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Editorial

Judith Plouviez and Robin P. Symonds

Introduction
A large proportion of this volume is made up of the 
papers from the two day meeting about Roman amphorae 
held in 1994 and described below. Unfortunately the 
publication of these papers has taken far longer than 
originally anticipated. It is therefore important for the 
reader to be aware that these papers are essentially as 
submitted in 1994 and have not been extensively revised 
to take account of more recent work.

It was considered important that as many as possible 
of the papers given at the 1994 meeting be included. 
Although some of the information may be already 
available in Continental publications (e.g. Fitzpatrick 
1992) the objective here was to bring together the 
information for the British researcher. Various of the 
1994 papers already exist in British publications (Funari 
1991, Funari 1996, Tomber and Williams 2000) and these 
have not been included.

Readers will find that all bibliographic references for 
the amphora papers have been combined to avoid 
repitition, and that for convenience these will be found at 
the front (immediately after this Editorial).

The other two papers in this volume were selected as 
being clearly of interest and relevance beyond the 
borders of the province of Britannia. These too have 
both been only minimally updated since their sub
mission in 1996.

Roman amphorae: Problems of identification 
and methodology
Among Roman pottery vessels amphorae are the great 
long-distance travellers, carrying commodities such as 
wine, olive oil and fish-sauce from the rim of the 
Mediterranean to the extremities of the Empire. Amphorae 
are found throughout Britain, especially on urban sites. 
They have considerable potential for dating contexts and 
sites, and for illuminating contextual status and function. 
In some instances Romano-British sites may also provide 
the key evidence for the dating of specific amphora types 
and for assessing their distribution in the northern 
provinces. Accurate identification of amphorae is there
fore vital, and for some years there has been a need to 
improve the awareness of researchers and students of 
Roman pottery of problems of amphora identification, 
and of methods of recording amphorae and their stamps 
and inscriptions.

In order to address this, a two-day meeting was held 
at the Museum of London on Sunday 23rd January and 
Monday 24th January 1994, organised by members of 
the Museum of London Archaeology Service (MoLAS) 
and the Department of Early London History and Col
lections of the Museum of London, with sponsorship 
from English Heritage. There were a total of twelve 
speakers, plus four posters. The first day was devoted 
to formally presented papers. On the second day the 
participants were divided into three groups, each of 
which engaged successively in three ‘hands-on’ seminars 
where specific problems of identification were tackled. 
There were roughly 100 participants, representing ten 
countries. The organisers were especially pleased that 
the meeting included the participation of a substantial 
proportion of the most eminent researchers currently 
working on Roman amphorae, and the papers and 
discussions involved all of the most important and 
widely traded amphora types. This volume is the tangible 
result of the 1994 meeting.
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Roman amphorae in Iron Age Britain

A. P. Fitzpatrick

Introduction
In 1971 David Peacock published a paper entitled ‘Roman 
amphorae in Pre-Roman Britain’. Thirty years later that 
paper stands as a seminal contribution not only to the then 
burgeoning study of amphorae, but also to the study of 
Iron Age Britain because it focused attention on the 
potential significance of contact with the Roman world 
and of the importance of amphorae in it.

Since then the study of amphorae has grown to embrace 
a wide range of contributions; some dedicated to individual 
sorts of amphorae, some to amphorae made in, or imported 
to specific regions. Other studies range more widely and 
consider the contribution of amphorae to the economic 
histories of particular provinces or even of the Roman 
Empire (Peacock and Williams 1986; Tchernia 1986). In 
studies of the British Iron Age, the role of Roman 
influences before the conquest and the response of British 
societies to them has been ascribed a central role (e.g. 
Haselgrove 1982; Cunliffe 1988, 147-57).

These studies have increased expectations of what 
amphorae might contribute to the interpretation of any 
single British Iron Age site. Yet such expectations rest on 
wide-ranging but very uneven knowledge of production, 
distribution and consumption. The reconciliation of such 
expectations with assemblages in which amphorae-bome 
commodities are often represented by a few sherds is 
difficult; and often disappointing.

The purpose of this contribution is to summarise some 
of the salient points relevant to the study of Iron Age 
Britain. While this demands that the study should have 
a due concern with research concerning the Medi
terranean world and the western Roman provinces, the 
significance(s) with which these imported goods were 
ascribed by the peoples of Iron Age Britain are equally 
important. Consequently detailed considerations of such 
vital topics as commodity, chronology and typology or 
the tremendous contribution from shipwrecks (Parker 
1990; 1992) are generally eschewed here, although some 
problems of methodology and identification directly 
relevant to Iron Age Britain are considered briefly. A 
more wide-ranging discussion of most of the types 

considered below may be found in Paul Sealey’s report 
on the amphorae from Colchester-Sheepen, Essex (Sealey 
1985a).

The diversity in the nomenclature of amphorae has 
been described, with some feeling, by Stefanie Martin- 
Kilcher as "ein Beispiel babylonischer Begriffsverwirrung' 
(1994a, 327). Here the types are simply described by 
their common and widely recognised names.

Questions of identification and methodology should 
not distract from the raison d'être for amphorae; they 
were ceramic containers for shipping foodstuffs and 
drinks such as wine, olive oil, fish-based products, dried 
fruits, preserved fruits etc.

It is now clear that the amphorae found in Iron Age 
Britain to date are all of Roman origin, and that they fall 
into two relatively clearly defined groups. One of the 
principle criteria distinguishing these groups is chrono
logical, and the groups can be characterised as being of 
‘Republican’ and ‘Imperial’ date respectively. The 
essential difference between them is the change from a 
largely Italian group, almost exclusively of Dressel 1 
wine amphorae, to a more diverse group with a wider 
range of vessels containing a greater diversity of 
commodities from several regions (Figs. 1,3,6-7,9-10, 
12-13).

Amphorae of Republican date
Wine amphorae
The great majority, if not all, of the amphorae from the 
Republican group found in Iron Age Britain are wine 
amphorae from Italy, represented by the Dressel 1 
(Tchernia 1986; Fitzpatrick 1985; Williams 1988). The 
predecessors of Dressel 1, the Graeco-Italic types (Fig. 
1, 1), are not known certainly from Britain although 
some possibly transitional types have been noted from 
the sea at Yarmouth Rhodes, Isle of Wight (Peacock 
1984, 38; Maritime Heritage Project 1987). These finds 
are likely to represent portage, and not, as first reported, 
a shipwreck. Most of the relevant evidence points to 
Dressel 1 having contained wine (Tchemia 1986). Other
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Fig. 1. Selected amphorae of Republican date. The symbols represent the commodities that the amphorae are thought most likely 
to have contained. 1 Graeco-Italic; 2 Dressel 1A; 3 Dressel IB; 4 Dressel 1C; 5 Lamboglia 2. Scale 1:10.

types of Republican date, such as the Lamboglia 2, have 
not been found in Iron Age Britain. The Dressel 1 has 
been subdivided into many varieties, of which the three 
most widely recognised are the Dressel 1A, Dressel IB 
and Dressel 1C. Dressel 1A and IB are the dominant 
varieties found in Britain.

Dressel 1A and IB
The principal differences between the Dressel 1A and 
Dressel IB (Fig. 1, 2-3) are that the earlier Dressel 1A 
variety contained less liquid (c 25 litres) and was 
proportionally lighter than the heavier Dressel IB (c 27 
litres)(Stöckli 1979). They therefore offered different 
advantages as cargo containers for ships.

Although the Dressel 1A and IB varieties differ in 
many respects, such as the height of the rim, the sizes of 
the basal spike and handles, the thickness of walls, etc. 

(e.g. Stöckli 1979; Metzler et al 1991, 85-6, fig. 71), 
these differences are often difficult to distinguish in frag
mentary finds from settlements. In practice the varieties 
are usually distinguished typologically by a monothetic 
trait; in this case whether the rim is more or less triangular 
or vertical, which is often literally a matter of degree.

The evidence for the production of Dressel 1 comes 
largely from Italy, where numerous kiln sites have been 
found in field survey. Painted inscriptions (tituli picti) 
indicating that the contents of the amphorae were Italian, 
makers’ stamps on the amphorae, and petrological studies 
all endorse this Italian origin (Hesnard et al 1989; Ricque 
de Böuard 1989; Will 1987). The best known fabric 
is the volcanic ‘black sand’ (which is really green augite) 
from near Mount Vesuvius in the Bay of Naples (Peacock 
1971; 1977a).

Evidence for the production of Dressel 1 is not, 
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however, restricted to Italy, as several kiln sites are now 
known, or may be inferred, in France (Becker 1989; 
Laubenheimer et al 1989), while Dressel 1 also occur in 
Spanish fabrics (Miró 1988, 60-2, fig. 1; Keay 1990, 130, 
135, 144, n. 53 and 75, fig. 10.10). At present, however, 
all the Dressel 1 from Iron Age Britain appear to be from 
Italy.

The chronology of these varieties is relatively well 
established. The Dressel 1A is generally thought to appear 
in the third quarter of the 2nd century BC, overlapping 
for some time with the later varieties of Graeco-Italic, 
and it still occurs in contexts in France which date to the 
50s BC. There was also a period of overlap between the 
Dressel 1A and Dressel IB. The earliest Dressel IB have 
been claimed to appear in the later 2nd century BC 
(Hesnard 1990, 51), and what looks to be a Dressel IB 
bearing a titulus pictus of 90 BC is known from a large, 
closed, group from Burriac near Barcelona (Miró 1986; 
1991). The Dressel 1B continued in production to around 
10 BC (Sealey 1985a, 25-6).

It would be mistaken, however, to place too much 

emphasis on the earliest and latest examples, to seek overly 
precise dates, or to look for dramatic changes. Most 
Dressel 1A will be of later 2nd or earlier 1st century BC 
date and a transitional phase when both Dressel 1A and 
Dressel IB occur might be expected between the 70s and 
50s BC. In a British context this means that Iron Age 
pottery cannot be dated to before or after Julius Caesar’s 
incursions of 55 and 54 BC on the basis of the associated 
amphorae.

In Britain it also remains true that most, though not 
all, Dressel 1A are found in central southern England 
(Fig. 2) but this does not mean that they all arrived by 
way of the Atlantic coast. At least some may have arrived 
via the Paris Basin, a route that became more important 
after the Caesarian conquest of Gaul. As Dressel IB 
comprise such a small proportion of assemblages from 
Roman forts of Augustan date in the Rhineland, where 
they are outnumbered by later wine amphorae such as 
the Dressel 2-4, it is unlikely that many, if any, Dressel 
IB reached south-east England via the Rhineland rather 
than the Paris Basin (Fitzpatrick 1985, 311-13).

Fig. 2. Distribution of Dressel 1A amphorae in Iron Age Britain. Finds from the Channel Islands and Northern France have not 
been plotted. After Fitzpatrick 1985, fig. 4 with additions.
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Other Republican types
It should not be assumed that all amphorae from the 
Republican group found in Britain will prove to be 
Dressel 1. For example, the figs known from the 1st- 
century BC site at Hengistbury Head, Dorset (Cunliffe 
1988, 103, 147) seem likely to have arrived in an 
amphora. This could have been a Dressel 1, but evidence 
from Gaul shows that other types of amphora can be 
anticipated to have arrived in Britain occasionally and 
they are set out briefly below.

Dressel 1C
The Dressel 1C (Fig. 1, 4) occurs in small numbers in 
France and Spain, so that the occasional find in Britain 
may be anticipated. The Dressel 1C was broadly con
temporary with the Dressel 1A and while it also seems to 
have contained wine, it has been suggested that it may 
also have contained fish-based products like garum, (Will 
1979, 347, n. 26; 1987, 202) and occasionally examples 
found in shipwrecks have contained other commodities 
such as olives (Charlin et al 1978, 23-4). This evidence 
for different commodities is really no more frequent than 
for other types of amphorae, where it is often explained 
(conveniently) as an exception to the rule. These reser
vations notwithstanding, there is the suspicion that the 
contents of the Dressel 1C may have been rather different 
from those of the Dressel 1A and IB (Fitzpatrick 1985, 
307).

In the same way that the identification of Dressel 1C 
in France leads to the anticipation of their recognition in 
Britain, some Lamboglia 2 (Fig. 1, 5) from eastern Italy 
(Cipriano and Carre 1989, 80-5), may also occur. They 
too may be difficult to distinguish on form alone as the 
rim, neck and handles of the Lamboglia 2 are super
ficially very similar to those of the Dressel 1A (Fitz
patrick 1985, 307).

The occasional identification of ‘Neo-Punic’ vessels 
from northern Africa is also possible as these types are 
found occasionally in southern and central France (Van 
der Werrf 1977-8; Guerrero 1986) and an Iberian 
amphora for fish-based products has been found in the 
Clemency, Luxembourg, burial which dates to between 
80/75 and 65/60 BC (Metzler et al 1991, 70, 78, fig. 61; 
Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 562, Abb. 270, 1). It should, 
however, be emphasised that the occasional presence of 
these other types is only a probability. To date the only 
amphora of the Republican group found in Britain is the 
Italian Dressel 1.

Amphorae of Imperial date
The Italian connection is not maintained in the Imperial 
group, characterised by a dramatic change from around 
the 30s BC which introduced a much greater diversity of 
container and commodity. Italy lost its pre-eminence, not 
just to the products of the western provinces but also, 

albeit to a much lesser extent, to those of the eastern ones. 
This pattern is seen widely in assemblages from shipwrecks 
in the western Mediterranean and settlements and military 
bases in Gaul and Germany (Becker et al 1986; Desbat 
and Martin-Kilcher 1989; Laubenheimer and Watier 1991; 
Remesal and Revilla 1991; Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 554
8, Abb. 268) and also in the large deposit at La Longarina, 
Ostia, although the nature of this group means that it is not 
strictly comparable (Hesnard 1980). Most of the amphorae 
that occur in this Imperial group continued to be imported 
in the Romano-British period.

Wine amphorae
Pascual 1
The Dressel 1 was produced in small quantities in France 
and Spain, and appears to have been the prototype for 
amphorae made in Laietania, broadly speaking modern 
Catalonia, in north-east Spain. Two main types have 
been distinguished, the earlier of which is the Laietana 
1 (Comas 1985, 65-6, fig. 25, 5-6; 26; Miró 1988). The 
distribution of the Laietana 1 is relatively restricted, 
presently mainly in Spain, with smaller quantities in 
southern France (Miró 1988, mapa 5). This limited 
distribution may be due to the comparatively short period 
it was manufactured, perhaps 30 to 40 years from c 40 
BC. The Laietana 1 was the direct predecessor of the 
Pascual 1/ Dressel 1 or, as it is usually known in 
continental Europe, the Pascual 1 (Fig. 3, 1). Although 
the Pascual 1 was also manufactured in southern and 
western-central France, this appears to have been on a 
comparatively limited scale. The Laietana 1 and Pascual 
1 were essentially the wine amphorae of Catalonia (Miró 
1988), and contained c 22 to 25 litres.

The Pascual 1 appeared in the 30s or 20s BC and 
continued to be produced into the second decade AD. 
The suggestion by Galliou that the type continued into 
the 30s or even 40s AD on the basis of stratified finds 
from Armorica (1984; 1987) is not supported by the 
evidence of shipwrecks containing Catalonian amphorae. 
Wrecks dating from the 20s AD onwards contain Cata
lonian Dressel 2-4 (Corsi-Sciallano and Liou 1985). The 
later date for the Armorican examples, if they have been 
correctly identified (see below), is likely to be due to the 
differences between the dates of production and those of 
the context in which finds from settlements are ultimately 
incorporated; a pattern which can be seen clearly in the 
long stratified sequence from Augst (Martin-Kilcher 
1994a, 335, Abb. 123).

The Pascual 1 is known to occur relatively widely in 
central southern England, but it is also found, albeit more 
rarely, in south-east England (Miró 1988 mapa 6; Revilla 
and Carreras 1993, 75, fig. 2). While most Catalonian 
vessels found in Iron Age contexts which can be 
attributed to type are Pascual 1, there are some possible 
examples of Dressel 2-4 (Coe et al 1991, 46; Jarvis 
1986, 13, 15).
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Fig. 3. Selected wine amphorae of Imperial date. 1 Pascual 1; 2 Dressel 2-4 from Campania; 3 Dressel 2-4 from Catalonia (two 
variants of handle section illustrated); 4 Rhodian. Scale 1:10.

Dressel 2-4
Both the Dressel 1 and Pascual 1 were superseded by the 
Dressel 2-4 (Fig. 3, 2-3), which usually contained wine. 
This type is usually considered to derive from Koan 
vessels from the Aegean and with its lighter spike, 
pronounced shoulder carination, bifid handles and simple 
bead rim, the type is quite different from both the Dressel 
1 and Pascual 1. The walls of the Dressel 2-4 are also 
much thinner than those of the Dressel 1 and Pascual 1 
and consequently it is a much lighter container. Perhaps 
because of this, the form is ubiquitous throughout the 
early Empire and was manufactured in several provinces 
in the eastern Empire as well as in modern Italy (Fig. 3,
2),  Spain (Fig. 3, 3) France, Switzerland and England 
(Sealey 1985a; Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 337-46). Partly 
because of this widespread manufacture, the capacity of 
the type varies between 26 and 34 litres (Martin-Kilcher 
1994a, 337, Abb. 125).

Once again, there was a period of overlap between 
the Dressel 2-4 and its predecessors. In Italy the type 
may appear around the mid 1st century BC, and it had 

superseded the Dressel IB by the time the first Roman 
forts north of the Alps were founded. In Britain this 
overlap is seen most clearly in the burial at the Lexden 
Tumulus which dates to the penultimate decade BC and 
where Dressel 2-4 outnumber Dressel IB by a ratio of 
2:l(Williams 1986)(Figs. 4-5).

Most finds of Dressel 2-4 from Iron Age Britain are 
Italian in origin but these are less frequent than Dressel 1, 
which might suggest a decline in the importation of wine 
carried in amphorae. As we have seen Catalonian vessels 
may occur, but they too are much less frequent, not only 
in south-east England, but also in central-southern England. 
The answer to this apparent decline is not, as Galliou has 
suggested with regard to the Armorican finds, to extend 
the production of the Pascual 1 (see above) but to recognise 
that the availability or importation of Catalonian wine to 
Iron Age Britain declined at this time.

In contemporary assemblages in central France, 
notably at Lyon (Desbat and Martin-Kilcher 1989; Desbat 
and Picon 1986), Dressel 2-4 from the eastern Medi
terranean constitute a modest but nonetheless significant
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200mm

Fig. 4. Dressel IB amphorae from the Lexden Tumulus, Colchester, Essex. After Williams 1986, fig.39. Scale 1:4.

proportion of vessels. As yet vessels from this region 
have not been identified in Iron Age Britain.

Other wine amphorae
A comparatively small range of other amphorae which 
certainly or probably contained wine occur in Iron Age 
contexts in Britain.

Rhodian amphorae
Rhodian wine amphorae from the Aegean (Fig. 3, 4), 
again containing c 25 to 26 litres, might occur in Iron 
Age contexts (c/Sealey 1985a, 125, 132) but the example 
from the 1930s excavations at Colchester-Sheepen 
attributed to the Iron Age could easily be Romano-British.

Gauloise types
The earlier varieties of the flat bottomed Gauloise 
amphorae (Laubenheimer 1985) are found occasionally 
in Iron Age Britain, but in small numbers. There are few 
diagnostic sherds, but on chronological grounds the 

vessels may be Gauloise 2 or 3 types as the Gauloise 2 
or ‘lèvre en bandeau" (Fig. 6, 1) may be exclusively 
Augustan in date (Laubenheimer 1989, 123-5, fig. 7). 
These early flat-bottomed types held approximately the 
same amount of wine as the amphora with spiked bases, 
c 25 litres, but they were much lighter and half measures 
also appear to have been made (Bertucchi 1983).

Related types of flat-bottomed amphorae which have 
not yet been identified in Iron Age Britain include the 
Oberaden 74, which was made in Catalonia, and the 
Dressel 28 which was also manufactured in Catalonia 
and later also in Baetica in southern Spain. It is possible 
that wine was not the only commodity transported in the 
Baetican vessels (Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 356-7).

Italian Camuldonum 139 flagons
One other container may have been for wine: the 
Camulodunum 139 ‘flagon’, and it is tentatively included 
here (Fig. 6, 2). This single handled vessel, which 
contained c 23 litres, occurs occasionally in Iron Age
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Fig. 5. Dressel 2~4 amphorae from the Lexden Tumulus, Colchester, Essex. After Williams 1986, fig. 40. Scale 1:4.
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Fig. 6. Smaller wine amphora and flagon of Imperial date. 1 
Gauloise 2; 2 Camulodunum 139. Scale 1:10.

contexts and was made in the distinctive ‘black sand’ 
fabric characteristic of vessels from the Bay of Naples 
(Williams and Peacock 1979). The contents of the vessel 
are not yet known for certain, but the type appears at 
about the same time as flat-bottomed amphorae become 
dominant in France and when there was also a general 
trend in western Italy for the location of amphora
producing kilns to move further inland away from the 
coast. The flat bottom may have been a more suitable 
base for amphorae whose transportation, as the Gauloise 
types show, increasingly involved the use of rivers.

Amphorae for olive oil
Oberaden 83 and Dressel 20
One of the earliest varieties of the Dressel 20 amphora 
is the Oberaden 83 (Fig. 7,1). Both of these types almost 
invariably contained olive oil, on average 60 litres, from 
Baetica (Williams and Peacock 1983). The Oberaden 83 
has been identified occasionally in Britain (Williams 
and Peacock 1983, 267) (Fig. 13, 6) but by the Tiberian 
period it had been superseded by the more widely 
recognised varieties of Dressel 20 (Martin-Kilcher 1987). 
In contrast to the emphasis which has been placed on 
wine amphorae in Iron Age Britain (e.g. Cunliffe 1988, 
150), there are what might be thought to be a surprisingly 
large number of finds of Dressel 20 from settlement 
contexts (Fig. 8) where it often comprises 33 to 50% of 
assemblages (Williams and Peacock 1983, 266, table 1). 
It is generally the associated pottery that allows the dating

Fig. 7. Olive oil amphora of Imperial date. 1 Oberaden 83; 2 
Dressel 6B. Scale 1:10.

of body sherds to either before or after the Claudian 
conquest of southern England.

Dressel 6
Very occasionally, examples of Dressel 6 from north
eastern Italy, especially the Adriatic coast, have been 
identified in Iron Age Britain (Williams and Peacock 
1983, 267, table 1; Peacock 1984a, 39-40)(Fig. 13, 7). 
Both varieties, the Dressel 6A and Dressel 6B (Fig. 7, 
2), appear to have been produced from the later 1st 
century BC. It appears that those Dressel 6B made in 
Istria contained its famed olive oil, but examples from 
Cisalpine Gaul may have contained wine. The Dressel 
6A seems to have carried wine, and perhaps also fish
based products (Cipriano and Carre 1989).

Amphorae for fish-based products
All the types of amphorae known in Iron Age Britain 
that contained commodities made from fish appear to be 
from the coastal zone of southern Spain. Perhaps the 
best modern analogy in Britain for these piquant food
stuffs, which were often highly salted, is a brown sauce.
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Fig. 8. Distribution of olive oil amphorae in Iron Age Britain. Source: author.

The ancient literary and epigraphic evidence indicates 
that there was a great variety of products and in the 
Roman world the differences between them were well 
known and they were valued commodities (Curtis 1988; 
Edmondson 1987). The bones of a Spanish mackerel 
{Scomber eolias) found in a well at Skeleton Green, 
Hertfordshire probably came from the Spanish amphorae 
in the same context (Partridge 1981, 57, 242-3, fig. 22, 
68). In the Claudian Port Vendres II wreck mackerel 
bones were found adhering to the resinous lining of some 
amphorae (Liou et al 1977, 40-3, fig. 15, 5-6).

These types (Fig. 9) are usually subsumed within the 
catch-all category of Beltrán I, which is broadly equiva
lent to the Dressel 7-11 group whose currency roughly 
spanned the Julio-Claudian period (Sealey 1985a, 84). 
Most of the types held around 30 litres, but one of the 
earliest types, the Dressel 9, contained c 40 litres 
(Martin-Kilcher 1994, 398-401). The broad Beltrán I/ 
Dressel 7-11 grouping (which was in part originated 
by Heinrich Dressel himself in the 19th century) is 
undeniably useful, but it is possible to date individual 
types a little more closely. The Dressel 12 (Fig. 9, 1) 
appears to be the earliest not lasting beyond the Aug
ustan period, followed by Dressel 7 and 10 (Fig. 9, 2-

3),  which themselves were superseded by the Dressel 8 
and 9 (Fig. 9, 4-5).

These types were also produced in southern France 
and at Lyon and elsewhere in the central Rhone valley. 
It seems likely that those vessels produced away from 
the Mediterranean coasts still contained products from 
those regions but that they arrived in bulk in barrels or 
other containers before being decanted in to a ‘tradition
ally’ shaped container, even if this may not have been 
the most appropriate shape for transportation on inland 
waterways (Dangréaux et al 1992; Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 
410-27; this volume below).

Amphorae and related vessels whose contents are 
not known certainly
A range of vessels whose contents are not yet known 
certainly are found in Iron Age Britain. Of these the 
most significant is the Haltern 70.

Haltern 70
The Haltern 70 (Fig. 10, 1) was made in Baetica in 
southern Spain and shares the same fabric as Dressel 20 
amphorae. The evidence from tituli picti can be read as 
suggesting that the Haltern 70 contained c 30 litres of



Fig. 9. Selected amphorae for fish-based products of Imperial date. 1, Dressel 12; 2 Dressel 7; 3 Dressel 10, 4, Dressel 8; 5 
Dressel 9. Scale 1:10.

Fig. 10. Amphorae of Imperial date whose products are not known certainly. 1 Haltern 70; 2 Kingsholm 117; 3 Richborough 527;
4 Camulodunum 176. Scale 1:10.
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either a sweet, liqueur wine, or olives in a non-alcoholic 
syrup which was made from wine but whose manufacture 
contrived to expel the alcohol from it. The interpretation 
of the contents as a liqueur wine has been the favoured 
by most writers, though not without some debate (van 
der Werff 1984, 379-81; Sealey 1985a, 62-4; Sealey 
and Tyers 1989, 58-9; Carreras Monfort this volume 
below). The present writer (Fitzpatrick 1989a, 26), and 
now Martin-Kilcher (1994a, 385-7), prefer on the basis 
of the evidence currently available to treat the form as 
not specific to a single commodity. The important point 
is, however, that the contents of the Haltern 70 were 
rather different from most other amphorae found in Iron 
Age Britain, being either sweet wines or black olives in 
syrup.

The Haltern 70 is well represented in contexts from 
the Augustan period onwards. Like the Dressel 20, which 
is from the same region, it was imported before and after 
the Claudian conquest of southern England. As a result 
it is difficult to determine whether sherds are pre- or 
post-Conquest in date and whether they are from a Haltern 
70 or Dressel 20. The walls of the Haltern 70 are thinner 
and often have a thicker slip on them, but this is by no 
means an infallible guide.

Kingsholm 117
The cylindrical shaped, Kingsholm 117 amphorae (Fig. 
10, 2) occurs in a fabric that is very similar to the smaller 
Camulodunum 189 ‘carrot’ amphora, and may have held 
c 10 litres. The origins of both these types are not known, 
but a source in the eastern Mediterranean, perhaps in a 
desert area, has long been suspected (Sealey 1985a, 88). 
The discovery of a Camulodonum 189 with a titulus 
pictus which suggests that it contained the fruits of the 
doum palm, which only grew in Egypt, would seem to 
support this (Tomlin 1992). However, the petrology of 
the amphorae differs from that of types known to have 
been made in Egypt and instead is more consistent with 
a source in the Palestinian region. As the Kingsholm 
555 occurs in Tiberian contexts in continental Europe, 
its discovery in Iron Age Britain may be anticipated and 
small sherds can easily be confused with the Cam
ulodunum 189 which appears in the Augustan period 
(Reusch 1970; Sealey 1985a, 85, 89-90), but which has 
not yet been identified in Iron Age Britain.

Richborough 527
The Richborough 527 (Fig. 10, 3) has been recognised 
only occasionally in Iron Age Britain (Peacock 1977b) 
but its cylindrical shape and wide mouth suggest, as 
with the Kingsholm 555, that the commodity that it 
contained was not liquid; figs and alum have been 
suggested. The source(s) of the type have been considered 
repeatedly in recent years (e.g. Williams and Arthur 1991 ; 
Cavalier 1994; Borgard 1994; Borgard and Cavalier this 
volume below) but the discovery of kiln material at Lipari 

on the Eolie islands off Sicily supports an Italian source. 
On this basis Borgard has suggested that the amphorae 
contained the alum for which Lipari was famous but a 
foodstuff seems a more likely content, and other kiln 
sites may yet be discovered elsewhere in Italy.

Camulodunum 176
This large, flat-bottomed, jar has three handles (Fig. 10,
4) and as with the Camulodunum 139 flagon (p. 15 above) 
is frequently not considered as an amphora. However, as 
with that flagon type, the jar is Italian and more 
specifically Campanian. This source has prompted the 
suggestion that the vessel may have contained a grape
based product (Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 454-5). Relatively 
few examples have been published but they include finds 
from the legionary fortress of Haltern, which demon
strates that the type was current in the Augustan period, 
and an example or examples from Braughing-Ermine 
Street in a context of Augustan to early Tiberian date 
(Potter and Trow 1988, 125, fig. 47, 28-9, where the 
type is asserted to be Rhodian in origin)(Fig. 13,16-17).

Problems of methodology and identification
Quantification
Amphorae were traded and exchanged for their contents 
and for this reason, in addition to weight and number, 
quantification by Minimum Number of Vessels (MNV) 
is attractive as a simple and direct translation of how 
many litres of olive oil or wine are represented in an 
assemblage of amphorae (for example Sealey 1985a, 
113-23; Desbat and Martin-Kilcher 1989, 355; Martin- 
Kilcher 1994a, 456-93). Clearly amphorae will usually 
comprise only one element of the total assemblage of 
pottery from a site and the use of MNV is not to deny the 
merits and, in some respects, superiority of Estimated 
Vessel Equivalents (EVES), but in this respect the 
question to be answered is ‘what is the Equivalent being 
estimated for?’

Problems of identification
It would be inappropriate to dwell on problems of 
identification here beyond emphasising some points that 
have been touched upon earlier and which may be stated 
succinctly as: fabric does not equal form. At present 
none of the Roman amphorae found in Iron Age Britain 
are from regions where production, or at least export, 
ceased before the Claudian conquest of Britain. Nearly 
all the amphorae occur in fabrics that are also found in 
Romano-British contexts and some of the potential 
difficulties this raises are set out briefly below.

Frequently it may not be possible to decide whether 
an Italian vessel is Dressel 1 or Dressel 2-4. In this 
situation it can be identified as Dressel 1-4. While this 
may not seem immediately to be very helpful; in the 
long-term it will be. Sherds of Italian amphorae in Iron 
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Age contexts are often called Dressel 1, or even Dressel 
1A or Dressel IB (e.g. Fitzpatrick 1987a), when the 
evidence is ambiguous. The shape of the vessel, its 
context and the associated finds are more important in 
determining a precise identification than the fabric of 
the vessel in this respect. The point is not so much that 
this may overestimate the importance of Dressel 1 but 
that it may overemphasise the decline in the export of 
Italian wine in the Augustan period.

At a more local level, the overly precise attribution of 
fabrics can also cause difficulties in conclusions relating 
to the sites on which they are found. One streaky, 
laminated, Italian fabric has been suggested to occur 
only in Dressel 1A (Peacock 1979; Williams 1984). This 
identification and consequent dating has been used to 
support the chronology for the later phases at the Iron 
Age hillfort of Danebury, Hampshire, which with its 
almost unique sequence of radiocarbon dates is one of 
the key sites for the chronology of the Iron Age in central 
southern England. The chronology which has been 
proposed for Danebury can be held on other grounds to 
be too high (Haselgrove 1986). In fact the fabric certainly 
does occur in Dressel IB (Fitzpatrick 1988) and it would 
be unsurprising if it also occurs in Dressel 2-4.

The same general point also applies to Catalonian 
fabrics, which are usually attributed to Pascual 1. Yet 
why should an undiagnostic body sherd from a medieval 
or later context at Greyhound Yard, Dorchester, Dorset, 
a site which appears to be a Roman foundation, be 
attributed to Pascual 1 (Williams 1993, 215) rather than 
Dressel 2-4? Pascual 1 are also often considered to have 
a groove running down the outside of the handle in 
contrast to Catalonian Dressel 2-4, whose handles are 
often thought to be truly bifid and made of two conjoined 
rods. Yet the handles of some Catalonian Dressel 2-4 
simply have grooves (Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 340, Abb. 
120, 16; 121), (Fig. 3, 3). This again raises the possibility 
that a decline in importation, in this case represented by 
the Pascual 1 and Catalonian Dressel 2-4 may have been 
overemphasised.

Identification by form alone is not without difficulties, 
particularly if only small featured sherds are present. 
For example, on the basis of types so far recognised in 
Iron Age Britain, a sherd in a ‘black sand’ fabric from 
the Bay of Naples could be from a Dressel 1 A, Dressel 
IB, Dressel 2-4, Camulodunum 139 flagon or 176 jar, 
or possibly even a Graeco-Italic or a Dressel 1C amphora. 
It is becoming increasingly evident that the production 
of amphorae in Italy during the mid to later Empire has 
been underestimated, and that long-lived forms could 
change quite markedly in significant respects.

Consequently on the information then available, the 
suggestion that the handle stump of an amphora from 
Beadlam villa in Yorkshire in the ‘black sand’ fabric 
looked most like a Dressel IB was not unreasonable, 
even though the presence of such a vessel was noteworthy 

(Rigby 1988). Almost immediately, however, the extent 
of later 2nd and 3rd-century AD Campanian production 
of Dressel 2-4 became apparent. These later varieties do 
not always have the bifid handle which, as we have 
seen, has been taken to be characteristic of earlier varieties 
(Panella 1989; Desbat and Savay-Guerraz 1990). The 
identification of the Beadlam vessel as a later variety of 
Dressel 2-4 rather than a Dressel 1 then became more 
plausible (Arthur and Williams 1992).

There is also the related problem of identifying 
whether some vessels really are amphorae in the sense 
that they contained foodstuffs. Some fabrics may not be 
seen by the individual(s) reporting on the amphorae from 
a site. For example, despite the fine report on the 
amphorae from the 1970 Colchester-Sheepen, Essex 
excavations (Sealey 1985a; 1985b), the Italian Camul
odunum 139 (from early Romano-British contexts in this 
instance) were reported on with the coarse pottery (Niblett 
1985, 35, F102, fig. 28, 156, Ml: C7, 39, F140). 
Similarly, the examination of the imported flagons from 
Iron Age assemblages might yield a number of Gauloise 
amphorae.

For example, a Gauloise amphora with a titulus pictus 
from an Iron Age context at Ermin Street-Braughing, 
Hertfordshire was not included in the report on the 
amphorae, although it was noted in the report on the 
imported fine wares (amongst the flagons) as being on a 
vessel of French origin. The titulus pictus was illustrated 
but was described as being on a piece of coarse pottery 
(Potter and Trow 1988, 147, fig. 67, no.l). Without the 
distinctive palaeography of tituli picti from southern 
France (Fig. 11) it is unlikely that it would have been 
possible to identify this vessel. The question that in
evitably follows is ‘how many other Gauloise amphorae 
without tituli picti are present?’

Ultimately the way to avoid these pitfalls is to broaden

Fig. 11. Titulus pictus on Gauloise amphora from Ermin Street- 
Braughing, Hertfordshire. After Potter and Trow 1988, 147, 
fig. 67, no. 1. Scale 1:1.
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the knowledge base so that the study of amphorae is not 
just undertaken by specialists and is integrated within 
the local and regional archaeological contexts.

Archaeology, amphorae and context
It is fair to say that Roman amphorae in Britain have 
generally been viewed as an index either of the ‘roman
isation’ and/or acculturation of Iron Age Britain (Cunliffe 
1988,149-57) or of the changing fortunes of the different 
provinces of the Empire in exporting or supplying the 
commodities (Sealey 1985a, 143-51); a balance lies 
somewhere between such dichotomies.

The ultimate Mediterranean context of the foodstuffs 
imported into Iron Age Britain is important, for example 
in the development of viticulture in Spain in the late 
Republic, plausibly under the stimulus of settlement and 
investment out of Italy. Of equal importance are the 
histories of the western provinces through which many 
of the imported foodstuffs were exchanged before they 
reached Iron Age Britain. The variable basis of the 
knowledge of much of this should be acknowledged 
(Fitzpatrick 1987b) for this can otherwise create as 
Fanette Laubenheimer has put it "une fiction trompeuse". 
The choices exercised by the peoples of Iron Age Britain 
are also important to any analysis.

In the wider context of the Roman world, the domi
nance of Italian exports in the Republic was rare, while 
in ‘economic’ terms the Roman ‘world economy’ was 
poorly integrated (Woolf 1992). It has been argued that 
the stimulus for the exchanges which ultimately saw 
amphorae of Republican date arrive in Britain lay in a 
secondary trade which derived from the supply of Roman 
armies and/or citizens in Spain and southern France (Bats 
1986; Fitzpatrick 1989b, 40-2).

Consequently it cannot be assumed that the arrival of 
Roman amphorae in Iron Age Britain indicates a trade 
with Rome, rather than exchanges between Iron Age 
peoples some of which incorporated goods from the 
Roman world (Fitzpatrick 1993). The assumptions 
required by the assumption that a trade with Rome is 
implied, such as ‘invisible exports’ from Iron Age Britain 
to satisfy a ‘balance of trade’ which is demanded 
essentially by classical economic theory have been set 
out elsewhere (Fitzpatrick 1993; 2001). As quantified 
data for Iron Age sites in France becomes increasingly 
available (e.g. Gateau 1990; Laubenheimer 1991), the 
very small scale of the importation of amphorae of the 
Republican group into Iron Age Britain becomes more 
apparent (e.g. Fitzpatrick 1985, 311); and relatively little 
changed under the Principate.

The choice to exclude imports ultimately deriving 
from the classical world was exercised by the Germanic 
peoples and similar decisions are reflected in the ways 
that amphorae were not selected for incorporation in 
Iron Age burials in central southern England, both in 

‘Durotrigian’ burials in Dorset and in contemporary 
cremations burials to the east (Fitzpatrick 1985, 316, 
fig. 6).

Equally, an assessment of significance simply by the 
presence or absence of amphorae is insufficient. Although 
Dressel IB occur in well-furnished burials, it is the quantity 
of wine they represent which is significant; one amphorae 
does not make a burial a ‘Welwyn’-type burial. For 
example the funerary rites associated with the burial at 
Welwyn Garden City around 30 BC involved the 
equivalent of nearly 200 [modern] bottles of wine. Dressel 
1 also occur regularly on settlements where, again, one or 
two vessels do not in themselves make a settlement 
‘wealthy’.

These culturally specific choices are also fundamental 
to understanding the significance of those amphorae of 
the Imperial group which were selected for importation. 
When the peoples of Iron Age Britain were offered a 
choice - and this is effectively what the diversification 
of commodities that the Imperial group represents - they 
exercised it.

In contrast to the almost exclusively Italian origin of 
the Republican group of wine amphorae, those vessels 
of the Imperial group found in Britain display a much 
greater range. Italy and southern and north-eastern Spain 
are well represented and there are also occasional vessels 
from southern France, north-eastern Italy, and the eastern 
Mediterranean. A range of wines, olive oil, fish-based 
products, liqueur wine and/or olives, and fruits were 
chosen and this change is illustrated by the amphorae 
from recent excavations at Braughing (Figs. 12-13).

The interpretation of these changes is not entirely 
straightforward, however. Shipwrecks in the western 
Mediterranean show that in the later 1st century BC 
vessels were built specifically to carry vast dolia as fixed 
tanks that held up to 2,000 litres (Hesnard et al 1988). 
At the same time the discovery of some kilns for Gauloise 
amphorae such as those at Marseille (Bertucchi 1982; 
1992) hard by the harbour, suggests that they were 
intended for the trans-shipment of commodities. Did these 
Gaulish amphorae contain wine from Italy and Spain? 
Within Italy there was a trend in the location of kilns 
away from the choice of sites by the sea or major estuaries 
during the late Republic towards sites further inland 
during the Principate. It seems clear that those wines 
which were produced in very large quantities were now 
largely consumed in the cities of Italy rather than being 
exported to the western provinces by sea (Purcell 1985; 
Tchernia 1986).

The discovery of a single amphora in the River Saône 
at Lyons has also had important implications for the 
exchange of commodities in containers that survive only 
rarely. The amphora, which is probably Flavian in date 
and which was made in Lyon, had a wooden stopper that 
appears to have been made from a fir barrel branded 
with the name Vritti(us) (Desbat 1991). On the basis of
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Fig. 12. Dressel 1 amphorae from settlement contexts at Braughing, Hertfordshire. 1 Dressel 1A; 2-3 Dressel IB. The palmette 
stamp on 4 is known to occur on Dressel 1A (Fitzpatrick 1985, 324, no. 31d). After Partridge 1979; 1981 and Potter and Trow 
1988. Scale 1:4 and for the stamp. 1:2.

painted inscriptions and stamps on a range of Baetican 
amphorae it is very likely that this relatively rare name 
belongs to a family who were already known to have 
been involved in the trading of foodstuffs, and perhaps 
wine, which were contained in amphorae. The branded 
barrel suggest that barrels may have been carried side by 
side with amphorae and that some of their contents were 
decanted into locally produced amphorae.

However, instead of foreshadowing the myth of 
drunken barbarians, the peoples of Iron Age Britain 
choose to import less wine. To some extent this simply 
reflects what commodities were available, but instead 
of continuing to import almost exclusively wine - and it 
should be allowed that they knew the difference - the 
peoples of Iron Age Britain followed the contemporary 
fashion for a greater range of foodstuffs. However, as



Fig. 13. Amphorae of Imperial date from settlement contexts at Braughing, Hertfordshire. 1-4 Dressel 2-4; 5 Camulodunum 139; 
6 Oberaden 83; 7 Dressel 6; 8-12 Dressel 9-11; 13-15 Haltern 70; 16 Camulodunum 176. After Partridge 1979; 1981 and Potter 
and Trow 1988. Scale 1:4.
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assemblages of Augustan date from sites such as Lyon 
and St Roman-en-Gal show (Desbat and Martin-Kilcher 
1989), in absolute terms the quantities of amphorae and 
the commodities they contained declined. Instead fine 
tablewares of glass and pottery (Gallo-Belgic, Central 
Gaulish and ‘Arretine’ wares), and other goods such as 
perfumes (in unguentaria) and brooches were imported.

The only places in Iron Age Britain where virtually a 
complete gallo-roman precocé assemblage, including 
foodstuffs carried in amphorae, vessels for preparing 
food (mortaria and Pompeian Red Ware platters) and 
tablewares for individual settings (‘Arretine’ and Gallo- 
Belgic wares), have been discovered are sites such as 
Braughing and Colchester where the presence of Romans 
is suggested by graffiti giving Greek or Latin names 
(Partridge 1982; Woolf 1994). At Braughing and Sil- 

chester some buildings are in a different architectural 
tradition and are rectangular rather than round.

Consequently while the full critical apparatus of the 
study of the Roman world is relevant to the study of 
Roman amphorae in Iron Age Britain, ultimately it was 
not a pale reflection of the Roman empire or of a Roman 
world economy. It was an altered image, but those 
images were to some extent consciously chosen by the 
peoples of Iron Age Britain and those choices which 
may now be discerned in the archaeological contexts 
in which amphorae are found or excluded are funda
mental to the understanding of Roman amphorae in Iron 
Age Britain.
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Cretan wine in Roman Britain

David Williams

Introduction
The purpose of this short paper is to draw attention to a 
distinctive form of Roman amphora that has in the past 
often been misidentified as ‘Rhodian’ but which is now 
known to have been made on the island of Crete. The 
form in question is number 43 in the sketch-list table of 
amphora types drawn up by Dressel at the end of the 
nineteenth century (1899); the equivalent of Form 
XXXVI in Schöne and Mau’s classification of amphorae 
recovered from Pompeii (1909) and Knossos Type 4-5 
(Hayes 1983).

Rhodian amphorae are well known to pottery re
searchers in this country, as they are a commonly 
encountered form on many of the early Roman sites in 
Britain (see Peacock 1977b). The Roman period Rhodian 
amphora form, with its distinctive single rod handles 
rising to a sharp peak just below a simple beaded rim, 
was produced from the late 1st century BC to the early 
2nd century AD (Peacock and Williams 1986, Class 9). 
Petrological analysis has shown that this type of amphora 
was almost certainly made at a number of different places, 
but that the island of Rhodes, including the Rhodian 
Peraea, was without doubt the main area of production 
(Peacock 1977b). Recent fieldwork in the latter region 
has confirmed that this form was made there in some 
quantity, with a number of production sites located on 
the Turkish mainland opposite Rhodes (Empereur and 
Tuna 1989; Empereur and Picon 1989, fig. 1). Wine 
seems to have been the usual commodity transported in 
these vessels, although on occasions figs were also carried 
(see Sealey 1985a, 56-58). The two main fabrics 
associated with this ‘expanded’ Rhodian region are very 
distinctive when viewed in thin section under the 
petrological microscope, as both contain frequent red
dish-brown inclusions of serpentine.

In Britain, the Rhodian form is commonly associated 
with pre-Flavian forts, which suggested to Peacock that 
Rhodian wine might have formed a portion of the tribute 
imposed on the Rhodians during the reign of Claudius 
and used in particular to supply the military, both in this 
country and on the continent (1977b, 270). This may in 
part be true, although Rhodian amphorae are also found 

on military and civilian sites both before this date and at 
some time after it.

Given the similarities in form between the Dressel 43 
amphora and the Rhodian type, it is understandable that 
there has been some confusion in the past between the 
two vessels, which has normally manifested itself in 
Dressel 43 being mistaken for, or included in, the general 
range of the Rhodian form (see Fig. 1). The top section 
of the Dressel 43 amphora, with its single-rod handles 
rising to a curved peak, although generally above the rim 
rather than below it, is indeed reminiscent of the Rhodian 
form and must surely have been influenced by it. Indeed, 
for some time Dressel 43 has been thought of as being 
closely related to the Rhodian amphora (Peacock 1977b, 
269), even being referred to as ‘pseudo-Rhodian’ 
(Borgard and Gateau 1991, 318). In the same vein it has 
been claimed that Dressel 43 actually carried Rhodian 
wine, and during the latter stages of its production was 
made in Italy (Bezeczky 1987, 44). There have also been 
cases where amphorae of a quite unrelated form have 
nevertheless been identified as Dressel 43 (Keay 1989, 
Type 32, fig. 14, nos. 245 and 246).

Dressel 43: Typology, Origins and Chronology 
On the whole then, there does seem to be a general lack 
of appreciation of Dressel 43 that suggests to the writer 
that a description of the form, fabric and what is known 
of the origins may prove to be of some benefit. The 
Dressel 43 vessel is smaller and more thin-walled than 
the Rhodian form, with a wider, more cylindrical body 
that is prone to a slight expansion towards the bottom, 
ending in a small rounded basal knob (see Fig. 1). This 
is in contrast to the tapering body and solid spike of the 
Rhodian form (see Peacock and Williams 1986, Class 9). 
In fact, Dressel 43 are rather delicate looking vessels 
when compared to the heavier Rhodian type. The single 
rod-like handles tend to be smaller in diameter than those 
of the Rhodian and unlike the latter rise to a peak well 
above the rim. Quite often the outer faces of these handles 
at the top of the spur have been flattened (Hayes 1983,



Fig. 1. Dressel 43 examples from Britain (Nos 1-10, see catalogue), La Canée, Crete (No. 11, after Markoulaki, Empereur and 
Marangou 1989, fig.25a) and Pompeii (Nos 12-13, after Sciallano and Sibella 1991). Scales: Nos 1-9 at 1:4, Nos. 10-13 at 1:8.
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fig. 21, no. 21). There is a small rounded collar rim, with 
the neck commonly displaying a slight bulge.

Two sizes of Dressel 43 amphora were produced, both 
of them considerably smaller than the Rhodian type. One 
is about half the size of the commonly encountered 
Dressel 2-4 wine amphora and stood about two feet in 
height, weighed about 6kg and was capable of carrying 
some 11-12 litres; the other was more of a quarter-size 
vessel which contained about 5 litres (Riley 1979; 
Bezeczky 1987; Markoulaki et al 1989; Sciallano and 
Sibella 1991).

The fabric is a little variable, but Dressel 43 normally 
occurs in a dense fine-textured hard fired clay, which is 
generally light red to buff in colour, or perhaps some
times a lightish grey. In thin section the range of fabrics 
can be shown to be quite different to those associated 
with Rhodian types (see below and Peacock 1977). The 
outer surface, which is commonly roughly finished, is 
often covered with a thin light coloured slip. A complete 
example of a Dressel 43 from a tomb at Berenice 
(Benghazi) displayed rather unusual markings. The outer 
surface was painted white all over with horizontal red 
bands on the neck and trailing bands on the body to 
represent ribbons with bow knots tied at the bases of the 
two handles (Riley 1979, p.148, no. D108 and fig. 73, 
no. 108).

Recent field work on Crete has confirmed Hayes’ 
suspicion in the early 1980s of a local origin for Dressel 
43, on the basis that the hard fine-textured fabric was 
similar to pottery known to be local to the Knossos area 
(1983, 145). Production sites in central Crete have been 
recognized at Herakleon, Knossos, Dermatos and Tsout- 
souros, and in general terms these seem to cover the 
period from sometime before the middle of the 1st century 
AD to the second half of the 2nd century (Empereur et al 
1991). The current evidence seems to suggest that these 
vessels were not made in the western part of the island 
(ibid, 522).

Amphorae of a somewhat similar form with collar rim 
and cylindrical lower body were also produced in Crete, 
from the 1st to the 3rd centuries (Riley 1979, Mid Roman 
amphora 2 Agora 197; Panella 1986, fig. 4; Peacock and 
Williams 1986, Class 41). They are plentiful at the Villa 
Dionysos during the 2nd and 3rd centuries, when Dressel 
43 was uncommon on the site (Hayes 1983, Type 2). Kiln 
sites for this type are known at Knossos, Chersonisos, 
Gortyne, Tsoutsouros, Dermatos and Keratokambos in 
the central part of the island and Kastelli in the west 
(Markoulaki et al 1989, fig. 13, AC1; Empereur et al 
1991, fig. 58, ACl). To the best of the writer’s knowledge 
none are found in Britain.

A relatively high proportion of Dressel 43 vessels have 
been found with tituli picti. These are normally written in 
Latin, although examples of Dressel 43 from Lyon and 
Fos-sur-Mer have been found with cursive Greek 
inscriptions (Desbat et al 1987, no. L15; Liou and 

Marichal 1978, no. 62). A similar arrangement has been 
noted on Rhodian amphorae, and it has been suggested 
that this may reflect a direct Italian interest in the 
production and distribution of Greek wine from this 
region (Baldacci 1972; see also Sealey 1985a, 57).

Cretan wine is mentioned in some of the Latin tituli 
picti as the content that was being carried, and this 
probably reflects the situation in the majority of cases for 
this class of vessel. A titulus pictus on a Dressel 43 from 
Pompeii reads (yinum) CRET(zcwm) E\c(ellens) (Callender 
1965, 16; Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum IV, 5526; 
Tchemia 1986, 244). While another from Fos-sur-Mer 
mentions CREifjcz/m vinum) (Liou 1987, no. F 132). Pliny 
mentions a Cretan wine which he describes as vinum 
passum (Naturalis Historia, XIV, 81). This is a raisin 
wine which, when mixed with honey, made an inferior 
form of mulsum, a form of aperitif, which seems to have 
been a speciality of the island (Younger 1966, 204). 
According to Horace, the best kind of mulsum brought 
together honey from Hymettus and wine from Falernum 
(Satires, II, 2, 15). Martial refers to the Cretan variety as 
the “poor man’s mulsum” (Epigrams, XIII, CVI). Passum 
was also on occasion carried by Rhodian types, an 
inscription on an amphora from Pompeii reads passum 
rhodivm / p coELi galli (Corpus Inscriptionum Latinarum 
IV, 9327; see also Sealey 1985a, 56). However, it seems 
that preserved fruit was also carried in some of these 
vessels. A titulus pictus on the top section of a Dressel 43 
from London mentions sorb apples (see below).

The date range for Dressel 43 covers the first two 
centuries AD, with a starting date sometime during the 
first half of the 1st century (Empereur et al 1991, 493; 
Sciallano and Sibella 1991). The earliest stratified find 
seems to be from Colchester, in a military deposit dated 
no later than c49/55 (Symonds and Wade 1999, no. 242). 
A complete top half of a Dressel 43 from Vindonissa is 
also dated to the first half of the 1st century, while there 
also occur sherds from several similar vessels at the site, 
which was abandoned at the very beginning of the 2nd 
century (Ettlinger 1977, Fig. 7; Vindonissa form 591, for 
a drawing see Panella 1970, 154, no. 115). Certainly 
Dressel 43 was well established by the middle of the 
century, or shortly after. At Rome, it accounts for just 
under 9% of a large deposit of amphorae dating to c64 
from the Via Nova-Clivo Palatino, being by far and away 
the most common eastern Mediterranean type represented 
(Ciotola et al 1989). Dressel 43 is present in small 
numbers in a large dump of pottery dated to c70 at Bas- 
de-Loyasse, Lyon (Dangréaux and Desbat 1988, fig. 3, 
nos. 11,12 and 14), and also occurs at other sites in Lyon 
during the 2nd century (Desbat and Picon 1986, note 8). 
It is also found at pre-79 Pompeii (Schöne and Mau 1909, 
Form XXXVI; Sciallano and Sibella 1991) and Hercu
laneum (Maiuri 1946).

Dressel 43 was still common in Rome during the early 
years of the 2nd century, representing 6.6% of the 
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amphorae from a deposit on the Via Sacra-Via Nova, 
Rome, dating to cl 10 (Ciotola et al 1989). Dressel 43 
also occurs at Paphos in the early 2nd century (Hayes in 
Riley 1979, 148). At excavations at the north-east area of 
the Terme del Nuotatore, Ostia, Dressel 43 accounts for 
3.05% in a deposit of almost 700 amphora sherds dated 
120-140 (Panella 1989, fig. 20). However, during the 
second half of the 2nd century production of Dressel 43 
seems to have been reduced. It is not particularly common 
at the Villa Dionysos, Knossos, in levels dated 160-180 
(Hayes 1983). Dressel 43 does occur in mid 3rd century 
levels at Ostia, but at this late date these vessels may well 
be residual (Panella 1989, fig. 24). Moreover, it is to be 
doubted if the ‘derived’ Dressel 43s said to be from the 
(?) mid 3rd century shipwreck at Torre Chianca, Apulia, 
are really associated with this form (Parker 1992, 426).

Dressel 43 was fairly widely distributed, although it 
seems in particular to be present in Italy and Gaul, 
especially during the 1st century (Fig. 2). Many examples 
of Dressel 43 have been recovered from shipwrecks in 
the Golfe de Fos, at the entrance of the River Rhone (Liou 
and Marichal 1978; Liou 1987; a number of these vessels 
are on display at the Musée d’Amphores at Istres, some 
of which contain tituli picti, information from Sue Wade). 
Dressel 43 also reached the western frontier provinces of 
Britain (see below) and Lower Germany (a complete 
example has been recovered from Braives: Brulet et al 
1992, fig. 8). It also occurs on a number of sites in Cisalpine 

Gaul (Baldacci 1972) and Pannonia (Bezeczky 1987, nos. 
256 and 268; plus a find at Emona, information from Dr 
Tamas Bezeczky). Dressel 43 is found in lesser numbers 
along the coast of North Africa (and inland at Mons 
Porphyrites in the Egyptian desert, information from Dr 
Roberta Tomber) and the eastern Mediterranean (for full 
references see Markoulaki et al 1989, 576-577).

Nine Dressel 43 amphorae, or parts of them, have 
been recovered from Britain (see Catalogue below). One 
of the Colchester examples appears in a particularly early 
context, not later than c49/55 (Symonds and Wade 1999, 
no. 242). It is possible that the Caerleon vessel, on which 
there is a titulus pictus mentioning the second legion, 
may have arrived shortly after that legion took up its 
position at Caerleon early in the Flavian period (Boon 
1987, 30). Bearing this in mind it is tempting, but at this 
stage somewhat speculative, to see the Colchester vessel, 
and possibly the one from Caerleon too, entering the 
province as a small part of a larger cargo of Rhodian 
amphora from the eastern Mediterranean, perhaps 
specifically intended for the military. The remaining finds 
of Dressel 43 from Britain have no obvious military 
connections. The two from London are both unstratified. 
Of the others, the examples from Fishbourne, Veru- 
lamium and Colchester (No.6 in catalogue) come from 
2nd-century levels. While the remaining three vessels 
from Colchester were found in mid 3rd-century and later 
deposits and must surely be residual.

Fig. 2. The distribution of Dressel 43, based upon Panella 1986 and Markoulaki, Empereur and Marangou 1989 with additions.
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Petrology and fabric of British finds 
of Dressel 43
All of the British finds of Dressel 43 recovered to date 
have been examined by the writer and the majority have 
been thin sectioned and studied under the petrological 
microscope. It is clear from the results that these vessels 
do not share a common fabric and so are unlikely to be 
the products of a single centre. This information ties in 
with what we know about the production of Dressel 43 in 
Crete, which took place at a number of widely separated 
centres (Empereur et al 1991).

The island of Crete displays a variety of geological 
formations. These are mostly represented by Jurassic and 
Cretaceous limestones, which form the main mountain 
ranges, together with sandstones, marls and conglomer
ates, although there are also extensive metamorphic areas 
and lesser amounts of igneous rocks, including granites 
and gabbros (Creutzburg 1977). One of the Colchester 
samples (No.7 in catalogue) shows a particularly dis
tinctive range of inclusions, which includes fragments of 
igneous, metamorphic and limestone rocks. Small pieces 
of metamorphic rock were also noted in the vessel from 
Fishbourne. The other samples sectioned have a generally 
similar range of non-plastic inclusions, which mostly 
comprise grains of quartz sand. There are textural 
differences amongst this material which may indicate 
different production centres, on the other hand they may 
simply reflect a certain amount of variation in the locally 
available raw materials. However, without a full petro
graphic description of the products from each of the known 
Cretan kilns which made Dressel 43, it is difficult to 
know how much textural variation of quartz might be 
expected from these centres. Also it would be valuable to 
know if it is possible to characterize individual centres 
when dealing with distinctive fabrics like (No.7) and 
perhaps also (No.l).

Catalogue
Fig. 1
1. Fishbourne FB4 83 T[10]

Part of the rim and almost the whole of one of the handles. This 
was found on the eastern side of Chichester Harbour, close to 
the Roman Palace at Fishbourne, in a pit which is thought to 
have been deposited in the first half of the 2nd century, and was 
described as an imitation Rhodian type (DPS Peacock pers 
comm in Rudkin 1986, fig. 9, no. 6).

It is in a somewhat sandy, slightly friable, light reddish
yellow (Munsell 7.5YR 7/6) fabric, with a worn light-coloured 
creamy slip. Thin sectioning shows moderately frequent 
subangular quartz grains generally under 0.3 mm in size, flecks 
of both muscovite and biotite mica, quartzite, red iron oxide 
and some small pieces of metamorphic rock.

2. London Museum of London no. 35.134
The complete top section, on which there is a titulus pictus. A 
stray find in 1934 from 28 Cornhill, London. Thin sectioning 
shows moderately frequent subangular quartz grains ranging up 
to 0.3 mm in size, with the majority under 0.1 mm across, 

together with some flecks of muscovite mica, a little quartzite 
and some iron oxide.

The inscription is in two parts: (a) giving the contents carried, 
and (b) the name of the owner or producer of the goods. The first 
inscription is positioned vertically on the neck opposite one of 
the handles, and reads sorvi sec. The second consists of three 
horizontal lines at the base of the neck and shoulder reading in 
I crescentis cv. AENNiN.... I pvc (Frere and Tomlin 1994, no. 
2492.13).

The first inscription might appear at first sight somewhat 
surprising, if correctly interpreted as sorvi sec[cZ], ‘dried sorb 
apples’ or ‘of dried sorb apple’ (ibid), given that wine is 
generally considered to have been the contents carried in Dressel 
43. However, few amphora forms seem to have been totally 
content specific, and on occasion most appear to have carried a 
range of items (see in general Sealey 1985a and Peacock and 
Williams 1986). The sorb apple, or service berry, is the fruit of 
the service tree (Sorbus domestica) and comes in a variety of 
shapes, most commonly a small pear-shaped or rounded fruit, 
best edible when in an over-ripe condition (Oxford English 
Dictionary). According to Pliny some varieties have a taste 
which he likened to the flavour of wine (Naturalis Historia, 
XV, 23). If sorbs were indeed carried all the way from Crete to 
London, they may well have travelled preserved in sapa, a kind 
of thick non-alcoholic syrup formed by boiling down new wine 
before it has fermented, which no doubt also added a certain 
sweetness to the fruit as well (Cato, De Agri Cultura, VII, 4).

3. London Museum of London no. 2705 R.XI.6
The rim, neck and part of the top section of the handles. A stray 
find in 1870 from 55 Cornhill, London. It is in a dense, fine- 
textured clay, with a light red (2.5YR 6/6) body and a creamy 
off-white slip. Thin sectioning shows a moderate scatter of sub
angular quartz grains below 0.3 mm in size, together with flecks 
of muscovite mica, some cryptocrystalline limestone and red 
iron oxide.

4. Verulamium Ver 56 HI [3]
Part of the rim and the top section of one of the handles. The 
small, narrowish handle displays a series of lightly scored 
grooves done while the clay was wet, and is pinched at the top 
of the summit. It was recovered from Insula XXVII, which was 
disturbed by an Antonine fire, and described as an imitation 
Rhodian form (Illustration after Wilson 1984, fig. 81, no. 1920). 
It is in a dense fine-textured clay, light grey (10YR 7/2) to buff 
(10YR 7/4) with a dark brown core. In parts it is very dark grey, 
presumably due to burning. Thin sectioning shows frequent 
small grains of quartz, generally below 0.2 mm in size, together 
with flecks of muscovite mica, a little cryptocrystalline 
limestone and some red iron oxide.

5. Caerleon ST 341 909
The complete top section, with the rim slightly misshapen, on 
which there is a titulus pictus . It has a lightish grey (between 
5YR 7/1 and 6/1) surface with a light red core (10R 6/8) and a 
yellow coloured resinous lining on the inside surface. Thin 
sectioning shows moderately frequent subangular quartz grains 
generally below 0.1 mm in size, with sparse flecks of mica and 
some red iron oxide. This vessel was found during excavations 
in Mill Street, Caerleon, in 1985, in the area of the canabae to 
the east of the fortress, and may have been deposited on the site 
as part of the early military rubbish-dumps (Boon 1987, 30). It 
has been published as an amphora from Rhodes (ibid, 31; 
followed by Webster 1992, 114 and Pl. 1).

It carries a vertical inscription on the neck, leg. ii. avg, 
showing that the vessel was intended for, or belonged to, the 
second legion. There is also a three lined cursive inscription 
placed horizontally on the shoulder m / /ëëii / perprimum. This 
inscription has been read by Dr Roger Tomlin, who suggests 
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that the first and second lines refer to the capacity or control
mark, while the third line might refer to the first pressing of the 
contents (?passum), from an estate near a Cretan town, possibly 
Pergamum (Hassall and Tomlin 1994, 312).

This amphora, which was found to contain a ‘thin lining of 
yellow powdery deposit’, was analyzed by Heron and Pollard, 
where it is described as belonging to ‘Peacock’s no. 1 (Rhodian), 
the most common amphora type imported into Britain’ (1988, 
fig. 3 top of list and p. 439). Analysis of the internal lining of 
the vessel showed that it was a resin, probably derived from the 
pine tree (ibid).

6. Colchester BKCJ 469
Part of the top section containing part of the rim and handles. 
This was recovered from deposits of the period ending cl60 
(Illustration after Symonds and Wade 1999, no. 241). It is in a 
hard, dense fabric, lightish brown to buff (between 7.5YR 6/4 
to 7/4) in colour. Thin sectioning shows moderately frequent 
subangular quartz grains ranging up to 0.3 mm in size, although 
with the majority below 0.1 mm across, together with a little 
iron oxide, the odd small grain of plagioclase felspar and sparse 
flecks of muscovite mica. There are also a number of small 
voids with faint reaction rims scattered throughout the clay 
matrix. These undoubtedly contained pieces of limestone at one 
stage.

7. Colchester 18IB 2176
A section from the top of the vessel containing part of the rim 
and handle. This was recovered from a military context dated 
up to c49/55 (Illustration after Symonds and Wade 1999 no. 
242). It is in a hard, fine-textured fabric, light reddish-brown 
(2.5YR 6/4) with a thin light-coloured slip. Thin sectioning 
shows frequent subangular quartz grains generally below 0.3 
mm in size but with a few larger grains, some small pieces of 

cryptocrystalline limestone and one larger fragment of a sandy
limestone, sparse small pieces of shell and foraminifera, a little 
altered igneous and some metamorphic rock, flecks of mica 
(mostly muscovite but with some biotite), quartzite, red iron 
oxide, and the odd grain of plagioclase felspar.

8.-10.  Three additional examples of Dressel 43 also come from 
Colchester. These amount to a rim, part of the top section of a 
handle and an almost complete vessel, and are described in the 
report as being in a ‘pale brown or orange-brown fabric with a 
thin cream slip’ (ibid, nos. 241-245). These three pieces come 
from the periods ending: c275 (no. 244, a handle), c250 (no. 
245, an almost complete vessel) and c425+ (no. 243, a rim). 
(Illustrations after Symonds and Wade 1999).
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Amphorae and vineyards from Burgundy to the Seine

Fanette Laubenheimer

The production of amphorae was not limited to the coast 
around the Mediterranean. Recent research has shown 
that Roman amphorae were also made in Gaul, well outside 
the southern province of Narbonnaise, in regions such as 
Lyon (Dangréaux et al 1992), Bordeaux (Berthault 1992), 
and the Loire Valley (Laubenheimer 1986) and further 
north (Laubenheimer 2000). Even in England, the 
production of amphorae at Brockley Hill has been 
recognised for some time (Castle 1978), and other local 
products have come to light more recently (Symonds 
1993 and this volume below). In Gaul, a series of 
workshops has recently been identified along an east
west axis from Burgundy up to the Seine basin, and some 
of these appear to have particular connections with Britain. 
The study of these workshops provides us with an 
opportunity to have a new look at the development of 
vineyards towards the northern parts of Gaul in the early 
Roman empire, and to examine the trade which these 
engendered.

The first Burgundy wine in London?
A major pottery production centre was established at 

Gueugnon, in southern Burgundy, in the 1st century AD 
(Fig. 1). The site is well-known, and has been investigated 
over a long period of time, notably by J.-C. Notet (Lauben
heimer and Notet 1986), but it is of interest here owing to 
new research on the distribution of its products, par
ticularly to Britain. Gueugnon is one of the largest known 
workshops in Gaul, covering roughly 10 hectares, with 
46 kilns so far excavated. Pottery manufacture continued 
through the first three centuries AD, with the production 
of a diverse, evolving range of coarse wares, mortaria, 
samian ware, fine wares and figurines. Amphorae, of 
three different forms in the same white or orange inclusion
rich fabric, were made during the 1st century (Fig. 2). 
Forms 1 and 2 are original, and are distinguished by the 
shape of the rim and by a differing range of potters’ 
stamps: Form 1 is stamped MAGio.ADB(i/dws)F(ecz7), while 
Form 2 is stamped svnvcvs, or oficin(ö)/adbvci-lit(e)v()/ 
fecit, or ADBVcivcF(eczi). These typically Gaulish names 
suggest that Adbucius was probably the owner or main 
potter of the officina, who worked alone or with various 
partners, including Magio or Lit(e)v(). Form 3 is a small 
version of the wine amphora from Narbonnaise, known 
as Gauloise 4 (G.4).

Fig. 1 Amphora workshops from Burgundy to the Seine basin - location map.
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(¡SI? rai ,

(svn vcvsrj
Fig. 2 The three amphora forms made at Gueugnon and their stamps. Scales: amphorae at 1:4; stamps at 1:1.

The site at Gueugnon was conveniently located for 
river transport via the Arroux, a veritable commercial 
corridor between the Loire and the region of the Edouans, 
with connections to the north via the nearby valley of the 
Seine and to the east via Chagny gap to the Saône Valley 
at Chalon-sur-Saône. The distribution of Gueugnon 
amphorae towards the east was via the Saône Valley 
(Fig. 3): several Form 2 and G.4 (Form 3) amphorae 
have been found in the Saône, at Chalón. From there, 
they were exported up the valley of the Doubs: two 
examples of Form 2 have been found at Besançon 
(Laubenheimer and Humbert 1992), and the type has 
also been found further east in the Rhine Valley at Augst, 
in Switzerland (Martin-Kilcher 1990a, 197).

Towards the west, the distribution was via the Loire: 
a neck stamped Adbucius has been found at Bourbon- 

Laney (pers comm J.-C. Notet); and via the Seine, passing 
probably by Autun, where the reserve collections of the 
museum include six Gueugnon amphorae in the three 
known forms (Fig. 4).

Were Gueugnon amphorae exported to Britain?
This possibility first arose with the discovery, in 1921, in 
Ironmonger Lane, Cheapside, London, of the rim and 
neck of an amphora stamped adbvcivsf (Figs. 4 and 5). 
This was first published by Wheeler (1930, 143 and pl. 
LVI, no. 5; Museum of London Acc. no. A23548). In 
1981 Geoff Marsh kindly supplied me with photographs 
of the amphora and a rubbing of the stamp. He also sent 
a photograph of another amphora, found in the same 
street in 1980, which bears the stamp c.albvcivs. This
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Fig. 3 Distribution map of amphorae from Gueugnon.

Fig. 4 Left: a Gueugnon amphora found at Autun and stamped magioadbf; right: an amphora found at Ironmonger Lane, 
London, stamped adbvcivsf. Scale 1:3.

latter vessel seemed to me to be typologically different, 
while I did not hesitate to identify the former as a product 
of Gueugnon (Laubenheimer 1986).

In 1982-83 excavations at Sugar Loaf Court in 
London unearthed a body of pottery that is considered to 
represent a pottery workshop, owing to the presence of 
wasters and burnt debris. The orange-red fabric, very 
characteristic of local London coarse wares, is known as 
Sugar Loaf Court Ware, abbreviated as SLOW. In 
November 1992, at a round-table at Orsay, and the 
following spring at the annual SFECAG conference, at 
Versailles, R.P. Symonds presented a study of Romano- 

British amphorae in which he attributed to this local 
SLOW production (with some reservations resulting from 
discussions between us) the two stamped amphorae from 
Ironmonger Lane and a third, unstamped amphora with a 
rather different rim profile, from Queen Victoria Street 
(Fig. 5.4) (See also Symonds this volume below).

This brought us to the obvious question: are these 
amphorae really from London or from Gueugnon? It was 
decided to seek the answer through element analyses, in 
particular using X-ray fluorescence, within the CNRS- 
funded research programme known as GDR 1040, Gaulish 
amphorae in the Roman world, which includes, among
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Fig. 5 1: amphora from Gueugnon, stamped adbvcivsf; 2: amphora from Ironmonger Lane, stamped adbvcivsf; 3: amphora from 
Ironmonger Lane, c.albvcivs; 4: amphora from Queen Victoria Street, not stamped, in SLOW fabric. Scales: amphorae at 1:4; 
stamps at 1:1. (Note that Nos 2-4 are also shown in Symonds below, Figs 5, 6, 4)
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its aims, the establishment of a database of analyses of 
amphorae manufactured in Gaul. R.P. Symonds authorised 
me to take samples of the three London amphorae, to 
which I added two samples of stamped Gueugnon 
amphorae, one stamped adbvcivsf(^czí) and the other 
stamped MAGio-ADB(Mcn/s)F(ecz7). The results from these 
samples were combined with those from some 93 samples 
of pottery from Gueugnon analysed earlier (as part of a 
programme intended to characterise the wares produced 
at Gueugnon) by Dr M. Picon, of the Laboratory of 
Ceramology at Lyon. Owing to an interruption of work at 
Lyon caused by the need to replace essential equipment, 
the new analyses were instead carried out by Anne Bocquet 
at the Laboratory for Geology and Mineralogy at the 
Catholic University of Louvain-la-Neuve in Belgium. 
These analyses have the singular advantage of being 
perfectly comparable and compatible with those carried 
out at Lyon, and thus the results obtained could be directly 
entered into the database already established by Dr Picon, 
and the comparisons were subsequently evaluated by Anne 
Bocquet, Dr Picon and myself.

The cluster analysis applied to the results for the entire 
assemblage indicate three sub-groups, and it is the third 
of these which includes the amphorae with orange-red 
fabric, and therein the two recently-analysed Gueugnon 
amphorae stamped adbvcivsf and magio-adbf, the 
London adbvcivsf, plus a fourth stamped Adbucius 
amphora which was among the 93 samples from Gueug
non analysed earlier (Fig. 6). We can say, therefore, that 
the amphora from Ironmonger Lane stamped adbvcivsf 
is definitely Gaulish, and the workshop at Gueugnon was 
exporting in the 1 st century as far as London. By contrast, 
the amphora stamped c.albvcivs and the unstamped 
SLOW amphora fall outside the three groups of Burgundy 
amphorae. These are separated from the third Gueugnon 
group by higher proportions of Fe2O3 and MgO, com
bined with lower proportions of A12O3, K2O and Ba (Table
1).

What can be said of the contents of these amphorae? 
There is no direct evidence for the content of Gueugnon 
Forms 1 or 2, but the contemporary Gueugnon G.4 
amphorae are deliberate imitations of wine amphorae, 
and it is likely that the other forms would also have carried 

wine. The first mention of wine production in Burgundy 
dates to AD 312, in a speech of thanks addressed to 
Constantine at the time of his visit to Autun (Latin 
Panegyrics VIII, 6). The vineyard in question is, however, 
described as a very old one. The production of amphorae 
and the long-distance export of a very specific product 
seems to argue convincingly for the beginning of wine 
production in Burgundy in the 1st century. It would 
indeed seem difficult to argue that wine was shipped in 
bulk from the Mediterranean as far as Gueugnon, to be 
re-packaged there and shipped on to Britain.

Wine amphorae from the regions 
of the Yonne and Oise Valleys
The workshop at Sens (Yonne)
Near the Yonne river and served by the Roman road 
which runs from Auxerre to Paris, the workshop of 
Sablons, at Sens, covers approximately 3 hectares, and 
was in production from the 1st to the 3rd century. A 
rescue excavation was conducted in 1987 by D. Perrugot 
(Perrugot 1990), covering an area of roughly 250sq m, 
and exposing walls, kilns, floors, pits: in short, an entire 
potters’ work area which had been modified several times. 
The pottery wasters which were recovered belong to the 
first period of production, dated (by the samian ware and 
coins) from the second half of the 1st century to the 
beginning of the 2nd century. A wide range of products 
were made, including building materials, mortaria, 
amphorae and coarse wares. The amphorae, of which 
several hundred examples were found, form an important 
part of the assemblage. There is a diverse selection of 
forms (Fig. 7): Dressel 2-4, with bifid handles (Fig. 8); 
Gauloise 3 (Fig. 9) stamped matrv (22 examples so far 
recorded); Gauloise 4 (Fig. 10); and various ‘pulley-wheel 
rim’ forms (Fig. 11).

Here again is an example of amphora production 
beginning in the 1st century, with copies of contemporary 
wine amphorae such as Dressel 2-4, G.4 and very 
probably G.3 all made at the site. Their distribution has 
not as yet been fully researched, but the types are certainly 
found in the surrounding region.

GUEUGON 1 GUEUGON 2 GUEUGNON 3

aadbvcivs amphora

■ albvcivs amphora

• SLOW AMPHORA

Fig. 6 Dendrogram of the analytical results for the samples from Gueugnon and London: there are three sub-groups. The adbvcivs 
amphorae all fall in the third sub-group, while c.albvcivs and the unstamped amphora from Queen Victoria Street fall outside the 
sub-groups.
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Fig. 7 Amphorae from the workshop of Sablons, at Sens; 1: Dressel 2-4; 2: Gauloise 3; 3: Gauloise 4; 4, 5 & 6: variants 
(illustrations by D. Perrugot). Scales: amphorae at 1:4; stamp at 1:1.
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Fig. 8 Dressel 2-4 amphora from the workshop at Sens; note 
the scarifications on the neck at the level of the handle join, 
intended to improve the join.

Fig. 10 Various versions of Gauloise 4 amphorae, from the 
workshop at Sens.

Fig. 9 Gauloise 3 amphorae stamped matrv, from the workshop 
at Sens.

Fig. 11 ‘Pulley-wheel’-type amphorae, from the workshop at 
Sens.

The workshop at Noyon (Oise)
Established near the Oise river and on the road which 
runs from Amiens to Soissons, this production centre 
was developed on the edge of the Roman town, a 
secondary centre in the region of the Viromanduans. The 
presence of pottery manufacture is represented only by 
two waster dumps and material derived from the destruc
tion of a kiln or hearth, and a rich assemblage of pottery 
(Ben Redjeb 1992): one of the dumps contained Gallo- 
Belgic wares of the second half of the 1st century, while 
the other contained oxidised wares, including series of 
flagons, mortaria and amphorae. These types appear to 
belong to the period 50+ to 150+. The amphorae, 
represented by less than twenty examples, are divided 
among Gauloise 4 (Fig. 12), Gauloise 3 and ‘pulley
wheel rim’ forms (Laubenheimer 1992). The bases are in 
the form of bottle or flat bases. The entire amphora 
assemblage seems to suggest an industry which aimed to 

imitate wine amphorae from the Narbonnaise region, 
including G.4’s, and undoubtedly G.3’s, with a certain 
imaginativeness with regard to the shape of the base. The 
idea that these were locally-produced is reinforced by the 
homogeneity of their beige, fine fabric, and by the 
similarity of their fabric to that of the mortaria, upon 
which appear several examples of the same stamp.

Once again, it appears that we are dealing here with a 
regional amphora production centre of the 1st and 2nd 
centuries.

G.12 amphorae of the Seine basin
and their trade towards Britain
The study of a fine series of amphorae of type Gauloise 
12 from more than 60 graves in the cemetery site at 
Vatteville-la-Rue (Eure) (Laubenheimer and Lequoy
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Fig. 12 Gauloise 4 amphorae from the workshop at Noy on. Scale 1:4.

1992), has led to the definition of a type which includes 
several modules, characterized by a grooved rim and 
unsystematic decorations, such as round pastilles at the 
base of the handle and/or an incised wavy line around the 
upper body (Figs. 13 and 14). Two different fabrics have 
been recognised: one is orange, and much refined, while 

the other is white and sandy. Chronologically, the smaller 
versions appear earliest, in the 1st century AD, larger 
versions being made from the middle of the 2nd to the 
middle of the 3rd century. This evidence fits well with 
the dating of G.12 amphorae found at Caen and Rich
borough. Although for nearly fifteen years now it has



Fig. 13 The three versions of G. 12 amphorae from Vatteville-la-Rue.
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Fig. 14 Various versions of G. 12 amphorae from Vatteville-la- 
Rue.

been suggested that one or more workshops producing 
G.12’s must have existed in Normandy, where a large 
concentration has been observed in the regions surround
ing Rouen and Caen (Fig. 15), none has yet been 
discovered. However, a programme of analyses of G.12 
amphorae from these regions, using X-ray fluorescence, 
has indicated evidence for two separate compositional 
groups, one associated with the region of Rouen, and one 
associated with the region of Caen (Misonne et al 1998).

Elsewhere, recent excavations have brought to light 
three production centres on the peripheries of the main 
area of concentration of G.12 amphorae.

• At La Boissière-Ecole (Yvelinesf near Rambouillet, a 
wide range of coarse pottery was produced, beginning

Fig. 15 The distribution of G.12 amphora production centres and of G.12 amphorae.
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in the 1st century. In the 3rd century, coarse and fine 
wares constituted the majority of the wares manu
factured. G.12 amphorae, in a sandy fabric, made up 
only a small percentage of the output (Fig. 16; Barat 
and Raux 1993).

• At Chartres (Eure-et-Loire), workshops at Les Grandes 
Filles Dieu and St.-Barthélémy produced G.12 am
phorae from 150 through the 3rd century (Fig. 17). 
The quantities were not, however, substantial (Selles 
1993). Also noteworthy are local G.4 amphorae in a 
sandy fabric from the workshop at Les Grandes Filles 
Dieu, made in the second half of the 1st century, along 
with amphora variants which do not belong to any 
known typologies.

• At La Bosse (Sarthe) near Le Mans, G. Guiller has 
recently discovered (through field-walking only) a 
large pottery production centre comprising seven 
different areas. The site was mainly devoted to mass
production of coarse wares, but also included minus
cule quantities of G.12 amphorae.

In sum, G.12 amphorae, characteristic of the 1st to 3rd 
centuries, were manufactured and distributed in small 
quantities, but managed to travel considerable distances. 
They were dispatched towards the Channel Islands and 
towards Britain (Fig. 15). Many were lined with resin, as 
has been illustrated by analyses of the contents carried 
out on examples from Vatteville-la-Rue. Wine seems 
therefore to be the most likely content.

We must therefore conclude that from Burgundy to 
the Seine basin, the known amphora workshops produced 
mainly wine-carrying amphorae. This conclusion can be 
extended to the Loire basin, where, in the 1 st century, the 
workshop at Mougon-Crouzilles also made wine am
phorae (Laubenheimer 1986). But a workshop producing 
amphorae does not necessarily imply a nearby vineyard.

It is nevertheless clear that the idea of local re
packaging of products shipped in bulk from the Medi
terranean is difficult to sustain when one observes that 
the location of many of these workshops is extremely 
rural and far from the major ports. Furthermore, these 

Fig. 16 G.12 amphorae from La Boissièe-Ecole represent only 
a small percentage of the pottery manufactured at the site ( after 
Barat and Raux 1993). Scale: amphora 1:10.

Fig. 17 Gauloise 12 amphorae from the workshops at Chartres 
(illustrations by the Archaeological Service, Chartres). Scale: 
1:4.
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workshops produced in very small quantities, and the 
amphorae produced seem to have had no size or measure
ment in common with the amphorae produced in massive 
numbers in the Narbonnaise region. Again, these am
phorae seem to have travelled very long distances, from 
Burgundy towards the Rhine Valley and towards London, 
and from the Seine basin towards Britain. They must 
have constituted the packaging of a specific product that 
justified such long-distance trade.

Wine is a plausible hypothesis. It could be a question 
of only limited wine production, not on the scale of the 
high-yield Tyrrhenian vineyards of the late Republican 
period.

Should we be surprised to find a vineyard in the Seine 
basin or in the Loire basin, just as in Burgundy from the 

early Roman period? Julian the Apostate observed a high- 
quality vineyard on the banks of the Seine in the 360s. 
The vineyard at Lisieux was well known to Gregory of 
Tours in the 6th century, and the occurrence of the vine 
at Evreux in the Middle Ages is no longer a secret, while 
one remembers the commercial importance of regional 
wines at Rouen in the 14th century (see further infor
mation in Brun and Laubenheimer, 2001). At present 
amphorae are the first indication of the spread of 
vineyards towards the north much earlier than previously 
thought, both in the Seine basin and in Burgundy.
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Amphorae from Lyon 
and the question of Gaulish imitations of amphorae

Armand Desbat

It has long been thought that a model which is accepted 
for the Hellenistic period could be applied equally to the 
Roman period - namely, that an amphora type could be 
characteristic of a region, and indeed of its contents: 
Dressel 1 for wine from Tyrrhenian Italy; Pascual 1 for 
wine from Tarraconensis; Dressel 20 for oil from Baetica, 
etc. While this remains partly true, in particular for eastern 
amphorae, we now know of the existence of many 
amphora production centres in Gaul which, from the end 
of the 1st century BC, were inspired by or explicitly 
copied the forms of amphorae which were previously 
believed to have had a single region of origin.

The first example is the form Pascual 1. These 
amphorae were manufactured in a number of workshops 
on the Catalan coast, in a very characteristic red fabric 
with white inclusions (Tchernia and Zevi 1972), but also 
in a buff fabric. They were also copied at such Gaulish 
workshops as Montans (Martin 1981), Aspiran (Genty 
and Fiches 1978), Sainte-Cécile-les-Vignes (Meffre 1992) 
and Marseilles (Bertucchi 1982). It has also been recently 
observed that imitations of Dressel 20 were produced in 
East Gaul (Baudoux 1992; Schallmayer 1992).

The Marseilles and Sainte-Cécile workshops also pro
duced Dressel 2-4 and Dressel 7/11 amphorae, alongside 
typical flat-bottomed amphorae. It was the first of these 
classes, by far the most widely exported, which was made 
in a large number of production centres, not only 
throughout Gaul (Laubenheimer 1985 and 1992) but also 
in Switzerland (Martin-Kilcher et al 1987) and even in 
Britain (Castle 1978). It has generally been considered 
that these workshops can be taken to indicate local wine 
production (a question to be explored further below).

However, the most remarkable case, and the one 
which raises the most questions, is that of Lyon. It has 
already been shown that there is evidence for amphora 
manufacture at Lyon from the reign of Augustus to the 
early 2nd century AD (Desbat 1987; Dangréaux et al 
1992).1

Lyon 1, Dressel 1 similis (Fig. 1 No. 1)
This form is generally similar to the Dressel 1, but the 
interior profile of the rim is different; the rim is straight 
and high, and the handle has two grooves. This type is 
known at only one Lyon site, where 35 examples were 
found, dated to roughly the year 0 (Jacquin et al 1993). 
It is worth noting that this was a period at which imported 
Dressel Is were arriving in diminishing numbers, or 
perhaps had already ceased to arrive.

Lyon 2, Dressel 2-4 (Fig. 1 Nos 2A, 2B)
This has two variants:

Type 2A, inspired by the eastern model, the Koan-type 
amphora. An Augustan example stamped flavivs FEc(it) 
has been found at the Rue de la Favorite, Lyon, associated 
with true Koan amphorae (Becker et al 1986). (Imitations 
of this type are rare, and until we find evidence to the 
contrary this is the only eastern amphora type known to 
have been imitated in Gaul. Analyses conducted in 
particular on 4 Rhodian’-type amphorae have shown that 
these were exclusively imported eastern vessels, and not 
local production; Desbat and Picon 1986).

Type 2B, inspired by the Italian model of Dressel 2
4. This much more common variant is present in contexts 
of the Augustan period and the early 1st century AD. 
There are complete examples in the collections of the 
Museum of Lyon, derived from old excavations or 
discoveries, but the type is equally well attested at the 
workshop of La Muette. The form has a carinated 
shoulder, often with the neck everted towards the top. 
The handles are almost always pseudo-bifid. There tends 
to be a considerable degree of variation in the measure
ments of the diameters and the height of the neck. The 
bases can be either solid or hollow, often with a ring or 
small projection similar to that found on Falernian 
amphorae (Hesnard and Lemoine 1981).

Lyon 3, derived from Dressel 9 or 10
(Fig. 1 Nos 3A, 3B)
This form corresponds to the form called Dressel 9 similis 
by Paunier, who suggested it was of Gaulish origin 
(Paunier 1981). Two variants are distinguishable:

Lyon Types
Four principal types have been attested:
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Fig. 1 The four main types of amphorae produced at Lyon. Scale 1:10.
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Type 3A, characterised by a rim with a projection, 
appears in the Augustan period. A complete example 
exists in the basement of the old Museum of Lyon; the 
form also is found at the pottery workshop of La Muette.

Type 3B, characterised by a funnel rim; this type 
succeeded Type 3 A in the second half of the 1st century 
AD.

As for Type 2, considerable variations can be observed 
especially in the rim profile. Some Type 3 amphorae are 
stamped, and several also bear painted inscriptions which 
indicate the contents: Gari Flos, Muría Hispana, Garum 
Hispanum (Martin-Kilcher 1990b).

Lyon 4, Augst 1 (Fig. 1 Nos 4A, 4B)
This is a small flat-bottomed amphora. It appears in the 
second half of the 1 st century AD and continues into the 
2nd century. There are also stamped examples. This form 
could take over from the Type 3B in the 2nd century. The 
above four types constitute the main amphora production 
and the Type 3B is the most widely distributed. But we 
can also now add other types which are less well- 
represented, but for which there is evidence of pro
duction, albeit marginal (Fig. 2).

Dressel 28 similis (Fig. 2 No. 5)
Some examples are known from the workshops at La 
Muette and at the military Manutention.

Dressel 16 (Fig. 2 No. 6)
This is the type represented by the amphora at London 
bearing a titulus which reads Liquamen Antipolitanum 
(Hassall and Tomlin 1984, 344; Pl. 21). It is a type which 
was made both at Fréjus and at Lyon. Analysis of an 
example found at Augst has shown that it was made at 
Lyon (Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 3).

Haltern 70 similis and variant (London 555)
(Fig. 2 Nos 7A, 7B)
This type, derived from Haltern 70, encompasses various 
intermediate forms between amphorae which fairly 
rigourously copy the Baetican Haltern 70, and the later 
variant, London 555 or Augst 21, which is characterized 
by a groove under the rim. Analyses have confirmed that 
this type was produced at Lyon. An example from Saint- 
Romain-en-Gal stamped BASS can now be attributed to 
Lyon, as can other examples of London 555 with sandy 
fabric. In the same vein, there is an example from Nyon, 
in Switzerland, with the stamp SOLLT, a stamp occurring 
on a number of amphorae whose Lyon origin has been 
confirmed (Table 1). Nevertheless Lyon production does 
not appear to have accounted for a large percentage of 
the type; London 555 was apparently also produced at 
other workshops in the Rhone Valley. The type is most 
often found with a very fine fabric, which is very close, 
both visually and in composition, to the fabric of flat- 
bottomed amphorae such as Gauloise 3 and Gauloise 4,

Fig. 2 Other amphora types made at Lyon. Scale 1:10, except 
No. 7a at 1:5.

and very different from Baetican fabrics. There is 
therefore no doubt that most London 555 amphorae, 
wherever they are found, have a Gaulish rather than a 
Baetican origin. It is possible that this type, derived from 
Haltern 70, was also produced in Baetica, but this remains 
to be demonstrated.
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Table 1 Stamps on Lyon amphorae

Stamp
LYON 2 
DR.2-4

LYON 3 
DR.9sim

LYON 4 Haltern 70 
sim.

Consumption sites

ASR ♦ Augst
BASS(VS) ♦ ♦ Saint-Romain-en-Gal, Genève
BELLICVS FECIT VAS ♦ Vindonissa
BILSIII ♦ Vidy
C.LANT ♦ Augst
CGM ♦ Vidy
COM(M) ♦ Vidy, Genève, Augst
CVB ♦ Neuss, Aislingen
CVP ♦ Soleure, Augst
CVS ♦ Avenches
EPPOMVN ♦ Augst
EVT or EVTY ♦ Yverdon, Autun
FAVSTI Lyon
FLAVI(VS) ♦ Lyon, Saint-Romain-en-Gal, Vienne, Coblence
GMD ♦ Lyon
LICINVS ♦ ♦ Lyon, Roanne
MADO ♦ Mandeure
MAN ♦ Berne
MAR(T) ♦ Augst
NVS or SAN ♦ Vidy
PEC ♦ Augst
SILVI ♦ ♦ Vidy
SOLITI ♦ ♦ ♦ Lyon, Augst, Genève, Vidy, Soleure, Annecy, Lenzbourg
SOT(ILVS)? ♦ Lyon
TAVRVS ♦ ♦ Lyon
TER ♦ Nyon

Fabrics
Lyon amphorae are characterized by a calcareous fabric 
with sand tempering extracted from the sand of the Saône 
and possibly also the Rhone. The colour can vary from a 
reddish buff to a greenish yellow. In visual examination 
there can be confusion with buff amphora fabrics from 
Tarraconensis, but the latter can be clearly separated 
using either petrological or element analyses. These have 
shown that the minerals or rocks which form the 
tempering of the Lyon fabric are composed of quartz 
feldspar alkaline, feldspath plagioclase mica, and frag
ments of granite and rhyolite (Schmitt 1993).

Discussion
Most of the Gaulish ‘imitations’ are early and have both 
a relatively limited floruit and distribution. This is the 
case for the Pascual Is and Dressel 2-4s from Marseille, 
for the Pascual Is from Aspiran and Montans, and for the 
Dressel 2-4s from Lyon. In a sense, this phenomenon 
could be seen as comparable to that of the multiplication 
of workshops producing imitations of samian ware in the 
late 1st century BC. But whereas such samian imitations 

were faithful reproductions of the Italian repertoire, the 
amphora imitations are often no more than fairly rough 
copies of the prototypes.

The creation of the ‘imitations’ begs the question of 
what is an imitation and what is a copy, but above all it 
raises the question of the contents, and the origins of the 
products transported in these amphorae. It is possible to 
distinguish various degrees of imitation or copying, from 
a simple evocation of a form, fairly liberally interpreted, 
to a copy which conforms to the original in almost every 
detail. In fact the faithfulness of the copy or imitation 
may relate to various phenomena. It may be simply a 
question of fashion: a given form is imitated because it is 
itself aesthetically pleasing or because the product which 
it contains is currently fashionable. A copy might also 
enable a client to acquire cheaply an otherwise expensive 
product, or it might even serve as a forgery or fake, 
intended to deceive the client. In this last instance, the 
copy must be as close to the original as possible, unless 
one imagines that the consumer, or even the producer, 
has only a vague idea of the prototype. These various 
phenomena and the practices which they imply probably 
all occurred in antiquity; we know of texts which give 
recipes for the artificial aging of wine or for imitating 
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certain vintages (Tchemia 1986,175; Billard 1913, 522). 
Should we explain Gaulish amphora imitations as one of 
the above-described phenomena, or all at once, or are 
there yet other possibilities?

If the imitations of Pascual 1 amphorae are fairly close 
to the original model, as are the Lyon imitations of Italian 
Dressel 2-4s, the same cannot be said for other Dressel 
2-4 imitations, or for other amphora types such as the 
Lyon-made garum amphorae which were quite loosely 
derived from the Spanish prototypes. But in all cases, it 
seems difficult to call these forgeries. Even when the 
Gaulish copy is quite close to the original, such as the 
Lyon Dressel 2-4s which go so far as to reproduce the 
ring on the spike found on Falernian amphorae, the fabric 
is clearly different, although the potters could easily have 
chosen much less distinguishable clays. The presence of 
a stamp, even a less common one, tends to contribute to 
the differentiation of Lyon imitations from the originals 
they seem to be copying. We must therefore dismiss the 
idea that these copies were intended to deceive the 
consumers.

Why then are the potters copying or being inspired by 
existing forms, rather than trying to create their own 
original model? The idea of fashion seems the most 
plausible explanation, but it does not explain everything. 
The fact that the Italian workshops abandoned the Dressel 
1 form, in favour of the Dressel 2-4 which imitates Koan 
amphorae, and the fact that thereafter the Dressel 2-4 
becomes the most widespread model for wine amphorae 
throughout the Roman world, seems indeed a fashion 
phenomenon. Likewise from the end of the 1st century 
AD the flat-bottomed amphora becomes the most wide
spread wine amphora in the western provinces.

On the other hand, the production at the same work
shop of several imitations, including several types of wine 
amphora, as is the case at Lyon and at Marseille, cannot 
be explained simply as a matter of fashion. Other 
explanations must be sought. One possibility is that 
imitation of forms well-known in the Mediterranean 
world was intended to increase the value of a mediocre 
product through the use of packaging which evokes that 
of a more prestigious content, as for example a local 
Gaulish wine in a Falernian amphora type.

The phenomenon of Lyon-made garum amphorae 
illustrates the idea that at least in part these imitations 
were intended for the re-packaging of products imported 
in bulk (Desbat 1991). The numerous tituli recorded on 
Dressel 9 or 10 similis amphorae (Lyon forms 3 A or 3B), 
which indicate the contents as Garum Flos, Muria 
Hispana or Garum Hispanum, leave little doubt that this 
was the case. We can therefore propose a further 
hypothesis that the form of amphorae corresponds not 
only to the nature of the product it contained, but also to 
its place of origin. Thus garum imported from the Iberian 
peninsula would naturally be re-packaged into amphorae 
which copy Spanish amphora forms. This would in turn 

imply that Haltern 70 similis or London 555 amphorae, 
whose tituli indicate an identical content to that of Haltern 
70s from Baetica (olives conserved in sweet wine), could 
indeed contain olives from Baetica.

It does seem, however, that there could have been 
more than one scenario. It is difficult to envisage that the 
Lyon-made Dressel 2-4 amphorae could have contained 
Falernian or Koan wine imported in bulk. In this case one 
possible explanation might be that the form of the 
amphora does not indicate the actual origin of the wine, 
but rather its quality: wine prepared with sea-water 
following the Koan recipe?

Analysis of the London amphora with the inscription 
Liquamen Antipolitanum has shown that this vessel was 
made at Fréjus, which implies that garum from Antibes 
could be re-packaged at Fréjus. But perhaps the same 
garum or comparable products could also have been 
re-packaged at Lyon, if one takes account of the origin 
of the Dressel 16 amphora found at Augst (Desbat et 
al 1994).

All of this leads to questions concerning the small 
amphora industries which have been identified in various 
places. Were not at least some of the amphorae made in 
coastal regions intended to receive decanted imported 
products? In particular, were flat-bottomed Gaulish 
amphorae intended to contain Gaulish wines? Several 
painted inscriptions, which indicate Massicum as the 
content of Gauloise 4 amphorae found particularly at 
Fos, imply that these containers were used to re-package 
Italian wine which had probably arrived in other con
tainers (Tchernia 1986, 283). The same question arises 
with inscriptions indicating Aminaeum vetus. The idea 
that this indicates an Gaulish aminée, being a vine rather 
than a vineyard (as is demonstrated by the evidence of an 
aminée from Sicily and from Beziers; Tchernia 1986, 
279; Liou and Marichal 1978, 179), is seductive but 
debatable. Equally, the study by J. Siraudeau (1988) of 
amphorae from Angers has shown the numerical im
portance of amphorae which were very probably locally- 
made, particularly Dressel 2-4s with quite specific 
typological characteristics. Do these amphorae signify 
the development of viticulture in the Loire Valley, or 
were they intended for the regional re-distribution of 
decanted wines brought in bulk via Atlantic trade routes? 
It is hard to be definite at present, but all possibilities 
must be considered.

In view of all of these factors, it would seem that the 
existence of an amphora industry does not constitute in 
itself sufficient evidence to indicate the development of 
viticulture and it is necessary to find other evidence, such 
as traces of agricultural activity associated with viti
culture.

Notes
1 The most recent relevant synthesis, published since the 

preparation of this paper, is Desbat and Dangréaux 1997.



Romano-British amphorae

Robin P. Symonds

Introduction
Since the publication by S.A. Castle (1978) of a series of 
Dressel 2-4-type amphorae from a kiln-dump at Brockley 
Hill, near Verulamium, it has been acknowledged that 
some Romano-British potters were capable of producing 
vessels which could genuinely be called amphorae. It 
seems, further, that the production at Brockley Hill was 
more than merely a heap of wasters representing an 
unsuccessful experiment, since a group of a dozen or so 
of these Dressel 2-4 imitations in Verulamium Region 
Ware has been found at Colchester, in the earliest levels 
at Lion Walk (Symonds and Wade 1999,162-4). Perhaps 
because the paper by Castle treats only Dressel 2-4 
amphorae and makes no reference to other amphora forms, 
the production of Romano-British amphorae has seemed, 
until recently at least, a purely marginal and short-lived 
phenomenon, similar to the brief production of samian 
ware at Colchester in the 2nd century (Hull 1963; 
Symonds 1987; Storey et al 1989). In other words, it has 
been supposed that the amphorae at Verulamium represent 
indeed no more than a fairly unsuccessful experiment, 
and the idea that they might have been associated with 
serious viticultural enterprise has not been suggested.

This picture has been changing, however, partly 
because of the discovery of several new examples of 
Romano-British amphorae from sites recently excavated 
in London, and partly because of the re-interpretation of 
some older finds. All of the new examples are Gaulish- 
type amphorae, ie flat-bottomed. When the amphora 
stamped senecionis (Fig. 2) was reconstructed in 1992, it 
became the only existing complete profile of a flat- 
bottomed amphora made in Roman Britain. Since then 
another complete profile has also been reconstructed (Fig. 
3), and, more importantly, the dimensions and proportions 
illustrated by these vessels have permitted the identifi
cation as genuine amphorae of a substantial number of 
pieces which would previously have been described as 
large flagons.

Amphorae from Verulamium: Dressel 2^4 copies 
The 1978 paper by Castle presents only Dressel 2-4-type 
amphorae. These are genuine amphorae, without any 
doubt, having more or less the same form as the Italian or 
Spanish models, with a simple rounded rim, a high neck, 
bifid handles, carinated shoulder, a fairly thick and 
straight body tapering to a short solid spike. For the 
present there are no complete examples; Castle’s illus
trations do not include a spike, and there is only one from 
Colchester (Symonds and Wade 1999, fig. 3.18 no. 12). 
The Verulamium versions are distinguishable from the 
imported prototypes in three key aspects:

1. They occur in the sandy, oxidised Verulamium Region 
fabric (MoLAS code: VRW), with rather coarse 
surface.

2. In some cases the handles are pointed, in the manner 
of Rhodian or Dressel 43 amphorae (although they are 
always pseudo-bifid).

3. Often it seems that the handles have been pierced, 
before firing, with a skewer about 2mm in diameter. 
This piercing may either have served as a form of 
pricking in order to prevent explosions in the kiln (the 
handles are the thickest part of the vessel, and may 
have been pierced as one would pierce potatoes before 
baking); or it may have been caused by perforations 
made with pins used to hold strapping intended to 
keep the handles straight during the drying of the clay.

Until recently, Verulamium Dressel 2-4 amphorae had 
been found only at the Brockley Hill workshop (Castle 
records the presence of 25-30 vessels, weighing 76kg); 
at Colchester (between 40 and 50 examples, weighing 
22.661kg and comprising 1.99 EVE’s, all found at the 
Lion Walk site, Area J); and at Staines (Farrington 1984, 
2 sherds).

One example (Fig. 1) has recently been identified at 
London, from a site at 52 Southwark Street, SEI (site 
code 52SOS89; this is one of a group of sites known
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Fig. 1 Dressel 2-4 from 52 Southwark Street, London SEI. Scale 1:2

collectively as the Courage Brewery sites). This ex
ample is a classic version of the form, with plain rim, 
slightly pointed handles and stab-marks on the inside 
of the handle. It weighs 210g, the rim diameter is 
110mm and 0.21 EVEs are present. It is from a context 
dated 60-80.

There are thus between a minimum of 68 examples 
and a maximum of 83 examples of Verulamium Dressel 
2-4 amphorae so far recorded. A single example, from 
the Brockley Hill workshop, bears the stamp daresfe, 
made from the same die as a stamp found on a mortarium 
also from the workshop.

Amphorae from Verulamium: Gauloise 4 copies 
Wholly excluded from the Castle 1978 paper, and 
probably represented by no more than between five and 
eight vessels at Colchester, Verulamium amphorae in 
Gaulish amphora forms may nevertheless eventually 
prove to have been considerably more numerous and 
more widely distributed than the Dressel 2-4s. Recog
nition of this possibility has been restrained mainly by 
the difficulty of distinguishing large flagons from 
amphora forms, especially when only body or base 
sherds are present. Until recently, this has been a very 
difficult question to resolve, largely because although 
large two-handled vessels in Verulamium region ware 
similar to Gaulish amphora forms are not uncommon, 
there are almost no published examples of complete 
vessels, and until recently there were no examples with 
name-stamps. As early as 1941, Philip Corder described 
what he called a large two-handled flagon or amphora 
(Corder 1941, 291-2 and fig. 8, Type 13) and this 
description is repeated by Marsh and Tyers (1978, 553 
and fig. 233, Type IJ). Thus the vessel discussed below 
will have an impact on our understanding of the am
phora industry at Verulamium far beyond its importance 
merely as a whole vessel with a stamp: its size and the 
presence of the stamp mean that we can now speak 
definitively of Gaulish-type amphorae made at Veru

lamium, and we can reconsider the idea that quite a 
large number of vessels previously classified as large 
flagons can now be called amphorae.

A complete stamped Romano-British amphora 
from Holborn, London (Fig. 2)
This remarkable vessel was excavated by the then DUA 
(now MoLAS) at 24-30 West Smithfield (WES89; also 
including 18-20 Cock Lane and 1-4 Giltspur Street 
TQ 3181 8153) in late 1989. But the importance of the 
vessel, and indeed its completeness, was not recognised 
until the summer of 1992, when César Carreras Monfort 
came across the accession card relating to the stamp 
on the vessel, and asked to see the sherd itself. Unfor
tunately the site had been excavated in a period im
mediately preceding the DUA’s major financial crisis 
of 1990, when many archaeologists were made re
dundant, including several who had been involved with 
this site. Because of the crisis this was one of a few 
sites whose finds were processed only as far as washing 
and marking, and therefore the vessel had not been 
examined by any of the DUA’s experienced Roman 
pottery researchers. The search for the stamp produced 
not simply a sherd, but a large box of sherds which 
clearly amounted to virtually a whole vessel and, its 
significance being immediately obvious, the vessel was 
then reconstructed.

The site
The vessel was found with no other accompanying finds 
at one end of a large pit (WES89, context 1100). This 
was apparently one of several pits, some of which may 
have been dug to quarry gravel in the early Roman period, 
in a region which later became a late Roman cemetery, 
with little or no intervening occupation.

In order to arrive at a stratigraphic date for the context, 
a rapid examination has been made of the pottery from 
the contexts adjacent to and immediately surrounding 
context 1100. The quantities of pottery in the neigh
bourhood of the pit were not large, but the fill of the pit
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Fig. 2 Stamped Gauloise 4 copy from Holbom, London. Scale 1:3, stamp 1:1

seems to suggest deposition in the early Flavian period. 
This date is based principally on the presence in contexts 
immediately beneath the amphora of a sherd of a South 
Gaulish samian Dr 37 and of a beaker in Highgate C 
ware, both of which are normally dated in London as not 
earlier than c70. It is worth adding, however, that all of 
the rest of the pottery in the fill of the pit itself would 
normally have date-ranges which begin rather earlier, 
and recent work on Flavian pottery from Leadenhall 
Court (Groves 1996, 122-3) has suggested that, as in this 
instance, a high proportion of Highgate B ware found 

together with only a small quantity of Highgate C may 
indicate an early phase of the Flavian period, whereas 
later the proportions become reversed.

The amphora
The fabric of the vessel is the typical hard buff sandy 
fabric of Verulamium Region Ware (known in London 
as VRW). It is worth emphasizing that many sherds 
between the shoulder and perhaps 10cm above the base 
are no thicker than sherds belonging to a typical Veru
lamium ring-necked or two-handled ‘amphora-type’ 
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flagon (Southwark types IB or IJ). Although this is the 
first stamped vessel of its type, it is likely that other 
unstamped examples have been found but not recognised 
as amphorae, owing to the thinness of the sherds.

The form is essentially a variation of a Gauloise 1 
(Laubenheimer 1985), having a broad base, globular 
body, bi-lobed handles, and thickened, triangular
shaped rim, but unlike Gaulish type examples the rim 
is raised well above the tops of the handles, and there 
is a ledge underneath which is paralleled particularly 
on both of the Southwark type examples, IJ. 1 and IJ.2 
(both now recorded as 81J in the present London 
recording system). There seems to be considerable 
variety in the forms and also the size of Verulamium- 
made Gaulish-type amphorae, as can be seen in the 
differences between the two Southwark type examples; 
the thick triangular rim of this vessel is not precisely 
paralleled by any published pieces.

The Gauloise 1 is dated to the 1st century AD, and, 
along with most other Gaulish-type flat-bottomed am
phorae, is generally thought to have contained wine. Both 
Williams (1977) and Sealey (1985a, 128-130) have 
shown that there is little incontrovertible evidence for 
viticulture in Roman Britain, other than that suggested 
by the amphorae discussed here, although there have been 
some discoveries of what may be termed ‘environmental 
evidence’ for it (but see ‘Conclusions’, below). In spite 
of its typological differences from Gaulish versions, the 
general similarities in shape with Gaulish vessels, the 
presence of the potter’s stamp, and the volume of the 
vessel, which has been estimated to be roughly 25 litres 
all lead to the conclusion that this is a Romano-British 
amphora intended to contain wine.

The amphora was stamped on the neck with the name 
senecionis. Discussion of the significance of the stamp 
can be found in Carreras Monfort 1993, 282-4.

A second VRW flat-bottomed amphora
with complete profile (Fig. 3)
This second, unstamped amphora from Leadenhall 
Court in London (MoLAS site code LCT 84, context 
9938), is somewhat larger than the vessel described 
above. It is noticeably more robust, with a much thicker 
and more rounded rim, and thicker walls throughout. 
This amphora is therefore substantially heavier than that 
of senecionis, and its volume is probably also con
siderably greater. Aside from the obviously different 
rim-shape, this amphora also differs markedly in the 
shape of the base, and, although they are represented 
only by scars on the neck and body, the handles appear 
to have been much thicker and more rounded, perhaps 
closer to those of a Dressel 20 amphora than to those 
of a Gauloise 4. The other published examples of VRW 
probable Gaulish-type amphorae (as cited earlier in this 
paper) all exhibit a considerable variety of rim-shapes, 
and examples of bases probably from similar vessels 

observed in spot-dating of recent London sites show a 
similar amount of variation.

For the present the significance of the variations in 
shapes is not clear, but the variations are much more 
obvious than among the Gaulish prototypes. Another 
aspect, which may have some importance, is that this 
amphora, along with several other probable examples, 
has been finished remarkably carelessly. While the clay 
was still soft enough to be easily damaged, it appears 
that the vessel was turned upside down, with the rim 
resting on a surface which might have been covered 
with straw, or some other vegetable matter. This is 
perhaps the most blatant example of careless finishing 
so far observed on these vessels, but several other 
examples have been noted.

The distribution of VRW flat-bottomed amphorae 
The reconstruction of the two amphorae described 
above has allowed us to see complete profiles of VRW 
flat-bottomed amphorae for the first time. Given the 
size of these vessels, and the presence of a stamp, it 
becomes increasingly permissible to describe the vessels 
as genuine amphorae, rather than large, two-handled 
flagons. This bridge having been crossed, we can begin 
to ask how numerous these amphorae might be, what 
distribution patterns may be observable, and whether 
or not Romano-British pottery industries other than the 
Verulamium/Brockley Hill industry may have produced 
similar vessels.

Clearly the re-classification of large flagons as 
amphorae will include a number of vessels found in 
the 1968-72 excavations of the kiln site at Brockley 
Hill; a current research project on the pottery from those 
excavations held at the Museum of London may help 
to shed light on this (pers comm Fiona Seeley). Perhaps 
more importantly, it now becomes clear that the form 
known as IJ in the Southwark type series (Marsh and 
Tyers 1978, 553 and fig. 233) is in fact an amphora 
form, and a recent survey of the occurrence of these 
forms shows that they are by no means uncommon in 
London. The ‘spot-dating’ files for current MoLAS and 
past DUA sites in London contain no fewer than 307 
examples of form I J, of which 267 are in Verulamium 
Region ware, plus 40 in other fabrics (mainly in other
wise unspecified oxidised ware, OXID, or in other 
oxidised or white-slipped oxidised wares, but see also 
Sugar Loaf Court Ware discussed below; and see also 
Table 1 below).

There are published examples from London (Green 
1980, fig. 24, nos 56-61 and Davies et al 1994, fig. 36, 
nos 169-70) and Southwark (Hammerson 1988, fig. Ill, 
nos 777-8 and fig. 120, no. 1009). There are more from 
Verulamium (Wheeler and Wheeler 1936, fig. 30, no. 
29; Corder 1941, 291-2 and fig. 8; Richardson 1948, fig. 
11, nos 84-5; Anthony 1968, fig. X, no. 5; Wilson 1972, 
fig. Ill, nos 410-411, fig. 116, no. 579 and fig. 123, nos
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Fig. 3 Gauloise 4 copy from Leadenhall Court, London. Scale 1:3
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Table 1. Presence of amphora type vessels in locally-made wares in the London (MoLAS) spot-date files. (In the eight years since 
these figures were generated in 1993 we can now add that in 2001 the total number of recorded examples has more than doubled, 
and has probably almost tripled).

Code Fabric Total %
AHSU Alice Holt/Surrey reduced ware 4 1.3%
HOO Hoo (north Kent) oxidised ware 1 0.3%
LCWS Local coarse white-slipped ware 2 0.7%
OXID Otherwise unattributable oxidised ware 10 3.3%
OXID/LOXI Probably locally-made oxidised ware 2 0.7%
RWS Red/white slipped oxidised ware 6 2.0%
RDBK Ring-and-dot beaker fabric 1 0.3%
SLOW Sugar Loaf Court ware 4 1.3%
VCWS Verulamium coarse white-slipped ware 10 3.3%
VRW Verulamium Region white ware 267 87.0%
Total 307 100.0%

817-9; Castle 1973b, fig. 2, no. 13; Castle 1974, fig. 3, 
nos 7 and 19; and Wilson 1984, fig. 83, nos 1972-4). 
There are a total of 33 further unillustrated examples 
mentioned in Castle and Warbis 1973, 101 (11) and in 
Castle 1974, 261 (22). There are also examples from 
Staines (Farrington 1984, fig. 24, no. 56 and fig. 29, no. 
183), from Magiovinium, Buckinghamshire (Parminter 
1987), from Hemel Hempstead (Neal 1974, fig. 95, no. 
3) and from Witham (Turner 1999, 173), Chelmsford 
(Going forthcoming) and Colchester (Symonds and Wade 
1999, fig. 3.19 nos 18-22). A possible example from 
Brentford (Laws 1978, 66, fig. 62, no. 3) has a reddish
brown fabric covered in cream slip, which may be similar 
to cream-slipped wares found in London (see LCWS, 
RWS AND VCWS in Table 1). Further examples from 
Canvey Island (rims and handles), from Maldon (handle) 
and from Elms Farm, Heybridge (rims and handles from 
perhaps as many as four vessels) have also recently been 
identified in Essex (pers comm Colin Wallace). The total 
number of such vessels so far recorded is thus in the 
neighbourhood of 385. All of the above examples have 
been recorded in south-eastern Britain, within the general 
area of distribution of Verulamium region pottery, 
although a small number have also been noted from 
Chester (Carrington 1976, 24, fig. 13, no. 3 and 1988, 
18). Since London was undoubtedly the most important 
market for the ware, it is not surprising that the numbers 
of vessels are much higher for London, although we may 
in future hope to see more awareness of VRW amphorae 
among pottery researchers, and thereby more examples 
identified - indeed more may have already been identi
fied, but not yet published.1

Amphorae probably made in London: 
Sugar Loaf Court Ware (Figs. 4, 5 and 6)
All of the discussion above has been concerned with 
vessels made in the distinctive fabric of Verulamium 

region ware. However, there are a small number of 
amphorae in similar forms, ie Gaulish-type flat-bottomed 
amphorae, which have recently been identified in other 
fabrics.

Of the 40 examples of form type IJ ‘in other fabrics’ 
mentioned above as occurring in the London ‘spot-date’ 
files, four are in a fabric known as Sugar Loaf Court 
Ware, SLOW. The name derives from the site where 
evidence for pottery production was discovered in 1982 
(SLO 82, Sugar Loaf Court, Little Trinity Lane, London 
EC4), to the south-east of St Paul’s Cathedral and not far 
from the River Thames. The pottery from this site was 
first presented in detail in Chadburn and Tyers 1984. It 
seems worth quoting, however, the following two 
sections from Davies et al 1994, 29,30:

The presence of both seconds and wasters, including 
some very heavily distorted examples (fig. 22, 59; 24, 
95), indicated local manufacture; while the lack of 
burnt debris or kiln structures on site suggested that 
the area may have served as a dumping ground for 
nearby production, rather than being the production 
site itself. Some fragments of fired clay in a fabric 
similar to SLOW were collected and these may 
represent kiln fragments or lining.

The range of forms produced in SLOW places it 
firmly within a Continental tradition and suggests that 
a migrant potter using local clays was involved 
(Chadburn and Tyers 1984, 18-20). Nearly all the 
forms identified in SLOW can be paralleled in Gaul or 
the Rhineland...

An amphora in this fabric from a Neronian context 
at Ironmonger Lane imitates the Gauloise 3 form and 
is stamped c albvci on the neck by Caius Albucius. 
The name - which is likely to identify the SLOW 
pottery - is associated with Celtic regions; the largest 
number of known examples from northern Italy (M 
Hassall, pers comm).

The SLOW fabric comprises four variants, both 
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oxidized and reduced, which are distinguished by 
texture. The most characteristic feature of this sandy 
fabric is its surface appearance, which is extremely 
hard fired, producing a crystalline effect where quartz 
and white mica protrude through the surface. Bands 
of alternating oxidation and reduction are charac
teristic of the external surface...

In general, this fabric has clay with white mica 
and a fine silty matrix, containing moderate well- 
sorted quartz (SA), lesser iron-rich inclusions (SA) 
and rare white clay pellets and flint. The fracture is 
generally hard and irregular. SLOW-2565, the most 
common variant, has orange (2.5YR 6/8) surfaces 
and margins (2.5YR 4/6) and a greyish-brown (2.5 
YR 4/6) core. Inclusions are frequently to c 0.60mm 
and always less than 1.0mm. A coarser variant (2566) 
is similar in colour, while a rare reduced one (2626) 

has burnished surfaces ranging from dark-grey (7.5 
YR 3/0) to pinkish-grey (7.5YR 6/2) and pale-brown 
(10YR 6/3) with a greyish-brown (10YR 3/2—6/2) 
core. Finally, 2563 is the finest textured with rare 
inclusions (< 0.4mm). The orange-brown (2.5YR 6/ 
6) surface is smoothed, and the core is orange (2.5YR 
6/8).

Once identified, this fabric has been increasingly 
recognised in early contexts elsewhere in the City and 
Southwark. Production appears to have taken place 
during a very limited period probably between 50 and 55 
(Davies et al 1994, 29). The small quantities of the ware 
may reflect the fact that we have excavated relatively 
few sites of such an early date, but equally it seems that 
the production was not only short-lived but also fairly 
limited in scale. Nevertheless, the examples so far

Fig. 4 Sugar Loaf Court Ware from Queen Victoria Street, London. Scale 1:3
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Fig. 5 Stamped vessel from Ironmonger Lane, London. Scale 
1:3, stamp 1:1

Laubenheimer (1986). Production at Sugar Loaf Court is 
attested by the presence of a number of a group of burnt 
sherds, some badly deformed, but all in the same fabric, 
albeit with various degrees of coarseness. At the site, 
however, there was no area of burnt earth, no kiln or 
other structure which could be related to pottery manu
facture, and no kiln furniture.

Happily, this concern has now been resolved, and Mme 
Laubenheimer reports on the results of recent analyses in 
her paper elsewhere in this volume (above). In essence, 
analyses by the laboratories at Louvain-la-Neuve, in 
Belgium, and at Lyon, in France, have shown that the 
vessel stamped adbvcivs f was probably indeed made at 
Gueugnon, while the rest of the SLOW material, including 
c albvcivs, is most likely to have been made in Britain. 
This leads clearly to the possibility that potters from 
Gueugnon came to London in the middle of the 1st 
century, bringing with them at least one sample of their 
Burgundy products, and beginning, for a brief time at 
least, to make very similar copies here.

Fig. 6 Stamped vessel from Ironmonger Lane, London. Scale 
1:3

recorded do include a near-complete vessel (Fig. 4), and 
the tops of two stamped vessels (Figs. 5 and 6). By a 
remarkable coincidence, the latter two vessels, stamped 
adbvcivs F. and c. albvcivs, were found in the same street, 
in separate excavations conducted some sixty years apart, 
the first in 1921 (London Museum 1930, 143 and pl. 
LVI, no. 5), and the second in 1980 (site code IRO 80 - 
published in Davies et al 1994, frontispiece). The third 
vessel, Fig. 4, was found in Queen Victoria Street in 
1986 (QNV 86 - published in Davies et al 1994, fig. 22, 
no. 58).

The fact that none of these illustrated amphorae was 
found at the production site initially caused a degree of 
uncertainty with regard to the authenticity of their 
manufacture in London. This uncertainty was somewhat 
augmented by the discovery during a reassessment of 
these vessels in 1993 that in 1986, one vessel, adbvcivs 
f., had been published with an attribution to Gueugnon, 
a pottery workshop in southern Burgundy, by Fanette 

Amphorae probably made elsewhere in Britain 
In her paper elsewhere in this volume, Mme Lauben
heimer discusses the gradual discovery among pottery 
specialists that amphorae were made at many more sites 
in northern Gaul and Britain than may have hitherto been 
realised. This view is reinforced by the list in Table 1 of 
the various fabrics which comprise the fifty or so 
examples of (apparently) Romano-British amphorae so 
far identified in London. The list does require some 
qualification: it has not been possible to re-examine many 
of these vessels, to be certain that their size and style is 
truly that of an amphora in every last case. Even in the 
original publication by Marsh and Tyers (1978) the two 
examples of the form IJ are quite different from each 
other, and this has contributed to the perennial uncertainty 
as to when a large flagon with two handles can be called 
an amphora.

While most of the examples in Table 1 can be ascribed 
to production fairly near to London, including Veru
lamium and various unattributed sources of oxidised 
wares, the four examples from Alice Holt (Lyne and 
Jefferies 1979, fig. 19, Type 8.1) and one from Hoo in 
northern Kent show that vessels of this type could be 
transported some distance from their source.

Some other examples which may represent local 
production of amphorae can be noted at Colchester 
(Symonds and Wade 1999 fig. 6.13, nos 313, 315 and 
323), at Usk (Greene, 1993, Type 9, 21-2, and figs. 4.9, 
48.12, 51.106, 53.180-1 and 56.258), at the Nene Valley 
(Perrin and Webster 1990, fig. 5, no. 49), at Caistor-by- 
Norwich (Atkinson 1937, Type YS, and Swan 1981, fig. 
8.3, nos 1-2), at Brampton (Knowles 1977, fig. 5.1) and 
at Mancetter-Hartshill, Warwickshire (pers comm P. 
Booth). An example of the last of these may also have 



58 Robin P. Symonds

been found as far afield as Derby (Brassington 1993, 37
8, and fig. 9, no. D and pers comm Scott Martin). Other 
examples which may represent local military production 
have been noted in northern Britain at Watercrook, 
Lancaster, Ribchester, Birrens, Biglands, Malton and 
Cramond and in Scotland at Camelon (pers comm V. 
Swan). Many of the vessels from these latter sites are 
probably not large enough to be considered genuine 
amphorae, and there is clearly a need for proper analyses 
to be certain that the larger examples are not imports 
from southern Britain, or, more probably, Gaul.

Gauloise 12 type amphorae made in Britain
There was also a significant production of amphora-like 
flat-bottomed vessels at Canterbury, which have been 
observed by Webster (1941, 127), Jenkins (1961, fig. 
5.12 and fig. 5.22) and Pollard (1988, 94). So far, 
however, the Canterbury vessels appear to represent late 
2nd century production in the style of Gauloise 12 type 
amphorae, which do not appear to be related to the other 
amphora types discussed here.2 The only other production 
centre which probably made this form in Britain was 
Colchester, where among various unusual examples are 
a few vessels which may have made either locally or in 
northern Gaul (Symonds and Wade 1999, other am
phorae, Types 55, 60 and 77, nos 212-218).

Conclusions
All of the more well-attested Romano-British products 
are apparently imitations of Gaulish amphora forms in 
the local fabrics, but all have some typological dis
tinctiveness from the Gaulish models. While it would 
seem obvious that there is a need to arrive at a clear 
definition of what should be called an amphora, in fact 
many of these Romano-British vessels serve merely to 
complicate any such definition. Size alone is an inadequate 
criterion: there are quite small vessels such as carrot 
amphorae and other types from the Mediterranean which 
are always called amphorae (some of which may have 
only one handle), and there are quite large two-handled 
flagons which would never be called amphorae, such as 
Gose types 395 and 400 from the Rhineland (1950/1976, 
Taf. 34-5) and a similar vessel from Verulamium (Castle 
1973a, fig. 2, no. 16). Function, in this case the transport 
of commodities over some distance, would seem to be 
important; this criterion is undoubtedly fulfilled by at 
least some examples found in Britain.

While all of the amphorae mentioned above were 
almost certainly destined to contain (if not carry) wine, it 
is not intended to embark here upon a lengthy discussion 
of the possibility of wine production in Roman Britain.3 
There is no evidence, for the moment, to connect any 
British amphorae with any possible local vineyard. The 
evidence for vineyards has been examined by Williams 

(1977), and the conclusions are rather tenuous. New 
evidence for a Roman-period vineyard has recently 
emerged in Northamptonshire (pers comm Ian Meadows), 
but this has been identified through environmental 
analyses, it appears to belong to the 2nd century rather 
than the 1st, and there are as yet no associated containers.

In her discussion of the distribution of amphorae in 
Europe, S. Martin-Kilcher speaks of a line which may be 
drawn across Europe in the early Roman period, which 
marks the northernmost extent of both wine and olive oil 
production - it is a line which passes horizontally through 
the middle of Switzerland (Martin-Kilcher 1990a). 
Clearly there were some exceptions to this rule, and the 
industry at Verulamium was a notable example, but it is 
as yet quite difficult to say where may have been the 
northernmost amphora production centre. It is worth 
noting that there were also some similar small industries 
on the continent, particularly at Crouzilles- ‘Mougon’ 
(Indre-et-Loire) and Pouillé- ‘Thésée’ (Loir-et-Cher) in 
the lower Loire Valley (Laubenheimer 1986), and in 
central Normandy (Dufournier and Marin 1987). All of 
these small industries produced Gaulish-type amphorae 
in the 1st and 2nd centuries. The question which now 
needs to be addressed is, what is the importance of these 
productions, and what is the relative importance of the 
wine industries which they were undoubtedly intended 
to serve? Was the relative lack of success of these 
industries due to poor quality wine, or to poor marketing 
of the amphorae or the wine? No doubt the answers will 
become clearer as more Romano-British amphorae are 
identified and published, and we may yet hope to establish 
a link with a vineyard.
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Notes
1 Interestingly, the survey which produced the total of 307 

examples of the form IJ in the DUA/MoLAS computerised 
archive was first conducted in early 1993, when the total was 
236: this represents a doubling of the rate of identification of the 
form, from roughly one per month between 1974 and 1993, to 
two per month between 1993 and 1996. Although the earliest
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identified examples pre-date the publication of Marsh and Tyers 
(1978) which established the form types, the types themselves 
were established from the beginning of our records. Obviously 
the intensity of excavation in London and of subsequent spot 
dating has been somewhat variable over the last 23 years, but the 
identification of type IJ does seem to have increased significantly 
over time.

2 A summary of the typology and fabrics of these is to be 
published in the near future (pers comm Andrew Savage).

3 It can be noted, however, that a number of vessels identified in 
London appeared to have been lined with pitch, as can be 
observed on many Gaulish wine amphorae.



The place of Gaulish wine in the military supply 
of amphorae-borne commodities to Roman Scotland

A. P. Fitzpatrick

Introduction
This contribution is an interim statement on a project on 
amphorae in Roman Scotland. The principal objective of 
the project is to assess the importance of Roman goods, 
and ideas, beyond the Roman frontiers. One of the main 
difficulties is the - surprisingly - limited knowledge of 
the organisation of military supply: how did the goods get 
to the frontier?, how were they exchanged and/or sold?, 
and how does this affect our understanding of the 
distribution of these goods beyond the frontiers? The 
project hopes to make a contribution to a better under
standing of military supply: French wine amphorae 
comprise one aspect of it.

It is intended to examine, in so far as is reasonable, all 
the amphorae from Roman Scotland with the material 
being quantified by sherd count, weight and Minimum 
Number of Vessels. There are a number of comparatively 
large assemblages from recent excavations, which 
provide a control on older collections where often only 
rims or handles were kept. Approximately 70% of the 
project has been completed but the majority of recently 
excavated assemblages have not been assessed at the time 
of writing.1

The Roman Occupations of Scotland
On historic, numismatic and archaeological grounds there 
are three distinct Roman occupations of Scotland (Breeze 
1982; Hanson and Maxwell 1983; Keppie 1986; Maxwell 
1989) and they are summarised briefly here.

The Flavian Occupation (c AD 79-100)
The biography by Tacitus of his father-in-law Agrícola 
gives a detailed account of the first campaigns in Scotland. 
Many forts were occupied only briefly and the legionary 
fortress at Inchtuthil was abandoned, unfinished, around 
AD 87. By about the turn of the century it seems clear that 
the Roman forces had withdrawn to the Tyne-Solway 
line (Fig. 1).

The Antonine Occupation(s) (c AD 142/3-170/80)
This occupation is best known for the construction of the 

Antonine Wall, thought to have been built between 142 
and 143. A number of forts north of the Wall are known 
and there was a complex of ‘hinterland’ sites (Fig. 2). 
Two structural phases have been recognised archaeo- 
logically at some forts and it is often argued that the 
Antonine Wall was abandoned around 155 to 157 and 
then re-occupied after only one or two years. However, 
in the decade 160 to 170 most of these forts were 
abandoned. A number of forts in the south of Scotland 
continued to be occupied, perhaps to cl80, but after this 
Hadrian’s Wall became the northern mural frontier.

Fig. 1 Flavian forts and fortlets (smaller squares) in Scotland 
(after Keppie 1986, fig. 5).
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Fig. 2 Antonine forts and fortlets (smaller squares) in Scotland 
(after Keppie 1986, fig. 7).

Fig. 3 Severan forts and camps in Scotland (after Keppie 1986, 
fig- 8).

The Severan Campaigns (c AD 208-211)
Most of the evidence for the campaigns of Septimus 
Severus comes from temporary camps (Fig. 3) but some 
forts were built or reoccupied (e.g. Newstead), and there 
was a legionary fortress at Carpow. After the death of 
Severus in 211 the Roman army did not reoccupy 
Scotland.

Obviously it is difficult, and perhaps not worthwhile, 
to try to correlate the archaeological record with particular 
campaigns. However, the three Roman occupations 
provide a well-dated series of sites. In some cases it is 
impossible to attribute finds to the Flavian or Antonine 
occupations of forts but there are enough single-period 
sites for the main trends to be clear. The number of finds 
from indigenous settlements is comparatively small but 
they show a different pattern from that seen at military 
sites.

The Amphorae
The vast majority of amphorae (usually over 80%) are 
Dressel 20 for olive oil and the stamps and post cocturam 
graffiti on these vessels will provide the best evidence 
for military supply (c/Remesal Rodríguez 1986; van der 
Werff 1989). For example, the stamp DOMS has been 

found at seven or eight of the sixty-two sites from all 
three military occupations that have yielded amphorae.

As elsewhere in Britain, amphorae for wine and fish
based products are the most common of the other 
amphorae (Williams and Peacock 1983). Most of the 
other common types are found in Scotland, e.g. the 
Camulodunum 189, but in very small numbers.

Wine Amphorae
Italian Dressel 2-4 are found in small numbers, usually 
on sites only occupied either in the Flavian period (2) or 
on sites with Flavian and Antonine occupations (4), but 
also on Antonine sites (2). Some of the Dressel 2-A at 
Inchtuthil have been suggested to be Gaulish (Pitts and 
St Joseph 1985, 335), while a single Dressel 28 has been 
identified at Camelon (Maxfield in preparation). Rhodian 
amphorae have been identified at one, perhaps two, 
Flavian sites.

Surprisingly, a single Haltern 70 has been found on 
mainland Orkney, at the Broch of Gurness. I am not yet 
persuaded that there is sufficient evidence that this type 
usually contained wine; it may have been non-commodity 
specific amphorae (see also Carreras Monfort this volume 
below), and I have suggested that the amphora reached 
Orkney in the Claudian period (Fitzpatrick 1989a). A 
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small number of its successor, the London 555 (= Haltern 
70 similis) (Sealey and Tyers 1989) from Baetica are 
known from two forts. No Catalonian vessels have been 
identified, suggesting a terminus ante quern for the 
export/supply of wine from the region.

Flat-based French Gauloise Amphorae
The most common wine amphorae are the various 
Gauloise types. Three types have been provisionally 
identified at seventeen or eighteen of the sixty-two site 
collections examined (Figs. 4-5). It must be remembered 
that many older site-collections consist only of Dressel 
20 handles with stamps, or rims; the real representation 
of French amphorae will only be clarified by recently 
excavated assemblages. Only seven of the sixty-two sites 
have typologically distinctive sherds such as rims or 
handles, although there is the possibility that on re
examination some body sherds may be re-identified.

Gauloise 5 occur in Flavian contexts at Inchtuthil (Fig. 
6, 1-2) and Newstead and also at Camelon which was 
occupied during the Flavian and Antonine periods. Two 
of the Newstead finds have painted inscriptions. The first 

reads: aprilis...| HEL...[uienum], the second, more prob
lematically; ATTI SECVNDI TR | LA(gn)NC(v) L(a) M(odiorum) 
[ ] II (Curie 1911, 267-8, pl. LII, 20-2; Clarke et al 1980, 
52, no. 46).

Gauloise 4 also occur in Flavian contexts at Inchtuthil 
and Strageath (Fig. 6, 3^4), at Loudon Hill which has 
Flavian and Antonine occupations, and in Antonine 
contexts at Camelon. Undiagnostic Gauloise sherds occur 
at the forts of Bar Hill, Bearsden, Kirkintilloch and 
perhaps Rough Castle, on the Antonine Wall, and at the 
Antonine site at Bishopton south of the Wall. It may be 
suspected, but not proven, that these are from Gauloise 4. 
Gauloise 4 were identified in the 1920s at Balmuidy and 
Cadder, but these sherds cannot now be located.

With the exception of Italian Dressel 2-4 with bifid 
handles (cf Panella 1989, fig. 5-6), apparently from 
Balmuildy on the Antonine Wall, and at Inveresk, 
Gauloise amphorae are the only ceramic vessels thought 
to have contained wine so far identified at Antonine sites. 
Barrels have, however, been found at Bar Hill and 
Newstead, although no scientific analyses of any residues 
have yet been undertaken.

Fig. 4 Distribution of amphorae in Roman Scotland. Circle = 
Roman military site; Triangle = indigenous site. Military sites 
re-occupied or in virtually the same location are only plotted 
once.

Fig. 5 Distribution of Gauloise amphorae in Roman Scotland. 
Diamond = Gauloise 5, Square = Gauloise 4, Triangle — 
Gauloise 12, Circle = Gauloise, type unidentified.
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Fig. 6 Gauloise amphorae from Roman Scotland: 1-2, Gauloise 5 from Inchtuthil; 3-4, Gauloise 4 from Strageath. The sherds are 
probably from separate vessels (after Pitts and St Joseph 1985, 329, fig. 101, 75-6, and Frere and Wilkes 1989, 263-5, fig. 131, 
227, 229). Scale 1:3.

Gauloise 12 may well have been present at the Severan 
fortress of Carpow. Sherds in two related fabrics, one of 
which has a flat base, have been identifed and are 
comparable to samples from Normandy (kindly supplied 
by Fanette Laubenheimer). A ‘Furrowed Rim’ amphorae 
(Peacock and Williams Class 55 (1986, 210-11)) in a 
similar fabric has been found at a nearby indigenous 
settlement. It seems probable that these vessels are 
Gauloise 12 from Normandy (Dufournier and Marin 
1988; Laubenheimer and Leqouy 1992).

Provisional Comments
Pending the assessment of all the recently excavated 
Flavian assemblages (Cardean, Elginhaugh, Inchtuthil 
and Strageath), which provide some of the most important 
evidence for the project, comments must be provisional 
as they are based largely on old site-collections in 
museums and recently excavated assemblages, largely of 
Antonine date.

Nonetheless pending quantitative analysis, it may be 
suggested tentatively that in terms of numbers of vessels, 
Gauloise 4 and 5 may be of equal importance to Dressel 
2-4 in the Flavian occupation. Rhodian and Dressel 28 
amphorae occur occasionally, as do London 555, al
though this latter type may not be a wine amphorae. The 
presence of Gaulish Dressel 2-4 has been suggested but 
not verified. Overall the Flavian assemblages are the most 

varied but Dressel 20 olive oil amphorae are still 
dominant.

In the Antonine occupation(s) French amphorae, 
probably from Gauloise 4, are the ceramic wine container 
identified most frequently. Although Gauloise types are 
dominant, it may yet prove that the number of wine 
amphorae present has declined. Wine imported in barrels 
is one possibility, but changes in the garrisons may also 
have been an important factor. In the Severan period the 
sample available is very small, but the fortress at Carpow 
has vessels which may be from Normandy. All the other 
amphorae are for olive oil.

Acknowledgments
The project Amphorae in Roman Scotland is supported 
by the Royal Museum of Scotland, The Society of 
Antiquaries of Scotland and The University of Glasgow. 
I would like to thank Fanette Laubenheimer and Bernard 
Liou for their assistance with the French amphorae. The 
final report will be published in the Proceedings of the 
Society of Antiquaries of Scotland.

Notes
1 This paper first appeared as "La place des amphores dans 

l’approvisionnement militaire de TÉcosse romaine’ in Lauben
heimer (ed) 1992



Spanish olive oil trade in late Roman Britain: 
Dressel 23 amphorae from Winchester

César Carreras Monfort and David Williams

Introduction
The Spanish olive oil trade was paramount in Roman 
Britain from the Claudian conquest to the mid 3rd century, 
reaching a peak during the mid 2nd century (Carreras 
Monfort and Funari 1998). The surviving material 
evidence for the trade can be seen in the presence on the 
sites of the period of many sherds of Dressel 20 amphora, 
the squat, thick-walled container which carried the olive 
oil (Peacock and Williams 1986, Class 25). Dressel 20 is 
the most commonly encountered amphora form found on 
Romano-British sites, often constituting between 70-90 
% of the total amphora assemblage. Importation of this 
type is also attested in the British Late Iron Age, where 
examples of the precursor Oberaden 83 are to be found, 
as well as the more developed globular-shaped Dressel 
20 (ibid', Williams and Peacock 1983).

Dressel 20 amphorae were made in the many known 
kilns situated along the River Guadalquivir and its 
tributaries between Sevilla and Cordoba, in the southern 
Spanish Roman Province of Baetica (Ponsich 1974; 1979). 
Unlike some other amphora forms, there is little evidence 
that this type was copied to any extent in any other region 
of the Roman Empire. Dressel 20 was specifically made 
to carry the locally produced olive oil. A minority contain 
stamps on the handles, impressed in the wet clay before 
firing, which normally refer to the abbreviated name of 
the producer of the olive oil or a place-name where the 
estate was located. Occasionally, tituli picti in black ink 
survive on the shoulder and body of a vessel, giving a 
series of facts for customs purposes: the weight of the 
olive oil carried, the estate where the olive oil came from, 
the shipping merchant, consular date, the name of the 
customs official and name of the town where the control 
was carried out (Rodriguez Almeida 1989). This kind of 
information has been used with great effect for dating 
purposes, to help to plot the distribution of the individual 
estates and on a broader canvas to record the rise and 
decline of the Dressel 20 amphora, and by implication the 
exportation of Baetican olive oil (Mattingly 1988).

Dressel 20 amphorae are widely distributed, but are 
found mostly in the western provinces of the Roman 
Empire and above all at Rome, where the great waste 
heap of the Monte Testaccio testifies to the tremendous 

importance of Spanish olive oil to the capital city during 
the first two and a half centuries AD (Rodriguez Almeida 
1984). However, for a variety of reasons the production 
of Dressel 20 stopped during the second half of the 3rd 
century. The latest titulus pictus found on a Dressel 20 is 
from Monte Testaccio and is dated to 259, during the 
reign of Gallienus (Dressel 1899).

The decline and ultimate disappearance of the Dressel 
20 form may in part be due to the competition from North 
African olive oil. This was more economically carried in 
tall thin-walled cylindrical amphorae than was the Spanish 
oil in the heavier Dressel 20 vessels (Peacock and 
Williams 1986, Classes 33-37 and table 1). Certainly 
North Africa seems to have achieved a dominant role in 
the export of olive oil to the western provinces at this 
time (Panella 1973). Possibly in response to the compe
tition, the Spanish olive oil producers of the Guadalquivir 
region now developed a somewhat smaller, thinner-walled 
version of the Dressel 20, classified as number 23 in 
Dressel’s typology and identified by Beltran (1970) as 
the successor of the Dressel 20 type. The evolution of 
this type from the Dressel 20 form was demonstrated by 
Martin-Kilcher (1983; 1987) on the basis of the evidence 
from Augst and Kaiseraugst in Switzerland. Recent 
surveys and excavations in the Guadalquivir Valley at 
Tejarillo, Cerro de los Pesebres and La Graja have shown 
that Dressel 23 was in fact produced in the same kilns 
which made the earlier Dressel 20 vessels (Remesal 
Rodríguez 1983; 1986; 1989). It would appear, therefore, 
that olive oil production in southern Spain underwent a 
transformation process during the second half of the 3rd 
century and the change of container may be evidence of 
a deeper process which took place at this time (Remesal 
Rodríguez 1983).

Form and Fabric
A recent study of amphorae in the collection of Winchester 
Museum has provided the writers with an opportunity to 
examine the evidence for the importation of Dressel 23 
into Britain. In addition to the examples from Winchester 
described in detail below, two other British finds are 
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known to the writers. A complete Dressel 23 is held in the 
British Museum, but its provenance is unknown and it 
may possibly have originally been found abroad. The 
other vessel, minus its rim, was an unstratified find made 
during the last century near Hey bridge, Essex (Wickenden 
1986, Fig. 26, no. 19).

As reported British Dressel 23 finds are few in number, 
it seems worthwhile to describe the form in some detail, 
in the expectation that this will enable further discoveries 
to be made in the future. The typical Dressel 23 form is 
that of a small globular vessel, reminiscent of a “lemon

shape”, with sharply oval handles, less thick than the 
normal Dressel 20 ones, and with a short neck and 
generally a triangular rim (Dressel 1899, 2, pl.II; 
Lamboglia 1957, 41; Pascual Guasch 1963, 225, 227, 
230; Rodriguez Almeida 1984) (Fig.l). Occasionally the 
handles are stamped, sometimes with the same names 
that previously occurred on Dressel 20, eg pnnf, ctyc, 
lff... (Martin-Kilcher 1987; Remesal Rodríguez 1989). 
The average capacity of a Dressel 23 vessel has been 
estimated at 27 kg, as against about 63 kg for Dressel 20 
(Rodriguez Almeida 1984; Peacock and Williams 1986, 

Fig.l Dressel 23 varieties (after Rodríguez Almeida 1984)
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Table 1). There are some variations in the form, chiefly 
concerning the rim, which allowed Keay (1984) to create 
his own classification. He defined the following types 
related to Dressel 20: XIII, XIII bis, XIV, XV, XVII, 
XVIII and XIX. On the other hand, excavations at the 
Tejarillo kiln in the Guadalquivir Valley by Remesal 
Rodríguez (1983) yielded other distinctive types which, 
although related to Dressel 23, were nevertheless 
somewhat different: Tejarillo 1, 11 and III.

Two of the four Dressel 23 rims from Winchester 
(Fig. 2) were closely examined in the hand-specimen,

and then thin sectioned and studied under the petrological 
microscope in order to obtain more detailed information 
on the fabric of both vessels. The remaining two rims 
have the same fabric as the rim 2102, therefore it was 
considered unnecessary to sample them. It has been clear 
for some time that there is in fact very little basic 
difference between the latest version of the Dressel 20 
form and that of Dressel 23. Indeed, as both types seem 
to have been made at the same kiln sites in a number of 
cases, it would be surprising if the same or similar raw 
materials were not used for what is basically the same 

Fig. 2 Dressel 23 rims from Winchester: 1. Ref 1381.00.396; 2. Ref SLH 57FS; 3. Ref. 2102; 4. Ref. 1580.00.38
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general form that was intended to carry the same contents. 
A somewhat similar situation is paralleled in Italy during 
the late Republican period, where a number of kilns are 
known to have produced Dressel 1 A, IB and 2-4 over a 
period of time, all in similar fabrics (Peacock 1977b). As 
a rule of thumb, late Dressel 20s and 23s are in a much 
less obviously sandy fabric than the early Dressel 20 
vessels. However, given the large number of Dressel 20 
kiln sites scattered over a wide, if nevertheless restricted 
area, some nuances of the fabric can be expected.

Confirmation of this has come through differing sets 
of analyses. A small method-testing thin sectioning 
programme which produced useful results was conducted 
some years ago on stamped Dressel 20 handles which 
could be fairly confidently allocated to a particular source 
(Pieksma 1982). More detailed chemical analyses on 
stamped Dressel 20 examples from sites in Switzerland 
has produced “finger printing” groupings (Martin-Kilcher 
et al 1985).

Samples of vessels from Winchester:
1 2102 (Fig. 2, 3)

Complete rim and part of one rounded handle in a hard, roughish 
sandy fabric, light reddish-buff (Munsell Color Charts between 
5YR 8/4 and 7.5YR 8/6) surfaces, darker reddish-buff core.

2 1381.00.396 (Fig. 2, 1)
Small part of the rim, one complete handle and a portion of the 
body in a hard, rough sandy fabric, pink (5YR 8/4) surfaces, 
light red (2.5YR 6/8) core.

In thin section under the microscope, it is clear that there 
are noticeable differences in fabric between the two 
samples. This suggests that they were made at two separate 
production centres in the Guadalquivir Valley, each 
utilizing somewhat different clay sources. However, a 
comparison with the small collection of thin sections taken 
from stamped Dressel 20 material held in the Department 
of Archaeology, University of Southampton, failed to come 
up with a close enough match to suggest a likely origin in 
a particular area of the Guadalquivir V alley. It is, neverthe
less, interesting to note that sample (1) below is in a much 
finer-textured fabric than anything held in the collection.

Fabric (1) 2102:
A scatter of subangular quartz grains, generally below 
0.3 mm across, and moderately frequent flecks of mica, 
mostly muscovite but with some biotite, all set in a fairly 
fine-grained anisotropic matrix of baked clay. Also 
present are some pieces of quartz-mica-schist, quartzite, 
iron oxides and the odd grain of pyroxene and small 
fragment of crytocrystalline limestone.

Fabric (2) 1381.00.396:
Frequent subangular grains of quartz, mostly under 0.3 
mm across, and small pieces of cryptocrystalline lime
stone set in an isotropic matrix of baked clay. Also present 
are some flecks of mica, pieces of quartz-mica-schist, 
quartzite and chert.

Contents, Distribution and Dating
Following the traditional use of the earlier Dressel 20, 
and the fact that Dressel 23 was made in exactly the same 
olive oil producing area, there seems little doubt that 
olive oil was the main content carried in the later vessels 
(Beltran 1970). However, tituli picti on two Dressel 23 
also mention olivas calumbares and olivas salitas (Corpus 
Inscriptionum Latinorum 4803-4804), two different types 
of olives, as other contents (Rodriguez Almeida 1984). 
Actually there is no evident contradiction between these 
two contents, since they belong to the olive culture which 
was widely spread along the Guadalquivir Valley.

This type of amphora was widely distributed in the 
Western Roman Empire, though it was not as important 
as its predecessor. Apart from the production area, Dressel 
23 have been found at the Spanish sites of Alicante, 
Pollentia, Islas Columbretas, Cueva La Guata, Tarragona, 
Barcelona, Can Sanarruga, Sant Cugat, V.Villauba, Cadiz, 
V.can Bosch, Adarro, Peniscola, V.La Salut, Empuñes, 
Onuba, Elche, Santiponce, Colmenar, Cerro del Trigo, 
Caceres, V.Cantana, Isla del Fraile and Favaritx wreck. 
It is also present at Troia (Portugal) (Keay 1984).

Italian sites also include a good representation of 
Dressel 23; this is the case at Ostia, Rome, Luni, Nolim 
Lilibeo, Perti, Gravisca, Albenga, Cosa, Savignone, 
Roselle, Sibari, Portu Recanati, Santa severa, Volterra, 
Alba Trucens or Marzamani. With regards to France, 
there are a few examples at Arles, Marseille, Lyon, Agde, 
Lavezzi wreck, Saint Raphael, Narbonne, La Gisement 
des Catalans, Saint Andree and Saint Seuvin (Keay 1984). 
Other finds have been identified from Tunisia (Carthage, 
Tipasa, Setif, Banasa, Setif), Germany (Rhine Valley, 
Köln), Switzerland (Augst, Kaiseraugst), Romania (Tom
is) and Palestine (Samaria) (Keay 1984; Martin-Kilcher 
1987). The evidence from Winchester complements the 
view of a general distribution of Dressel 23 accessing to 
some degree the same markets as the Dressel 20.

On the basis of finds from Ostia, Dressel 23 was 
originally thought to have been in production from the 
second half of the 3rd century until the early 5th century 
(Manacorda 1977a). However, recent excavations at other 
sites have extended the span of production to the end of 
the 5th century or perhaps the beginnings of the 6th 
century. The excavations at the Cripta Santa Bonaventura, 
Rome, confirmed the initial date of production (250
300), while excavations at the Temple of Magna Mater, 
Rome, showed that Dressel 23 was still being made in 
c440-480 (Corignani and Pacetti 1989). Excavations at 
the French sites of Lyon, Marseille and Arles, also showed 
Dressel 23 material turning up in late 5th and early 6th 
century contexts (Becker et al 1989; Bonifay et al 1989).

The Late Roman Spanish Olive oil Trade: 
Volume of Exports
By the middle of the 3rd century North Africa had 
established a dominant role in the supply of olive oil to 
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the main markets in the western Mediterranean basin 
(Keay 1984). Although the Baetican province was still 
exporting olive oil, the amphora evidence indicates that 
this was nowhere near the same volume as in the first two 
centuries AD. The production of Dressel 23 never seems 
to have approached the same vast quantities of vessels as 
the earlier Dressel 20 and it appears that the mid 3rd 
century was a turning point in the olive oil industry of 
Southern Spain, underlined by the change-over to a 
smaller amphora container (Remesal Rodríguez 1983).

The reasons for this change are not entirely clear. It 
has been argued, for example, that the policy of the 
Severan dynasty, which boosted the North African 
production and distribution of olive oil, may have been 
one of the main causes of the Baetican olive oil industry’s 
decline (Remesal Rodríguez 1983; Rodriguez Almeida 
1989). Another reason may have been the effect of the 
Mauri invasion of the Baetican province (AD 172), from 
whose destructions the olive oil industry may have never 
managed to fully recover. Furthermore, changes in the 
supply of olive oil to the city of Rome (annona) and to 
the army may also have affected the pattern of Baetican 
olive oil production and distribution (Remesal Rodríguez 
1983). However, on the other hand the Theodosian Code 
mentions that Hispania (probably Baetica) was involved 
with Africa in paying the so-called annona olearius to 
Rome in the late 3rd century {Cod. Theod. XIII,5.41). 
The whole question of the late Baetican olive oil industry 
requires further detailed study of a kind that lies outside 
the scope of this brief note, though the decline in exports 
at this time seems well established.

A comparison of the proportion of Dressel 23 to Dressel 
20 from different archaeological contexts is revealing. 
The excavations at Ostia provided high percentages of 
Dressel 20 in different periods until the mid 3rd century, 
whilst Dressel 23 represents only 0.08% of the total assem
blage (Manacorda 1977a). The later Catalan deposits 
yielded similar results, with proportions of Dressel 23 
averaging between 2-3% in their contexts, clearly out
numbered by North African amphorae for the same periods 
(Keay 1983; 1984). The same pattern also appears in the 
south of France, at Arles and Marseille, where the pro
portions of Dressel 23 accounted for 3-5% for late periods 
(Bonifay et al 1989). Similar results have been recorded 
by Martin-Kilcher in Switzerland, at Augst and Kaiser
augst ( 1987), and Baudoux in Alsace and Lorraine ( 1990).

To date, the largest deposit of Dressel 23 amphorae 
has been found in Rome at the Circus of Maxentius, 
which was built in the early 4th century (Rodriguez 
Almeida 1984). The amphorae were used to sustain the 
vaulting of the Circus, and may number as many as 6,000 
vessels. Another large deposit, perhaps some 1,200, was 
associated with the foundations of the church of St 
Gereon in Cologne (Remesal Rodríguez 1986). However, 
apart from these two special cases, the volume of exports 
and distribution of Dressel 23 appears much reduced 
when compared to its Dressel 20 predecessor.

The Spanish Olive oil Trade 
in Late Roman Britain

It has already been mentioned that Dressel 20 sherds 
normally constitute some 70-90% of the amphorae 
assemblage of many of the Romano-British sites of the 
Early Empire. A graph constructed to show an estimate 
of the relative proportions of Dressel 20 from twenty- 
four Romano-British sites of mixed status, clearly shows 
a fall-off of supplies in the first half of the 3rd century 
(Williams and Peacock 1983, fig. 23). Although the 
presence of North African cylindrical amphorae is being 
increasingly attested in late Roman Britain (Carreras 
Monfort 2000), it is apparent that their numbers are 
nowhere near those of Dressel 20 for the earlier period. 
Now that attention has been drawn to the Dressel 23 
form, it is to be hoped that more examples will be looked 
for and found. It is important to note that Spanish olive 
oil was still reaching the British province in the late 
Roman period, though one supposes only in very small 
amounts. The unanswered question still remains however: 
why did amphora-borne olive oil imports to Britain 
decrease sharply from the 3rd century onwards?

Some tentative hypotheses can perhaps be put for
ward at this stage, in order to try to explain the variation 
in supply and consumption in late Roman Britain. First 
of all, the historical events which took place in the later 
3rd century in Britain, may have affected the trade links 
with other provinces. For example, Britain was included 
in the creation of the Gaulish Empire by Postumus (AD 
260) until its end when Tetricus was routed by Aurelian 
(AD 274). This was followed shortly afterwards by the 
usurpation of Carausius (AD 286) who ruled Britain, 
taking over the Roman Fleet at Boulogne, until the final 
reconquest of the island by Constantius (AD 296). 
These events may have hampered the access of some 
goods, such as olive oil, which were more readily 
available during the earlier periods, breaking commer
cial ties and closing transport routes. Many of these 
continental routes may have been insecure, while the 
Channel crossing ran the risk of Saxon pirates. Second
ly, it may simply reflect changes in diet or consumption. 
The third possibility involves the existence of a tied 
army supplied by the Roman state, which disappeared 
in the late period.

Further research is obviously necessary to try to 
understand what happened to long-distance trade in late 
Roman Britain. This paper is intended only to introduce 
the evidence of this late amphora type in Britain and 
possibly to open the debate about late trade in the 
province.
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Fish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula:
The forms and observations on trade with the north-west provinces

Stefanie Martin-Kilcher

Introduction
The paper given at the January 1994 meeting presented 
archaeological and typological aspects of fish-sauce 
amphorae of the Iberian peninsula. The main objective 
was to outline the variety and chronology of the main 
forms of those amphorae produced in the provinces 
Baetica and Lusitania which are found in the north
western provinces of the Roman Empire. After seven 
years, it was necessary to shorten it, but also to add some 
aspects of new research. A selection of new bibliographic 
works have been added.

Three aspects of the archaeological analysis of 
amphorae - especially of fish-sauce containers - and 
amphorae as settlement finds are briefly discussed: 

1. typology and chronology of the fish-sauce amphorae 
from the Iberian Peninsula

2. critique of the archaeological data: “amphorae” as 
settlement finds

3. thoughts on the distribution of the fish-sauce amphorae 
from the Iberian Peninsula in the north-west provinces.

In Roman times several products based on salt and 
fish were manufactured in regions where these com
modities were easily obtainable. Production was based in 
coastal regions, not only surrounding the Mediterranean, 
but also along the Atlantic seaboard, around the North 
Sea and even, it seems, in London.1 But the most well- 
known and extensive production sites, veritable fish sauce 
manufacturing centres, are found in the southern Iberian 
peninsula (in the Roman provinces of Lusitania and 
Baetica) and opposite in North Africa, on both sides of 
the so-called ‘tunny-street’, where in the summer shoals 
of tunny-fish passed through the Straits of Gibraltar into 
the Mediterranean. During the early Roman period the 
African fish sauce production centres seem to have been 
closely linked with those of the peninsula opposite. 
(Edmondson 1987; Ponsich 1988).

The fish sauces - consisting of salt and, usually, 
fermented tunny but also mackerel and other kinds of

fish and sea-food - were prepared in a series of rectangular 
basins, with or without cooking the fish in salt or brine, 
with or without further treatment (Curtis 1991). Fish 
sauces were rich in salt and proteins, indispensable 
ingredients for food, and also used in medicines; their use 
continued throughout antiquity, and their manufacture 
did not end with the end of the Roman period. In the 6th 
century, Gregory of Tours in his Historia Francorum 
makes several references to fish-sauces in Gaul, but says 
nothing about their provenance. Fish-sauces continued to 
be used in the medieval period, and they are still produced 
in several regions of the world today.

The Latin names for these products were garum, 
liquamen, muria and allée or hallec. These words do not 
refer to exactly the same sauces; garum was the better 
quality sauce, whereas allée or hallec was the sediment 
created in making garum, of lesser quality. Liquamen 
seems to be used almost as a synonym for garum. Muria 
(fish and pieces of fish in brine) was not commonly used 
on Spanish amphorae as a designation, but it is par
ticularly found on Gaulish fish-sauce amphorae (Martin- 
Kilcher 1994a, 402-409 and 420-427). Several qualities 
(and, of course, prices) of fish-sauces existed, but neither 
the manufacture nor the prices, nor the applications in 
the Roman kitchen are the subject of this paper; compre
hensive studies of these aspects have been published by 
Ponsich 19882, Curtis 1991 and recently in Mélanges 
Ecole Française Rome 112, 2000.

The most prestigious and expensive Spanish sauce, 
the garum sociorum (Etienne 1970), is known only from 
texts; so far we have no examples of its (certainly small) 
containers.3 Here therefore, we are concerned with 
amphorae which could contain at least 15 to 50 litres of 
sauces known as penuarium and excellens, as advertised 
in tituli picti (Curtis 1986).

These amphorae were manufactured in the neighbour
hood of the fish-sauce production centres around the 
Iberian peninsula, mainly in southern Spain and Portugal, 
but also, especially in the early Empire, in Tarraconensis.
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Work on Portuguese and Spanish finds throughout the 
twentieth century4 has led to an increasingly compre
hensive picture of the zones of fish-sauce production in 
the southern part of the Iberian peninsula. However, in 
Spain in particular, these zones are often located in 
modern centres of tourism and numerous sites have 
recently been destroyed or lost with limited archaeological 
investigation. (Although new investigations since the 
early 1990’s do provide us with fresh data on fish-sauce 
production in this region, due to be published as Congreso 
Internacional Ex Baetica Amphorae). Yet the significance 
of these production centres and their trade can be seen in 
the containers found at the consumer sites of the northern 
provinces of the Empire.

Typology
In his survey in CIL XV of the inscriptions on the 
instrumentum domesticum in Rome, Heinrich Dressel 
included a typology in which the forms 7 to 14 and 38 
represent fish-sauce containers from the Iberian peninsula 
(Fig. 1A). The connection between form and content is 
confirmed by tituli picti and occasionally by preserved 
fish remains in these amphora types. The evidence for 
Spanish production is given by several kilns and a quite 
characteristic range of fabric types (examples in Peacock 
and Williams 1986, classes 14, 17-19; and now Garcia 
Vargas 1998; Bernal Casasola 1998). In 1970 Beltrán 
established a typology, later modified, which serves in 
Mediterranean countries as a classification of these 
amphorae of the 1st to 3rd centuries (Beltrán 1970; 1977; 
1983; for Lusitanian amphorae: Alarcâo and Mayet 1990; 
see Table 1). A typology for forms of the later Roman 
Empire has been assembled and discussed by Keay 
(1984). Here, however, the main concern is with am
phorae of the 1st to 3rd centuries.

Forms and chronology, seen from the north
Beginning with the colonia Augusta Raurica on the Upper 
Rhine, we find nearly 6000 Roman amphorae recorded

Table 1. Forms of fish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian 
peninsula brought together in Beltrán types (see also Fig. IB).

Type Forms brought together as a single type
Beltrán I Dressel 7, 8, 9, 10, 11
Beltran II A.l Dressel 7 (later variants), Pompeii VII, Vindonissa

586, Pélichet 46 (early variants)
Beltrán II A.2 Pélichet 46 (later variants), Dressel 38, Augst 29, 

Augst 28
Beltrán II B Augst 28 (later variants), Augst 30
Beltrán III Dressel 12
Beltrán IV Dressel 14, Lusit. 1
Beltrán 72 Augst 29 (small variants), Lusit. 3
Almagro 50 Keay 16, Lusit. 2
Almagro 51c Keay 23, Lusit. 4 and 5

from excavations prior to 1979.5 More than half of all the 
amphorae are from dateable archaeological contexts (using 
stratigraphy and associated material). The material 
comprises 750 Spanish fish-sauce amphorae, which 
provide a good picture not only of imports to this colonia, 
but also of the market in the provinces north of the Alps.6 
The histograms of Fig. 2 show the dating at Augst: fish
sauce amphorae with products from the Iberian peninsula 
(and related fabrics from North Africa) continued to reach 
Augst and the northern provinces until the late Roman 
period. Chronological evidence at consumption sites does 
not, however, necessarily represent the duration of produc
tion of these containers but primarily their period of export.

Fig. IB shows the range of the usual fish-sauce 
amphora forms at Augst and other sites in the northern 
provinces. By comparison with the unique Spanish 
amphora for olive oil (Dressel 20, later Dressel 23), there 
is a larger variety of forms, corresponding - the long 
period of export notwithstanding - to a much larger 
production area in the provinces Baetica, Lusitania and 
Tarraconensis. Beltrán (1970, 390) has emphasized the 
broad variations in the entire range of these containers 
and the difficulties in defining types.7 It is not proposed 
to present a new classification here, since the basic 
material for this report comes from consumer sites, and 
each region to which amphorae were exported did not 
receive the complete range of forms and fabrics. To see 
the entire output, it would be necessary first of all to 
bring together and classify all of the different forms and 
fabrics from the major centres of production in the Iberian 
peninsula (but see now the important new publication 
Congreso Internacional ex Baetica Amphorae 2000).

In the type-series defined by Beltrán the forms and 
variations are shown in time brackets of roughly 70 to 
100 years or more, with several overlaps (cf Table 1 and 
Fig. 6). If possible, it is necessary to use the classifications 
of Dressel and others to differentiate the amphora forms; 
datable series from occupation sites and from closed 
assemblages (dumps and especially shipwrecks) are also 
useful.8 In work on amphorae from Augst (Martin-Kilcher 
1994a), the forms concerned are part of Group 9 (Tong- 
ruppen/fabric 58-62; large series), and of Group 13 
(several fabrics; small series). In comparing the complete 
forms from Augst and from other sites and assemblages, 
it has been possible to define characteristic elements and 
to apply them to the large number of datable fragments in 
the rest of the material (see Table 2 and Fig. 3):

1. the form and sometimes the diameter of the rim and 
neck,

2. the form of the handles and feet,
3. the form of the body9 (rarely useful at Augst, because 

bodysherds were often discarded),
4. sometimes the fabric.

Owing to characteristically separable clay types, it has 
been possible to include in the group sherds which are
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Fig. 1, A The forms offish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula, after Dressel (CILXV, 2). Fig. 1, B The main forms offish- 
sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula present in the Colonia Augusta Rauricorum and in the Castrum Rauracense represented 
in the provinces north of the Alps (later 1st century BC to the late 4th/5th century AD). Scale 1:20.
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Jz: Jahrzehnt

■ Dr. 9 (n=25)

□ Dr. 8(n=18)

B Dr. 7, 10, 7/10, 7/11 (n=50)

(n=198; 100%=3488)

Jz: Jahrzehnt

Œ Vind. 586 (n=29)

■ Pel. 46 (n=122)

□ Augst 30 (n=47)

Fig. 2 Augst/Kaiseraugst: The chronological sequence of fish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula from dated contexts.

H2

Vind. 586

Dr. 7
Dr. 8
Vind. 586

A = Augst 
Alm.= Almagro 
Pél. = Pélichet

H = forme d’anse
B = forme de pied

H5

A 30

A29
A 30
Aim. 50

Fig. 3 Characteristic aspects of fish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula.
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Table 2 Distinctive elements of some fish-sauce amphorae forms from the Iberian Peninsula (see also Fig. IB and 3)

Type Rim Handle Foot Augst fabric Volume (if available)
(only characteristic elements) in litres

Dressel 9 everted form form (1), 2 form 2 58, 59, 60 c40-50
Dressel 10 heavy rim form (1), 2 form 1, 2 58, 59, 60
Dressel 8 collared below rim; Diam. rim -19 cm form 1 form 1, 2 58, 59, 60 c 18-24
Dressel 7 form 3 form 1, 2 58, 59, 60
Vindonissa 586/P VII form 3, 4 form 2, 3 58, 59, 60, (61) c 17- 25?
Pélichet 46 triangular everted rim form 4 form 3 (58), 59, 60, 61 c 27-34
Augst 28 form 4 form 3 and var. (60)
Augst 29 form 4 form 3 and var. (61) c 17-18
Augst 30 handle on the rim form 5 form 4 (59), 61, 62

not typologically distinctive. If we have complete vessels, 
however, we note different shapes and also different 
volumes.

Sources and typological evolution of the forms 
(Figs. 4 to 7)
The Spanish fish-sauce amphorae of the Roman period 
possess elements of Punic forms such as the hollow base 
and the everted shape of the rim (Cintas form 312/313, 
see Martin-Kilcher 1999, 412-420), which reveal once 
again the connections between the Iberian peninsula and 
North Africa, and illustrate the role of the Punic colonies 
in Spain. By contrast, the globular form of the body, and 
in particular the style of fixing the handles to the neck are 
characteristically ‘Roman’ amphora elements.10 This 
evolution begins early in the 1st century BC (Fig. 9). One 
of these forms is similar to the form Dressel 9, with a 
very everted rim, a short, waisted neck and with the upper 
join of the handles directly under the rim. I will not 
discuss the other early forms known in the south but not 
(yet) found north of the Alps; however it should be borne 
in mind that late Punic forms may yet be found in La 
Tène D contexts in the Celtic oppida and major centres 
north of the Alps.

A second ovoid form, the Dressel 10, with its massive 
rim and conical or cylindrical neck, also belongs among 
the early containers (early Augustan or perhaps somewhat 
earlier). On the evidence of dated assemblages, squat 
forms such as Dressel 9 and 10 disappear in occupation 
levels towards the middle of the 1st century AD; in 
shipwrecks, they are already in a minority to long thin 
forms by the Tiberian period (Figs. 4 to 7). This 
discrepancy is explained by the level of residuality seen 
in settlement assemblages (as discussed below).

In contrast the Dressel 12, another form found in sites 
and shipwrecks of the pre-Augustan and Augustan period, 
is based on different origins: the thick collar rim, the long 
thin body and the massive spike are characteristics of 
Dressel 1 wine amphorae and their derivatives, Pascual 1 
wine amphorae. Were it not for the presence of tituli picti 
on the one hand, and of remains of the contents on the 

other, Dressel 12’s would be classed among wine 
amphorae.11 Future research may perhaps show why in 
the southern part of the Iberian peninsula -perhaps mainly 
in the region between Cadiz and Malaga - this form was 
adapted for the export of fish-sauces. It was, in any case, 
abandoned fairly rapidly; in dated assemblages the Dressel 
12 appears only during the period of experimentation 
around the middle and in the second half of the 1 st century 
BC up to the beginning of the 1st century AD.12

In the course of the Augustan and Tiberian period 
narrower, less capacious and easier to manipulate 
amphorae evolve from the Dressel 9s and 10s, such as 
the Dressel 7 and especially the Dressel 8 (Fig. IB.). 
Increasingly, the bodies of these vessels are pear-shaped 
rather than ovoid. The Pélichetform 46 (similar to Dressel 
38) appears after the middle of the 1st century (from 
about 60); this form is not yet present at Colchester in the 
destruction levels of 60/61 (Sealey 1985a, 84), and there 
is a single fragment at Magdalensberg, abandoned after 
the middle of the 1st century (Bezeczky 1990). Yet the 
form accounts for the largest percentage of amphorae in 
a Flavian assemblage at Augst (Fig. 5, F). These are 
pear-shaped containers, with the girth at its greatest 
diameter just above a large V-shaped spike. Initially the 
broad neck with triangular everted rim is more or less 
cylindrical, but in the course of the Flavian period and 
especially in the 2nd century, the everted rim becomes 
increasingly flattened towards the neck (see Dressel 38) 
which becomes conical. The upper join of the handles 
climbs gradually upwards, eventually joining directly 
onto the rim. The later rims are hardly distinguishable 
from the small Augst form 29/ Beltrán 72.

In the Flavian period, other forms appear on the 
northern market, which seem to be mainly from Lusi
tanian production centres (Fig. 5, F,G).13 These are 
containers similar to Pélichet form 46, or Augst form 29, 
but also include large vessels such as Augst form 28. 
Thereafter some rare examples of Dressel 14 begin to 
appear for the first time north of the Alps.14

It is interesting to observe that in the dated levels at 
Augst and elsewhere there is an evolution in these
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J\ Cabrera IV, Moro Boti (30/20 BC)

ß Dangstetten (ca. 15-9 BC)

Fig. 4 Closed assemblages with fish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula, c30 BC to 30 AD. Scale 1:20. A: the Moro Boti 
shipwreck ( Cabrera IV; Trabajos de Prehist. 36,1979); B: the Legionary fortress at Dangstetten (Fingerlin 1986); C: an assemblage 
from Lyon, rue de la Favorite (Figlina 7, 1986); D: the Sud-Lavezzi 2 shipwreck (Liou and Domergue 1990).
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Fig. 5 Closed assemblages with fish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula (c50 to 260 AD). Scale 1:20. E: the Port Vendres 
II shipwreck (Colls et al 1977); F: an assemblage from Augst, Insula 39 (Martin-Kilcher 1994a); G: the Little Russell A shipwreck, 
Guernsey (Monaghan 1990); H: Carthage, burnt cellar (Vegas 1991, Fig. 26); I: the Cabrera III shipwreck (Bost et al 1992).
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amphorae which continues through the middle of the 3rd 
century (Figs. 6,7): the Dressel 7 is the progenitor of the 
numerous amphorae in the ‘affiliation’ Camulodunum 
186A/Vindonissa 586/Pompeii VII/Pélichet 46/Dressel 
38/and finally Beltrán IIB type SOCI/Augst 30, etc. At 
the same time, from the Flavian period onwards, there 
are mainly Lusitanian amphorae such as Augst form 28 
with a thick everted rim (often confused with Pélichet 
46s) always with conical neck. All these forms are 
combined within Beltrán forms IIA and IIB; it would be 
better to separate them.

Towards the middle of the 3rd century there is a notable 
change in the evolution of amphora forms and, at the 
same time, a renewal which is also reflected at sites north 
of the Alps: the Almagro form 50 appears (Bost et al 
1992, 130). This form was found in association with 
early examples of Almagro form 5715 in the Cabrera III 
shipwreck, shortly after AD 257 (Fig. 5,1). Of ‘traditional’ 

forms, only a form related to Beltrán 72 (near Augst form 
29 - in base-shape - and Augst form 30 - in neck-shape) 
are still present in this wreck, which matches the 
stratigraphic evidence found on northern sites. It seems 
that the small Lusitanian 3 amphora, the ‘miniature’ of 
the above forms, was also present in the Cabrera III 
wreck.16 This small version represents a similar phenom
enon to the reduction from the voluminous Dressel 20 to 
the smaller Dressel 23, which carried perhaps only a third 
as much Baetican olive oil. The change in containers 
correlates not only with political changes in the peninsula, 
but also with the changed conditions of the market in the 
second half of the 3rd century.

The sequence of forms from the 1st century BC to the 
3rd century AD has been confirmed by several closed 
groups of finds (shipwrecks, tombs and other deposits), 
some of which have been brought together in Fig. 6.

In the rare northern findspots on the Continent where

Tiboulen de Maire

Cabrera 3

Marseille, Congloué • • A

Goeblingen-Nospelt B • • A

Dangstetten • • • 9v. A

Rödgen • • • A

Cabrera 4 (Moro Boti) • • A

Ostia, La Longarina • • • • A

Lyon, Favorite • • • • A

Bonifacio, S-Lavezzi 2 (•) • • • A

Port Vendres 2 ? • 41 A

Lyon, Bas-de-Loyasse o o • • A

Augst, Insula 39 • • • A

Grand Ribaud B • • • A

Pompeji O o o o • • • • t.a.79 A

Elba, Chiessi • • • A

Pecio Gandolfo • ? • ? A

• 256/

257

Fig. 6 Table of closed assemblages containing fish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula.
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Fig. 7 Outline of the evolution of the major forms offish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula according to the data from 
Augst and from other sites. For the form names see Fig. 1, B.
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late Roman amphorae have been identified, there are three 
(mainly Lusitanian?) forms from the late 3rd century 
onwards (Fig. 1, B and 7): Almagro 50, the small 
Lusitanian 3 and the Almagro 51c/Keay 23S1 The last of 
these is found regularly in late Roman contexts, until the 
end of the 4th or the first half of the 5 th century. Thereafter 
contexts are often difficult to date at northern sites, owing 
to a lack of contemporary bronze coinage and to the 
rarity of African ceramics; but in general imported 
amphorae seem to become very scarce in the North. In a 
5th century assemblage at Sion in the Valais (Dubuis et 
al 1987) it has been possible to show specifically that 
imports were no longer arriving from the Iberian 
peninsula, but continued only from North Africa and the 
Eastern Mediterranean.

A propos of tituli picti
In the 1st and 2nd centuries, many, if not all fish-sauce 
amphorae bore painted inscriptions on the neck, but few 
inscriptions have survived prolonged burial or, after 
excavation, the washing brush.18 Painted inscriptions are 
known from the beginning of the 1st century (Liou 1993); 
most, and especially the detailed tituli picti on Spanish 
fish-sauce amphorae, belong to the second half of the 1st 
and the first half of the 2nd century, but there are also 
later examples which are less detailed. The position of 
the lines of writing are easily found owing to the use of 
‘labels’, bands, 2.5-3cm in breadth, of a fine light
coloured slip applied with a paintbrush before firing,

Painted inscriptions follow a well-defined formula 
(Fig. 8). They indicate the contents and often the 
production region (A), followed by various advertising 
slogans (A, B), probably the quantity of the contents (C) 
and especially, as with other amphorae from southern 
Spain, the name of the negotiator (D). There is often an 
oblique cognomen, usually in cursive writing (E), and - 
on amphorae found north of the Alps - other commercial 
information is indicated vertically alongside the handle 
(F). Additional secondary inscriptions may be have been 
written on the neck (G) or shoulder (H).19

The beginning of imports north of the Alps
The arrival of these imports in the northern provinces is 
of particular interest, because for these regions it also 
marks the beginning of Romanisation of food preparation 
(rather than purely of drinking customs): fish-sauce 
would have partly replaced traditionally produced salt.

When did the export of amphorae towards the north 
begin? Until recently, the first examples were dated to the 
early Augustan period. But even in Gallia Comata, 
southern Spanish fish-sauce amphorae have been dated 
before the middle of the 1st century BC: during the 
cremation of a Gaulish chief at Clemency, the dependents 
not only threw or placed amphorae - either full or emptied 
- equivalent to about 300 litres of Italian wine on the 
pyre, they also included one South Spanish fish-sauce 

amphora (Fig. 9 No.l). Metzler et al, who published ‘La 
tombe de Clemency’ in 1991, dated this grave to between 
80 and 60 BC by means of a detailed analysis of the rims 
of the Dressel 1 amphorae. The local coarse pottery in 
this remarkable (but unfortunately pillaged) tomb also 
suggests a date before the middle of the 1 st century BC. 
By examining the fish-sauce amphora20 it has been possible 
to establish the precise location of the upper join of the 
handles to the rim. This shows that it is not a late Punic 
amphora (as might be assumed if only the profile of the 
rim were present), but a Romanised form which can 
probably be defined as a Dressel 9. The two sherds which 
remain show marked traces of burning, but the structure 
of the yellowish fabric, with some red inclusions, strongly 
suggests production in the southern Iberian peninsula.

Fish-sauce amphorae have also been found on the earli
est Romanised sites, dated to the middle of the 1 st century 
BC, as, for example, in the material from the fill of a pit 
associated with the earliest Roman level, c60-40 BC, at 
Genève-St. Gervais, in Helvetican territory (Fig. 9 No.2). 
One (or more?) fish-sauce amphorae (Fig. 9 No.3) have 
been found at the Roman camp at La Chaussée Tirancourt 
near Amiens (Somme), which could be contemporary 
with Genève-St. Gervais. And the fish-sauce amphorae at 
Lyon are only slighter later, in layers of about 40 BC (Fig. 
9 Nos 4,5) (Lemaître et al 1998,50). Other early examples 
have been provided by the probable military site at Trier- 
Petrisberg (Fig. 9 Nos 6,7), dated by dendrochronology 
to c30 BC, and by other sites such as Besançon.21

The aristocratic tomb B at Goeblingen-Nospelt illus
trates the advanced cultural assimilation of this social

Fig. 8 Outline and formula for inscriptions (tituli picti) found 
on fish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula.
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Fig. 9 Fish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula from 
early contexts. Scale 1:4. 1: Clemency; 2: Genève, St-Gervais; 
3: La Chaussée-Tirancourt (Somme); 4,5: Lyon; 6,7: Trier- 
Petrisberg. See note 21.

class by c20 BC, since alongside several Dressel 1 and 
Pascual 1 amphorae there was one Dressel 9 and one 
Dressel 12 (Metzler et al 1991, fig. 88). From that period 
onward fish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula 
become commonplace at all major sites north of the Alps, 
in towns, in smaller settlements and in military camps.

Thus on early Augustan sites Spanish fish-sauce 
amphorae are often present, and it is interesting to note 
that olive oil amphorae were less common or absent at 
this time (Martin-Kilcher 1994a, fig. 268). It seems that 
the Gaulish population came to value olive oil later than 
fish-sauce. This corresponds with the shipwrecks in the 
Mediterranean: the earlier ones contained fish-sauce 
rather than olive oil (Pascual Guasch 1981 ; Parker 1992). 
It is therefore not accidental, that in the Augustan burial 
B at Goeblingen-Nospelt, the two Spanish fish-sauce 
amphorae were found near three wine amphorae and no 
amphora for olive oil were present.22

Critique of the archaeological source material 
Before presenting some observations on the distribution 
of these containers in the provinces north of the Alps, 
and thus on the market for the commodities which they 
contained, it is necessary to be aware of the conditions 
which affect the study of the archaeological material.

The point of departure in this paper was the amphorae 
from the Roman town of Augusta Rauricorum; in re
searching a group of material from excavations which 
were systematic but old-fashioned in that body sherds in 
particular were not retained, the only possible method of 
quantification is counting individual vessels (this is 
discussed in more detail in Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 456
473). Nevertheless, north of the Alps Augusta Rauricorum 
is still one of the most extensively and thoroughly 
excavated sites (roughly half of the ancient town has 
been investigated). It is thus possible to study the material 
in both time and space. With, furthermore, roughly 6000 
individual amphorae, of which the largest series comprise 
between 750 (fish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian 
peninsula) and 2200 (olive oil from Baetica) examples, 
we are fortunate to have a body of material which can be 
described as both representative and statistically viable. 
(On quantification issues see now Arcelin and Tuffreau- 
Libre 1998).

Before analysing this material, it was necessary first 
of all to test its usefulness. Four factors influence the 
transmission of vessels to the researcher:

1. the total number of amphorae imported onto a site - in 
this case the colonia Augusta Raurica and the late 
roman castrum Rauracense;

2. the characteristics of occupation in the colonia and 
the fortress (in particular the evolution and extent of 
the buildings and the manner in which occupation 
levels were deposited, ie the stratigraphic taphonomy);



80 Stefanie Martin-Kilcher

3. the conditions and quality of the excavations;
4. the precision of the dating of the archaeological 

material.

Since it may never be possible to fully answer the first of 
these points, it was necessary to begin with the second

point and - in view of the selective nature of the Augst 
material - the third. Various methods of quantification 
and other analyses have not altered the overall proportions 
of amphorae present; in order to also include less 
numerous types, every identifiable vessel has been 
included. An absolute chronological sequence has been 

Fig. 10 Augst, Insula 31 (in the centre of the colonia): ‘Werkhalle’ profile with layers 1st to 3rd century AD: Two-thirds of the 
archaeological layers (shaded) were formed in the 1st century.

Fig. 11 A first impression of the distribution offish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula in the provinces to the north west 
of the Mediterranean (1st century AD).
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established first through examination of the finds and the 
stratigraphy, using external dating criteria only when 
internal criteria were entirely lacking.

The evolution of the town and its structures has greatly 
influenced the manner in which rubbish was deposited. 
The excavation of a monumental building, for example, 
will provide relatively few finds from its occupation 
levels, although there may be substantial levelling, often 
composed of material from the surrounding area. In 
general more archaeological material is found in and 
around buildings in wood or cob (which often had to be 
renewed), than in or around buildings of solid masonry 
with concrete floor bases. A conflagration may provide 
a great deal of material in destruction levels (if it has not 
all been removed in the course of re-building!), while a 
calm and stable period23 in a well-maintained settlement 
consisting of houses with solid or mosaic floors may 
yield relatively little refuse, because the disposal of 
rubbish was well-organised.

These hypotheses can be verified at Augst and at other 
comparable sites. A fundamental aspect is that as much 
as two-thirds of the archaeological layers were formed in 
the 1st century AD (Fig. 10). This was the period of 
building in wood or cob and the town was less densely 

populated than later on; rubbish often occurs in areas of 
levelling or in-filling. Between the Flavian period and 
the middle of the 2nd century, the renovations and 
alterations in buildings were the cause of considerable 
build up.24 In the second half of the 2nd century there is 
a general decline in the quantities of archaeological 
debris, since many buildings in the town - now densely 
populated - are built of masonry and the disposal of 
rubbish is more or less regulated. A comparison of the 
central areas of the town with those on the periphery - 
the latter having been of simpler construction and less 
densely populated than the core - shows that this ‘decline’ 
is effectively created through the management of rubbish 
disposal: the percentage of amphorae is higher in the 
peripheral areas than in the central area of the town.25 
Later, during the 3rd century, there is a slight increase in 
the quantities of material present especially in the 
destruction levels which were not later re-occupied, or 
where re-occupation was less intensive than it had been 
previously, and where buildings were constructed on top 
of earlier backfilling.

Comparison of these relatively productive contexts 
with those of the 1st century, also relatively rich in 
material, suggests that there is an overall decline in the 

Fig. 12 A first impression of the distribution offish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula in the provinces to the north west 
of the Mediterranean (2nd-3rd centuries AD).
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import of amphorae in the 3rd century.26 The proportions 
of material belonging to the period from the middle of 
the 2nd century until the middle of the 3rd are, by contrast, 
not directly comparable, without reference to the pro
portions present of other types of material.

Construction techniques and the nature of the finds 
thus strongly influence the quantity and state of preser
vation of archaeological material. The general quantities 
of material found in the layers and structures of a 
settlement are first of all a reflection of the intensity of 
deposition of debris and its preservation in the soil. The 
general curve of material will always show this. Applied 
to amphorae, it shows that, in general quantifications, the 
overall picture of rates of import is not clearly reflected.

Using individual curves and comparisons, it is possible 
to isolate the points of divergence (examples are shown 
in Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 466ff). The wider the scope of 
the excavations, and the more varied the areas excavated 
(public buildings, private dwellings, artisan zones, 
harbour areas), the more differentiation and subsequent 
conclusions regarding the archaeological material will be 
possible. Through such comparisons one can see that 
methods of building construction and the disposal of 
rubbish are a key factor in the general reduction or increase 
in quantities of material, although not its only cause.27

Distribution and marketing — 
some preliminary ideas in 1994
If we consider the market north of the Alps, there is some 
unevenness in our state of knowledge: in Britain, amphora 
studies are relatively advanced;28 on the Continent, on 
the other hand, there is a bias towards the Rhone-Rhine 
axis (Desbat and Martin-Kilcher 1989), with far less 
published site research elsewhere in Gaul.29 Towards the 
east, only Pannonia has recently benefited from general 
studies of amphorae, while there has been rather less 
work on the subject in Noricum, and very little in Raetia.30

Since, in contrast with the olive oil carrier Dressel 20, 
fish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula seldom 
bear stamps, they tend to be rather less visible in 
publications. Even if there have now been some quanti
tative studies, we are still some way from having a full 
picture. For the maps (Figs. 11 and 12) I have therefore 
chosen to show only presence. These give an initial 
impression - more reliable for the 1 st century than for the 
2nd and 3rd centuries - of the market in the north for 
these Mediterranean commodities.

It is interesting to observe that fish sauces from the 
Iberian peninsula were mainly exported to western parts 
of the Empire, yet some, albeit small quantities, reached 
as far as Noricum and Pannonia as early as the pre-Flavian 
period. This contrasts with the export of olive oil, which 
appears in these distant places only in the second half of 
the 2nd century, because Italian oil from Istria dominated 

the market in these areas (Gabler and Kelemen 1984; 
Bezeczky 1987). These commodities arrived first of all 
by water routes: apart from the Rhone and the other main 
rivers of Gaul (the Garonne, the Loire and the Seine), the 
Rhine and the Danube served as important routes. For 
Pannonia they passed via Aquileia and Emona towards 
the Danube.31

It is clear that fish sauces were bought and consumed 
at both military and civilian sites from the early Augustan 
period onwards. It is notable, for example, that in the 
third quarter of the 1st century the negoti atores Proculus 
et Urbicus supplied the markets in Pompeii as well as 
Vindonissa, Augst, Mainz and, as illustrated by a find in 
1998, at Colchester, which are both military and civilian 
centres (Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 564; Tomlin and Hassall 
2000, 438, pl. 23B). In recent years discussions on the 
distribution of commodities have focused on the pro
visioning of the army (e.g. Whittaker 1989). With a better 
knowledge of archaeological material from civilian 
centres, discussions on the civilian market, with prices 
following supply and demand, can be extended.

The rarity of finds in the northern provinces of fish 
sauce amphorae dating to the 3rd to 4th centuries seems 
likely to be mainly the result of a lack of research - even 
if these imports were scarce in these regions. This is why 
no distribution map for the period is presented here. The 
late forms may often be unrecognised for what they are. 
It is very likely that in late Roman towns Spanish fish 
sauce remained available on the market, but only for a 
different and smaller clientele.

Abstract
Fischsaucen von der Iberischen Halbinsel erscheinen 
vereinzelt als exotische Importe auch nördlich der Alpen 
in Kontexten der Spâtlatènezeit. Seit Beginn der frühen 
Kaiserzeit werden sie in die Ernährung der Provinzial
bevölkerung der Nordwestprovinzen integriert und waren 
selbstverständlich auch Bestandteil der Lebensmittel
lieferungen an die Armee. Das in den Saucen enthaltene 
Salz spielte dabei zweifellos eine wichtige Rolle.

In römischer Zeit erreichten derartige Importe die 
Gebiete nördlich der Alpen während der ganzen Kaiser
zeit, bis in die Spätantike. Die charakteristischen Formen 
und Fabrikate stammen hauptsächlich aus der Baetica, 
während der frühen Kaiserzeit auch zuweilen aus der 
Tarraconensis. Von der Westküste der Iberischen Hal
binsel, aus Lusitanien, scheinen Fischsaucenbehälter erst 
im Verlaufe der zweiten Hälfte des 1. Jahrhunderts, vor 
allem ab flavischer Zeit nach Norden exportiert worden 
zu sein. Die spätrömischen Behälter hingegen scheinen 
sogar mehrheitlich aus der Lusitania zu stammen.

Die Fischsaucenamphoren der Iberischen Halbinsel 
tragen - mit Ausnahme der Form Almagro 50 - sehr 
selten Stempel, dafür im 1. und 2. Jahrhundert zum Teil 
sehr ausführliche tituli picti.
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Notes
1 Edmondson 1987; Curtis 1991. London: Milne 1985, 87-91. 

More detailed bibliography can be found in Martin-Kilcher 
1994a, 474-475 and 480

2 An enlarged Spanish version of the book on garum published in 
1965 with Taradell.

3 The titulus pictus CIL IV, 5651 (of the form Pompeii VII/ 
Vindonissa 586), which is sometimes cited as an example, is 
incomplete. This should probably be read [Garum] Sco[mbri] 
or else, following the formula current from the second half of 
the 1st century onwards, it is an advertisement which belongs 
on line B (sumaur ?; cf Liou 1993, 140). Given the very high 
price of this sauce, an amphora containing 25 litres of the famous 
garum sociorum would have cost around 5000 sesterces!

4 Particularly by Ponsich, Beltrán, Parker, Curtis, Edmondson, 
and Nolla et al, and recently by a number of Portuguese, French 
and Spanish archaeologists; cf Lenoir et al 1989; and Alarcäo 
and Mayet 1990. - See also Congreso Ex Baetica Amphorae 
1998 (forthcoming at 2001)

5 Martin-Kilcher 1987; 1994a (in Augst, substantial quantities of 
pottery (especially body sherds) were not recorded before 1979).

6 Here I shall consider only the ‘original’ amphorae for ‘Spanish’ 
fish-sauce, but not other forms such as South Gaulish versions, 
nor the question of Spanish fish-sauces transported in different 
containers, such as barrels or dolia, and transferred into other 
containers (amphorae) in Lyon (cf. Martin-Kilcher 1990b; 
Desbat 1991). Production of fish-sauces in the northern 
provinces is also not considered here. Further bibliographic 
references on this subject can be found in Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 
group 10. - See now also: Desbat (ed) 1997.

7 These difficulties are partly due to chronological problems and 
to inaccurate or imprecise illustrations, but they are also a 
reflection of the state of archaeological research 30/40 years 
ago.

8 Typological analyses have been undertaken by Hesnard using 
material from Augustan deposit at La Longarina, Ostia (1980). 
Cf also comments by Liou and Domergue (1990, 38-43); and 
by Liou (1993).

9 Even the thickness of the wall may be a distinctive element.
10 More precisely, these are Hellenistic elements; cf. Empereur 

and Hesnard 1987; Martin-Kilcher 1999.
11 Note, for example, the case of Dressel 12’s in the Marseille- 

Congloué B shipwreck: cf. Tchernia 1969, 483ff. The same 
problems occur with the successors of Lamboglia 2 amphorae, 
Dressel form 6A at the beginning of the 1st century AD, which 
includes a wine-carrying version and a (rarer) version for fish
sauce: cf. Hesnard 1980; and Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 428^429.

12 One of the last known deliveries is represented by the Tiberian 
shipwreck of Tour Ste-Marie (Tchernia 1969, 498).

13 It seems that the Lusitanian production centres began to distribute 
to a mass market from the Flavian period onwards. During the 
2nd and 3rd centuries a fabric appears at Augst among examples 
of Augst form 30 which has a fairly compact brownish-beige 
matrix, with numerous brown and grey inclusions (Augst, 
Tongruppe/fabric 62). This is probably a Lusitanian fabric 
(confirmed at London by A. J. Parker), while the other fabrics, 
which tend to have fine, beige to greenish matrix, sometimes 
with red inclusions (Augst, fabrics 60 and 61 ) are more generally 
to be associated with the south of the Iberian peninsula (cf. 
Peacock and Williams 1986, class 17-19).

14 Dressel form 14 (not present in the large Castro Pretorio deposit 
at Rome; Dressel 1879) as well as the rare late forms from 
Augst and Kaiseraugst are classified in Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 
Group 13. Given the range of forms present, the poorly-observed 
site of Lavezzi 1 (Liou 1990) was probably composed of two 

shipwrecks; aside from a first wreck which was more or less 
contemporary with the wreck known as Sud-Lavezzi 2 (which 
is well dated to 20/25 AD; Liou and Domergue 1990), there 
must have been a second, belonging to the Flavian period, which 
was loaded with Augst 29, Dressel 14 and (part of the crew’s 
provisions?) a few Gauloise 5 amphorae.

15 Or, latterly, Dressel 30?
16 For a small example, c/Bost et al 1992, fig. 30,1 (rim diameter 

13.5 cm); c/also Alarcäo and Mayet 1990.
17 According to Keay (1984, 173) the Almagro 51c/Keay 23 

amphorae which are often thought of as typically ‘Lusitanian’ 
were also made on the eastern side of the Iberian peninsula. If 
there are no specific typological aspects which can serve to 
localise their origin, fabric analysis is undoubtedly necessary. 
One late form which does not seem to be present at our northern 
sites is Keay 19, a 4th-5th century amphora. Its contents and 
origin (southern Spain?) are therefore uncertain.

18 It is worth reiterating the danger of brushing or washing the 
necks or shoulders of recently-excavated amphorae, since these 
are the areas where are tituli picti most likely to be found.

19 Lequément 1980; further bibliography can be found in Martin- 
Kilcher 1994a, 402-406. - See now several articles by U. 
Ehmig, especially 1995, 1996. - A publication is in preparation, 
by S. Martin-Kilcher and M. Witteyer, on various titulipicti on 
fish-sauce amphorae from the Iberian peninsula found in a 
context associated with one of the ports at Mainz. - An inventory 
of inscriptions on Instrumentum domesticum as brought together 
in the RIB volumes is much needed for other north western 
provinces.

20 I amgrateful to J. Metzler for permission to examine the two 
fragments.

21 Full references are given in Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 562-563. 
With new data relating to the 1st century BC, at the juxtaposition 
of prehistory (as defined by La Tène D) with the beginning of 
Gallo-Roman archaeology, there is a need to revise some dating, 
which may have been too closely defined by the camps on the 
German limes, to be somewhat earlier, as Caesarian (ie pre- 
Augustan) assemblages become easier to distinguish. It is thus 
possible that the dating of an assemblage from a ditch at Genève- 
St-Gervais which included an early fish-sauce amphora (Fig. 
9,2) could be revised from -40/-20 (Haldimann 1991) to -60/
40 (Haldimann 1999, 102; with the outdated indication on pl. 
1!).

22 The results are awaited of excavations by J. Metzler of the 
surrounding area (‘Brandplatte’) of this burial.

23 Cf the reflections in Panella 1983. For Augst, calculations are 
now available, in Furger and Deschler-Erb 1992 and in Furger 
1994.

24 A certain number of instances where dates are given as 
‘beginning of the 2nd century’ should in fact be prolonged into 
the first half of the 2nd century; cf. Martin-Kilcher 1994a, 463. 
I am in agreement with the conclusions in Faber 1994, 195f.

25 Martin-Kilcher 1994a, fig. 213 (this refers only to living 
quarters).

26 Under this rubric it would be useful to study the import of 
amphorae during the decades between AD 50 and 80 using 
more substantial amounts of quantified material.

27 Discussion on the reduction of archaeological material needs 
to be conducted on a rather larger scale. Alongside the reasons 
cited, which ought to weigh heavily in the discussion, there 
are others aspects to be considered: in the case of amphorae, 
for example, there is the possible substitution of products 
imported from some distance by more local products, and the 
replacement of amphorae by containers such as casks or 
barrels, which might leave no archaeological trace. Cf Martin- 
Kilcher 1994a, 542ff.
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28 Cf the other papers and the bibliography in this volume.
29 See also Martin-Kilcher 1994b. -Where studies have been 

published one finds a range of forms and provenances: cf, for 
example, Angers (Siraudeau 1988); Bordeaux (Laubenheimer 
and Watier 1991); Autun (Olmer 1994); Braives (Brulet et al 
1992). For the region of Alsace-Lorraine, the work of Baudoux 
1996 offers interesting data. Work is also to be expected on 
amphorae from Paris and from Rouen, among other sites (pers 
comm F. Laubenheimer, Paris).

30 Pannonia: Gabler and Kelemen 1984; Kelemen 1987, 1988, 
1990; and Bezeckzy 1987, 1990. Noricum: mainly Magdalens
berg, Flavia Solva, Carnuntum, Virunum, cf especially Maidl 
1990; Maier-Maidl 1992; and Sakl-Oberthaler 1991/92. Raetia: 
information in Martin-Kilcher 1994, 548ss.555.

31 The various water routes for reaching Britain are not discussed 
here. For Pannonia c/Bezeczky 1987, for Britain cf Carreras 
Monfort 2000.



Haltern 70: a review

César Carreras Monfort

The Roman amphora type known as Haltern 70 has recently 
been a focus of archaeological attention due to the definition 
of new forms apparently associated with it (Sealey 1985a; 
Dangréaux and Desbat 1988; Sealey and Tyers 1989). 
Although the features of these new variants or types are 
still under discussion, little has been done to differentiate 
them from the original form. The present paper attempts 
to reconsider the status of the vessel, first identified by 
Loeschcke (1909) in the military camp of Haltern.

Apart from the work carried out by Loeschcke, the 
only other thorough study of the Haltern 70 type involved 
the Port-Vendres II wreck (Colls et al 1977), which 
contained a good sample of these vessels including some 
with painted inscriptions. The amphora is mentioned 
occasionally by other scholars (Beltrán 1970; Sealey 
1985a; Tchernia 1986; Peacock and Williams 1986; 
Laubenheimer 1990), but never merited a full recon
sideration until the recent discovery of its later variants.

The scattered new evidence concerning the Haltem 
70 amphora provides a clear picture which allows the 
differentiation of forms. Thus an analysis of the original 
vessel may be of benefit in understanding the new types 
and variants recently defined.

1. Characteristics of the form
The Haltern 70 type has a cylindrical body and a long 
solid spike. It weighs between 15.5 and 20.5kg (eg. 
Colchester (Sealey 1985a); Port-Vendres II (Colls et al 
1977)) and could hold between 25.5 and 34.75 litres. It 
has an open collared rim and oval handles with a central 
groove (see Fig. 1, no.7).1 However this ideal description 
varied in size, rim shape, handle section and body shape 
over the period of almost one hundred years during which 
it was in production. There are some clear examples of 
small vessels (eg. Maritime Museum of Barcelona) with 
plain handles and tapered bodies (eg. Port-Vendres II), 
which are normally regarded as late developments. 
Nevertheless, the rim is the part in which typological 
changes can be most clearly identified.

Early rims are reported to be more everted with a 
projecting upper edge, whereas later ones have a stepped 
or furrowed top (Colls et al 1977 ; Sealey and Tyers 1989, 
68). However there are other possible late rims charac
terised by rounded and irregular sections (Dangréaux and 
Desbat 1988, 121, fig. 4, 7-9; see Fig. 1 nos. 1-2). In 
order to categorise the diversity of rim forms, 18 examples 
recorded in Roman Britain were classified by means of 
multivariate analyses (Cluster Ward’s Error, Principal 
Component and Correspondence Analyses). In all three 
analyses, a clear division was observed between rounded 
and furrowed rims. Figure 3 contains all the non-furrowed 
ones with a mixture of early types (Nos. 5, 7, 8, 12 and 
16), possible late variants (Nos. 4, 10 and 11) and rims 
dated to the late AD 60s and early AD 70s (Nos. 17 and 
18). In contrast, Fig. 2 only illustrates the furrowed rims 
present in the sample with a late date.

It can be concluded from this analysis that Haltem 70 
rims underwent a complete change from the prototype of 
the mid 1 st century BC characterised by a rounded upper 
edge or plain top which was produced as late as the reigns 
of Claudius and Nero (eg. Leicester). A second phase, 
dated as early as Claudian (eg Port-Vendres II), introduced 
a type with a furrow on the top, which was later less 
pronounced (eg Chester; see Fig 3, nos. 17-18). Finally 
a third phase, contemporary with the previous one, has a 
long rounded rim of irregular form represented by the 
example from Stanwick (Sealey and Tyers 1989, 68; and 
see Fig. 1, no. 3). As can be seen, the chronological 
sequence of the rim’s evolution is not as clear as some 
scholars have claimed (Sealey and Tyers 1989; Dangréaux 
and Desbat 1988) in an attempt to show a smooth 
transition to the later variants. In fact, the classical Haltem 
70 was still being produced when the new associated 
types were appearing.

With regard to fabric, the typical Haltem 70 points to 
a sedimentary source with inclusions of quartz, limestone, 
quartzite and quart-mica-schist that corresponds to the 
geomorphology of the Guadalquivir Valley (Peacock 
1971; Sealey 1985a; Peacock and Williams 1986, 116).
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Fig. 1 Examples of Haltem 70 and related types

Fig. 2 Haltem 70 rims - the late furrowed’ group. Scale 1:3

The same area produced Dressel 20 vessels, so identifi
cation of Haltern 70 by fabric alone is usually difficult. 
Furthermore, the type was imitated at Lyon and Vienne 
in two other fabrics: one, fine and pinkish in colour, 
similar to the Gauloise types; the other rough and sandy 
and brown in colour (Desbat 1987). Examples of these 
imitations have been recovered in Flavian contexts 
(Dangréaux and Desbat 1988), and are documented on at 
least in two Romano-British sites: Colchester and Chester.

Concerning the location of production centres, a few 
kilns producing this form have been excavated so far at 
Orippo, Seville (Carreras Monfort 2000), Hispalis, 
Seville and Puente Melchor, Cádiz (Garcia Vargas 1998). 
Some sherds of Haltern 70 were recovered at the Cerro 
de los Mártires kiln, Cádiz (Beltrán 1977 104-106), 
although they were probably not fired on the spot. A 
great number of Haltern 70s stored at Seville Museum 
come from Alcala del Rio (Colls et al 1977, 38), a region 
where there were numerous workshops for Dressel 20 
amphorae (Ponsich 1974), which may have produced 
Haltern 70s as well. Finally, recent surveys carried out 
near Arva, Seville have located a possible Haltem 70 
kiln (Remesal, pers comm), which confirms a source for 
this type in the middle Guadalquivir.
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Fig. 3 Haltem 70 rims - non-fur rowed examples. Scale 1:3

Associated amphora types
As mentioned above other forms have recently been 
associated with the Haltern 70 vessel. At this point, it is 
worth noting the main features that make them distinctive 
types.

a. Lomba do Canho 67 (Molina 1993)
This form is defined by a rounded everted rim with a 
horizontal groove. It has short oval handles, often with a 
central groove, and a short hollow spike. This type seems 
to have been produced in the second half of the 1st 
century B.C. It had a widespread distribution in the 
Western Mediterranean including Portugal (Toulouse, 
Ventimiglia, Ampurias, Valencia, Rabat, Arganil).

b. Haltern 70 similis (Dangréaux and Desbat 1988) 
The form is characterised by an elongated body, the 
disappearance of the lower edge of the rim and a 
horizontal groove on the upper rim (see Fig. 1, no. 5). Its 
fabric reveals a Gaulish origin from the Rhone valley 
(Desbat and Picon 1987; Schmitt 1988; Desbat and 
Dangréaux 1992), a fact which is also confirmed by its 
distribution (eg Augst, Nyon, Vienne, Neuss, Lyon).

c. London 555 (Sealey 1985a; Sealey and Tyers 1989) 
The vessel is identical in shape to the previous variant 
and the majority of thin-sections identify it as Gaulish in 
origin (eg Museum of London) (see Fig. 1, no. 6). The 
differentiation between these two amphorae is probably 
artificial, but Sealey and Tyers (1989) still defend a 
possible Baetican origin on the basis of macroscopic 

analyses2 and painted inscriptions. The distribution is 
basically restricted to Roman Britain: Chester, St. Albans, 
Colchester, London, Cirencester and Pan Sand.

d. Ver 1908 (Sealey, this volume below) 
Characterised by a longer rim than its predecessor, the 
fabric of this type is clearly Baetican. The best known 
examples so far have been reported from Britain, at 
St.Albans and London. A similar amphora rim has 
recently been reported at León (Spain) in a context dated 
to the first third of the 1st century A.D.

2. Date range
The earliest evidence of Haltem 70 is documented in the 
Madrague de Giens wreck (Tchernia et al 1978; Tchernia 
1986) dated to the mid 1st century BC (c 50). Moreover 
there are numerous records of this type in Augustan 
contexts and military camps such as Dangstetten (Finger- 
lin 1986), Bentuwersiel (Ulbert 1977), Arganil (Fabiao 
1989), Amiens (15-5 BC, Massy and Vasselle 1976), 
Saint-Romain-en-Gal (30-20 BC, Desbat and Martin- 
Kilcher 1989), Lyon (15 BC-AD 15, ibid), Oberaden 
(12-8 BC, Ettlinger 1977) and Haltem (10 BC-AD 10, 
ibid).

Although there is general agreement about the date of 
its appearance, the end of its production is still under 
discussion The mid 1st century AD (c50) was proposed 
as a possible date for the end of production (Sealey 1985a; 
Fitzpatrick 1989a) because of the arrival of new variants. 
Nevertheless recent excavations push the likely end at 
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least into the late 70s, and production may even have 
continued until the last decade of the century (Martin- 
Kilcher 1990a; Ciotola et al 1989). The most reliable 
chronology is provided by the coins present in Cala Culip 
IV wreck, sunk in the reign of Vespasian (69-79) (Nieto 
et al 1989). A Flavian date has been suggested by 
Tchernia (1986, 249-250) on the basis of evidence from 
Ostia, and is indicated at Nijmegen (van der Werff 1984, 
356), Lyon (Dangréaux and Desbat 1988) and Strasbourg 
(Baudoux 1990). In Roman Britain, there is evidence of 
the arrival in the type in the late 60s or early 70s (eg at 
York, Chester, Pentre Farm, Segontium and Lincoln). 
Recent excavations in Rome (ie Crypta Balbi, Curia 
Forum lulium) also provide a late dating (80-90), and 
examples are recorded in even later contexts (90-110) at 
Via Sacra-Via Nova, though these may be residual 
(Panella, 1992).

Notwithstanding the long production span, Haltem 70 
probably reached its peak in the Augustan period when 
the vessel is documented in good numbers. This view is 
supported by large quantities recovered in Augustan 
contexts at Oberaden, Haltern (Ettlinger 1977), Saint- 
Romain-en-Gal, Lyon (Desbat and Martin-Kilcher 1989), 
La Longarina (Hesnard 1980), Dangstetten (Fingerlin 
1986) and Rödgen (Schönberger and Simon 1976).. 
However, the dating of the majority of shipwrecks 
contradicts this impression, since only two, ie Lavezzi I 
and Sud-Lavezzi II (Bebko 1971; Liou 1982, 442-446; 
Liou 1990; Liou and Domergue 1990) reflect an early 
chronology; whereas the rest are chiefly from later 
periods (i.e. Is Mortorius, Port-Vendres II, Porto-Cristo, 
Tour-Ste.-Marie, Cala Culip IV; Parker 1992).

3. Epigraphy and the likely contents 
of Haltern 70s
Haltern 70 amphorae were only occasionally stamped on 
the handles or neck. The few examples recorded are: 
SOLIT (Nyon, Paunier 1981), l(rv) (Fos, Amar and Liou 
1984), a circular stamp (Angers, Siraudeau 1988, 183), 
c(.)c(.)(ivl) (Pompei, Manacorda 1977b), lifo (Stras
bourg, Baudoux 1990), asa (Richborough, no. 78305353, 
see Fig. 1 No. 8) and c(.)f(vf)(.)(aviti) (two examples, 
Sevilla Museum). The last stamp also occurs on Dressel 
20 amphorae, supporting once more the likelihood of a 
common production area for both types (Colls et al 1977). 
This theory is given further weight by the occurrence on 
both types of identical painted inscriptions referring to 
the traders (navicularii, negotiatores, mercatores) 
responsible for their distribution.. The Port-Vendres II 
wreck has painted inscriptions ß on Haltern 70s with the 
name Q(uinti) vritti revocati (nos. 31-38) which appears 
in the same cargo on Dressel 20s (nos. 12-14) (Colls et 
al 1977). The name vritti is also commonly found on 
Dressel 20 stamps (Remesal Rodríguez 1986) and it is 
even present on a barrel recovered at Lyon (Desbat 1991), 

which has been linked to a possible content of Baetican 
origin.

A second group of painted inscriptions on Haltern 70s 
refers to their contents. This has been fully discussed by 
various authors (Tchernia 1980; Parker and Price 1981; 
Liou 1982; van der Werff 1984; Amar and Liou 1984; 
Sealey 1985a; Dangréaux and Desbat 1988; Sealey and 
Tyers 1989). These inscriptions are detailed below:

a. Port-Vendres II (Colls et al 1977)
no. 31 defr(uctum) / excel(ens)
no. 39 defr(uctum) / excel(ens)
no. 40 defr(uctum)

b. Vindonissa (Loeschcke 1942, 100-101)
oliva / nigra / ex defr(ucto)

c. Mayence (Loeschcke 1942, 100-101)
no. 1 oliva / nigr(a) ex defru(cto) penuar(ia) excell(ens)
no. 2 oliva / nigr(a) ex defru(cto) penuar(ia) excell(ens)

d. Augst (Martin-Kilcher 1990a; Dangréaux
and Desbat 1988, 123)
dul(cia)

e. Nyon (Pélichet 1946, 198; Paunier 1981, 236) 
o(li)(va) / dul(cis) / pl / uncil

f Amiens (Massy and Vasselle 1976)
sapa / aneto icinio

g. Sois sons (Lequément and Massy 1980)
oliv(a) nig(ra) / ex defucto / ... / pen(varia) / ... /
M Crassi Servandionis

h. London (Hassall and Tomlin 1982, 417)3
a. mur(ia)
ß. met

The inscriptions identify olives preserved in grape 
products (defructum, dulcís) as the commonest content. 
However there are other cases in which the preservatives 
seem to have been the sole commodity carried in the 
amphorae (sapa, defructum, dulcís). Furthermore the 
evidence from London suggests that muria, another 
potential preservative, could also have been one of the 
goods carried. Additional evidence comes from the 
remains of the contents recovered from inside the 
amphorae. The few recorded examples are listed below:

a. Sud-Lavezzi I (Liou and Domergue 1990, 29) 
olive stones

b. Cala Culip IV (Nieto et al 1989)
1 olive stone

c. Punta de la Nao, Cádiz (Chic Garcia 1980)4 
grape pips and pitch inside

d. Port-Vendres II (Colls et al 1977)
pitch inside

e. Broch of Gurness (Hedges 1987)
marine products

The remains found in these amphorae support the 
information from the inscriptions and suggest olives as 
the most likely item carried. Nevertheless other products 
obtained from grapes or fish were also carried either as 
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olive preservatives or as the main commodity. The 
Guadalquivir valley has been one of the most suitable 
areas for olive oil production since antiquity (Ponsich 
1974; 1979; Remesal Rodríguez 1986), hence olives were 
not only an available crop in the region but they were 
also esteemed for their high quality.

Although it has been suggested that grape products 
were the main content of Haltern 70s (Tchernia 1980; 
1986) on the basis of some texts written by Strabo (III, 
2.6) and Columella (RR. 1.20) which refer to Baetican 
wines, the middle and upper Guadalquivir valley does 
not nowadays produce any wine of notable quality. The 
best contemporary wines from Baetica come from coastal 
areas in Huelva (Huelva Condado), Málaga (Málaga) and 
Cádiz (Sherry, Manzanilla). The geomorphology of these 
zones does not correspond to the Haltern 70's fabric, 
which is identified as deriving exclusively from the 
Guadalquivir and Genii valleys. Only the latter of these 
produces excellent wines nowadays (Moriles, Montilla). 
Interestingly, it is believed that the two ancient references 
cited by Strabo (iii.2.6) and Columella (RR i.20) to a 
region exporting Baetican wine to Italy may in fact refer 
to the present day Jerez region (Marin and Prieto 1985). 
Martial (xiii. 114) praised Baetican wines and particularly 
the ones from the ancient Ceret (Jerez); similarly, Silvius 
Italiens (iii-393) recalled a fine wine from Nebrissa 
(Nebrija, Cádiz) (Marin and Prieto 1985).

By contrast, the archaeological evidence reveals that 
most wine presses recorded in Roman Baetica come from 
sites in the Guadalquivir valley such as Munigua, Lora 
del Rio, Carmona, Bujalante and Posadas (Ponsich 1974; 
1979; Havel 1989). Moreover, five local mints in this 
province (Acinipo, Sacili, Orippo, Osset and Ulia) issued 
coins in Republican times bearing symbols related to 
wine production; the last three of these were located in 
the Guadalquivir valley (Villaronga 1979). The only 
Augustan mint in Baetica to represent a bunch of grapes 
on coins was lulia Traducía (Algeciras) on the coast of 
the present Cádiz, where Columella’s uncle used to grow 
his own vines.

In conclusion, it can be said that olives appear to have 
been the most likely content of this vessel, preserved by 
means of different substances {sapa, dulcía, defructum, 
muría) which occasionally could be the sole content. 
Classical authors mention numerous recipes for pickling 
olives with grape and fish products (Columella, RR 
xii.11.2; xii.49-51; Cato, De Agri Cultura vii.4; cxvii- 
cxviii; Varro RR.1.60; Celsus, De Med. ii.20.2; ii.24.2- 
3; Pliny NH iv.16; xv.6.21). Some of them include the 
use of defructum as preservative (Columella, RR v.8.4; 
v.8.6: xii.49.7; xii.50.1-3), whereas only one of them 
suggests using a mixture of vinegar and muría (Colu
mella, RR xii.49.8).

At present, the main discussion among scholars about 
the contents of Haltern 70's centres on whether the wine 
derivatives were the principal commodity or a simple 

preservative, and the meaning of defructum and sapa 
(Tchemia 1980; Parker and Price 1981; André 1981; Liou 
1982, 444; van der Werff 1984; Amar and Liou 1984; 
Sealey 1985a, 62-63; Dangréaux and Desbat 1988; Sealey 
and Tyers 1989). Some consideration has already been 
given to the argument at the core of the first debate, whilst 
the second has reached a cul-de-sac. On the one hand, the 
two substances, defructum and sapa, are identified as 
vins cuits which could be substitutes for honey because 
of their high concentrations of sugar (André 1981; Van 
der Werff 1984, 380). Similarly they are equated with 
sweet wines akin to Greek and modern beverages (Amar 
and Liou 1984; Tchernia 1986; Dangréaux and Desbat 
1988). On the other hand, they are interpreted as non
alcoholic syrups derived through boiling must (Parker 
and Price 1981; Sealey 1985a; Sealey and Tyers 1989) 
and basically designed to preserve other fruits.

4. Haltern 70 distribution
The presence of Haltern 70 vessels in shipwrecks is 
relatively rare; only in 17 cases are they reported as part 
of the cargoes (Parker 1992). They are documented in 
the Western Mediterranean from North Africa (Cap Bon 
I), Hispania (Benicarló, Porto-Cristo II, Cala Culip IV), 
Gallia (Lavezzi I, Sud-Lavezzi II, Port-Vendres II, Tour- 
Ste.-Marie) to Italy (Capo Testa I, Chiessi, Is Mortorius, 
Ponte D'Oro). The wrecks suggest that the city of Rome 
was the intended destination, though there were al
ternative routes as shown by two wrecks (Isle of Wight, 
Little Russel B) in British waters (Monaghan 1987; 1990; 
Parker 1992).

Haltern 70s always appear as secondary merchandise 
combined with other cargoes except in the Tour-Ste.- 
Marie wreck in which they were probably the main 
freight.5 Moreover, they are normally combined with 
goods being transported officially, as in six out of 
seventeen wrecks (35.29%) they occur alongside either 
Dressel 20 amphorae or metal ingots. In the remaining 
cases, Southern Spanish fish-sauce amphorae (Beltrán I, 
II A and II B) are the commonest associated cargo.

All these factors imply that the contents of Haltern 70s 
were of relatively low value or were in limited demand. 
These are characteristics that fit well with olives. Had 
they been wine containers they would have been repre
sented in more wrecks and as the principal cargo as is the 
case with other amphora types (Tchernia 1986; Parker 
1992). Olives were a common Mediterranean food that 
could even constitute a staple food among lower classes 
(Cato, De Agri Cultura Ixvi) (Dossi and Schnell 1990, 
154). They were also appreciated at table in wealthy 
households as a simple snack taken at both the beginning 
and the end of a meal (Ovidius, Met. viii.673-692; Pliny 
Ep.l 15; Martial Ep. x.48; xi.52). An extract referring to 
Trimalchio's banquet (Petronius, Sat. 31) describes a 
Corinthian bronze-donkey holding black and green olives 
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in each of its saddle-bags, which was used at the start of 
a meal, whilst a second bowl of olives pickled in vinegar 
appeared at the end of the dinner (Petronius, Sat. 66). 
Martial (Epigr. xiii.55) also describes the same practice 
for the presentation of Picenean olives at banquets in the 
capital.

Although the city of Rome can be considered as one 
of the principal markets for Haltern 70s, they are also 
well-attested in the major Western provinces (i.e. North 
Africa, Hispania, Gallia, Germania, Italy, Britannia). 
Figure 4 shows sites on the northern routes towards Britain 
that document the presence of Haltern 70s. Numerous 
finds can be observed on the Rhône-Saône-Rhine axis, 
which was the main route to the German limes. Further 
examples are found on the coastal strip of Portugal and 
north-western Spain (i.e. La Coruña, Pontevedra, Vigo, 
Braga, Porto, Arganil), and these point to use of the 
Atlantic route. Recent work in this region has yielded 
interesting results since the Haltern 70 is the commonest 
amphora found, reaching percentages of 68.2% at Campa 
Torres (Naveiro López 1992; Carreras Monfort forth

coming), and also being recorded inland (eg León and 
Astorga). A considerable number of these vessels appear 
in Augustan contexts, coinciding with the military 
campaigns of this emperor in north-western Spain.

Thus the military market comprising soldiers of 
Mediterranean extraction seems to have been an important 
magnet for Haltern 70 trade. This connection is evident 
not only on the northern coasts of Hispania but also in 
Gallia, Germania and Britannia. The last-mentioned 
province is rich in evidence as illustrated by figure 4. 
Furthermore, olivae are mentioned on a writing tablet 
from Vindolanda (Inv.839; Birley 1991) and the presence 
of olive stones is also reported from Romano-British sites 
(i.e. Colchester, York, Caerleon, London, Pan Sand) 
(Kenward et al 1986; Hall and Kenward 1990; Zien- 
kiewicz 1986, 224; Willcox 1977; Sealey and Tyers 
1989). The most likely access routes to this province, as 
previously mentioned, were the Rhône-Saône-Rhine and 
the Atlantic ones. Those recorded in Britain are the most 
northerly point that the thriving trade in Haltern 70s ever 
reached in the Western Empire.

Fig. 4 The distribution of Haltem 70 in the western Roman Empire
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Conclusion
A survey of new evidence relating to the Haltem 70 
amphora type has outlined differences in the shape of this 
vessel compared to other similar types. Moreover, the 
amphora shows a clear evolution over time, although no 
temporal sequences can be established. New discoveries 
have permitted the definition of a better, though tentative, 
date range, which refutes the idea that other similar 
amphora types superceded it. With regard to the likely 
content of the amphora, olives preserved in defructum, 
sapa, dulcía and muría seem the best candidate. This 
would provide us with a suitable explanation for its 
scarcity in shipwrecks as well as explaining its wide 
distribution in the Roman Empire.
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Notes
1 Recent evidence suggests that a type know as Lomba do Canho 

67 (Fabiao 1989; Molina 1993) may have been its early 
predecessor because of some similarities in fabric. However 
thin-sections are still required to confirm this point.

2 Two hand-specimens from Cirencester and St.Albans suggest 
the possibility of a Baetican origin, though thin-sections are 
required to confirm this hypothesis.

3 The form may have been misidentified, though the authors refer 
to it as a Camulodunum 185 A (i.e. Haltem 70).

4 The form is also described as Dressel 10.
5 The unfinished excavation has yielded so far 182 Haltem 70s.



Ver 1908 amphoras introduced

Paul R. Sealey

This paper defines a new category of amphora from 
Roman Spain called Ver 1908, a late variant of the 
Baetican Haltem 70 and current from Nero until cl25- 
150. The name given to these vessels is taken from the 
published figure number of a rim excavated at Veru- 
lamium (Wilson 1984, fig. 80 no. 1908, 202). Ver 1908 
is first attested in the legionary fortress at Usk, in a context 
dated c55-67. The type-specimen is a vessel from the 
Hadrianic fire of cl20-5 at London. Apart from an off- 
white slip on the type-specimen, the fabric is the same as 
that of most Haltern 70 and Dressel 20 amphoras: it is 
apparent therefore that the form is Baetican. Typo
logically Ver 1908 is distinguished from Haltern 70 by a 
long curved neck without the collar rim of the parent 
form. A late transitional Haltern 70 from London 
illustrates the immediate point of departure for Ver 1908. 
There is no direct evidence for the contents of the form 
but they were presumably the grape syrups and preserved 
olives of Haltern 70. Ver 1908 remained current until 
cl25-50 - later than Haltern 70 - and this strengthens 
the case for its recognition as a separate form.

Examples of Ver 1908
1. The Ver 1908 type-specimen
Discovery and context
The type-specimen (Fig. 1, no. 1) was excavated in the 
City of London in 1983 at TQ 3303 8093, 5-12 Fen
church Street. It was stratified in debris from the 
Hadrianic fire, now dated cl20-5 (Marsh 1981, 222). 
Frere (1984, 308) gives a summary of the excavations. 
The same context produced a London 555 amphora 
(Sealey and Tyers 1989, fig. 3, no. 5, 62). The Museum 
of London Archaeology Service is the holder of the type 
specimen (site code FEN 83/2288).

Typology
There is a long neck which opens out in a continuous 
curve to a trumpet-shaped mouth; at the rim top the 

wall is thickened on the exterior. The handles spring 
from a steep shoulder and join the neck well below the 
rim; each handle is cut by a wide and shallow exterior 
groove. There is a pronounced break in the curvature 
of the pot at the junction of the shoulder and body. 
The cylindrical body incurves gently towards a base 
that terminates in a long and solid conical spike. On 
the lower parts of the body there are diagonal wipe 
marks. The wall of the neck is 10 mm thick and the 
body between 12 and 13 mm. It is noteworthy that the 
vessel is far from symmetrical, presumably because of 
a lack of care when the elements of the pot were thrown 
on the wheel and joined together.

A striking feature of the surface is the off-white 
(Munsell 10YR 8/3) slip, not to be confused with the 
white surfaces of amphoras in which common salt had 
been added to the fabric (Peacock 1984b, 263-4; Peacock 
and Williams 1986, 45).

The type-specimen had been restored from sherds 
when it was made available for study and this hampered 
examination of its fabric under the microscope. But this 
was not the case with a companion vessel from the same 
site and context, and so the fabric description for Ver 
1908 in general is based on that of this second vessel (see 
below).

Capacity and empty weight
The type-specimen is restored from sherds, and large 
gaps in the wall made it impossible to establish the empty 
weight, and difficult to determine the capacity with any 
accuracy.

2. The companion Ver 1908 amphora
From the same site and context as the type-specimen 
comes the rim with neck of a second Ver 1908 (Fig. 1, 
no. 3). The lip was formed in the same way by thickening 
the wall of the neck and pinching the clay to form a sharp 
projecting outer edge. Its neck runs in a continuous curve 
from the lip to the shoulder, from which the body falls
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Fig. 1. 1, Ver 1908 type-specimen from Fenchurch Street, London; 2, late Haltem 70 from King William Street, London; 3, Ver 1908 
rim and neck associated with the type-specimen. Scale 1:6.

away steeply. Both handles are missing but the scars are 
present about halfway down the neck and indicate circular 
handles some 75 mm across. The wall of the neck is 12 
mm thick and increases away from the rim; just below 
the shoulder, the wall is 22 mm thick, substantial even 
for a pottery amphora.

The hard fabric is grey-brown (7.5 YR 6/2) at the core 
and light brown (7.5YR 6/4, i.e. slightly darker) just 
below the surface. There are abundant sub-angular 
inclusions of quartz, limestone and composite rock 
fragments (the sources of which include metamorphic 

rocks) and occasional flakes of golden mica and red 
ironstone. Most of the inclusions fall within the 0.3-1.5 
mm size range; occasionally much larger fragments up to 
5 mm across are present. The fabric of this vessel is 
typical of the Ver 1908 form and is given here as 
representative of the class as a whole. Apart from the off- 
white surface, it is identical in the hand-specimen to that 
of standard Dressel 20 and Haltern 70 amphoras.

3. A transitional Haltern 70
A vessel that elucidates the development of Ver 1908 
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from its predecessor is a late Haltem 70 from London 
(Fig. 1, no. 2).

Discovery and context
The vessel was discovered in 1920 in King William Street 
in the City of London during construction work for the 
Guardian Assurance Company building. The amphora 
remained in a private collection there until it was donated 
to the Museum of London in 1992 by the Guardian Royal 
Exchange Assurance Company (accession number 
92.172/1). Other archaeological discoveries in the area 
are reviewed by Lambert (1921, 60-1), Wheeler (1928, 
125) and Merrifield (1965,280, no. 295). Harmand (1966, 
489, fig. 20) has a photograph of the vessel, and there is 
a sketch of sorts in Home (1926, 86). The pot was first 
identified in the Port-Vendres B report (Colls et al 1977, 
37, no. 70).

Condition
The vessel has been restored from sherds and the 
impression is given of a pot that was complete until its 
discovery, except perhaps for the tip of the spike. 
Generous use of plaster on the inside of the vessel makes 
it impossible to gauge the thickness of the wall or to 
establish the form of the plug on the inside.

Fabric
The paste is typical of Haltem 70 amphoras, with no 
trace of the white slip found on the Ver 1908 type
specimen. From midway down the body to just above the 
spike the surface is rough cast with fine to medium sand; 
lower down, the rough casting had been trimmed off 
with a knife wielded in horizontal strokes.

Typology
The handles rise from a steep shoulder and join the neck 
just below the lower edge of a plain collar rim. Both 
handles have a deep groove on the exterior. The body is 
widest at the top and curves in gently towards the basal 
spike. Examination of the spike section shows that it was 
made in two stages whereby a plug of clay was inserted 
in a hollow conical protuberance.

Date
The vessel was a chance find without archaeological 
context, but its London findspot suggests it is no earlier 
than the foundation of the city in the early 50s (Perring 
1991, 6-9) and the pot may belong to the Claudio- 
Neronian period when the dynamic typological develop
ment of Haltern 70 was such that two new forms - 
London 555 (Sealey 1985a, 167-8; Sealey and Tyers 
1989) and Ver 1908 - diverged from the parent. The 
transitional position of the King William Street vessel 
is most obvious from the collar rim: it barely juts out 
from the neck and its lower edge is unemphatic and 
vestigial.

The chronology of Ver 1908

The earliest Ver 1908 is a rim from the legionary 
fortress at Usk, where the form contributes 1.2% of 
the amphoras from the c55-67 Phase I of the site (being 
one of the eighty-five amphoras by vessel count). Its 
fabric is described as “cream-buff’ and “hard and coarse 
with sand”, terms also used to describe Dressel 20 
amphoras from the fortress (Greene 1993, 5, 70, 72, 
fig. 33, no. 23, 74). F.E.J. Richardson tells me the form 
is present in London in Flavian contexts. Otherwise 
the few published stratified examples noted by the 
writer all come from 2nd century deposits. A rim from 
the Billingsgate Buildings in the City of London was 
retrieved from a context dated cl25-60 (Green 1980, 
fig. 18, no. 4, 42; the data on its context was furnished 
by the code on the sherd). The Verulamium rim that 
gives its name to the form is dated cl45-50; its fabric 
is described as “hard finely granular buff ware” (Wilson 
1984, fig. 80, no. 1908, 202). The type-specimen bears 
every appearance of a complete vessel that had been 
shattered not far from where it was excavated; its 
companion was restored from large and unabraded 
sherds. Both circumstances suggest they are not residual 
and represent instead vessels still current at the time of 
the Hadrianic fire of London cl20-5.

It would seem that Ver 1908 makes its first appearance 
under Nero and that it remained in production until some 
point in the second quarter of the following century, i.e. 
the lifespan of the form was c55-125/150.

The provenance of Ver 1908
Those Ver 1908 amphoras seen by the writer have a 
fabric identical in the hand-specimen to that of Haltern 
70 and Dressel 20. The descriptions of the fabrics of 
the Usk and Verulamium examples cited above are 
consistent with this thesis. Only the off-white slip of 
the type-specimen is not found on Haltern 70, although 
just such a finish is occasionally seen on some later 
Dressel 20 amphoras. Both those forms are securely 
assigned to the river Guadalquivir region of Baetica 
(Sealey 1985a, 73) and one is justified in postulating 
the same for Ver 1908.

The contents of Ver 1908
There is no direct evidence for the contents of Ver 1908, 
but analogy with Haltern 70 would suggest the form was 
bottled with grape syrups and preserved olives (and see 
Carreras Monfort this volume above).

The separation of Ver 1908 from Haltern 70
The affinities of Ver 1908 with Haltern 70 are clear 
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enough but one is reluctant to regard these vessels 
simply as variants of the Haltern 70. With Ver 1908 
the neck becomes more elongated and the body is 
narrower than on the classic Haltern 70; on developed 
Ver 1908 amphoras the collar rim of Haltern 70 is 
replaced by a neck that runs in a continuous curve from 
rim to shoulder. These amount to major typological 
changes and justify the separation of the two forms. It 
was pointed out at the conference by C. Carreras 
Monfort that Haltern 70 amphoras did not end under 
Claudius but remained in production (albeit on a re
duced scale) until the Flavian period. It follows that 
there was a period of overlap between both forms, but 
the presence of Ver 1908 in 2nd century contexts after 
the end of Haltern 70 confirms the logic of acknow
ledging this development as a distinct form.
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The Lipan origin of the ‘Richborough 527’

Philippe Borgard and Madeleine Cavalier, 
with Appendices by Maurice Picon and Roberta Tomber

Although not produced in Great Britain, it is there that 
‘Richborough 527’ amphorae were first identified and it 
is mainly by British scholars that they have been studied.

Without listing all of the subsequent publications, it is 
worth recalling that the key works are those of B.W. 
Pearce in the fifth report on Richborough, Kent (Pearce 
1968,117-124, Pl. LXXI no. 527), in which he described, 
as No. 527, one of the first amphorae of the type to be 
published; and D.P.S. Peacock’s paper of 1977 which 
marks, a few years later, the official birth of this type of 
amphora (Peacock 1977b). Peacock drew particular 
attention to the very unusual fabric1 and suggested, on 
the basis of petrographic analysis, that the type had been 
produced in a region of recent volcanic activity in which 
were also found layers of clay of marine origin. The 
Western Mediterranean was therefore proposed as a zone 
of probable origin whereas Campania, where the volcanic 
rocks do not compare satisfactorily, was ruled out, along 
with some other regions, such as the Aeolian islands, 
which are composed of purely volcanic material.

Since then, other possible production sites have been 
proposed, on the basis of tenuous evidence, but no 
definitive and really convincing solution has been 
provided. These suggestions have been supported by 
petrographic data and also rely upon distribution maps 
which have until recently remained ‘exasperatingly 
northern’, as Paul Sealey has remarked (Sealey 1985a, 
92). With the sole exception of a few sherds found in 
Campania and mentioned by Arthur (1989, 249-56, figs. 
1-3) and Williams and Arthur (1991, 389-98, figs. 1-2) 
- who also raised the question of how to define with 
precision what is, or is not, a ‘Richborough 527’ - the 
area of distribution of these amphorae seemed to be 
limited to England and Brittany. Rather than a reflection 
of historical reality, this peculiar distribution pattern 
probably results from this lack of a precise definition. 
Since 1977, the name ‘Richborough 527’ has been given 
to any amphora with a fabric similar to the fabric of the 
vessels described in the paper published that year by 
Peacock (1977b), and it is true that this type of fabric has 

been recognised mainly by scholars working in Britain 
and their colleagues in nearby Brittany.

Groups of 'Richborough 527’ amphorae
In fact, when taking into account not only petrographic 
comparisons but also morphological criteria, it appears 
that vessels with different (sometimes very different) 
profiles - and not always amphorae - were produced 
using this same fabric. It should be noted that, other 
vessels notwithstanding, the amphorae span a period of 
more than three centuries, from the second quarter of the 
1st century BC to the middle of the 3rd, or even into the 
4th century AD. During this time four distinct groups 
were produced (Borgard and Gateau 1991, 311-28) (Fig. 
1):

Group la consists of long narrow specimens (total height 
about 95cm; maximum body diameter 20cm) with a 
relatively long neck (height from the rim top to the point 
where the shoulder joins the neck about 25cm) ending 
with a thickened rim. This type already seems to be 
circulating during the second quarter of the 1st century 
BC. Its presence is still attested in the last third of the 
century.

Group lb (total height of the amphora and maximum 
body diameter are more or less similar to those of Group 
la) includes specimens with a clearly shorter neck 
(average height 17cm) and a rim made by folding down 
the top part of the neck. The amphorae of this group are, 
for the present, attributed mainly to around the middle of 
the 1st century AD.

Group 2a. During the second half of the 1st century, 
amphorae of the same family, but much shorter and 
broader (total height 80 to 85cm; maximum body 
diameter about 25cm), were also produced. These were 
most widely distributed during the Flavian period and 
they probably continued to be exported during the first
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Fig. 1 The main types of 'Richborough 527' amphorae. Scale 1:10

part of the 2nd century. The handles, short and loop
shaped, are fixed very high on the body; in most cases 
their upper attachment encroaches on the rim which is, as 
in Group lb, made by folding down the top part of the 
neck.

Group 2b, the fourth and later category, is composed of 
amphorae which have profiles quite similar to those of 
the preceding group but with shorter and wider bodies 
(total height about 70cm; maximum body diameter 30 to 
35cm). The handles are also loop-shaped but, with a few 
exceptions, are clearly separated from the rim. There are 
several variants of these rims, all with a triangular section. 
Necks with rims of this type or isolated rims, all of them 
made from the characteristic ‘Richborough 527’ fabric, 
have been identified in contexts of the late 2nd or the first 
half of the 3rd century.

Fragments from other types of amphorae or variants 
of vessels from the preceding categories, all of them made 
from this same fabric, probably represent the beginnings 
of several other possible groups, but so far there are either 
too few examples or the fragments are too small for the 
groups to be strictly defined. This is the case for the neck 
of a ‘Richborough 527’ (if one accepts for this category 
of amphora a strictly petrographic definition), found in 

Cavaillon (France), which is identical in shape to some 
Dressel 2-4 amphorae of Italian origin and probably 
indicates the existence of a new group (Borgard and 
Gateau 1991, 315-7) (Fig. 2). The small amphorae found 
in southern Italy in 2nd or 3rd century contexts, men
tioned by Arthur (1989) and Williams and Arthur (1991), 
could represent the development of yet another group.

Fig. 2 Neck of an amphora from Cavaillon. Scale 1:4



Philippe Borgard and Madeleine Cavalier, with Appendices by Maurice Picon and Roberta Tomber98

Stamps on 'Richborough 527' amphorae
Several ‘Richborough 527’ amphorae are stamped. This 
is the case for a considerable number of Group la 
amphorae. The stamp is applied on the rim or on the 
neck, at the level of the upper join of the handles; the 
letters appear in relief within a circular or triangular 
cartouche. Several stamps are sometimes juxtaposed (Fig. 
3, upper).

The Group 2b amphorae are also very often stamped; 
in this case the letters are incised within a rectangular 
frame, and the stamp appears directly below the rim. A 
single matrix, which had been used to stamp three 
amphorae of this group, one of them found off Sorrento 
(Italy) and two in Lipari (Italy), as well as a tile (or 
brick?) also found in Lipari2 (Fig.3, below), is particularly 
interesting: one can discern a two-line inscription, k 
bassaei / RUFi.c.v, in which it is possible, we suggest, to 
recognize the name of a senator. Although the initial K 
raises some difficulties of interpretation, we would 
propose that the rest of the text can be discerned by 
restoring the nomen and cognomen'. Bassaeus Rufus, with 
the title of C(larissimus) V(ir). Considering the rarity of 
the name, it is very tempting to associate this personage 
with the Praefectus Praetorii Marcus Bassaeus Rufus 
whose equestrian career, studied by H. G. Pflaum (1960, 
389-93), culminated in 175 with the granting of the 
ornamenta consularia. The stamp would, in this case, 
provide not only a valuable indication concerning the 
status of one of the owners of a ‘Richborough 527’ Group 
2b amphora workshop (and of the goods they carried), 
but would also help to determine the beginning date of 
manufacture of this type of amphora.3

It is, by contrast, very exceptional for Group 2a 
amphorae to be stamped; when they are, the stamp 
appears under the lower join of one of the handles. There 
are no known examples of Group lb which bear a stamp.

The isolated ‘Richborough 5277Dressel 2-4 found at 
Cavaillon (Fig. 2) bears a circular stamp on its neck with 
the same monogram found on some stamped Group la 
amphorae.

Distribution and the probable centre 
of production
We must emphasize again that all these vessels, with or 
without stamps, are made from the same fabric or from 
fabrics which are very similar4 and it is likely, whatever 
their date, that they were produced in the same region. 
Therefore it seems useful to draw up a distribution map, 
based on recent investigations and including all of the 
vessels, whatever their group, in order to define, if not an 
area of production, at least a zone within which it could 
be sought.

The results of these investigations - essentially visits 
to excavation sites or storage centres of archaeological 

finds, as well as information on vessels very kindly 
presented by several colleagues and, to a lesser extent, 
bibliographic research - show that the distribution of 
‘Richborough 527’ amphorae is much wider than the 
initial studies had led us to believe (see Appendix 1).

The map thus obtained (Fig. 4) - with blank areas 
obviously resulting, in a proportion which is not easy to 
determine, from the gaps in our information as well as 
from an actual absence of vessels - does not give any 
indication of quantity: there are no vessel numbers (i.e. 
number of ‘Richborough 527’ on each site), and no 
proportions (i.e. the percentage of ‘Richborough 527’ 
within the total number of amphorae on a site). We shall 
therefore be very careful in drawing our conclusions.

We can, however, go so far as to say that the idea of 
an essentially northern distribution must now be aban
doned. Furthermore, the hypothesis of a Mediterranean 
origin for the ‘Richborough 527’ - extremely attractive 
considering the early production date of the Group la 
specimens (and already proposed, on petrographic 
grounds, by Peacock in his 1977 paper) - no longer 
presents any difficulties. Without forgetting the need to 
be prudent, we can suggest that the Western Medi
terranean, rather than the Eastern Mediterranean, is likely 
to be the birthplace of these amphorae, considering that 
their apparent absence in the east cannot be entirely a 
matter of chance.

Some additional clues make it possible to pinpoint the 
area of production more precisely. These include: the 
Punic-like aspect of some groups of ‘Richborough 527’;5 
the associated production, at the end of the 1st century 
BC, of Dressel 2-4 amphorae probably modelled on an 
Italian (Campanian?) specimen; the juxtaposition of 
painted inscriptions both in Greek and Latin (unfortunately 
limited to a few letters and numbers) on the Group la and 
lb amphorae in the 1st century BC and in the middle of 
the 1st century AD; and new analyses carried out by 
Picon (see Appendix 2). Sardinia and the Aeolian islands 
off the coast of Sicily are a priori the regions more 
consistent with all of these elements, in spite of the fact 
that the latter islands seem to be lacking, as already noted 
by Peacock, layers of clay of marine origin. On the 
continent, the Campi Flegrei appear also to be a possibility, 
as suggested by Arthur (1989) and Williams and Arthur 
(1991) on the basis of petrographic observations.

A first survey, conducted in Campania with the help of 
the Centre Jean Bérard,6 did not produce the results which 
had been anticipated, although it did include the identi
fication of a certain number of amphorae or sherds of the 
‘Richborough 527’ family in a zone where they were 
practically unknown. But it is one of the authors of this 
paper (MC) who, through the discovery of a waste dump 
of over-fired pottery at Lipari, in the Aeolian islands, has 
brought to light incontrovertible evidence which posi
tively identifies the production area of these amphorae.

This discovery came about as the result of an emergency
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Fig. 3 Stamps on Group la (above) and Group 2b (below). Scale 1:1.4
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Fig. 4 The distribution of ‘Richborough 527\

archaeological intervention on private property very near 
the sea, on the northern side of the small Portinenti valley. 
The bay at the end of this valley is situated directly to the 
south of ancient Lipara, just outside the city. Until now, 
only preliminary survey work has been conducted on the 
site: it has already led to the discovery of substantial 
quantities of over-fired pottery; this pottery can reasonably 
be associated with kilns which must be located in the 
immediate vicinity. A rapid examination of these finds 
has shown that several of the ‘Richborough 527’ groups 
identified on occupation sites are represented, particularly 
Groups la and 2a or 2b. It should also be noted that 
several over-fired fragments of lids, cooking pots and 
other closed forms, made in the same fabric used for 
‘Richborough 527’ amphorae, were discovered in the 
same waste dump.

A significant number of these vessels, both amphorae 
and cooking utensils, can be seen in the display cases of 
the Museo Archeologico Eoliano, in Lipari. Extensive 
excavations are expected to begin at Portinenti in the 
near future, with an authorization granted by Dr. Giovanna 
Bacci, director of the Archaeological Section at the 
Regional Superintendance of the Messina Province.

Now that the origin of the ‘Richborough 527’ can be 
indisputably attributed to the Lipari region,7 the moment 
has surely arrived to ask whether the term ‘Richborough’, 
which B.W. Pearce unwittingly caused to be attached to 
this type of amphora, deserves to be retained. Considering 

the morphological and chronological diversity of these 
vessels, it also seems reasonable to distinguish within 
this complex ensemble several groups with specific 
names. The designation, ‘Lipari Amphorae’, would 
appear most appropriate for the overall group. Force of 
habit may, however, be too strong to rename all ‘Rich
borough 527’ amphorae which have the very charac
teristic fabric of the late republican or imperial products 
from the Aeolian islands. It would at least be desirable, 
when such amphorae are discovered in the future, to try 
to specify to which of the defined groups they belong.
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Postscript
The research presented here formed the starting point for 
a post-graduate diploma, since submitted by one of the 
authors (PhB) at the University of Provence at Aix-en- 
Provence, under the direction of André Tchemia (Borgard 
2000; see also Borgard 2001).

After this article was written, an extensive excavation 
was carried out by another of the authors (MC) on the 
site of Portinenti (Bernabo Brea and Cavalier 2000; see 
also Cavalier 1994).
An identification of the contents of the Lipari amphorae 
- unusual contents indeed - has also been proposed: it 
was very probably alum (Borgard 1994; Borgard 2001, 
170-179).

Notes
1 ‘Greenish-grey (Munsell 5 Y. 7/2) in colour and extremely 

rough with numerous large rounded lumps of rock up to 5 mm 
across, many of which are rounded ‘lapilli’ of colourless 
volcanic glass or pieces of grey, black and red scoriaceous lava 
[...] in thin section [these fragments are] accompanied by large 
(0.5-1.5mm) shreds of volcanic glass, crystals of quartz, 
labradorite felspar, augite, a little sanidine felspar, occasional 
zeolites, fossil foraminifera and possibly algae’. (Peacock 
1977b, 264-5).

2 The existence of the Sorrento amphora has been kindly reported 
to us by Claude Albore Livadie; the stamp on a tile (or brick) 
from Lipari and one of the Lipari amphorae were excavated by 
one of the authors of this paper (MC), respectively in the 
Portinenti valley, and in the Diana necropolis (cf Borgard 1994). 
The other amphora stamp, which is unstratified, comes probably 
from this same small valley. A Group 2b amphora with a 
previously unknown stamp is published below by Roberta 
Tomber (see Appendix 3).

3 If the stamp k bassaei/rvfi. c(larissimi) v(iri) is to be attributed 
to the prefect Marcus Bassaeus Rufus, the amphora bearing this 
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stamp cannot be dated before 175 or after 180, the death of this 
personage happening very shortly after his being granted the 
ornamenta consularia (regarding the awarding of the orna
menta consularia and of the title of clarissimus vir, see 
Chastagnol 1992, 136). However, if the stamp signatory is not 
M. Bassaeus Rufus himself, but one of his descendants, 
clarissimus vir by inheritance, only the terminus of 175 can be 
taken into account. We warmly thank Jacques Gascou and 
André Tchernia for their extremely valuable suggestions on the 
reading and interpretation of this stamp.

4 This similarity of fabrics has been confirmed through analyses 
conducted under the guidance of Maurice Picon on amphora 
fragments discovered in France and belonging to the different 
groups of ‘Richborough 527’ already identified. See Appendix 
2

5 The Punic-like aspect of the ‘Richborough 527’ has been noted 
by several authors. It is probable that this ensues from a relative 
morphological resemblance between the amphorae of our Group 
2 and the Punic amphora types Mana A4 and A5. However, if 
variants of these two Punic types were produced in Sicily as 
late as the middle of the 1st century BC (Empereur and Hesnard 
1987,37 and Fig. 47), our Group 2 ‘Richborough 527’ amphorae 
come at least a century later.

6 The help offered by the Centre Jean Bérard and its director 
Michel Bats was particularly valuable in conducting our 
research in the Naples region and in the Aeolian islands.

7 This attribution contradicts Peacock’s remark, in his 1977 
article, concerning the absence of clay with marine fossils in 
the Aeolian islands (Peacock 1977b, 265). This contradiction 
could be overcome, as one of the authors of this paper (MC) 
proposes, by the suggestion that clay could have been brought 
to Lipari from the nearby northern coast of Sicily. See also 
Appendix 2.

APPENDIX 1:
DISTRIBUTION MAP OF THE “RICHBOROUGH 527”.
SITES AND DOCUMENTARY SOURCES
by Philippe Borgard

Underwater sites
Croatia:
- Mljet: Jurisic 1988.
- Palagruza: Orlic and Jurisic 1987,200-201 ; Parker 1992,298

299.
- Sveti Andrija: Orlic and Jurisic 1987, 201; Parker 1992, 416

417.

France :
- Cassidaigne (la): Benoit 1962; Liou 1975, 584; Sciallano and 

Sibella 1991, 40; Parker 1992, 130 (see also : Sealey 1985a, 
92; Arthur 1986, 252; Durand and Long 1987; Arthur 1989, 
255; Raynaud 1993, 57). Inf. Luc Long, Albert Illiouz.

- Madrague de Giens (la): Parker 1992, 249-250 (references). 
Inf. Antoinette Hesnard, André Tchemia.

Italy:
- Lipari. Punta di San Francesco: Albore Livadie 1985; Cavalier 

1985; Arthur 1989, 250-251 and 255 ; Parker 1992, 352 (see 
also: Williams and Arthur 1991, 394-395 ; Raynaud 1993, 57). 
Inf. Paul Arthur.

- Sorrento. Unidentified secca: Inf. Claude Albore Livadie, Mario 
Russo.

Malta:
- Malta. Mellieha Bay: Frost 1969, 16-17 ; Parker 1992, 274

275.

Land sites
Belgium:
- Liberchies: Inf. Fanette Laubenheimer, Fabienne Vilvorder, 

Jean-Pierre Dewert.
- Velzeke: Inf. Kurt Braeckman.

France:
- Angers: Siraudeau 1988,34,76-79,91 and 190 (see also Arthur 

1989, 255; André 1989, 588; Williams and Arthur 1991, 391). 
Inf. Jean Siraudeau.

- Arles: Inf. Jean Piton, Jean-Christophe Souriceau.
- Autun: Olmer 1994, 195. Inf. Bernard Dangréaux, Fabienne 

Olmer.
- Bliesbruck: Inf. Juliette Baudoux.
- Bordeaux: Arthur 1989, 255. Inf. Frédéric Berthault, Fanette 

Laubenheimer.
- Carpentras: Inf. Marie-Pierre Estienne.
- Cavaillon: Borgard and Gateau 1991, 311-317 (see also: 

Raynaud 1993, 56-57).
- Chartres: Inf. Hervé Sellés.
- Corseul: André 1989, 588; Fichet de Clairfontaine and Kerebel 

1991, 288 (see also: Arthur 1989, 255; Williams and Arthur 
1991, 391). Inf. Hervé Kérébel, Jean Siraudeau.

- Dijon: Inf. Fabienne Olmer.
- Fréjus: Béraud et al 1991, 171 and 184. Inf. Chérine Gébara.
- Laudun: Inf. Dominic Goury.
- Lyon: Villedieu 1990, 109 and 145-158.
- Mans: Siraudeau 1988, 190. Inf. Stéphane Deschamps, Jean 

Siraudeau.
- Mantoche: Inf. Marcel Demésy.
- Nantes: Inf. Stéphane Deschamps, Jean Siraudeau.
- Nîmes: Laubenheimer et al 1992. Inf. Marc Célié, Yves 

Manniez.
- Orange: Inf. Vincent Faure, Jean-Marc Mignon.
- Périgueux: Inf. Lucas Martin.
- Quimper: Inf. Alain Triste.
- Rennes: Pape 1977, 27; Sanquer 1979, 373; Sealey 1985a, 92

93. (see also: Galliou 1984, 32 and 35; Albore Livadie 1985, 
53; Arthur 1986, 252; Peacock and Williams 1986, 111; 
Siraudeau 1988, 190; Arthur 1989, 255; André 1989, 588; 
Williams and Arthur 1991, 391). Inf. Louis Pape, Jean 
Siraudeau, Alain Triste.

- Roanne: Inf. Martine Genin.
- Saint-Bertrand-de-Comminges: Inf. Fanette Laubenheimer, 

Sylvie Riune-Lacabe, Robert Sablayrolles, Roberta Tomber.
- Saint-Marcel: Picard 1970,262 (see also: Peacock and Williams 

1986, 111). Inf. Gérard Coulon.
- Saint-Remy: Info. Isabelle Doray, Fabienne Gateau.
- Sorcy-Saint-Martin: Inf. Juliette Baudoux.
- Strasbourg: Inf. Juliette Baudoux.
- Tours: Inf. Armand Desbat, Didier Dubant.
- Vaison-la-Romaine: Inf. Fanette Laubenheimer.
- Vannes: André and Triste 1983, 130; Siraudeau 1988, 190; 

André 1989, 588; Williams and Arthur 1991, 391 (see also: 
Galliou 1984, 32; Sealey 1985a, 93; Peacock and Williams 
1986, 111). Inf. Patrick André, Jean Siraudeau, Alain Triste.
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- Vienne: Inf. Françoise Villedieu.
- Vieux: Inf. Armand Desbat.
- Villeneuve-Saint-Germain: Inf. Bénédicte Hénon.

Germany:
- Augsburg: Inf. Stefanie Martin-Kilcher.
- Kempten: Fischer 1957, 61.
- Köln: Inf. Stefanie Martin-Kilcher.

Italy:
- Lipari: Inf. Michel Bats, Madeleine Cavalier.
- Napoli: Arthur 1989, 251 and 255 (see also: Williams and 

Arthur 1991, 394). Inf. Paul Arthur.
- Ostia: Inf. Clementina Panella.
- Pozzuoli: Arthur 1989, 251 and 254-255 (see also : Williams 

and Arthur 1991, 391 and 394). Inf. Paul Arthur, Vincenzo di 
Giovanni.

- Roma: Inf. Clementina Panella.
- Sibari: Sibari 1974, 251 and 274.
- Vibo Valentía: Arthur 1989, 251 (see also: Williams and Arthur 

1991, 394). Inf. Paul Arthur.

Portugal:
- Coimbra: Alarcao and Etienne 1976, 88 and 91.

Spain:
- Belo: Domergue 1973, 47 and 113.
- Empuries: Albore Livadie 1985, 53 ; Arthur 1986, 252 (see 

also: Arthur 1989, p.255). Inf. Paul Arthur.
- Valencia: Izquierdo 1984, no. 151.

Switzerland:
- Augst: Inf. Stefanie Martin-Kilcher.
- Genève: Paunier 1981, 237-238 and 242.
- Oberwinterthur: Inf. Stefanie Martin-Kilcher.
- Solothurn: Roth-Rubi 1975, no. 233 (see also: Peacock and 

Williams 1986, 111; Arthur 1989, 255).

Tunisia:
- Carthage: Tomber 1986, 37 and 41. Inf. Roberta Tomber.

United Kingom:
- Box: Arthur 1989, 255.
- Canterbury: Albore Livadie 1985, 53; Arthur 1986, 250-251; 

Arthur 1989, 255.
- Cirencester: Arthur 1986, 252; Peacock and Williams 1986, 

111; Williams and Arthur 1991, 396.
- Colchester: Albore Livadie 1985, 53; Sealey 1985a, 91-93; 

Arthur 1986, 252. Inf. Robin Symonds.
- Exeter: Peacock 1977b, 264; Bidwell 1979, 187 (see also : 

Peacock 1981, 202; Galliou 1984, 32; Sealey 1985a, 93; Arthur 
1986, 252; Siraudeau 1988, 190).

- Leicester: Sealey 1985a, 93.
- London: Peacock 1977b, 264; Green 1980, 45; Peacock 1981, 

Green 1986 (see also: Galliou 1984, 32; Albore Livadie 1985, 
53; Sealey 1985a, 93; Arthur 1986, 252). Inf. Fanette Lauben
heimer, Roberta Tomber.

- Puckeridge: Peacock 1977b, 264; Peacock 1981, 199-203 (see 
also Galliou 1984, 32; Albore Livadie 1985, 53; Arthur 1986, 
252; Siraudeau 1988, 190).

- Richborough: Pearce 1968,119; Peacock 1977b, 264; Williams 
and Arthur 1991, 390-391 (see also: Peacock 1981, 202 ; 
Galliou 1984, 32; Sealey 1985, 93; Albore Livadie 1985, 53; 
Arthur 1986, 252; Siraudeau 1988, 190).

- Saint Albans: Peacock 1977b, 264; Wilson 1983, 303; Wilson 
1984, 202 (see also: Peacock 1981, 202; Sealey 1985a, 93; 
Albore Livadie 1985, 53; Arthur 1986, 252).

- Silchester: May 1916, pl. LXVII ; Peacock 1977b, 274 (see 
also: Galliou 1984, 32; Albore Livadie 1985, 53 ; Arthur 1986, 
252).

- Winchester: Peacock 1977b, 264 (see also: Peacock 1981, 202; 
Galliou 1984, 32; Albore Livadie 1985, 53; Arthur 1986, 252).

- York: Williams and Arthur 1991, 396.

APPENDIX 2:
ETUDE EN LABORATOIRE D’AMPHORES 
“RICHBOROUGH 527”
par Maurice Picon

Le matériel et les analyses
Les vingt exemplaires que l’on a sélectionnés pour l’étude 
en laboratoire ont été analysés par fluorescence X, vingt 
constituants chimiques étant mesurés sur chacun d’eux. 
Ces constituants sont les suivants : Na, K, Rb, Mg, Ca, 
Sr, Ba, Mn, Ni, Zn, Al, Cr, Fe, Si, Ti, Zr, La, Ce, P et V. 
Seuls dix-sept d’entre eux seront utilisés pour les 
classifications, Na, La et P ayant été éliminés pour des 
raisons de pollution et/ou d’imprécision des mesures. En 
outre, six de ces exemplaires ont été étudiés en lame 
mince au microscope polarisant, afin de préciser et de 
compléter les observations faites à la loupe binoculaire. 
Il s’agit des exemplaires 7, 14, 15, 16, 20 et 21.

La classification et les données 
pétrographiques
Les exemplaires étudiés ont été classifiés par analyse de 
grappes (en affinité moyenne non pondérée, sur variables 
centrées réduites correspondant aux dix-sept constituants 
qui ont été indiqués précédemment). Le diagramme 
obtenu montre l’existence de deux groupes de compo
sition majeurs, respectivement baptisés “groupe I” et 
“groupe II” (Fig. 5).

Groupe I, groupe II
Les groupes I et II sont constitués de céramiques calcaires 
(m% CaO = 8,7 et 12,5, respectivement). Les différences 
de composition qui les distinguent sont plutôt faibles et 
paraissent dues surtout à des pourcentages de silice plus 
élevés et à des pourcentages d’alumine plus faibles en I 
qu’en II (m% SiO2 = 62,8 et 54,7, m% A12O3 = 14,6 et 
17,3). Les deux groupes présentent encore des pour
centages de chaux assez différents, comme indiqué 
précédemment.

De tels écarts de composition n’impliquent point qu’on 
ait affaire à des argiles dont les gisements seraient 
nettement séparés. Ce sont en effet des variations qui se 
rencontrent très fréquemment à l’intérieur de nombreux 
gisements d’argile, le groupe I pouvant correspondre à 
une sédimentation qui présenterait un faciès détritique
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Fig. 5 Composition groups of Richborough 527 samples:
RI Cl groupe la

RIC 4 groupe la

RIC 5 groupe la

RIC 7 groupe la

RIC 3 groupe la

RIC 6 groupe la

RIC 20 Dressel 2-4 
de Lipari

RIC 8 groupe la

RICH groupe la

RIC 10 groupe la

RIC 2 groupe la

RIC 9 groupe la

RIC 21 groupe 1b
RIC 22 groupe 1b
RIC 12 groupe 2a
RIC 23 groupe 1b
RIC 16 groupe 2b
RIC 13 groupe 1b
RIC 15 groupe 2a
RIC 14 groupe 2a

Cavaillon, Vaucluse, F, Rue Michelet, CAV- 
MIC 99999, matrice 1
Cavaillon, Vaucluse, F, Rue Michelet, CAV- 
MIC 147-1, matrice 2
Cavaillon, Vaucluse, F, Rue Michelet, CAV- 
MIC 143, matrice 2 ?
Cavaillon, Vaucluse, F, Rue Michelet, CAV- 
MIC 99900
Cavaillon, Vaucluse, F, Rue Michelet, CAV- 
MIC 32-65, matrice 4
Cavaillon, Vaucluse, F, Rue Michelet, CAV- 
MIC 2327, matrice 7
Cavaillon, Vaucluse, F, Rue Michelet, CAV- 
MIC 2312
Arles, Bouches-du-Rhône, F, He des sables, AIS
102, mat rice 2
Arles, Bouches-du-Rhône, F, He des sables, AIS 
104, matrice 10
Arles, Bouches-du-Rhône, F, He des sables, AIS
103, matrice 9
Cavaillon, Vaucluse, F, Rue Michelet, CAV- 
MIC 22-15, matrice 6
Arles, Bouches-du-Rhône, F, He des sables, AIS 
101, matrice 8
Corseul, Côtes d Armor, F, MONT 109-1 
Corseul, Côtes d Armor, F, MONT 125-1 
Fréjus, Var, F, porte d’Orée, PDO 86, P7 C4 
Vannes, Morbihan, F, rue du Four, VA-RF-02 
Pouzzoles, Campanie, I, sans numéro
Fréjus, Var, F, porte d’Orée, PDO 86, SF Cil 
Nîmes, Gard, F, place Condé, US. 1081-2
Nîmes, Gard, F, place Condé, US. 1107

marqué, alors que ce faciès serait moins prononcé en II 
où la sédimentation argilo-calcaire serait plus importante.

Un examen approfondi des compositions de ces deux 
groupes paraît confirmer cette interprétation, dans la 
mesure où l’on observe que les constituants chimiques

qui sont apportés par la phase argileuse varient peu d’un 
groupe à l’autre, n’était l’effet de dilution résultant d’un 
apport supplémentaire de silice en I, et de chaux (de 
calcaire en réalité, comptabilisé sous forme de chaux) en 
IL C’est ainsi par exemple que le rapport des pour
centages moyens d’alumine des groupes I et II, celui des 
pourcentages de chrome, et celui des pourcentages de 
rubidium, ont sensiblement la même valeur. Et c’est 
encore le cas pour plusieurs autres constituants (aux 
petites variations près qui résultent de la présence d’un 
dégraissant volcanique ajouté en proportions plus im
portantes en II qu’en I, question que l’on évoquera plus 
loin).

Les examens pétrographiques à la loupe binoculaire 
et au microscope pétrographique confirment ces inter
prétations. On observe en effet une proportion de 
dégraissant naturel, fin, essentiellement quartzeux, très 
supérieur en I qu’en IL Par contre la calcite est plus 
abondante en II qu’en I.

Pour conclure sur ce point, il n’est donc pas exclu que 
les argiles employées pour la fabrication des amphores 
des groupes I et II soient issues de la même formation 
géologique, et peut-être de la même carrière.

Dégraissant
L’étude du dégraissant, et de son caractère naturel ou 
ajouté, mérite qu’on s’y arrête assez longuement.

Il semble qu’on puisse tenir pour ajouté le dégraissant 
volcanique très particulier de ces productions. Celui-ci a 
déjà fait l’objet de descriptions détaillées par Peacock, 
Peacock et Williams, et plus récemment par Knowles 
(Peacock 1977b, 261-278; Peacock and Williams 1986, 
111-112; Borgard and Gateau 1991, 325). Aussi se 
contentera-t-on de rappeler sa caractéristique majeure, 
qui est la présence de nodules arrondis de roche vol
canique, et surtout de verre volcanique constituant de 
véritables perles, souvent transparentes, mais sombres 
parfois, qu’accompagnent des fragments de même nature, 
plus irréguliers et en moins grand nombre.

L’abondance et la régularité de ces billes de verre 
dans la pâte de certaines amphores pouvaient même 
suggérer qu’on aurait affaire à une formation naturelle, 
de type pépéritique, résultant du brassage de sédiments et 
de laves pulvérisés dans la partie supérieure d’une 
cheminée volcanique. Ce qui pourrait expliquer le hiatus 
granulométrique et les compositions minéralogiques 
différentes du dégraissant relativement fin du fond de la 
pâte des amphores (lequel est constitué essentiellement 
de quartz, de calcite et de micas), et du dégraissant de 
taille supérieure (lequel est de nature essentiellement vol
canique).

Si les caractéristiques pétrographiques de la pâte des 
amphores étudiées ne résultaient pas d’un phénomène 
naturel, de type pépéritique, à vrai dire assez improbable, 
il faudrait nécessairement admettre qu’on aurait affaire à 
un dégraissant ajouté, compte tenu du hiatus granu-
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lométrique observé, et des compositions minéralogiques 
différentes du dégraissant fin et du dégraissant grossier.

Cette seconde hypothèse est celle que l’on retiendra 
ici, en s’appuyant notamment sur le fait que le dégraissant 
qui pourrait avoir été ajouté par les potiers est beaucoup 
moins présent dans le groupe I que dans le groupe II, ce 
qui semble normal pour un dégraissant ajouté, puisque le 
groupe I bénéficie déjà d’un dégraissant naturel très 
abondant ce que ne possède pas le groupe II. On ajoutera 
qu’il serait évidemment plus que souhaitable de compléter 
ce travail par une étude des sables de Lipari, afin de 
vérifier en particulier que leurs caractéristiques s’ac
cordent bien avec celles du dégraissant des amphores.

Ce dégraissant volcanique (que nous qualifierons 
désormais de dégraissant ajouté) ne présente pas de 
différences évidentes, autres que quantitatives, entre les 
groupes I et IL Mais on soulignera la forte instabilité des 
concentrations de certains constituants, comme Mn et Ni 
(cf Tableau 1), dont on pense qu’elle proviendrait du 
dégraissant ajouté, et on notera que cette instabilité 
apparaît dans le groupe I, comme dans le groupe II.

La même conclusion que pour les argiles s’impose 
donc pour le dégraissant ajouté. Il paraît fort probable, 
compte tenu des caractéristiques particulières, relative
ment rares, de ce dégraissant, que ce soit le même qui ait 
servi à la fabrication des amphores des groupes I et IL

La classification et les données archéologique 
La confrontation entre les données archéologiques et les 
résultats de la classification est particulièrement sug
gestive. On constate en effet que les groupes de compo
sition recouvrent des ensembles chronologiques et/ou 
typologiques distincts. Ainsi le groupe de composition I 
ne comprend-il que des exemplaires anciens datés vers 
20-10 av. J.-C. Quant au groupe II, il réunit des fabri
cations plus tardives allant du milieu du 1er siècle de 
notre ère, jusqu’au début du lile siècle.

Les caractéristiques typologiques des groupes de 
composition sont également très marquées (Fig. 5). Ainsi 
les amphores de type la se retrouvent-elles toutes dans le 
groupe I, tandis que les amphores des types 1b, 2a et 2b 
ne se trouvent que dans le groupe II, ce qui est à vrai dire 
moins surprenant, compte tenu de leur date, fort différente 
de celles des exemplaires du groupe I.

On rapprochera ces observations des conclusions 
précédentes concernant la similitude des argiles et des 
dégraissants ajoutés qui furent utilisés pour la fabrication 
des amphores des groupes de composition I et IL On sera 
alors conduit à penser que les différences qui ont été 
notées entre le groupe I et le groupe II pourraient 
finalement ne correspondre qu’à de petites modifications 
des points d’extraction des argiles au cours du temps, la 
localisation de ces points d’extraction pouvant ne pas 
être très différente, et celle des ateliers pouvant être la 
même.

On ajoutera deux remarques :
- la première concerne l’exemplaire 20 d’amphore 

Dressel 2-4 analysé qui s’intégre sans problème dans le 
groupe I, conformément à ce que son estampille pouvait 
laisser prévoir.

- la seconde remarque concerne le degré de cuisson 
des amphores qui est nettement plus élevé en II, qu’en I. 
Comme les amphores du groupe II sont en outre plus 
calcaires que celles du groupe I, et qu’elles paraissent 
toutes avoir été faites avec de l’eau de mer, il en résulte 
une décoloration superficielle assez marquée de la plupart 
des exemplaires de ce groupe II, et des altérations de 
composition caractéristiques de la cuisson des pâtes 
salées, facilement observables en comparant les ex
emplaires 14, 15 et 16, dont la perte de potassium évolue 
en sens inverse de leur pourcentage de sodium (Béarat 
1989) (c/Tableau 1).

L'origine des argiles
L’origine des dégraissants ajoutés des amphores «Rich- 
borough 527» ne constitue plus un problème depuis les 
récentes découvertes archéologiques faites à Lipari. Déjà 
les différents observateurs qui avaient étudié la pâte de 
ces amphores avaient noté le caractère assez acide des 
inclusions volcaniques qu’elles contiennent, qui sont de 
type andésitique ou trachytique (voire plus acides encore), 
et avaient souligné l’abondance particulière de ces roches 
dans les îles Eoliennes, et leur plus grande rareté sur le 
continent ainsi qu’en Sicile. Il resterait toutefois à vérifier 
la conformité des caractéristiques pétrographiques et 
chimiques des échantillons du site de production dé
couvert à Lipari, et des exemplaires des groupes I et IL

Mais c’est actuellement l’origine des argiles utilisées 
pour la fabrication des amphores qui pose un vrai 
problème. On a l’habitude, en effet, de répéter que l’île 
est dépourvue d’argiles, et que les productions qui ont 
été fabriquées sur place l’ont été, nécessairement, avec 
des argiles importées. Ce pourrait donc être le cas des 
amphores « Richborough 527» et des autres amphores 
liparotes d’époque romaine. Mais il faudrait être certain 
du bien-fondé de ces affirmations.

On remarquera d’abord que les zones volcaniques sont 
en général des zones riches en matériaux argileux. Ceux- 
ci résultent de l’altération fumerollienne fréquente des 
laves et autres formations volcaniques. Et, de fait, la plupart 
des îles volcaniques de la Méditerranée ont connu une 
intense activité céramique, comme ce fut le cas par 
exemple à Cos, Patmos, Lesbos, ou Pantellerta. Il est vrai 
que cette activité céramique se justifiait aussi par la qualité 
des argiles disponibles, souvent de nature kaolinitique 
lorsqu’on a affaire à un volcanisme acide, comme c’est 
fréquemment le cas en Méditerranée orientale, mais égale
ment dans les îles Eoliennes. Ces argiles kaolinitiques 
étaient particulièrement adaptées à la fabrication de 
céramiques culinaires de qualité, possédant une excellente
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résistance aux chocs thermiques et une bonne résistance 
mécanique. Elles permettaient aussi de fabriquer de très 
nombreux types de céramiques à usage non culinaire. On 
notera d’ailleurs que l’île de Lipari elle-même exportait 
encore du kaolin pour l’industrie céramique il y a quelques 
décennies. Et l’on rappellera enfin qu’en l’absence d’argile 
aucune végétation ne pourrait se maintenir.

On connaît certes des transports d’argile, parfois sur 
de longues distances. Mais il s’agit toujours d’argiles 
jouissant de propriétés particulières, voire exception
nelles, dont les gisements sont rares. Les très bonnes 
argiles culinaires sont dans ce cas. En revanche il en va 
tout autrement des argiles utilisées pour la fabrication des 
amphores, celle-ci n’exigeant aucune caractéristique 
technique particulière, et pouvant s’accommoder de 
n’importe quelle argile (comme on peut le vérifier dans 
tous les pays riverains de la Méditerranée, et particu
lièrement en Italie). Dans ces conditions on voit mal les 
raisons qui auraient pu pousser les potiers de Lipari à 
s’en aller au loin pour chercher des argiles destinées à la 
fabrication d’amphores, alors que toutes les argiles de 
l’île auraient pu convenir, qu’elles soient kaolinitiques 
ou non.

Cependant une difficulté subsiste dans le cas des 
amphores «Richborough 527» et des autres amphores 
liparotes d’époque romaine. C’est qu’on a affaire, pour 
les groupes I et II, à des argiles calcaires qui ne peuvent 
être issues de la simple altération du matériel volcanique 
local, bien trop pauvre en calcium. De plus, la présence 
de foraminifères dans la pâte des amphores, particu
lièrement dans celles plus calcaires du groupe II, témoigne 
de l’origine marine incontestable de ces argiles. Or on ne 
connaîtrait pas de formations sédimentaires marines à 
Lipari.

Mais, peut-être, pourrait-on hasarder alors une expli
cation qui justifierait le recours à des argiles extérieures 
aux îles Eoliennes pour la fabrication des groupes I et IL 
Ce ne seraient point les argiles qui manqueraient à Lipari, 
mais seulement les argiles calcaires. Or, dans la tradition 
méditerranéenne, celles-ci sont indispensables à la 
fabrication des céramiques fines non culinaires, décorées. 
L’importation de telles argiles à Lipari aurait donc pu se 
comprendre aux périodes anciennes, et se prolonger par 
habitude jusqu’à l’époque romaine tardive, pour des 
fabrications comme les amphores qui n’en exigeaient pas 
tant et qui auraient pu se contenter des ressources 
argileuses locales.

Cependant, avant d’accepter une telle interprétation, il 
faudrait d’abord s’assurer que les argiles marines calcaires 
font bien défaut à Lipari. S’assurer par exemple que 
certains dépôts marins ne se seraient pas trouvés locale-

Fig. 6 Stamp on a Group 2b Richborough 527' from Cannon 
Street, London. Actual size.

ment exondés au cours de l’histoire géologique mouve
mentée de l’île. Ils auraient pu ne présenter que de petits 
affleurements, ou être recouverts plus ou moins com
plètement par du matériel volcanique postérieur, échap
pant ainsi aux observations géologiques, mais pas à la 
sagacité des potiers de l’Antiquité (dont on a bien d’autres 
témoignages).

Aussi pourrait-on conclure en soulignant que l’étude 
en laboratoire des productions d’amphores liparotes exige 
à présent, et de façon impérative, que des recherches 
soient effectuées sur place, dans les îles Eoliennes, et 
qu’elles concernent en priorité les références géologiques 
et archéologiques de ces régions.

APPENDIX 3:
A RICHBOROUGH 527 STAMP FROM LONDON 
by Roberta S. Tomber

London remains one of the major findspots of Rich
borough 527 amphorae (eg Davies et al 1994, 23, 26: 
Green 1986, 101). Among an estimated minimum of 50 
vessels is included one rim belonging to Borgard’s Type 
2b described above, with a rectangular stamp below the 
rim. It is in the typical cream-green fabric containing 
angular volcanic inclusions and, viewed in thin section, 
is compatible with other samples from Britain as des
cribed by Peacock and Williams (1986, 112).

This particular vessel comes from excavations within 
the City of London at Cannon Street (CNN88), where a 
small site was subjected to a controlled watching brief in 
1988. The sherd itself is residual in the fill of a medieval 
pit (context 35), dated by the pottery to 1050-1150.

The stamp, illustrated on Fig. 6, is different from the 
Lipari ones described above. A small cross, with the 
letters hel vini incised, can be deciphered, but no 
interpretation is suggested here.1

Notes
1 I am grateful to Dr. Andre Tchemia for examining 
this stamp for me.



Two unusual amphora types from the Museum of London

Roberta Tomber

The Museum of London houses a large amphora collec
tion (over 500 sherds or vessels), most of which reflect 
the modern excavated assemblages from the City of 
London and many of which are stratified finds. Mirroring 
the wares found in London, the majority of the identifiable 
assemblage comprises amphorae from the western 
provinces, predominantly 1st and 2nd century in date. 
Baetican oil amphorae (Peacock and Williams 1986, Class 
25/Dressel 20), particularly stamped handles - of which 
there are 372 (Funari 1990) - constitute the bulk of the 
collection. However, other sources of amphorae that are 
represented include Gaulish wine amphorae (23 vessels; 
Peacock and Williams Classes 27, 28, 29, 55/primarily 
Gauloise form 4, but also 1, 3 and 12), as well as a 
spindle-shaped vessel also from Gaul {contra Sealey and 
Tyers 1989) (4 vessels; Peacock and Williams no 59/ 
London 555), together with fish-sauce amphorae from 
both Cadiz and Baetica (17 vessels; Peacock and Williams 
Class 18/Cam 186A and C), while rare Baetican defrutum 
vessels (2 vessels; Peacock and Williams Class 15/Haltem 
70) are also present. Dressel 28 amphorae (Peacock and 
Williams Class 31), with proposed sources in both Spain 
and France, are rare (3 vessels).

Products from the central Mediterranean and further 
east, particularly Italian and Aegean wine amphorae, are 
numerous (53 vessels; Peacock and Williams Class 10/ 
Dressel 2^4; Peacock and Williams Class 9/Cam 184; 
Peacock and Williams Class 11/Psuedo-Koan), while the 
carrot amphora (Peacock and Williams Class 13), with a 
possible Mediterranean source (Tomlin 1992; Williams 
forthcoming), is represented by 13 vessels. Lastly a single 
vessel of the Richborough 527 (Peacock and Williams 
Class 13), with a production site now known from Lipari 
(see Borgard this volume above), can be identified.

In keeping with excavated assemblages, other am
phorae from the eastern Mediterranean and North Africa 
are rare, but include most of the more unusual finds from 
recent published assemblages (Green 1986; Symonds and 
Tomber 1992). Amongst these types are handles and/or 
body sherds from three Gaza wine amphorae, a handle 
and a base sherd from two North African cylindrical 
amphorae, a single Egyptian vessel (Tomber and Wil
liams 2000, although probably not a London find; for 
stratified Egyptian fine ware from London see Tomber 

and Williams 1996) and two Cretan Dressel 43s (see 
Williams this volume above).

Two types, represented by three vessels, are, however, 
unexpected London finds. Although none have a con
firmed London provenance, they warrant a short note to 
draw attention to their presence.

Peacock and Williams Class 40/ Benghazi 
Middle Roman 1
This small flat-bottomed amphora with long narrow neck 
and bulbous body is slightly carinated at its girth. The 
handles are either round or slightly fluted in section and 
are looped between the neck and shoulder. Two rim forms 
are known, both biconical with one more in-turned, and 
may represent chronological development. In general the 
type appears to date between the second half of the 1st 
and the 4th century A.D. A North African source, Tripoli- 
tanian or Byzacene (Panella 1973, 471), has long been 
proposed for the type, but despite this it is more common 
in the central Mediterranean than in Tripolitania (Riley 
1979,179). A recent kiln find at Naxos in Sicily (Wilson 
1990, 24), where production appears to span from the 1st 
into the 5th century, is in keeping with a distribution 
pattern biased towards the central Mediterranean.

Two London vessels are present in the reserve col
lection, both in a fabric similar to that described by 
Peacock and Williams (1986, 176; see Catalogue nos. 1
2).  The first vessel (Fig 1, 1) is unprovenanced, while the 
second (Fig 1,2) is a 1955 surface find from Bucklersbury 
House, found after Grimes’ excavations here and possibly 
a true London find. The only other recorded British find 
is from Canterbury, where a vessel is reported from a 
Saxon deposit (Arthur 1986, fig 6, 54). