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Introduction 

Three excavations were conducted at Southgate, one in 1912-3 directed 

by David Austin, and two in 1981-82 directed by Gordon Young. One of the 

latter excavations continued in the area originally opened up by Austin 

(Southgate B) and a second area was excavated to the north (Southgate A). 

The early excavations in 1913 uncovered mediaeval and post-mediaeval 

deposits which had been heavily disturbed in the post-mediaeval and modern 

periods. The collection of bone from this excavation has therefore been 

analysed at a relatively superficial level (see below). 

The bones from the disturbed deposita from the sites excavated ill 

1981 and 82 have not been studied. The analysis concentrated upon the 

sample from the well stratified early deposits only. 

Southgate] Site A ExcavatioIls in 1981-82 

Most of the material from the excavations on this site came from 

disturbed mediaeval and post-mediaeval depOSits and for the reasons 

described in the section dealing with the 1973 excavations on Area B it 

has not been studied. 

The early phases of occupation of the site did however produce 

deposits undisturbed by later activities and in a situation that had very 

good preservation. Those wore mainly those deposits that built up on the 

floor of, and within a 12th century dock. All the deposits are waterlain 

except for phase 2 which incorporated features that were laid down after 

tho filling of the doclc rho pbase 1 deposits must have been subjected 

to repeated inundation by t.he Bea and therefore be thoroughly mixed. 

Although it cannot be guaranteed that no earlier material has been washed 

into the deposits the finds arc conSistent with .. 12th-13th century date 

and the material within the depos3ts may therefore be viewed as rubbish 



disposed of during the period. A Bmall Bcale sampling exercise was 

introduced largely to enhanco the recovery of fish bones, for despite 

fisbing having been a major lndul::itry in Hartlepoo1 for centuries little 

systematic recovery has been curried out on archaeological excavations 

of the mediaeval period or few suitable depOSits have been discovered, 

and therefore little can be reconstructed of the mediaeval fishing 

industry of the town. 

Sampling 

Preliminary sampling and analysis of the waterlain sanda in the base 

of the dock indicated the potential of the layers and illustrated that 

fish, mammal, leather, seeds and other plant material all preserved very 

well. Since these layers could bo closely dated aud the evidence in them 

give an indication of the diet and economic activities of the 12th-13th 

century dockside area it was decided to bulk sieve a proportion of the 

sediments. 88 buckets of approximately 15 litres each, from six layers 

of 12th-13th century date were sieved through a 1mm mesh on site. No 

float was collected separately, all the material being kept in the sieve. 

The resulting residUes were rinsed in the laboratory through sieves of 

mesh sizes 3, 3.5 1.7, 1.0 and O. 5mm. All fractions were then dried and 

those over 1.7mm hand sorted for vertebl~ate remains. During this sorting 

mollusc sheIla were noted and u proportion picked out and a small propor­

tion of the plant seeds and macroscopic remains were picked out where 

noted but not methodically sorted for. Two fractions between 1.0 and 

1.7mm were sorted as 11 chec}( for fish bonoa passing through the 1.7nun 

sieve. 

The exercise was specifically de&igned to generate a large enough 

sample of fish bones from this phase of the site for an attempt to be made 

at reconstructing the fishing industry of 12th-13th century Hartlepool. 

The fish bones are reported below by '.ars Alison Locker (AnCient Monuments 

Laboratory, DoE). 



TAllLE l SOUTHGATE Area A 

Specicti and fragment numbers l"ocoverod from sieved and excavated material 
from phase 1 and 2. 

HorS6 

Cuttle 

Sheep or goat 

Sheep 

Pig 

Dog 

Cat 

Fallow deer 

Chicken 

Goose 

Large animal 

Large ingulate 

Small ungulate 

Indet. fragments 

Iudet. bird fragments 

TOTAL 

TAllLE 2 SOUTHGATE Area A 

Sieved 

3 

46 

61 

21 

3 

3 

8 

4 

59 

38 

43 

455 

16 

760 

".-
" 

Excavated 

11 

35 

17 

1 

7 

1 

1 

7 

13 

2 

12 

107 

Propol'tioll of bone types of all mammal species in the sieved and excavated 

materiul from phases 1 and 2. 

Sieved Excavated 

% % % % 
Jaw, scapula, pelvis 23 7.3 13.3 16 15.5 19.7 
Long oones 38 12.2 22.0 27 26.2 33.3 
Vertehrae 31 9.9 17.9 5 4.8 6.2 
Teeth 34 10.9 19.6 13 12.6 16.0 
Carpals/tarsuls 15 4.8 8.7 6 5.8 7.4 
Phalanges 16 5.1 9.2 8 7.8 9.9 
Lat .metapods, pat. & S6S. 5 1.6 2.9 2 1.9 2.5 
Skull fragments 11 3.5 6.3 4 3.9 4.9 

----Long bone fragments, indet. '/3 23.4 10 9.7 
Slmll fraga. indet. 4 1.3 2 1.9 

Rib" 63 20.2 10 9.7 

}'ragmen ts, indeterminate 421 4 



The Muterial 

'fho sample derives from two phases of the deposit. Phase 1 is 

described above (p. ), phaso 2 is of 13th century date and comp-

riU6a a group of ovens (p. ), floors and subsequent abandonment 

overlying the filled in dock area. No material has been studied from 

the phase 3 (14th century ) and post-mediaeval deposits. 

In phase 1 tho animal bone sample derives from the sampling 

described above and contains also the material recovered by hand during 

the excavation of the sampled layers and also those bones collected by 

hand from the unsampled deposits overlying these. 

'fhe phase 2 sample consists of a very few unsampled features from 

which bones were collected by hand during excavation. 

Recovery 

Comparison of the columns in 'fable 1 illustrates the differential 

recovery between excavated nnd sieved material. In fact, that resulting 

from the sieving exercise far exceeds in quantity the material from the 

excavated layers and this was more apparent with the fish bone. The 

increased occurrence of the smaller animals and the unidentifiable bone 

fragments is marked and an analysis of the bone elements in the two 

groups ('fable 2) show that size is the characteristic responsible for 

most of the discrepancy between the two groups. Therefore in the analysis 

below the sieved material from phase 1 must be considered to be more rep-

resentative of the layers than that excavated. 

'fhe Fish Bones (A. Locker) 

'fhe fish bones from both of tho 1981-82 excavations are discussed 

together. The sieving resulted in the recovery of a considerable amount 

of fiah bone, including looso teoth and tiny dermal denticles. Signifi-

cantly the only context that was not sioved (597) only produced 1 fish 

bone. 

Table 3 indicates the bonos identified from Site A, phase 1, in 



SPURDOG 

ROKER 

ELASMOBRANCH 

EEL 

HERRING 

COD 

GAuDIO (Ige) 

GADOID (sm) 

HADDOCK 

WHITING 

SITE A Phase 1 

::< spines 

32 dermal denticles 

1 dermal dentIcle 
42 teeth 

70 dermal denticles 
33 vertebrae 

6 ver·tebrae 

1123 vertebr'ae 
92 sl<u I I fr'ags 
12 dentarles 

311 vertebr'ae 
53 sKu I I fr'ags 
17 dentarles 
37 premaxi I I ae 

301 "ertebrae 
134 sl<.u I I frags 
11 dentaries 
2 premaxi II ae 

E.9 vertebrae 
4 sl<.u I I frags 
1 premaxIlla 
10 frags 

189 vertebrae 
87 sKu i I frags 
8 dentar-ies 
18 pr'2maxl I I ae 
3 otol ith;; 

180 vertebrae 
::'1 skull frags 
23 dentaries 
17 premax I I I ae 
1 otolith 

SITE B Phase 1 TOTAL 

3 dermal denticles 35 

16 teeth 59 

13 dermal dentlcles 122 
1 verteb"iI 

271 'Ie'" tebr'ae 
17 sk.u I I frags 
1 dentary 

16 vertebrae 
19 sKu I I frags 
1 dentary 
2 premaxillae 
1 otolith 

17 vertebrae 
6 sKu I I fr'ags 
1 dentary 

30 vertebrae 
32 sKull frags 

25 ver·tebrae 
15 sKu I I fr'ags 
4 dent aries 
7 prema'u I I ae 
1 otolIth 

34 vertebrae 
9 skull frags 
7 dentaries 
11 premaxi II ae 
:3 otolith 

6 

1516 

462 

522 

146 

357 

306 

-----------------------------------------------------------------
SAITHE 7 vert€br~e 

