liverpool Bay must have been affected seriously even
if indirectly, by two parallel developments, beginning
in the early 18th century, which dramatically altered
the natural topography of the two estuaries. The first
of these was the progressive hardening and
narrowing of the shores of the Mersey at Liverpool
with dock walls, wharves and breakwaters, which
had the effect of increasing the speed of tidal flow
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The process had begun in 1710-15 with the
construction of the first enclosed commercial wet
dock in England, and was thereafter joined by the
practice of dredging and training the deep water
approaches in Liverpool Bay . Furthermore, in
1735-6, shortly after the opening of Liverpool’s new
dock, and prompted in part by the dramatic commer-
cial success that it brought about, the commissioners
and merchants of the rival port of Chester attempted
to arrest the long-term decline and silting of their
ancient harbour by paying for the excavation of the
‘New Cut’; a re-routed course for the River Dee
below Chester, which was meant to increase the
draught of vessels visiting the city. Ironically, this was
almost entirely counter-productive, and in destabil-
ising the tidal equilibrium of the Dee Estuary the
silting process was exacerbated, and Chester became
all but inaccessible to seagoing vessels within a few
decades (Ward 1996; Herson 1996). Millions of
tonnes of sand and silt, most of which must have
been eroded and transported by the tide from more
exposed and vulnerable coastlines nearby , were
deposited in the upper estuary as a result of this ill-
conceived scheme, leading to much of it becoming
dry land over the following century.

Charts and maps of the north W irral coast
compiled in the 17th and 18th centuries show a
pronounced northward bulge or promontory at

Meols, known as ‘Dove Point’ (Fig. 1.1.4). This was
a mass of sand-dunes on a promontory shaped by
converging patterns of long-shore drift, and a trian-
gular tidal sandbank extended further to seaward of
it, known as the ‘Dove Spit’, separating two deep-
water channels, Hoyle Lake to the west, and Horse
or Rock Channel, which led towards Liverpool, to
the east. Dove Point was entirely a ‘soft’ landform,
lacking the harder geological structure created by the
local red sandstone that was more resistant to
erosion, and was composed merely of layers of silt,
peat, clay and loose windblown sand. Increased and
changed patterns of coastal erosion meant that Dove
Point gradually disappeared as a landscape feature
between 1800 and 1900 (a process that can be traced
in contemporary maps and charts (3.2).

The place-name ‘Dove’ is possibly a derivation
from the Celtic  Dubh-> (black), which may refer to
the blackish layers of peat and ancient tree stumps
(Figs. 1.1.5, 1.1.6) which protruded from the sand
and gave this area its alternative local name the
‘Ancient Forest’, or the ‘Submerged Forest’ (the tree
stumps themselves were known as the ‘Meols
Stocks’). However, an alternative derivation for the
name — from John Dove, a landowner in 1555 — was
put forward by the Cheshire place-name scholar ].
McN. Dodgson (1972, 299). The forest and peat
beds were nevertheless a significant topographic

Fig. 1.1.4: Chart of the Wirral coast at Meols by Charles Eyes, 1792, showing Dove Point, with later
annotations showing the land lost to the sea by 1847 © NML. (detail I)
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Fig. 1.1.5: ‘Submerged Forest, Meols’ c. 1886, photograph taken looking SW towards Dove Point, with
Sandbey’ behind, by permission of the Historic Society of Lancashire and Cheshire

Fig. 1.1.6: The Forest photographed from a near-identical position in 1913 © NML
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feature. Partly due to their gradual erosion and disap-
pearance during the years of coastal retreat, but also
due to increased deposition of sand and silt on the
foreshore in recent times, only very limited traces of
the forest are visible today. However, throughout the
19th and early 20th centuries the tree stumps along
the shore were numerous and, in many cases, of
impressive size and preservation, providing local
inhabitants with the dominant identifying feature of
this stretch of coastline.

As Dove Point was eaten away by the sea, with the
line of the coast straightening and retreating south-
wards towards its current position, widespread
archaeological deposits were exposed. Far from being
a smooth or even process, this happened in an unpre-
dictable and piecemeal way, driven forward suddenly
by storms, or stabilised for significant periods by
quiet weather. It was this haphazard and random
manner of exposure, and the unfolding interest and
response that it provoked on the part of generations
of self-motivated individuals — local people, antiquar-
ians, and curiosity-hunters — that has shaped the
story of discovery presented here. From at least 1814
(which is the earliest documented instance, but
almost certainly not the first), archaeological finds
have been made in considerable quantity along the
north Wirral shoreline and the inter-tidal zone, which
stretches up to 500m offshore at low tide. The broad
spread of mud and sand between the low and high
tide marks was extensively characterised by the
remains of the ‘Ancient Forest’, peat beds, and disin-
tegrating and exposed archaeological layers in
various states of erosion and degradation. Amongst
the blackened tree stumps, in the hollows and pools
left by the tide, objects of flint, metal, and, less often,
pottery were frequently found, especially by those
with an experienced eye. The sand-dunes along the
high-water mark, which were regularly undermined
and eaten away by the sea, revealed buried archaeo-
logical layers as they shifted and collapsed.

Antiquarian interest

The antiquarian story at Meols began in the second
decade of the 19th century , but there is no clear
historical point when Meols was ‘discovered’ as an
archaeological phenomenon. Coastal erosion must
have exposed ancient archaeological layers on a
sporadic basis well before then (1.2). Local knowl-
edge and awareness of the exposed stumps of the
‘Ancient Forest’ predates any antiquarian involve-
ment (the forest was known as a valuable source of
wood for fuel). Local people were probably picking
up artefacts in and around the ancient tree stumps for
decades before any systematic attempt was made to
collect and understand them for their archaeological
interest. The earliest known collection was that of a
Liverpool merchant, Philip Barrington Ainslie.
Ainslie had been shown finds that had been made in
1817, by ‘a fisherman called Buchanan, who had
found them at an unusually low tide near the remains
of the ancient forest’; Ainslie had himself visited the

shore on many occasions and had collected other
objects (Hume 1863, 49).

Although not the first known collector , the prime
mover in recognising the archaeological significance
of Meols, and bringing the discoveries to wider
academic attention, was the Revd Canon Abraham
Hume, an Irishman originally from Hillsborough, Co.
Down, and a graduate in classics and mathematics of
Trinity College Dublin. In 1844 Hume had been
ordained as an Anglican priest in the Chester Diocese
and had taken the living of All Saints, V' auxhall, a
poor parish of inner Liverpool. A bachelor , and
devoted writer of tracts and pamphlets, he already
possessed an erudite interest in the classics, and antig-
uities of the ancient and medieval worlds. Hume was
shown a group of ancient finds on a visit to Hoylake
in 1846. Mrs Longueville, wife of the Curate of W est
Kirby, and Hume’ s host that afternoon, identified
them as objects found along the nearby shore and
invited Hume’s interest. Hume was intrigued:

‘In the spring of 1846 I happened to be in the
parsonage of Hoylake, the village which is
situated in the township of Hoose, near the
mouth of the Dee, between Great and Little
Meols. Observing on the chimneypiece a
Roman fibula, a little hammer -shaped object
like the tongue of a hand-bell and other articles,
I borrowed them for the purpose of exhibiting
them at the Literary and Philosophical Society
of Liverpool... It appeared that these and
numerous other metallic articles had been found
there by an old man in the village. He had
resided there since 1810; and since about 1828,
he had amused himself at intervals with picking
up curious pieces of metal when the tide had
retired. He did not attach much importance to
them, and the best of them were given to
children as toys; as the fibula and other objects
had been which first arrested my attention’
(Hume 1863, 47).

Hume recognised the archaeological importance of
the finds and contacted Albert W ay, Honorary
Secretary of the Archaeological Institute in London,
who encouraged him to make the objects more widely
known. Hume exhibited the objects at the Congress
of the Archaeological Institute at Y ork in July 1846.
Hume’s network of contacts in the antiquarian world,
which included fellow founders of the Historic Society
of Lancashire and Cheshire, such as Joseph Mayer
and Henry Pidgeon (Fig. 1.1.7), brought the site to
attention of a wider audience

Hume’s writings on theology, law, and education
(which were numerous) attracted the rare honour of
doctorates from the universities of Glasgow (LLD,
1844), Cambridge (LLD, 1856) and Oxford (DCL,
1857). He was described in a memoir shortly after his
death as ‘a man of superior education and classical
attainments’, ‘who possessed a keen sense of humour
and a store of ready wit which always made him a
welcome guest at parties and public meetings’
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(Morley 1887). Hume’s learned and evidently charis-
matic personality was well suited to the task of
raising awareness of his ideas and discoveries
amongst the mid-V ictorian scientific and literary
luminaries of Liverpool and London. Over the
following decade, as Hume continued to collect
material and simultaneously to publicise the discov-
eries, it seems that he gained in respect and prestige
amongst his contemporaries. The archaeological
discoveries made at Meols became something of a
minor cause celebre in antiquarian circles in the
1850s and 1860s, thereafter providing a regular
theme amongst the meetings and publications of
local antiquarian and historical societies. There are
hints in some contemporary biographical material
that Hume was regarded by some as guilty of undue
self-promotion!, but with the exception of the vitri-
olic attacks mounted upon him by Joseph Boult in
1865 (described below) almost no sense of more
widely-held scepticism or doubt (at least that has
survived in written form) seems to have clouded his
observations about Meols, perhaps surprisingly for
those times of renowned academic and theological
disputes. A mark of his success came when the
Archaeological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland

Fig. 1.1.7: Abrabam Hume, Henry Pidgeon and
Joseph Mayer; portrait photograph marking the
founding meeting of the Historic Society of
Lancashire and Cheshire, 1848, by permission
of the Society

held its annual visit at Chester in July 1857. An

exhibition of objects from Meols was held at the
King’s School, and Hume gave an account of his
discoveries (Anon 1864b, 251-2).

As public awareness of Meols grew , the phenom-
enon attracted the interest of other commentators,
collectors, and curiosity-seekers. Following Hume’ s
initiative, a number of new individuals began to visit
the shoreline, either to search for material themselves
or to make contacts amongst the local farmers and
fishermen, who were quick to seize the opportunity to
make small amounts of additional income from the
selling of finds. Some local inhabitants became expert
at finding the most productive locations: ‘a young man
who is deaf and dumb having been amongst the most
successful’ (Hume 1863, 49). Hume also began to
track down some of the unknown number of collec-
tors who had already taken material from the site.
There were various rumours and false leads: a Dr
Traill of Edinburgh? informed him that a large number
of ‘curious articles’ had been found on Hoyle Bank
(the offshore sand bar near Meols), but Humes$ further
enquiries on this matter proved unproductive. In 1859
Hume visited Ainslie, who was by then resident in
Guildford, Surrey, and sketched almost 100 objects,
although other parts of his collection had already been
dispersed as gifts 3. The wealthy and well-known
collector Joseph Mayer visited the shore on occasions,
making contact with local people and amassing a
collection of 1000 pieces (Hume 1863, 50).

Hume published a range of finds and an account
of the discoveries in 1847 (Hume 1847a, b, ¢). He
developed a particular interest in the abundant
medieval dress fittings from the site and conducted
extensive research into their dating and function,
studying church monuments, medieval illustrations,
and documents for comparanda, and publishing his
conclusions in a long article (Hume 1862) in the new
series of the society that Hume himself had recently
co-founded, Transactions of the Historic Society of
Lancashire and Cheshire*. In 1863 he published his
single most important work on the discoveries,
entitled Ancient Meols, or some account of the
Antiquities found near Dove Point on the Sea-Coast
of Cheshire, 411 pages long, and illustrated with 32
lithographs, which depicted 350 of the finds. Hume
dedicated the book to the president and members of
the Historic Society of Lancashire and Cheshire.
During the preparation of this work he borrowed the
collections of Mayer, Ecroyd Smith, and Mrs
Longueville for extended periods, and through his
contacts he was able to draw upon the expertise of
great scholars of the day, such as Edward Hawkins of
the British Museum, John Y onge Akerman, Charles
Roach Smith, and Thomas Wright (Hume 1863, vi).
Today the book remains fundamental for the study of
the artefacts from Meols. Hume set out not simply to
place on record the finds from Meols, but also to put
the objects in some historical and chronological
context, with detailed discussions of their function,
classification, parallels, and dating evidence. His
erudition and eclectic interests were brought to bear
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in this volume, which was an important step in
identification and dating of the artefacts from Meols.
Comparison with the extant objects shows the high
quality of many of the illustrations, which gives some
measure of confidence in the depiction of items that
no longer survive. In the absence of an established set
of conventions of archaeological illustration, objects
were occasionally less than convincingly rendered,
particularly the more three-dimensional objects,
while some of the restored portions of incomplete
objects were fanciful (e.g. the Jew’s harp on pl. XXII,
8 and the pottery vessel on pl. XXXI, 5). Hume’ s
descriptions supplement the illustrations. However ,
these are minor criticisms of what is a remarkable
work of scholarship for its day>S.

In Ancient Meols, Hume acknowledged the contri-
bution of Henry Ecroyd Smith, who had arrived in
Liverpool in 1855 and became first keeper of the new
Public Museum. Some sections of the text of Hume’s
monograph were written by Ecroyd Smith. His
perceptive comments complemented the observations
of Hume in an understanding of the stratigraphy of
the shore. Ecroyd Smith took a keen interest in the
site and acquired many objects in person, building up
what was then the largest single collection, estimated
in 1863 at 1100 pieces out of the total of over 3000
brought to light by that date (Hume 1863, 50-1).
Ecroyd Smith also seems to have taken a greater
interest in the detail of the coastal topography of
Meols, perhaps beginning to see it more in terms of
what today would be understood as a multi-period
archaeological landscape, rather than a mythical or
inexplicable Atlantis — a popular misconception of
the time that both Ecroyd Smith and Hume sought to
counter. At the height of antiquarian interest in
Meols in the early to mid-1860s, Ecroyd Smith
followed Hume’s lead in attempting to garner nation-
wide publicity for the finds by publishing notes on
selected objects of particular interest in London-
based reviews such as  The Reliquary and The
Gentleman’s Magazine and Historical Review, but
his most sustained contribution was in his regular
bulletins on the ‘Produce of the Cheshire Shore’ in
the form of short updates, discussion, and debate,
and lists of discoveries in the previous year . These
were part of the regular local round-up section
known as ‘Archaeology in the Mersey District and
Liverpool Notabilia’ in the THSLC between 1860
and the 1875. During the same period, objects from
Meols were exhibited at the Society’ meetings. Many
were dealt with only in summary fashion and usually
no details or descriptions were published, making it
impossible to identify them amongst currently
surviving collections, and only the more impressive
or unusual pieces, such as personal seals or rare
coins, tended to be illustrated (e.g. Ecroyd Smith
1868, 16).

As interest in Meols became consolidated,
antiquarian attention grew from merely collecting
and recording objects, towards attempting to explain
their origin and context. In the 1860s Hume and
Ecroyd Smith had begun to outline and establish a

picture of the vertical strata of peats, soils, and sands,
which were visible in the eroding dunes at Dove Point
and to link the discoveries of objects of different
periods into the stratigraphic sequence (Figs.1.2.3,
1.2.4). However they left frustratingly little in the
way of coherent topographical observations of struc-
tures and landscape features, although it must be
remembered that this was very early days for struc-
tured archaeological recording, pre-dating the
innovations of Pitt Rivers by two decades. Despite
the lack of accurate locational details, Ecroyd Smith
nevertheless attached considerable importance to the
direct observation of the context of discovery and the
application of the principles of stratification.

The publication of Ancient Meols in 1863 seems to
have stimulated considerable interest and debate in
learned circles, and some pointed controversy arose
over Hume’s observations. Joseph Boult FRIBA, a
commentator of geological matters who attended
meetings of literary and scientific societies in
Liverpool, became Hume’ s antagonist. Boult had
already given a lecture to the Historic Society of
Lancashire and Cheshire on 15 May 1856 where he
speculated on the origins of the ‘submarine forests’ of
Liverpool Bay (Anon 1856). On 29 May 1865, Boult
delivered a further ‘communication’ to the
Polytechnic Society of Liverpool, which was shortly
afterwards published as a pamphlet entitled On the
Alleged Submarine Forests on the Shores of
Liverpool Bay (Boult 1865), in which he sought to
demolish Hume’s case for the survival of ancient land
surfaces off the Meols shore, casting doubt on the
authenticity of Hume’ s account of the burials or
graveyard found below the high tide mark in 1828
(1.2), describing it as ‘mythical’ (Boult 18635, 16). In
a tract heavy with personal invective against Hume,
Boult attacked the ‘theory’ that the stumps of the
forest embedded in the two forest beds had grown in
situ, and propounded the bizarre view that they had
been part of a vast mass of peat that had floated
down the Mersey from Chat Moss, a large area of
peat bog north of the middle course of the river
between Liverpool and Manchester, and had washed
up on the Meols shore. Boult accepted that the
Romans had reached W arrington, but stated that
they had gone no further down the Mersey, and that
the Roman antiquities at Meols must therefore have
been transported to Meols within the floating bodies
of peat. Other Meols antiquities, he argued, had
either been washed down the Dee from Chester , or
were the result of shipwrecks, or had arrived there as
packages of ancient objects lost or left behind by
followers of the army of W illiam IIT in 1689-90
either in their haste to depart or owing to a lack of
space on the ships. These packages of objects in time
were, he suggested, broken open by the tide and
dispersed along the shore.

Hume, piqued and provoked by the ferocity and
absurdity of Boult’s attack, responded with alacrity .
On 10 July 18635 he took the floor at a meeting of the
Historic Society of Lancashire and Cheshire to make
a point-by-point rebuttal of Boult’ s arguments, re-
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stating his case that the forest had grown in situ, that
the discovery of burials in 1828 was genuine, and
that the antiquities derived from one or more ancient
sites which had been exposed and destroyed by the
sea. This was, however , far from the end of the
controversy. On 9 November 18635, Boult sought to
press home his attack by reading another version of
his May 1865 paper, this time to the Historic Society.
This was subsequently published in volume 18 of the
THSLC the following year (Boult 1866), although it
seems that by that time that he was already on the
defensive, complaining bitterly that ‘my calculations
have been submitted to a not very friendly scrutiny’
(Boult 1866, 109). So inflamed was the controversy
by this point that Hume felt the need to repeat his
July paper one week later on 16 November , after
which it was prepared for publication alongside
Boult’s article in volume 18 of the THSLC (Hume
1866a). Hume issued a virtually identical text as a
separate pamphlet, 87 pages long (Hume 1863b),
which was entitled Supplement to Ancient Meols:
Examination of the Changes in the Sea Coast of
Lancashire and Cheshire, and printed by John
Russell Smith of London, his publisher of 1863. With
the initiative increasingly back on his side, on 12
March 1866 Hume mirrored Boult” s tactic of
appealing simultaneously to the two separate learned
societies by presenting yet another version of his
rebuttal at the Polytechnic Society , thus closing the
circle by speaking at the venue where Boult had first
gone onto the offensive in May 1865. This was the
most unflinchingly confident version yet, entitled
Fallacies and Incorrect Statements on the subject of
the Submarine Forest, and their Exposure and
Correction, which was published as a pamphlet
shortly afterwards (Hume 1866c¢).

In his series of rebuttals Hume at one point
accused Boult of having dismissed the whole
phenomenon of the Meols antiquities as a ‘mare’ s
nest’ (Hume 1866b, 52). Ecroyd Smith also reserved
particular scorn for the theories of Boult. He
lambasted Boult’s ‘extraordinary lucubrations’, and
dismissed the notions of the ‘theorist” who had
‘evidently learnt nothing during all these years of the
experience of the positions in which the several
classes of objects are actually found’; as he expressed
it, ‘all the known facts are utterly subversive of his
groundless theories’ (Ecroyd Smith 1871, 130-1). By
mid-1866 Hume and Ecroyd Smith seem to have
succeeded in discrediting Boult, as it appears that
there was no further rejoinder, and subsequent events
proved that antiquarian and scientific opinion
continued to favour their point of view . Boult
continued to publish minor commentaries on
antiquarian and geological matters on Merseyside for
some years, but thereafter seems to have avoided
direct confrontation with Hume or Ecroyd Smith.

Ecroyd Smith’s meticulous and even combative
approach is also evident in his fierce attack on initial
published interpretations of the so-called ‘Prehistoric
Man of Cheshire’. In January 1864 a skeleton was
found by workmen on the shore near to Leasowe

Castle, home of Sir Edward Cust. Cust learned of the
find and exerted his authority to appropriate the
remains of the skeleton. Soon afterwards, Ecroyd
Smith, accompanied by a museum curator and geolo-
gist, visited the findspot, which had been marked by
a post, to see the site at first hand (Ecroyd Smith
1865). They formed the opinion that the burial had
been quite shallow as the feet had been eroded by the
tide. Furthermore, observation of the stratigraphy at
that point suggested that the peat layer was not one
of the forest beds, as Cust subsequently claimed, but
was a thin and relatively recent deposit of marsh, and
as a result the find was probably no more than 300
years old. It therefore came as something of a
surprise to Ecroyd Smith when Cust published details
of the ‘Prehistoric Man of Cheshire’ claiming that the
body had been buried at a depth of 5 feet below a
layer of peat (Cust 1864). Ecroyd Smith published a
detailed demolition of Cust’ s interpretation and
conclusions, including his own meticulous observa-
tion of the stratigraphy together , significantly, with
an indication of the date of finds recovered from the
layers, in The Reliquary. In the event, radiocarbon
dating proved both Cust and Ecroyd Smith wrong, as
a sample taken in 2001 showed that the skeleton was
in fact Romano-British in date (2.25).

In 1868 two new individuals of antiquarian
standing, Charles Potter and John Romilly Allen,
appeared on the scene and began to build up their
own collections of objects from the Meols shore.
Between them they managed to acquire nearly three-
quarters of the finds in that year , to Ecroyd Smith’s
evident regret, although Smith assured readers of the
THSLC that these finds were ‘described as fully as if
in the writer’s own collection’ (Ecroyd Smith 1868,
100). Romilly Allen, who is otherwise well known as
an authority on early medieval stone sculpture,
figures little in subsequent accounts of the finds from
Meols, and his active involvement at Meols must
have been relatively transient®, but Potter remained a
devoted collector and observer of Meols almost until
his death 30 years later.

In September 1870 the British Association for the
Advancement of Science visited Liverpool, including
such scientific luminaries as Professor Thomas
Huxley, Sir Charles Lyell, Sir John Lubbock, and Sir
Henry Rawlinson. The collections of Ecroyd Smith,
Mayer, Potter, and Allen were put on display
together. Ecroyd Smith delivered an account of the
strata and characteristics of the beach and the
findspots of the objects, prompting a number of the
visitors to inspect the beach strata for themselves
(Ecroyd Smith 1871, 132-3).

The zenith of antiquarian interest in Meols
occurred in the 1860s, and although sustained atten-
tion was devoted to it through the 1870s and 1880s,
by then there was a general decline in the numbers of
finds per year. By 1875 Ecroyd Smith was in declining
health and left Merseyside, living subsequently in
Saffron Walden, Essex, and ultimately in Middleham
in Yorkshire, where he died in 1889. Ecroyd Smith’ s
curatorial role at the Liverpool Museum was taken
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over by his assistant Charles Gatty , whereas Potter
thereafter assumed the mantle of principal collector
and observer at Meols. Later the same year Potter
presented his first paper to the Historic Society of
Lancashire and Cheshire on the subject of the geology
and archaeology of the Meols shore (Potter 1876).
Potter seems to have been the first to observe and
describe the remains of structures at Meols in the mid-
1870s (1.2). The date of his buildings was uncertain,
as there were no associated finds, but Thompson
Watkin pronounced them too crude to be medieval
and suggested that they might even be ‘Britanno-
Roman’ (1886, 281). On 18 December 1877 Potter
exhibited at a meeting of the Historic Society ‘An
ancient shield of leather, round in shape...the lower
side still exhibits the large wooden handle fastened
across the semi-circular hollow of the iron umbo
(boss). The shield is about 14 inches in diameter...’
together with ‘A spear -shaped blade, found with the
shield’ (Anon 1878, 155). On 10 January 1878 Potter
exhibited ‘A portion of an old double-edged sword
blade and two sharpened stake-ends, found on the
Cheshire shore at Great Meols, and supposed to be
part of an ancient stockade’ (Anon 1878, 156). The
spear head and an axe head exhibited March 1878
(399 and 404) were depicted on the accompanying
plate in the subsequent volume of the THSLC (Anon
1878, 155-6, pl. VIIL, fig. 1, 164).

After Ecroyd Smith left the area in 1875, J. Harris
Gibson continued the tradition of regular annual
reports in the THSLC for a few more years into the
1880s. However, by this time the rate of discovery of
finds from Meols was regarded as diminishing, only
two coins being reported in 1879, for example, and
for a period the enthusiasm of some of the antiquar-
ians and collectors appears to have dwindled
somewhat. From this period comes one of the very
few precise locations for a discovery on the shore.
This records Potter’s observation of half a circular
structure, which eroded from under the dunes after a
powerful storm in August 1885, mentioned only in a
manuscript note of a meeting of the Historic Society
of Lancashire and Cheshire the following year . The
description ‘near Shaw’s battery’ gives a reasonably
accurate location (1.2). At the same time, W .
Thompson Watkin’s book Roman Cheshire,
published in 1886, devoted a whole chapter to
Roman Meols. Potter continued to collect, and a
considerable number of finds in the Potter Collection
are accompanied by documentation giving their date
of discovery as the later 1880s or early 1890s. In the
1880s and 1890s a local fisherman, W illiam Banks,
who lived near the shore in Meols, had also collected
‘about a hundred brass objects’ (W arrington
Museum accessions register, 149°04). Edward Walker
Cox, an enthusiast for local history and medieval
antiquities, had by this time joined Potter in visiting
the shore (the two seem to have become good friends,
as Cox was named as the executor of Potter’ s will).
There was a brief flourish of renewed archaeological
interest in Meols in the early 1890s when it appears
that a cluster of particularly rich and complex

archaeological layers were being exposed from under
the sand-dunes (1.2). Potter and Cox, at times
accompanied by the eminent local historian W illiam
Fergusson Irvine, observed a series of buildings and
other structures on the shoreline on various visits
between 1890 and 1893. On 16 November 1893
Potter exhibited at the Historic Society of Lancashire
and Cheshire ‘the remains of three wooden bowls,
taken from the upper deposit of marine silt, or clay |,
overlying the peat beds, popularly known as the
“Submarine Forest™. The exact location of these
observations was not recorded, but may be recon-
structed in general terms by mapping the extent of
coastal retreat at the time (3.2; Fig. 3.2.3).

From the mid-1890s, however , antiquarian
interest in Meols faded rapidly. The construction of a
new stone and concrete sea wall across the eroded
stump of Dove Point was begun in 1894, which
sealed the process of erosion and exposure by
eclipsing and immuring the line of disintegrating
sand-dunes along the shore, thus depriving collectors
of their most reliable and productive hunting-ground.
This was coincident with antiquarian attention
becoming diverted by the emergence of a number of
productive and exciting Roman excavations
elsewhere in the region, such as those at Wilderspool,
undertaken by Thomas May between 1885 and 1905
(May 1904); at Manchester by F . A. Bruton in
1906-7 (Bruton 1909); and Melandra Castle
(Conway 1906), which were revealing the remains of
structures and plentiful finds. The deaths of both
Potter and Cox in the winter of 1898-9 brought
about a rapid dissipation of concern and reporting of
what, by that time, must have begun to seem an
outdated preoccupation.

The last recorded antiquarian visit to Meols in the
19th century tradition was made in March 1905,
when Robert Newstead and F. W. Longbottom of the
Chester and North W ales Archaeological Society
visited the shore and collected some material, the
disappointing extent of which seems only to have
confirmed a sense of Meols having by then become a
‘lost’ site. This conclusion was perhaps emphasised
by the presence of the massive, newly-completed sea
wall, which created a very different landscape to the
one that had been familiar until a decade earlier. It is
perhaps instructive as to the markedly lowered
profile of Meols in the first half of the 20th century
that, despite Newstead’s long archaeological career in
Liverpool and Cheshire, during which he was
Honorary Curator of the Grosvenor Museum for
many years, excavated numerous features of Roman
Chester, and conducted a brief inconclusive excava-
tion on Hilbre Island, he seems never again to have
taken any significant interest in Meols.

Finds and research in the 20th century

Interest in Meols amongst archaeological researchers
during the early to mid-20th century was confined
mainly to the mention of particular objects or small
groups of objects as examples within wider thematic
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studies. The publications of Hume, Ecroyd Smith,
and Potter, and to a lesser extent the museum collec-
tions themselves, were quarried on an occasional
basis by artefact researchers, but often contributed
little more than an outlying dot on a distribution
map. G. C. Dunning included the Iron Age ring-
headed pin 82 in his publication of swan’s-neck and
ring-headed pins (Dunning 1934), while R.
Feachem’s examination of Dragonesque brooches in
Britain included two Meols finds: 110 and 111
(Feachem 1951). The London Museum Medieval
Catalogue (LMMC 1940) contained a number of
references to Meols finds, in recognition of the value
of Hume’s work of reference, and in the late 1940s
the medievalist Claude Blair began to create a
typology for the Meols brooches, a work that was
never to see completion or publication (2.5).

The 19th-century collections have, nevertheless,
been supplemented throughout the 20th century by a
less numerous but no less interesting trickle of finds,
which, by providing an element of continuity and
comparison for the earlier more numerous discov-
eries, take on an importance beyond their actual
quantity. A group of Roman coins was found on the
shore at some time before the 1930s (the Herd
Collection) but these did not find their way into a
museum collection until the 1990s (see below). In
1955 the St Menas ampulla 300 was discovered by a
local man digging on the beach for lugworms, and
promptly published (Thompson 1956). This may
have been the catalyst for members of the Hoylake
Historical Society to search for fresh material from
the Meols shore, with some success. Their collection
was displayed for many decades in Hoylake Library,
labelled with discovery dates in 1955 and 1956,
before being donated to the Williamson Museum and
Art Gallery, Birkenhead. The ampulla also seems to
have stimulated a renewed burst of scholarly interest
in Meols. The publication of John Bu’Lock’ paper in
1960 in the THSLC highlighted the significance of
the early medieval finds and discussed the context
from which they were derived (Bu’Lock 1960),
Michael Dolley catalogued the Anglo-Saxon coins
from Meols in the Grosvenor Museum (Dolley
1961). Whilst this succeeded in applying the results
of developing scholarship to individual items,
resulting in firm identifications and refining the
typological and chronological sequences, there was
little wider discussion of the character or significance
of the site from which they had come. This pattern
continued through the 1970s and 1980s, with groups
of Meols finds appearing in studies of agricultural
implements (Rees 1979), Roman ear -rings (Allason-
Jones 1989), and wooden artefacts (Morris 1984).

Interest in the subject of Meols amongst the Wirral
public, coinciding with a general rise in the profile of
local history, was rekindled in the mid-1970s by the
re-discovery of part of the Ecroyd Smith and Mayer
Collections in Merseyside County Museums, which
were thought to have been lost in the W orld War II,
but which had merely lost their identifying labels.
This stimulated a fresh burst of academic activity on

10

the Meols collections, resulting in a seminar entitled
‘Ancient Meols’ held at the Grosvenor Museum,
Chester on 25 February 1978, and three studies of
groups of Meols material. The first was a useful
publication of the Meols metalwork, coins, and one
flint artefact then known in Merseyside County
Museums (Chitty and Warhurst 1977), followed by a
catalogue of the medieval and post-medieval pottery
from the Ecroyd Smith Collection, by Janet
Axworthy (unpub. 1978). The third, by Glenys
Lloyd-Morgan (1980), examined the known Roman
material in Merseyside County Museums and the
Grosvenor Museum. At about the same time Susan
Nicholson compiled a catalogue of prehistoric metal-
work in the Merseyside County Museums (now
National Museums Liverpool) which included the
three Celtic coins from Meols (Nicholson 1980, 24,
nos 34-6). Margaret Warhurst catalogued the coins
from Meols in the same collection as part of the
sylloge devoted to the numismatic collections of the
museum (Warhurst 1982). In 1977 Barri Jones
organised a seminar on Archaeology and Coastal
Change at Manchester University; his published
paper considered the role of Meols, concluding ‘it is
a site that cries out for an integrated research
programme’ (Jones 1980, 97).

During the 1990s two academic theses focused on
Meols. The first, a Durham University PhD thesis by
David Griffiths, examined the early medieval finds
for a study of the Irish Sea province in the period AD
800-1100 (Griffiths 1991). The second, an MPhil
thesis submitted to Birmingham University by Robert
Saner (1997), attempted the daunting task of
cataloguing all the surviving material from Meols.
Resulting from these two studies was a clear sense
that a comprehensive review and publication of  all
the known archaeological material from Meols was
essential if any greater understanding of the site was
to be achieved, and this proved to be the catalyst for
the current work.

Notes

1 A pamphlet entitled The Porcupine, dated 1 February
1868, carried an anonymous article on ‘Dr Hume’ s
Mission’, a missionary tour of South America that Hume
undertook whilst convalescing from a railway accident in
1867, which accused Hume of immodesty and a ‘flashy
talent’ (Liverpool City Record Office).

2 Thomas Stewart T raill (1781-1862), a physician origi-
nally from Orkney, was resident in Liverpool 1803-33
before returning to Scotland.

3 Ainslie died on 18 June 1869; his will (proved 30 July
1869) contains no mention of his collection of antiquities.
4 Hereafter abbreviated THSLC.

5 Hume was preparing a second edition when he died in
1884. His handwritten notes on a copy of the 1863 edition,
detailing the materials of the finds (an element not covered
systematically in the first edition) have survived and are in
Liverpool City Record Office.

6 In 1883 Romilly Allen donated a fine lead mirror case
2014 to the British Museum. This had been found in 1862
(Ecroyd Smith 1862; Hume 1863, 361), suggesting that his
own collection was in part obtained from others, rather
than collected independently.
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1.2 Topography of the Meols shore
David Griffiths and Robert Philpott

Sources of topographic information

The extent and range of the finds from Meols are in
marked contrast to the generally poor , inexact, and
insubstantial amount of information that exists about
the site or sites from which they were derived. In
attempting to reconstruct the location and the
character of the settlements from which the artefacts
were recovered, the observations of the antiquarians
provide valuable, though limited, information. Most
useful are the observations of Ecroyd Smith, Potter
and Cox. These were published in summary form as
‘Produce of the Cheshire Shore’ in the annual round-
up reports of ‘Archaeology in the Mersey District’ in
the THSLC between the early 1860s and the later
1870s, and subsequently as a series of individual
articles. Prior to the 1860s, locational information and
references to structures and other remains on the shore
were inexact, anecdotal, and speculative. This may
reflect the intense focus of interest that Hume and
Mayer had brought to bear upon the artefacts as
objects of art and culture, together with Hume’ s
tendency to explain their origins and presence by refer-
ence to sites and historical parallels elsewhere, as
opposed to taking a detailed interest in recording their
archaeological context on the Meols shore. Hume’ s
choice of parallels for Meols — the sand and sea-
inundated medieval settlements of Dunwich (Suffolk),
Formby (Lancashire), and ‘Ravenspur’ (Ravenserodd,
East Yorkshire) —seem in retrospect to be highly
apposite and perceptive (Hume 1863, 380-86, and
5.2). Initially, soon after the discovery of the first
objects in 1846, Hume visited the Meols shore several
times and interviewed the unnamed collector ‘to secure
accuracy’ (1847a, 54), in the process familiarising
himself with the topography of the shore and checking
the locations at which the discoveries had been made.
It is less certain to what extent he continued to visit the
shore himself, leading up to the publication of Ancient
Meols in 1863. It seems that he may have been content
to visit the area on an occasional basis, relying on local
contacts to procure a supply of objects for him. Hume
evidently seems to have preferred to concentrate most
of his energies on publishing and promoting his own
and Mayer’s collections; whereas, from his arrival in
Liverpool in 1855, Ecroyd Smith began the practice of
making regular inspections, which involved getting to
know the topography and stratification of the eroding
shoreline in greater detail. Ecroyd Smith’ s practice of
short, factual, annual reports coupled with systematic
cataloguing now appears more modern and far-sighted
than Hume’s more florid style. It is interesting that in
the 1870s, 1880s, and 1890s Potter and Cox followed
closely Ecroyd Smith’s example, rather than Hume’ s.
Sensational, if occasional, revelations to the national
scientific and antiquarian elite gave way to a more
humdrum, but perhaps more systematic, style of local
reporting.

11

Location of the discoveries

The middle decades of the 19th century were very
early days for anything approaching modern
recording standards in British archaeology, and very
few finds or observations are located in a way that is
immediately intelligible or straightforward to recon-
struct today. The Ordnance Survey 25 inch/1 mile
scale did not appear until the early 1880s, and the
practice of using grid co-ordinates to locate discov-
eries was not adopted until the 20th century. Instead,
19th-century observers habitually used a series of
commonly understood local markers as references.
Some of these, such as Leasowe Lighthouse, have
survived, but others, such as various minor buildings,
and the Dove Marks (an aligned pair of wooden
navigational signboards) have not; and, in the case of
the Dove Marks, their location may in any case have
not been permanently fixed at the time. The huge
changes wrought to the coastal landscape in the 20th
century have made reconstructing the precise
locations of the Meols discoveries difficult, to say the
least, and it is only possible to do so within broad
terms. To compound these frustrations, it is clear
from Potter and Cox’s published summaries that they
had sketched at some level of measured detail the
structural remains that they observed, but a search of
the unpublished archives of the Historic Society of
Lancashire and Cheshire has revealed no trace of
these drawings. Some photographs of the shore do
survive from the 1880s onwards 1. These are
landscape views showing the ‘Ancient Forest’, but it
is very difficult to discern any recognisable archaeo-
logical remains in them (Figs 1.1.4, 1.1.5). In mitiga-
tion, however, it must be recognised that the
disaggregating effects of marine erosion on the
layers, the destabilisation and movement of the sand-
dunes, the usually only partial visibility , and the
generally confused, untidy, and mud-infested inter -
tidal environment in which the archaeological
material was discovered, would have made accurate
archaeological recording a challenge under any
circumstances, let alone those of a time when archae-
ology in Britain was in its infancy. The only contem-
porary map that aimed explicitly to show the precise
location of finds on the Cheshire shore ‘Map of the
Hundred of Wirral (North) Cheshire’ (Fig. 1.2.1) was
drawn to accompany Ecroyd Smith’ s paper
‘Numismatic Waifs and Strays’ (Ecroyd Smith 1873c,
pl. V). A note on p. 21 states that the map is ‘to illus-
trate the exact position where the British, Roman,
Anglo-Saxon, early English, and medieval remains
are deposited’ (Ecroyd Smith 1873a, 21). It shows 17
separate findspots, subdivided by periods. Four of
these are labelled as ‘Roman and British’ and these
occur north-north-east of Leasowe Castle, north-east
of Dove Point, north of Hoylake Station, and on the
Hilbre Islands. ‘Anglo-Saxon and Danish’ findspots
are confined to a point north of Hoylake Station and
on Hilbre.

Archaeological material has appeared along the
whole north Wirral coastline, although the central
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Fig. 1.2.1: Ecroyd Smith’s map of coin finds (Ecroyd Smith 1873c, Fig. V, opp. p.42).

and western section between approximately NGR SJ
22 90 and SJ 26 92 accounts for the great majority .
Objects were identified as coming from Meols by
their attribution in notes, labels, and, in some cases,
ink inscriptions on the object itself, as from ‘Meols’,
‘Ancient Meols’ ‘The Ancient Forest’, ‘The Meols
Stocks’, ¢ Cheshire Shore’, ‘Sea Coast of Cheshire’,
‘Hoylake’, or ‘Leasowe’. Material bearing any of
these descriptions, together with that documented in
the series of 19th-century notes and publications on
the phenomenon of ‘Meols’ or the ‘Cheshire Shore’,
and that surviving in museum collections designated
as of Meols material, has been accepted here as of
relevance to this study . In many cases, individual
object labels, previous publication, and survival in
museum collections can be reconciled as corrobo-
rating each other. In other cases, we may have only
one or two of these factors to support an identifica-
tion with Meols. It is uncertain as to what extent
findspots described as from ‘Meols’ or the ‘Meols
shore’ correspond precisely with the historic borders
of the townships of Great Meols or Little Meols. A
few modern finds, notably those near Leasowe
Castle, which were made within the borders of the
historic township of Wallasey, have been included.
The findspot of individual items found in the 19th
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century was usually specified on an individual basis
only when an object was outside its ‘normal’ range of
distribution on the shore. Amongst the material from
the ‘Cheshire Shore’ or from ‘Meols’ is probably a
small amount from Hilbre Island that has lost its
precise attribution, as well as some material found
some distance inland from the shore, as Hume
himself observed (1863, 392). This catalogue
includes finds made along this coastline or within a
narrow zone along the shore, while several medieval
and a few Roman objects found either at Hilbre or on
the shore close to the island were included by Hume
in Ancient Meols and cannot necessarily be distin-
guished now (Hume 1863, 392). A small number of
finds were made some way behind the shore, notably
an undated soapstone spindle-whorl ‘decorated with
annulets’, at Great Meols ‘half a mile from the beach’
(Ecroyd Smith 1866, 211-2), one (unidentifiable)
Roman sherd was found ‘inland’ (Ecroyd Smith
1871a, 130), while two keys were also found ‘a
quarter of a mile from the beach, but yet upon or in
the artificial “medieval stratum”, which must have
been of great extent, for abraded as it has been by the
sea for a long course of years, it is yet proved to
underlie the meadows to some distance inland’
(Ecroyd Smith 1867a, 186).
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However, far from the Meols finds simply being a
generalised and indiscriminate spread across the
north Wirral coast, it is clear from the writings of
Hume, Ecroyd Smith, Potter , and Cox that the
discoveries were focused around a number of distinct
and, in some cases, discrete locations. These concen-
trations of finds, particularly it seems from the
Roman and Anglo-Saxon periods, which were
confined to restricted parts of the shore, suggest that
the activities or settlements were confined to partic-
ular foci. The antiquarians did make a number of
observations on location with respect to contempo-
rary landmarks. Careful comparison with 19th-
century maps enables us to define a series of broad
zones from which the finds were recovered.

There is no doubt in this coastal landscape that the
position of the settlements or the activities such as
trading that have produced the finds concentrations,
were heavily influenced by the convergence of two
elements: the existence of suitable land for settlement
and habitation, which in the early periods must have
been the dry islands of slightly higher land; and the
existence of protected beaches or tidal pools suitable
for mooring or beaching vessels.

Early prebistoric finds

We are reliant on the often patchy documentation
accompanying the finds to deduce their provenance
and, even when there is some information in the form
of accession registers or handwritten labels, this is

rarely an easy or straightforward task. A typical
example is the small collection of prehistoric lithics
from the Meols shore (2.1), which due to the casual
way in which they were accessioned and stored
together in the 19th and early 20th centuries, can
today only with difficulty be distinguished from
other finds from Red Rocks, the Hilbre Islands and
elsewhere, which are excluded from this catalogue.
Nevertheless it is clear that the ‘Ancient Forest’
(encompassing ‘Hoylake’, ‘Meols’, ‘Great Meols’,
and ‘Leasowe’) did produce a distinct succession of
finds that in many cases must have been retrieved
from in-situ deposits within and below the Upper
Peat Forest Bed (3.1). Precise locations are usually
impossible to reconstruct for antiquarian finds,
although some objects found in the later 19th century
are accompanied by handwritten notes explaining
their vertical position in the coastal strata, if not their
findspot (e.g. a piece of neolithic pottery 67). Even
more recent finds, such as a Bronze Age dagger 68,
found by a metal-detectorist on the shore at Leasowe
in ¢.1983, are rarely accompanied by precise
locational information.

Later prebistoric finds

The only explicit reference to the location of later
prehistoric finds is in the 1873 coin map that shows
‘Pre-historic and Ancient British’ coins (Fig 1.2.1).
However, the discovery of three Iron Age swan’ neck
pins (83-85) in November 1893 (Potter Collection
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notes) may have been linked to the appearance on the
shore of circular buildings in the late 1880s and early
1890s (as discussed below), which Potter considered
to be prehistoric at the time and are indeed more
likely to have been Iron Age than Romano-British.

Roman finds

Ecroyd Smith and Hume were careful to distinguish
between the findspots of Roman and medieval
artefacts, indicating that the locations where they
occurred were almost mutually exclusive. Hume
states that the Dove landmark is the place at which
‘the antiquities are procured’, and the section to
seaward at Dove Point produced the ‘principal
Roman fibulae’ (1863, 22). ‘The line from Leasowe
lighthouse along the shore to the Dove landmark, is
nearly a mile and a half, and both extremities of it are
interesting. At the latter place the antiquities are
procured; at the former the land is low, and the irrup-
tions of the sea are prevented by a large artificial
embankment. At Dove Point, a section to seaward
presents the following appearances:...4. Large forest
bed, three feet thick, containing trunks of gigantic
trees. On this portion the principal Roman fibulae
have been found’ |original emphasis]. Thompson
Watkin noted, ‘almost opposite this channel [i.e.
Hoyle Lake], where the water was deepest, and where
what is now known as the ‘Horse Channel’ leads out
to sea between the banks, the Roman remains chiefly
occur’ (Thompson Watkin 1886, 274).

The concentration of most Roman finds at Dove
Point is confirmed by Ecroyd Smith (1867, 19), who
noted, ‘the Roman articles found on the strand lie
immediately opposite the wasted promontory or
point which undoubtedly existed here, to the exclu-
sion of medieval ones, which are almost wholly
contained in the remarkable, long-cultivated and
thoroughly artificial stratum of soil’. According to
Hume, ‘the oldest, or Roman articles are found in
the upper stratum of the old forest turf, amongst the
trunks and roots of trees; but their range is
extremely limited, and they are found chiefly to the
east of Dove Point’ (Hume 1863, 391). Hume and
others stated that the Dove landmarks were
constantly being moved further inland every few
years owing to the ‘tidal ravages’. Ecroyd Smith
considered that the Roman and Saxon settlements
lay on a ‘once considerable and elevated promon-
tory’, which was by his day ‘reduced to a small
sandbank only visible at low water and constantly
decreasing in volume’ (Ecroyd Smith 1865, 11). The
promontory, known then as Dove Spit, lay ‘nearly
opposite to the present village of Great Meols’
(Ecroyd Smith 1865, 22). He speculated that the
ancient settlement lay up to a mile out from the high
water mark or spring tide of his day (Ecroyd Smith
1865, 11). Thus, if he was correct, the core of the
Roman settlement probably lay several hundred
metres out from the present sea wall.

Elsewhere Ecroyd Smith (1867, 19) noted ‘the all
but complete absence of Romano-British domestic
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pottery among the various ornaments of metal of this
period has with abundant reason been accounted for,
through the complete abrasion by the sea of the very
site of the Roman as of the Saxon and Norman build-
ings’. Ecroyd Smith also went to some pains to rebut
Charles Potter’s conclusions over the presence of
Roman pottery mixed with medieval; ‘it is within our
knowledge that the only Roman pottery found in the
neighbourhood was neither obtained from the
stratum in question, nor even near it. Not half a
dozen pieces have as yet been recognised, and one of
these was found inland and quite beneath the bed
which he confuses with the land surface, from which
it is quite distinct’ (Ecroyd Smith 1871, 130).

Outlying finds helped to reinforce the findspots of
the majority of the Roman material. A Roman
brooch (now unfortunately unidentifiable individu-
ally amongst the surviving finds), was picked up on
the blue clay or silt ‘on the shore opposite the
Leasowe Hotel nearly a mile and a half north-
eastwardly of any previous known find known to the
writer’; this had the effect of extending ‘the longitu-
dinal areas of the antiquarian site, exclusive of Hilbre
Island, to four miles’ (Ecroyd Smith 1866, 206-7).
Ecroyd Smith also recorded an unidentified Roman
coin north of Leasowe Castle on his 1873 map. Y et
another relevant find is the Romano-British skeleton,
which was termed at its discovery in 1864 ‘the
Prehistoric Man of Cheshire’, found on the shore
near Leasowe Castle (Anon 1864a; Cust 1864), and
which is discussed in detail (1.3, 2.25).

Further recent finds have occurred in the area
around Leasowe Castle and lighthouse (c. S] 26 92).
These have not so far been accompanied by later
finds, and hence confirm that the area saw a signifi-
cant concentration of Roman activity, but that later
activity migrated further westwards. The gradual
removal by erosion of the triangle behind Dove
Point in the 19th century suggests that the greatest
extent of the horizontal erosion occurred between
Dove Point and the present shoreline, with the width
of the strip of eroded land gradually diminishing to
either side of the point. Nearer the foot of the
triangle, south-east of the triangle’ s apex at Dove
Point, the loss of land is correspondingly slight. This
may offer the best possibility for intact early deposits
surviving. It may be significant that some of the
Roman coins found in recent years 5108, 5112,
5116, 5117 (2.24) are from the south-eastern part of
the Dove Point triangle, where reduction of the coast
has been least severe, owing to the erection of the
1829 sea-wall.

Early medieval finds

Anglo-Saxon material was restricted to a short
stretch of coast, to the west of the area that produced
Roman finds. Hume noted ‘certain Saxon examples,
chiefly coins, being found nearly a mile to the west
[of the Roman finds], and on the clay’ (Hume 1863,
392). The separation of Anglo-Saxon finds from
Roman is confirmed by Ecroyd Smith. He recorded



1. The Discovery of Meols

that a sceatta ‘was found in the very limited [littoral
bounds within which the purely Saxon remains have
occurred’ (Ecroyd Smith 1866, 215), and on another
occasion he referred to ‘one [Roman fibula]... found
by the writer upon a short range of the shore where
Saxon objects have almost exclusively occurred, and
lying considerably to westward of the Roman area’
(Ecroyd Smith 1869a, 210). The antiquarians
remarked consistently that early medieval finds
remained at all times scarce by comparison with the
later medieval material.

Later medieval and post-medieval finds

By contrast with the rate of recovery of Roman
material, during the period of active collecting from
the 1850s to the 1890s, later medieval finds were
very much in the majority . The smaller number of
post-medieval finds could largely be accounted for by
losses from fishermen, sailors, and other casual
visitors, and by discoveries made in places other than
the beach proper, including a certain amount of
material from the ‘King’s Gap’, the location near the
Hoyle Lake where W illiam III’s army encamped in
1689 before departing for Ireland (S] 213 892).

With rare exceptions, the medieval finds were
found consistently further to the west than the
Roman ones, and the two areas of finds were almost
mutually exclusive. Ecroyd Smith stated, ‘it must not,
however, be supposed that the classes of finds occur
indiscriminately, inasmuch as the Roman are exclu-
sively confined to the north-eastern or Leasowe end,
and to the more wooded part of the ancient forest ...
whilst the medieval articles have been mostly picked
up upon the Hoylake side of the Dove marks, a few
objects of intermediate age being exposed in wind-
opened gullies of the sand-hills themselves’ (Ecroyd
Smith 1866, 14-15).

Stratigraphic observations

Hume was content to report the observations of
others. From his geological colleagues he was aware
of the principle of stratification, and he drew the
sequence of early land surfaces with the intercalated
‘blue silt’ layers (Fig. 2.3). Similarly he understood
the principle of dating the deposits from the finds
within them (Hume 1863, 22-4).  Ancient Meols
contains a treatise on the geology of the Meols shore,
in which Hume contrasted the layers visible in the

Fig. 1.2.3: Hume’s map and strata diagram (Hume 1863, folded opposite p.1)
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vicinity of Leasowe Lighthouse [S] 253 913], which
lacked an overburden of dune sand, with those on the
shore at Dove Point ‘a mile and a half to the west’
[i.e. SJ 230 905 by this description]. At Dove Point,
Hume witnessed ‘three distinct surfaces, all of them
more or less below the tide. He suggested that the
upper surface, a peaty cultivation soil with ‘recent
shells, bones and teeth’, had supported the ‘early
English’ people who inhabited the sea-margin’,
whereas the middle layer — the black beds containing
the huge tree stumps of the ‘Ancient Forest’- he
argued had been the forest amongst which ‘walked
the Romans, the contemporary tribes of the Cornavii
[sic], and probably the earliest Saxons’ (Hume 1863,
24); whereas for the lowest of the three layers —
another forest bed — he did not pose any theory of
human occupancy, on the grounds of lack of
evidence.

Hume’s observations are clearly recognisable in
modern sedimentological terms (3.1) although it
turns out that he was wrong in suggesting that the
middle of his three layers — the Upper Forest Bed —
was contemporary with Roman settlement. This
resulted from the fact that the principal Roman
brooches were reported to have been found on the
upper ‘forest bed’, i.e. amongst the stumps of the
‘Ancient Forest’. This particular forest layer has,
however, produced radiocarbon dates from 3910+40
BP (SRR-1493) to at least 3695110 BP (Q-620)
(Cowell and Innes 1994, 28-9), suggesting that more
fragile Romano-British occupation deposits above it
had been eroded by tidal incursion and sea level rise,
depositing denser metal finds on the more resistant
‘forest bed’ below (Fig. 1.2.4).

The upper stratigraphical layer that came to the
attention of Hume and his colleagues was the so-
called ‘artificial stratum or soil bed’ that contained
almost exclusively medieval finds (a fact noted by
Ecroyd Smith, above). The agricultural soil observed
in the exposed layers on the shore had a distinctive
appearance. It was easily distinguishable from the
earlier layers, and contained traces of what appear to
have been medieval agricultural features:

“When, after a concurrent high wind and tide, a
fresh portion of the surface of this old soil is
uncovered, it is not uncommon to trace clearly
the furrows left by the ploughshares of the
“forefathers of the hamlet™ (Ecroyd Smith
1866, 213).

In 1866, Ecroyd Smith discussed in detail the compo-
sition of the so-called ‘artificial soil’, in the context of
a skull of Bos longifrons, an early cattle breed, and a
worn tusk of the Sus scrofa, or wild boar, which had
come from the deposit.

‘The specimens washed out of the shore bank

have been in the artificial stratum of soil (D)
which extends above the Western portion of the
forest peat (here gradually diminishing in thick-
ness), for several hundred yards, itself super -
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piled by drift sand to very varying heights. It is
an admixture of the bog and sand, with the
addition of a little marl, a perfect amalgam of
all the available material, which has evidently
constituted for many centuries the arable land
of the long extinct village of Meols, which must
have been situate a mile to the Northward of
the present hamlet’ (Ecroyd Smith 1866, 213).

The majority of medieval objects up to the later
1860s were not collected from obvious buildings or
middens, but were in the “artificial stratum’ of soil
(Ecroyd Smith 1868, 103). This deposit was exten-
sive. Two medieval keys mentioned:

‘... were found a quarter of a mile from the
beach, but yet upon or in the artificial ‘medieval
‘stratum’, which must have been of great extent,
for abraded as it has been by the sea for a long
course of years, it is yet proved to underlie the
meadows to some distance inland’ (Ecroyd
Smith 1867, 186).

Ecroyd Smith’s conclusions anticipated the modern
archaeological principle of stratification, by dating
the deposit based on the finds found within it.

‘The archaeological products of this artificial
soil have gained the especial attention of the
writer, and he thinks they bear strongly on the
present subject. They consist, he conceives, of
12-15th century articles, a few perhaps being
later but nome earlier, as metal buckles,
ornaments and other attachments of straps,
rings, a few coins of Edward I and II, portions
of leathern shoes and wooden pails, crocks &c.;
whilst the osseous remains are those which
might naturally be expected, mostly stray bones
of the domesticated animals of the locality, viz.
- ox, horse, sheep, goat and dog, the last of by
far the most frequent occurrence’ (Ecroyd Smith
1866, 213).

Thus, if Ecroyd Smith was correct, the source of most
of the medieval objects by his day was the erosion of
former arable soils around the settlement rather than
the village nucleus and its structures, and the deposit
containing the medieval objects was quite distinct
from those containing Roman finds.

In a discussion of the stratigraphic sequence,
Potter described the ‘land surface or cultivated soil’.
This he considered to be variable in depth from one
to four feet (0.3-1.2m). It is a sandy, peaty soil, and
through its length there is the strongest proof of a
long period of tillage’, the evidence consisting of very
broken land mollusca shells and edible sea shells
which were heavily broken (Potter 1876, 127).

Ecroyd Smith was a firm advocate of the need to
observe carefully the stratification of the shore
deposits in order to understand the context of the
finds, and was outspoken in his criticism of those
who did not apply the same rigour in their approach.
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Fig. 1.2.4: Reproduction of Ecroyd Smith’s diagram of the Meols strata (Ecroyd Smith 1866, pl. 1),

with levels of finds labelled

When Potter first came on the scene, Ecroyd Smith
allowed him the benefit of the doubt over his inter-
pretations, expecting he would in time, with greater
familiarity and further examination, come to under-
stand the stratification. However , when Potter
published a paper read before the Geological Society
of Liverpool (Potter 1869), Ecroyd Smith issued a
public rebuttal of Potter’s views and methods in the
THSLC. In particular, he seized upon Potter’s claims
to have found Roman pottery in the ‘artificial’ soil
bed that Ecroyd Smith had dated from finds to the
medieval period. Ecroyd Smith demonstrated to
Potter that the sherds were medieval rather than
Roman in date: ‘It is within our knowledge that the
only Roman pottery found in this neighbourhood
was neither obtained from the stratum in question,
nor ever near it’, and furthermore he accused Potter
of confusing the layers in question (Ecroyd Smith
1871a, 129-30)2.

Human remains: the 1828 ‘burial ground’
and Lees Kirk

Hume saw the 1820s as having been a time of
particularly rapid erosion at Meols. On 19 March
1828, the Liverpool Courier reported that during
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surveys for a ship canal to connect the Dee and
Mersey (which was never built), an engineer , Mr
Nimmo, working on the shore 100-200 yards
below the high-tide mark opposite Leasowe
Lighthouse (SJ 253 913) had discovered ‘skeletons
in their hundreds... deposited side by side in an
easterly direction’ and that ‘their number , and the
regularity with which they were deposited, leave no
doubt on the mind that this was an ancient place of
sepulture...this spot would be within the shore line
of 1771, the upper surface of which was not
actually carried away, but lowered and displaced,
by the removal of the subjacent beds, or otherwise’
(Hume 1863, 16-7). Hume linked these observa-
tions to the (otherwise unlocated) Lees Kirk (Hume
1866b, 44), a former chapel attached to St Hilary’ s
Church, Wallasey, mentioned in Bishop Gastrell’ s
Notitia Cestriensis of 17153. Hume also stated that
‘at very low tides traces of tombstones have been
found’. It is therefore striking that a sandstone
recumbent gravestone bearing a medieval quatrefoil
motif (3339) was discovered embedded in the
masonry of the Leasowe Embankment close to the
lighthouse during repairs in 1920, the embankment
having originally been constructed from locally
available materials in 1829.
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Cox (1896, 45-6) speculated that despite the
absence of any record of a church or churchyard, this
report could have represented a ‘Saxon or Danish’
graveyard. Other 19th-century writers (e.g. Boult
1866) were inclined to reject the observations as
unreliable, perhaps because they could not be fitted
within their pre-conceived framework of ecclesias-
tical parochial graveyards. An alternative context
might be provided by late Romano-British burial
practice which saw the development of ordered east-
west cemeteries, with graves disposed in rows
with the head to the west, and lacking grave
furniture (Thomas 1981, 232; Philpott 1991, 226-7).
Cemeteries of this type persisted into the post-Roman
period, to become the usual form of Christian burial
in the medieval and later eras. Within the north west
a cemetery at Southworth Hall Farm, near W inwick
contained over 800 grave slots, disposed east-west,
though almost entirely lacking skeletal material due
to the acid soil, and apparently also lacking grave
furniture (Freke and Thacker 1990). The cemetery is
not well dated but the burial rite, orderly arrange-
ment and presence of three distinct phases of use
argue for a long-lived and probably Christian
cemetery, perhaps in use between the 5th and 11th
century. An alternative explanation is thus plausible
for the Leasowe burials. The early 19th century
accounts of the observation of the Leasowe cemetery
need not be rejected imply for the lack of a suitable
ecclesiastical context, but instead can be seen to fit
into a late Roman or early medieval British tradition
of burial, entirely appropriate for a port which saw
activity throughout that period. Given the discovery
of the burial just opposite Leasowe Castle (below and
2.25), it may be that the burials found in the early
19th century may have formed part of a discrete
small ordered cemetery, associated with the Roman
settlement at Dove Point, rather than a later ecclesi-
astical burial place.

In 1846, a few weeks after Hume’ s initial
discovery of finds in Hoylake Parsonage, a Dr
Carson found an ancient skull on the shore, and,
continuing his researches, he procured other bones
(Hume 1847a 53), but these or any record of them
seem not to have survived.

In his report for 1868, Ecroyd Smith stated that
‘by far the most valuable discovery of the year’ was
that of human cremated remains |his emphasis],
which he suggested were of the Romano-British
period. He continued:

‘The writer, accompanied by a young friend,
was lingering in the gathering shades of an
August  evening near the old, forest
stumps...when a circular patch of black matter
on the blue clay attracted his attention. Though
already ravaged by the tide, it nevertheless
retained what proved to be portions of the
cremated head of a child, of from 8 to 10 years
of age, including fragments of the crown and
the back of the skull and a couple of incisors.
The blackened brain and charcoal confined
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nearly to the capacity of the skull, had naturally
given the idea of an internment in a round hole
or possibly an urn, though no signs of such a
receptacle remained. The absence of fragments
of other and larger bones, however , excited
suspicion to the correctness of this view, and led
to a further search, resulting in the discovery of
portions of the leg bones extended at length’
(Ecroyd Smith 1869, 211-12).

Ecroyd Smith referred in the same report to the
‘notorious’ discovery of an inhumation at Leasowe in
1864 (below), believing this to be of recent origin.

The ‘Leasowe Man’ skeleton: background

On 22 January 1864 a human skeleton was discov-
ered immediately north of Leasowe Castle at approx-
imately SJ 266 921. It was found when
reconstruction work on the Leasowe Embankment
resulted in disturbance of the foreshore peats (Cust
1864; Busk 1865). Two conflicting accounts exist of
the circumstances of discovery . According to Sir
Edward Cust, the owner of Leasowe Castle, the near
complete adult male skeleton lay extended beneath a
peat bed in a mixture of blue clay and sand resting
upon glacial till, about § feet from the surface of the
peat. The bed of peat had been covered by a large
sand-hill that was washed away by the action of the
sea at the time of the discovery. Henry Ecroyd Smith
refuted Cust’s account of the stratigraphical position
of the burial (1865, 211-3). Ecroyd Smith, who
visited the site soon after the discovery but after the
remains had been removed, considered that the
skeleton lay at no great depth, the bones of the feet
having already been exposed and removed by tidal
action, a view corroborated by two respected
museum curators who saw the location soon after
discovery. Ecroyd Smith stated that ‘no great age
could be assigned to the stratum’ in which the burial
was found, concluding that a thin layer of marshy
peat immediately underlying the sand-dunes as
shown on his section diagram of the stratigraphy at
the burial location (reproduced here as Fig. 1.2.4),
but above and quite distinct from the two forest beds,
would account for the peat-staining on the bones. He
concluded that the burial was no more than 300
years old.

