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The Study Group For Roman Pottery: Research Framework
Document for the Study of Roman Pottery in Britain, 2004

collated by Steven Willis

1 Introduction

1.1 The need for a Research Framework for
Roman pottery study
Roman pottery studies provide a major source of
information for the Roman period in Britain representing
a key asset for advancing knowledge and addressing
specific questions. The Study Group for Roman Pottery
regards it as essential that work within this field is well
focused upon agreed short and long-term objectives that
are achievable.

The present document, together with its four regional
companion Frameworks, addresses the acknowledged
need to clearly define academic objectives for the subject,
partly in response to the English Heritage research
frameworks initiative (Olivier 1996). The benefit of this
exercise is broad. Firstly, it has enabled the Group and its
members to clarify the explicit academic goals of their
work at both local and national levels and to structure these
within formal reference documents (ie these Frameworks).
Secondly, this response is designed to assist English Heri-
tage, Historic Scotland, CADW, local government arch-
aeologists and other interested parties in evaluating project
proposals and other prospective work. The opportunity
has also been taken to highlight research and publication
priorities relating to the subject, this being an integral part
of the exercise. In addition the document outlines the nec-
essary infrastructure that is required in order that Roman
pottery studies in Britain be conducted cost-effectively
whilst maintaining the highest professional standards.

In a number of ways the present document, although
not aimed at entirely similar ends, complements the
previous examination of research strategy in this field
(Fulford and Huddleston 1991; see also Greene 1992).
Many of the conclusions of the Fulford and Huddleston
review remain valid, whilst the majority of its recom-
mendations have yet to be seen through to completion.

The original version of the National Framework was

produced in 1997, together with the Regional Frame-
works (cf 1.3). These were amongst the first such
frameworks to be produced in response to the English
Heritage initiative. Since 1997 a range of specialist and
period interest groups have likewise produced archaeo-
logical research frameworks, whilst most English regions
and some counties individually have followed this path,
developing research agendas by period and theme which
are at various stages. One clear trend relating to the
Roman period amongst these various frameworks is the
emphasis now given to the potential of material culture,
not least pottery, as a means for engaging, exploring and
interpreting the archaeology of the era. This can be readily
seen, for instance, in many of the papers appearing in the
Britons and Romans research agenda volume (James and
Millett 2001). The present text significantly develops and
updates the 1997 version.

This paper outlines the present position of Roman
pottery studies in Britain and substantive priorities for
research in the immediate future: it is a product of the
Study Group and one of its central aims is to assist
members and other interested parties when preparing their
own various documents – it is your Framework so please
use it! The way forward will be successful if pottery
research is integrated with other domains in Roman
studies, and aims to address both ceramic questions and
issues of broad relevance. Collaboration with the wider
archaeological community (eg excavators, specialists in
other types of remains, curators, academics, etc) and
project planning are therefore of key importance.

What should follow from the present document is a
strategy focused upon a programme of initiatives for
achieving priority research aims, for which funding may
be sought. The Group is fortunate in having an outline
programme drafted around the time that the National and
Regional Frameworks were originally drawn up (1996–
7) and this may form a basis for discussion in the light of
the present revised National Framework.
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1.2 The contribution of Roman pottery studies
1.2.1 The broad contribution
Roman pottery continues to represent a rich potential for
investigating the archaeology and history of the Roman
period in Britain both through pottery specific studies
and in integrated work combined with other classes of
evidence. Its current value in addressing academic
questions in integrated and thematic research has a broad
and sound foundation based upon past concerted study
and publication. Its practitioners represent a highly (and
diversely) skilled professional group.

Roman pottery study represents a significant element
of Roman studies, which are in turn identified as a major
historical and cultural resource within British and
European society. To take but two examples:

(i) Roman pottery studies have provided the vast bulk
of the information for our expanded interpretation of
the Romano-British economy over the last three
decades.

(ii) At an educational level, the Roman period is identi-
fied as a National Curriculum subject; pottery, the
most common surviving artefact of the period,
represents a valuable educational resource which
students of all ages and backgrounds can readily
relate to.

1.2.2 The specific contribution
Pottery offers a unique insight into Romano-British
economy and society from an archaeological perspective
for the following reasons:
• It is ubiquitous in the period, appearing on most types

of site, and this, coupled with its near indestructibility
by post-depositional processes, results in recovered
assemblages which have a strong relationship with
assemblages in use during the period. (It is not subject
to the problems created by the recycling of glass and
metalwork during this period).

• Its raw material and added temper can often be
sourced by means of a range of visual, petrological
and geochemical methods. This information can, in
turn, be combined with typological methods of
assigning origins. The consequence is that much light
can be thrown upon trade and exchange generally
and the sources of supply to individual sites.

• The nature of the raw material is such that there are
few constraints on the form, function and decoration
of the vessels produced because during manufacture
this is a highly plastic medium. Hence all of these
elements (ie form, fabric, decoration, surface treat-
ment and function) of vessels represent cultural
information encoded into the vessels by their makers
and users. The study of these elements, therefore,
holds great potential for illuminating the society that
gave rise to them.

The specific contribution of pottery research to Romano-
British archaeology, predicated on these factors, can be
identified at a number of levels:

a) intrinsically, in terms of what it reveals regarding
technology and the nature of production, as well as
pottery function and use, and cultural traditions.

b) at the site specific level, in terms of its great assistance
in establishing chronology, identifying intra-site
zones relating, for instance, to function and status,
characterising site economy and trading connections,
elucidating site formation processes, etc.

c) regionally/provincially, through inter-site studies, for
instance, of patterns of exchange and economy.

1.2.3 The emergence of a strong discipline
Recent decades have seen the emergence of a robust
discipline, founded on a number of landmark publi-
cations, which have done much to establish an essentially
reliable national chronology, the value of which extends
beyond Britain. These publications include Gillam’s
Types of Roman coarse pottery vessels in Northern
Britain (Gillam 1957; 1968), his seminal article on Black
Burnished Ware (Gillam 1976) and the studies of (most
of) the major industries (Fulford 1975a; Webster 1976;
Williams 1977; Young 1977; Lyne and Jefferies 1979;
Howe et al 1980; Monaghan 1987; cf Evans, CJ, et al
2000). Imported wares too, of course, are also fairly well
characterised (eg Tyers 1996a; Webster 1996; Tomber
and Dore 1998). This period also witnessed great
advances in our knowledge of the sources of Roman
pottery types, through a range of petrological researches,
most notably those of Peacock and Williams at South-
ampton University; this has formed the basis for studies
of supply and distribution.

Work influenced either directly or indirectly by
Hodder, and particularly his framework for the economic
interpretation of quantified data (eg Hodder 1974a;
1974b; 1976), has proceeded to analyse the distribution
and economics of the regionally important industries of
the province (eg Fulford 1975a; Young 1977; Lyne and
Jefferies 1979; Evans, J, 1988; 1989; Allen and Fulford
1996). Knowledge of pottery assemblages from military
sites has greatly expanded with much progress being
made in understanding the supply of pottery to the army
and its use at military sites, as well as shedding some
light upon military organisation and deployment (eg
Gillam 1973; Fulford 1975b; Darling 1977; 2002; Darling
with Gurney 1993; Greene 1977; 1979; 1993; Bidwell
1979; 1985; Dannell and Wild 1987; Taylor 1990; 1991;
Webster 1991; Holbrook and Bidwell 1992; Zienkiewicz
1992; 1993; Manning 1993; Monaghan 1993; 1997; Swan
1997; 1999; Rush et al 2000; Evans, J, forthcoming).
Some detailed studies for regions and major civil centres
have been conducted (eg Perrin 1981; 1990; Fulford
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1984; Going 1987; Pollard 1988; Marney 1989; Holbrook
and Bidwell 1991; 1992; Davies and Seager Smith 1993;
Seager Smith 1993; Davies et al 1994; Monaghan 1997;
Cooper 1998; Symonds and Wade 1999; Timby 1999a;
Evans, E, 2000; Fulford and Timby 2000), though they
are still to be generated for most areas. During this time
too a series of edited volumes containing wide-ranging
papers have appeared; these have become essential
reading and reference sources for Romanists and repre-
sent a major contribution (eg Detsicas 1973; Dore and
Greene 1977; Peacock 1977; Arthur and Marsh 1978;
Millett 1979; Anderson and Anderson 1981; Bird 1998).
Work and reporting upon ‘specialist wares’ has had a
major impact (eg Hartley, BR, 1972; Bird 1986; Hartley,
KF, 1998).

This period has also seen a range of significant events.
These include: the formation of the national Study Group
for Roman Pottery in the early 1970s and the institution
of its Journal; the year on year national conferences of
the Group held at different venues around the country;
the production of the Department of Environment
Guidelines (Young 1980), which are currently being
revised; the publication of the RCHME kilns volume
(Swan 1984); the institution of the National Fabric
Collection with associated publication (Tomber and Dore
1998); and the construction, in large part by Ted Connell,
of a website at www.sgrp.org, acting as a node for
multiple resources and information. These developments
though represent only some of the most prominent
achievements, while the reports and studies published in
this period constitute a very extensive and extremely
valuable asset.

1.3 The production of Regional Research Frame-
works for Roman pottery study and of a National
Synthesis
In September 1994 the Study Group for Roman Pottery
received a request from English Heritage for a copy of its
existing Research Framework. The Group did not have
an agreed policy document of this sort and the Committee
of the Group decided to rectify this gap as soon as
possible. It was agreed that the Framework would include
the study of Roman pottery throughout the United
Kingdom. Evaluations relating to specific themes and
specialisms (including urban pottery assemblages, rural
assemblages, samian, kiln studies, and the National Fabric
Collection) were drawn up by experienced expert
individuals within the Group, and subsequently discussed
at the annual national Group conference at Chichester in
April 1995; these evaluations inform the relevant sections
of the present report (Sections 3.3; 4.2; 4.4; 4.5; and 5.3).

During the summer of 1995 the four existing regional
sub-groups of the national body met to begin drawing up
regional Frameworks for Southern, Western, Northern
and Eastern (East Midlands and East Anglia) Britain. It
had been felt that this was an appropriate way to tackle

what was evidently a large task, having the advantage of
tapping local and regional awareness in a manner
subsequently recommended by English Heritage (Olivier
1996). The four regions in themselves amount to very
large areas with many interested contributors and a great
variety of regional dynamics and issues to be addressed.
Hence the drafting process included much discussion and
circulation of drafts, resulting, it was hoped, in well
considered collaborative academic statements. The
Regional documents were finalised between July and
November 1996. The original National Framework was
finalised in the spring of 1997 following an equivalent
process of consultation and draft circulation. This
document was collated and edited by Steven Willis who
also co-ordinated the editing of the regional statements.
Two senior Group members (Jeremy Evans and the then
Group President, Maggi Darling) were empowered by
the Study Group committee to formally approve the final
drafts of the five Framework documents. The Frame-
works were printed and published under one cover early
in 1998. Copies were circulated to Group members,
English Heritage and other bodies, local government
archaeologists and curators, and those with an interest in
the Roman era and archaeological ceramics. Subse-
quently the Group received correspondence from Adrian
Olivier (of English Heritage) complimenting it upon the
production of the documents, which he described as
‘excellent’ and a model for other groups to follow. The
National and Regional Research Frameworks were
published on the Group’s website in the autumn of 2002
when an opportunity was taken to update certain aspects
and details. The Regional Frameworks therefore can be
accessed via the Group’s website. The National Frame-
work has been updated for inclusion in this volume.

The National and Regional documents represent an
interlocking matrix of assessments of the current sit-
uation, of thematic statements and the consequent
regional and national priorities for research. The Regional
documents should be seen as both ‘stand-alone’ state-
ments and integral components of the National Frame-
work covering the whole of the United Kingdom. The
Regional Frameworks contain much of the essential
detailed information upon which the National Framework
draws; the latter should not be regarded as a substitute or
proxy for them.

1.4 Aims of the Research Framework Documents
The principal aim of the documents is to provide a
statement of the broad academic objectives of Roman
pottery research (Section 2). This perspective, combined
within the Framework as a whole, including the Regional
documents, forms

(i) a basis from which to determine research priorities
for future work and

(ii) a measure against which the opportunities/options
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presented by threats to the archaeological record, of
whatever sort, can be assessed.

Hence in terms of the English Heritage definition of
documents of this type (Olivier 1996, 5) the present
documents most closely equate to a Research Framework,
though they also contain points relating to Management
Issues. In addition the documents have a number of other
important aims. In particular they identify the necessary
research conditions or infrastructure required in order for
advances to be made in the next 10 years (Section 3).
They are also designed to identify lacunae in our
knowledge and suggest how these may be remedied. They
contain recommendations for future research, fieldwork
and publication, and suggest potential areas for synthetic
study, in a number of cases suggesting linked research in
which pottery analysis is but one component. Similarly it
is recognised that thematic pottery projects can be of
enhanced value. Certain geographical areas and subjects,
for example, may benefit if the study of pottery from a
number of sites is combined, rather than being published
individually. Such work may be a more effective way of
publishing material and addressing academic questions.

As a highly relevant dimension to this exercise the
opportunity is taken to briefly stress the need to ensure
the maintenance of the acknowledged high standards of
work achieved by pottery specialists, often in fact the
result of previous sustained support and investment from
English Heritage and other major funding bodies.

The current document can be read as effectively
defining the current state of knowledge within the field
of Roman pottery study at the outset of the 21st century.

2 Summary of the Objectives of Roman
Pottery Research
The objectives of Roman pottery research should be
centred round the development of its established wide-
ranging contribution as outlined above (Section 1.2).
There is now a general awareness amongst the archaeo-
logical community of what pottery analysis can achieve
and it is the purpose of this document to present clearly
both considered research priorities and (where appro-
priate) how practitioners in the field believe these goals
may be most efficiently accomplished.

It is important to stress that pottery research is not an
ancillary domain within Roman studies, but one that
regularly identifies and interprets highly pertinent
phenomena and patterns within the archaeological record
of the period. Hence the results of Roman pottery research
regularly suggest new ways of understanding and
evaluating social and economic organisation and dy-
namics etc, which directly feed into perceptions of the
Roman period (eg Hartley 1972; Peacock 1982; Fulford
1989; Millett 1990; 1995; Going 1992; Hanson 1994;
Cooper 1996; Arnold and Davies 2000; Evans, J, 2001).

Moreover, as this Framework indicates, Roman pottery
studies are able to target and address specific research
questions with the expectation of worthwhile results and,
in turn, propose new avenues for enquiry. Equally, and
of not least importance, they may be linked in thematic
studies with other types of evidence to engage broad
issues (eg Cooper 2000).

The key contribution of Roman pottery study lies in
addressing recognised academic objectives. In practice
this is accomplished through a variety of methodological
approaches and means including, for instance, the
publication of new kiln groups, analyses of type-
distributions, quantitative and synthetic studies, petro-
logical and geochemical work, computer assisted interro-
gations, and site-specific investigations. In fact it is
normal for publications, especially reports on specific
collections (which form the majority of Roman pottery
publications), to contain a number of methodological
approaches designed to extract various key types of
information from the material. By employing particular
techniques recent work on Roman pottery has con-
vincingly established that pottery data can reveal much
about the nature of social organisation and cultural
practice during this era. In addition to its familiar role as
a key index of date and of trading/exchange connections,
work of recent years has begun to significantly fulfil
many of the broader expectations of this resource stated
in the late 1970s and 1980s (eg Young 1980; Millett
1979; 1987a). This can be seen in the majority of reports
on excavated material published over the last few years
which attempt to address or comment upon a range of
relevant questions as a matter of course (eg Hurst 1985;
Greene 1993; Groves 1993; Booth and Evans 2001;
Evans, J, in press A).

Specific and synthetic research work has demonstrated
that pottery data can be effectively employed to reveal
significant insights into the nature of society during the
Roman period: for instance, through identifying potential
macro-economic patterns (eg Marsh 1981; Going 1992),
social groupings (eg Evans, J, 1988; in press B), the
ethnic composition of the Roman army and its move-
ments (Swan 1992; 1997; Swan and Bidwell 1998),
cultural preferences in the consumption of material
culture (eg Willis 1997a), functional aspects of pottery
use (eg Evans, J, 1995a), spatial analysis (Darling 1998;
Leach with Evans, CJ, 2001), site hierarchy and status
(eg Millett 1980; Booth 1991; Evans, J, 2001), models of
Romanisation and the end of Roman Britain (eg Cooper
1996).

The study of Roman pottery must relate to changing
research perspectives, methods and questions within
Roman archaeology in Britain and across the Empire,
and indeed within archaeology generally. The outlook of
Roman pottery specialists has been a constantly adapting
one, reflecting wider changes within the study of the
Roman period. It is believed that the current document
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demonstrates a strong awareness of the substantive
possibilities for pottery work in the near future.

3 Required Research Infrastructure
3.1 The importance of an ‘up-to-date’ research
infrastructure
In order that the high professional standard of work
invested in and achieved within the field of Roman
pottery studies be maintained it is believed necessary for
a number of developments to take place aimed at
enhancing the research infrastructure (cf the Regional
Frameworks). Such improvements in the environment of
research will clearly require investment, but they should
be recognised as important in order that Roman pottery
research address its objectives cost-efficiently whilst also
offering valuable academic dividends.

3.2 A national database catalogue of Roman
pottery collections
A project identifying and assessing the contents of
museums and other collections of Roman pottery across
the country is considered both a logical and highly
desirable initiative by Group members (eg the East
Midlands and Anglia Framework, Section 3.2.1). The
intention of such a project would be the creation of a
national electronic database of the Roman pottery
resource in Britain. This would be along the lines of the
English Heritage backed project of the mid 1990s, which
catalogued later Prehistoric pottery collections.

In order to produce well-rounded reports upon Roman
pottery collections or to pursue other projects involving
Roman pottery, pottery practitioners often need to know
of the existence of comparable material from the area of
the site assemblage/s they are working with, and some-
thing of their quality, availability for reference study and
of any publication of the material. This is particularly
important in the case of pottery studies in which data
upon distributions and comparative analysis of assem-
blages is a key procedure when attempting to characterise
a particular pottery collection (cf Orton 1978; 1989).
However, little information is currently to hand regarding
what material is held in local museums or private
collections. Work on museum collections will highlight
significant unstudied and unpublished sites and provide
the necessary data to assess their potential.

A project cataloguing existing museum collections via
‘rapid assessment’ and recording, under systematic
headings would constitute a sensible and effective stage
in infrastructure enhancement. At a national level this
would be a big task, greater than that for later Prehistoric
pottery since Roman collections are more numerous.
However, much information is held already on various
databases, etc, for instance, the National Monument
Record, and not least the Group’s own extensive an-
notated Bibliography incrementally complied in the

Journal of Roman Pottery Studies (cf 3.5.4). The
Gazetteer to the RCHME kilns volume (Swan 1984) is
another important source of information that could be
tapped and placed into an on-line format (cf 3.7; 4.4.2).

Moreover, there is the problem of the ‘grey literature’
of unpublished reports circulated to developers, SMRs
and few others. Knowledge of the existence of such
reports, an increasingly large volume of information, has
been known only to a select few. This is a substantive
concern now that archaeological units/contractors and
pottery practitioners may be dealing with material from
anywhere within the country, including areas of which
they may not have a deep knowledge of existing col-
lections. A similar project to provide key data from such
existing reports, perhaps on the same basis as was used
for the Study Group’s own Bibliography, to facilitate
access, is needed.

It is thought by Group members that access to such
basic information from these two major sources, namely
the museum collections, and the new reports comprising
the ‘grey literature’, needs to be made more straight-
forward for those researching Roman pottery. It is
sensible for such information to be brought together in a
register of collections, and made available on-line. Once
established this database would comprise a foundation
for report writing and a ‘first-stop’ tool for wider research;
the database could be enhanced with information from
freshly completed reports on an annual basis.

3.3 National and regional fabric and form series
3.3.1 The national collection
The importance of a national reference collection of
Roman fabrics is recognised and appreciated by SGRP
members, and its development, with the support of
English Heritage, the British Museum, MoLAS/MoLSS
and other parties is welcomed. The National Collection
was instituted during the 1990s and both it and the
associated publication (Tomber and Dore 1998) have
become invaluable resources. It is clearly important that
this resource becomes fully available online with digital
images of the fabrics, and perhaps range within fabric
classes, and is periodically updated.

The National Museum of Wales now also holds an
accessible reference collection of Roman pottery types
covering the principality, developed by Nigel Black-
amore, under the supervision of Peter Webster.

3.3.2 Regional fabric and form series
Study Group members generally see reference collections
for the regions, linked to kiln groups, as desirable, though
the practicalities of establishing these are, at present,
uncertain. Regional collections would doubtless consti-
tute helpful research tools and, importantly, could include
basic form series for regional wares – the latter aspect not
being one appropriately covered by the National Col-
lection (eg the Northern Britain Framework, Section 10).
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Whilst the value of seeing and studying sherds at first
hand is not in doubt the advent of the internet and the
ability to post images of pots, sherds and fabrics offers a
tremendous opportunity to collate and disseminate
information. The Worcestershire County Council Arch-
aeological Service with University College Worcester
have recently been developing an exemplary online fabric
and form series resource covering the pottery used in
Worcestershire from prehistory to c AD 1900 at www.
worcestershireceramics.org which will be of use for those
dealing with Roman period ceramics from the Worcester-
shire region and elsewhere as it includes widely traded
wares.

Many archaeological units held reference collections
for their immediate areas but since many pottery special-
ists now work independently of particular units the need
for the units to curate their collections are less sustained.
Since pottery practitioners may nowadays be dealing with
material from anywhere within the country it is to be
hoped that more reference collection data and images
will become available on-line. Paul Tyers has developed
a detailed website called ‘potsherd’ covering pottery types
of the Roman period within Britain which holds a
remarkable amount of basic typological information
useful to all those dealing with ceramics of the period at
www.potsherd.uklinux.net.

3.4 Scientific analysis
3.4.1 Routine scientific analyses: need for provision
of small grants
Small-scale analytical scientific projects can be of great
benefit in Romano-British pottery studies (eg Evans, J, in
press B), but often do not lend themselves to the site-
specific funding criteria for post-excavation work. In
addition, the need for them is frequently not fully realised
until a late stage in post-excavation analysis. Therefore
the need for some provision of funds for routine scientific
applications, such as discrete grants for petrological and
geochemical work, is required. In all cases analysis should
be allied to visual identification and form typology, and
examine pottery samples from a range of relevant sites,
as feasible.

3.4.2 Residue analysis
Residue analysis appears to offer major opportunities to
examine the types of foods being conveyed and prepared
in Roman vessels; English Heritage, via Rob Perrin, has
taken an initiative in this domain. The analysis of residues
found on/in well defined types, such as certain jar forms
or amphorae, (eg London 555 and Richborough 527) for
instance, will help further our understanding of the
relationship between form/fabric and content and use (cf
5.6). This work has wider implications for the study of
trade in the Roman world. In addition, there is consider-
able scope for using these techniques for examining diet,
and hence for investigating differences between military,

civil, urban and rural consumption, and exploring the
‘Romanisation’ of diet. In order to achieve effective
comparisons between different types of site and chrono-
logical periods with residue analysis, it is essential that
representative samples be taken, reflecting the functional
composition of assemblages and the forms represented
within these classes. Systematic examination of carefully
selected samples carries much potential for insight.

3.4.3 Neutron activation analysis
The Framework for Northern Britain notes that there is a
considerable library of NAA characterisations of kiln sites
and other material from that region, both of Roman and
later date. The wider dissemination of this information is
desirable.

3.4.4 New science-based research projects
The research possibilities of new science based projects
must be fully appreciated by both those working with
Roman pottery and those potentially funding study.

3.4.5 Collaborative research
Potential avenues for collaborative science based projects
should be explored proactively by the SGRP, perhaps
with such bodies as the Prehistoric Ceramics Research
Group, the Ceramic Petrology Group, the Roman Finds
Group, Universities, NERC, SERC, and, indeed, within
wider English Heritage, CADW, Historic Scotland,
projects, etc. A new XRF project, for instance, investi-
gating the petrology of Severn Valley wares with the aim
of elucidating sources is being undertaken at Keele and
Birmingham Universities.

3.5 Methodology
3.5.1 Quantitative analysis
The reporting of pottery and its publication should record
the amounts of pottery recovered by fabric and form and
by site-phase, as this is basic information that will inform
discussion of the material and be of potential value to
others (Darling 1994). It is vital that pottery reporting
and other pottery projects include fully quantitative study
as a matter of course (eg the East Midlands and Anglia
Framework, Section 1.2). Mortaria, samian and amphorae
must therefore be included within quantification. This
information is usually best presented as tables of basic
data by period (eg Timby 1987; Monaghan 1993; Pollard
1994). Adequate provision must be made for such work
in project funding grants, sufficient to support such work
to publication; this basic data needs to appear in publi-
cation and should not be edited out and consigned only
to the archive. The value of analysis drawing upon
quantitative data is proven by routine results; moreover,
quantitative information represents an essential com-
ponent of basic data that will not age and which can be
easily accessible and communicated.

For a number of types of site and specific areas the
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amount of quantitative pottery data is limited. As is
pointed out in the Northern Britain Framework, for
instance, although there are seemingly many pottery
publications for northern frontier sites (in both England
and Scotland), modern and quantified data in fact come
from a much smaller subset of recent excavations, many
of which are yet to be published. The publication of
quantified information in this and other cases, therefore,
must be regarded a priority.

3.5.2 Standardised recording
Progress has been made in recent years in the use of
closely compatible methodologies and recording systems
(cf 4.2.4). This has been particularly so in the case of
measures of quantity (cf 3.5.1). Some believe that the use
of the same or complementary fabric coding between
practitioners will be advantageous, perhaps linked to the
National Fabric Collection. The advantages to be gained
from electronic exchange of data with like coding systems
may ultimately lead to the widespread use by practitioners
of a standard computer-based recording system. This
would facilitate spatial surveys both regionally and
nationally.

Presently English Heritage are funding a project at
Cambridge undertaken by Phil Mills, aimed at con-
structing a template digital Roman pottery database, as a
means of record, archiving and data dissemination.

3.5.3 Standardised archiving and a national arch-
iving structure
Computerisation of data has brought enormous benefits
to pottery studies. The long-term curation of computer
databases and lists of the sort generated by most pottery
work is, however, a matter needing resolution at a national
level. The absence of a national system for archives, and
the flood of new reports stemming from work following
PPG 16, is engendering a major problem. A project to
survey current practices across the country and to seek
means to ensure that archives, both paper and electronic,
are adequately curated and made available is considered
an urgent initiative.
 
3.5.4 The potential of the Journal of Roman Pottery
Studies annotated bibliography of pottery publications
This bibliography, published in the JRPS, is an important
resource, containing useful data on pottery publications,
cataloguing basic information such as site type, date, the
contextual provenance of collections, the incidence of
types and fabrics, etc. This already large resource holds
much potential for enhancement (eg Section 3.2; un-
published archive data might also be added) and espec-
ially analytical work, such as looking at distributions,
profitably through linkage to GIS (cf Tyers 1996a;
1996b). Its potential assistance in addressing research
questions and themes is considerable and should be fully
explored. In addition to general analyses, discrete and

thematic projects would benefit from its interrogation.
English Heritage, or other bodies, may well consider this
an attractive research project area.

3.6 Professional standards, expertise and training
3.6.1 Professional expertise and standards
Roman pottery specialists constitute a highly trained and
motivated group of professionals with a variety of skills.
Expertise has almost invariably been acquired through
unique on-the-job experience over at least several years,
often the consequence of project investment by bodies
including English Heritage and local government author-
ities. As with other skilled archaeologists, this pool of
skilled labour represents a national asset, in part the
product of funding by public money. It is a fundamental
necessity that the high standard of Roman pottery
publication now achieved is maintained, and not eroded
within a mode of working which is now dominated by
financial considerations and the competitive pressure to
keep archaeological costs down. Given this background,
and the fact that pottery reporting requires a knowledge
base, it is essential that pottery work be carried out or
closely overseen by those qualified to do so (ie persons
with a proven expertise).

The Group has its own standards document which
members follow, namely Guidelines for the Archiving of
Roman Pottery (Darling 1994). Widely disseminated in
printed form, an updated version is available to non-
members working with Roman pottery, for instance, via
the Group’s website (www.sgrp.org). The purpose of this
document is to ensure minimum standards in pottery
processing and has encouraged the employment of closely
compatible methodologies between workers of the type
suggested above (3.5.2). It is of course vital that the ever
pressing need to keep archaeological costs within
constraints does not lead to contracting units having to
enrol workers who are not experienced with Roman
pottery to produce reports.

3.6.2 Learning and Training
Those working with pottery are always learning and
dissemination of understanding has fed the growth of the
discipline. Several structures have particularly assisted
the spread of information and of practical knowledge.

Over recent years, for instance, a series of ‘master
class’ training days sponsored by English Heritage have
taken place, covering a variety of themes and subjects
including samian study, imported wares, etc together with
a conference (1994) dedicated to amphorae with hands-
on sessions. These training days are considered widely to
have been useful and successful, and most Group
members and other parties believe their continuation and
extension to be necessary, especially given the fact that
so many pottery workers these days work independently,
often separate from others working with pottery; it is
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hoped that these training days will continue to be
supported (Section 5.3.2). Given the enormous potential
of digital databases, courses on computer use specific to
Roman pottery study (and combined with archaeological
pottery study generally) are a priority requirement.

The SGRP’s peripatetic Annual Conferences are found
useful for viewing material that is out of participant’s
home area and for exploration of national issues, while
the meetings of Regional Groups are particularly helpful
to address more localised problems. Attendance at both
is of considerable benefit to all practitioners.

Given changes in the structure of archaeological work,
largely arising from the strictures of competitive ten-
dering, there is a danger that opportunities for on-the-job
training are decreasing. It is essential that entrants into
Roman pottery work are encouraged to ensure the
maintenance of the current high quality. The provision of
on-the-job training and a viable career structure are pre-
requisites, and these require urgent attention, in collabor-
ation with other national pottery and finds organisations.

3.6.3 Project funding
Major sources of funding continue to be English Heritage
and the Developer funded regime, plus certain grants via
competition.

• English Heritage funding. Funds made available
by English Heritage have continued to facilitate
outstanding work on Roman pottery, as a major
element in many projects and site reports brought
forward to publication.

• Developer funding. Under the competitive tendering
regime a large number of projects including pottery
reports have been successfully completed with full
publication via monographs or journals. These works
have contributed greatly to our sum of knowledge.
In some cases the competitive tendering climate is
regarded as having a limiting effect on developer
funded projects, and there is concern that quality and
quantity in reporting pottery suffers under this
system. The implementation of projects funded under
PPG16 regulations needs continuing close scrutiny
by local government archaeologists and others to
ensure works and reporting are adequately funded
and that high standards are maintained in all domains,
such that this prevailing modus operandi does not
have a deleterious effect on reporting and research.
Procedures and protocol should identify what is
acceptable to be funded by the developer, and what
constitutes research, to be integrated into other
projects, and/or funded from other sources.

3.6.4 Research fellowships
Many practitioners in Romano-British pottery studies
possess considerable amounts of data together with

analyses, interpretation and understanding of these data,
which are not normally suited to publication in specific
site reports. In order to facilitate the wider dissemination
of this knowledge workers require the time away from
routine report writing to produce occasional synthetic
pottery papers. To some extent this is achieved in
conference papers prepared at practitioners own expense
(only rarely at that of a sympathetic employer). However,
some form of fellowship, competitively open to all
practitioners (with or without an employer) might
encourage a considerable increase in the output of
synthetic work on Romano-British pottery for com-
paratively little expense. A six-month duration might
suffice for these fellowships. It is germane to note that
proportionately fewer synthetic papers dealing with
pottery of the Roman era in Britain have been published
in the last few years compared to the period of the late
1970s to mid 1990s (when the original version of the
present document was completed).

3.7 Strategic publications assisting efficient
pottery work
Several key documents can be identified which will
greatly assist pottery reporting and research in the years
ahead, and would benefit from assistance and financial
support towards publication. They are:

• Production of the revised edition of the Gillam
typology (1968), which Vivien Swan has already
devoted much time to.

• Graham Webster’s practical reference resource
Romano-British Coarse Pottery: a Student’s Guide,
(Webster 1969), updated under the direction of
Maggi Darling.

• An updating the RCHME kilns volume (Swan 1984)
and the publication of its useful microfiche in
electronic format is desirable as this is a baseline
resource (see 4.4.2).

• The Guidelines for the Processing and Publication
of Roman Pottery from Excavations, edited by Young
(1980; funded by the DOE) has been a fundamental
tool for pottery practitioners, being a ‘first-stop’
handbook outlining procedures. This guide to good
practice has, though, needed updating in the contem-
porary Post PPG16/Map 2 climate. Production of a
new manual of best practice has been co-ordinated
by Maggi Darling and is now at an advanced stage of
drafting. This guide now requires support to publi-
cation and dissemination throughout the profession.

• Work towards the publication of the national corpus
of mortaria stamps should be supported. The Leeds
corpus of Samian stamps similarly requires support
to publication (cf 5.3.4).
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4 Issues and Research Objectives relating
to Site Types of the Roman Era: Major
Civil Centres (‘urban’ sites), Military sites,
Kiln sites, Rural sites, Smaller Centres and
Cemeteries

4.1. Background and potential
This section examines issues and research objectives
relating to the study of Roman pottery from particular
types of site. Roman pottery study can address many
academic themes relating to these types of site. Moreover,
there is clearly great potential for the linkage of studies,
and in being able to look at more than one site (eg Timby
1999b; Mudd et al 1999), following particular research
themes, or via integrated work connecting pottery and
the study of other categories of evidence to produce a
bigger picture of material culture and practice (eg
Holbrook 1998; Hunter 1998); integration may enable
questions to be addressed from various angles (cf Hanson
and Breeze 1991).

4.2 Major civil centres (urban sites) of the
Roman period
4.2.1 Importance and general research potential
Pottery from excavations at major civil centres has well
known potential in that it tends to occur in quantity and
in deeply stratified datable sequences. Roman towns and
cities though cannot be understood on the basis of one or
a few excavations, the results of which may be un-
representative. It is widely appreciated that a clearer, more
reliable picture emerges when the evidence of a number
of investigations can be put together, and in turn built
upon. The study of such groups can provide a unique,
qualitatively rich, perspective upon Roman urban life
through analysis of such aspects as spatial patterning and
trends in the occurrence of different functional forms of
pottery and of sources. Sustained work and publication,
for instance, at sites such as Canterbury, Leicester,
Lincoln and London, has brought into being a large
corpus of information from numerous interventions.

4.2.2 Scope for spatial analysis
Analysis can identify variations in the supply and
consumption of Roman pottery between Roman towns in
a region, but when a number of excavations have been
conducted in a town or city and their artefact assemblages
analysed it becomes possible to identify spatial variation
across the townscape. Variability between pottery
assemblages at different locations across individual sites,
may lead to the characterisation of functional zones, areas
of economic specialisation, etc (eg various reports in Milne
and Wardle 1993 plus other on-going work on Roman
London; Darling 1998). This exciting possibility is a key
objective of Roman urban study; hence this wider goal
should be borne in mind when planning individual projects.

4.2.3 Potential in large pottery assemblages from
major civil centres
The large amounts of comparatively well-dated Roman
pottery that excavations at major civil centres often
produce are especially useful for the range of typological
diversity they can display. This diversity will contain
valuable information on the exchange connections of a
site through time and analysis of the relative importance
of different sources of supply should be reasonably
reliable if the sample group is large. Large groups enable
the occurrence of form types and functional trends to be
reliably established (ie trends in the proportions of
different form types present through time; the larger the
group the greater the chance that the less common and
specialist pottery vessels will be represented. Hence in
principle large assemblages and groups (where well
stratified and with a likely low residual content) should
be prioritised for publication.

4.2.4 The need for consistent methodology enabling
comparative analysis
One of the difficulties in the past (and perhaps also
presently) has been a frequent lack of compatibility
between pottery reports on excavated sites in the same
town. To ensure that consistent data are recovered from
the various excavations that may occur in a town and that
published results are amenable to comparison it is
essential that local government archaeologists and other
commissioners specify that consistent recording systems
are employed across ‘major civil centre’ sites (and indeed
smaller centres). This is most important since if it is
undertaken it will mitigate erstwhile problems associated
with:

(i) personal preferences in pottery recording method-
ology, including selection of quantitative method/s
to be used, and

(ii) comparing the work of one organisation with another

further, it will make pottery data archives far more useful
than they currently are. One outcome is that it will
increase the possibility of examining spatial variation
across the urban landscape (cf 4.2.2). Where they exist,
fabric type series for particular sites should be made
available to those engaged in writing reports.

4.2.5 Publications
SGRP members have suggested that for large towns and
cities there should, ideally, be a system of site-by-site
publication with reports following, in their core at least,
a set of agreed standards (upgraded as necessary) for data
presentation. Full publication of basic data is highly
desirable since without it any report will be of limited use
to other researchers. Synthetic discussions of sites should
be occasional, though these should not be considered
substitutes for detailed reporting since:
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(i) they will lack basic data and
(ii) being contemporary interpretations they will be likely

to date as new discoveries are forthcoming.

4.2.6 Planning projects at major civil centres
Projects relating to pottery assemblages from major civil
centres are faced by a number of logistical problems
arising mainly from the time it takes, firstly to process
the large volumes of material that such excavations
generally produce and, secondly, write the report. The
cost-effectiveness of such work needs to be of central
consideration. Given this context it is recognised that
pottery projects relating to major civil centres should be
carefully planned, be of comparatively short duration (c
two to five years), with sharply focused aims and a well-
defined end. Resources should be concentrated to ensure
rapid completion and prompt publication.

4.3 Military Sites
4.3.1 The unique value of military sites and their
pottery
The importance of Roman military sites in Britain is
internationally recognised; many foreign scholars study
these sites at a detailed level. The designation of
Hadrian’s Wall by UNESCO as a World Heritage site is
a recognition of the ‘universal value’ of the intellectual
information that the archaeology of Hadrian’s Wall and
the Frontier in general represents. Military sites, not least
the shore forts, are of supreme value within Romano-
British archaeology, as seen from an Empire-wide
perspective, and pottery from these sites is of equivalent
value.

4.3.2 Importance in terms of chronology and dating
Military sites provide much of the most useful dating
evidence for Roman pottery in Britain. Many first and
second-century forts have short lives and their foundation
and abandonment can often be more or less securely tied
to historically attested events. In the later Roman period
forts were sometimes built de novo on hitherto un-
occupied sites, and this proves helpful for establishing
pottery-dating horizons; similarly other forts were
abandoned before the end of the Roman period, providing
termini for the pottery recovered from them. A note of
caution is necessary though in so far as it is apparent that
at least in some cases the military received ‘fresh’
supplies of pottery in bulk, often on a regular basis, and
the turn-over of pottery at military sites may have differed
from that at other types of site. Pottery being used and
consumed day-to-day at military sites may have been
generally ‘younger’ or in use over a shorter time scale
than at other types of site. Further, there is the compli-
cation of ‘old stock’ coming into new forts, as was
evidently the case with some of the Saxon Shore forts.
This is a matter for investigation as it may impact on our
chronological perceptions.

4.3.3 Spatial analysis
The compact yet complex arrangements of forts offer
opportunities for associating pottery with the status and
function of buildings (cf Hoffmann 1994; 1995). With
the exception of Usk (Manning 1993) there has yet to be
a systematic comparison of pottery from barracks, store
buildings, administrative buildings and high-status
residencies (Commanders’ and tribunes’ houses). Such
studies could be used to test the validity of such analyses
on civilian sites, where building functions are less
precisely defined.

4.3.4 Supply and consumption
The complexities of military supply are still being
unravelled (eg Swan 1999; Fitzpatrick 2003). It is
unlikely that civilian supply in many areas of Britain at
various periods will be understood without compre-
hensive knowledge of the role of the Roman army
(Darling 1977; Middleton 1979; Evans, J, forthcoming).
Pottery studies relating to military sites and military
consumption inform our wider views on Roman military
diet, ethnic origins and the politics and culture of food at
this time (cf Swan 1997; Pearce 2002).

4.3.5 The northern frontier
The Regional Framework for Northern Britain considers
research and publication priorities in terms of military
sites on the northern frontier in some depth (Evans, J,
and Willis 1996).

4.3.6 Pottery and the organisation of the Roman
army
Pottery studies have an established rich potential to
inform on aspects of the organisation of the Roman army,
including its ethnic composition and movements, as
Swan’s work has demonstrated (Swan 1992; 1997; Swan
and Bidwell 1998).

4.4 Kiln sites
4.4.1 Publication priorities
As noted by the Society for the Promotion of Roman
Studies in their Priorities submission to English Heritage
(Soc for the Promotion of Roman Stud 1985, Section
4.5.1.1) kiln sites provide information which is out of all
proportion to the comparatively modest resources required
to dig them. They do, however, require above average but
justifiable allocation of resources for post-excavation and
publication. The study of kilns and kiln products has
multiple benefits, not least by helping to date traded items
occurring in site deposits, but also providing information
upon technology, the endurance (or not) of traditions, and
economics, while study of the location and siting of kilns
raises interesting issues, for instance to do with economics,
the organisation of industry in the Roman period, the
relationship between town and country and so forth (cf
Swan 1984; Millett 1990; Tyers 1996a).
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After careful consideration by the Regional Groups
and Vivien Swan, excavated kilns and kiln groups
requiring publication have been prioritised in the Re-
gional Framework documents. Several kiln sites and
industries are of national importance due to the wide
dispersal in quantity of their products. The list of national
priorities for publication includes the following:
Hartshill/Mancetter; Hadham; the Lower Nene Valley;
the Swanpool kilns at Lincoln; kilns in the Waveney and
adjacent valleys, including Wattisfield (especially since
these products were exported to the northern frontier);
and Alice Holt (the 1974 and 1977–9 excavations). Publi-
cation of the Brampton (Norfolk) and North-east Lincoln-
shire kiln sites is also highly desirable, as is a corpus of
the Holt products (on which front progress has recently
been made). This list closely reflects the evaluation of
the Fulford and Huddleston report (1991) and there has
clearly been regrettably little general advance in this field
in recent years; an exception is the publication of the
Rossington Bridge kilns in volume 9 of the Journal of
Roman Pottery Studies. Publication of kilns should, where
appropriate, be linked with corpora for the industries.

Also of national importance and priorities for publi-
cation are a number of small kiln sites of the early period
(first century AD) evidently geared to military supply
and/or possibly military. These include Eccles (Kent),
Nayland with Wissington (Suffolk) and Morley St Peter
(Norfolk).

4.4.2 Updating the RCHME kilns volume
A large number of new kilns and further information
upon previously known kilns has come to light since the
publication of the RCHME kilns volume (Swan 1984). It
is desirable that this widely used fundamental resource is
updated, either with a new edition or with periodic
publication in the Study Group’s Journal/county journals.

It is widely felt by pottery specialists that it would be
extremely helpful if the microfiche to the 1984 volume,
which contains a great wealth of relevant detail, were
available in a disc or web-page version. This will render
it much easier to access and could be accomplished
relatively quickly via computer scanning. Logically these
two needs (ie publication of the microfiche in electronic
format and updating of the volume) could be combined
within a single project. It is suggested that English
Heritage consider this possibility.

4.5 Rural Sites
4.5.1 Importance and general research potential
The study of rural sites and their associated artefact
assemblages is self-evidently crucial for our under-
standing of life in the Roman period. The great majority
of the people of Roman Britain lived on these sites and
their consumption patterns (of which pottery provides
important evidence) must have had a major bearing on
the functioning of regional economies. Hence rural sites

are highly significant for our understanding of the
Romano-British economy and developments in cultural
practice during the Roman era (Romanisation). Poten-
tially, study in this field should provide a sophisticated
picture of the depth of rural integration into the Romano-
British economy, establishing if this was genuinely deep,
that is covering most of society, or superficial, involving,
essentially only high status sites (eg villas).

It should be borne in mind that for the Roman period
the definition of a rural site is broad, ranging from
complex villas to individual farmsteads and enclosures.

4.5.2 Methodologies of study
Qualitatively different approaches are required in the
collection and analysis of material from these sites as
opposed to methodologies for urban and military sites. In
some cases pottery from rural sites may be comparatively
difficult material to work with since, for instance, its
contexts may lack the chronological definition of some
other assemblages.

It might be supposed that rural groups are likely to
have been less disturbed than material from urban or
military sites because proportionately less re-working,
pit digging and re-modelling may have taken place at
rural sites. On the other hand ditches, from which, a large
proportion of the pottery from rural sites is customarily
recovered, may well have been periodically re-cut or
cleaned out and only filled at the end of the life of the site
– perhaps with a long sequence of pottery previously cast
out of the feature during episodes of feature re-statement
(cf Martin in press). Often it seems that ditches at rural
sites were filled, along their lengths, in a piecemeal
fashion so that to excavate a sample may generate a
collection of pottery which is only representative of a
point in the feature, not the feature itself.

Whether the probable differing modes of rubbish
disposal between urban and rural sites mean that rural
sites will generally have lower levels of residuality is a
matter for further investigation.

4.5.3 Spatial analysis
In rural contexts the threat to sites is often in the form of
wide area destruction (by various processes). Combined
with the fact that stratification at such sites is usually
comparatively thin (and hence may be sampled and
understood relatively quickly), this means that there are
opportunities for wide scale-spatial analyses. Indeed, the
Fulford and Huddleston report (1991, 41) emphasises the
need for spatial information to be recorded when
excavating rural settlements to enable intra-site analysis.
The study of pottery assemblages has a good potential
for identifying differing functional and status zones
within such sites.

Recording and analysing such data is costly and three-
dimensional registering of each sherd may not be feasible
or even desirable, especially when the context itself is
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spatially discrete. However, since the aim of amelioratory
archaeological work is to reproduce the archaeology of a
site by paper and digital record etc with minimal loss of
information, then there must be provision for this work
within project designs and budgets. If financial strictures
mean that areas of sites with no or little apparent structural
or artefactual evidence are not excavated, the conse-
quence is that it is impossible to compare areas that have
readily identifiable evidence with areas that do not. The
implication is that a ‘good level of practice’ needs to be
established so that the use of an appropriate methodology
is not restricted by considerations of competitive costing.

4.5.4 Frequency of fieldwork on rural sites
Analysis of excavations conducted on Roman sites in
Britain between 1969–89 showed that prior to PPG16
there was a marked emphasis away from rural settlement
as a whole, and within rural settlement categories, in
favour of high status sites such as villas (cf Evans, J,
1995b). This situation has been fundamentally altered
following PPG16, which has resulted in larger numbers
of works and projects having been conducted on rural
sites of the Roman era (cf Darvill and Russell 2002). Iron
Age occupation is frequently found to underlie rural
settlement sites of the Roman era and this presents an
important opportunity to acquire information regarding
the Iron Age to Roman period transition from the ceramic
perspective. This cultural change is, of course, identified
as a key area of research within wider agendas (cf
Haselgrove et al. 2001; James and Millett 2001).

4.5.5 Sampling rural (lower status) sites
Rural sites of the period can produce comparatively small
assemblages under normal sampling regimes. In large
parts of western and northern Britain lower-status rural
sites tend to yield only very small groups of pottery, even
where sites have been extensively excavated. This low
level of occurrence may be socially and economically
significant, but more work needs to be done on these
sites to determine the extent to which it is a function of
poor preservation, cultural norms, artefact discard
practices, supply, etc. Project planning for such sites
needs to take active account of the relatively low
incidence of pottery and other objects and maximise
recovery, for instance, by excavation of above-average
proportions of feature fills such as enclosure ditches at
these sites.

4.5.6 Using information from Evaluations
Post-PPG 16 Evaluations are adding significantly to the
database of material from rural sites (eg in Lincolnshire,
Herefordshire and Worcestershire; cf Darvill and Russell
2002). It is suggested that syntheses of this material would
go some way towards providing insights into the rural
pattern of pottery use, bringing key information into an
accessible domain.

4.5.7 Comparing rural and urban assemblages
There is an on-going need to improve and standardise
methodologies for comparing rural and urban assem-
blages.

4.5.8 Hinterland/landscape projects
Hinterland/landscape projects such as the Wroxeter area
survey may well offer an extremely valuable approach
for examining rural sites (cf Hanson and Breeze 1991,
73). In principle such work holds much scope for
comparative analysis and assessment of social and
economic integration (eg in terms of pottery supply)
between urban and rural sites.

4.6 Small Towns, roadside settlements, and
smaller centres
Knowledge of the smaller centres of Roman Britain has
been transformed in the last 15 years through extensive
excavation. A proportion of these projects have been
published, supplemented by the writing up and appear-
ance of older excavations. This has been a dynamic area
within Romano-British research. Pottery studies have
contributed greatly to our knowledge of these sites, and
this new data on the ceramics of these sites will inform
our models and understanding of broader processes such
as marketing, patterns in consumption, etc. The great
majority of the new work has been in southern England,
while the English Midlands have seen a significant
number of publications relating to these types of site (cf
Brown et al 1983; Perrin and Webster 1990; Ellis et al
1994; Brown 1996; Booth 1997; Timby 1998; Fitzpatrick
et al 1999; Perrin 1999; Booth and Evans 2001; Booth et
al 2001; Ferguson 2001; Willis in press). Catterick, in
part, falls into this category and the appearance of the
major publication for this site-complex heralds a new
perspective on the north (Wilson 2002). The report on
the pottery from Heybridge, Elms Farm (Compton et al,
forthcoming) is awaited with particular interest. Both the
Catterick and Heybridge publications will bring forward
new sets of questions to ask of Roman pottery assem-
blages from their regions.

4.7 Cemeteries
For a number of reasons the publication of the pottery
from cemetery sites is extremely valuable (cf Fulford
and Huddleston 1991, 43). Given the primary status of
vessels from burials they are of special importance, being
chronologically useful and potentially revealing preferred
vessels for this type of practice. Caution is, of course,
required when dealing with material from such contexts
(Biddulph 2002). Comparatively few major cemeteries
of the Roman period have been excavated and the main
projects were conducted in the period 1960–90; there is
much scope for new synthetic study of the pottery from
these major cemeteries, developing previous good work
(cf Philpott 1991). A series of smaller cemeteries, often
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associated with rural settlements or smaller centres, have
been published in the past few years. Museums hold
valuable collections of pottery from such sites often
recovered in the past but not published (or if published
not to modern standards) and so there is much potential
for work with these collections, the publication of which
can be very instructive (eg Gilkes 1988a; 1988b; Lyne
1994).

4.8 Backlog sites
Backlog sites/Pre-PPG16 developer funded excavations
continue to be assessed for publication with EH, CADW,
or Historic Scotland support. Existing unpublished
studies should be supported through to publication, given
that resources have already been expended upon them;
with the proviso that this does not entail extensive re-
working/up-dating.

5 Issues and Research Objectives relating
to Themes and Specialist Areas in Roman
Pottery Study

5.1 Chronology
This is the traditional area of research in Roman pottery
study. Whilst the basic chronology of the main Romano-
British pottery industries is fairly well understood there
is much scope for improving our knowledge of the
chronology of many Roman pottery types (cf Wallace
1993), even samian (eg in terms of its currency in use in
the third century). Chronological refinement, as in other
archaeological domains, must be an on-going objective
in pottery studies since in principle it enables subtler
understanding and interpretation of processes.

Particular periods within the Romano-British era have
finer ceramic chronologies than others. Improvement in
dating ceramics of the first half of the third century
(before c AD 260) must be a priority. As Fulford and
Huddleston noted, when identified: ‘well-dated groups
must be explored for what they can contribute to our
understanding of chronology’ (1991, 40).

The implications of Millett’s work on dating (1987a;
1987b) emphasising that the archaeological date range
assigned to pottery types is an aggregate date of depos-
ition of the other known examples (not a production date)
and that, chronologically the frequency of pottery types
generally follows a normal distribution curve (so one
may have an ‘early example’ or a ‘late survivor’ but
these are still ‘normal’) need to be appreciated widely by
Romanists and explored.

5.2 Trade, supply and distribution
Investigations concerning the trade, supply and distri-
bution of Roman pottery have been a major growth area
in research over the last three decades. This work has

contributed greatly to understanding at site, regional and
provincial levels (for instance the numerous mortaria
reports of Kay Hartley; the specialist pottery reports in
Miller et al 1986; the research of Malcolm Lyne (eg
Lyne 1995); see also Going 1987; Pollard 1988; Davies
et al 1994; Monaghan 1997; Cooper 1998; Timby 1999a).
Building on existing knowledge and models, a range of
priority areas and questions for continuing work can be
identified:

• Marketing mechanisms (both military and non-
military) continue to require exploration.

• Possible competition between industries should
continue to be investigated.

• The existence of separate marketing/distribution
networks existing across the same geography should
be explored.

• The supply of Roman pottery to rural sites requires
further study to establish whether there are systematic
differences in rural distributions, both regional and
social. Were, for instance, villas and other high status
sites articulated to supply systems in a manner
different from farmsteads/lower status settlements?

• Trade flows and the pottery trade: Do flows of pottery
say anything about flows of other commodities?

• An important question for investigation is how far
military demand stimulated and sustained a market
for regional pottery industries in southern and eastern
Britain, north Gaul and the Rhineland. How signifi-
cant a factor was military demand as opposed to
growing civilian markets?

• Differences in the distribution of imported pottery in
civilian and military areas need investigation and
characterisation.

• Although the general character of the distributions
associated with the major industries that supplied
pottery on a province wide or wide-regional scale
are fairly well known, detailed, accessible, regional
and sub-regional studies of distributions only exist
for a few areas (cf Section 1.2.3 above; cf Evans, CJ,
2003).

5.3 Samian
5.3.1 Importance
Samian studies are a core element of Roman pottery
research and, as is well known, are often vital for dating
associated pottery groups and, in turn, site phases. British
specialists have long been at the forefront of progress in
this field and such work is of international importance. A
huge debt is owed to the established specialists who have
contributed so much to so many pottery and site reports
over decades.
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5.3.2 Existing concerns: training
It was observed in the 1997 version of this Framework
that there was a pressing need to train a new generation
of specialists. This need had been highlighted previously
by the Fulford and Huddleston review (1991, 48) and
remains the case. Samian wares are a specialism that
requires a deep investment of time and study in order to
gain familiarity. The extreme rarity of younger people
taking up work as specialists in samian wares means that
there will soon be a scarcity of people with sufficient
expertise to report upon excavated samian recovered from
the increased numbers of interventions. Recruitment and
training in this domain is thus a priority.

5.3.3 Existing concerns: updating corpora
Geoff Dannell outlined concerns regarding corpora for
identifying and dating samian in his submission relating
to the original drafting of th SGRP Frameworks; his
statement was included in the 1997 publication of the
Frameworks and can be found at www.sgrp.org as
Appendix 1 of the National Framework 1997. As he noted
there, existing published corpora used by samian spec-
ialists are now largely outdated (this remains the case),
on-going studies have revised and refined potter’s
chronologies and the dating of other aspects. Presently
much time is expended by specialists in trawling pub-
lished and archive reports (the latter not often universally
available) for parallels and details, which is far from cost-
effective, and to boot these old reports may not be
associated with ‘corrected’ new datings. This situation
makes it difficult for beginners in samian study.

Existing corpora, therefore, need to be updated and in
a format allowing for continuous (international) revision.
Geoff Dannell has explored the use of scanned decorative
images from samian vessels and sherds linked to a search
engine drawing upon a corpus of collected figure types
and motifs (cf. the formats used by Oswald (1936–7) and
Rogers (1974), etc), the purpose being to rapidly ascertain
matches. This may be an effective way of accelerating
identifications, and it may be especially cost effective if
a methodology can be developed which avoids the use of
line drawings through use of scanning images (cf Kenrick
1993). As Dannell has noted this is a project with potential
but needs a sponsor to co-ordinate resources, provide
finance and to guarantee its sustained existence and
updating.

5.3.4 Existing concerns: the Leeds index
The index of potters’ stamps on samian at Leeds, a
database of extreme international significance for its
chronological information, is viewed as a national
archaeological asset. It is a crucial resource for dating
samian sherds and site horizons. The Group believes that
its journey to publication should be supported as a
priority.

5.3.5 Samian distribution and incidence study
Samian and other fine ware can be useful for locating
sites within economic and social hierarchies (eg Millett
1980; Willis 1997a), and are a potentially sensitive
indicator of cultural change. A project investigating
samian distribution from this angle and other perspectives
has been funded by English Heritage (Willis 1997b; 1998;
forthcoming). Robin Symonds and Gwladys Monteil have
conducted important work on samian incidence at
London in recent years.

5.3.6 Excavated samian assemblages: publication
priorities
Detailed publication of the samian assemblages from a
number of sites is seen as important for the unique and
valuable information it will provide. Amongst these are
Newstead where the publication of more samian from this
site, and a review of older collections, is considered
warranted given its occupation sequence and its impor-
tance in terms of the northern frontier. The same is true of
the assemblage from Piercebridge. In this case Margaret
Ward has produced a comprehensive, fully quantified,
report on the large assemblage of samian from the 1970s
excavations. This is a pivotal site that has third century
deposits of national significance. Publication of the site,
the coarse pottery, and this report are most desirable.

5.3.7 Quantitative data
The Fulford and Huddleston report noted (1991, 38, 45)
that the general lack of quantification of samian groups
in the past was a regrettable omission. Quantification by
sherd count, weight and EVE is now routine in pottery
report preparation and this information is being published
alongside such data on the coarse wares and other
specialist wares. Hence more quantitative information on
samian is becoming available; its utility is readily
apparent (eg King and Millett 1993). There are, however,
several fields in which such data is scarce: there are
remarkably few published quantified samian assem-
blages/groups from the northern frontier (cf 3.5.1; Willis
1997b), there are few from military sites in Wales, there
are very few relating to Claudio-Neronian military
horizons, and, perhaps a little surprisingly, for only a
small number of published villa sites is quantitative data
available (partly, in this case because a proportion of
published villas are later Roman).

There are major groups of well-stratified samian from
earlier published excavations (particularly from major
civil centres and military sites) that cannot be easily used
for comparison with newly excavated groups due to the
absence of either database or quantification. Where still
extant these groups represent an available physical
archive that might be tapped to enhance current work,
and a targeted programme of selected examination and
quantification may be rewarding. Alternatively this might
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be site specific, directed at one or a few of the major sites
for which little or no quantitative information upon
samian has yet been produced (eg Verulamium). The data
would undoubtedly be beneficial for the interpretation of
current and future groups. Identifying the major groups
and assessing the funding requirements would be a first
step.

5.4 Amphorae
Comparatively large quantities of amphorae were im-
ported into Roman Britain and some were even produced
in Britain. They occur in number and variety, sometimes
recovered in well-dated and characterised deposits that
are particularly helpful for their study by scholars based
in Britain and abroad. It is clear that great advances were
made in the 1970s and 1980s in the field of typology,
fabric and provenance, with David Peacock, David
Williams and Paul Sealey making major contributions
allied with work elsewhere in the Empire. Typological
studies continued to progress through the 1990s (not least
in London) reflected in the international conference on
amphorae hosted by the Museum of London in 1994 and
the publication of vol 10 of the Journal of Roman Pottery
Studies, dedicated to work on amphorae. This work has
created a secure platform of typological and chron-
ological understanding. In turn this presents the oppor-
tunity to build up synthetic studies looking at the
distribution of amphorae that have not yet been developed
thus far, namely (from an archaeological perspective),
examining distribution by site-type, relative frequency,
context, the possibility of ‘special treatment’, and so forth.
Work of this nature is an exciting prospect holding much
potential to inform. A survey of the evidence for
amphorae on Hadrian’s Wall has, for instance, revealed
an interesting aspect of the nature of supply to this frontier
(Bidwell and Speak 1994, 206–42).

5.5 Romanisation; Roman and native interaction
and cultural change
A multi-faceted set of processes were initiated or
exacerbated by the Roman conquest of Britain. Many of
these, when combined, have been for convenience termed
‘Romanisation’, not least as this has seemed an appro-
priate term to describe trends seen in material culture and
other spheres in Britain which reflect patterns identified
in other areas of the empire (Millett 1990; Trow 1990).
Aspects of these processes may be addressed from the
ceramic evidence. Existing work shows that pottery study
can make a real contribution to discussions on the
character, extent and meaning of Romanisation, Roman
and native interaction and cultural change (cf Willis
1996). This should continue to be a key avenue of
research.

Continuing work, for instance, in the field of func-
tional analysis is likely to be useful in so far as it appears
that variations in the nature and proportion of different

functional types of pottery present within excavated
groups provides a good indicator of cultural change.
There are, for example, shifts away from predominant
forms of the Later Iron Age to different types of vessel
forms in the Roman era (cf Okun 1989; Evans, J, 1995a;
2001). Examination of the distribution of samian demon-
strates that there was a rapid acquisition of this ware
(albeit in modest quantities) even at rural sites in the
period immediately after the conquest suggesting that it
was culturally acceptable and perhaps sought after (Willis
1997a; 1998). Similarly amphora distributions imply
some changes in diet in certain respects. Pottery work
holds much potential in this substantive area.

5.6 Pottery functions and functional trends
The form/functional composition of Roman pottery
groups has, to date, rarely received the attention it
warrants. This field of study holds much research
potential since studies may shed light on the status and
nature of sites and areas. More generally it may tell us
much about the nature of cultural practice and change at
a number of levels during the Roman era (eg Greene
1993; Meadows 1994; Evans, J, 1995a; 2001; Tyers
1996a, 42–5; Darling 2002; plus ongoing work at South
Shields by Alex Croom).

Comment on the functional composition of groups
should form a standard component of pottery reports and
hence should be written into report designs and proposals.
More data of this nature is now being published. There
are obvious linkages between this research field and
residue analysis (Section 3.4.2) that hold much scope for
discrete, targeted, projects. In order to develop a wider
appreciation of trends there is a requirement to ensure
that data being collected and analysed is compatible.
Hence there is a need for the SGRP and its members to
establish an agreed methodology. Some existing guide-
lines to classifying form (eg Webster 1969; Orton 1982,
33–6) may be developed to this purpose. Synthetic work
in the immediate future might aim at characterising
regional and chronological trends in the functional
composition of groups, against which the pattern for
specific sites and groups may be compared.

5.7 Site status
The potential of pottery analysis to highlight site status
and identity is established and is widely acknowledged
as a key contribution of pottery work (cf Booth 1991;
Willis 1998; forthcoming). This is another area that holds
many possibilities for useful, thematic research.

5.8 Spatial patterning and integrated finds studies
Work at Usk (Greene 1993) and other sites demonstrates
the value of the ceramic side of spatial approaches. Study
of the finds from York (Cool et al 1995), Shepton Mallet
(Leach with Evans, CJ, 2001) and elsewhere (eg Clarke
1994; Hoffmann 1994) has demonstrated the value of an
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integrated approach to the entire finds assemblage
(Hanson and Breeze 1991, 75) and ceramics are the key
artefact class from which to develop the integrated study
of finds assemblages.

Pottery data may be directly compared with small finds
and animal bones through pie-slice analysis (cf Orton
1992) and, for instance, through straightforward volu-
metric analysis where excavators have recorded the
volume of soil excavated from archaeological layers.
Hence it is possible to start to develop comparisons of
full artefact assemblages between different deposits and
different sites (Evans, J, 1995b; in press A; Millett in
press). This is an exciting prospect for future work.

A number of significant points are worth noting. As
observed above (Section 4.5) rural sites are particularly
amenable to spatial interrogation, though the scale of
analysis may be appropriately varied, encompassing
whole sites or domestic foci (eg Flitcroft 2001). Deeply
stratified sites are particularly suited to examining spatial
and chronological variations in the composition of their
pottery and other finds, and several northern military
sites, largely undisturbed by latter activity (eg Binchester,
Newstead, Piercebridge, South Shields, Vindolanda),
offer particular scope for comparative analyses, not least
with other Limes sites.

5.9 Social and cultural identity
Work on artefact distributions of the period demonstrates
that ‘social identity’ and cultural ‘boundaries’ may be
identifiable from the mapping of pottery types and fabrics
(eg Evans, J, 1988). Malvernian ware and Vectis ware
distributions may also, for example, have this type of
constraint. Work designed to discern such patterning
ought to be undertaken on a more systematic basis. Rush
has published some interpretations of mortaria con-
sumption from the angle of cultural preference and social
identity (Rush 1997).

5.10 Ritual pots, ritual practice, ritual sites and
structured deposition
These are under-researched areas in Roman pottery
studies in Britain, though it is fair to say that the
identification and investigation of potential ritual activ-
ities, especially through the patterning of material culture
has generally received only limited attention by Roman-
ists in Britain. Several contributions have highlighted
aspects of the symbolic or ritual dimensions or uses of
pots (cf Merrifield 1987; Braithwaite 1997; Clarke 1997;
Willis 1997a; Fulford 2001; cf the 1997 version of this
document).