::'7 sku I I frags 
12 dentaries 
16 premaxi I I ae 

1 premaxilla 63 

----- .. -------------------------------------.---------~ -----------



LING 

GREY GUI'INARD 

GURNARD 

165 ver·tebr·.e 
44 s~.u I I frags 
10 dentarles 
4 pr·ema:n I I ae 

22 vertebr'ae 
7 sKull fr·ags 
2 fin rays 
2 prema:o I I i1e 

5 sku I I frags 
3 spInes 

8 vertebrae 
3 sKull frags 
1 premaxi II a 

3 vertebrae 
3 ~I,u I I fr·ags 

1 vertebra 
5 sku II fr ags 
1 spine 

235 

39 

15 

----------------------------------------------------------------
SCAD 1 vertebr'a 

1 spIne 
----------------------------------------------------------------
BU\CK SEA 

BPEAM 

BALL':'N WRASSE 

MAO:EREL 

PLAICE 

PLAICE/ 
FLOUNDER 

UNIDENTIFIED 

TOTAL 

3 vertebrae 

1 tooth 

11 vertebrae 
2 premaxi 11 ae 

2 sl<:ull frags 
2 dentarles 

45 vertebrae 
2 sku I I frags 

167 vertebrae 
49 teeth 

3583 

3 vertebrile 
1 premaxilla 

13 vertebrae 

99 vertebrae 
35 teeth 

740 

3 

1 

17 

4 

60 

350 

4323 
---------------------------------------------------------------
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which contexts 626, 624, 609/651, lind G05/560 (associated with the walls 

of the dock) contributed DDllSt of the bone. Also, the fish bone identi-

fied from aite B, which "lthough 1088 plentiful than that from site A 

Beems to reflect the same distribution ot species with the most poorly 

represented species of Site A absent from B. 

The con texts were grouped to l<eep the table to a manageable size, 

a detailed breakdown of each context is available from the author. The 

bones have been grouped into the following categories; skull fragmsnts, 

dentariea, premaxillae (these are the most frequently measured bones), 

teeth, otoliths, vertebrae and dermal denticles. In addition to the bo~a5 

identified to species broader groupings have been made such as elasmo-

branch to include cartilaginous fish whose dermal denticles and vertebrae 

are not specifically identifiable. In the gadoid group large gadoid 

bones are most likely to belong to cod or possibly saitha (this espec­

f"",~ 
ially applies to the vertebrae) and the small gadoi~are closest to 

wlliting. Excluded from the table is n large amount of unidentifiable 

material (only unidentifiable vertebrae and teeth were counted) which 

has not been quantified, however it is unlikely that any additional 

species would be found in this material; it appears to be mainly very 

fragmented remains of fish already itemised in the table. 

The following species were identified spurdog (SqualuB acanthJas), 

roker (Raja clavata), rays (Ilajidae). eel (Anguilla anguilla), herring 

(C~l!P-eu haronau~) t cod (~adus morhua), haddock (Melanogrammus aeg lefinus) , 

whiting (MorlangiuB merlangu--,,-), saithc (!'ollachius virens), ling (Molva 

~olva) J grey gurnard (Eutrlg1a s:urn~Fdus), scad (Trachurus trachurus), 

black seu-bream (~_n~!x.lioBoma cantharus), ballan wrasse (Labrus bergyl ta). 

mackerel (Scomber scorubrus), plaice (Pleuronectes platessa), and flounder 

(Platichthys floBus). 

The size ot the fish was estimated by comparing measurements taken 



( ,(LU'} erlcA~~ 
on tho archaeological specimolls,agalnst those of modorn fish of known 

Ie 
length. The measurements have boen incorporated into the updated ver-

" 
sian of thu computerised osteometric recording system of Jones at a1 

(1980), and are based on tho measuremen ts taken by Morales and Rosenlund 

(1979), and Wheeler and Jones (l976) with some additions. The measurements 

used are as tollows:-

Premaxilla: 2, Greatest height, Morales and Rosenlund. 

4, Greatest length of the ascending process and srticular 

process. 

5, Length across base of the ascending I,rocess and articular 

process, Wheeler and Jones. 

Dental'r: 3, Inside length from most oval part to median inCision, 

Morales and Rosenlund. 

4, Anterior height. Morales and Rosenlund .. 

5, Depth across the proximal edge of the foramen, Wheeler 

and Jones. 

Articular: 3, Greatest medio-Iateral breadth of the articular surface, 

Morales and Rosenlund. 

These measurements were chosen for comparison as they were the most 

frequently available. Three reference specimens from. the British Museum. 