The find attracted considerable interest, and was
hailed by Cust as the ‘Prehistoric Man of Cheshire’,
to the disapproval of Ecroyd Smith. The discovery
was the subject of correspondence between Cust and
George Busk, V ice-President of the Ethnological
Society of London, and the eminent geologist Charles
Lyell (letters on file at the Natural History Museum,
London). This skeleton was donated to become part
of the collections at the Royal College of Surgeons,
London, which still has original documents related to
the discovery, but it is now part of the osteological
collections at the Natural History Museum (New
catalogue number: NHM P A SK 137) and is
described in detail below. Recent radiocarbon dating
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has shown that the skeleton is a male inhumation of
the Roman period, leading to the term ‘Prehistoric
Man of Cheshire’ being dropped in favour of
‘Leasowe Man’. This, accompanied by other
analyses, is reported upon below (2.25).

Observations of structures on the Meols shore

In the first half of the 19th century , the remains of
structures had apparently been seen in the inter -tidal
zone. Dr Traill (see also 1.1) reported to Hume that
‘at the low water of spring tides the foundations of
houses could have been distinctly traced at a recent
period on the Hoyle bank’ (Hume 1847b, 69).
However, despite the continuing rapid erosion, it was
to be some years before structures were again seen on
the shore.In Ancient Meols, following a lengthy
discussion of the Swiss lake villages that were being
publicised at the time, Hume commented that in
comparison, neither buildings nor stakes, platforms
or wicker-work had been found on the Meols shore
and the argument for the existence of early settle-
ments rested solely on discrete concentrations of
finds (Hume 1863, 376; 394). However, perhaps not
realising its potential connection with the locations
of the medieval finds, he did mention that ‘the
remains of an ancient house, like the Hall or propri-
etary mansion of the neighbourhood, existed till
within the last century; and portions of buildings still
standing contain some of its materials worked up in
them’. In his supplement to Ancient Meols (1866b,
33), Hume added ‘it is supposed to have been one of
the old half-timbered houses of Cheshire, resting on
brickwork’4. Hume also described ‘an ancient well,
or spring of fresh water , rises far within the area
covered by the tide; and tradition asserts it was
formerly covered by a brick archway, and that it was
last used by the attendants on the lighthouse which
has been obliterated” (Hume 1863, 390-1). Hume
noted on that 13 July 1857, ‘butts of land or marks
of ridges were visible to the Leasowe side of Dove
Mark, and Hoylake side of Dove Spit’ (Hume 1863,
10), and in 1866, Hume told the Historic Society of
Lancashire and Cheshire ‘I have myself found water -
worn paving stones at the seaward base of the sand-
hill(s), apparently the remains of a farm-yard’ (Hume
1866a, 33).

If Hume showed gradually increasing interest in
describing the physical remains on the shore in the
1860s, Ecroyd Smith’s more prosaic style, combined
with an acute awareness of the importance of the
stratigraphic context, was perhaps better suited to
describing the fragmentary and often confusing
traces of archaeological remains that he witnessed
during this decade. On 18 October 1861 Ecroyd
Smith exhibited part of a medieval shoe, which is
described as ‘found near the ruins of probably the
last house of the ancient village of Meols’ (Anon
1862). It is uncertain whether this was the ‘hall’,
which Hume referred to later in Ancient Meols.
Neither writer gives a location or description of the
building(s) but the implication is that certain struc-

tural remains from the medieval settlement were still
visible. In 1866 Ecroyd Smith speculated that the
‘long extinct village of Meols, ... must have been
situated a mile to the Northward of the present
hamlet, still called Great Meols’ (Ecroyd Smith 1866,
213).

It is possible that traces of associated structures
may have been missed at this time, but within a
decade it is clear that more extensive and unmistake-
able remains of buildings had begun to emerge. They
were exposed in a strip of land that was revealed
after the overlying sand-dunes had been removed and
was then eroded rapidly by the tide. These occurred
just as Ecroyd Smith left the scene, and it fell to
Charles Potter to take up the mantle of observation
and description of the Meols shore.

Medieval buildings

In 1874 Potter exhibited at the Historic Society of
Lancashire and Cheshire a section from the puddled
floor of a house ‘now buried under the sandhills’
(Anon 1875, 174). In 1876 he wrote that he had
seen:

‘the remains of ancient dwellings, three or four
of which I have had the opportunity of
examining immediately after their exposure by
heavy storms and spring tides occurring at one
and the same time. The floors are made of
puddled clay derived from the lower
Scroblicularia] clay. What remains of the walls,
which in one varied from nine to fifteen inches
in height, shows that they were made of wood
framework, filled in with puddled clay similar
to the floor, the puddle being worked up to a
good smooth surface. The perpendicular
timbers of the framework were supported on
long irregularly-squared blocks of sandstone,
two of which had holes cut into their surface for
the foot of the timber to rest in. The floors in all
cases which T have examined are raised above
the surface soil to a height varying from a few
inches to fully two feet, each being considerably
below the Bithinia Tentaculata beds’ (Potter
1876, 139-40).

In March 1876 Potter presented a ‘diagram’
(which has not survived) to the Historic Society in
which he explained how he had discovered the
remains of a house on the shore at Meols and
described the form of construction. ‘It was on the
upper surface; and the wooden posts which
supported the roof had each been set on a round flat
stone. There was a hole in the centre of each stone,
and a projection in the centre of the base of the post
which fitted into it’ (Anon 1876, 187). At the
meeting of Historic Society of Lancashire and
Cheshire on 10 January 1878, he had exhibited ‘two
sharpened stake-ends, found on the Cheshire shore at
Great Meols, and supposed to be part of an ancient
stockade’ (Anon 1878, 156). Potter recorded that,
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“There may occasionally be seen in the lower Scrob.
bed long, narrow drain-like cuttings, filled with peaty
materials’ (Potter 1876, 140, n.), which he interprets,
without supporting evidence, as excavations for clay
to construct houses.

In a later account, Potter described similar
dwellings, with:

‘... floors raised by a layer of sand, on which
clay was laid, and carefully puddled to a thick-
ness of four or six inches. The walls were
timber-framed, the foot of the timber resting on
large rough blocks of sandstone which were let
into the earth. The stones were probably
obtained from the hills bounding the southern
side of the marsh... It may be presumed that
these houses were thatched with reeds derived
from the adjacent marsh It may be presumed
that the dwellings were dry and comfortable...
one room, well-exposed on the side facing the
sea, measured more than twenty-one feet
between the walls; its length in the opposite
direction could not be established’ (Potter 1890,
149),

The dwellings were situated amidst lines of stakes:

“Where the sand, including the ‘talus’ of the low
sand cliffs, has been swept away by storms from
the shore, the sharpened ends of stakes, deeply
driven into the soil, are frequently exposed. The
stakes are seldom more than a foot apart and
were interlaced with gorse, broom and willow
withies’.

In this account he also mentioned metalworking
debris ‘molten lead and bronze lumps, a mould core
of bronze and quern stones, together with spindles
and spindle whorls’.

Potter actively collected material from Meols
throughout the 1880s. The early 1890s saw a sudden
increase in the visibility of archaeological remains,
suggesting that the process of erosion had reached
the point where a significant medieval settlement
focus was being exposed from under the wind-blown
dune sand. Potter’s close collaborator E. W . Cox
began to record his own observations in the THSLC,
in the process presenting what is perhaps the most
graphic description to have survived:

‘As the fretting of the sea removes the blown
sandhills, there appears, a few inches below the
level of spring tides, an ancient surface, showing
traces of cultivation. Upon this the remains of
medieval and older houses are continually
washed out, together with ploughs, spades, and
other agricultural implements; showing that this
was arable land. The houses are mostly built on
rough sandstone foundations, set in clay , with
clay floors, and the walls of the upper part of
rough stakes and wattled work. These seem to
have lined an irregular village street. On one
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occasion, in 1890, traces of the wheels of carts,
horses feet with round shoes, and the footsteps
of cattle and men, who wore pointed shoes,
were for a short time visible on the ground
below the high tide; the by side of the road there
were refuse heaps containing bone, shellfish,
fragments of iron, coal, cloth and shoes similar
to footmarks’ (Cox 1895, 43-4).

The following year, in the early summer of 1891,
Cox observed the exposure of two rectangular build-
ings, projecting diagonally from under a sand-hill,
one measuring 16 x 10 feet (approximately 4.9 x
3.0m), the other 12 x 9 feet (approximately 3.6 x
2.7m). Their floors were of blue clay , and the wall
foundations, one to two courses high, were of stones
largely unworked but a few with tooling. The upper
part of the walls was wattle and daub with rough oak
posts 3—4 inches in diameter . The posts had been
driven in between the stones of the wall foundations
or, in some cases, set into shallow sockets cut into the
stones. The interiors contained nothing but hazelnut
shells and, in the corner of the smaller house, a small
pile of coal. Associated with each house was a
midden, in which were found animal bones,
fragments of iron and pieces of coarse woollen cloth
and leather. The leather included pieces of shoe with
pointed toes, which were dated by Cox to the 13th or
14th century. In fact, the surviving shoes in the Potter
Collection with only one exception date to the late
14th-15th century ( 3200-3261). Near these first
buildings were other structures: ‘from these houses
southward were traces of the lines of wattled build-
ings, apparently without stone foundations or clay
floors’, which he interpreted as long narrow ‘sheds’
or cattle shelters. About 100 feet [approximately
30m]| away from these were two clay-walled struc-
tures 2 feet thick [0.6m], about 60 feet long, and
twelve wide [18.3 x 3.7m] (Cox 1896, 247-8).

On this occasion too, Cox described footprints,
two of which were ‘deep, clear and perfect, as if done
yesterday; the whole of these marks having been
filled-in by light brown sand and thus perfectly
preserved until exposed by the tide’. He also
mentioned that ‘careful drawings were made on the
spot of most of these remains, which were obliterated
by the action of the tides within about a fortnight of
their first discovery’ (Cox 1896, 248). Unfortunately
these drawings do not appear to have survived.

Potter supplied further information on the remains
observed at this time:

“When visiting the shore in the company of
Messrs. Edw. W. Cox and W. Fergusson Irvine,
in the spring of 1892, we came across the
uncovered patch of an old track, or road: its
direction was E by W . On this were deeply-
impressed wheel marks, 5 feet apart, the
breadth of the wheels being 9 inches. The horses
had been shod with the very broad mediaeval
shoes, and the driver with the sharp-pointed
shoes of the same period, which left an impres-
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sion 11 inches in length, by 4 1/, inches at their
greatest width. There were also the foot-prints
of cattle. In my collection I have leather pointed
shoe soles, and broad horse shoes so similar
that they might possibly have formed these very
impressions. The marks were deeply impressed
in the soil, and as sharp and fresh as if made
within twenty-four hours previous to exposure’
(Potter 1893, 243).

The apparent clustering of buildings and the
existence of an irregular ‘village street’ on which
stood some of the medieval buildings, together point
to a small nucleated settlement rather than a
dispersed plan. Cox’s reference to lines of wattled
buildings, which he termed ‘cattle sheds’, and two
further clay-walled buildings 100 feet away , which
measured 60 x 12 feet, could be interpreted as a
reference to buildings of the longhouse type, possibly
of the early medieval period. These are not common
discoveries in rural north-west England. The few that
have been excavated and recorded, such as the
fragmentary hall-type building excavated at T atton,
Cheshire (Higham 2004, 108-9) and the upland
farmstead at Gauber High Pasture, Ribblehead,
North Yorkshire (King 2004), suggest that whilst an
elongated rectilinear plan is a common feature, the
means of construction were adapted to suit local
circumstances and availability of materials. At the
excavated  Viking-period  trading site of
Llanbedrgoch, Anglesey (Redknap 2004), fragmen-
tary circular buildings of the later prehistoric or pre-
Viking period were stratified beneath up to six
longhouse-style dwellings with rectilinear plans, side
benches and central hearths. Building 2, a large hall-
type building was constructed almost exclusively of
timber, but Building 1, a smaller dwelling, had stone
wall-footings and a hard-laid floor of stone at one
end, presumably for the accommodation of animals.

There is however little reason to doubt Cox’ s
conclusions that the two more substantial stone-
footed rectangular buildings that he observed in
1891 were later medieval in date. The buildings were
apparently single-bay cottages, each the size of a
single room, with separate outbuildings as byres. The
construction methods are consistent with medieval
techniques, using dwarf walls or foundations in
which the vertical timbers were set either on pad
stones set into the ground, driven between the
foundations, or set in shallow slots in the surface of
the foundation. Floors were of puddled clay a feature
found at a small, probably 13th century, building at
West Derby (Philpott forthcoming, b). T  wo other
buildings observed by Cox had clay walls, 2 feet
(0.6m) thick and 60 feet (18.3m) long by 12 feet
(3.7m) wide, a technique of construction that
survived into the post-medieval period in the
Lancashire Fylde (Watson and McClintock 1979, 15)
and may be represented in a late 12th or 13th century
excavated example at Fazakerley , Merseyside
(Wright 1996). Although individual structures
cannot be dated, the settlement appears to demon-

strate the shift away from the long-houses, as
exemplified by the two long clay-walled structures,
towards a separation of dwellings and outbuildings,
a process that was at its height in the 14th century
(Dyer 1986). In the case of Meols buildings it is
uncertain whether the four structures observed by
Cox were in contemporary use or represent different
phases of settlement.

As to the location of the medieval settlement, it is
unfortunate that neither Potter nor Cox gave precise
locations for the buildings they observed. The only
cartographic hint is provided by the position of the
symbol for ‘Lost T own’ at Meols on the plan illus-
trating Cox’s article on ‘T races of Submerged Lands
of the Coasts of Lancashire, Cheshire and North
Wales® (Cox 1895a). The centre of the symbol lies at
about SJ 213 914, which is about 2km north-west of
the current village green of Great Meols, although the
small scale of the plan makes this subject to a consid-
erable margin of error. However, a further clue as to
the location of these buildings lies in their relatively
late date of observation in the 1890s, coupled with
mapping the degree of coastal movement that had
occurred by then. Unlike the observations of the
period prior to 1850, the location of the coastline in
the 1880s and 1890s is clearly visible in the first and
second edition 25 inch/1 mile Ordnance Survey maps
(Fig 1.2.2). A comparison of the 1884 map with a
modern map suggests that only a small strip of land
was lost after this date, before the construction of sea
defences prevented any further coastal retreat. This
suggests strongly that, far from coming from an
offshore location, as Cox’ s map implies, and was
indeed probably the case for a substantial proportion
of the Roman finds that were made earlier in the 19th
century, the later medieval focus observed in 1890-93
was close inshore to the present-day line of the coast,
to the extent that the 1894 sea defences may well have
been built across part of it. Hence Ecroyd Smith> s
original view (1866, 213) that the finds from the ‘soil
bed or artificial stratum’ must have been discovered
on agricultural land to the south of the ancient village
appears to be incorrect, and suggests in fact that the
medieval finds of the 1850s and 1860s were probably
retrieved from the northern periphery of the settle-
ment, as the core of the buildings were, at that time,
yet to be discovered.

Circular buildings

Coastal erosion revealed at least three circular struc-
tures. The only reasonably precise location for one of
these is given in a handwritten record of the meeting
of the Historic Society of Lancashire and Cheshire of
18 March 1886, which records amongst the proceed-
ings ‘Mr Potter A Communication on ancient
circular hut on Cheshire Shore’ 5. A further hand-
written note amplifies this, ‘Mr Potter showed a
drawing of a semicircle of blocks of Sandstone, part
of the foundations of a circular Hut found on the
Cheshire Shore in the peat formation near Shaw’ s
Battery, after the storm of 13 August 1885”.
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The location of ‘Shaw’s Battery’ is not marked on
contemporary Ordnance Survey (OS) maps, and local
records have produced no mention of a formal fort or
battery, such as that which still survives at Perch
Rock, New Brighton. However, a strong case can be
made for a location north-west of Great Meols
village and on the western side of Dove Point. The
only landowner called Shaw on the coast was John
Ralph Shaw, High Sherriff of Cheshire, of Arrowe
Hall, who in the 1870s and 1880s owned a large
house and estate called Sandhey (visible in Figs 1.1.4
and 1.1.5) on the Meols shore (Roberts 1986, 6).
Shaw had constructed a stone embankment to
prevent the sea washing away the house and land,
and ‘on the shore hundreds of sticks — driven into the
ground, fastened together, — were required to break
the force of the sea waves dashing on to the stone
embankment’ (Roberts 1986, 6). The form of the
embankment with its flanking walls as shown on the
1871 25 inch/1 mile OS map resembles a gun battery
which may have provoked the local, perhaps ironic,
name Shaw’s Battery, as a defence against the sea
[location c. S] 223 901].

In 1890 Potter wrote:

‘We are now able to say where some portion of
the settlement was, and give a fairly good idea
of the character of their dwellings. The earliest
dwelling was the round, stone-built house,
which has already been brought under the
notice of the Society . In this, timber does not
appear to have been used, the stones being sunk
in a trench and set in puddle, the material being
obtained from between the upper and lower
peat. This bed is known to geologists as the
lower Scrobicularia clay . It is an estuarine
deposit, of a fine saponaceous character , well
adapted to the purpose of puddling, and setting
of stone-work, or filling between timber . It
seems to have been used for this purpose from
pre-historic times (to which period I ascribe the
circular dwelling), to within a comparatively
recent period. .... The floor of the round house
was the then and present surface-soil on which
it was built’ (Potter 1890, 149).

In 1891 Cox noticed the remains of another
circular building, shortly before two well-preserved
medieval buildings appeared, but it was destroyed
before a proper record could be made. The following
year more structures of this type came to light:

‘About a foot below the medieval floor level,
and about eighteen inches below the line of the
spring tides, a circular hut was exposed, which
I only saw after it was broken up by the tide;
but in April 1892 I was fortunate enough to
find the foundation of another circular hut, one
half of which was visible beyond the scarp of
the sandhill. The stones were partly rough, but
had a few pick marks and holes cut in them in
which to set the stakes for a conical roof... All
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of these residences have their upright stakes
preserved, but in soft condition, to a uniform
height of about 15 to 18 inches, above this
height all trace is gone’ (Cox 1895, 44).

Very importantly, Cox recorded that one circular
hut lay ‘about a foot below the medieval floor -level’
(Cox 1895, 43), giving an explicit stratigraphical
relationship. The observation of a medieval building
overlying a circular hut suggests that the location of
these structures, which as usual was not given
precisely by Cox, points to the area of medieval finds
as the more likely location for this structure. Cox
considered that they were ‘British’ (i.e. prehistoric) in
date, based on the evidence of a ‘British funereal urn’
found on the shore. One observation of potential
value is that the remains were 1/, to 2 feet below the
level of the high spring tides (Cox 18935, 44).

This was not the only circular building observed
below the high water mark on this shore. Some years
before 1895 another circular hut had been found on
the coast east of Meols, near New Brighton ‘some
distance below high-water mark’. The position of the
latter can be narrowed down to some extent, since
Cox noted ‘during spring tides the bar from Rock
Point to Wallasey Hole was nearly laid bare, and
disclosed a number of stones, three or four feet thick,
stretched across from one side to the other, giving the
appearance of a ford. This is not far from the
position where a circular hut was uncovered at a later
date’ (Cox 1895, 44, 47).

In north-west England circular structures are
found in settlements dating from the Bronze Age
(Kirkby and Irby: Philpott and Adams forthcoming),
Iron Age (Mellor: Noble and Thompson 2005; Great
Woolden Hall: Nevell 1999; Lathom: Cowell 2000;
2002) to the Roman period (Irby: Philpott and
Adams forthcoming; W ilderspool: Hinchliffe and
Williams 1992, 103, fig. 63). As regards the date of
the Meols circular structures, there is no mention of
associated material found in or around them that
might give some indication of date, though this
negative evidence by itself tends to support Cox’
suggestion of a prehistoric date, since Romano-
British structures would be likely to produce at least
a few sherds of pottery or other finds so close to a
Roman occupation site.

There also appears to have been a physical separa-
tion between the circular buildings and the concen-
tration of Roman finds. In at least one case a circular
building lay under a medieval structure. On
numerous occasions the antiquarians stress that the
Roman and medieval finds occurred in different
areas, the medieval material being found consistently
‘on the Hoylake side of the Dove marks’ (Ecroyd
Smith 1866, 14-15). This provides an indication of
the general area of the settlement nucleus before
evidence about the medieval structural began to
emerge in the 1890s. It may be significant that three
Iron Age swan’s neck pins were found on the shore in
November 1893 (83-85), shortly after the time the
circular buildings were being exposed on the shore,

S
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although no associations are recorded that confirm a
connection. Potter himself considered one circular
building to be prehistoric rather than Roman and a
late prehistoric date is most likely.

Roman structures?

If a later prehistoric date is accepted for the circular
structures, as seems probable, then no certain
Romano-British structures have been identified at
Meols. An indication that substantial buildings may
have been present at Meols occurs in the form of two
fragments of Roman combed flue-tile, labelled T ile
Meols Cheshire’ in the NML collection. The tile may
have one of two sources. They either emanate from
one or more structures in the settlement itself, and
therefore are indicative of a substantial heated
building, such as a bath-house, or they were brought
in as part of a ship’ s cargo. In support of the latter
theory, the short-lived manufacture of roof tile at
Tarbock, north of the Mersey , will have required
shipment by water to Chester, from the Mersey to the
Dee. The legionary tile-works at Holt upstream from
Chester also indicates transport by water of bulky
goods, which may on occasion have been shipped
further afield, noting the distribution of Leg XX tile
stamps originating in Holt as far as the North W ales
coast (Philpott 2000, 96, fig. 4.15). The discovery of
stray fragments of box flue-tiles at the rural site of
Court Farm, Halewood, suggests that small quanti-
ties of this kind of material are not a reliable
indicator of such buildings (Adams and Philpott
forthcoming).

Undated structures and features observed in
more recent times

There is little evidence that any archaeological atten-
tion was paid to the deteriorating remains of the
‘Ancient Forest’ in the early- to mid-20th century, as
by this time the general orthodoxy amongst those
aware of the endeavours of the previous century was
that the site of Meols was now irretrievably lost to
the sea. However, observations on the shore by Philip
Wain in May 1981 during the reconstruction of the
sea wall at Great Meols revealed what were inter-
preted as two separate alignments of posts, forming
rectilinear structures (Wain 1981). The first structure
consisted of one post in situ with the post-holes of
five others and fragments of woven wattle in the clay
between the post-holes, measuring approximately 2m
long, with a return at either end approximately 1Tm
long. The second structure was an alignment with
five posts in situ and two further posts in a wall at
right angles. The structures were about 80 feet (24m)
from the sea wall (S] 240 912). No datable artefacts
were found and the function and date of the struc-
tures is unknown. This report was an amateur effort
by an interested but untrained local teenages but was
nevertheless perceptive, and gives a convincing
description of what in retrospect seem to be fragmen-
tary later prehistoric or medieval post-and-wattle
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structures in the final stages of disintegration. This
suggests that, at this time, fragments of the ancient
settlement were still discernible along the high tide
line. The beach had been badly disturbed and
churned up by construction traffic, in the process
possibly removing layers of protective silt from above
the archaeological layers.

Recent monitoring of the shore since the later
1990s has revealed the line of a buried ditch, in an
exposure of boulder clay close to Leasowe
Lighthouse, though no indication of date was
obtained. A series of about 30 parallel stake align-
ments, interwoven with wattle were still visible in
2007 on the shore close to Leasowe Lighthouse. The
stone tail of the Leasowe Embankment was
constructed with slots to accommodate these,
prov1d1ng a terminus ante quem for them in 1829 or
its subsequent rebuilding in 1864. The most likely
interpretation is that they either form the supports
for stake nets for fishing, or are early coastal protec-
tion measures designed to trap sand and prevent
erosion, of a type that were reported to have been
built at ‘Shaw’s Battery’ at Sandhey (S] 223 901; Fig.
1.2.5).

Two observations in the 20th century behind the
shoreline have a bearing on the archaeological
potential of the immediate hinterland of Meols. The
first is was the discovery, some time before 1938, of
a narrow (0.9m wide) clinker -built vessel, with a
rounded bow, buried in blue clay about 8 feet (2.4m)
below the modern surface during demolition of the
old Railway Inn in Great Meols. If the account of
clinker-construction is accurate, in a northern
European context, the vessel could date to any
period from the late Iron Age to post-medieval
period, since clinker construction in primitive form
was present in the Hjortspring boat already by  «c.
200 BC and in a much more developed form, for
example, in the Nydam boat of ¢. AD 400, before
making its appearance in Britain at Sutton Hoo
about AD 625 (Goodburn 1986). Michael Stammers
(pers. comm.) noted that the Railway Inn vessel
resembled early medieval dug-out boats from the
Mersey at Warrington (McGrail and Switsur 1979)
and the medieval Kentmere boat, which produced a
radiocarbon date centred on 1320+130 and was
essentially a dug-out with sides increased in height
by wash-strakes of clinker construction (W ilson
1966). Without further investigation it is uncertain
whether the Railway Inn vessel was deliberately
buried, sank in some inland channel, possibly an
early course of the River Birket, or was abandoned
on the edge of open water from the former marsh or
wetland in the ‘western depression’ behind the
shore. The second find was the discovery of a
possible logboat in 1961 in building work at
Claremount School, Moreton (S] 2712 9042;
MSMR 2970-006) 3.5km east of Meols and south of
the River Birket. Together these serve to emphasise
the extent of change in the landscape behind the sea
wall, and demonstrate the complexity of the
drainage pattern within the wider landscape.
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Notes

1 Liverpool Record Office 060/HSL/1-4.

2 Recent dating of borehole samples from remaining parts
of the upper part of the artificial soil bed has confirmed
Ecroyd Smith’s view that it was formed during the medieval
period, with radiocarbon determinations of cal AD 1010-
1220 (925+50 BP; GU-1311) and cal AD 1298-1435
(550+40 BP; SRR-1402) (Kenna 1986, 15; Cowell and
Innes 1994, 30). The soil bed itself is overlain by a phase of
dune slack and sand-dune formations (3.1).

3 E R. Raines (ed.) 1850, Chetham Soc 21.

4 The reference to brickwork suggests that the building was
unlikely to be earlier than the 16th century.

5 Liverpool RO 060 HSL, Historic Society of Lancashire
and Cheshire Papers.

1.3. Methods of artefact retrieval and
the formation of collections

David Griffiths and Robert Philpott

Methods of retrieval

There exists very little detailed record of the circum-
stances of discovery of much of the material from
Meols. Most of the objects were picked up by local
people or by the antiquarians from exposed layers
and deposits at low tide on a piecemeal basis. Prior
to 1846 very little helpful information at all has
survived on the details of where, when or by whom
these discoveries occurred; but after 1846 the atten-
tion of Hume and his antiquarian colleagues began to
cast some light on the process of discovery . Hume
described the mechanism by which material was
removed from the occupation or other deposits:

‘the sea assists at their finding, by disintegrating
the turf bog in which hundreds more probably
lie buried, and washing them out, like the
nuggets of the gold-digger , from the
surrounding particles of earth’ (Hume 1863,
365-6).

Ecroyd Smith also observed the process by which
metal objects were deposited on the shore (1866,
203). The tides eroded the sand-hills and sandbanks
on the landward side, depositing the artefacts within
them ‘into hollows in the blue silt, forest soil or
ancient arable land, as the case may be’. The objects
were found washed out from eroding land surfaces
along the coast after a combination of moderate
spring tides and north-easterly winds had removed
the overlying sand-dunes (Hume 1863). Thus, Hume
and Ecroyd Smith believed that many of the objects
were generally not found  in situ, but already
displaced, having been eroded by wave action from
old land surfaces which were formerly covered by
sand-dunes. Ecroyd Smith considered that this
accounted for the lack of pottery and for the usual
scarcity of animal bones, which are lighter than the
metal objects and are washed away by the same
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combination of high winds and high tide that cause
the erosion:

‘during rough weather it is probable the higher
tides excavated and carry out of the reach of
observation matter of this kind, which through
loss of the much of the animal gluten are light,
and thus easily borne away , whilst objects of
metal are left exposed or washed into adjacent
holes; with the exception of the teeth, which
through the hardness of the enamel are less
likely to decay’ (Ecroyd Smith 1866, 213).

Although the great majority of the finds appear to
have been found on the surface, there is a hint that
some digging took place to find objects. C. B.
Robinson, for example, examined the surface and
‘occasionally dug into the black earth, in connection
with which most of the objects were found’ (Hume
1863, 50). Ecroyd Smith (1869, 206) refers to
‘incidental delving’ and later , Cox also referred to
digging for finds in what had been recognised as
medieval middens (Cox 1896, 248).

Selectivity and completeness of retrieval

The completeness of retrieval represents a signifi-
cant element in the size of the assemblage. The
material discovered earlier in the 19th century, such
as the Roman brooches illustrated by Hume (1863,
pls I and IV), seems to have consisted of more
complex and eye-catching pieces, mostly if not
exclusively metalwork and of high ‘curiosity’ value.
This is perhaps to be expected when retrieval was
carried out in ignorance of any notion of archaeo-
logical inquiry and guided merely by an undirected
and casual sense of seeking the unusual and strange.
At this time it seems that the additional incentive of
the prospect of making money from selling the
material was less of a consideration, as Hume
describes some of the metal finds being given away
to local children to play with. Only after Hume® s
arrival on the scene in the later 1840s, the increased
publicity which he generated, and the subsequent
advent of other competing collectors, did financial
considerations begin to play a larger role in the
minds of beachcombers and searchers. However, as
the motivation for local people to search for
artefacts took on a more urgent and, perhaps to
modern sensibilities, unpalatable character, the level
of archaeological oversight and understanding was
also improving. The diligent attentions of Ecroyd
Smith in particular, with his broader sense of
knowledge of the contexts producing the finds, and
his discriminating judgements on the various claims
and theories on Meols that were bandied about at
learned meetings, provided a significant element of
control over the recording of what might otherwise
have been an unstructured free-for -all. It is clear
from Ecroyd Smith’s published notes and his contri-
butions to Ancient Meols that he took a genuine
and, for those days, unusually far-sighted interest in
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more mundane and fragmentary types of material,
such as sherds of medieval pottery and clay pipes.
These were informative archaeologically, but could
hardly have been expected to command a high
price, or to hold any great interest for the pure
curio-seeker.

As the 19th century progressed, the style of
retrieval and collecting moved in the direction of
completeness and thoroughness. Diligent recovery
often involving the collection of small and insignifi-
cant fragments of metal, the purpose date and
function of which in some cases remains obscure
today, suggests that the collection strategies were
unusually thorough for the time. The poor quality
and visually undistinguished appearance of some of
the surviving items in the Potter Collection suggests
that his material, at least, was not filtered to select
only complete or impressive objects. Indeed Potter
himself wrote, commenting on the apparent decline
in the number of finds in the mid-1870s: ‘...the
surprise is, considering the careful manner in which
these relics have been sought for, that in number they
are so few’ (Potter 1876, 140-41).

Rate of recovery of finds

Hume suggested that the 1820s and 1830s had been
the time when the most significant destruction of
archaeological deposits was occurring at Meols, and
he therefore viewed his own intervention as coming
somewhat late in the day. The overall rate of recovery
of finds appeared to diminish over the course of the
19th century: ‘In 1814 they were found in much
greater abundance; and the difficulty of procuring
them has since increased’ (Hume 1863, 395). Hume,
Ecroyd Smith, and Potter all remarked in the 1860s
and 1870s upon how relatively few items of all kinds
seemed to be appearing each year compared with the
1820s and 1830s. Conversely, they were satisfied that
the level of collection and retention of material had
continued to improve throughout the century
compared with the relatively few pieces that had been
retained in the early days (Hume 1863, 359; Potter
1876, 140-1). In 1876 Potter noted that the
measures taken to prevent erosion, by which he
meant the Leasowe Embankment (constructed in
1829 and partially reconstructed in 1864), had
reduced the extent of the area over which finds were
recovered.

There was also, over the century , a general
decrease in the number of Roman finds from what
were apparently large numbers in the period prior to
Hume’s arrival in 1846, to a virtual cessation by the
1880s and 1890s. Conversely , the number of later
medieval and post-medieval finds, including a greater
proportion of iron and organic materials, such as
wood and leather, increased as a proportion of the
overall total towards the end of the century . The
Potter Collection, which in contrast to the Ecroyd
Smith or Mayer collections includes material
collected after the early 1870s, contains the majority
of items of these more varied and in many cases more
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fragile materials. This accords with the contemporary
accounts by Potter and Cox, which suggest that,
particularly in the early 1890s, archaeological
materials were being retrieved by them directly from
their primary contexts within and amongst substan-
tial structural remains largely of the medieval period
(1.2), and were not as subject to displacement by the
tidal action as had been the finds from the mid-
century decades described by Hume and Ecroyd
Smith in the 1850s and 1860s.

From year to year the pattern of erosion and
exposure of ancient deposits varied, affecting both
the absolute numbers of objects as well as the
proportions representing each period. Only Ecroyd
Smith kept a consistent record of annual discoveries
(which is documented between 1862 and 1868,
with a further total for 1874; Table 1.3.1). The first
detailed record began in 1862, when 90 finds were
recorded; the majority were later medieval, about
20 were post-medieval, and only four were
Romano-British, two of which actually came from
Hilbre (Hume 1863, 359-60). The Roman finds
formed only a small proportion of the finds in any
one year, usually 5-10%. The relatively small
number in both absolute and relative terms provides
a further indication that the nucleus of the Roman
settlement, where the deposits richest in artefacts
might be expected, had largely been removed by
erosion by that time. Hume certainly concluded as
much in his statement that the greater difficulty in
procuring objects meant ‘the inference is that the
principal inhabited spot is becoming more and more
completely washed away, and that we are now only
on the outskirts, picking up such objects as the tide
separates or washes out from the enclosing earth’
(Hume 1863, 395).

The three years 1863-5 were a relatively prolific
period according to writers at the time. They
produced 452 finds, of which 150 were found in
Little Meols village, and were classified at the time as
38 prehistoric, 32 Romano-British, 13 Saxon, 177
medieval, 40 post-medieval (a few not from the
shore), suggesting in the order of 7-10% of the finds
from the shore were Roman. In 1866, the finds were:
23 prehistoric, 10 Romano-British, 2 Saxon, 178
medieval, 25 post-medieval (some doubtful attribu-
tions); a total of 238, of which around 4% were
Roman. In 1868 the total is given as 282 objects,
‘primeval [i.e. prehistoric] 22, Romano-British 135,
Anglo-Saxon 3, medieval 219, Late English 23’
(Ecroyd Smith 1869a, 217), giving a proportion of
Roman finds nearer to 5%. Given that the dating of
the artefacts is not always completely reliable, some
latitude is needed within the figures, but they demon-
strate the order of magnitude and relative propor-
tions by period. By 1874 the number of finds was
diminishing, with a record of Roman 7, Anglo-Saxon
5, medieval 136, post-medieval 2 objects. In a seven-
year period between 1862 and 1868, the only years
for which we have a sequence of totals, no fewer than
1968 objects were found, giving an average of over
280 finds per annum.
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Table 1.3.1: Number of finds per year as recorded
by Ecroyd Smith 1862-74

Year Roman Medieval Total
Prehistoric Anglo-Saxon Post-medieval
1862 4 66 20 90
1863-5 38 32 13 177 40 452
(including
150 from
Little Meols)
1866 23 10 2 178 25 238
1867 906
1868 22 15 3 219 23 282
1874 7 S 136 2 150

In 1876, Potter estimated an average of approxi-
mately 150 finds per year , and was surprised there
were not more: erosion being ‘at the rate of three
yards per year’ and given a depth of approximately a
foot on average for the productive layer , ‘it will be
found that not more than one specimen is sifted out
of seventeen and a half cubic yards’ (Potter 1876,
140-1). There was almost certainly a marked
increase in 1890-93, but lacking Ecroyd Smith% style
of annual museum records at this point, we are
unable to reconstruct the precise return.

History of the museum collections

A summary of the antiquarian activity at Meols,
together with an assessment of the authenticity of
their discoveries, can be found in Appendix 1. The
artefacts collected by the various individual collectors
were mostly held in private collections, some of
which were dispersed and lost to later scholarship,
but several were donated to local museums on the
death or retirement of their owners.

From the start of collecting in the early 19th
century to the early 20th century when the
antiquarian phase of collecting appears to have
ceased, at least 22 individuals are recorded as having
objects from Meols (Appendix 1). Their collections
range from single finds, through the modest assem-
blage of the Meols fisherman W illiam Banks, which
appeared to consist of approximately 100 items, to
great compilations numbering thousands of objects,
acquired largely by purchase, such as those of Joseph
Mayer, Charles Potter or Henry Ecroyd Smith. By
1863 Hume estimated that 4000-5000 objects had
been found at Meols. Hume bequeathed his collec-
tion to the museum of the University College (the
precursor of Liverpool University) ! but it seems
thereafter to have been dispersed. Some, perhaps
much, of it came into Potter’ s possession, but other
elements seem to have been lost to posterity.

It is impossible now to reconstruct the complex
relationships between the various collections. Not all
of the collections existed simultaneously , as some
collectors died before others began to collect. Some
groups of finds passed from one collector to another,
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a process we can occasionally trace through the 19th-
century publications of distinctive pieces, but many
others appear to have been dispersed without trace.
There was some amalgamation and consolidation of
the collections, but inevitably some material (like
much of Hume’s) was dispersed and lost.

Three of the largest collections were destined for
local museums. Joseph Mayer’ s collection, said to
consist of approximately 1000 objects was given to
Liverpool Public Museum in 1867. It was joined a
few years later by 2958 objects, which comprised the
majority of Ecroyd Smith’ s substantial collection —
‘the result of nearly 20 years very careful and often
laborious collecting’ as he expressed it in the letter
offering it for sale — which was sold to Liverpool
Museum in 1874 2. The two Liverpool Museum
groups are the best documented of the museum
collections; indeed they are the only ones with
contemporary documentation extending beyond the
briefest of summaries in accession registers. The
record cards for both Mayer’ s and Ecroyd Smith’ s
collections in Liverpool Museum survive (including
the so-called ‘Gatty slips’, after their compiler
Charles Gatty, although Gatty’ s descriptions are
cursory and objects are rarely illustrated, and then
only by relatively crude thumbnail sketches). A tragic
postscript occurred on the night of 3-4 May 1941
when the Liverpool Museum building in W illiam
Brown Street was devastated by an incendiary bomb
during a week of intense air -raids on the city (Fig.
1.3.1). Precautions against damage from aerial attack
had been inadequate, and many of the museum’ s
galleries and stores were burnt out in a night of
uncontrolled destruction. The collections were
heavily damaged and disrupted, and much of the
Meols material, along with many other cultural
treasures, was not recovered from the ashes and
rubble. Despite the best efforts of post-war curators
to reassemble and repair what they could, there are
still large gaps in the current Meols collections,
which ironically are all the more conspicuous due to
the unusual detail of the surviving pre-W orld War II
accession documentation.

Ecroyd Smith sold a small ‘representative group’ of
90 objects, found in 1856-7, to the British Museum in
1858. Marked ‘Hoylake’ (which as a significant centre
of population was perhaps regarded as a betterknown
place-name than Meols outside the immediate district)
these lay unremarked and unstudied in the museum
vaults until their existence was realised during the
early stages of this publication project in 2000. A
noteworthy aspect of this group is their generally indif-
ferent quality. A few pieces amongst them, such as
Roman brooches ( 108, 117, 127) and a lead/tin
pendant bearing a human bust 1973, are distinctive
and impressive, but most of the rest are minor dress
accessories and of unprepossessing appearance and
quality. To these was added, in 1883, the fine lead
mirror case 2014 donated by J. Romilly Allen.

Cox does not seem to have possessed a collection
of objects, perhaps being content with his role as a
commentator and writer. Potter’s, however, was and
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has remained, the largest of the personal collections to
survive. The Potter Collection is more extensive than
just those objects collected by Potter himself or on his
behalf. It encompasses the Mrs Longueville Collection
(the objects on the Hoylake Parsonage mantelpiece
seen by Hume in 1846) and, although not clearly
documented as such, it seems therefore that much of
Hume’s own collection had somehow passed into
Potter’s possession by the 1890s. T. S. Gleadowe, who
had come into possession of Potter’ s collection of
objects3, donated them to the Grosvenor Museum,
Chester, sometime before 1911 (Shone 1911, 51),
although they were not formally accessioned until
1913.

From the time of its foundation in 1883, the
Grosvenor Museum, Chester , began to receive
reports and discoveries from Meols. As the principal
museum in Cheshire, it gradually came to be seen as
a more appropriate home for Cheshire-derived
material than Liverpool. Towards the end of the 19th
century, with Mayer and Ecroyd Smith both dead
and the antiquarian phase of collecting on the wane,
the personal links between the Meols collectors and

Liverpool Museum began to dissipate. Throughout
the first three-quarters of the 20th century it was
Chester, rather than Liverpool, which took over the
role of the official ‘local museum’ for Meols.
However, two more local museums possess Meols
collections. Perhaps surprisingly in view of their
strong connections to Chester, in 1905-6 Newstead
and Longbottom donated a group of Meols objects
to Warrington Museum and Art Gallery, which seems
to have consisted largely of W illiam Banks’s collec-
tion, which one of them had acquired (Acc. No.
205-210.1905, Newstead; Acc. No. 241-245.1906,
Longbottom). The W arrington collection (now
numbering 173 objects) has since been supplemented
by a few more recent individual finds found by metal
detectorists for whom this was their local museum.
The Williamson Art Gallery and Museum,
Birkenhead, holds a collection of 112 objects from
Meols - these comprise the collection of the Hoylake
Historical Society, formerly displayed in Hoylake
Library, while the remainder constitutes a donation
from the Historic Society of Lancashire and Cheshire
(Bailey and Gladstone 1913).

Fig. 1.3.1: Aftermath of the May 1941 incendiary bombing: a gallery of Liverpool Museum © NML
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Other Meols finds followed the British Museum
group out of the local region. In 1868, Ecroyd
Smith (1868, 101) recorded that ‘some objects have
been sold to parties at a distance at present
unknown, a fact greatly to be regretted, but no hold
can be sustained upon the chief finder and vendor’.
In the 1980s a group of Meols finds was rediscov-
ered in the basement of V erulamium Museum, St
Albans, Hertfordshire, with a batch of old printed
labels stating their Cheshire Shore provenance.
These finds were transferred to Liverpool Museum
before October 1988 and are now included in this
catalogue. There is no record in the V. erulamium
Museum of the transaction or of how these finds
came to be in their possession. Once in Liverpool
Museum, the finds were given temporary ‘T n
numbers. The labels are retained with the group of
finds in Liverpool Museum, but have been
separated from the individual finds. It has not been
possible to resolve the origins of this acquisition by
Verulamium Museum; it may be that this was an
unreturned loan from Chester or Liverpool from
many years ago, or that they were acquired from an
unnamed collector.

With local government reorganisation in 1974,
which took the northern half of the Wirral Peninsula
out of Cheshire and into the new county of
Merseyside, Liverpool Museum# once again became
the natural ‘local’ museum for the north Wirral area,
and it began to reassert itself as the recipient of the
majority of reports and queries about Meols from the
public. From the 1970s the popularity of metal-
detecting introduced a new method of retrieving
finds to the north W irral coast. However, only a
small number of new archaeological finds have been
reported from the shore and the land behind the sea-
wall. Amongst those notified to Liverpool Museum
are two Byzantine coins and a further example from
nearby Moreton, which was a chance find (  5123-
5125). The significance of these finds is that they
were closely located and for almost the first time it
proved possible to pinpoint them on a map. In 1991,
two important discoveries were reported to Liverpool
Museum and were subsequently acquired for the
collection. The first was a group of ten Roman coins
including four Augustan pieces ( 5009-5012), which
had been found by a local resident at Meols and
given to the donor, Mr Ken Herd, as a boy in the
1930s; the original finder and date of discovery were
not recorded. The second was a highly unusual silver
coin, a tetradrachm of T igranes the Great of
Armenia, which had been found on the embankment
at Leasowe, although not certainly authentic ( 5003,
2.24). These two finds represented a significant
addition to the number of coins dating to before the
Roman conquest reported from the site and brought
about a resurgence in interest in the pre-Roman
activity at the site.
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Scope and extent of the catalogue

The result of the activity detailed above means that
almost two centuries of antiquarian enquiry , obser-
vation, and collecting on the north Wirral coast have
resulted in a huge, unwieldy , and frequently
confusing reservoir of information spread between
five museums, at least three major archival holdings,
and published notes and articles dating back to the
1840s.

Most of the objects in this study have, until now ,
been accessioned under group headings but individu-
ally uncatalogued and unpublished. All have been
lacking synthesis with the rest of the collections and
the history of the site itself, which may serve to shed
more light on their context and, ultimately , on the
past human presence in the coastal margin. Due to
the restrictions of the way in which the archaeology
of Meols has been revealed, there is clearly a limit to
what may be said about individual components of
the data-set. However, our intention is to relate as
much of it as we can to the wider picture of past
activity at Meols, and thereby bring to a wider
audience the importance and excitement of this
enigmatic archaeological story.

Prehistoric and medieval material from the Hilbre
Islands and a collection of prehistoric finds from Red
Rocks (3.3), are held in collections in the Grosvenor
Museum, Chester, National Museums Liverpool
(Hilbre), and the Manchester Museum (prehistoric
lithics from Red Rocks). These are sufficiently
coherent and geographically separate from the Meols
discoveries to merit study on their own right: hence
their associated artefacts are not included in this
catalogue, although they do of course form part of
the wider contextual study.

Notes

1 Hume died on 21 November 1884, his will was proved
on 13 April 1885.

2 Ecroyd Smith moved away from Merseyside in 1875,
initially to Saffron Walden, Essex. He died on 25 January
1889 at Middleham,Y orkshire, his will was proved on 2
March 1889; he does not appear to have kept any antiqui-
ties in his private possession after he left Liverpool.

3 Potter’s will (proved 4 January 1899) in merely
bequeathing his effects to his wife contains no specific
mention of his collection, presumably it was subsequently
sold.

4 What is now National Museums Liverpool (NML) began
as the Liverpool Public Museum; it was known for most of
its existence as Liverpool Museum, but has had a number
of name-changes in recent decades: the post-1974 name
Merseyside County Museums gave way to National
Museums and Galleries on Merseyside, which itself has
now been superseded. All of these names occur in the
documentation of the Meols collections.
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2.0 Organisation of the catalogue

The aim of the catalogue has been to collate all of the
known archaeological material from Meols that our
researches have so far identified, spanning the earliest
human presence through to c¢. AD 1850 when the
date of objects and the date of collecting become
contemporaneous.

The five museum collections housing Meols
material are the Grosvenor Museum, Chester;
National Museums Liverpool; W arrington Museum
and Art Gallery; the British Museum, and the
Williamson Art Gallery and Museum, W irral. The
origin of the material in the various museum collec-
tions, together with details on the collectors and
relevant museum documentation, is dealt with in
detail in Appendix 1.

The objects have been numbered in a sequence
matching the structure of the catalogue. Their publi-
cation number, their archive number (which are in
random sequence) and the museum or other collec-
tion in which they are houses are tabulated and
correlated in Appendix 3 (below).

To allow for major sections to start on round
numbers (at least in multiples of ten), and to create a
small contingency for any necessary revisions, there
are a few minor gaps where small groups of numbers
have been left void and do not carry a catalogue entry
— these are clearly marked in the text. Extant material
(mostly held in the museum collections) that has been
examined and recorded at first hand is numbered in
conventional bold style — e.g. 1450. Finds that were
published with an illustration by Hume, Ecroyd
Smith, Potter, and others, or on their behalf, in the
19th century, but the whereabouts of which are now
unknown, are also included in the catalogue. These
are numbered in italic bold style — e.g. 1451.

Other finds that are merely referred to in 19th-
century publications, but not illustrated, have not
been entered in the catalogue because we no longer
have adequate information about these finds to make
their designation under date and type certain,
although they are referred to in commentary where
appropriate. The exception to this rule is the coin
catalogue (2.24), where issue and date are considered
sufficiently diagnostic to be determined by written
description alone; hence 19th-century reports are
included here in full.

The information below has been compiled either
from examination of existing finds or from examina-
tion of drawings or written descriptions of material
now lost. For the extant material, almost every item
was scanned on a flatbed scanner or photographed
with a digital camera to compile a detailed visual
record of the collections. Many have been drawn by
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Nick Griffiths or Mark Faulkner The decision to select
an object for drawing was based on its uniqueness, its
particular interest, or the potential for a drawing to
elucidate aspects of the object’s form and appearance
that were more difficult to capture using digital
photography. Some coins were unavailable at the time
of photographic visits due to staff constraints so have
been entered in the catalogue but not illustrated.

As part of the recording process, all objects were
assigned an archive number . This was an arbitrary
numerical sequence intended to control information
on location, to assist in retrieving the objects and to
allow cross-referencing to the images. The published
catalogue has been re-numbered in a coherent
sequence (the Publication Number). A concordance
of reference numbers against catalogue number on
the database enables finds to be matched up with
museum numbers and scans or photographs.

The catalogue is presented as an on-line database
with links to digital scans or photographs of the
material through the Archaeology Data Service
(ADS): full online reference, p. iv.

Order of catalogue

The catalogue has been compiled by a range of individ-
uals specialising in period and/or material groups. T o
preserve the integrity of individual contributions, the
order of the catalogue reflects the sections as submitted
by individual contributors to this volume. All
cataloguing conventions observed are current — no
19th-century conventions have been retained except
where they remain unchanged. For prehistoric, Roman,
and most early medieval material it was most practical
to group all known finds under period headings. The
more extensive later medieval, post-medieval, and
miscellaneous material has been dealt with in material
based-groups (e.g. non-ferrous metalwork) and also by
period where possible. Where a group of objects is
functionally distinctive but a sufficiently long-lived type
to blur clear period associations (e.g. fishing equip-
ment, hones), these have been catalogued together in
functional groups. The structure and order of entries
within each section has been adapted to the
chronology, hierarchy of importance, and differing
conventions pertaining to artefact studies in each
individual case. There are differences in order, conven-
tion, and emphasis between sections of the catalogue.
The authors have not sought to erase these, and indeed
take the view that it is not possible or even desirable to
attempt to reconcile current practice in cataloguing,
e.g. prehistoric lithics, with that of post-medieval
metalwork; hence some dissonance will inevitably
remain in the style of presentation of this material.



Meols: The Archaeology of the North Wirral Coast

Order of catalogue entries within sections

Within sections from the Iron Age onwards, a broad
functional scheme has been adopted by which to
order and group material, based on a scheme devel-
oped by the Museum of London (Egan and Pritchard
1991), as follows:

(inward to outward looking)

People: Dress accessories; grooming
tools.
Buildings: Fixtures, fittings, heat, and

light; food storage, prepara
tion, and serving; cutlery
(knives, spoons).

Spinning; cloth seals; sewing;
toys.

Seals/writing; coins; weights.
Metalworking (iron, lead, etc);
agriculture, fishing, and boats;
hunting and riding; militaria;
things spiritual; religious
figurines, pilgrim badges,
and tombs.

With objects of similar type,
smallest first, and then
plainest or simplest first,
more complex later.

Domestic pursuits:

Trade and communication:
External activity:

Order:

Hlustration coverage within the catalogue

For reasons of practicality and scale, it was never our
intention to illustrate every object from Meols in this
publication, but to give sufficient graphic coverage to
convey the importance of every significant group and
type of material in the collections. Selectivity has
been a necessity. Items have been selected for illustra-
tion in the plates on the grounds that they are impor-
tant in themselves as individual items, or that they
are representative of a homogenous larger group, the

salient features of which may be conveyed by one or
two illustrations. Some items are illustrated front and
back where appropriate, or with cross-sections or X-
radiographs. In some cases a 19th-century drawing
of a surviving find shows an aspect or feature that is
no longer visible due to corrosion, loss or breakage;
these are therefore illustrated using both recent and
19th-century images. A small further selection of
objects, including glass objects, has been depicted in
colour endplates.

GENERAL CATALOGUE CONVENTIONS

1234 Extant find that survives in museum or private
collection

1234 Non-extant find, but illustrated in 19th century —
hence included

C. = circa

D = diameter
H = height

L = length

Th = thickness
W = width
Wt = weight

g = grams

‘brass’, ‘lead’ etc. = materials, from 19th-century records
of non-extant objects

‘gr’ = grains (archaic), weight, from 19th-century records
of non-extant coins

Pl. = plate in this volume — Meols items only

Fig. = figure in this volume — maps, illustrations, and
comparanda

fig. / pl. = figure / plate in other publications

Where individual catalogue groups require their
own terminology and abbreviations (e.g. 2.10,
leather objects) these have been included within the
individual sections.

2.1 Prehistoric material:
9th millennium BC to c. 500 BC

Ron Cowell

Fifty-nine pieces of struck flint have been inspected. Most
of these belong to the Grosvenor Museum, Chester three to
the Williamson Art Gallery and Museum, Birkenhead, and
two to National Museums Liverpool (Appx 3). A further
five, which have not been located, have been identified
from published sources.

The records relating to the material at the Grosvenor
Museum are of varying exactness. It is clear that there are
at least two locations from which material has been
collected. One of these is the ‘Submerged Forest’, to which
nine pieces can confidently be attributed (Potter Collection,
26.P.1977). The other is the ‘terrace of Red Rocks,
opposite Hilbre’, from which 20 pieces have been identi-
fied, but which are not included here. There are four pieces
within the Meols collection at the Grosvenor Museum
without specific provenance. The rest of the material at the
Grosvenor Museum belongs to a small collection,
comprising 40 pieces, which is bagged as coming from
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‘Meols, provenance not certain’ (113.P67). The three
pieces from the W illiamson Museum are provenanced to
the ‘Hoylake collection’, indicating that they were retrieved
by members of the Hoylake Historical Society , probably
during the 1950s when a range of other material was
collected from the Meols shore.

The catalogue below arranges the diagnostic elements of
the collections by period. The larger number of pieces, for
which chronological attribution is less specific, has been
grouped according to typology.

DIAGNOSTIC OF PERIOD

Early mesolithic

1PL1

Obliquely blunted point type microlith. Made from dark
grey brown chert, probably north Welsh in origin;

L 38mm, W 10mm, Th 4mm, Wt 1.3g.

2Pl 1

Flint blade, pale grey, with a retouched notch on the side;
L 39mm, W 11mm, Th 3mm, Wt 1.2g.
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3PL1

Complete flake. Banded grey brown chert; probably north
Welsh in origin; L 29mm, W 20mm, Th 6mm, Wt 3.9g.
4PL1

Core rejuvenation flake. Grey brown chert, probably north
Welsh in origin, with two opposed platforms and evidence
of platform preparation; L 46mm, W 27mm, Th 10mm,
Wt 10.7g.

5 Blade, dark grey brown chert, probably north W elsh,
very fine regular retouch on tip probably represents use;

L 24mm, W 10mm, Th 4mm, Wt 1.5g.

These pieces suggest an early mesolithic phase of activity
in the Meols area. T wo pieces, both illustrated in Shone
(1911, fig. 4), are fairly well attributed to the ‘Submerged
Forest’. The obliquely blunted microlith made of chert,
probably from north Wales, should date as early as the 8th
millennium cal BC on stylistic grounds. The form of the
flint blade, which may be an unfinished microlith, is of
different raw material from 1, but its form and proportions
suggest it is potentially of the same date.

Of the four unprovenanced lithics from the ‘Meols’
collection (no named collector), two pieces (3, 4) are of the
same north Welsh chert asitem 1. In the storage box
containing the former four ‘Meols’ pieces there is a slip
referring to flint ¢ chips’ from the ‘Submerged Forest’,
ascribed to F. W. Longbottom. However, only one piece, a
natural flint nodule, can be linked to this documentation,
but as it suggests that there should be other pieces in this
collection, these four pieces are possible candidates.
Additionally, item 1 from the better provenanced Potter
Collection, suggests that the two chert pieces 3 and 4 would
not be out of place in a ‘submerged forest” context, which,
on the limited evidence available, may be the most likely
provenance for them. From the general ‘Meols’ (113.P67)
collection, item 5 is also included here on the basis of the
similarity of its raw material to the former pieces.

Later mesolithic/early neolithic

6 Pl. 1 Core with blade removals. Two platforms, removals
all way round, bi-polar technology;

L 34mm, W 10mm, Th 4mm, Wt 3.7g.

7 Blade, complete, secondary removal, 15% cortex on right-
hand (RH) side; L 27mm, W 12mm, Th 4mm, Wt 1.1g.

8 Tertiary flake, bi-polar removal from possible blade core;
L 29mm, W 20mm, Th 9mm, Wt 5.1g.

9 Pl. 1 Blade, complete, tertiary removal, possibly utilised
around the pointed tip. L 31mm, W 13mm, Th 4mm, Wt
1.8g.

10 PL. 1 Blade, complete, tertiary removal, with retouch/exten-
sive use along edge; L 32mm, W 13mm, Th 4mm, Wt 1.8g.
The above are made of pale blue flint with extensive
creamy grey surface patination, on 10 this is more limited
and the flint more purplish blue, but it is probably a less
mottled version of the same type. This is the most common
flint and surface appearance in the material from Meols.
11 PL. 1 Core, with blade removals. T wo platforms,
removals both sides, bi-polar technology. Light grey brown
flint, patchy light blue-grey patination; L 30mm, W 15mm,
Th 7mm, Wt 3.1g.

12 Truncated tertiary bladelet with retouch or use on both
sides. Light honey colour, boulder clay flint;

L 17mm, W 8.5mm, Th 3mm, Wt 0.5g.

13 Blade, pale grey chert, damage around natural tip may
be through bi-polar removal;

L 24mm, W 09mm, Th 6mm, Wt 0.9g.

14 Blade, oblique invasive retouch. Burnt, probably grey
brown chert, possibly north Welsh;

L 21mm, W 11mm, Th 3mm, Wt 0.7g.
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Although there are no pieces in the collection with key
chronological characteristics of the later mesolithic, such as
micro-triangle microliths (Jacobi 1978; 1987), the blade-
associated technology of these pieces potentially places
them in the later mesolithic period. Howeves given the lack
of typological clarity in this group and the fact that blade
technological traits are shared with early neolithic assem-
blages, it is possible that some of the above material could
belong to the latter period.

Early neolithic

15PL. 2

Large leaf-shaped arrowhead, recorded as being in Potter
Collection, Grosvenor Museum, but not located (Shone
1911, fig. 4).

16 PL. 2

Medium-sized, slender leaf-shaped arrowhead, recorded as
being in Potter Collection, Grosvenor Museum, but not
located (Shone 1911, fig. 4).

17PL 2

Medium-sized, slender leaf-shaped arrowhead, recorded as
being in Potter Collection, Grosvenor Museum, but not
located (Shone 1911, fig. 4).

These pieces can more confidently be ascribed to the early
neolithic period, on account of their distinctive form. From
the images, they appear likely to be made of light-coloured
flint, which could possibly represent the same kind of
patination as seen in the group above.

18Pl 1

Sharpening flake, possibly from fairly large scraper , or
possibly even an axe or adze. Light grey brown flinty chert,
even creamy grey patination on one side; L 15mm, W
31mm, Th 7mm, Wt 3.7g.

This piece is less easily ascribed to a particular part of the
neolithic and a date somewhere between the 4th and mid-
3rd millennium cal BC is suggested.

Late neolithic

19PL 1

Transverse arrowhead, right-hand side (RHS) broken off,
retouch along curved left-hand side (LHS), tangs lower and
upper RHS. Same flint as items 6-10, though white patina-
tion is more cream than grey;

L 39mm, W 16mm, Th 2mm, Wt 2.1g. From ‘Submerged
Forest’.

Late neolithic/early Bronze Age

20PL 1

Denticulate scraper, probable Group VI volcanic tuff
(Langdale origin). Difficult to tell if this is a reworked
fragment from a neolithic group VI axe brought into the
area, or whether the source is a glacial erratic, although the
surface is unweathered and the former seems more likely; L
37mm, W 32mm, Th 14mm, Wt 15.1g.

This is another of the small unprovenanced group tenta-
tively ascribed to the F. W. Longbottom Collection (see 3
and 4 above).

21 Broken flake, probably fragment from polished imple-
ment. Same purple blue flint as 10, little patination.
Damage around tip may be through later use; L 26mm, W
14mm, Th 6mm, Wt 2.3g.

22 Pl 1

Triangular arrowhead, slightly invasive retouch along both
sides. Same flint as 10, although little patination. This
could be a candidate for an unfinished barbed and tanged
arrowhead; L 18mm, W 13mm, Th 1mm, Wt 0.4g.

23 Pl 1

Triangular arrowhead, slightly invasive retouch along two
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sides, similar surface to 18. This example, from the nature
and location of the retouch, does appear finished; L 33mm,
W 17mm, Th 3mm, Wt 2.1g. From the ‘Submerged Forest’.
Green (1980; 1984) suggests arrowheads such as the last
two are not a type in their own right but may be blanks for
neolithic leaf or Bronze Age barbed and tanged arrow-

heads.

Early Bronze Age

24Pl 1

Complete barbed and tanged arrowhead, medium grey
local boulder clay flint, barbs 6mm long, 5Smm wide, tang
Smm long, Smm wide; L 27mm, W 24mm, Th 4mm, Wt
1.7g. From the ‘Submerged Forest’.

25PL 1

Barbed and tanged arrowhead, broken at tip, brown flint,
barbs 6mm and 8mm long, 6mm wide, tang 7mm wide,
6mm long; L 26mm, W 29mm, Th 4mm, Wt 3g. From the
‘Submerged Forest’.

These arrowheads from the Potter Collection may be the
‘arrowheads’ previously recorded from the Cheshire Shore
as ‘two finely barbed... in flint’ (Ecroyd Smith 1871a).
They are also illustrated in Shone (1911, fig. 4). They can
be defined as ‘fancy’ in type (Green 1980). The two
examples above are representative of Green” s (1980)
Ballyclare type, found in small numbers in the west and
north of Britain, but flint versions in particular are
suggested as coming mainly from Ireland.

26PL 1

Large arrowhead with broad tang and vestigial barbs.
Made of ?rhyolite; L 51mm, W 28mm, Th 7mm, Wt 11.1g.
From the ‘Submerged Forest’ (Shone 1911, fig. 4).

27 Pl 1

Complete, large barbed and tanged arrowhead with vesti-
gial barbs. Made of ?rhyolite;

L 47mm, W 23mm, Th 4mm, Wt 6.7g. From the
‘Submerged Forest’ (Shone 1911, fig. 4).

28 7Pl 2

The plate in Shone (1911, fig. 4) which shows the above
four arrowheads from the Potter Collection, also includes
another crude, probably partly made, barbed-type arrow-
head, which has not been located.

29 Hume (1863, pl. XXI, 2) illustrated a further small
barbed and tanged arrowhead, with one barb broken off,
ostensibly made of flint, which has not survived in any of
the collections.

NOT DIAGNOSTIC OF PERIOD

The rest of the material from the ‘Meols’ collection is more
difficult to date, as the types could belong to any of several
periods. They are arranged below by typological group and
raw material type.

Scrapers

30 PL.1 Scraper, largish, thick thumb-nail shape, worked on
the end and both sides. Light grey flint, limited pale blue-
grey patination, as 10; L 24mm, W 23mm, Th 9mm, Wt
S.4g.

31 PL 1 Scraper, on a chunky flake, edge formed by five wide
facets, probable use damage around the end. Pale blue grey
flint heavily mottled with creamy grey patination, similar
appearance to 19; L 25mm, W 22mm, Th 10mm, Wt 5g.

32 End scraper. Crude ad hoc piece on a primary flake of
boulder clay derived flint, honey-grey colour , not
patinated; L 29mm, W 20mm, Th 9mm, Wt Sg.

There are too few of these, and there is no pattern of style
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or raw material use within this small group, to suggest a
specific chronological horizon for their occurrence at
Meols.

Other implements

33 Pl. 1 Utilised piece. Tertiary flake, dorsal face has invasive
retouch over most of the surface and on the LHS half of
ventral face, general shape approaching leaf arrowhead,
?2discarded in manufacture. Same flint and patination as 6;
L 24mm, W 17mm, Th 7mm, Wt 2.3g.

34 Flake, retouched along LHS. Same flint and patination
as 6; L 20mm, W 14mm, Th 2mm, Wt 1.1g.

35 Small flake, probably from implement re-sharpening,
with some probable use damage to dorsal side, on butt end.
Same flint and patination as  6; L 10mm, W 20mm, Th
Smm, Wt 1g.

36 Flake, possibly bi-polar removal, with fine retouch
around curved LHS. Light grey brown flint, creamy white
patination in areas; L 23mm, W 20mm, Th Smm, Wt 2g.
37 Piercer, burnt flint, fine retouch to modify slightly
natural point on core trimming piece;

L 21mm, W 23mm, Th Smm, Wt 1.5g.

38 Fragment of retouched small flake or blade, slightly
bluish, grey flint, no patination;

L 11mm, W 13mm, Th 3mm, Wt 0.4g.

None of these pieces belongs to a standard typological
group; they mainly fall into a category of miscellaneous or
ad hoc retouch. These are difficult to date as there is so
little well-dated comparative material to draw upon. The
blanks used for most of these pieces would not be out of
place in mesolithic technology and the few quantified, but
not stratified, assemblages from the region show these
types alongside mesolithic or early neolithic types, the
nearest being at Irby (Cowell in prep.a). There is far less
comparative material for later assemblages, however, to be
sure that this applies specifically to the earlier period.

Waste flakes and debitage

39PL 1

Segment of wide blade, damage along LH dorsal side may
be through utilisation, same flintas 6, ventral surface
appearance as 19; L 20mm, W 24mm, Th 2mm, Wt 2.1g.
40 Wide blade, broken segment. Extensive cream mottled
patination as 19; L 17mm, W25mm, Th 4mm, Wt 2.5g.

41 Flake, difficult to tell whether the slight damage on one
side of the natural tip is from use or bi-polar removal
technology. Light grey brown flint, same appearance as 36;
L 25mm, W 17mm, Th Smm, Wt 2.5g.

42 Debitage, blade-like, butt end of blade, some core
preparation, same flint and creamy grey patination as 36;
L 14mm, W 15mm, Th 3mm, Wt 0.5g.

43 Tertiary flake, light grey brown flint, same appearance
as 36; L 21mm, W 16mm, Th 2mm, Wt 1.0g

44 Flake, tertiary removal, complete, same flint and patina-
tion as 6; L 23mm, W 12mm, Th 3mm, Wt 0.8g.

45 Blade, complete, edge damage along RHS and on lower
LHS, some, but probably not all, may be post-depositional.
Same flint as 6; L 30mm, W 16mm, Th Smm, Wt 1.9g.

46 Flake, same flint and patination as  6; L 20mm, W
13mm, Th Smm, Wt 1.0g.

47 Small flake, same flint and patination as 10; L 16mm,
W 12mm, Th 3mm, Wt 0.5g.

48 Flake, same flint and patination as
20mm, Th 4mm, Wt 1.4g.

49 Small flake, tertiary removal. Same flint as 6, patination
same as 10, showing the purplish blue flint and the faint
bluish grey flint are the same; L 20mm, W 12mm, Th 3mm,
Wt 0.8g.

6; L 18mm, W
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50 Small flake, tertiary removal flake. Same flint and
patination as 6; L 19mm, W 14mm, Th 4mm, Wt 1g.

51 Flake, tertiary removal, probably bi-polar. Purplish blue
flint, same as 10, a little pale grey patination on ventral
side; L 25mm, W 14mm, Th 7mm, Wt 1.9g.

52 Small flake, purplish blue grey flint, same as 10, little
patination; L 15mm, W 15mm, Th 4mm, Wt 0.9g.

53 Flake, tertiary removal, purplish blue local flint, same
10, no patination; L 18mm, W 14mm, Th 2mm, Wt 0.7g.
54 Small flake, tertiary removal, purplish blue-grey flint,
no patination, probably bi-polar removal;

L 15mm, W 14mm, Th 3mm, Wt 1.1g.

55 Flake, light grey flint, a little patination, bi-polar
technology; L 20mm, W 21mm, Th Smm, Wt 3.4g.

56 Debitage blade chip, some damage around tip, possibly
through use. Pale grey brown flint, very light patination,
similar to 41; L 12mm, W 14mm, Th 2mm, Wt 0.5g.

57 Debitage, waste chunk, pale grey local flint, no patina-
tion, some damage around a natural point may reflect use
as a piercer; L 11mm, W 16mm, Th Smm, Wt 1.1g.

58 Flake, tertiary removal, bi-polar flake, red local flint, no
patination; L 22mm, W 15mm, Th 6mm, Wt 1.1g.

59 Small flake, light grey brown flint or chert, limited
damage at tip, may be bi-polar removal;

L 17mm, W 14mm, Th 4mm, Wt 1g.

60 Debitage, angular trimming piece, pale grey , chert-like
flint, edge damage probably post-depositional;

L 20mm, W 11mm, Th 6mm, Wt 1g.

61 Debitage, tertiary chunk, probably bi-polar removal,
dark grey local flint, no patination;

L 22mm, W 14mm,Th 8mm, Wt 2.7g.

62 Flake, primary removal, complete, pale brown grey
local flint, slightly water-worn;

L 30mm, W 27mm, Th 5Smm, Wt 6.3g.

63 Large primary natural flake, local flint, water -worn
surface, retouch and or utilisation subsequently along RHS
and tip; L 63mm, W 33mm, Th 13mm, Wt 35g.

This group of material relates to various kinds of flakes
and waste from the knapping process, and is difficult to
date. Neither can there be any certainty that differences in
the nature of patination of the flint represent distinct
chronological periods. However, there are some pieces (36,
40) that have the creamy patination shared with the late
neolithic arrowheads. The most common material is repre-
sented by blue flint, ranging from purple-blue to pale blue,
with variable amounts of light white-grey patination. This
range is found both on types that appear most likely to be
mesolithic (6, 10), and on implements that are probably of
late neolithic or early Bronze Age date ( 21). The evidence,
such as it is, therefore suggests that this material echoes
that of the more diagnostic items; that it represents a span
of time from the mesolithic to the early Bronze Age.

Miscellaneous

64 Pendant, natural pebble, naturally smoothed surface
with small drilled perforation;

L 24mm, W 16mm, Th 8mm, Wt 3.2g.

Stone

65 Green-coloured tuff, thin-sectioning showed it is petro-
logical Type XV (Langdales, Cumbria). The wear pattern
suggests an adze. L 86mm, W 38mm, Th 24mm. Marked
‘Meols cc.206’.

66 Perforated adze, with side facets, polished blade,
?possible Bronze Age re-use of neolithic axe. Found in blue
silt in the bank of the old course of River Birket (Moffatt
1977, no. 50); L 142mm, W 60mm, Th 32mm. Weight not
available.
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DISCUSSION

The documentation for the above material does not include
any information as to the exact circumstances of its
discovery, other than the few pieces from the ‘Submerged
Forest’ associated with the Potter Collection. The nearest
information of this kind is restricted to a description of 21
flint arrowheads and other small instruments’ in black,
white, and red ‘flint’ from the ‘upper woody deposit or the
thin superincumbent bed of clay’ (Ecroyd Smith 1866).
There is, however, no way of distinguishing how far this is
the same material that survives in the collections. The red
flint in particular can be identified as local boulder clay
flint, although there is only one piece in the ‘Meols’ collec-
tion, while the white flint is probably the patinated
material, which is the main type of extant flint in the
museum collections.

It is therefore difficult to know how many sites the
material from the collections represents and in what kind
of locations they were found. Thus, from the existing
evidence it is difficult to recreate how human groups
adapted to the landscape at the local level. A few very
general observations can be made, mainly on the basis of
the type of raw material used.

Early mesolithic ¢. 8500 BC - 7200 cal BC

The earliest human activity in the Meols area, limited to
five struck pieces, mostly chert, relates to the early
mesolithic period. It is not clear if they all come from the
same site, but even if they represent activity at several
points in the present coastal area around Meols, they are
still significant. The main assemblages using this type of
material have previously been recorded only in limited
areas of the W irral; on the T riassic sandstone ridge near
Greasby and Irby, c. Skm inland, and 2km to the south of
that, on the sandstone slopes overlooking the Dee estuary ,
at Thurstaston (Cowell 1992). The Meols material shows
that activity of this period extended beyond these inland
sandstone ridges onto the lower ground in the present
coastal plain.

The Meols material, recorded as being from the
‘Submerged Forest’ is likely to be from an earlier land
surface than that of the ‘lower Forest Peat Bed’, as the dates
for the trees in this bed are later 6th millennium BC. In a
few places a thin band of sand or clay underlies the peat
bed, indicative of some marine or estuarine deposition
locally before c. 5900-5700 cal BC (Innes et al. forth-
coming), which is well into the later mesolithic, by which
time stone tool technologies and resource procurement
strategies on the Wirral had changed from the early part of
the period.

Later mesolithic/early neolithic ¢. 7200-3200 cal BC
Much of the later material from Meols is more difficult to
place chronologically. There are some technological traits
that provide some guidance, which might be supplemented
by the surface character of most of the flint. This relies on
the presence or absence of patination, or the natural
chemical modification of the surface, which has occurred in
response to natural factors associated with soil and other
environmental factors. Differently patinated material
suggests sites with different environmental conditions and
thus potentially of different dates or location.

The basic type of flint from the boulder clay  , inits
unpatinated condition, consists mainly of dark and light
grey, pale brown and honey , and, occasionally, red flint,
which is found fairly widely across Merseyside. In its white
or cream mottled form it tends mainly to be found close to
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Pl 1. Early prebistoric: lithics
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Uniknown Scale
{after Zhome 1911, fig. 4)

1A

Pl. 2. Early prehistoric: lithics, ceramic and metal
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the coast, of both W irral and Sefton (Cowell and Innes
1994). Most of the flint from the ‘Meols’ collection is
either purple-blue or pale brown-grey material, which has
been mottled either cream white, which is often quite
extensive, or grey white. The Meols material is not water -
worn, suggesting that it may be the particular combination
of soil and atmospheric conditions in coastal areas that
causes the patination.

The typological affinities of some of the Meols patinated
pieces suggest a potential later mesolithic or early neolithic
date for a proportion of the material, based on similarities
between two flint cores (6, 11) from Meols and those from
a site at Irby, which come from a residual assemblage with
some later mesolithic typological indicators (Cowell in
prep a). This suggests that other similarly patinated
material included in the non-diagnostic group may also be
of this date, and that a majority of the material may belong
to this period. However, some of the material assigned to
the later mesolithic could belong to the succeeding early
neolithic period, as technology and some aspects of
typology are very similar between the two periods. There
are other more certain early neolithic pieces ( 15-17) from
the ‘Cheshire Shore’ as represented by three leaf arrow-
heads recorded only from illustrations (Shone 1911), which
show that such a context is possible.

Later neolithic ¢. 3200-c. 2400 cal BC

Those pieces that can be dated reasonably confidently to the
later neolithic or perhaps early Bronze Age, as certain types
continue in use through the chronological boundary
(20-21), use both the same flint as, and are patinated in a
similar way to the suggested mesolithic pieces. This suggests
a degree of discard in similar locations close to contempo-
rary coastal areas in both this period and in the mesolithic.

Early Bronze Age c. 2400-1500 cal BC

What is noticeable is that some of the least contentiously
provenanced material, from the ‘Submerged Forest” (Potter
Collection) is different from much of the material in the
‘Meols’ (113.P67) collection, with seven of the nine items
being unpatinated in the former collection. Other than the
early mesolithic pieces, the other unpatinated material
dates to the early Bronze Age (24-29). Though, even here,
the location ‘Submerged Forest’ is too vague to know how
these two phases of activity relate to each other geograph-
ically. The fact that the two ‘fancy’ early Bronze Age
arrowheads are not patinated suggests that they may have
been brought from the slightly wider area into the forests
around Meols. One example is made of brown flint, which
is found more commonly in Cheshire assemblages, than
from east of the Mersey (Cowell 1991; 2005).

Pottery

67 PL. 2

A fragment of coarse gritty pottery with lines of whipped
cord impressions has also been found on the shore at Meols
(Varley 1964) in the Grosvenor Museum. This is probably
of late neolithic Peterborough type. It is accompanied by a
handwritten label by ‘CP’ (Charles Potter) stating ‘This
type of pottery is very rare on the Cheshire Shore, I once
found fragments of what appeared to be an entire crock,
they were exposed in the horizontal face of the outcrop
surface soil at the base of the sandhills, but were in too soft
a state for removal’.

This piece of pottery is unique in this part of the region,
and prehistoric pottery is rare across most of north-west
England (Royle and Woodward 1993).
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Brongze

68 PL 2

Bronze dagger. Rounded butt with two side notches and a
flattened mid-rib along the blade. Found by metal-detec-
torist on beach at Leasowe, ¢. 1983, L 103mm, W 23mm
(Cowell 1995).

The style of this piece marks it out as middle Bronze Age
(Burgess 1974). It is of a type rarely found in north-west
England, so it lacks an interpretative framework within
which it can be explained in social, political, or deposi-
tional terms. The lack of site contextual information for the
findspot also makes it impossible to say whether it repre-
sents a casual loss, deliberate deposition, or belongs to a
settlement.

[69-79: numbers not used]

2.2 Later prehistoric material:
c. 500 BC to AD 1-50

Robert Philpott

IRON AGE METALWORK

The Iron Age assemblage from Meols is small, but region-
ally highly significant. The earliest finds are three swan-
neck pins (Longley 1987, 104), a ring-headed pin (Hume
1863, pl. XXII, 7, p. 226) and an arched bow brooch of La
Teéne I type, the latter probably of Sth century or possibly
early 4th century BC date (Colin Haselgrove pers. comm.).
For the middle and later Iron Age, coins represent not only
the most closely datable finds, but also objects for which
the original place of manufacture can be determined. They
consist of three Carthaginian silver coins dating to
220-210 BC, and three Celtic coins of the 1st century BC
(Watkin 1886, 277-84; Laing and Laing 1983; Chitty and
Warhurst 1977, 35; Longley 1987, 104). Two of the Celtic
coins are billon Class II staters of the Coriosolites, a tribe
who inhabited Brittany and the Channel Islands, dated to
¢. 75-50 BC (Warhurst 1982, xxi, pl. I). The third Celtic
coin is a gold piece of uncertain type, variously identified
as a Westerham quarter stater, current in the Durotrigian
area (Laing and Laing 1983, 7), a Mack Type 138A (British
L: Whaddon Chase stater) or 148 (British M: Wonersh type
stater), giving a date in the 2nd half of the 1st century BC
(Matthews 1999, 183), or a possible Corieltauvian stater of
the late 1st century BC to early 1st century AD (2.24) One
probable Iron Age find is a La Teéne III brooch of Hawkes
and Hull Type 4, probably of the 1st century BC (Hull and
Hawkes 1987, 184). Although broken, the characteristic
loops of the bow make the attribution to this scarce type
almost certain. A group of four spiral fingerrings may date
to the late Iron Age, although an early Roman date is
possible. A further introduction during the Iron Age date is
the foot of a copper -alloy patera, probably dated to the
later 1st century BC or early 1st century AD. A group of
four Augustan asses struck in the period 15 BC to AD
11/12 may represent a hoard, although the precise circum-
stances of discovery are not recorded; if so the high degree
of wear may indicate their introduction soon after the
Roman conquest.

Brooches
Meols has produced two Iron Age brooches. Ecroyd Smith
records a previously unrecognised Iron Age brooch 80
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found in 1867, an arched bow brooch of type La Tene I 1A
or 1B dated to the 5th to 4th century BC (Ecroyd Smith
1868, 104-35, fig. 19), but it is no longer extant. The second
is a La Tene III brooch with multi-looped bow  , which
survives in the Grosvenor Museum, Chester 81.

Iron Age brooches are rare in north-west England and few
examples can be cited. Brooches of La Téne I type are not
common in western Britain. By the early 1980s only three
La Tene I brooches had been recorded from the whole of
Wales. A La Teéne I brooch from Moel Hiraddug, Flintshire
(about 22 km from Meols across the Dee estuary) was
described as the first brooch of its kind to be found in north
Wales, with the next nearest to that findspot being the
southern Marches at Sutton Walls, Herefordshire (Guilbert
1982, 41 n. 75). Subsequently , an example of a T ype 1A
brooch, assigned to the period 475/50-400/375 BC, was
found in an inhumation grave at Bromfield, Shropshire
(Mackreth 1995, 69-70). A La Teéne II/III brooch was found
in a post-hole at Irby , Wirral (Cool forthcoming; two
separate cereal grains from the same feature yielded
identical dates of cal BC 410-200 BC (OxA-8485, OxA-
8486) (Philpott and Adams forthcoming).

La Tene I arched bow brooch Type 1A or 1B

80Pl 3

L c. 38mm; the brooch has a high rounded bow and what
appears to be a circular-sectioned rod bow. The bow curves
sharply in reverse towards the foot. The catchplate appears
to be damaged. The figure indicates the pin and part of the
coil are missing (Ecroyd Smith 1868, 104-5, fig. 19).

Smith describes it as ‘like the modern “Gipsy-pin”, this
most useful little brooch has been made (cast) all in one
piece, — the brooch proper flanged behind, and the pin with
an elastic coil atop’. Known only from Smith’s illustration,
it does not appear to survive in any collection.

Colin Haselgrove (pers. comm.) suggests it is probably Hull
and Hawkes (1987) Type 1A, but Type 1B is not out of the
question, with the date most probably Sth century BC, but
possibly early 4th century . Haselgrove dates La Tene I A
and B brooches to the 5th or 4th century BC (1997); this
assumes the foot is damaged. T wo parallels at W etwang
Slack, East Yorkshire, of La T ene I style, have a slightly
more angular bow , but otherwise appear very similar
although in the Meols piece the bent over foot and pin are
missing (Dent 1982, 442, fig. 4, nos 205 and 327).

La Téne III brooch with multi-looped wire on bow

81PlL 3

29x1.5x7mm; copper alloy wire, oval in section, coiled
into two loops with part of a third surviving, broken at
either end. Hull and Hawkes Type 4.

There is little doubt that this is part of a La Tene III brooch
(cf. Hattatt 2000, no. 728). Three examples of this type of
brooch have previously been recorded in England: two
from Glastonbury and one at Woodeaton, Oxon (Hull and
Hawkes 1987, 184-6). The more complete Glastonbury
example (Hull and Hawkes 1987, no. 0082) lacks the pin

Fig. 2.2.1 La Tene I1I brooch from Woodeaton, Oxon.
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and foot but has a double row of wire loops along the bow
The Woodeaton example was twisted into five loops, a
sixth forming the spring and half a loop forming the catch;
it measured 31mm long (from drawing) (Kirk 1949, 9, fig.
2, no. 1). Geographically, the nearest parallel cited by Kirk
was from Hallstatt, but the bow is more highly arched,
while Italian Iron Age parallels also exist. Hawkes notes
that, on the continent, brooches with looped wire features
are seen from as early as the 6th century BC, but conti-
nental examples have dummy springs rather than simple
coiled loops. The small group in Britain need not date to
before the 1st century BC and may be an insular develop-
ment (Hull and Hawkes 1987, 184).

Ring-headed pins

Examples of ring-headed pins from Crickley Hill, Glos
(Dixon 1994, 243, fig. 214, M5, M8-11), Rainsborough,
Northants, and elsewhere suggest the type begins in the
very early Iron Age, if not before, rather than in the 4th
century BC or later date as suggested by Dunning (1934).
A copper-alloy example from Runnymede occurred in a
late Bronze Age context, probably of 7th century BC date
(Stead 1993, 53-4). Examples are rare in north-west
England, although a ‘crook pin’ of related type was found
in 1975 in Hutton parish, Lancashire (B. Edwards pers.
comm.). Iron Age sites in north Wales have produced ring-
headed pins (e.g. Prestatyn: Blockley 1989, 100, fig. 42, no.
1; Dinorben: Savory 1964, 131-2, fig. 19, nos 1 and 2;
Savory 1971, fig. 13 no 13).

82 7Pl 3

L 43 mm; head d. 13 mm; shaft d. 1.5 mm; copper -alloy,
broken off at base (Hume 1847, 17, fig. 47; 1863, pl. XXII,
7, 2265 Dunning 1934, 289).

Swan-neck pins

Dunning considered that the swan-neck pin reached this
country in the 5th century BC and was in use for a
relatively short time (Dunning 1934, 272); they are rare by
comparison with ring-headed pins. An iron swan-neck pin
was found at Beeston Castle, Cheshire, but the broken head
indicated it could have been a ring-headed pin (Stead 1993,
53-4, fig. 36, no. 5). As a copper alloy ring-headed pin was
found in a late Bronze Age context at Runnymede Bridge,
probably of 7th century BC date, Stead suggests that the
iron examples may date to the start of the use of that metal
in the country. The three Potter pieces were all found in
November 1893 and have similar alloys, originally about
10% tin bronze with small amounts of lead (Appx 2).

83 Pl 3

L 54mm, D 4mm; corroded shank of circular cross-section,
the loop is broken just above the neck.

84 Pl 3

L 42mm, Th 3mm; corroded shank of oval cross-section,
the loop is broken just above the neck.

85 Pl 3

L 56mm, D 3mm (max.); corroded shank of circular cross-
section, the loop is broken just above the neck.

Spiral finger-rings

Four coiled or spiral rings are recorded from Meols; three
survive in museum collections, while the fourth was illus-
trated by Hume from Ecroyd Smith% collection 89. All four
are of wire rather than ribbon type (Jope and Wilson 1957,
79). This long-lived native type had its origin in the mid
Bronze Age, and was at its height in the later Iron Age.
Although it continued into the Roman period it was not
very popular then (McGregor 1976, 135; Cool 1998b,
57-8), but is still found in the Anglo-Saxon period (Cool
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and Mills 1993, 93). The fact that it persisted to the late
Roman period is indicated by 4th-century examples from
Lankhills cemetery, Winchester (Clarke 1979, fig. 80, 250)
and Lowbury, Berks (cited in Savory 1964, 135). Anglo-
Saxon examples are recorded from Sth- and 6th-century
contexts, usually in inhumation burials, and take a variety
of forms, from rings of two or three coils to scarcely
overlapped terminals (MacGregor and Bolick 1993,
169-71). In north-west England, the late Iron Age or early
Roman period is most likely for these items.

Spiral finger-rings are discussed by Savory (1964, 135-7).
The distribution map drawn by Jope in 1957 emphasises
the concentrations in southern Scotland and southern
England, with a void in the Midlands and northern
England (Jope and Wilson 1957, fig. 3) but recent finds in
the Welsh Marches and north of England emphasise the
illusory nature of the intervening gap.

Numerous parallels can be cited. Four coiled or spiral rings
are recorded from Colchester (Crummy 1983, 47, nos
1758-1761). They are present in large numbers at Sheepen,
Colchester (Hawkes and Hull 1947, 330) and also at
Maiden Castle, Dorset, where 13 examples were found
dating to the period of the late 1st century BC to first half
of the 1st century AD; they were in use there as both finger
and toe rings, while four other examples come from late
Iron Age/early Romano-British graves at Poundbury
Dorset (Cool and Mills 1993, 93, fig. 68) and three 1st
century AD examples are known from Baldock (Stead
1986b, 128). An example from a site at Kingsholm,
Gloucester, which saw early Roman military occupation,
was in later disturbed layers (Pitts 19835, 31, fig. 12, no.
12). In northern England the type is represented on native
sites such as Thorpe Thewles, Cleveland, where two
examples occurred in late Iron Age phases (Allason-Jones
1987, 77, fig. 50, nos 4 and 7), and at Dalton Parlours
villa, West Yorkshire (Cool 1990b, 79, no. 7). In W ales,
two were found in the Iron Age hillfort of Dinorben,
Denbigh, which was re-used in the Roman period (Savory
1964, 135-7, fig. 17, 3 and 16), while two more from the

Pl 3. Iron Age metalwork
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hillfort of the Breiddin, Powys were thought more likely to
be Iron Age than Bronze Age (Coombs 1991, 139, fig. 56,
nos 166-7), and at Prestatyn, in north Wales (Henig 1989,
100, fig. 41, nos 1, 3). They also occur on northern military
sites, such as Castleford, W est Yorks (Cool 1998b, no.
172).

The finds from Meols indicate activity in the late Iron Age
and early Roman periods, with a strong showing in the pre-
Flavian period. A late Iron Age or early Roman date for the
group is probable. X-ray fluorescence analysis of 88
indicates bronze with a trace of zinc, indicating that it is
unlikely to be earlier than 1st century BC (Ponting 2004,
3-4).

86 PL. 3

D 20mm external, Th 1.5mm; copper alloy . Oval section.
Surface corroded and pitted in parts.

87 Pl 3

D 21mm external; copper alloy . Variable section from D-
shape to oval. Surface corroded and pitted so no trace of
any decoration visible.

88 PL. 3

D 22mm W 8mm; Th diam. rod 2.5mm; bronze with trace
of zinc (XRF analysis). Plain rod of D-shaped section
twisted into a spiral of almost three coils. T erminals
obliquely cut off.

89PL 3

D ¢. 25mm; ‘Brass or bronze’. Portion of a spiral ring,
which may have had another complete coil, and may have
terminated in small knobs (Hume 1863, 247, pl. XXIV, 4).

OBJECT PROBABLY OF IRON AGE DATE

Ceramic bead

90 PL. 3

D 9.5mm, H 6mm; D (perforation) 5.5mm; biconical in
form with large central perforation. The orange-red fabric
contains many rounded sand grains, consistent with a
source in the widespread local Boulder Clay.
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Ceramic beads are more characteristic of prehistoric than
Romano-British contexts, and are known from a variety of
Bronze Age and Iron Age contexts, including the Somerset
lake villages (Savory and Gardner 1964, 186; Musson 1991,
160). One from the Bronze Age and Iron Age hillfort at the
Breiddin was recovered from an Iron Age post-hole (Musson
1991, 160, fig. 65, no. 324) while a bead at the Iron Age and
Romano-British site of Dinorben, Denbighshire, of cylin-
drical form measuring 9 x 9mm, was found close to Roman
pottery, but may have survived from an Iron Age occupation
phase (Savory and Gardiner 1964, 186, fig. 31.2).

[91-99: numbers not used]

2.3 Roman material:
AD 1-50 to 400-450

Robert Philport

The Roman assemblage from Meols

The collection of Roman finds from Meols is unusual in the
region, both for its size and composition. The material
comprises several functional categories: personal
ornaments (pins, beads, finger -rings, and ear-rings), dress
accessories (brooches, belt fittings, and a dress fastener),
personal equipment (a cosmetic palette pestle), coins,
vessels of pottery, metal, and, in one case, glass, building
materials (tile), probable religious items (model objects, a
phallic amulet) and miscellaneous items (e.g. a box hinge).
A small quantity of military items consists of a distinctive
mid-1st century AD belt buckle, a probable Romano-
British spear-head and a probable late-4th to early-5th
century buckle-plate. There are also several classes of
objects that are not closely datable, but which may include
some Roman material. They include such type-fossils as
fish hooks, plain spindlewhorls, lead weights, stone hones,
plain finger-rings, and pins, as well as stone querns, which
do not survive. Two soda glass beads (3379, 3390) may be
Roman in date or may re-use imported glass from the
eastern Mediterranean (2.15).

The coin list is substantial (2.24). W. Thompson Watkin
(1886, 278-84) recorded over 100 coins, and more have
been recovered since. In size the coin list is greater than the
finds recorded to the present from Middlewich or Holt, but
a little over half the size of that from the extensively
excavated site at W ilderspool (Shotter 2000c¢, 13). The
Roman coin list begins in the Republic, with coins of
Augustus, Claudius, and Nero from the pre-Flavian period
(Thompson Watkin 1886, 282), ending with a coin of
Magnus Maximus (AD 383-88). Shotter considered that
the coin finds, which he lists as 91 pieces, are ‘not related
to a known site’ (2000, 100-1). For certain types of object,
it is one of the larger assemblages in north-west England.
By far the largest identifiable category of other objects is
brooches, of which over 70 were recorded by 1886
(Thompson Watkin 1886, 278-9), while Allason-Jones
(1989) listed no fewer than 31 Roman ear -rings from the
Potter Collection alone, and the recent work has increased
that to a total of nearly 40. In stark contrast, Roman
pottery, which is so prolific on almost all excavated urban
and military sites, is represented at Meols by a surprisingly
small group of sherds. Indeed, the scarcity of Roman
pottery provoked comment by the antiquarians during the
19th century (Hume 1863, 325; Ecroyd Smith 1868,
105-6). This may be a product of the processes of deposi-
tion and recovery of the finds, rather than a representative
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sample of what was in use at the Roman settlement. The
high proportion of metal items, notably coins and
brooches, by comparison with ceramic or other materials,
reflects the sifting of the occupation deposits by the sea and
differential deposition of relatively dense metal artefacts on
the shore, often in small pockets, while less dense pottery
has apparently been washed away.

DRESS ACCESSORIES AND PERSONAL ORNAMENTS

Belt fittings (all copper alloy)

100 PI. 4

31 x 36 x 4mm; belt buckle with a broad, semi-circular
hoop, which flattens to meet a transverse bar at the base,
with two inturned scrolls. Dated AD 43 — mid-60s or
before. Grew and Griffiths (1991), Type B.

The definitive study of pre-Flavian military belt buckles has
been undertaken by Grew and Griffiths (1991). The Meols
piece conforms to their Type B buckle, of which they list 17
examples with a plain bar (Grew and Griffiths 1991, 49,
71-4, fig. 14), though not the Meols example. This type
was developed in military workshops in Upper Germany |,
probably in the AD 20s or 30s, and in Britain they are
found on Claudian sites. Site finds indicate that they had
‘largely disappeared by the 60s, or perhaps even earlier’
(Grew and Griffiths 1991, 51). The only exceptions, apart
from Richborough, are northern sites, consisting of Hol,
Manchester, and Chester, where they were thought likely to
have remained in use into the Flavian period.

101 PL. 4

18 x 40mm; rectangular belt plate with two copper -alloy
domed rivets, and a hole for a third, now missing. The rear
of the buckle-plate is missing, as is the separate belt-loop.
The narrow plate is decorated with a concave rectangular
frame with tooled decoration inside. Late 4th to early 5th
century. Hawkes and Dunning T ype IIIA (B. Ager pers.
comm.).

Hawkes and Dunning’s Type IIIA was defined as having a
separate plate from the loop, either cast or in sheet metal
and folded double over the hinge-bar of the loops. In form
they are semi-circular or a broad rectangle (Hawkes and
Dunning 1961, 59). In Type IIIB the plate is cast in a single
piece with the loop. Despite having a separate plate of Type
IIIA, the present piece shares some characteristics with
Type IIIB, notably in the decorative scheme and propor-
tions. The closest parallel to the Meols piece in terms of
decoration isa T ype IIB buckle from an Anglo-Saxon
grave at Long W ittenham, Oxfordshire (Hawkes and
Dunning 1961, 60, fig. 20, g), which has a billeted border,
vertical grooving at the top, and two rivets. An unprove-
nanced, but probably Kentish, find in the Royal Museum,
Canterbury, has a similar narrow rectangular plate with a
near-rectangular grooved and tooled border, and a grooved
top (Hawkes and Dunning 1961, 68, no. 3, fig. 19 bis). An
example from the Anglo-Saxon cemetery site at Highdown,
Ferring, W Sussex, of Type IIIB has rather similar decora-
tive scheme to the Meols piece, though the plate is cast
integrally (White 1986).

Hawkes and Dunning Type IIIA buckles are not found on
Anglo-Saxon sites. Continental examples came into fashion
¢. 370. In Britain the type has a date range a little later than
its continental counterparts, from the late 4th to the first
quarter of the 5th century. An example from Grave 376 at
Lankhills, Winchester, is independently dated to c.
390-410, while another T ype IIIA piece in Grave 283
indicates that the type was present before AD 400 (Clarke
1979, 276-7).



Meols: The Archaeology of the North Wirral Coast

The distribution of the general type of late Roman belt
fittings and brooches, of which this type forms a part,
remains resolutely southern and eastern, with only a few
northern examples and none in virtually all of W ales, the
west midlands, and north-west England (Jones and
Mattingly 1990, map 9.2). However , recent finds of a
Hawkes Type 1B belt-buckle and plate from a hillfort at
Pen y Corddyn, Abergele, Denbighshire (Burnham et al.
1993, 271, fig. 4), and a triangular buckle from Caerwent
(Arnold and Davies 2000, 334, fig. 2.14) do indicate that
the general type is not wholly absent from western Roman
Britain.

102 Pl 4

D 12mm; stud or dumbbell-shaped fastener , copper alloy;
with neat symmetrical section, central depression. (Ecroyd
Smith 1867, 186, fig. 10).

These fasteners, designed to join two straps, date from the
second half of the 2nd to the mid-3rd century and later (cf.
Oldenstein 1976, T af. 47, 494-503). An example from
Vindolanda was found in a context dated c. 275-300
(Bidwell 1985, 122, fig. 41, no. 34); but at c. 25mm
measured twice the diameter of the Meols example. South
Shields has produced two similar ‘studs’; one decorated
with an incised line, the other plain (Allason-Jones and
Miket 1984, 236-7, nos 868-9). At Baldock a decorated
example has notched decoration around the slightly larger
disc, from a 3rd- or 4th-century context (Stead and Rigby
1986, 134, fig. 58, no. 355). The British and German
examples demonstrate that they are often found in military
contexts (Oldenstein 1976).

Looped stud

103 Pl. 4

13 x 15mm, 12mm to back of loop. The domed head has
eight incised lines radiating from a central dot. The under-
side has a rounded loop attached to the edge of the dome.
Late Iron Age or early Romano-British.

A slightly larger example from Camerton, A von, has a
plain head, with similar rounded loop, and is dated to the
1st century BC to 1st century AD; Ralph Jackson suggested
a connection with Wild’s Class IV button-and-loop fastener
(Jackson 1990, 39, no. 82). An example from Wroxeter has
a hollowed centre and five raised lobes on the surface; the
loop is slightly angular (Kenyon 1938, 224, fig. 15, no. 5).
There is a resemblance to Roman military harness fittings
of a type with the more usual rectangular loop, though a
round loop is found occasionally (e.g. MacGregor 1976,
134, fig. 8, no. 9).

Button-and-loop fastener

104 Pl. 4

L 28.5mm; corroded and damaged plain head of uncertain
(rectangular or disc) form, triangular loop with pear -
shaped piercing. Wild Group Vc or VIb (Lloyd-Morgan
1978, 29, no. 7), 1st-2nd century AD.

In a survey of button-and-loop fasteners, W ild (1970)
concluded that they served as horse-harness fittings, where
the head of the fastener was inserted through a slit or loop
in another section of leather . Wild suggested, from their
frequent discovery on military sites, that they were items
of military equipment. However, the origin of the form is
clearly non-Roman as the earlier classes (I and II) devel-
oped during the late Iron Age in Britain and later forms
were considered to have developed in Roman Britain
under native inspiration (Wild 1970, 146). He noted that
there is no evidence for manufacture of these objects after
the end of the 2nd century (W ild 1970, 146). The largest
group of these items in the region is from Chester . Lloyd-
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Morgan (1978) published five examples from there
(including two listed by W ild), two more from
Heronbridge near Chester, and another from the Chester
area. Major excavations at the fort in Ribchester produced
only one, and these items were seen here as evidence of
native interaction with the military personnel of the fort;
five examples were recovered from Walton-le-Dale, which
is interpreted, by contrast, as having a strong civilian
component (Howard-Davis 2000, 246). The presence of
several button-and-loop fasteners, including some with the
boss and petal motif (W ild Type ), in the fort in
Castleford, W. Yorks demonstrates their use in a Flavian
military context (Bishop 1998¢, 63-4).

Brooches
Brooches figure prominently amongst the Roman finds
from Meols. Contemporary illustrations, descriptions, and
the few surviving pieces allow the broad classification of at
least 30 brooches. Hume (1863, 55) had recorded a total of
48 from the Cheshire shore, of which 34 were described as
‘Roman Fibulae, common type’ (pl. III), eight more were
later and ‘rarer forms’ (as his pl. IV). Of these, Hume illus-
trated 15 Roman fibulae and four penannulars of post-
Roman date (Hume 1863, pls III, IV, XIII) but there is no
doubt that the illustrated pieces represent the most visually
impressive of the range, being enamelled, elaborately
decorated, or unusual. However , decorated brooches
formed a large proportion of the total in any case; Hume,
for example, noted that at least half of the 48 brooches
known to him from Meols were enamelled, which was an
unusually high proportion (1863, 326-7). Ecroyd Smith
illustrated one Iron Age brooch (1868, 104-3, fig. 19) but
no Roman examples. By 1886 W atkin recorded no fewer
than a total of ‘about seventy undoubted Roman fibulae’
(1974, 278) of which he figures three previously illustrated
by Hume (Watkin 1886, 278, figs 3, 4, and p. 279 un-
numbered text figure) as well as three others for the first
time, one of which belonged to Charles Potter (W atkin
1886, 278, upper text figure) and two which were in his
own collection (Watkin 1886, 278, figs 1 and 2). W atkin
selected two of Hume’s figures explicitly because they illus-
trated particular styles of decoration. This gives a total of
18 Roman brooches illustrated in 19th-century publica-
tions. An Aucissa brooch was found by a metal-detectorist
at Leasowe in 1981 (Petch 1987, 236).

Only 13 brooches now survive in museum collections.
In 1874 Ecroyd Smith listed 26 brooches in his collection
alone (Liverpool Museum archive). All of Ecroyd Smith’ s
brooches and all but one of Mayer’s were destroyed in the
Second World War. The late 19th-century Gatty Catalogue
record cards have thumbnail sketches of nine brooches, six
in the Mayer Collection and three, the latter all of W irral
type, from Ecroyd Smith’s collection which allows a broad
classification to be attempted. The sole survivor of Mayer’s
Meols collection is a dragonesque brooch 109. Two other
brooches in Liverpool Museum, amongst material from the
Cheshire Shore returned from Verulamium Museum in the
early 1980s, are a Wheel Brooch 143 and a Colchester type
107. In the Grosvenor Museum collection there are three
brooches, including the Aucissa brooch first seen in
Hoylake parsonage by Hume in 1846. Three brooches
found in 1856-7 were sold by Ecroyd Smith in 1858 to the
British Museum, where they remain (Acc. Nos
58.9-16.1-3). Previously unrecognised Roman pieces
include an incomplete fibula in W arrington Museum 134
and a fragment of a disc and trumpet brooch 133 and an
unusual object, possibly a serpentine wire brooch 251, in
the Williamson Art Gallery and Museum.
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It is impossible now to determine the full range or
relative proportions of the types represented in the brooch
assemblage, as most of the 70 or so are lost or destroyed.
The 19th-century illustrations and examination of surviving
pieces in museum collections mean that over 30 brooches
from Meols can be described with some confidence.

Typology

The brooches include a number of early types. Two Aucissa
brooches are known. The first was found in 1846 and is in
the Longueville Collection in the Grosvenor Museum,
Chester, 105 (Hume 1863, 72 and pl. IV, 1a, 1b, 1¢); the
other 106 was found just east of Leasowe Castle in 1981,
and is now in W arrington Museum (Petch 1987, 236).
Aucissa brooches are usually dated to the period Augustus-
Nero, and introduced by the Roman army , they occur in
Britain from the conquest until they were abandoned in
favour of British-made brooches ¢. AD 60/65 (Crummy
1983, 8-10). The type is scarce in the Roman north, with
only one example, for instance, recorded from the
Stanegate (Snape 1993, 12). Meols has produced two other
mid-1st century brooches, both of Colchester type dating
to the early- to mid-1st century 107, 108. Colchester
brooches are largely confined to areas traditionally identi-
fied as ‘Belgic’, but they occur in small numbers in
Yorkshire (Dearne and Parsons 1997, 41-2) and the
northern frontier zone. A wheel brooch from Meols is of a
type dated usually to the Claudian-Flavian period, but an
example at or near Hadrian” s Wall indicates the type
survived in use at least into the AD 120s (Simpson 1979,
331-2; Mackreth 1996a, 70).

The presence of pre-Flavian brooches in northern
England is often attributed to survival in use, or pre-
Roman contact between natives in the north and those in
southern Britain; two of the three Colchester brooches
from South Shields were considered to represent the
survival of early brooches as late as the T  rajanic period
(Snape 1993, 97-100) though Mackreth has argued for an
earlier date (1996b, 5-6). Individually , items such as the
Aucissa brooches may have survived in use for some time
beyond their date of manufacture, so the appearance of the
occasional pre-Flavian brooch on sites not founded until
the Flavian period, for example the Stanegate forts, Chester
or Castleford, is not wholly unexpected. Snape has argued
that, in the north, a small proportion of brooches survive
in use up to two or three decades after their usually
accepted date (1993, 97). The suggestion that the presence
of pre-Flavian objects in the north represents survival into
the Flavian period has been made for other artefacts,
including pre-Flavian military belts (Grew and Griffiths
1991, 51). However , coins from Meols demonstrate
activity at the site during the Claudian-Neronian period,
since coins of this period did not long remain in circulation
in any quantity and did not survive into the Flavian period.
The presence of no fewer than three (or possibly four) mid-
1st century AD brooches amongst the 15 or so that can be
ascribed to a particular type, suggests that, rather than odd
survivals into the Flavian period, they are as likely to be
genuine losses of the pre-Flavian period. The unprece-
dented quantity of mid-1st century AD material for a site
in the north-west of England supports the view that the site
was in occupation throughout the middle years of the
century, spanning the period of the Roman conquest and
occupation of southern Britain.

Compared with other regions of England, few brooches
have been published from north-west England, excavation
reports having rarely more than a handful of examples, and
there is no standard corpus from the region. Assessing the

41

regional patterns of brooch use, chronology and relative
proportions of types has only recently been possible
through the finds reported to the Portable Antiquities
Scheme (PAS; www.finds.org.uk). This represents a
valuable random sample of types in use within the region.
A survey of brooches found in Cheshire, by far the most
prolific of the north-western English counties, shows the
overwhelming popularity of two types: dolphin/Polden Hill
brooches (conflated owing to difficulty in determining the
spring attachment in damaged pieces), which together
comprise 71 of a total of 176 brooches (40%); and trumpet
brooches (49 of 176 brooches: 28%), the latter invariably
with a plain rather than acanthus moulding at the waist-
knob (Herepath 2004). Few other types are represented by
more than three or four examples; significantly they
include headstud and W irral brooches (at 6% and 7%,
respectively). Plate brooches form only 8.5% of the total,
with single or a few examples of each of a range of types.

The findspots of the Portable Antiquities Scheme
material are widely dispersed across the county , and
include the margins of Romano-British settlements, but do
not, for instance, reflect the use of brooches at the
legionary fortress and adjacent civil settlement at Chester .
Thus, they represent predominantly a civilian and rural
pattern of brooch use. The sample clearly does not in itself
distinguish between brooches manufactured in the region
or those imported into it from neighbouring or more
distant regions. Small numbers of types known to have
sources in neighbouring regions, such as the three Wroxeter
brooches, may point to the movement of people or repre-
sent the thinning distribution on the margins of manufac-
turing or marketing zones. However, given the widespread
evidence for bronze-working within the region, at rural and
industrial settlements, as well as additional evidence of
enamelling at Wilderspool, which has been suggested as the
place of manufacture of some enamelled brooches
(Thompson 1965, 76, 86), it is likely that the majority of
the common types of brooch in circulation were made
within Cheshire or neighbouring districts. This is
supported by the one direct piece of evidence of brooch
manufacture, significantly of one of the most popular local
forms. A trumpet brooch mould, dated AD 90-100/120,
was found at the Roman industrial site at Prestatyn
(Blockley and Day 1989, 184-7; Mackreth 1989, 96).
Furthermore, the distribution of one distinctive form of
enamelled brooch, the W irral brooch (Philpott 1999b),
demonstrates such a strong local clustering that it must
represent the output of a local workshop, perhaps even a
single itinerant craftsman. The W irral type has a distribu-
tion strongly concentrated in W irral and Cheshire, with a
thin scatter in north W ales, north-west England and the
Midlands, and a few outliers in the northern frontier
region, Scotland and elsewhere. Finds made since the initial
publication have reinforced the concentrations in the
Wirral Peninsula and Cheshire, suggesting a core circula-
tion area in northern Cornovian territory . Although few
appear in dated contexts, the type appears to belong to the
early 2nd century. An example, unusually found stratified
in a closed context, at Ribchester, was assigned to Phase 3,
AD 117-125, though it was considered possibly residual
(Olivier 2000, 239, fig. 52, no. 12). The presence of such a
concentration at Meols reinforces the regional distribution
of the type in the Wirral Peninsula, whilst also providing a
graphic illustration of the use of the port through which the
outlying northern examples may have travelled to reach
their ultimate destination. At least six ‘W irral type’
brooches can be positively identified from Meols 117-122,
of which only one, in the British Museum, survives; a
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probable seventh example is illustrated by Hume (1847,
fig. §), though the diagnostic front of the brooch is not
visible. However, in reference toa W irral brooch that
Hume illustrated, Watkin observes, ‘four others had blue
enamel apparent on them, another was similarly treated in
yellow, and another had a mixture of yellow and white’
(1886, 278), implying that there were six examples of the
same type known to him.

The Meols material contains examples of a number of
other types, which are well represented amongst the
Cheshire Portable Antiquities Scheme sample. The brooch
assemblage reflects the location of the settlement on the
periphery of two neighbouring zones, northern England
and the west Midlands. Alongside predominantly northern
types, such trumpet, headstud and dragonesque brooches,
as well as less common types, such as Thealby Mine, the
presence of Wroxeter type and Chester type brooches and
particular Colchester derivative forms 112-113 confirms
its position within the distribution zone of brooches circu-
lating within the west Midlands and Welsh Marches.

Late 1st-century types include two headstud brooches
with rectangular enamelled cells of a type that is considered
to have gone out of use by AD 100 (Mackreth 1985; Cool
1998a, 30-1). The single unenamelled example of the three
dragonesque brooches illustrated by Hume and published
by Feachem (1951) survives in Liverpool Museum. Plain
examples appear to be earlier than enamelled, so a date in
the second half of the 1st century is likely (cf. Cool 1998a,
32-3). Trumpet brooches, which are common amongst
Cheshire brooches recorded by the Portable Antiquities
Scheme, are represented by at least six examples at Meols,
as well as one fragmentary disc and trumpet form. Fumpet
brooches develop before AD 75, but date in general to the
late-1st to mid-2nd century (Bayley and Butcher 2004,
160-3). Meols has examples usually dated to the late 1st
century as well as probable 2nd-century examples ( 127-
132).

Few undecorated brooches are illustrated in the 19th-
century works, and it is likely that the plain forms are
under-represented in the published record. Modern chance
finds from Cheshire show a relatively high proportion of
dolphin and Polden Hill brooches, which are usually
undecorated, but occasionally have a triangular panel of
enamel on the bow (Herepath 2004). The Gatty Catalogue
sketches suggest that at least some plain ‘Dolphin’
brooches were originally present amongst the Meols
material, redressing the balance slightly in favour of this
type. It is likely that amongst the 30 or so brooches for
which no illustration or description survives, a good
proportion were dolphin/Polden Hill types.

Only one Romano-British penannular brooch is
recorded from Meols, a Fowler T ype A variant, of a type
which is not closely datable 144. The Portable Antiquities
Scheme records indicate that the penannular brooch is not
a common find in rural Cheshire or more widely in the
lowland north west of England (Herepath 2004, 10), and
excavations in the region tend to confirm the pattern, with
only one example recorded from a rural site, at Halewood
(Adams and Philpott forthcoming), while one example of
Fowler Type A2 has been found in excavations at
Middlewich but at least eight in Chester itself.

A recent study suggests that penannular brooches might
be appropriate to either sex, while those with headloops
may have been worn by women, the loop serving to link
with a necklace or chain a pair of brooches which were
used to pin either side of a tunic (Croom 2003).

All of the brooches are copper alloy.
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Aucissa

105 DL 4

L 41mm, W 14mm ; the head is rolled over the axis-bar .
The head has one and a half ring and dot ornament with
knurled line below it. The bow has a median ridge
consisting of two raised lines either side of central knurled
line. The edges of the bow are knurled. Foot consists of a
dome with simple moulding in upper half. Pin and catch-
plate intact. Illustrated by Hume (1863, 72, pl. IV, fig. 1 a,
b, ¢); Collingwood Group C. Dated Claudian-Neronian
(AD 43-68). Hattatt (2000), fig. 176, no. 305 closely
resembles this piece in decoration of the head and bow .
106 Pl. 4

L 52mm, W at head (max.) 12mm; the pin is hinged in a
tube formed by rolling back the top of the bow . The axis-
bar is now missing. T wo zones, each consisting of three
rows of decoration, each with a raised line either side of
‘bead’ row. Bow with median ridge, tapering to narrow
foot; the usual foot-knob is lost. Inner surface of bow flat.
Hinged pin also missing. Discovered by Mr W . Gibbons
with a metal detector, July 1981 on beach ‘about 6 feet
from the sea wall and below High W ater Mark’ east of
Leasowe Castle, SJ 267 922 (Petch 1987, 236). Date:
Claudian-Neronian (AD 43-68).

Colchester type

107 PL. 4

L 52mm, W (spring) 18mm; Th 21mm; one-piece brooch,
D-shaped section rod bow , wings, six-coil spring with
external chord and hook, undecorated catchplate. Pin
broken but otherwise intact. Ex-V  erulamium Museum.
‘?Meols shore’ ; in the absence of an attached label it is
regarded as probably from Meols.

Cf. Baldock (Stead 1986a, 112, fig. 42, no. 54). The
Colchester type is dated to the early-mid 1st century and
has a strong south-eastern England distribution (Stead
1986a, 123; Olivier 1996, 242).

108 PI. 4

L 35mm, W 3mm; slender fairly straight bow  , tapering;
gently angled at top of bow . Undecorated, very short wings
and undecorated bow; the catchplate, separate spring and pin
are all missing, though part of the narrow hook at the head
survives Findspot ‘Hoylake’. Note on BM label ‘Colchester A
Standard’, Hull Type 90. cf. Simple Gallic brooch: cf. Stead
and Rigby (1989, 89, B3), though with shorter wings. This
has some characteristics of the Simple Gallic type, in partic-
ular the straight narrow bow , and the short undecorated
wings, together with a relatively long upper bow (cf. Stead
and Rigby 1989, 89); the type is dated at King Harry Lane
Cemetery, Verulamium to Phases 1 and 2 (AD 1-40, AD
30-55 respectively: Stead and Rigby 1989, 98-101).

Dragonesque

109 Pl. 4

43 x 18mm; S-shaped body with D-section, flattening at
head and foot. Decorated with groups of punched annulets
on the body, head and foot. The eye and nostril are marked
with annulets. No trace of enamel. Pin missing. Hume
(1863, 67, pl. 111, 8); see also Bulmer (1938, 151, no. 2);
Feachem (1951, 36, fig. 6, no. 2); Chitty and W arhurst
(1977, 24, fig. 1, no. 2). Late 1st century.

110 Pl. 4

45 x13mm; S-shaped body with five vertical parallel
compartments for enamel on the body. When illustrated by
Hume, the piece retained the loop and part of the shaft of
the pin. Hume (1863, 79, pl. III, 10); Bulmer (1938, 152,
C3); Feachem (1951, 36, fig. 5, C3). Kilbride-Jones attrib-
uted the Meols piece to his ‘West Brigantian Style’, current
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in the period AD 50-100 (1980, 174). He considered that
the Dragonesque brooch was a Brigantian development
and his maps indicate the predominantly northern distrib-
ution (1980, figs 47, 49, 52). He illustrated one close
parallel to the Meols piece, from Corbridge (1980, 172, fig.
48, no. 11) which has a single row of enamel-filled cells.
Cool suggested the date range extended into the early 2nd
century and notes that Kilbride-Jones’s regional names do
not necessarily indicate exclusive manufacture within each
region, and certainly do not reflect the distribution of use
(1998a, 32-3).

111 7PL 4

L 45mm; the brooch is illustrated in Hume, but does not
survive. It lacked the head, foot and pin; two curvilinear
decorative elements either side of a central parallel-sided
panel can be identified from the drawing, but the illustra-
tion suggests it was in poor condition. The Gatty
Catalogue card for the Mayer piece M5752 describes this
as ‘Portion of a fibula?’ with a reference to Hume (1863,
pl. XIII, 17). Hume’ s annotated manuscript of Ancient
Meols notes that this was of brass with green enamel while
his published text (1863, 151) notes ‘it contains some
remains of enamel in four yellow points’, cf. Hull T200.
Hume (1863, 151, pl. XIII, 17); Feachem (1951, 36, fig. 3,
no. 25). The curvilinear decoration on the body is paral-
leled by examples, also incomplete, from South Shields
(Bulmer 1938, fig. 3, no. 16), and from Richborough
(Bayley and Butcher 2004, 125, no. 350). Bayley and
Butcher (2004, 171-2) conclude that the type is most
numerous in northern Britain where they were presumably
made, and are found in the early conquest phase during the
Flavian period.

Colchester derivatives

112 Pl 4

L 48mm; the head is square with a flat top and short wings
which are ‘comma-shaped’ in section, with a groove at the
top at the back, encasing the spring mechanism (Hume
1863, pl.III, 2a, b). The terminals of the wings are
decorated with a row of dots around the edge, and further
dots are found on the front of the wings. The bow is thick
at the top, is framed by a groove, and tapers rapidly
towards the foot. The enamelling was set in different
colours, probably alternating (one copy of Hume is hand-
coloured to show blue rectangular enamel cells surviving),
within a tapering recessed panel, at the foot of which was
a small circular inset for enamel. The front of the bow is
flattened, giving a D-shaped profile. The pin appears to be
hinged. The foot takes the form of a simple rounded
moulding with a slight projecting moulding above. Late-1st
to early-2nd century.

Several parallels are known from the lowland north west of
England and north-east W ales. A group of three hinged
brooches from Prestatyn (Mackreth 1989, 91-2, nos 5-7)
share the characteristics of a tapering enamel panel on the
front of the bow, a spot of enamel at the base of the panel,
square flat-topped head, and hinge. Mackreth notes that
the similarities between the three brooches suggest that
they are products of a single craftsman. There are minor
divergences from the Meols piece in that the panel of the
latter has a series of broad rectangular cells of a single
colour rather than two contiguous strips of alternating
colours, and also as illustrated has a flatter face than the
Prestatyn pieces; the Meols example has also dot and circle
design on the wings. The overall similarities are close
enough to postulate a common workshop.

Several examples from north-west England include a virtu-
ally identical piece found at Halsall, W est Lancashire in
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1991 (NML), with one from Hale, Cheshire (Portable
Antiquities Scheme (P AS) LVPL 1591), while a small
example from South Wirral has a flat head and triangular
panel on the front.

Mackreth observes that the distribution is restricted and,
despite two outliers from Colchester, the type occurs more
in the Upper Severn valley than elsewhere (Mackreth 1989,
92). The occurrence of the type at Prestatyn, two separate
Wirral sites, and in W est Lancashire has the effect of
extending the existing distribution further north, across the
Mersey.

113 Pl 4

L 62mm; the bow is humped over the wings with decora-
tion apparently continuing over the top. The bow is
decorated with a narrow central ridge with moulded lentic-
ular bosses arranged to form a series of perhaps seven four
petalled flowers decoration either side. The wings are short
and have a central concave waist. The foot consists of two
circular double mouldings with a conical terminal. The
brooch is illustrated by both Hume (1863, pl. IV , 4) and
Watkin (1886, 278, fig. 4). W atkin describes it as ‘very
hansomely [sic] ornamented, though without enamel, and
shews, also, the cross-bar . It has, probably , the most
massive appearance of any that have been found’ (W atkin
1886, 278-9). Collingwood Group H. Hattatt illustrates a
brooch from Petersfield, Hants, with the same lentoid
pattern along a decorative central rib, but much less
massively decorated (2000, fig. 159, no. 380). A much
smaller piece from Corbridge has a similar diagonal
‘lentoid” or notched decoration either side of a central
spine, but on the Corbridge example the notches on each
side are parallel rather than arranged in crosses (Snape
1993, 34, fig. 5, no. 10). Snape cites parallels for the
Corbridge piece at Jewry W all, Leicester (Kenyon 1948,
249, fig. 80, no. 8) and Old W interingham (Stead 1976,
198, fig. 100, no. 6). Mackreth (1994, 163, no. 16)
publishes an example from Alcester , Warwickshire, refer-
ring to the Meols example. He sees this as one example of
a family of brooches with the main distribution in the
Severn Valley and its eastern catchment, though examples
are known from all over Roman Britain. The general type
of Colchester derivatives he suggests has a date range of c.
AD 75-150 with a few surviving as late as AD 175.

Wroxeter type

114 Pl. 4

L 60mm; the upper bow has a series of ?three ridges
between which were recesses which originally may have
held enamel bands (Hume 1863, pl. III, 1). The head of the
brooch has two steps, the lower decorated with a
horizontal zigzag line, the upper apparently undecorated,
with a probable cast headloop. The centre of the bow is
decorated with an enamelled circular stud (light-blue in the
hand coloured plate), below which is a semicircle of small
decorative dots. The lower bow seems to be undecorated,
and narrows to a small foot formed by two small rounded
bosses.

The type has several elements in common with the
Wroxeter type, in the D-shaped headplate, stepped head,
cast head loop, bow characterised by vertical parallel
grooves, and a pair of rounded bosses at the foot (cf.
Bayley and Butcher 2004, 169, fig. 142, T151). The main
difference is the presence of a circular enamelled boss at
mid-bow instead of a plain half-moulding found on some
trumpet brooches. The dating for Hull’s T151 ranges from
Flavian to Hadrian’s Wall forts, while one survives in the
Chepstow hoard dated ¢. 200 (Bayley and Butcher 2004,
169).
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This piece shares a number of stylistic features with a group
of ‘unclassified’ brooches from Gloucestershire. A brooch
found near Hucclecote villa has a similar zigzag line on the
head, a slightly larger version of the head of the Meols
brooch, the ridged upper bow with recesses for enamel and
a foot composed of two bosses (Cracknell 1990, 204, fig. 3,
no. 15). The central boss at the bow is paralleled by others
in the group, although the two illustrated pieces have a
cross filled with enamel (Cracknell 1990, 204, fig. 3, nos 16
and 17). Cracknell sees this group as a varied and complex
one, characterised by the decorated upper bow and central
boss or inset in at mid-bow. In date they range from the 1st
century AD to 150/1785; cf. Hattatt (2000, fig. 190, no.
984), from Wiltshire.

115 L 51mm; Ecroyd Smith (1874, 93) reported the
discovery of a ‘bow or lyre-shapedfibula (brooch), 2 inches
long; the upper face or breast has three parallel and linear
hollows for the reception of coloured pastes, traces of
which remain. This is the commonest type of the Roman
brooch as found here and elsewhere’. A footnote states
‘vide Ancient Meols, Plate 111, fig. 1, for approximate type’
(see above 114 for discussion).

116 DL 4

L 50mm, W (head) 15mm; bow brooch with a D-shaped
head-plate. Remains of pin for attachment of lost stud in
centre of bow, which protrudes through to back of bow .
Upper bow is square in section, lower bow is D-shaped and
tapering, with a foot consisting of two small bosses and a
faint third one in between. The head lacks the spring
mechanism and pin, but has the intact catchplate. This has
the characteristic headplate of the “Wroxeter type’ brooch,
but lacks the grooves of the upper bow and the simple
central moulding of the type.

Wirral type

117 Pl. 4

L 62mm; headloop damaged, three channels for enamel
and some residual enamel left. The central channel has
traces of two squares of green enamel, while the outer
channel has one red square. W orn and head loop worn
away, possibly through water action. Pin missing. The
absence of surviving enamel in the channels and the worn
and damaged head-loop indicate that this is not the piece
illustrated by Hume (1863, pl. III, no. 5) and W atkin
(1886, 278, fig. 3).

118Dl 4

L 64mm; headloop, stepped head, three grooved channels
for alternating rectangles of scarlet and green enamel, a
boss at the centre of the bow , apparently missing on this
example. The foot has a rounded or disc moulding. The
illustrated example has a pin. [llustrated by both Hume
(1863, 72, pl. 111, no. 5) and W atkin (1886, 278, fig. 3).
Liverpool Museum’s copy of Hume’ s Ancient Meols has
been annotated ‘18.11.74.96” (an Ecroyd Smith Collection
accession number).

119 Pl. 5 No dimensions. The Mayer Collection contained
a ‘fibula of bronze; Roman; inlaid with green & red
enamel; found on the Cheshire Shore’, the thumbnail
sketch shows this to be a W irral type brooch, and the
absence of a headloop through damage and the Mayer
accession number indicates it is not the same piece that was
recorded in Ecroyd Smith’ s possession in 1863 (Hume
1863, 71, pl. 1L, 5).

120 PL 5L 53mm.

121 L 53mm.

122 L 53mm.

Three examples of this type are recorded in the Ecroyd
Smith Collection in Liverpool Museum, labelled ‘three
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Roman bronze fibulae with traces of enamel still upon one;
all of the same type’; L. about 21/8 in’ (53mm).

123 L 60mm; Hume (1847, fig. 5) illustrates a brooch from
rear and side view, which appears to be a further example,
though the characteristic enamelled panels on the front of
the bow are not illustrated nor mentioned in the text.
Globular moulding at foot, hinged with intact catchplate
and headloop. The intact headloop but missing pin
indicates it is not illustrated by Hume in 1863.

Headstud type

124 PL 5

L 40mm; this is illustrated on Hume’s hand-coloured plate
with 11 rectangular enamel panels alternately in turquoise
and dark blue/indigo enamel (Hume 1863, pl. 111, 4). There
is a stud above the enamelled panel and short wings, the
latter decorated with vertical grooves (for the latter feature
see Goodburn 1984, 25, fig. 6, no. 29, or Tripontium:
Mackreth 1973, 134, fig. 23, 8) with a ?cast head-loop.
The foot appears to consist of two projecting mouldings,
the smaller above the larger. There is no sign of the elabo-
rate sprung mechanism of example such as Collingwood’ s
type piece and the brooch appears to have been hinged.
(Collingwood Group Q; Snape Group 3.1). AD 70-100.
125 Pl 5

L 39mm; illustrated by Hume (1863, pl. III, no. 7) but not
extant. This piece is similar to the preceding ( 124) but the
boss is a projecting dome, the rectangular insets are
monochrome light blue and the foot has a semi-circular
double moulding with a narrow waist; there is a hint that
the back of the foot is flat. There is a suggestion of vertical
grooved lines on the wings. In this and the other headstud
example (pl. III, no. 4) there is no sign of grooves framing
the panels. The head loop appears to be cast rather than a
wire loop for a spring, but this is not clear. AD 70-100. A
parallel from Corbridge Red House (Snape 1993, 32, fig. 4,
no. 5) is closely similar except it is sprung with a wire loop
and spring mechanism, apparently replaced by a hinge and
cast loop on the Meols example. Although the type occurs
in southern England, the headstud has been considered to
have a northern origin, since a far greater variety is present
in the north (Collingwood and Richmond 1969, 296;
Snape 1993, 14). Snape has argued for a development from
the spring to hinge. The Meols piece would apparently be
classified as Snape Group 3.1Di with cast stud, fixed
headloop, hinged pin, and enamelled bow . An example
from Chelmsford suggests the type originated before AD
80 and continued into the Antonine period (Snape 1993,
15). Mackreth suggests a date in the last third of the 1st
century AD for the decorative scheme with rectangular
enamelled cells (1994, 165); a date confirmed by analysis
of finds from Castleford, West Yorkshire (Cool 1998a, 30).

Headstud variant/Thealby Mine type

126 PL. 5 L 67mm; the brooch appears to have a cast head-
loop integral with a stepped and knurled head (Hume
1863, pl. IV, 2). The crossbar is short with stepped decora-
tion. The bow is plain and slender , tapering gradually to
the prominent foot which appears to be plain with a curved
front and flat back.

The Thealby Mine type is related to the headstud but lacks
the latter’s defining stud (Snape 1993, 16). Dearne reserves
the term Thealby Mine type for a narrow type, preferring
the term headstud variant for this plain type, which simply
lacks the headstud itself (Dearne 1998, 57). The type is
usually dated to the 2nd century AD and is almost invari-
ably found in the north of England (Bayley and Butcher
2004, 98). In the north of England, some pieces have been
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recorded from Stanegate, but none from the Hadrian$ Wall
forts (Snape 1993, 16).

A close parallel from South Shields has deeply moulded but
rather short crossbar and a large headloop (Allason-Jones
and Miket 1984, 104, no. 70), while others from that site,
including nos 69 and 66, have general similarities with the
Meols piece. The tapering stepping of the wings is paral-
leled on a headstud brooch from Aldborough (Bishop
1996, 52, fig. 30, no. 313), and another from V  ictoria
Cave, Settle (Dearne 1998, 53, fig. 13, no. 8.14). An
example in Ribchester Museum has ribbed wings and a
plain stepped head, without the knurled decoration of the
Meols piece.

The stepped and knurled head with what appears to be a
cast headloop on the Meols piece closely resembles the
upper part of the W irral type brooch. The apparent cast
headloop and type indicate a 2nd-century date.

Trumpet

127 PL. 5

L 26mm, W 18mm; devolved plain trumpet brooch of
‘Backworth type’ with simple waist mouldings flat at the
back, head based on a flat D-shaped plate, and headloop
(broken) cast in one with the bow. Hinged. Broken at mid
bow, so foot and catchplate, as well as hinge, missing. (For
the Backworth type see Collingwood and Richmond (1969,
fig. 104, no. 51); Type Rii; see also Hull (1968) for discus-
sion of types). Bayley and Butcher Group C. Probably 2nd
century (Bayley and Butcher 2004, 161).

128 PL. 5

L 58mm; the brooch has a very small head and slender
upper bow with grooves on the upper surface, leading to a
circular boss, illustrated as yellow in the hand-coloured
plate (Hume 1863, pl. I, 3), above a triangular moulding.
The lower bow appears to have a flattish face. The foot is
small and consists of a single small moulding. This piece has
some characteristics in common with a brooch from Derby
(Mackreth 1985, 2934, fig. 128) although the Meols piece
appears to have a yellow enamelled boss on the centre of the
bow and a small arrow shaped moulding below the boss.
The upper bow appears to have three grooves, and the end
swells into a flattened trumpet shape, with a loop shown as
set behind the trumpet, but possibly bent out of position.
The lower bow ends in a simple moulding, although the
precise form is not clear from the illustration.

129 7Pl 5

L 48mm; trumpet brooch with a small head, two ridges
converging towards the head on the upper bow and
exaggerated central waist knob moulding set with small
enamelled beading in alternating colours (illustrated in
Hume (1863, pl. I, 6) as red and yellow). The lower bow
appears to have a pronounced central ridge; the moulded
foot has a narrow enamelled beaded band at the base,
resembling that on the boss. No evidence is visible for the
form of pin attachment. Bayley and Butcher (2004), Group
D (decorated). Collingwood dated his Group Ri to the
Flavian period, with the adoption of the acanthus
moulding on the waist-knob occurring about AD 100 and
continuing especially in the north of Britain during the first
half of the 2nd century (Collingwood and Richmond 1969,
297). A parallel for the exaggerated central waist knob
moulding and the large projecting moulding at the foot was
found at Manchester , in Phase 3a deposits dated c.
160-200, but there the decoration was knurled only rather
than enamelled as in the Meols example (Bryant et al.
1986, fig. 5.5, no. 3194). A further parallel for the small
head and exaggerated central moulding was found at
Corbridge (Allason-Jones 1988, 161, fig. 76, 10).
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130 PL. 5

L 54mm; standard undecorated trumpet brooch apparently
with the spring held on a single lug, large full-round waist-
moulding of ‘acanthus’ form, and ridge and groove mould-
ings below the button. The lower bow appears to have a
prominent ridge, and the large foot consists of two ridged
mouldings with a small projecting terminal. The pin is
missing (Hume 1863, pl. III, 9). cf. Bayley and Butcher
(2004, 160-1), Group A. A close parallel occurs at
Wilderspool, with acanthus moulding on a central waist
button, which is separated from the upper and lower bow
by simple cross mouldings; it lacks, however, the foot and
was thought to be of one-piece construction (W ebster
1992, 92, fig. 49, no. 5). The W ilderspool piece does not
date before AD 100. Another similar piece was found at
Aldborough (Bishop 1996, 55, fig. 31, no. 323), with
further parallels cited by Bishop at Old Penrith and
Newstead. Another close parallel comes from Richborough
(Bayley and Butcher 2004, 92, fig. 73 no. 216) A rather
similar piece with a rounded waist moulding was found at
South Shields, but the Meols piece lacks any evidence of
decoration on the lower bow (Allason-Jones and Miket
1984, 98, no. 31). Bayley and Butcher (2004, 160-1)
suggest this is a long-lived ‘classic’ type originating before
AD 75 at Baginton, and occurring in Hadrianic and
Antonine contexts in northern Britain.

131PL S

L 58mm; trumpet brooch with cast head loop integral to
the D-shaped headplate, with a simple moulding around
the top of the bow, the trumpet head being small (Hume
1863, pl. IV, 3). The central moulding consists of a knop
of three cross-mouldings, the centre one wider than the
others, carried only half-way round the bow , with a
fourth cross-moulding forming the end of the upper bow.
The lower bow has faint oblique parallel lines (?incised)
above the foot, which has a stop-moulding above a
narrow waist and a truncated conical base; the latter
appear to carry all round the brooch. The figure of this
piece in the Liverpool Museum copy of Hume has been
annotated by Gill Chitty with the accession number
‘18.11.74.101", indicating an Ecroyd Smith piece; Hume
confirms that this piece belonged to Ecroyd Smith (1863,
72). Collingwood Group Riii. Hull calls this the ‘Chester
type’ as it is common there, including one example from
a late-1st-to early-2nd century deposit (1968, 42).
Mackreth points to two close parallels for the Meols piece
at Derby (1985, 291, fig. 128, nos 31 and 32) where he
notes a distribution concentrated in the Marches and
southern Pennines. The dating is not well established, but
Mackreth suggests the first half of the 2nd century. There
is a fairly close parallel at Wroxeter (Bushe-Fox 1913, 26,
fig. 10, no. 8), in a deposit dated  ¢. AD 110-30. The
Wroxeter piece has three projecting mouldings, which
taper down from the upper to lower; on the Meols piece
the central moulding is the largest. The central moulding
is similar to Collingwood 1930, fig. 62, no. 54 and a
headplate closer to that of Collingwood 1930, fig. 62, no.
58. Hattatt published an almost identical piece from Wall,
Staffs (2000, fig. 187, no. 439). A less close parallel at
South Shields has mouldings confined to the front of the
bow but the foot and head are incomplete (Allason-Jones
and Miket 1984, 100, no. 42). A piece from
Richborough, Kent, has a smaller head loop and simpler
waist mouldings. Bushe-Fox concluded that the trumpet
brooches developed in northern Britain but this sub-
group of Collingwood’s Group R is a secondary develop-
ment with a distribution in the south and west
(Bushe-Fox 1949, 116). Bayley and Butcher (2004, 92-3;
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160-4) define their Group C as a devolved type where the
head is based usually on a flat plate and tends to be
elongated in form. The distribution of this type concen-
trates in the south and west of Britain, although manufac-
ture may have taken place in the West Midlands.

132PL. 5

‘Fibula of bronze. Roman; found on the Cheshire Shore’.
Known only from a crude sketch in the Gatty Catalogue,
the piece appears to be a trumpet brooch probably with
three mouldings which appear to carry halfway round the
bow. The incomplete headloop indicates it is not the piece
figured by Hume (1863, pl. 1V, 3).

Disc and trumpet

133 Pl. 5

L17mm, W 13mm, Th 3mm; int. D (disc) 8mm; fragment
only consisting of a subrectangular plate with circular panel
with central knob; damaged and broken. Probably origi-
nally held enamel, but no trace survives. Upper part has
start of curving bow with oval section; other end has trace
of upper end of catchplate. Probably originally with four
lugs at corners of rectangular plate, but there are damaged
hints of narrow oval bow of brooch. Cf. Nor’nour (Hull
1968, 44, fig. 17, no. 111) and Richborough (Cunliffe
1968, pl. XXIX, no. 34). Richardson (1960) considered the
type in detail, noting that about one in five of the examples
known in 1960 had enamel of one colour in the circular
field while most had two (Richardson 1960, 204). She notes
it is a northern British type of brooch, dated 150-200, a
date broadly in keeping with Summerfield® s (1997, 276)
suggestion of a mid-2nd-century date for this T rumpet
variant (Hattatt 1989, fig. 44, table 1 shows the distribution
of known examples).

Bow brooch, uncertain type

134 Pl. 5 Plain fibula bow , subcircular and hollow in
section; head and foot missing. Probably a Colchester type
or Colchester derivative, but the missing head and foot
make identification uncertain. The top of the bow has been
filed flat since discovery and there are file marks on front
of the plain undecorated bow.

135 The simple sketch on the Gatty Catalogue shows a
bow brooch with a stud or boss in the centre of the bow, a
damaged headloop and a small rounded foot moulding.
The type is uncertain.

136 PL. 5

Uncertain bow brooch with pin and ?spring in T-bar.

137 PL. 5

Uncertain type, possible trumpet brooch with traces of
moulding in mid bow.

138 PL. 5

A Colchester-derivative (‘dolphin brooch’) with narrow
wings with ridges at the ends, and a mid rib down the bow
Probably late 1st-early 2nd century.

The above (136-138) are listed only as “Three imperfect
Roman bronze fibulae, found on the Cheshire Shore’ in the
Gatty Catalogue Mayer acc. no. 5719. Described from
crude thumbnail sketches on the Gatty Catalogue.

139 L ¢. 70mm ‘Portion of an iron ?fibula in very decayed
condition’ (illustration in Gatty slip).

Bow brooch

140 P1. 5 L ¢. 55mm; probable cast looped head, with step
to D-shaped headplate; end of axis bar visible, suggesting
sprung between two lugs. The bow is decorated at mid
point with an ?integral cast boss. Catchplate intact. Foot
shown with three simple mouldings. Illustration in Watkin
(1886, 278, no. 2). Watkin Collection in 1886.
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Developed T-shaped

141PL 5

L c. 70mm. T-shaped brooch ‘set with small stones’ of light
blue colour in a line along the centre of the bow; a larger
‘stone’ has dropped out of its socket at head of bow . The
bow appears to be rounded in section. The pin and catch-
plate are present. Illustrated by W atkin (1886, 278, no
number), when it was in the Potter Collection.

Hinged dolphin

142 Pl 5

L c¢. 60mm. High arched bow with oblique moulded lines
on bow as decoration. The wide cylindrical crossbar has
three raised bands of knurled decoration. There is a small
foot moulding, the catchplate as illustrated is damaged.
Watkin Collection in 1886. Bronze but ‘silvered over’ [=
tinned?]. Illustrated by Watkin (1886, 278 no. 1). Cf. Hull
Type T94B (Bayley and Butcher 2004, 89). Hattatt (2000,
fig. 157, no. 352) illustrates several dolphin type brooches
with extended and decorated crossbars. Some have a
central raised rib on the bow and oblique decorated lines.

Wheel

143 PL. 5

D 30mmy; a flat circular plate, outlined with incised lines,
surrounds a concave-sided lozenge formed by four voids.
The centre of the lozenge has two incised concentric circles
round a central circular hollow . Six small rounded lugs
around the edge. Small catchplate intact, pin missing. Ex-
Verulamium Museum ‘?Meols shore’. Hull T ype T266.
Most examples of the type are from mid 1st-century
contexts (Bayley and Butcher 2004, 155) and Mackreth
notes that they are neither common nor well dated but
suggests they occur as late as AD 75 while one from
Hadrian’s Wall or nearby indicates a date of the 120s or
later (Mackreth 1996a, 70). Parallels from Camulo-
dunum, in a ditch fill (from Period III, dated to AD 43-8)
(Hawkes and Hull 1947, 326, pl. XCVIII, no. 177),
another from Balkerne Lane (Crummy 1983, 17, no. 86)
and Thornwell Farm, Chepstow, Gwent (Mackreth 1996a,
70, fig, 41, no. 8) differ only in having a projecting central
knob. Crummy gives a Claudian-Flavian date. Parallels
are known at W roxeter in a Flavian context (Atkinson
1942, 208, fig. 36, H86) and an unprovenanced example
(Hattatt 2000, 343, fig. 202, no. 1003). Green notes that
wheel brooches may have had a connection with a
Romano-Celtic sky god, a provincial version of Jupiter
although this may not have been of significance to the
wearer (Green 1981, 255). She notes the existence of a
wheel-god cult in northern Britain, exemplified through
sculpture from Birdoswald, Maryport, Castlesteads and
Netherby (Green 1981, 256).

Penannular

144 PL. 5

Incomplete, one terminal survives, ending in a broad, flat,
and probably originally disc moulding, separated from a
narrower rounded moulding by a groove. Despite surface
damage through corrosion, the knob does not appear to be
milled. The slender shank is corroded, but circular in
section. Pin missing. D of shank 3.5mm.

An unclassified variant of Fowler T ype A3, with a flat
terminal instead of the usual terminal knob and no sign of
milling. Fowler (1960, 174-5) dates type A3 from the 1st
century AD up to the Anglo-Saxon period, some occurring
in graves of that period.

Penannular brooches with flat-ended terminal mouldings
are not common. A close parallel is provided by an
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praetentura at Newstead,
c. AD

example from the barracks
Borders, occupied from AD 79 and abandoned by
185 (Curle 1911, pl. LXXXVIIIL, 15). A less precise
parallel, with an additional moulding, is provided by an
iron brooch from Dalton Parlours, W  est Yorkshire
(Mackreth 1990, 94, no. 4).

Fibula pins

Two detached copper -alloy fibula pins survive; a third,
which the dark patination suggests is from Meols, is
amongst material that includes some certain Meols finds,
returned from University of Liverpool to Liverpool
Museum in 1985. Another was in the Mayer Collection,
known only from a sketch on the Gatty slip ( 148).

145 PL. 5

L 25mm, W Smm (max); loop (circular ?drilled hole) in
head, large triangular projection below head, tapering
circular section.

146 PL. 5

L 39mm, W 3mm; circular loop at head, small triangular
projection below; flattened at top, tapering to circular
section.

147 PL. 5

L 42mm, W 7mm; tapering pin, semicircular loop at head,
projection below it; upper shank flattened, lower shank
circular as far as point.

148 Copper alloy, not extant, sketch in Gatty slip
catalogue. No dimensions given.

Pins

There are a number of small copper -alloy dress pins from
Meols. In an unstratified collection, it is often difficult to
assign pins with certainty to either the Roman or early
medieval period. Several pins, including the biconical-headed
and globular-headed pins, have been assigned with varying
degrees of certainty to the early medieval period, where the
predominant number of securely identified examples lies.
149 PL. 5

L 42mm, D of head 3mm; flat head formed of rough wire,
Cool Group 4. Cool noted that the type is not common and
dates from the early 2nd century through to the 4th century
(1990a, 154-7). An example from Leicester has a similar
central ring and depression on the head (Kenyon 1948,
263, fig. 89, no. 11).

Finger-rings

Several Romano-British finger-rings have been identified.
Others may be present amongst the ear -rings, as it is not
always possible to distinguish them from slender finger
rings (cf. Johns 1996, 132). Several flat strip rings, some
with simple decoration, are not closely datable, but they
are more likely to be Roman than later.

Guiraud type 2

150 PL. 5

Bezel 15 x 15mm approximately; ring of simple expanded
bezel form. ?Oval countersunk bezel, copper alloy. Loop of
flattened rectangular section. Most of loop and part of
bezel missing; originally bezel held ornament or intaglio.
Goodburn notes that examples of this type are generally
2nd century in date (Goodburn 1984, 31, fig. 10, no. 60)
while Cool observes that this is the commonest finger -ring
in Britain during the first two centuries AD (Cool 1998b,
58). A close parallel at Castleford came from an Antonine
context (Cool 1998b, 58, fig. 18, no. 170).

151 Pl 5

21 x 20mm; ring with ?oval bezel on thickened part of ring;
‘vacant space for stone’ (Hume 1863, 247, pl. XXIV, 7).
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152 PL. 5

D 16mm, maximum diameter of section 2mm; circular
cross-section, with incised line either side of expanded
flattened bezel, which retains a circular hole for attachment
for a lost bezel plate. Small size suggests child’ s ring.
Examples are found in V erulamium (dated AD 170-215)
(Goodburn 1984, 31, no. 61) and Poundbury in a 4th-
century AD child’s grave (Cool 1993, 96, fig. 68, nos 28,
29). Cool suggests that butt-jointed rings are a late Roman
type but few dated examples are recorded.

Simple flat strip ring

153 PL 5

D 18mm; W 6mm; flat thin strip, slight tapering at one
end, row of single punched dots around centre of ring
5.5mm apart; 2mm overlap at terminals. Examples with
this type of simple punched-dot decoration are recorded
from Woodeaton, Oxfordshire (Smith 1998, 160, no. 6.19)
and a Roman context at Hengistbury Head, the latter with
a wavy rather than plain edge (Cunliffe 1987, 156, fig.
112, no. 60).

154 Pl 5

D 14-16mm; W 3.5 x 0.5; penannular , flat band made
from plain rectangular strip; terminals obliquely cut.

155 PL 5

D 17mm; W 3.5; penannular , flat band from rectangular
strip, with zone of zigzag incised decoration. A comparable
piece from a late-3rd to mid-4th century votive deposit at
Gadebridge Park villa, Hertfordshire has an S-pattern
(Neal and Butcher 1974, 147, fig. 65, 257).

Guiraud Type 6

Metal wire rings finished in some type of knot or cross-
over pattern, are a basic design found in Romano-British as
well as earlier and later contexts, often occurring in bronze
(Johns 1996, 47-8). Hume illustrates three examples, all
now lost, two of which appear to have flat bands with
?incised decoration (1863, pl. XXIV, 8, 9, 12).

156 PL. 5

23 x 21mm; simple wire ring overlapped at thinner termi-
nals in two knots (Hume 1863, pl. XXIV, 9).

157 PL. 5

23 x 21mmy; illustration suggests flat band narrowing and
twisted to overlapping knots. The band has two parallel
incised lines with row of dots between (Hume 1863, pl.
XXV, 8).

158 PL. 5

20 x 19mm; illustration suggests flat band narrowing and
twisted to overlapping knots. The band has two parallel
incised lines separating three rows of dots (Hume 1863, pl.
XXV, 12).

Armlet

The majority of copper-alloy armlets from Roman sites in
Britain date to the late-3rd or 4th centuries AD (Crummy
1983, 37). Late Roman types tend to be narrow and grave-
finds indicate they were often worn in groups.

159 Pl 5

L 53mm+, Th 3.5mm; copper-alloy cast armlet with deeply
grooved upper face in false-cable pattern and flat back,
incomplete. This corresponds to Clarke T ype D2c, which
are strip bracelets with an invariable D-shaped cross-
section and continuous repetitive decoration (Clarke 1979,
302-6, with further parallels). T wo examples from Grave
143 in the Lankhills cemetery, Winchester are dated to AD
350-70 (Clarke 1979, fig. 77, nos 164, 165). An example
with similar ribbing from W roxeter has a horse’ s head
terminal (Mould 2000, 124, fig. 4.8, no. 48).
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Ear-rings

Approximately 38 reasonably certain ear-rings of probable
Roman date are recorded from Meols, with a further six
possible examples. Allason-Jones identified 31 ear-rings or
fragments in copper -alloy from Meols in the Potter
Collection in the Grosvenor Museum, Chester (Allason-
Jones 1989, 102-5, nos 345-375). The types represented
are given in Table 2.3.1; the great majority are of the simple
Type 1 and its decorated counterparts, Type 2, and simple
looped versions (Type 3) while the more elaborate Type 9,
the spiral form, is represented by only a single specimen.
Other examples mentioned by Allason-Jones cannot be
associated with extant specimens in the collections. Since
Allason-Jones’s survey of the Meols finds in Chester , three
further examples have been located in Warrington Museum
176, 178, 195, and another in the British Museum 164.
Hume (1863, pl. XXV) illustrates five certain and one
possible example of which two survive.

In some cases, in the absence of contextual information that
might be provided, for example, by its position within a grave,
it can be difficult to distinguish between finger -rings and ear-
rings on formal grounds alone (Allason-Jones 1989, 18; Johns
1996, 132). At Lankhills cemetery , Winchester, for example,
one very light ring with pointed terminals was found around
the finger-bone of a skeleton (Grave 326, dated AD 350-80)
(Clarke 1979, 318, fig. 87, no. 402). None of the Meols finds
has a context, and the division between ear-and finger-rings is
necessarily subjective in some cases. 190 has broad terminals
and a short overlap and may be a finger -ring.

It is generally considered that, with the possible exception
of some foreign troops who may have continued their own
native practices, ear -rings were probably worn only by
women in Roman Britain (Allason-Jones 1989; Johns
1996, 126-7).

At the time of Allason-Jones’ survey, the Meols assemblage
with 31 examples was one of the largest recorded from
Britain, compared with 16 copper -alloy ear-rings from
London, 13 from Caerwent, seven each from Gloucester
and Chester, and 33 from Richborough. The high total
from Meols is due in part to the favourable conditions for
preservation of metal, but also to the assiduous recovery of
small metal items by collectors.

Allason-Jones notes that some T ype 1 ear-rings appear to
have had pendants, which are now missing, and cites the
example of an ear -ring from Derby Racecourse with a
pendant annular ring. All three of the W arrington pieces,
unusually, now have a suspended ring, but of the two pieces
illustrated by Hume (1863, pl. XXV, 2 and 3) neither was
shown with an additional ring at that time and they may
have been added after their publication.

Type 9 with a flat spiral coil, represented by a single
example at Meols, occurs mostly in pre-Flavian contexts
(Allason-Jones 1987, 8; Johns 1996, 134).

Table 2.3.1: Types of Roman ear-ring from Meols
(typology after Allason-Jones 1989)

Type Possible examples Total
1 25 6 31
2b 2 2
2e 3 3
2h 2 2
3 3 3
9 1 1
36 6 42
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All are penannular ear -rings, in copper-alloy and undeco-
rated, unless otherwise stated. The typology is that of
Allason-Jones (1989).

Type 1

160 12 x 9mm; max thickness of shaft 3mm; penannular ,
shaft thickens midway, tapering to fine points at terminals,
slight overlap. Corroded D-shaped section.

161 D 12mm, Th 2.5mm; plain thick ring, circular section,
tapering at terminals.

162 PL. 5,13 x 2mm, Th 2.5 x 1.5mm; oval section, one
blunt end, tapers gradually to point at other.

163 15 x 2mm, W (band) 2.5mm; flattened oval section,
tapering at either end to flattened terminals.

164 D 16mm, Th 1mm; corroded, simple circular section
tapering to a point.

165 16 x 13.5mm, W 1.5mm; D-shaped section, tapers to
one sharply pointed terminal and one blunter terminal,
with ring bent inwards slightly at the point of overlap.

166 17 x 16mm, Th 2.5mm. Thick round shaft tapering
rapidly at ends to blunt points.

167 17 x 16mm, W 1.5mm; flattened narrow band of D-
shaped section, with thin tapering terminals to a point.
168 17 x 16mm, 2.5 x 1.5mm section, oval; thickest in
centre, penannular, very slender tapering terminals.

169 D 17mm, Th 2mm; folded sheet, with prominent
internal seam, penannular with long slender overlapping
terminals. Circular in form, D-shaped in section.

170 D 17mm, Th 3mm; penannular thick ring almost
circular, with thick pointed terminals. Oval profile in section.
171 19 x 15mm; rectangular but squashed; Th 3 x 0.5mm.
Flat narrow strip, rectangular in section, with equally
tapering terminals.

172 19 x 16mm, flattened oval in section with tapering
ends, one sharper than the other, and short overlap.

173 19 x 18mm, W 1mm, Th 2mm, flattened oval in
section with one fine sharp tapering end, other tapers to
blunter point, and short overlap.

174 20 x 19mm, W (ring) Tmm, Th 2mm; flattened oval in
section with tapering ends, one sharper than the other, and
short overlap.

175 D 19mm, W 2.5mm, Th 0.5mm; flat band, with
tapering terminals, one more than other; flat rectangular
section.

176 20 x 15mm, W 3mm; roughly circular section, one end
tapering to blunt terminal, other end jagged and thicker;
small suspended ring suspended.

177 PL. 5,21 x 20mm; W (ring) 4 x 3mm; sub-square in
section, flattened outer surfaces, and heavy shaft tapering
at both ends to sharp point. Irregular seam on outer edge
of ring so forged.

178 21 x 22mm, W 2mm; circular section, tapering to a
sharp points, corroded; small ring suspended; the outside
of the ring (Hume 1863, 252, pl. XXV, no. 3).

179 23 x 18mm; Th 2.5mm; heart-shaped ‘penannular’
form; tapering to point at one end and blunter point at
other, oval section.

180 24 x 17mm; Th (ring) 2mm; iron; two tapering ends,
one is bent almost at right angle 8mm from the end; the
other is also bent less sharply inward. Profile of ring is
rounded internally and angled on outer ridge (wedge-
shaped). Surface corroded but no recognisable decoration.
181 24 x 22mm; Th 3.5mm; circular section, strongly
tapering to either end and thick in middle; slight overlap of
terminals.

182 D 19mm; slender ring of uncertain section, terminals
tapering to a point, with pendent bead (Hume 1863, pl.
XXV, 6).
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183 D 19mm; thicker in centre of ring with terminals
tapering to a point (Hume 1847, fig. 45).

184 D 22mm; plain ring with tapering ends (Hume 1863,
pl. XXV, 1).

Possible (Type 1) ear-rings or finger-rings

185 D 15mm, Th 1.5mm; plain penannular ring, circular
section, tapering slightly at ends.

186 L 16mm; sketch in accession register shows penannular
form, one narrow tapering end, other end thicker than rest
of shaft and blunt. Object not available for inspection.

187 D 17mm, 1.5 x 2mm; penannular, overlapping termi-
nals with very slight tapering at one end; flattened oval
section.

188/ D 19mm, Smm max. x 0.5mm; penannular flat strip
with tapering slightly overlapping ends, rectangular in
section; damaged circular in plan.

189 D 21mm. W 2mm; flattened D-sectioned penannular
ring, tapering slightly at both ends.

190 22 x 21mm; Th of shaft 3mm; D-shaped in section,
and D-shaped in plan, with slight overlap of terminals; one
blunt end, tapering to narrower other end.

Type 2b ear-ring

191 D 18.5mm; most of ring of consistent 2.5mm thick
section. Tapering at terminals to blunt points; one group of
3 oblique incised lines. Circular in section.

192 Pl. 6

27 x 21mm, 4 x 2mm shaft; oval in form with one
narrower terminal angled in to overlap the broader , blunt
terminal. Three zones of oblique transverse lines, one in
centre, one near each terminal. T ype 2b. Elongated oval
section.

Type 2e ear-rings

193 Pl. 6

D 21mm, 3 x 2mm shaft; D-shaped section, tapering to
sharp points; continuous zone of oblique grooves round
most of outer surface, though terminals plain. Potter
Collection, probably that listed by Allason-Jones no. 367.
194 Pl. 6

D 21mm, Th 2mm; lozenge-shaped in section, incised
transverse lines along whole of one outer face only
Tapering gradually towards either end.

195 Pl. 6

25 x 27mm, W 2.5mm; smaller ring D 10mm, W 1mm;
oval-sectioned, terminals taper to a point; three groups of
three incised grooves on the outer face; small ring
suspended, latter has flattened profile.

Illustrated by Hume (1847, no. 46; 1863, 252, pl. XXV, 2)
and formerly in Hume’s collection.

Type 2h ear-rings

196 16 x 14mm. W (band) 3.4mm, Th 0.5mm; flat band
tapering towards one straight end and more so to the other
pointed end. Outer face has central band of indistinct
milled decoration, with oblique parallel lines on either side.
197 23 x 21mm; possible ear-ring with one larger bead-like
moulding flanked on each side by a small moulding (Hume
1863, pl. XXV, 4).

Type 3 ear-rings

198 Pl 6

D 16mm, Th 1Tmm; oval section, D-shaped, with slender
tapering ends overlapped and hooked. No decoration.
199 Pl 6

D 18mm, Th 1.5 x 1.0mm; flattened D-shape in section,
terminals twisted together, undecorated.
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200 Broken and one-third of loop surviving. Flattened D-
shape ring, with terminals twisted together . Th (ring) 2 x
0.5mm.

Type 9 ear-ring

201 7Pl 6

D 18mm; ear-ring of wire coiled at one end and a hook and
loop at the other . A pendent ?bead is shown in Hume
(1863, pl. XXV, 5). cf. Baldock (Allason-Jones 1989, 8, fig.
3 no. 121).

Grooming equipment

Cosmetic set pestle

202 PL. 6

L 50mm, W 16mm, Th 3.5mm; crescentic solid object,
copper alloy, tapering ends with integral circular ring in
centre of concave side of bow; metal of ring worn thin near
top.

A corpus of ‘cosmetic sets’ was published by Ralph Jackson
(1985) from late Iron Age and Roman Britain. These two-
piece sets consisted of a mortar in the form of an elliptical
bow with a grooved channel from one end to the otheyand
a suspension loop. The pestle is also elliptical and looped,
the latter appearing in the centre or at one end, and is solid,
rod-like and smaller in size (Jackson 1985, 165). A consid-
eration of the form and context of discovery led Jackson to
the conclusion that they were used for grinding cosmetics
such as face- or eye-paint (Jackson 1985, 172).

Jackson observed that the majority of the, admittedly few ,
pieces from dated contexts belonged to the 1st or 2nd
century AD, noting that the only firmly dated later piece,
of the 3rd century AD, was worn and in a residual context
(Jackson 1985, 175). Furthermore, the wide diversity in
form and detail contrasts with the far greater standardisa-
tion of Roman military equipment, and the distribution
emphasised burials, temples, and less Romanised settle-
ments; he concluded ‘there is no justification for classing
them with Roman military bronzes’ (Jackson 1985, 169,
172). By 1993 the distribution had widened so that he
could point to no single sphere of use and he concluded
that they were in common, everyday use (Jackson 1993,
167). The Meols piece is one of a growing number to add
to Jackson’s original published corpus of 99 examples,
which by 1993 had already grown to over 300 specimens
(Jackson 1993, 167).

The Meols piece belongs to a class of ‘pestle’ in which the
loop is attached to the concave side of the bow . Examples
are recorded from Chichester , Hockwold, Richborough,
Colchester, and Stonea (Jackson 1985, nos 57-8, 93-3).

Vessels

Fragments from two Roman bronze vessels have been
recorded, of which only one survives.

203 Pl 6

L 25mm W 3.5mm; handle of a Roman copper-alloy bowl;
incomplete, triangular in section with flat back. Part of the
narrowing at one terminal survives (Hume 1863, pl. XXIX,
8). Hume (1863, 312) described as ‘a large ring, flat on the
underside, and bevelled on the upper; the bevel, or chamfer
sloping more gradually to the outer circumference than to
the inner’.

This is paralleled by a handle attached by a human head
escutcheon or mount to a Roman bowl of biconical form
found at Westbury, Wilts, and now in Devizes Museum
(nos 616, 627). The W estbury example has two opposed
penannular handles, each with a small curved projection
close to each terminal, but is of similar dimensions to the
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Meols piece and, like it, narrows at the terminals. The finds
from Westbury, which include material from the 1st to 4th
centuries AD, were collected during iron ore extraction so
are effectively unstratified (N. Griffiths pers. comm.). The
triangular section and unusual size of this heavy moulded
ring also resemble an unusual penannular ‘brooch’ from
Richborough, Kent, about which Bayley and Butcher
comment that this is sufficiently unlike most penannular
brooches to raise the possibility that it was adapted to this
use by the addition of the pin (Bayley and Butcher 2004,
142, ftig. 105, no. 432). The Richborough example has a
complex crescent-shaped element attached to the terminal,
making it a more complex piece than the Meols example.
2047l 6

Minimum dimensions 42 x 16mm (plate reduced by an
unspecified amount).

Roman patera foot. The object was described as a ‘tray
shaped object of uncertain use’ with ‘four sharp projections
on one side, and is very strongly made’ (Ecroyd Smith
1866, 186, pl. 1L, fig. 14).

Lloyd-Morgan (1980) noted ‘there can be little doubt that
it is the foot of a patera of the 1st century AD, and
probably dating to the first half (den Boesterd 1956, 3, no.
12 for a complete example; T assinari 1975, nos 31-4, p.
36, pl. IX).” Den Boesterd” s observation that patera feet
more commonly occur on the swan’ s neck saucepans of
Augustan date is confirmed by other closer parallels noted
on the continent, including a shallow, long-handled patera
of Roman date in the aristocratic cremation burial, T omb
B at Goeblingen-Nospelt, Luxembourg, dated to 25-10
BC, where two of the three feet take the form of the Meols
piece (Bohme-Schoneberger 1993, Abb. 3; Reinert 1993,
fig. 3, no. 4a). At Magdalensberg, in the province of
Noricum, and in the T ransdanubian areas, similar plain
and unpierced bronze feet are found in Augustan contexts
(Sedlmayer 1999, Tafel 51, 2-4).

Two biconical copper-alloy strainer bowls from a hoard of
vessels found at Kingston Deverill, W ilts, have a single
detached D-shaped handle with triangular section and two
curving spurs projecting from the hoop, similar to those on
the Westbury piece (Worrell 2006, 461-2, figs 31-32).

Zoomorphic mount

205 PL. 6

L 16mm, W 4mm, H 20mm; gunmetal mount in form of a
three-dimensional stylised bird, probably a swimming
duck. The upper and lower parts of the beak meet to form
an oval suspension loop; the eye is marked by a faint
depression and there is an incised ‘eyebrow’ above each.
The neck is thick, leading to the small body , set at right
angles to the neck. The edges of the wings are indicated by
a distinct ridge, an incised line marks a fold in the wings.
The underside is damaged, but there are traces of an oval
attachment. Possibly a fitting for a copper-alloy vessel. The
composition of the gunmetal, an alloy of copper , tin, and
zing, rules it out as a late prehistoric object and a Roman
date seems certain.

Occasional stylised bird-shaped mounts have been
recorded from Roman Britain. A small bird mount of
Roman date (found in a pit A21 associated with fragments
of several iron helmets) in deposits dated AD 49-635 at
Camulodunum (Hawkes and Hull 1947, 332, pl. XCIX,
no. 17) is similar in general type, though there is no
suspension loop. A bird-mount at Corbridge has a stylised
bird with hooked beak and spatulate tail; it is perched on
a square-sectioned shank ending in a circular  -sectioned
rod, and is suggested as decoration for a folding stool. A
stylised bird, which is undated but, in view of the findspot,
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thought to be late Iron Age or Romano-British, was found
in South Somerset (Read 2001, 1, fig.2, no. 14); the simple
spare lines of the bird and the circular section stud or rivet
on the underside for attachment provide parallels with the
Meols piece. There are some broad similarities with a
range of Roman crude stylized bird brooches of three-
dimensional form (e.g. Hattatt 2000, figs 219, 220, 222).
A mount in the form of a sitting bird is found as a decora-
tive attachment on a copper -alloy strainer bowl from
Kingston Deverill, Wilts. The presence of a handle from a
copper-alloy vessel of this type may provide a connection
between mount and handle 1906 (Worrell 2006, 461-2,
fig. 32).

Box hinge

206 PlL. 6

Pair of copper-alloy double-spiked loops linked to a ring of
irregular oval section, forming a box hinge. The loops have
blades tapering to a point; these were set in the wood of a
box; the looped heads have incised lines along the edges.
Four of the six examples from Colchester are from
Claudian or Neronian deposits, the exceptions being from
a house dated AD 150-400 and deposits dated AD
100-300; a close parallel there (no. 4059) is Claudian
(Crummy 1983, 119-20). A female cremation burial from
Cemetery A at Skeleton Green, Herts, shows the arrange-
ment whereby pairs of spiked-loops (mostly in iron but one
in copper-alloy) were attached to copper -alloy rings as
fittings for a wooden funerary casket; the associated
pottery was Vespasianic (Partridge 1981, 314-6, fig. 120,
k-m). Most examples are mid- to late-1st century , but it
may possibly be later. A simple version with a narrower
‘split tag’ was recorded from Ribchester , Lancashire
(Howard-Davis 2000, fig. 61, no. 108), from Phase 2.1 ( c.
AD 79-117/125).

Copper-alloy nails

Crummy has observed that the distinction between nails
and studs is subjective. Some nails have heads designed to
project above the surface as a decorative element, a key
feature of studs (Crummy 1983, 115). Small copper -alloy
nails with domed or spherical heads are common finds in
Roman contexts, occurring for instance at Colchester
(Crummy 1983, 115), Baldock (Stead 1986b, 134, fig. 57,
338-9, fig. 58, 340, 343), V erulamium (Goodburn 1984,
49, fig. 18, 161), and, closer to Meols, at Pentre Farm, Flint
(Webster 1989, 68, fig. 23, 31).

207 Pl 6

L 33+mm, D of head 12mm; nail or stud with flattened
spherical head and thick but incomplete shaft. ‘Small
bronze nail’ according to Hume (1863, 239, pl. XXIII, 15),
who suggested a medieval date. Possibly a Roman nail or
stud (cf. Colchester: Crummy 1983, 115, fig. 116, no.
2992).

208 Pl 6

L 22+mm, D of head 7mm; flattened domed head and thick
but broken shaft (Hume 1863, 239, pl. XXIII, 14).

Model objects and amulets

Axes are the most common form of model object found in
Roman Britain, but others include spears, hammers,
knives, and pots. Some take the form of items of jewellery,
such as brooches, pendants, or pins (Green 1975, 54; 1981,
253). Green cites 11 axes from military areas of Roman
Britain (Green 1981, 256-8, fig. 2). Their significance is
difficult to determine, and although they may simply be
good-luck charms, a connection with the cult of the sky-
god is suggested by continental examples dedicated to
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Jupiter. South-eastern British examples are often decorated
with symbols and patterns, suggesting that they had a
ritual significance rather than simply being toys (Green
1975, 59), an interpretation supported by their occasional
discovery at temple sites (Stead and Rigby 1986, 136).
North-west England is not well represented for model
objects, although Green notes two lead spears from Chester
(Green 1981, 267, nos 3a, 3e). The same site has produced
a total of six model objects, including a lead adze-hammer
and bronze knife and a lead anvil. Green considers that the
model smiths’ and carpenters’ equipment were either talis-
mans, appropriate to the artisans whose tools they repre-
sented, or they were appropriate offerings to a smith god,
such as a local version of Vulcan (Green 1981, 262).

A ‘Roman phallus, in bronze’ was found on the shore ‘near
Hoylake’ in 1860 and exhibited at the Lancashire and
Cheshire Historic Society by H. Ecroyd Smith (Anon 1861,
329). This does not survive and was not illustrated. Phallic
amulets are a well-known category of find from Roman
Britain (Greep 1994, 84-5). Although often found on
military sites, they are not exclusive to military contexts.
The phallic symbol itself is found displayed in a variety of
public ways on walls, floors, or at entrances, and it has
been observed that these are often places of potential
danger. The absence of phallic amulets from temples and
shrines suggests that they were associated with personal
protection rather than possessing votive significance. The
amulet was considered to confer potency or virility on its
owner (Crummy 1983, 139).

Model axe

209 Pl 6

L 34mm; W 13mm, D (shank) 2.5-3.5mm; simple axe with
oval-sectioned shaft, tapering blade.

Model hammer

210 PL 6

L 37mm W 10.5mm; hammer -shaped pendant with
suspension loop above a collar . Asymmetrical hammer -
head, one side subrectangular in section, the other wedge-
shaped. The shaft is sub-rectangular in cross-section.
Illustrated by Hume (1847, 17, fig. 50), and again but less
accurately (Hume 1863, 264, 312, pl. XXIX, 13), there
described as possibly a bell clapper or a chatelaine pendant.

Spindlewhorls and weights

Hume (1863, 151-7) recorded 44 spindlewhorls,
comprising 34 of lead, 7 of ‘terra cotta’ (ceramic) and 3 of
stone. At least two more ceramic whorls were found in
December 1865 as recorded in the Gatty Catalogue (Acc.
no. 18.11.74.58): “Two spindle whorls, one in red glazed
pottery, & the other in fired clay , found in excavating for
the Hoylake Railway, in the clay above the old forest bed,
Decr 18635; purchased of Mr H. E. Smith’. It is uncertain
whether the ‘red glazed pottery’ was samian ware or
medieval pottery, although Ecroyd Smith records a ‘T erra
Cotta Spindle Whorl 1122 inch in diameter, formed appar-
ently from a piece of Samian ware’ since some of the
surface survived (Ecroyd Smith 1866, 210), which could
refer to the same find.

Spindlewhorls are pierced objects which have been defined
by several key criteria (Crummy 1983, 67). Crummy
stated they should have a perforation with a minimum
diameter of Smm, to allow insertion of a spindle. The
diameter and thickness should be even, the sides smooth,
and the hole central to ensure that the spindle rotated
evenly. Finally the overall diameter should not exceed
50mm. However, ethnographic parallels suggest that the
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size and shape are not important and it is even possible to
spin with a rectangular -shaped whorl. Weight has been
considered a critical factor in the function of the whorl,
but analysis of whorls at Birdoswald shows a wide range
of weights with no particular clustering (Summerfield
1997, 288). Further analysis suggests that the diameter of
the perforation shows some change over time; anything
with a hole less than Smm is not a spindlewhorl, Roman
examples have a diameter of 5-7mm, while V  iking and
later medieval spindlewhorls have a diameter of 9-11mm
(Crummy 1983; W alton Rogers 1997, 1735-45).
According to this criterion, the majority of spindlewhorls
should be assigned to the early medieval and later
medieval periods (2.13).

The presence of a high proportion of lead examples
undoubtedly reflects the proximity of Meols to the lead-
mining region across the Dee in Flintshire, which provided
a ready source of this dense, but malleable and easily
worked, metal for such small objects. At Roman sites
distant from lead sources, such as Colchester or
Birdoswald, spindlewhorls are most commonly ceramic or
stone (Crummy 1983, 67; Summerfield 1997, 288-9).

Stone, plano-convex profile
211PL 6
Ext. D 42mm, int. D 9mm; grey siltstone.

Ceramic, plano-convex profile

212 Pl 6

Ext. D 44mm Th 6mm; half only, cut from body sherd of
Cheshire plain orange ware with red slip on upper surface.
Central hole damaged but approximately 8mm diameter.

Lead alloy, conical profile with hexagonal hole

213 Pl 6

Ext. D 21mm, int. D 6mm, Wt 12.8g; off-centre hole, near
circular in shape but the meniscus on the base and rough
surface of the conical sides indicates that this was cast in an
irregular hole.

214 PlL 6

L 16mm, D 4.5mm, Wt 6.8g; hexagonal off-centre hole.
215PL 6

L 20mm, D 9mm, Wt 15.6g; irregular with an off-centre
hexagonal hole.

Three of these four objects have a hexagonal hole. The
crude workmanship of three, with an irregular conical
profile, is paralleled amongst a group of metal-detector
finds from south W irral, which has a variety of similarly
crude objects with irregular conical profiles, some also with
hexagonal holes. These finds are from a site that has
produced numerous Roman finds, including several
brooches, coins, and metalworking waste, suggesting a
Romano-British date for this irregular class of lead objects.
Two examples from W ilderspool, described as ‘weights’,
are almost circular with a central neat pentagonal hole and
a rounded disc profile, from Romano-British contexts
(Hinchliffe and Williams 1992, 157, fig. 84, 5, 6). The
function of the objects is uncertain. If spindlewhorls, they
required a chamfered hexagonal shaft to the spindle. A
further example from Southworth Hall, near a recorded
Romano-British enclosure, has an irregular conical profile,
with a circular hole.

Stone, disc or flattened biconvex profile (Roman)
216 Pl. 6

Ext. D 47mm, int. D 8mm; grey siltstone.

217 Pl 6

Ext. D 31mm, int. D 9mm; made from a polished
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phosphate nodule.

218 PL. 6

Ext. D 29mm, int. D 8.5mm; grey sandstone.

219 Pl 6

Ext. D 38mm, int. D 9mm; grey/purple mudstone.

Flat disc-like stone spindlewhorls with a central pierced
perforation are found, for example, in Roman contexts at
Castleford (Clarke 1998, 258, fig. 112, nos 69-70),
Wilderspool (Andrews 1992, 162, no. 19), and South
Shields (e.g. Allason-Jones and Miket 1984, 350, no. 14).
Parallels for flat stone discs with central holes occur at the
Iron Age and Romano-British enclosure at Collfryn,
Powys, where two flat discs and others with a more
rounded profile are recorded; one flat disc (Britnell 1989,
128, fig. 32, no. 1) is from a Romano-British context; the
others at the site are uncertain, but possibly Iron Age.
However, very similar examples were found in medieval
contexts at Beeston Castle, Cheshire (Ellis 1993, 60-61),
suggesting that caution is required when assigning these to
any given period.

Needles

Two main types of Romano-British copper -alloy needle
have been identified by Crummy (1983, 65-7). Type 2 has
a flat spatulate head, while T ype 3 is distinguished by a
narrower shank and a groove above and below the eye.
Two short needles of unusual form at Meols do not
conform to these two Roman types. However, they are not
a medieval form and have some characteristics in common
with recorded Roman examples.
220PL 6

L 22mm D of shaft 2.5mm; pear
broadens at eye and rounded end.
221PL 6

L 29mm D of shaft 2.5mm; flattened head, with pointed
end and large circular eye.

A longer, but broken, example from Ilchester , Somerset
(Leach 1982, 252, fig. 122, no. 125) also has a flattened
head but subrectangular-sectioned shank. Verulamium has
a simple needle with broad flattened (though not spatulate)
head, and circular eye (Goodburn 1984, 43, fig. 16, no.
126). A small needle at Castleford, of similar form to the
Meols example (Cool 1998c, 92, no. 435) has a large head
and circular eye, was unstratified and not certainly Roman.
222 L 28mm surviving, D 2mm; the narrow shaft is
grooved along opposite sides; incomplete eye and shaft also
broken. Probably Crummy Type 3 (Crummy 1983, 67) but
damage to the Meols specimen precludes certaintyj its
narrow shank has the groove below the eye. 3rd—4th
century.

223 L 49mm, 2 x 1.5mm shaft; copper-alloy pin or needle;
lower part of shaft only is present. Oval in section with
groove along length.

-shaped eye, head

Iron spearhead

224 Pl 6

L 58mm, W 15+mm; incomplete leaf-shaped spearhead
with closed socket, blade damaged: known only from
Hume’s illustration (1863, pl. XXI, 5) so the section is not
recorded. Probably an example of Manning’ s Group of
small-bladed spearheads, although a little smaller than the
principal range of blade-lengths of 45-65mm. Parallels
noted at Richborough (Bushe-Fox 1949, 152-3, pl. LIX,
290), interpreted as a lance-head, and ¢. 70mm long.

Glass vessel
No Roman vessel glass survives in the present collections.
Ecroyd Smith records the discovery of a ‘small fragment of
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a basin, bluish in colour, and with a finely grooved concen-
tric line’, observing that only two or three fragments of
Roman glass had been found on the shore (Ecroyd Smith
1866, 210). The only fragment of probable Roman vessel
glass that can be identified was illustrated by W atkin
(1886, 280).

2257l 6

50 x 29mm; body sherd of coloured glass vessel with relief
decoration of a standing human figure and raised border
below. Tllustrated by Watkin (1886, 280), who described it
as ‘a portion of a dark sherry-coloured vessel found at Dove
Point in 1884 by Mr . Charles Roeder, of Manchester ...
though rude and Britanno-Roman, it shews distinctly a
human figure, and some other ornamentation which cannot
be satisfactorily identified. The whole of the design upon it
is in relief, and there is a higher raised band, or moulding
(which probably has run completely round the vessel)
beneath the feet of the figure. The glass at this pointis  1/4
inch thick, but where not ornamented only about 1/8 of an
inch. The fragment is considerably water ~ -worn, and
“ground” by the washing of the sea’ (Watkin 1886, 280-1).
Dr Rachel T yson notes that this is very likely to be a
fragment of a mould-blown Romano-British sports-cup (e.g.
Price and Cottam 1998, 63—4). Similar figures are sometimes
found on ovoid cups, but the cylindrical cup is far more
common. It is found in all sorts of colours including ‘sherry’
as Watkin describes, or ‘yellow/brown’ (Price and Cottam
1998). They may show gladiators, chariot racing, sometimes
boxers or wrestlers, and have a band around the bottom.
Dates to c. AD 50/55-75/80; fairly common in southern
Britain and occasionally found in northern Britain.

POTTERY

Only 16 sherds of Roman pottery are present, in three
modern collections, including a ceramic spindlewhorl 212
catalogued above under spindlewhorls. That this low total
is not an accident either of selective recovery by antiquar-
ians, or of modern filtering of the collection, is confirmed
by no fewer than three of the later 19th-century collectors.
Hume commented on the surprisingly small quantity of
Roman pottery found at Meols. ‘Some fragments of dark
slate-coloured ware, and probably of sepulchral urns, are
apparently all we have to note’ (Hume 1863, 325). The
‘dark slate-coloured ware’ is likely to be Black-burnished
ware and domestic rather than funerary. A few years later
Ecroyd Smith recorded that ‘not half a dozen pieces have as
yet been recognised, and one of these was found inland’
(Ecroyd Smith 1871, 130). By 1886 W atkin noted ‘a few
small fragments of plain “Samian” ware, and of black
Upchurch ware, have been discovered, but none that is
embossed” (Watkin 1886, 280).

Ecroyd Smith recorded the discovery of three sherds,
two of black-burnished ware found in 1867, and an
oxidised sherd found a few years later: 2T  erra-cotta.
Fragments of Urns ... of the black ware made in ‘smother
kilns’, ... during the Romano-British period, (if not later) at
Upchurch in Kent .... In constant use for domestic purposes
as well as mortuary ones, this ware is of common occur-
rence upon Roman sites of occupation; but upon the
Cheshire shore, where every vestige of a tenement has long
been washed away. Pottery of this period is so rare that
only two pieces have hitherto been noticed by the writer
one of which, like each of the present examples, has
probably formed part of a cinerary urn, considering the
distance from the port or settlement on the vanished
promontory; they occurred in the centre of the coast-range
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to which the Romano-British objects are all but wholly
confined upon the mainland’ (Ecroyd Smith 1868, 105-6)
“Terra cotta. A fragment of reddish brown pottery ,
pervaded by finely pulverised quartz. The site of the
Roman settlement here having long since been washed
away, the fictile remains of this era are of extremely rare
occurrence’ (Ecroyd Smith 1873a, 128).

Three large sherds of amphora include one piece which
is heavily water -worn. The source of most sherds lies
outside the region, notably the Spanish amphora sherds,
two Gaulish samian sherds, a North Kentish mortarium,
and Black Burnished 1 (BB1) from Dorset. The emphasis of
the finds is on imported or traded wares using the west
coast trade route, which introduced similar wares to
military sites such as Chester, Segontium, and the northern
frontier zone (cf. Carrington 1988; Webster 1993).

Samian ware

Margaret Ward

226 Pl 6

D approximately 220mm; rim-sherd and part of the flange
of a bowl of form Ritterling 12. Its surfaces are a dull
brown-red, and the calcareous fabric is buff. The bowl
appears to have been a product of the early potteries
producing samian ware in South Gaul (see Bulmer 1980,
14). The rim of this vessel was fairly rudimentary and its
flange was undecorated and almost flat. This single, small
fragment provides no evidence of a spout. The interior of
the rim gives an indication of the rounded moulding at the
point at which the sherd has broken away from the main
body of the vessel.

The closest parallel for the form of this vessel may be a
bowl from Colchester (Oswald and Pryce 1920, pl. 71.2;
see also Webster 1996, 49, fig. 34.A). W ebster notes that
the type classified as Ritterling 12 is predominantly pre-
Flavian. Instances of uncertain date, but which were
considered to have been pre-Flavian and possibly Claudian,
have been recorded at Trent Vale, Stoke-on-Trent (Simpson
1968, 35-6). In the fortress at Usk, Ritterling 12s were
found in both Phases I and II (Tyers 1993, 136). Some early
Flavian examples are also known, but it is improbable that
these were made any later than c. AD 80.

According to Oswald and Pryce, the Colchester bowl
mentioned above was probably made in the Claudian
period. The Meols sherd certainly represents pre-Flavian
production of samian ware in South Gaul, and its form and
fabric combine to suggest that its origin was Claudian.
227 Body sherd of Central Gaulish Drag. 18/31 dish. Small
highly abraded fragment, but grooved where the vessel was
once repaired with a rivet; AD 120-50.

Other poitery

228 Amphora, abraded foot of a cylindrical amphora.
Dark buff — mid brown external surface, core dark brown
buff-grey fabric; southern Spain, late-1st to 2nd century
AD (P. Carrington). L: 135mm, W 70mm. Marked ‘Foot of
Amphora/Meols/Cheshire’ in three lines; part of an old
hexagonal museum label in red adheres to surface.

229 Amphora, body sherd, junction with handle (not
present). Marked ‘Fragment of Amphora Junction of
handle, Meols, Cheshire’. Dressel 20, South Spanish, 106 x
¢. 143mm.

230 Amphora, body sherd. Surfaces abraded and water -
worn. External surface orange brown, internally mid to
dark grey, light grey core. Probably from a globular
amphora of South Spanish origin.  ¢. 106 x 128mm.
Marked in faint old ink ‘H46’, possibly for Hilbre or
Hoylake 1846.
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231 PL. 6 Rim and wall sherd of mortarium. Hard smooth
fabric with smooth fracture; very pale brown (Munsell
10YR 8/4) with light red (Munsell 2.5 YR 6/6) core in
places. Small, rare sub-angular grey (?flint) trituration grits
combined with scoring, on inside wall and top of rim. Low
bead and flattish rim. A typical product of the Flavian
mortarium factories located in Kent, or less likely s
Northern Gaul (Hartley 1977, Group 11, rim type 3c;c. AD
65-100+). (Peter Carrington). Marked in ink ‘Mortarium
Meols Cheshire” with hand-written paper label ‘Mortarium
from Meols shore’.
Peter Carrington (Chester Archaeology) made the
following observations:
‘Hartley (1977, 6-7, 12-13 and fig. 2.2) records four
stamped mortaria of this type from Chester: 2 of Q.
Vaerius Veranius and 2 of Gracilis. She also notes
that mortaria from this source had a generally coastal
distribution, while those from their major competi-
tors, on the Radlett-Brockley Hill area between
Verulamium and London, were distributed overland
(Hartley 1977, 12-3 and 17, fig. 2.2). As a coastal
site, Chester is fairly strongly represented (cf. Y ork,
further inland, but more favourably near the  east
coast, with five stamps), but even so Radlett-Brockley
Hill products dominate, possibly reflecting a more
vigorous industry.’
232 Pl. 6 Black-burnished ware (BB1), plain-rimmed dish,
undecorated. Gillam T ype 330, dated by him to AD
330-70; the type is a long-lived and common and dates
from the mid-2nd to mid-4th century (cf. Exeter: Holbrook
and Bidwell 1991, 94, 99-100). Mounted on card with
another sherd of BB1. Found 17 June 1956.
233 Black-burnished ware (BB1), fragment of shoulder of
jar; uncertain form. Mounted on card with another BB1
sherd. Found 17 June 1956. Not closely datable, but
overall date range for the ware in north-west England,
AD 120-350.
234 Body sherd, form uncertain. Dark grey core; internally
pale orange; thin dark orange external surface. Label reads
“Upchurch cinerary urn’.
235 Body sherd of ?flagon. White painted exterior, orange
core and internal surface. Fine sandy fabric. Roman.

C.

Counter or disc

236 Pl. 7D 24-25mm, Th 4mm; body sherd of vessel,
crudely chipped to disc or counter . Sandy light orange
fabric. Roman.

BUILDING MATERIAL

Combed box flue-tiles

237 100 x 73mm, Th 15-20mm; fragment, combed with
eight-toothed comb. Knife-trimmed end of tile and part of
knife-cut aperture. Two parallel combed zones converging.
Hard purplish red fabric, with some large white inclusions
and a little sand. Inner surface sanded. Old ink inscription
‘Tile  Meols Cheshire’, more recent marking
‘18.11.74.63.L.P1".

238 105 x 86mm, Th 18-20mm; fragment, upper surface
has combed parallel decoration in three different direc-
tions. Dark orange-brown surfaces with reddish purple
core, hard fabric contains large white rounded inclusions
and a little sand. Marked in ink ‘T ile Meols Cheshire’.
Currently listed in Liverpool Museum’ s collection under
Acc. no. 18.11.74.10. However , the description in the
Gatty Catalogue card for this accession number has
‘Portion of a medieval flooring tile, pale red ware, pattern



Meols: The Archaeology of the North Wirral Coast

in relief, labelled ‘Gt Meols Beach, 1873’ The accession
card therefore appears to refer to a different find.
[239-249 numbers not used]

MISCELLANEOUS OBJECTS OF POSSIBLE ROMAN
DATE

Buckle

250 Pl. 7 D-shaped buckle, eccentric form (?recent compi-
lation, item not counted for statistical purposes) (Chitty
and Warhurst 1977, no. 52, showing additional sheet
collar on ‘bar’). This extremely crude item consists of three
potentially anomalous components: a roughly bent sheet
frame with expanded terminal loops, two rows of inconsis-
tently applied punched motifs, each of six rectangles (2 x 3
in pairs respectively medium, long, and short) along the
outside edge, and a series of roughly filed grooves trans-
versely along its top; a fairly neat rod with the ends
hammered over in the manner of rivets (but far too long for
the frame); an extremely roughly hammered pin with the
loop at a right angle to the flat shaft.

This curious ensemble of adapted, inconsistent components
is hardly assignable to the mainstream of accessories from
any period. Although it was doubtless capable of acting as
a buckle, it is doubtful that it was ever actually used in
earnest in this way (there must be some suspicion that it
was put together from separate finds for a gullible
collector). The rod serving for a bar may actually have
served that function in some other item, but it is difficult to
see any rational person using the other two components in
the way implied by the assembled whole. Although there
are superficially similar items amongst Roman military
accessories (e.g. Colchester: Crummy 1983, 129-30),
dating remains debatable.

Possible wire brooch

251PL 7

L 35mm, W 24mm; L (head) 12mm; W (head) Smm; wire
of circular section, doubled into a total of four surviving
loops, with a hollow conical head, formed by hammering
out and folding the end. The other end is broken but there
is a suggestion of a fifth loop.

The function is uncertain. It has fairly close resemblance to
an object from Dinorben tentatively identified as a Roman
serpentine brooch with similar but tighter loops, which is
bent to form ‘five ox-bows’ but is broken at each end
(Savory 1964, 135, fig. 16, 2). A more remote parallel is
suggested from Attermire Cave, Settle (Anon 1927, 64),
now in Leeds Museum, which has been linked to
Dragonesque brooches via examples from Newstead,
Victoria Cave, and Maiden Castle; Savory suggests a date
not later than the 2nd century AD for the Dinorben
example (Savory 1964, 134-5).

Decorated disc of uncertain function

252 Pl 7

D 26mm; Th 2.5mm; int. D 9mm; the body is a 1:2 tin:lead
pewter with approximately 2% copper. Two flat concentric
panels of dark niello surrounding a band of red copper
now largely lost; the centre is open. The concentric panels
are inlays of a silver/copper sulphide niello on a thin sheet
of pure copper backed with pewter. The material that was
between the bands has corroded or dissolved away . The
niello contains no lead, which suggests that it may be
earlier than medieval (silver/copper/lead niellos appear in
the 13th century). Copper/silver niello is commonest in the
early medieval period (la Niece 1983, 286), whilst Roman
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niello is usually silver or copper sulphide, rarely both
(Appx 2). No sign of attachment survives on the back, but
two opposed indentations on the edge of the plate may
represent original attachment points.

The piece has a superficial resemblance to a seal box lid,
although it could be an ink well lid. The large central hole
and lack of pin attachment suggests a possible Roman ink-
well cover; an example in copper alloy from the Walbrook,
London, was circular with central hole but is nearly twice
the diameter, at 46mm (Merrifield 19635, pl. 138, no. 1).

Uncertain object

253 Pl 7

L 96mm; copper alloy. Hume’s drawing (1863, 76, pl. V ,
13) suggests an angled neck, a collar near the angled
terminal, and a tapering shank which thickens away from
the angled end. Possibly a damaged surgical instrument (cf.
Exeter: Allason-Jones 1991, 257-60, fig. 117, no. 113).
Ligulae, which have the flat angled neck, usually have a
slender shank. The drawing is not sufficiently clear to
determine whether this is an incomplete surgical instru-
ment, a stylus, or other implement. The beautiful ornamen-
tation mentioned by Hume is not evident on the
illustration.

Miscellaneous stone objects (probably Roman)

Two stone objects, no longer extant, were illustrated by
Hume (1863). Their date and function are uncertain,
although elements in common with Roman material have
resulted in their tentative attribution to this period.