Hill’s work on the Middle Iron Age of Wessex (Hill
1995) demonstrated the widespread incidence of struc-
tured discard/deposition practices at settlement sites
within that context involving pottery and other items. It
is now fashionable to recognise analogous phenomena
within Romano-British settlement contexts and it is

remarkable how frequently such deposits are being
identified now they are being looked for. A further area
of interest is the continuity of ritual usage of some sites
from the Iron Age into the Roman era, and from the
Roman era to the post-Roman period (as at West
Heslerton). Accordingly ritual and symbolic aspects in
pottery distribution, use, deposition, etc, require explor-
ation as a priority in the immediate future. This work is
especially pertinent since other dimensions of the
archaeological record of the period indicate that such
activities were widely undertaken at significant places
within the landscape be they natural or related to formal
religion (eg Casey 1989; Woodward 1992).

5.11 Roman pottery production and other Roman
industries
There is now much evidence indicating that the pro-
duction of Roman pottery frequently took place together
with or near other industrial manufacture, particularly
iron working and glass production, in apparent ‘func-
tional zones’ (eg Holme-on-Spalding Moor, East York-
shire, Bardown in the Weald, the Nar Valley and,
probably, in north Lincolnshire). Investigation of the
associations between these industries would represent
highly significant innovative research, simply because
this is such an under-studied sphere.

Magnetometry and other survey might be undertaken
to locate kiln sites and other industrial processes on the
fringes of military centres, especially on the northern
frontier where such activities are suspected but where
few locations have been identified and excavated.

To quote the Northern Britain Framework the investi-
gation of environmental factors in the location of kiln
sites needs fresh analytical examination and this would
make an interesting, discrete, research topic. Similarly
exploration of kiln sites’ relationships to other elements
of the local economy is a potentially enlightening avenue
for research.

5.12 Residuality
Residuality has clearly been a long-standing problem for
pottery research, at major civil centres particularly,
though not exclusively. This is a phenomenon affecting
almost all assemblages to some degree but is likely to be
especially prominent with material from major civil
centres due to complex site formation histories, including
re-working of deposits. The extent and implications of
this aspect have probably been under-appreciated in the
past. Some work has shed light on this phenomenon (eg
Evans, J, and Millett 1992; Darling forthcoming; Willis
1997b) though it is clearly a substantive area warranting
systematic research in the immediate future.

5.13 The end of the Romano-British economy
This remains a key field of study, and one in which
pottery can play a unique role. There is much scope for
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pottery-based study, with the prospect that this will lead
us to better comprehend the end of the Roman phenom-
enon in Britain (eg Reece 1980; Evans, J, 1983; Cooper
1996; Martin forthcoming).
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A large group of 2nd-century pottery from Ironmonger Lane,
in the City of London: IRL 95, context 58

RP Symonds
with contributions by Ian Grainger, Angela Wardle and Ian Betts

Introduction
Ian Grainger and RP Symonds

In the spring of 1995 the Museum of London Archaeo-
logy Service undertook an excavation at 11 Ironmonger
Lane in advance of the construction of a lift-shaft within
a building belonging to Landesbank Hessen Thuringen.
At the bottom of the excavation, the natural sands and
gravels were truncated by the north end of a large quarry
pit (context 61) that occupied virtually the entire base of
the trench. The eastern, western, and northern edges of
this feature were nearly vertical and roughly coincided
with the edges of the excavation. The southern edge of
the pit lay beyond the area of excavation. The pit had a
flat base at c8.80m OD. It was backfilled to a maximum
level of c10.00m OD with a dark grey brown sandy silt
(context 58) that had frequent lenses of sand, gravel,
brickearth, burnt clay, lumps of mortar and opus signi-
num, and occasional fragments of very decayed timber.
There was little evidence for slumping at the edges
suggesting that the pit had been backfilled fairly rapidly,
probably in a matter of days at most given the very mixed
nature of the fill.

All of the evidence suggests that the pit was dug for
the extraction of sand and gravel for a nearby building
project, and was then used for the disposal of building
material and other rubbish from the demolition of a
building or buildings close to the quarry pit. The presence
of burnt clay, timber, and wall plaster, in the fill of the pit
may suggest the destruction of a number of fairly
substantial clay and timber structures in the mid or slightly
later 2nd century.

An unusually large quantity of pottery was found in
context 58, and this has merited intensive study because
it can be dated quite closely to a period, the middle of the
2nd century AD, when there are relatively few contem-
porary groups of similar importance. The total amount of

pottery is 659 sherds, or 20245g, or 20.32 estimated
vessel equivalents (EVEs).

The group consists mainly of small or medium-sized
sherds, with few joining together and few complete
profiles, and there is a substantial part of the group which
is unquestionably residual, perhaps by as much as 50–75
years, along with other pieces which may be residual,
having been made sometime in the first half of the 2nd
century. The residual elements are typical of contexts of
this period, so much so that it seems important, on this
occasion at least, to illustrate almost all of the drawable
pottery. We have not shown any of the ordinary samian
forms, such as the Drag form 18’s or 27’s, but we have
included most of the range of coarse wares, many of
which have fairly long date-ranges. For example, necked
jars such as 2D’s and 2E’s in Alice Holt (Surrey) ware or
Highgate ‘C’ ware are often associated with the latter
part of the 1st century AD, but we normally date them up
to 160, and the examples here may belong to the end of
their respective floruits, rather than the beginning.

The group also contains a certain number of less
typical elements, and there are some types whose absence
would not be expected in such a large group of the period.
However, the period to which the group belongs,
effectively the beginning of the transition between the
early Roman period and the late Roman period in London,
is one for which there are few published groups, and it is
only by publishing more groups like this that it will
become possible to recognise what is really typical and
what is not.

Dating

The dating of the context is provided principally by the
black-burnished wares and their imitations: while genuine
BB1 is represented by only nine sherds (Fig 3, nos 32–
5), there is group of nine sherds of black-burnished-type
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everted-rimmed jars in Highgate ‘C’ ware (HWC; Figs 3
and 4, nos 52–5), with two further sherds in Highgate ‘C’
ware with added sand (HWC+), along with three sherds
in BB2 (Fig 3, no 36), three sherds in BB2 ‘with fine
fabric’ (BB2F), five sherds in black-burnished-style ware
(BBS; Fig 3, no 37) and two sherds in fine reduced ware
(FINE; Fig 2, no 28). Other types which are likely to be
contemporary in date are the nine sherds of Central
Gaulish samian ware (Fig 1, no 9, and Fig 2, no 18) and
two (joining) sherds of probable East Gaulish samian
(Fig 2, no 19) plus thirteen (joining) sherds of a ‘bead-
and-flange’ mortarium in oxidised ware (Fig 5, 89) and
one sherd of a Colchester white ware mortarium.

Aside from the samian ware, which is mainly residual,
the group contains relatively few fine wares, either
imported from the continent or Romano-British. There
are a few sherds of Cologne ware, all bag-shaped beakers
with roughcast decoration, but no such forms in the
fabrics, which succeeded Cologne ware, such as Col-
chester colour-coated ware, Argonne/northern Gaulish/
German colour-coated ware, or Nene Valley colour-
coated ware. Of these four groups of colour-coated wares,
the middle two (Colchester and Argonne, etc) are
generally much more rare in London than the other two,
and if these are wholly absent from a context dated to the
middle of the 2nd century it is much less surprising than
would be the total absence of Cologne wares from a
slightly earlier context or Nene Valley wares from a
slightly later one.

The pottery discussed in the preceding paragraphs
constitutes all of the material, which contributes usefully
to the dating evidence. It seems reasonable to suggest,

therefore, an overall date of probably 140–180 AD,
although the group may not be any later than 160.

The residual part of the material is dominated by
samian ware, and particularly by Drag form 18 dishes
from South Gaul (there are 120 sherds of South Gaulish
samian, of which 56 are likely to belong to Drag form
18); none of the South Gaulish ware is likely to be have
been made much later than c AD 100. There are also four
sherds of a dish from Montans (discussed below; 50–
100), and ten sherds from Les Martres de Veyre (100–
120). Other necessarily residual material includes one
sherd of local eggshell ware (LOEG; 70–120), three
sherds of fine micaceous black/grey ware (FMIC; 50–
120), one sherd of early Roman micaceous sandy ware
(ERMS; 50–100), four sherds of Highgate ‘B’ ware
(HWB; 40–100) and four sherds of Hoo ware (HOO; 50–
100). The only sherds not mentioned in the above list,
that are probably residual owing to their form, are two
sherds of bead-rimmed jars (2A; 40–100) in grog-
tempered ware (GROG). There are thus 129 definitely
residual sherds (or about 20%) in the total of 659. The
total quantities of material present, and the codes
currently used at MoLAS, are shown in Tables 1 and 2.

Unusual elements, 1: black-
burnished -type jars in Highgate ‘C’
ware

HWC BB-type jars (Figs 3 and 4, nos 52–5): The ten
sherds of everted-rimmed black-burnished-type jars in

Table 2: Lids in IRL95, context 58

Table 1: Everted-rimmed jars in IRL95, context 58
      Everted–rim (2f) jars               % of all jars

count weight EVEs count weight EVEs

FINE 2 35 17  2.1% 1.5%   2.9%

BB1 2 45  9 2.1% 1.9%   1.6%

BB2 2 45 25 2.1% 1.9%   4.3%

BB2F 2 60  – 2.1% 2.6%    –

BBS 1 40 17 1.0% 1.7%   2.9%

HWC 9 335 76 9.3% 14.5% 13.1%

HWC+ 1 30 – 1.0% 1.3%    –

Totals 19 590 144  96 2315 579

Lids Lids (%) All pottery (%)

count weight EVEs count weight EVEs  count weigh  EVEs

AHSU 1 20 7 0.2%  0.1%  0.3% 9.9% 6.6% 11.3%

FINE 3 90 15 0.5% 0.4% 0.7% 2.7% 1.4%   2.2%

GROG 3 105 11 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 1.4% 1.4%   1.4%

HWC 4 70 33 0.6% 0.3% 1.6% 14.3% 7.2% 13.2%

LOXI 20 630 152 3.0% 3.1% 7.5% 3.2% 3.2%   7.5%

SAND 11 195 101 1.7% 1.0% 5.0% 6.5% 3.4%   9.3%

VRW 3 60 37  0.5% 0.3% 1.8% 21.4% 24.9% 21.7%

Totals 45 1170 356 6.8% 5.8% 17.5% 59.3% 48.1% 66.5%
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Fig 1: Stamped and decorated samian wares
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Fig 2: Plain samian and imported and Romano-British finewares
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HWC and HWC+ are of particular interest. They rep-
resent a fairly rare form in Highgate ware and although
they were obviously made to a high standard of crafts-
manship, they are nevertheless probably among the last
products of the industry (Davies, et al 1994, 83, everted-
rim jars, and fig 69, nos 408–9). If their fabric was one
of the others in which black-burnished ware is known to
occur – their pale grey colour and almost metallic slip is
not dissimilar to some examples in Alice Holt/Farnham
ware (AHFA) – their form might easily be thought to
belong to the 3rd or 4th centuries rather than the 2nd. But
their fabric identification is not in doubt, and there are no
other elements in the context that would normally be
dated to the 3rd century. This is an interesting develop-
ment for our understanding of the relationship between
black-burnished wares and Highgate wares: we have
previously observed some examples of black-burnished
forms in Highgate ‘C’, but few in well-dated contexts
which could be definitely ascribed to before the supposed
end of production at Highgate in AD 160 (no BB-type
jars in HWC are included in Symonds and Tomber 1994).
The similarity of these vessels with later Alice Holt ware
(dated AD 250–400 in London) is disconcerting: happily
in London there is generally a high emphasis placed on
fabric identification, but for those researchers who do not
regularly examine most sherds under a microscope there
is considerable scope for error here, and it implies a dating
error of at least 70 years. There are also two sherds of
everted-rimmed jars in fine reduced ware (FINE): these
are probably fine versions of Highgate ‘C’ ware. The
proportions of everted-rimmed jars in all fabrics are
shown below in Table 3.

Unusual elements, 2: lids
Another interesting aspect of this group is the very
substantial number of lids present: some 45 sherds in
seven different fabrics. Lids are not an uncommon form
in 1st or 2nd-century contexts in London, but a con-
centration amounting to nearly 7% by sherd count (5.8%
by weight, and 17.5% by EVEs) is quite exceptional.
There is no obvious explanation for this concentration.
The role of lids in Roman pottery assemblages is not at
all clear. There are a variety of possible reasons for
covering vessels, lids may serve to close or cover jars or
even dishes and bowls, for cooking or storage purposes.
Lids are also used to cover vessels placed in graves,
whether cremations or inhumations, but this site is within
the Roman city, far from any contemporary cemetery. It
is often suggested that non-ceramic (and non-surviving)
lids are likely to have replaced pottery lids, but there is
no evidence for why this could have taken place in any
particular circumstances.

It is also worth noting that these lids do not occur in
the same proportion as the vessels which they might be
expected to close or cover in the same ranges of fabrics:
Table 1 shows that, for example, lids in oxidised wares
(LOXI and VRW) are as much as 9.3% of all the pottery
by EVEs, whereas lids in reduced wares (AHSU, FINE,
GROG, HWC and SAND) add up to 8.1% of all the
pottery, but as whole these fabrics account for 29.2% and
37.4% of all the pottery. If lids are thought to have been
used to close or cover jars and some bowls, then this
seems an unusual result, since jars and bowls occur
mainly in reduced wares, while oxidised wares normally

Code Form Marsh

and

Tyers

1978

fig no

weight EVEs sherds

1 Flagons

1 misc flagons 470 0 16

1/4 flagons/bowls 5 7 1

1B5 ring-necked flagons with rounded rim 232 310 230 7

2 Jars

2 misc jars 500 59 25

2A bead-rimmed jars 234-5 100 17 2

2A4 bead-rimmed jars with internally thickened rim 234 40 8 1

2B short-necked jars 235 20 16 1

2C necked jars with `figure 7’ rim and carinated shoulder 235 5 0 1

2D necked jars with `figure 7’ rim and rounded shoulder 235 480 102 8

2E necked jars with rounded rim and burnished, rounded shoulder 235 65 46 3

2F Black-burnished-type everted-rimmed jars 236 590 144 19

2H? large neckless jars with near-hirizontal rim 237 45 0 4

2T misc necked jars 470 187 32

Table 3: Forms present in IRL95, context 58 (continued on the next page)
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3 Beakers 

3? misc beakers  5 0 1 
3C everted-rimmed beakers 239 15 22 1 

3F `Poppyhead’ beakers 239 140 0 21 

3F3 variants of 3F3 with tall rim/neck 239 15 36 2 
3J bag or tulip-shaped beakers  30 34 6 

3J?   15 22 3 

4  Bowls 

4 misc bowls  330 38 11 

4/5 misc bowls/dishes  5 5 1 

4?   30 0 2 
4A reeded-rimmed bowls 240 225 67 5 

4A?   55 22 2 

4CU11 Curle 11 bowls  10 0 1 

4DR29 Drag 29 bowls  35 10 6 

4DR30 Drag 30 bowls  40 14 1 

4DR37 Drag 37 bowls  290 5 15 

4E hemispherical London-ware-type bowls 241 15 0 1 

4F bowls with flat, hooked or folded-over rims 241 155 43 6 

4G flat-rimmed Black- burnished-type bowls 241 45 9 2 

4G226 bowls with incipient flange (Gillam type 226)  50 8 1 

4K bowls/dishes with grooved rim (`Surrey bowls’)  20 9 1 

4RT12 Ritterling 12 bowls  25 0 1 

5 Dishes 

5 misc dishes  95 0 4 

5?   65 0 2 

5CU15 Curle 15 dishes  150 31 3 

5DR15/17 Drag 15/17 dishes  155 27 6 

5DR18 Drag 18 dishes  255 125 23 

5DR18/31 Drag 18/31 dishes  45 0 1 

5DR18?   455 0 33 
5DR18R Drag 18R dishes  620 32 15 

5DR35 Drag 35 dishes  5 14 2 

5DR35/36 Drag 35/36 dishes  60 0 4 

5DR36 Drag 36 dishes  10 8 1 

5J3 dish with simple inturned rim (formerly 4J3) 242 120 38 5 

6 Cups 

6 misc cups  80 7 3 

6DR27 Drag 27 cups  295 107 18 

6DR33 Drag 33 cups  25 6 3 

Code Form Marsh

and

Tyers

1978

fig no

weight EVEs sherds

7 Mortaria 

7 misc mortaria  695 0 9 

7BEF bead-and-flange mortaria  1610 44 13 

7HOF Hooked-flange mortaria  1530 58 11 

8 Amphorae 

81J Verulamium-type amphorae 233 325 14 3 

81J?   50 0 2 

8AMPH misc amphorae  230 0 1 

8C186 Cam type 186 (Cadiz) amphorae  170 0 1 

8DR20 Dressel 20 (Baetican) amphrorae  2800 0 14 

8G Gaulish-type amphorae  990 0 12 

9 Miscellaneous forms 

9 misc forms  30 0 1 
9A Lids  1170 356 45 

9C? Tazze  105 0 1 

9D Seria/dolia/large storage jars  15 5 1 
0 unidentifiable forms  3440 0 212 

Totals   20245 2032 659 
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Fig 3: Fine reduced wares
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Fig 4: Reduced wares
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Fig 5: Oxidised wares
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comprise flagons and mortaria as well as some bowls and
a few jars. This predominance of lids in oxidised wares
is a phenomenon that has been observed in other pottery
groups from London, but there has so far been no
explanation for it.

Unusual elements: individual vessels
of intrinsic interest
SAMLG 5DR15/17 VAR (Fig 2, no 15): This and the
following vessel are both unusual variants of Drag form
15/17, this one from La Graufesenque and the next from
Montans. In both cases it could be argued on typology
that these are late variants, insofar as they are closest in
shape to the last versions illustrated by Oswald and Pryce
(1920: PL XLIII, nos 38–41), which are all dated Flavian
or later.

SAMMT 5DR15/17 VAR (Fig 2, no 16): It seems a
remarkable coincidence that this unusual variant of Drag
form 15/17 from Montans should occur in the same
context as the vessel above, which has a very similar
shape, but is from La Graufesenque. There seems no
reason to suggest that the form is any less unusual coming
from either source.

LOMI tripod bowl (Fig 2, no 23): This is a variant of
Marsh (1978) form 27 (160 and fig 6.13): unfortunately
although two legs and the rim are present, none can be
directly joined together, which makes our reconstruction
somewhat problematic. It seems likely that the somewhat
awkward shape of tripod bowls contributes to the fact
that complete profiles, much less complete examples, are
very rare. The legs are often quite solid and thick, and
easily break off from the rest of the body.

OXID pedestal base similar to Cam 296 (Fig 5, no 90):
This is most likely to be an early example of a form that
is most common in Hadham ware. The example in Hull
(1963, 186 and fig 104, no 296) is described as a ‘Tall
ovoid flask on pedestal-foot, very finely made of polished
red ware. Late fourth century. A standard type’. Examples
from more recent excavations at Colchester are also either
from post-Roman or late Roman contexts (Symonds and
Wade, 1999, Hadham red ware, Type 3h). The fabric of
this piece is, however, not Hadham ware, but in a badly
burnt coarse sandy oxidised ware (not easily associated
with any particular source). Although the form is clearly
similar to the base of Hull’s flask, it could also be the
base of a tazza, similar to examples from recent excav-
ations at Colchester (Symonds and Wade, 1999, Coarse
unslipped oxidised wares, Types 194–5, nos 724–6);
tazze often show similar signs of burning, and are most
common in the 2nd century.

SAND 2 AL (Fig 4, no 63): An unusual jar in sandy
reduced ware with BB-type lattice decoration. This is

probably a cross between a bead-rimmed jar (2A) and an
everted-rimmed jar (2F). The result, however, looks
rather like the top of a butt beaker.

VRW miniature dolium (Fig 6, no 105): This is a rare
form not previously observed in Verulamium region ware,
but which occurs at Colchester (Symonds and Wade
1999, Coarse unslipped oxidised wares, Type 73), and
on the continent at Nijmegen (Holwerda 1944, pl III, nos
232, 249–53, 255 and 258 and Stuart 1977, 59 and fig 51,
nos 1–3) and at Braives (Gustin 1983, 116–22 and figs
42–4, nos 5–30) and Liberchies (Vilvorder 1987, 124–8
and figs 50–1, nos 7–37). The summary on the Colchester
examples suggests they belong to the 2nd century.

VRW spout/funnel (Fig 6, no 106): It was not easy to
decide which way to draw this piece, since it has no rim
or base, and could be a spout or a funnel. It is rather large
to be the spout of a tettina, unless it is an unusually large
tettina. There are no evident parallels. The fabric is
Verulamium region white ware, dated 50–160.

VRW amphorae (Fig 6, no 102): There are five sherds of
probable amphorae in Verulamium region white ware,
one illustrated. The illustrated piece is probably the top
of a flat-bottomed, Gaulish-type amphora – these can
vary considerably in rim-shape, much more so than is
evident from the illustrations of Type IJ in Marsh and
Tyers 1978 (553 and fig 233). Two non-joining sherds,
including a handle and a neck sherd with handle-stump,
from another amphora, with the exterior burnt to a dark
purplish colour – belong to a larger vessel, which could
be either a flat-bottomed amphora or a Dressel 2-4-type
amphora (cf Symonds, 2003)

Non-ceramic finds
Angela Wardle

The other finds from context 58 are not particularly excep-
tional (Wardle 1995). There were no coins, and there was
no metalwork at all, apart from a lead rivet on a Drag form
18 dish in South Gaulish samian ware. The other finds
consisted of an unusual bone pin, and six fragments of
glass.

Ceramic building material and wall
plaster
Ian Betts

A large quantity of ceramic building material and wall
plaster was recovered (Betts 1995). This comprised
roofing tile, brick and combed box-flue tile from kilns
close to London, roofing tile from north-west Kent and a
fragment of tile from Reigate in Surrey. The latter is the
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intrinsic interest, and the remarkable number of (residual)
South Gaulish Drag form 18’s. The lack of fine wares
other than samian is undoubtedly a significant indication
of the date of the group, since it appears to fall precisely
at the point when 1st and early 2nd-century colour-coated
wares have ceased to be imported either from the
continent or from other parts of Britain, and when later
colour-coated wares from the Nene Valley, Oxford or
other sources have yet to arrive in London in substantial
numbers. We might have expected to find either rough-
cast beakers from Gaul or Colchester, or Central-Gaulish
dark colour-coated wares, but in truth these types are
never very common in London, so their absence is
perhaps not very meaningful. Apart from these unusual
aspects, the assemblage as a whole clearly represents
domestic occupation, rather than pottery representative
of any more specialised function. The view of the nature
of the material, expressed at the outset of this paper, that
the pit was dug for the extraction of sand and gravel for
a nearby building project, and then filled with rubbish
from buildings nearby, seems fully borne out by the
pottery assemblage.

This paper represents a continuation of the policy
begun with Symonds and Tomber 1994, in which we
publish a series of discrete assemblages, hoping to
gradually build a picture of the pottery from late Roman
London. This method will continue to be particularly

Fig 6: Oxidised wares

earliest securely dated tile made in the Reigate area so far
found in London.

Some of the painted wall plaster present is of an
extremely unusual decorative type, comprising slightly
raised white bands resting on what appears to be a light
grey background. This may have been an attempt to
imitate marble wall veneer.

Conclusions

Perhaps one of the most important aspects of this large
assemblage is its lack of similarity with any other recently
published groups from London. Most notably, the
Highgate ‘C’ and HWC+ imitations of black-burnished
jar forms are represented by just two vessels in Davies,
et al 1994,1 and are absent from any of the five illustrated
groups in Symonds and Tomber 1994. While the latest
material in the former publication should overlap with
the earliest group of the latter, one could argue that the
Ironmonger Lane material is both later than the former
and earlier than the latter. Apart from a few sherds of
dishes/bowls in BB1, there is a notable lack of open forms
in black-burnished-type wares, and especially in High-
gate/BBS/FINE imitations.

The presence of so many lids also makes this an
unusual assemblage, as well as the number of vessels of
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important for later Roman pottery, for which the form
type series established by Marsh and Tyers (1978) – and
amplified with an emphasis on fabrics by Davies et al
(1994) – is less appropriate. It is intended to continue in
this direction in the future, so that whenever suitable large
assemblages present themselves, we will aim to publish
them as fully as possible, and to explain as best we can
what we consider to be their typical or atypical aspects
for the period in question. This approach will be pursued
alongside the MoLAS thematic or site-based publications,
which will contain substantial groups of Roman pottery,
such as forthcoming reports on the eastern cemetery sites
(Barber and Bowsher, 2000.) and various forthcoming
reports on 1980’s and more recent sites in Southwark. It
is hoped that such a dual approach will gradually lead to
significant refinements in dating of Roman pottery found
in London, as well as a better understanding of pottery
distribution and function throughout the City and
Southwark, and this will eventually culminate in the
publication of a coherent type series for all pottery found
in London in the Roman period.

Footnote
1 Highgate ‘C’ and HWC+ jars are mentioned in Davies et al

1994, 83 and 210, and two vessels are illustrated (fig 69 nos
408 and 409; these illustrations are repeated as fig 174, nos.
1068 and 1069 on and as fig 178, nos. 1108 and 1109). The
writers suggest that these jars reached 16% of jars in Roman
Ceramic Phase 4, and 15% in Roman Ceramic Phase 5. This is
about the same percentage as occurs in the context published
here (where, the percentage is 10.3% by sherd count, 13.1% by
EVEs and 15.8% by weight), but it is also a substantially higher
percentage than work on recently excavated material from
London would suggest. Unfortunately the timing of the
publication of Davies et al 1994 was such that it was not
possible to re-examine this question in detail for this paper,
(when submitted in 1996) but the pottery specialists currently
working on Roman pottery from central London sites feel that
such figures are very high. Indeed, for most recent sites we
would expect to find rather higher percentages of everted-
rimmed jars in both BB1 and BB2, but, as suggested throughout
this paper, only very small quantities of such jars occur in
Highgate wares. The difference may be that the sites which
provided the material for Davies et al 1994, and indeed
Ironmonger Lane, are all in the City of London, whereas the
majority of other sites examined more recently have been in
Southwark. This question clearly requires further study: we
have not observed other differences of this scale between the
pottery types supplied to the City and to Southwark, but we
must be prepared to accept that such differences might exist.
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Pottery Catalogue for IRL95, context 58
Samian ware
South Gaulish samian (SAMLG)
Drawing no Sherd Form Count Weight Diam EVEs Comments

x100
4DR29    6    35 245   10 mould-decorated

Fig 1, no 10 4DR30    1    40 160   14 mould-decorated
Fig 1, no 11 4DR37    1    15  mould-decorated
Fig 1, no 12 4DR37    1    85 mould-decorated

4DR37    5    80 mould-decorated
4RT12    1    25 unusually thick-walled

Fig 2, no 15 5DR15/17    1    15 150     9 variant form similar to Stanfield 1929, no 42
Fig 1, no 1 5DR15/17    1    55 stamped: ..VI.M; acc no <15>

5DR18    1    10 270     7
5DR18    1    10 260     6
5DR18    1    15 170   10
5DR18    1      5 290     3
5DR18    1      5 250     3
5DR18    1      5 180     5
5DR18    1      5 190     5
5DR18    1      5 170     9
5DR18    1      5 170     7
5DR18    1    20 260     7
5DR18    1      5 150     8
5DR18    1    10 150     8
5DR18    1    20 270     7
5DR18    3    15     8
5DR18    3    15   26     8
5DR18    1    25 160   14
5DR18    1    50 graffito (illegible)
5DR18    1    20 230     6 rivet; acc no <1>
5DR18    1    10 250     4 burnt

Fig 1, no 2 5DR18?    1    35 stamped: ..RI; acc no <16>
Fig 1, no 3 5DR18?    1    30 stamped: (C)OSI.F..; acc no <4>

5DR18?   31  390
Fig 1, no 4 5DR18R   11  530 270   32 stamped: TERTIVSGF; acc no <2>

5DR18R    4    90  rouletted decoration
5DR35    2      5 150   14 (underslip) barbotine decoration
5DR35/36    4    60 (underslip) barbotine decoration
5DR36    1    10 210     8 (underslip) barbotine decoration
5    2    70

Fig 1, no 5 6DR27    1    90 120     8 stamped: OFF.CIS (retrograde); acc no <21>
Fig 1, no 6 6DR27    1    50 stamped: OFELCE; acc no <13>

6DR27    2    15 130   25
6DR27    6    40
6DR27    1      5 120     8
6DR27    1    20 120   15
6DR27    1    35 115   26
6DR27    5    40 120   25
6DR33    3    25 140     6

Fig 1, no 7 6    1 stamped: illegible; acc no <14>
Fig 1, no 8 6    1    35 stamped: VAXTI; acc no <3>
Total 120 2220 325

Montans samian (SAMMT)
Fig 2, no 16 5DR15/17 4 85 210 18 variant form similar to Stanfield 1929, no 42

Martres de Veyre samian (SAMMV)
Fig 1, no 13 4DR37  1   20 230 5 mould-decorated
Fig 1, no 14 4DR37  1  10 230 mould-decorated

4DR37  3  25 230 mould-decorated
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Drawing no Sherd Form Count Weight Diam EVEs Comments
x100

Fig 2, no 17 5CU15   1   40 250   9
  3   40 mould-decorated

 4/5   1     5 160   5
Total 10  140 19

Central Gaulish samian (SAMCG)
Fig 1, no 9 5DR18/31   1   45 stamped: VTAI..; acc no <17>
Fig 2, no 18 5CU15   2  110 160 22

  2   10 mould-decorated
4CU11   1   10
4DR37   3   55 mould-decorated

Total   9 230 22

East Gaulish samian (SAMEG?)
Fig 2, no 19   2   70 pale orange sandy micaceous fabric

Fine wares, imported
Miscellaneous imported colour-coated wares (CCIMP?)
Fig 2, no 20 3J?   3   15   85 22 very fine micaceous thin-walled cornice rim

3?   1     5
Total 4   20 22

Cologne colour-coated ware (KOLN)
Fig 2, no 21 3J   2   15 85 30 roughcast decoration

3J   3   10 roughcast decoration
3J   1    5 100   4 roughcast decoration

Total   6   30 34

Fine wares, Romano-British
Local/?London eggshell ware (LOEG)
Fig 2, no 22 6   1     5 110   7

Local/?London mica-dusted ware (LOMI)
1   1   35 handle
1   6 160 form = 1/2/3

Fig 2, no 23 4   7 230 195 38 tripod bowl with two of the three legs present
Fig 2, no 24 5J3   1   15 130 15 small version
Fig 2, no 25 5J3   1   30 270   6 thick version; with square flat rim
Fig 2, no 26 5J3   2   60 250 12
Fig 2, no 27 5J3   1   15 270   5

5?   1   25
5?   1   40 vertical wall?

Total 21 610 76

Fine reduced ware
Miscellaneous fine reduced wares (FINE)
Fig 2, no 28 2F   1   25 150 10 acute lattice decoration

2F   1   10 160   7
2T   1   10 130 12
2   1   15 acute lattice decoration
2   1     5 single lattice decoration
3F   1     5 barbotine dot decoration

Fig 2, no 29 9A   1   20 200 10
Fig 2, no 30 9A  240    5

9A   1   55
  5   80
  2   25 acute lattice decoration
  2   20 single lattice decoration

Total 18  285 44
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Drawing no Sherd Form Count Weight Diam EVEs Comments
x100

Fine micaceous black/grey ware (FMIC)
2  1    10

Fig 2, no 31 3C  1    15 110   22
4E  1    15 incised decoration

Total  3    40   22

BB-type wares
Black-burnished ware, type 1 (BB1)
Fig 3, no 32 2F  2    45 170    9

 2  1    20 acute lattice decoration
Fig 3, no 33 4G226  1    50 250    8
Fig 3, no 34 4G  1    20 230    2 acute lattice decoration
Fig 3, no 35 4G  1    25 210    7 with rather rounded rim

4  3    70
Total  9   230   26

Black-burnished ware, type 2 (BB2)
Fig 3, no 36 2F  1    20 105   25

2F  1    25 acute lattice decoration
5  1    10

Total  3    55   25

Black-burnished ware, type 2, with fine fabric (BB2F)
2F  1    35
2F  1    25 acute lattice decoration
5  1    15

Total  3    75

Black-burnished-style ware (BBS)
Fig 3, no 37 2F  1    40 150   17

2  4    40 acute lattice decoration
4  1    30 acute lattice decoration

Total  6   110   17

Reduced wares
Alice Holt/Surrey ware (AHSU)

2C  1      5 burnished decoration
Fig 3, no 38 2D  1   105 210   19 burnished decoration
Fig 3, no 39 2D  2   115 230   21 burnished decoration
Fig 3, no 40 2D  2    65 160    3 burnished decoration
Fig 3, no 41 2D  1    30 130   11
Fig 3, no 42 2D  1    60 140   20

2D  1  105 220   18 burnished decoration
2T  1    30 240   14
2T  7  165
2T  1    30 180   14
2T  1    15 180    8
2T  2    20 180   12
2T  1    10 120   12
2T  1    15 140   13
2T  1    15 120   10
2  1      5  burnished decoration

Fig 3, no 43 4F  2    80 220   12
Fig 3, no 44 4F  1    25 210    8 very fine groove on exterior of rim
Fig 3, no 45 4F  1    15 180    8 very flat rim; burnt
Fig 3, no 46 4K  1    20 200    9 grooved wall, as Lyne and Jefferies 1979,

fig 17 no 5.2
Fig 3, no 47 9A  1    20 220    7

34   390
Total 65 1340 229
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Drawing no Sherd Form Count Weight Diam EVEs Comments
x100

Early Roman micaceous sandy ware (ERMS)
Fig 3, no 48 2B   1    20 100   16

Highgate ‘C’ ware (HWC)
Fig 3, no 49 2E   1    25   30   17 burnished decoration
Fig 3, no 50 2E   1    35 150   18 burnished decoration
Fig 3, no 51 2E   1      5   90   11 burnished decoration
Fig 3, no 52 2F   1    65 140   20 acute lattice decoration
Fig 3, no 53 2F   1    25 210    6
Fig 4, no 54 2F   1    70
Fig 4, no 55 2F   1    80 180   23 acute lattice decoration

2F   1    15 140   14
2F   3    35 acute lattice decoration
2F   1    45 180   13 acute lattice decoration; very metallic
2T   1      5 140    7
2T   1      5 150    7
2T   1    10 150    8
2T   1      5 100    6
2T   1    10 130   10
2T   5    25 single lattice decoration

Fig 4, no 56  2   1    30 150   12
Fig 4, no 57  2   1    30 150   20 burnished decoration

 2   1    20 HWC?; single lattice decoration
Fig 4, no 58 3F3   1    10   85   21 barbotine dot decoration
Fig 4, no 59 3F3   1      5   60   15

3F   1      5
3F 19   130 barbotine dot decoration
4F   1    10 190    8 as Davies, et al no 445, but with grooved rim;

with notches cut into inside of rim
Fig 4, no 60 9A   2    25 230   11
Fig 4, no 61 9A   1    40 210   16

9A   1      5 230    6
41   640
  1    45 base with post-firing hole in centre

Total 94 1455 269

Highgate ‘C’ ware with added sand (HWC+)
2F   1    30 acute lattice decoration
2   1      5

Total   2    35

Miscellaneous sandy wares (SAND)
Fig 4, no 62 2T   1    35 220   14

2T   1    15 150   13
2T   1    15
2T   1    15 200    7
2T   1    10 190    6
2T   1    10 100   14

Fig 4, no 63 2   1    45 125   27 form similar to Davies, et al 1994, no 626
but straighter and with more pronounced rim

Fig 4, no 64 4F   1    25 230    7
Fig 4, no 65 9A   1    15 250    5
Fig 4, no 66 9A   1    10 130    8
Fig 4, no 67 9A   1    25
Fig 4, no 68 9A   1    15 140   14
Fig 4, no 69 9A   1    45
Fig 4, no 70 9A   1    10 210    9
Fig 4, no 71 9A   1      5 190    5
Fig 4, no 72 9A   1    15 100   30
Fig 4, no 73 9A   1    15 190    8

9A   1    25 220    9
9A   1    15 130   13
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Drawing no Sherd Form Count Weight Diam EVEs Comments
x100

  1      5 acute lattice decoration
23   315

Total 43   685 189

Verulamium Region grey ware (VRG)
2   1    30
2   1    30 burnt (burnt VRW?)

Total   2    60

Tempered wares
Grog-tempered wares (GROG);
Fig 4, no 74 2A   1    75 210    8
Fig 4, no 75 2A   1    25 160    9

2   4    80
Fig 4, no 76 9A   1    35 230    7
Fig 4, no 77 9A   1    40   19    4

9A   1    30
Total   9   285   28

Highgate ‘B’ grog-tempered ware (HWB)
Fig 4, no 78 2A4   1     40 220    8

2   3     75
Total   4   115    8

North Kent shell-tempered ware (NKSH)
2   1     35

Oxidised wares
Colchester white-ware mortaria (COMO)

7   1    90

Hoo ware (HOO)
2   1    25

  3    20
Total   4    45

Local oxidised ware (LOXI)
Fig 5, no 79 9A   2   100 240   13
Fig 5, no 80 9A   1    10 150   10
Fig 5, no 81 9A   2    20 190   11
Fig 5, no 82 9A   3    95 230   13 burnt
Fig 5, no 83 9A   1    25 230   10
Fig 5, no 84 9A   1    90 210   20

9A   1    10 210    6
Fig 5, no 85 9A   3    45 220   17
Fig 5, no 86 9A   1    15 190    7
Fig 5, no 87 9A   1    30 170   15
Fig 5, no 88 9A   1   100 180   30 with rounded rim

9A   3    90
  1    15

Total 21   645 152

Miscellaneous oxidised wares (OXID)
Fig 5, no 89 7BEF 13  1610 370   44

7   1    80 burnt
7   1    55 spout

Fig 5, no 90   1   175 VRW?; pedestal base
similar to Camulodunum form 296; burnt

  6    60
Total 22 1980   44
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Drawing no Sherd Form Count Weight Diam EVEs Comments
x100

Miscellaneous red and white-slipped wares (RWS)
2  20

Verulamium Region white ware (VRW)
Fig 5, no 91 1B5    1   120   65   85
Fig 5, no 92 1B5    1    15   90   21
Fig 5, no 93 1B5    4    50   60   90
Fig 5, no 94 1B5    1   125   80   34

1     60
1    4   170 handles
1    2    45 burnt
1/4    1      5 150     7
2H?    4    45 ribbed

Fig 5, no 95 4A?    1    45   25   13 unusual plain-rimmed vessel
Fig 5, no 96 4A?    1    10 150     9 thin version (lid-seated jar?); burnt
Fig 5, no 97 4A    2   105 210   29 burnt
Fig 5, no 98 4A    1    10 130   13 slightly burnt

4A    1    65 210   13 burnt
4A    1    45 190   12 burnt
4?    1    30 burnt

Fig 5, no 99 7HOF    1   185 270   18 stamped: illegible; acc no <18>
Fig 6, no 100 7HOF    3   640 430   11 stamped: LUGD?; acc no <5>

7HOF    1    40 270     9
Fig 6, no 101 7HOF    4   610 310   17

7HOF    1    20 stamped: illegible; acc no <31>
7HOF    1    35 270     3 burnt
7    3   150
7    3   320 burnt

Fig 6, no 102 81J    1    65 130   14 (rim)
81J    2   260 including one handle; burnt

purple-coloured exterior
81J?    2    50
9A    1    25 200   14 burnt

Fig 6, no 103 9A    1    20 160   10 burnt
Fig 6, no 104 9A    1    15 150   13 burnt

9C?    1   105 very large
Fig 6, no 105 9D    1    15 220     5 miniature version
Fig 6, no 106 9    1    30 funnel?

 62 1190
  21   320 burnt

Total 141 5040  440

Amphorae
Miscellaneous amphora (AMPH)

8AMPH    1   230 deposit on inside

Early Dressel 20 fabric amphora (BAETE)
8DR20  14 2800 including one handle

Camulodunum type 186 amphora (CADIZ)
 8C186    1   170

Gaulish-type amphora (GAUL)
8G  12   990

Totals: 659 20245 2032



Quantifying status:
some pottery data from the Upper Thames Valley

Paul Booth

Introduction
Recent discussions of the theme of Romanisation in
Britain (Freeman 1993; Hanson 1994) in what might be
termed the post-Millett (1990) era have made relatively
little of the potential of quantified artefact studies to
contribute to the discussion of this theme. A preliminary
study of pottery from a number of sites in Warwickshire
(Booth 1991) presented a method of comparative assess-
ment whereby pottery assemblages could be ranked in a
sequence which, it was argued, reflected at least in part
the relative socio-economic status of the sites concerned.
It was suggested that this approach might be applied
elsewhere to see if it had validity outside the original
study area. If successful as a means of characterising
relative socio-economic status, rather than simply
registering factors such as regional variations in pottery
supply, it should be possible to use the results of such
analyses to inform the wider debate on the character,
mechanisms and extent of Romanisation in Britain.

The present study is based on a number of Roman
pottery assemblages from sites in the Oxford region,
mainly in the Upper Thames Valley. Until recently it was
not readily possible to consider such work as most
assemblages examined since the advent of quantified
studies had been recorded using incompatible fabric series
or, in some cases, very generalised fabric groupings (cf
Fulford and Huddlestone 1991, 14), but the institution of
a uniform recording system for late Iron Age and Roman
pottery for all Oxford Archaeological Unit projects within
the region, now makes a comparative approach possible.
In addition, recoding or reworking of data from some
other assemblages recorded prior to the introduction of
the current system has provided further information.
Much of the data is derived from work in progress or
forthcoming in print – interim references are not usually
given for these sites.

The basic approach is as outlined in the earlier paper;
that is to say the principal distinction between the

assemblages is on the basis of the proportion of each
assemblage constituted by ‘fine and specialist’ wares (see
below). The fundamental premise is that ‘higher-status’
assemblages will have a higher proportion of fine and
specialist wares than groups from lower-status sites,
because these wares often represent non-essential vessel
types the acquisition of which may be seen as a matter of
choice, determined in part by ability to pay for them
(economic status) and by the desire to express a particular
level of (relative) sophistication (perhaps related to social
status).

The principal factors affecting assemblage com-
position that might have a bearing on interpretation in
terms of status were also outlined in the earlier paper
(Booth 1991, 1–2) and will not be reiterated here. The
more recent work shows that, of the factors discussed
previously, those of chronology and proximity to
particular sources of supply result in the most significant
distortions of the data, for which due allowance has to be
made.

The ware categories used here are almost exactly the
same as those employed for the Warwickshire data.
Assemblages are divided into eleven major ware groups,
in turn grouped under two headings: fine and specialist
wares and other wares. The ware groups are defined on
the basis of a common principal characteristic, either of
fabric or function. Thus, for example, all reduced coarse
wares (grey wares) fall into one group, all mortarium
fabrics constitute another group. While this approach is
not wholly consistent it seems to provide meaningful
information about distinct classes of vessels much more
effectively than would a system that was based rigidly
on, for example, inclusion types. The fine and specialist
ware groups consist of samian ware (S) a major ware
group on its own, fine wares (F) colour coated, mica
dusted, glazed fabrics etc, amphora fabrics (A), mort-
arium fabrics (M), other white wares (W), and white
slipped wares (Q). The ‘other’ ware groups are late-Iron
Age to early-Roman ‘Belgic type’ wares (E), oxidised
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coarse wares (O), reduced coarse wares (R), black-
burnished ware (B), and calcareous (particularly shell-
tempered) wares (C).

The fine and specialist ware groups are separated from
the rest because they generally consist of or are used for
vessel types other than those, such as storage jars and
cooking pots, which seem to have been absolutely
fundamental. The fabrics which comprise these groups
are also often from sources distinct from those which
supply the generality of coarse wares, and they may be
traded from further afield. All of the above comments
however, are generalisations. There are exceptions to
every rule, but these are not particularly significant and
can be allowed for when interpreting the data. Examples
of some of these exceptions would be: the use of very
fine oxidised and reduced coarse wares for vessels such
as beakers which are often largely confined to designated
‘fine ware’ fabrics, or the occasional use of white wares
for cooking or storage vessels. The criteria for inclusion
in the fine and specialist ware group might need to vary
slightly from region to region. Pollard in Kent included
fine reduced and oxidised vessels in his fine ware
category (Pollard 1988, 21), and in the immediate
Verulamium region it might be necessary to remove the
‘other white wares’ group from the fine and specialist
wares because of their frequent occurrence as standard
jar types. Despite such problems the categories defined
above seem to have validity for the Oxford region.

Earlier remarks about background patterns of supply
and chronology need to be borne in mind here, however.
Because of the proximity of some of our sites to a major
fine ware source, the Oxford industry, the products of
this industry may occur disproportionately on some sites,
tending to exaggerate the occurrence of fine wares and
therefore perhaps the status of the site. A general trend is
observable in which fine wares, principally colour-coated
fabrics, become more common in the later-Roman period
(see below). This may in part indicate a broadly increased
level of prosperity amongst the inhabitants of Roman
Britain, but it also reflects a change in the availability
and role of such wares, to the extent that the term ‘fine
ware’ often becomes a label describing a manufacturing
technique rather than indicating vessel function or status.
An obvious example of this is the widespread occurrence
in the 4th century of a standard late-Roman service of
cooking pot, flanged bowl and dish manufactured at a
number of centres but occurring for example in the Nene
Valley in the colour-coated fabric earlier reserved
principally for highly decorated beakers. The term fine
ware is no longer really applicable here, but it can be
retained (to avoid confusion and the definition of
invidious dividing lines) as long as the broad pattern is
understood.

Allowing for all these factors, however, the calculation
of relative assemblage status is based on a crude ratio of
fine and specialist wares on the one hand to coarse wares

on the other. The calculations have been based on figures
for sherd count, though experience suggests that given
an adequate sample size other measures would provide
closely comparable results. Obviously, however, the same
means of quantification has been used for all assemblages
under consideration, except where figures for sherd count
were not available, in which cases the data are included
for broad comparison but detailed inferences drawn from
them have to be treated with great caution.

The data now available for Oxfordshire are from a
rather disparate collection of sites with assemblages of
radically different size. They are presented in two tables
(Tables 2 and 3 for early and late-Roman assemblages
respectively. In archaeological terms the sites in question
range from urban/major nucleated (Alchester, Asthall,
Dorchester on Thames, and perhaps Bowling Green Farm,
Stanton in the Vale; Fig 1, nos 1, 2, 3 and 5) through a
variety of rural site types. There are few useful data for
perceived high-status rural sites (ie villas), and the
majority of rural sites appear to demonstrate a relatively
low level of Romanisation, at least in architectural terms.

Chronological patterns of regional
pottery supply
As in any region the first requirement is to try and
establish a general chronological pattern against which
to set individual groups. This pattern should represent
developing trends in pottery supply to the region rather
than reflecting changes through time in the status of the
site(s) concerned. The pattern can be constructed from
sites at any level in the settlement hierarchy as long as it
is reasonably certain that the status of the site(s) did not
change over time. In this case the starting point has been
towards the upper end of the settlement scale because the
largest recently excavated group of pottery from the
region comes from a potentially moderately high status
site, the suburban settlement just north of the walled town
of Alchester (A421 site). It should be noted that the
figures for this site are based on post-excavation assess-
ment data, but at the broad level of ware group identifi-
cation they give an accurate picture of the character of
the assemblage (see Booth, Evans, and Hiller 2002).
Almost 46,000 Roman sherds were recovered from the
two main areas excavated in 1991, of which 30,000 are
from contexts which can be assigned to periods at present
(many more sherds should be assignable to periods in a
full analysis phase). For present purposes the 30,000
sherds have been grouped to provide data for broad trends
rather than a very detailed breakdown by individual
period, since none of our other assemblages can be
subdivided in the same way (Table 1). A421 Periods 1–
4 run up to the early 2nd century, during which time
there was a relatively low level of activity on the site.
Periods 5–6 date from the early 2nd to early/?mid 3rd
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Fig 1: Location map of sites mentioned
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century, Period 7 covers the rest of the 3rd century, and
Periods 8 and 9 the 4th century.

The figures show a steady increase in the represent-
ation of fine and specialist wares through time, from a
consistent level of about 7.5% through the 1st, 2nd and
early 3rd centuries, increasing to 12.4% in the mid to late
3rd century, and in the 4th century reaching 22.5%. The
high late-Roman figures are accounted for very largely
by the fine ware component, consisting almost entirely
of Oxfordshire colour-coated ware. A slight but probably
significant parallel increase in mortaria, also Oxford
products, is, noticeable. It is also noticeable that am-
phorae, present throughout, amount to 2.5% of the 4th
century assemblage, though most if, not all of these sherds
(almost entirely of Dressel 20) must have been residual
at this time. In general, however, the dramatic late-Roman
increase in the fine and specialist ware component of the
assemblage results from the availability of large quantities
of fine wares from the major industry situated some 15
km to the south of Alchester.

This progression can be observed elsewhere, for
example at Yarnton, (Fig 1, no 18) a rural site northwest
of Oxford, where the figures for pottery from the
excavations of 1989–90 are again based on assessment
rather than full analysis data. This provisional data set of
just over 8000 sherds has been divided into two major

periods, one broadly covering the 1st and 2nd centuries
and the other the 3rd and 4th. Here the 1st and 2nd-
century (late Iron Age to early-Roman) figure for fine
and specialist wares is 2.8% (of which the principal com-
ponents are samian and white wares) and the later-Roman
figure is 13.3%, comprised principally (as at Alchester)
of colour-coated wares and mortaria, both very largely of
Oxford origin.

These figures are very important, since while there is
little doubt that Yarnton remains a low-status settlement
throughout the Roman period, the late-Roman fine and
specialist ware figure could be misleading if taken in
isolation. The significance of the chronological dimen-
sion is emphasised by the comparable data from a site at
Old Shifford Farm, Shifford (Fig 1, no 14) some 13 km
southwest of Yarnton (Hey 1996). Two different areas of
the site were excavated. In one of these occupation was
apparently confined to the 1st century AD, while in the
other, despite the occurrence of a certain amount of
residual early material, the occupation sequence was
effectively of 4th-century date. As at Yarnton there is no
particular reason to believe that there was any significant
change in the general character or status of the site during
the Roman period. For the early phase the fine and
specialist wares total 0.2%, indeed Romanised ceramics
of any kind are barely represented. In the late phase the

Periods 1–4 Periods 5–6 Period 7 Periods 8–9

Ware Group (code) 1C–early 2C Early 2C–mid 3C Mid–late 3C 4C

Samian (S) 1.3% 2.0% 2.0% 1.9%

Fine wares (F) 0.1% 0.6% 3.7% 14.3%

Amphorae (A) 0.2% 1.1% 1.8% 2.5%

Mortarium (M) 0.4% 0.6% 1.5% 2.1%

White wares (W) 5.4% 2.8% 2.6% 1.7%

White slipped (Q) 0.1% 0.5% 0.8% +

Subtotal 7.5% 7.6% 12.4% 22.5%

‘Belgic’ wares (E) – – – –

Oxidised wares (O) 5.6% 13.3% 15.4% 15.6%

Reduced wares  (R) 73.8% 69.7% 58.0% 45.1%

Black Burnished (B) 0.1% 3.0% 4.6% 7.6%

Calcareous  (C) 12.9% 6.5% 9.6% 9.2%

Subtotal 92.4% 92.5% 87.6% 77.5%

Total sherds 1673 8386 3348 16827

Table 1: Alchester northern suburbs (A421): ware group representation as percentage of period sherd totals

Notes
(+ [plus] = quantities of less than 0.1%)
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fine and specialist ware total is 17.4%, comprised almost
entirely of Oxford products; colour-coated ware, mortaria
and other white wares.

Comparable data, but on a smaller scale, are available
from a number of sites around Dorchester on Thames
(Fig 1, nos 3, 10, and 17), physically closer than Yarnton
to some of the Oxford production centres. The first of
these is Wally Corner, Berinsfield, (Fig 1, no 17) where
the fine and specialist ware figure from an assemblage
mainly of later-2nd-century and later date is 15.4% of a
total of 2319 sherds (Booth 1995, 26). Just south-east of
Dorchester, at a site adjacent to the sewage works across
the River Thame from the town proper, Dorchester CD92,
(Fig 1, no 10) a group of 1059 sherds collected in field
walking on the line of a proposed gas pipe, also of mainly
late-2nd to 4th-century, has a very similar representation
at 14.9%. Such figures in a Warwickshire context would
have implied sites of at least middling status (this was at
one time thought possible at Wally Corner, Berinsfield
(ibid), as the assemblage was analysed before all the
comparable data presented here was available) but there
was no other structural or artefactual evidence to suggest
this status for these sites. The Yarnton and Old Shifford
Farm evidence allow us to see these as relatively low
status assemblages reflecting the proximity of a major
fine ware supplier.

This point is emphasised by two further groups from
the same area. First of all, Mount Farm, (Fig 1, no 13)
again at Berinsfield, where the data from an assemblage
of 2815 late Iron Age and early-Roman sherds gives a
fine and specialist ware value of 2.0%. This is not
dissimilar to the 2.8% at Yarnton in the same general
period. Mount Farm, Berinsfield has been seen as a
continuation of the same pattern of settlement as Wally
Corner and these sites were probably of roughly similar
status. The difference between their fine and specialist
ware representations is accounted for by the different
chronological emphases of the assemblages. At the other
extreme is a small assemblage (only 412 sherds) from
Hadden Hill (Fig 1, no 25), on the Didcot to Oxford
pipeline, not far from Lower Farm, Nuneham Courtenay
(Fig 1, no 19), a recently discovered production site
within the Oxford complex (Booth et al, 1994). At
Hadden Hill the date range, like that of Wally Corner,
Berinsfield and Dorchester CD92, was primarily 2nd to
4th century, and the fine and specialist ware figure was
23.9% (ibid, 102). Interpretation of such a small group is
difficult, but proximity to a fine-ware source rather than
a particular peculiarity of status may be the most likely
explanation for this figure, though the possibility that a
relatively high status site is represented cannot be
completely excluded. Incidentally it may be noted that
the comparable value for the production site itself, which
was in operation from the beginning of the 2nd century
up to about the middle of the 4th, was about 46%. It was
the highly unusual proportion of fine wares and mortaria

amongst surface collected material, rather than the
occurrence of wasters, which first suggested the presence
of the kiln site at Lower Farm.

Early-Roman assemblages

The emerging pattern, with the exception perhaps of
Alchester, is of a very low representation of fine and
specialist wares on sites occupied in the late Iron Age
and early-Roman periods, which in the cases of Yarnton
and Old Shifford can be shown to increase significantly
in the later-Roman period with the appearance of Oxford
colour-coated ware. Yarnton is in fact relatively unusual
for a low status rural site in this area in being occupied
throughout the Roman period. More Upper Thames
Valley sites show discontinuity than continuity of
occupation through this period (cf Lambrick 1992, 82).
The early phase of Yarnton can be compared with the
northern half of Gravelly Guy, Stanton Harcourt, (Fig 1,
no 11) where with one insignificant exception there was
no activity after the mid 2nd century. Here the fine and
specialist ware figure, measured on the criteria set out
above, is a mere 0.6% of a large group of 11,000 sherds.
An adjusted figure, which includes fine grog tempered
(E ware), oxidised and reduced ‘coarse ware’ fabrics used
for fine forms such as butt beakers still only amounts to
about 2%.

Other sites within the area with a comparable date
range, terminating within the first half of the 2nd century
AD, have broadly similar low fine and specialist ware
levels. These include Smiths Field (Fig 1, no 15) with
3.5%, and Hatford (Fig 1, no 12) with 5.1%. Smiths Field
lies very close to Gravelly Guy. At Hatford, a little to the
south on the Corallian Ridge (Bourn 2000), the slightly
higher figure was composed almost entirely of white
wares, including coarse sandy fabrics which may, not be
wholly appropriate in the fine and specialist ware
category. At this site the total absence of sherds of samian
ware, amphorae and mortaria is, noteworthy. Though the
assemblage was not large (1756 late Iron Age and Roman
sherds), it was probably sufficient for these absences to
be significant.

A further assemblage, from Thornhill Farm, Fairford,
Glos (Fig 1, no 16) is closely comparable to that from
Gravelly Guy. This extensive site seems to have been
occupied from the middle Iron Age through to about the
mid-2nd century AD, a date range seen elsewhere. The
fine and specialist ware figure here, c 0.7%, is very close
to that from Gravelly Guy. The representation of
amphorae, though still minimal is, in relative terms,
unusually high for such an assemblage, but many of these
sherds may have derived from an adjacent site (see
below). In general, however, this assemblage may be
seen as characteristic of the period.

Finally, a small assemblage from Bicester (Fig 1, no
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9, excavated by the Birmingham University Field
Archaeology Unit with a fine and specialist ware
representation of 3.9%.) is of interest (Mould 1997). It
provides a contrast with the A421 (Alchester) figures,
since it is barely 1 km distant. This assemblage, like the
Yarnton ones was comprised primarily of samian and
white wares. The site is also of interest since the
occupation did not extend beyond the early 2nd century
AD.

Rural sites, which on other evidence would probably
be regarded as of relatively low status in the 1st and 2nd
centuries, have fine and specialist ware representations
below about 5%. This can increase significantly in the
later-Roman period with the arrival in quantity of locally
produced fine wares and mortaria. It is as yet unclear if
the variations between the assemblages mentioned, for
instance Gravelly Guy (0.6%) and Hatford (5.1%), are
really meaningful or are in part a result of variations in
sample size. The larger early assemblages, Yarnton,
Gravelly Guy and (rather further west) Thornhill Farm,
are all in the lower half of the 0–5% range.

A few assemblages stand out in contrast to this pattern.
The first of these is Watkins Farm, Northmoor (Fig 1, no
27). This site was not apparently occupied in the first half
of the 1st century AD, in contrast to Old Shifford,
Gravelly Guy, Yarnton, Hatford, Mount Farm, Thornhill
Farm and Bicester. The date range is principally from the
mid-to-late 1st century through the 2nd century, with a
very small amount of later material. Unfortunately the
quantities of the individually defined fabrics are not given
in the published report, in which a figure of c 24% of
sherds is given for ‘fine wares’ (Raven 1990, 47). This
total does not include amphorae and mortaria, but does
include some fine oxidised and reduced fabrics. A
recalculation of the total (based on the published data) to
include the samian and amphorae and exclude the fine
oxidised and reduced fabrics produces a fine and
specialist ware figure of roughly 21.3%. The figure for
fine ware of site B was inflated by the presence of a large
number of very small sherds of a single fine white ware
vessel (ibid). Since the overall site total was only some
3332 sherds this may well have unbalanced the figures.
Nevertheless the overall fine and specialist ware total
expressed in terms of weight is about 14.3%, which is
still substantially higher than in other early-Roman sites
in the area.

The relationship between fine and specialist ware
percentages based on weight and sherd count can be
examined for example at Hatford. Here the fine and
specialist ware figure, expressed in terms of weight and
including fine reduced wares, was only 5.3%, ie very
similar to the figure calculated on the basis of sherd count
(5.1%). The figures for weight for Yarnton and for
Gravelly Guy are also very similar to those for sherd
count (comparative figures for weight were not readily
available for many of the other assemblages under

discussion). This evidence suggests that a rough equiv-
alence between fine and specialist ware representation in
the two measures can be assumed.

It does seem, therefore, that there may be a distinction
between Watkins Farm, Northmoor and most of the other
sites considered here. This may be in part a consequence
of the slight difference in chronological emphasis, though
this is unlikely to be the full explanation. The data suggest
that it would be worthwhile to reconsider Watkins Farm
in relation to neighbouring sites to see if there is any
other evidence to support the view that it may have been
of higher status. At present this is not obviously indicated
in the structural sequence, but it is notable that the middle-
Iron-Age phase of the site has an unusually high
representation of decorated sherds (T Allen, pers comm),
so there may be high-status aspects to the site which are
not necessarily reflected in its morphology and structures.

A less equivocal case can be made for an assemblage
recovered from a 1993 evaluation at Appleford (Fig 1, no
20, between Abingdon and Dorchester on Thames) rather
further east than the sites just discussed. This is admittedly
a very small group of material (only 254 sherds), but the
1st to mid-2nd-century date range is comparable to that
at Gravelly Guy, Hatford and other sites (including some
for which quantified ceramic data is unavailable). Here
the fine and specialist total was c 19.3%. This figure
includes a substantial component of sandy white wares
whose validity in the fine and specialist ware group has
already been questioned, but the representation of other
ware groups is still well above average. While very small
the assemblage contained more samian ware and twice as
many amphora sherds than were found amongst the
11,000 late Iron Age and early-Roman sherds at Gravelly
Guy. There was also a single early 2nd-century imported
fine-ware sherd, an otherwise unique occurrence amongst
the assemblages discussed hitherto. None of this material
is particularly remarkable in itself, but the contrast with
contemporary rural assemblages is so marked that this
site stands out. It is defined from the air as a regular
double ditched square enclosure, and it may be interpreted
as a potential proto-villa site, perhaps comparable to the
early-Romano-British farmstead at Barton Court Farm,
Abingdon (Fig 1, no 21). For this reason it is particularly
unfortunate that exactly comparable data cannot be
generated for early-Roman Barton Court Farm. A fine
and specialist ware total of 17.1% can be calculated from
the information in the fiche of the published report (Miles
et al 1986, fiche 7: B6), but this figure is based on weight
and is known to have been considerably inflated by the
presence of a very large part of one mortarium (ibid).
Nevertheless the presence of such a vessel, and also of a
few amphora sherds and a number of sherds of pre-
Flavian samian, does indicate an assemblage distinct from
those of the low-status rural sites already discussed. If
the representation of mortarium sherds had been only c
2% (a much more nearly average figure), and if it is
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assumed that the other fine and specialist ware weight
percentages were similar to their representation as sherds,
as is possible (see the discussion of comparative data
above) Barton Court would still have had a fine and
specialist ware proportion rather above the 5% figure
which appears to indicate the upper end of the low-status-
site range.

One further villa assemblage is available for consider-
ation. This is the small group of material from the earlier-
Roman phases excavated at Roughground Farm, near
Lechlade, Glos, in 1990 (Fig 1, no 22). As some sherds
from the earlier excavations at this site had been randomly
discarded without record, the pre-1990 material is
generally unusable for our purposes (Green and Booth
1993, 113–14)). Here, on a site occupied principally in
the 2nd century, the fine and specialist ware represent-
ation was 7.5% (ibid, 141). This figure is probably
sufficiently above the low-status rural range to be
significant.

A site of less certain character is Middleton Stoney,
north-west of Alchester (Fig 1, no 26). This produced a
variety of structural evidence, including a rectilinear stone
building. The main period of occupation is between the
late 2nd and late 3rd centuries. Earlier-Roman features
did occur but 1st and early-2nd-century material was
often residual, and very small quantities of 4th-century
material were interpreted as deriving from a continuously
occupied settlement to which the excavated site was
peripheral (eg Rahtz and Rowley 1984, 49). It was
suggested that the finds, including the pottery, indicated
that the site was of higher status in the 1st to mid 2nd
centuries than later (ibid, 38; Brown and Leggatt 1984,
89). The assemblage totalled approximately 12863 sherds
(the figures in Brown and Leggatt have been recalculated
to include the samian ware). Fine and specialist wares
comprised 5.8%, this figure is barely above the top of the
range for low-status rural sites in the early-Roman period
as discussed above. The excavators’ assessment of high
status in the early period (how this was arrived at in the
absence of quantified comparative data is unclear) is
based largely on the occurrence of fine oxidised and
reduced fabrics included in our O and R groups. These
have been consistently grouped with the coarse wares for
the other sites considered here, and there does, not seem
to be any reason why an exception should be made for
this one. The very low representation of Oxford colour-
coated products noted in the report (Rahtz and Rowley
1984, 46) is remarkable, and taken by itself would suggest
that activity on the site had effectively ceased before the
end of the 3rd century. In summary, while the structural
remains (in the later-Roman phase) and some of the finds
(such as a little Neronian samian and two 1st-century
coins) hint that the site may not have been an entirely
normal low-status rural settlement, there is little else in
the pottery to support this conclusion.

Turning to the larger, nucleated settlements we have

much less data. At Alchester the early-Roman fine and
specialist ware representation is about 7.5%. The differ-
ence between this figure and those for the low-status
rural sites is probably significant. It should be noted firstly
that this site is some distance from the central part of the
town; secondly that complex urban settlements may show
considerable internal assemblage variation, though
certain ‘urban’ characteristics (such as the presence of
amphora) will appear simply because of the increased
availability of certain types of pottery in such a setting.
At Asthall (Booth 1997), a roadside settlement or ‘small
town’ on Akeman Street midway between Alchester and
Cirencester (Fig 1, no 2), the early-Roman fine and
specialist ware figure, 7.1%, is very similar to that from
Alchester. For the early-Roman period we lack com-
parable data from other types of nucleated settlement. It
is therefore particularly regrettable that in the recent
publication of another roadside settlement on Akeman
Street, Wilcote, (Fig 1, no 8) which has important early-
Roman material and would have been directly com-
parable with nearby Asthall, quantification has been
deliberately eschewed (Hands 1993, 49).