Nat.ural History) were similarly measured for each of the major species 

*' and these measurements plotted against their total length. Although the 

correlations did not alwaYH produce a straight line average size ranges 

tor each species have been calculated. The following discussion takes 

into account the biology (for more information see Wheeler 1978) of the 

fish in conjunction with their suggested sizes in postulating the type 

h l"r~~r ~u~!)cr of modern specimens of different leciths would have 

beer: pl'el'<'rable but llnfor·tunately wel'e not available 



Tho first group Hpurdog and roker are both found in shallow water, 

on 80ft bottoms from 10 - 200 motres and on muddy, sandy or gravelly 

bottoms up to 280 metres respectively. These were probably talten on 

lines, although rok"r CUll be taken in shore seines (Wheeler 1977, 405). 

Other elasmobrnnchs Ilot sJlecifically identifiable would have been 

caught in a similar manuer, 

Herring bones were present in substantial numbers (see table), 

herring form large shoals, and would have been caught in fine nets 

seasonally. /. 

Cod are found from the shoreline to the continental shelf, the 

younger fish tend to move into shallower water during the winter. The 

number of measured dOlltaries and premaxillaries were too few to suggest 

size groupings as shown for cod at Kings Lynn (Wheeler 1977, 407), 

although the comparative ranges are broadly similar averaging at 70-120cras. 

Using only measurement 5 on the dentary a wide range of 60 - 140 ems 

was suggested but this was only based on 6 specimens. However, 21 art­

iculars were measured and comparison against modern specimens Buggested 

only four were from small fish between 60 - 80 ems total length, the rest 

were between 90 ... 125 crns, which compared well with the broader group 

suggested for Kings Lynn. These larger fish muy be the product of a deep 

water fishery from Hartlepoo1, the smaller on8S being caught nearer 

1n8ho1'o. 

Haddock live close to the Bea bed at depths of 40 - 300 metres, and 

in the south ot' its range which would include the coast around Hartlepool 

are found in ueep water in Bummer and insOO1'6 shallow waters in winter. 

The most likely fishing method for this fish at this period is by baited 

llook. Measurements of 15 dentario8 and 21 premaxillae were taken and the 

avel~age of these measurements Buggests a range of 23 - 63 ems, wi th no 

elch1' division into size groupings, although it 18 possible to see a 

grouping of larger fisb beginning at 40 em". All the haddock cleithra 



were fJwollen as is common in this species. 

Whiting prefer shallow inshore waters from 30 - 100 metres with 

the smaller fish found closer inshore, they are moat commonly caught 

in nets but can be taken by hook. Although the small size of the 

premaxillae and dentariea can lend to exaggerated error in measurement 

an attempt WaS made to correlate them with modern specimens. Based on 

the measurements from 21 dentaries and 18 premaxillae it is tentatively 

suggested that the average size range is 26 - 56 cms, within this range 

a smaller (more inshore group?) appears t/>. be under 35 ems, 

Saithe: a schooling fish found near the surface and in midwater at 

200 - 250 metres, caught in nets (seines) and on lines. Size compari­

sons using 12 dentaries and 13 premaxillae against three modern speci­

mens indicated an average size range of 88 - 119 em9 (maximum 130 ems). 

This is generally larger thrul the average size at which they are caught 

today of 70 - 80 cms (Wheeler 1978, 159). 

Ling: a deep water fish, especially over rocky ground in 300 - 400 

metres, and is certain to have been taken on lines. Few dentaries (2) 

ruld premaxillae (4) were available for measurement. but 15 articulars 

were plotted against the measurements for 2 modern specimens and on this 

bauis a range of 82 - 155 ems is Buggested, the latter being their top 

size range in inshore waters (Wheeler 1978, 167). Only 2 specimens were 

under 100 ems. 

It might be pastula ted from the evidence of the size of the ling 

that the main fishery did not extend into very deep water possibly up 

to depths of about 300 metros and practised a variety of fishing methods 

seasonally to take advantage of fiaheJ inshore movements during certain 

times of the year. 

The other species identified in small numbers were also all edible. 

The Bead (a schooling fish either close inshore, or offshore near the 

surface up to 100 metres) and the mackerel (also found near the Burface, 



a highly migratory fish) would have been caught in nets, the latter also 

on lines. Both these species could have been a by-catch of the herring 

fishery (Wheeler pers corum). 

Inshore bottom dwellers i.e. the plaice and flounder were often 

caught on lines and also in shoreline traps which caught them as the fish 

returned to deeper water after feeding at the shoreline at high tide. 

The grey gurnard, usually found offshore at depths of 20 - 50 metres, 

on sandy bottoms, the black.sea-bream (probably a single individual), a 

summertime migrant in the area around rocky outcrops and the ballan wrasse 

(tentatively identified from a single tooth) on the edge of its range here, 

also common on rocks in depths of up to 20 metres, are all most likely to 

have been caught on lincs. 

The species doseri bed above suggest one of two possibilities. either 

they are accidontal inclusions from the inshore aspects of the wain 

fishery. Alternatively, they are the result of a very small scale fish­

ing operation such as one man sotting shoreline traps, or operating a 

line from the shore or from a small boat. 

The only possible non-lilarine species identified is the eel repres­

ented by 6 vertebrae, all of which were very small, and may be from a 

fiah in ita freshwater stage. Eels were kept in live storage in ponds 

both on monastic estates (Hickling 1971 -72. 118) and also in lay est-

ablishments mentioned in the Domes<lay book (Hickling 1962. 22). els 

were also trapped as they descended rivers on their downstream migration 

to tho sea, as well as in estuaries and on the shoreline. 

The association of the deposits with the dock suggests that debris 

from processing prior to distribution should be present. However, direct 

evidence of butchery i9 very limited. this is in part due to the friable 

nature of fish bone which breaks readily. Knifecuts were observed in a 

few instances; on the post temporals of. cod and haddock, also on the 



, 

clavicles of huddock and on tho dentary of a cod. These marks are likely 

to be associated with the romoval of tho head and in the case of the 

dentary too splitting of tho fish. The bone from individual contexts did 

not suggest any discrepancy between the anatomies recovered tor the most 

commonly occuring species. 

However, unless fish were all to be marketed close to the harbour 

at which they were landed difficulties in ensuring speedy distribution 

inland meant some kind of preservation was necesSarY. In the medieval 

period fish were often dried, salted or pickled. A ready supply of fish 

was necessary to provide for the large number of compulsary 'fish days' 

l.e. Lent, aU Fridays and Saturdays were fish days until late in the 

Middle Ages, also Wednesdays until the early fifteenth century (Wilson 

1973, 31). Drying and salting large fish usually involved the removal 

of the head and backbone. Salting was often carried out in port immed­

iately ufter the fish was landed (Wilson 1973, 33). Before the develop­

ment of smoking herring in the late 13th century, and the fourteenth 

century practice of barrelling gutted herrings between layers of salt 

after they had been soaked in brine, these fish were usually salted 

ungutted in heaps on the shore. (Wilson 1973, 33). 

The Bcad, mackorel, grey gurnard, black soa-bream, ballan wrasse, 

and flatfish may well have been eaten fresh, especially if they rep­

resent a very small scale fishing operation and were not marketed. 

Mackerel would have been difficult to preserve 8S they contain so much 

oil. 

In summary it is suggested thnt most of the fish bone from the 

deposi ts in the dock represents the cQmmcri.cal debris from a 12th century 

Halling industry exploiting a variety of fish from the shoreline to about 

300 metres depth. Also prescnt were a tew poorly represented species 

that may be the domestic debris from the ~atch of an individual fisherman. 



TABl~ SOUTHGATE Areas A & B 

Phase 1: Species and fragmont numuerB recovered from the phase 1 deposits, 

with perc en tuges of identified, and unidentified fragments. 

Area 

3:>ec .!!'!. '!!£"2!.E~ . 
Horse 13 

Cattle 64 

Sheep or goat 16 

Pig 26 

Dot:: 4 

Cat 3 

Chicken 8 

Gooso, ct. domestic 4 

Large animal 65 

Large ungulate 48 

Small ungulate 45 

Indet. fragments 466 

Indet. bird 
fragments 16 

TOTAL 838 

TABLE 5 SOUTHGATE Area A 

A 

e ~den~. 
6.6 

32.3 

38.4 

13.1 

2.0 

1.5 

4.0 

2.0 

24% 

%unident. 

,. 

10.2 

7.5 

7.0 

72.8 

2.5 

76% 

Area B 

No. of fraga. 

2 

11 

1 

1 

3 

21 

109 

2 

150 

Phase 2: Species and fragment numbers recovered from the phase 2 deposits. 

Species No. of frugs. 

Horse 1 

Cattle 15 

Sheep 

Pig 

Fallow 

Large 

Large 

Indet. 

or goat 

deer 

animal 

ungulate 

frag. 

TOTAL 

2 

2 

1 

1 

3 

1 

26 



The Mammal and hird bones (J. Ilackham) 

Phase 1 (12th century) 

In contrast to fish bonos, fragments of mammal and bird bone were 

not particularly numerous in the deposita. The contexts of phase 1 are 

essentially those likely to contain secondary rather than primary waste 

and must therefore reflect on the 'goneral' diet and economy rather than 

one specific to the 'site'. The layers and features sre therefore not 

considered individually. The finds are listed in Table 4. Sheep (or 

goat) bones are predominant followed by those of cattle, then pig. Only 

24~ of the collection could be identified to species but this low figure 

is largely due to the results of the sieving which produced a collection 

in which 51% of the fragments were too small to be even categorised in 

terms of size of animal and bone element, let alone speciese 

The collection is too small to be studied for butchery or joint 

selectivity and because the deposits are likely to contain waste from a 

variety of sources any such joint distribution patterns may be obscurred. 

The sample is also too small for detailed analysis of its age struc­

ture as indicated by the bones, but both juveniles and adults are present 

in all the major domestic species. Among the sheep (or goat) remains, 

which have the largest number of bones for which age at death of the indiv­

iduals is determinable. tho jaws and looso teeth indicate animals with a 

mature dentition in most cases, two jaws and two loose teeth being from 

juvenile animals While tho other jaws (4) and teeth (20) are either adult 

or show the adult condition. Both juvenile and adult? conditions are 

present in the epiphyses of the long bones. 

The relative proportions of ca.ttle and sheep/goat have been estimated 

by plot ting tho ratios of the bones of each species on a bar diagram (fig .1). 

The median of the distribution is one which Buggests an equal representa­

tion of the two species in terms of individuals. 



FIG. 1 

!led 

• 7 
• -. 

0.125 0.35 0.5 1 Il 

Rntio of Cuttle to Sheep/gont 

fiar diagram of tho ratios of the individuul bones of cattle 
to 511eep or Goat from the sieved and unsieved sacples in 
Pbuue 1 of Southgate A. 

I 



Phase 2 (13th century) 

The phase 2 deposits produced very few stratified bones and add little 

to the material already discussed from phase 1 (see Table 5). The only 

additional species, a fallow deer, is represented by an ilial fragment. 

No fish bones were found in phase two but this can almost certainly 

be attributed to the small size of the sample and the lack of any sieving; 

but the deposits in phase 2 are of a completely different nature and must 

also have contributed to this absence. 

Southgate, Site B- Excavations in 1973 and 1981-82. 

For the purposes of the analysis of the animal bone, both the excav­

ations conducted upon this site, in 1973 and 1981-82 will be considered 

together. 

A large number of the contexts from this site are contaminated owing 

to extensive disturbances in the poat-mediaeval period. There are at 

present insuperable problems in the recognition of derived and contamin-

ant bones and the osteologist is forced to rely entirely on the archaeologist, 

pottery specialist and other members of the team involved in the analysis 

of the site material. 

There would be little object in the analysis of the bone material 

from contexts spanning the late mediaeval into post-mediaeval and modern. 

Such a collection is unlikely to reveal under detailed analysis any more 

than a cursory assessment would permit, and even groBs changes in disposal 

patterns or local husbandry may remain undetected in the absence of a 

sequential series of Buch groups. 

The nature of the contamination. at Southgate B is therefore such as 

to make a detailed analysis of the bone material an unprofitable exercise. 

Table 6 illustrates the problem very well and shows a wide date range and 

post-mediaeval contamination of many of the layers on tho 1973 excavation. 

As a result of th1s high lovel of disturbance only a very few layers from 

the early levels at tho 1981-82 excavation8 were studied. 



TABLE 6 SOUTHGATE Area B 

Southgate 1973 Excavations : 

Time spans as represented by tho pottery in each layer. 

Centurios 

North west depression 

168 

195 
224 
204 
210 
226 
169 
Wharf wall robbing 
211 
177 

Saxo-Norman 

Mid burg ago cobbles and Beals 
I8H 
192 
156 
East burgage, mediaeval floors 
261 x x x 
217 
251 

x x x 

North east rooms-walls and floors 
259 
199 
180 
181 
240 
167 
East burgage. seals & intrusions 
231 
238 
East burgage, south east rooms 
169 
203 
151 
212 
160 
125 
Burgage walls 
221 
220 
West burgago floors 
218 
251 
235 

x x x 

Seals over burgage walla 
136 
138 
206 
207 
209 
20iJ 

174 
189 

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

x X X X X X X 

x x x x x x X x x x x x x 
x x x x x x 

x X x X x x x 
x 

x x x x x x x X x x X 

20 

X X X x x x X x 

x x x x x x 
x x x x 

x x 
x x 

x x x x x x 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

x x x 

x x 

x x x x x x 

x x x x x x 

x x x 
x x x 
x x x 
x x x 
x x x x 

x x x x x 

x x x 

x x x x x x x x x x x x x 

x x x x • x x x x 
x x x 

x x " x x x 
x x x x X x x 

x x x x x x x x x 
x x x 

x x X x x x x 

x x x 
x x x x 

x x x x x x x x 
x x x x x X x x x X X X X X X X X X X X X 

x x x 
x x x 
x x x 

x x x x x x 

x x x x x x 
x x x X X X X X X X X 

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 
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1973 excavations 

The collee tions from the 1973 excavations, despite the high level of 

disturbance, were catalogued at a basic level of information, species, 

bone, part, and fused or illfuucd condition. The exercise was designed to 

see if the collection could inform upon any aspects of the site economy 

despite the level of contamination, illustrated by Table 6. No surface 

layers were catalogued and no measurements, details of butchery or prec­

ise fragment descriptions were recorded. The fish bones, mainly from 

large fish of the gadid family were recorded in numbers only and a pre­

liminary identification made of the wild bird species. The whole coll­

ection ia summarised in termsof species and fragment numbers in Table 7. 

The collection was then broken down into archaeological units and 

the proportion of cattle, sheep/goat, pig, chicken and fish tabulated 

('fable 8) in order to discover whether any spstial differences could be 

recognised. Changes in species ratios are present between these units, 

but half have samples too small to justify comment, only the larger layers 

all of which show a high level of disturbance need be considered. The 

larger groupings suggest a ratio of one cow to two sheep. However, the 

sample from the Burgage Walls (220 and 239) shoma more even ratio, but 

these deposits contain material from an extremely wide time span (see 

Table 6). 

The pottery suggests that much of the material from tho site is 15th 

century and tbe two largest groups from this period, although contaminated 

by both earlier and later material are similar with approximately 30% of 

the fragments noted in Table 8 cattle, and 53% sheep or goat, with very 

few remains of pig but between 6 - 11% fish. Despite the contamination 

it may be possible to use these figures as indicative of the proportions 

of the domestic species in the diet of the site in the 15th century. but 

the fish are almost certainly under-represented owing to the lack of more 

efficient recovery procodures on the excavation. Tho proportions of the 



TABLE 1 SOUTHGATE Area B 

So~thb~to 1973 excavatiolls; 

Species and fragment numbers from all deposits except topsoil and 

unstratified layers. 

Species 

Horse 

Cattle 

Sheep or goat 

Pig 

Fallow deer 

Dog 

Cat 

Hare, ct. Brown 

Rabbit 

Seal, "j,ndet, 

Dolphin/seal 

Cetacean, indet. 

No. fraga. 

3 

300 

498 

'75 

1 

4 

16 

1 

3 

1 

2 

2 

Chicken 58 

Goose, cf domestic 16 

Duck, cf. domestic 1 

Gulls 8 

Cormorant 3 

Diver, red throated 2 

?Grebe 1 

Bird, indet 10 

Large animal 109 

Large ungulate 142 

Small ungulate Hil 

lndet. mammal fraga. 81 

Fish, mainly gsdid 221 

TOTAL 1,715 

1 
I 

I 
I 

! 
!, 



TABLE 8 SOUTHGATE Area B 

Southgate 1973 Excavations: I",,"J 
Percentages of ox, sheep/goat, 

archaeological areaS of the site. 
pig, chicken and fishAin the different 

OX SIG Pig Chicken Fish N 

West burg age floors C1ath 36.4 45.4 9.1 9.1 11 

Seals over burg age walls C15-16th 9.8 36.6 3.7 6.1 43.9 82 

Mid-burgage cobbles " seals C15th 53.3 33.3 6.6 6.6 15 

East burgage, NE rooms C15th 30.9 51.7 5,5 5,2 6.6 288 

East burg-age, seals " intrusions 28.6 52,4 4,8 14,3 21 
C15th 

North west depression C14-15th 28.2 54.6 3.4 2,3 11.5 174 

East burgage, SE rooms late C13-15t~0 
40 5 10 15 20 

Burgage walls Saxo-norman-CI7th 32.8 38.7 8,8 4.4 15,2 204 

, I 



~·rG. 2 

North West Depression 

Ratio Cattle 

to Sheep/goat 

4 -

2 

2 -

·1 '-

EaHt 13urr,age 
North cast rooms 

0.06 0.25 
o l125 

Uedian = 0.5 

No.of bones = 170 

~ 

8 £ 
7 

1 
0.5 J 

4 

Uedian """ 0.5 

No.of bones = 238 

Bur diagram of the ratios of tho individual bones of cattle to sheep 
or ~oat from two 15th century areas at Southgate B, 1973 excavations 



additIonal bones of cattle and sheep/goat in the two larger groups are 

plotted below on a bar diagram in order to compare the relative propor-

tions of the two species. 

The distributions in Fig 2 are similar and the median in both is 

0.5, 1. e. one cow to 2 slwop/goa t. Those bones represented by cattle 

and not sheep are all carpals, tarsals and phalanges and this absence can 

be attributed to recovery procedures since these bones of sheep are comp-

aratively small. 

The evidence suggests that at least for the 15th century we can 

estimate the proportions of the different species of domestic animals but 

the doubtful nature of the sample discredits the value of any more detailed 

analysis Buch as that of the age or sex structure of the sam.ple~ For these 

reasons therefore no further analysis is considered and no measurements 

have been taken on the materials. 

1981-82 excavations 

Very little material from these excavations was considered to be well 

stratified and only three contexts were studied~ 0478, 0504 and 0506. All 

these deposits fall into phase I of the site and correspond with phase 1 of 

site A. Samples from layers 0478 and 0504 were sieved and produced a large 

number of fish bones which have been considered above 1n conjunction with 

those from Southgate A. 

Few mammal and bird bones were identified from the deposits and most 

of the smnple derived from the sieving exercise. The finds are listed in 

Table 4 (the fish bones in Table 3) but the sample is too small for comp-

arison with the later material or that from Site A. 

Conclusions 

The sieving exercise has illustrated dramatically the need tor sieving 

on these excavations since the information yielded by an analysis of the 

fiuh bones far excoeds that from the other vertebrate remains and indicates 

that fishing waS understandably of msjor importance in the mediaeval period. 



------~--~-----~~-~~~-~-~~-~~-------------

Inovitably the nature of the site will have produced a bias in favour of 

fish material but the fish 1)1'010 the 1973 excllvations,where no sieving 

was curried out, while common, by no meuns match the superabundance rec­

overed in the earlier levels of the 1961-82 excavations by sieving, ,u;.,L"7' 
,/e / / d" ,:;.r 

A"'e. IU-t4 /h ~c"" /17C(~~c.4 ~ ~ $.-/i:J. 
The evidence indicates fishing on a commercial scale and certainly 

the abundance of marine fish at Barnard Castle (Donaldson et al 1980) 1n 

the 15th century would argue a wide market for the mediaeval fishing 

industry of the Durham Coast at this period. Whether the remains dis-

cussed above represent waste from processing for wider m.a:rkets, or 

merely the dominance of fish in the local diet cannot be determined, but 

in all probability both are present, 

The mammal and bird bonea from the excavations allow few comments, 

they are likely to have been less important in the diet of the community 

than fisb, There is some evidence for a change in the importance of sheep 

and cattle through the mediaeval period and a comparison of Figs. 1 and 2 

does suggest an increase in the proportion of cattle to sheep/goat between 

the 12th century and the 15th century if not attributable to site specific 

differences. 

Sea birds were certainly eaten, including gulls and cormorants and 

one bone of a red throated diver bore a chop mark showing that even thiS 

relativelY uncommon bird was eaten. 

A number of shell fish not discussed above were also found, some of 

the sampled layers contained many, among which mussels, limpets, periwinkles, 

whelks and crab remains were identifiod. 

It is unfortunate that most of tho remains, while well stratified, do 

not come from layers that can be associated with either domestiC or comro-

ercial settlement and may be a mixture with a number of primary sources. 

Nevertheless, the material forms an important sample from early Hartlepool 

and gives UI:I a previously unknown insight into the dietary and commercial 

aspects of mediaeval Hartlepool. 

I 

J 

f 
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