The Geographical Journal Vol.72, no.6, December 1928, pp.565-566

MAP OF ROMAN BRITAIN. Second edition. Southampton : Ordnance

Survey of the United Kingdom 1928. 8 X 6 inches; 16 pages and map. 4s
The first edition of this map, published in 1924, was immediately recognized as
a standard work and as one of the best archzeological maps ever produced. Itwas
so vastly superior to any previous map of Roman Britain that no one who under-
stood its purpose had anything but praise for it, or felt disposed to demand any-
thing better. There were, of course, disgruntled local antiquaries who fumed
over the omission of their pet ‘“Roman roads’’; but their complaints were the
fruit of misunderstanding. They did not realize the fineness of the mesh through
which topographical evidence has to pass if it is to reach the Ordnance Survey’s
printed sheets. Other critics pointed gloomily to fragments of road shown as
leading from nowhere to nowhere, as if they fancied that the Survey’s draughts-
men had forgotten to put in the continuations of them; not realizing that the
Survey’s draughtsmen are not encouraged to draw things out of their heads, and
that a road whose course is unknown cannot be plotted on a map. In these ways
the first edition set a new standard of accuracy and conscientiousness in English
archzeological maps.

In the second edition this standard is maintained and even surpassed. Several
new pieces of road are inserted, but quite as many have been deleted or marked
as doubtful after a further review of the evidence. For that alone, the second
edition would have been worth while. But that is the least of its new features.
In the first place, the archzological material is overprinted on a new 1/M
physical map layered with ten tints for land-heights and eight for sea-depths; a
very fine piece of work, of which the Survey might well be proud. Then, an
attempt has been made to reconstruct the primeval vegetation-map of the
country by laying down symbols for “dense woodland”’ and “open woodland’’
based on geological evidence. This was a task of great difficulty, and the results
may be open to correction in details; but in the main they are trustworthy, and
completely supersede all previous attempts to do the same thing. On this two-
fold basis, the new map shows, not only roads and towns and forts as before, but
villages, country houses, and even scattered finds, when these are such as to
indicate settled occupation. We thus have, what has never been attempted
before—though the Victoria County Histories have done it for single counties—
a map showing everything that is known about the distribution of the population
in the Roman period. Now, for the first time, we can begin to talk about the
factors governing that distribution, and estimate the nature and solidity of the
economic foundations on which Romano-British civilization was built. But not
in this review. ‘

A map of this kind, however, differs in important ways from one showing the
modern population or visible features of a country; it is more like the map of an
unsurveyed country that is compiled from travellers’ observations. A blank may
mean that there is nothing there, or it may mean that no one has been to look.
A friend of the present reviewer, looking at an archzeological map of a remote
and mountainous district, was heard to remark that prehistoric man seldom
ventured more than a fewmiles from the nearest railway-station. Here, however,
in the admirable letterpress that accompanies the map, the user is warned that
certain apparently uninhabited areas are really areas of insufficient exploration.

Where there is so much to praise, it may seem ungracious to enumerate faults;
but there are a few. They are chiefly concerned with the use of symbols, and
these are mere matters of proof-reading. The symbol for a colonia is too much
like that for a village, with the result that York might easily be taken for the latter
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