254 7L 7

Possible shale tray fragment. Hume illustrated an object of
uncertain function, described simply as of ‘stone’ (Hume
1863, 314, pl. XXX, 6). It has a frieze of geometric decora-
tion between inner and outer borders. It appears to be the
edge of a stone (perhaps slate or shale) tray (cf. Crummy
1983, 71, 2021); a close parallel in form though with a
different edge pattern is found in the trencher of
Kimmeridge shale placed in a richly furnished Flavian
cremation burial at Grange Road, W inchester (Biddle
1967, 2334, fig. 6).

The distribution of shale trenchers is heavily concentrated
in Dorset, the source of Kimmeridge shale. Seventeen of the
21 rectangular examples identified to 1967 were from that
county, with London then the northernmost findspot. They
date from the late-1st to earlier 2nd century AD (Biddle
1967, 248-50). If correctly identified, this piece is well
outside its core distribution area, though not apparently
unprecedented. A shale ‘tablet’ with a border of incised
overlapping semicircles from Holt, Denbighshire, appears
to be another example (Grimes 1930, 128, fig. 56, no. 35).
2557PL. 7

Rectangular slate object, possibly an inlay. Edges bevelled,
circular hole in centre and three incised concentric circles
around it. Not extant, described from illustration (Hume
1863, pl. XIV, 4). Measured from plate at 49 x 53mm;
Mayer Collection 7752 (2 1/8 x 1 7/8 in). No information
on thickness.

An apparently less well-finished piece in shale from
Segontium is rectangular in shape with a central deep
drilled hole. It was interpreted as a possible mould og more
relevant to the Meols piece, an inlay with the hole origi-
nally containing a lost inset (Allason-Jones 1993, 206, fig.
10.22, no. 490). Birdoswald has produced a flat fine-
grained hard sandstone with two concentric incised circles
and a central hole (Summerfield 1997, fig. 236, no. 305);
over four times larger than the Meols piece; this too lacked
an obvious function.
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Pl. 4. Roman: belt and strap fittings and brooches
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Pl. 5. Roman: brooches and other personal ornaments
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Pl. 6. Roman: ear-rings, model objects, vessels, etc.
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PL. 7. Roman: ceramic disc and miscellaneous objects

2.4 Early medieval material:
AD 400-450 to 1050-1100

David Griffiths

The surviving or recorded and identifiable early medieval
objects from Meols, which number just over 100 pieces,
although far less numerous than the later medieval objects,
are still the largest collection of this period from any single
location in north-west England (excluding hoards).
Chester, the acknowledged centre of population and
economic life in the region at this time, has produced far
fewer individual site finds of this period. Moreover , the
Meols material spans the early medieval period, including
not only later Anglo-Saxon and Viking material, but some
(much rarer) objects from the post-Roman period of the
6th to 8th centuries AD. The relative proportions of finds
across the period are reflected remarkably consistently in
the Meols coinage, which includes three post-Roman
Mediterranean coins of the 6th century , two primary
(5126-5127) and four secondary sceattas of the 8th and
9th centuries ( 5128-5132), two Hiberno-Norse coins
(5772-5773) and 27 Anglo-Saxon silver pennies of the 10th
and 11th centuries (5133-5159) (2.24).

Objects that are unambiguously attributable to the early
medieval period, or at least predominantly so, are
catalogued here. In addition, there are objects of various
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materials with very long-lived forms and types, which span
the early and later medieval periods and cannot be attrib-
uted to either with certainty; these are therefore catalogued
with their main material group (e.g. leather sling pouch
3278 and whetstone 3328).

CERAMIC: THE ST MENAS AMPULLA
David Griffiths and Susanne Bangert

300 Pl. 8 and I

H 98mm; W (body) 65mm (max.); L (neck) 35mm; D
(mouth) 21mm; Th body (max) 18mm; a pink buff fabric
clay ampulla with two handles, cylindrical neck and
flattened disk-like decorated body; in form, a scaled-down
amphora. The body is a thick flat hollow disc with rounded
sides, with a neck which has been attached separately , as
have the two looped handles, only one of which is complete.
The neck has a plain moulding, above which the neck swells
before tapering in just below the aperture. The object is in a
fabric varying at the surface in colour from red, light red,
reddish yellow through to buff and pinkish grey . The
interior is light brown. There are numerous visible white
calcareous inclusions in the fabric up to 1.5mm long. Type:
C.2, similar to Witt 2000, cat. no. 29-30. Place of manufac-
ture: Abu Mena in the Mary(t [ Mareotis] c. 45km SW of
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Alexandria, Egypt. Date: c¢. 500-650 ADj this example
probably not from the earliest period.

Obverse: this side has a circular field surrounded by a circle
of impressed dots (indistinct triangles) and shows a
standing figure facing front with arms outstretched from
the elbows, to either side is an indistinct recumbent figure
(animal). The design is abraded and indistinct. It almost
certainly represents St Menas standing between two
kneeling camels, a scene that is commonly found on better
preserved ampullae.

Reverse: much less well preserved decoration. The right-
hand part of the circular field has short radiating spokes
from the frame. The design is very abraded and uncleaybut
appears to have a long curving design. The surface is
spalled to the left.

Condition: the two decorated faces and the base are heavily
abraded, with spalling of the surface of the reverse.
However the neck and handles are relatively unabraded
and retain their surface detail. This may suggest that the
piece remained buried neck down with the base and
‘reverse’ exposed; the spalled surface does have some
smoothing, as if by water. The aperture is blocked with a
hard grey matter, which is evidently dried solid mud,
suggesting that the whole inside chamber of the ampulla is
similarly affected.

Circumstances of discovery

The ampulla was found in 1955 by a local fisherman
digging for lugworms at low tide on the Meols shore. The
circumstances were described in a note by E H. Thompson,
then Curator of the Grosvenor Museum, in the Journal of
the Chester Archaeological Society:

‘Although the coastal site of Meols, near Hoylake, is
not now so prolific of antiquities as in the days when
the Rev. A. Hume could devote a whole book to
cataloguing the Romano-British, Saxon and
Medieval finds made there, single specimens are
occasionally recovered. One of more than usual
interest is shown here [the ampulla], found in 1955 in
a peat layer two feet down below the sand at a point
300 yards seaward of Dove Point, and subsequently
presented to the museum by Mr Brian Gunning’
(Thompson 1956).

It was displayed shortly after its accession to the Grosvenor
Museum, and a number of convincing plaster replicas were
made for sale in the museum bookstall. The Hoylake
Historical Society Collection at the Williamson Art Gallery
has one, and at least one more exists in private ownership.
Unlike many of the other items of imported ‘exotica’ from
Meols, which derive from the antiquarian period in the
19th century, the St Menas ampulla therefore has a
relatively recent and well-documented individual prove-
nance. It is a relatively unusual and exotic find, but is by no
means the only example from Britain or even from the
locality. Another example was found near the shore of the
inner Mersey Estuary ( c. SJ 563 812), at Preston Brook,
near Halton, Cheshire, in 1981 (Fig. 2.4.1), now in Norton
Priory Museum. The Preston Brook ampulla is inscribed
with the blessing of St Menas in the Alexandrian dialect of
Greek, but is missing its handles. A local boy dug it up
from disturbed topsoil alongside a footpath that was under
construction as part of a new housing development. The
significance of its location is difficult to interpret. No field-
work was undertaken prior to the housing development,
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and the find occurred in what had been a field away from
any recognised ancient or medieval settlement. It is,
however, situated close to the edge of the estuary flood-
plain, which was tidal until recent centuries but is now
reclaimed, with its margin marked by the course of the
Bridgewater Canal. In an intriguing further parallel to
Meols, a Byzantine copper follis of Justinian I was found in
July 2000 by a metal detectorist at Preston on the Hill, only
800m from the ampulla findspot.! The nearest place-name
Preston [Priest’s farm], for which Preston on the Hill is the
origin, implies an early ecclesiastical presence (Dodgson
1970, 156), but there are, so far , no recognisable indica-
tions of post-Roman settlement in the Halton or Preston
area, although excavations in 1967 at nearby Halton Brow
produced evidence of a Roman rural settlement (Brown et
al. 1975). Halton has a medieval castle, and Norton Priory,
an Augustinian monastery founded in 1115, lies 2km to the
north-west of the find-spot. A further find of a worn follis
of Justinian was reported to the PAS in early 2007: this was
found on the W irral shores of the Mersey Estuary at
Seacombe, c¢. 7km east of Meols.2

The small number of other discoveries of St Menas
ampullae in Britain are similarly affected by uncertainty
over their provenance and context. R. S. M. O’Ferrall
considered one found near the Roman R yknield Way near
Derby to be a medieval import or curiosity (O’Ferrall
1951). At Burgate, Canterbury, a St Menas ampulla was
found in 1868 ‘during excavations’, and three others of
dubious provenance (one of which may have also been
found near Burgate) are also in private possession in the
Canterbury area; according to the Canterbury Archae-
ological Trust two of these may have been found at or near
Faversham, Kent. An example is recorded in the registers of
the Yorkshire Museum as having been found in York (Acc.
no. 614.47A C927), and there is a reference in the 1891
Handbook of Antiquities of the Yorkshire Philosophical
Society to two further examples from Shincliffe, Co.
Durham (Bangert 2006). Susanne Bangert” s doctoral
research (Bangert forthcoming) shows that the equally
sparse and largely unstratified spread of discoveries from
Germany and France confirm a disparate and uncertain
picture of the dates at which these objects were imported
from the eastern Mediterranean and of the context of their
use. In more modern times, however , this has become a
relatively well-known and accessible type of object,
because museum collections specialising in the Near East
have accumulated considerable numbers by direct acquisi-
tion from Egypt and elsewhere around the south-eastern
Mediterranean, where they are much more numerous (e.g.
Liverpool Museum has 54 examples, and the Ashmolean
and British museums rather more).

No St Menas ampullae have yet been discovered in
Cornwall, Wales, Ireland, or Scotland. Of the English finds,
most are found in at least some very general proximity to
Roman settlements or communications, but also similarly
to medieval foci including monasteries, where pilgrimage
may have been a factor . Direct importation in the post-
Roman / early medieval period cannot be ruled out. The
discovery in the Meols hinterland in 1987 and 1991 of
three Byzantine coins of the mid- to late-6th century AD
(5123-5125, 2.4; Philpott 1999a), which are in broad
terms contemporaneous with the St Menas ampulla and
also derive from the south-east Mediterranean, is certainly
noteworthy — as a cluster of four such objects is not only
regionally significant, but particularly unusual in that all
were found relatively recently , and separately, as stray
finds. There is a broad, if sparse, pattern of post-Roman
Mediterranean objects found in northern and western
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Britain, such as the sherds of North African and Phocaean
Red (A-ware) slipwares and Bii-Biv amphorae found at
Tintagel and other sites in the ‘Celtic West’ (Thomas 1990),
a Latin inscription possibly to the mid-6th century
Byzantine Consul Justinian on stone at Penmachno,
Caernarfonshire (Fulford 1989), and a 7th-century
Byzantine intaglio from Cefn Cwmwd, Anglesey , found
during excavations for road-widening in 1996 (Roberts et
al. forthcoming). For the Meols find, in particular , the
discovery of the three 6th-century Mediterranean coins in
the Meols hinterland appears to offer some circumstantial
support to the interpretation of the St Menas ampulla as a
genuine post-Roman import, to the extent that Bangert,
and Harris (2003, 148), accept the Meols find as by far the
most likely amongst the British discoveries, and even to
some extent the European finds, to be ‘original’.

St Menas and Abu Mena

There is some uncertainty over the identity of St Menas; he
is variously described as a Phrygian martyr or an Egyptian
who lived and died in Egypt, although there may have been
two St Menas who were confused by the hagiographers.
According to one account he was a soldier martyred in AD
296 under Diocletian, his body was miraculously trans-
ported from his place of death in Asia Minor to a desert
place 45km south-west of Alexandria, where it was
guarded by two camels that refused to leave the corpse’ s
side. The cult grew up around the shrine at this spot, which
became known as Abu Mina. In its heyday in the Sth
century it was the most popular Christian shrine in Egypt,
with an international reputation based on the saint’ s
reputation as a ‘wonder-worker’ whose legendary achieve-
ments, according to some sources, included curing the
daughter of Constantine I of leprosy (Meinardus 1961,
353). A small town grew up around the shrine, catering for
pilgrims (Drescher 1946, ii—xi). Abu Mena was extensively
damaged at the time of the Persian invasion of Egypt in the
early 7th century (Grossmann 1998, Meinardus 1961,
357). In the 8th century a rebuilding of the main church
was finished. A dispute over possession of the shrine
between the Chalcedonians and the Monophysites (Copts)
occurred in the mid-8th century , which was resolved in
favour of Copts. It is not until the patriarchate of Jacob
(819-30) that there is a clear reference to disruption of the
pilgrimage to the shrine owing to war between the
‘Madlajites and the Egyptians’ (Drescher 1946, xxvi). Later
in the same century the church at the shrine was robbed of
its marble, and under Shenoute (859-80) the shrine was
pillaged of its land and property by the Beduin (Meinardus
1961, 362). The sources do not mention that the shrine
was totally destroyed, but archaeological excavation
indicates that Abu Mena, although continuing to exist into
the 10th century, ceased to play a significant part in the life
of the church (Drescher 1946, xxix; Engemann 1989).
Extensive excavations at Abu Mena by a major German
expedition took place at the turn of the 19th and 20th
centuries (Kaufmann 1906), and have been continued at
intervals since then by Egyptian and American teams.

The popularity of the pilgrimage is attested through the
widespread distribution of the ampullae in which pilgrims
possibly brought back water or oil from the shrine. These
have been recovered from as far afield as Cologne,
Marseilles, Dalmatia, and Heidelberg (Drescher 1946, xi,
pl. V, VI; Meinardus 1961, 356, n. 16). The flasks may
have been used to contain water from the shrine, whose
efficacy was testified to by a pilgrim from Smyrna who
wrote in a graffito ‘take the lovely water of Menas and pain
disappears’ (Meinardus 1961, 356, 365, n. 57).

Note on early medieval ceramics from Meols

The preponderance of metalwork in the Meols collections
has been noted (1.3). However, in the light of the presence
of post-Roman metalwork 301-303, Byzantine coins
5123-5125, and a wide, if sparse, spread from coastal areas
of western Britain, it is perhaps more perplexing that there
are no known recorded or collected sherds of imported
post-Roman pottery from Meols, such as the A, B, or even
the slightly later Gaulish D, and E wares of the 6th-7th
centuries, which have been found regularly, even if mostly
in relatively small numbers, at settlement and market sites
in western Britain and Ireland (Thomas 1990).

Also absent, perhaps surprisingly given its frequent appear-
ance in 10th-12th-century urban contexts in Chester and
Dublin, is ‘Chester W are’, otherwise known as ‘North
Midlands Ware’, a hard gritty vessel ware often with rolled
or stamped decoration (2.16) The process of retrieval of
ceramics at Meols has been less straightforward than that
of other materials (1.3 and 2.16), with evidently only the
eye-catching glazed medieval sherds together with some
prehistoric and Roman examples coming to the attention
of the antiquarians. 20th-century discoveries have been few
and ad-hoc, as the St Menas ampulla illustrates; it is there-
fore possible that any post-Roman pottery may simply
have been missed, not picked up, or not understood by
collectors to be of sufficient archaeological interest, or (by
local shore-pickers) to be of sufficient pecuniary interest, to
merit collection.

Fig. 2.4.1: St Menas Ampulla from Preston on the Hill,
Cheshire (Norton Priory Museum) Scale: cm

EARLY MEDIEVAL NON-FERROUS METALWORK
David Griffiths

The spread of discoveries of material of the early medieval
period seems to have been focused somewhat further to the
west of the Dove Point erosion zone than many of the
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Roman finds, and indeed some of the later medieval finds
(1.2). There are tantalising hints in 19th-century accounts
of further objects that have not survived. For example
Hume (1863, 357-8) described a bronze bowl of thin
hammered metal with a lip turned over horizontally ,
measuring 9 inches in diameter by 2 > inches in height,
which despite no ‘distinguishing mark’ he compared to the
bronze hanging bowls in the Faussett collection (see Bruce-
Mitford and Raven 2005). Some of the early medieval
objects in the Potter Collection were the subject of a study
in the late-1950s, perhaps prompted by rising interest in
Meols following the discovery of the St Menas ampulla,
which resulted in two articles in the ~ THSLC; by ]. D.
Bu’Lock on the non-numismatic artefacts (Bu’Lock 1960)
and by M. Dolley on the coins (Dolley 1961). Whilst these
articles drew some much-needed attention to a hitherto
neglected and little-known cluster of finds, they provided
only a partial picture, not having covered a significant
number of objects of this period, including all of those in
museums other than the Grosvenor Museum, Chester.

Dress accessories
(copper alloy unless otherwise specified.)

Penannular brooches

301 Pl 8, sub-type G1.7 (plain hoop/single dot), D 12mm.
302 Pl. 8, sub-type G1.5 (ribbed hoop/single dot) D
11.5mm.

303 Pl. 8, sub-type G1.8 (plain hoops/terminals) D 12mm.
These three penannular brooches were recorded by Hume
(1863, pl. IV, nos 3, 6, 7), and are not extant. Hume
described them all as bronze, 301 belonged to Mayer and
the other two to Ecroyd Smith. Apart from the drawing in
Hume’s Ancient Meols, no other reference exists to them in
the antiquarian literature. All three conform to E. Fowler’s
Type G, which she dated to the 5th-6th centuries AD
(Fowler 1963, 140, 143). J. Graham-Campbell” s re-
working of Fowler’s typology (Graham-Campbell 1976)
sub-divided Type G into four categories with a longer
chronology than Fowler allowed for , and within this
scheme the Meols brooches fall into T ype G1 (which
agreed with Fowler’s early post-Roman date for the type as
a whole). Graham-Campbell’s G1 type was further refined
and recalibrated by T. Dickinson (1982), whose classifica-
tion was applied to the Meols brooches as follows:
301, sub-type G1.7, is also found in an Anglo-Saxon
cemetery at Longbridge Park, W  arwickshire,
examples recorded by Dickinson also coming from
Cadbury Congresbury, Somerset (Rahtz 1992) and Goss
Moor, Roche, Cornwall (Hencken 1932, 201).

302, sub-type G1.3, is paralleled by examples from Wooler,
Northumberland (Miket, in Rahtz et al. 1980, 296); from
a cemetery at Bensford, near Rugby , Warwickshire
(Akerman 1855, pl. XVIII, 4); and Grave 31 at Fairford,
Gloucestershire (Wylie 1852, 23, pl. V 5).

303, sub-type G1.8, is based on examples from Grave 30 in
a 6th-century cemetery at Driffield, East Y orkshire
(Meaney 1964, Driffield I), and a 6th-century burial (Grave
7) at Londesborough, East Y orkshire (Swanton 1964,
273-74), and a further example comes from St Kews? steps,
Worlebury, Somerset (Dickinson 1982).

The distribution of sub-type parallels in Dickinson revised
scheme shows that both eastern and western zones of
Britain are represented. For Type G1.5 and G1.7, the areas
where Dickinson identified examples from cemeteries are
both very much towards the western and/or northern fringe
of the spread of furnished burials of the 6th century . The
wider distribution of Type G1 includes a sparse spread of

with
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examples across the English Midlands, but overall shows a
general bias towards the ‘Celtic W est’, with a regional
group prominent in the Severn/Somerset area, with outliers
of G1.1 and G1.2 sub-types at Padstow , Cornwall; Twlc
Point, Gower, Glamorgan; Castell Collen, Powys; T revor
Rocks, Llangollen, Denbighshire; and Luce Sands,
Galloway, as well as Meols. Later types of penannular —
G2, G3, and G4 - are exclusively western, and almost
exclusively northern, in distribution, where apart from a
single sub-type G3 found in the T rewhiddle Hoard,
Cornwall, all are from southern and western Scotland and
northern coastal counties of Ireland.

A further example was excavated at Carlisle Cathedral
(Keevill, forthcoming). Graves 138, 523, 707, 983, and
1159 at Birka, Uppland, Sweden, contain G1 variants
(Arbman 1940, pl. 50).

Annular brooch

304 PL 8

D 43mm; a single annular copper-alloy broadband annular
or quoit brooch, conforming to Ager T ype E (Ager 19835,
33), from a type that had a long period of usage from the
4th to the 7th centuries AD, with the greater likelihood
that the Meols example represents the latter end of the
spectrum (B. Ager, pers. comm.). These distinctive annular
brooches were described by Ager as derived from North
Germanic types, which he described as ‘predominantly
Scandinavian’ (Ager 1985, 17). Nevertheless, the closest
parallels in England for the Meols brooch are distributed in
the south and east, principally in female graves. The
punched circle motif occurs on examples from Little
Eriswell, Suffolk, and W alton, Buckinghamshire (Ager
1985, 51-4). There are two holes: the larger , which is
located in line with an indentation in the inner rim (and
which the decorative pattern respects) is almost certainly
original. However, its opposing hole interrupts the decora-
tion, is rather smaller and less worn, and therefore could
well be a secondary modification. The use of opposing
holes is also found on an annular brooch from Renvik,
Bode, Norway (Sjevold 1962), a locality known for its rich
Viking-period sites including a major 10th-century hoard
including Chester-minted coins. The Norwegian parallel
suggests tentatively that a residual deposition at Meols,
after a long period of primary and secondary use, during
the Viking period may be an alternative hypothesis to a
direct early Anglo-Saxon importation.

Nummaular brooches

305 PL 8

(Bu’Lock 1960, 11 fig. 41), lead. D 19.5mm; corroded
(most of original edge is lost): circular brooch; cross of
false oval cabochons in relief, echoed by linear outlines
dividing cross-hatched field into four areas; circular line
defines perimeter band with transverse hatching; pin
missing but catch loop survives. (?)Early 11th-century;
probably based on the ‘jewel-cross’ design on some pennies
of Cnut, Harold I, and Harthacnut, issued during 1030-7
(North 1975, 121, and pl. 11, nos 22, 24-6, 29-30).

306 PI. 8

D 26mm, (Ecroyd Smith 1867, no. 16); circular lead brooch
with cross, opposed cross-hatching on arms of cross and
hatching in the fields, which also had false stones (pellets).

Buckles

There are eight stylised zoomorphic buckles from the early
medieval period, three falling into Anglo-Scandinavian
types, and five later Anglo-Saxon or Anglo-Norman types.
All are copper alloy.
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Anglo-Scandinavian types

307 PL 8

L 25mm, W 25.5mm; this is the most distinctive V  iking
art-styled example, a cast sub-triangular buckle frame.
The outer edges of the frame are formed by the necks of
two animals with definite forehead and snout biting the
bar. The necks of the beasts devolve into stylised hooked
fronds, which terminate at the apex of the frame in a
simple outward-turned fleur -de-lys motif with a pear -
shaped bulb at its centre. The back is undecorated. The
design is reminiscent of the Anglo-Scandinavian variant of
the Ringerike style of the late-10th to early-11th centuries.
The fronds backing the heads are also found on a piece
from the River Thames at Barnes (W ilson 1964, no. 34;
Fuglesang 1980, no. 49). Comparable to the Barnes piece
is a buckle from a grave at Stenvik, Nord T rondelag,
Norway (Trondheim Mus. T4621) and a buckle from
Sonderholm, Aalborg, Denmark (D4929, Fuglesang 1980,
pl. 10a), which has a simpler casting with carved decora-
tive details. Metalwork displaying details characteristic of
the Ringerike Style was in production in England in the
11th century (where it is associated with the W inchester
Style), and two other objects from Meols 334, 393. There
is also a substantial corpus of Ringerike-influenced objects
in wood from Viking Dublin (Lang 1988). Although it is
not possible completely to discount a direct Scandinavian
origin for this, it seems more likely that this piece origi-
nated in the insular V  iking milieu of the early 11th
century.

308 L 27mm, W 30mm; a fragment of a D-shaped buckle
frame, which is missing one side and most of the bar . It is
a worn and corroded example, but the pronounced shoul-
ders and crude fleur -de-lys projection at the tip are also
reminiscent of the Ringerike style, although it is a humbler
and less distinctive rendition than in ~ 307. Its shape is
closely comparable to the Meols stirrup mount 393, also a
Ringerike-influenced object.

309 Pl 8

L 36mm, W 15mm; a buckle plate is no longer extant, but
recorded by Hume (1863, pl. VIL, 6) and also the pre-1941
archive of Liverpool Museum, suggesting that it may have
been lost or destroyed during the 1941 bombing of the
museum. A buckle plate with frame missing, it comprised a
waisted sub-triangular plate with (from the hinge) a double
roundel, a panel of three transverse alternate lines of
chevrons and dots, a larger concentric roundel occupying
the expanded portion of the plate, and either a smaller
roundel or (more likely) a rivet in its apex at the inner belt
attachment end, The concentric roundel motif on a waisted
plate, usually above a stylised zoomorphic snout at the
terminal, is present on a number of broadly 10th-century
pieces from the Irish Sea region, including from the Isle of
Man on bridle mounts from the V iking graves at
Balladoole (Bersu and W ilson 1966, pl. V) and Cronk
Mooar (Bersu and W ilson 1966, pl. XVI), and Knock-y-
Doonee (Manx Museum); a buckle from a stratified 10th-
century context at Whithorn (Hill 1997, 371, no. 4); a
buckle from Grave V (also 10th century) at Peel Castle
(Graham-Campbell in Freke 2002, 91-2), and strapends
from Dublin (Christchurch Place, NMI E122:17157;
Fishamble Street III, NMI E190:7045; and on a bridle
mount from Christchurch Place, NMI E122:14689, dated
to a stratified 11th-century context). This type of material
is not found in such recognisable clusters outside Ireland,
Scotland, and the Isle of Man, and therefore adds to the
growing evidence for an ‘Irish Sea’ metalwork style of the
10th century, or at least a recurrent fashion for certain
motifs and themes, such as the concentric roundel.

62

Haldenby (1998, 38, Group 21) recorded three single
examples, recent metal-detected finds, which appear to
come from Yorkshire or the East Midlands, although their
location is not specified.

Later Anglo-Saxon or Anglo-Norman types

310 PL 8

W 18mm; this fragment has the head at the apex of the
loop, with shoulders on either side decorated with single
dot motifs. D. M. W ilson (1964, 154, no. 49) dated a
buckle with a single head forming the apex of the loop as
9th-11th century. An example from Old Sarum, Wiltshire,
was dated by Hinton (1974, 60, no. 32) to the ‘Late Anglo-
Saxon period’. A close parallel from Fishergate, Y ork, like
the Meols piece has accentuated shoulders (Rogers 1993,
1348, no. 5314). Although it was found in a post-medieval
context, it was described as ‘clearly residual’ and dated to
the 9th century, partly on the basis of Bu’Lock” s broad
estimate at a date for the Meols example (Bu’Lock 1960,
22, fig. 7g), a date which now seems at least a century too
early. Metal-detected finds from Whissonsett, Norfolk
(Norfolk SMR no. 31879) and Maltby , Lincolnshire
(Scunthorpe Museum) of very similar pieces further suggest
the type originated in southern or eastern England.

Four more zoomorphic buckles from Meols belong to a
loosely-dated late Anglo-Saxon or Anglo-Norman group
spanning the 10th to 12th centuries, typified by discoveries
at Winchester (e.g. Middle Brook Street, Hinton 1990,
513-4 no. 1110). These bear some superficial resemblance
to late Roman / early Anglo-Saxon buckle groups, such as
Hawkes’s Type IIla (Hawkes and Dunning 1961, 59), but
the balance of probability with regard to date lies with the
later Winchester parallel. Other examples dates to the 10th
and 11th centuries have been found at Beverley (A. R.
Goodall 1991, 148-9, fig. 114.583) and Wharram Percy
(A. R. Goodall 1979, 108, fig. 55, 11), and a probably
residual example from Bedern, York (Ottaway and Rogers
2002, 2891-2, no. 14316). Stylised zoomorphic buckles
continued in use in the Irish Sea region into the 11th
century, as demonstrated by a copper -alloy example from
an 11th-century mud bank at Fishamble Street I, Dublin
(NMI E141:2608).

311 PL 8

L 25.5mm, W 32mm; dolphin-styled head terminals
backed by raised ridges biting frame; pin complete and still
mobile.

312 PL 8

L 14mm, W 14.5mm; very stylised heads bite a partially
worn or possibly slightly expanded bar with protruding
lappets at the snout tips.

313 PL 8

L 16.5mm W 17mm; worn and corroded, similar to 312
with ridged snouts biting bar , but lacking lappets and
smaller, thicker, and rounder in cross-section. An almost
identical parallel was found by metal detector at Thirsk,
North Yorkshire, in 2006 (G. Egan, pers. comm.).

314 PL 8

L (frame) 17mm, W 25mm, L (plate) 48mm, W (plate)
15mm. Copper-alloy, frame and plate intact, although the
pin is missing. The frame is zoomorphic in form but undec-
orated; the plate has a series of pecked lines forming a
diamond or chevron pattern, with three iron rivets intact.

Zoomorphic buckle or brooch pin

315 PL 8

L 17mm, Th 2mm; brooch pin with integral loop, fronted
by a simple zoomorphic head defined by two rounded ears.
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Mounts

316 PL. 9 and IV

L 33.5mm, W 19.5mm, Th 5.5mm; a rectangular cast
copper-alloy plaque with down-turned edges on three sides
leaving one open inner end. The underside is undecorated.
The upper face is decorated with a central single-bordered
sunken panel, surrounded by four bordered sunken
channels, separated by small bars, around the edge. At one
end of the central panel is a triangular panel, which has a
faint triquetra motif inside it. The central and external
panels are decorated with chip-carved interlace. There are
six attachment holes. T wo of these, on either side of the
triquetra panel at the ‘outside’ closed end, are bevelled and
are certainly original as they are integral to the design. The
other four, one at the corner of the triquetra panel and
three ranged equally along the opposing ‘inner’ edge may
be secondary. The central hole of the three is larger, so may
be original, but the others are considerably smaller ,
obviously interrupt the design, and are therefore secondary
Chip-carved interlace-filled sunken panels are a recognis-
able feature of the pre-Viking Irish metalworking tradition
of the 8th century (Henry 1965, 109). Frequently gilded
(although no trace remains of this on the Meols piece, if it
ever was), this type of decoration is seen on brooches,
mounts, and buckles. A fine Irish-style pseudo-penannular
brooch from Llys Awel, Abergele, Denbighshire (Redknap
1991, 40) is a good example from a neighbouring coastal
area within sight of Meols. T wo more pieces of Irish-style
pre-Viking metalwork have been found recently at Arnside,
Cumbria (Youngs and Herepath 2001; Y oungs 2002). A
penannular brooch from Deer Park Farms, Co. Antrim
(Lynn 1988, 47) is also comparable in its use of interlace in
sunken panels bearing simple geometric chip-carved inter-
lace. The evidence for re-use implied by the intrusion of the
secondary holes implies a change of function — possibly
from a relatively static one, such as a part of ecclesiastical
display (e.g. a book mount), to a more mobile one, such as
a piece of personal dress ornament (e.g. a strap end).
Another common adaptation for pieces of metalwork of
this type was to have been used as decoration for V  iking
lead weights. This evidence for long use and adaptation,
together with the presence of significant numbers of such
small Irish-style pieces in Scandinavia (Blindheim 1978)
suggest that this object is more likely to be associated with
Viking-period activity at Meols than with pre-V iking
contacts.

317 PL 9

L 17mm, W 14mm; a copper -alloy mount of triangular
shape. One edge is a break across four attachment holes,
and its terminal resembles a stylised zoomorphic snout,
which is further emphasised by the presence of two
complete holes (‘eyes’) in the plate, but these could be
secondary. It is difficult to assign this object to a particular
period, but it is included here due to its possible zoomor-
phic characteristics.

318 PL 9

L 18.5mm, W 13.5mm; a worn copper -alloy plate with
punched decoration, incomplete; Z-shaped pattern of dots
remaining. Incomplete: survives as trapezoidal sheet
fragment with two original sides; punched dots along
opposed sides and in oblique band across surviving
portion; traces of gilding.

Possibly part of a buckle plate or strap end, etc. (the tooling
is an isolated instance from Meols apart from annular
brooch 304.

319 PL. 9

D 23mm (Hume 1863, pl. XIII, 13); ‘lead’; a fragment of a
disc mount. It is discernible from the drawing (which is not

one of Hume’s clearest) that it bore a zoomorphic design
with a coiled animal with a lentoid-shaped eye, biting a
lappet. Two external attachment lugs survived and there
was the broken stump of another — it is possible that up to
five of these existed when it was complete. The indications
from Hume’s drawing are that this is a piece displaying
elements of the Urnes style of Late Viking Art, dating to the
11th century. Numerous Urnes-influenced pieces of metal-
work have been found in Britain and Ireland, many of
which are small and utilitarian (e.g. Wilson 1964, 203, no.
141; Margeson 1997, 37-8, fig. 43). The broad geograph-
ical distribution of more recent discoveries of this type of
object is weighted towards the Danelaw and East Anglia
(www.finds.org). Copper alloy is far more common than
lead amongst these; perhaps raising doubt with regard to
Hume’s identification of its material.

Strapends

Sixteen early medieval strapends (seven extant) have been
recorded from Meols. All the surviving examples are
copper alloy; Hume’ s notes on the manuscript of his
unpublished second edition of Ancient Meols indicate that
the non-extant ones were also all of ‘brass’ (i.e. copper
alloy).

Small metal strapends are common finds, especially in Late
Anglo-Saxon contexts, and like the hooked tags, tend to
carry simple incised or cast designs. Their broader
chronology begins in the late Roman period, where they
appear as belt equipment (Hawkes and Dunning 1961) and
continues well into the medieval period. They were used to
weight the ends of straps, bracelets or ties of leather or
woven material, apparently largely in personal apparel.
Amongst the Anglo-Saxon/V iking varieties, there is a
strong zoomorphic tendency in form and design which is
well-represented at Meols. Most excavated examples come
from urban or ecclesiastical sites, but metal detecting
activity in the last two decades has expanded the range of
these objects many times over, suggesting that they were in
wide and general circulation in middle to later Anglo-
Saxon England. Many have been found at so-called
‘productive sites’ (4.4). Gabor Thomas has recently
published a typology (Thomas 2003; 2004) into which the
Meols strapends fit convincingly.

Zoomorphic types

320PL 9

30 x 7.6mm; a simple elongated strap end with a stylised
zoomorphic animal-head terminal (backed by two small
curved incisions representing ears), and with a panel of
very worn incised decoration with intersecting curved lines
and a dot, possibly representing a very simple and abstract
zoomorphic form,. It conforms to G. Thomas’ s Class A,
Type 2 (patterned strapends), some of which have zoomor-
phic terminals. There are a derivation of 9th-century type
found in England (Thomas 2003, 2), but may well have
been made as late as the 10th century.

321PL 9

40 x 11mm (Hume 1863, pl. XI, 10); although wider in
shape appears stylistically to have been a closely compa-
rable piece to 320, with a stylised animal-head terminal,
the drawing suggests it was decorated or patterned in some
way,

322PL 9

L 31mm (Potter 1889, 4); a further example conforming to
G. Thomas’s Class A, Type 2. A stylised zoomorphic strap
end with a single attachment hole, decorated with a panel
of incised decoration, possibly itself zoomorphic in some
form, but difficult to interpret from Potter’s drawing alone.
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323 PL 9

31 x 33mm; a corroded and incomplete strap end, missing
the terminal and with two opened attachment holes,
comprising a hammered plate bent decorated with ring-
and-dot motifs in three irregular rows order within a single
plain border. It probably once had a zoomorphic terminal;
although the terminal is now missing it conforms in every
other way to G. Thomas’s Class A, Type 2 (320 and 321,
above). Haldenby (1998) includes Bu’Lock’ s (1960) illus-
tration of it in his Group 18 ‘Ring and dot types’. Although
most examples have come from eastern and southern areas
of Anglo-Saxon England, the potential for circulation in
the Irish Sea region is shown by a similar , complete
example, albeit with hatched rather than plain borders,
which was found during recent excavations for a gas
pipeline at Mayfield, near Portlaw, Co. Waterford, Ireland
(Graham-Campbell 1998, 166).

324 Pl 9

55 x 11mm (Hume 1863, pl. XI, 5); this was another
zoomorphic example with an animal head terminal backed
by two ears and transverse grooves in relief (G. Thomas’
Class B, Type, 1, Thomas 2003, 4-5), dated to between the
9th and 11th centuries. The crescent or fan-shaped motif
between the attachment holes is a 9th-century trait that has
some parallels in Pictish art on stone and metal. However it
is found on a strap end from South Newbald, East Yorkshire
(Leahy 2000, fig. 6.4.1), which should perhaps caution
against too strong a northern and western affiliation.

325 PL. 9 29 x 7mm; this is a worn example, a very rectan-
gular-shaped terminal that may be a simple variant of
Thomas’s Class B, T ype 1. It has bevelled edges and the
remains of transverse banding. There is a trace of a double-
ended cross motif on the spine; the snout is very stylised
and two ears are just discernible above it.

326 PL. 9

51.5 x 7.5mm (Hume 1863, pl. XI, 1); this had opposed
animal heads at either end of the shaft (Thomas 2003,
Class B, T ype 4), a trait seen on examples from
Scandinavia, such as some of the strap end mounts from
Borre, Vestfold, Norway (Thomas 2003, 5). Slightly
smaller and less rectilinear examples were found in an 8th-
to mid-9th-century context at Portchester Castle,
Hampshire (Hinton and W elch 1976, 216, fig. 136, no.
52), at the Brough of Birsay, Orkney (Curle 1982, 63, no.
432), Goswick, Northumberland (W ilson 1964, pl. XVII,
128) and the two East Y  orkshire ‘productive sites’ at
Cottam (Haldenby 1994, 53, fig. 2.5) and South Newbald
(Leahy 2000, 59-60 figs 6.3.14 and 6.4.5). The triangular
ears evident at the terminal head of the Meols piece are
associated with Irish metalwork, are visible on the example
from Dundrum Sandhills (see also 331) and are also visible
on Irish shrine mounts such as the Soiscél Molaise (Henry
1967, 120).

327PL 9

34 x 10mm (Hume 1863 pl. XI, 15); this was an
unambiguously Anglo-Saxon piece. Sub-rectangular with
a flattened animal-head terminal with ears separated by a
central ridge, and at the other end two attachment holes
(one broken), it had at least one panel of interlace
seemingly in a Y-shape into three fields, the lower two of
which have what appear to be tiny zoomorphic represen-
tations. Hume’s drawing is enough to identify the piece as
a relatively humble version of the T rewhiddle-style strap
end type, named after the distinctive designs in the silver
hoard of c. AD 868 found near St Austell, Cornwall (G.
Thomas’s Class A, T ype 1, Thomas 2003, 2). Many
examples of these have been found in both silver and
copper alloy. In Hume’s annotations for the unpublished
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second edition of Ancient Meols this piece is ‘brass’. A
nearby parallel is the metal-detector find of a copper-alloy
Trewhiddle strap end from Hale, on the north bank of the
Mersey (Philpott 2000b, 194-7). These, whilst rare in
north-west England, are found widely across southern and
eastern England; they range from moderate to high status
in the case of very elaborate examples, and date from the
9th century.

328 PL. 9

40 x 8mm; probably a round-eared zoomorphic strap end:
‘multi-headed’ in G. Thomas’s typology (Class B, T ype 4,
Thomas 2003, 4-5). However, signs of perforation at the
terminal suggest a possible alternative explanation as a
strap distributor, comparable to an example from the
Viking grave at Cronk Mooar , Isle of Man (Bersu and
Wilson 1966, fig. 43).

329PL 9

23 x 9mm (Hume 1863, pl. XI, 20) ‘brass’; apparently a
zoomorphic piece with opposed scrolls may represent a
snout and ears, or perhaps an attempt at rendering inter-
lace of a type occasionally found on Danelaw strapends
such as one excavated from 10th-century levels in Ipswich
(G. Thomas, pers. comm.). It had mouldings on its surface
and was broken around its mid-point. The rather poor
drawing in Hume does not permit further conclusions to be
drawn.

330PL 9

47 x 10mm (Hume 1863, pl. XI, 8); a split end strap end
with strong transverse bars or ridges and what the drawing
appears to depict as a plain acorn knop at the terminal. G.
Thomas’s Class B (Thomas 2003, 6), dated broadly to the
11th century, is the closest match amongst his typology;
and there are two examples from Hedeby (Capelle 1968,
Taf 24, nos 3 and 4), which are not dissimilar.

Double-sided, or with interlace in panels

331PL 9

39.5 x 14mm (Hume 1863, pl. XI, 2); a fragment with an
interlaced panel in a rectangular border on both sides, and
conforms to G. Thomas’s Class B, Type 5 (Thomas 2003,
5). The terminal is missing; a rivet remains in a single
attachment hole, which is in a plain field. The interlace in
the decorative panels is incised, and although not of high-
quality execution represents a four -strand single-bordered
pattern. This piece resembles a number of buckles and
strapends found in the Danelaw and the Irish Sea region. A
strap end forming a close parallel was found in sand-dune
layers at Dundrum Sandhills, Co. Down (HMSO 1966,
139, no.16). A strap end from Franciscan W ay, Ipswich,
Suffolk, has a ring-knot form of interlace in a similar field
(Thomas 2003, no.18). There is, in fact, almost as much
justification for interpreting this piece as a buckle plate; a
buckle from Whithorn, Galloway, from a stratified 10th-
century (Hill 1997, 371, no.4) has a similar field of inter-
lace, as also does a strap end from Christchurch Place,
Dublin (NMI E122:9537). These are, in their use of
roundels, similar to Meols buckle plate 309.

332PL 9

26 x 11mm, split-end fragment of a double-sided Irish or
Hiberno-Norse strap end in G. Thomas’s Class F (Thomas
2004, 4-5). It has a single rivet bordered by a split trian-
gular panel of incised hatching with billeted outer borders.
On one face the central panel, although worn, is divided
laterally and there appears to be a worn ring knot or
section of ring-chain of Borre-style affinity in its centre, the
central panel on the other side is continuous to the break.
Parallels include an example from Christchurch Place,
Dublin (Lang 1988, fig. 11), and two unpublished
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strapends from the W erburgh Place excavations (G.
Thomas, pers. comm.), together a number of examples
from eastern England (e.g. Thomas 2000, 248, fig. 21 A).
333PL9

21 x 17mm (Hume 1863, pl. XI, 18); a relatively crude
drawing suggests the broken attachment end of a strap end
with a panel of interlace, there are hints in the drawing of
attachment holes close to the corners, a possible parallel is
the strap end from Aggersborg, Denmark (Roesdahl 1978,
116, fig. 13).

Openwork variants

334PL9

47 x24.5mm, a cast openwork piece, somewhat larger
than the other copper alloy strapends. It is composed of a
series of four symmetrical fronds bifurcating from a central
stem and ending in inward-curving lobed terminals, with a
rectangular plate with three rivets at the attachment end.
The design appears to owe something to the Ringerike Style
of 10th-11th century art (see 307, above), and is probably
a simple rendition of the Winchester Style of the early 11th
century, a late Anglo-Scandinavian variation that is found
generally on objects and in manuscripts produced in the
southern part of Anglo-Saxon England during the reign of
Cnut (but where London is equally likely to have been a
centre for manufacture as W inchester). It conforms to
Thomas’s Class E, Type 1 (Winchester Style), the distribu-
tion of which extends from southern Englandto Y  ork
(Thomas 2004, 2-3).

335 Pl 9

41 x 19mm (Hume 1863, pl. XI, 11) ‘brass’; this was a cast
openwork example with a small snout, 11 symmetrical
circular decorative holes, and a pronounced ridge defining
a rebate with two attachment holes beyond. Although the
drawing does not strongly suggest a plant-scroll element in
the decoration, it may have been worn or misinterpreted by
Hume’s illustrator, and in every other way it conforms to
G. Thomas’s Class E, Type 1 of cast openwork strapends of
the Winchester Style.

Hooked tags

There are eight hooked tags, all from the Potter Collection.
Only one, 343, was recorded in the 19th century (Hume
1863, pl. IX, no. 2). They conform to two-sub-types based
on circular and triangular shape of the plate. Five are
circular; three are sub-triangular . All are copper alloy ,
except 340, which is silver inlaid with niello. Griffiths
(1988) associated them with a similar group of five
examples from Chester (Griffiths 1994), dating them to the
10th-11th centuries (and incorrectly described 340 as lead,
not silver). More recently, G. Thomas has written a discus-
sion of two hooked tags from V esle Hjerkinn, Norway
(Weber 1987), which includes a round-up of Scandinavian
and Russian parallels (Thomas forthcoming). For the
circular and sub-triangular plated variants represented at
Meols, Thomas agreed broadly with the dating scheme
outlined in Griffiths (1988).

Hooked tags are common artefacts deriving from excava-
tions on a wide range of later Anglo-Saxon and Anglo-
Scandinavian urban and rural sites and increasingly from
metal-detecting activity. They were possibly used as
garment or purse fasteners, sewn or riveted singly or in
rows to textile or leather . The hooks are almost always
integral to the plate, rather than a separate attached
element. The majority are of copper alloy , although silver
and lead alloys form a significant sub-group, and some
examples are made of iron. Silver examples, such as those
from the 10th-century hoards from T etney, Lincolnshire
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(Wilson 1964) and the Forum, Rome (Graham-Campbell
and Okasha 1992, 223), are evidently of high status.
Evidence for manufacturing comes from excavations at
Lincoln, where at least 30 triangular and five circular thin
sheet copper alloy plates of a similar size to complete tags
were found at the Flaxengate excavation site (Roesdahl ez
al. 1981, 101, G2-GS5). Others from Broadgate East, Danes
Terrace and St Paul-in-the-Bail appear to be unfinished
examples. A further unfinished circular plate was found at
West Parade, Lincoln (J. Mann, pers. comm.).

Circular and elliptical plates

336 PL. 9

L 17.2mm, W 7.6mm; corroded incomplete plain circular
plate with both attachment holes broken through.
337PL9

D 11.3mm.

338 PL 9

D 11.8mm.

These are complete circular plates with central hole
surrounded by six raised cast concentric rings and two
attachment holes.

339PL 9

L 35mm, W 9.4mm; elliptical plate, with remains of two
projecting lugs for the attachment holes, There are two
holes in the plate, the central one of which may be decora-
tive and is evidently primary , the other is close to the
attachment end and therefore may be a secondary replace-
ment for one of the broken lugs. The plate is decorated
with three very faint fields forming a Y -shape centred on
the middle hole, with traces of very worn concentric lines
between. A copper-alloy tag from Y ork decorated with a
triquetra (Waterman 1959, 77, no. 11) echoes the form
closely, whereas silver examples from Canterbury and ‘East
Kent’ bear similar decorative divisions into three fields
(Graham-Campbell 1982, 145).

340 PL. 9

D 11.7mmy; silver circular plate with projecting rounded
perforated lugs (one complete), the hook [broken] has a
tiny collar moulding where it joins the plate; inlaid knot
design within circular single-bordered field representing a
swastika-type motif attached to the border. The niello inlay
is partly damaged, but where niello is missing the channels
remain.

Triangular plates

341 PL 9

L 14.2mm, W 10.5mm; corroded and incomplete trian-
gular plate with broken attachment holes, hook is also
broken, (cf. Cathedral Green, W inchester, nos 1426 and
1427, from contexts dated respectively to AD 1110 and
late-11th century, Hinton in Biddle 1990a, 550-51).

342 PL 9

L 17mm, W 11.5mm; triangular plate (complete),
decorated with simple punched line around the perimeter .
(cf. example from Cirencester , Gloucestershire: McWhirr
1976, 26-7).

343 PL 9

L 40mm, W 16mm (Hume 1863, pl. IX, 20); elongated
triangular plate with complete hook, v-shaped incisions in
top separating lugs, plate decorated with ring-and-dot
motifs. Similar examples have been found in W inchester
(no. 1416, dated to a late-11th to early-12th century
context is the closest parallel in terms of decoration, but
other elongated hooked tags from W  inchester, e.g.
1408-11, 1413-5 and 1417 are from contexts dated to
between the mid-10th and early-12th centuries: Hinton in
Biddle 1990a, 550-51).
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Disc-headed pins

344 Pl 9

L 26mm, D (head) 19mm, is a silver disc-headed pin. It is
damaged and reduced in size by wear , with the pin shank
broken off at stump, but still discernibly a very impressive
piece. It is decorated on one side with cast and file-finished
geometric interlace with central boss and a double-
bordered roundel above the shanks, which is differentiated
from the head by a transverse groove suggesting a collar. A
highly conspicuous and valuable form of dress jewellery
these objects are typified by the linked group of three pins
from the River W itham, Lincolnshire, dated by D. M.
Wilson to the 8th century (W  ilson 1964, 134). In
discussing the Meols example amongst a number of
examples of differing materials from South Ferriby ,
Lincolnshire  (Kitson-Clark 1941) and Hitchin,
Hertfordshire, Wilson suggested that the Meols pin may
also have been part of a linked set. As its original sides
(where the attachments would be) are worn away it is diffi-
cult to substantiate this theory.

345 PL. 9

L 49mm, a lost fragment of a disc-headed pin (Hume 1863
pl. XXIII, 6), was apparently decorated with an expanded-
arm cross similar to that on a silver disc-headed pin from
Pontefract, West Yorkshire (Bailey 1970); other examples
of pins with expanded-arm crosses are known from
Kegworth, Leicestershire (Wilson 1964, 134), Roos, East
Yorkshire (Kitson-Clark 1941), and Birdoswald, Cumbria
(Cramp 1964, 90, pl.1). An example from Whitby (Peers
and Radford 1943, 60, no. 60) and three more recent
discoveries from Cottam, East Yorkshire (Haldenby 1992,
52) were discovered with mainly 9th-century material,
suggesting that Wilson’s 8th-century date range should be
expanded forwards to include the early 9th century.

346 PL. 9

L 91mm, D (head) 16mm; a small copper -alloy circular
disc-headed pin with single perforation. It has affinities
with a range of disc-headed pins from Northumbria and
the Irish Sea region, and probably dates to the 9th-10th
centuries. The silver pins from the T alnotrie Hoard
(Kirkcudbright, Galloway), deposited in ¢. 875 (Wilson
1964, pl. IV) although decorated, are similar in shape and
have identical perforations. Unperforated, but otherwise
similar, copper-alloy examples are known from the V iking
grave at Knock-y-Doonee, Isle of Man, High Street Dublin
(decorated with an expanded arm cross, NMI E71: 10757)
and simple examples decorated with ring and dot from
Whitby (Peers and Radford 1943, 61) and York (Waterman
1959, 78, fig. 11) emphasise the northerly distribution of
this general type of pin.

There is an iron disc-headed pin arguably of early medieval
date, 391, below.

Small dress pins

Because of their relative functional simplicity these small
copper-alloy dress pins are sometimes alternatively
described as stick pins. They are classified by shape of the
pin-head, with method of manufacture also being a
diagnostic feature (Ross 1991). Later medieval examples
often tend to be made of wound wire, whereas earlier pins
are usually cast. It is often difficult to be certain that
unstratified cast examples are early medieval or Roman in
date, as very similar forms occur in both periods.
Diagnostic features taken by some specialists to indicate a
middle to later Anglo-Saxon, rather than a Roman, attri-
bution, include the presence of a collar below the head
(Leahy 2000, 70-1) and an expanded or hipped shank,
although this is less common. Whilst recognisably early
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medieval traits, their absence is not altogether a contrary
indication in favour of a Roman date.

Biconical-headed pins

These are known from both Roman and Anglo-Saxon
contexts, and seem to have been based on a Roman form
that was resurrected in middle to later Anglo-Saxon
England. The majority of copper -alloy parallels for the
Meols finds come from Anglo-Saxon contexts; similar
examples are also known from Roman contexts in bone.
Two simple biconical pins without median band, 347 and
348, here catalogued as early medieval, are in fact difficult
to classify with certainty as either Roman or Anglo-Saxon
objects, as parallels exist in both period contexts, e.g.
Roman: (Cool 1990a, 152, fig. 1, no. 2); V erulamium
(Frere 1984, fig. 17, no. 134); Colchester (Crummy 1983,
29, no. 480); early medieval : Whitby Abbey (Peers and
Radford 1943, 61); Anglian York (Rogers 1993, 1362, no.
5358), Hamwic (Hinton 1996, 27, Type Cali).

347 PL. 9

L 19mm, D (head) 7mm; the slightly longer and less worn
of the two, slight collar, shank incomplete.

348 P1. 9

L 17mm, D (head) 7mm; has a thicker shank, slight collar,
shank incomplete.

Both of these examples have slight collars below the head,
which are perhaps more akin to Anglo-Saxon examples of
the 8th-10th centuries from elsewhere.

349 PL 9

L 34mm D (head) 4mm; has no collar and, compared with
other more securely-identified early medieval examples,
has an unusual asymmetrical shape with a flat cone on top
and a deeper and more rounded one below . This example
is particularly difficult to assign with confidence to either
the Roman or early medieval periods: it is included here
primarily to facilitate direct comparison with the other
biconical pins.

Biconical heads with flatiened edges or ‘median bands’
These are more easily attributed to the early medieval
period than the simple biconical type. The three extant
Meols examples of this type are all pin-heads with shanks
corroded and broken off, the fourth (lost) pin was
identical.

350PL 9

D 7mm; worn and corroded head, slight collar above
stump of shank.

351 PL 9

D 7mm; slightly better preserved than 350, with a more
pronounced collar, shank incomplete.

352 PL 9

D 8mm; has a flattened top so the lower ‘cone’ is
dominant, with a pronounced collar above shank break.
353 PL 9

L 30mm, D (head) 7mm; (Ecroyd Smith 1867, no. 21),
found 1866.

Excavations in the Middle Anglo-Saxon trading centre at
Hamwic, Hampshire, produced a group of biconical
headed pins (Hinton 1996, 27-8, T ype Ca2i). An almost
complete biconical pin was found in 1930 at Chester
Amphitheatre (Grosvenor Museum 453.123). Four
examples have been found in Y ork (Mainman and Rogers
2000, 2577). Examples from Whitby (Peers and Radford
1943, 61, no.3), Barking Abbey , Essex, and St Albans
Abbey, Hertfordshire, seemed some years ago to give them
a peculiarly ecclesiastical distribution, but the spread of
more recent metal-detected finds from ‘productive sites’
have tended to dilute this picture. An example of this is the
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site of South Newbald, East Y orkshire. Twelve biconical-
headed pins with median band were found here (Leahy
2000, fig. 6.6.7-13, fig. 6.7.6-7, 21, 28-29), along with a
range of other objects that bear striking similarity to some
of the Meols pieces.

‘Watch-winder’ bead

This style, a further variation on the biconical theme, has a
smaller, flatter head with decoration of vertical grooves.
354 Pl 10

L 102mm, D (head) 5.5mm; complete, collas shaft expands
slightly. (Hamwic: Hinton 1996, Type Calii),

Polybedral-headed dress pins

355 PL 10

L 23mm; head has nine facets decorated with ring and dot
motifs, slight collar, shank broken. There is a close parallel
from South Newbald, East Y orkshire (Leahy 2000, fig.
6.7.13).

356 PL. 10

L 19mm; head has 13 facets; collar; broken shank.

357 PL. 10

L 56mm; head has 13 facets, each decorated with 1-4 ring
and dot motifs; shank tapers with two rows of vertical
dots, broken near original point.

358 PL. 10

L 29mm; elongated cuboid head with collar , each facet
decorated with worn ring and dot; corroded with broken
shank. A very similar example was found at South
Newbald, East Yorkshire (Leahy 2000, fig. 6.7.15).

359 PL. 10

L 30mm (Hume 1863, pl. XXIII, 9); similar to 352 with
slightly shorter head.

360 PL 10

L 63mm; complete, but worn, dodecahedral head
decorated with punched dots, slightly expanded lower
shank has worn double transverse grooves slightly below
its median point.

361 PL. 10

L 40mm; (Ecroyd Smith 1867, no. 22) found 1866, large
head.

These pins were cast in copper alloy (or silver) and finished
with filing and punched ring and dot motifs on head facets.
Copper-alloy examples are known from later Anglo-Saxon
contexts, at Lower Brook Street, W inchester (Hinton in
Biddle 1990a, 557-8. nos 1432, 1433); Hamwic,
Southampton (Addyman and Hill 1970, 67, nos 5-8,
Hinton 1996, 22-3 Types Bb1 and 2); Maxey (Addyman
1964, 63, fig. 17); with less recent discoveries from Whitby
Abbey (Peers and Radford 1943, 6, fig. 13, nos 2—4) and
York (Waterman 1959, 78, fig. 11, nos 5, 6, 7, 12). Four
stratified examples were excavated at 16-22 Coppergate,
York (nos 10103, 8815, 5197, 7177), all of which are
dated to the 10th century (Caple 1992). In excavations at
46-54 Fishergate, York, six examples were discovered, one
of which came from 8th-9th century deposits, three from
10th-12th century deposits, and one was residual in a post-
medieval context (Mainman and Rogers 2000, 1361). One
example was excavated from Fishamble Street II, Dublin
(NMI E172:1600). Metal-detected finds have been
common, the PAS database shows examples from eastern
England, in particular from Yorkshire to East Anglia, with
fewer in southern England, but very few indeed from
outside these regions (www.finds.org).

Globular- or spherical-headed small dress pins include
those with plain heads, heads decorated with ring and dot
ornament, and ‘wrythen’ heads.
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Undecorated globular-headed dress pins

362 PL. 10

D 5.5mm; a corroded pin with a slender shank, L 29.5mm,
no collar.

363 PL. 10

L 16mm, D 10.5mm; has a simple globular head with
casting flaw, unfinished. The shaft terminates in a stub
which would have been drawn out into the shank when
finished. There is no evidence of a break.

364 Pl. 10

L 45mm, D (head) 2.5mm; a complete pin with a spherical
head and collar and expanded shank (Hamwic: Hinton
1996 type Aaiii),

365 PlL. 10

L 22mm (Hume 1863, pl. XXVI, 17).

Moulds for globular-headed pins have been excavated from
the Mote of Mark, Kirkcudbright (Laing and Longley
2006, 114), Dunadd, Argyll (Lane and Campbell 2000,
126, nos 674, 764); and Garranes, Co. Cork (O Riorddin
1942, 122, nos 291b,e, 460). The apparently unfinished
nature of 363 suggests that manufacturing could have been
taking place at Meols.

Globular heads, decorated with ring and dot ornament
366 PL. 10

L 16mm, D 7mm; its head is decorated with two punched
ring and dot motifs in worn facets; broken shank,
corroded. There is an identical parallel from South
Newbald, East Yorkshire (Leahy 2000, fig. 6.6.4).

367 PL. 10

L 14mm, D 6mm; has a head decorated with dots in no
particular order, point complete but is probably secondary
after a break, shank is square in section rather than round
and shows evidence of secondary filing, possibly to sharpen
it for re-use as a pointer. Some Roman decorative nails are
not dissimilar, having a square section (e.g. 207, 208).

‘Wrythen’ heads

These have a pattern of spiral grooves wrapping around
the head, with its origin at the top, and heads decorated
with ring and dot motifs. Other characteristics include
collars below the head and expanded or swelling shafts,
both of which are present on some pins of this type but not
others. One was found at Coppergate, York (Mainman and
Rogers 2000, 2577-9, no. 10442). Hinton (1996, 20-21,
Type Ab2ii) discussed a significant group from Hamwic,
which are largely of middle to later Anglo-Saxon date.

368 PL. 10

L 32mm, D (head) 8mm; corroded, the shank is broken;
there is a worn collar below the head.

369 Pl 10

L 65mm, D (head) 7mm; a complete pin with collar and
expanded shank.

Ringed pins

Ringed pins are distinctive type group amongst early
medieval metal dress pins, comprising a long shank and small
mobile ring hinged upon or through the head. They were cast
in two parts and then finished and assembled with tooling
and filing. The head is usually decorated with cast and/or
incised designs, and the shanks sometimes also have panels of
simple incised decoration, and the rings are frequently nicked.
Although their antecedents lie in the Irish metalworking
tradition of the pre-Viking period rather than in Scandinavia,
they are without doubt the type of dress pin that most promi-
nently and unequivocally signifies the material culture of the
Hiberno-Norse world of the 9th—12th centuries, and its
diaspora in Britain and the North Atlantic iking settlements.
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There are 19 objects from Meols that are ringed pins, or
can be identified as parts of ringed pins. All surviving
pieces are of copper alloy . There are eight surviving
complete or near-complete ringed pins with both ring and
shank extant, two shanks with ring missing and four rings
of appropriate size and material that have the characteristic
deep transverse grooves that can be identified as parts of
ringed pins. There are four non-extant pieces, three of
which were recorded by Hume (1863, pl. V) and cannot be
identified as any of the surviving pieces. A fourth non-
extant ringed pin 372 was possibly made of silver , or of
silver-gilded copper-alloy, and survived in the Liverpool
Museum collection until the late 1970s, when it went
missing.

The following have been grouped using the classification
and chronology developed by T. Fanning for the 263 ringed
pins found in excavations of V iking Dublin between 1962
and 1981 (Fanning 1994), which includes many pins from
well-dated stratified contexts. Dublin also produced
evidence for their manufacture in the form of a clay mould
bearing both ring and pin matrices from Christchurch Place
(Fanning 1994, 116), although Fanning was also able to
point to a series of discoveries of ring moulds from pre-
Viking sites across Ireland, indicating the ringed pin’s long
gestation in the Irish metalworking tradition.

In Britain, ringed pins have been found mainly in Anglo-
Scandinavian urban centres, although there are a number
of single finds from V iking graves in Scotland, and most
recently one from the Viking cemetery excavated in 2004 at
Cumwhitton, Cumbria. Excavations and stray finds at
York so far total ¢. 18 (Waterman 1959; Mainman and
Rogers 2000), a similar number to Meols. Chester has
produced five examples, including a particularly fine
example of the polyhedral-headed type from a 10th-
century context in excavations at Crook Street (Lloyd
Morgan, in Ward 1994, 27), a polyhedral-headed pin
shank from Foregate Street (Thompson 1958, 72, fig. 3), a
baluster-headed pin from the Deanery Field (Newstead and
Droop 1936, 37, pl. xix, no. 8), and a crutch-headed pin (a
type not represented at Meols) from a pre-Norman context
in excavations at Linenhall Street (Thompson 1962, 59). A
further, very corroded, although complete, shank in the old
collections at the Grosvenor Museum (Acc. no.
172.5.1976) is unprovenanced; the greater likelihood is
that this is a Chester pin, but an attribution to Meols
cannot be ruled out completely.

Plain-ringed, loop-headed type

This sub-type, where the top of the shank is hammered into
a flat plate, which is bent or looped around the ring attach-
ment point, is described by Fanning as the simplest, most
numerous, and long-lived variant of the ringed pin.
Although some examples can be dated as late as the 12th
century, the balance of stratified dates and associations
amongst Fanning’s corpus favours the 8th—-10th centuries
(Fanning 1994, 16-17), putting the plain-ringed loop-
headed class as the second-earliest group after the spiral-
ringed class (no examples of which have occurred at
Meols).

370 PL. 10

L 91mm; a very solidly-cast loop-headed pin of a rather
more standard size and shape found across the V. iking
world. The loop head expands slightly from the shank and
is decorated with four vertical ridges. The ring is bevelled
and the lower end of the shank has been part-flattened
above the break.

371 Pl. 10 and V

L 82mm; a very simple functional pin, unusually for this
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type it is undecorated and rather slender compared with
most examples,. It was found in November 1893 at a time
of increased exposure and discovery along the Meols shore
(1.2) and was stored at the Grosvenor Museum for many
years sewn onto a card alongside three Iron Age swan-
necked pins 83-85 marked ‘Hair Pins, Novr. 1893’.

372 Pl 10

L 127mm; was very similar in shape and form to 370,
albeit of a finer and lighter manufacture. It was present in
Liverpool Museum until the 1970s when it is recorded as
having been stolen, but a reasonably clear photograph of it
remains on record. The head was decorated with vertical
grooves, and there was a flat panel immediately below the
loop. The bevelled ring was cross-hatched close to its
connection with the pin head. Close examination of the
photograph appears to show a vertical seam on the shank,
indicating that the shank might have been wrought rather
than cast. The more lustrous sheen on the pin visible in the
surviving photograph may indicate that the pin was made
of silver, or gilded with silver, possibly explaining its attrac-
tion to its thief. It was almost identical to a pin from High
Street, Dublin (Fanning 1994, DRP50), which came from a
context dated to the second half of the 10th century.

Plain-ringed baluster-headed type

This sub-type is distinguished by Fanning (1994, 23) as
having fillets or collars above and below the central faceted
portion of the perforated or bored pin head. These, like the
plain ringed loop-headed type, have their origins in pre-
Viking Irish metalwork, and Fanning noted two early
examples from Rathianaun, Co. Sligo, which date to the
Sth century. However the majority favour a 9th-12th
century date range, and the 11 examples from the Dublin
excavations that Fanning catalogued are predominantly
from early to mid-10th-century layers.

373 Pl. 10 and V

L 83.7mm; has a cuboid head with a lozenge-shaped motif
in a square field; the lozenge is worn but appears to be
subdivided into four. The shank is broken.

374 Pl. 10 and V

L 69.5mm; very similar to 373, but its ring is slightly larger
and of finer casting. The head design of a lozenge-shaped
motif in a square field is also clearer and there is a
pronounced collar at the top of the shank. A very similar
baluster headed pin from Christchurch Place, Dublin
(Fanning 1994, DRP64) came from a cobbled surface dated
to the mid-10th century.

375Pl. 10 and V

L 150.5mm; a plain-ringed baluster ~-headed ringed-pin
shank (complete). 1714, D 19mm; a twisted copper alloy
brooch is currently (and very convincingly) attached to the
shank in the normal ring position; this curious marriage is
assumed to result from an ill-advised episode of post-
discovery ‘rationalisation’.

Plain-ringed polyhedral-headed type

These have a cast and filed faceted head, often decorated
with an incised quatrefoil knot, and are the most numerous
in Dublin (Fanning catalogued 81 examples) and also the
most frequently found outside Ireland. The broad emphasis
of dates within Dublin strongly favours the mid-10th to
early-11th-century date range. Unlike the baluster -headed
type, there are few indications that this type was current in
pre-Viking Ireland.

376 Pl. 10 and V

L 41mm; in poor condition with a corroded and pitted
surface and a broken shank. It has been cast in a rather
brighter, brass-like copper alloy than most of the other
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Meols ringed pins. The pin head is decorated on one side
with a faint quatrefoil knot, and on the other with a small
incised cross in a lozenge-shaped field.

377 Pl. 10 and V

L 56mm; an incomplete shank with a polyhedral head
decorated with a punched dot design.

378 Pl. 11

L 52mm; the lower half of a pin shank of slightly expanded
profile (with tip missing) bearing narrow panels of incised
cross-hatched lines, which is reminiscent particularly of the
polyhedral-headed ringed pin type. This feature, apart
from providing decorative interest, helped to keep the pin
securely embedded within the cloth of the garment.

379 Pl 11

L 138mm (Hume 1863, pl. V , 1); a complete pin with a
bevelled ring, the head was decorated with a cross-hatched
design.

3807l 11

(Hume 1863, pl. V , 14); drawn open-ended by Hume
without showing whether it was complete or had a broken
shank. It had a cuboid head above a collar with a design of
punched dots and possibly a faceted top. The ring was
plain.

381 Pl 11

L 120mm (Hume 1863, pl. V, 4); complete, with a square
head decorated with a diagonal hatched design, and a plain
ring.

Kidney-ringed, polybedral-headed type

This type is less common than plain-ringed polyhedral-
headed ringed pins. Fanning (1994, 36-41) quoted 29
examples excavated in Viking Dublin up to 1981, the strati-
fied contexts of which indicate that the kidney-ringed pins
are slightly later in date than the plain ringed variants, some
are associated with late 10th-century layers, but the majority
come from 11th century contexts. They are also less widely
distributed than plain-ringed types, with the majority of
parallels coming from Ireland, the Hebrides, and Iceland,
and Dublin seems to be their place of manufacture.

382 Pl. 11 and V

L 69.5mm; a good example of the kidney-ringed polyhe-
dral-headed type. It has a thick, only partly mobile cast
ring, which is heavily moulded with transverse grooves and
has stylised zoomorphic terminals at the attachments. The
ring is attached by projecting tenons into a comparatively
large faceted pin head, which is decorated on both sides
with a lozenge-shaped field further divided into four fields,
one of which has a punched dot. There are further punched
dots in the facets to the upper and lower sides of the pin
head. The shank is plain and broken. Of the Dublin
examples, Fanning’s DRP169, from a Fishamble Street
context dated to the second half of the 10th century, is the
most similar to the Meols piece.

Rings from ringed pins

383 Pl 11, L 15mm; a fragment of tapering ring with
cross-hatched grooves, which, although bent out of shape,
is extremely similar to the type of ring normally found on
ringed pins.

384 Pl. 11, D 15mm; a slightly distorted ring bearing two
groups of grooves.

385 PL. 11, D 20mmy; a ring with projecting tenons; about
half of the upper surface is grooved.

386 Pl. 11, D 16mm; a ring with three groups of grooves.
A slightly cruder version than 379, it bears a similarity in
patina and proportionate size to shank372; these may even
possibly have been originally together.

Ringed pin or penannular brooch / ringed pin hybrid

387 Pl. 11 and V

L 135mm, is an unusually large example. It has a loop head
on expanded shank with a transverse groove below the
head. The shank is of flat cross-section, which is unusual for
classic ringed pins. It may originally have been even longer,
as the present point is secondary , having been sharpened
from the remaining portion after a breakage. It may in fact
be something of a hybrid between ringed pin type and a
penannular brooch, resembling closely a penannular brooch
from Nordby, Hof, Vestford, Norway, included in a classifi-
cation of Scandinavian copies of Irish penannular brooches
under Group IV, B (Graham-Campbell 1987, 243). A silver
example from Birka, Uppland, Sweden, is also noteworthy
in this context (Graham-Campbell 1984). The Meols pin
stands somewhat apart from the other ringed pins from
Meols, which conform more readily to the classic Dublin
types, and therefore could possibly be a Scandinavian rather
than Irish-manufactured piece.

388 D 41mm, is the ring which was accessioned at the
Grosvenor Museum together with the shank, and is almost
certainly the original ring, but is loose and detachable, and
has therefore been catalogued in its own right. It is also
large for this type, and penannular with two groups of
cross-hatched grooves.

Lobe-headed pin

389 PL 11

L 82mm, is a copper -alloy lobe-headed pin with an
expanded shank, complete except for an apparent twist or
slight damage to the extreme point. The pin head is small
and plain. Lobe-headed pins are distributed around the
Irish Sea at market sites and are, like ringed pins, appar-
ently a Hiberno-Norse phenomenon characteristic of
market sites around the Irish Sea, dating to the 11th and
early 12th centuries. Many are decorated on the head or
upper shank, occasionally with inlaid designs, which in
some cases resemble runic representations. Three have been
found in Chester, at the Legionary Bath House (Lloyd-
Morgan in Ward 1994, 97-8), a fine example with a triple
spiral-decorated head and a runic ‘k’ on the upper shank,
Princess Street (Newstead and Droop 1939, 39, Grosvenor
Museum Acc. CC 103.1939) and more recently , a silver
gilded example in 2005 in the Amphitheatre excavations
(D. Garner and J. Edwards, pers. comm.). Many more
examples have been found in excavations at St John’s Lane
and Fishamble Street, Dublin (NMI E173:3572, NMI
E:190:660), Waterford (Scully, in Hurley et al. 1997,
440-8), and Whithorn (Hill 1997, 367, nos 32-37), with
some of the latter group coming from 11th century
contexts. The majority of stratified dates from Dublin,
Waterford and Whithorn favour the mid-11th to early-12th
centuries. The earliest stratified context at Dublin for an
example of this type dates to around 1025.

Domestic and agricultural implements

Bells

390 Pl. 11 and V

L 33mm, D 21mm; a small hexagonal pyramidal copper -
alloy bell, the panels of which are slightly concave (clapper
missing), with a square attachment loop atop a collar at the
apex. This bell belongs to a type that is increasingly being
recognised as characteristic of the Danelaw and Irish Sea in
the 10th century, although examples have also been found
at a settlement at Freswick, Caithness, Scotland, and from
Viking period pagan graves at V atnsdal, Iceland (Batey
1988). Within the Irish Sea region, apart from Meols, there
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have been three discoveries of such bells on the Isle of Man,
in a 10th-century child’s grave (grave VII) at Peel Castle,
Isle of Man (Graham-Campbell 2002, 94-5), with another
example in cemetery earth nearby, and a further example
from disturbed ploughsoil over a possible early Christian
burial place at West Nappin, Jurby Parish. Single examples
have been discovered during G. Eogan’ s excavations at
Knowth, Ireland, and at Llanbedrgoch, Anglesey, a Viking-
period market and settlement site with a number of artefac-
tual parallels to Meols (Redknap 2000). Discoveries have
occurred in 10th and 11th century excavated contexts at
Lincoln (Batey 1988, 214-5) and Goltho, Lincolnshire
(Beresford 1987, 175-6), with a further example from a
12th-13th century context at Northampton, which was
considered by its excavators to be residual (W illiams et al.
1985, 7-8, and fig. (M) 16, CU49). In recent years a spread
of metal-detected finds from East Y  orkshire and East
Anglia, as reported to the P AS, have far outnumbered the
group surveyed by Batey in 1988, and the balance of
probability now favours those areas as the origin of these
objects. Their function is difficult to establish with
certainty, as they would have been too small to make
anything other than a very limited ringing sound; hence
they are probably largely ornamental and a symbolic part
of personal apparel (the contexts of the Manx and
Icelandic finds suggest a funerary connection).

[2600 is an iron bell, which could be early or later medieval
in date, see 2.6]

Drinking horn terminal

391 PL 11

L 91mm, D (terminal) 19mm (Hume1863, pl. XXI, 9); the
drawing depicts a tapering cylinder with sub-spherical
terminal, ‘brass’. The depiction implies that the object was
hollow, but does not clearly convey its means of attach-
ment. It is evidently a drinking-horn terminal, probably
copper-alloy or silver; a high-status V  iking object, and
possibly Scandinavian in origin. Parallels have been found
at Ballinderry Crannog, Co. W estmeath (Hencken 1942,
43, 45, no. 344) Carraig Aille, Co. Limerick (O Riordain
1950, 64-7), Gjennes, Hedrum, Vestfold, Norway, female
grave (Petersen 1940, 169-70), Huseby , Bersa, Ser
Trondelag, Norway (T rondheim Mus. 8533); Hyrt,
Vossestrand, Hordaland (see Petersen 1940, 171).

Fig. 2.4.2: Drinking horn terminal from Gjonnes,
Vestfold, Norway (Petersen 1940, 169-70, Fig. 132b)
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Trade items

Balance-scale attachment

392 Pl 11

L 28mm, H 11mm; copper alloy; a small hollow object in
the form of a bird with an oval body and a prominent head
/ beak and tail. It has three loops for attachment or suspen-
sion, all of which are broken, one on top in the middle of
the back, and the remains of three more around the
inverted rim below. Two almost identical birds with loops
placed exactly like the Meols object, were found in 1849 as
part of a largely complete merchant’ s balance-scale with
four lead weights (one of which was in the form of a
spindle whorl), in the excavation of a V  iking grave on
Gigha, Argyll, Scotland (Bryce 1912-13; Grieg 1940,
29-30), the objects are now in the Hunterian Museum,
Glasgow. The two birds were, according to Grieg, placed at
either end of the balance beam, attached by the upper loop
(possible via a hook), where the lower loops would create
an equal spread for three fine chains or threads to suspend
the scale pans. Another complete example with two birds
from Jatten, Rogaland, Norway, was found with eight lead
weights and a bronze penannular brooch (the reassembled
scale balance is illustrated in Petersen 1940, 161, fig. 133).
The striking similarity between these examples allows the
Meols object to be identified with some confidence as a
Viking find. The birds come in pairs, but only one has
surfaced at Meols. The delicate size and decoration of this
type of balance scale suggests a use for measuring small
quantities of valuable materials, possibly silver.

Fig. 2.4.3: Bird mount from balance-scale, Gigha ©
Hunterian Museum

Horse equipment

Stirrup mounts

393 Pl 11

L 56.5mm, W 43mm; a copper -alloy plate with
pronounced shoulders and a trilobite or fleur-de-lys projec-
tion at its apex, in the centre of which is the upper attach-
ment hole. The base of the plate is bent inwards slightly
and there are two opened attachment holes in its slightly
corroded edge. On the front, an incised design of a snake
or dragon’s head with lentoid eye and pointed snout in
profile atop a stylised knot resembling a body, surrounded
by four diagonal lobed fronds within a square border, over
which four curved bands create a rhomboidal field merging
with the apex. It is almost certainly a stirrup mount, and is
included by Williams (1997, 474) within his broadly-desig-
nated ‘Unclassified Class B’ group, which apart from this
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piece is characterised exclusively by pieces from eastern
and southern England. The Ringerike stylistic affinities of
the design suggest London or W inchester as places of
manufacture, echoing in particular those found on buckle
307, and is similarly likely to date from the end of the 10th
century to the early 11th century.

394 Pl 11

L 18mm, W 14mm; described as lead in pre-1941
Liverpool Museum archive (5764M) (Hume 1863, 131, pl.
XII, 23) but as brass in Hume’ s handwritten notes on this
unpublished second edition of Ancient Meols, a sub-rectan-
gular piece with five attachment holes separated by a raised
X-shaped moulding, it bears a similarity , in a simplified
form, to W illiams’s Unclassified Class B stirrup-strap
mounts (Williams 1997, 98 ff).

EARLY MEDIEVAL IRON OBJECTS
David Griffiths, with contributions by Patrick Ottaway

Knives

Whittle tang knives

The whittle tang knife has a long history , and it can be
difficult to date individual specimens in the absence of any
distinctive metallographic or decorative feature. There are,
however, a small number of ‘angle back’ or curved knives
from Meols that may be dated on the basis of form to the
early medieval period (cf. Ottaway 1992, 561-2).

395 Pl 11

58 x 28mm; almost certainly of Anglo-Saxon date, as it has
a blade with what is sometimes known as an ‘angle back’,
meaning that the back rises from the shoulder before
sloping down at an angle to the tip. Numerous similar
knives are known from 7th- to 11th-century contexts
(Ottaway 1992, 561-2).

396 Pl. 11

100 x 18mm (Potter 1876, 183, 1); had an angle back and
is therefore similar to 395.

397 PL. 12

L 53mm (tang), 63mm (blade), W 14mm (blade rems.); one
edge corroded. Narrow, slender blade with sloping shoul-
ders, a reverse S-shape. Blade tapers to a point. Handle
missing. Heavily worn.

398 PIL. 12

L 21mm (tang), 83mm (blade), W 15mm (blade); short
tang. Blade tapers to a point. The curve at the top supports
an early date.

Tools and agricultural implements

Axe

399 Pl. 12

157 x 87mm at the cutting edge; it has a flat top (‘poll’),
rounded lugs either side of the socket, and a blade
symmetrical in cross-section. Axes are not easy to date
closely, as their form does not change rapidly during the
Anglo-Saxon, Viking, and medieval periods (see also 2.6,
later medieval ironwork). However, the Meols axe corre-
sponds to medieval T ype IVB in the London Museum
Medieval Catalogue (LMMC 1940, 55, fig. 11) and
Goodall’s Type 5 (Goodall 1980, 23). An axe similar to
this, if rather shorter in relation to the width of its blade,
comes from a probable V iking period context at Y ork
(Waterman 1959, 71-2, fig. 5, 6), but two axes which are,
perhaps, particularly comparable in terms of form, size,
and proportions to this example come from Degannwy
Castle, Gwynedd, found unstratified in the bailey of
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1245-63, and Montgomery Castle, Powys, found unstrat-
ified in a site occupied 1223-1649 (Goodall 1980,
B19-20). 399 was found in the winter of 1877-78, and
was presented to the Historic Society of Lancashire and
Cheshire by Potter together with 402, a bent arrowhead,
404, a spearhead, and a description of a shield possibly
resembling 408, a shield boss (Potter 1878, 154-5). Potter
also described ‘a portion of an old double-edged sword
blade and two sharpened stake-ends, found on the
Cheshire Shore at Great Meols, and supposed to be part of
an ancient stockade’ (Potter 1878, 156) (1.2) (For the
implications of this apparent group association, see
below.)

402

Riding equipment

Spurs

Hume’s drawings show two fragments of the backs of
spurs, with short pointed goads of a form usually dated to
the middle to later Anglo-Saxon period (Ottaway 1992,
699-700).

400 P1. 12

L 42mm, L (goad) 20mm (Hume 1863, pl. XVI, 6).

401 Pl. 12

L 41mm, L (goad) 21mm (Hume 1863, pl. XVI, 7).

Weapons and armour

Arrow head

402 PIL. 12

91 x 82 x 9mm; has a lentoid blade of triangular cross-
section. Unfortunately the object has been crudely
conserved with varnish over surface corrosion in the 19th
century, so no surface detail can be detected. It has been
bent over into a U-shape, which may suggest that it was
made from a poor -quality iron, as an object with a high
steel content would usually snap under pressure. The
presence of a tang indicates that this is late Anglo-Saxon /
Viking Age in date; for comparable items see, for example,
arrowheads from Y ork (Ottaway 1992, 710-1). If its
original context was funerary, it is possible that the object
was deliberately bent as part of ritual damage. 402 was
found in the winter of 1877-78 in proximity to other iron
objects, 399 (an axe), 404 (a spearhead) and 408 (a shield
boss). The association between the discovery of these
objects may be coincidental, however all have some
similarity to V iking-period comparanda from elsewhere,
402 and 404 securely so, although 399 and 408 also have
equally strong medieval parallels. If a V iking-period link
between 402 and 405, and somewhat more ambiguously ,
with 399 and 408, can be accepted, their contemporaneous
discovery may indicate that they formed part of a grave
assemblage that was exposed by erosion during winter
storms at this time (1.2).

IRON OBJECTS PROBABLY OF EARLY MEDIEVAL
DATE

Arrowhead

403 PL. 12

95 x 19 x 4.5mm; is a tanged arrowhead with a blade, the
sides of which are convex and curve in to meet at the tip.
The edges appear to have been roughly hammered, perhaps
to harden them. It is difficult to date this object, but tanged
arrowheads are usually from late Anglo-Saxon or V iking
contexts, although the pronounced shoulders on this blade
are unusual.
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Pl. 8. Early medieval: St Menas Ampulla, brooches and buckles
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PL. 9. Early medieval: mounts, strapends, hooked tags and pins
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Pl 10. Early medieval: small dress pins and ringed pins
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Pl 11. Early medieval pins, bell, mounts and knives
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Pl 12. Early medieval weaponry and miscellaneous
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Spearheads

404 PL. 12

118 x 31 x 21mm; socketed, leaf-shaped blade which is
broken at the tip (Potter 1878, 155-6, pl. VIIL, 4). This is
probably late Anglo-Saxon /V iking Age, although spear-
head blades of this period are usually more elongated than
this example appears to be (see also 399, above).

405 PL. 12

74 x 20 x 13mm; socketed, the blade, now incomplete, has
a lozenge-shaped cross-section with slightly concave facets.
This is difficult to date, but is possibly pre-Norman.

406 PIL. 12

315 x 23 x 2mm; socketed spearhead, with a narrow shaft
above the socket and below a narrow blade, but now
damaged. There is no ready parallel for this object, but it is
possibly a later Anglo-Saxon / Viking period attribution.
407 PL. 12

189.5 x 25 x 6mm; tanged spearhead, with a tapering
blade of lozenge-shaped cross-section, the facets being
slightly concave. The blade edges appear bent in places,
suggesting a poor -quality iron with low carbon content.
Dating this object is difficult. Spearheads of Roman and
later date are usually, though not always, socketed. Later
Anglo-Saxon / Viking Age arrowheads are usually tanged,
but this object appears too large to be an arrowhead, and
the form of the blade does not immediately suggest it is of
the period. It is included here on the basis of the tang and
to facilitate comparison with the other spearheads.

Shield boss

408 PI. 12

D 263mm; domed in the centre, although the top is now
missing, and has a flange around the edge through which it
was nailed onto a wooden shield. Found in winter of
1877-78 (see 402, above).

The evidence of parallels to support an attribution to the
Viking period includes two hemispherical shield bosses,
somewhat similar in form, which are recorded by R ygh
(1885, 562-3) in his review of finds from Norway Another
domed boss came from a Viking grave at Ballateare, Isle of
Man (Bersu and W ilson 1966, 59-60, fig. 36). These
objects are, however, rather smaller than 408, with diame-
ters of 152mm and 130mm, respectively, for the objects in
Rygh’s catalogue and 154mm for the Manx item. Similar
unpublished examples are found in Bergen and Trondheim
museum collections, including from Restad, Ser
Trondelag, Stimle, Hordaland, and Eid, Gloppen, Sogn og
Fjordane (all western and mid-Norway). However , a later
medieval attribution cannot be ruled out, and it must also
be mentioned that, in general, pre-Norman shield bosses
from England usually appear to have variants on a cone
shape. If the apparent association of its discovery with
other Viking-period weapon finds in the winter of 1877-78
(see 402, above) were to be judged as insufficient to prove
a secure relationship, an alternative explanation is there-
fore, that 408 may come from a buckler , a small round
shield of 14th — mid-15th century date, which usually had
a domed boss. Bucklers were usually used by civilians and
their body guards or by unmounted knights (Laking 1920,
242-3; Blair 1958, 182). Examples are shown in marginal
illustrations in the Luttrell Psalter of c. 1340 (fo. 49).

Possible strap end

409 PL. 12

55 x 35mm; a plate pierced four times with large rounded
holes; at each end there is a slot to which fragments of what
appear to be loops or links are attached. It is plated with
non-ferrous metal. A probable strap end.
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Pin

410 Pl. 12

L 77.5mm; a corroded iron disc-headed pin with two
baluster mouldings on the expanded part of the shank. It
was described as a stylus by Bu’Lock (1960, 10, fig. 3f), but
the circular shape of the disc head suggests this is unlikely
as styli usually have flat upper edges for scraping and
smoothing wax or clay surfaces.

Hoe blade

411 PL 12

L 123mm; a short blade in line with a closed socket.
Objects like this are often described as “celts’ in
Scandinavian publications (e.g. Petersen 1951, 159, 517),
although the term is also applied to other socketed blades
rather different from this example, which occur in quantity
in Scandinavia, usually in V  iking-period or equivalent
contexts. Petersen commented on an object very similar to
this piece, saying that it has a form peculiar to the ‘Elemark
region (Petersen 1951, fig. 94). From England, there are
objects identified as socketed woodworking chisels
(Ottaway 1992, 529-31), but they have longer blades,
which are slightly curved. Petersen considered the ‘celt’ to
be a tool for the clearance and breaking up of ground, and
so it would probably be appropriate to describe this object
as a socketed hoe blade, but whether it is truly of V  iking
period date is difficult to say.

[412-414: numbers not used]

Note
1 Information from PAS, find LVPL-1440.
2 Information from PAS, find LVPL-874Cé64.

2.5 Later medieval non-ferrous metal-
work and evidence for metal working:
AD 1050-1100 to 1500-50

Geoff Egan

DRESS ACCESSORIES

The conventions used in the catalogue descriptions below
generally follow those in the most recent publication of
medieval London Dress Accessories (Egan and Pritchard
1991), but some terms and categories have been changed or
newly created in order to cater for different emphases
within the assemblages listed below, with the intention of
presenting these objects as clearly as possible.

Since dress accessories, as is frequently the case in finds
groups, comprise the largest assemblage of non-ceramic
finds recovered at Meols, some general points that are
more widely relevant for the later medieval material
discussed in this volume are best made in introducing this
very large category. There is a total of 1294 surviving non-
ferrous dress accessories (not including fragments) together
with 93 which do not survive but for which we have an
extant illustration; these are listed individually below under
a wide range of headings.

Dating is, inevitably for objects recovered in circum-
stances that did not include the recording of a stratigraphic
sequence, based largely on the implications (sometimes
limited to general stylistic inference) of comparanda from
dated sequences elsewhere. The broad chronological
patterns observed in the material recovered at particular
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times during the periods of retrieval at Meols can be
helpful, but only at a non-specific level. The entire span of
the later Middle Ages, c. 1050-1500, seems to be repre-
sented, with the main focus in the 13th—15th centuries, and
fewer items from the late-11th and 12th centuries (not
dissimilar to the pattern evident at London and several
other major urban centres). The late-15th/beginning of the
16th centuries is relatively difficult to pinpoint among the
assemblages, and perhaps this too is part of the broader
national picture rather than simply a function of the
relative sparsity of comparanda to aid identifications.
There is a very marked decline in sheer numbers of all
categories of material culture with the start of the early
modern period; a phenomenon that is again generally
evident in many places across the country , though here it
seems particularly acute, to the extent that it can be taken
as part of the evidence for a marked decline in the settle-
ment. There are, for example, no sheet-made buckle frames
of this date (as in a manufacturing assemblage from
London, and with comparable accessories much more
widely distributed across the country (Egan forthcoming e)
and only two later hooked clasps are recorded ( 3037-
3038).

Whilst the great majority of the dress accessories from
Meols are of copper alloy , with some, mainly larger
buckles of iron (the largest of this metal are thought to be
from horse equipment, 2818-2844), a notable component
of the assemblage is the significant numbers made of
lead/tin, which regularly fail to survive in adverse soil
conditions. Most of the small number of copperalloy items
selected for analysis are gunmetal, with a very few of brass.
Coins aside, the dozen surviving finds of silver, as part of a
wider pattern, are restricted to brooches (all ¢c. 80% fine)
and finger rings, with the unusual addition of a bell
clapper. No object primarily of gold seems to have survived
from the single certain brooch and the very limited number
of finger rings attested by antiquarian publications, but
now all lost. Silver coatings may not have been recognised
in the absence of comprehensive chemical analysis, but a
few of the copper-alloy dress accessories are gilded (buckles
755,775, and 829, strapend 1516, mounts 1027 and 1073,
finger ring 2361, pendant 1458, casket mounts 2083 and
2090, and harness pendant 2327).

Most of the accessories are made up of a limited number
of necessary components, with occasional additions for the
sake of fashionably ornate elaboration, copper -alloy clasp
890 comprises 12 metal parts. Enamels seem to be
restricted to mount 1027, brooch 1640 and buckle plate
851 with a lion regardant is on a field painted blue in some
copies of Ancient Meols, suggesting enamel (Pl. IV). Several
accessories are in the Saxo-Norman decorative tradition,
which can be difficult to assign accurate dating (see 305,
310-314 listed under 2.4 early medieval material), buckles
755, 759-63, and 847; strapend 1544; pin 1888; mount
(non-dress) 2089 as well as scabbard chape 2154.

Animal heads are evident on buckles 450 and 637-641;
strapends 1544, 1545, 1601 (?an ape); brooch 1698 has a
two-headed animal body (as well as swivel 2325 and 2371
listed under Unidentified items probably of later medieval
date). Figurative accessories or ones including figurative
elements are not common and tend to be upmarket
versions — buckle 728; king’s head clasp 903; bird clasp
902; head clasp 901; bird bar mount 1262; bar mount
head pendant 1250; grotesque monster mount 1027,
brooch 1698; lion passant buckle plates 851, 852).
Engraved plates for accessories necessarily raise these
items to a more labour -intensive, and therefore presum-
ably more expensive, bracket — buckles 756, 816, 847,
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849, (?also on frame 762); strapends 1571, and 1606,
which is unusually for an item with tooling, of lead/tin;
(see also horse harness pendant ~ 2327). Openwork is
evident in strapend 1572 and mounts 1067ff, 1149, 1153,
1159, 1160-66, as well as lead/tin strapends 1612-1616. A
few items have writing, often religious references, though
whether this was actually readable by any of the inhabi-
tants of Meols is uncertain (several of these attractive
items are now lost): Timete Dominum (2317); In Ivesv
(2318); Iesus Nazarenus (etc.) see brooches 1761, 1766,
1767, 1816, 1825; see also knife handles 2152, 2153;
IHC, etc. — (?) mount 1169; strapend; 1621 (with ‘S’);
Crede Mihi on seal matrix 2323; Ave (Maria) (gracia
plena): on brooch 1764-5; strapend 1616; seal matrices
2310-12; strapend 1503, brooch 1765; Mari(a) on
strapend 1617; brooch 1732; cf. (?) M on post-medieval
buckle 3003 and lost (?)‘m’” mount 1076. Secular legends
are: AVI (? = Amor vincit omnia) on pendant 1972; Be
my(eri?) on leather strap 3269A with pellet mounts; (?)b on
strapend 1602; R on mount 1072 and finger ring 1976. S
on mount 1077 and on strapend 1621 (along with THC);
(?)S/Y on mounts 1073-5; eyelet 1500. Uninterpreted
legends are on: brooch 1696 (possible false lettering);
(?brooch) pin 1809; (?)dagger holder 2346; mirrorcase
2014; 1501 a lost lead/tin strapend: ‘TohtBon’.

Repairs or replacements are evident in several of the
copper-alloy buckles and other strap accessories. Notably
clumsy, substitute rivets are evident in buckle plate  559.
These could, perhaps, cumulatively be indicative of a
period when it proved difficult for the inhabitants of the
settlement to get repairs effected by anyone with the usual
modicum of skill that characterises the many instances of
re-attaching or repairing of similar accessories elsewhere.

Other non-specialist repairs include: 713 and 804 -
rough rivets; 587 and 754 — protruding rivets — cf. 559; 584
— oversized rivet; 590 — two bent-over rivets (of the five);
561, 697 — tacksheets as rivets; 825 — plate, poor repair;
314 (listed under Early medieval) — square holes for pin
and rivets; 898 clasp — wire repair. Later ‘post-medieval-
’form spiralled-sheet rivets (Egan 2005a, 101, fig. 87) are
anticipated in buckle plates 723 (with parallels assigned to
the 13th/14th centuries), 559 (parallel assigned to mid-
13th century), 588 (parallel assigned to late-14th century),
844 and cf. 804 (a tube rather than spiralled sheeting, but
a similar eccentricity).

There are small groups apparently of manufacturing
discards/seconds of copper alloy among the brooches
(thought to focus on the 12th/early-13th century) 2245ff,
discussed in detail below (2.5); and lead/tin buckles2291ff,
and perhaps also strap loops 1487ff (the latter are
completely unknown in these alloys elsewhere) from the
late-14th—15th century, with incompletely cast spindle
whorl 2293 potentially from the same industry. Items that
appear completely unworn (e.g. among  1362ff) or have
been recovered in what seem anomalously large numbers
compared with the patterns emerging elsewhere (e.g. purse
suspenders 1264ff) raise further questions, which remain
open, about their place of manufacture and their status as
saleable or owned goods at the site.

Tables 2.5.1-2.5.6 attempt to summarise the broad
picture of the recovery of medieval dress accessories in
different locations, as reflected in publications of major
assemblages, which are frequently used as first resorts
when seeking comparanda. Figures cited for Hume 1863
were given by him as totals recovered at that time (by no
means all of those items were individually described and
illustrated, and so many are not now identifiable). Most of
the figures are for urban sites, but some for two rural sites
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in Buckinghamshire at which retrieval was particularly
productive are also given. There are inevitably several diffi-
culties in compiling these numbers, not least different ideas
of dating as the subject has developed (some authors have
taken context dates within the site sequence to be those of
the objects, while others have recognised residuality in
specific instances by giving a significantly earlier date for
production) and there are occasional basic misidentifica-
tions. Some rectification has been attempted for both
factors in the figures presented below. At Norwich, residu-
ality appears to be common, and to err on the side of
caution, a number of stylistically medieval items from post-
1500 deposits in that publication are not included here
(there appears to be no significant difficulty at the earlier
end of that sequence). Even if all potentially medieval
accessories of appropriate categories found in post-
medieval contexts were to be included, this would make
relatively little difference to the overall chronological
profile for this city, falling far short of doubling the figures
for one of the smaller assemblages considered here.
Residuality is also very evident at Winchester, though in the
publication a considerable effort has been made to give
probable dates of manufacture (often drawing on what was
then very recently available information as the subject
developed rapidly with a flood of publications in the
1980s).

The extremely different soil and other site conditions
affecting survival, and archaeological or amateur
approaches to retrieval (including extensive use of skilled
metal-detecting at London and on the Buckinghamshire
sites) all make direct comparisons between the published
assemblages difficult. Each of the assemblages from which
the statistics are taken was retrieved under different
circumstances, ranging from cumulative decades of specu-
lative searching on the part of many individuals at Meols,
to the more focused metal-detecting within the overall
framework of a detailed stratigraphic sequence recorded

by full-time archaeologists at the two largest London sites.
Apart from Deevy’s figures for Irish brooches, which result
from a full national survey , they each represent a partic-
ular programme of field recovery from a specific area,
influenced by factors first of discarding, then of survival in
the ground, next of opportunity and method of recovery ,
and lastly of availability for publication when the oppor-
tunity arose. In the case of the items in the present
catalogue, this follows sustained curation by amateur
collectors, and subsequently successive museum staff, by
whom an extensive mass of metalwork, often scraps
unidentifiable at that stage, were deemed worth passing on
to future generations. These differing factors inevitably
constrain some of the comparisons one would like to make
and they also weaken the validity of some of the conclu-
sions it is tempting to draw . One thing, however , is
abundantly clear from even a swift perusal of the raw
figures derived from the various syntheses: despite the
vigorous efforts of intensive archaeological fieldwork
since the 1970s on the part of a greatly increased, full-time
work force, the Meols later medieval assemblage (for all
the quirks of its detailed history) remains an extraordi-
narily extensive and valuable resource for the study of the
material culture of that period. Not only is this group of
material unique in the north-west, it comprises by far the
largest and most varied, non-urban accumulation of later-
medieval material in the country.

The basic conundrum, the survival and recovery of so
many objects in the context of an unremarkable fishing-
settlement, which may have occasionally served as an
informal customs-outpost for Chester (there were certainly
no full-time staff), but which lacked even a parish church,
remains impressive, the more so when seen against what
the best efforts of recent urban archaeology can come up
with in populous centres. The full significance of this part
of the archaeology of Meols may be that its unique
survivals permit the tentative, radical suggestion that in

Table 2.5.1: Buckles (¢for dress: large iron examples thought to be from horse equipment are not included)

Site Reference Date Copper alloy Iron Lead/tin Total

Meols This catalogue Suggested 339 31 32 *361

¢. 1050-1550  (+ 21 clasps) (+ 12 clasps) (+ 33 clasps)

Meols Hume 1863, 100 and 102 ?Post-Roman 244 13 N 262

Exeter A. R. Goodall 1984 and ¢. 1200-1500 11 - - 11

I. H. Goodall 1984
London Egan and Pritchard 1991 c. 1150-1450 178 115 184 478
Norwich Margeson/Goodall 1993 ¢. 1050-1500; 15 6 - 21
these figures ignore items
residual in post-1500 deposits

Southampton  Harvey/Goodall 1975 ¢. 1000-1600 16 2 - 18

Winchester Goodall 1990 and Hinton 1990b  ¢. 1050-1550 90 32 - 122

York Ottaway and Rogers 2002 ¢. 1050-1500 37 31 2 73

+3

foundry

wasters

Great Linford, Zeepvat 1992 ¢. 1100-1500 13 + 1 clasp 4 - 17 +1
Bucks

Tattenhoe/ Ivens 1995 ¢. 900-1500 15 3 - 18

Westbury,

Bucks

*Hume also noted two of silver; if these have not been lost, they have presumably been re-interpreted as brooches in this prese nt publication.
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England from ¢.1050 to c¢. 1500, everyday material
culture, as evident in this publication, was very similar
right across the country , from the rural north-west
England to the urban south-east. At least the similarities
(once the regional variations in ceramics that loom so
large in the received archaeological consciousness are
recognised as a special case) are potentially more impres-
sive than any differences.

For all the drawbacks, the figures in T ables 2.5.1-2.5.6
give a basic idea of the relative orders of magnitude, along
with emphases within these, of these particular categories
of common finds across the nation, as reflected in some of
the most frequently used publications to date. It is against
this background that the staggering scope of the medieval
finds detailed below can most readily be appreciated. While

produce material culture in plenty , the second largest
assemblage in England on the criteria outlined, by a consid-
erable margin from the next biggest, is that presented here,
from the settlement at Meols. Again and again in looking
through the Meols finds, it was striking to find that several
of London’s most notable individual objects from recent
excavations, initially hailed as remarkable manifestations
of urban sophistication or fashions that could only have
been devised against the background of wealth and the
European communications of a busy metropolis, were
present here, too, even if poorly preserved and fragmentary
(e.g. clasp 903, brooch 1793, necklace 1974). One has only
to look at the range of English and Continental links
implied by the scrappy pilgrim souvenirs (despite the loss of
several since their publication in the 19th century) to take

London might, for a variety of reasons, be expected to the point.
Table 2.5.2: Mounts (¢for dress)
Site Reference Date Copper alloy Iron Lead/tin Total
Meols This catalogue Suggested 390 - 121 511
c. 1050-1550
Meols Hume 1863, 151* ‘Bosses and studs,’ 83 - 40 123
?post-Roman
Exeter A. R. Goodall 1984 c. 1200-1500 5 - - 11
London Egan and Pritchard 1991 c. 1150-1450 329 33 120 482
Norwich Margeson/Goodall 1993 c. 1050-1500 9 - - 9
Southampton  Harvey 1975 c. 1050-1600 8 - 1 9
Winchester Hinton 1990c and e c. 1000-1600 89 - - 89
York Ottaway and Rogers 2002 c. 1050-1500 35 8 “fittings’ - 42
+3
foundry
wasters
Great Linford, Zeepvat 1992 c.1100-1500 6 (+n) - 1 7+
Bucks
Tattenhoe/ Ivens 1995 c. late-11th — early-16th/ 18 - - 18
Westbury, 10th — mid-16th centuries
Bucks

Hume also listed one of silver (cf. Ecroyd Smith 1868, 2) — (?)lost. He seems not to have included ‘rosettes’ (? = foliate moun ts), shield-
shaped and bar mounts in these totals.

Table 2.5.3: Strapends

Site Reference Date Copper alloy Iron Lead/tin Total
Meols This catalogue Suggested c. 1050-1550 65 1 24 90
Meols Hume 1863, 124 ?Post-Roman 108 - 13 121
Exeter A. R. Goodall 1984 c. 1200-1500 4 - - 4
London Egan and Pritchard 1991 c. 1150-1450 153 21 11 185
Norwich Margeson/Goodall 1993 c. 1050-1500 5 - - 5
Southampton  Harvey 1975 c. 1100-1600 2 - - 2
Winchester Hinton 1990a c. 1050-1600 25 - - 25
York Ottaway and Rogers 2002 c. 1050-1500 14 - - 14
Great Linford, Zeepvat 1992 ¢.1100-1500 7 - - 7
Bucks

Tattenhoe/ Ivens 1995 c. late-11th — early-16th/ 5 - - 5
Westbury, 10th — mid-16th centuries

Bucks
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The Meols figures here are broadly similar to those for
London, but with slightly less prominence for lead/tin.
Four of the five silver brooches form a tightly coherent
group in terms both of fashion and in the weights of the
precious metal used, suggesting a single workshop may
perhaps have been the origin of these accessories. It is
unclear whether the disparate evidence for silver refining
recovered at Meols (which is not closely dated) has any
relevance. It is possible that manufacture was carried out
locally, though Chester is a plausible, nearby alternative.

This category, because of the symbolism of gold for
marriage rings (the one item an individual of limited means
might afford of this material during an entire lifetime) is
the only one among T ables 2.5.1-2.5.6 to include this
metal among the Meols finds (even if the items in question,

Table 2.5.4: Totals — all strap accessories

published in 1863, appear to have been lost). Finger rings
of silver, which are not prominent in recovered later
medieval assemblages until the advent of the metal
detector, are represented by single finds from the majority
of places considered, including Meols.

The prominence of copper alloy is a consistent feature
of all the preceding tables. At Meols, therefore, this is
simply part of the national pattern. Several medieval
copper-alloy buckles and other accessories similar to those
in repertoires of production waste now becoming recog-
nised at foundry sites in London, Y  ork, Dublin, and
elsewhere (Egan 2003 and Egan forthcoming b), are a
prominent feature of the Meols assemblage. Such items
were probably manufactured in every major town. A few
of these high- and late-medieval Meols finds were, through

Site Reference Date Copper alloy Iron Lead/tin Total
Meols This catalogue Suggested 815 32 189 1036
c. 1050-1550

Meols Hume 1863 435 13 68 556

Exeter A. R. Goodall 1984 and c. 1200-1500 11 5 4 20
1. H. Goodall 1984

London Egan and Pritchard 1991 c. 1150-1450 660 169 315 1145

Norwich Margeson/Goodall 1993 c. 1050-1500 24 9 25 38

Southampton  Harvey/Goodall 1975 c. 1100-1600 18 9 2 29

Winchester Goodall 1990, c. 1100-1600 122 89 25 236
Hinton 1990a—c and e

York Ottaway and Rogers 2002 c. 1050-1500 73 38 [?]2 126

Great Linford, Zeepvat 1992 ¢.1100-1500 43 (+N) 4 1 48+

Bucks

Tattenhoe/ Ivens 1995 c. late-11th — early-16th/ 38 3 - 41

Westbury, 10th — mid-16th centuries

Bucks

Table 2.5.5: Brooches — all of forms with separate pins unless indicated otherwise; there no frames of iron

Site Reference Date Copper alloy Lead/tin Silver Gold  Total
Meols This catalogue Suggested 93 42 5 - 140
c. 1050-1550
Meols Hume 1863, 81, 84, and 87  Post-Roman*, 63 45 11 - 119
Exeter A. R. Goodall 1984 c. 1200-1500 5 - - - 5
London Egan and Pritchard 1991, 270 ¢. 1150-1450 23 22 (+22%) 2 - 69
Norwich Margeson/ Goodall 1993 c. 1050-1500 7 - - - 7
Southampton  Harvey 1975 c. 1100-1600 2 1 - - 3
Winchester Biddle and Hinton 1990 c. 1050-1600 20 2 - - 23
York Ottaway and Rogers 2002 c. 1100-1600 7 3 2 1 13
Great Linford, Zeepvat 1992 c. 1100-1500 1 - - - 1
Westbury, Bucks
Tattenhoe/ Ivens 1995 c. late-11th — early-16th / 3 - 1 - 4
Bucks 10th-16th centuries
Ireland Deevy 1998 c. late-12th—16th centuries 58 10 57 14 140

annular form only (+ 1 copper -lead/tin composite)

*includes ‘circular brooches’, (?this includes some ‘buckle brooches’ and ‘fermails’) with integral pins
Figures indicated thus are, or include some, assignable pilgrim souvenirs, brooches of allegiance etc. (with integral pins), i. e. the main
figures relate only to separate-pin secular brooches.
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Table 2.5.6: Finger rings

The Archaeology of the North Wirral Coast

Site Reference Date Copper alloy Lead/tin  Silver ~ Gold  Total
Meols This catalogue Suggested 8 2 1 - 11
c. 1050-1550 (+ 3 lost) (+ 2 lost) (+ 1lost) (1 lost)

Meols Hume 1863, 246 Post-Roman, includes ‘bronze’  ‘lead’ 1 2 20

‘circular brooches’, 15 2

(?this includes some ‘buckle
brooches’ and ‘fermails’)

with integral pins
Exeter A. R. Goodall 1984 c. 1200-1500 2 - 1 - 3
London Egan and Pritchard 1991, 335 ¢. 1150-1450 12 15 - 5 32
Norwich Margeson/Goodall 1993 ¢. 1050-1500 2 - - - 2
Southampton  Harvey 1975 c. 1100-1600 3 - - 1 4
Winchester Hinton 1990d c. 1050-1600 28 4 1 3 36
York Ottaway and Rogers 2002 ¢. 1050-1600 6 1 1 2 10
Great Linford, Zeepvat 1992 ¢. 1100-1500 - - - - -
Bucks
Tattenhoe/ Ivens 1995 c. late-11th — early-16th / 1 - 1 - 2
Westbury, 10th-16th centuries
Bucks

lack of closely dated parallels, mistaken in the late-1960s
for pre-Norman accessories (see Bu’Lock 1960, 24-5 and
22, fig. 7ei).

Only recognised during the most recent work is a small
group of copper-alloy brooches and waste pieces ( 1650,
2245 etc.) that suggest local manufacture by cold working,
perhaps in the late-12th to early-13th centuries. This
particular group so far has few traced parallels to confirm
the proposed dating. There is also a limited number of
later medieval copper -alloy items (some in multiples of
identical accessories, notably strap loops), which appear
crisp and unused, and also some lead/tin accessories, again
including possibly unused strap loops. Accessories that
show no sign of wear , particularly when they occur in
some numbers, may represent trade stock, by however
means they came to be at the site. A few other categories
in lead/tin are more obviously wasters through lack or
excess of metal used. The limited evidence suggesting local
silver refining and working has already been mentioned in
passing, but it is not possible to connect it with any partic-
ular objects, even though (as noted above) several of the
few silver brooches recovered seem to form a coherent
group.

The relatively small showing of iron (with no mounts at
all of this metal) is presumably because of adverse burial
conditions; salt in seawater may have meant that small
objects of ferrous metal soon spalled and broke apart even
if they appeared sound at the time of recovery. There is no
mention by the 19th-century collectors that sheet acces-
sories of this metal had survived even in such poor condi-
tion that they were not worth retaining, and so, despite the
survival of a number of larger items of iron, it is possible
that they had already corroded beyond recognition by the
early 1800s (there is no reason to suppose they were simply
not available at the settlement).

The lead/tin accessories from Meols, prominent overall
in terms of decoration as well as numerically, are of great
interest. Their survival in some numbers contrasts with
the situation at several of the urban centres featured in
Tables 2.5.1-2.5.6. The conditions favouring their preser-
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vation at London, where their prominence in the late
medieval period was first demonstrated (Egan and
Pritchard 1991, 18-20), must have been echoed at Meols.
Their presence in some numbers in the context of an
apparently unremarkable village is potentially of consid-
erable significance. The tabulated figures for York, where
lead/tin constitutes just 2% of the strap accessories, could
otherwise have been taken as an initial indication that
these might have been a southern (?lowland-zone)
fashion, but at some 12% (almost an eighth) of the Meols
medieval strap-fittings assemblage, and apparently
showing here a similar, dramatic surge in popularity in
the 15th century, as in the capital, this cannot have been
the case. Some specific categories, such as plain buckles
and clasps with integral sleeves ( 605ff and 934ff) are
more prolific at Meols so far than at any other location,
while strap loops of lead/tin are completely unknown
elsewhere (1487ff). Several of these strap loops show no
clear sign of use, and may possibly have been manufac-
tured or traded at the site. This is certainly the readiest
inference to be drawn from lead/tin buckle
wasters/discards 2291 and 2294.

The categories of finds with the largest numbers from
Meols, even of routine accessories, raise questions about
consumption at the site, and these can be applied to its
medieval assemblage as a whole. The most extreme
instance is probably the total of 185 strap loops recovered,
of various forms, represented by two metals, but essen-
tially all the same basic item. They are known elsewhere,
surviving on straps only singly (i.e. no instance of multi-
ples on the same strap has been traced). This total may be
set alongside a recent estimate of the population of an
average English village in ¢. 1300 of 150 people (Dyer
1989, 189). The implication is a scale of representative
recovery unmatched even by any urban assemblage in the
country, whatever town is considered; the retrieval of
items apparently used singly simply does not come near
this total for any comparable category of material culture.
The implications, particularly given what is known about
small size of the settlement at Meols from the documen-
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tary side, are remarkable. Even if some of the Meols strap
loops were never used, the scale of recovery against the
likely population is difficult to credit. To put it at its most
simplistic, the possibility that virtually every inhabitant of
the settlement around that time (which datable parallels
suggest was the high point of this particular accessory) is
represented by one of the recovered loops, or (allowing for
some variation in dating) that even half of the population
is represented, remains unparalleled by levels of archaeo-
logical retrieval anywhere else. Other prolific categories of
Meols finds do not match this, but when seen against the
likely medieval population size are, nevertheless, also
extraordinary (e.g. the 15 identical purse suspenders
1265ff (elsewhere, these are a relatively uncommon
category, and if not purely a fashion statement, their
function might mean they are an indicator of relative
wealth in the form of coins carried on the person ready for
use). Overall, there seems to be too much in terms of
material culture from the site to match such indications of
population size as can be gleaned from the admittedly
scant historical record. Even if some of what has survived
represents local manufacture, it seems to have been on a
much greater scale than was appropriate simply for local
customers.

BUCKLES

According to Hume (1863, 100 and 102) a total of 248
buckles with single frames were recovered: 151 whole and
97 fragments (229 were ‘brass’, of which 139 were whole,
13 were iron, of which eight were whole, four were lead,
and there were two silver fragments, both the last are now
lost or have been re-interpreted as brooches); additionally ,
there were 16 double frames, all of brass except one of
lead.

As late as 1960, Bu’Lock regarded those he was
confronted with from a common and widespread series of
high-medieval oval buckle frames with knops and other
non-figurative decoration (his ‘type II’) as heavily stylised,
zoomorphic forms dating from the 9th—12th centuries
(Bu’Lock 1960, 24-5 and 22, fig. 7e-i: 7g was arguably
correctly identified).

Overall, the assemblage that has come down to us
includes six of the forked-spacer form ( 596ff), which have
seen long wear or rough treatment. All of these are broken
or have lost sheets (the same applies to the corresponding
strapends 1591, 1627 and fragments) and there are three of
the so-called ‘lyre’ form 764-6. 728, with its eccentric
orientation, has naturalistic decoration. Further high-
quality buckles are 522, 789 (with hatched sides), 563,
674, 682, 705A have filed decoration continued onto
back): all are (?)well finished (cf. 656). In contrast, 686 is
perfunctory and lacks decoration. Frames ~ 723-5 were
manufactured by the low-technology method of bending a
length of metal. Faults are evident in 456, (?)540 and (a
minor one) 455. 805 and 846, and pin 460 appears to have
been worn in slightly eccentric ways. 760 seems to have
been over-filed during fettling.

There are few definable medieval shoe buckles of forms
known widely elsewhere; 434 is a local variant of a plain
lead/tin form and 437 is a slightly larger, more decorative
one, while evidence from Germany suggests D-shaped 632
may have been for a patten. Another specialised form is the
wide 796, for a sword belt. Lead/tin example 435 is a
simple form, unparalleled in these metals.

The typology used here for buckles is broadly similar
to that used in Egan and Pritchard (1991), but like that
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one, it was devised primarily for the assemblage being
considered. It therefore differs in detail where alternative
emphases were felt more appropriate for the specific
range of material present. In particular , examples of
several common forms of 14th- and 15th-century oval
and rectangular copper-alloy frames that were produced
in the same foundries in London (though the present
Meols finds may well have been made elsewhere,
probably in more than one place) have been grouped
together in an attempt to aid understanding within such a
sizeable assemblage. No single scheme can be regarded as
universally applicable, rather the different emphases and
absences observed in a given assemblage may be used to
determine the divisions and groupings that most help an
understanding of each particular series of finds. Of the
surviving buckles recovered from Meols 167 are assigned
to these groups — just over half of the total attributed to
the present period.

Pins not described are missing. Those that are present
are, or appear to be, of the same basic metal as the frame,
where this is not specified.

All plates are folded, with a slot for the pin unless other-
wise indicated (446, 451, 540, 566, 578, 579, 713, 723,
753 and 808 have holes for pins), and are recessed for the
frame, again unless otherwise indicated.

Plain circular frames

Copper alloy

The mouldings on the heavy pins of 430 and 432 are often
associated with large, robust frames of this shape. Without
their pins these simple items can be difficult to differentiate
from rings used for other purposes, notably curtain rings,
though in those the frame is usually irregular (see 2026ff).
416, 419, 424, and 426 actually have the latter’s distinc-
tive, irregular profile, but their pins define their use as
buckles (it is unclear whether this could be a secondary
function).

415

Irregular, relatively deep frame, D 13mm; corroded (?)sheet
pin.

416 PL. 13

Irregular frame, D 14mm; blunt, wire pin is slightly bent
from use.

417

Corroded; D 16mm; sheet pin is bent from use.

418

Corroded: (presumably originally circular) D 16mm; the
corrosion has almost eaten through at one point.

419 PL 13

Irregular frame, D 18mm; much evidence of file finishing;
wire pin has blunt tip that has split.

420

Irregular frame, D 18mm; prominent filing marks on
frame; tip of wire pin is missing.

421

Incomplete: irregular frame, D 19mm; blunt, wrought-wire
pin.

422

D 19mm; wrought pin.

423

Slightly irregular inner edge (outer edge is smooth), D-
section frame, D 21mm; wear as from pin concentrated at
one point.

424 Pl 13

Irregular frame, D 23mm; sheet pin.

425 PL 13

D 26mm; sheet pin.
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Fig. 2.5.1: Buckles: typological scheme (drawn by Nick Griffiths)
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426 PL. 13

Irregular frame, D 27mm; sheet pin.

427

D 31mm; slightly irregular.

428

D 31mm.

429

D 40mm; markedly uneven irregularities in frame
(including a constriction) probably result from corrosion.
430 PL. 13

D 40mm; cast, blunt pin has grip with three ridges (cf.
stylised animal head) and is worn by frame.

Cf. following two items, and Egan and Pritchard (1991,
57, nos 32-3 and 37), assigned to the late-14th century.
431

Half of frame survives, D 43mm; cast pin has grip at loop
(the former is worn by the latter).

432 Pl. 13

D 48mm; worn from pin.

433 PL. 13 (Hume 1863, pl. VIIL, 8), D 19mm, with a
(?)sheet pin is (?)lost.

Lead/tin

434 Pl. 13

D 14mm; triangular section; prominently cut from sprue;
worn as from pin; lead-rich pewter (Appx 2).

Presumably a local variant of the simplest standard form of
shoe buckle (rather than circular in section, like those from
London and elsewhere (Egan and Pritchard 1991, 62-4,
nos 115ff, assigned to the 14th/early—15th centuries; Egan
2001, 93 and 110, no. 4 is production waste for similar
accessories from Salisbury). This series probably continued
in use into the early-16th century.

435 PL 13

Plain frame: D 27mm.

Possibly not a buckle frame (it is difficult to parallel this
simple ring, which is listed here by analogy with some of
the preceding copper-alloy ones). Lead/tin might be more
appropriate for a brooch frame, though the absence of any
restriction for the movement of a pin argues against this.

Circular with central bar

Copper alloy

436

Thick frame, D 25mm, with narrow bar (corroded through
at one point).

A slightly less common variant on late-medieval shoe
buckles in the capital (Egan and Pritchard 1991, 66, fig.
40, nos 215-19, again assigned to the early-15th century).

Lead/tin

437 PL. 13

D 21mm; raised, bevelled band along centre of frame with
hint of beading along edge.

This was a common form of late-medieval shoe buckle in
London; cf. Egan and Pritchard (1991, 66-7, nos 221-59),
assigned to the early-15th century.

Three-quarter circle/sub-oval frames

These relatively plain frames have apertures somewhat less
than a full circle and more than half a one (for similar items
in which the bars are offset see 524, etc.) The difficulty of
assigning some of the following items to one of the
categories in the heading rather than the other means it is
better with this present assemblage to list them together as
a single grouping (a few could arguably have been listed
under Plain oval forms).
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Copper alloy

438

18 x 10mm; thick outside edge and narrowed bar; loop of
(?)wire pin survives.

439 Pl. 13

16 x 13mm; thick outside edge; notch for missing pin.
440

18 x 13mm; somewhat thick outside edge (the marked
narrowness of the bar is presumably exaggerated by
erosion).

441

18 x 16mm; thick outside edge with notch for missing pin;
bar recessed.

442 Pl. 13

14 x 17mm; narrowed bar with hole for rivet.

443 PL. 13

16 x 18mm; markedly thin frame, with very narrow bar.
444

14 x 19mm; narrowed bar.

445 Pl. 13

37 x 24mm; prominent file marks on frame and wrought
pin, which has irregular tip.

With plate

446 PL. 13

14 x 16mm (18 x 6mm); narrowed bar; notch in thick
outside edge for missing pin; plate has holes for pin and
single, thin rivet (not bent in closure).

The unsuitable, wire-like rivet is presumably a replace-
ment.

Circular/sub-circular with offset bar (including ornate
versions)

These have frames in which the aperture is more than a full
circle. Several are otherwise comparable with those listed
below as oval (these are probably part of the same produc-
tion repertoire as those ones).

Copper alloy

See also 464, below.

447 PL. 13

15 x 12mm; angled pin rest has notch flanked by pair of
tiny, oblique ridges; recessed, offset bar.

448 PI. 13

14.5 x 14mm; lipped outside edge has notch for missing
pin; bar offset and recessed.

449

17 x 17mm; bar offset and recessed.

450 PL. 13

41.5 x 53mm; slightly asymmetrical frame is broken:
arrow-shaped rest for missing pin; bar offset.

Pin rest perhaps derived from animal-head motif (cf. Egan
and Pritchard 1991, 61 and 65 buckle/brooch no. 212,
assigned to the late-14th century).

With plate

451 PL 13

14 x 16mm (30 x 10mm); narrowed bar is recessed; plate
has holes for pin and two rivets (a rough one, presumably
a replacement, survives).

Oval

Copper alloy

This is a very large and diverse grouping. None of the
frames is precisely symmetrical lengthways. The simplest
are arguably 448-9. Those with thick outside edges having
a range of different mouldings, and the bars usually offset,
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proliferated from the 13th to the early-15th centuries (with

predecessors going back to the Saxon period). Many of

those listed are paralleled by finds elsewhere. This includes
some from manufacturing sites, notably in London, and

also in York, Dublin, and other towns (Egan 1996, 85-8;

2003; forthcoming b; Mortimer in Ottaway and Rogers

2002, 2708-17; Hayden 2000, 105-7, fig. 10).

Nine basic designs from this major series can be suggested

among the frames listed as ‘oval’ below . There may be

differences in the periods of fashion for each of these; if so,
they have still largely to be worked out. It should be
possible further to clarify the repertoire and the dating of
additional, less common forms from evidence elsewhere. See
on square/rectangular plates for discussion of further associ-
ated forms, which were also part of the repertoire of the
same manufacturers, judging from assemblages of
wasters/discards found at two production sites in London

(Egan 2003, 246-7, fig. 2, and 249-50; Egan forthcoming

b). Variants of most of these designs were probably being

manufactured together at several foundries in different

towns. Forked-spacer frames for composite buckles (see

596, etc.) were also produced at the same foundries. The

range is such that relatively few similar frames, even when

discovered at the same location, seem to be mould-identical.

Some versions of the basic designs grade towards others

through several variants, differing from each other only in

minor respects (see, for example, 448 etc., above; 553, 556,

and 694 are very similar to each other , though the former

are listed below as oval and the latter as square/rectan-

gular). The gilding on 755 seems to be characteristic of a

few of the early frames from this series, while the extensive

tooled grooving on 789 (not of the series) suggests a similar
or even earlier date. Some frames with animal-head termi-
nals apparently biting the bar at each side (see 311, 312 and

313, and 314 with a plate, all in early medieval section) are

a fashion that originated in the Saxon period, though it may

have persisted into the Norman period.

There are 12 suggested regular ‘basic-design’ groupings for

oval frames of the high Middle Ages in England in the

present state of knowledge of production groups (in

London and elsewhere), as listed below . They are distin-

guished mainly by features of the outside edges, which in

the majority are thicker than the bars. The groupings are

applicable also to frames with plates (Fig. 2.5.1):

[1] The simplest oval frames of all, with thick outside
edges and simple, narrow bars (the former sometimes
with provision for the pin, and the latter can be
recessed).

[2] Simple frame, again with thick outside edge, but
narrow bar is offset (and may be recessed); the sides
tend to be rounded in section (there may be a variety
of minor ornamental or other details, and the frame
may be a three-quarter circle).

[3] Plain (as [1]) but with angle or protrusion on outside
edge to cater for the pin.

[4] Bar offset (as [2]) and has an angle or protrusion on
outside edge to cater for the pin (bar usually narrow).

[51 As [1], but with projection at each end of inside edge
(the frame outline overall is comparable to a lombardic
letter ‘C’).

[6] Thick outside edge sometimes widened into a distinct
tab, with multiple grooves (may include pin notch);
bar usually narrow and may be offset.

[7]1 Thick outside edge is internally biconcave, and may be
so externally (bar usually narrow and offset).

[8] Multiple knops on thick outside edge (these are more
or less well defined; there are usually four, but variants
elsewhere may have different numbers, e.g. Ottaway

and Rogers 2002); the form can merge with  [6]; bar
usually narrow and offset. This form is represented in
London by a mould for producing 144 frames at one
casting, as well as by wasters/discards (Egan forth-
coming b; Egan and Pritchard 1991, 122, fig. 80
shows only half of the mould).

[9] Angled thick outside edge with flanking small projec-
tions, often with grooves; (bar usually narrow and may
be offset).

[10] Outward-angled knops (often pronounced) flanking
transverse grooves on thick outside edge; bar usually
narrow and may be offset. (This form can grade into
the preceding one).

[11]With narrow sheet roller on outside edge, which can
take on a distinct, rod-like form, and may protrude to
the sides; (bar usually narrow and offset).

[12] With broad sheet roller; bar usually narrow and offset;
(these frames were apparently interchangeable
between buckles and clasps).

[1] Simple ovals with thick outside edges

Parallels suggest a focus in the 13th and 14th centuries,
probably with earlier antecedents. V ariants with similar
profiles are usually flat (though the outside edges may be
set at an angle as 478, 483 and 790, and in some instances
the angled edge is biconvex, as with 520 — these may all be
relatively early versions). A relatively broad, flat variety
consistently exhibits prominent file finishing (which has
occasionally produced a faceting effect) — 460, etc.

Cf. Egan and Pritchard (1991, 264), assigned to the late-
14th century.

452

11 x 13.5mm; bar recessed.

453

14 x 18mm; outside edge has pair of transverse grooves;
bar recessed.

454 Pl 13

15 x 18mm; outside edge has pair of transverse grooves;
bar recessed.

455 Pl 13

14 x 21mmy; sheet pin; (a minor casting fault on the back
has apparently had no effect on this accessory’ s ability to
function).

456 PL. 13

Markedly asymmetrical frame: bar offset on one side only;
15 x 21mm.

Cf. 560 (with plate).

457 PL. 13

14 x 22mm; narrowed bar; main, curved part of frame,
including flat outside edge, has two paired lines of
opposed, punched triangles around; sheet pin.

This form of tooling is unusual on a buckle frame; (?) 12th-
to early-13th-century.

Cf. Hinton 1990, 515-6 and 522-3, nos 1135 and 1219,
respectively assigned to the mid/late-13th century and
(presumably residual) in the (?)16th century.

458 PL. 13

22 x 25mm; outside edge has three transverse grooves
slightly offcentrally; bar slightly distorted.

There is a slight hint of the biconcave aperture of group[7].
459 Pl 13

Distorted:13.5 x 34mm; (the sides are thinner than in most
others of this form).

460 PL. 13

22 x 34mm; thick outside edge and narrowed; slight angle
at corners of the latter; prominent filing marks on frame;
the flat-ended, sheet pin (which appears from the bevels of
the frame to have been mounted the wrong way round) has
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apparently worn a groove in the frame.

The pin is presumably a replacement.

461

24 x 34mm; bar incomplete; (pin missing).

462

22 x 36mm; prominent file marks; pin missing.

463

23 x 36; as preceding, but wrought pin.

464

24 x 36mm; notch for cast pin, which has transverse
ridge.

465

24 x 36mm; wrought pin.

466

23 x 37mm; prominent file-finishing marks.

467

23 x 37mm; prominent file-finishing marks; pin could be
bent sheeting, but ridge around loop suggests it is cast.
468 PI. 13

24 x 37mm; prominent file finishing marks; sheet pin
mounted upside-down.

469 PIL. 13

Fragment: 21+ x 24mm; flat area on surviving side where
filing was not completed.

470

Fragment similar to preceding item: 22+ x 16mm.

471

Fragment: similar to preceding items; 23+ x 27mm.

[2] Simple ovals with offset bars

Cf. Egan and Pritchard (1991, 68 and 70, nos 271, 274
(though the bar there is more offset) and 277), all assigned
to the late-13th/early-14th century, and Geddes and Carter
(1977, 288-9, fig. 130, no. 9), assigned to the late-
13th/early-14th century.

472 PL. 13

10 x 14mm.

473

13 x 15mm; very thick outside edge; bar recessed.

474

16 x 1Smm.

475

12 x 16mm; recessed bar broken and bent.

476

Frame corroded (right through on outside edge): 13 x
18mmy; bar slightly recessed; sheet pin.

477 PL. 13

16 x 19mm; blunt sheet pin.

478

30 x 19mm; outside edge is at an angle; bar recessed.
‘January 1851’ on accompanying card (presumably an
indication of the date of discovery).

Cf. 483-4 and 790.

479

Incomplete: 14 x 20mm; part of one side and recessed bar
are missing.

480

16 x 20mm; bar recessed.

481 PIL. 13

14 x 22mm; pin missing.

482

17 x 22mmy; slightly asymmetrical.

483 PIL. 13

Corroded: 14 x 23mm; outside edge is at an angle; bar is
recessed, and projects at sides.

484 Pl 14

Incomplete: 18 x 26mm; outside edge is at an angle and has
engraved lines along both edges; bar missing.

485 Pl 14

16 x 28mm; bar recessed.

486 Pl 14

17 x 32mm; bar recessed; notch for sheet pin.

487

Incomplete and possibly distorted: 19(?) x 12mm; bar
missing.

488

One side (about half of the frame) survives: 12 x 13+mm;
broken off at notch for pin in thick, outside edge; bar
narrowed.

489

Distorted fragment: (?) c. 13 x 18mm; outside edge, one
side and part of bar survive (?similar to 476).

490 Pl. 14 (Hume 1863, pl. VIII, 4) 16 x 27mm.

491 Pl. 14 (Hume 1863, pl. VIIL, 6) 17 x 25mm.

[3] Simple oval, with lip or protrusion for pin

(no dated comparanda traced)

492

12 x 15mm; lip for missing pin; bar recessed.

493 (Hume 1863, pl. VIII, 7), 15 x 27mm, had
a pronounced notch for the pin and a ?circular section
bar.

[4] With lip or protrusion for pin, and offset bar

(Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 74-5, no. 306-10 (with
plates), assigned to the late-14th century).

494 Pl. 14

Incomplete: 11 x 13mm; notched lip for bent wire pin; one
side missing.

495 Pl. 14

17 x 17.5mm; lip notched for missing pin; bar offset.

496 PL. 14

13 x 18mm; outside edge angled to notch for pin; bar offset
and recessed.

497 PL. 14

18 x 22mm; angled pin rest with notch is flanked by
outward-angled groove to each side; bar offset and
recessed.

498 Pl. 14

17 x 29mm; markedly asymmetrical and frame distorted:
outside edge has pair of obliquely grooved knops centrally
flanking notch for missing pin (these features are offcen-
tred); narrowed bar offset with thickened ends.

499 Pl. 14 (Hume 1863, pl. VIIL, 1).

28 x 37mm; frame worn and broken through; rectangular,
notched pin rest; narrowed, narrowed bar; the
anomalously thin wire pin is presumably a replacement.
500 PL. 14

27 x 38mm; similar to preceding item; offset, narrowed bar
and notched, rectangular rest for sheet pin.

501

Fragment: 11 x 16mm; outside edge has protruding rest
with notch for missing pin between pair of transverse
ridges, one side and stub of bar survive.

502 Pl. 14 (Hume 1863 pl. VIII, 13) 12 x 12mm; had a
wire pin.

[5] Simple form, but with projections at ends of bar

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 71-2, nos 284-3, assigned to
the late-14th century; the similarity to a lombardic letter C
or D is probably coincidental.

503 Pl 14

32 x 35mm; notch for sheet pin.

504

29 x 36mm; outside edge is worn offcentrally from missing
pin.
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505

Slightly distorted: 29 x 41mm.

506 Pl. 14 Hume 1863, pl. VIIL.2 appears similar
35mm, but had what appears to be a wire pin.

, 29x

[6] Outside edge or tab has multiple (more or less trans-
verse) grooves (may include pin notch)

Both defining features are varied in prominence. The form
can grade into square/rectangular group C.

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 73, no. 294, assigned to the
late-13th/early-14th century.

507

Parts of bar and side broken off: 13 x 16mm; notch for pin,
flanked by groove to each side.

508 Pl. 14

14 x 16mm; four grooves asymmetrically placed; bar recessed.
509

15 x 16mm; pair of grooves flanking notch for missing pin;
bar slightly recessed.

510 PL. 14

16.5 x 16mm; vestigial grooves.

511 Pl 14

17 x 17mm; tab has series of grooves; offset bar recessed.
512

15 x 18mmy; slightly thickened outside edge, three vestigial
grooves; bar slightly recessed.

513

16 x 18mm; four grooves asymmetrically placed; bar
recessed.

514

16 x 18mm; three grooves asymmetrically located; bar
recessed.

515 Pl. 14

19 x 20mm; tab has seven transverse grooves; bar offset.
516 Pl. 14

15 x 21mmy; pair of grooves flank notch for pin, and two
outer grooves; offset bar is recessed only on one side.

517 Pl. 14

Incomplete: 16 x 22mm; unusually, the outside edge, which
has a series of grooves at the corners and a notch for pin,
is offset (the missing bar too was offset).

518 Pl. 14

18 x 22mm; tab has eight angled grooves ( two groups,
each of four); bar offset; sheet pin.

[7] Outside edge internally biconcave (bars are narrowed
and recessed)

Presumably of comparable 13th/14th-century date to most
of the other buckles listed in the present groups.

519 Pl 14

16 x 13mm.

520 PL. 14

12 x 19mm; slightly bilobed outline from flat-section
outside edge and sides at an angle and with notch for pin;
narrowed (round-section) bar protrudes at sides.

521 PL 14

16 x 19mm; outside edge has three transverse grooves;
incomplete sheet pin is split along most of surviving shaft
and unevenly broken off.

522 Pl. 14 (+Bu’lock) presumably Bu’Lock (1961, 22, fig.
71), despite minor differences

17.5 x 20mm; central notch for distorted wire pin is
flanked by three grooves on each side; bar recessed. An
elegant accessory with only one precise parallel traced
(Roberts 2007, 56, presumably from south-east England;
Margeson 1993, 25-6, no. 132, excavated in Norwich,
presumably residual in a context assigned to the 17th
century, has several points of comparison).

89

523
21 x 25mm; outside edge has three transverse grooves;
wrought pin.

[8] Multiple knops (more or less well defined); they vary
between rounded and angular; bars are offset

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 72-4, nos 292, 302, 314, and
318, which are assigned to the mid-13th century  , and
(?)early-15th century (manufacturing evidence in London
is assigned to the late-13th/14th century — Egan forth-
coming b).

524

Incomplete and slightly distorted: ¢. 10 x 13mm; parts of
one side and recessed bar are broken off; four uneven,
pointed knops.

525 PL. 14 (Hume 1863, pl. VIIL11).

13 x 14mm; six transverse ridges defining knops, the outer
pair being slightly angled outwards; cast pin has flanged,
transverse ridge.

526

12 x 15mm; thick outside edge has three knops defined by
ridges; very narrow bar is recessed.

527 Pl 14

16 x 20mm;six transverse ridges flanked by vestigial knops;
bar offset and recessed; sheet pin.

528 Pl. 14

20 x 22.5mm; four knops, the outer two being slightly
angled; sheet pin.

529

19 x 23mm; similar to preceding item, but pin missing.
530

Incomplete and corroded: 20 x 23mm; pair of knops flank
asymmetrical moulding (cf. pair of smaller knops); bar
recessed.

531

17 x 25mm; four knops; bar recessed.

532

18 x 25mm; as preceding item.

533

17 x 26mm; as preceding item.

534 Pl 14

18 x 26mm; as preceding item.

535

19 x 26mm; as preceding item.

536

Incomplete and distorted: 23 x 27.5mm; thick outside edge
has three grooves to each side of larger notch for missing pin;
part of offset bar (which projects at corner) is broken off.
537

Fragment: 11+ x 15mmy; ill-defined, uneven knops and
transverse grooves; parts of both sides survive.

538 Pl. 14

Incomplete and corroded: 15 x 16mm; narrowed, offset
bar broken off; outside edge has corner knops flanking
four slight knops; hint of gilding.

The gilding is most unusual on this form of buckle, and
suggests a relatively early date.

[9] Angled outside edge with grooves and small projections
(bars are offset)

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 73-4, nos 295, 297, and 300,
assigned to the late-13th-late-14th centuries. 796, listed
under Fragments, may be from a large version.

539

15 x 18mm; thick outside edge is angled with notch (for
missing pin) and flanked by ridges; bar offset and recessed.
540 Pl. 14

16.5 x 18.5mm; outside edge has angled notch (for missing



Meols: The Archaeology of the North Wirral Coast

pin) flanked by grooved ridges; bar offset and recessed.
This unusually crisp (Punused) accessory has an arched
profile (?uniquely in the series), possibly the result of an
accident during manufacture.

541

18 x 21mm; outside edge has notched lip flanked by paired
ridges; narrowed bar is recessed.

542

Fragment of outside edge: 12mm+ x 18mm; notched lip is
flanked by ridges.

543 Pl. 14 (Hume 1863, pl. VIII, 12) (outside edge accreted
in illustration) 16 x 18mm; wire pin.

[10] With outward-facing corner prongs (bars are offset)
Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 73-4, no. 299, assigned to
the late-14th century.

544 Pl. 14

18 x 19mm; notch for wire pin, which is bent from use;
recessed bar is broken.

545 Pl. 14

24 x 20mm; the frame is nearly circular; outside edge has
three transverse grooves; bar recessed.

546

21 x 21.5mm; notch for missing pin is flanked by two
others.

547

21 x 22mm; notch for sheet pin.

548 Pl. 14

21 x 22mm; outside edge has five transverse grooves; bar
recessed.

[11] With narrow sheet roller (or recess for one)

Cf. Egan and Pritchard (1991, 73-4, nos 288, 293, 298
and 301, and 76-7, no. 315 (with a plate)), assigned to the
late-13th/early-14th century.

549 Pl. 14

15 x 18mm; thick outside edge is recessed for roller with
series of circumferential grooves; bar offset and recessed;
wire pin.

550

Fragment: 9+ x 19+mm; outside edge has central recess (for
missing roller).

551 Pl 14

Fragment: 20 x 22+mm; outside edge has central recess for
roller; missing bar would have been offset.

552

Fragment: surviving W 30mm; thick, outside edge has
central recess for roller.

553 PL. 14 (Hume 1863, pl. VIII, 9), 20 x 22mm; central
recess for roller.

[12] With broad sheet rollers

There is arguably continuity of form between those listed
here as oval and ones listed below as rectangular; the attri-
bution to one or other category is in some cases disputable.
The frames of the present category appear to have been
interchangeable with those for corresponding clasps.
Examples in which the pivoting element is missing or
distorted may be unassignable between these two
categories. One is listed following the present items.

Cf. Egan and Pritchard (1991, 76, nos 315 and 317 (with
plates)), assigned to the late-13th/early-14th century.

554 Pl 14

16 x 19mm; offset bar and outside edge, the latter with a
roller.

555

16 x 19mm; outside edge protrudes slightly at sides and has
a roller.

90

556

17 x 23mm; edges offset and recessed; with roller.
(similar to 694 listed under Rectangular frames)

557

Incomplete and distorted: 16 x 21mm; outside edge is
narrowed for roller between side protrusions; surviving,
distorted side was originally convex.

As 593 (with plate).

Frame from a buckle as preceding items or from a clasp(?):
558

Corroded on one side: 15 x 18mm; sides slightly convex;
outside edge recessed for incomplete, bent (?)roller; bar
slightly recessed.

With plates
All main groups are represented, except [5].

[1] Simple oval

559

15 x 18mm (33 x 13mm); frame has thick outside edge and
narrowed bar; tapering plate has slot for bent sheet pin,
ragged, engraved lines along sides and inside edge, and
holes for three rivets, of which two of sheeting (bent, U-
folded strips) survive (the short back of the plate does not
extend as far as that by the inside edge); buckle and rivets
a similar, unalloyed copper (Appx 2).

The rivets are perhaps replacements, though the metal used
in all parts appears uniform.

[2] Owval with offset bar

560 Pl 14

12 x 15mm (32 x 11mm); thick outside edge and offset,
narrowed bar; plate has edge decoration along sides of
paired lines of punched, opposed triangles, and similar
sinuous paired line

centrally; two slightly protruding rivets.

561 (Newman 2006, 139, fig. 5.22).

12 x 15mm (26 x 12mm); asymmetrical frame has thick
outside edge and offset and narrowed bar; corroded plate
(one hinge at fold is broken) has engraved line along three
sides, and central row of holes for three missing rivets.
562

Corroded: 10 x 16mm (24 x 9mm); three knop-headed
rivets in plate with angled corners in inside edge; pin
missing.

563

Corroded: 11 x 16mm (38 x 12mm); thick outside edge
and offset and narrowed bar; plate, obscured by corrosion,
has slot for (?)sheet or wire pin, engraved lines along
edge(s) and five dome-headed rivets.

A high-quality accessory.

564

13 x 16mm (20 x 9mm); plate (broken off at back) has
holes for wire pin with blunt tip and single protruding
rivet.

565

Very corroded: frame presumed to have been oval with
offset bar: 9 x 16mm (trace of plate W 4mm survives; pin
missing.

566 Pl. 14 (Newman 2006, 139, fig. 5.22).

Corroded: 15 x 19mm (34 x 24mm); asymmetrical frame,
with slightly thickened outside edge; narrowed offset bar;
sheet pin is bent from use; slightly tapered plate (damaged
by cutting, and incomplete at back) has ragged engraved
line along one edge with hints of possible further decora-
tion, and holes for three rivets, of which it retains two tack-
like, ones with irregular domed heads.
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[3]1 Simple oval, with lip or protrusion for pin

567 (Newman 2006, 139, fig. 5.22).

16 x 16mm (21 x 7mm); frame has notched lip and
recessed bar; plate has holes for pin and single rivet (both
missing).

[4] With lip or protrusion for pin, and offset bar

Cf. Egan and Pritchard (1991, 74-5, no. 307-10), assigned
to the late-14th century.

568

Corroded: 13 x 14mm (13+ x 10.5mm); (?)slot for wire
pin; plate incomplete.

569 Pl 14

14 x 14mm (16 x 11mm); outside edge has angled rest with
notch for pin; bar offset and recessed; taper of plate
continues onto back; holes for missing pin and single
missing rivet.

Cf. 496, which lacks a plate.

570 (Newman 2006, 139, fig. 5.22)

19 x 14mm (25 x 15mm); frame has lip with notch and
offset, narrowed bar; plate has convex inside edge and
retains the two rivets.

571

19 x 15mm (17 x 13mm); lip has notch for pin; bar offset;
incomplete plate retains both rivets.

572

15 x 19mm (17+ x 13mm); thick outside edge has angled
pin rest with notch; bar offset; incomplete, folded plate
with slot for pin retains part of single hole at break.

573 Pl 14

18 x 23mm (20 x 15mm); frame has lip with groove for
missing pin; bar offset and narrowed; plate (unrecessed,
but worn) has holes for pin and two rivets; leather survives
from strap.

[5] — none known with a plate

[6] Outside edge or tab has multiple (more or less trans-
verse) grooves (may include pin notch)

574 Pl. 14

(Newman 2006, 139, fig. 5.22) 16 x 14mm (24 x 10mm);
thick, offset outside edge (which gives an almost rectan-
gular form overall) is angled in section, with four trans-
verse grooves and pin rest; narrowed, offset bar;
bevel-edged plate has single rivet retaining (?)leather from
strap.

Cf. 706 and 709.

575 PL 14

18 x 15mm (19 x 9mm); plate (which is smaller at back)
has one hole for missing pin and one hole for rivet.

576

Corroded: 16 x 16mm (21 x 7mm); frame is slightly thick
at corners; narrow plate has holes for missing pin and
single rivet.

577

14 x 17mm (16 x 7mm); thick outside edge has three trans-
verse grooves, one of which would act as a pin notch;
incomplete, relatively narrow plate (unrecessed) tapers and
has holes for wire pin (incomplete) and for (?)single missing
rivet.

578 PL. 15

(Newman 2006, 139, fig. 5.22).

15 x 21mm (26 x 12mm); frame has slightly convex sides
and outside edge has four transverse grooves; plate with
convex-angled inside edge has opposed, punched triangles
forming central zigzag and perimeter lines along three
sides; holes for pin and two rivets (all missing).

[7] Outside edge internally biconcave (bars are narrowed
and recessed)

579

12 x 17mm (21 x 12mm); slightly asymmetrical; thick
outside edge is angled in profile with protruding, notched
pin rest; bar offset; folded plate has slot for sheet/wire pin
and retains single rivet.

[8] Multiple knops (more or less well defined); they vary
between rounded and angular; bars are offset

580

12 x 15mm (9+ x 6mm); plate has hole for missing pin and
is broken off at hole for attachment.

581 (Newman 2006, 139, fig. 5.22).

14 x 15mm (25 x 11mm); thick outside edge has (?) five
knops (the same moulding is present on both faces); offset,
narrowed bar; blunt, sheet pin; the plate has lines of
opposed, punched triangles along both sides and also twice
transversely, flanking the single rivet, which has two furtheg
similar paired lines obliquely inside the field thus defined.
582

20 x 19mm; frame similar to 583, but outer knops more
angled; retains sheet pin and small fragment of folded
plate.

583 PL. 15

16 x 20mm (36 x 12mm); frame with four knops; plate
(incomplete at back) has holes for missing pin and four
rivets, two of which survive; perimeter lines of tooled,
opposed, elongated triangles along sides and inside edge.
584

18 x 22mm (23 x 14mm); thick outside edge has three
knops (of original four; an outer one has corroded away;
both the side ones would have been slightly angled
outwards) and offset and recessed bar; incomplete plate has
offcentral slot for missing pin, and single, oversized rivet.

[9] Angled outside edge with grooves and small projec-
tions (bars are offset)

585

Corroded: 16 x 13mm (10 x 8mm); outside edge has
notched lip flanked by ridges; bar offset and narrowed;
apparently short plate is obscured by corrosion and has
single rivet; pin missing.

586

17 x 21mm (25 x 15mm); thick outside edge has angled pin
rest with notch and flanked by angular knops, each with a
groove; bar offset and recessed; incomplete, folded plate
has slot for pin and hole for single, missing rivet with
another, gouged one (presumably a replacement).

[10] With outward-facing corner prongs (bars are offset)
587

21 x 19mm (24 x 11mm); thick outside edge has four
grooves and pair of blunt corner knops set at angles; bar
offset and narrowed; incomplete plate has slot for missing
pin, holes for four rivets, of which two survive (slightly
protruding), and paired lines of punched, opposed triangles
along sides.

588 PI. 15 (Newman 2006, 139, fig. 5.22).

20 x 22mm (37 x 11mm); thick outside edge has recess
with five transverse grooves, flanked by two prominent,
angled knops; bar offset and narrowed; plate has
somewhat ragged sides, and roughly gouged slots for the
wrought, sheet pin and for two rivets apparently made
from sheet strips.

The plate is presumably a replacement to keep the impres-
sive frame in use.
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[11] With narrow sheet roller (or recess for one)

589

20 x 18mm; thick outside edge has a central recess for the
bent-sheet roller with a tiny circumferential ridge centrally;
wire pin; scrap of plate survives.

590 PL 15

20 x 21mm (35 x 13mm); frame has thick outside edge
with knop-like terminals; sheet roller is multiply grooved
circumferentially; bar offset and narrowed; plate has slot
for bent, sheet pin, pair of ragged engraved lines along
sides and inside edge, and holes for five wire rivets, all of
which survive (two of them being bent around at the back).
591 (Hume 1863, pl. VII, 1; Chitty and Warhurst 1977, no.
34); 20 x 25mm (41 x 19mm) (?) sheet pin, five rivets for
attachment.

592 PL. 19 [also listed under Mounts following 1023] 38 x
22mm; was a buckle and plate with a square mount (Hume
1863, pl. VII, 4).

[12] With broad sheet roller

593

18 x 16mm (25 x 13mm); frame has outside edge with
roller flanked by slight knops, and narrowed, offset bar;
plate has slot for missing pin, and single rivet.

594

14 x 22mm (23 x 17mm); outside and inside edges offset ;
incomplete folded plate has back broken off, slot for pin
and hole for single, missing rivet.

Frame sharing features of groups [6] and [8](?)

595

The frame combines characteristics of both groups: 18 x
20mm (29 x 12mm); worn frame has thick outside edge
with traces of transverse grooves, slightly projecting at
sides and offset and narrowed bar; plate has inward-angled
inside edge (roughly cut), holes for pin and three rivets (one
of which survives) punched from the back, and double lines
of punched, opposed sub-triangles along sides.

Cf. 717 (with a sub-rectangular frame) and strapend 1521
for the inside edge.

Rounded frames with forked spacers

Copper alloy

There are eight of these (plus one ?lost) and also 13 of the
corresponding forms of buckle/strapend plates 1594, 1626,
along with several possible fragments. Not one of these
composite accessories, the most accomplished of the later
medieval mass-produced buckles, has survived complete in
its original state from Meols. It is difficult with the three
fragments listed last to see just how they could have
become so badly damaged. The frames are (or are
presumed to have been) oval, apart from 596 and 604,
which are circular.

Similar items have been found widely across England (e.g.
Egan and Pritchard 1991, 79-82, nos 322-30), from
deposits assigned to the late-14th/early-15th centuries,
perhaps lasting just into the 16th century — see 604. They
may be the form described in a document of 1344 (Egan
and Pritchard 1991, 80, nos 323 and 326), which have the
same aperture form as all the following (apart perhaps
from 602) and are assigned to the late-14th century).

596 PL. 15

15 x 13mm (21 x 9mm); circular frame with vestigial lip;
the incomplete (?replacement) sheets, the upper one with a
doubly engrailed inside edge, are held by one rivet (origi-
nally two) and both appear to fall short of the frame by
enough margin to fit the missing pin into the gap.

93

See Ottaway and Rogers (2002, 2890-1, no. 13338) for a
similar find from York from a deposit assigned to the late-
15th/early-16th century Egan (2005b, 339 and 352, fig.
159, no. 2) for one from Coventry from a deposit assigned
to 1385-1423, and Margeson (1993, 26 and 28, fig. 13,
no. 138) for one from Norwich (residual as found); this
particular form may be among the latest of the category
though it may have had a long duration.

597 Pl. 15 (Hume 1863, pl. 7.13).

Incomplete: 17 x 18mm; frame, with lipped pin notch, is
complete; only stubs of spacer survive.

598

Incomplete: frame, 16 x 20mm, is broken through at one
point; ends of spacer are broken off (one side is notably
thin); wire pin survives.

599 PL. 15

18 x 20mm (22 x 12mm); lipped pin notch; the aperture
between the prongs is narrowed by a single rebate on each
side; (plate sheets missing).

600 (probably Hume 1863, pl. VII, 7).

20 x 21mm (18 x 14mm); prominent file-finishing on
frame; outside edge partly narrowed (?from corrosion);
plate sheets missing; distorted wire pin.

601

Fragment: (22 x 16m); spacer (16 x 11mm) and inside edge
of frame survive, along with cast pin (bent) with collar.
602

Fragment: one side only of spacer (L 18mm) and rounded
frame; surviving 29 x 8mm overall.

This spacer may, in contrast with the others listed here,
have comprised two simple prongs joined without further
moulding at the bar (cf. Hinton 1990c¢, 517-18, fig. 131,
no. 1159, from Winchester, assigned to the 14th century).
603

Fragment of frame and spacer: (22 x 11mm); cast pin with
collar survives.

604 Pl. 15 (Hume 1863, pl. VIL, 9); a circular frame, 34 x
12mm.

Sub-round frames with integral strap sleeves

Lead/tin

N.B. in descriptions of integral lead/tin sleeves for buckles
and clasps: four (i.e. two main) faces all joined = ‘full
sleeve’; front and back sheets/tabs only = ‘open sided’.

The frames of 605 and 608 are circular, 606 is sub-oval,
607 is D-shaped (856 may have been similar), and incom-
plete 610 (more decorative than the others) is also oval,
while surviving narrow fragment 611 suggests a different
rounded form. (?)Separated frame 609 appears to be from
another oval version. Buckle plate 855 comes closest to 611
and 606. There is some local manufacturing evidence for
these accessories in the form of waster 2291 (listed under
Metalworking) which is closest in form to 606, though it is
markedly neater in detail than all those listed in the present
group.

605 PL. 15

40 x 9mm; frame has lip notched for pin (worn here);
full-sleeve plate (incomplete) is roughly holed for missing
pin and single missing rivet (rust may be from both of
these).

606 Pl 15 (Hume 1863, pl. VII, 15).

30 x 17mmy; slightly asymmetrical frame has notched lip
for pin; integral, open-sided plate retains inserted iron bar
and has holes for single iron rivet; loop of iron-wire pin
survives; tin (Appx 2).

607 PL. 15 (Hume 1863, pl. VIL, 14).

28 x 18mm; D-shaped frame with lip notched for pin,
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blending into integral, open-sided strap, with raised lines
along the sides; pierced holes for pin and single rivet (both
missing).

608

40 x 18mm; as 611, but more corroded.

609 PL. 15

Oval frame only (perhaps slightly distorted): 22 x 20mm;
small section missing at rounded inside edge; notched lip
for pin (missing) is flanked by moulding, which continues
onto the underside; tin (Appx 2). Presumably cut off an
integral plate, as in the preceding items.

610

Incomplete and corroded: 22 x 23mm; protruding pin
notch is flanked by paired grooves; surviving fragment of
offset plate appears to have decorative border of beading,
though this could perhaps be corrosion.

611

Frame is fragmentary (one side only, possibly distorted): 25
x 13+mm; open-sided plate is narrower; lead-rich pewter
(Appx 2); rust (?)from iron rivet; trace of (?)leather strap;
missing pin has left imprint on plate; excess metal
remaining in a couple of areas may be attributable to
careless trimming rather than the complete omission of this
process; (presumably of the present category — it appears
not to have had the straight sides of 757).

See also ‘lyre-shaped’ 764, etc.

Double oval

Copper alloy

612 PIL. 15 (Hume 1863, pl. IX, 3).

Worn: 21 x 29mm; sub-oval loops; biconvex outside edge
has notched, lipped pin rest; bar has collars defining rebate
for missing pin; narrowed inside edge continues to each
side as thick lateral knops. Presumably later medieval.

613 PL. 15

Incomplete: 21+ x 29mmy; surviving loop is rounded, the
other almost completely broken off.

It is most unlikely that this was a single-oval frame with
projections, as on 503 etc., though it could have been used
In its present state

614 PL 15

38 x 34mm; rounded loops, both with oblique grooving.
615 PL. 15

Fragment: 19 x 9+mm; surviving edge, angled at centre,
and part of one side.

616

Fragment: 20+ x 24mm: most of one rounded loop, part of
the other and the bar broken off.

617 PL. 15

(Hume 1863, pl. IX,1) with minor variations, and Egan
and Pritchard (1991, 82-3, no. 342) (with a slightly
different profile), assigned to the early-15th century.

618 Pl 15

(Hume 1863, pl. IX, 2) was also of this basic form; incom-
plete (the metal is not certain — cf. Egan and Pritchard
(1991, 84-5 and 87-8, nos 344 of copper alloy and 347 of
lead/tin), both assigned to the early-15th century).

Lead/tin

619 Pl 15

Incomplete, distorted and corroded: 26 x 27mm in
surviving state (estimated 40 x 28mm originally); pin
missing.

620

Incomplete and distorted (twisted off at one end); 32+ x
34mm.
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D-shaped

(Sides meet bar nearly at right angles — the plainest which
might be listed under this form, 442—44 are listed as three-
quarter circles.).

Copper alloy

Plain
621 PL 15
18 x 17mm; inside edge is discontinuous.

Slightly elongated, with knops

The following eight items seem regularly to have functioned
as buckle frames, as shown by a pin or an appropriate plate
(these features are respectively present below only on 622
and 633, cf. Egan and Pritchard (1991, 94, no. 421, fig. 59)
with a plate and assigned to the late-14th century). They
have vestigial lateral ridges near the basal corners (631 and
632 lack the relevant parts). 1622 is of the same form as the
present items, with lateral ridges, but it was apparently used
as a strapend. Eight further, similar items with the addition
of integral rivets are presumably a form of strap loop (see
1354ff, listed under Mounts - these all lacking the lateral
ridges on the frames). Some could have had alternative
functions, possibly acting as pendants (smaller , circular
versions such as 1251 were probably all pendants hung
from bar mounts, perhaps purely as ornament). T wo
indeterminate fragments are listed here, at the end of those
thought on present indications to be buckles. The presence
or absence of ridges has no obvious practical implication, so
both varieties lacking rivets might have been interchange-
able.

622 PL. 15

15.5 x 11mm; wire pin.

623

21 x 13mm.

624

22 x 13mm; mark in centre of bar could perhaps be
damage from a pin or a similar lost component to that
surviving on strapend 1622.

625 PL. 15

21 x 14mm.

626 PL. 15

23 x 1Smm.

627

23 x 15mm.

628 (Hume 1863, pl. X, 6).

23 x 15Smm.

629

20 x 30mm (no ridges).

Indeterminate fragments (lacking the base where a rivet
might or might not have been present)

630

13+ x 14mm.

631

21 x 17mm; one potential lateral ridge survives.

Lead/tin

632 PL. 15

Crude: 19 x 20.5mm; irregular profile for outside edge
from series of transverse ridges — largest protrusion is in
centre, where there is an arrow-like configuration; some
wear from missing pin. The crispness of the angles suggests
little use. An unusual form, though what appear to be
parallels (with pins of iron) survive in place on two late
medieval pattens from Liineburg in Germany (Haak 2004,
figs 1, lower, and 2).
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D-shaped with plate

633 PL. 15

22 x 13mm (24 x 9mm); pin missing; single rivet.

Cf. 622ff. Copper alloy.

634 PL. 15

15 x 12mm (20 x 10mm); notch for missing pin; pair of
ridges near inside edge; slot for missing pin; hole for single
missing rivet. Lead/tin.

635 PL 15

Corroded: 10 x 15mm (26 x 11mm); slot for wrought pin;
single rivet survives. Lead/tin

D-shaped with central bars

Copper alloy

636 PL. 15

19 x 15mm; pair of transverse ridges on outside edge define
rest for missing pin; bar continues as raised ridge over
sides.

The following five items comprise a distinct group, charac-
terised by the highly stylised animal heads (each slightly
different) on the frame’s outside edge or, in the case of 641,
its side.

It is not certain that these items were buckle frames. No
parallel with a pin to confirm this identification has been
traced, though 640 has wear consistent with that from one.
Alternatively, they could have acted as strap loops, a
category apparently represented from Meols by a single-
loop version having the animal head and with a rivet.

The present group of these unusual items appears to be the
only multiple find from a single site (cf. Ivens 1995, 349
and 356, fig. 156.122 W estbury no. 100, excavated in
Buckinghamshire in a deposit assigned to the late-
14th/16th centuries, there taken to be a buckle). A 14th-
century date may be appropriate (these accessories are
unlikely to be much later).

637 PL. 15

18.5 x 11mm.

638 PL. 15

20 x 16mm.

639 PL. 15 (Hume 1847c, fig. 20; 1863, pl. X, 1)

21 x 16mm.

640 PL. 15

Incomplete (inside edge and corresponding side broken
off); 15mm+ x 14mm; animal head has asymmetrically
positioned notch between snout and eye, worn presumably
by missing pin.

641

Incomplete: only outside edge survives, W 18mm; animal
head located on side.

Cf. also 1353 (Hume 1847c, no. 12; 1863, pl. X, 12), a lost
strap loop of similar design.

Lead/tin

The apparent curvature of the outside edges could perhaps
be the result of distortion.

642 PL. 15

Distorted and corroded: ¢. 24 x 14mm; thick outside edge.
643

Distorted and corroded: c. 22 x 15mm.

Double D-shaped frame (oval with central bar)

Copper alloy

644 Pl 15

26 x 16mm; angled frame has series of transverse grooves
along perimeter.

Cf. Hinton 1990c, 515 and 517, fig. 130, no. 1147,
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assigned to the late-13th/early-14th century (?possibly
residual) — this has grooves only along the inner loop of the
frame.

645 Pl 15

(Hume 1863, pl. IX, 4) 24 x 15mm; shown complete with
plate and pin attached.

Ornate double frames

Copper alloy

646 Pl. 16

22 x 15mm; D-shaped/trapezoidal frame with central bar;
the latter part has a rectangular , notched rest for the
missing pin.

Perhaps shown, with pin and folded sheet plate (bar
?wrongly delineated) in Ecroyd Smith (1867, pl. 1, no. 11)
(items in the Ecroyd Smith collection, found in 1866).

Lead/tin

647 Pl. 16

38 x 23mm; round ends, moulded with pin notch etc. and
with beading along perimeters; concave sides each with
triple reel-like moulding; holes for missing bar (presumably
of iron from the traces of rust).

Could be 15th- or 16th-century.

Rectangular/square

Several are slightly trapezoidal or ovoid (the point at which
some of these begin to be listed instead as trapezoid or oval
is a matter of fine judgement — see 666, etc.).

Copper alloy

The main groupings may be distinguished for the items

listed below (including ones with plates) analogous to

groupings for oval frames (the outside edges in C and D,

and some of A and B are thick; decorative grooves are

usually transverse) (Fig. 2.5.1):

[A] Plain, simple forms.

[B] As [A], but with a lip for the pin.

[C] (Usually) multiple grooves in outside edge; some
have slightly convex sides and other traits similar to
those of oval group [6], above (some, e.g. 674,
are tooled on the back). 685-6 seem to come closest
to these from their outlines, despite their lack of
grooves.

[D] With sheet roller.

[A] Plain, simple forms

Cf. Egan and Pritchard (1991, 96, nos 434-6 (with plates))
assigned to the late-14th century.

648

Corroded: 14 x 11mm; slightly trapezoidal; notch for
missing pin; narrowed bar.

649

12 x 12mmy; slightly trapezoidal; notch for missing pin.
650

14 x 12mm; notch for missing pin.

651

32 x 12mm; cast pin has ridge at loop.

652

14 x 13mm; slightly trapezoidal; thick outside edge has
notch for missing pin.

653 Pl 16

15 x 13.5mmy; slightly trapezoidal; notch for missing pin.
654 Pl. 16

14.5 x 14mm; slightly trapezoidal.

655

15 x 15mm; notch for sheet pin.
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656

18 x 30mm; pentagonal-section frame is still sharp, with
prominent marks from filing; sheet pin.

657 Pl 16

21 x 31mm; sheet pin.

658

22 x 33mm; loop of sheet pin survives.

659

22.5 x 35.5mm; prominent file-finishing marks; cast pin
has transverse ridge.

660

Distorted fragment of presumed plain frame; 36 x 8+mm.
661

Fragment: bar and part of one side missing; 12 x 11mm;
crisp filing marks (without the pin notch this might have
been interpreted as a strap loop).

662

Incomplete (bar missing): (?)15 x 12mm; slightly trape-
zoidal; notch for missing pin.

663

Distorted fragment: three plain, straight edges — (?)one
short side and parts of two longer edges, i.e. 21 x 25+mm.

[B] Simple but with lip for pin

(No datable parallel traced.)

664 Pl. 16

13.5 x 15mm; prominently projecting, notched rectangular
rest for sheet pin.

[C] Multiple grooves in outside edges; some have slightly
curving sides

N.B. Despite their lack of decorative grooves (which may
simply have been accidentally omitted during batch work)
685 and 686 are included here rather than with group [A],
because of their curving sides. Cf. Egan and Pritchard
(1991, 96-7, nos 437-9 (with plates)), assigned to the late-
14th century.

665

14 x 12mm; three grooves.

666 PL. 16

16 x 13mm; slightly convex sides; three grooves; offset bar
slightly recessed.

667

Bar incomplete: 14 x 14mm; three grooves; slightly convex
edges with ridge near each corner.

668

Bar incomplete: 15 x 14mm; three transverse grooves;
slight ridge near each corner.

669

15 x 15mm; grooves asymmetrically, three near centre and
one near a corner; markedly thin bar.

670 PL. 16

15 x 15mmy; slightly convex sides with vestigial flanges near
corners; notch for missing pin is flanked by pair of grooves
with two more near corners.

671

16 x 15mm; slightly convex sides with vestigial ridges near
corners; notch for distorted wire pin flanked by a pair of
grooves.

672

16 x 15mmy; slightly convex edges with ridges near corners;
five grooves; bar narrowed and offset; sheet pin.

673

17 x 16.5mm; slightly convex sides; two pairs of grooves
flanking larger pin notch, bar offset.

674 Pl 16

18 x 22mm; sides slightly convex and with ridges near
corners; thick outside edge has pentagonal section, and
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three central grooves on one face, the outer pair continuing
and converging on the opposite face — these are flanked on
both faces by grooves apparently continuing the sides.

A neatly finished accessory, the tooling on which makes it
look as if more than one component is involved (i.e. it
suggests a separate roller).

See 682 and on 705A for grooves continuing onto the
back.

675

8 x 19mm; bar incomplete and distorted: grooves near
corners and pair centrally; vestigial ridges on one side.
676 Pl. 16

Partly corroded: 17 x 20mm; notch for the cast pin with
flanged, transverse ridge, is flanked by grooves and pair of
slightly engrailed recesses; paired vestigial ridges near
corners on sides.

677 PL. 16

21 x 31mmy; slightly convex sides with ridge near each
corner; five grooves include notch for sheet pin.

678

Incomplete: bar missing; 16 x (?)12mm; notch for missing
pin and a further groove to one side.

679

Fragment: 9+ x 13mm; bar and parts of sides missing; five
transverse ridges include notch for missing pin.

680

Fragment: bar missing: 13 x (?)13mm; (?)eight grooves,
including notch for missing pin.

681

Fragment: 12+ x 17mm; thick outside edge, with five trans-
verse grooves, and part of one slightly convex side, with
ridge near corner, survive.

682 Pl. 16

Fragment: thick outside edge has notch for pin flanked on
each side by a transverse groove (both of which appear to
have been continued on the back at about 45 degrees), and
parts of sides; 11+ x 18mm.

The deeply cut, oblique grooves on the back (which might
have weakened the frame significantly , though the breaks
are elsewhere) have not been paralleled; they suggest the
use of a tool more like a saw than a file for adding grooves.
See 705A for grooves on back.

683

Fragment: outside edge and one side (with ridge) survive;
13+ x 20mm.

684

Fragment: bar missing; 15 x 23mm; slightly trapezoidal;
thick outside edge has transverse grooves flanking notch
for pin.

Lacking grooves:

685 Pl 16

14 x 11mm; slightly convex sides; incomplete bar offset,
narrowed and recessed.

686 Pl. 16

14 x 13mm; slightly convex sides; bar slightly recessed.

[D] With sheet roller in recessed outside edge

(Egan and Pritchard 1991, 95, no. 426, assigned to the
late-14th century, would have a similar description
although it is visually different; pp. 76-7, no. 315, one
with slightly convex sides, assigned to the late-
13th/early-14th century, is also similar but catalogued as
oval).

687 Pl. 16

12 x 10mm.

688

16 x 11mm.
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689 Pl. 16

11 x 13mm; slightly trapezoidal; frame sides and bar are
flat in section; transverse ridge at each side near outside
edge; wrought (?)sheet pin.

690 PL. 16

14 x 13mm; sides slightly convex.

691

15 x 14mm; slightly trapezoidal; wire pin.

692

17 x 20mm; slightly trapezoidal: recessed bar is (?)worn
centrally from missing pin.

693 PL. 16

17 x 21mm; slightly trapezoidal; wire pin survives.

694

17 x 23mm; slightly convex sides; bar recessed (similar to
556, which is listed under Oval frames).

The following two have the roller or a pivoting clasp end
missing from the recessed outside edge; cf. the preceding
buckles or clasps as Egan and Pritchard (1991, nos 552,
etc.) (assigned to the mid-14th century):

695 PL. 16

19 x 15Smm.

696

Fragment (?bar and roller missing): (?)15 x 12mmy; slightly
convex sides with vestigial ridges near corners.

With plates

[A] Plain simple forms

697 PL. 16

14 x 13mm (20 x 8mm); slightly trapezoidal frame’ s thick
outside edge has groove for missing pin; plate has holes
(rusted) for pin and single rivet made from strip of sheeting.
The rivet is presumably a replacement.

698 PL. 16

13 x 12mm (25 x 8mm); thick outside edge has notch for
U-shaped wire pin; incomplete plate has concave inside
edge and holes for pin and single, missing rivet.

[B] Simple, but with lip for pin

699 Pl. 16

12 x 15mm (23 x 8mm); notched lip for sheet pin; plate has
very large slot and hole for single missing rivet.

[C] Multiple grooves in outside edges; some have slightly
curving sides

700 (Newman 2006, 139, fig. 5.22).

13 x 11mm (26 x 8mm); two grooves; narrowed bar;
tapered plate has holes for single rivet (missing).

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 96, no. 434, assigned to the
late-14th century.

701 Pl. 16 (Newman 2006, 139, fig. 5.22).

14 x 11mm (24 x 8mm); slightly convex sides with ridge
near each corner; thick outside edge has three filed grooves;
corroded plate has illegible tooled decoration in transverse
band between raised lines around hole for single rivet
(missing).

702

Corroded (this has eaten through both frame and plate at
various points): 13 x 13mm (24 x 11mm); multiple grooves
flanking notch for pin; plate has two holes for attachment,
one probably replacing the other.

703 Pl 16

15 x 14mm (24 x 12mm); slightly trapezoidal; four trans-
verse grooves (asymmetrically placed); plate has slot for
missing pin, perimeter paired lines of punched, opposed
triangles along sides and edges, and single rivet; leather
from strap survives.
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704 Pl. 16

13 x 15mm (28 x 11mm); slightly curved sides; plate has
slot for pin, hole for single missing rivet and lines of
opposed punched triangles along sides.

[Items grouped under 705:

705 Pl. 16 (a recent combination) modern leather strap H
(very thin, probably introduced as a museum display item
in recent times, hence not catalogued under leather objects
in its own right); this is mounted with later medieval A
buckle with plate, B animal-head mount (follows 1130), C-
F four bar mounts (which follow 1227), and G a strapend
(follows 1540). All the accessories except B are paralleled
in London, where they are assignable to the late-14th
century. There is no documentation detailing whether or
not these items were all found together. They are described
separately under the appropriate categories below.

705A 14 x 15mm (27 x 12mm); buckle, slightly trape-
zoidal; three grooves include notch for sheet pin), the outer
ones converging as a V motif on the back; plate has holes
for single rivet; sheet pin.

(See 674 and 682 without plates), for other frames with the
grooves continued in this way onto the back.

706 Pl. 16 (Newman 2006, 139, fig. 5.22).

15 x 15mm (31 x 12mm); slightly curved sides; five
grooves include pin notch (moulding continues on back);
plate has perimeter double lines of opposed, punched trian-
gles (concave around incomplete, sheet pin) with hints of
possible engraved motif in central field that has been
abraded; single rivet retains leather from strap.

Cf. 709, etc. for frame profile.

707 Pl. 16

15 x 17mm (24 x 14mm); five grooves; plate has lines of
opposed punched triangles along sides; sheet pin is incom-
plete.

708 Pl. 16

17 x 18mm (22 x 13mm); slightly trapezoidal; four
asymmetrically placed grooves include pin notch; recessed
plate has slot for missing pin, outline along sides and edges
of punched, opposed triangles (concave around pin slot),
and single rivet.

709 (Newman 2006, 139, fig. 5.22).

18 x 21mm (28 x 14mm); frame similar to that of 706, but
pair of outer grooves in outside edge near corners;
distorted plate has holes: (round) for incomplete sheet pin
and (rough, square) for single missing rivet.

710 PL. 16

17 x 29mm (18.5 x 16mm); sides are slightly convex, with
ridge near each corner; thick outside edge has three trans-
verse grooves, including one for missing pin; plate is
damaged at holes for single missing rivet near inside edge
(where there are two paired, transverse lines of punched,
opposed triangles) and has slot for pin; (there is a gouged,
triangular hole through both sides of the plate — probably
damage rather than a rough attempt to attach a makeshift
replacement rivet, as in 697).

711 (Hume 1863, pl. VII, 3) plate and pin were intact,
Hume’s drawing seems to show that the plate was
decorated with incised roundels or scrolls

[D] With sheet roller in recessed outside edge

712

Incomplete frame as 713; plate, 20 x 8mm, has slot for

missing pin and retains the single rivet.

713

13 x 11mm (22 x 10mm); frame has slightly convex sides
with a ridge near each corner; plate has holes for missing
pin and retains the single, rough (?over-long) rivet.

The rivet may be a replacement.
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714

15 x 11mm (13+ x 8mm); recessed outside edge lacks
roller; incomplete plate has hole(s) for distorted sheet

pin.

715 PL. 16

13 x 12mm (40 x 8mm); recessed outside edge lacks roller;
folded plate has holes for missing pin and two rivets, with
further large, rough one near inside edge.

716 PL. 16

18 x 13mm (34 x 9mm); recessed outside edge lacks roller;
plate has inward-angled inside edge (on both parts) empha-
sised by converging pair of engraved lines on visible face;
holes for two missing rivets; wrought pin.

717

16 x 14mm (18 x 12mm); slightly trapezoidal; incomplete
plate narrows from bar.

718

15 x 15mm (22 x 12mm); slot for missing pin; single rivet
survives; longer back plate has concave inside edge.

719 Pl. 16 (Newman 2006, 139, fig. 5.22).

15 x 20mm (29 x 18mm); frame is slightly convex-sided
with a ridge near each corner; wire pin is bent from use; the
plate (slightly distorted) is doubly engrailed at the inside
edge on the front and retains one of an original two rivets.
The engrailing may have been cut out with a tool for
making circles (sheet mounts, etc.).

720

22 x 15mm (24 x 15mm); recessed outside edge lacks
roller; bar narrowed and recessed; plate retains one of
original two rivets.

721 Pl. 16 (Anon 1878, pl. 8, no. 8); this, falling
outside the preceding suggested categories, was presum-
ably a buckle from the hole in the plate at the appro-
priate point, a (?)lost sub-rectangular frame, 25 x
14mm (30 x 10mm), with an ornate outside edge appar-
ently with an openwork representation of a monstrous
face two eyes and teeth and two projections at the
corners like ears (the hole for the pin confirming this
was not a clasp), and a plate with an (?)engraved line
down the centre.

Subrectangular frames made of a bent sheet strip with a
rod for outside edge

The unusual method of manufacture of the frame is a low-
technology one, which would have avoided the need for
fixed plant as used in casting. No buckles of this form with
close dating have been traced, and clasps as 910 and cf.
Egan and Pritchard (1991, nos 565-6) (assigned respec-
tively to the late-14th and early-15th centuries) sensibly
have the bars and outside edges in reversed positions
compared with these buckles ( 722 and 723 both have
plates, and the former retains its pin).

Copper alloy

722 Pl. 16

Corroded: 14 x 12mm (22 x 7mm); sheet roller on outside
edge; plate (unrecessed) has holes for the sheet pin and
single rivet (missing).

723 Pl 16

12 x 14mm (16 x 10mm); sheet roller on outside edge;
plate appears broken off and has holes for missing pin and
for (?)one missing rivet (these are rough holes), but it
retains a tubular rivet made from bent sheeting.

The two following items appear to be the sheet parts of
frames as in the preceding buckles, or they could be for
clasps of this type, cf. 910.

724

Outside edge missing; 13 x 17mm.
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725 Pl. 16 (Hume 1863, pl. X, 3).
Outside edge missing; 16 x 17mm.

Square/rectangular with central bar

Copper alloy

726 Pl. 16

20 x 16mm; bar offcentred; five slight transverse grooves in
outside edge.

727

21 x 16mm; thick outside edge; offcentred bar.

728 Pl. 16

Ornate form: abraded/corroded; 27 x 18mm; ornate,
openwork frame is moulded in the form of two human
figures (the sides) holding up a crown over an unclear motif
— possibly a head (the outside edge), as they stand on a base
(the inside edge) moulded with a central (?)face — possibly
this part makes up a supporting angel with wings
outspread; (the offcentred bar’s current very slender state is
presumably the result of corrosion).

One of relatively few figurative frames of copper alloy
from the medieval period; these are usually high-class
accessories. The orientation (at right angles to the norm)
is paralleled only in a very small number of buckles (e.g.
Fingerlin 1971, 344-5, no. 384, in the Bargello,
Florence).

729 Pl. 16

35 x 37mmy; slightly arched profile; edges moulded,
including constrictions centrally for missing pin.

Cf. fragment 737 (LMMC 1940, pl. 79, no. 5), and Astill
(1993, 193-4, fig. 88, no. CA121), from Bordesley Abbey,
Worcester, assigned to the late-14th/early-15th century) for
complete examples, and Harvey 1975, 265-6, no. 1857 for
a fragment excavated at Southampton in a deposit assigned
to ¢.1550-1650.

730

40 x 39mm; sheet pin.

731

Poorly finished — some edges left rough; 44 x 41mm.

732 Pl 17

45 x 44mm; slightly concave sides; prominent file finishing
on one face; sheet pin.

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 97-9, nos 447 and 450,
respectively assigned to the late-14th and early-15th
centuries.

733

51 x 50mm; one corner damaged (wear suggests this was
before loss).

734

Fragment: 20+ x 23mm; one edge and parts of both sides
and bar broken off.

Fig. 2.5.2: Buckle from Bull Wharf, London (after Egan
and Pritchard 1991, no. 445)
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735

Fragment of similar frame: 17+ x 23+mm; inside edge and
part of one side (including hole for the missing, separate bar).
736

Fragment: inside edge broken off; 35mm+ x 43mm; bent
sheet pin.

737

Fragment: 29+ x 46mm; surviving moulded edge and bar
as 729.

738 Pl. 17 (Hume 1863, pl. IX, 8), 16 x 19mm, incomplete.

Fragments of frames with separate bars — (?)locking
buckles

(cf. Egan and Pritchard (1991, 97-8, no. 445), assigned to
the late-14th century) (Fig 2.5.2).

739 Pl. 17

Strip fragment, expanding to holed roundel at one
surviving end; L 7mm.

740

Fragment (similar to following item but smaller): 16+ x
22mm; outer edge has notch for missing pin flanked by
pair of grooves.

741

Fragment: 21+ x 22mm; recessed outside edge (with series
of grooves) and parts of flat-section sides (including flange
at hole for missing, separate bar) survive.

Cf. 740.

742

Fragment: 18+ x 26mm; one edge with series of transverse
grooves, and parts of sides up to break at holes for missing,
separate bar survive.

743 Pl. 17 (Hume 1863, pl. IX, 7); slightly trapezoidal; 20
x 22mm.

Lead/tin

Most of these are damaged through corrosion and/or
distortion.

744 Pl. 17

Distorted; c. 15 x 13mm.

745 PL. 17

23 x 19mm; corrosion has consumed part of one side: faint
lines define pin notch; (crisp casting).

746

Corroded: 25 x 23mm; frame only — bar missing, possibly
cut off.

747 Pl. 17

19 x 24mm; arched profile in centre: iron-wire bar is
displaced, having split one side of the frame: corners are
rebated; notch for missing pin (which has worn the outside
edge).

Similar to Egan and Pritchard (1991, 102-3, no. 473),
assigned to the early-15th century.

748 P1. 17

40 x 39mm; as 747.

[749-750: numbers not used.]

Trapezoidal

Copper alloy

751 Pl 17

Corroded; 11 x 16mm; central narrowing in outside edge;
narrowed bar; pin missing.

The frame is unusually thick for such a small accessory —
possibly some kind of hasp rather than a buckle (cf. 961).

Lead/tin
752 Pl. 17
42 x 18mm; elongated, narrow frame has lozenge section
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and somewhat concave sides; bar has recess for missing
pin, which has worn the outside edge.

Presumably later medieval. The form may be seen as a
simple version of 764, etc.

With separate plates

Copper alloy

753 Pl. 17

17 x 10mm (15 x 7mm); plate (unrecessed) has holes for
missing pin and retains the single rivet.

754 Pl. 17

12 x 12mm (31 x 10mm); frame has irregular rebate down
from outside edge; plate has roughly paired lines of
punched, opposed triangles along sides and inside edge,
and holes for pin (with additional V-nick hole at fold) and
for two rivets, of which one survives (apparently very thin
and not fully bent over). The frame seems to have been cast
in a mould that became cracked (hence the rebate); the
plate has been inexpertly replaced at least once.

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 95, no. 425 (lacks plate),
assigned to the late-14th century.

755 PL. 17 (Newman 2006, 139, fig. 5.22).

15 x 20mm (25 x 13mm); frame has knops at each corner
and narrowed bar; sheet pin is bent from use; narrowing
plate is gilded, with a barely discernible (?stylised animal)
motif, and has three holes for rivets, of which only the one
to be reached by the smaller back half (in its present,
possibly original, state at least) survives.

This ornate form, with its gilding, probably dates to the
Norman period — cf. the shape of the plate of Egan and
Pritchard 1991, 74, no. 303, fig. 45, assigned to the late-
12th century, and for the frame see Lindsay and W ebber
1993, 135-6 and Hinton 1990c, 514-13, fig. 130, no.
1122, assigned to the mid-13th century.

With integral plate
756 Pl. 17 (Hume 1863, pl. IX, 21), 21 x 56mm, ‘brass’,
plate has indeterminate engraving.

Pentagonal frame with integral plate

Lead/tin

757 PL. 17

28 x 12mm; sub-pentagonal frame with angled, bifacially
bevelled outside edge, and sub-square aperture; integral,
open-sided sleeve has holes for missing pin (which has
apparently left marks from use on the frame) and rivet
(which has broken through upper sleeve sheet); this rather
rough item has no recess in the frame to cater for the
underlying strap, in the manner similar clasps did.
Although closely comparable to clasps 934ff, this accessory
appears from wear marks to have been used as a buckle. It
is perhaps possible that this was an eccentric adaptation,
contrary to the maker’s intention, though the absence of a
recess on the back for the strap suggests that it was indeed
intended as a buckle from the start. The bevelled outside
edge is arguably a trait as incompatible as it is possible to
devise with lodging a pin securely (the opposite of the
notch often provided for this purpose).

Ornate frames with oval apertures

These relatively ornate frames seem to be characteristic of
the late-Norman period (see first reference under 758). The
apertures include variants on simple ovals. All of those
listed here are damaged, all but 760 to the point where they
are unusable.
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Copper alloy

758 Pl. 17

Incomplete: survives as 25 x 19mm; aperture is slightly
concave at thick outside edge, with doubly engrailed profile
and notch for missing pin; engraved border lines along
sides; most of offset bar is broken off.

Similar to Allen (2003, 257-8, fig. 92, no. 15) from
Eynsham Abbey, Oxford, assigned to ¢. 1066-1109, and
Geddes and Carter (1977, 228-9, fig. 130, no. 14) from
Kings Lynn, assigned to the late-13th/early-14th century
and an example with a plate from New Romney (Kent)
(Pre-Construct Archaeology NFRO1 acc. no. 37, Fig.
2.5.3).

Fig. 2.5.3: Buckle and plate from New Romney, Kent
© Pre-Construct Archaeology Ltd

759 Pl. 17 (Hume 1863, pl. XXIX, 9).

Incomplete: 23 x 30mm; angled (sub-pentagonal) outline;
narrowed bar missing; two separate, dome-headed rivets
on sides, and hint of a missing, central one from part of a
hole in the outside edge — a complete example from
London (Fig. 2.5.4) shows that this was for a further rivet
(despite the difficulty this presented for centring the pin).
Cf. also buckles from Winchester, New Romney (Kent), and
Pocklington, East Y orkshire. (respectively Hinton 1990Db,
515-16, fig. 130, no. 1129, from a deposit assigned to the
mid/late-13th century; J Halliday Artefact Record Sheet
17/2/03 — the latter retains a plate of similar form to 847).

Fig.2.5.4: Buckle from Staines, by permission of Museum
of London

760 Pl. 17

22 x 32mm; frame is slightly asymmetrical (perhaps
through over-zealous file-finishing); outside edge thickens
to angle and has adjacent triangular outlines from lines of
opposed, paired punched triangles; narrowed bar broken,
with vestigial spurs on outer sides here (aperture is slightly
angled).

761 Pl. 17 (Hume 1863, pl. IX,15)

Fragment: exaggerated, plate-like outside edge only: 25+ x
39mm; rounded aperture; outside edge has engraved
perimeter lines defining opposed fields divided by
narrowing, bifurcate notch for missing pin; prominent file-
finishing marks.
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762 Pl. 17

Fragment: outside edge (projecting as a blunt-ended tab)
and one side; 23 x 27mm; hints of tooled decoration under
corrosion.

Ornate frame — uncertain form

Copper alloy

763 Pl. 17

Corner fragment of ornate outside edge and side of frame;
surviving 9 x 19mm; notched pin rest and concave knop.
Probably from a Norman-period form.

Despite other potential similarities, the complex shape of
the surviving part of the aperture contrasts with those of
759 and 755.

Ornate frames with integral strap sleeves

Lead/tin

This so-called ‘lyre-shaped’ form marks the apogee of
elaboration of late-medieval mass-produced buckles; cf.
LMMC 1940, 269-70, fig. 85, no. 1, also fig. 84, no. 16 —
a representation on a tomb dated to 1391; Fingerlin 1971,
nos 62 (copper-alloy, in the National Museum of W ales),
282 (Museum of London), 555 (copper  -alloy, from
Toddington) and 385 (copper-alloy, in a collection in Paris)
figs 274-6 and 286. A series of similar , correspondingly
elaborate, strapends sometimes have figures of saints, etc.
in the centre. It is remarkable that none of the following
items, all of which are slightly different, has been published
before. The first two of which are arguably the high points
of decoration amongst the later medieval buckles from
Meols.

764 Pl. 17

46 x 16mm; simpler version of preceding item: plain frame
has delicate (less elaborate) opposed scrolling, but retains
part of rusted iron pin; full sleeve retains lead/tin rivet
(despite strain indicated by distortion at this point) along
with remains of leather strap.

765 Pl. 17

56 x 26mm; some wear; oblique hatching in recessed
groove along frame, which has scrolling around the
perimeter; the iron bar that retained the iron pin (only rust
from which survives) is broken off; full sleeve retains
lead/tin rivet; post-retrieval scratches — ‘FEB 16°.

A similar item in Maidstone Museum retains more of the
delicate detailing of the outside edge (found in London, no
accession number; thanks to Giles Guthrie for this infor-
mation).

766

Incomplete and corroded: 64 x 17+mm; plain, rebated
frame having beading along perimeter (no scrolling
survives); rusted bar for missing pin survives in originally
(?)full sleeve.

Frames with integral plates

Copper alloy

Robust plates

The function of these items, if indeed there was just one,
has yet to be determined. The shorter ones may well have
been for spurs (see 767) but this seems improbable for the
longer ones.

767 Pl. 17

Corroded: 26 x 11mm; sub-rectangular frame has slightly
rounded outside edge and slightly concave sides; bilobed,
bevelled plate has holes for missing pin and integral rivet;
engraved saltire cross on inside lobe.
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Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 106-9, nos 4827, which are
assigned to the early-13th century onwards) These were
probably for spurs (cf. the buckle on spur 2807 with its
integral terminal hook).

768 PL. 17

41 x 12mm; oval frame with notched lip for (?)wrought
(very pointed) pin through rectangular plate, from which a
tongue-like tab with a single rivet extends.

769 Pl. 17 (Hume 1863, pl. VII, 5), ornate form; oval
frame 37 x 13mm, moulded outside edge and plate.

770 Pl. 17 (Hume 1863, pl. VIL, 6; Chitty and W arhurst
1977, 29, no. 35) oval frame, 48 x 16mm; lip for (?) wire
pin, narrow plate expands at each end.

Long, relatively flimsy plates (oval frames)

The function for these has not been determined (spurs seem
most unlikely in view of their relative flimsiness).

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 78-9, nos 320-1, the first of
which is assigned to the mid-13th century).

771

34+ x 16mm; incomplete plate, retaining one hole for
attachment and pin, is partly obscured by corrosion.

772 PL. 17 (Hume 1863, pl. VII, 8, although end of plate is
shown as if not broken).

55 x 18mm; curved profile; rebated moulding defines plate,
which has holes for sheet pin and two missing rivets;
expands at second rebates to spiral-strip terminal.

Plate fragments

773 Pl. 17

28+ x 8mm; narrows towards expanded tab around hole
for attachment that also defines spiral-strip terminal (no
obvious curvature).

774

20+ x 8mm; fragment of (?)rounded frame and flat plate;
the latter has a hole for the missing pin and two for attach-
ment.

Two loops with integral plate between

See Egan and Pritchard 1991, 108-10 for this distinctive
form, the function of which has not been defined (they may
perhaps be components of horse equipment). The only
copper-alloy example published from London is assigned
to the late-13th/early-14th century (Egan and Pritchard
1991, no. 488).

Copper alloy

775 Pl 18

41 x 17mm; oval loops, both angled upwards; plate has
two holes for missing pin and rivet; traces of gilding.
[776-=779: numbers not used.]

Buckle fragments
Incomplete frames (original forms uncertain)

Copper alloy

Curved outside edges

(These could be from single or double frames of various
overall shapes.)

780

Most of outside edge and part of one side survive; 15 x
2+mm; notch in angled pin rest.

781

Part of (?)outside edge (at angle); 17 x 6+mm.

782 Pl 18

Distorted side fragment of frame at an angle: surviving 17
x 7mm; hint of offset, narrowed bar; crisp decoration
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(integrally cast) of triangle(s), etc. within double-line
border.

From a high-quality accessory; (?)late-11th/early-13th-
century; cf. oval 520 for the angled frame.

783

Semicircular fragment: surviving 18+ x 9mm; perhaps from
a frame less than a circle.

784

Very corroded: curved (?)outside edge; 24 x 10mm;
probably from oval or double frame.

785

Part of (?)outside edge; W 11mm+.

786

Rounded, outside edge and part of side: 18+ x 11mm;
lipped pin notch.

787

Bar and part of sides broken off: 20 x 11mm+; thick
outside edge of (?)oval frame protrudes slightly at sides.
788

Offset bar and parts of sides only; W 21mm.

789 PIL. 18

Distorted: ?33 x 17mm; thick outside edge has notch for
missing pin flanked by pairs of smaller grooves; oblique
filed hatching along sides; bar broken off.

The side hatching is an unusual addition, further raising
the quality of this elegant buckle.

790

Corroded: bar and part of one side missing; 24 x 17+mm;
outside edge is at an angle.

791

Possibly distorted: curved part of frame originally with
offset bar; 22 x 21mm.

792 PL. 18

Thick outside edge of rounded frame; 11 x 23mm; irreg-
ular, asymmetrical, trilobed profile: filed cross grooving
over surface.

This form of tooling is unusual on later medieval buckles.
793

Corroded: curved outside edge only; W 25mm.

794

Inside edge only (offset and narrowed); surviving W 30mm;
part of (?)wrought pin survives.

Presumably from an oval frame.

795

Part of thick outside edge and one side only; W 34mm;
notch for missing pin.

796 Pl. 18 (Hume 1863, pl. VIIL, 14).

Outside edge only: 19 x 60mm; lipped pin rest with central
notch and flanked by pair of flanges.

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 74-5, no. 311 for a complete
buckle probably of similar basic form (with an offset
outside edge), assigned to the late-14th century , and
Goodall, in Harvey 1975, 279 and 281, fig. 252, no. 2021
(found with a sword in a pit in Southampton and assigned
to the late-13th century).

The width suggests this was for a sword belt (Hume 1863,
98 cited a parallel on a shoulder belt delineated in the tomb
brass of John Corpe dated to 1361).

Straight outside edges

(Most likely to be from square/rectangular frames.)

797

21 x 10mm; pentagonal-section outside edge and parts of
sides.

798

Fragment: 18+ x 44mm, with prominent file-finishing
marks, and parts of sides.

799

Fragment: 20+ x 16+mm.
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800

Fragment: surviving L 18mm; (?)recessed outside edge with
series of transverse, filed grooves and hint of raised, right-
angled return at surviving corner.

801

Outside edge: 9+ x 29mm; this is narrowed; incomplete
sides protrude at corners

802

Fragment: 13+ x 35mm; recessed, straight edge with
multiple transverse grooves, and parts of plain edges.
Bars (frame forms uncertain as outside edges, etc. do not
survive)

803

Bar from frame (?)18 x 12mm; set at angle to missing sides;
sheet pin has ridge near loop.

804

Bar and parts of sides survive, with plate; 31+ x 19mm, L
(pin) 16mm; folded plate with slot for distorted sheet pin,
and two holes for attachment, one retaining a crude,
tubular sheet rivet.

The surviving rivet is presumably a replacement.

Lead/tin

805

Possibly distorted: 22 x 22mm; lip is notched for pin but
has secondary, offcentral notch worn beside it.

(?)From a double-loop frame or one with an integral plate,
as 605ff.

806

Fragment of (?)outside edge; surviving L 6mm.

807

Corroded and distorted: part of frame with trace of notch
for pin; surviving L 21mm.

Plates
Unless indicated otherwise, provision for the pin is a slot.

Copper alloy

All are folded sheeting where the full form is extrapolable
and all have slots for pins, unless indicated otherwise,
where this part survives. Some of the less diagnostic
fragments with the outside edge missing or damaged could
perhaps be from clasps (e.g. 821).

808 PI. 18

19 x 6mm; holes for pin and single rivet (missing); three
groups of three transverse engraved lines on front.

809

22 x 7mm; holes for missing pin and single missing rivet.
810

36 x 9mm; front wider than back; large holes for (missing)
pin, and others for single (missing) rivet; small fragment of
frame survives.

811 PI. 18

Incomplete (neither end is certainly original): 22+ x 10mm;
presumably a buckle or strapend plate; holes for two rivets,
the rough survivor of which is of spiralled sheeting.

812

One face only survives: 25 x 10mm; small hole for single
missing rivet.

813

Fragment: 27+ x 10mm; slightly tapering; part of (?)slot;
three holes for rivets (missing).

If the slot is correctly interpreted, this is indeed part of a
folded buckle plate

814 PI. 18

31 x 10mm; holes for missing pin and two for missing
rivets — these have been supplemented by two rough holes,
one of which retains a clumsy, bent-sheet rivet.
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815

18 x 11mm; one face only survives; unrecessed for frame;
holes for two missing rivets.

816 PI. 18

35x3mm, both faces survive, front has an incised rectangle
with four lozenges at centre and hole for missing pin.
(Hume 1863, pl. XII, 20, shown with a square frame
dotted in — presumably a suggested restoration rather than
an actual combination; Chitty and Warhurst 1977, no. 44).
817

Front only: 23+ x 11mm; inside edge roughly broken off;
?hole for pin and recesses for frame; double lines of
punched, opposed triangles along sides; two holes for
attachment roughly punched from back.

Presumably adapted following damage.

818

One face only survives: 25 x 11mm; three holes for attach-
ment; ragged engraved lines around outside edge, and
(paired and in triplicate) along centres of folded loops.
Unusual in having tooling confined to such a small area.
819

One incomplete face only survives: 27+ x 11mm; holes for
pin and pair for attachment (one rivet survives); broken off
at fold and inside edge.

820

14 x 12mm; holes for two rivets (set very close to corners).
821

Inside-edge fragment: 15+ x 12mm; border double lines of
punched, opposed triangles; holes for two rivets are pierced
from the back.

822

20 x 12mm; slightly tapering: (?)three holes — one centrally
the smaller pair for missing rivets.

The larger (?)hole may have been for a pin.

823

Front fragment only (broken off at (?)hole for pin): 26 x
12mm; borders of paired lines of opposed, punched trian-
gles; single rivet survives.

824

One face only survives: 28 x 12mm; slightly concave sides
taper towards inside edge; two holes for attachment, one of
which is worn through to slot for (missing) pin.

825 PI. 18

Front only: 37 x 12mm; slot for pin; border double lines
(including V-shape around slot) of opposed, punched trian-
gles; drilled rivet-sized hole very close to one corner of
inside edge, and two heavily pierced (?)rounded/triangular
holes down the middle (bending the sheeting), suggest there
was more than one attempt at repairing this accessory by
unskilled hands.

Cf. 588 for the slots holding crude sheet rivets.

826

17 x 12+mm; slot for pin; bar and part of lozenge-section
(?)wire pin survive.

827 PL. 18

38.5 x 12.5mm; side and inside edges with borders of
paired lines of punched, opposed triangles, similar lines
making five triangles and inner border at inside edge, and
similar single lines making four triangles and frame at
outside edge; slot for pin; holes for missing, single rivet.
828

Corroded (thin at inside edge): 20 x 13mm; one sheet only,
surviving as D-shape; tapered towards roughly cut,
rounded inside edge; pair of holes for missing rivets.

829

Incomplete: 20+ x 13mm; part of (?)slot survives; holes for
two rivets (missing); traces of gilding (possibly foliate
motif).
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If the slot is correctly interpreted, this is part of a folded
buckle plate.

830

31 x 13mm; single rivet survives.

831 Pl 18

One face only: 37 x 13mm; (?) hole for pin has worn into
slot; holes for four rivets are pierced from the back.
Presumably a replacement.

832

Incomplete: 20+ x 14mm; hole for pin; single rivet.

833

Fragment: inside edge and parts of each side survive, rest
broken off; 22mm x surviving 14mm; pair of attachment
holes; line of paired, opposed punched marks along each
original edge.

834

26 x 14mm; worn hole for pin and four others for rivets;
ragged engraved line around sides and inside edge.

835

26 x 14mm; one face only survives; hole for single missing
rivet; worn.

836

One face only: 22 x 15mm; holes for two rivets.

837

Corroded and incomplete: 26+ x 15mm; part of one face
retaining (?)slot for pin and two holes for attachment.

838

Front only: 28 x 15mm; rough holes for pin and two rivets;
double line of opposed, punched triangles along sides and
inside edge.

839

Part of front: 28+ x 15mm; double lines of punched,
opposed triangles along sides; hole for single rivet.

840

Abraded: 34 x 15mm; front only (slightly arched in
section); tapers towards angled inside edge; holes for three
missing rivets.

841

27 x 16mm; slot for pin; lines of opposed punched trian-
gles along sides.

842 PI. 18

40 x 16mm; slot for pin is worn (possibly from an original
hole); borders of double lines of opposed, punched trian-
gles along both sides and inside edge; holes for single
missing rivet.

843

Part of front: 32+ x 17mm; holes for pin and four rivets.
844

Incomplete at one end (only bar survives of frame): 27+ x
19mm; holes for single spiralled-sheet replacement rivet
(original missing).

845

30 x 20mm; holes for missing pin have worn almost to slot;
holes for two missing rivets; concave angle at inside edge;
bar and parts of sides of frame survive.

846

32 x 22mm; half of fold missing; bar of (?)iron frame
survives; holes for two rivets, one of which survives
(crude); (?)leather survives from strap.

The breaks at the fold are worn smooth, so this accessory
may have perhaps functioned in this state.

847 PI. 18

Front only: 14 x 23mm; engraved with fleur -de-lis within
border of double lines of punched, opposed triangles; holes
for two rivets.

The shortness suggests a (?)12th/early—13th-century date.
848

Incomplete: 23+ x 23mm.
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849 P1. 18

Incomplete: 30 x 28mm; one loop and back missing; neatly
engraved within linear border with ornate floral motif —
two horizontal, curving sepals, and three erect petals
around what may be two rows of seeds in split pods, all
against a field engraved with zigzags; two dome-headed
rivets survive. (Thanks to Leander W olstenholme for
botanical advice on this item). If any specific plant is
intended, an iris seems the most likely; an accomplished
accessory.

850 (Hume 1863, pl. VII, 10; 34 x 12mm); (?) herringbone
engraving at one end, hole for one rivet shown: (could be a
strapend).

851 and 852 Pl. 18 and IV (Hume 1863, pl. XII, 22 and
25), both with lions rampant; the first is painted yellow on
a blue field in the National Museums Liverpool’s copy and
was presumably gilded and enamelled (?12th/early—13th-
century), while the second is from a widespread series with
lions stamped in a variety of heraldic stances, e.g. Egan and
Pritchard 1991, 111-12, no. 500 and Hinton 1990c,
515-7, no. 1145; respectively assigned to the early-13th
century and late-13th/early-14th centuries.

853 (Hume 1863, pl. VII, 11); 45 x 16mm(?) cruciform
mount set saltire-wise shown centrally; four holes for
missing rivets.

Lead/tin

Fragment surviving as integral strap sleeve

(Definitive parts of frame missing.)

854

(?)Full sleeve (incomplete — most of back missing): 29 x
15mm; with curving profile and holes for missing pin (wear
and rust from this) and single, missing rivet.

Cf. clasp 958 for the curving profile.

The following incomplete items may be from single or
double frames:

855 PL. 18

Fragment: full sleeve only: 30 x 17mm, with moulding
falsely suggesting a separate frame (all but inside edge is
broken off); two rivets with overlapping, beaded roves;
worn hole for missing pin; torn at back, gas-bubble void in
front; leather from strap survives.

856 PL. 18

Incomplete — frame fragmentary (it is twisted off apart
from stubs of the sides): 29 x 18mm; full sleeve is slightly
split towards base, has irregular holes for two missing
rivets and a very large piercing for the pin (missing), which
has abraded the frame.

The size of the largest hole presumably relates to a replace-
ment pin.

857

Distorted and incomplete; 12+ x 20mm; as following item
(possibly from the same original accessory — both items are
likely originally to have been in the Potter Collection).

858 PI. 18

Incomplete: 13+ x 21mm; (?) outside edge with oblique
hatching and parts of the sides only.

Presumably from a rectangular frame.

See 857.

Buckle or brooch frames

Circular items not complete enough to assign definitively to
either category. There is (to the latter -day commentator at
least) very occasionally some overlap even among fully
preserved items (Egan and Pritchard 1991, 64-5) — see 759
in the present assemblage.
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Copper alloy

859

Fragment of rounded frame, surviving L 18mm (the
flattish, slightly varying section suggests a buckle rather
than a brooch).

860

Fragment, surviving L 23mm.

861

Corroded and incomplete: D 39mm (a possible constriction
would make this a brooch if it has not caused by the corro-
sion).

Lead/tin

862

Corroded: D ¢. 20mm; incomplete biconvex-section frame
with varying profile.

The damage makes it difficult to assign this item (possibly
from a double-loop buckle frame with a separate bar of
iron — a late-medieval variety — cf. 747).

Buckle pins

Some of the these could alternatively be from brooches
(very sharp points are specified). Relatively blunt points are
more likely to have catered for leather straps. The ones
listed here are generally more robust, and relatively shorter
and thicker than those listed as brooch pins (1738ff). There
will have been some overlap.

Copper alloy

Cast

Those over 40mm in length are probably from plain,
circular buckles, as 430 etc.

863

L 16mm; transverse, flanged ridge near loop.

864

Corroded; L 24mm; vestigial transverse ridge near (?)worn-
through loop.

865

L 42mm; transverse ridge near loop.

866

L 45mm; grip near loop; tip worn by frame.

867

L 46mm; transverse ridge near loop.

868

L 47mm; transverse ridge near loop; tip worn by frame,
and distorted.

Sheeting

869

L 12mm; point broken off.
870

L 14mm; twisted shaft.
871

L 17mm; U-loop.

872

Distorted; L 17mm; U-loop.
873

L 19mm.

874

L 21mm.

875

L 22mm.

876

L 23mm; U-shape.

877

L 26mm.

878
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L 29mm.

879

L 30mm.

880

L 38mm; wide loop (could be from a brooch).
881

L 39mm; loop missing.

Wire

882

L 15mm; D-section; black coating could be corrosion.
883

L 16mm; U-loop.

884

L 17mm; sharp point but large loop implies this was from
a buckle rather than a brooch.

885

L 21mm; blunt point.

886

L 23mm; D-section.

Wrought

887

Distorted; L 16mm; uneven shaft.

Presumably a pin, possibly unfinished.

All separated pins of lead/tin are listed under Brooches
(1800ff).

[888-889: numbers not used.]

CLASPS

These originally all had plates for attachment to the strap.
Besides lacking provision for a pin, the undersides of the
frames’ outside edges are usually recessed to cater for the
straps (though see the eccentric 757, listed under
Buckles). There was a separate, pivoting end plate on the
outside of the frame on most of those of copper alloy, but
the lead/tin ones seem all to have had rigid, integral
frames. These accessories appear to begin by the late-
13th/early-14th century and to continue probably into the
early-16th century. Clasp 890, with ten components is the
most elaborate of these. It may also be the oldest of the
series. Among the more ornate ones, 901 suggests a
human head, a design repeated more clearly on 903,
where it is specifically a king” s, and 902 combines
elements of a bird’s head.

Copper alloy
These would all have been attached by plates to straps.

Frame with pivoting sheet end plate

Composite frame

890 PI. 18

29 x 18mm (39 x 11mm); heavy , composite rectangular
frame (one terminal loop of one side piece worn/broken
through) with forward-protruding terminal knops (formed
by D-section pieces folded onto frame extension rods with
separate, domed roves), and the separate rods forming each
end of the frame have cross-hatched filing on each of their
protruding terminal knops and roves; a folded sheet end
plate is doubly engrailed and has a central hole; the folded
strap plate (illogically mounted the opposite way up to the
end plate) has a single hole for attachment (broken through
on lower face), replacing (?or replaced by) a smaller single,
broken rivet, and is (almost) symmetrically engraved with
ragged lines, including eye-like motifs within a rectangular
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border (a rough area of the surface suggests a mount may
have broken off here, or this could simply be differential
corrosion); brass (Appx 2).

This remarkably elaborate accessory , with 12 compo-
nents surviving (not counting the two rivets for the
strap), may comprise alloys originally of differing
colours that would have made it even more striking; the
amateurish repair contrasts with the accomplished
original workmanship.

Simple cast frames

891

Only bar and stubs of (?)slightly convex sides survive of
frame, 21 x 8mm; strap sleeve is held by single rivet.

892 Pl 18

Slightly convex-sided: 11 x 10mm; sides slightly convex;
both edges offset and recessed.

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 117-8, no. 556, assigned to
the late-14th century.

893

Slightly trapezoidal frame, 14 x 10mm, has recessed bar
and outside edge; plain, rectangular pivoting end plate.
894 Pl. 18

14 x 24mm (23 x 11mm)outside edge has transverse
grooves with radiating lines on outer arched side, incom-
plete plate has engraved (?) triangles.

895

Subrectangular frame, 24 x 11mm, has slightly convex
sides and recessed bar and outside edge; trapezoidal
pivoting end has D-section bar mount held by single rivet.
896

Subrectangular frame, 30 x 11mm, has recessed outside
edge and bar; pivoting end plate has pair of corner prongs
and oval mount held by single rivet; tapered plate is slightly
corroded and has single rivet.

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 117-8, no. 553, assigned to
the mid-14th century.

897

Incomplete frame only: 12.5 x 12mm; outside edge (?offset
and recessed) missing; slightly convex sides; bar offset and
recessed.

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 117, no. 556 (with folding
end and plate), assigned to the late-14th century.

898

Sub-square frame, 34 x 14mm, with slightly convex sides
having ridges near the corners; outside edge and bar
recessed, the former for the missing, pivoting end plate;
strap plate has holes for single missing rivet, the place of
which has been taken by doubled, roughly bent wire (the
date at which this was added is unclear — it would have
been an unconventional, but probably effective, repair, if it
was not a 19th-century addition).

For the frame cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 117-8, nos 551
and 554, assigned to the late-13th to late-14th centuries.
899

Subrectangular frame, 31 x 16mm, has slightly convex
sides with vestigial ridges near the corners, and recessed bar
and outside edge; pivoting end plate has D-section bar
mount held by single rivet; strap plate has single rivet.

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 117-8, nos 551 and 555,
assigned to the late-13th to late-14th centuries.

Cast ornate frames

9200

21 x 14mm; corroded frame fragment (presumably from a
clasp): one slightly convex side and thick outside edge with
two grooves lengthways and (?)moulded perimeter survive.
901 Pl. 18 (Hume 1847c, no. 41; 1863, pl. IX,17).

109

Incomplete frame — outside edge and most of sides: 17 x
15mm; slightly radiating raised lines, a pair of holes and a
pellet in the middle of a central, rounded projection may
combine anthropomorphically — respectively as hair , the
eyes, nose, and chin of a human face (this possibility seems
to have escaped the 19th-century commentators).

902 Pl. 18

Frame fragment: 27 x 16mm; outside edge and one side
survive — a series of curving ridges flank a pair of holes for
eyes and a protruding beak (which continues as a tab
within the frame).

The design makes an overall predatory-bird’s head motif.
903 PI. 18 (Hume 1863, pl. IX,16, where the regal anthro-
pomorphism is unrecognised).

Frame fragment: 35 x 23mm; side and outside edge, the
latter with a worn representation of a crowned king with
stylised hair curled at the sides as on contemporary coins.
Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 119-20, no. 568, assigned to
the late-14th century, and Re:source 2003, 22 and 32, no.
42 from Barton Stacy , Hampshire; the present item is a
larger version, accommodating long side hair that is absent
on the London find.

904 Pl. 18 (Hume 1863, pl. IX, 12); 42 x 14mm, shown
with plate (23 x 9mm).

Bent sheet frames

9205

10 x 14mm (19 x 10mm); slightly trapezoidal frame with
separate wire bar, on which is a rectangular folding sheet
end; strap plate has single rivet.

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 117 and 119, nos 564-6,
assigned to the late-14th/early-15th centuries.

906

Square frame, 13 x 14mm, with separate rod for outside
edge; pivoting end plate is engraved with opposed, oblique
zigzags.

Cf. following item and Egan and Pritchard 1991, 119, no.
566 (assigned to the early-15th century) for the form.

907

Distorted frame as in 906, 31 x 14mm (outside edge, etc.
missing); strap plate has single rivet.

908 PI. 18

Corroded; perhaps from a clasp (?the equivalent of lead/tin
944ff): fragment (?)of angled outside edge of a sheet frame,
22 x 17mm; radiating double lines of punched, opposed
triangles.

In the absence of any recognised parallel, the complete
form and how it was attached are unknown.

9209

Slightly trapezoid frame, 24 x 18mm, has bent, separate
rod for outside edge; plain, trapezoidal pivoting end plate;
strap plate has holes for single missing rivet.

910 14 x 35mm. (Hume 1847c, fig. 27) 16 x 15mm (20 x
10mm); folded sheet plate had two transverse engraved
zigzags.

911 (Hume 1863, pl. IX, 10) 29 x 16mm, shown complete.

Pivoting sheet end plates

912

Broken-off fragment, 11 x 7mm, of plate with slightly
trapezoidal bar mount attached by single rivet

End plate with frame fragment

913

39 x 13mm; one straight side and bar of cast frame survive;
plate has perimeter double lines of punched, opposed trian-
gles around three chevrons, and single rivet.
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Terminal mounts for securing clasps

Copper alloy

These are thought to be the corresponding parts for some
clasps used to attach the opposite end of the strap (Egan
and Pritchard 1991, 116, fig. 76B). This arrangement
would have meant the length of the strap was not
adjustable (multiples could not be used). The majority of
the following accessories have a cast, D-section bar mount
held by a single rivet (cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 156-8,
nos 732-42, all assigned to the late-14th century); some of
those have a recess in the bar mount, presumably to facili-
tate attachment to the main part of the clasp — the
following items do not seem to include such provision, but
second and, in some instances, third rivets may have served
a similar purpose.

Shield-shaped plate
914
13 x 11mm; rivet has square rove.

Rounded plates

(Defined from part with mount by narrowed neck.)

915

13 x 8mm; two rivets with round roves.

916

11 x 9mm; two holes, one with rivet surviving.

917

17 x 9mm; two rivets.

918

12 x 10mm; three (?rivet) holes of diverse size; surviving
rivet has rectangular rove.

919

13 x 10mm; flat-ended plate; two rivets — that for mount
has rounded rove.

920

13 x 10mm; two rivets with round roves.

921

15 x 10mm; pointed plate; two rivets with rectangular
roves.

922

17 x 10mm; square-section bar mount with rounded rove;
another hole for (?)second rivet.

923

15 x 11mm; another hole for (?)second rivet.

924

14 x 12mm; pair of projections at neck; two holes,
surviving rivet has rectangular rove.

925

17 x 13mm; two holes, one with pointed plate with further
(?rivet) hole; surviving rivet has square rove.

926

12 x 16mm; two further (?rivet) holes of diverse size;
surviving rivet has rectangular rove.

927

15+ x 13mm; incomplete rivet holding sheet, arch-section
bar mount (at an angle) has sub-square rove.

The skewed bar mount reflects the orientation of the
outside edge, perhaps indicating that this was a second-
quality item rather than it became distorted.

Ornate plates

(Defined from part with mount by narrowed neck.)

928

Trefoil/cross-like plate, 16 x 10mm; two further holes of
varied size, one with rivet; both rivets have subrectangular
roves.

929

110

Corroded: oval plate, 17 x 10mm (?lacks hole for rivet) has
pair of notches to each side, and extends to a spade-shaped
outside edge that is reinforced with a (?sheet) mount of
similar form, held by (?)two rivets.

It is unclear how this item would have been attached to a
strap; the bar mount that is common in other finds of this
accessory is here replaced by a spade-shaped one (the
mechanism of closure to hold the clasp in place should
have taken account of this differing form of terminal).

930

Irregular trefoil plate, 13 x 11mm, with further rivet — both
have rectangular roves.

931

Bifid plate, 13 x 13mm (possibly incomplete); rivet has
subrectangular rove.

Folded strap plates

932 Pl 18

Incomplete: 28 x 8mm; recessed for frame; hole survives
for one missing rivet (broken off at possible second).

933 Pl. 18

Recessed for frame; 23 x 11mm; holes for single rivet are
worn through; ragged engraved peripheral lines along sides
and outside edge, and forming central saltire cross.

Clasps with integral plates

Lead/tin

These distinctive accessories have pentagonal frames, with
angled outside edges that are bifacially bevelled on top, and
the undersides are recessed or have other moulding (see
944) to cater for the strap (there is no provision for a pin,
and the angled outside edge precludes anything like a
pivoting end plate similar to those on some of the copper -
alloy clasps above).

Thirteen are listed (plus twelve in which the frame is
incomplete), comprising at least seven variations. 945 and
944 have simple decoration on the outer edges. Closely
similar buckles apparently existed — see the enigmatic 757
(with open sides and underside not recessed).

A few parallels are known: one from Merton Priory in
Surrey, one from London (MPY88 acc. no. 4613 TEX88
acc. no. 8088) and another from Shrewsbury Abbey (Cane
2002, described as a buckle and from a deposit assigned to
the early-15th century; now in Shrewsbury Museum). The
present group is by far the largest known concentration of
these particular later medieval accessories.

934

34 x 10mm; frame incomplete: full sleeve (with a couple of
bubble holes formed in the casting).

935

Corroded: sleeve only (?open-sided; frame broken off): 16
x 11mm; holes for two missing rivets.

936 PL. 18

45 x 11mm; similar to preceding items, except that only
one side of frame survives, and full sleeve is much longer;
the latter has been roughly pierced for two rivets (both
perhaps replacements); partially surviving from the mould
is a squared rebate in the middle of one face only , that
might originally have accommodated a pin (i.e. as if for a
buckle), though the rough piercings actually effected from
the other face at that end seem too far from the frame for
this to have been practicable.

937

38 x 14mm; frame, with incomplete, open-sided plate;
outside edge is more pointed than in the others listed here;
holes for (?)single rivet are torn through to the inside edge;
traces of (?)textile from strap survive.
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938

28 x 14mm; similar to 940, but trace of iron rivet survives
and sleeve may have been shortened through lack of metal
in the casting; casting seams and finishing marks show little
sign of wear.

939 PIL. 18 (Hume 1863, pl. IX, 13).

32 x 14mm; similar to 938, but with moulded ridge around
three sides of aperture, and only back tab survives from
sleeve.

940

32 x 15mm; frame has triangle of outside edge recessed
against the sides (as if separate components); open-sided
sleeve has holes for single missing rivet.

941

Corroded: 33 x 15.5mm; similar to 940, but holes for two
rivets, and back tab of plate is incomplete.

942

31 x 16mm; probably similar to preceding items, but most
of outside edge and base of open-sided sleeve is broken off.
943

Corroded: 37 x 16mm; (?)open-sided sleeve is incomplete,
with holes for two rivets.

944 Pl. 19 (Hume 1863, pl. IX,14 - the trefoils are not
precisely represented)

Frame has slightly convex sides; trefoil in triangular field
on each bevel of outside edge; sleeve is open-sided and has
broken off at holes for (missing) rivet; 20 x 18mm-+.

945 Pl. 19 ( Hume 1863, pl. IX, 19).

Surviving 23 x 19mm; incomplete sleeve appears originally
to have been full; triangular outside edge has pair of trefoils
divided by central line, in ladder-like border.

946 PL. 19 35 x 14mm (Hume 1863, pl. IX, 23).

Frame fragments

Lead/tin

947

25 x 9mm; similar to 950; tin-rich pewter (Appx 2).

948

Outside edge; surviving W 10mm.

949

16 x 14mm; outside edge and plate missing.

950

Outside edge and sides: 23 x 22mm.

951

Distorted: corroded and incomplete; 49 x 23mm (most of
sleeve is missing); sides and part of outside edge survive; a
larger version of preceding items.

952

Fragment of outside edge; surviving 12 x 21mm; (similar to
943).

953

Corroded fragment; distorted side, and outside edge with
central hole (probably intentional but could be corrosion);
23 x 9mmy+.

The following lack definitive frames:

954

Incomplete; frame missing; open-sided plate, 17 x 10mm,
with holes for single missing rivet.

955

Corroded fragment, 17 x 11mm, of (?open-sided) sleeve
with pair of holes for attachment near concave inside edge.
956

Corroded fragment: 22 x 12mm; frame broken off; sleeve
is open-sided and has holes for two rivets.

957

Incomplete, with some corrosion: 29 x 12mm; integral
frame is broken off; full sleeve is split on both sides; holes

111

for two missing rivets are roughly gouged on one face.
The rivets were presumably replaced at least once.

958

Incomplete and corroded: overall survival 34 x 13+mm;
part of frame (now bent) and of full sleeve with moulding
and hole for single, missing (?iron) rivet; (?)cf. 936.

(?) Buckle or clasp plates

959

Corroded fragment of one face and sides (lacks both ends),
surviving 15+ x 15mm; three holes for attachment.

960

End fragment, 14 x 10.5mm: one of paired attachment
holes survives; engraved fleur -de-lis-like motif (apparently
orientated at right angle to the usual way up).

Strap hasp

Copper alloy

961 PL. 19

Rectangular frame with shorter sides rebated centrally on
one face, 14 x 8mm.

Cf. Ottaway and Rogers 2002, 2899-900 and 3063, fig.
1475, for a similar item from Y ork, assigned to the late-
12th century and described as a ‘belt hasp’, which is held
in place lengthways on the end of a narrow leather strap by
a riveted sheet loop. Hume published an analogous item
and one with curved sides as ‘peculiar fastenings’ (Hume
1863, 112, top) one of which was found at the side of a
possible pagan burial (not at Meols), suggesting these were
“for the suspension of objects from the belt’ (cf. also 751).

Fig 2.5.5: Belt hasp from 16-22 Coppergate, York, after
Ottaway and Rogers 2002, fig. 1475, by permission of
York Archaeological Trust

MOUNTS

These were found in some numbers (e.g. Ecroyd Smith
1868, 119 137 studs’), which is not in itself remarkable
when it is remembered that a single strap might have over
150 separate mounts (Egan and Pritchard 1991, 23, and pl.
SE and F). The variety is, nevertheless, notable, as at a
detailed level are the differences between this and assem-
blages elsewhere.

Copper-alloy items listed here are made of sheeting, unless
indicated otherwise. All lead/tin items have single, integral
rivets, and were cast in three-part moulds, unless otherwise
indicated.

Lead/tin mounts are known from London in the Norman
period (although of those listed below nine is recognised as
being this early.)

The reintroduction of a much wider range is tightly datable,
mainly from parallels in London assigned to the mid-14th
century, and these probably lasted up to the late-
15th/?early-16th centuries (see Egan and Pritchard 1991,
nos 801-1113, and Egan 2001, 93-5, nos 5-51 for compa-
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rable variety from the capital and Salisbury). The Meols
finds of lead/tin mounts includes several previously unpub-
lished and otherwise unknown forms, underlining the
inventiveness of their makers (an earlier series in these
metals now known in London, apparently from the 12th
century, is not demonstrably represented at Meols). The
complete absence of iron mounts from the present assem-
blage is notable. It is probable that the extreme vulnerability
of sheet accessories of this metal has meant at Meols they
simply did not survive the saline conditions once exposed
on the sea shore (cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 162).

The mounts listed below are often highly elaborate, though
compared with those in the two urban assemblages relatively
few feature naturalistic designs. This contrast is evident, for
example, in the small numbers of copper-alloy floral mounts
(sexfoils, etc.) from Meols, compared with the large numbers
from London. The extensive series of strap loops and purse
suspenders recovered is, in contrast, relatively large; which is
surprising at such a small settlement. Both categories are
present in copper alloys, but the former include the only
examples so far known anywhere of lead/tin.

Pellets

Lead/tin

3269B Mounts on leather strap 3269A (Potter 1889, fig. 9)
(illustration of whole item Pl. 54)

Series of hundreds of rods set as pellets (i.e. in the manner
of rivets, visible part just over D 1mm for each) in two
joined lengths of leather strap, in lines making up accom-
plished, complex pattern of scrolling with ‘flowers” and
part of blackletter legend Be M(?e)... (the broken leather is
repaired halfway through the ‘M’ by being sewn over
another part of the legend (? = Be Meri — i.e ‘be merry’), all
between linear borders.

Later-medieval; a similar technique is known with lead/tin
inserts in holes drilled into contemporary knife handles of
bone (Moore 1999, 74 second from top, assigned to c.
1450, and with the same legend as that suggested for the
present item). See Mitchiner 1986, 214, nos 769-70,
respectively found in London and Salisbury, and of similar
date, are lead/tin bird brooches with a motto that seems to
read ¢ be happy, jolly, merry’. Objects with these mottoes
may have been worn on festive occasions, including
marriages (thanks to Malcolm Jones for discussion of the
significance of the phrase on the strap). A more obviously
amatory motto is tooled in blackletter on the leather on a
strap excavated in London (LMMC 1940, 1935, and pl. 46).

Circular
(?)Cf. Ecroyd Smith 1868, 119 — ‘thirty-seven strap studs
recovered’.

Copper alloy
962 Pl. 19 (Hume 1863, pl. XIII, 4); D16mm, was
decorated with a fleur-de-lis motif.

Lead/tin

(?)flat disc:

963

Corroded: D 12mm; single, integral rivet.
964 (Hume 1863, pl. XIII, 14), D 13mm.

Copper alloy
Plain domed

(Cf. 3008, which is assigned to the post-medieval period in
view of its overall regularity.)

112

965

D 9mm; lead/tin filler in back.

Cf. 968; the filler can be compared with Egan and
Pritchard 1991, 174-5, nos 877 and 886, both assigned to
the late-14th century.

966

D 10mm; separate rivet missing.

967

Slightly asymmetrical; D 10mm; separate rivet missing.
968

D 11mm; as 965, but filler corroded.

969

Incomplete: D 11mm; slightly domed; separate rivet
missing.

970

D 16mm; separate rivet missing.

971

D 21mm; single, integral rivet has octagonal sheet rove
(damaged).

972 PL. 19

Neat profile but roughly cut out in a series of straight lines;
D 22mm; two separate rivets, one of which retains a square
rove.

973 PL. 19

D 28mm; irregularly crimped flange along most of
perimeter; the three rivets survive, along with a rove on one
of them; possibly made from a strip 25mm wide.

Possibly part of a strapend.

974

Distorted and corroded: crudely cut out; D 28mm; central
hole for single, separate rivet (missing) was flanked by two
opposed, circular cut-outs which break the edge.

Possibly manufacturing waste.

975

D 31mm; robust; single, integral rivet is broken off.

976

D 10mm; separate rivet is missing.

Ornate domed

977 PlL. 19

D 14mm; conical with ornate edge; six engraved obliquely
hatched rays with white metal coating between (an accom-
plished product).

978 (Hume 1863, pl. XIII, 15, shown in a less damaged
state than at present)

Corroded and fragmentary: D 19mm; repoussé copper -
alloy sheet with lead/tin backing; octofoil in (?)beaded
border.

Presumably a mount (see on 965 above for the backing).
979 Pl. 19 (Hume 1863, pl. XIII, 3).

D 20mm; central, concentric dome on larger , main one;
four slightly angular tabs at cardinal points, three retaining
separate rivets, the other partly broken off.

980 (Hume 1863, pl. XIIL, 9).

Similar to preceding item, but D 20mm, with central hole,
and three tabs are partly broken off (no surviving rivets).

Composite

981 PL. 19

D 16mm; stamped disc with repoussé beaded border R
separate stamped quatrefoil attached by separate rivet,
which also holds an incomplete strip on the back.

The strip may indicate this was not a dress mount (cf. Egan
and Pritchard 1991, 242, nos 1297-8 assigned to the
mid/late-14th-century, and Read 2001, 13 and 15, no. 108,
thought to be late-14th century).
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Lead/tin

Flat discs

982 Pl. 19

Incomplete (about two-thirds survives): D 19mm; with
beaded border; single integral rivet is broken off.

983 PI. 19

Crude: D 19mm; central knop, surrounded by two concen-
tric rings of pellets; a lateral tab with saltires may be a
sprue (though the motif could be decorative); tin-rich
pewter (Appx 2).

Dating uncertain, possibly early medieval; presumably a
mount despite the lack of a rivet and the striking crudeness;
similar items are known in London (Egan and Pritchard
1991, 169-70, no. 817, which is unstratified but from a
site that produced largely high and late medieval items).
984 Pl. 19 (Hume 1863, pl. XII1.19); D 13mm, described
as lead in Hume’s notes for the unpublished second edition
of Ancient Meols, seems to be similar to Egan and
Pritchard 1991, 169-70, no. 816 (which is unstratified).

Plain domed

3273B Mounts on leather strap 3273A (Potter 1889, fig. 1)
(illustration of whole item Pl. 54).

Twelve: D Smm, in line (with three more missing) along
centre of leather-strap fragment.

985

D 7mm.

986

D 7mm; cross (?)incised on front; rivet incomplete.
987

Corroded: D 8mm; rivet incomplete.

988 PL. 19

D 8mm; offcentral rivet.

989

D 10mm.

990

D 10mm; rivet incomplete.

991

Corroded; D 11mm.

992

Corroded and incomplete: D 11mm; rivet missing.
993

Abraded and corroded: D 12mmy; (?)rivet broken off.
994

Corroded; D 12mm.

Domed with beaded border

995 PL. 19

D 7mm; central knop.

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 169-70, no. 813 (assigned to
the early-15th century), and Egan 2001, 93, nos 15-22 from
Salisbury (the latter include probable workshop discards).
996 PL. 19

D 15mm.

997

D 16mm; roughly pierced from back, possibly for
secondary use.

998

Distorted: D 16mm; roughly pierced offcentrally.

999

D 17mm.

1000

Corroded and incomplete: D 24mm.

(See also 1860 Pl. 28; Hume 1863, pl. VI, 8) a missing
lead/tin brooch similar to present category , with six
perimeter lobes (alternating with human heads).

113

Domed with beaded border and central recess

Compare the following with Egan and Pritchard 1991,
172, nos 851-4 from London (all assigned to the early-
15th century), Egan 2001, 94, and 110, no. 30 for one
from Salisbury, and also Egan and Pritchard 1991, button
no. 1379 (assigned to the mid-13th century). The present
finds could have been mounted with glass gems, but this
seems unlikely for the majority, in view of their lack of any
clear indication of fixture. Only 1004 retains traces of a
possible fixative. This series of mounts/buttons appears to
have continued in production (?i.e. the moulds remained in
use) for at least one and a half centuries, but the addition
of glass gems was seemingly restricted to the early part of
this period.

1001

Distorted: D 15mm; (?)rivet broken off.

This may have been a button if the missing element at the
back was looped (see reference above).

1002

Incomplete and distorted; D 15mm.

1003 PL. 19

Corroded and partly obscured by applied substance (?from
conservation): D 16mm; details of edge obscured by having
been bent over four times, giving a sub-square outline
(Egan and Pritchard 1991, no. 849 from London, assigned
to the early-15th century , has been treated in the same
way).

1004

Broad dome; D 20mm.

Traces of possible binding medium suggest the recess may
have held a gem.

1005 PI. 19

Broad dome; D 21mm.

Ornate

1006 PIL. 19

D 17mm; raised border; radiating design (cf. foliate) of
four voided lozenges alternating with narrower, solid ones;
both rivets cut off; hole from casting bubble.

1007 PL. 19

D 22mm; central knop is surrounded by six sub-triangular,
arch-profiled fields angled upwards to perimeter flange
(overall effect is of a stylised flower); tin (Appx 2).

1008

As preceding item (not analysed).

Oval

1009 Pl. 19 (Hume 1863, pl. XIII, 23); central dome, with
radiating lines dividing main part into eight segments
(metal uncertain).

Rings

Lead/tin

Each is flat, with two integral rivets:

These might have acted as surrounds for buckle-pin holes,
as on a strap found at Southampton (Y Harvey in Platt and
Coleman Smith 1975, 296 and 299, fig. 262, no. 2156,
which is assigned to the late-13th century — this seems a
very early date for lead/tin mounts of this kind). Cf. Egan
and Pritchard 1991, 170-1, no. 818, assigned to the early-
15th century for more conventional dating.

1010

D 19mm.

1011 PL. 19

As 1010.

1012

Corroded; D 21mm; rivets flattened.
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Triangular

Copper alloy

1013 PL. 19

Isosceles with blunt lower edge; 12 x 11mm; central hole;
series of parallel engraved lines and opposed oblique pair
at one end.

This might have given the impression of a shield shape,
though the tooling does not respect heraldic conventions.
1014 PIL. 19 (probably Hume 1863, fig. on p. 130.)

18 x 12mm; holes for three rivets, two of which survive.
This accessory could perhaps have acted as a strapend.

Square (or nearly so)

Copper alloy

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 197 and 199, no. 1061,
assigned to the early-15th century.

Apart from 1021, several of the following, notably 1020,
could be for book covers (cf. Egan 1998, 280).

1015 PL. 19

Abraded: 13 x 13mm; domed centre, hole for single
missing rivet.

1016

14 x 14mm; slightly domed and with large central hole;
two lines obliquely of opposed, paired punched triangles in
each corner area; hole for single missing rivet.

Presumably a surround from a composite mount.

1017

16 x 15mm; bevelled edges; holes for four rivets, of which
one survives (set halfway in the hole).

1018 PIL. 19

Robust: 19 x 20mm; domed pyramidal form; hole for
single missing rivet; traces of shiny, black coating on back.
1019

22 x 22mm; raised, central roundel with pellet in middle
and concentric circle of pellets, and on the lower part a
further, similar circle and pellets along the perimeter; trefoil
at each corner; a bubble during casting has caused a
deficiency in the metal.

1020 PL. 19

22 x 22; squarer corners than the others listed here; flat
field with bevelled perimeter around domed centre with
hole for single missing rivet; engraved cable-motif inner
border, around which is an outer border of engraved trans-
verse lines; shiny black coating on back.

1021 PL. 19 (Hume 1863, VIL.4)

Cast: 24 x 24mm; outline with holes for four missing rivets
in the corners; neatly moulded, slightly convex profile.

An unusual form, presumably intended to frame a separate
item.

1022

14 x 8mm; bevelled sides; two holes for attachment.

1023 Pl. 19 (Hume 1863, pl. XIII,22 central dome and four
domed sub-squares (overall foliate appearance).

Cf. 592 (mount on buckle plate) Pl. 19 (Hume 1863, pl.
VII, 4; Chitty and W arhurst 1977, 32-3, fig. 3, no. 49
(‘13th/14th-century’); a similar but incomplete outline
mount to 1021, set on a buckle plate with a central rivet
hole; a trapezoidal version is set on the plate of a
Winchester find (Hinton 1990c, 515-6, fig. 130, no. 1132,
from a deposit assigned to the mid/late-13th century).
[1024: number not used.]

Lead/tin

[3742B Mounts on leather strap 3274A (Potter 1889, fig.
p. 203) (illustration of whole item, Pl. 54).

38 pyramidal mounts, original 8 x 8-9 x 9mm, with
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beaded borders, surviving in row (and one loose, presum-
ably corresponding with empty hole — see 1025) mounted
lozenge-wise along leather strap  3274A (there are
additionally two separated rivets in place); several are
extremely worn, generally increasingly so along the strap,
to the point where they appear rounded and the original
form in some is unrecognisable (a few of these would in
isolation probably have been described as domed
oval/circular).

This is presumably also referred to by Ecroyd Smith, who
misidentified the metal of the mounts (1868, 122) ‘leather
strap ... probably 15th or 16th century ... made of double
pieces throughout, riveted together by studs of silver ...
lozenge-shaped above.. a little ornamentation around the
edge, the centre being slightly raised in a cruciform manneg
the lower heads are quite plain. This object was ‘now in
three pieces’ totalling 31 inches in length (speculated origi-
nally perhaps to have been double that) and three eighths
of an inch wide’.

This is an extreme instance of prolonged, differential wear
from use producing apparently unconnected forms, now
relatable to each other only because of the survival of this
composite piece (cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 198-9, nos
1067-71, assigned to the late-13th to mid-14th centuries —
those that have been analysed are tin).]

1025

Single mount, 9 x 9mm, as per preceding item — perhaps
the one missing from that.

Rectangles

Some items that might appear under this heading are listed
as Bar Mounts to avoid dividing up related series of acces-
sories, when the majority are clearly of the latter category

(see definition, below).

Copper alloy

1026 PL. 19

18 x 9mm; one dome-headed rivet with square rove
survives of original two.

Perhaps too robust and the rivet too prominent for dress.
1027 PL. 19 and IV (Hume 1863, pl. XII, 21).

Some corrosion; 23 x 9mm; grotesque, biped animal
advancing, the tail having a trefoil terminal (all this motif
is gilded), within raised, linear border; holes for two
missing rivets; the gilding is reflected in the figure in
National Museums Liverpool’s copy of Hume, which has
the animal coloured yellow against a brown background.
Perhaps originally enamelled; this small, accomplished
mount could be from a dress accessory , or some other
object such as a knife handle or casket, etc.

1028

24 x 10mm; worn central hole; retains four rivets.
Probably a surrounded for a hole in a strap for a buckle
pin.

1029 PL. 19 (Hume 1863, pl. XII, 19).

Incomplete: 48+ x 19mm; broken off at one of two attach-
ment holes; engraved S-form step pattern. Possibly for a
casket (unlikely to have been a buckle plate).

1030 PIL. 19

Corroded: 55 x 8mm; cast and cut to size; plain, bifacially
bevelled bar mount, 8 x 6mm, attached transversely by
single rivet near centre of a concave-ended, sheet strip with
four holes for attachment along the middle (three rivets
survive here ); a small hints from restricted areas of survival
of the original surface of the strip suggests that engraved
ornament would have been the focus of interest on this
unparalleled mount. Possibly a strapend, though this could
have been set at any point along a strap.
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Pl 19. Later medieval clasps and mounts
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Lead/tin

Cf. bar mounts. Each of the complete items following has
two integral rivets:

1031 PL. 19

21 x 11mm; asymmetrical ridges along sides, flanking bevel
with square hole and adjacent groove.

1032

Crumpled: 28 x 11mm; three parallel ridges lengthways.
1033 PL. 19

28 x 11mm; three parallel ridges lengthways, and stippled
fields between; worn.

1034

Two fragments, 11 x 12mm and 12 x 12mm (the second
corroded) similar to following item but a slightly different
version (the present pieces may be from the same object).
1035 PL. 19

27 x 13mm; rectangle with raised border and central hole
also with raised border; spiralling-trefoil motifs in fields.
1036 PL. 19

29 x 13mm; three parallel ridges lengthways with obliquely
cross-hatched fields between.

1037

32 x 14mm; plain with central hole.

1038

Incomplete: subrectangular, 11 x 7mm (?slightly flaring)
part with single rivet survives.

Possibly half of a variant of bar mount.

1039 (Hume 1863, pl. XIII, 5),15 x 14mm.

Sub-octagonal

Copper alloy

Both are domed, with a hole for a single missing rivet.
Perhaps intended as round but roughly cut out.

1040 PL. 19

D 17mmy; alternate long and short sides (short ones are
folded over at back).

1041 PL. 19

As preceding item, but D 23mm; short sides are each made
by a slightly angled pair of cuts.

Floral

With only 17 of these surviving and an emphasis on ones
of lead/tin, the Meols finds have a different profile from
that of comparable mounts in London, where this is a
particularly prolific category, with the emphasis on ones of
copper alloy (Egan and Pritchard 1991, nos 938-1045; a
similar pattern of prominence to that in the capital is
evident at York — Ottaway and Rogers 2002, 2906). 1006
-1008, which could be seen as foliate, are listed above as
circular mounts because of their border outlines.

Quatrefoils

1042 PL. 19

D 18mm; central dome with four recessed foils around.
1043 (Hume 1863, pl. XIII, 11) D 22mm with central
dome and ogival foils; ‘brass’.

Lead/tin

The motif is perhaps a four -leaf clover, which was, as
today, a symbol of good fortune in the medieval period
(the four leaves standing for the Holy T  rinity and the
Virgin). Some of the larger , more competently executed
brooches have a central letter T, which is interpreted by
Spencer as standing for Thomas, connecting the device
with the cult of Becket. A recent alternative suggestion is
that the letter stands instead for the four  -leafed plant
‘truelove’ (paris quadrifolia — see Jones 2002, 17-18, cf.
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219-20) making this a secular , amatory brooch. The
motif is also known on some ampullae presumed to be of
15th-century date (Spencer 1998, 122-3, no. 125; cf.
Mitchiner 1986, 162, nos 476-83; of these nos 476—-9
have a letter T).

1044 Pl. 19 (Hume 1863, pl. XIII, 16 — presumably a pin-
like excrescence shown at the left is misleading) D 16mm;
central pellet and crude opposed, oblique hatching for
veins; single, integral rivet.

1045 PL. 19

D 20mm; plain foils, one incomplete; two integral rivets;
square central hole; tin (Appx 2).

A similar mount, but with a single rivet and lacking a hole,
has been found in Salisbury (Egan 2001, 94 and 110, fig.
31, no. 41).

Sexfoils

Copper alloy

1046

Crude; D 10mm; domed; central hole; (the edge of one foil
is straight).

1047 PL. 19

D 14mm; domed; central hole; two separate rivets with
roves.

1048 PI. 19

D 14mm; domed centre and foils; hole for missing separate
rivet.

1049 PL. 19 (Hume 1863, pl. XIII, 24), D 29mm; with one
rivet.

1050 Pl. 19 (Hume 1863, pl. XIII.1) D 29mm; this is a
variant of 1058 of lead/tin, Hume’s notes for the unpub-
lished second edition of Ancient Meols confirm that this
was copper alloy.

See also 2263 under Manufacturing.

Lead/tin

1051 PL. 19

D 11mm; elongated, concave foils.

1052 PL. 19

D 11mm; domed foils and centre.

1053 PL. 19

D 13mm; elongated, concave foils; central hole for missing
separate rivet.

Could be an appliqué, as Egan and Pritchard 1991, 238-9,
nos 1284ff.

1054 PL. 20

D 16mm; flat, with central hole and concave-edged foils;
two integral rivets.

1055 PL. 20

D 18mm; domed foils and centre; alternate foils are
stippled; beaded perimeter.

1056 PL. 20

Incomplete: D 20mm; realistically flower  -like, with
concave foils and domed centre, enhanced by multiply
ridged ring (cf. stamens) and radiating vein-like lines.
1057 PL 20

D 22mm; concave foils around central hoe; two rivets; tin
(Appx 2).

1058 PL. 20

D 23mm; central dome with flat, ogival foils.

Octofoils
(2)Copper alloy

1059 Pl. 20 (Hume 1863, pl. XIII,2)D 23mm, with two
separate rivets; small central hole may have been damage).
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Lead/tin

1060 PI1. 20

D 9mm; elongated foils around central knop.

1061 PL. 20

Incomplete and corroded: D 22mm; elongated, dished foils;
traces of possible red colouring. Cf. also a similar mount of
copper alloy with a lead/tin filler in the back, found in
topsoil at Westbury by Shenley, Buckinghamshire (Mills
1995, 343 cat. 45 and 347, fig. 153, no. 61).

1062 (Hume 1863, pl. XIII, 20) 17 x 16mm, appears to
have been a variant.

(?2)Multifoils

Lead/tin

[3277B two mounts on leather strap 3277A (illustration of
whole item at PL. 24, Pl. 54. Potter 1889, fig. 3), presumably
lead/tin. (also strapend 3277C, following 1621.)]

Paired circles

Lead/tin

[3272B Mount on leather strap 3272A (Potter 1889, fig.
2). (illustration of whole item Pl.. 54)

Single survivor with contiguous domed roundels (single
rivet) The strap may originally have had others like this one
— also three lunate mounts 3272C (follow 1168). Cf. Egan
and Pritchard 1991, 204-5, nos 1108 and 1111, assigned
respectively to the late-14th and early-15th centuries].

Fleur-de-lis

Copper alloy

1063 Pl. 20

Cast openwork: 17 x 11mm; retains one of original two
separate rivets.

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 200-1, no. 1084 (of brass,
unphased) and Read 2001, 17-18, nos 134-5 from SW

Wiltshire (thought to be c. 14th-century).

Crosses
The following are ornate items (see ~ 1879ff for simple
lead/tin pendant crosses and related items)

Copper alloy

1064

Two fragments, 20 x 21mm, as 1068 (fragment, 18 x
15mm, may have been part of the same item).

1065 PL. 20

Cast: ornate cross, 26 x 26mm, with (?engraved) cross-
hatching in central field that is defined by transverse
collars, and trilobate terminals (cf. curtailed fleurs-de-lis);
holes for two missing rivets.

1066

Fragments, 27 x 25mm, as 1068 but smaller and thinner
saltire, and tooling not as evident.

1067 PL. 20

Corroded (right through at some points): 15 x 18mm;
ornate cross with transversely hatched ridges along the
terminally lobed arms; central, wheel-like motif with four
holes; two separate rivets are missing.

Cf. Mitchiner 1986, 129, no. 328 from London.

1068 PL. 20

Openwork; incomplete: 34 x 26mm; ornate cross with
stubby, domed arms having engraved perimeter lines, along
with saltire cross having rows of stamped circles along the
arms; originally holes for four separate rivets (all missing).
1069 PL. 20 (Hume 1863, 267; pl. XXVI, 13), an elaborate
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equal-armed version in ‘brass/bronze’ with a central
(?)collet (itself tooled with a cross) from which a sizeable
stone may have been lost (assigned to the Saxon period by
Franks); this may have been from the cover of a bible, or ,
less likely, on its own, a pendant.

Stars

Copper alloy

1070 PL. 20

Cast: D 21mm; four points; single integral rivet; unalloyed
copper (Appx 2).

Crisp casting — possibly unused.

Lead/tin
1071 PL 20
D 12mm; six points and central knop; single, integral rivet

broken off.
Letters

Copper alloy

1072 PL. 20

Incomplete (part of one corner broken off): 19 x 10mm;
reversed letter *R’; holes for two separate rivets (one of
which survives).

1073 PL. 20

(?)Cast, corroded fragment: 19 x 30mm; blackletter style:
two ornate, parallel strokes (one bifurcate) joined by
broad, (?tooled) band at right angle, with perimeter lines
and central hole for missing rivet; traces of gilding.
Presumably a ligature; if (as seems likely) this is another
version of S/Y (?Y/S) like 1074, etc., the outer strokes of
the S would have extended beyond a relatively small Y. Cf.
Museum of London, acc. no. 81.65/42.

Lead/tin

1074 Pl. 20 x 2 (Ecroyd Smith 1873a, pl. opposite p. 115
A8, shown inverted but complete); now incomplete: 18 x
14mm; blackletter S (reversed) and Y ligatured, the former
obliquely hatched between raised lines; the two integral
rivets are bent over or cut off.

Cf. following item: mount 1073, and eyelet 1500; see also
Fingerlin 1971, 185 and 429, fig. 311, no. 374 (a copper -
alloy strapend in the Cluny Museum, Paris) and Lightbown
1992, 367 and pl. 117 (a late-14th-century silver mount
from Bohemia) both with this motif.

1075 PL. 20

Fragment: lower half of larger version of preceding item (no
indication of means of attachment), surviving 19 x 26mm.
1076 (Ecroyd Smith 1866, 218 and pl. 3.6) Blackletter
(?)m; metal uncertain, but discussion speculates on a
possible connection with ‘cast leaden plates with raised
letters ... the precursors of the horn books, the primers of
the 16th and 17th centuries.’

1077 (THSLC 1876, fig. opposite p. 182, no. 7) Pl. 20;

D 24mm, presumably lead/tin openwork letter S in double
torse (‘ornament’) — Souveniez moi motto or others
(?Lancastrian factional motif, continuing in use by the
Tudors into early-16th century).

Bell motifs

Lead/tin

Domed, with single, integral rivets; a pair of holes form the
terminals of a shallow groove; the perimeters are beaded;
at least five basic sizes seem to be represented in the nine
listed below.
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Similar mounts are known in London and Salisbury - cf.
Egan and Pritchard 1991, 274-5, no. 1382, fig. 178,
assigned to the early-15th century (published as a possible
button because of damage to the rivet), and Egan 2001,
93-4, no. 27.

1078 PL. 20

D 13mm.

1079

Corroded: D 14mm.

1080 PIL. 20

D 16mm.

1081

Abraded; D 16mm.

1082

D 33mm.

1083

D 33mm.

1084 PlL. 20

D 34mm.

1085 PL. 20

D 56mm.

1086

Flattened and corroded; D 56mm; corded border.

Shield-shaped
See also copper alloy 1013.

Lead/tin

With a total in this alloy of 32 plain and two decorated,
this is a prolific category (see Hume 1863, 135 and 138,
where he refers to eight, all of lead, in the Mayer collec-
tion). All of the plain ones below could arguably all be
from a single strap, though this seems most unlikely in
view of the diversity at a detailed level. There is no
obvious reason for differing orientations of the casting
seam, but these may indicate different makers or just
judicious use of restricted space on the moulds. The ridge
vertically on the front would give potential scope for arms
with differentiation per pale (two basic tinctures or
devices, etc. — though no surviving trace of paint, etc. has
been noticed).

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 200-1, no. 1087, fig. 126 —
two similar, of tin, on a leather strap (orientated for this
running vertically) assigned to the mid-14th century . The
form might be comparable within the present assemblage
with that of the angled, bifacially bevelled outside edges of
some of the lead/tin clasps — 936-7ff above (Hume 1863,
pl. IX,.13 and IX, 23) — their orientation on the strap (if as
set the London mounts already noted) would correspond,
but these mounts are unlikely to have been ensuite with the
clasps, which are tentatively assigned dating a century or
more later.

Cf. LMMC 1940, fig. 63.6 from London (also Fingerlin
1971, 87 and 395, fig. 12 cat. no. 273).

Plain (bifacially bevelled)

Vertical casting seams
1087

9 x 9mm.

1088

10 x 11mm.

1089 PL. 20

13 x 12mm.

1090

13 x 12mm.

1091

17 x 15mm; abraded at high points.
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1092

17 x 14mm.

1093

16 x 15mm.

1094

16 x 16mm.

1095

Corroded: 16 x 15mm.

1096

15 x 16mm.

1097

17 x 16mm.

1098

17 x 16mm.

1099

Base broken off; 14 x 17mm.
1100

17 x 17mm.

1101

17 x 17mm; crudely pierced twice for re-attachment.

Horizontal casting seams

1102

8 x 8mm.

1103

9 x §mm.

1104 PL. 20

9 x 8§mm.

1105

10 x 9mm.

1106

10 x 9mm.

1107

10 x 11mm.

1108 PL. 20

12 x 11mm.

1109

13 x 11mm.

1110

12 x 12mm.

1111

12 x 12mm.

1112

14 x 13mm; roughly pierced twice from back for re-attachment.
The piercing would have needed considerable, well directed
force.

1113

Very corroded (most of original outline lost):
15mmy; rivet broken off.
1114

15 x 15mm.

1115 PL 20

16 x 12mm.

1116

16 x 16mm.

1117

17 x 16mm.

1118 PL 20

17 x 17mm.

1119

17 x 17mm.

c. 14 x

Decorated

1120 PL 20

Incomplete: 12 x 12mm (third quarter broken off): quarterly
first and fourth cross hatching, in second (?)a bend.

This item must predate the post-medieval system of
indicating the heraldic noir (black) by cross hatching. It
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seems unlikely that the heraldry was intended to be
specific, though quarterly, a baston [staff] in the second is
given as a variant of the arms of the W aleys family
(Papworth 1961, 195).

1121 PL 20

16 x 13mm: ten bands horizontally, variously with oblique
and cross hatching; horizontal seam and single integral
rivet.

(Despite the similarity to the triangular side panels of some
late-medieval pilgrim souvenirs of the ‘Holy House’ from
Walsingham — Spencer 1998, 137-9, no. 138d - the present
item lacks the definitive right angle at one corner  , but
instead retains the stub of its attachment rivet.)

This mount lacks the robust three-dimensionality of the
preceding series.

Castle towers

Copper alloy

Sheeting, with quintuple crenellation, concave base and
sides and pair of engraved lines horizontally; rivets are
separate:

1122

12 x 9mm; single rivet.

1123

13 x 9mm; pair of rivets missing.

1124 PL. 20

13 x 10mm; single rivet.

1125 PL. 20

13 x 11mm; one rivet survives of original pair.

1126

14 x 10mm; one rivet survives of original pair.

(?)Human heads

1127 Pl. 20 (Hume 1863, pl. XIII, 18) 21 x 14mm ‘lead’,
had what looks like an exotic headdress.

1128 Pl. 20 (Ecroyd Smith 1866, pl. 3 centre, lower) 33 x
14mm may have been a highly stylised version or an animal
mask — its dating is uncertain. It was in Liverpool Museum
[18.11.74.70 and Gatty slip] but is now lost.

Animals

Copper alloy

1129 PL 20

Cast: 13 x 8mm; domed; stylised animal head (?cf. canine)
— perfunctory filing supplies details of the eyes and nose;
retains single, separate rivet with round rove.

1130 PL. 20

13 x 10mm; tab at base; rivet missing.

705B Pl. 16 mounts on leather strap 705A

Cast; 14 x 10mm; similar to 1130; hole for single rivet.
1131 Pl. 20 (Hume 1847c, no. 56). Crude animal head
(somewhat similar to shells 1135ff.) with rove on rivet and
(??)leather surviving.

1132 PL 20 lion rampant (?sheeting) 29 x 26mm (Hume
1863, pl. XII,.24; also Chitty and W arhurst 1977, 29-30,
fig. 2, n0.39 — “12th/13th-century’); probably 14th/15th-
century.

Birds

Lead/tin

1133 PL 20

Incomplete: D 14mm; (?)swan-like bird standing (one wing
perhaps slightly raised).

Cf. pinned brooches like Spencer 1998, 286-9, nos 281,
etc. The swan was a badge of several English families in the

119

late-medieval period, perhaps most notably the Bohuns,
who brought it through marriage to the Lancastrian royal
family in the 15th century (Wagner 1959).

1134 PL 20

Openwork: D 29mm; (?)bird advancing to left (incomplete
at head and neck because of bubble in the casting) on a
ground, all in circular border , with four trefoil-like
radiating terminals; two rivets.

‘Shells’ and similar forms

Copper alloy

All are (?)cast and with separate rivets.

See Hume (1863), pp. 136 and 138 (refers to 17 in three
collections, all of copper alloy except one of lead).

Some of these irregular , domed polygons/roundels with
details added by opposed oblique filing look very much like
scallop shells (like the London parallels cited below) but
others are not as readily recognisable; the similarities may
be coincidental, despite the popularity of the motif in the
later Middle Ages for pilgrims.

Cf. Egan and Pritchard 1991, 200-1, nos 1082-3, both
assig