Other significant nucleated sites with pottery assem-
blages of early-Roman date for which few data are
available at present include The Vineyard, Abingdon,
excavated between 1989 and 1993, (Fig 1, no 6) where
the very large early-Roman assemblage includes some
significant elements such as ‘fine’ wares (in the sense of
fine white, oxidised and reduced fabrics), perhaps
produced fairly locally, and, as at nearby Barton Court
Farm, pre-Flavian samian, otherwise scarce in the region.
However full quantification of this important assemblage
is needed before its significance in qualitative terms can
be really appreciated. Preliminary work on two large
individual context groups, one of approximately mid-
1st-century and one of early-2nd-century date, indicates
fine and specialist ware representations of about 5% and
7% respectively, figures largely composed of white
wares. The possibly locally produced fine oxidised and
reduced wares add a further 6.9% to the figure for the
1st-century group. These data suggest an above average
overall fine and specialist ware representation, but its
precise significance is unclear. It would be consistent,
however, with the suggestion that The Vineyard lay
within a large defended enclosure, perhaps a small
oppidum by the River Thames potentially comparable to
sites such as Dyke Hills, Dorchester (Allen 1993).

Later-Roman assemblages

The general picture for the late-Roman period is at present
less satisfactory than for the 1st and 2nd centuries since
there are fewer recorded assemblages. A number of rural
sites, including most importantly Yarnton (Fig 1, no 18),
where excavation has been on a sufficient scale to allow
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some characterisation of the settlement, show a marked
increase in the representation of fine and specialist wares
in their assemblages (see above). This increase is inter-
preted in terms not of status change but of a change in the
availability of fine wares, as is apparently also the case at
Old Shifford. A comparable increase is seen also at sub-
urban Alchester. We lack, however, data for intermediate
sites of all types. The best villa assemblage (from late-
Roman Barton Court Farm, there are no useable data from
Shakenoak, Fig 1, no 24) gives a fine and specialist ware
figure of 20.5%, but of weight, not sherd count (Miles et
al 1986, fiche 7: C3, the total figure excludes the Saxon
pottery included in the table in section V.4.2 on this page,
but includes all other material; the ‘Iron Age pottery’ is
assumed to be of late Iron Age date). This figure, however,
includes an unspecified quantity of local oxidised coarse
wares, since all ‘Oxford wares’ (except reduced fabrics)
were grouped together. The data for vessel types given
elsewhere in the fiche suggest that the oxidised coarse
ware vessels might have formed a very low proportion of
the total assemblage (less than 1%), but there is no
certainty that this was true of the figure for weight. While
the percentage by weight of fine and specialist wares
excluding the oxidised coarse wares might therefore have
been almost 20% it is not certain that this was the case.
The fact that the data are not directly comparable thus
remains a significant problem and it is uncertain if late-
Roman Barton Court Farm can be distinguished ceramic-
ally from low-status late-Roman rural settlements.

Contrasting late-Roman villa-assemblage figures are
available from Roughground Farm, Lechlade (Fig 1, no
22). The 1990 excavations within the area of the principal
buildings produced less than 2000 sherds in the late-
Roman phase. The fine and specialist ware figure from
this small collection, 11.1% in the later-Roman phase, is
difficult to assess (Green and Booth 1993, 141). A rather
larger group of material from the ‘native’ settlement just
to the east of the villa, and clearly related to it (Allen et
al 1993, 89–110), contained a much higher fine and
specialist ware component, totalling 24.6%. This material
does not seem to have suffered the selective discard that
affected the assemblages from the earliest years of
excavation at the site (see above). The reasonable size of
this group suggests that the figures can be considered
with some confidence, and may give a more reliable
picture of pottery supply to Roughground Farm than the
data from the 1990 excavation, which may simply be
based on insufficient material. However other factors may
also be at work and there may be genuine intra-site
assemblage variations, which may give scope for future
analysis. An initial view that the 1990 excavation data
reflected a geographical factor (the distance of the site
from the Oxfordshire industry) seems thus to be un-
sustainable but could be significant as suggested by
figures from Asthall (see below). Future work on the
nearby Claydon Pike assemblage (Fig 1, no 23), in which

Oxfordshire products superficially appear to be quite well
represented, may help to resolve this problem.

Like the early-Roman period the largest gap in our
knowledge is of the larger nucleated settlements. The
Alchester suburbs reflect the general late-Roman increase
in fine-ware representation seen in the rural sites. Here
the 4th-century figure in particular is still well ahead of
most comparative rural values. At Beech House Hotel,
Dorchester on Thames (Rowley and Brown 1982, see
Fig 1, no 3), a site within the defended area of the Roman
town, the data are not entirely satisfactory since the
published report does not record the total quantity of
pottery, and samian ware and amphorae (the presence of
the latter is never referred to, but is here assumed) are not
quantified at all. Nevertheless, the figures for vessel types
suggest that the overall quantity of material is adequate
for the given percentages of sherds to have some validity.
Here the fine and specialist ware representation (without
samian and amphora) is 30.3% of the assemblage. For a
site occupied from at least as early as the mid-2nd-century
through to the end of the Roman period this is a striking
figure. It contrasts markedly with the nearby rural sites
and considerably exceeds the late-Roman values from
the Alchester suburbs. While this may be explained in
part by the closer proximity of Dorchester than Alchester
to late-Roman fine-ware sources, the difference between
the figures for the Beech House Hotel and nearby
Dorchester CD92, sites, with an identical date range, also
potentially indicates a strong contrast between intramural
and extramural urban areas.

Assemblages from nucleated settlements below the
rank of the walled towns are few. Asthall has 15.7% fine
and specialist wares in the late-Roman period. This figure
is similar to that from several contemporary rural
assemblages. Closer examination shows, however, that
the representation of fine wares (principally Oxford
colour-coated ware) is lower than at any other site in this
period except Roughground Farm (1990 excavation), and
that mortaria, exclusively Oxford products in this period,
are also poorly represented. The unexpectedly low fine
and specialist ware figure seems thus to reflect a specific
dearth of Oxford products reaching Asthall.

One further group from an apparently major nucleated
site is from Bowling Green Farm, Stanton in the Vale
(Fig 1, no 5). This extensive site of uncertain character
has seen limited excavation and more extensive salvage
recording. There are at present no resources to deal with
the evidence recovered, the material presented here is
from a single pit excavated and recorded by Paul Haskins.
The pit contains a fine assemblage of late-3rd-century
date, with 21% fine and specialist wares. Notable
characteristics of the group are a very high representation
of black-burnished ware and the presence of sherds of a
number of Rhenish ware beakers (4.2% of the group),
both features which have been noticed by the writer in
two pit groups of exactly similar date from Alcester,
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Warwicks (Booth 2002) and are not observed on con-
temporary low-status rural sites. Unfortunately it is
unclear how far this group is representative of the site as
a whole. It certainly seems to indicate a high-status
component within the settlement, the scale of which might
suggest a function as a local market centre.

Material from Bowling Green Farm, Stanton in the
Vale (Fig 1, no 5) requires further attention. Along with
sites such as Gill Mill (Ducklington) (Fig 1, no 7) and
Frilford (Fig 1, no 4) it probably represents a crucial link
in the local/regional settlement hierarchy that has gone
largely unconsidered. It remains to be seen whether these
sites will be ceramically distinguishable from the walled
towns. Comparability with settlements such as Asthall
would be expected, but the characteristics of that
assemblage (see above) may render direct comparisons
very difficult.

Amphorae

This particular ceramic category is worthy of further
discussion. Amphorae can be a very precise indicator of
site character. While in some cases sources and likely
contents can be identified even from fairly small frag-
ments, this is not as important for most of the sites
discussed as the fact of their occurrence at all. Leaving
aside the question of re-use of vessels, which raises the
possibility that amphorae or parts of amphorae may have
been introduced to sites after their contents had been
removed (the evidence is as yet slight, but it may be
significant that the only amphora sherd from Bicester
(Fig 1, no 9) appears to have been used for sharpening
knives!), the appearance of amphora sherds on the sites
which we have examined is of considerable interest.

Generally speaking, low-status rural sites have few or
no amphora sherds, a situation which prevails in both
early and late-Roman periods. So Hatford and Mount
Farm have no amphora sherds, Yarnton has 2, and there
is a single fragment from the 11,000 sherds at Gravelly
Guy. At Thornhill Farm 19 sherds were found. This
unusually high figure (even though it represents only a
tiny percentage of the total material) might be explained
by the close proximity of this site to Claydon Pike, where
amphorae were relatively abundant. Later on, Wally
Corner has 1 sherd and Dorchester CD92 has 4. Watkins
Farm, however, a site suggested to be of relatively high
status, has only 1 amphora sherd. The certainly higher-
status rural sites may have had a marginally better
representation. At Barton Court Farm amphora totalled
1.1% of the early-Roman assemblage, but by weight,
which in fact meant no more than 2 sherds. There were
2 amphora sherds in the very small assemblage from
Appleford. If truly representative these would indicate a
rather higher occurrence. At Roughground Farm 17
sherds amounted to 0.8% of the total 1990 excavation

assemblage, occurring mainly in the 3rd to 4th-century
phase (amphora representation in the ‘non-villa’ settle-
ment immediately to the east was much lower). A variety
of sources are noticeable amongst this material, indicating
not only the presence of ubiquitous Spanish olive oil but
also wine from Gaul and Italy.

The larger nucleated settlements produce significantly
greater quantities of amphorae. From Wilcote 216 sherds
are noted (Hands 1993, 156), though these may be only a
small percentage of the (unquantified) total pottery. While
mainly of form Dressel 20, Gaulish wine amphorae are
also present here, along with a single sherd each of Catalan
Dr 2–4 and carrot amphora. Amphora sherds are also
relatively common at Asthall (1.3% of the total pottery)
but are best represented at Alchester, where they amounted
to 1.9% of the total assemblage, some 870 sherds.

Amphorae therefore seem to occur consistently at the
major nucleated settlements (there are no figures for
Dorchester (see above) and the single Bowling Green
Farm, Stanton in the Vale group contained no amphora
sherds, though amphorae are known from elsewhere at
this site). Their occurrence away from these centres is
always in smaller quantities. At villa sites it is erratic,
though at late-Roman Roughground Farm (1990 excav-
ation) they do constitute 1% of the assemblage. On sites
of low or uncertain status they never exceed c 0.3–0.4%
of the total sherds and in a number of cases they are
completely absent. The occasional occurrence of one or
two small sherds (as eg at Gravelly Guy) raises questions
about the use of amphora on such sites, but the possibility
that some of these did not reach the sites as complete
vessels must be considered. The presence of these sherds
therefore does not automatically prove an interest in their
original contents on the part of the inhabitants of the sites
at which they occurred.

Conclusions

In conclusion, the data have been used to establish an
approximate baseline for the representation of fine and
specialist wares on sites in the Upper Thames region. In
the late Iron Age and early-Roman periods such repre-
sentation could be minimal, particularly on some rural
sites. Most sites of this date whose perceived status on
morphological and other criteria is low had less than 5%
fine and specialist wares, and in a number of cases less
than 1% (Fig 2). There is no suggestion that values above
the 0–5% range were confined to sites with easier access
to higher-status ceramics, ie where a market factor rather
than a potential status-related factor might have been
responsible for the higher representation. Fine and
specialist ware levels above about 5% are therefore
potentially indicative of a different range of status from
that of the lowest grouping of rural sites. This ‘higher-
status’ group consists of villas or proto-villas, the major
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(‘urban/suburban’) settlements at Alchester and Asthall
and probably of sites such as Abingdon and perhaps
Middleton Stoney, though the case for this last site has
really still to be made. The remarkable fine and specialist
ware representation at Watkins Farm is not yet explained.
Despite the problems with the data this assemblage seems
to rank with those of contemporary ‘villas’, while not
displaying any comparable architectural development.

The situation at Abingdon, surely an important local
centre at the very least, requires clarification. Its character
and status in the late-Roman period are still to be resolved,
both in terms of ceramics and structures/settlement
morphology. It is possible that this site was of major
regional significance only for a brief period around the
middle of the 1st century AD (T Allen pers comm), after
which it was barely distinguishable (except perhaps in
size) from surrounding rural settlements. In this case the
ceramic reflection of a brief period of intensive activity
could well be largely masked by the more nearly ‘normal’
representation of fine and specialist wares for the majority
of the early-Roman period. If this is what happened it
demonstrates the need for a more detailed breakdown of
the data through the Roman period. A simple distinction
between early and late Roman, while a necessary advance
on the consideration of chronologically undivided
assemblages, is clearly insufficient to demonstrate
potential short-term variations in site status. For detailed

division to be meaningful, however, much larger assem-
blages than some of those considered here are required.

The development of the Oxfordshire potteries in the
late-Roman period, with their substantial fine ware
output, means that the base level of fine and specialist
wares in this period was significantly higher than earlier
(Fig 3), none of the later-Roman assemblages examined
had less than 11% of fine and specialist wares (the range
was between 11% and 30%), and the group with the
poorest representation was from the 1990 excavations at
the villa at Roughground Farm, Lechlade. While this site
was the furthest removed from the major regional fine-
ware source of any of the groups examined, the assem-
blage from the earlier excavations indicates that this
distance did not inhibit the availability of late Oxfordshire
products. Possible interpretations of the 1990 excavation
data include the fact that the assemblage came from a
restricted (and perhaps unrepresentative?) part of the villa
complex, or simply that the assemblage was too small to
produce reliable information. The paucity of late Oxford
products at Asthall, however, does suggest a possible
fall-off in the regional distribution pattern of these
products north-west of the focus of the industry.

The upper end of the range of values (above 20%) is
occupied by the (possibly unrepresentative) group from
the nucleated settlement at Bowling Green Farm, Stanton
in the Vale, the two urban assemblages (Alchester and

Fig 2: Percentage of Fine and Specialist Wares from 1st–2nd century sites
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Dorchester on Thames), the villa-related eastern settle-
ment at Roughground Farm (1960s Excavations), Hadden
Hill and Barton Court Farm (the figures for this last site
are based on weight and are strictly inadmissible). The
presence of Hadden Hill in this group might suggest that
a villa is indicated, which may be supported by evidence
for tile and building material from this site (Booth et al
1994, 100). The rural settlements about whose low late-
Roman status there is relatively little doubt have fine and
specialist ware representations in a reasonably restricted
range from 13% to 18%.

Ready availability of late fine wares thus results in
their universal use at least at a moderate level. The
contrasting data from Dorchester Beech House Hotel and
the nearby sites (Dorchester CD92 and Wally Corner)
indicate that there was a significant difference between
urban and rural assemblages that was not simply a result
of different accessibility to sources of supply. What
remains uncertain, however, is if there is any significant
status differential observable between late-Roman rural
assemblages. That is to say, do the different levels of
rural settlement hierarchy manifest themselves ceramic-
ally, as seems to happen in the early-Roman period, or is
there one pattern of distribution/acquisition for all late-
Roman rural sites regardless of status and another for the
larger nucleated settlements? If this were to be the case
it would be possible to interpret this difference as relating

largely to matters of accessibility and transport rather
than to the exercise of status-related preference. Hadden
Hill might be the sort of assemblage required to resolve
such problems, except that it is too small. The eastern
settlement assemblage from Roughground Farm also
suggests that villa or villa-related sites may continue to
have late-Roman fine and specialist ware representation
significantly above that of contemporary lower status
settlements, but the comparable 1990 Roughground Farm
evidence urges some caution here.

A final point concerns the relationship between urban
and ‘high-status’ rural assemblages. In the 1st and 2nd
centuries the highest-ranking assemblages are from rural
sites and the urban groups (here Alchester and Asthall),
while consistently distinct from the low-status rural sites,
are not greatly different from them in terms of fine and
specialist ware representation. In the 3rd and 4th centuries
the urban assemblages of Alchester and Dorchester on
Thames are at the top of the fine and specialist ware
scale. The interpretation of this change is uncertain, but
may reflect the increasing importance of distributional
criteria in determining assemblage composition, though
not to the total exclusion of status related factors reflected
in the exercise of choice in assemblage composition, as
the evidence from the Dorchester area indicates. While
the patterns of supply to low-status sites in the Oxford
region now appear to be tolerably well understood there

Fig 3: Percentage of Fine and Specialist Wares from 3rd–4th century sites
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is still insufficient information on high-status rural sites
and major nucleated settlements of all periods. It seems
that yet more data are required before these questions can
be fully addressed.
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Can you trust a correlation coefficient?

Clive Orton and Ash Rennie

Among the many discussions of the respective merits of
various measures of quantity of pottery (see Orton 1993
for a review) one recurrent theme has been the high
observed values of the correlation coefficients between
different measures, when applied to either fabrics within
an assemblage or to a series of assemblages.

Millett (1979) used data from fifteen fabric categories
in sixty-six contexts of a similar nature at one site,
quantified by weight, adjusted weight, sherd count, and
minimum number of vessels and obtained coefficients
ranging from 0.86 (between weight and minimum
vessels) to 0.98 (between weight and adjusted weight).
He concluded that ‘there is little to choose between any
of the methods except for those between sherd weight or
numbers, and minimum number of vessels’ and that ‘the
two measures which are of most importance are minimum
number of vessels and sherd weight’, although for
practical reasons ‘it seems likely that sherd weight will
be the most useful for inter-site comparisons’.

Evans (1991) used five measures: sherd count, sherd
weight, minimum number of rims, percentage of rim and
minimum number of vessels. His statistical approach is
different, in that he calculated correlation coefficients
between an unspecified number of fabrics within each of
seventeen assemblages individually. Even when the very
small assemblages are omitted as being unreliable, the
coefficients tended to be slightly lower than those from
Millett’s data, ranging down to 0.70, although for some
sites they were very high (all greater than 0.95). The
coefficients for sherd count, against percentage of rim,
ranged from 0.85 to 0.99 if a few very small assemblages
were excluded. He concluded that ‘sherd numbers and
sherd weight certainly seem to be the most robust
methods, especially with smaller groups, but rim meas-
ures, especially the percentage of rim method, may be
most convenient when attempting to rapidly process large
groups. If possible a collection of methods would seem
to be preferable for which sherd numbers, weight and
percentage of rim would seem to be both good measures
and easily performed’ (ibid, 70).

DeBoer and Carroll (1992) concentrated on the

relationship between rim sherd count and frequency index
(ie rim-eves, or Evans’ percentage of rim). Using data
from seven assemblages from different sites, they
calculated correlation coefficients between rim, sherd
count, and frequency index across a varying number of
categories within each assemblage. The resulting co-
efficients varied from r = 0.9429 to 0.9999. They
concluded that ‘the [frequency] index is not demonstrably
superior to the much simpler and less onerous task of
simply counting rim sherds’, although they pointed out
that this conclusion may not hold for all assemblages (an
example of one for which it did not was given in an
epilogue (ibid, 271)).

Three questions then arise:

• How general are these results: are they examples of
a widespread phenomenon or do they depend on the
characteristics of certain, possibly atypical, assem-
blages?

• If they are general, what are the implications for the
recording of pottery?

• Is one measure as good as another, and is so, do we
need only one?

Any answers must bear in mind that we have here two
different sorts of correlation coefficient: between assem-
blage (Millett 1979) and between fabrics within assem-
blages (Evans 1991, DeBoer and Carroll 1992), which
must be considered separately. A priori, it is not at all
surprising that the coefficients should be high, since the
comparisons are between different measures of the same
underlying quantity, the amount of pottery. The question
is, is the coefficient so high that all the available
information is contained in any one of the measures? If
so, there would be a good case for using just the simplest
measure and ignoring the others with a clear conscience.

Two case studies were chosen to try to answer these
questions. First a group of early Roman pottery from the
eastern terminal of the Devil’s Ditch, one of the large
linear earthworks in the Chichester area of Sussex. This
pottery was excavated in 1982 by the (then) Sussex
Archaeological Field Unit, and catalogued and written
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up in 1982–3 (Bedwin and Orton 1984). It is one of the
few assemblages to have been quantified by several
measures, and it was also possible to assign sherds to
individual vessels with a reasonable degree of confidence.
Second is a series of assemblages from the excavation of
part of a Roman roadside settlement: the King William
IV site, Ewell, Surrey (Orton, 1997), catalogued by the
Archaeological Support Group of Sutton. It was chosen
because of its familiarity and ready access to computer
catalogues: it has the added advantage that rim sherd
counts can be extracted from the catalogue for direct
comparison with DeBoer and Carroll’s work.

Case Study 1: the Devil’s Ditch

The data consist of counts of sherds and numbers of eves,
for each of six coarseware fabrics (A) local off-white
sandy ware; (B) black sandy ware, similar to BB1 but
finer; (C) grey sandy ware from Chichester (Down 1978,
204–210); (D) finer grey ware from Chichester (ibid);
(E) Rowlands Castle ware; (M) miscellaneous coarse-
wares and two fine ware fabrics (TS) samian; and (ofw)
other fine wares, ie terra nigra, terra rubra and their
imitations), from each of eleven successive layers of fill
within the ditch. The total is 1022 sherds, 10.67 eves.
There is stratigraphic evidence that the top layer (30 + 7)
may be slightly later than the rest.

Direct comparison with Millett is not possible, because
he did not use the eve measure as currently defined.
However, the between-assemblage correlation-coeffici-
ent is of the same order as those calculated by him, at r
= 0.898. A plot of the data and the regression line of eves
on sherds (Fig 1) shows that despite this high value, there
is considerable variation about the regression line. The
nature of the variation can be seen by calculating the
ratio of sherd count to eves (the ‘brokenness’ statistic,
see Orton 1985, 118) and then plotting it against the

Fig 1: Devil’s Ditch Roman pottery. Scatterplot of eves and
sherd counts for contexts, showing regression line. Each point
represents the entire assemblage from a single context (context
numbers shown)

Fig 2: Devil’s Ditch Roman pottery. Scatterplot of the
brokenness statistic (ie sherd count/eves) against the order of
contexts in the stratigraphic sequence (context numbers shown)

position of contexts in the stratigraphic sequence (Fig 2;
note that the lowest context, 161, is not included in this
figure because it has a zero eve value). This shows a clear
division between the four next-lowest contexts and the
rest; the former have a value of 100 or less, while the
latter have 130 or more. Despite the high coefficient,
there is an interesting pattern of differences between
contexts, which would not be apparent from either
measure by itself. It is worth noting that the high value of
the coefficient is in part the product of the relatively high
proportion of small assemblages, which contribute little
to the total, but which all lie very close to the regression
line. Progressively omitting the smallest context-assem-
blages reduces the value of the correlation coefficient, eg
to 0.748 if the five very small assemblages (comprising
only 110 sherds, 0.52 eves) are excluded. Conversely,
the value of the coefficient could be artificially boosted
by the addition of zero pairs to the data, representing the
layers of sterile fill which interleave the layers listed
here; for example adding two such contexts increases r to
0.910.

A coefficient which can be compared directly with
Millett’s is that between sherd count and vessels repre-
sented; this gives a value of 0.959, the same as his
coefficient between sherd count and ‘minimum vessels’
(Fig 3). The third comparison which can be made is
between eves and vessels represented, for which r is
0.860. However, there is a very interesting pattern which
can be seen by plotting the ratio of eves to vessels
represented (the ‘completeness’ statistic, ibid, 119)
against the position of the contexts in the stratigraphic
sequence (Fig 4; context 161 is again omitted). This
shows the same two groups of contexts, even more clearly
separated, with one group having a ratio about twice that
of the other (about 0.10 compared to 0.05).

We can therefore conclude that, for a between-
assemblage analysis, high values of r (up to 0.85 or even
0.90) can mask very significant patterns within the data.
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For comparability with Evans’ figures, we turn to
between-fabric correlations. Using all the data gives a
smaller r of 0.819, which increases dramatically to 0.934
if the samian ware is omitted. This fabric has a much
lower brokenness statistic (32 sherds per eve, as against
112 for the average of all other fabrics), because

• it tends on this site to occur as small vessels such as
cups,

• it is a robust fabric compared to others on the site.

Even among the coarse wares, one fabric (fabric D) stands
out at 41 sherds per eve (it too comprises mainly smaller
vessels). If this fabric is also omitted, r increases further
to 0.987, giving a regression plot (Fig 5) very similar to
those shown by DeBoer and Carroll. Direct comparison
with DeBoer and Carroll is not possible because separate
counts of rim sherds are not available here. However, we
again see that even a value of 0.934 for r can mask
interesting variations within the data.

The crucial test, however, is to see whether the use of
different measures, and in particular the use of eve instead
of sherd count, can actually affect our interpretation of
the data when r is so high (eg 0.819 for all data). It is not
possible to compare individual contexts because their
assemblages are too small; instead they are merged into
two groups, the lower and upper fills, corresponding to
the two groups of contexts noted above. Table 1 shows
the numbers of sherds of each fabric in the lower and
upper fills, while Table 2 is the corresponding table of
eves. Each shows first the raw data and then the
percentages of the fill totals.

Comparing the two tables as wholes, we see that some
fabrics (A, B, E, M and ofw) show consistently higher
percentages in Table 1 than in Table 2; they are the ones
with a high brokenness statistic. In contrast, fabrics D and
TS show a higher percentage in Table 2 than in Table 1;
they have lower brokenness statistics. Fabric C, which has
a middling brokenness statistic, shows no consistent

Fig 3: Devil’s Ditch Roman pottery. Scatterplot of vessels
represented and sherd counts for contexts, showing regression
line. Each point represents the entire assemblage from a single
context (context numbers shown)

Fig 4: Devil’s Ditch Roman pottery. Scatterplot of the
completeness statistic (ie eves/vessels represented) against the
order of contexts in the stratigraphic sequence (context numbers
shown)

Fig 5: Devil’s Ditch Roman pottery. Scatterplot of eves and
sherd counts for fabrics, showing regression line. Each point
represents all pottery of a particular fabric, treating the site as
a single unit (fabric codes shown)

pattern. Thus, the sherd count table regularly overstates
proportions for high brokenness fabrics in comparison
with the eves table. This is only to be expected, and is not
particularly important, because it would not be wise to
interpret a single row of percentages; we should be
interested in comparing assemblages (Orton 1993, 178).
Comparing the changes between lower and upper fills in
the two tables is more of a problem. Some salient points
can be noted from the tables: for example, the sherd count
table fails to pick up the increase in fabric C, understates
the decline in samian and exaggerates that in other fine
wares. A graphical representation may help – Fig 6 is a
scattergram of eve percentage against sherd percentage
for the eight fabrics, for both lower and upper fills. The
vectors (arrows) show how each fabric has changes in
proportion from lower to upper fill. If all fabrics had the
same brokenness statistic they would all lie on the radial
line show on Fig 6, and move along it as their proportion
varied. The extent to which they lie away from the line
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indicates variation in the brokenness statistic, either low
(below the line) or high (above the line). As proportions
change, one would expect fabrics to move in or out along
radial lines. Tangential movement indicates changes in
relative brokenness; it is this that makes the interpretations
differ between that based on eves and that based on sherd
count. We can see strong tangential movements by fabrics
C, D, TS and ofw. The other four fabrics show relatively
small tangential movement. With half the fabrics showing
a strong movement, there is considerable scope for
misinterpretation.

Case study 2: the King William IV
site
Catalogues of pottery from twelve of the largest assem-

fabrics

fill A B C D E M TS ofw t

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

lower 221 30 105 21   41   5 42 139  

upper 120 12   76 23   78 72 17   20  

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

total 341 42 181 44 119 77 59 159 1

lower 37 5 17 3   7   1 7 23

upper 29 3 18 6 19 17 4   5

Key

A:  local off-white sandy ware

B: black sandy ware, similar to BB1 but finer

C: grey sandy ware from Chichester (Down 1978, 204–10)

D: finer grey ware from Chichester (ibid)

E: Rowlands Castle ware

M: miscellaneous coarsewares

TS: samian ware

ofw: other fine wares

Table 1: pottery fabrics in the lower and upper fills of the Devil’s Ditch, sherd counts above, percentages below

Fig 6: Devil’s Ditch Roman pottery. Scatterplot of the
percentages by eves and the percentages by sherds for each.
fabric (codes shown). Solid symbols represent the lower fill,
and hollow symbols the upper fill

blages were extracted from the overall catalogue,
summarised and loaded into a spreadsheet. This had six
columns; feature number, fabric, total number of sherds,
eves (based on rims and bases), rim sherds, and rim-eves
(based only on rims). The value of r between the feature
totals for sherds and eves was 0.88, coincidentally very
close to that for the Devil’s Ditch (0.90 above).

Four coarseware fabrics were represented (AH) Alice
Holt; (BB2) black-burnished ware 2; (SAND) other grey
sandy ware; (OXID) other oxidised sandy ware; and two
fine wares (OXRW) Oxfordshire red colour-coated ware;
and (TS) samian ware.

For comparison with Millett’s figures, values of r
between the four measures used here (see above) were
calculated and are presented in Table 3. These values,
which lie between 0.79 and 0.96, are comparable to
Millett’s range of 0.86 to 0.98, although the individual
measures are different. They fall into two highly-
correlated pairs (total sherds and rim sherds; overall eves
and rim-eves), and all lie at or above Millett’s minimum
value of 0.86, except for the pair of overall eves and rim
sherds, which are physically the least closely related pair.

To compare with Evans’ figures, values of r between
total sherds and rim-eves were calculated for each
assemblage in turn. The results are shown in Table 4.
These figures are broadly in line with Evans’, which lay
between 0.85 and 0.99 when small assemblages were
excluded. It is clear, however, that:

• The figures can depend on the definition of included
fabrics, in particular whether those with zero rim-
eves are included, and

• They depend strongly on the most abundant fabric,
omission of which can halve or in some cases double
the value of r.

A different calculation for r, between rim sherds and
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fabrics

fill A B C D E M TS ofw total

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

lower 2.66 0.14 1.22 0.54 0.36 0 1.65 1.24   7.81

upper 0.67 0.06 0.62 0.53 0.35 0.21 0.23 0.20   2.86

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

total 3.33 0.20 1.84 1.07 0.71 0.21 1.88 1.44 10.67

lower 34 2 16   7   5 0 21 16 100

upper 23 2 22 19 12 7   8   7 100

Key

A:  local off-white sandy ware

B: black sandy ware, similar to BB1 but finer

C: grey sandy ware from Chichester (Down 1978, 204–10)

D: finer grey ware from Chichester (ibid)

E: Rowlands Castle ware

M: miscellaneous coarsewares

TS: samian ware

ofw: other fine wares

Table 2: pottery fabrics in the lower and upper fills of the Devil’s Ditch, eve values above, percentages below

total overall rim rim

sherds eves sherds eves

-----------------------------------------------------------------

total sherds 1.0 0.86 0.94 0.88

overall eves 1.0 0.79 0.96

rim sherds 1.0 0.86

rim-eves 1.0

feature all data excluding also excluding

number zero rim-eves most abundant fabric

-------------------------------------------------------------------------

F87 0.92 0.92 0.47

F88 0.78 0.70 0.61

F89 0.77 0.74 0.46

F97 0.88 0.90 0.56

F98 0.30 0.08* 0.45

F103 0.72 0.68 0.90

F105 0.97 0.98 0.98

F109 0.87 0.86 0.49

F110 0.52 0.44 0.85

F117 0.99 0.99 0.93

F120 0.98 0.98 0.89

G12 0.82 0.81 0.89

* = negative correlation coefficient

Table 3: King William IV site; correlation coefficients between
four measures of quantity using all non-zero data from twelve
assemblages

Table 4: King William IV site; correlation coefficients between
total sherds and rim-eves, between fabrics within assemblages

feature

number    r rho tau

F87 0.98 0.91 0.80

F88 0.77 0.83 0.70

F89 0.90 0.64 0.58

F97 0.96 0.93 0.83

F98 0.35 0.69 0.62

F103 0.95 0.97 0.89

F105 0.98 0.94 0.84

F109 0.98 0.90 0.79

F110 0.88 0.77 0.61

F117 0.98 0.94 0.85

F120 0.98 0.95 0.85

G12 0.87 0.72 0.63

Table 5. King William IV site; correlation coefficients between
rim sherds and rim-eves between fabrics within assemblages
with zero values excluded

rim-eves, is needed for comparison with DeBoer and
Carroll’s figures: the results are shown in the first column
of Table 5. Although not quite as high overall, they
overlap with DeBoer and Carroll’s values, several of them
being as high as 0.98. The difference between the
American and the Roman material may be due to the
greater diversity of fabric and form types in the latter,
leading to greater variation in the average size of rim
sherds in percentage terms.

The apparent instability of r as evidenced in Table 4,
raises the question of whether this statistic (to give it its
full name, the Pearson product-moment correlation
coefficient), is the best way to express the relationship
between two measures. It is well known that in cases
where there is one high pair of values, and several low
pairs, a very high value of r often results; conversely, if
there are two very high pairs, the value of r may initially
be lower, but omitting one of them may increase it
dramatically. The reasoning that leads to the formula for
r is based on a set of technical statistical assumptions,
two of which are:

• the two variables have normal distributions, and
• the variance of one is independent of the value of the

other (Siegel 1956, 196).
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Since neither is valid in our circumstances, it is desirable
to seek a correlation coefficient based on weaker
assumptions. Such coefficients are provided by non-
parametric statistics; the two most commonly used are
Spearman’s rank-correlation coefficient rho and Ken-
dall’s rank-correlation coefficient tau (ibid, 202–23). The
values of these statistics are shown in columns 2 and 3 of
Table 5. In most cases, the value of rho is smaller than
that of r, and in all cases tau is smaller than rho. The
highest values of r (0.98) are reduced to between 0.90
and 0.95 for rho and to between 0.79 and 0.85 for tau.

Having established that correlation coefficients
between fabrics can reasonably range up to about 0.98
(r), 0.95 (rho) or 0.90 (tau), it remains to be seen whether
these levels can leave room for differences in inter-
pretation depending on which measure is used. To explore
this point we chose two assemblages which are not only
the largest but also have among the highest correlation

coefficients: F117 and F120. Table 6 shows the numbers
of rim sherds and rim-eves in each of six main fabrics in
these assemblages, and Table 7 gives these data as
percentages. It is clear that in both features the most
abundant fabric is AH. Using rim sherds, it increases
from 44% of F117 to 65% of F120, while using rim-eves
it falls from 58.8% of F117 to 48.5% of F120. Conversely,
BB2 shows a decrease from 10.3% to 5% in terms of rim
sherds but an increase from 6.5% to 9% in terms of rim-
eves. Fig 7 shows that this is due to an increase in the
relative brokenness of AH between F117 and F120, and
decreases in the relative brokenness of the other fabrics.
Our view of the relationship between the two assemblages
would differ radically, depending on which measure we
choose. For example, if we were using these data as part
of a seriation of the features, using rim sherds would
probably reverse the chronological order of F117 and
F120, compared to using rim-eves.

fabric

feature AH BB2 OXID OXRW SAND TS other total

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

F117 120 28 14   3 51 24 32 272

F120 327 25 35 13 30   8 65 503

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

F117 44.1 10.3 5.1 1.1 18.8 8.8 11.8 100

F120 65.0   5.0 7.0 2.6   6.0 1.6 16.0 100

Key

Coarsewares

AH: Alice Holt

BB2: black-burnished ware 2

SAND other grey sandy ware

OXID: other oxidised sandy ware,

Fine wares

OXRW: Oxfordshire red colour-coated ware

TS: samian ware

fabric

feature AH BB2 OXID OXRW SAND TS other total

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

117 17.19 1.89 0.92 0.25 4.11 1.61 3.27 29.24

120 12.94 2.39 2.27 1.12 2.90 0.79 4.28 26.69

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

117 58.8 6.5 3.1 0.9 14.1 5.5 11.2 100

120 48.5 9.0 8.5 4.2 10.9 3.0 16.0 100

Key

Coarsewares

AH: Alice Holt

BB2: black-burnished ware 2

SAND other grey sandy ware

OXID: other oxidised sandy ware,

Fine wares

OXRW: Oxfordshire red colour-coated ware

TS: samian ware

Table 6: King William IV site; main fabrics in features F117 and F120, rim sherd counts above, percentages below

Table 7: King William IV site, main fabrics in F117 and F120, rim-eves above, percentages below
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Conclusion
High correlation coefficients between different measures
of quantity of pottery are to be expected on theoretical
grounds and are widespread in practice. The values
reported in the literature do not appear to be atypical,
except that some extremely high values (r > 0.99) reported
by DeBoer and Carroll (1992) may reflect unusually
homogeneous assemblages. The value of a correlation
coefficient can be affected by decisions on the inclusion
of minor fabrics (which may score zero on one or more
measures), and seems to depend heavily on the presence
of a major fabric in an assemblage. There are technical
statistical reasons for believing that the conventional
(Pearson product-moment) correlation coefficient r may
overstate the strength of the similarity between measures,

and that non-parametric correlation coefficients such as
Spearman’s rho and Kendall’s tau may be more appro-
priate. Nevertheless, values in excess of 0.95 (rho) and
0.90 (tau) do not seem to be unusual.

Even at such high levels of correlation, strong
differences may be hidden in the data. It is quite possible
for rim sherd count, if used as a proxy for rim-eves, to
give very misleading results (as at Ewell), or for a
comparison of two measures to give valuable information
that is not apparent in either separately (as at the Devil’s
Ditch). There is thus great danger in suggesting that high
correlation coefficients indicate that one measure is ‘as
good as another’; reliance on a restricted set of measures
is liable to lose important and useful archaeological
information.
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The distribution and exchange of pink, grog tempered pottery in
the East Midlands: an update

Jeremy Taylor

Introduction
In 1989 Paul Booth and Sarah Green described the nature
and distribution of a distinctive grog tempered fabric
found widely throughout the Midlands. Using infor-
mation from a number of excavated sites, predominantly
in Oxfordshire and Warwickshire, they drew attention to
the existence of this distinctive fabric, its characteristic
forms and distribution (Booth and Green 1989). This
article is intended as a brief follow up to their work. It
does not further assess the fabric and methods of
manufacture of this ware. Rather, what follows is an
attempt to add much detail to the maps produced by Booth
and Green, and to discuss some possible reasons for the
patterns observed.

Data

The information used here arose from a wider study of
232 groups of pottery collected through field walking
from late Iron Age and Roman sites across Northampton-
shire and the Soke of Peterborough by David Hall (Taylor
1996). Hall adopted the same methodology as he used
for the Fenland surveys (Hall 1987, 14–16) and the data
display the same attendant biases common to most field-
walked material. In particular, all the pottery discussed
here must be considered unstratified and only a very
small sub-sample of the total from each site. In analysing
a specific ware therefore, the quantities of pottery from
each site tend to be very small compared to the pre-
dominantly excavated groups used by Booth and Green.
Additionally, none of the pink grogged wares studied
can be dated more precisely than to the predominant
period of their production, circa AD 160–350+, although
as Booth and Green (1989) suggested they do appear
especially common in the later third and fourth centuries.
The maps produced here, therefore, show a palimpsest of
the exchange and distribution patterns for the ware
throughout the later Roman period.

The advantages of this dataset, however, are also

considerable. The extensive nature of the survey provides
a relatively even and abundant distribution of samples
across a large region, filling considerable gaps in Booth
and Greens’ pioneering study. Additionally, using survey
assemblages provides samples from numbers of sites far
in excess of that achievable through excavation, reducing
the impact of single unusual sites. For the purposes of
this study all field walked sites with evidence for later
Roman occupation were selected, providing 181 groups
for analysis (see appendix). Although the reliability of
the data from a single find spot is less than for the far
larger assemblages recovered from excavation, it is
compensated for by the more sensitive and accurate
overall pattern that is formed. This helps us to move
away from a reliance on a small number of large
quantified ‘grab’ samples in studying the production of a
particular industry. Furthermore, the nature of ploughsoil
artefact assemblages means that in some respects they
are a subset of material from across the entirety of a site,
not just from a small, possibly specialised and thus
unrepresentative part of it.

Distribution

Fig 1 shows the distribution of soft pink grogged wares
on the 181 sites studied, together with the information
shown in Booth and Green’s original study (Booth and
Green 1989, fig 3, 83). The major gaps in the distribution
of sites at N, K and C are due to the presence of the
modern urban conurbations of Northampton, Kettering
and Corby respectively. The 20% level was chosen as a
purely arbitrary indicator of how common the fabric was
and is artificially high as it is considered only as a
proportion of the pottery that could be intrinsically dated
to the period. Some greyware and calcite gritted fabrics
recorded in the field walked assemblages could only be
listed as Roman and so were excluded from the period
based analyses. Despite this, and the county-based nature
of the study, the map clearly indicates a number of
interesting trends in the distribution of this distinctive
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Fig 1: The distribution of Soft pink grogged pottery in the East Midlands (data from Taylor 1996 and Booth and Green 1989)
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Fig 2: The presence or absence of particular soft pink grogged pottery forms
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product. Soft pink grogged wares were an important
component of later Roman assemblages throughout south
western Northamptonshire, being particularly significant
on rural sites to the west of Watling Street and up the
tributary valleys of the Nene north of Northampton.
Combining the data from the current study with that of
Booth and Green, further suggests that it was common,
though not as abundant on settlements of the upper Avon
valley. Interestingly though, these wares do not appear to
have been distributed any great distance along the
Welland valley to the east of Watling Street. Equally, to
the east of Towcester in the middle and lower Nene
valley, there is a rapid fall-off in the quantity of the pottery
reaching settlements such that it is rare even around
Irchester. Indeed in the small assemblages recorded as
part of this study it is largely absent over much of the
eastern half of the county. The few recorded occurrences
in the north east of the survey tend to be from larger rural
sites (in terms of the scatter area rather than necessarily
of size of assemblage), and the suburbs of the towns of
Ashton, Durobrivae and Titchmarsh.

Following the approach adopted by Booth and Green
(1989) a distinction was again made between studying
the very large storage jars so characteristic of this fabric
and other forms. An initial examination of all the recorded
forms other than large storage jars confirmed the earlier
impression (Booth and Green 1989, 80) that vessels other
than small to medium sized jars were extremely rarely
distributed away from the immediate vicinity of Magio-
vinium, Towcester and Bannaventa. Indeed only three
examples of forms other than jars were recorded in the
current survey, all from sites close to Towcester. The
presence or absence of the two main form groups (large
storage jars and small-medium jars) was then plotted as
Fig 2. Within the heartland of soft pink grogged pottery
there is no clear evidence of any differentiation between
the distribution patterns of the two main forms. Away
from the upper Nene valley and its neighbouring uplands,
however, there is some suggestion that the large storage
jars were exchanged over greater distances in some
directions. Watling Street and the Avon valley, as Booth
and Green tentatively suggested, do seem to have provided
the key axes for the distribution of soft pink grogged
wares, and even distant sites along this route such as
Alcester, Droitwich, Wall and Wroxeter have small-med-
ium jars. Outlying sites with soft pink grogged vessels to
the north-east, such as Leicester, and the south west, such
as Cirencester, however, only have the large storage jars.

Form, function and exchange; a
tentaive model for the distribution of
soft pink grogged vessels.

The discovery in 1990 and 1995 of kilns for the pro-

duction of soft pink grogged ware in Stowe Park,
Buckinghamshire has helped locate the likely focus for
the industry to an area close to the Alchester –Towcester
Road (Booth 1999). If, as seems likely, this immediate
area is the main focus for the industry then it is possible
to identify a broad threefold pattern to the distribution of
its products (Fig 3). First, was a core zone between and
immediately around, the Stowe area, Magiovinium and
Towcester. Here pink grogged pottery was a very
common part of later Roman assemblages sometimes
forming up to 60% of identifiable material, a figure almost
matched in some of the Milton Keynes excavations
(Marney 1989). This area seems to mark the immediate
hinterland of the production sites themselves, in which
pink grogged wares came to flood the market and were
probably supplied directly from the producers or via
markets in their two nearest towns. Here not only were
the main products of the industry consumed but also
other rarer forms, usually absent or produced by other
industries.

Beyond this area, lay a broader heartland where the
rare forms were absent but all the main jar forms were
commonly found. Pink grogged pottery again often
formed up to 50% of identifiable material and dominated
supply of rural sites in the Tove valley and the hills to the
west of Towcester and Bannaventa. Little information
was available from the current study to the south east of
Magiovinium and this part of the map is still unreliable,
but it is clear that pink grogged wares were not distributed
at any significant level down the Nene valley to Irchester
or beyond. The shape of this heartland strongly suggests
the north-westward emphasis in transport and con-
sumption of soft pink grogged pottery probably along
Watling Street and the tributary valleys of the upper Ouse,
Nene and Avon. In this respect soft pink grogged pottery
may simply have filled a potential gap in local supply
along the margins of the two late Roman regional giants
of pottery manufacture in the Lower Nene and Oxford-
shire. Support for this may stem from the fact that many
soft pink grogged forms complemented the suites
produced by the other two but in part, its strength along
Watling Street may have derived from the industry’s
ability to better supply the road stations and extensive
traffic running between the towns and military sites to
the north-west. In this way some of the industry’s
products may have depended on the transport of other
materials or goods as far as the main towns along their
route. Further confirmation of this idea may stem from
the pattern of consumption recorded at sites of the upper
Avon valley. Although this area lies outside the main
destinations for pink grogged pottery, and consequently
it is a much smaller proportion of assemblages, all the
major forms, small and large, still appear (Fig 2).

Outside this axis, pink grogged pottery is much rarer
and was frequently entirely absent from groups in eastern
Northamptonshire. With the exception of the Upper Avon
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Fig 3: Interpretive map of the exchange patterns of soft pink grogged pottery
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valley though, find spots on sites in this outer zone (nine
sites to the north-east and eleven to the south-west) are
exclusively of the large storage jars. The presence of this
rather specialised and unusual form alone may be because
it complemented products from nearer industries, but two
aspects of its distribution suggest an alternative inter-
pretation. First, their extremely large size would have
made them unwieldy to transport but ideal as bulk
containers for other products. In this respect they may
have been rather more akin to amphorae than other
pottery, transported primarily because of their contents
rather than any intrinsic value or potential end use.
Second, in north-east Northamptonshire at least, these
vessels were only recovered from the more substantial
villa sites and larger local centres such as Ashton,
Titchmarsh and Durobrivae, as well as Leicester outside
the county. The dichotomy between higher and lower
order settlements again suggests that the storage jars were
transported in order to consume or sell-on specific
possibly valuable commodities contained in them,
making the awkward process of transporting them
worthwhile.

This article is of necessity only a brief update on Booth
and Green’s earlier work and there is still much to learn
about this little studied product of the East Midlands. In
particular the maps produced here add nothing to our
understanding of distribution patterns to the south and
east of Magiovinium. Despite this, I hope the potential
value of systematically studying field walked material,
in addition to excavated collections, is apparent from the
much more detailed regional maps we are able to produce
as a result.
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Sites with soft pink grogged pottery present

Parish OS Grid Ref

1 Aldwincle SP 9753 8524

2 Ashby St Ledger SP 5755 6751

3 Boddington SP 4655 5227

4 Brampton Ash SP 7735 8746

5 Brampton Ash SP 7777 8776

6 Braybrooke SP 7522 8509

7 Braybrooke SP 7532 8329

8 Brixworth SP 7420 6870

9 Charwelton SP 5153 5627

10 Cottesbrooke SP 7000 7550

11 Ecton SP 8360 6270

12 Everdon SP 5900 5800

13 Farthinghoe SP 5280 3840

14 Farthingstone SP 6230 5455

15 Fawsley SP 5732 5581

16 Fawsley SP 5633 5582

17 Greens Norton SP 6743 4953

18 Gt Oxendon SP 7445 8333

19 Guilsborough SP 6917 7385

20 Hargrave TL 0340 7230

21 Kelmarsh SP 7127 7915

22 Lamport SP 7310 7382

23 Lois Weedon SP 5780 4650

24 Marston St Lawrence SP 5480 4284

25 Marston St Lawrence SP 5348 4145

26 Norton SP 5963 6312

27 Orton SP 8136 7976

28 Paulerspury SP 7130 4440

29 Preston Gapes SP 5815 5370

30 Ravensthorpe SP 6870 7070

31 Stanford SP 6153 7894

32 Staverton SP 5500 6341

33 Stoneton SP 4500 5518

34 Sulgrave SP 5790 4500

35 Tansor TL 0666 8956

36 Towcester SP 6691 4773

37 Wappenham SP 6245 4675

38 Wollaston SP 9050 6340

Sites with soft pink grogged pottery absent

39 Ashby St Ledger SP 5821 6925

40 Ashton TL 0463 8924

41 Ashton TL 0542 8802

42 Ashton TL 0772 8835

43 Ashton TL 0628 8905

44 Ashton TL 0628 8965

45 Bainton TF 1110 0410

46 Barnack TF 0570 0650

47 Barnwell TL 0759 8475

48 Barnwell TL 0590 8317

49 Benefield SP 9658 8752

50 Benefield SP 9948 8780

51 Benefield SP 9911 8968

52 Benefield SP 9658 8752

3 fi ld S 9629 8680

Appendix: The location of pottery
scatters shown in Figs 1 to 3
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53 Benefield SP 9629 8680

54 Benefield SP 9988 8839

55 Benefield SP 9809 8675

56 Benefield SP 9943 9048

57 Benefield SP 9686 9057

58 Benefield SP 9691 8691

59 Benefield SP 9762 8911

60 Benefield SP 9623 8674

61 Blatherwycke SP 9900 9461

62 Blatherwycke SP 9827 9659

63 Blatherwycke SP 9901 9462

64 Blatherwycke SP 9889 9420

65 Bozeat SP 8950 6020

66 Brampton Ash SP 7787 8686

67 Brampton Ash SP 7800 8581

68 Braybrooke SP 7888 8473

69 Braybrooke SP 7541 8332

70 Braybrooke SP 7720 8292

71 Brigstock SP 9727 8621

72 Brigstock SP 9773 8609

73 Brigstock SP 9600 8600

74 Brigstock SP 9520 8630

75 Brigstock SP 9770 8610

76 Bulwick SP 9643 9505

77 Bulwick SP 9620 9509

78 Charwelton SP 5479 5520

79 Clopton TL 0519 8102

80 Clopton TL 0680 8050

81 Clopton TL 0505 8097

82 Cold Ashby SP 6513 7548

83 Courtenhall SP 7638 5413

84 Cransley SP 8108 7643

85 Deeping Gate TF 1399 0902

86 Denford TL 0098 7613

87 Denford TL 0108 7684

88 Earls Barton SP 8460 6230

89 Ecton SP 8230 6530

90 Ecton SP 8340 6440

91 Elkington SP 6270 7500

92 Elkington SP 6256 7579

93 Elkington SP 6230 7530

94 Finedon SP 9270 7180

95 Glapthorn TL 0142 9090

96 Glapthorn TL 0180 9120

97 Grendon SP 8730 6170

98 Grendon SP 8800 6000

99 Gt Harrowden SP 8638 7022

100 Gt Harrowden SP 8640 7026

101 Hannington SP 8111 7128

102 Harrington SP 7635 7927

103 Harrington SP 7685 8005

104 Harringworth SP 9355 9835

105 Harringworth SP 9240 9680

106 Helpston TF 1250 0620

107 Hemington TL 1060 8503

108 Hemington TL 0825 8453

109 Irthlingborough SP 9580 7150

110 Kelmarsh SP 7223 7886

111 Kelmarsh SP 7427 7915

112 Kelmarsh SP 7422 7914

113 Kilsby SP 5588 7276

114 Kings Cliffe TL 0225 9929

115 Little Addington SP 9680 7350

116 Little Oakley SP 8820 8465

Parish OS Grid Ref

y

117 Longthorpe TL 1540 9860

118 Lowick SP 9712 8065

119 Luddington TL 1170 8579

120 Maidford SP 6130 5160

121 Marholm TF 1090 1000

122 Maxey TF 1130 0190

123 Maxey TF 1220 0790

124 Maxey TF 1150 0690

125 Maxey TF 1160 0180

126 Maxey TF 1220 0810

127 Maxey TF 1150 0950

128 Maxey TF 1110 0700

129 Mears Ashby SP 8420 6850

130 Mears Ashby SP 8487 6554

131 Newnham SP 5935 5975

132 Northborough TF 1480 0600

133 Norton SP 5971 6258

134 Orlingbury SP 8450 7260

135 Orlingbury SP 8623 7285

136 Orton SP 8101 7904

137 Oundle TL 0072 8797

138 Oundle TL 0132 8909

139 Oundle TL 0098 8870

140 Oundle TL 0112 8854

141 Oundle TL 0493 8707

142 Oundle TL 0132 8909

143 Peakirk TF 1645 0636

144 Peakirk TF 1640 0662

145 Pilton TL 0010 8640

146 Pilton SP 9990 8610

147 Polebrook TL 0600 8645

148 Polebrook TL 0739 8656

149 Polebrook TL 0807 8482

150 Polebrook TL 0817 8538

151 Preston Capes SP 5972 5333

152 Pytchley SP 8313 7368

153 Pytchley SP 8406 7319

154 Raunds TL 0212 7165

155 Raunds TL 0270 7430

156 Raunds TL 0234 7422

157 Rushton SP 8292 8325

158 Rushton SP 8533 8302

159 Scaldwell SP 7508 7342

160 Southorpe TF 0750 0340

161 Southwick SP 9887 9585

162 Southwick TL 0008 9477

163 Southwick SP 9887 9585

164 Stanion SP 9098 8545

165 Stoke Doyle TL 0009 8653

166 Stoke Doyle TL 0011 8629

167 Sulby SP 6716 8091

168 Sutton TF 0870 0080

169 Thornhaugh TF 0700 0080

170 Thorpe Achurch TL 0168 8303

171 Titchmarsh TL 0200 0790

172 Titchmarsh TL 0600 0780

173 Towcester SP 6755 4613

174 Ufford TF 0860 0300

175 Ufford TF 0930 0390

176 Upton TF 0640 0230

177 Warmington TL 0750 9031

178 Warmington TL 0870 7390

179 Wilby SP 8638 6606

180 Wollaston SP 9220 6130

181 Woodford SP 9877 7720
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Guidelines for the archiving of Roman pottery

Preface
In 1980 the Directorate of Ancient Monuments and
Historic Buildings published Guidelines for the pro-
cessing and publication of Roman pottery from excav-
ations, edited by C J Young. The impetus for this
document came from the Study Group for Romano-
British Pottery, whose members served on the Steering
Committee and the working parties. The drafting and
final publication were greatly facilitated by the Direct-
orate’s funding of expenses, provision of meeting places
and publication costs.

The drafting of this document followed close on the
heels of the Frere Committee’s Principles of publication
in rescue archaeology (DAMHB 1975) and the compar-
ative explosion of excavations in the 1970s. It sought to
establish common methods of approach and some
standardisation of recording. Quantification was in its
infancy, with little understanding yet of either potential
or cost. Within a few years, it was clear that implement-
ation of some of the recommendations would involve
excessive cost with little return in terms of useful
evidence. Increasing use of computers in archaeology
and particularly for pottery opened up new areas and
demanded a reappraisal of recording. Revision was
clearly required and in the absence of funding to
reconvene working parties, the Study Group for Roman
Pottery appointed a Convenor to deal with the updating
of the document. This work was passed to the present
Convenor but soon after revision had started, Professor
Michael Fulford was asked by HBMC to conduct a survey
of Roman pottery work in Britain (Fulford and Huddle-
ston 1991) and the drafting of The management of
archaeological projects (second edition, MAP2, 1991)
started. Since the minimum archive is the foundation for
further work, revision of the Guidelines was necessarily
shelved to await the results of both documents.

The original aim of the Guidelines, to establish
common methods of approach and some standardisation
of recording, remains of paramount importance for
progress in pottery studies. With the advent of com-

petitive tendering there is a clear necessity to ensure a
level playing field for such tendering. The computer
revolution opens new areas of research in the amount of
information potentially retrievable from pottery, parti-
cularly with GIS programs. These emphasise the nec-
essity for a common approach and some standardisation
if these new techniques, and those still being developed,
are to be fully utilised.

These matters demand attention to ensure pottery
studies progress and do not stagnate, but equal consider-
ation must be given to the management of projects and
economic use of resources, as embodied in MAP2. This
introduced a formal assessment between the fieldwork
and analysis phases to determine the potential of the
results to answer not only questions framed in the
project’s research design, but also any new questions
produced during the fieldwork. Such assessment is
essential to ensure time and resources are not wasted on
material of debatable value. Moreover, studies of other
artefacts and environmental material depend upon pottery
data, particularly in the identification of groups with high
residuality or contamination. While the finds from many
excavations will proceed beyond this assessment point,
having proven potential, some excavations clearly will
not fulfil the criteria. Future work in the area, landscape
studies and surveys may, however, at a later date still
require a minimum level of information from such sites.
In order to assess the potential information to be gained
from further work (as for a MAP2 assessment) or to
assess the significance of a site deemed unsuitable for
extended study, certain information needs to be available.
MAP2 lays down a framework of management pro-
cedures; definition of the detail required for each category
of archaeological specialisation is the responsibility of
the specialists, as noted in its preface.

Pottery has enormous importance due to its almost
total survival, and provides information on chronology,
trading contacts, function and socio-economic aspects;
and yet our museums are stuffed full of boxes of pottery,
some unwashed, unrecorded and unstudied, most of total-
ly unknown potential, impeding our understanding of the

collated by Margaret J Darling
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development and nature of human settlement. This is a
storehouse of unrealised information that should not be
added to.

The present document has several aims. On the one
hand to establish a minimum level of information
necessary to satisfactorily assess the potential of pottery
from a site for MAP2 purposes, and on the other to ensure
sufficient data is available to assess the material contri-
bution from sites which did not progress beyond the site
archive level. In addition to the archaeological value of
material, its management and the efficient use of
resources and new technology, there is also the question
of museum collections, their management and usage,
which again demand a minimum level of information.
All three are concerned with the assessment of potential,
whether for immediate use leading to analysis and
publication in whatever format, or for future use. The
aim of this document is not to address a single aspect, but
to arrive at a minimum level of information that will
satisfy all. Furthermore it recognises that an archive is a
working tool to explore numerous other aspects of pottery
research, both now and in the future.

The first drafting of this document used a survey of
recording practices carried out in 1992, which showed
that a very wide variety of approaches were in use. The
results of a questionnaire on pottery processing were circu-
lated to a sub-committee of the Study Group for Roman
Pottery and a meeting was held to discuss the establishment
of an agreed archive level at Lincoln on March 11, 1993,
which produced a first draft. The resulting discussion
document was presented to the Study Group’s meeting at
Birmingham on March 28, 1993, and was approved by
those attending. To ensure the fullest circulation, the
discussion document was circulated to all members not
present at the Birmingham meeting, and comments
invited. The present document arises from the revision of
the discussion document, taking into account both verbal
comments from Birmingham and written comments.
Copies were again circulated at the Study Group’s meeting
at Durham in April 1994 and a further period of
consultation allowed, leading to further revisions of detail.

Archive Sub-Committee
Convenor: Margaret J Darling
Paul Bidwell
Paul Booth
Barbara Davies
Chris Going
Jason Monaghan
Rob Perrin
Richard Pollard
Lindsay Rollo
Vivien Swan
Robin Symonds
Colin Wallace
30 September 1994

The original text of paragraphs 8.3.1, 8.4, 8.4.1 and 8.4.2
of these guidelines have been amended in this 2002
version to reflect changed ideas of best practice, and to
harmonise with archive standards promulgated by other
ceramic study groups since the circulation of these
original versions.

1 Introduction

1.1 The archive is the most important record of pottery
from excavations, field walking and evaluations. This
may be the only record for some sites, but one that could
contribute in the future to study of the archaeology of the
landscape, whether in a rural or urban environment. For
others, it will form the basis upon which to assess the
potential of the assemblage, the necessity and extent of
further work, and the foundation for that work.

1.2 The archive is, moreover, a working tool. As
information is recorded from sites, the database achieved
is of the utmost value for the exploration of numerous
aspects of pottery, including the refinement of dating,
functional and spatial analysis, investigation of trading
connections and comparison of assemblages from sites
of different date and/or character. It is the guardian
against stagnation, and each site has something to
contribute.

1.3 Archaeological recording and methodology does not
stand still. These guidelines will quickly become out-
dated and require revision as new methods and techniques
are developed. They must not, therefore, be regarded as
a straitjacket, but simply as a guide to the minimum that
should be included in an archive today. Recording pottery
is not an end in itself, but a means to an end; there must
be a reason for recording each aspect.

1.4 It is emphasised that the recording levels listed are
minimum recommendations; individual specialists are,
of course, free to record more if they wish or if it is
academically desirable. A balance, however, must be
achieved between the basic archive and the more
extensive data accumulated by further work. The archive
should cover all pottery regardless of value stratigraph-
ically or ceramically, and any extension of the recording
must take this and the attendant cost implications into
account.

2 Definition of the ceramic archive
2.1 The archive must contain sufficient data to allow
interrogation leading to an understanding of its archaeo-
logical and ceramic significance. It should be sufficient
to facilitate a MAP2 assessment without overlapping into
a research archive.
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3 Extent of a ceramic archive
3.1 All assemblages, whether from excavations, watching
briefs, evaluations, field walking or other forms of
archaeological intervention should be recorded to the
level defined above.

3.2 All pottery, irrespective of stratification, should be
included in the archive, unless an academic case can be
made for its exclusion.

3.3 Exclusion of unstratified material could be a case in
point, but all such material should be examined to ensure
its exclusion will not detract from the evidence available
for the site and its pottery.

4 The necessity for an agreed
minimum archive
4.1 An agreed minimum archive would:

i promote good practice and high standards of work
ii facilitate the interchange of data between specialists

iii set standards for Museum collections, particularly
for any dispersal of material.

iv specify archive levels for contract archaeology to
maintain standards and promote equitable tendering.

5 Definition of a pottery archive

5.1 Two levels of archive are identified:

5.2 The site archive (MAP2, appendix 3), to consist of
two phases:

i Primary site data for pottery: prepared during or
immediately after an excavation, specifically to aid
the excavation process.

ii Ceramic archive: basic ceramic data recorded post-
excavation, usually covering all contexts irrespect-
ive of stratigraphic or ceramic value.

5.3 The research archive (MAP2, appendix 6): the
ceramic archive upgraded with further detail and quantifi-
cation where necessary.

5.4 This document is concerned with the site archive
only.

6 The site archive: phase 1: primary
site data (MAP2, appendix 3)

6.1 How the archive is compiled will necessarily vary
between different specialists and organisations and is
related to the circumstances prevailing, the nature of the
site and availability of trained personnel. Depending upon
circumstances, work on the pottery during the excavation

may not be essential or feasible; in which case phase 1
could be omitted. It is recognised that the primary purpose
of pottery work during an excavation is to aid the
excavator with dating and information potentially helpful
to the progress of the excavation, sampling policies and
the interpretation and chronology of the site.

6.2 Thus the first phase of the site archive is limited to
those aims and termed primary site data for pottery,
recording:

i Rough quantity per context, in terms of small-
medium-large

ii A terminus post quem
iii Time span for the assemblage
iv A provisional date of deposition
v Optional assessment of condition, if exceptional

vi Optional comments on any notable level of re-
siduality, possible intrusions, and broad emphasis

vii Date of the record
viii Person responsible

6.3 It is strongly emphasised that this work should be
undertaken by the most experienced person available,
since errors at this stage could have far reaching
consequences. It is further emphasised that the sole
purpose is to facilitate the excavation, and that in no way
can this dating record be the basis for an assessment or
the only work to be undertaken on the pottery. This record
would normally only be used during or immediately after
excavation; backlog sites are excluded.

6.4 The record should be a paper record, to be in-
corporated in either existing context or bulk finds records,
and computerisation is optional. It is essential that all
records normally kept on site are photocopied or copied
to disk to be kept safely elsewhere as insurance against
loss.

6.5 While this is undertaken during excavation, it is
emphasised that the ceramic archive produced in the post-
excavation period is equally part of the excavation, to be
budgeted as an excavation cost.

7 The site archive: phase 2: the
ceramic archive (MAP2, appendix 3)
7.1 This should contain sufficient data to comply with
the definition (above 2.1)

7.2 Depending upon the potential of the site and pottery,
this record could be the only record or could form the
basis for a research archive.

7.3 It is emphasised that the work must be undertaken by
the most skilled specialist available. It must be a complete
record of ALL pottery, including residual pre-Roman
and intrusive post-Roman sherds, before extraction of
specialist wares, and including objects made from sherds.
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7.4 The post-excavation period is the optimum time to
produce a ceramic archive, when a provisional matrix or
phasing is available. The pottery can be archived in
stratigraphic sequence, with the component contexts of
cut features viewed together, to gain the maximum
information from the pottery, the primary site data for
the pottery providing a useful objective double-check on
both dating and condition.

8 The contents of the ceramic
archive
8.1 Record of ware or fabrics
8.1.1 The agreed definition is that imports, major traded
wares and significant local wares should be individually
recorded. It is not intended that detailed sub-divisions of
grey wares for instance should be involved, and it is
stressed that the fabrics recorded should be identifiable
macroscopically without undue use of microscopic
examination.

8.1.2 Fabric codes, whether numeric, alphabetic or a
combination should be designed for the greatest ease,
both in basic recording and for computerisation and
extraction. The use of prefixes for groups of fabrics is
especially useful to aid their ordering in basic listing and
in extracting and manipulating data. It is recommended
that where possible, any nationally agreed codes are used,
or that there is a concordance between those and the
recording codes in use.

8.1.3 It is recommended that the record should be of
quantities for fabric and vessel type, since the extra
information over a presence/absence record involves
minimal time and yields more information. More time is
spent on the initial sorting into fabrics and vessel types
than on the actual recording.

8.2 Record of vessel classes/forms and/or
vessel types
8.2.1 The students’ guide to Roman coarse pottery defines
‘form’ as ‘classes of vessels sharing form and function’;
the definition used here is that ‘form’ means flagon, jar,
bowl, while ‘type’ defines the type of form, as ring-
necked flagon, reeded rim bowl etc.

8.2.2 A hierarchical code is recommended so that data
can be extracted at different levels, ie, all flagons or, in
more detail, all flagons of ringed-neck type. It is
recommended that vessel type should be recorded, as
considered necessary by the individual specialist.

8.3 Record of quantities
8.3.1 It is recommended that each record should cover a
sherd family, ie all the sherds of a single vessel. Thus in
each context a vessel will be recorded by its fabric and

vessel type in a single record. Sherds that cannot be
defined for form, eg grey ware body sherds, are recorded
by fabric alone.

8.4 Measures
Sherd count and weight are recommended as the minimum
measures. This combination provides a useful index of
fragmentation, of value for the understanding and inter-
pretation of stratigraphic and spatial aspects of the site.
The recording of estimated vessel equivalents based on
rims (EVEs) does not form part of the basic archive, and
should be reserved during any further work for only those
groups where there is a clear potential for useful inform-
ation to be gained from this further quantification measure

8.4.1 Since vessel types are to be recorded, sherd count
is the fastest measure and is recommended as the
minimum measure. The use of weight is optional, but
strongly recommended as a second measure particularly
where amphorae form a potentially useful group, and for
some rural sites. Weight and sherd count provide a useful
index of fragmentation, which may assist understanding
of the stratigraphic and spatial aspects of the site.

8.4.2 It is emphasised that recording weight is moving
beyond the necessary level of basic archive into the
research archive, although for many sites this may be
advisable. The recording of EVEs does not form part of
the basic archive, and should be reserved during any
further work for only those groups where there is clear
potential for useful information to be gained from
quantification.

8.5 Record of decoration, surface treat-
ment, stamps
8.5.1 It is considered that stamps (potters’ names,
trademarks or decorative) and graffiti are essential
records, and that decoration considered to be chrono-
logically significant or potentially useful should be
recorded as an option. If the definition of fabric or ware
covers vessels that can be hand- or wheel-made, it is
essential that the type of manufacture is recorded where
identifiable.

8.6 Record of obvious sherd links be-
tween contexts
8.6.1 It is recommended that cross-links observed
between contexts during recording should be noted,
without involving time-consuming searches.

8.7 Record of condition of group
8.7.1 This is essential when the condition is exceptional
(eg very abraded, fresh, burnt), and comments should be
made on unusual levels of residuality, possible intrusions
and kiln products. Assessments of the value of groups are
useful to flag assemblages with potential for further work.
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8.8 Indication of probable illustration
requirements
8.8.1 To facilitate estimates for future work, it is
recommended that vessels worth drawing for their
intrinsic and stratigraphic value are recorded separately.

8.9 Date
8.9.1 This should contain a terminus post quem, the time
span of the assemblage and a considered date of depos-
ition.

8.10 Future potential
8.10.1 This section is only applicable to the site archive
if the pottery is to be deposited in the appropriate museum
without further work; otherwise this information belongs
with the assessment document, prepared as a preliminary
to further work and a research archive. This should be a
summary of the complete pottery assemblage from the
site, identifying contexts of crucial importance for
retention and those of dubious value, with clear recom-
mendations for their retention or dispersal. If dispersal is
recommended, it is essential that the archive record
contain sufficient detail for future research use.

9 Computer use

9.1 It is highly desirable that the archive is computerised,
and essential if the data relating to vessel types is to be
adequately used. Even small sites benefit from the ease
of extraction of information and its integration with site
and other finds data. The financial outlay on hardware
and software is small compared to not only the savings in
labour cost, but also the increased use and availability of
the data.

9.2 The ability to upgrade the ceramic archive to both
quantified and specialist ware records should be aimed
for from the inception of a scheme, and should present
few difficulties, avoiding duplication of effort. Any
archive software must have the capability to transfer data
to a new data-file with extended fields to accommodate
quantification and specialist information.

9.3 Since the archive forms one of the most valuable
assets of any archaeological organisation, it will require
active curating including, as changes occur in both
hardware and software, transfer to new formats.

Roman pottery archive guidelines:
accompanying notes
The archive
An archive in the wider sense accumulates over a period
of time, each individual site adding its measure. The

archive criteria of tomorrow will not be those of today,
but in the absence of crystal balls, this document takes
the view that the structure of today’s archive should be
determined by foreseeable demands upon it. The potential
value and use of data is what governs the extent of any
record.

An archive contributes useful information at several
different levels, some of which are identified as under:

1 Most immediately to enable the crucial assessment
of the potential of the material to answer questions
posed, whether in the initial research design or arising
during fieldwork. This is the MAP2, phase 3, and an
essential prelude to any further work on the material.

2 For those sites with no obvious potential for immedi-
ate further research, the archive is the factual
statement of what was found. This is also the case for
contexts and groups within a site that are deemed
unsuitable for further work and quantification, but
can still contribute to the overall view of the site.

3 Low-cost data for all sites for comparisons either
within an area or region, or within a city, as for
instance, samian as a proportion of the overall
assemblage, or more finely as the proportions from
different samian factories. The spatial distribution
(with count as a measure) for any number of wares
deemed to be useful, to explore chronological
development and regression of settlement, status,
trading patterns and economic aspects.

4 If both fabric and vessel type is recorded, the archive
enables the identification of levels of residuality,
essential for the assessment of future work on the
pottery, and an equally essential aid to the assessment
of future work on artefactual and environmental
finds. Both facilitate spatial analysis over an area to
highlight anomalous sites, which may have a bearing
on the type of occupation, status and chronological
changes.

5 Records, even with low-cost sherd count as the
measure, enable examination of the proportional
occurrence of both fabrics and vessel types chrono-
logically, and when related to the defined deposition
date and the size of the individual group, can aid
definition of the floruit of the fabric and/or type for
future work.

6 The archive is a factual statement of the contents of
the physical archive and should enable its efficient
curation once deposited in a museum or depository,
and aid both educational and research aspects. The
inclusion of a comments field in the archive for each
record facilitates the identification of, for instance,
complete vessels useful for display and educational
purposes, while records defining both fabrics and
vessel types aid future research, ie all mortaria, all
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barbotine decorated colour-coated ware, amphorae
of a certain type etc can be extracted for assessment
for a research project.

Notes to the document

The following notes are attached to amplify various
sections. The archive provides useful information at
several different levels, one more immediately referring
to the assessment of the potential information to be gained
from further work on the group, while others contribute
data to aid continuing and future research. Aspects of
both are noted.

3 The extent of a ceramic archive

3.1 On the basis that all interventions have the potential
for producing useful evidence, no group of material
should be excluded.

4 The necessity for an agreed
minimum archive
4.1 This is viewed as essential to future progress in arch-
aeology as a whole, and in pottery studies in particular.

5 Definition of a pottery archive

5.1 The site archive is split into a possible two phases
dependent upon the site and the circumstances of
excavation primarily to ensure the most effective and
efficient data collection, the first being to facilitate the
excavation, and the second to achieve the maximum
retrieval of ceramic information. A flexible approach is
essential; it may be necessary to complete the second
phase during the excavation and accept a certain loss of
information (see 7.4).

6 The site archive: phase 1: primary
site data
6.1 This record should be an extremely rapid scanning of
each context. Every effort should be made to ensure that
contexts are complete when viewed, a common problem
when viewing pottery during an excavation. Apart from
its primary purpose of providing information to the
excavator to aid the progress of the excavation, it provides
the pottery specialist with an overview, but does not
constitute the site archive for pottery and does not provide
sufficient data to enable a reasoned assessment of
potential. Some indication of quantity is essential, and

weight or number of trays or boxes (specifying the
dimensions) would also be sufficient.

7 The site archive: phase 2: the
ceramic archive
It has been suggested that some sites of obvious im-
portance should skip the ceramic archive stage during
which the sole minimum measure is sherd count and
proceed directly to the research archive, incorporating
full quantification of estimated vessel equivalents (EVEs)
from the beginning. This is an understandable response
wishing to avoid getting the pottery out and sorted twice,
particularly bearing in mind that this work is the most
time consuming part of any record, whether a basic
archive or a full quantification.

There are several problems with such a procedure. The
importance of the assessment phase, which integrates the
pottery with the stratigraphy and other finds, is to identify
those assemblages within a site worthy of future work.
Such integration would be impossible during an excav-
ation, and the implication is that the entire pottery assem-
blage, irrespective of ceramic or stratigraphic value, is to
be fully quantified. This goes against the accepted view of
MAP2 and most pottery specialists that resources should
be targeted to achieve the maximum information for the
least cost. If the site was so exceptional in its character or
chronological span that full quantification was felt to be
worthwhile, this should be identified at the project design
stage. For any site so treated, it would be necessary to
create an archive data file compatible with other excav-
ations (ie extracted from the quantified data file) to enable
the site to be used for any spatial analysis or survey.

It is feasible that there should be a practical alternative
open to negotiation in exceptional circumstances. De-
pendent upon a rapid decision on the advisability of
further work, and bearing in mind the time-consuming
sorting and laying-out work, important contexts ob-
viously requiring quantification could be sorted into
stackable trays, and stacked ready for quantification once
the ceramic archive has been completed. Once the
assessment, based on the ceramic archive, has been
completed and decisions taken, the reserved material
either proceeds to full quantification or is boxed. If the
former, clearly costs have been reduced; if the latter,
there has been merely the problem of temporary storage
and a delay in boxing.

The upgrading of the ceramic archive should be
considered from the outset. It is essential that it is feasible
to extract such basic data as is required for contexts to be
quantified to a separate database with extended fields to
accommodate the new information. Depending upon the
coding system adopted, this should encompass not only
new fields for EVEs, but also fields for any detailed
definition deemed necessary for fabrics and vessel types.
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An important feature of the ceramic archive easily
overlooked is that it covers all sites, irrespective of value,
at a consistent level. The original archive file should be
retained with any basic corrections necessary so that the
data is still available for any spatial analysis across areas,
regions or urban areas. It is important that additional
information is added to separate databases. It may be
considered useful to add a field to the ceramic archive to
cover samian dates, but to retain the original consistency
between sites that receive further work and those that do
not, such changes should be kept to a minimum that will
not interfere with the basic data and complicate its
interrogation.

Similarly to produce a comprehensive archive of
specialist wares, particularly samian, the basic ceramic
archive data should be transferable to a specialist database
with extended fields to cover such information as potter’s
name, die number, specialist date, source (as Rhein-
zabern, Trier etc, expanding on East Gaul). Similar
databases enable area or city-wide surveys of mortaria,
amphorae etc. which may require the recording of the
more detailed information received from specialists.

8 The contents of the ceramic
archive
8.1 Record of wares or fabrics
Reasons: Overall to investigate trade, influences from
neighbouring areas, status, inter-relationships between
different potteries. For assessment purposes as a dating
indicator, to check for anomalies and residuality in the
content of groups, as for instance high percentages of
amphorae in later-Roman contexts, or quantities of earlier
fabrics occurring late, and as status indicators.

8.2 Record of vessel classes/forms and/or
vessel types
Reasons: Overall the possibility of investigating differ-
ences between assemblages or sites based on vessel form,
and use of the archive to define closer dates for types
based on their dated occurrence. For assessment purposes
as a closer dating tool, vessel types being a finer indicator
than fabrics alone, and to search for any anomalies
indicative of high residuality, groups containing mixed
date pottery of debatable value for further work. If the
codes are hierarchical, extracts may be useful to examine
any spatial differences across the site that may aid
interpretation.

8.3 Record of quantities
Reasons: To establish the content of the assemblage and
the relative occurrence of different fabrics and vessel
types. For assessment purposes, the relative occurrence
of fabrics and types can aid dating and the identification
of any high residuality.

8.4 Measures
Sherd count is not only the fastest measure but also
essential if fragmentation or brokenness is to be examined
during further work. If data on fragmentation beyond
that recorded under paragraph 8.7 is considered desirable
to aid site interpretation, every effort should be made to
limit weighing to those groups requiring such data.
Overall context weights could equally be recorded in the
primary site data as a measure of quantity (paragraph
6.2.i).

8.5 Record of decoration, surface treat-
ments, stamps
Reasons: Overall to facilitate further work on stamps,
graffiti, and for decoration or surface treatment, to aid
identification of datable decoration to extend use for
dating, and any relationships between industries. For
assessment purposes, a further indicator for dating in
some instances, plus for specialist wares with name
stamps, an indicator of the quantity requiring specialist
attention.

8.6 Record of obvious sherd links be-
tween contexts
Reasons: Primary data for the assessment phase to aid
stratigraphic work, and the identification of obviously
residual sherds disturbed from earlier contexts.

8.7 Record of condition of group
Reasons: To aid understanding of the deposition of the
context, plus assessments of the potential value of the
pottery. Particularly valuable to the assessment phase;
high levels of fragmentation or conversely freshness
would be recorded here; also notably burnt or mortar
encrusted pottery etc.

8.8 Indication of likely illustration
requirements
Reasons: To facilitate estimates for future work. Particu-
larly useful if graded between vessels needing illustration
for their intrinsic value as new types or better examples,
and those necessary to substantiate the dating and
interpretation.

8.9 Date
Reasons: To revise, if necessary, the dating contained in
the primary site data for pottery.

8.10 Future potential
Reasons: To provide guidance as to the value of the
pottery for future research, particularly in relation to
decisions on dispersal or retention. For assessment
purposes, the future potential should be part of the
assessment document, based on information extracted
during the assessment process.
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9 Computer use
9.1 It cannot be stressed too strongly that computerisation
of the archive enables it to be used to the fullest extent.
Computers provide the technology to enable the fullest
possible integration of pottery, finds, and site data to the
benefit of all. The advantages to be derived from this,
and developments in computer soft and hardware likely
to enhance the retrieval and use of evidence are part and
parcel of the modern archaeologist’s concern. Even a
low power PC can extract primary data more efficiently
and cost-effectively, and enables its integration with other
data from the site or from comparative sites. Use of
electronic data in the dissemination of information will
undoubtedly be a further development.

Computerised data is particularly valuable in the early
post-excavation stages when provisional phasing is sub-
ject to change. Such changes can be easily made and their
effect assessed. The data can also be more easily interro-
gated to assess the potential of the pottery for future work.

A paper archive is cumbersome and often unusable
without considerable expense. A properly curated
computerised archive provides instant access.

9.3 A paper copy of the complete archive and if necessary,
extracts of data, should be deposited with the pottery,
and an additional copy kept to safeguard against loss of
electronic data. All primary paper records should also be
kept.

Glossary
Terminology is problematical, but the following should
amplify precisely what is meant in this document.

Ware: A term used in two senses: vessels from the same
production centre (eg New Forest ware), or vessels
having the same basic characteristics in technique (eg
colour-coated ware).

Fabric: A term used to describe the paste of a finished

vessel, including texture, colour and nature of both
paste and surface.

Paste: The prepared clay from which pots are thrown. In
the finished vessel the term is often applied to the
body of a vessel, as distinct from the outer surface.

Class: Vessels are said to belong to the same class if they
are of the same general form and usable for the same
purpose, irrespective of date, fabric, and details of
form. This term appears to be interchangeable with
“form” in common usage.

Type: Vessels are said to be of the same type if they are
identical in all significant features, and not merely
similar in general appearance. The Romano-British
coarse pottery: a student’s guide (Webster 1975)
specified type as vessels identical in all features of
form and fabric. Modern usage concentrates on the
detail of the vessel form, which facilitates comparison
of different production centres.

Group: This is a vague term but where used in this
document is usually in the sense of a group of pottery
from a context.

Assemblage: This term is more usually taken to mean
larger groupings, as with contexts sharing close strati-
graphic associations, or pottery from discrete phases
of a site, or even the entire stratified pottery from a
site.
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The early Roman pottery industry in Cologne, Germany: a new
kiln site in the Oppidum Ubiorum

Maureen Carroll

Around the turn of the 1st century BC to AD the Oppidum
Ubiorum was founded by the Romans as the civitas
capital for the transrhenine Germanic tribe of the Ubii; in
the preceding two or three decades, these had crossed the
Rhine and settled on the west bank of the river between
Neuss and Bonn (Galsterer 1990; Gechter 1990; Carroll
2001a, 123–7) (Fig 1). Even before the settlement was
elevated in status to that of a colony in AD 50, the
population of the oppidum was a mixture of Ubii, Roman
legionary veterans and Gallo-Roman immigrants, as well
as foreign traders, slaves and freedmen from various parts
of the Empire, not unlike the heterogeneous population
of other contemporary settlements on the frontier
(Roymans 1995, 55–8). Roman military installations
along the Rhine were numerous (Wells 1972, 93–148;
Kunow 1987, 36–59), the closest to Cologne being the
probable legionary fortress of Legio I and XX three km
south of the town, later transformed under Claudius to
become the base of the Classis Germanica (Carroll 1999;
Carroll and Fischer 1999).

Pottery production by or under the military took place
at a number of forts such as Neuss, Haltern and Xanten
during the period of Roman expansion and transrhenine
campaigns in Germany from 16 BC (Bruckner 1975; von
Schnurbein 1974; Liesen 1994, 144–5). Pre-colonial
occupation in Cologne was also once thought to have
been military in nature, and all industrial activity in this
period, therefore, had been connected with the army
(Filtzinger 1980). This theory has now been shown to be
no longer tenable; rather, the earlier settlement underlying
the colony is to be identified as the Oppidum Ubiorum
(Carroll-Spillecke 1995; Carroll Carrol 2001a, 124–27,
Carroll 2003). By the time the oppidum was established,
a growing number of civilians needed to be supplied with
pottery, and a number of kiln sites sprang up around the
town where a variety of ceramics were produced (Fig 2).
In the last fifty years, excavations at these sites were brief
rescue operations, where stratigraphic contexts were
largely ignored (Fremersdorf 1934; Fremersdorf 1942;
LaBaume 1958; LaBaume 1962–3; LaBaume 1964;

Binsfeld and Strunk 1970). No attempt was made to
differentiate between the ceramics produced there and
redeposited pottery, such as domestic rubbish, nor was
an analysis of the kilns undertaken.

With the expectation of locating new kilns in the
southern part of the town near kilns excavated in 1956 on
Lungengasse, high priority was given to a large area on
the same street scheduled for development in 1997.
Excavations in the summer of that year revealed nineteen
pottery kilns of the first half of the 1st century AD, as
well as ancillary structures associated with the kilns
(Carroll-Spillecke 1998; Carroll 2000) (Fig 3). Large
numbers of wasters were found in collapsed kilns, in pits
near the kilns and strewn about the site, so the range of
pottery types and fabrics produced could be established
with some certainty.

This paper does not attempt an exhaustive study and
analysis of the products, rather the kilns themselves, as
well as ancillary structures and features, are discussed in
an attempt to put the kiln site in its historical and
economic perspective. The publication of a successfully
completed doctoral dissertation by Constanze Höpken of
the University of Cologne on the pottery from the
Lungengasse and other early production sites in Cologne
is currently in preparation; she had already published a
preliminary report on the pottery industry (Höpken 1999,
Höpken forthcoming)

Topography

The site lay outside the western edge of the oppidum (Fig
2, no 1), the boundary of which was found in 1992 in the
form of a broad ditch further north (Carroll-Spillecke
1997, 415–22). It appears that this boundary separated
the 1956 Lungengasse kiln site (LaBaume 1958) (Fig 2,
no 2) from that dug in 1997. Excavations in 1998
(unpublished), in a large area between the two Lungen-
gasse sites, failed to produce any evidence for pottery
production. Thus the 1956 kilns must have been located
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inside the oppidum on the periphery and those of 1997
just outside the settlement. The kilns south of Neumarkt
(Fig 2, no 8), at Severinstraße (Fig 2, no 4), Georgstraße
(Fig 2, no 5) and at Waidmarkt (Fig 2, no 6) also lay
outside the town, the lamp workshop at Rishmodishaus-
Neumarkt (Fig 2, no 3), and the kiln at Olivandenhof

(Fig 2, no 9) however, were just within the western
boundary. Whether the kilns at An der Rechtschule (Fig
2, no 7) were inside or outside the town is unclear, since
the northern boundary of the oppidum has not been clearly
established. At any rate, the pottery workshops of the
oppidum either had an extramural or an intramural,

Fig 1: The lower Rhine frontier with Cologne (Köln) as civitas capital of the Ubii (after Gechter 1995)
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Fig 2: Plan of the Oppidum Ubiorum (black) and the Claudian colony, Colonia Claudia Ara Agrippinensium (light grey), and pottery
kilns of both settlements (open circles = remains of pre-colonial fortifications) (Drawing: D Godden)

Key: Kilns of the Oppidum
1: Lungengasse (1997)
2: Lungengasse (1956)
3: Richmodishaus-Neumarkt
4: Severinstraße
5: Georgstraße

6: Waidmarkt
7: An der Rechtschule
8: Neumarkt
9: Olivandenhof. Kilns of the colony
10: Rudolfplatz/Aachener Straße
11: Bahnhofsvorplatz

peripheral location. Some were aligned along the major
southern route out of the town. The other workshops
were not clustered near main streets or roads, although
the producers at Richmodishaus-Neumarkt (Fig 2, no 3)
and Olivandenhof (Fig 2, no 9) were not far from the
main east-west axis of the town.

Evidence, in the form of coins and the pottery, from
the excavation in 1997 indicates that the kilns were in
operation from the early 1st century AD until some time
shortly after the middle of the century. The coins from the
fill of the stokeholes, analysed by Bernd Päffgen, range
in date from 10–14 AD to 37or 38 AD. Archaeomagnetic
dating of material from the walls of two kilns, conducted
by Ulrich Hambach from the University of Cologne,
indicated that they had been fired in the middle of the 1st
century. The kilns apparently were abandoned and
backfilled after this time, when the new Claudian colony

expanded to the west, beyond the boundary of the former
oppidum. At this time, major new industrial zones for the
production of pottery were established outside the western
limits of the colony in the Rudolfplatz area (Fig. 2, no 10)
(Schauerte 1987), as well as to the north of the city on the
Bahnhofsvorplatz site (Fig. 2, no 11) (Schauerte 1994).
After the kilns on Lungengasse went out of use, the area
was redeveloped for residential buildings, which were
demolished in the 2nd century for a large Gallo-Roman
temple complex and its forecourt (Carroll Carrol 2001a,
49).

The kilns

Three basic types of pottery kilns were built, all of them
being single-chambered sunken kilns cut into the natural
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Fig 3: Cologne, plan of the kiln site at Lungengasse 1997 (Drawing: H Bernhard and C Merrony)

sandy clay. Only five kilns were so badly preserved that it
is uncertain to which type they belong (Fig 3, kilns 2, 11,
13–15). In no case did the superstructure of any kiln
survive. Type 1 kilns were most common with ten certain
or probable examples (Fig 3, kilns 5–9, 12, 16–19),
followed by Type 2 kilns with three examples (Fig 3, kilns
3–4, 10). The Type 3 kiln was singular (Fig 3, kiln 1).

Type 1 (Figs 4 and 5)
Shape: oval
Width: 1.8–2.6m
Total length, including the flue: 3.2–3.8m
Structural materials: walls and floor of kiln-chamber clay

lined; flue broken tile bonded with clay, floor of flue
clay lined
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Fig 4: Cologne, Lungengasse. Type 1 kiln (Drawing: C Merrony)

Fig 5: Type 1 kiln as excavated at Lungengasse (photo: M
Carroll)

Supports for raised oven floor: lateral rectangular piers
of air- or sun-dried clay bricks, reinforced with broken
tile and pottery wasters and bonded with clay

Raised oven floor: clay platform

Type 2 (Figs 6, 7, and 10)
Shape: round
Diameter: 2.6–3m externally, 2.3–2.6m internally

Fig 6: Cologne, Lungengasse. Type 2 kiln (Drawing: C Merrony)

Fig 7: Type 2 kiln as excavated at Lungengasse (photo: M
Carroll)

Total length, including the flue: approx. 3.50m
Structural materials: walls and floor of kiln-chamber clay

lined; flue broken tile bonded with clay, floor of flue
clay lined

Supports for raised oven floor: lateral rectangular or
wedge-shaped piers and central tongue-support of
prefabricated air- or sun-dried clay bricks tempered
with straw and bonded with clay

Raised oven floor: clay platform 10–13 cm thick,
perforated with vent-holes

Type 3 (Figs 8 and 9)
Shape: round
Diameter: 2.10m externally, 1.85m internally
Total length, including the flue: approx. 3.20m
Structural materials: walls of broken tile bonded with

straw-tempered clay, floor of kiln-chamber clay lined;
flue walls of broken tiles bonded with clay, floor of
flue clay lined

Supports for raised oven floor: lateral wedge-shaped piers
of broken tile packed in clay

Raised oven floor: clay platform 12–15cm thick, per-
forated with vent-holes
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Fig 8: Cologne, Lungengasse. Type 3 kiln (Drawing: C Merrony)

Fig 9: Type 3 kiln as excavated at Lungengasse (photo: M
Carroll)

There is adequate evidence for kilns of Type 1 having
been abandoned and new ones built; in some cases
successive kiln structures were superimposed upon one
another or built very near the older ones. Some kilns had
been repaired and the clay lining of the oven walls
refaced, indicating that they were in use more than once.
A calculation of the lifespan of these kilns is, however,
extremely difficult if not impossible. Many kilns of Type
1 (Figs 4 and 5) and the Type 3 kiln (Figs 8 and 9) were
sintered black and the natural soil around the kilns had
turned bright red due to protracted and extreme heat.
Type 2 kilns (Figs 6, 7 and 10) perhaps had not been fired
to such high temperatures. They were burnt bright red,
and only the very surface of the walls and floor were dark
grey and hardened. The orientation of the kilns varied. In
fact three kilns sharing a common stokehole had flue
passages facing three different points of the compass.
There does seem to have been a slight preference for a
westerly or north-westerly orientation of the flue, but

whether this had to do with prevailing winds is unknown.
A triple grouping of kilns around a common stoking pit
in the northern half of the site may reflect serial
production, with these kilns working at the same time,
but at different stages during the process (stacking, firing,
cooling, unloading) (see Duhamel 1975, 19, fig 4–5), or
the clustering of kilns may reflect economy in the digging
of stokeholes.

The information on kiln structures gained in this
excavation is valuable, because in the past contemporary
kilns in Cologne have been either destroyed by modern
building activity, leaving only waster heaps, or heavily
damaged during mechanical digging. The kilns excavated
in 1956 at Lungengasse appear, by and large, to have
been similar to the Type 1 kilns excavated in 1997, ie
oval in shape and clay-lined. Unfortunately, in most of
the former only the floor of the kiln-chamber or the
contours of the reddened clay linings of the kilns
survived. One of the 1956 kilns (‘Ofen I’), however, was
round with a diameter of 85–91 cm, and had lateral brick
piers as supports for the raised oven floor – a clay platform
with vent-holes (LaBaume 1958, 26, fig 1). The kiln at
An der Rechtschule was of a type not represented at the
1997 site. It was ‘pear-shaped’, had a tile-lined floor to
the combustion chamber and a central tongue supporting
a perforated raised oven floor (LaBaume 1962–3, 12, fig
3). The type is common elsewhere in the 1st and 2nd
centuries AD in the German provinces (Swoboda 1971,
9, fig p 13, kilns V,VI; Weber 1993, 64–5, fig 49) and in
Britain (Swan 1984, 92, fig X). The kilns south of the
oppidum at Waidmarkt, Georgstraße and Severinstraße
were again of a different type. These were square or
rectangular (80 by 60cm, 1.15 by 1.7m, 1.4 by 1.4m) and
constructed of air- or sundried bricks with lateral piers
(LaBaume 1964, 7–12, fig 1, 5). Obviously, in pre-
colonial Cologne, there was considerable variety of kiln
types in regard to size, shape and construction materials.

It has been suggested that in Britain square, rectangular
or round kilns with lateral piers were a continental type
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used by the military, and imported in the wake of the
Claudian conquest (Swan 1984, 85–6). The use of sun-
dried bricks in the construction of these kilns in Britain
has also been linked to the military (Swan 1984, 85),
since at the time of their discussion in 1984, sun-dried
bricks in Germany seemed to be confined in the 1st
century to military structures. Indeed, kilns with lateral
piers were built in military contexts at the Augustan
legionary fortress at Haltern (Trier 1995, fig 34, p 35)
and in the 2nd century canabae outside the legionary
base at Nijmegen (Haalebos 1989, 186, fig 30.2);
however sun-dried bricks were used only for the con-
struction of the flue at the latter named site. The presence
in a civilian context in Cologne of kilns with lateral piers
and with sun-dried bricks as their main structural
materials (Fig 10) indicates that neither feature was
limited to military structures. Furthermore, walls of sun-
dried bricks and of solid clay have been found frequently
in pre-colonial Cologne in civilian domestic buildings.
The use of lateral piers as oven floor supports, never-
theless, is an interesting chronological feature of kiln-
building, even in Cologne itself. All the later pottery
kilns in Cologne are of circular or square shape with only
a central tongue-support, indicating that this type became
the preferred one by the late 1st century (Schauerte 1987;
Schauerte 1994).

Associated features and raw
materials
The kilns at Lungengasse excavated in 1997 did not stand
in isolation. In the southern half of the site several
postholes and post-trenches were uncovered, indicating
that timber buildings stood in the workshop areas, (see
Fig 3, features 20–30). Unfortunately, there was not
enough preserved to recognise ground plans of any
structures. Presumably these buildings were used as
potting and/or drying sheds.

The natural sandy clay was probably quarried for the
production of pottery (ie body and temper) as well as for
building-material for the kilns themselves. Quarry pits of
circular, oval and irregular shape were found in a number
of places. Some of these may have been subsequently
lined with timber or wooden barrels and functioned as
reservoirs for water or clay. Raw potting-clay was
recovered in one small pit and in two very large shallow
depressions in the southern half of the site (see Fig 3,
features 31–33). The latter resemble shallow, rectangular
pits associated with potting kilns at Neuss which were
timber lined and still contained pottery clay, possibly for
damp storage (ie ‘souring’) (Filtzinger 1972). The raw
clay found at Lungengasse was very fine and pale grey in
colour. Some of it was untempered, other chunks were
already tempered with ground red tile. Claypits supplying
a tertiary clay low in iron, which was used in particular
for Cologne white ware and terracottas (De Beenhouwer
1991; Lange 1994), were located at Frechen, 15 km west
of Cologne (Hancock 1984). This clay fired white if
oxidised, or grey to black if reduced.

Timber for firing the kilns must have been available in
ample quantities near Cologne. Environmental studies of
the city’s western hinterland indicate that a reduction of
woodland is first recognisable in the period after the mid-
1st century when the region was cleared for farming
(Bunnik et al 1995, 182-83). Sizeable chunks of carbon-
ised wood in the flue passage of the Type 3 kiln have
been identified by Ian Tyers as beech, which is still used
today as fuel for pottery kilns (Nuttgens 1980, 20). Other
organic materials may also have been used to fire the
kilns, but for this there is no material evidence at the site.
We must assume that there were also provisions for
storing fuel on the site but no evidence of this was
recovered.

Although no wells were found on the site, sources of
water for mixing and preparing clay were never far away.
Not only could water be brought up from the Rhine, but
also streams originating further west in the Vorgebirge
hills flowed just south of Cologne. These may have been
the source of water for the kilns at Waidmarkt, Georg-
straße and Severinstraße. It is doubtful whether the
underground aqueduct from the Vorgebirge was built
before AD 50 (LaBaume 1980, 116–19), nor is it certain
that this source of water could have been tapped for
industrial purposes.

Kilns and products

In no case was a firing load of vessels found still stacked
within the oven. This would have been the surest indicator
of the particular types of pottery produced in any kiln,
since waster sherds found in a backfilled kiln may have
been dumped from another kiln or from adjacent waster
heaps (Swan 1984, 40). Nevertheless, a distribution

Fig. 10. Fired clay bricks in the support piers of a Type 2 kiln
at Lungengasse (photo: M Carroll)
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pattern of pottery types and fabrics is discernible which
allows us to link up the kilns with their products.

In Type 1 kilns, located mainly in the northern part of the
site, wasters based on sherd count made up the following
percentages:

sand-tempered grey utilitarian ware 70–99% (Fig 11,
nos 1–13);
coarse ware storage-jars or dolia 13–15% and terra
nigra 1–16% (Fig 11, nos 14–16).

Type 2 kilns were located in the southern half of the site.
In two kilns of this type, coarse dolia made up 90–100%
of the wasters (Fig 12, nos 3–6). In the third Type 2 kiln,
wasters were present in the following percentages:

coarse ware dolia 66%, mortaria 27% (Fig 12, nos 1–2),
sand-tempered grey utilitarian ware 7%.

The wasters from the Type 3 kiln consisted of

sand-tempered grey ware 74%
coarse ware dolia 26%.

All the vessels produced on the site reflect Roman styles
of serving, preparing and storing food, and no native
tradition in pottery types or fabrics is discernable.

The construction of the kilns and their particular
technological features are related to the types of vessels
produced in them and the firing process involved. Grey
utilitarian ware and terra nigra were fired in a reducing
atmosphere to give them their dark grey to black colour,
and they were fired at relatively high temperatures or for
longer periods. The vessels found at Lungengasse, all
forms occurring at Hofheim (Ritterling 1912), were quite
small, and included cooking-pots, bowls, plates, jars, cups
and beakers (Fig 11). Firing process, colour, hardness,
shape and size of the vessels surely determined the design
of the kilns in which they were produced. The kilns of
Type 1, in which chiefly these pottery types were found,
were quite clearly exposed to great heat. The frequent
presence of ash on the floor of the kiln-chamber and flue
may be seen as an indication of reducing firings (Swan
1984, 41), but the total grey colour of the kiln walls may
be the most significant indicator of reduction. Type 1
kilns are modest in size and were probably not designed
to accommodate very large vessels. The smaller size of
these kilns may have made them easier to seal for a proper
reducing atmosphere and the length of the flue would
have enabled the stoker to insert large amounts of fuel
into it immediately prior to sealing. In other words, Type
1 kilns are well suited to the types of vessels represented
by wasters found in them. The dolia found in large
numbers as wasters in kilns of Type 2 are large vessels
which required a sizeable kiln to accommodate them (Fig
12, nos 3–6). Outer rim diameters up to 57cm were
recorded. It is no accident that these kilns range from
between 2.6 and 3m in diameter, making them suitable
for dolia and large mortaria. The raised floor of the oven

upon which these vessels were stacked for firing would
have had to carry considerable weight, so that the
construction of substantial piers as well as a central
tongue-support makes good structural sense. Both the
dolia and the mortaria are buff to pale pink in colour,
when properly fired in an oxidising atmosphere, and the
sherds are relatively soft, perhaps having been fired at
lower temperatures or shorter periods. Kilns of Type 2
were not exposed to the great or protracted heat evidenced
in Type 1 kilns. The kiln walls of the former were mainly
oxidised, reflecting an oxidising atmosphere, the grey
surface reduction on the kiln-chamber wall being merely
the product of smoke and soot. The size of these kilns
might also have made it difficult to seal them tightly, but
since the firing process required oxygen, airtight roofing
and sealing was not necessary. The size of the Type 3
kiln, its grey discolouration due to great heat and lengthy
firing, and the amount of ash and charcoal in the
combustion chamber and flue suggest that this kiln was
designed chiefly for reduced firings, and this corresponds
to the types of pottery found as wasters in the kiln.

Product specialisation

The wasters found at Lungengasse in 1997 reflect the
product spectrum of the kilns: sand-tempered grey
utilitarian wares, terra nigra, dolia and mortaria. The
range of ceramics produced at this site is particularly
interesting when compared with the pottery manufactured
at the nearby site excavated in 1956. Even allowing for
much less careful excavation methods and probable
contamination of kiln material with occupation debris,
the main products of the latter seem to have been fine
wares and utilitarian ware (LaBaume 1958). Wasters of
terra nigra and fine red iron-rich ware with slipped white
and red decoration (Liesen and Schneider 1995) were
recorded (Fig 13), as were grey sand-tempered utilitarian
ware and a less granular red fabric. None of the red ware,
whether decorated or undecorated, was produced at the
site dug in 1997. By the same token, the large kilns of
Type 2 and the dolia produced in them are missing at the
site investigated in 1956. The 1997 kiln site at Lungen-
gasse is of particular importance in this respect as it is the
only one of this period excavated thus far in the Rhineland
that has yielded evidence for dolium production. This
suggests some kind of specialisation within the kiln sites
at Lungengasse. Moreover, the workshops at Lungen-
gasse with their specialist products of red ware and dolia
stand apart from the other kilns in the oppidum. The
range of pottery from contemporary kiln sites (Neumarkt,
An der Rechtschule, Waidmarkt, Georgstraße, Severin-
straße) was limited to terra nigra, white ware and sand-
tempered grey ware (LaBaume 1962/63; LaBaume 1964).
Specialisation can be seen, however, at two other
workshops, namely that at Richmodishaus-Neumarkt
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Fig 11: Pottery from kilns of Type 1 and 3 at Lungengasse. 1–13 sand-tempered grey ware, 14–16 terra nigra (Drawing: C Höpken)
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where, perhaps exclusively, oil lamps were produced
(Fremersdorf 1942), and that at Olivandenhof (in prep),
where high-quality, thin-walled hemispherical cups of
granular grey ware were manufactured.

Potters, markets, and the
organisation of the pottery industry
Within the first 50 years of the 1st century AD Cologne
became a centre of the civilian pottery industry on the
frontier, to some extent supplying the military on the
Rhine, but definitely serving the urban population of the
oppidum as a civitas capital and its hinterland. With so
many workshops at Cologne, the local ceramic industry

Fig 12: Pottery from kilns of Type 2 at Lungengasse. 1–2 mortaria, 3–6 dolia (Drawing: C Höpken)

Fig 13: White-slipped red ware from Lungengasse (Drawing: S Haase)

can be considered an urban nucleated industry (Peacock
1982, 99). Oppidum-period production for the civilian
population, nevertheless, may have been largely of local
significance, since other settlements to the north and south
such as Xanten, another civitas capital, and Bonn, a vicus
within Ubian territory, had their own kilns (Liesen 1994,
11; Wirtz 1997). In fact, the slipped red ware from the
1956 Lungengasse site has not been found at any civilian
or military site other than Cologne. Nevertheless, some
of the kiln-products from Cologne appear to have been
sold not only locally, but also exported further a-field, as
the thin-walled hemispherical cups from Olivandenhof
have been recorded at sites in eastern Belgium and the
Netherlands (C Höpken, personal comment). Compared
to the situation in pre-colonial Cologne, however, the
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Fig 14: The Three Gauls and the Rhine frontier in the 1st century AD (after Drinkwater 1983)

kilns of the colony, active from the second half of the 1st
century and throughout the 2nd century, produced much
larger quantities of ceramics which were sold everywhere
along the Rhine and also exported to Britain, probably as
part of mixed cargoes (Anderson 1981, 336–39; Greene
1990, 167).

Who were the potters working in the oppidum? The
repertoire of ceramic products, both Italian type ceramics
and Romanised versions of Gallic pottery, is relatively
standard for this period in Gallia Belgica and central Gaul
(Vanderhoeven and Vynckier 1992, 63–8) and widely
distributed in the military zone of the Rhineland (Greene
1993, 44–6) (Fig 14). Pottery similar to that produced in
Cologne is present at many Augustan and Tiberian sites
in Germany, where native potters were probably attached
to or in the units of the Roman army (Vegas 1975; Simon
1976), either as recruits or levies (Peacock 1982, 150).
Without potters’ stamps on the vessels from Cologne kilns
we cannot definitely identify the names, origins or
patterns of mobility of the potters. The potters working at
the Richmodishaus-Neumarkt site may have been of
Italian origin, as at least the lamp-maker there was using
Italian moulds (C Höpken, personal comment), but it is
likely that the other potters in Cologne were mainly from
Gaul. It has been suggested before that enterprising Gallo-
Roman potters emigrated from the west to the Rhineland
(Liesen 1994, 144–6, 150; Tyers 1996, 51), and the new
oppidum certainly must have been attractive in this regard,

particularly to entrepreneurs and traders trying to take
advantage of developing civilian markets and existing
military ones on the frontier. The production in Cologne
of large quantities of dolia might suggest that these vessels
were made as containers for local produce intended for
export, possibly to military consumers; potential military
markets in the Rhineland were numerous. The emigration
of individuals involved in trade and transport to the
military zone of the lower Rhine from Gallia Belgica,
which formed the larger economic hinterland of this zone,
is well documented (Wierschowski 1991, 130, 132,
Carroll 2001b). Gallic potters had been employed by the
Roman army in the expansion phase, and some of them
also may have continued after retirement to work as
potters for civilian and military consumers. Continental
potters could go much further a-field, if demand existed,
and certainly the terra sigillata industry was characterised
by migrant potters (Hartley 1977, 253–7). By establishing
production centres such as Cologne in the military zone,
both the civilian population and the military would have
become less- dependant on the more distant Gallic and
Belgic centres in the hinterland, and the industry would
be conveniently sited closer to the consumers. Ceramics
such as southern Gaulish terra sigillata would still have to
travel the rivers and overland routes to reach the frontier,
but at least the demand for other fine tablewares such as
terra nigra and utilitarian pottery could be better met. The
Ubii themselves may have been involved in pottery
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production in Cologne, since they were already producing
Romanised pottery (double-handled flagons) between 30
and 20 B.C. in their early settlement at Bonn (Gechter
1987, 364, fig 309).

Bryant suggested that every potter had his own method
of kiln building, loading and firing, influenced, among
other things, by his training (Bryant 1973, 157). If kiln
builders constructed kilns in the fashion in which they
had been trained, one might expect to be able to trace
regional or contextual origins of certain kilns and kiln
builders. The kilns at Lungengasse correspond to Du-
hamel’s Type A, a circular to oval kiln, built of clay, or of
clay, tile and bricks, with a system of lateral piers and
radiating channels below the oven floor, a type that
appeared in Gaul at the beginning of the 1st century AD
(Duhamel 1979, 66–7, fig 34). He suggested that it orig-
inated in Gallia Narbonensis where it was common for
the production of plain wares (Duhamel 1979, 67). Thus,
the Lungengasse kiln structures may indicate a diffusion
of technology from Gaul where, since the 1st century BC,
new types of kilns in a growing industry spread north-
wards through the province to the military zone of the
Rhine, and with them skilled mobile manpower.

If the oppidum was a developing market, offering
opportunities for enterprising individuals, can we assume
that potters flocked to it as small businessmen to set up
their own independent workshops? What status would
the potters have had in Roman society in pre-colonial
Cologne? How would the industry have been organised?
Although the production of pottery in pre-colonial
Cologne did not take place on the same scale as the mass-
producing terra sigillata industry in northern Italy or
southern Gaul, it is worth considering whether some of
the same economic and organisational features of this
industry also applied to that of the Oppidum Ubiorum.

It has been suggested that, in the terra sigillata industry
at Arezzo, persons responsible for the production of
pottery could be free, freedmen or slaves, and they could
work as potters themselves or function as workshop
managers (Fülle 1997, 144). In this industry, landowners,
potters and workshop managers may have co-operated in
setting up and running pottery production units, for which
the use of complex lease contracts is postulated (Fülle
1997, 121–27). If this hypothesis is correct, the advantage
of the system may have lain in its ability to adapt to the
needs and demands of a growing market, expanding
production or adding new products to it piecemeal, and
attracting and employing skilled manpower to participate
in and profit from the industry. Fülle further suggests
that owners of property may have rented out facilities,
including land, clay pits or entire potteries, for pottery
production (Fülle 1997, 129). According to this model,
the vessels produced would have been the property of the
potter who paid rent to the owner of the facilities. For the
southern Gaulish terra sigillata production in La Graufe-
senque, Strobel has suggested that both the landowners

and property owners were responsible for supplying raw
materials and selling the products (Strobel 1987, 110–
11). In this case, landowners would have determined the
quantities and types of vessels to be produced, which
ultimately belonged to them, not the potters working
there. Both types of contractual regulations – contracts of
lease and contracts of labour – have been postulated for
brick and tile production, and they certainly existed in
the 2nd and 3rd centuries AD in amphora workshops in
Egypt (Fülle 1997, 121–27).

As far as Cologne is concerned, manpower could have
been recruited and brought in from other regions, as
mobility was not uncommon in the pottery industry. But
was slave labour involved in the industry here? In the
Rhineland, people with professions named in inscriptions
were for the most part free, peregrines or citizens
(Galsterer 1991, 15). On the other hand, inscriptions do
not necessarily give the whole picture of social and
economic life, as they record only those who were
sufficiently successful economically. Potters, in any case,
are very rarely attested in funerary inscriptions or
depicted on grave monuments, whereas merchants in
pottery (negotiatores artis cretariae) are more frequently
recorded (Favory 1974, 93; Delplace 1978, 56). In
general, a lower slave population is reflected in documen-
tary sources for the north-west provinces than for other
parts of the Empire (King 1990, 131), and most workers
of any kind in Gaul appear to have been of free birth
(Brunt 1990, 712). Unlike at Arezzo, slaves at the level
of potters are very rarely encountered in the records for
the Gaulish terra sigillata industry at La Graufesenque.
Although the potters here were probably free men, they
were not Roman citizens, and their social status remained
fairly low (Delplace 1978, 69). Pottery workshops were
not run by potters alone, however, and the surviving
handwritten accounts of communal kiln-firings from La
Graufesenque record slaves, hired-out by their owners to
perform more menial tasks, such as gathering clay and
timber, polishing vessels and bringing the finished
products to market (Delplace 1978, 68). The use of slaves,
not as potters, but as technical support staff in the
workshops in Cologne, is a possibility although there is
no surviving evidence.

If the potters in Cologne were peripatetic free agents,
it is unlikely that they owned land on which to establish
workshops. Perhaps entrepreneurial landowners rented
out property through middlemen, who ran co-operative
workshops and employed skilled potters, kiln builders
and specialists for firing kilns, regulating production and
sale on a contractual basis. In this case, the economic
interests of landowners as patrons, and craftsmen as
clients, overlapped. At the present time, it is impossible
to tell which kind of contractual regulation, or combin-
ation of regulations, might have applied in Cologne.

Despite many uncertainties, the nucleated workshop
industry in early Roman Cologne appears to have been
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made-up of loosely grouped workshops with an output of
a variety of wares, rather than by highly organised
manufactories producing a highly specialised product. A
number of workshops (officinae) may have been grouped
together in pottery yards (figlinae), the larger organ-
isational unit. The cluster of kilns in close proximity to
one another on the two largest sites on Lungengasse
suggests this kind of arrangement, with many potters and
craftsmen working together, occasionally making their
own specialities.
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A Roman pottery kiln at Abernant Farm, Caerleon, Gwent
(NGR ST 3680 9140)

PV Webster, KF Hartley, AG Marvell and SH Sell

Project context
by AG Marvell

The Celtic Manor has been developed to become Wales’
leading hotel and leisure resort. It occupies an area of
more than 600ha to the northwest of the junction of the
M4 and the A449 trunk road (Fig 1). Archaeological
work has focussed on the development of three golf
courses, the last of which (Fig 2) is now to be amended
as the Ryder Cup course for 2010. Across the develop-
ment area the interests are primarily Roman, but there are
also medieval remains and features associated with the
defence of Newport in the Second World War.

Advance works for this third golf course commenced
in January 1996. The results of a desk-based assessment
(Maynard 1996a), geophysical survey (Johnson 1996)
and field evaluation (Maynard 1996b) were submitted as
part of planning application 95/1056/F. This work had
identified eleven sites of archaeological interest, eight
within the development boundary and three on its edge
(see Appendix II). Two of these (sites nos 4 and 5) were
considered to be worthy of evaluation ahead of the deter-
mination of the planning application by Newport County
Borough Council. The subsequent grant of consent
included a condition (no 11) which followed the model
provided in Welsh Office Circular 60/96 and required
‘the implementation of a programme of archaeological
work in accord with a written scheme of works’ approved
by the planning authority (Welsh Office Circular 60/96:
Planning and the Historic Environment, paragraph 23).

The Scheme of Investigation (Marvell 1996) set out
various mitigation measures. These included a watching-
brief on ground-works likely to expose or affect signifi-
cant deposits; areas to be monitored included the hill-
slopes to the south of Bulmore Road. The scheme also
provided defined activity controls and decision para-
meters to guide decision-making.

Thus when a scatter of Roman pottery was found
following topsoil stripping in the intended area of the
green for the first hole, the area was fenced off, the upper
surfaces cleaned, examined and recorded and key parties
notified. Once it had been confirmed that the remains
were part of a pottery-manufacturing site, including a
square-shaped kiln, adjacent working areas, and an access
track, with evidence for the production of Caerleon Ware,
it was clear that the site was of national importance. The
Scheme of Investigation, reflecting current government
advice and archaeological philosophies, included a
preference that, wherever possible, such remains should
be preserved in situ.

Following the submission of a proposals and options
report, discussion with the golf course designers con-
firmed that it could be re-shaped and both the green and
adjacent bunker zone for the first hole were moved away
from the remains, thus reducing the risk of damage to the
buried archaeological resource, through future course
modification occurring under deemed consent.

The remains were then sealed, in accordance with a
detailed mitigation strategy agreed with the local planning
authority. This provided for the sealing of the site with a
clear distinguishing medium (builder’s sand with a
neutral ph level) to a depth of 0.5m below a similar level
of topsoil before grassing. The protected area was marked
on a plan lodged with the managers of the Golf Course
and the local planning authority. The subsequent sched-
uling of the site has provided additional protection.

The site investigations
by SH Sell
The kiln at Abernant lies on a north-east facing spur at c
70m OD overlooking the flood-plain of the River Usk,
approximately 3km east-north-east of Caerleon. The
underlying geology consists of marls of the St Maughan’s
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Fig 1: General area location

Group overlying bedrock of the lower Old Red Sandstone
Series. Soil cover on the higher ground is thin, with
increasing depths of hill-wash towards the base of the
slope and alluvium in the floodplain proper to the north
of Bulmore Road.

The development lies just under 1km to the west of
the known Roman civilian settlement at Bulmore, 2km to
the east-north-east of Caerleon (Vyner 1978, Zienkiewicz
1985, Macdonald forthcoming), and some 450m to the
west of the enclosed cemetery beside the main Roman
road between Caerleon and Usk (Manning 1981, 57). A
section of this road was noted running just south of the
present course of the Bulmore road during evaluation
work carried out as part of the planning process (Fig 2,
no 1). No evidence was found, however, for a contin-
uation to the east of the civil settlement, as had been
suggested from an earlier geophysical survey.

A second Roman road is known to have run between
Caerleon and Caerwent (Margary 1973, Route 60a) and
is thought to have followed the course of the present
Catsash Road. This road was located at the southern
boundary of the development area where it was shown to
run a short distance to the north of the modern road; it
probably followed the hollow way which runs due east
along the southern boundary of the development area

(Fig 2, no 2). This is almost certainly the means by which
access to the kiln was gained, the approaches from the
Caerleon–Usk road to the north being far too steep.

The kiln, and other features of the Roman period which
included at least three cist burials, were discovered during
monitoring of soil stripping for the new golf course (Fig
2) centred on NGR ST 368 916. For some years the land
had been under pasture, with the mixed woodland known
as New Wood occupying the upper parts of the north-
east and east-facing slopes.

The position of the kiln, on the shallower, upper part
of the slope, may indicate that this is a northerly outlier
of a previously unknown group of kilns lying beneath
New Wood, with ready access to the Roman road to the
south and thence to Caerleon legionary fortress some 2.5
km to the west. Previously it had been suggested that the
kilns and tileries supplying the fortress could be expected
much closer to the fortress, perhaps on the floodplain of
the River Usk to the south-west, an area where brick and
tile works were sited in the 17th and 18th centuries (Boon
1972, 17).

The site
The soil stripping initially exposed a dense scatter of
pottery, much of it comprising poorly-fired mortaria and
other products typical of Caerleon Ware (Boon 1966,
Tomber and Dore 1998, 204–5, the ‘legionary ware’ of
Nash-Williams 1932), with associated patches of burn-
ing. An area of c 100sq m, cleared to cover that part of
the site where the concentration was greatest, revealed
the remains of a small sub-rectangular kiln on a north-
east to south-west alignment in the north-east corner of
the site. The sandstone bedrock lies close to the surface
at this point, before sloping away to the north-east. To
the south-west the ground rises less steeply, from 69.3m
to 70.9m OD across the site, and clearance exposed a
series of spreads of mostly flat pieces of sandstone, with
further quantities of pottery, frequently crushed into the
surface, patches of burnt clay and concentrations of
charcoal. Traces of artificial terracing with parts of at
least one retaining wall (Fig 3, no 1) were evident in the
south-west corner of the site, perhaps representing part
of a track leading from the kiln to a clay preparation area;
alternatively, this may itself be part of a working area,
containing one or more insubstantial ?wooden sheds or
workshops. The remains of a small stone-lined drain at
the east end of the retaining wall (Fig 3, no 3) could be
connected with clay processing, thus reinforcing the latter
interpretation, but would have been essential for any
structures in this exposed position. Another possible drain
(Fig 3, no 4) ran northwards to the north-east of the kiln
through part of the site apparently much affected by
disturbance – the large depression adjacent to this feature
may represent the former position of a tree (Fig 3, no 5).

The structural evidence revealed by the clearance of
the site to the south and west of the kiln itself was not
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Fig 2: Site location

sufficient to determine with any degree of certainty the
existence of any associated buildings, although it is highly
likely that such buildings did occupy the slightly higher
ground.

Following the decision to preserve the kiln and its
environs in situ within the golf course, no further
examination of the wider area was possible, and excav-
ation of the kiln complex itself was confined to the limited
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Fig 3: Site plan

recovery of material only (see below), without the
opportunity being given for detailed recording.

The kiln
The kiln chamber (Fig 3, no 6) was cut into the sandstone
bedrock, and was roughly rectangular in shape, meas-
uring 1.15 x 0.70m. The end was straight and the long
sides contained three pairs of rock-cut pilasters, although
the pair nearest to the entrance were less well-defined.
The fill of the chamber was only partly salvaged. It
consisted principally of sandstone pieces, quantities of
pottery and concentrations of burnt clay. It seems likely
that the stone and clay together formed the superstructure
and a clay floor may also be conjectured, although it has
to be emphasised that this is based upon the quantity of

fired clay recovered and the absence of any alternative
flooring material rather than remains which could be
positively identified. It is suggested, therefore, that the
kiln probably corresponds to Swan’s Class H6 (Swan
1984, fig xix and 177–8), a square kiln with pilasters
supporting a suspended clay floor. All clay recovered was
oxidised and this, together with the pottery itself, leaves
little doubt that this was a kiln producing oxidised ware.

The flue (Fig 3, no 7), which was also cut into the
sandstone bedrock, measured 0.70m in length, tapering
towards the stoke-pit from 0.45 to 0.40m. The upper
walls, like those of the kiln chamber itself, were lined
with flat pieces of stone.

Immediately to the south-west a large sub-rectangular
rock-cut pit, measuring 2.0 x 1.5m, presumably represents
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the stoke-pit (Fig 3, no 8). It was only partially excavated;
the upper fill contained further quantities of pottery
overlying a dump of substantial rubble in the western
half of the pit, with a mixture of soil and clay to the east.
The southern side of the pit was lined with sandstone
slabs. A further, smaller pit to the southeast cannot be
directly associated (Fig 3, no 9), but is too close to the
stoke-pit for a relationship not to be a strong possibility.

At the north-west corner of the stoke-pit, and close to
its entrance into the flue was a narrow side-chamber (Fig
3, no 10) which was also only partly excavated. Its upper
fill contained fired clay likely to represent structural
material from the upper part of a kiln, overlying more
collapsed stonework. The precise function of this
chamber is not clear, although it could perhaps have
served as a small kiln intended for specialised use. The
upper part of at least one of the walls appears to have
been exposed to direct heat under oxidising conditions.
Like the other components of the kiln, it contained
quantities (c 2.5kg) of the pottery forms and fabrics
typical of the site.

It is not possible to elaborate further upon the physical
aspects of the kiln chamber and its associated structures,
since excavation was officially limited to identification
of the structural evidence. Recovery of the artifactual
material reported on below was accompanied by a level
of recording designed only to do this. However, we may
note a number of facts about the kiln and its area. Firstly,
there seems every possibility that not only kilns but also
associated structures survive in this area. Secondly, the
kiln itself seems too small to have produced any of the
larger vessels in the assemblage recovered. Mortaria
would surely require something larger than this, but
whatever the case, waste material dumped in and around
the kiln is far more likely to have come from nearby kilns
than from the kiln itself, so a kiln complex seems implied.
We may also note that rectilinear kilns are comparatively
rare. Swan identifies an early group that she associates
with military production (Swan 1984, 83–5). However,
the Abernant kiln seems too late to fit with this group. A
military connection is, of course, apparent, although Kay
Hartley and George Boon long ago argued that Caerleon
Ware was more likely to have been produced for the
legion at Caerleon, rather than by it (Boon 1966, 52).
Here, we should perhaps be cautious. The Abernant kiln
is one of what must have been a large number producing
Caerleon Ware over a minimum of fifty years. We need
to discover more kilns belonging to this industry before
we can be certain of their normal form.

The pottery
by PV Webster, (mortaria by KF Hartley)
As has been recounted above the context of the discovery
of the Abernant kiln resulted in a limited examination of

both the kiln and nearby surface features. Consequently
the principal aim of this report is to detail the range of
pottery recovered and on this albeit limited evidence
consider issues of production-date and range.

Catalogue
Pottery probably made at Abernant
The vast majority of the pottery from the site appears to
have been made there and to be of the fabric now
generally known as Caerleon Ware. The fabric is oxidised
with few inclusions and with a smooth surface. The finds
from the kiln area vary considerably in colour and
hardness. Some, probably over-fired, grey fragments are
present along with a number which vary from dark red to
grey. The great majority, however, are probably under-
fired (the most common form of waste at many kiln sites)
and appear light orange to light red in a soft powdery
fabric which has tended to lose its surface. It is not always
possible, therefore, to determine if all the vessels
recovered were originally colour-coated in the normal
Caerleon Ware manner, but a considerable number have
some evidence of slip. This material has been divided by
class of vessel and quantified.

A Flagons and flasks (Fig 4)
1 Flask rim in soft orange fabric (017)
2 Soft orange fabric; cf Nash-Williams, 1932, fig 56,

nos 102–3 (017)
3 The fabric has overfired to a hard dark grey with a

red tinged surface; cf Zienkiewicz, 1986, fig 28, no
107 (014)

4 Greyish fabric with a light red core. (026)
5 The fabric is overfired to grey to dark grey. The

vessel is very distorted; cf Nash-Williams, 1932, fig
56, nos 107–110 (048, with a fragment probably of
the handle from 017)

6 Light red fabric with a darker surface (048, with
other examples of the type from 001, 003 (2 ex-
amples), 013, 024, 047 (3) and unstratified)

7 Five fragments probably of the same rim in soft
orange fabric; cf Nash-Williams, 1932, fig 56, nos
107–10 (001)

8 Soft orange fabric. The ring-necked flagon was
produced in many different fabrics. (Nash-Williams,
1932, fig 56, nos 82–90 illustrates a range of Caerleon
examples) (001)

9 Light red fabric with a darker surface, probably
produced by a slip; cf Nash-Williams, 1932, fig 56,
nos 94–101 (047, with other examples of the type
from 001 (2), 047 (1) and 048)

10 Probably a small flask in light red fabric with a darker
surface. (001)

11 Orange-red fabric with a darker surface. Although a
flask neck is possible, this may well be the spout of
a jug as Webster and Webster, 1998, fig 1, nos 3 and
5, (unstratified)
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Fig 4: Coarse pottery nos 1–38 (1:4)

12 Flagon handle, light orange fabric (017)
13 Flagon handle Dull red fabric shading to a bright red

core and with a dark red slipped surface in places
(026)

Nos 12 and 13 are included to increase the range of handle

forms illustrated. Other material from the site included a
necked jar or flagon with wavy line decoration on the
shoulder. Of the major Caerleon Ware flagon types, only
the straight-sided, ring-neck as Nash-Williams, 1932, fig
56, no 113 appears to be missing.
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B Jars
Few jar rims survive, but those that are present display a
considerable variety: nos 14 and 15 are both frilled and
handled jars.

14 The fabric is over-fired to grey. The rim is badly
distorted and the angle of the vessel in the drawing
is based on an estimate only (unstratified)

15 Orange fabric with a darker, possibly slipped, surface
(unstratified)

Other examples of vessels similar to nos 14 and 15 come
from 014, 047, 048 (2) and 065. A waster from 043 was
similar but with stylised leaf on the shoulder groove. A
frilled rim from 017 may be from a similar vessel.

16 Face-pot in light orange with a brown slip. The face
elements are applied. The angle of the drawing is
based on that of the finger rilling on the interior, but
some distortion of the vessel is evident (041)

17 Orange fabric. The rim form is likely to have been
derived from 1st-century types such as Manning,
(ed), 1993, fig 5, type 11 (047)

18 Over-fired grey fabric with an orange tinge to the
surface. There is slight distortion to the rim (047,
with a further unstratified example)

19 A wide-mouthed jar in orange-red fabric with red
?fired-clay inclusions (048)

20 Base in light orange fabric (014)

Jar sherds were noted from 008, 014, 017 and 018.

C Rough-cast beakers
The rough-cast beaker is one of the most frequently found
of Caerleon products and it is not surprising to find that
it was among the most frequent Abernant finds. The aim
seems to have been to produce a red colour-coated
equivalent of the widespread North-Gaulish rough-cast

beakers. The Caerleon potters managed to achieve
something similar in shape and rim form and added a
rather greater variety of size than the Gallic original.
However, their firing never seems to have achieved the
degree of consistency achieved in Gaul and, even away
from the kiln, over-fired and reduced or partly-reduced
fabrics are common, although whether this is sufficient
to distinguish the fabric from other examples of Caerleon
Ware, as the National Reference Collection has done
(Tomber and Dore 1998), is doubtful. In this situation,
however, it is not surprising to find that the Abernant site
produces a large number of over-fired grey examples of
the fabric alongside the more ‘normal’ oxidised ones.
Vessels have been categorised by rim form. The type
vessels chosen serve to show the wide range of sizes
produced. Rough-casting was produced using pelleted
clay although this does not always survive on the
fragments illustrated.

21 Overfired dark grey fabric (014)
22 Overfired grey fabric.(014, with further examples

from 001, 003 (2), 013, 048 and 065)
23 Grey fabric. The vessel is clearly a waster and

probably split apart in firing (033, with a further
unstratified example)

24 Overfired dark grey; cf Zienkiewicz, 1986, fig 28,
no 85. The rim is slightly distorted. With 17 sherds
apparently from the same vessel. The base and lower
wall of another, larger, vessel of this type is illustrated
below (047)

25 Dark grey (048, with further examples from 001 (3),
014, 048 (2), 065 and unstratified)

26 Orange-red fabric with a red colour-coat (014, with
further examples from 015, 047 (3) and 048 (2))

27 Light grey fabric (065)
28 Grey fabric (014)

Nos 27 and 28 are of similar form but in two different
sizes. Further examples of the type come from 001 (7),
003, 014 (3), 033, 043 (21), 047 (8), 048 (8) and two
unstratified examples.

Table 1: Flagons and flasks

Cat no
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
Sherds
Total

Examples
1
1
1
1
1
7
1
1
5
1
1

(1)
(1)

21
(+2 handles)

Wt (gms)
5

30
10
10

120
295

50
20

200
10

5
40
20

541
1354

EVEs
0.25
0.15
0.20
0.20
0.75
5.25
1.00
0.20
1.65
0.15
0.15

–
–

9.95

Table 2: Jars

Cat no
14
15
14/15
16
17
18
19
20
Sherds
Total

Examples
1
1
6

(1)
2
2
1

(1)
(7)
13

(+9)

Wt (gms)
20
15

157
44
20
39
50

100
1190
1635

EVEs
0.10
0.15
1.50

–
0.25
0.25
0.10

–
–

2.35

Numbers in brackets show vessels not represented by rims
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29 Orange fabric with a brown colour-coat; cf Zien-
kiewicz, 1986, fig 28, no 55 (048, with further
examples from 014 (6), 015, 047 (5) and 048 (3))

30 Orange fabric with a red colour-coat (001 with
further examples from 043 and 047 (a distorted
waster))

31 Grey fabric (043, with further examples from 001
(3), 003, 014 (4), 017 (2), 024 and two unstratified
examples)

32 Orange fabric with a dark red colour-coat (048, with
further examples from 001 (5), 013 (3), 014 (5), 015,
047 (3), 048 (10), 062, 065 (8) and two unstratified
examples)

33 Orange-buff fabric with traces of a red-brown colour-
coat (064)

34 Over-fired grey, very distorted; cf Zienkiewicz, 1986,
fig 28, no 63 (unstratified)

35 Grey fabric (048)
36 Base, light orange fabric (014)
37 Base, orange fabric (017, with a further example from

014)
38 Base, overfired grey fabric (014)

Nos 36–8 are included to increase the range of bases
illustrated.

The rough-cast beaker rims from Abernant compare
broadly to the range seen in the extensive Caerleon
Fortress Baths drain deposit (Zienkiewicz, 1986, fig 28)
although exact parallels are rare. One may suggest that
the norm is a grooved cornice rim designed to give a
double-beaded appearance.

Handled beakers are rare in Caerleon rough-cast ware,
cf Nash-Williams, 1932, fig 60, no 304. The only certain

example from Abernant is represented by the wall sherd
no 35.

Wall sherds suggest that a few of the Abernant rough-
cast beakers were indented, but it has not proved possible
to ascertain the proportion so treated.

D Other beakers  (Fig 5)
All the vessels represented here appear to be without
rough-cast decoration and most are totally undecorated.
Many of the rim forms are, however, very similar to
those of the rough-cast beakers and similar decoration on
parts of the vessels not seen cannot be entirely ruled out.
The collection may be compared with that from the
Caerleon Fortress Baths drain (Zienkiewicz, 1986, fig
28) where, although rough-cast decoration is clearly the
norm, many of the beakers appear to be without it.

39 Dark grey, overfired fabric (014)
40 Light orange with darker overfired patches (017, with

further examples from 014, 17 (4) and 018)
41 Light orange fabric with grey patches (014, with

further examples from 014 (3), 017 and 018)
42 Light orange fabric (017, with further examples from

014 (2) and 017(2))
43 Dull orange fabric with darker patches (014)
44 Light orange fabric (018)
45 Overfired grey fabric (017)
46 Light orange fabric. This appears to be a straight-

sided beaker (018)

A variety of beaker fragments were also recorded
(summarised in Table 4). Most were from apparently
undecorated beakers, only a few of which were indented.
One rouletted example was noted. A comparison of
weights between indented and unindented beakers
suggests a ratio of about 1:9.

E Possible tankards
Two vessels appear to be from tankards, although
derivation from samian forms (33 and 37 respectively)
cannot be entirely ruled out.

Table 4: Other beakers
Cat no
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
Plain vessels
Indented
Rouletted
Total

Examples
1
6
6
5
1
1
1
1
7
4
1

34

Wt (gms)
5

30
50
30

5
5
5
5

630
70
25

860

EVEs
0.15
0.65
0.90
0.35
0.15
0.05
0.10
0.10

–
–
–

2.45

Table 3: Rough-cast beakers
Cat no
21
22
23
24
25
26
27/8
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
Sherds
Total

Examples
1
7
1
1
8
7

53
17

3
13
37

1
1
1
1
2
1
–

155

Wt (gms)
5

23
5

30
33
30

290
95
20

128
207

5
16
10
45
50
20

282
1294

EVEs
0.05
1.00
0.45
1.00
1.23
1.00
6.35
2.10
0.70
1.90
4.10
0.05
0.20

–
–
–
–
–

20.13
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Fig 5: Coarse pottery nos 39–55, 55A, 56, 57, 59–65, 70, 72, 73, 76 (1:4)
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47 Light orange fabric (018) Wt (gms) 5 EVEs 0.05
48 Light orange fabric (008, with two further examples

from 017 not illustrated) Wt (gms) 25 EVEs Wt
(grms) 5 EVEs 0.20

A total of four examples weighing 30 grms, and repre-
senting 0.25 EVEs

F Cups
Cups appear to be under-represented among the Abernant
collection. Only four types are present and these in small
numbers.

49 Soft, probably under-fired, orange fabric. A form
derived from the samian cup, form 33, is probably
intended. The Caerleon potters have included the
internal groove of this type (as Webster and Webster,
1998, fig 2, nos 28–9) and added an external bead
(014, with further examples from 047 and 048)

50 Red fabric with a grey-brown colour-coat. It is
difficult to envisage the remainder of this vessel, but
a small cup, perhaps resembling a minute samian
form 37 seems possible (unstratified)

51 Soft orange fabric with a red colour-coat surviving
within the groove. Hemispherical bowls such as these
are discussed by Webster and Webster, 1998, 253,
(048, with further examples from 001, 016 and 048)

52 Soft, probably under-fired, orange fabric. The form
is derived from the samian cup, form 27, current up
to the mid-2nd century; cf Webster and Webster ,
1998, fig 2, nos 22–7. (014)

Other examples of types 53–4 come from 014, 047 (4),
048 and 065.

55 Soft, probably under-fired, orange with faint traces
of a red colour-coat. (048, with further examples
from 003 (2), 014, 047 (4), 064 and 065). Another
sherd from a vessel probably of this form but in
over-fired grey has been illustrated as no 55A to
show a variant with rouletted decoration; see also no
57, below (014)

56 Soft, probably under-fired, orange with faint traces
of red colour-coat. This represents a slight rim
variation of no 55, cf Webster and Webster, 1998,
fig 3, no 45, but there is slight evidence of rouletting
on the Abernant example (cf no 57, below) (065)

57 Light red fabric with a grey core and grey-brown
colour-coat. The wall sherd has been illustrated to
show the most common rouletted form of the
Caerleon Dragendorf 37 types. Nash-Williams, 1932,
fig 58, nos 196–200) illustrates a number of Dr 37
imitations in grey but this is definitely a Caerleon
Ware version of the same thing (048, with further
examples from 003 and 014)

Small fragments of the bowl forms represented by nos
53–7 were noted in 001(3), 003, 014(2), 016, 043, 047(4),
048(3) and 065(3).

58 Several examples of the distinctive Caerleon Ware
type related to the samian form 81 (Webster and
Webster, 1998, fig 4, nos 62–5) were noted from
001, 003(2) and 024. Unfortunately, none were
sufficiently complete to illustrate.

Nos 59–60 are probably derived from the samian form
Curle 11

59 Orange-buff fabric with a dull orange colour-coat
over burnishing; cf Webster and Webster, 1998, fig
4, no 73 (048, with another example from this context
and from 001, 013(2), 041, and 047(2)).

60 Light red with traces of red colour-coat; cf Webster
and Webster, 1998, fig 4, no 78, also Murray
Threipland, 1965, fig 5, no 10.(047).

Table 5: Cups
Cat no
49
50
51
52
Total

Wt (gms)
63

5
25

5
98

EVEs
0.35
0.10
0.45
0.05
0.95

Examples
3
1
5
1

10

G Bowls reminiscent of samian forms (Fig 5)
Bowls that appear to follow samian prototypes are a very
recognisable feature of the Caerleon Ware production.
Although present at Abernant, these appear to be under-
represented. The samian forms cited can be found in
Oswald and Pryce 1920, or Webster 1994.

Nos 53–4 show two sizes of a similar form. It is clearly
derivative of the samian form 37, but with the barbotine
decoration common on the Caerleon type, cf Webster
and Webster, 1998, fig 3, nos 43–5 and 256, Fig 5 nos
55–7 are also derived from samian form 37.

53 Orange fabric with an orange-red colour-coat (013,
with a similar rim from 014)

54 Light orange fabric with traces of a thin colour-coat
in the same colour (034)

Table 6: Bowls reminiscent of samian forms
Cat no
53/4
55
56
57
53–7
58
59
60
Total

Examples
10
12

1
3

(18)
(4)

8
3

37
(+22)

Wt (gms)
416
110

20
25

145
100

90
30

936

EVEs
1.40
0.85
0.10
0.10
0.65
1.05
0.50
0.15
4.80

Numbers in brackets show vessels not represented by rims
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H Other bowls
In this category are included miscellaneous bowls that do
not obviously fit into category G.

61 Flanged strainer in soft orange fabric. The rim form
is reminiscent of the flanged and carinated bowls of
the mid-first to early-second-centuries, but this will
have been more hemispherical in shape to accom-
modate the piercings. If truly related to the flanged
and carinated bowls, then this form should belong to
the earlier part of Caerleon Ware production (013,
with a fragment possibly of the same vessel from
001. Other examples come from 014, 016 and 048)

62 Flanged and reeded bowl, much abraded, in soft
orange fabric with grey patches externally. Possibly
from a flanged and carinated bowl, although a
strainer similar to no 61 is also possible (048)

63 Flange from a small bowl or dish in orange fabric,
discoloured grey (003)

64 Beaded bowl in soft orange fabric. This may be from
a hemispherical bowl such as Webster and Webster,
1998, nos 10 and 13 (with discussion, 253) although
the upper part of a bowl reminiscent of the samian
form 38 (as Webster and Webster, 1998, 54) is also
possible (013)

Webster and Webster, 1998, no 19 (001). (not
illustrated)

67 Two joining sherds in light red-brown fabric with a
grey core and grey-brown coated surface. The rim is
warped (033, with other examples from 001 and 014).
(not illustrated)

68 Soft orange fabric with slight traces of colour-
coating. The vessel has the internal step at the
junction of wall and floor characteristic of many
Caerleon Ware 18/31 derivatives (001). (not illus-
trated)

69 Light orange-red fabric with traces of a darker red
colour-coat. There is evidence of an internal groove
just below the rim (014, with further examples from
001, 014, 015, and 048 (3)). (not illustrated)

70 An example with flaring walls in light orange. (017)
71 The warped base of a Caerleon 18/31 derivative and

a rim fragment possibly from the same vessel. Both
are overfired grey (047). (not illustrated)

72 Light orange fabric with slight grey discoloration
externally. The flange is abraded but may originally
have had barbotine decoration, as Webster and
Webster, 1998, nos 38–9. (013, with a further
example from 033)

73 Light orange fabric which has laminated and largely
lost its external surfaces. What survives shows no
clear signs of colour-coating, cf Webster and Web-
ster, 1998, no 38. (014)

74 Soft light orange fabric (048, with two further
examples from this context and others from 003 and
016). (not illustrated)

75 Light orange fabric with an orange-red colour-coat
surviving internally (047). (not illustrated)

Unclassified rims, probably from vessels such as nos 65–
71, come from 001, 003, 014, 026 and 033 (3 examples).
Nos 72–3 are derived from the samian dish form 36.

Nos 74–5 are both from beaded bowls or dishes.
Derivation from the samian form 18/31, as nos 65–71

Table 7: Other bowls
Cat no
61
other strainers
62
63
64
Sherds
Total

Examples
1
2
1
1
2
–
7

Wt (gms)
50
10
10

5
20
30

125

EVEs
0.47

–
0.05
0.10
0.05

–
0.67

I Dishes reminiscent of samian forms
Comment on the occurrence of forms reminiscent of those
appearing in samian has already been made (section G
above). Among the dishes, derivatives of the samian form
18/31 are common as site finds and it is no surprise to
find them well represented at Abernant (nos 65–71
below). It may be noted that although derivatives of the
later form 31 do occasionally occur (cf Webster and
Webster, 1998, no 20, Evans, 2000, no 278) there are no
examples among the Abernant collection.

Nos 65–71 are all derived from the samian form 18/
31. The Abernant range compares well with that pub-
lished by Webster and Webster, 1998, fig 2, 15–19). A
Hadrianic to early Antonine date comparable to that of
their samian ‘parent’ may be expected.

65 Light orange fabric (017)
66 Light orange fabric with a dull red colour-coat

surviving internally and sparsely externally; cf

Table 8: Samian-derived dishes
Cat no
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
unclassified
bases
Total

Examples
1
1
3
1
7
2
1
2
1
5
1

16
–

41

Wt (gms)
10
10
35
10
48
50
70
15
20
23

5
40
75

411

EVEs
0.10
0.10
0.35
0.02
0.57
0.20
0.20
0.15
0.05
0.25
0.05
1.20

–
3.24
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above, seems most probable, although influence from
one of a number of other forms cannot be entirely ruled
out.

J Other dishes
Only one dish form not derived from a samian prototype
was noted:

76 Large flanged dish in soft orange fabric (033). Wt 50
gms, 0.1 EVEs

K Lids (Fig 6)
Although lids are rarely common as site finds, the
Abernant kiln produced a comparatively large number.
The great majority show a preference for what may be
termed the ‘pulley-wheel’ effect on the outer rim.

77 Lid or very shallow dish with a plain rim in soft
orange fabric (001)

78 Two joining sherds in soft orange fabric with traces
of a darker surface (048, with other examples from
003, 013 and 047)

79 Light orange fabric. The rim is more squared in
profile but has distorted in firing (014)

80 Light orange fabric turned grey on the upper surface
(065, with another example from 034)

81 Two joining sherds in orange fabric with traces of a
darker surface. This shows the developed ‘pulley-
wheel’ rim (048, with other examples, and 014)

82 Orange-pink fabric. The upper lobe of the ‘pulley-
wheel’ is smaller than the lower. This is by far the
most popular form from Abernant (065; with other
examples from 013 (3), 014 (6), 024 and 048 (14))

83 Pinkish-grey fabric. A variant of no 82 (065, with
two other examples)

84 Soft orange fabric. A smaller version of no 83 (065,
with others from 014 and 048 (3 examples) and a
distorted version from 014)

Fig. 6: Coarse pottery nos 77–87 (1:4)

85 Simple knob from a large lid in light orange fabric,
stained grey in a patch on the upper surface (003)

86 Simple knob in light orange fabric (014)
87 Simple knob in light orange fabric (014)

Other knobs come from 017, 018 (2 examples), 026 and
065.

Table 9: Lids

Cat no
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
other knobs
Total

Examples
1
4
1
2
4

25
3
5

(1)
(1)
(1)
(5)

45(+8)

Wt (gms)
20
65
35
10
45

270
12

170
50
25
25

130
857

EVEs
0.05
0.85
0.25
0.09
0.37
2.01
0.15
1.43

–
–
–
–

5.20

The Mortaria
by KF Hartley
The Caerleon potteries, (Nash Williams 1932, Boon
1966) of which the Abernant kiln was part, produced
mortaria that, in their pristine state, are in a very
distinctive fabric: fine textured, micaceous, often slightly
softish and orange-brown in colour (Munsell, 2.5YR 5/8
– 5YR 6/8, Munsell 1975). There are very few inclusions
and these may be visible only at x20 magnification; they
include tiny quartz and red-brown and black material;
there can also be sparse to moderate, small to large, soft
red-brown inclusions. The trituration-grit consists entirely
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of opaque white quartz (up to 4mm in diameter); the
occasional red-brown fragment has been noted, but very
rarely indeed. In good condition, the mortaria have a
dense, red-brown slip similar to that used in the Oxford
potteries. This varies from being matt to at it’s best,
reminiscent of a samian slip. The prime characteristics of
this fabric are its fine texture, its micaceous quality, the
absence of visible inclusions, its dense red-brown overall-
slip, and its consistent white quartz trituration grit.
However, the fabric is very sensitive to the adverse soil
conditions prevalent in parts of Wales and, once the slip
has been damaged, the fabric rapidly starts to become
powdery and to disintegrate.

All of the Abernant mortaria are in this type of fabric,
though their condition is typical of kiln waste. The slip
has disappeared from the majority of sherds. Most are
very powdery and perhaps slightly under-fired, though
the collection does contain a few over-fired sherds with
definite waster cracks, and at least one sherd (from 014)
where the fabric is sintered, fired to black and has
accretion adhering to it. Many of the stamps are abraded
and some may have gone unrecognised.

Some Cowbridge and Usk mortaria in a basically
similar fabric have a dark blue-grey core (Hartley and
Evans 1996, KF Hartley unpublished archive for fabrics
attributed to Caerleon or South Wales, also a few
unpublished mortaria, Hartley 1993, 392, I Caerleon,
Fabric 21), none of the Abernant sherds show this
variation. Cowbridge also has some mortaria in a harder
and even slightly abrasive orange-brown fabric with
comparable red to orange-brown slip. The significance
of these variations from the norm is not completely
certain. Caerleon Ware from Caerleon itself shows some
variation and this may be no more than an indication of
the range of fabrics produced in the ‘Caerleon’ potteries.
Equally, there could be other small workshops in South
Wales working in the Caerleon tradition and serving a
very local market.

L Stamped mortaria (Figs 7 and 8)
Entries marked with an asterisk* are illustrated.

a) ABS Die 1
Nos 88–95 all carry Die 1 of the potter stamping ABS
retrograde, with a dotted A and a dot between A and B.
See also no 117 for a stamp from this die on another kind
of coarseware.

88 Flange fragment with the stamp []BS retrograde
(unstratified)

89 Flange fragment, over-fired to dark grey, but with a
red-brown core. The stamp reads AB[] retrograde
(unstratified)

90 Two joining sherds over-fired to grey with part of
the retrograde S surviving. Diam 250mm. The rim
profile is generally similar to Manning, 1993, fig
194, no 15 (001)

91* Two joining sherds, with a right-facing stamp AB[]
retrograde. Diam 270mm. The rim profile is gen-
erally similar to Manning, 1993, fig 194, no 17 (013).
(Fig 7 Stamp only)

92* The stamp (restored for illustration) probably faced
right and reads [.]BS retrograde. Diam 260mm. The
rim profile is generally similar to Manning, 1993, fig
194, no 11 (013) (Figs 7 and 8)

93 The surface is discoloured in parts. The retrograde
stamp reads AB[], and there is a finger depression
under the flange where the stamp has been impressed.
Diam 290mm. The form is identical to no 100 but
from a different vessel (047)

94 The retrograde stamp reads []BS. Diam 280mm. The
rim profile is as Manning, 1993, fig 194, no 13 (047).

95 The slip is dull and the stamp eroded but identifiable,
reading ABS retrograde. The rim profile is as
Manning, 1993, fig 194, no 18 (047)

b) ABS Die 2
Die 2 reads exactly as Die 1. There are difficulties in
attributing very fragmentary stamps to Die 1 or Die 2,
because no complete impression is known from any site
for either die, whilst many of the stamps from the kiln
waste are eroded. The stamps from these two dies are
similar in character, but there are some distinct differences
between them. The shape of the S differs, while the letter
panel of Die 1 appears to be notably longer and margin-
ally deeper than that for Die 2. When clear and entire
impressions are found, there will be a need to check
some former attributions. At least five mortaria carry
stamps from Die 2:

96 A sherd with an incomplete rim section and left-
facing retrograde stamp reading AB[] (001)

97 A fragmentary stamp with part of AB[]retrograde.
Diam 250mm. The form is generally close to
Manning, 1993, fig 194, no 11 (014)

98 A fragmentary retrograde stamp gives the lower
parts of the letters ABS. The form is generally
similar Manning, 1993, fig 194, no 12 (024)

99 A fragmentary retrograde stamp gives A[BS]. The
form is Manning, 1993, fig 194, no 16 (003)

100* Two sherds with a recent break. Diam 270mm.
The retrograde stamp reads ABS. The form shows
similarities to Manning, 1993, fig 194, no 11. (048)
(Figs 7 and 8)

101 A flange fragment carries a tiny part of a potter’s
stamp, the very bottom of the letters AB retrograde
and probably from Die 2 rather than Die 1

Nos 88–101 are from a total of thirteen or fourteen
mortaria stamped by two similar but differing dies
attributable to one potter who stamped ABS retrograde.
Stamps from a smaller die with the same reading (Die 3)
are also known (Nash-Williams, 1932, fig 68, no 37), but
these are not represented in this sample of pottery. Two
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impressions from this third die show some tiny variation,
suggesting that the potter may perhaps have made more
than one die from the matrix.

Other stamps from Die 1 have been recorded from
Carmarthen (Hartley and Brennan 2003, 252, fig 7.14,
nos 26 and 27), Caerwent (unpublished) and Wroxeter
(unpublished). Stamps from Die 2 have been noted from
Bath (Owen 1979, 105–6, fig 46, no 52), Carmarthen
(Hartley and Brennan 2003, 252, fig 7.14, no 25, as
illustrated. The stamps on nos 26–7 are probably from
Die 1) and Caerwent (unpublished). A stamp from
Crandon Bridge, Somerset (unpublished) is from either
Die 1 or Die 2. Stamps from Die 3 have been noted from
Caerleon (Nash Williams 1932, fig 68, no 37 and 2 others
unpublished), Carmarthen (Hartley and Brennan 2003,
252, fig 7.14, nos 24), and Shepton Mallet (Leach 2001,
fig 43, M4.21). All these stamps denote individual
mortaria.

As with most of the Caerleon mortarium stamps, the
meaning of the stamps is obscure, but the letters are clear

Fig. 7: Mortaria stamps nos 91, 92, 100, 102, 105, 106, 108, 111, 117 (1:1)

and allow no other reading. A total of twelve mortaria
found on occupation sites may not appear to indicate a
large output but ABS stamps are among the most
commonly and the most widely dispersed of the Caerleon
mortaria. Also, there are more dies for ABS than for any
other Caerleon potter. If the letters ABS represent the
work of one potter, then he was one of the most important
working in this pottery. The difficulties inherent in dealing
with Caerleon stamps mean that stamps from another die,
reading ASB retrograde (unpublished), must be treated
separately although they are confusingly similar.

c) Stamps on other mortaria
Nos 102–4 are from the same die and no other stamp is
known from it.

102* A stamped rim, diam 270mm (unstratified). (Fig 7
Stamp only)

103 An incomplete rim section. (001)
104* A badly abraded stamp (047). Diam 260mm. (Fig

8 vessel only)
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105* An incomplete rim section. no other example of
this stamp is known (047) (Figs 7 and 8)

106* Rim, diam 290mm. The stamp may have the same
reading as one published from Caerleon (Murray
Threipland 1969, 121, fig 12, no 4) but is certainly
not from the same die. It could, however, be by the
same potter (048) (Figs 7 and 8)

107 Flange fragment with a broken stamp from the
same die as no 106 (003)

108* Rim, diam 290mm, no other example of this stamp
is known (065) (Figs 7 and 8)

Stamps 109–11 are very fragmentary and it has not been
possible to identify them. Some, at least, are likely to be

Fig. 8: Mortaria vessels nos 92, 100, 104–6, 108, 111, 113, 118, 119 (1:4)

from unknown dies. Sufficient survives, however, for
there to be hope of identification in the future.

109 A flange fragment with part of two letters of the
stamp surviving (001).

110 Flange fragment and broken stamp, probably
including a reversed S (003).

111* A fragmentary stamp showing the ends of three
letters (047). Diam 200mm (19%). (Figs 7 and 8)

d) Fragmentary stamps with complete rim profiles
112 Rim, diam 270mm. The border of a stamp survives.

(047).
113* Rim, diam 280mm. The border of a stamp survives.
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The sherd contains two waster cracks. (064). (Fig
8 vessel only)

114 (047)
115 (017)
116 (017/018)

There are, in addition, twenty-two stamps, too frag-
mentary for identification, on mortaria with incomplete
rim profiles.

e) Unidentified ceramic object stamped with Die 1 of
ABS retrograde
117* A flat sherd with an incompletely impressed

potter’s stamp giving the lower half of the letters
[]BS retrograde. This sherd is not from a mort-
arium, but perhaps from the handle of a large flat
dish or tray. No other example is known of the use
of a Caerleon potter’s die on any pottery other than
mortaria and no other sherds of this vessel were
recognised. The stamp is likely to be from the same
die as nos 88–95. Any slight difference in the
length of the stamp is probably because this stamp
is on a flat surface instead of the usual curved one.
(Fig 7 stamp only)

Discussion
The kiln and kiln waste at Abernant has provided the first
physical evidence for the manufacture of the distinctive
mortaria found in abundance at Caerleon, Caerwent and
Carmarthen and to a lesser extent on the English side of
the Bristol Channel. It has, however, always been
supposed that they were produced in the vicinity of
Caerleon since they were first noted by the Wheelers in
their report on the Amphitheatre (Wheeler and Wheeler
1928, 178).

A total of 51 potters’ stamps, virtually all fragmentary,
have been noted on mortaria in this sample of kiln waste
(Fig 7). There is no evidence from the kiln waste to
suggest that any unstamped mortaria were being made.
This accords with finds from occupation sites which show
that it was the practice in the Caerleon potteries to stamp
mortaria on both sides of the spout. It has not been
possible to find any example from the kiln waste which
has sufficient surviving to show both the stamps, and, in
fact, careful examination of the rim profiles makes it
clear that most, if not all, of the stamps are from individual
mortaria (this is certainly the case with nos 88–100, 102–
13). Because some of the pottery is badly abraded, some
stamps may have been destroyed. Out of a total of 51
stamps on mortaria (excluding no 117), only fourteen
stamps, from two dies reading ABS retrograde, are from
dies already known. Of the remaining 37 stamps, three
are from one die (nos 102–4), two from another die (nos
106, 107), five examples are from five individual dies
(nos 105, 108–11) and 27 are too fragmentary for useful
comment. The evidence indicates the presence at Aber-

nant of a workshop using the ABS dies. It is interesting
and surprising that this sample should include at least
three ‘readings’ which we can be certain have not been
recorded before (nos 102–5, 108) and at least one other
die probably not recorded before (no 106).

There is reasonably good evidence to date the overall
length of the industry producing this type of mortarium
in the vicinity of Caerleon to the period cAD110–70
(Hartley 1966, Manning 1993, 256, Webster and Webster
1998). There is very little stratigraphic or site evidence to
date individual die-types or rim-profiles. It is, however,
possible to range them in a typological order and to
suggest relative dating within this period (Hartley 1993,
fig 194), although this will need testing as contextual
dating evidence appears.

There are two noticeable facts about the rim-profiles
in this collection of waste mortaria (Fig 8): Firstly,
whenever the end of the flange survives, there is a distal
bead; and secondly, the bead is normally above the flange,
although this varies, and in a small proportion it is only
marginally higher. All the available mortaria stamped
ABS retrograde and found elsewhere also conform to
these criteria. According to the typological dating
suggested for Caerleon mortaria (see above), these factors
would indicate a date considerably later than AD110 but
probably not at the very end of the period, an optimum
date range of perhaps AD140–60.

The Wheelers were clearly right in attributing this
pottery to Caerleon, but their supposition that it was from
legionary kilns is very much open to doubt (Wheeler and
Wheeler, 1928, 178). It is hard to believe that these very
difficult stamps are a letter series in use in a ‘legionary’
pottery. The potters certainly made no obvious attempt to
produce complete impressions of the dies, which would
be essential for a letter series to work. One would, in fact,
expect stamps more like those of the Caerleon tile stamps
(Boon 1984), which habitually mention the legion. Some
of the Caerleon stamps may represent names (Nash-
Williams, 1932, fig 68, eg nos 8–12, 21, 27–9, 31–5, 47–
8), and a few might conceivably represent tria nomina,
but they often have letters which cannot be deciphered
with any certainty and Nash-Williams,1932, fig 68, no
49 can only be a trade mark.

Apart from sites at Caerleon, Caerwent, Carmarthen
and Cowbridge, these stamped mortaria are as common
on sites in Avon and Somerset as on sites in South Wales.
This seems to indicate a civilian market rather than a
military one. It is also difficult to see why the pottery was
flourishing at a time when legionaries would have been
more concerned with building Hadrian’s Wall and the
Antonine Wall than with making pottery for Caerleon.

There is probably, however, a military factor involved,
in that the profile and red slip tradition being followed
must have been derived via the workshop at Shepton
Mallet (with illiterate stamps, Hartley 1991) from
unstamped mortaria probably made in the 1st century by
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the Second Legion at Exeter (ibid, 207–9 and fig 85, B2,
B3 (Exeter) and B6 (Shepton Mallet, Leech 2001) since
this combined tradition exists nowhere else in Britain
except in the south-west corner.

M Other mortaria
The mortaria above appear to illustrate the range of
vessels being produced at Abernant, as one would expect
if all mortaria were originally stamped. It only seems

worthwhile, therefore, to amplify the illustrated material
in one respect, and to this end two spouts are included
(Fig 8).

118* (043)
119* (013)

The typology adopted for the mortaria relies upon linking
stamps and profiles. Our mortarium table is, therefore,
divided between information on the published sherds and

Table 10: Mortaria

a) Stamped sherds.

Cat no Wt (gms) EVEs

88     40 0.06

89      19 0.03

90     40 0.05

91    286 0.32

92   212 0.28

93     78 0.10

94   105 0.17

95      49 0.07

96   102 0.15

97     37 0.05

98     50 0.05

99     50 0.05

100     93 0.10

101        6 0.02

102     54 0.08

103     20  –

104   302 0.27

105     52 0.07

106   128 0.10

107       5 0.02

108   127 0.17

109       7  –

110       9 0.03

111   140 0.25

112     68 0.15

113   112 0.10

114     25 0.03

Other     28 0.08

Total 2244 2.85

b) Published spouts

Cat no Wt (gms) EVEs

118  360 0.15

119  182 0.21

Total  542 0.36

c) Other rims

Context Min Vessels* Wt (gms) EVEs

unstratified    5    753 0.57

001    7  1796 1.10

003    6    847 0.80

013    4    713 0.77

014    3    344 0.35

016    1        9 0.04

018    1      86 0.08

026    2    222 0.20

033    4    810 0.85

034    2    401 0.79

043    2    116 0.15

047    9  1655 1.85

048  15  1319 1.20

064    2      93 0.03

065    4    331 0.28

Total  67  9495 9.06

*We have attempted to quantify rim fragments by estimating

 the number of vessels likely to be represented by the rims in

each context using criteria of fabric and form.

d) Other mortarium sherds

Context Wt (gms)

unstratified    710

001    233

003  1438

013    831

014  1598

016      56

018    158

024    375

026      64

033    711

034    188

041      56

043    202

047  1255

048  1098

062      45

064      30

065    124

Total  9172
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a summary of information on other mortarium fragments
by context.

N Other kiln waste
The excavations produced a certain amount of kiln waste
in the form of fired clay, some of it recognisably derived
from kiln linings or superstructure. A total of 7.91kg of
both diagnostic and undiagnostic fired clay was recovered
from 14 contexts, excluding unstratified or topsoil
material.

In addition a certain amount of tile was recovered
which may have formed part of kiln structures. Most was
imbrex, which was noted in topsoil and in contexts 014,
024, 047, 048 and 065 (total 2.18kg). Context 017
contained 0.595kg of tegula, and a fragment of box-tile
(0.028kg) was noted in context 014.

In addition a certain amount of tile was recovered
which may have formed part of kiln structures. 1.074kg
was recovered from context 017, mainly tegula but with
one box tile fragment. A further 0.13kg came from
context 065.

Also of interest was a much-over-fired imbrex from
context 047. The tile itself was unusual in that it had a
wavy-line decoration along its apex. Of greater interest,
however, was the fact that a sherd from a mortarium,
clearly broken before the event, had fired on to the edge
of the tile. This may represent material placed on top of
a tubular kiln during firing, or it could be part of the kiln
wall.

Discussion: pottery associated with the
kiln
By PV Webster
It remains to review the range and date of the Abernant
kiln material. It is instructive to summarise the tables,
which have themselves summarised each class of vessel
adding percentages for each category:

Each of the categories of quantification presents
specific problems of interpretation. The estimation of the
likely number of examples of each form is among the
most useful, but relies upon a degree of subjective
judgement, which makes it unpopular among some
ceramic specialists and certainly makes it more difficult
to compare different samples categorised by different
observers. Quantification by weight has obvious draw-
backs when seeking to compare production of heavy
vessels such as mortaria against light ones such as
beakers. Estimated Vessel Equivalents (EVEs) have been
arrived at by recording all rims as a percentage of the
complete vessel and adding the results for each form
(100% = 1 EVE). The method works best when applied
to very large quantities and it is doubtful whether the
Abernant assemblage represents a statistically viable
sample. Nevertheless, it is noticeable that EVEs, pres-
ented as a percentage of the whole assemblage, produce
figures which are broadly comparable with those pro-
duced by the more subjective estimate of the number of
vessels present. One of the few exceptions is the flagons
and it has long been recognised that these present
problems when the EVEs method is applied, as rims of
such narrow diameter, when present, tend to represent a
high percentage of the whole.

Given the uncertain nature of the sample recovered
from Abernant (see introduction, above), conclusions
concerning the forms produced must be tentative. Further
excavation could easily alter our conclusions. However,
even with such a caveat, it is clear that rough-cast beakers
formed the major product of the site, accounting for over
30% of the vessels recovered. Also important were
mortaria (almost 20% of vessels recovered) and samian-
derived forms (between almost 13% and almost 20%
depending on the method used). Of the remainder, only
lids (8–9%) were of any great significance. Comparable
figures for Caerleon, undoubtedly the major market for
the kiln products, do not exist, but a glance at site reports

Table 11: Summary
Form Examples Wt (gms) EVEs

No % Wt % Eves %

A Flagons 21 4.23 1356 4.66 9.95 15.98

B Jars 22 4.43 1635 5.62 2.35 3.77

C RC Beakers 155 31.19 1294 4.45 20.13 32.33

D Beakers 34 6.84 860 2.95 2.45 3.93

E Tankards 4 0.80 30 0.10 0.25 0.40

F Cups 10 2.01 98 0.34 0.95 1.53

G Samian dererived bowls 59 11.87 936 3.22 4.80 7.71

H Bowls 7 1.41 125 0.43 0.67 1.08

I Samian derived dishes 41 8.25 411 1.41 3.24 5.20

J Dishes 1 0.20 50 0.17 0.01 0.02

K Lids 45 9.05 857 2.94 5.20 8.35

L Mortaria 98 19.72 21453 73.71 12.27 19.70

Totals 497 100.00 29105 100.00 62.27 100.00
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suggests that Caerleon Ware beakers, mortaria and
samian-derived forms are indeed among the most
important products of the industry as a whole. They are
also among the Caerleon Ware forms most likely to be
found away from the fortress.

Closer inspection of the range of Caerleon Ware found
in or around the fortress does, however, show a number
of noticeable absentees in the Abernant list. Imitations of
the samian cup, form 27, are, for instance, scarce (cf no
52), despite many examples at Caerleon (cf Webster and
Webster 1998, nos 22–7). Totally missing are examples
of Caerleon Ware forms in coarser fabrics, which in the
fortress appear to shade into the finer Caerleon Ware in
such a way as to suggest a common source. On a fortress
site of the right period one would expect also to see more
derivatives of the samian forms 33, 36, 44, and 81 and a
wider range of jars and flagons (see Manning 1993, 255–
63 for an attempt to represent the range of Caerleon Ware
forms from the fortress). We may assume that the waste
found at Abernant represents a sample, not only of
material made at the kiln found, but also that from any
nearby kiln or kilns. Even so, it is clear that other kilns
must await discovery in order to account for the range of
Caerleon Ware products appearing as site-finds else-
where, as well as for the wider range of apparently local
products found in the fortress and its civilian settlements.

No Roman kiln of the type found will have remained
in production for very long and it is possible, therefore,
that our material is limited in scope due to chronological
factors. The overall date of Caerleon Ware has generally
been estimated as being cAD110 to cAD 160–170, based
largely on the samian and glass derivatives produced. In
her analysis of the mortaria above, Kay Hartley suggest
that the Abernant mortaria would fit within a narrower
date band than this, perhaps cAD140–60. The remaining
material will not answer to such precision, but it is
noticeable that dishes derived from the samian range
forms 18 to 31 are all of the earlier 18/31 type which one
would have expected to have been superseded by more
bowl-like forms (closer to form 31) by c150–160. A
similar argument applies to the beakers. Rough-cast
beakers predominate. These are apparently a local attempt
to reproduce the north Gaulish rough-cast beakers, which
were imported into Britain between the late-1st and the
mid-2nd century, or Köln rough-cast beakers, again
current up to the mid-2nd century. If we assume that
continental fashion changes were rapidly followed in
Britain, then the Abernant beakers should not have been
produced long after the middle of the century. Arguments
from absence are dangerous given the nature of the
sample. The samian form 27 appears to have gone out of
production cAD150 to be replaced as the most popular
cup by form 33. The small numbers of derivatives of the
latter and the almost total absence of those of the former
might favour a mid-2nd-century date but does not inspire
complete confidence. Similarly the dearth of derivatives

of form 38 and its ‘family’ (forms 44 and 81) compared
to derivatives of the earlier Curle 11 may be significant.
An early-Antonine date for the assemblage may, there-
fore, be very tentatively advanced as fitting the evidence
currently available, but it would not be surprising if this
date-range was extended, should further excavation of
the site ever become possible.

As already stated, the major market for the Abernant
products will have been the fortress of Caerleon. To this
may be added the extensive civilian settlements (cf Evans
2000) and the ‘satellite’ settlements of Bulmore which lie
between Abernant and Caerleon. However, as already
stated in the mortarium report, Caerleon Ware enjoyed a
more extensive market than this. Mortaria appear in both
south Wales and the south-west (cf Boon 1966 and above).
Other products appear to be less widely distributed, but
certainly appear in small quantities through south and
south-west Wales, although no examples in south-west
England have been noted. This distribution should not,
however, mask the total dominance of Caerleon itself as
the major market. Even fifteen miles upstream at Usk,
Caerleon Ware is rare. At Caerleon, in 2nd-century levels,
it is extremely common. There can be no doubt that,
although the Abernant potters and their companions took
the opportunity to market over a wide area (or, more
probably, to sell to those who did), their main concern
was the needs of those in and around the nearby fortress.
This is despite the fact, as Kay Hartley remarks above,
that for much of the floruit of the industry large portions
of the legion must have been away from their base,
occupied on construction work in northern Britain.

Pottery not made at the kiln
The assemblage included only a small amount of pottery
that was not made at the kiln. The date range of this
material suggests that it relates not only to the period of
kiln use but also to that of other features (eg the graves)
also found on or near the site and may, indeed, be
indicative of a nearby settlement of some sort. With the
exception of the pottery from the burial cist 054 (no 120,
below) the catalogue is arranged by type.

Pottery from the burial cist
120 Sixty-four small sherds of Black-burnished ware

represented the shattered remains of a small jar
lacking its upper portion, including all the rim.
The date may be inferred from the decoration on
the outer wall, which consisted of lattice decor-
ation, the upper angle of which was obtuse, below
a horizontal groove. This design is characteristic
of the later 3rd and 4th centuries. (054). (not
illustrated)

Pottery from the kiln area  (not illustrated)
a) Samian
The site yielded very little samian.
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121 Central Gaulish form 18/31R, basal sherd; c
AD120–60 (014)

b) Central Gaulish Colour-coated ware
122  A small beaker fragment, burnt. Probably from

Lezoux, second half of 2nd century (003)
A small sherd from a Central Gaulish cup was also noted
in 045.

c) Black-burnished ware
Nos 123–34 represent some 24 Black-burnished ware
vessels from 001, 003, 014, 026, 033, 038, 041, 047, 048,
049 and unstratified contexts.

123 Jar; cf Gillam, 1976, no 2, although our example
lacks the wavy-line decoration on the neck (mid-
2nd century) (001)

124 Small jar, cf Gillam, 1976, no 4 (late-2nd century).
(049)

125 Jar, burnt light grey in the core and tinged with
orange on the surface; cf Gillam, 1976, no 6 (early-
3rd century) (001)

126 Jar; probably as Gillam, 1976, no 6 (early-3rd
century) (047)

127 Jar; cf Manning (1993) fig 125, no 20.2 (late-3rd
to early-4th century) (003)

128 Jar; cf Gillam, 1976, no 12 (early-4th century)
(003)

129 Jar; cf Gillam 1976, nos 12–14 (4th century) (001)
130 Everted rim jar; probably as Gillam, 1976, nos 30–

3 but lacking the diagnostic lattice zone (014)
131 Flanged bowl. The general form is 2nd century.

The rounded form of the rim makes closer dating
difficult (048)

132 Flanged bowl; cf Manning, 1993, fig 127, no 23.2
(late-1st to mid-2nd century) (047)

133 Flanged dish. The angle of the wall suggests a mid
to late-2nd-century example; cf Gillam, 1976, 73
(026)

134 Flanged and beaded bowl; cf Gillam, 1976, no 48
(early to mid-4th century) (001).

d) South Wales Grey ware
Four vessels (from 013, 047 and 065) appear to be in
local grey ware, oxidised probably after their original
firing.

135 Wide-mouthed jar in light orange shading to light
grey on one edge; cf Manning, 1993, fig 112, no
40.5 (2nd to 3rd century) (013)

136 Wide-mouthed jar in light orange with slight
greying at the external burnished surface. The
slight groove at the rim is unusual; otherwise the
vessel resembles Manning, 1993, fig 112, no 40.1
(probably 2nd century) (065)

137 Jar. The angle of the rim suggests a later type as
Manning, 1993, 22–3 (3rd– 4th century) (026)

138 Flanged bowl; some influence from 2nd-century
Black-burnished ware flanged bowl forms seems
likely (003)

139 Flanged vessel with grooved rim; a small flanged-
cup seems most likely but the apparent shallowness
of the vessel means that this may be a lid (026)

Nos 137–9 are all in the normal reduced South Wales
Grey ware fabric. They represent the more diagnostic
vessels from an assemblage of some 48 vessels from 001,
003, 025, 026 and unstratified contexts.

e) Other fabrics
There were also two sherds of calcite-gritted jar of a type
associated with the conquest period (cf Manning, 1993,
230–2, Fabric Group A) from contexts 001 and 003.
Mortaria not made at the kiln came in the form of small,
usually abraded sherds from 003, 026 and 049. All
appeared to be from the Oxford region and are probably
3rd to 4th-century in date.

Discussion
The fabrics not made at the kiln show a considerable
variation in terms of date. Given the dating of Caerleon
Ware obtained from dated contexts elsewhere (cf Man-
ning, 1993, 255–7; Webster and Webster 1998) they
cannot be used to help date the kiln itself. Given the
limited excavation its presence seems to indicate two
things. Firstly, it provides a 3rd to 4th-century context
for the burial. Secondly it suggests that occupation in the
vicinity extended over much of the Roman period. This
may well suggest that the kiln site lies close to some
other settlement of Roman date, and makes the whole
area of Abernant potentially sensitive in archaeological
terms.

Conclusion
It has long been assumed that much of the pottery and tile
used at Caerleon was made locally. Until the finding of
the Abernant kiln, not a single example of what must
have been a large number of production units were
known. One has to say that this still leaves a large number
of kilns yet to be located. The tile kilns for Caerleon, in
particular, must have been large and one would have
expected them to have had access to water transport to
facilitate supply to the fortress. Ease of transport is
perhaps less important for pottery, but one would not,
nevertheless, have expected to find any representative of
what must have been a major local industry near the top
of a hill some distance from the fortress. The siting of the
Abernant kiln is, therefore, unusual and it remains to be
seen if it is typical of its industry. Even if it is not, the
finds from the site indicate that other kilns in the locality
await discovery, for the revealed kiln is too small for
making such vessels as mortaria. These formed almost
20% of the waste vessels found, and one cannot envisage
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a situation where it was worthwhile to move such waste
products any distance. What must have been moved,
however, was the clay for the pottery and the finished
products. That this was felt worthwhile is possibly due to
the availability of some other component of pottery
production, probably fuel for firing the kiln. One
envisages a situation where potters imported raw mat-
erials into or near to an area of (presumably managed)
woodland, which also had a suitable water supply. That
this could be worthwhile is demonstrated by the history
of the medieval iron industry, which tended to be located
close to sources of fuel. Roman pottery production near
Caerleon appears to have been similarly motivated.

The Abernant collection provides a number of insights
into the range of products made at the site and the relative
popularity of various forms. Because of the partial and
superficial nature of the investigation it does not produce
any independent dating evidence for pottery production.
However, pottery that is not a product of the kiln or kilns
does have a story to tell. It is a clear indicator of activity
well beyond the floruit of the Caerleon Ware industry.
There are signs of activity in the area from the conquest
period through to the 4th century. This is in many ways
as unexpected as the discovery of the kiln itself.
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Appendix I: Non-ceramic and post-
Roman finds
by SH Sell
Apart from a small quantity of post-medieval ceramics
and glass from general clearance, and a little flint working
waste, it is likely that all other material is Roman and can
be associated with use of the industrial complex at
Abernant of which the kiln must form a part.

Full details of other categories of finds exist in the site
archive. Quantities were in general small, but a number
of items are nevertheless worthy of note.

Ironwork
Omitting obviously modern fragments, probably derived
from recent agricultural use of the land, a total of c 65
objects and fragments were recovered, of which nearly
90% were structural nails or fragments probably from

nails. Hobnails (5/0.008kg) were also noted from the
topsoil. Unstratified contexts also produced part of a ?rod,
a fragment probably too long to be a nail (SF004; length
155mm, wt 0.070kg), what appears to be a split pin
(SF009; length 50mm, wt 0.032kg), and a chisel or wedge
(SF011; length 94mm, wt 0.246kg).

Items of stone
Almost all of the used stone was recovered from
unstratified or general clearance contexts. A total of ten
pieces mostly of fine-grained metamorphic sandstone
(total wt 2.01kg) are likely to have derived from
whetstones or rubbers but the majority do not show
distinctive wear patterns. A larger piece (SF010, wt
1.12kg) exhibits scoring consistent with sharpening
points. A possible total of three sandstone discs, likely to
have been used as pot-lids, were also noted; two were
unstratified and the third came from context 033. One of
the unstratified examples has a diameter of 54mm and
thickness of 9mm (SF008, wt 0.04kg). Another flat
fragment (unstratified) may be part of a roofing tile
(thickness 14mm, wt 0.064kg). A broken piece of
sandstone from 013 appears to have been part of a slab,
thickness 35mm, with a curved cut-out hollow in its
unbroken edge. The purpose of this feature, which
appears to have been deliberately worked, remains
obscure, although a function of sharpening blades or
points could be indicated by its shape, if not by the degree
of wear on its internal surface.

Two rotary quern stones also came from general
clearance. One, the fragment of an upper stone in
micaceous sandstone conglomerate of local origin, had
an estimated diameter of 0.5m (SF007, wt 1.85kg). A
lower stone of similar composition was also recovered
from one of the stone spreads on slightly higher ground
to the south of the kiln (context 005) where it appears to
have been re-used within the formation of an area of hard
standing, possibly a road or track. The quern itself
(SF006) has an average diameter of. 0.40m, a depth of
approximately 0.10m, and a central spindle hole 40–
45mm in diameter and 35mm deep. Much of the working
surface has been dressed, but a substantial irregularity
raising the working surface 10–15mm may have been a
significant factor in its abandonment as a quern; the
adjacent grinding surface is also too flat to be of service.
Jonathan Parkhouse comments that this stone has been
subjected to considerable wear from use not connected
with grinding, possibly resulting from use as a potter’s
kick-wheel as well as its re-use in a floor surface. He also
notes that although the underside of the stone has received
basic working only, this is not unusual in a lower stone,
and this quern was probably a finished product.

Glass
Only very small quantities of clear blue-green glass were
retained, but the topsoil material may include some
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modern fragments. A few sherds are thought to belong to
bottles of Roman date, but the only diagnostic piece noted
was part of the handle from a large prismatic bottle (wt
0.016kg) recovered from what is thought to be a possible
pit (context 026). A single melon bead in turquoise frit
(SF003; diameter 19mm) was recovered from the topsoil.

Other materials
Lead waste (0.175kg) was recovered from topsoil and
from pit 026 – one piece may be a repair plug. None of
the flint was diagnostic, but five pieces of waste
(0.004kg) were noted in topsoil and unstratified contexts,
and from one of the stone spreads to the south of the kiln.
The presence of fragments of slag and furnace-lining
totalling 0.474kg was noted in topsoil and unstratified
contexts, in pit 026 and from the upper fill of the kiln
chamber; it would appear to indicate another area of
industrial activity in the immediate vicinity.

Appendix II: Celtic Manor Golf
Course (code CMG) – Known sites
prior to implementation of archaeo-
logical scheme of investigation
Note: All sites lie within the development boundary apart
from those marked with an asterisk*, which lie on its edge

CMG 1 Structure at NGR ST 3626 9180
Building(s) depicted on 19th century cartographic sources
(cf Maynard 1996a, 20); uncertain function but probably
agricultural, post-medieval; no longer extant.

CMG 2 Structure at NGR ST 3661 9097
Building depicted on 19th century cartographic sources (cf
Maynard 1996a, 20); probably agricultural, post-medieval;
extant.

CMG 3 ‘Old Quarry’ at NGR ST 3685 9145
Quarry depicted on 19th century cartographic sources (cf
Maynard 1996a, 20); post-medieval; extant.

CMG 4 Possible Roman Buildings at NGR ST 3645 9165
Suspected extension of Great Bulmore settlement on the
basis of geophysical evaluation carried out in 1984; further
geophysical evaluation and test-trenching demonstrated
absence of buildings but confirmed line of main Caerleon-
Usk Roman road at a depth of 1.2m (Maynard 1996b, 9–
11); finds from the evaluation, especially fragments of
cremated bone, suggest the possibility of burials nearby,
perhaps on the upper hill slopes; extant.

CMG 5*Hollow Way NGR ST 3650 9090 – ST 3680 9086
Hollow Way shown on late 19th century cartographic
sources (cf Maynard 1996a, 21) and marked as ‘supposed
Roman Road’; evaluation (Maynard 1996b, 9 and 11 )
confirmed Roman origin; extant.

CMG 6* ‘Old Quarry’ at NGR ST 3680 9165
Quarry depicted on late 19th century cartographic sources
(cf Maynard 1996a, 20–21); post-medieval; extant.

CMG 7 Structure at NGR ST 3665 9108
Building depicted on 19th century cartographic sources (cf
Maynard 1996a, 20); probably agricultural, post-medieval;
no longer extant.

CMG 8 Pillbox at NGR ST 3679 9202
WWII construction; extant.

CMG 9 Pillbox at NGR ST 3631 9208
WWII construction; extant.

A90 Roman Road
See Manning (1981), also cf CMG 4; extant.

2305g* Two slab-lined burial cists at ST 972 917
Possibly pre-Roman, the ridge-top and end represent typical
sites for prehistoric ritual or funerary activity.
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Wroxeter: after Barker, after Webster

C Jane Evans

‘Wroxeter.... has a tremendous potential for extended
archaeological research and training and as a monu-
ment to be displayed and interpreted to the public.’

The deaths of both Graham Webster and Philip Barker
mark the end of an important era of research at Wroxeter.
Focussing on pottery studies, this paper considers how
archaeologists are building on their research and how
recent developments are, or could, contribute. It aims to
show that the statement above, made in the early 1970s
by the Department of the Environment (White 1976)
remains true today, and that pottery studies have a
fundamental role in future research at Wroxeter.

The Webster and Barker
publications
Wroxeter was the fourth largest town in Roman Britain
(White and Barker 1998, 9). The excavations of Graham
Webster and Philip Barker represent a particularly fruitful
period in the long history of antiquarian research on the
site. Their excavations produced huge assemblages of
pottery, representing one of the largest groups collected
by systematic excavation in Britain during the last century
(Timby 2000, 305). The publication in 2002 of Graham
Webster’s 1955–85 excavation of the Legionary Fortress
(Webster 2002) completes a sequence covering the first
(Darling 2002), second and third centuries (Timby et al
2000) and the latest Roman/post Roman deposits (Sy-
monds 1997). This reflects years of work by numerous
specialists, some resulting in post-graduate theses
(Darling 1976, Faiers 1990). All have enhanced our
understanding of pottery supply and use at Wroxeter.
Robin Symonds’ report on the late Roman assemblage
from the baths basilica provided the first published
quantification of pottery from Wroxeter (Symonds 1997).
The analysis incorporated innovative computer based
spatial analysis (Laflin et al 1993), contributing to a study
of depositional processes on the site. The report on the
baths and macellum was the next to be published. This

provided the foundations of a comprehensive fabric and
form type series for Wroxeter, including military vessels.
This will hopefully be refined and developed as research
at Wroxeter continues. Maggie Darling’s study of military
production and supply (Darling 1977), leading on from
her research at Wroxeter, remains a widely used reference
work today (Martin and Wallace (ed) 1997, 45), and her
pottery report in the military volume will form a key
reference for future studies. The final, outstanding
backlog volume on Wroxeter is due for publication within
the next couple of years (Ellis forthcoming). This presents
various smaller-scale projects, including an assemblage
collected from the site of the Bell Brook mortarium kiln
(Faiers and White forthcoming).

With this wealth of published research, it might seem
that Wroxeter pottery has been ‘done’. However, a great
deal of potential remains untapped. The earliest publi-
cations (Kenyon 1938, 1981; Atkinson 1942) provide no
quantification. The data from Webster’s excavations have
their limitations (Evans, [C]J, 2000, Timby 2000).
Archaeological research questions and analytical methods
changed considerably over the 30 year excavation period,
and have continued to develop since. Studies of vessel
use are limited without data for vessels in all materials,
and researchers now recognise the value of statistical
analyses of whole, integrated assemblages. However,
some associated artefact assemblages from Wroxeter
remain unpublished. The glass assemblage from the baths
basilica was catalogued but only partially published
(Pretty 1997). Hilary Cool has emphasised the importance
of this fourth-century group, most recently at a West
Midlands regional research seminar (unpublished).
Though the intention was to publish this group separately
(Pretty 1997, 319) this has not been achieved. One
significant barrier to further publication/research is, of
course, funding. Substantial resources have already been
provided by English Heritage to achieve the existing level
of publication. The sheer quantity of evidence from
Wroxeter appears daunting, perhaps even overwhelming,
when viewed from the angle of funding. Yet the Wroxeter
finds represent a rich resource, which could be used in
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research, training and outreach projects by generations to
come. A creative approach is required to work round the
funding problems and allow this resource to be used to
its full potential.

Recent Fieldwork

More recent fieldwork at Wroxeter reflects the changing
focus of British archaeology; use of non-intrusive field-
methods, limited PPG16 excavation. Added to this, the
site is scheduled and the only ‘development’ has been the
laying of service pipelines.

Between 1988 and 1990, excavations were undertaken
along the route of the A5/A49 Shrewsbury bypass,
providing an opportunity to investigate Roman settlement
in the Wroxeter hinterland (Ellis et al 1994, 7–14).
Analysis of the pottery highlighted the potential for rural
sites to produce tightly-dated and less-disturbed groups.
Levels of residuality and disturbance were particularly
high at urban Wroxeter. Whole phases comprised pottery
dumped as levelling prior to building. Elsewhere material
from earlier levels was often redeposited (Evans, [C]J,
1994; Barker et al 1997, 192–3; Timby 2000, 312;
Darling 2002, 137). The rural assemblages also illustrated
the value of studying pottery in relation to site function;
the rural enclosure at Duncote Farm and the roadside
settlement at Meole Brace produced quite distinct
assemblages (Evans, [C] J, 1994, 89–91).

These excavations were followed by a Leverhulme
project investigating the Wroxeter hinterland (Gaffney et
al, 2001). The ‘Wroxeter Hinterland Project’ and ‘Wrox-
eter Hinterland Survey’ comprised extensive field
walking across transects of the countryside surrounding
Wroxeter, some limited excavation, and a detailed
geophysical survey of Wroxeter itself (Gaffney and
Gaffney 2000). The pottery from surface collection
included a range of diagnostic fabrics and forms, though
sherds were frequently fragmentary and abraded (Evans,
[C]J, 2001). The previous focus on material from urban
Wroxeter allowed the assemblages to be seen as ‘normal’
or ‘typical’ for the Roman period. The range of pottery
forms and fabrics compared well with ‘Romanised’ urban
assemblages from southern England; similar trade
contacts were evident. Yet analysis of the hinterland
assemblages demonstrated how anomalous Wroxeter was
in its regional context.

The low level of ‘Romanisation’ in the hinterland was
evident when finds were plotted. There was a sharp
decrease in the quantity of pottery recovered outside the
area of the territorium (Gaffney et al, 2001, fig 7.9–10,
table 7.38). The hinterland conforms to the pattern for
the north-west generally (Evans, J, 1999, 39), whereas
Wroxeter does not. If pottery use in Cornoviian territory
is the exception, then the huge quantities from Wroxeter
are very exceptional.

More diagnostic pottery was recovered when excav-
ation took place. Some excavations were undertaken as
part of the Hinterland Project, and some as PPG16
projects undertaken within the wider research framework.
Site assemblages were again very variable. From the
sample studied, it was not always clear whether variations
reflected differing dates, functions and/or status of the
sites (Evans, CJ, 2002a). Some of the smallest excav-
ations produced significant evidence, and the composition
of some assemblages provided insights into the process
of ‘Romanisation’ at Wroxeter.

One very small PPG16 excavation, on the line of a
water-main, produced a small but highly significant
assemblage of conquest-period pottery (Evans, CJ,
2002a). The pipe trench ran through what is thought, from
aerial photographs, to be the site of the vicus. The pottery,
including handmade, coarsely-tempered wares, was quite
distinct from the typical military assemblage (Darling
2002), but compared well with an assemblage from Hay
Farm, Bridgenorth (Booth 2000). Fabrics indicated links
with Dobunnic territory to the south: Peacock’s Mal-
vernian A and Palaeozoic limestone-tempered B1 wares
(Peacock 1968), and organic-tempered Severn Valley
ware. The limestone-tempered ware is a particularly good
chronological marker, associated with conquest period
sites further south, but disappearing c 60 AD (Ford and
Rees 1984 unpub, Willis forthcoming). The presence of
Severn valley ware in such early deposits confirms that it
was being produced in the conquest period. Its presence
here also supports a native origin for the ware, as argued
by Timby (1990). Severn Valley ware is noticeably absent
in the military assemblages from Wroxeter (Darling 2002)
and Pentrehyling fort and vicus (Evans, CJ, forthcoming),
and isn’t really common at Wroxeter until the second
century (Timby 2000, 310–11). In contrast, there is
evidence for its use on contemporary rural sites: Upton
Cresset (Evans, CJ, 2002a) and Hay Farm (Booth 2000).

The two latest Roman assemblages came from a
research/training excavation at Whitley Grange villa (late
4th/5th century) and the rescue excavation of a late 4th
century kiln near Meole Brace (Evans, et al 1999). The
Meole Brace kiln is one of only three Wroxeter kilns to
have been excavated, the only one for which any records
survive, and an important addition to the corpus of known
kilns producing Severn Valley ware. The kilns produced
a range of tablewares and jars, but no tankards. Various
associated artefacts may have been used as potter’s tools
(op cit 23–4). The site demonstrates that Severn Valley
ware, and colour-coated ware, continued to be produced
near Wroxeter into the latter half of the fourth century.
However, the fact that kiln products are so poorly
represented at the nearby Whitley Grange villa, well
within the marketing range of the kiln, may be evidence
that production at Meole Brace had ceased by the end of
the fourth century.

Whitley Grange produced the only sherds of late, shell-
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tempered ware, common in the latest assemblages at
Wroxeter (Symonds 1997, fig 366, fig 372). The assem-
blage was dominated by Black Burnished ware (BB1),
including a number of vessels with repair, also paralleled
at Wroxeter (op cit 218, table 16). The high proportion of
BB1 contrasts with later 4th and 5th century northern
assemblages, but is consistent with sites in north Wales
and the north west (Evans, J, 1999, 39). The Wroxeter
area, like Segontium to the west, may mark a northern
limit of the area where BB1 supply continued later (op
cit). The range of fabrics at Whitley Grange (Evans, CJ,
2001) is much narrower than at Wroxeter (Symonds
1997), which has a high proportion of Severn Valley
ware and includes tablewares from the Nene Valley and
Oxfordshire. Some of the latter will be residual, like the
samian and amphorae noted in late deposits. With this
proviso, urban Wroxeter does seem to have maintained
wide trade contacts. The restricted range at Great Whitley
may reflect its particular function or status, or could be
further evidence for the low uptake of Roman material
culture outside Wroxeter.

Finds from Whitley Grange villa included ceramic
building material, probably made on site. This was
included in a programme of X-ray fluorescence (XRF)
characterisation, along with samples from Wroxeter and
two other villas in the hinterland. Different sources could
be characterised (Cassidy et al, 1999; Cassidy 2001) and
the research is now being expanded. The current pro-
gramme includes pottery and ceramic building material
from across the region: a pottery kiln at Malvern (Evans
et al 2000), the colonia tilery in Gloucester (Heighway
and Parker 1982), and occupation sites at Wroxeter (Ellis
forthcoming) and Worcester, Castle Street (Edwards et
al 2002) and Magistrates Court (work in progress by
Archaeological Investigations Ltd). Ceramics from
Wroxeter were included in an earlier, regional programme
of geochemical analysis (Evans, J, 1991, unpub), using
Neutron Activation Analysis (NAA). The results from
this were promising, but XRF has the advantage of being
reasonably accurate and cost-effective without needing
radioactive sources or complex preparation procedures
(Cassidy et al, 1999, 9; Cassidy 2001). The aim of the
current programme is to demonstrate the potential of XRF
analysis in ceramic provenance studies, and hopefully to
develop the use of non-destructive, portable XRF
equipment. The latter could be used to characterise
diagnostic forms from well-dated groups, which could
not be submitted for destructive analysis.

Future research

The past decade has provided an opportunity to consol-
idate research at Wroxeter. Publication of Webster’s and
Barker’s results has allowed us to review their method-
ologies and achievements. The Wroxeter Hinterland

Project has placed Wroxeter in its wider landscape setting,
and encouraged the development of new methodologies.
This broader research has provided a framework for
subsequent small-scale excavations, in and around
Wroxeter. The benefit of analysing material from surface
collection is evident. I believe, however, that recent work
has demonstrated the irreplaceable value of focussed
excavation as a source of quantified data for material
culture studies.

There are initiatives in the wider archaeological
community that make it timely to revue the future of
research at Wroxeter. The West Midlands region, which
includes Shropshire, is in the process of producing Re-
gional Research Frameworks for each period). Wroxeter
is the most significant urban site in this region and featured
strongly in papers presented in the Roman period seminar
(www.arch-ant.bham.ac.uk/wmrrfa). The pottery recom-
mendations (Evans, CJ, 2002b) drew on the national and
regional research frameworks produced by the SGRP in
1997 (Willis 1997; Booth and Willis 1997, Willis 2003).
The main points pertinent to Wroxeter are as follows:

• Proactive fieldwork is needed to locate pottery kilns,
perhaps involving amateur groups and students; the
potential for this at Wroxeter and Malvern is discussed
elsewhere (Evans, et al 1999, 21–4; Evans, et al 2000,
70–6).

• Publication of excavated kilns: The Mancetter-
Hartshill kilns, which supplied Wroxeter, were noted
as a priority.

• Reassessing distributions of major wares, rather than
relying on studies made as long as 30 years ago.
Geographic Information systems (GIS) make it easier
to study ceramic data in relation to geographic factors
(predicting possible kiln locations, studying distri-
butions etc). Scientific techniques could be developed
to refine provenance studies.

• Creation of a regional fabric and form series would
facilitate regional studies.

• Standards for recording and publishing pottery need
to be defined in briefs.

• Shortage of specialists: university training in finds
studies and CPD for finds specialists.

The excavations run by Graham Webster and Philip
Barker, through the University of Birmingham, demon-
strated the value of Wroxeter as a training resource: there
are many archaeologists today whose interest was
nurtured on these projects. The need for training in
archaeology is widely recognised, and is currently being
addressed by the IFA, the CBA, the Cultural Heritage
National Training Organisation (CHNTO) and the
Archaeology Training Forum (ATF). In the light of this,
the Institute of Archaeology and Antiquity at the
University of Birmingham have recently proposed that a
Centre for Archaeological Training be established at
Wroxeter. If successful, this could greatly benefit finds
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studies there. The Training Initiative would include open
area excavation, to test the results of geophysical survey.
This would provide assemblages from a wider range of
functional areas across the city, which could be recorded
to modern standards. Artefacts from previous excavations
could also be reassessed, providing an endless source of
material for training and also create a new body of
quantified data. The project aims to make extensive use
of interactive IT tools for interpretation. Unpublished,
and published, finds could perhaps be made more
accessible by creating a virtual museum, to be used in
training elsewhere.

Training would be aimed at all age levels (children to
lifelong learners) and all skill levels (those with no
experience to CPD), so there would be a strong element
of outreach/community involvement. This emphasis on
outreach would provide an opportunity to actively engage
a much wider section of the community in archaeology
and, more specifically in Romano-British studies. The
Black Environment Network (BEN) has identified ‘a real
task within the heritage sector to realise its huge
capability for facilitating the engagement of cultural
groups.’ (Ling Wong 2002a, 22) and asks the Heritage
Sector to ‘Move away from the domination of a mythical
and exclusive monoculture that is no longer relevant to
the contemporary world’ (Ling Wong 2002b). The latter
could describe the existing trend in Roman research
(Woolf 1998, 11), which has much to contribute to (Hill
2001, 18) and gain from (Skeates 2000, 104–5) debates
on modern social issues. Pottery provides a major source
of evidence for investigating social and cultural status,
and one increasingly recognised beyond the confines of
pottery studies (Woolf 1998, 186). For outreach, it is also
a medium with which everyone is familiar; many people
now enjoy food from other cultures, prepared and served
in culturally specific vessels.

To conclude, the work of Philip Barker and Graham
Webster has made an enormous contribution to research
at Wroxeter. However, this is not the only legacy they
have left. In her obituary of Graham Webster, Maggi
Darling refers to his open attitude, his endless search for
new ideas and his commitment to training (Darling 2003),
qualities that apply equally to Philip Barker. If we can
maintain their enthusiasm and commitment, both to the
archaeology of Wroxeter and to Roman artefact studies,
and if we can use their qualities to guide future research,
then we may do justice to the ‘tremendous potential’ of
the site.
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The subtitle of this book is a perfect summary of the problem
that surrounds Rhenish Ware. Like ‘Samian’ ware, the origin
suggested by the name perpetuates an antiquarian identi-
fication, but it is more misleading in this case because of its
plausibility. Robin Symonds has sensibly not attempted to
obfuscate the issue further by proposing an alternative name
or names, principally because, unlike terra sigillata, Rhenish
Ware did not emanate from a comparatively small number
of major centres that are distinguishable from others making
‘imitations’. It is the perplexing range of minor centres that
makes up much of this book, alongside the true Mosel-
keramik from Trier and its Central-Gaulish equivalent. These
two are easily recognisable in Britain, for their distinctive
forms and recurrent fabrics faithfully reflect their origin in
a milieu of terra sigillata production (Brewster 1972; Greene
1978).

The lack of potters’ stamps and the rarity of moulded
decoration on Rhenish Ware, and perhaps its visual dis-
tinction from oxidised terra sigillata, led to its separation
from the mainstream study of terra sigillata at an early stage.
However, the occurrence of ‘mottoes’ in Latin, primarily on
Rhenish Ware vessels made in Trier, led to their publication
in considerable numbers from the nineteenth century
onwards. An interesting contradiction was generated by
aligning the reduction-fired mould-decorated vessels made
in Central Gaul too closely with samian (Simpson 1957,
1973), despite the fact (correctly highlighted by Grace
Simpson’s term ‘black slip vases’) that their clay and surface
finish were identical to ‘colour-coated’ ‘Rhenish’ wares.
Thus, the study of this important fine-ware category as a
whole was held back by a quasi-technological ‘cultural
Darwinism’ inspired by the judgement of archaeologists
steeped in a classical art-historical tradition: red surface
good, black surface bad; Latin mottoes good, barbotine bad;
moulded decoration good, freehand bad; standardised dinner
services good, idiosyncratic drinking vessels bad.

This is the background to Robin Symond’s book, which
is essentially an Oxford D Phil thesis completed in 1985.
His thesis followed a spate of British fine ware studies – the
published doctorates of Fulford, Young and the reviewer
(1975, 1977 and 1979) which followed on from progress

reports presented at the famous Oxford pottery conference
of 1972 (Detsicas 1973), which also featured work by Swan,
Rigby, Dannell and others. This ‘fine ware flurry’ was not
limited to Britain, for Mayet’s study of Spanish wares and
Schindler-Kaudelka’s report on the Italian wares found at
the Magdalensberg in Austria both appeared in 1975. Most
of these studies were focused either on a geographically
defined industry or on a specific ware, while a few worked
outwards from finds recovered on individual sites. This
boom-decade for fine ware publications was rounded off by
Arthur and Marsh’s collection of edited papers (1978), and
Anne Anderson’s misleadingly titled monograph of 1980.
If at this point Robin Symonds had selected a Romano-
British topic for study, then Nene Valley production would
have provided the obvious ‘missing thesis’. However, his
linguistic skills and European interests made the study of
Rhenish Wares an excellent choice, since brief comments
by Brewster and this reviewer had flagged the existence of
certain problematic aspects, and Anderson’s book had
proposed that north-eastern Gaul was an important provider
of fine wares in the period immediately anterior to the floruit
of Rhenish Ware.

This reviewer is only too aware of the difficulties (and
rewards) of conducting ceramic research in France, and the
contrast between the styles of curation of excavated material
(especially sherds rather than complete vessels) in France
and Germany. Thus, while Symonds’ visits to Trier or Köln
provided open access to well-known material, most parts of
France involved a hard slog through poorly provenanced
material, mitigated by the general enthusiasm of French
amateur archaeologists and highlights such as the cir-
cumspect methodology of Leredde and Jacob’s research into
fine ware production at Jaulges. Thus, parts of Robin
Symond’s book are inevitably presented in the manner of
‘this is what was encountered’ rather than as a synthesis of
reliable data.

The major criticism to be levelled at Rhenish Wares is
that it preserves the form of a doctoral thesis, and has not
been rewritten with the needs of the busy pottery researcher
in mind. Signs of this vary from details, such as the rather
reverential use of personal titles (‘Dr Fulford’; ‘Mrs

Rhenish wares: fine dark coloured pottery from Gaul and Germany, Symonds R, 1992, Oxford University Committee
for Archaeology Monograph 23. 121 + viii pages, 53 p of plates, 52 illustrations, 1 map ISBN 0947816232
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Anderson’), to general matters of presentation. It is par-
ticularly difficult to find out about any particular vessel that
catches the reader’s attention while perusing the figures.
Thus, to take a random example, imagine that you are
researching a Romano-British site and have found the
remains of a pot closely resembling the rather handsome
vessel fig 16, no 345 labelled ‘Musée des Antiquités
Nationales’. What is the scale of reduction? It is necessary
to find page 99 to confirm the impression that it is 1:3 – and
we must trust the accuracy of the printer, for there is no
drawn scale. Where is it from? Some busy leafing leads to
page 102, where the ‘other comments’ column for fig 16
supplies ‘Amiens’ – with no indication of the date or
reliability of this provenance in the MAN’s acquisition
records. There is no description of the vessel beyond this
that allows a comparison of the fabric. Where was no 345
made? The caption to fig 16 tells us that it belongs to Group
21 (but nothing else). There is no index, but the contents
page lists the groups, and places Group 21 in chapter 4,
Mid-Gaulish colour-coated wares. Close reading of pages
32–5 reveals that it is one of three vessels ‘...somewhat
more likely to have originated in the Argonne’ (page 35);
again, there is no individual fabric description. One looks in
vain for a map of ‘Mid-Gaulish’ kiln sites, a basic type-
series of distinctive products, or a distribution map that
would allow a researcher to assess the likelihood that a
vessel resembling 345 might have been exported to their
own site.

Robin Symond’s book is clearly not designed for use as
a reference source by anyone wanting to look up a hand-
specimen quickly. The reader must invest a considerable
amount of time in following the logic of the whole volume,
absorbing the interrelationships between the wares, forms
and areas of production. The introduction, conclusion and
intervening chapters contain many interesting ideas, together
with suggestions for more detailed lines of research.
Discussions of economics, chronology, and methodology
(including results of scientific analysis of some sherds) are
scattered throughout the chapters, rather than drawn together
as discrete themes. The lack of an index makes it difficult to
extract this information; for example, an important (and
sceptical) critique of Anderson’s attributions of some fine
ware vessels from Britain to North Gaulish sources is to be
found on pages 39–40. However, some aspects of Rhenish
Wares that originate in a thesis are very useful, and deserve
to be emulated. The bibliography is substantial and compre-
hensive, and enhanced by short codes that indicate which
wares are included in each publication. These codes are then
gathered together so that every publication featuring each
category is cross-referenced to the bibliography.

Thus, Robin Symonds has provided an attractive,
authoritative work on a difficult and neglected subject, based
upon a considerable amount of painstaking work in the
museums of France and Germany. The publisher has done

a good job in the overall presentation, and in the repro-
duction of halftones and line drawings. It is a pity that the
editorial process did not include guidance on re-casting the
work with easy access in mind, primarily though the
provision of an index and informative labels and captions
for the figures. This would have been a difficult and irksome
task, and it is one of the major drawbacks of the British
doctoral system that the writer has usually lived and breathed
the subject for so many years that it is no longer possible to
adopt the point of view of a reader approaching from an
altogether different standpoint. I hope that Robin will
produce a further work that adds British finds to the
continental wares, and that he will eventually provide a
thematic synthesis of the whole Rhenish Ware phenomenon,
placed into its cultural and economic context. He should
also remember to append a quick-reference section that can
be photocopied and pinned up on the finds-hut wall!

Kevin Greene, June 1995
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This volume presents the results of the excavations by
Charles Green between 1951 and 1955 at Caister on Sea
(also known as Caister by Yarmouth) in Norfolk. Most of
the work of sorting out the far from ideal record was done
by the principal author, Maggi Darling, between 1977 and
1986.

The first important aspect of this report is that it very
clearly identifies Caister as a military institution, compar-
able in many ways to other coastal forts at Brancaster and
Reculver of probably similar early third-century date. For
much of this century this has not been the accepted view
and Caister has been referred to as a small town and a port,
and indeed the front cover of the report shows Alan Sorrell’s
‘Reconstruction of Roman Port, Caister on Sea’. The
problem lay with the proximity of the site to Burgh Castle
and the existence of the Notitia list of the later Saxon shore
forts, which has only one entry, Gariannonium, to cover
both sites. As it is quite clear that the Notitia omits at least
one other East Anglian fort (Walton Castle, Felixstowe) this
is hardly a major problem. The report establishes that the
defended site at Caister was not occupied in the Roman
period until at least the late second century and quite
probably the early third, which would be quite extraordinary
if it were a civilian small town in this region.

The finds reports make up a substantial proportion of the
volume and the Roman pottery chapter, not surprisingly, is
a densely packed 65 pages. This includes 3 samian figures,
21 general pottery figures and 5 of mortaria, a total of some
837 illustrations. The report has a fairly traditional arrange-
ment with separate sections for samian at the beginning and
for mortaria towards the end, a thorough fabrics list, a
catalogue of illustrated material and a substantial discussion
section.

The amount of pottery recovered from Green’s excavation
was large, around one tonne. However the quality of the
excavation and its idiosyncratic recording system meant that
there were few closed groups and full quantification (number,
weight and EVEs) was applied selectively. The work was
also made more difficult by a total lack of computer facilities
but in spite of this a fair amount of numerical data is presented
in tabular form. The site does have the advantage of a limited
chronological span due to the lack of pre-fort activity. A date
for the end of Roman activity in the fort is problematical but
is certainly well into the second half of the fourth century
though the character of use of the site may have changed
during the century. Two main groups were chosen to illustrate
the earlier and the later pottery assemblages, supplemented
by a type series drawn from the large remaining collection.
Fabrics are described and commented on and cross-refer-
enced to the illustrations; there is supplementary discussion
of certain fabric groups in the ‘Discussion’section of the
chapter (p 205–11). The latter includes discussion of BB2
and the presence of ‘atypical’ forms in BB2 fabrics,
amphorae, Oxford wares, Much Hadham wares and the aptly
named ‘Hadox’, which covered late red wares not certainly
identifiable as either Oxford or Hadham. There is also

discussion of the relatively small group of micaceous fabrics,
which are described as possibly deriving from Suffolk kilns,
particularly the Wattisfield area industry – a suggestion
which seems very possible from a Suffolk perspective,
particularly in the case of specific types like an indented
beaker with decoration in the folds (no 11) and a bead and
flanged bowl with burnished wavy line on the flange (no
578). Recent excavations at Scole (on the Norfolk–Suffolk
border) should provide more information about the later
products of the Wattisfield industry, but there are likely to be
problems in trying to characterise that industry by fabric
alone as examination of the kiln groups shows that the typical
high mica content is not always a feature of the later products.
In the mortaria section there is discussion of the large group
of grey ware products that are an East Anglian speciality of
late-third and fourth-century date. It is noted that a few sherds
suggest production of these at Homersfield, Suffolk – to that
should be added the main Wattisfield area industry,
particularly the unpublished fourth-century kiln material
from Hinderclay where grey mortaria are definitely present,
again in both micaceous and non-micaceous fabrics.
However at Caister it seems probable that many of these
were produced very locally (kilns have been discovered just
south of the fort), accounting for their strong representation
here. I would agree with the view that generally Caister is
not drawing very heavily on Suffolk production sites as there
are also relatively few pieces comparable to particular types
commonly found in the east of the county and produced at
Hacheston (and probably elsewhere); one such type is the lid
seated jar, as nos 433 and 434, which is particularly
troublesome because of its similarity to Late Saxon Thetford-
type wares.

The notable characteristic of the earlier Caister group is
the imported wares. The samian includes a high East Gaulish
component, not unusual in late East-Anglian groups; more
peculiar is an over-representation of samian mortaria forms.
There is a large group of North Gaulish grey wares (fig 138)
that it is suggested could relate to supply via the Classis
Britannica. The mortaria also include a group (7% by weight
of the mortaria assemblage) from the Rhineland. There is
also Trier Rhenish ware (though not found in the small early
stratified group) and a piece of Pompeian Red Ware. By
contrast the late group includes no certain imports, with Nene
Valley, Oxford and Much Hadham dominating the fine wares
and the assemblage appears very similar to late groups in a
variety of contexts elsewhere in the region. The suggested
patterns of fluctuations include a diminishing BB2 com-
ponent, with some increase in BB1, Nene Valley showing
particularly strongly in the late third and earlier fourth
century, and Oxford and Much Hadham remaining scarce
until the second half of the fourth century. Also increasing
through the fourth century were Nar Valley (West Norfolk)
grey wares and East Midlands type shell-tempered wares.
These general patterns all accord well with my subjective
view of other sites in the region; more importantly here is a
well quantified assemblage which can be used for more

Caister on Sea – Excavations By Charles Green 1951–5, by Margaret J Darling with David Gurney, East Anglian
Archaeology 60, 1993, pp 289 + viii, plates 35, figures 174, 4 sheets of microfiche, ISBN 0 905 594 07X NB
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detailed comparison with other groups – for example the
shell-gritted wares seem to be a much lower percentage here
than at sites in the west of the region, such as Icklingham,
Hockwold and Denver. There is also some interesting (but at
present almost unique in the region) consideration of the
varying quantities of forms, starting with a broad increase
over time of bowls and dishes at the expense of jars and
beakers.

Among the pleasing aspects of the volume are the
thoroughness of the cross-referencing and the integration of
the finds information into the rest of the report. In the
excavation description chapters the finds evidence for dating
is included in the text and the illustrated pieces are listed at
the end of each section. All the finds evidence is also used
to illuminate a broad ranging final discussion (Chapter 9).

Inevitably one criticism relates to the microfiche. In the
samian ware section the distribution of the samian in the
various excavation areas and the quantities of SG/CG/EG
wares are discussed with reference to two tables (Tables 21
and 22) that are in the microfiche – and they really are very
small! More understandably also relegated to microfiche
are detailed amphora fabric descriptions and various other
archaeological finds and excavations in and around Caister.
These include descriptions of pottery kilns found in 1880

and in 1965 (App 3), an intriguing group of finds (iron
sword, leather handle, bronze scabbard chape, hob-nailed
shoe and two pots) seen in 1987, probably a military burial
(App 5) and a nice group of mid-first-century pottery found
well to the west of the fort in 1977 (App 6). This latter group
is illustrated (21 pieces) and deserves to reappear on paper
in a general consideration of the Iron Age–Roman transition
in East Anglia sometime.

One difficulty in finding one’s way around this volume
is the numerous sub-heading typefaces, many of which are
bold or italic but with one group in the same face as the text
– thus on page 214 there is a very inconspicuous heading at
the top of the right hand column introducing a new topic
while a more minor subheading under this topic is in a
smaller but bold face that makes it stand out at the expense
of its predecessor.

In general the only problems with this report are a result
of the circumstances of excavation and delayed publication.
It provides a fine corpus of later-Roman material in the very
particular and surprisingly ill-understood context of the
coastal forts, which will be an invaluable reference source
for the foreseeable future and should also stimulate new
lines of research in both pottery and other fields.

Jude Plouviez, March 1996

The Roman Inscriptions of Britain, vol II, instrumentum Domesticum, Fasicule 7, Graffiti on samian ware, Frere, SS
and Tomlin, RSO, 1995, 152+xiii pages, 8p of plates, illustrated, 1 map. ISBN 0750907436

The Roman Inscriptions of Britain, volume II, Instrumentum Domesticum, Fasicule 8, Graffiti on coarse pottery, Frere,
SS and Tomlin, RSO, 1995165+ xiii pages, 8p of plates, illustrated ISBN 0750909161

These final hardbound fasicules to the second volume of
RIB provide large corpora of graffiti on samian ware and
coarse pottery. The completion of RIB at the present time is
particularly to be welcomed, coming as it does, against a
background of an explosion of knowledge of Latin used in
the province such that Adams (1992, 1) has declared that
‘Britain is now the main source of new Latin’.

Fasicule 7, on samian ware, comprises an analytical
introduction, followed by a corpus of 800 graffiti divided
into seven classes; military graffiti, dedicatory or descriptive
graffiti, personal names, acephalous graffiti, numerals,
addenda, and falsum. The vast majority, 94% are either
personal names or acephalous graffiti, most of which were
also personal names.

Fasicule 8, on coarse pottery, is arranged with a corpus of
ante-cocturam graffiti, followed by an analytical introduction
to the post-cocturam graffiti, which are divided into the
following classes; indications of content, weight or capacity,
numerals, exhortations, slogans and aphorisms, descriptions
of vessels, military graffiti, religious dedications, funerary
graffiti, alphabets, personal names, acephalous and un-
interpreted graffiti, and falsa. Again most of these are
personal names or acephalous, but only 73%, compared to

the 94% on samian. Indications of contexts, weight or
capacity are present on the coarse wares, as are a large
selection of numerals some of which may indicate similar
information, but others probably relate to ownership or even
production batch numbers. There are small numbers of
exhortations, the largest sub-group of which relates to drink,
and small numbers that described the vessel type, including
olla, cuppa and lagona. Military graffiti are a small group
that generally follow the form name and rank. Religious
dedications include; Jupiter Dolic(h)enus, Epona, Juno, Isis,
Mars, Mercury, Toutatis and six Chi-Rhos, whilst funerary
graffiti, ie graffiti from burials, generally simply name the
deceased. Six vessels have alphabets, which although
possibly related to mystical practice, are probably ‘part of
the apparatus for imparting basic literacy’.

Despite the size of the corpora they do not provide a full
corpus of graffiti, for, as Fasicule 7 states, ‘RIB practice is
to include only graffiti with three or more letters; but here we
have included two-letter examples when it is certain that
they are complete’, and similarly in the numerals section
because the authors accept the argument that X may often be
an illiterate mark of ownership, ‘we have therefore included
only a representative selection of this digit’. Other graffiti
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are also excluded from the volumes because they are non-
literate. This has a noticeable effect on the tallies, with
Catterick producing 27 samian and 3 coarse pottery graffiti
in the fasicules, compared with 49 post-cocturam graffiti on
samian and 7 on coarse pottery in the site report (Tomlin
2002).

For those interested in using graffiti to view the chrono-
logical spread of literacy Fasicule 7 is probably the most
useful volume, given the ability of samian to be closely
dated, although this must be done by form as the source of
the vessels is never recorded. This is no doubt because for
earlier entries this could not be done, but since it can and has
been done in Britannia for most of the more recent entries
its deletion in this volume is regrettable. Table IX shows the
poor representation of South Gaulish material, and par-
ticularly pre-Flavian material. Fasicule 7 also shows
strikingly the few citizens in the population in the 1st
century; ‘Table IV lists 62 personal names ... which may be
reasonably dated before c AD 80–85. ... 27 of these graffiti
come from military sites (among them only 2 certain or
probable citizen names) and 4 other citizens are from
London. ... the rest seem to be single personal names of
presumable peregrini, even at legionary bases such as
Exeter, Mancetter, Usk or Wroxeter’. Fig 2 is revealing,
showing the distribution of graffiti listed in the fasicules on
military and civilian sites, with a strong dichotomy between
the lowland zone, where most graffiti come from civil sites,
and the highland zone, where graffiti are almost exclusively
military.

Table X presents problems. To this reviewer it confirms
that graffiti tend not to be made on decorated samian ware
(only 9.8%) but the authors seem misled by data from
production sites into suggesting that 9.5% of decorated ware
is ‘normal’ in a samian site-assemblage, rather than the 25%
or more it usually represents on military and urban sites. BR
Hartley (personal comment) confirms a problem here, with
the caption for the production data on Table X being
intended to read ‘These are the figures for the production of
South Gaulish cups and dishes’.

Fasicule 8 contains fewer entries, some 619 post-coc-
turam graffiti, compared with 879 in Fasicule 7, reflecting
the preponderance of graffiti on samian ware, particularly on
military sites, as is confirmed by Table VII, which also
reflects the decline in the proportion of graffiti on samian
down the settlement hierarchy, as do the numbers of rural

sites yielding graffiti with 39 having graffiti on samian
compared with 58 with coarse pottery graffiti.

The hierarchy of sites with graffiti is not really discussed
in these volumes as they had no way of balancing incidence
against amount of excavation (Fasc 7, page 5). The evidence
available to this reviewer on the incidence of graffiti by
sherd number from sites gives 1 in 12,500 sherds from the
village at Catsgore and 1 in 10,585 from the rural site at
Chepstow, compared with 1 in 5,028 from a rural town edge
site at Catterick, 1 in 1,825 from Alcester, Gas House Lane,
and 1 in 1,400–1,500 and 1 in 1,676 from CEU sites 46 and
240 at Catterick. If the corpora were complete they might
now be compared with the data from RCHME for numbers
of excavations by site type.

Beakers and jugs are strongly over-represented in the
functional composition of the coarse wares, comprising over
20% of items, again emphasising the role of table wares in
bearing graffiti, a feature which would be clearer if the
samian wares and coarse wares were combined together in
a single functional analysis.

There are occasional minor errors, such as entry 2503.16
from Caerleon, which is an ante-cocturam graffito, as
described by Boon (1966), not post-cocturam as it is
described here (VG Swan personal comment).

Overall these volumes present very useful corpora of
Romano-British graffiti with a thorough analysis of their
nomenclature and calligraphy, which provide a much better
basis from which to assess the presence of basic literacy
than do the lapidary epigraphic sources (cf Biro 1975, [not
1965, as Fasc 7, page 5]).

Jeremy Evans, February 1996
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Report on the Excavations at Usk 1965–76: The Roman Pottery. WH Manning, ed, Univ of Wales Press, Cardiff,
1993.461+ xviii pages, 199 text figs. ISBN 08083011733

The excavations at Usk are probably the best published
excavations in this country in recent years, and it is unlikely
that we will see the like again. This fifth volume deals with
the pottery, although the pre-Flavian fine wares have already
been published separately by Greene in 1979. The date is

important since it is a measure of the delay in publication of
the rest of the pottery, a delay which has denied access to
valuable information. Clearly there must be reasons for the
delay, but since prompt publication is so vital for on-going
work, it is a valid criticism and one that other excavators
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should heed. (Ed note: but as this reviewer will now be
aware, prompt publication is not always in the gift of the
author.)

This volume divides broadly into two main periods, that
covering the fortress, c AD55–75, by Kevin Greene, and the
subsequent auxiliary fort and civilian settlement extending
through to the fourth century, by Peter Webster. Both authors
are ably supported by specialists Donald Bailey, Diane
Brook, Brenda Dickinson, Brian Hartley, Kay Hartley,
Catherine Johns and Paul Tyers. Treatment of the two
periods is necessarily different due to the nature of the
pottery and the site evidence. The pottery from the fortress
derives from a short occupation, divided into two phases:
Phase I, the main fortress occupation, dominated by local
made pottery, and Phase II, the stratigraphically later
material from the final years. The post-fortress pottery is
less cohesive, covering a long date-span, from many sources
and limited excavation.

The main focus of the report on the fortress pottery is on
Phase I containing the bulk of the pottery, while the smaller
group from Phase II derives from very different reduced
occupation culminating in demolition in the seventies. Four
main sections cover the locally made pottery, exploring the
continental derivation of the types, setting Usk into its
British and continental background, the other coarse wares
which became more common in Phase II, statistical analysis
of both phases, and publication of selected groups. Type
series for both the locally made and other coarse wares
according to phase are included.

A core sample of nearly 3000 stratified vessels and their
excellent dating, from the mid 50s to the mid 60s for the
main phase to an abandonment about AD 75, is the joy of
this report. Stratigraphic evidence indicates that the local
production ceased abruptly, probably when the main
garrison was reduced, and perhaps spanned no more than a
decade. No significant overlap was recognised between
Phases I and II. Excluding amphorae, the local pottery
accounted for about 87%, most of the types having parallels
in the Lower Rhineland. Two jar types 12 and 13 of La Tène
III derivation are particularly interesting, since they do not
occur in the usual Lower Rhineland range of types, and their
distribution in the area of Switzerland and in east and central
Gaul suggests the work of a potter from that area. Such
vessels highlight the individual character of early military
assemblages.

About 8% of the Phase I pottery came from other British
sources (a general ‘Romano-British’ category, Belgic,
Severn Valley, Durotrigian and native wares). The occur-
rence of these wares provides valuable evidence for the
development of their sources. The main contribution from
all other sources (including imports) was in table-ware,
lamps, drinking and storage vessels, the latter including
honey pots, a form not made by the Usk potters. It is clear
from the interesting functional analysis that only the general
‘Romano-British’ category includes all the main functions,
and most of the vessels from ‘belgic’, Severn Valley and
native sources relate to cooking and storage. Since the local
Usk potters were producing a full range of forms, the coarse
ware vessels from other sources probably do not indicate an

organised trade, although two types would have been unique,
honey pots and tankards. The secure identification of
Gloucester mortaria at Usk suggests that these and other
vessels travelled with these mortaria. With the justified
concentration on the locally made pottery, these other wares
are given cursory treatment, but there is clear potential for
further work on these, to elucidate the development of
potteries and explore possible linkages between military sites
(as between Kingsholm and Cirencester), particularly on
other early sites in South Wales, Gloucestershire and
beyond. Mrs Hartley conjectures that it is possible that one
of the potters working at Usk may have also worked at
Kingsholm. This sort of ceramic evidence is of great
importance. Neither is the potential of more work confined
to this country. A sherd of a type 12 jar is identified as a
probable import from Switzerland, and also of interest are
three ‘native’ vessels with decoration, noted by Greene as
being similar to vessels from Vindonissa.

An extremely useful section of this report is Greene’s
exposition of the continental background, the differing
approaches to the supply of pottery to military sites in the
Upper and Lower Rhine and the Danubian areas. This should
be required reading for anyone interested in the pottery from
early military sites. He concludes that the local Usk pottery
was probably made by serving soldiers, drawing on varying
ceramic traditions, some more common in the southern part
of the Upper Rhine and Raetia. Mrs Hartley views some of
the types of locally made mortaria as typical of potteries
probably located in Central France, and suggests that the
potters were either enlisted or drafted into the army. This
military aspect is reinforced by a locally made mortarium,
a ‘waster’, inscribed with a graffito detailing it as being
destined for the barrack room of Messor indicating a literate
potter. Greene discusses the manpower implications of
military potting, and while much is supposition, his
conclusion that only four potters would have been required
helps to put the question in focus.

The changing nature of pottery supply to military sites is
shown by the Phase II pottery, drawn from several different
sources (as first appear in Phase I), mainly the general
‘Romano-British’. This is a small sample at just under 300
vessels, but comparison of the two phases shows declining
mortaria, fine wares and amphorae alongside large increases
in the proportions of Severn Valley and particularly
Durotrigian wares in Phase II, the latter becoming, as BB1,
a major part of the post-fortress pottery. Viewed functionally
the increases are in drinking vessels, including Severn Valley
tankards, and table-ware, mostly terra nigra. It is a pity that
the samian cannot be assessed with the terra nigra.

A particularly interesting part of the report is his statistical
analysis of wares and probable functions using Chi-square
tests. This poses fundamental questions, relating the pottery
to the site spatially and by type of context. It uses his
quantification by vessel numbers based on rims, a measure
used in his thesis of 1973 and not now in current use.
Nevertheless, with the large sample size, the results are still
of value and interest, particularly in demonstrating ceramic
differences between areas which, when related to coin losses
and the structural evidence, supported the identification of a
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probable market area and indicated the purchase of supplies
by soldiers. This is how pottery evidence should be used, not
merely as a ‘what date is it?’ find. Despite the fact that the
material comes from only 8% of the fortress, these are
important results.

The post-fortress pottery spanning some 300 years and
coming from the periphery of the auxiliary fort and the area
of later civilian settlement presents very different problems.
Webster has tailored his report to the difficulties posed by
the varying sources, quantities and different types of context,
with variations in intensity both spatially and chrono-
logically. The main part of this is a typology arranged by
ware to set it in its regional context, and includes vessels
from other sites in the area and beyond to produce a
comprehensive typology for South Wales, with discussion
of each ware and its chronology (approximately half of the
600 illustrations are from Usk). This is a valuable definition
of what is currently known of the pottery in the area. The
illustration and discussion of South Wales grey wares, with
many types derived from BB1 and Severn Valley forms, is
particularly interesting.

The second part consists of the selected stratified groups,
starting with the fills of the South and East ditches (107
illustrations), the former filled when the fort was abandoned
c AD 95–105, while the latter was open until the mid to late-
2nd century. This is followed by the fills of the well groups,
most of which appear to have been filled at the end of their
lives in the 4th century (144 illustrations). The pits (196
illustrations) are presented chronologically from the Had-
rianic period to the 4th century. The closing groups are pits
and associated levels providing the only large collections
(251 illustrations), one deposited probably in the early to
mid-third century, and the other into the fourth century.

In his conclusion Webster divides most of the material
into five chronological groups, and quantifies the wares for
each group by minimum vessels, showing BB1 to have been
a major ware from the later second century, and the groups
generally dominated by just two sources, BB1 and local grey
ware, with few exotics. The chronological development of
the pottery in use is discussed, and three of the larger groups
are analysed for possible function, showing a strong kitchen
bias. Table-wares are sparse, and Oxfordshire colour-coated
bowls make up most of that category in the latest group,
dating after the cessation of samian importation. Herein lies
a problem already noted; since samian has been dealt with
separately and not included in the analysis of wares or
functions, any analysis of tableware is lacking a major player.
Although one of the largest assemblages from any site in the
area, this post-fortress pottery came from the fringes of the
civilian settlement, and may not be representative, but this
report lays a solid foundation for future work in the area.

As was the norm at the time the work was done, the
samian is regrettably not integrated with the coarse pottery.
It is therefore not possible to determine the proportion of
samian relative to coarse and other fine wares at any period.
Reports on the stamps and the decorated sherds of signifi-
cance appear, but are here supplemented by an extensive
treatment of the plain wares from the core sample by Tyers,
justified by the short occupation. Problems arise from the

compilation of the various reports over a long time-span,
since Tyers quantifies the plain samian by the use of
estimated vessel equivalents (EVEs), whereas the only
measure linking plain with decorated is the vessel count,
based on ALL sherds. He also provides a vessel count to
compare with the EVEs figures, but it should be noted that
this is based on rims alone, and cannot be compared with
the vessel counts normally produced by specialists.

Although the group is still relatively small, Tyers extracts
much of interest from the plain wares which, forming the
bulk of any samian group, are long overdue for more
attention. Since the last detailed examination of plain samian
types appears to be that by Rex Hull in Camulodunum
(Hawkes and Hull 1947), this section is worth careful
examination. Two sub-types of Dr15/17 are identified based
on the wall mouldings, type A being more common. Type
B resembles type examples of 15/17R, but only one 15/17
had internal rouletting, a type B. In discussing the Dr18s,
where he highlights the presence or absence of the offset at
the junction of the wall and base, he notes that no rouletted
examples were found but that the number of examples where
this would have been visible was small due to the common
breakage at the base of the wall. This gives some cause for
concern about the data used. If, as seems probable, only rim
sherds were examined, the survival of rouletting would be
minimal, and direct comparison with a fully recorded group
of samian is impossible. Surely it is time that a format for
such analysis was agreed so that we all speak the same
language? Differing sizes of vessels are also examined,
including the division of most cups into small and larger
versions already seen in Augustan groups (when is a cup a
small bowl?), and comparative data from the continent
published.

The ratios of chronologically sensitive vessel types are
examined, as between the plates 18 and 15/17, or the cups
24 and 27, but it is sad that there are so few groups available
for comparison. In this connection, it is worth noting that
Catherine Johns reports on about 23% of the decorated
vessels, quite rightly selecting those of value, but there is no
information as to the relative quantities of Dr 29s to Dr 37s,
surely one of the most chronologically sensitive samian
ratios. Hidden in the statistical analysis (page 94) are figures
for Phase II by area giving the ratio of 29:37 as generally 2
to 1, but based on only 35 vessels. Tyers examines the
question of breakage, and emphasizes the uneven breakage
between vessel types, with its attendant implications for the
use of fragmentation as a guide to distinguishing primary
from secondary rubbish. Again the site evidence needs to be
borne in mind since here a single group from the large pit
HXC has an unusually high percentage of large sherds, and
accounts for 12.3 EVEs, 22% of the total group.

182 plain samian vessels are illustrated on 13 figures as
a typical sample and to illustrate the variations. What is
unclear is the rationale behind the sequence. Vessels are
presented by context, without indication of phase, although
very few probably came from Phase II contexts. It might
have been more informative as a typological sequence, so
that the range of a type could be seen together.

The final section on the plain samian is an analysis by
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Paul Tyers and Clive Orton using the ‘pie-slice’ method to
investigate the context-by-form interaction. An analysis of
the pies transformed from the eve values identified five
groups of contexts on the basis of the content of forms,
showing a contrast between cups and plates. The only
obvious results are the demonstration that plain samian
forms are not evenly distributed, and that one group with a
seemingly higher content of Phase II contexts is an outlier,
due to its content of Dr18 and 27. The fact that samian
forms from pits differed spatially was also brought out by
Greene in his Chi-square analysis.

Amphorae are separately published from the fortress and
from post-fortress contexts, the latter being an extensive and
fully illustrated report by Webster with David Williams.
Surely fig 178, no 33 is a Fishbourne 148.3, a type known
from several early sites, including Wroxeter, Lincoln and
York. In view of the spatial concentrations found by Greene,
it is a pity no spatial analysis of the post-fortress amphorae
was attempted as this might have given guidance as to the
level of residuality. There is the same separate publication of
the mortaria, which can prove confusing. A detailed report
by Mrs Hartley covers over 400 mortaria from both fortress
and post-fortress contexts. Of the 1st-century types, local
vessels accounted for nearly 60%, while given the difficulty
of certain differentiation between local Usk and Gloucester
mortaria, about 16% came from kilns in the Gloucester area,
and may have been arriving later in the military period,
alongside mortaria from the Verulamium area. The other
main source, about 18%, was continental, mainly from
France although there are vessels from Italy and Germany. It
is noted that the occurrence of mortaria from the Pas de
Calais appeared to be in later fortress contexts, while those
from Central France and Gallia Belgica seemed to be more
evenly spread.

Use of the information in this report will inevitably be
limited by its age, particularly in the matters of quantification
and the isolation of the samian. As a point for observation
rather than criticism, it would have been interesting to know
the relationship of imported samian and other fine wares
relative to the coarse wares through not only the two phases
of the fortress, but into the auxiliary fort period and the
subsequent civil settlement. The only samian published for

the post-fortress period are the stamps and selected decorated
vessels, despite the fact that 34% of the identified samian
was assigned to Central Gaulish potteries. It is also
regrettable that the proportions of mortaria and amphorae
cannot be assessed chronologically. These specialist wares
are important components of any assemblage, and to use
pottery constructively and with greater relevance to the site
and its interpretation, the nature of the assemblage as a whole
and its functional analysis has considerable potential.

The detailed investigation of the pottery and its close
association with the site makes the lack of provision of site
plans a point of criticism, particularly when the pottery
contributes so well to the interpretation of areas of the
fortress. A further editorial niggle is that the index of site
feature references is so sketchy, and would have been more
useful had it contained the phasing applied to the pottery for
the fortress contexts, and the area. On the other hand, in
these days of floppy A4 limp covered reports splitting their
spines on all our shelves, the production of the volume can
only be described as splendid and a credit to the University
of Wales Press. A few typographical errors occur, but in the
light of discussions about ‘military’ pottery, the ident-
ification of type 13 on page 58 as ‘regimental bowls’ must
qualify as positively Freudian!

Despite the excessive delay in publication, this is an
outstanding report, the significance of which extends
throughout the north-western provinces of the Empire, and
it will be indispensable both to those examining the early
military period and those concerned more specifically with
the Roman period in Wales. The two principal authors have
produced reports of great merit and long-lasting value, ably
supported by specialist contributors. Do not delay – buy it!

Margaret J Darling, December 1995
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In 2001 Romano-British archaeology lost one of its
greatest scholars with the death of Graham Webster. His
contribution to Roman studies was considerable and
distinguished, leading to him being seen as a major figure
in both Britain and on the Continent, particularly for his
extensive work on the Roman army, and military history.
A list of his many passions would be a long one, ranging
over the entire field of Romano-British archaeology, both
urban and rural, and including an exceptionally wide
interest and knowledge of specific aspects, such as finds
of all types, epigraphy, aerial reconnaissance, and
geophysical prospecting while, for those concerned with
Roman pottery, his contribution to the development of
such work was immense.

As was common at the time, Graham entered archaeo-
logy from another profession, in his case as a highly
qualified civil engineer. Apart from an article written as
a schoolboy at Stamford School, his bibliography starts,
significantly, with a report on a Roman pottery kiln in
Canterbury in the 40s, where he also catalogued the
samian in the museum. When he moved to Lincoln during
the war, still working as an amateur, he excavated at the
West Gate, finding the first stratified evidence for the
legionary fortress, thus starting his life-long interest in
the Roman army. Further excavations in the city of
Lincoln included three further pottery kiln sites, work
which still forms a vital foundation for the study of pottery
in the area. His organisational skills were already apparent
when he set up the Lincoln Archaeological Research
Committee in 1945, and the 1946 summer meeting of the
Royal Archaeological Institute was held in Lincoln
because of the important new evidence he was un-
covering. This was followed by his election as a Fellow
of the Society of Antiquaries of London in 1947. It was
at this time that he chose to make a career change into
archaeology, applying for, and securing, appointment as
Curator of the Grosvenor Museum in Chester in 1948.

It is not difficult to imagine Graham’s delight landing,
not only in the career of his choice, but also in another

legionary fortress where his interest in the Roman army
could be developed. This lead to his first small booklet
on the Roman army in 1956, to be followed eventually in
1969 by his highly acclaimed work, The Roman Imperial
Army (now in its third edition). But this was only part of
the Chester period, for he launched into a reorganisation
of the exciting and important collection of inscriptions
and sculptures, publishing A Short Guide to the Roman
Inscriptions and Sculptured Stones in the Grosvenor
Museum, Chester in 1950 (his work being recognised by
the new Roman Gallery being named after him in 1994).
At the same time, his eyes were still firmly on the vitally
important role that pottery played in Roman archaeology,
leading to his first small booklet, Introduction to the study
of Romano-British coarse pottery, published in 1952. As
with the Roman army publication, this lead to his editing
of The Student’s Guide to Romano-British coarse pottery
in 1964, currently being updated at his instigation. There
are two characteristics of Graham apparent in these
publications, the first being his ability to see the need for
a publication, and his initiative to fill it, while the second
is his recognition of the continuing need to improve and
update any publication.

His enthusiasm as the first full-time Curator of the
Museum undoubtedly had a major impact on its displays
and the service it offered to the people of Chester,
including a life-size model of a legionary soldier, with
hairy legs cosmetically added by Graham and his
secretary! Alongside all this activity and excavations, he
was working for an MA at Manchester University under
his friend, Donald Atkinson, who he was to follow in
excavating his major site at Wroxeter. Moreover his
lecturing, which became such a feature of his life,
developed significantly at this time, with his involvement
in both extra-mural teaching and in training schools, the
latter with Philip Corder, John Gillam and Brian Hartley
at Great Casterton, Rutland in the 1950s. This was surely
a dream team for Roman pottery, with such enthusiasts
working together.

Graham Alexander Webster, OBE, MA, PhD, DLitt, FSA, Hon MIFA, 1913–2001
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A recurrent and characteristic theme with Graham was
his search for new ideas, new ways of excavation,
recording and analysis, in order to gain more and better
information. He was one of the first to recognise the
benefits of geophysical surveys, specifically the use of a
magnetometer. He attended a lecture at the Society of
Antiquaries on the new magnetic prospecting. And asked
if this technique was suitable for finding kilns?. An
affirmative led to a collaboration with Martin Aitkin in
the 1950s. One of his anecdotal tales concerned a massive
excavation in the Nene Valley focused on a large
magnetic anomaly believed to indicate a kiln – which
turned out to be an old bicycle!

The lecturing became more important when he moved
in 1954 to the University of Birmingham, as a Tutor to
the new Extra-Mural Department, where he was wel-
comed by the Director, Donald Dudley, and continued as
Reader in Romano-British Archaeology until he retired
in 1980. During this period the University enabled him to
combine his lecturing commitments and his major
excavations, which have contributed so much to our
knowledge of Roman Britain, the most important being
those at the legionary fortress and civitas capital at
Wroxeter, the villa at Barnsley Park, Gloucestershire,
and the early fort at Waddon Hill, Dorset. During this
period, he was also writing extensively on one of his
many interests, the early Roman period in Britain,
producing his paper in the Archaeological Journal on the
Roman Military advance under Ostorius Scapula (1960),
and with his friend, Donald Dudley, the books The
Rebellion of Boudica (1962), and The Roman Conquest
of Britain (1965). These publications, in typical Graham
fashion, he later brought up-to-date as a trilogy, Boudica
(1978), The Roman Invasion of Britain (1980), and Rome
against Caratacus (1981). For anyone working on that
period, these were, and still are, major sources of
information. Graham was a great believer in footnotes on
the basis that these provided the best possible access for
students to further published information, the original
sources. During my own research on this period, his
footnotes provided exactly the means he intended, to
enable me to consult and evaluate the evidence he cited.

Training was an area in which he excelled, virtually
all of his excavations run as training schools or training
excavations. His ability to pass on his enthusiasm to
students was unparalleled and, again, he saw the need for
basic handbooks, producing Practical Archaeology, a
very welcome handbook in 1963. It was at this period I
first met Graham when, after working on a variety of
excavations of different periods, I was recommended to
enrol in the famous Wroxeter training school. So I bought
the book, arrived at Wroxeter, met the man, and embarked
on a long friendship. Despite little episodes, as when we
loaded my car (a small Triumph Herald) with such a
quantity of Roman pottery that the front wheels were
nearly off the road, and Graham expressing some concern

that I wouldn’t lose any en route down the Watling Street,
my work with him was frequently funny, always stimu-
lating and enjoyable.

He first started training people while in Lincoln,
perhaps as an expedient to encourage them to help with
his amateur excavations. This experience was extended
with his work at Great Casterton, and with his first foray
into excavating at Wroxeter, with Kathleen Kenyon in
1952–3. With the move to Birmingham University came
the start of the justly famous Wroxeter training schools,
where the emphasis was on training school, rather than a
training excavation. The breadth of training given was
wide, with a high proportion of the time taken by lectures,
which were wide-ranging and included guest lecturers
on specialist subjects. The lectures always included
several sessions on pottery, including a practical test
where the sherds laid out for students to identify almost
always included a fragment from a teapot lid in Wedg-
wood black basalt! His sessions on how to draw pottery
where a third hand had to be conjured up were truly
memorable. His lectures on coins also seem to trigger a
lot of hilarious memories by ex-students. The courses
were graduated from beginners to the more advanced,
enabling them to be targeted at the students’ needs. There
are still many archaeologists working in the field who
benefited greatly from Graham’s skill as a teacher. His
work at Barnsley Park, also a training excavation,
involved him in a new field, leading him to re-evaluate
some of the evidence from villas, The Future of Villa
Studies (1969), and how such a site as Barnsley fitted
into the pattern of Roman rural life. Here again, a major
training element was included.

Most students who went to the Wroxeter training
schools would have gone through the daunting, but
instructive, exercise of having to do a verbal review of an
excavation report in front of both the rest of the course
and Graham. This would involve much midnight oil, and
there must be many who remember returning from the
brief foray to the local pub after a day’s excavation and
lectures to work on their report. But this was calculated
to encourage the critical reading and use of evidence, and
our feeble attempts were always received with the
generosity so characteristic of Graham. This critical
approach was also a theme of his many extra-mural
lecture courses, where individual excavations were
examined in detail to instill in students the usage of all
the evidence for interpretation. He was also instrumental
in arranging many weekend courses while at Birming-
ham, including a notable graduated series of samian
courses, which provided vital basic training to people
working in the field.

His abiding interest in Roman military sites prompted
his enthusiasm for aerial reconnaissance, leading to him
being heavily involved in the founding of the Council for
British Archaeology Air Photography Committee, the
work of which led to the establishment of the Air
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Photographs Units and Library of the National Monu-
ments Record. His encouragement to individual aviators
was also immense, ensuring the collection of information
in years when conditions were ideal, as in 1975. Wroxeter
benefited particularly from work by amateur flyers such
as Arnold Baker and Jim Pickering adding, year-by-year,
important new traces of features within the city. These
surveys brought information vital to the discovery of the
location of the fortress, and evidence relating to the later
city development.

Graham’s deep interest in pottery started in his school
days and continued throughout his career. A heavy
reliance on samian for dating was common at that time,
and it was due to the work of Graham, Philip Corder and
John Gillam that the emphasis moved to a more balanced
approach integrating coarse pottery. His involvement
with the CBA lead to him being the main initiator of the
conference devoted to Roman pottery studies held in
Oxford in 1972, and it was at a meeting convened by
Graham to plan that Conference that the foundation for
the Study Group for Roman Pottery was laid, with his
recognition of the need for pottery specialists to get
together regularly to air new ideas and to discuss
problems. Without his enthusiasm, the Study Group, the
first of the period pottery groups, would not exist. It is
interesting to note the change over the years of his
involvement – at that inaugural meeting in March 1971,
only one person present was employed full-time on
pottery work. Apart from his editing of The Student’s
Guide to Romano-British coarse pottery in 1964, in the
70’s he was actively engaged with the drafting of the
Guidelines for the Processing and Publication of Roman
Pottery, edited by Chris Young.

He played, therefore, a major role in the development
of pottery studies. Moreover his approach to pottery was
very focused – he was an advocate of the vitally important
evidence supplied by pottery, his view being that the
value of pottery could only be fully utilised when
integrated with the site evidence and other finds. While
I was working for Graham on the pottery from the
legionary fortress at Wroxeter, he was particularly
interested in the new idea of looking at functions,
especially when it could be related to similar military
sites. Equally he was concerned with the long-standing
problem of how to recognise residual pottery, funda-
mental to our use of pottery evidence. Both of these
aspects of pottery work are still developing. Even in his
later years, he was still exploring the range of information
that pottery could shed on life in Roman Britain with,
amongst others, his paper in JRPS 2 on Deities and
religious scenes on Romano-British pottery (1989), and
The British Celts and their Gods under Rome (1986).
Post-excavation work on the Wroxeter pottery introduced
him to computer analysis and, despite occasional con-
fused looks, he understood how the analyses could
achieve what he had always aimed at, to maximise the

retrieval of information. His major contribution to Roman
pottery studies was recognised in 1981 with his fest-
schrift, Roman Pottery Research in Britain and North-
western Europe, edited by Anne and Alastair Anderson.
In 1982 he was honoured with the award of an OBE for
his services to archaeology.

An enduring characteristic of Graham, evident
throughout his career, was his tireless search for new
methods, new techniques of excavation, recording and
analysis to gain more information. His eyes were ever on
the future and new developments. He was, after all, a
man who did not welcome telephone calls when Star
Trek was on TV! Graham excavated widely on very
diverse sites, both urban and rural, with individual needs
in terms of techniques, and was enthusiastic about
advances on all fronts. This aspect was well illustrated
when he joined the excavations at Winchester as a site
supervisor under Martin Biddle in 1971 when he was
nearly 60, specifically to engage with new techniques
being practised on those excavations. Equally, as the
excavations at Wroxeter moved to open up the new area
covering the Macellum, he adopted techniques recently
developed by Phil Barker on the Basilica site, to search
the upper deposits for the more ephemeral evidence of
timber structures. Anyone who dug with him knew how
changes were continually being introduced to achieve
better results.

He was one of the last all-round archaeologists, who
not only knew the significance of the finds in a finds-
tray, but who could then go on to research and publish
them. Moreover he was active, giving generously of his
time and experience, in many of the organisations
formative of British archaeology today, including the
IFA, Rescue, and particularly the CBA, where he held the
post of Treasurer for two decades. He also served on the
Editorial Committee of the Society for the Promotion of
Roman Studies from 1968–75 when Britannia was being
established, a land-mark in Romano-British archaeology.
It was characteristic of him that he gave equal time to
both national and local organisations. The book-shelves
of Romano-British archaeologists hold numerous im-
portant volumes published by Batsford, many of them
during his period as advisor and General Editor of the
Batsford Studies in Archaeology, testimony to the
encouragement and help he gave to authors. His last book
Archaeologist at Large (1991), published by Batsford,
was a collection of very varied papers. It is a pity that his
final publication, The Legionary Fortress at Wroxeter
(2002), was delayed until after his death.

Above all there is the immense amount of help,
encouragement and friendship he gave to excavators, both
professional and amateur, throughout his career. Even in
his later years, he was still actively visiting sites and
giving generously of his time and expertise. A measure
of his impact was an appreciation entitled ‘Graham’ on
the website of the Warwickshire Archaeology Research
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Team after his death in 2001. If you had an archaeological
problem, it would be a very rare occurrence that Graham
did not contribute constructive comments. His generosity
of spirit and encouragement will be remembered, and
missed, by his friends and many working in the field
today.

Graham’s favourite word to sum up his contributions
was ‘modest’, about which he was frequently ribbed. But
indeed his contribution to Roman archaeology was very
far from modest, and this is why he is missed by so many
friends, colleagues and former students. Few archaeo-
logists have commanded greater affection and respect
than Graham Webster, and it was both a pleasure and an
honour to work with him.

I have many memories of Graham, a tousled head
appearing on the stairs to ask if any of us were intending
to do to bed, could we please keep the noise down, and
did we remember tomorrow was another day on site?
Lectures that were both stimulating and entertaining come
to mind. Equally there was his lively and, often broad,
sense of humour, sometimes portrayed in his cartoon
Christmas cards; above all a warm and generous man. He
met his second wife, Diana Bonakis, an archaeological
illustrator and writer, in 1968, she supported him
throughout, and helped with all aspects of his work, both
on and off site. As I was preparing this tribute, a
programme on Bellini on Radio 3 broadcast a recording
of Maria Callas. This reminded me vividly of another
side of Graham, whose love of music ranged widely from
Monteverdi, Bach, through to Beethoven’s quartets, and
along the way, we shared an admiration for Callas.
Graham had many passions and considerable knowledge
on water-colours, oriental rugs and jades, and pottery,
from Mycenean through to Majolica, all of which he
shared with the same enthusiasm that he had for archaeo-
logy. He was a many faceted man.

Margaret J Darling
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Alec Detsicas, the first Secretary-cum-Treasurer of the
Study Group for Roman Pottery died in 1999 age 73 after
several yeas of illness. Born and brought up in Athens,
he left his homeland in the post-war period to study
French, first at the Sorbonne in Paris, and then at Hatfield
College, Durham University. There he came under the
influence of the then Master of Hatfield, the distinguished
Roman military specialist Prof Eric Birley. Alec married
in 1952 and embarked on a teaching career in the South-
east of England. In 1958 he joined Durham University’s
annual training excavation at Corbridge Roman site,
Northumberland, which became known as ‘the Circus’.

Alexander Peter Detsicas, MA, D Litt, FSA (1926–1999) a ceramic perspective

Staff included Eric Birley, John Gillam and a number of
other internationally recognised experts in the study of
the Roman Army. Study of Hadrian’s Wall, Roman
epigraphy, samian and course pottery figured alongside
the actual digging each year, and these strongly in-
fluenced Alec’s interests. Using the fine teaching
collections of samian at the Corbridge site museum and
at the University of Durham Alec began a study of
Gaulish sigilata under the supervision of Prof Birley,
which resulted in the publication of his MA thesis on the
Anonymous Central Gaulish potter known as X-3 in 1963
in the Collection Latomus series as well as a number of
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other papers and reports on samian from various sites
(listed in Arch Cant 2001) In 1965 he was made a Fellow
of the Society of Antiquaries of London.

In 1960 Alec began undertaking excavations in Kent,
first at Greenhithe (Detsicas 1966) and then from 1962–
76 at Eccles villa organised jointly with Arthur Harrison
(also run as a training school), publishing interim reports
in Archaeologia Cantiana, and was working on the final
report at the time of his death in 1999.  In 1977 Alec
contributed to a festschrift to John Gillam (Detsicas 1977)
a paper on a large and extremely interesting Claudio-
Neronian pottery assemblage from a probable pottery
kiln, which seemed to be unconnected with the villa at
Eccles, and may have been intended for the supply of
pottery to the Roman army in the region. Eccles had also
produced some unusual possible plant-pots, which were
published as a paper in a festschrift to Graham Webster
(Detsicas 1981).

Alec has a long-standing involvement with the Kent
Archaeological Society and edited Archaeologia Can-
tiana and a number of other Kent Arc Soc monographs
from 1969 until shortly before his death. His interest in
Roman Kent was wide-ranging, and culminated in the
publication in 1983 of his The Cantiaci in the Alan Sutton
‘Tribes of Roman Britain’ series.

Alec’s association with the Study Group for Roman
Pottery began in 1971. In April of that year Graham
Webster had convened a meeting at Pendrell Hall, near
Wolverhampton with the purpose initially of planning a
Council for British Archaeology weekend conference on
current research into Romano-British Pottery, which was
held in New College Oxford in 1972. Among those
present were Geoff Dannell, Maggi Darling, Alec
Detsicas, Ray Farrar, Kevin Greene, Brian Hartley,
Valerie Rigby, Vivien Swan, Malcolm Todd, Graham
Webster, Peter Webster, and Christopher Young. The
contents of the conference programme were agreed
without protracted debate, and following an initiative
from Graham Webster, the group spent the rest of the
weekend discussing the future of Roman pottery studies
in Britain. The participants agreed that there was a
universal desire for a gazetteer of pottery kilns and kin
sites in Roman Britain, and agreed to establish a small
specialist seminar-group of those actively engaged in
research on Roman pottery, to act as a forum for debate
and facilitate the exchange of information. A small list of
serious researchers was compiled and a weekend collo-
quium planned. Graham Webster was to act as Chairman

of the group, Alec volunteered to act as Secretary, and
the newly formed group with Alec as conference con-
venor and organiser, held its first weekend meeting at
Colchester in January 1972. The Group has continued to
hold an annually weekend meeting ever since. The CBA
conference in March the same year was such a success
that it was proposed to publish the proceedings and Alec
was invited to edit them. This was done with com-
mendable speed, and the seminal Current Research in
Romano British Coarse Pottery (Detsicas, (ed) 1973)
amazingly appeared in print within a year, and had a
considerable long-term impact on Romano-British
pottery studies.

Alec remained active as Secretary/Treasurer and
conference convenor of the Group until in 1985, when as
a result of the considerably increased membership and
activities, the administration of the Group had become
more onerous, and a formal constitution was established
which provided for elections for officers and committee,
separated the duties of secretary and treasurer and
provided for a local organiser/convenor for the annual
weekend meetings. The Group continues to flourish and
expand its activities and remains in Alec’s debt for all the
efficient and unobtrusive behind-the-scenes admini-
strative hard work and effort put in by him almost single-
handed in its early years, as well as for his individual
contribution to Roman pottery studies.

Vivien Swan
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Tim Potter, Keeper of Archaeology in the Department of
Prehistoric and Romano-British Antiquities of the British
Museum, died suddenly on 11th January 2000 at the age
of only 55. Although others (eg Johns 2000) have
recorded Tim’s very significant achievements as a
scholar, lecturer, administrator and committee member
his contribution to and support of pottery studies also
deserves recognition.

Tim grew up in March a small town in the heart of the
Cambridge Fens, where his father was the headmaster of
a local school. In 1958, while still a schoolboy Tim and
his brother started an excavation at the, then well-
preserved nearby rural settlement of Grandford. The final
report on these excavations appeared in 1982 as British
Museum Occasional Paper no 35, and Tim had written
the ample and valuable pottery section, choosing to
present the material as stratified groups or phases, being
aware of the lacuna in local pottery studies, and the
pressing need to develop a secure ceramic chronological
sequence for the region.

Tim read Archaeology and Anthropology at Trinity
College Cambridge from 1963–66, and following a
period of pioneering post-graduate research on the
landscape of Etruria, Italy, he was appointed to a lecturers
post at the University of Lancaster where he worked from
1973–78. Although the Roman military north was a new
field of investigation for him, he immediately embarked
on a lively programme of fieldwork, rescue excavations
and research on the Roman occupation of the North-
west, the results of which soon began to appear in print.
Tim’s incredibly speedy publication of his excavations at
Ravenglass, Watercrook, and Bowness on Solway (Potter
1979) his perceptive syntheses of the wider issues the
extensive and important pottery sections, compiled by
his research assistants under his close supervision and
inspiration, clearly reflect his clarity of thought and his
appreciation of the need to publish as many dated
stratified sequences and vessels as possible if ceramic
studies in the area were to advance. At the time the North-
west was a relatively under-investigated region where
few major excavations had been carried-out or published
and there were few local organisations to undertake such
activities until the establishment within his department
of the Lancaster University Archaeology Unit (Now
Oxford Archaeology North).

In a change of direction in 1978 Tim was appointed an
Assistant Keeper in the Department of Prehistoric and
Romano-British Antiquities, where he became Deputy
Keeper in 1989, and Keeper in 1995. With his existing

enthusiasm for, and involvement in the meticulous
publication of various types of artefacts and his excav-
ation experience in Britain and abroad, he was well suited
to the challenges ahead. He initiated new displays that
communicated the excitement of archaeological dis-
coveries to all levels of museum visitors, widened the
academic contacts of the museum and gained a reputation
as a generous collaborator and unstinting supporter of
the research of younger colleagues.

In spite of a heavy workload, and difficult years in the
mid to late 1990s when building work at the British
Museum meant that his uprooted department had no
permanent home, Tim left no publication backlog. At the
time of his death he has published 15 books and
monographs and around 100 papers. He would never
settle for less that the best possible, even in the most
adverse circumstances, as is evident from the monograph
on his excavation at Caesarea (Cherchel, Algeria) where
he as the main contributor to the full and extremely useful
ceramic section (Benseddik and Potter 1993). One of his
last excavation reports (jointly with Ralph Jackson) was
the British Museum monograph of excavations at the
Romano-British site at Stonea, Cambridge (Jackson and
Potter 1996).  Excavation of this rural site had been
initiated with wide research implications in mind, and
the thorough treatment of the material, not least the
extensively illustrated assemblages of coarse and fine
ceramics in the final publication, though achieved
through the work of colleagues, will stand as a lasting
testimony to Tim Potter’s enthusiastic commitment to,
and encouragement and promotion of research, not only
of Roman pottery, but also all other types of archaeo-
logical finds. His death is a loss to us all.

Vivien Swan
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Roman Pottery Bibliography

Edited by Colin Wallace, with RP Symonds
Entries by Paul Bidwell, Gillian Dunn, Richard Pollard,

Sally Stow, Steven Willis, Peter Webster and Colin Wallace

Welcome to the sixth set of entries for the Roman Pottery
Bibliography (succeeding the cumulative index printed
in the Journal of Roman Pottery Studies volume 6, pages
129–52). Here can be found details of publications
concerning the counties of Cheshire, Co Durham,
Cornwall, Derbyshire, Devon, Essex, Gloucestershire,
Hampshire*, Kent, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire*,
Nottinghamshire, Somerset*, Staffordshire*, Sussex*,
Tyne & Wear and Yorkshire (* denotes that only
coverage of the last of the 1980s material is present), plus
Scotland, North and South Wales and lone items from
Cambridgeshire and Middlesex; coverage of other
counties will follow in the next set of entries that are in
preparation (along with the next list of errata). Please
note that Avon, Cleveland and Humberside, which have
all appeared in past Bibliographies, are now absorbed
back into other counties following local government re-
organisation. Some entries for Books, Journals, Re-
views, Scientific Analysis, Foreign Publications and
Theses are also given below.

Among the sites covered are Caerleon, Caersws,
Chester-le-Street, Cirencester, Exeter, Gloucester, Il-
chester, Keston, Prestatyn, Rivenhall, Silchester, South
Shields, Thorpe Thewles, Usk, Wilderspool and York.
Foreign publications include the new journal Annales de
Pegasus and other works on samian, eg Huld-Zetsche on
mid 2nd century Trier production and Mees on the dating
of Rheinzabern.

The development of the Bibliography can be followed
through reading Robin Symonds’ editorials for it in JRPS
volumes 1 to 5; suffice it to say here that the Roman
Pottery Bibliography is intended to be ‘a bibliography of
recent publications which in any serious way contribute
to the study of Roman pottery in Britain … from 1982 to
the present’ (JRPS 1, 1986, 80).

For each entry, there are bibliographic details in the

strict sense (author, title etc). Then codes are used for the
subject matter, site type, wares represented and any
qualifications the compilers may wish to add. Next, the
comments allow the contributors to say explicitly what
the relevance of a particular entry might be. Finally the
location of the pottery reported on, if known, is given.
Expansions of the codes used can be found at the very
end of this set of entries, before (and within) the Index.

There are other bibliographic resources for Roman
pottery specialists, giving only titles and brief comments
on new publications. The British Archaeological Ab-
stracts are now continued as the British and Irish
Archaeological Bibliography. The bibliography produced
by the Rei Cretariae Romanae Fautores in its newsletters
is a listing of selected titles, without details of the wares
represented or comments on significant aspects. Those
from 1990 onwards are available on Allard Mees’ Roman
pottery web pages (http://home.rhein-zeitung.de/
~rzentral /anadecom/newhome.htm). Relatively easier to
obtain are Colette Bémont’s ‘Chronique de céramologie
de la Gaule’, in the journal Revue des Etudes Anciennes
(cf JRPS 4, entry 942) and the German Archaeological
Institute (the DAI)’s Archaölogisches Bibliographie. The
French bibliographic publication Instrumentum (Bulletin
du Groupe de travail européen sur l’artisanat et les
productions manufacturées dans l‘Antiquité) offers
coverage of stamps, graffiti, pipeclay figurines and lamps,
as well as trade and transport (twice-yearly since 1995:
http://www.instrumentum.net). Resources on-line include
the British and Irish Archaeological Bibliography to 1992
(via http://www.britarch.ac.uk) and an amphora biblio-
graphy (http://www.chass.utoronto.ca:8080/amphoras/
bib/amph-bib.htm).

The views expressed in the comments sections below
are those of the contributors and are not to be taken as
those of the Study Group for Roman Pottery.
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Cambridgeshire
Colin Wallace

1252
Wallace, C, ‘The Roman shell-tempered pottery’, in Charge, BB,

‘Field Survey of sites at Yen Hall, West Wickham, Cambridge-
shire’, J Haverhill & District Archaeol Group 6.1, 1995, (whole
volume), 60–61
flw/rrs,ptp/2nd–4th
lsh
A survey of the late shell-tempered wares amongst the
fieldwalking assemblage. See p 33 for an account of possible
ploughed-out greyware kilns.
Location: Cambridgeshire County Council Archaeology
Section

Cheshire
Gillian Dunn

1253
Carrington, P, ‘Late and sub-Roman Pottery at Chester’, Counc

Brit Archaeol Regional Group 5 Newsletter 49, 1984, 23–4
col/-/-/usf
amp
Report on petrological analysis of Biv and Bv amphorae by D
Williams.
Location: Grosvenor Museum

1254
Carrington, P, ‘Roman pottery and building materials’ in Ellis, P,

Beeston Castle, Cheshire. Excavations by Laurence Keen and
Peter Hough, 1968–85, Engl Heritage Archaeol Rep 23, 1993,
(Microfiche 1:E9–E14)
exc/set/2nd–early 4th/usf
ass/bb1/cts/hmd/mhm/osd/rhn/svv/tbr
Only 139 sherds recovered, most of which are badly abraded.
Location: English Heritage (in store).

1255
Hinchliffe, J, Williams, J with Williams, F, Roman Warrington

Excavations at Wilderspool, Brigantia Monogr Ser 2, 1992.
Includes ‘The Samian Ware’, by B Dickinson and B Hartley,
31–41, ‘The Coarse Pottery’, by P Webster, 42–77 and 97,
‘The Samian Ware’, by B Dickinson, 120–23 and ‘The Coarse
Pottery’, by P Webster, 124–151 and 163 with contributions on
the mortaria by K Hartley
exc/ind,set/70–180/seq
cts/sts/stv/ass/bb1/drb/gft/gry/hom/lcg/lcl/mca/mdm/mhm/nvc/
obj/rgh/rst/svv/tbr/wcs/wpm/wrm/hcs/lgm/lom/lox/wpx
Second volume in the Brigantia Monograph Series, which
reports on two excavations in Wilderspool. The first, carried
out between 1966 and 1969 re-examines May’s excavations of
1895–1905 on the Brewery site. It disproved May’s supposed
defences and the kind of industrial structures first located by
May could be related to their associated timber buildings. The
second half of the report concentrates on the work by Central
Excavation Unit in 1976 on the Lousher’s Lane site which
produced evidence for timber buildings, including circular
buildings previously unknown in the area, together with
evidence for bronze working. Includes a statistical summary to
compare the two sites. Also includes an appendix on some
vessels from Wilderspool in the Warrington Museum, in
particular, unusual or complete vessels which have never
previously been published.
Location: Warrington Museum

1256
Price, J, ‘The Discovery of an Early Saltworking Site near Crewe’,

Cheshire Past 3, 1994, 4
slr/ind/late 1st–4th/usf
bri/ira
Briquetage seems to be principally kiln furniture, no vessel
fragments.

Co Durham
Steven Willis and *Paul Bidwell

Contributor’s note: several of these represent reports on
Roman pottery from excavations at which contemporary
‘Iron Age tradition’ pottery was also recovered; I have
indicated this by beginning the fabrics/types present list
with ‘itra’ (SW).

1257*
Dore, JN, ‘The Roman Pottery’, in Bishop, MC, ‘Excavations in

the Roman Fort at Chester-le Street (Concangis), Church Chare
1990–91’, Archaeol Aeliana Ser 5 21, 1993, (29–85), 44–55
exc/mil/second half 2nd–early 5th
ass/cts/ets/lrm/mhm/lnm/swm/rhn/nvc/bb1/b2/gry/cra/dal/
swc?/egk
A useful stratified assemblage of considerable importance for
the dating of the successive forts. A standard range of wares for
military sites in NE England. Includes ‘The Potters’ Stamps’
by B Dickinson and mortaria identifications by K Hartley.
Location: Bowes Museum, Barnard Castle

1258*
Evans, J, Jones, RFJ and Turnbull, P, ‘Excavations at Chester-le-

Street, Co Durham, 1978–79’, Durham Archaeol J 7, 1991, 5–
47 and microfiche. Printed text includes ‘The Samian Ware’ by
A King, 42–45, and ‘The Coarse Pottery’ by J Evans, 40
exc/mil/seconnd half 2nd–early 5th
ass/cts/ets/arg/cram/mhm/nvc/gry/bb1/bb2/eyk
The main structural report and the catalogues of fiinds are in
microfiche, with the illustrations in the printed text – an
unsatisfactory arrangement. King’s essay on samian dating
depends on questionable (and in the case of South Shields
untenable) interpretations of stratified groups from various
sites, and is certainly out of place in this report.
Location: Bowes Museum

1259
Heslop, DH, The Excavation of an Iron Age Settlement at Thorpe

Thewles, Cleveland 1980–82, Counc Brit Archaeol Res Rep
65, 1987
exc/frm, rrs/Iron Age occupation; Roman pottery: mid 1st to c
mid 2nd.
For pottery details see entries 1260 & 1261.
Location: Castle Eden Walkway Visitor Centre and Cleveland
County Archaeology Section (as was), Southlands Centre,
Middlesborough

1260
Millett, MJ, ‘The Romano-British Pottery’, in entry 1259, 73–6 &

microfiche 4:E1–E9
itra/ass/bb1/cts/gab – btb/gry/?hft/oxd/pff/rst/sts/tng
For mortaria see entry 1261. The South Spanish amphora fabric
represented is from form Dressel 20.
The assemblage is divided by fabric; diagnostic sherds are
illustrated (comprising 14 non-mortaria items); pottery inci-
dence per context is presented in table form on microfiche; and
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quantified data, by weight and percentage is given.
The amount of Roman pottery recovered, from what was an
extensive open area excavation, was small. Its significance lies
in its regional context, specifically the fact that it comes from
a rural site in the north-east of England, a type of site which has
received comparatively little archaeological attention and, from
known examples, tends to yield little material culture. Indeed,
although the absolute amount of Roman pottery recovered was
small this may well prove (after future work) to be a relatively
large group in regional terms. Analysis and discussion are
limited by the small size of the assemblage and due to the lack
of comparable material from the area. The early date of the
assemblage is particularly noteworthy. The location of this
pottery report within a comprehensive and in many ways
exemplary monograph is especially welcome.
The occurrence amongst the assemblage of early (ie pre-Flavian
and, here, pre-conquest) imported fine wares, albeit in small
quantity, reflects the pattern at Catcote, (entry 1262) and
Rudston, North Humberside (JRPS 3, entry 468); it should be
considered along with the presence of large quantities of like
material at the Stanwick complex, North Yorkshire (publication
forthcoming).

1261
Hartley, KF, ‘The Mortaria’, in entry 1259, 75 (see also microfiche

4:E1–E9)
For site details, see entries 1259 and 1260.
nrm
Rim sherds from five mortaria are illustrated. All identified
material is of second century date. The mortaria form an
important component of the assemblage reported on in entry
1260 and they are of significance for both its dating and for the
dating of occupation as a whole. Seven different mortaria
fabrics are discerned by Kay Hartley: Fabric A is from S or W
Yorkshire, possibly Castleford whilst Fabrics B to G are
thought to have been manufactured in the north of England.
Comparison with the mortaria from 1263 below is of interest.

1262
Long, CD, ‘The Gallo-Belgic Pottery and Roman Fine Wares’ and

‘The Romano-British Pottery’, in ‘The Iron Age and Romano-
British Settlement at Catcote, Hartlepool, Cleveland’, Durham
Archaeol J 4, 1988, (13–35), 26–28
exc, slr/rrs/Iron Age occupation; Roman pottery; mid 1st to late
4th
itra/btb/cts/egg/ets/hcs/?mhm/mro/pff/sts/?sym/tng; ts with
graffito mentioned.
This report publishes the results of salvage and excavation
work undertaken in difficult circumstances during the early
1960s. As with Thorpe Thewles (see entry 1259–61) the site
and its Roman pottery are of regional importance, for evidence
from non-military sites of the Roman period in the north-east
region is limited. Over 700 sherds of Roman pottery were
recovered, spanning the Roman period. The publication of the
pottery, however, is highly selective, documenting the early
Roman fine wares, samian from the excavation (identified by
MJ Millett) and three mortarium stamps (note by K Hartley).
There is no quantification, no catalogue (though the site archive
is said to include a detailed catalogue) and there are no
illustrations. The summary treatment of the Roman pottery,
whilst regrettable, is to some degree mitigated by its lack of
useful stratification; however, in the case of Catcote, know-
ledge that a type occurs at this site is in itself sufficiently
important to have justified a more thorough treatment of the
assemblage. The presence of some pre-Flavian fine ware is

notable. An unusual early Roman eggshell beaker is discussed
at some length and a photograph is published. This report
should be considered in conjunction with that covering
subsequent work on the site (see entry 1263).
Location: The Gray Museum, Hartlepool

1263
Millett, MJ, ‘Romano-British Pottery’, in Vyner, BE and Daniels,

R, ‘Further Investigation of the Iron Age and Romano-British
settlement site at Catcote, Hartlepool, Cleveland, 1987’,
Durham Archaeol J 5, 1989, (11–34), 22–3
exc/rrs/Iron Age occupation; Roman pottery; mainly late
Roman
itra/probable cra-gry/cra-mro/gry/hcs/mro/nrm/nvc/? nvm/osd
A short report on a tiny Cleveland group (28 sherds, 0.76kg)
arising from excavations at Catcote to the north of the area
investigated in the early 1960s (see entry 1262). The material
is divided by fabric; diagnostic rims are illustrated; quantitative
data by sherd count and weight is given per fabric; contextual
incidence of the pottery is recorded. With the exception of one
sherd the group is late Roman. The exception is an example of
a mortarium type also occuring at Thorpe Thewles (see entry
1261) and dated by Kay Hartley to the period 130–170. The
comparatively high incidence of mortaria amongst the group is
noted; a pattern is emerging which suggests that this may be a
typical feature of rural assemblages in the north-east.
Location: The Gray Museum, Hartlepool

1264*
Turner, R, ‘A Romano-British Cemetery at Lanchester, Durham’,

Archaeol Aeliana Ser 5 18, 1990, (63–77), 72–73
exc/cem/2nd–3rd
llm/occ/gry/bb1/bb2
A small assemblage of pottery from a cemetery.
Location: not stated

Cornwall
Paul Bidwell

1265
Quinnell, H, ‘The pottery’, in Appleton-Fox, N, ‘Excavations at a

Romano-British round; Reala, Gwinear, Cornwall’, Cornish
Archaeol 31, 1992, (69–123), 94–106
exc/rur/usf/2nd–4th
tsg/rhn?/orc/rgh/bb1/sdw/gbr
A well-published assemblage, from an example of the com-
monest type of Romano-British settlement in Cornwall. Pottery
supply to the site was dominated by gabbroic wares.
Location: Royal Cornwall Museum, Truro

Derbyshire
Richard Pollard

1266
Brassington, M, ‘The Finds’, in ‘Little Chester, Derby: the 1926

excavations’, Derbyshire Archaeol J 113, 1993, 33–8 (21–44)
exc/mil/wlt/late 1st–4th
cts/drb/ets/fcp/grc/mhm/occ/orc/sts/wht
fcp/grc-face mask flagon applique with serpent headress; occ-
hunt cup; mhm- stamped G Attius Marinus.
Illustrated are 26 pieces of samian including Lezoux black
samian with mask of Silenus, plus 5 other wares. B notes that
‘the great mass of material recovered must be regarded as
unstratified’.
Location: Derby Museum
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Devon
Paul Bidwell

1267
Bidwell, PT, ‘Roman Pottery’, in Simpson, SJ and Griffith, FM,

‘Trial Excavation on the Roman fort at St Andrew’s Hill,
Cullompton’, Proc Devon Archaeol Soc 51, 1993, (149–59),
157
exc/mil/mid–late 1st
ass/sts/tng/swbb
Location: Exeter City Museums

1268
Holbrook, N, ‘The Coarse Pottery’, in Maxfield, VA, ‘Tiverton

Roman Fort (Bolham): Excavations 1981–86’, Proc Devon
Archaeol Soc 49, 1991, (25–98), 67–77
exc/mil/ggp/1st
ass/arh?/amp/sts/gbm/ngm/vrm/exm/ccc/cgg/lyc/mca/tng/nri/
bb1/swbb/obb/grc/grf/
exf/exfb/gbr
Much of the pottery came from a dump in the terminals of the
west ditches, presumably associated with the abandonment of
the fort. The mortaria included a possible Spanish example (fig
18.27). The other reports are ‘Samian Pottery’ by BR Hartley,
61–67; ’The Gallo-Belgic Imports’ by V Rigby, 67 and ‘The
Mortaria’ by K Hartley, 67.
Location: Exeter City Museums; ?some Tiverton Museum

1269
Holbrook, N, ‘The Roman Pottery’, in Weddell, PJ, Reed SJ and

Simpson, SJ, ‘Excavation of the Exeter–Dorchester Roman
road at the River Yarty and the Roman fort ditch and settlement
site at Woodbury, near Axminster’, Proc Devon Archaeol Soc
51, 1993, (33–133)
exc/mil, set/usf/mid 1st–4th
ass/sts/elts/cts/gbm/lrm/crm/lom/rhn/nvc/nfc/orc/bb1/swbb/
gry/grc/sdw/exf/nfw
The site produced some evidence for the manufacture of South-
Western grey ware storage jars and mortaria, and possibly other
vessel types. Includes samian identifications by G Dannell.
Location: Exeter City Museums

1270
Holbrook, N and Bidwell, PT, ‘Roman Pottery from Exeter’, J

Roman Pottery Stud 5, 1992, 35–80
exc/mil, twn/mid 1st–early 5th
cts/aga/asg/ait/ako/ana/arh/r527/ass/sts/mts/elts/cts/gbm/exm/
oxm/vrm/swem/ccc/cgg/lyc/rhn/lrh/spc/nvc/nfc/orc/mrb/mca/
pff/tng/nri/gab/bb1/swbb/obb/lcg/osd/sdw/exf/exfb/gbr/nfw/
svr/svv/pph/rnf/rst
Includes ‘The Decorated Samian Ware’ by G Dannell, 40–50;
‘The Samian Potters’ Stamps’ by B Dickinson, 50–54; ‘Gallo-
Belgic Stamps’ by V Rigby, 55–56; ‘Amphorae’ by DF
Williams, 56–62 and ‘Mortaria’ by K Hartley, 62–63. The paper
is a general survey of pottery from ten years of excavation. Of
particular interest are wasters associated with the production of
flagons and stamped mortaria in the Flavian period.
Location: Exeter City Museums

Essex
Colin Wallace

1271
Going, CJ, ‘[Grave goods] pottery vessels’, in Crummy, N,

Crummy, P and Crossan, C, Excavations of Roman and later
cemeteries, churches and monastic sites in Colchester, 1971–

88 Colchester Archaeol Rep 9, 1993, 21–24, 44–49, 149–51
exc/cem/3rd–4th/usf
?ats/cts/ets/occ/clc/nvc/?orc/buf/clb/hax/bb1/bb2/grc/lcg/rsx/
vrr/gft/obb
In a report on major excavations in one of Colchester’s Late
Roman extramural cemeteries, contributions on the pottery
grave-goods from the three main periods of the site’s life.
Includes a discussion of cases of pottery vessels that are many
decades older than the burials they accompany (pp47–9), linked
perhaps to periods of low ceramic supply (cf JRPS 5, entry
1119). Later in the volume are contributions by Going and R P
Symonds on the pottery from other, smaller-scale work (pp
210–13, 243, 255) and further aspects of pottery in burials are
discussed in P Crummy’s paper at the end of the volume (pp
268–75).
Location: Colchester and Essex Museum

1272
Going, CJ, ‘Roman pottery from the Grubenhäuser’, in Hamerow,

H, Excavations at Mucking Volume 2: the Anglo-Saxon
settlement, Engl Heritage Archaeol Rep 21, 1993, 71–2
exc,syn/set/first half 5th–early 8th/usf
tsg/nvc/orc/occ/hax
G notes that ‘it may not all be dismissed as straightforwardly
residual material’: selection biases have been detected in
similar contexts at Anglo-Saxon Heybridge (see JRPS 2, entry
241) and West Stow, compared to later Roman assemblages.
The Mucking evidence, however, is less clear-cut. See also
pp93–4 of the volume for a discussion of the Late Roman/early
Saxon transition here.
Location: British Museum

1273
Going, CJ, ‘The Romano-British material’, in Evison, VI, An

Anglo-Saxon cemetery at Great Chesterford, Essex Counc Brit
Archaeol Res Rep 91, 1994, 82–6
exc/cem/2nd–later 4th/usf/
cts/nvm/nvc/occ/grc/buf/osd/har/hax/pph/stv
In a further report on the 1953–5 excavations (see JRPS 4,
entry 738) – which is chiefly concerned with a mixed-rite 5th/
6th cemetery – G puts six Roman cremation burials into context
(including apparent ritual breakage of vessels) and publishes a
Nene Valley mortarium base used as the lid for a sixth-century
cremation pot (see also p27 of the main report, and cf JRPS 4,
entry 815). The vessels are illustrated separately (figs 62–5).
The fabric descriptions are often vague and the stamped samian
has not been matched with the Leeds Index (is the material
lost?).
Location: British Museum

1274
Horsley, K, ‘The Roman pottery’, in Havis, R, ‘Roman Braintree:

excavations 1984–90’, Essex Archaeol Hist 24, 1993, (22–68),
31–44
exc/twn/chiefly Late Roman
amp/asg/ass/cts/ets/sts/esm/clm/nvm/oxm/occ/clc/mca/nvc/
rhn/osd/clb/buf/hax/wcs/haw/bb1/bb2/grc/grf/clg/har/nkg/tng/
gro/lsh/rgd
Includes contributions by B Dickinson, K Hartley, WJ Rodwell
and DF Williams. Concentrates on the pottery from two
backland sites: eight quantified groups (late 3rd–late 4th);
commments on the samian; new wares and forms and a
comparative discussion of the 1980s pottery, including
Braintree’s relationship to Colchester and its distinctive
fineware preferences (no Oxfordshire, little Nene Valley) by
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comparison with other sites. The presentation of the material
was not well-considered (using EVEs alone when several
groups were too fragmentary for this to work well) and there
are some careless mistakes (eg in the adding-up of Group 3).
Location: Braintree Museum

1275
Horsley, K, ‘The Late Iron Age and Roman pottery’, in Medlycott,

M, ‘Iron Age and Roman material from Birchanger, near
Bishops Stortford; excavations at Woodside Industrial Park,
1992’, Essex Archaeol Hist 25, 1994, (28–45), 39–41
exc/cem/rrs/1st–2nd
sts/osd/grc/lcg/har/trb/nri/gro/esh/vrr/btb
Dating evidence for the Iron Age and Roman features, and a
Claudian-period cremation burial with eight vessels. Un-
fortunately, these are not illustrated other than in the overall
grave-plan.
Location: Saffron Walden Museum

1276
Horsley, K, ‘The Roman Pottery’, in Medlycott, M, ‘The Othona

Community site, Bradwell-on-Sea, Essex: the extra-mural
settlement’, Essex Archaeol Hist 25, 1994, (60–71), 66–67
exc/unk, mil/mid 3rd–early 5th
tsg/oxm/occ/nvc/buf/osd/hax/grc/har/gro/lsh/rsx/mek/ret
Dating evidence for the Roman features, chiefly early 4th–5th,
in an area north of the known ‘Saxon Shore’ fort.
Location: Colchester and Essex Museum

1277
Lofts, J and R, ‘Iron Age Pottery/Roman Pottery’, in Mackley, R

and Faulkner, N (eds), Excavation on the Leigh Beck Marshes
1993, Trans Rochford Hundred Field Archaeol Group 1, 1994,
28–30
exc/rur, ind/ 1st–3rd
amp/tsg/nvm/rhn/vrf/bb1/bb2/gro/esh/buf/gry/grf/osd/wcs/
?hgg
The site, being eroded by the sea, is famous for yielding large
and varied collections of Roman (and later) pottery: there may
be more to it than just specialised salt-working, fishing and
shellfish gathering.
Location: not stated

1278
Rodwell, WJ and Rodwell, KA, Rivenhall: investigations of a

Roman villa, church and village, 1950–77 Volume 2, Counc
Brit Archaeol Res Rep 80, 1993
exc/vil/pre-conquest-early 5th/ggp (weight and EVEs)
For pottery details see entries 1279 and 1280.
The report on the early Saxon pottery (pp75–76) includes a
drawing of a ?BB1 indented flat-rim bowl from Late Roman
Cirencester!
Location: in both the Colchester and Essex Museum and the
Chelmsford and Essex Museum

1279
Going, CJ, ‘The Roman pottery’, in entry 1278, 64–71

ait/ass/clc/orc/rhn/mca/bb2/grc/grf/nkg/buf/alh/clb/har/hax/
ars/pph/gft/?imported coarseware
After setting-out the pottery dating evidence for the several
periods of site activity (pre-conquest, pre-building, second villa
buildings, Late Roman alterations), G presents and discusses a
quantified group of the late 2nd/early 3rd.

1280
Rodwell, WJ, with BR Hartley, ‘The Samian pottery’, in entry

1278, 71–3

sts/mvs/cts/ets/ats/cls
Eight stamps, eleven decorated pieces and a discussion of the
whole assemblage.

1281
Wallace, C, ‘The pottery’, in Lavender, NJ, ‘A ‘principia’ at

Boreham, near Chelmsford, Essex: excavations 1990', Essex
Archaeol Hist 24, 1993, (1–21), 8–9
exc/rur/ 1st–4th (not continuous)
sts/cts/ham/gem/nvm/wht/bb1/grc/grf/gro/btb/obj
A rather summary discussion of the three phases into which the
site’s pottery fell (Late Iron Age, first half 2nd and later 3rd–
4th) and of pottery of intrinsic interest (incorporating contri-
butions by B Dickinson and WJ Rodwell).
Location: Chelmsford and Essex Museum

1282
Wallace, C, ‘Pottery from Blackwater Site 11 and other Red Hills/

[Thames Site 1: Leigh Beck] The Pottery/[Blackwater Site 2]
The Pottery’, in Wilkinson, TJ and Murphy, PL, The Archaeo-
logy of the Essex Coast, Volume I: the Hullbridge Survey, East
Anglian Archaeol 71, 1995, 171–73/187/195
flw (inter-tidal zone)/rur, ind/ 1st–4th
tsg/clm/nvm/lwm/nvc/bb1/bb2/gro/esh/lsh/gry/grf/osd/wht/
?hax/nkg/pph
Further to the review published in 1990 (JRPS 4, entry 735),
some new dating evidence in the form of Late Roman pottery.
The second note refers to 1986 work at a site which was also
the subject of fieldwork in 1993, see 1277 above
Location: (to go to) British Museum

Gloucestershire
Colin Wallace

1283
Allen, JRL and Fulford, MG, ‘Romano-British and later re-

clamation on the Severn salt marshes in the Elmore area,
Gloucestershire’, Trans Bristol Gloucestershire Archaeol Soc
108, 1991 (for 1990), (17–32), 24/28
flw/rur/3rd/4th
cts/mro/oxm/occ/nvc/orc/osd/oxw/bb1/lcg/ltp/lsh/shg/svv
Seven reports to date cover archaeological fieldwork done by
Reading University in the tidal wetlands of the Severn Estuary
(both South Wales and Gloucestershire): see also JRPS 3, entry
548; JRPS 4, entry 802; below, entries 1284, 1285 and 1370 (S
Wales); the pottery in their paper in Antiquaries Journal 70,
1990 is summarised in tables only.
Location: not stated

1284
Allen, JRL and Fulford, MG, ‘Romano-British and Later Geo-

archaeology at Oldbury Flats: Reclamation and Settlement on
the Changeable Coast of the Severn Estuary’, Archaeol J 149,
1993 (for 1992), (82–123), 109–14
exc/rur/chiefly c250–400
cts/occ/orc/osd/bb1/lcg/gro/ltp/glz/ira/svr/svv
Foreshore material having been published in JRPS 4, entry
802, this is stratified pottery from a silted-up palaeochannel. It
is dominated by BB1 and greywares, whereas Severn Valley
Wares ranked highly amongst the foreshore material: the
difference may be chronological.
Richard Pollard adds: Quantification by sherd count, rim eves,
weight by ware. A valuable study of pottery taphonomy (pp
102–9), covering wear, weathering and dispersal, using rim
eves as a measure of completeness.
Location: not stated
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1285
Fulford, MG and Allen, JRL, ‘Iron-Making at the Chesters Villa,

Woolaston, Gloucestershire: Survey and Excavation 1987–91’,
Britannia 23, 1992, (159–215), 184–186, 207
exc/vil/c250–400
tsg/orc/osd/bb1/lcg/svv
Notable for having a high proportion of BB1 in the assemblage,
compared to neighbouring sites.
Location: Gloucester City Museum

1286
Goudge, CE, ‘The Roman Pottery’, in Heighway, CM and Parker,

AJ, ‘The Roman Tilery at St Oswald’s Priory, Gloucester’,
Britannia 13, 1982, (25–77), 38–57
exc/twn/late 1st–4th
aga/ait/ana/arh/ass/cts/ets/sts/lom/mro/mhm/oxm/sem/occ (S
Gloucs brown-slipped)/rgh/mca/nvc/orc/rhn/lox/wht/oxw/wcs/
bb1/lcg/hgg/gro/ngt/ltp/lsh/?ppr/mlv/nwl/svr/pph
Samian by F Wild, mortaria originally identified by KF Hartley,
assistance given with the amphoras by DPS Peacock, colour-
coats by CJ Young. There is a note by AG Vince on two grass-
tempered sherds stratified with Late Roman pottery.
Location: Gloucester City Museum

1287
Green, S and Booth, P, ‘The Roman pottery’, in Allen, TG, Darvill,

TC, Green, LS and Jones, MU, Excavations at Roughground
Farm, Lechlade, Gloucestershire: a prehistoric and Roman
landscape, Thames Valley Landscapes: the Cotswold Water
Park, Volume 1, 1993, 113–42 and microfiche
exc/vil/ 1st–4th
ait/asg/ass/cts/mvs/sts/lom/lgm/lnm/mhm/oxm/vrm/rgh/mca/
nvc/nfc/orc/owc/rhn/osc/osf/wht/oxp/wsx/bb1/blk/grc/grf/oxg/
nri/flg/gro/ltp/lsh/ogr/wlg/svr/svv/obb
Incorporates reports on the amphoras, mortaria and samian, by
DF Williams, K Hartley and G Simpson respectively.
Location: Ashmolean Museum, Oxford

1288
Hannan, A, ‘Excavations at Tewkesbury 1972–74’, Trans Bristol

Gloucestershire Archaeol Soc 111, 1994 (for 1993), (21–75),
55–64
exc/set/ 1st–2nd
ass/lnm/mhm/oxm/nvc/orc/bb1/ltp/mlv/svv
A summary of the ‘research archive’, with discussion by E
MacRobert and a summary of the amphoras by DF Williams.
Location: Tewkesbury Borough Council; may go to Gloucester
City Museum

1289
Wild, F, ‘The samian stamps and decorated ware’, in entry 1288,

48–55
cts/ets/mvs/sts
‘A striking feature of the [Cinema] site as a whole is the low
proportion of decorated ware’.

1290
Heighway, CM, The east and north gates of Gloucester and

associated sites, excavations 1974–81 Western Archaeol Trust
Excav Monograph 4, 1983.
exc/mil, wlt/Flavian–late 4th
For pottery details, see entries 1291 and 1292.
Location: Gloucester City Museum

1291
Ireland, C, ‘The Roman pottery’, in entry 1290, 96–124 and

microfiche

amp/ako/ana/asg/ass/ats/lom/mro/mhm/ngm/oxm/?sem/vrm/
wxm/occ/rgh/ccc/?clc/kww/lyc/mca/nvc/nfc/orc/rhn/lox/wht/
oxp/oxw/wcs/bb1/lcg/nri/ncg/lsh/ogr/glz/mrb/ppr/?alh/mlv/
?nwl/svr/svv/vrr/obb/pph
Includes contributions and identifications by K Hartley, DPS
Peacock, AJ Parker, K Greene, C Young, P Arthur and M
Fulford. Detailed descriptions of fabrics, summary tables and
full catalogue of illustrated pottery in microfiche.

1292
Wild, F, ‘The Samian Ware’, in entry 1290, 102–8
cts/ets/mvs/sts

1293
Hurst, HR, Kingsholm Excavations at Kingsholm Close and other

sites, Gloucester Archaeol Rep 1, 985
For pottery details, see entries. 1294 to 1299.
exc/mil/chiefly Neronian/usf
See pp 123–27 for a discussion of military supply.
Location: Gloucester City Museum

1294
Anon: ‘all other wares based on a report by MJ Darling’

(incorporating contributions by JR Timby (amphoras) and KF
Hartley), in entry 1293, 55–93
amp (Kingsholm 117)/ako/arh/ass/lom/aom/mhm/ngm/oxm/
vrm/occ/ccc/lyc/mca/buf/lox/wht/wcs/bb1/lcg/gab/tng/gro/ltp/
cgg/egg/ppr/mlv/svr/svv/vrr/obj

1295
Wild, FC, ‘Samian Ware’, in entry 1293, 56–67

cts/mvs/sts
Chiefly a group of c50–65.

1296
Wild, FC, ‘[72 Dean’s Way] Samian Ware’, in entry 1293, 105–

106
sts

1297
Timby, JR, ‘[72 Dean’s Way] Wares other than Samian’, in entry

1293, 106–8
amp/r527/ait/arh/asg/ass/lom/lrm/mhm/ngm/oxm/lyc/lox/wht/
wcs/bb1/lcg/gab/gro/ltp/mlv/svr/svv

1298
Wild, FC, ‘[St Mark Street] Samian Ware’, in entry 1293, 109–11

cts/mvs/sts

1299
Timby, JR, ‘[St Mark Street] Wares other than Samian’, in entry

1293, 111–12
amp/ako/arh/ass/aom/lrm/ngm/swem/nvc/buf/lox/wcs/bb1/lcg/
gab/gro/ltp/nwl/svr/svv

1300
Hurst, HR, Gloucester The Roman and Later Defences, Gloucester

Archaeol Rep 2 1986. For pottery details, see entries. 1301 and
1302
exc/mil, wlt/pre-Flavian to 3rd
Location: Gloucester City Museum

1301
Timby, JR, ‘The Roman pottery’, in entry 1300, 54–72

cta/ana/arh/asg/ass/lom/aom/mhm/ngm/oxm/sem/wxm/occ/
rgh/kww/mca/nvc/nfc/orc/rhn/lox/wht/oxw/wcs/bb1/blk/lcg/
tng/gro/pkg/ltp/ogr/alh/mlv/nwl/svr/svv/obj
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1302
Wild, FC, ‘Samian Ware’, in entry 1300, 55–61

cts/ets/mvs/sts/elts

1303
McWhirr, A, Viner, L and Wells, C, Romano-British Cemeteries at

Cirencester, Cirencester Excavations II, 1982. For pottery
details, see entries 1304 and 1305. Pottery from burials is also
covered on pp 97, 132 and in the gazetteer, microfiche 5.
exc/twn/chiefly 3rd/usf
Location: Corinium Museum

1304
Hartley, B and Dickinson, B, ‘The Samian’, in entry 1303,

microfiche 1:C08–C12
cts/ets/sts

1305
Rigby, V, ‘The Coarse Pottery’, in entry 1303, microfiche 1:C13–

G12 and pp 112–25
asg/ass/clm/lrm/mhm/swem/occ/rgh/nfc/orc/owc/rhn/osd/bb1/
bb2/gry/ltp/lsh/mrb/alh/nwl/svr/svv/obb
The full report is on microfiche: the printed text repeats the
introduction to the catalogue and one of the groups.

1306
McWhirr, A, Houses in Roman Cirencester, Cirencester Excav-

ations III, 1986. For pottery details, see entries 1307 to 1312
exc/twn/chiefly 4th/usf
Location: Corinium Museum

1307
Keely, J, ‘The Pottery’, in entry 1306, 153–89

amp/asg/ass/lom/lrm/mhm/ngm/oxm/occ/kww/nvc/nfc/orc/
owc/rhn/osd/oxp/oxw/wcs/bb1/gry/lsh/ppr/alh/nwl/svr/svv/obb

1308
Dickinson, B, ‘ The Samian’, in entry 1306, 156–7

cts/ets/sts

1309
Keely, J, ‘[Bingham Hall Gardens] The Pottery’, in entry 1306,

204–5
mhm/swem/orc/bb1/gro/glz (mortarium)

1310
Keely, J, ‘[Ashcroft House] The Pottery’, in entry 1306, 221

gro/?mlv

1311
Keely, J, ‘[Abbey Grounds] The Pottery’, in entry 1306, 233

grc

1312
Keely, J, ‘[Watermoor School] The Pottery’, in entry 1306, 240–

43
occ/nfc/orc/osd/oxw/bb1/grf/lsh/?alh/nwl/svr/obb

1313
Parry, C, ‘Symonds Yat promontory fort, English Bicknor,

Gloucestershire: excavations 1990–91’, Trans Bristol Glou-
cestershire Archeol Soc 112 (1994), 1995, 68–70 (59–72)
exc/set/1st
gro/svw
A small quantity of early Severn Valley ware found in asssocia-
tion with hand-made grog-tempered sherds (see Timby, entry
1316): ‘one of the few Late Iron Age/early Romano-British
assemblages found within the hillforts of Gloucestershire’.
Location: not stated

1314
Rawes, B, ‘A Prehistoric and Romano-British Settlement at

Vineyards Farm, Charlton Kings, Gloucestershire’, Trans
Bristol Gloucestershire Archaeol Soc 109, 1992 (for 1991),
(25–89), 74–84
exc/rur/Iron Age–4th
ass/cts/ets/mvs/sts/elts/oxm/occ/lyc/orc/rhn/osd/wcs/bb1/gry/
gab/tng/ltp/lsh/egg/ira/svr/svv/btb/obj
Location: Cheltenham Museum

1315
Rigby, V, ‘Pottery from the east range of the outer courtyard’, in

Clarke, G, ‘The Roman Villa at Woodchester’, Britannia 13,
1982, (197–228), 224–27
exc/vil/c180–220, 270–90 & 270–330
tsg/nvc/orc/rhn/oxp/bb1/gry/svr/svv
Location: Stroud Museum

1316
Timby, J, ‘Severn Valley Wares: a reassessment’, Britannia 21,

1990, 243–51
syn/1st
svv
Three conclusions: ‘that the army in the Gloucester area was in
no way dependent on Severn Valley wares in the Claudio-
Neronian/early Flavian period; that the appearance of Severn
Valley wares may be earlier [Late Iron Age] than hitherto
envisaged; that a distinctive early phase of the industry can be
recognised on 1st-century sites in the central part of the Severn
Valley’.

1317
Wacher, JS, and McWhirr, AD, Early Roman Occupation at

Cirencester, Cirencester Excavations I, 1982. For pottery
details, see entries 1318–21
exc/mil/chiefly c45–75/usf
Location: Corinium Museum, Cirencester

1318
Hartley, BR and Dickinson, B, ‘The Samian’, in entry 1317, 119–

146
cts/elts/mvs/sts

1319
Hartley, KF, ‘Mortarium Stamps’, in entry 1317, 147–8

ngm

1320
Rigby, V, ‘Potters’ Stamps on Amphorae, Gallo-Belgic, and Coarse

Wares’, in entry 1317, 149–52
ass/gab/tng/nri/stv

1321
Rigby, V (incorporating contributions by DF Williams and M

Hassall), ‘The Coarse Pottery’, in entry 1317, 153–209
amp/ait/arh/asg/ass/lom/aom/ngm/vrm/occ/ccc/lyc/mca/buf/
osd/wht/oxw/wcs/bb1/gry/trb/glz/cgg/egg/ira/ppr/mlv/svr/svv/
vrr/btb/gft

1322
Leach, P, ‘The pottery’, in Woodward, A and Leach, P, The Uley

Shrines Excavation of a ritual complex on West Hill, Uley,
Gloucestershire: 1977–9, Engl Heritage Archaeol Rep 17,
1993, 218–49 and microfiche
exc/rel/1stBC–4thAD/ggp,usf
amp/ass/cts/ets/sts/mro/?clm/?mhm/oxm/?vrm/occ/nvc/nfc/
orc/rhn/oxw/bb1/gry/lcg/
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pkg/lsh/mlv/svr/svv, plus late/post–Roman handmade wares
Includes important work on highlighting functional, spatial and
chronological trends in the assemblage. Contributions by C
Johns and B Dickinson on the samian.
Location: British Museum

Hampshire
Colin Wallace

1323
Fulford, M, The Silchester Amphitheatre Excavations of 1979–85,

Britannia Monogr 10, 1989. See entries 1324 and 1325 for
pottery details.
exc/wlt, ptp/Claudian-Neronian– 4th/ggp, usf
Location: Hampshire County Museum Service, Winchester

1324
Bird, J and Dickinson, B, ‘The Samian/Samian Stamps’, in entry

1323, 80–83
sts/mvs/elts/cts

1325
Timby, J, ‘The Roman Pottery’, in entry 1323, 80–94, 103–6, 110–

16
Claudian-Neronian – 4th
aga/ait/ass/nvm/oxm/oxwm/oxcm/mro/ngp/ppr/rhn/nfc/orc/
occ/tng/trbbb1/flg/gro/ogr/buf/gry/osd/lox/wht/wsx/alh/nfr/
oxw/sft/vrr/btb
Fabric series, seven stratified groups and a waster dump from
short-lived Claudian/Claudian-Neronian production (Swan’s
1984 Pottery Kilns, gazetteer p343).

Kent
Richard Pollard

1326
Kelly, DB, ‘The Mount Roman Villa, Maidstone’, Archaeol

Cantiana 110, 1992 (publ. 1993), 177–235
Includes ‘The Pottery’, by DB Kelly, 214–26; ‘The Evidence
of the Roman Pottery for Trade and the Economy’, by RJ
Pollard, 232–35.
exc,vil/mainly late 2nd–3rd, some late 1st–mid 2nd & 4th/
ggp,usf
alh/bb2/clm?/esh/els/grf/ost/gft/gro/hax/ktm/lcg/nvc/nfg/mro/
oxm/orc/owc /pgr/pph/pod/ret/rhn(Central Gaul)/rgh/tsg/ass/
upc/wsx
No 50, attributed to oxm, looks like clm (Colchester type 501).
Other oxm present. Pollard examined much of the pottery, and
most of Kelly’s attributions are based on his notes. In archive
also are clc/flg. The grg includes late Roman Kent fabric, but
also a 3rd century local ware. 82 illustrations.
Location: Maidstone Museum.

1327
Philp, B and Mills, R, The Roman Villa at Horton Kirby, Kent,

Kent Special Subject Series no 5, Kent Archaeol Rescue Unit,
1991
Includes ‘The Objects from the Site’, by J Willson & P Keller
with a summary of ‘The Samian Ware’, by J Bird, 17–32.
exc,vil/late 1st–late 3rd, possibly into mid 4th
alh/bb2/blk/brn/cts/grf/osf/nvr/nkg/ngm or scm/pgr/upc
1484 sherds were recovered, representing a minimum of 160
vessels (154 Roman), of which 54 are illustrated at scale 1/3
and described individually by W & K. Identification of traded
wares is poor, but Monaghan’s form type series of North Kent
wares is used selectively. The bulk of the pottery appears to be

North Kent sandy, burnished, and BB2 wares, if the illustrations
are representative.
Location: not stated

1328 (previously signalled in JRPS 5 as entry 1066)
Philp, B, Parfitt, K, Willson, J, Dutto, M and Williams, W, The

Roman Villa Site at Keston, Kent – first report (Excavations
1968–78), Kent Monogr Ser Res Rep 6, 1991.
Includes ‘The Small Finds’, by Philp, B, 150–77; ‘The Samian
Ware’, by Bird, J, 180–91; ‘The Coarse Pottery’, by Cooper, D,
and Parfitt, K, 191–206; ‘The Iron Age Pottery’, by Couldrey,
P, 206–17; ‘Catalogue of the Illustrated Coarse Pottery’, by
Cooper, D, 217–81; ‘The Mortaria’, by Philp, B, 281–3
exc/frm/ptp/vil/mid 1st BC–mid 5th AD (and Middle Iron Age)
alh/ass(stamp)/(bb1–eg 557,614,616,618,732–3)/(bb2–eg
481,549,613)/blg/btb(including gab,nri)/buf/crb//cts/eqp/
esh(including wasters)/ets/flg/gft/grf(nkg/upc)/gry/gro(late
Roman)/hax/hft/ira/lcl/lnd/mvs/ncg/nfc(?)/nfp/ngm/(ngp?:689)
/ngt/nri/nvc/occ/ogr/orc/osd/oxp/pgr/pod/pph/rgh/rhn/rnf/rst/
sts/stv/tbr/tng/upc/wsx
eqp: kiln furniture, pottery wheels (discs for rouletting) and
poincons (for platter stamps), pp151–8; tbr: lamp chimney, pp
176–7. Also chaff tempered ‘salt containers’.
NB: fabrics enclosed in (brackets) are Pollard’s identification
based on published data.
The value of this report lies in the manufacturing objects and
the associated ‘Keston Kiln Ware’, and Couldrey’s paper. V
Rigby contributes comments on the kiln products (the kiln itself
was not found) and the Gallo-Belgic imports. Production of
sandy and shelly wares is dated to c AD 60–85. The coarse
wares reports suffer from the ignorance of the author, a problem
seemingly endemic to this monograph series (see JRPS 5, entry
1063). For example, two dishes (659, 804) are described as nfr,
but it seems much more likely they are nvc; bb1 and bb2 are
not recognised. There is no useful quantification of the Roman
pottery, although some 32,000 sherds of all periods were
recovered. The mortaria are illustrated but not described,
excepting one stamp, as the specialist is said to have missed the
deadline. 19 Samian illustrations, and 777 others including 32
Middle Iron Age and one medieval.
Location: Kent Archaeological Rescue Unit, West Kent Office
“until all work on the site is completed” (p140).

Leicestershire
Richard Pollard

1329
Clay, P, ‘An Iron Age Farmstead at Grove Farm, Enderby,

Leicestershire’, Trans Leicestershire Archaeol Hist Soc 66,
1992, 1–82
Includes ‘The Iron Age Pottery’, by SM Elsdon, 38–52; ‘The
Roman Pottery’, by RJ Pollard, 52–54.
exc,flw/frm/1st BC–early 2nd AD/seq,usf
gry/gro/ira
Sequence of Iron Age pottery: scored ware (“Ancaster-Breedon
Ware”) prevalent. Nearly 2000 Iron Age sherds, with form and
fabric series. Very useful; see also following entry. 22 sherds
of Roman gry and LIA/Early Roman gro.
Location: Jewry Wall Museum, Leicester (accession no
A30.1983)

1330
Elsdon, SM, ‘East Midlands Scored Ware’, Trans Leicestershire

Archaeol Hist Soc 66, 1992, 83–91
syn/late 4th or 3rd BC–1st AD
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Useful, if brief, synthesis of the ware otherwise known as
“Ancaster-Breedon Ware”, a term rejected as evidence now
suggests origins in the Upper Nene Valley. In some places, in
more northerly part of range (eg Trent Valley), use continued
alongside wheel made pottery of 1st century AD. Distinction
between users of fine decorated pottery – in north & central
Lincs and around Hunsbury in UpperNV – may have been one
of status rather than chronology. To be read in conjunction
with the preceding entry.

1331
Tarver, A, ‘Preliminary Report on the Burleigh Site (Lough-

borough)’, Bull Loughborough & District Archaeol Soc 3:1,
33–43
csf/rur/mainly mid 2nd–4th but one ?late 1st–mid 2nd gry bowl.
gry/nvc
34 sherds, 19 illustrations representing 14 vessels (estimate) as
several are detached rims from the same vessels.
Location: Jewry Wall Museum, Leicester (accession nos
581.1963 and M9836.1985)

Lincolnshire
Sally Stow

1332
Green, MJ, ‘A Face-urn Fragment from Hibaldstow, South

Humberside’, Oxford J Archaeol 3, 1984, 239–42
exc/set/2nd–4th
fcp
Location: not stated

Middlesex
Richard Pollard

1333
Grimes, WF and Close-Brooks, J, ‘Catalogue of finds – Late

Bronze Age, Middle Iron Age, and Roman’, in ‘The Excavation
of Caesar’s Camp, Heathrow, Harmondsworth, Middlesex,
1944', Proc Prehist Soc 59, 1993, (303–61), 341–52
exc/rur/late 1st–4th
alh/gry/pph?
Barbara Davies comments on an Alice Holt flanged bowl (no
146), part of a ‘remarkably small’ amount of post-Iron Age
material
Location: Museum of London

Nottinghamshire
Richard Pollard

1334
Comfort, H and Simpson, G, ‘Not Arretine but from Les Martres-

de-Veyre’, Antiq J 68, 1988, 123–4
exc/twn/Trajanic
mvs
Revised identification of a piece from Margidunum, originally
published as arretine by F Oswald.
Location: not stated (?Nottingham University)

1335
Dolby, M, ‘General Analysis of the Pottery’, in Eccles, J, Caldwell,

P and Mincher, R, ‘Salvage excavations at a Romano-British
Site at Chainbridge Lane, Lound, Nottinghamshire, 1985’,
Trans Thoroton Soc Notts 92, 1989 (for 1988), (15–21), 18–9
slr/fls/late 1st–mid 3rd +
amp/bb1?/crb/cts/dal/gry/mhm/nvc/osd/prs?/rst

At least 130 vessels from the site. No illustrations.
Location: Bassetlaw Museum, Retford

1336
Leary, RS, ‘Romano-British Pottery’, in Garton, D, Hunt, R,

Jenkinson, RDS, and Leary, RS, ‘Excavations at a Romano-
British cropmark enclosure near Menagerie Wood, Worksop,
Nottinghamshire’, Trans Thoroton Soc Notts, 92, 1989 (for
1988), (22–33), 29, 31
exc/fls/1st–4th
bb1/dal/drb/esh/gry/mro/nvc?/(occ)/osc/tsg
mro: not sourced. occ(nvc?): not sourced
185 sherds, minimum 27 vessels, 16 illustrations.
Location: Bassetlaw Museum, Retford

1337
Leary, RS, ‘The Pottery’, in Kinsley, AG, Broughton Lodge

Nottingham Archaeol Monograph 4, 1993, 13–21
exc/twn (Willoughby – Vernemetum)/ usf
aae/ass/bb1/brn(/buf)/bsg(11,31)/crb/cts/dal/drb/esh(36)/ets/
gro/gry/lnd(/prs)/lsh(32,?33)/mhm/mvs/nvc/nvg/nvm/occ/orc/
osc/osd/oxm(orc,oxw)/oxp?/rhn(Trier & CG)/rnf/sts/swm?/
wht/wsx
Includes ‘The Amphorae’, by Williams, DF, 15; ‘The Samian
Ware’, by Dickinson, B, 15–16. 7.6kg of pottery, but quality of
site records restricts value of quantification. 2 illustrations of
samian, 71 of other pottery. Tables: minimum vessel count of
mortaria, relative % of fabric groups by weight.
Location: Nottingham Castle Museum & Nottingham Uni-
versity Museum

Somerset
Colin Wallace

1338
Leach, P Ilchester Volume 1 Excavations 1974–5, Western

Archaeol Trust Excav Monograph 3, 1982. See entries 1339
and 1340 for pottery details.
exc/wlt/1st–4th/typ, usf
Location: Somerset County Museum, Taunton

1339
Leach, P, ‘Roman Pottery’, in entry 1338, 127–68

1st–4th
asg/ass/ats/clm/oxwm/oxcm/mro/rhn/nvc/nfc/orc/glz/mca/rgh/
occ/bb1/lsh/buf/gry/grc/grf/osf/nfp/oxp
Type fabrics, forms series, discussion of the changing pattern
of ceramic types present.

1340
Rodwell, ‘The Samian Pottery’, in entry 1338, 129–38

sts/mvs/elts/cts/ets

Staffordshire
Colin Wallace

1341
Bell, A, ‘Excavations at Rochester, Staffordshire, by Fiona Sturdy

in 1964 and 1968’, Staffs Archaeol Studies 3, 1986, (20– 51),
29–33, 47–49
exc/mjc/late 1st–3rd/4th
sts/cts/mhm/lom/kww/ngp/nvc/orc/bb1/gry/osd/rsw/wht/drb/
rnf/rst
Draws on reports by Brenda Dickinson (samian) and Kay
Hartley (mortaria). Suggests possible local production of white/
red- brown slipped mortaria.
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Location: City Museum and Art Gallery, Hanley, Stoke on
Trent

Sussex
Colin Wallace

1342
Brodribb, G and Cleere, H, ‘The Classis Britannica Bathhouse at

Beauport Park, East Sussex’, Britannia 19, 1988, 217–74. See
entries 1343 and 1344 for pottery details.
exc/mil/1st–3rd
Location: not stated

1343
de la Bédoyère, G, ‘The decorated samian ware/Other samian pot-

tery’, in entry 1342, 244–6
cts/ets

1344
Green, C, ‘The Roman pottery other than samian’, in entry no

1342, 246–52
1st–3rd
asg/ass/slm/oxwm/sem/lom/mro/kww/cgg/ngg(handmade)/
ppr/rhn/nfc/orc/egg/bb1/bb2/gry/nkg/lnd/nfg/eas

Tyne and Wear
Paul Bidwell

1345
Bidwell, P, ‘The Pottery’, in Bidwell, P and Speak, S, Excavations

at South Sheilds Roman Fort Vol 1, Soc Antiq Newcastle upon
Tyne Monogr 4, 1994, 206–42
exc, chm/mil/col, syn/late 1st? –5th
cts/aga/ait/ass/sts/mvs/cts/ets/gbm/lrm/slm/cam/clm/cbm/
cram/esm/ktm/llm/mhm/nvm/lnm/oxm/eym/nrm/scm/lom/
kww/ngp/ngg/rhn/rhn-type/clc/nvc/orc/mrb/mca/rgh/tng/bb1/
bb2/shg/buf/gry/grf/lcg/osd/wht/cra/crmp/dal/drb/sxs/nky/nkg/
svv/pph
Includes ‘The Samian Ware’ by B Dickinson and BR Hartley
and ‘The Amphorae’ by DF Williams; mortaria identifications
by K Hartley. The report is a general survey of the pottery from
the fort and supply base, concentrating especially on the origins
and date of BB2 and allied wares. Broad trends in traded wares
are discussed with particular reference to the movement of
grain to the northern frontier. Williams discusses Italian
amphoras appearing in quantity in 3rd and 4th century contexts.
Stratified groups from the excavations reported on elsewhere
in the volume are published in detail.
Location: Arbeia Roman Fort Museum, South Shields

1346
Bidwell, P, ‘Pottery’, in Snape, ME, ‘An Excavation in the Roman

Cemetery at South Shields’, Archaeol Aeliana Ser 5 22, 1994,
(43–66), 51–53
exc/cem/2nd–4th
ass/cts/osd/gry/nkt?/eyk
A small assemblage of vessels from cremations and one
inhumation.
Location: Tyne and Wear Museums

1347
Ellison, M, ‘Residual Roman Wares’, in Ellison, M et al,

‘Excavations at Newcastle Quayside: Waterfront Development
at the Swirle’, Archaeol Aeliana Ser 5 21, 1993, (151–234),
181
exc/unk

tsg/gry
Location: Museum of Antiquities, Newcastle

Yorkshire
Sally Stow (and Steven Willis*)

1348
Green, S, ‘Iron Age and Roman Pottery’, in Hayfield, C, An

Archaeological Survey of the Parish of Wharram Percy, East
Yorkshire 1. The Evolution of the Roman Landscape, Brit
Archaeol Rep Brit Ser 172, 1987, 20–27
exc/flw/vil/Iron Age – 4th
shg/gry/nor/cra/hcs/tsg
See whole volume, esp pp 36–43, 55–57, 63–71, 78–9, 85–6,
113–9, 128–32, 135–7, 139–42.

1349*
Heslop, DH, ‘The Romano-British Pottery’ in ‘Initial Excavations

at Ingleby Barwick, Cleveland’, Durham Archaeol J 1, 1984,
(23–34), 31–3
exc/fls/Iron Age occupation; Roman pottery: early Roman to
late 4th
itra/amp/bb1/cbm/cra/eyk/gry/hcs/lom/?mhm/nrm/tsg
The report comprises a selected catalogue of “distinctive”
stratified Roman pottery from a sequence of features associated
with a field system complex. The quantity of Roman pottery
recovered is tiny (seeming to indicate that the area excavated
was away from the main centre(s) of habitation) but spans the
Roman period and adds some further detail to our knowledge
of Roman pottery distribution in the area. No quantitative data
is presented, no doubt because the assemblage is so small;
however, this writer would suggest that even in such cases
some measured information is useful since it conveys clear
sample size parameters (eg entry 1263, above). Several items
are illustrated, including two mortarium rims and a stamp. Of
note amongst this small collection is the presence of sherds of
samian, including a decorated body sherd from a Drag 37;
mortaria are well represented (notes by Kay Hartley), as are 4th
century items. Of particular interest though is the presence of
a sherd from the shoulder of an amphora of Dressel 1 or 2–4
form (note by David Williams).
Subsequent evaluation work (in 2000) has identified the site as
a villa complex (and added cts, ets, bb2 and grf to the list of
wares).
Location: Cleveland County Archaeology Section, Southlands
Centre, Middlesborough

1350*
Inman, R, ‘Romano-British settlement in the south Tees basin’, in

Price, J and Wilson, PR with Briggs, C and Hardman, S (eds)
Recent Research in Roman Yorkshire. Studies in Honour of
Mary Kitson Clark, Brit Archaeol Rep Brit Ser 193, 1988, 219–34
flw, syn/rur
Presents a summary of the results of concerted fieldwalking
(and some excavation) from an area of north-east England for
which there is very little by way of published information. The
area surveyed covers southern Cleveland (as was) and the
north-east fringe of North Yorkshire. Roman pottery, together
with Iron Age tradition ‘native’ pottery comprises the main
source of evidence; anyone interested in the nature of pottery
supply to the north-east during the Roman period should be
aware of this paper and the general trends which it highlights.
Work at two sites in the vicinity of Guisborough is reported in
summary form; Roman pottery, including cra/nvc, has been
recovered from both.
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1351
Monaghan, J, ‘Roman Pottery in York – the whole story’,

Archaeology in York: Interim, 17.2, Summer 1992, 29–33
syn/mil/twn/ptp/1st–4th/5th

1352
Monaghan, J, ‘The End is Nigh’, Archaeology in York: Interim,

17.4, Winter 1992, 29–32
syn/4th & 5th century
cra/hcs/lsh/

1353
Monaghan, J, ‘Secrets of a “Lost” Site’, Archaeology in York:

Interim, 18.1, Spring 1993, 31–4
cem/rel/2nd, 3rd, 4th century
cra/crmp/fcp/rsx/nvc/erotic

1354
Monaghan, J, Roman Pottery from the Fortress: 9 Blake Street,

The Archaeology of York: The Pottery, 16/7, 1993, 667–824
(complete fascicule)
exc/mil/ggp/1st–4th
ebo/sts/gab/tng/mca/rst/bb1/bb2/gry/grc/wht/nvc/shg/cra/
crmp/red/ngg/ppr/dal/amp/egg/tsg/lom/vrm/slm/mro/cram/llm/
obg/mhm
Location: (to go to) Yorkshire Museum, York

1355
Rigby, V, ‘The Later Prehistoric and Roman Pottery’ in Powles-

land, D with C Haughton and J Hanson, ‘Excavations at
Heslerton, North Yorkshire 1978–82’, Archaeol J 143, 1986,
(53–173), 141–56
exc/rrs /prehistoric – 4th (Roman mainly post 270)
flg/nor/thr/cra
Location: Malton Museum

1356
Swan, VG and Monaghan J, ‘Headpots: A North-African Tradition

in York’, Yorkshire Archaeol J 65, 1993, 21–38
syn/cem, mil, twn/3rd
headpots/ebo/lcl/African type vessels
See also Swan, VG, ‘Legio VI and its Men: African Legion-
aries in Britain’, J Roman Pottery Stud 5, 1992, 1–33.

1357
Wrathmell, S and Nicholson, A, (eds), Dalton Parlours Iron Age

Settlement and Roman Villa, West Yorkshire Archaeol Serv,
1990, esp pp 128–46, 235–44
exc/vil/Iron Age – 4th; esp mid 3rd – end 4th
dal/hcs/cra/lcl/nvc/rox/bla/can/prs/thr/nor
Location: Leeds City Museums

Scotland
Colin Wallace

1358
Alcock, L, Alcock, EA, Bateson, JD and Webster, PV, ‘Excav-

ations at Alt Clut, 1974–5: catalogue of coins, metal objects
and Romano-British pottery’, Proc Soc Antiq Scot 122, 1993
(for 1992), 286–93
exc/set/site 6th+, finds 1st–4th/usf
cts/sts/orc/nvc/osd
PSAS seems to have trouble publishing on microfiche (cf JRPS
5, page 137): the present paper covers material omitted (through
no fault of the authors) from the fiche supporting JRPS 5, entry
no 1096.
Location: not stated

North Wales
Gillian Dunn (and Peter Webster*)

1359
Blockley, K, Prestatyn 1984–5. An Iron Age farmstead and

Romano-British industrial settlement in North Wales, Brit
Archaeol Rep Brit Ser 210, 1989
exc/ind,set/1st–4th/usf
obj/tbr/cts/sts/stv/hom/mro/vrm/wpm/wxm/bb1/gry/hox/ira/
lcg/lcl/osd/rgh/svv/tng/wcs/wht
Includes ‘The Samian Ware’, by M (Bulmer) Ward, 139–54,
with information on stamps by B Dickinson, ‘Mortaria’, by K
Hartley, 155 & 157, ‘Amphorae’, 158, ‘Other imports’, 158 &
160, and ‘Coarse Wares’, 160–69.
Location: not stated

1360
Cox, M and Webster, P, ‘Pen Y Gaer’, Archaeol Wales 27, 1987,

44
slr/mil/2nd/usf
ass/cts/svv
First Severn Valley Ware recovered from the site. Central
Gaulish samian has features of the Quintilianus group.
Location: c/o Dr PV Webster, Cardiff

1361
Davies, JL, ‘Romano-British Vessels from Ruthin’, Archaeol

Clwyd, 1981, 7
csf/cem,mil/late 1st–mid 2nd/usf
hox
Two coarse ware vessels, which represented the first recorded
Romano-British finds from Ruthin. They probably relate to a
grave group or represent separate burials within a cremation
cemetery – probably military.
Location: not stated

1362
Davies, J, ‘The Pottery’ in Waddelove, E, ‘Evidence of Prehistoric

and Roman Settlement in Ruthin’, Trans Denbighshire Hist
Soc 31, 1982, (153–61), 157 & 160–61
exc/cem?,csp?,mil?/late 1st or early 2nd/usf
amp/rgh/rst
42 sherds of coarseware representing a minimum of 12 vessels
(including a possible cremation urn). Dating of vessels to the
period closely following the conquest of the area by Agricola
seems to indicate a military context for them.
Location: not stated

1363*
Jones, NW, ‘Caersws Roman Fort and Vicus, Montgomeryshire,

Powys, 1984–92’, Montgomeryshire Collect 81,1993, 15–96
exc, slr, wbf/ mil, set, tile kiln/ usf/ 1st–4th
aga/ait/ass/sts/mvs/cts/ets/gbm/crm/hom/mhm/oxm/vrm/wxm/
nem/lom/kww/ngp/rhn-typ/nvc/bb1/lcg/osd/lox/wsx/mlv/svv/
wpx/pph/hft/rnf/rst/tbr
The report gathers together the results of several pieces of
archaeological work at Caersws, both in the fort and the vicus.
The samian (PV Webster) is summarised in chart and histogram
form with stamps (by Brenda Dickinson) detailed. Mortaria
(by KF Hartley) show a wide range of sources for a relatively
small number of vessels. Other coarse ware (Wendy Owen and
Peter Webster) are mainly 1st and 2nd century. The tile kiln (N
Jones), tentatively dated to the mid–late 2nd century, certainly
made pedales, imbrices and hexagonal brick/tiles.
Location: Clwyd-Powys Archaeol Trust, Welshpool
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1364
Owen, WJ, Webster, PV, Dickinson, B and Hartley, K, ‘Roman

Pottery’ in Jones, N, ‘Excavations at Brynhyfryd Park, Ruthin,
Clwyd, 1988–9’, Archaeol Wales 32, 1992, (19–31), 25–27
exc/set?,cem/late 1st – early 4th/usf
asg/ass/bb1/cts/ets/gry/hom?/mdm/mhm/mro/nem?/nvc/occ/
osc/rgh/rhn/rst/sts/stv/svv/wcs/wht/wpx?/wxm?
Cremations found in black-burnished and grey ware vessels.
Evidence might suggest a scattered civil settlement, possibly
associated with a fort further to the north.
Location: not stated

1365
Stephens, GR, ‘Holt: Personnel, Production and Water Supply’,

Trans Denbighshire Hist Soc 33, 1984, 81–92
syn/mil,ptp/occupation end 1st to 4th, pottery production
ceased at end of first quarter 2nd
Discussion on sizes of barrack blocks; production rates of tiles
and pottery and water supply to the site.

1366
Webster, PV, ‘Samian Ware’ and ‘Coarse Ware’, in Britnell, J,

Caersws Vicus, Powys. Excavations at the Old Primary School,
1985–6, Brit Archaeol Rep Brit Ser 205, 1989, 80–124
exc/twn/mid 1st–late 2nd/seq
cts/sts/stv/ait/ass/bb1/cta/gbm/hgz?/hmd?/lom/lox/lyc/mdm/
mhm/mlv/mro/ngp/obj/occ/rgh/stv/svv/tbr/vrm/vrr/wcs/wxm
Includes potters’ stamps by B Dickinson (81–82), ‘The
Mortaria’, by KF Hartley (91–92), ‘Amphora Stamps’, by WJ
Owen (122) and ‘Mortaria Stamps’, by K Hartley (122–24).
More extensive version of catalogue to be found in site archive
housed at the offices of the Clwyd-Powys Archaeological Trust
in Welshpool (contents listed in Appendix 5).
Location: Powysland Museum, Welshpool

1367
Webster, P, ‘The Pottery’, in O’Leary, TJ with Blockley, K and

Musson C, Pentre Farm, Flint 1976–81. An official building in
the Roman lead mining district, Brit Archaeol Rep Brit Ser
207, 1989, 94–123
exc/mil?/1st/2ndC/seq,usf
gft/tbr/ako/amp/arh?/asg/ass/bb1/gbm/hox/ktm?/lcg/lom/lrm/
mca/mhm/ngm?/nvc?/obj/osd/oxm/rgh/rhn/rst/sts/stv/svv/wcs/
wpm/wrm?
Includes ‘Samian’, by B Hartley and B Dickinson, 94, 99–101
and 123 and contributions from D Bailey and K Hartley.
Location: not stated

South Wales
Peter Webster

1368
Blockley, K, Ashmore, F and PJ, ‘Excavations on the Roman Fort

at Abergavenny, Orchard Site, 1972–3’, Archaeol J 150, 1993,
169–242 & microfiche
exc/mil, twn/usf/1st–4th
asg/ait//ass/sts/cts/ets/gbm/crm/oxm/oxwm/lom/ccc/cgg/ngm/
lyc/ppr/rhn-typ/crc/nfc/orc/mca/lng/bb1/crl/svv/Usk fortress
type ware/pph/hft/rnf
The report includes evidence for a pre-Flavian fort at Aber-
gavenny, part of the same frontier system as the Usk fortress
(entry 1371, below) and the first Cardiff fort. The samian is
summarised in chart and histogram form (by K Blockley) with
only a few mainly early pieces catalogued (by Kevin Greene)
along with the 7 stamps (by Brenda Dickinson). Among the

coarse pottery all drawable rims from securely stratified
contexts are published (by Peter Webster) but this only amounts
to 48 vessels across the wide chronological spread of occu-
pation. The text for the unstratified coarseware selection (nos
49–99), along with amphora and fineware summaries, appears
in microfiche (M1/66–71).
Location: Abergavenny Museum

1369
Branigan, K, Dearne, MJ, Rutter, JG, ‘Romano-British occupation

of Minchin Hole Cave, Gower’, Archaeol Cambrensis 142,
1993, 40–73
exc/cave/2nd – 4th
cts/swem/orc/bb1/lsh/lcg (South Wales Grey Ware)/svv
The bulk of this article is concerned with finds from excav-
ations conducted between 1946 and 1959. The 25 coins range
from Antoninus Pius to Gratian; most of the published pottery
appears to be 3rd and 4th century. In contrast to the majority of
South Wales villa sites, the cave has a relatively high number
(11 vessels out of 98) in the late Midlands shell-gritted fabric
usually indicative of occupation in the second half of the fourth
century in this area.
Location: Royal Institution of South Wales, Swansea

1370
Fulford, MG, Allen, JRL, Rippon, SJ, ‘The settlement and drainage

of the Wentlooge Level, Gwent: Excavation and survey at
Rumney Great Wharf 1992’, Britannia 25, 1994, 175–211
exc, flw/fls/3rd–4th
cts,/oxwm/bb1/lcg (South Wales Grey Ware)/osd
Part of an ongoing programme of survey and limited excavation
on the levels in the Lower Severn/Bristol Channel area (see
also JRPS 3, entry 548; JRPS 4, entry 802; above, entries 1283–
85). The assemblage is a typical (if rather limited) one for the
area and date.
Location: (to go to) National Museum of Wales, Cardiff

1371
Manning, WH (ed), Report on the excavations at Usk 1965–76.

The Roman Pottery, Univ of Wales, Cardiff 1993
exc/mil, ptp, set/ggp, typ/Neronian – 4th
cta/aga/asg/ait/arh/ass/sts/mvs/cts/ets/aom/gbm/ngm/lgm/
mem/lrm/italian mortaria/ Massif Central mortaria/crm/mhm/
oxm/vrm/ewm/lom (Usk & Usk/Kingsholm)/ccc/ cgg/ngp/lyc/
ppr/rhn-typ/crc/nvc/orc/pff/rgh/blg/tng/nri/gab/bb1/dur/lsh/
lcg/lcg (South Wales Grey Ware)/lox/wsx/alh/crl/oxp/svv/crb/
pph/hft/rnf/rst/fcp/obj
This large volume brings together several reports of differing
type. Kevin Greene analyses the Fortress coarseware, ex-
panding the brief study published in CBA Research Report 10,
with a type series of pottery produced for (and presumably near
to) the Neronian fortress and providing detailed statistical
analysis of a ‘core sample’ of secure fortress contexts. A
number of key fortress groups are published separately. The
samian plain forms are published by Paul Tyers, with a
statistical treatment. The decorated samian ware and the samian
stamps from the whole site are catalogued by Catherine Johns
and by Brian Hartley & Brenda Dickinson respectively.
Although the whole range of samian export to S Wales is
covered, it will be the material from the Neronian fortress which
will be of most interest here. The post-fortress coarseware (by
Peter Webster) covers a much wider chronological range
(Flavian to 4th century). Key groups are illustrated but the
major part is a typology which draws together the Usk
collection and others from SE Wales to produce a regional
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synthesis. The mortaria (K Hartley) include all from both
fortress and post-fortress contexts with a discussion of fabrics
and a type series which promises to be of considerable use in
S Wales and elsewhere. Reports on amphorae (Peter Webster,
David Williams, Diane Brook) and lamps (D Bailey) each have
sections with illustration and discussion. Overall the volume is
likely to have two ‘markets’; those who are interested in early
military sites, who will wish to compare the Usk assemblage
(and local production) with that from other early sites and those
who will use it as a type-site for the SE Wales region.
Location: Caerleon Legionary Museum

1372
Marvell, AG and Heywood, B, ‘Excavations at Neath’, Bull Board

Celtic Stud 39, 1992, 171–298
exc/mil/usf/mainly 1st–2nd
aga/asg/ass/sts/mvs/cts/gbm/Central Gaulish mortaria/clm/
oxm/oxwm/vrm/sewm/ Wales mortaria/kww/ngp/lyc/crc/glz/
bb1/swbb/lcg (South Wales Grey Ware)/svv/vrr
A report on two excavations, with separate pottery reports by
different authors. That on the 1958 excavations (samian by
Grace Simpson, coarse pottery by Peter Webster) has plentiful
South Gaulish samian but only three fragments of Central
Gaulish ware. The coarse pottery from 1958 is ‘overwhelm-
ingly Flavian and Trajanic’ and there is little to support
occupation later than the beginning of the reign of Hadrian.
The 1984–5 excavations (samian unacknowledged but the
stamps by Brenda Dickinson, coarse pottery by David Evans)
broadly supports the dating suggested above but with qual-
ifications. The last phase of the main fort occupation on the
Dwr-y-felin School site (Phase 9) includes a coin of Hadrian
described as ‘decayed’ but dated to 117 (so perhaps reasonably
unworn but severely corroded?) providing a tpq for abandon-
ment. There would, however, appear to be an Antonine
reoccupation (same site phase 10), although the pottery
evidence is slight and shadowy later (late 3rd–early 4th century)
activity was not necessarily of a military nature. The main
importance of the collection lies in the Flavian and Trajanic
sequence.
Location: Neath Museum

1373
Webster, P, ‘Roman pottery in South-east Wales: an introduction’,

J Roman Pottery Stud 5, 1992, 111–21
syn/typ/1st–4th
arh (Cretan)/sts/tsg/gbm/lom/crc/rgh/bb1/lox (Usk fortress
fabric)/lcg (S Wales Grey Ware)/hft/rnf
A regional summary To some extent this summarises infor-
mation given in the more extensive Usk report (entry 1371
above) but there is also some new material including a redating
of the material from the Pumpsaint fort (cf JRPS 3, item 552).
This carries with it the recognition that BB1 was marketed over
the whole of S Wales in the Flavian period.

1374
Zienkiewicz, JD, ‘Pottery from excavations on the site of the

Roman Legionary Museum, Caerleon 1983–5’, J Roman
Pottery Stud 5, 1992, 81–109
exc/mil/ggp/1st–3rd
cta/asg/ait/ass/gbm/glm/crm/mhm/oxm/vrm/lom/ccc/cgg/ngp/
lyc/ppr/rhn-typ/crc/ wgg/mca/tng/bb1/lcg/osd/hft/rnf/rst/fcp/
obj
A continuation of the pottery report on the Museum Garden/
Tribune’s House site published in Britannia (entry 1375
below). This part excludes the samian but includes a large

amount of other material from early Caerleon. The bulk of the
occupation on the site is Flavian and Trajanic. Two important
features of Caerleon pottery production are brought out.
Locally produced white-slipped mortaria which pre-date the
production of Caerleon Ware mortaria are identified. The well-
defined early stratigraphy of the site also makes it possible to
see the emergence of Caerleon Ware and tends to confirm the
Trajanic/early Hadrianic date for its first production.
Location: Caerleon Legionary Museum

1375
Zienkiewicz, JD, ‘Excavations in the Scanum Tribunorum at

Caerleon: The Legionary Museum Site 1983–5’, Britannia 24,
1993, 27–140
exc/mil/ggp/1st to late 3rd
sts/mvs/elts/cts/glm/crm/mhm/oxm/ngp/crc/bb1/lcg
The pottery published here is part of a larger report, the
remainder of which is in JRPS 5 (entry 1374 above). Intense
occupation c75–120 was followed by reduced occupation
throughout the remainder of the second century. A report on all
decorated samian (by Brenda Dickinson) is succeeded by
another on coarse pottery of the later (2nd–3rd century) phases.

Books
Colin Wallace

1376
Anderson, A, Interpreting Pottery, 1984

syn
‘the purpose of this book is to explain the significance of pottery
and why it has assumed such an important role in archaeology’.
See now the 1992 books by Greene and Tuffreau-Libre, at
least.

1377
Bailey, DM, A Catalogue of the Lamps in the British Museum III

Roman Provincial Lamps, 1988
col, chm/typ, usf
obj
Covers lamps from Gaul and Britain (Italian lamps were in
Volume II of 1980). See also Foreign publications for more
on lamps.

1378
Evans, J, ‘Neutron Activation Analysis and Romano-British

pottery studies’, in Henderson, J (ed), Scientific Analysis in
Archaeology and its interpretation, OUCA Monograph 19,
1989, 136–62
chm,syn/3rd–4th
Evans examines the extent to which the technique of NAA is
appropriate to Romano-British pottery studies and describes
his work with it on the Late Roman pottery industries of East
Yorkshire.

1379
Fulford, M, ‘Pottery and Precious Metals in the Roman World’, in

Vickers, M (ed), Pots and Pans A Colloquium on Precious
Metals and Ceramics in the Muslim, Chinese and Graeco-
Roman Worlds, Oxford Studies in Islamic Art III, 1986, 153–
60
syn
tsg
‘this paper seeks to discover how highly the best pottery of the
Roman world was regarded by Roman society, particularly in
comparison with tableware in other materials’.
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1380
Harris, E, ‘Words and Meanings: ACCIPE ET VTERE FELIX’, in

King, A and Henig, M, 1986, Pagan Gods and Shrines of the
Roman Empire, OUCA Monograph 8, 105–11
syn/rel
rhn
Argues for a proper consideration of the legends on fine dark
colour-coats, whenever interpreting the vessels’ purpose(s).

1381
Macready, S and Thompson, FH (eds), Cross-Channel Trade

between Gaul and Britain in the Pre-Roman Iron Age, Soc
Antiq Occ Pap 4, 1984
syn
amp/ait/ass
The proceedings of a 1982 research seminar, including Galliou
(pp 24–36) on Dressel 1, 2–4 and Pascual 1 in Western France
(following up his 1982 corpus of Late Republican amphoras)
as evidence of long-distance wine trade (and see further
Galliou, P, ‘Les amphores Pascual 1 et le commerce atlantique
au premier siecle de notre ere’, in Bemont, C et al (eds),
Melanges offert au Docteur J-B Colbert de Beaulieu, Paris
1987, 379–88) and a review by Peacock (pp 37–42) of
amphoras in Late Iron Age Britain, concentrating on Dressel 1
and Dressel 20.

1382
Millett, M, ‘Pottery: population or supply patterns? The Ager

Tarraconensis approach’, in Barker, G and Lloyd, J (eds)
Roman Landscapes Archaeological Survey in the Mediter-
ranean Region, British School at Rome Archaeol Monogr 2,
1991, 18–26
flw/rur
In the proceedings of a 1988 conference assessing the
contribution of field survey to the work of understanding rural
settlement, Millett questions the assumption that the relation-
ship between a survey’s finds of pottery and past populations
is a direct one. He looks at evidence of variations in pottery
supply (cf Marsh’s 1981 paper and JRPS 5, entry 1119) and of
differential access to pottery. He describes the methodology
adopted on one particular project to cope with these suspected
variations.

National journal articles
Richard Pollard (and Colin Wallace*)

1383*
Cooper, N and Bowman, J, ‘Studying the effect of heat on clay

using x-ray diffraction analysis: the role of firing duration in
the assessment of ancient firing temperatures’, Bull Exper
Firing Group 4, 1986 (for 1985–86), 37–48
chm
‘There is a need for caution when assessing ancient firing
temperatures by the comparison of fired clay samples with
archaeological sherds’. See now JRPS 5, entry 1167 and below,
entry 1394.

1384*
Dawson, D and Kent, O, ‘Methods of kiln reconstruction’, Bull

Exper Firing Group 2, 1984 (for 1983–84), 13–17
ptp
A critical approach to discussion of firing characteristics and
details of design.

1385*
Dawson, D and Kent, O, ‘Kiln superstructure – the Bickley

experiments’, Bull Exper Firing Group 3, 1985 (for 1984–85),
70–79
ptp
They suggest that the details of the design of a simple updraught
kiln were of less significance than the techniques used to fire
it and the skills of the person firing it.

1386*
Freestone, IC, ‘The nature of surface gloss’, Bull Exper Firing

Group 3, 1985 (for 1984–85), 61–69
chm
tsg
Reviews (then) recent research on the nature and production of
high-quality gloss coatings.

1387
Kenrick, P, ‘Italian Terra Sigillata: a sophisticated Roman

Industry’, Oxford J Archaeol 12.2, 1993, 235–42
syn/ptp
its
“Arretine” production was dispersed in Italy, with subsidiary
factories being set up by some of the largest producers. Potters
working at Arrezo itself might supply their products to quite
distinct provincial or regional markets from one another.

1388*
Landy, R, ‘Colour-coated slip and firing tests’, Bull Exper Firing

Group 3, 1985 (for 1984–85), 11–18
ptp
nvc
Replication of Nene Valley colour-coat based on the evidence
from the probable 3rd-century production site at Stilton.

1389 (refers to Hertfordshire)
Niblett, R and Reeves, P, ‘A Wealthy Early Cremation from

Verulamium’, Antiq J 70, 1990, 441–46 and plate LIX
exc/cem/early-mid 1st
pph/sts/vrr/wht
pph: fabric unspecified. vrr: lower part of flagon. sts: 13
vessels, unused, La Graufesenque, c80–85 on stamps (Drag 27
(8), Drag 18 (4), Drag 18R (1). Also 4 pottery lamps, c75–85
and probably Gaulish imports.
Location: Verulamium Museum

1390*
Oetgen, JM, ‘The absorption of foodstuffs by ceramics’, Bull Exper

Firing Group 2, 1984 (for 1983–4), 4–56
chm
Reports on a study into the porosity of unglazed ceramics with
regard to foodstuffs. See now JRPS 5, entry 1166.

1391
Orton, C, ‘Review Article: How many pots make five? – an

historical review of pottery quantification’, Archaeometry 35.2,
1993, 169–84
This should be compulsory reading for all pottery specialists. It
evaluates various methods in common use, as Orton’s papers
do repeatedly, but also develops the cases for methods of
assemblage analysis, including the pottery-information-
equivalent (or ‘pie’). `Practical steps’ that need to be taken to
make best use of the theory of pie-slices are set out. These
come under the heading of applied research: the definition of
parent populations, estimators of vessel-equivalents, and
appropriate typologies.

1392*
Tomlin, RSO, ‘The Roman `carrot’ amphora and its Egyptian
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provenance’, J Egyptian Archaeol 78, 1992, 307–312
syn/trd/1st
cta
Starting with the evidence of a painted inscription on one from
a Flavian deposit in Carlisle, T makes a case for the type
(Peacock and Williams Class 12) having an Egyptian origin
and for it containing the fruit (or part thereof) of the doum
palm. Not accepted by everyone; David Williams, come on
down…

1393*
Tomson, SJN, ‘Fire in the pot shop: observations on the accidental

refiring of some Roman pottery’, Bull Exper Firing Group 3,
1985 (for 1984–85), 93–99
cts
Evidence for samian ‘seconds’, on a site adjacent to the
Castleford pottery shop.

1394*
Woods, A, ‘Smoke gets in your eyes: patterns, variables and

temperature measurements in open firings’, Bull Exper Firing
Group 1, 1983 (for 1982), 11–25
ptp
Firing patterns and the variables affecting them.

Reviews
Richard Pollard

1395
Review of Bailey, DM, Catalogue of Lamps in the British Museum

III. Roman Provincial Lamps, by King, A, Antiq J 71, 1991,
287–88 [see also entry 1377 above]

1396
Review of Greene, K, Roman Pottery, by Price, J, Archaeol J 150,

1994 (for 1993), 516–17

1397
Review of Orton, C, Tyers, P, and Vince, A, Pottery in Archaeo-

logy, by Evans, J, Archaeol J 150, 1994 (for 1993), 514–5

1398
Review of Orton, C, Tyers, P, and Vince, A, Pottery in Archaeo-

logy, by Stark, M T, J Archaeol Sci 21.3, 1994, 427

1399
Review of Parker, AJ, Ancient Shipwrecks of the Mediterranean

and the Roman Provinces, by Millett, M, Archaeol J 150, 1994
(for 1993), 524–5

1400
Review (a savage one) of Philpott, R, Burial Practices in Roman

Britain, by Roskams, S, Archaeol J 150, 1994 (for 1993), 525–
6

1401
Review of Ponsich, M, Aceite de Oliva y Salazones des Pescado

factores Geo-Economicos de Betica y Tingitania, and Almeida,
E Rodriguez, Los Tituli Picti de las Anforas Olearias de la
Betica, Vol I Tituli Picti de los Severos y la Ratio Fisci, by
Keay, S, Antiq J 71, 1991, 289–90

Scientific analysis
Richard Pollard
(see also 1378 above and 1405 below, among others)

1402
Charters, S, Evershed, RP, Goad, LJ, Heron, C and Blinkhorn, P,

‘Identification of an Adhesive used to Repair a Roman Jar’,
Archaeometry 35.1, 1993, 91–101
Adhesive largely derived from birch bark, the first firm
evidence for the use of birch bark in ancient Britain. Repair
where a circular area had broken off, on an‘Ecton Ware’ (lcg)
necked jar (from the upper Nene Valley site at West Cotton,
Northants).

1403
Charters, S, Evershed, RP, Goad, LJ, Leyden, A, Blinkhorn, PW

and Denham, V, ‘Quantification & distribution of lipid in
archaeological ceramics: implications for sampling potsherds
for organic residue analysis & the classification of vessel use’,
Archaeometry 35.2, 1993, 211–24
Using late Saxon and Medieval pottery from West Cotton,
Northants, a new method is proposed for classifying vessel use
by comparing concentrations of lipid present in different parts
of individual vessels.

Lamps, counters, figurines and other pottery
objects
Editor’s Note

This section is being discontinued, unless a contributor can be
found.
See meanwhile references to ceramic objects (obj) in the
Bibliography entries, which will guide you to eg pages 140–47
of Gloucestershire entry 1322 for miniature pots from the Uley
temple; other Gloucestershire entries contain reports on
ceramic objects: 1290 (figurine, lamp); 1293 (lamp); 1300
(lamp-chimney); 1306 (pipeclay); 1303 (lamps); 1314; 1317
(lamps).
Then there are specific items 1377, 1405 and 1411–15 in the
present set of Bibliography entries (and the French abstracting
publication Instrumentum referred to at the beginning).

Foreign
Peter Webster (and *Colin Wallace)

1404
Bémont C, ‘La normalisation des formes lisses à la Graufesenque:

observations critiques et orientations de recherche’, Annales de
Pegasus, 1990–91, 15–17
syn/ptp/ mid 1st
sts
Further comment on the Fosse Malaval I (= Fosse Gallicanus)
deposit, giving some useful figures and comments on standard-
isation, including histograms of form 18 sizes.

1405*
Bémont, C, Jeanlin, M and Lahanier, C (eds), Les figurines en

terre cuite gallo-romaines, Doc Archéol Française 38, 1993
chm, syn
obj
You name it, this volume has got it. (Has someone used that
line already?) Anyway, here can be found short accounts of 25
figurine workshops (not only those in Central France), a chapter
on manufacture, repertoire and use, regional reviews of the
distribution of figurine types (including Great Britain, pp 245–
52) and reviews of the programme of chemical analysis carried
out since the 1970s.

1406
Bittner, F-K, ‘Zur Forsetzung der Diskussion um die Chronologie

der Rheinzaberner Relieftöpfer’, Bayerische Vorgeschichts-
blatter 51, 1986, 233–59
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syn
ets
Statistical analysis of the work of Rheinzabern potters, to aid in
dating. See also A.Mees, entry 1425 below.

1407
Czyszg, W, ‘Der Sigillata-Geschirrfund von Cambodunum-

Kempten. Ein Beitrag zur Technologie und Handelskunde
mittelkaiserzeitlicher Keramik’, Bericht der Römisch-German-
ischen Kommission 63, 1982, 282–350
syn
tsg
The standardisation of shape within samian plain-forms is
obvious enough. This paper asks the question ‘how was this
standardisation achieved?’. Diagrams show how the forms
could have been achieved using simple tools.

1408
Dannell, GB, ‘Preliminary information about the Dragendorff form

29s found in the Fosse Malaval’, Annales de Pegasus, 1990–1,
61–2
syn, exc/ptp/ggp/mid 1st
sts
Information on the decorated ware from the Fosse Malaval/
Fosse Gallicanus deposit (see also entry 1404, above).

1409
Furber, AR, ‘Der inhalt eines Geschirr-oder Vorratschenkes aus

den 3 Jahrhunderts von Kaiseraugst-Schmidmatt’, Jahres-
berichte aus Augst und Kaiseraugst 10, 1989, 213–68
exc/twn/usf/3rd
asg/ass/ets/mro/gft
A cellar deposit. The chief interest is in the 3rd century date of
the main collection.

1410
Genin, M, ‘Céramiques Augustéennes du Verbe-Incarnee à Lyon:

étude des trois ensembles clos’, Revue Archéologique de l’Est
et du Centre-Est 44/1, 1993, 63–104
exc/set/ggp/late 1st BC – early 1st AD
asg/arh/its/ewm/ppr/tng/btb/hft/obj/stv/tbr
An Augustan-period assemblage, perhaps of large enough size
to be useful for comparison with those from Late Iron Age–
early Roman sites in Britain.

1411*
Goethert-Polaschek, K, ‘Fragmente romischer Bildlampen aus

Trier und Umgebung Nachtrag zum Trierer Bildlampen-
katalog’, Trierer Zeitschrift 50, 1987, 117–61
col/1st cent AD
obj
The first of eight papers that continue her 1985 volume, Katalog
der Romischen Lampen des Rheinischen Landesmuseums Trier,
Bildlampen und Sonderformen, Trierer Grabungen und For-
schungen 15 (which covered volute lamps, Löschke I, IV and
circular-bodied ones, Löschke VIII: I have not seen this). In
this particular paper, there are chiefly more volute-lamps and
figure-lamps.

1412*
Goethert-Polaschek, K, ‘Die romischen Tiegellampen des Rhein-

ischen Landesmuseums Trier – Loeschke Typus XIII’, Trierer
Zeitschrift 50, 1987, 163–88
col/1st–3rd
obj
So-called ‘tallow lamps’: Bailey (above, entry no 1377) notes

uncertainty as to their actual use, and omits them from his
catalogue.

1413*
Goethert, K, ‘Die romischen Tullenlampen (Loeschke Typus XIV),

Kerzenhalter und Kerzenstander aus Ton im Rheinischen
Landesmuseum Trier’, Trierer Zeitschrift 51, 1988, 463–510
cem, col/2nd–3rd
obj
A useful catalogue and discussion of bowl- and pedestal-form
candlesticks.

1414*
Goethert, K, ‘Die achtformigen Lampen aus Ton im Rheinischen

Landesmuseum Trier Loeschke Typus XI’, Trierer Zeitschrift
52, 1989, 29–132
col, cem/1st–2nd
obj
‘Figure of eight’ = open lamps.

1415*
Goethert, K, ‘Die figürlichen Lampen, Statuettenlampen und

Lampenfüller aus Ton nebst Kerzenhalter im Rheinischen
Landesmuseum Trier’, Trierer Zeitschrift 54, 1991, 117–215
col, cem/chiefly 2nd
obj
Plastic lamps, including deities, faces, feet, animals, gladiator’s
helmets and statuettes. The last three papers in this series, not
listed here, cover distinctive forms not found widely elsewhere
(Trierer Z 54, 1991, 217–32) and late Roman lamps, including
local products (Trierer Z 55, 1992, 245–98; 56, 1993, 135–
248).

1416
Gudea, N, ‘Die östlichen funde der Trierer Spruchbecher Ker-

amik’, Archäologisches Korrespondenzblatt 23, 1993, 347–52
syn/3rd
rhn (Trier cc)
Finds of motto-beakers and other fragments from Porolissum,
Dacia Porolissensis (modern Romania).

1417
Haalebos, J-K, ‘La Graufesenque et les Pays Bas’, Annales de

Pegasus, 1990–1, 26–32
syn/1st-early 2nd
its/sts
An outline history of the Roman occupation of the Netherlands
is here combined with comments on the samian found. The
demonstration of the gradual replacement of Arretine by South
Gaulish samian (H’s fig 2) is particularly graphic.

1418
Hartley, BR, ‘The new Index of Potters’ Stamps on Samian Ware

(terra sigillata)’, Annales de Pegasus, 1990–1, 18–25
syn/mainly a mid 1st example
tsg
A preview of the ‘Leeds Index’, with a sample in the form of
the entry for ‘Gallicanus ii’. It is clear that the amount of extra
information which will be available from the Index is enormous
but also that this will be reflected in its size (and cost?). One
suspects that samian stamps will long remain the province of
the few rather than the many.

1419
Hoffmann, B and Picon, M, ‘Ateius à La Graufesenque’, Annales

de Pegasus, 1990–1, 3–11
syn/ptp/early–mid 1st
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its/sts
Analysis of a number of samian vessels from La Graufesenque
and elsewhere, which bear the stamp of the Italian potter Ateius,
has distinguished between the Gaulish and Italian fabrics. It
has also demonstrated that, like the Lyon industry, La
Graufesenque had Italian links.
(Annales de Pegasus is available from: Centre Archéologique
de La Graufesenque, 12100 Millau, Aveyron, France).

1420
Huld-Zetsche, I, Trierer Reliefsigillata Werkstatt II, Römisch-

Germanischen Kommission des Deutschen Archäologischen
Instituts zu Frankfurt A M , Materialen zur römisch-german-
ischen Keramik, Heft 12, Habelt, Bonn, 1993
syn/ptp/type/mid 2nd
ets
The volume represents the continuation of the author’s analysis
of Trier samian (see Trierer Reliefsigillata Werkstatt I, Bonn
1972) and deals with a group of anonymous potters apparently
working c AD140–165. The core of the book is a catalogue of
figure types and decorative details (drawn at 1:1) accompanied
by 660 decorative schemes (at 1:2) divided into 6 sub-groups.
There is also discussion of foot-ring types (all on form 37) and
photographs of both moulds and bowls. Throughout the book
the production quality is of the highest. It may be noted that,
alongside the mid-2nd century production by this workshop,
the later reuse of moulds (‘spätausformungen’) is proposed
(apparently in the first half of the third century).

1421
Jakobs, PHF and Schuhmacher, T, ‘Die Badenlage des römischen

Gutshofes von Fischbach, Gde. Niedereschach, Scharzwald-
Baar-Kreis’, Fundberichte aus Baden-Wurttemberg 16, 1991,
216–98
exc/vil/usf/1st–3rd
ass/sts/ets/mro/?kww/hft/stv/tbr/samian imitations
A useful site assemblage from Roman Germany.

1422
Liou, B, ‘Inscriptions peintes sur amphores de Narbonne (Port-la-

Nautique)’ Archaeonautica 11, 1993, 131–48
exc/mar/usf/mainly 1st
ait/arh/ass/ins
Painted inscriptions on Dressel 2–4, Pascual 1, Haltern 70, a
Rhodian amphora, a Cretan amphora (containing honey),
Dressel 9 (=Camulodunum 186), Dressel 7–11 and Dressel 20.

1423
Mees, A, ‘Patricius I, ein Dekorateur aus La Graufesenque’,

Annales de Pegasus, 1990–1, 57–60
syn/ptp/ c85–110
sts
A single La Graufesenque mould maker, stamping with a ‘plain
ware’ stamp in the decoration.

1424
Mees, A, ‘Aktaion in Augst’, Jahresberichte aus Augst und

Kaiseraugst 13, 1992, 263–64
exc/set/usf/ late 1st
sts
Discusses a form 37 stamped in the decoration by Germanus;
one of the relatively few samian decorative schemes which
tells a coherent story in a series of scenes.

1425
Mees, A, ‘Zur Gruppenbildung Rheinzaberner Modelhersteller und

Ausformer’, Jahrsberichte aus Augst und Kaiseraugst 14,

1993, 227–55
syn/kln, ptp/later 2nd & earlier 3rd
The study of Rheinzabern samian has acquired a dependancy
upon two hypotheses. The first is a sequence of relative dating
for potters first advanced by Ricken and Ludowici in the layout
of their 1942 volume (Die Bilderschusseln der römischen
Töpfer von Rheinzabern Tafeln Speyer 1942) and supported by
the statistical analysis of Bittner (entry 1406, above). The
second is the suggested later reuse of moulds (‘Spataus-
formungen’).
In this article, Mees questions both hypotheses. His main
argument is statistical – that the Bittner analysis should have
used the Jaccard coefficient not that of Yule and this is backed
by a re-working of the analysis using Jaccard, although no
chronological significance is claimed for the resultant dendro-
gram. He further points out that a difference in names found in
the mould and on the vessel need not be evidence for later
reuse. Both this and differing base forms on vessels from
closely similar moulds may presumably be the result of a trade
in moulds similar to that known from other areas.

1426
Moireau, F, ‘Le dépotoir des ‘Murées’ à Tavers (Loiret): Etude de

la Céramique’, Revue Archéologique du Centre de France 31,
1992, 177–88
exc/vil/ggp/75–300+ (with group of early 3rd)
cts/ccc?/lcg (including a ‘second’)/ tripod bowls.
Pottery contained in a rubbish pit on the site of a Gallo-Roman
villa excavated in 1965 offers important information on the
range of wares in use in the middle Loire in the early 3rd
century.

1427
Pferdehirt, B, ‘Die römische Okkupation Germaniens un Ratiens

von der zeit Tiberius zum tode Trajans’, Jahrbuch des Römisch-
Germanischen Zentralsmuseums Mainz 33, 1986, 221–320
syn/1st
sts
The paper relates finds of South Gaulish samian to the history
of a large number of sites on the German and Raetian frontier.
The nature of the problem is shown in fig 1 (page 233) where
a series of ‘fixed’ dates are given. A lot of these are dependant
upon coin evidence although the British elements in this
catalogue demonstrate that this is not to be taken entirely at
face value – Inchtuthil, for instance, would be dated to the mid
80s with or without its coin evidence. Of particular interest is
the analysis of the proportions of forms 29 and 37 on various
sites and the site by site commentary which gives an overview
of the south Gaulish samian from each site. The South Gaulish
samian from Okarben is catalogued and illustrated. See JRPS
4, entry 1006, for a critique of P’s paper.

1428
Picon, M, ‘Le schema de développement propose pour l’atelier de

Lezoux peut-il s’appliquer à la Graufesenque?’, Annales de
Pegasus, 1990–91, 33–7
syn/ptp/1st–2nd
sts/cts
Picon observes a technical change between first and second
century Lezoux production. With the starting of mass export of
Lezoux samian comes a standardisation of fabric accompanied
(and partly achieved) by firing using tubed (muffle) kilns. He
speculates that this degree of change and uniformity is most
likely to have been brought about at the insistence of the
negotiatores. Conversely when the main export period at
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Lezoux ceased, the potters reverted to more simple firing
methods (ie un-tubed updraught kilns). The same pattern
appears to be visible at La Graufesenque and it may be that the
level of uniformity in fabric and firing of ‘export-period’ La
Graufesenque was also achieved at the behest of middlemen
rather than a development brought about by the potters
themselves.

1429
Polak, M, ‘Some observations on the chronology of form 29’,

Annales de Pegasus, 1990–91, 64–7
syn, exc/ptp/typ/ c20–85.
sts
Polak suggests a typology of form 29 footrings. The progrssion
is from a slight low footring with an pronounced concavity to
the quarter-round moulding within the footring and a pro-
nounced groove on the footring (c20–55) through to a larger
footring with a shallower concavity and groove (Flavian). As a
useful summary, a figure shows the types and suggested dates.

1430
Remesal-Rodriguez, J, Revilla-Calvo, V, ‘Weinamphoren aus

Hispania Citerior und Gallia Narbonensis in Deutschland und
Holland’, Fundberichte aus Baden-Wurttemberg 16, 1991,
389–439
syn/typ/1st–3rd
asg/ass
Discusses amphoras of Dressel 1, 2–4, 7–11, Tarraconense 1,
Pascual 1, Oberaden 74, Gauloise 1–11 types, and others with
stamps (with distribution maps).

1431
Simon, H-G, Köhler, H-J, Ein Geschirrdepot des 3 Jahrhunderts.

Grabungen im Lagerdorf des Kastells Langenhain, Römisch-
Germanischen Kommission des Deutschen Archäologischen
Instituts zu Frankfurt A M Materialen zur römisch-german-
ischen Keramik, Heft 11, Habelt, Bonn 1992
exc/csf/ggp/ early to mid 3rd
aga/asg/ass/sts/cts/ets/ats/German mortaria/kww/ngp?/mca/
rgh/tng/gry/osd
The majority of this book is concerned with the finds from two
cellars belonging to houses within the civil settlement attached
to the fort at Langenhain, apparently destroyed by fire c233.
Both produced large deposits of largely homogeneous pottery
although the published sections suggest that neither are truly
sealed deposits. The main interest for readers of the Journal
will be in the large amount of samian, including plain ware,
published with Rheinzabern and Trier well represented and
pieces from Lavoye and Heiligenberg also present. Among
material published from elsewhere in the fort and civil
settlement, samian from La Madeleine, the Satto/Saturninus
workshop and Blickweiler. Of particular interest are the 116
stamped vessels from cellar 1 which are the work of just 5
Rheinzabern potters.
For a review by Joanna Bird, which more extensively sum-
marises the book, see Britannia 25, 1994, 342.

1432
Tilhard, J-L, ‘L’atelier de sigillée d’Espalion et ses rapports avec

la Graufesenque’ & ‘Etat des recherches sur l’atelier satellite
d’Espalion (Aveyron)’, Annales de Pegasus, 1990–91, 38–48
exc, syn/ptp/typ/1st
sts
A preliminary publication of a samian production site, with
clear links to Flavian La Graufesenque. The distribution of
Espalion ware appears to be mainly in SW France but there are

outliers in S England, which could mask a wider British
distribution.

1433
[various authors], ‘Römische Zeit’, Bonner Jahrbucher 190, 1990,

459–501
usf
ass/sts/cts/ewm/lwm/mro/kww
Part of a summary of recent work which, unlike British
equivalents, sometimes includes lists and illustrations of pottery
finds. This particular issue appears to be of interest for its
samian, amphoras and mortaria.

1434
[various authors], ‘Römische Zeit’, Fundberichte aus Baden-

Wurttemberg 15, 1990, 608–702, and plates 89–133
ggp
ass/sts/cts/ets/mro/rnf/stv
A similar format to item 1433 above but, in this case, with a
fuller finds listing making these a useful means of getting a
rapid view of Roman ceramics in Upper Germany. Here, the
pottery imitations of saucepans with rams-head handles (page
667) are of particular interest.

1435
[various authors], ‘Römische Zeit’, Fundberichte aus Baden-

Wurttemberg 17.2, 1992, 91–159 and plates 53–72
usf
sts/cts/ets/ats/ewm/mro/kww?/stv.
See entry 1434 above. Elsewhere in the run of this periodical,
volume 16 for 1991 includes a mortarium with a graffito around
the rim from Heidelberg-Neuenheim (pp527–30) and volume
18 for 1993 includes a report on a rural site (villa rustica) at
Fleinheim (pp183–233).

1436
[various authors], ‘Römische Zeit’, Fundeberichte aus Baden-

Wurttemberg 19.2, 1994, 81–129
usf
sts/cts/ets/mro/mf/gft/obj/stv
See entry 1434 above. Volume 19.1 for 1994 includes a site
report on excavations in a military civil settlement at Aalen
(pp265–355); the East Gaulish samian is mainly Rheinzabern.

1437
Vernhet, A, ‘Signatures de decorateurs decouvertes à la Graufe-

senque’, Annales de Pegasus, 1990–91, 53–6
syn/ptp/1st–early 2nd
sts
A list of all ‘signatures’ found on poinçons, moulds and
decorated bowls. In this case the word ‘signature’ applies to
either hand-written or stamped names but the list is designed to
show those who actually originated designs so these are names
found in such a place as to belong to the decorator and not
simply to someone using a mould at some later date. Some
links between decorators and mould-users are also established
where the stamps of both are found on a single bowl.

1438
Vernhet, A, Bémont, C, ‘Un nouveau compte de potiers de La

Graufesenque portant mention de flamines’, Annales de
Pegasus, 1990–91, 12–14
exc/ptp/usf/Flavian
sts/gft
A further ‘tally list’ to add to those published by Marichal in
1988 (see JRPS 4, entry 987). Like other complete lists, the
number of vessels being fired at any one time is high (30,355
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vessels) and could be higher if Rien Polak is right in suggesting
that the potter whose name appears on the plate used for the list
– in this case Rufus – did not list his own contributions to the
kiln load (work forthcoming). The list mentions a flamen and
also gives a partial date (16 July) confirming the summer firing
season for samian assumed by most writers.

Recent or current Theses
Steven Willis

1439
Edwards, RE, The Ilchester Pottery, MA Thesis, University of

Birmingham, 1988
This work focuses principally upon the Roman pottery arising
from excavations undertaken in Ilchester in 1987. In its original
conception it was anticipated that the project would involve a
re-assessment and adaptation of the Roman fabric series used
by Leach in Ilchester Vol 1: Excavations 1974–5 (1982) [entry
no 1339, above] and the establishment of a form series for
Roman pottery from Ilchester. Parts of these aspects were
accomplished and a new cataloguing system was designed. The
material from the 1987 excavations was fully recorded but
analytical work was limited to context dating and some
statistical evaluation of excavated material. (This new re-
cording system and nomenclature, devised by Edwards, is
employed by Peter Leach in a more recent report [done for the
next Bibliography]: see meanwhile Leach, P and Ellis, P,
‘Ilchester Archaeology: Excavation on the Western Defences
and Suburbs, 1985’, Proc Somerset Archaeol Nat Hist Soc 135,
for 1991, esp pp 54–64).

Abbreviations
Subject matter
chm Scientific analysis
col Collection
csf Casual finds
exc Excavation
flw Fieldwalking
oth Other
slr Salvage recording
syn Synthesis
wbf Watching brief

Site type
cem Burial/Cemetery
fls Field system
kln Kiln
ind Industry
low Lower order settlement
mil Military
mar Maritime
opp Oppidum
ptp Pot production
rel Religious
rdd Road
rur Rural
rrs Rural settlement
twn Town
unk Unknown
vic Vicus
vil Villa
wlt Walled town

Qualifications
ggp Good groups
seq Sequence
typ Type series
usf Useful finds

Wares/Types
aae Aegean amphora
ach Chalk-type amphora
acob ACO-type beakers
aga Gaulish amphora
ahf ‘hollow-foot’ amphora
ait Italian amphora
ako Koan amphora
alh Alice Holt
aly Lyons region amphora
amp Amphora
ana North African amphora
anb Ancaster-Breedon ware (aka East

Midlands Scored ware)
aom Central France/Aoste mortaria
apa Palestinian amphora
arh Rhodian amphora
arl Arlington
arr Arretine
ars African red slip
asg South Gallic amphora
ass South Spanish amphora
ats Argonne
bbl BBl
bb2 BB2
bah Bar Hill
bes Bessacarr
bla Blaxton
blg Belgic-type
blk Black ware
bra Branton
bri Briquetage
brn Brown ware
bsg Bourne shell grit
btb Butt beakers
buf Buff ware
cam Cantley mortaria
can Cantley
cbg Campanian-Etruscan black-glazed
cbm Corbridge mortaria
ccc Central Gaulish cc
cgg Central Gaulish glazed
clb Colchester buff/white
clc Colchester cc
clg Colchester grey
clm Colchester mortaria
clo Other Colchester
cls Colchester samian
cmw Corfe Mullen ware
con Congresbury
cra Crambeck
cram Crambeck mortaria
crb Carinated beakers
crc Caerleon cc
cr1 Caerleon
crm Caerleon mortaria
crmp Crambeck Parchment ware
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cta Carrot amphorae
ctm Canterbury mortaria
cts Central Gaulish TS
dal Dales
dol Dolia
dra Dragonby
drb Derbyshire
drc Derby Race Course
dur Durotrigan
eas East Sussex
ebo Eboracuin
egg Eggshell
elts early Lezoux TS
emb East Midlands burnished
eqp Potters’ equipinent-moulds/poincons etc
esh Early Roman shell-tempered
esm East Anglian/Essex/Suffolk mortaria
esx Early Saxon
ets East Gaulish TS
evm Eden Valley mortaria
ewm Early wall-sided mortaria
exf Exeter Fortress wares
exfb Exeter Fortress Ware B
exm Exeter mortaria
eyk East Yorks
eym East Yorks mortaria
fcp Face pots
flg Flint-gritted
gab Gallo-Belgic
gbm Gallia-Belgica mortaria
gbr Gabbroic
gem Grey East Anglian mortaria
gft Graffiti/signatures
ggm Grey-green mortaria
glb Glastonbury type
glm Gaulish mortaria
glz Glazed
grc Coarse grey
grf Fine grey
grg Gritty grey
gro Grog
grt Grass-tempered
gry Grey
had Hadham
ham Hadham mortaria
har Hadhain reduced
haw Hadham white-slipped
hax Hadham oxidised
hcc Holt cc
hcs Huntcliff shelly
heb Herts buff
heg Herts/Herts-Essex grey
hft Hofheim-type flagons
hgg Highgate grey
hgz Holt glazed
hmd Holt mica-dusted
hom Holt mortaria
hox Holt oxidised
hog Horningsea grey
hpb Cent Gaul hairpin beakers
hrm Harston mortaria (Oxford/Cambs potter)
hsm Holme-on-Spalding Moor

hst Housesteads Ware
hwe Holt white eggshell
ins painted inscriptions
ira Iron Age
ite Italian eggshell
its Italian sigillata
ivk Inveresk
klg Kent late Roman grog-tempered
kna Knapton
ktm Kent mortaria
kww Cologne white ware
lcg Local grey
lcl Local
lcm Little Chester mortaria
lcn Licoln
lgm Lower German mortaria
llm Lincoln mortaria
lls Lincoln slipped
lnd London-type
lnm Lower Nene Valley mortaria
lom Local mortaria
lox Local oxidised
lrh Lower Rhineland
lrm Lower Rhineland mortaria
lsh Late Roman shell-tempered
ltp Lime-tempered
lwm Late wall-sided mortaria
lyc Lyon cc
lyts Lyon TS
mca Mica dusted/gilt/coated
mdm Midlands mortaria
mek Mayen/Eifelkeramik
mem Mayen/Eifel mortaria
mhm Mancetter/Harts mortaria
mlv Malvernian hand-made
mnv Messingham/Nar Valley
mrb Marbled/eponge
mro Other mortaria
mts Montans TS
mvs Martres de Veyre TS
ncg ‘Native’ coarse grog
nem North-west England mortaria
nfc New Forest cc
nfg New Forest grey
nfm New Forest mortaria
nfp New Forest parchment
nfr New Forest
nfw Norton Fitzwarren ware
ngg North Gaulish grey
ngm North-east Gaulish mortaria
ngp North Gaulish
ngt ‘Native’ grog-tempered
nkg North Kent grey
nkt North Kent
nlc North Lincs
nor Norton
nri TN/TR imitation
nrm Northern mortaria
nyc Nene Valley cc
nvg Nene Valley grey
nvm Nene Valley mortaria
nvr Nene Valley roughcast
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nvs Nene Valley self-coloured
nwl North Wilts
nwm Northwich mortaria
nwx Northwich oxidised
obb Other burnished
obj Objects, lamps, figurines etc
occ Other cc
ogr Other gritted
orc Oxford red/brown cc
osc Coarse oxidised
osd Oxidised
osf Fine oxidised
owc Oxford white cc
oxcm Oxfordshire white colour-coated mortaria
oxg Oxford grey
oxm Oxford mortaria
oxp Oxford parchment
oxr Oxford
oxw Oxford white
oxwm Oxfordshire white mortaria
pev Pevensey
pff Pre-flavian fine ware
pgr Patch Grove
pkg Pink-grogged (soft)
pmb pentice-moulded beakers
pod Porchester D
pph Poppy-head
ppr Pompeian red
prs Parisian
qmm Quernmore mortaria
r527 Richborough 527
rbm Richborough mortaria
red Red ware
ret Rettendon
rgd Ring and dot
rgh Roughcast
rhn Rhenish
rhn-type Rhenish-type
rnf Ring-necked flagons
rox Roxby
rsb Rossington Bridge
rsm Rossington Bridge mortaria
rst Rusticated
rsw red-slipped ware
rsx Ronano-Saxon
rwc Rowlands Castle
sat Southern Atrebatic
scc Swanpool cc
scm Scotland mortaria
sdw South Devon ware
sem South-east England mortaria
sft Silchester flint-tempered
shd Shedfield
shg Shell etc gritted
slm Soller mortaria
soc South Carlton cc
som South Carlton mortaria
spc Spanish cc
sts South Gaulish TS
stv Stamped vessels
svr Savernake
svv Severn Valley

swbb S E Dorset & South-Western BBl
swc Swanpool coarse
swem South-west England mortaria
swm Swanpool mortaria
swp Swanpool
sww Swindon
sxs South Essex shelly
syk South Yorks
sym South Yorks mortaria
tbr Tile/Brick/Antefix etc
thl Thealby
thr Throlam
tng Terra nigra
trb Terra rubra
trt Trent
tsg Samian
tss Spanish samian
tvs Trent Valley ware
unm Upper Nene Valley mortaria
upc Upchurch
vec Vectis
vrf Verulamium region fine
vrm Verulamium region mortaria
vrr Verulamium region
waw Wattisfield/Waveney
wcs White/cream slipped
wee Weekly
wgg White eggshell
wht White ware
wig Wiggonholt
wlg North Wilts/South Gloucs
wpc Wilderspool cc
wpm Wilderspool mortaria
wpx Wilderspool oxidised
wrm Wilderspool ‘raetian’ mortaria
wse West Stow/north-east Essex/London
wsx White-slipped oxidised
wxm Wroxeter mortaria
yrp York red paint

Index of wares to entries
Amphoras
Aegean amphora (aae): 1337
Carrot amphora (cta): 1301; 1366; 1371; 1374; 1392
Gaulish amphora (aga): 1270; 1286; 1325; 1345; 1363; 1371; 1372;

1431
South Gaulish amphora (asg): 1270; 1274; 1287; 1291; 1297; 1301;

1305; 1307; 1321; 1339; 1344; 1364; 1367; 1368; 1371;
1372; 1374; 1409; 1410; 1430; 1431

Italian amphora (ait): 1270; 1279; 1286; 1287; 1297; 1321; 1325;
1345; 1363; 1366; 1368; 1371; 1374; 1381; 1422

Koan amphora (ako): 1270; 1291; 1294; 1299; 1367
North African amphora (ana): 1270; 1286; 1291; 1301
Rhodian amphora (arh): 1268; 1270; 1286; 1294; 1297; 1299;

1301; 1321; 1367; 1371; 1373; 1410; 1422
Richborough 527 (r527): 1270; 1297
South Spanish amphoras (ass): 1254; 1255; 1257; 1258; 1260;

1267; 1268; 1269; 1270; 1274; 1279; 1286; 1287; 1288;
1291; 1294; 1297; 1299; 1301; 1305; 1307; 1314; 1320;
1321; 1322; 1325; 1326; 1328; 1337; 1339; 1344; 1345;
1346; 1360; 1363; 1364; 1366; 1367; 1368; 1371; 1372;
1374; 1381; 1409; 1421; 1422; 1430; 1431; 1433; 1434
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Amphora (generally) (amp): 1253; 1268; 1274; 1277; 1291; 1294;
1297; 1299; 1307; 1321; 1322; 1335; 1349; 1354; 1362;
1367; 1381

Samian wares
Italian-type sigillata (its): 1387; 1410; 1417; 1419
South Gaulish TS (sts): 1255; 1260; 1262; 1266; 1267; 1268;

1269; 1270; 1274; 1275; 1280; 1281; 1286; 1287; 1289;
1292; 12951296; 1298; 1302; 1304; 1308; 1314; 1318;
1322; 1324; 1328; 1337; 1340; 1341; 1345; 1354; 1358;
1359; 1363; 1364; 1366; 1367; 1368; 1371; 1372; 1373;
1375; 1389; 1404; 1408; 1417; 1419; 1421; 1423; 1424;
1427; 1428; 1429; 1431; 1432; 1433; 1434; 1435; 1436;
1437; 1438

Montans TS (mts): 1270
Martres de Veyre TS (mvs): 1280; 1287; 1289; 1292; 1295; 1298;

1302; 1314; 1318; 1324; 1328; 1334; 1337; 1340; 1345;
1363; 1371; 1372; 1375

early Lezoux TS (elts): 1269; 1270; 1302; 1314; 1318; 1324; 1340;
1375

Central Gaulish TS (cts): 1254; 1255; 1257; 1258; 1260; 1262;
1266; 1269; 1270; 1271; 1273; 1274; 1280; 1281; 1283;
1284; 1286; 1287; 12891292; 1295; 1298; 1302; 1304;
1308; 1314; 1318; 1322; 1324; 1327; 1328; 1337; 1340;
1341; 1343; 1345; 1346; 1349; 1358; 1359; 1360; 1363;
1364; 1366; 1368; 1369; 1370; 1371; 1372; 1375; 1393;
1426; 1428; 1431; 1433; 1434; 1435; 1436

East Gaulish TS (ets): 1257; 1258; 1262; 1266; 1271; 12741280;
1286; 1289; 1292; 1302; 1304; 1308; 1314; 1322; 1328;
1337; 1340; 1343; 1345; 1349; 1363; 1364; 1368; 1371;
1406; 1409; 1420; 1421; 1431; 1434; 1435; 1436

Argonne (ats): 1271; 1280; 1291; 1339; 1431; 1435
Colchester samian (cls): 1280
Samian (generally) (tsg): 1265; 1272; 1276; 1277; 1282; 1285;

1315; 1326; 1336; 1347; 1348; 1349; 1354; 1373; 1379;
1386; 1407; 1418

Imported mortaria
Aoste (France) mortaria (aom): 1294; 1299; 1301; 1321; 1371
Gallia-Belgica mortaria (gbm): 1268; 1269; 1270; 1345; 1363

1366; 1367; 1368; 1371; 1372; 1373; 1374
Gaulish mortaria (glm): 1374; 1375
North/north-eastern Gaulish mortaria (ngm): 1268; 1291; 1294;

1297; 1299; 1301; 1307; 1319; 1321; 1327; 1328; 1367;
1368; 1371

Lower German mortaria (lgm): 1255; 1287; 1371
Mayen/Eifel mortaria (mem): 1371
Lower Rhineland mortaria (lrm): 1257; 1269; 1297; 1299; 1305;

1307; 1345; 1367; 1371
Soller mortaria (slm): 1344; 1345; 1354

Romano-British mortaria
Caerleon mortaria (crm): 1269; 1363; 1368; 1371; 1374; 1375
Cantley mortaria (cam): 1345
Colchester mortaria (clm): 1274; 1282; 1305; 1322; 1326; 1339;

1345; 1372
Corbridge mortaria (cbm): 1345; 1349
Crambeck mortaria (cram): 1258; 1345; 1354
EAnglian/Essex/Suffolk mortaria (esm): 1274; 1345
Grey East Anglian mortaria (gem): 1281
Exeter mortaria (exm): 1268; 1270
Hadham mortaria (ham): 1281
Holt mortaria (hom): 1255; 1359; 1363; 1364
Kent mortaria (ktm): 1326; 1345; 1367
Lincoln mortaria (llm): 1264; 1345; 1354

Mancetter/Hartshill mortaria (mhm): 1254; 1255; 1257; 1258;
1262; 1266; 1286; 1287; 1288; 1291; 1294; 1297; 1301;
1305; 1307; 1309; 1322; 1335; 1337; 1341; 1345; 1349;
1354; 1363; 1364; 1366; 1367; 1371; 1374; 1375

Nene Valley mortaria (nvm): 1263; 1273; 1274; 1277; 1281; 1282;
1325; 1337; 1345

Lower Nene Valley mortaria (lnm): 1257; 1287; 1288; 1345
Oxfordshire white mortaria (oxwm): 1325; 1339; 1344; 1368;

1370; 1372
Swanpool mortaria (swm): 1257; 1337
Verulamium mortaria (vrm): 1268; 1270; 1287; 1291; 1294; 1321;

1322; 1354; 1359; 1363; 1366; 1371; 1372; 1374
Wilderspool mortaria (wpm): 1255; 1359; 1367
Wilderspool ‘raetian’ mortaria (wrm): 1255; 1367
Wroxeter mortaria (wxm): 1291; 1301; 1359; 1363; 1364; 1366
East Yorks mortaria (eym): 1345
South Yorks mortaria (sym): 1262
Midlands mortaria (mdm): 1255; 1364; 1366
Northern mortaria (nrm): 1261; 1263; 1345; 1349
Northwestern England mortaria (nem): 1363; 1364
Southeastern England mortaria (sem): 1286; 1291; 1301; 1344
Southwestern England mortaria (swem): 1270; 1299; 1305; 1309;

1369
Scotland mortaria (scm): 1327; 1345

Other mortaria categories
Early wall-sided mortaria (ewm): 1371; 1410; 1433; 1435
Late wall-sided mortaria (lwm): 1282; 1433
Local mortaria (lom): 1255; 1269; 1286; 1287; 1291; 1294; 1297;

1301; 1307; 1321; 1341; 1344; 1345; 1349; 1354; 1363;
1366; 1367; 1368; 1371; 1373; 1374

Other mortaria (generally) (mro): 1262; 1263; 1283; 1286; 1291;
1322; 1325; 1326; 1336; 1339; 1344; 1354; 1359; 1364;
1366; 1409; 1421; 1433; 1434; 1435; 1436

Imported fine/coarse wares
African red slip (ars): 1279
Cologne white ware (kww): 1291; 1301; 1307; 1341; 1344; 1345;

1363; 1372; 1421; 1431; 1433; 1435
Central Gaulish cc (ccc): 1268; 1270; 1291; 1294; 1321; 1368;

1371; 1374; 1426
Central Gaulish glazed (cgg): 1268; 1270; 1294; 1321; 1344; 1368;

1371; 1374
Gallo-Belgic (gab): 1260; 1270; 1294; 1297; 1299; 1314; 1320;

1328; 1354; 1371
Lyon cc (lyc): 1268; 1270; 1291; 1294; 1297; 1314; 1321; 1366;

1368; 1371; 1372; 1374
Mayen/Eifelkeramik (mek): 1276
North Gaulish (ngp): 1325; 1328; 1341; 1345; 1363; 1366; 1371;

1372; 1374; 1375; 1431
North Gaulish grey (ngg): 1344; 1345; 1354
Pompeian red (ppr): 1286; 1291; 1294; 1307; 1321; 1325; 1344;

1354; 1368; 1371; 1374; 1410
Rhenish (rhn): 1254; 1257; 1265; 1269; 1270; 1274; 1277; 1279;

1286; 1287; 1291; 1301; 1305; 1307; 1314; 1315; 1322;
1325; 1326; 1328; 1337; 1339; 1344; 1345; 1363; 1364;
1367; 1368; 1371; 1374; 1380; 1416

Rhenish-type (rhn-typ): 1345
Lower Rhineland (lrh): 1270
Spanish cc (spc): 1270
Terra nigra (tng): 1260; 1262; 1267; 1268; 1270; 1274; 1294;

1301; 1314; 1320; 1325; 1328; 1345; 1354; 1359; 1371;
1374; 1410; 1431

Terra rubra (trb): 1275; 1321; 1325
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Romano-British fine wares
Caerleon cc (crc): 1368; 1371; 1372; 1373; 1374; 1375
Colchester cc (clc): 1271; 1274; 1279; 1291; 1326; 1345
Holt glazed (hgz): 1366
Holt mica-dusted (hmd): 1254; 1366
Nene Valley cc (nvc): 1255; 1257; 1258; 1263; 1269; 1270; 1271;

1272; 1273; 1274; 1276; 1282; 1283; 1286; 1287; 1288;
1291; 1299; 1301; 1307; 1315; 1322; 1326; 1328; 1331;
1335; 1336; 1337; 1339; 1341; 1345; 1350; 1353; 1354;
1357; 1358; 1363; 1364; 1367; 1371; 1388

Nene Valley roughcast (nvr): 1327
New Forest cc (nfc): 1269; 1270; 1287; 1291; 1301; 1305; 1307;

1312; 1322; 1325; 1328; 1339; 1344; 1368
Oxford red/brown cc (orc): 1265; 1266; 1269; 1270; 1271; 1272;

1279; 1283; 1284; 1285; 1286; 1287; 1288; 1291; 1301;
1305; 1307; 1309; 1312; 1314; 1315; 1322; 1325; 1326;
1328; 1337; 1339; 1341; 1344; 1345; 1358; 1368; 1369;
1371

Verulamium region fine (vrf): 1277

Other fine ware categories
Eggshell (egg): 1262; 1294; 1314; 1321; 1344; 1354
White eggshell (wgg): 1374
Glazed (glz): 1284; 1291; 1309; 1321; 1339; 1372
Marbled/éponge (mrb): 1270; 1291; 1305; 1345
Mica-dusted/gilt (mca): 1255; 1268; 1270; 1274; 1279; 1286;

1287; 1291; 1294; 1301; 1321; 1339; 1345; 1354; 1367;
1368; 1374; 1431

Pre-Flavian fine (pff): 1260; 1262; 1270; 1371
Roughcast (rgh): 1255; 1265; 1286; 1287; 1291; 1301; 1305; 1326;

1328; 1339; 1345; 1359; 1362; 1364; 1366; 1367; 1371;
1373; 1431

Other colour-coated (occ): 1264; 1266; 1271; 1272; 1273; 1274;
1276; 1283; 1284; 1286; 1291; 1294; 1301; 1305; 1307;
1312; 1314; 1321; 1322; 1325; 1328; 1336; 1337; 1339;
1364; 1366

Late Iron Age and related wares
Aylesford-Swarling/’Belgic’ (blg): 1328; 1371
Iron Age (ira): 1256; 1284; 1314; 1321; 1328; 1329; 1359
Iron Age tradition (itra): 1260; 1262; 1263; 1349
TN/TR imitation (nri): 1268; 1270; 1275; 1287; 1291; 1320; 1328;

1371
[and see below under ‘Tempered’ and ‘B-b’]

Black-burnished-type wares
BB1 (bb1): 1254; 1255; 1257; 1258; 1260; 1264; 1265; 1268;

1269; 1270; 1271; 1274; 1277; 1281; 1282; 1283; 1284;
1285; 1286; 1287; 1288; 1291; 1294; 1297; 1299; 1301;
1305; 1307; 1309; 1312; 1314; 1315; 1321; 1322; 1325;
1328; 1335; 1336; 1337; 1339; 1341; 1344; 1345; 1349;
1354; 1359; 1363; 1364; 1366; 1367; 1368; 1369; 1370;
1371; 1372; 1373; 1374; 1375

BB2 (bb2): 1258; 1264; 1271; 1274; 1277; 1279; 1282; 1305;
1326; 1327; 1328; 1344; 1345; 1349; 1354

Durotrigian (dur): 1371
S’thwestern BB1 (swbb): 1267; 1268; 1269; 1270; 1372
Other burnished (obb): 1268; 1270; 1271; 1287; 1291; 1305; 1307;

1312

Tempered/gritted wares
Bourne shell gritted (bsg): 1337
Flint-gritted (flg): 1287; 1325; 1326; 1328; 1355
Gabbroic (gbr): 1265; 1268; 1270
Gritty grey (grg): 1326

Grog (gro): 1274; 1275; 1276; 1277; 1281; 1282; 1284; 1286;
1287; 1294; 1297; 1299; 1301; 1309; 1310; 1313; 1325;
1326; 1328; 1329; 1337

‘Native’ grog-tempered (ngt): 1286; 1328
‘Native’ coarse grog (ncg): 1291; 1328
Soft pink-grogged (pkg): 1301; 1322
Lime-tempered (ltp): 1283; 1284; 1286; 1287; 1288; 1294; 1297;

1299; 1301; 1305; 1314
Shell etcgritted (shg): 1283; 1345; 1348; 1354
Early Roman shell-tempered (esh): 1275; 1277; 1282; 1326; 1328;

1336; 1337
Late Roman shell-tempered (lsh): 1252; 1274; 1276; 1282; 1283;

1286; 1287; 1291; 1305; 1307; 1312; 1314; 1322; 1337;
1339; 1352; 1369; 1371

Other gritted (ogr): 1287; 1291; 1301; 1325; 1328

Non-specific coarse wares
Black ware (blk): 1287; 1301; 1327
Brown ware (brn): 1327; 1337
Buff ware (buf): 1271; 1273; 1274; 1276; 1277; 1279; 1294; 1299;

1321; 1325; 1328; 1337; 1339; 1345
Grey (gry): 1255; 1257; 1258; 1260; 1263; 1264; 1269; 1277;

1282; 1305; 1307; 1314; 1315; 1321; 1322; 1325; 1328;
1329; 1331; 1333; 1335; 1336; 1337; 1339; 1341; 1344;
1345; 1346; 1347; 1348; 1349; 1354; 1359; 1364; 1431

Coarse grey (grc): 1266; 1268; 1269; 1271; 1273; 1274; 1275;
1276; 1279; 1281; 1287; 1311; 1339; 1354

Fine grey (grf): 1268; 1274; 1277; 1279; 1281; 1282; 1287; 1312;
1326; 1327; 1328; 1339; 1345; 1349

Local grey (lcg): 1255; 1270; 1271; 1275; 1283; 1284; 1285; 1286;
1291; 1294; 1297; 1299; 1301; 1322; 1326; 1345; 1359;
1363; 1367; 1369; 1370; 1371; 1372; 1373; 1374; 1375;
1402; 1426

Oxidised (osd): 1254; 1263; 1270; 1273; 1274; 1275; 1276; 1277;
1282; 1283; 1284; 1285; 1305; 1307; 1312; 1314; 1321;
1325; 1328; 1335; 1337; 1341; 1345; 1346; 1358; 1359;
1363; 1367; 1370; 1374; 1431

Coarse oxidised (osc): 1287; 1336; 1337; 1364
Fine oxidised (osf): 1287; 1327; 1339
Local oxidised (lox): 1255; 1286; 1291; 1294; 1297; 1299; 1301;

1325; 1363; 1366; 1371; 1373
Red ware (red): 1354
Red-slipped ware (rsw): 1341
White ware (wht): 1266; 1281; 1282; 1286; 1287; 1291; 1294;

1297; 1301; 1321; 1325; 1337; 1341; 1345; 1354; 1359;
1364; 1389

White-slipped (wsx): 1287; 1325; 1326; 1328; 1337; 1363; 1371
White/cream slipped (wcs): 1255; 1274; 1277; 1286; 1291; 1294;

1297; 1299; 1301; 1307; 1314; 1321; 1359; 1364; 1366;
1367

Local (lcl): 1255; 1328; 1356; 1357; 1359

Wares from particular Romano-British sites/
production centres
Alice Holt (alh): 1279; 1291; 1301; 1305; 1307; 1312; 1325; 1326;

1327; 1328; 1333; 1371
Blaxton (bla): 1357
Cantley (can): 1251; 1316; 1357; 1403; 1405
Colchester buff/white (clb): 1271; 1274; 1279
Colchester grey (clg): 1274
Crambeck (cra): 1257; 1263; 1345; 1348; 1349; 1350; 1352; 1353;

1354; 1355; 1357
Crambeck Parchment ware (crmp): 1345; 1353; 1354
Dales (dal): 1257; 1335; 1336; 1337; 1345; 1354; 1357
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Derbyshire (drb): 1255; 1266; 1336; 1337; 1341; 1345
East Sussex (eas): 1344
East Yorkshire (eyk): 1258; 1346; 1349
Eboracum (ebo): 1354; 1356
Exeter Fortress wares (exf): 1268; 1269; 1270
Exeter Fortress Ware B (exfb): 1268; 1270
Hadham (had): 1402; 1419
Hadham oxidised (hax): 1271; 1272; 1273; 1274; 1276; 1279;

1282; 1326; 1328
Hadham reduced (har): 1273; 1274; 1275; 1276; 1279
Hadham white slipped (haw): 1274
Highgate grey (hgg): 1277; 1286
Holt oxidised (hox): 1359; 1361; 1367
Huntcliffe shelly (hcs): 1255; 1262; 1263; 1348; 1349; 1352; 1357
London-type (lnd): 1328; 1337; 1344
Malvernian hand-made (mlv): 1286; 1288; 1291; 1294; 1297;

1301; 1310; 1321; 1322; 1363; 1366
Nene Valley grey (nvg): 1337
Nene Valley roughcast (nvr): 1327
New Forest (nfr): 1325; 1328
New Forest grey (nfg): 1326; 1344
New Forest parchment (nfp): 1328; 1339
North Kent (nkt): 1346
North Kent grey (nkg): 1274; 1279; 1282; 1327; 1328; 1344; 1345
North Wiltshire (nwl): 1286; 1291; 1299; 1301; 1305; 1307; 1312
Nth Wilts/Sth Gloucestershire (wlg): 1287
Norton (NYorks) (nor): 1348; 1355; 1357
Norton Fitzwarren ware (nfw): 1269; 1270
Oxford grey (oxg): 1287
Oxford parchment (oxp): 1287; 1291; 1307; 1315; 1328; 1337;

1339; 1371
Oxford white (oxw): 1283; 1286; 1291; 1301; 1307; 1312; 1321;

1322; 1325; 1337
Parisian (prs): 1335; 1337; 1357
Patch Grove (pgr): 1326; 1327; 1328
Portchester D (pod): 1326; 1328
Rettendon (ret): 1276; 1326
Roxby (rox): 1357
Savernake (svr): 1270; 1284; 1286; 1287; 1291; 1294; 1297; 1299;

1301; 1305; 1307; 1312; 1314; 1315; 1321; 1322
Severn Valley (svv): 1254; 1255; 1270; 1283; 1284; 1285; 1287;

1288; 1291; 1294; 1297; 1299; 1301; 1305; 1307; 1314;
1315; 1316; 1321; 1322; 1345; 1359; 1360; 1363; 1364;
1366; 1367; 1368; 1369; 1371; 1372

Silchester flint-temp (sft): 1325
South Devon ware (sdw): 1265; 1269; 1270
South Essex shelly (sxs): 1345
Swanpool coarse (swc): 1257
Throlam (thr): 1355; 1357
Upchurch (upc): 1326; 1327; 1328
Verulamium region (vrr): 1271; 1275; 1291; 1294; 1321; 1325;

1366; 1372; 1389
Wilderspool oxidised (wpx): 1255; 1363; 1364

Forms, decorations and misc
Butt beakers (btb): 1260; 1262; 1275; 1281; 1314; 1321; 1325;

1328; 1410
Carinated beakers (crb): 1328; 1335; 1337; 1371
Pentice-moulded beakers pmb:
Poppy-head beakers (pph): 1270; 1273; 1279; 1282; 1286; 1291;

1326; 1328; 1333; 1345; 1363; 1368; 1371; 1389
Ring and dot beakers (rgd): 1274
Face pots (fcp): 1266; 1332; 1353; 1371; 1374
Hofheim-type flagons (hft): 1260; 1328; 1363; 1368; 1371; 1373;

1374; 1410; 1421
Ring-necked flagons (rnf): 1270; 1328; 1337; 1341; 1363; 1368;

1371; 1373; 1374; 1434
‘Romano-Saxon’ (rsx): 1271; 1276; 1353
Rusticated jars/beakers (rst): 1255; 1260; 1270; 1328; 1335; 1341;

1354; 1362; 1363; 1364; 1367; 1371; 1374
Stamped vessels (stv): 1255; 1273; 1320; 1328; 1359; 1364; 1366;

1367; 1410; 1421; 1434; 1435; 1436
Briquetage (bri): 1256;
Potters’ tools/moulds/poinçons etc (eqp): 1328
Graffiti (gft): 1255; 1271; 1279; 1321; 1326; 1328; 1367; 1409;

1436; 1438
Objects- lamps; figurines etc (obj): 1255; 1281; 1294; 1301; 1314;

1359; 1366; 1367; 1371; 1374; 1377; 1403; 1405; 1410;
1411; 1412; 1413; 1414; 1415; 1436

Painted inscriptions (ins): 1422
Tile/brick/antefix (tbr): 1254; 1255; 1328; 1359; 1363; 1366; 1367;

1410; 1421
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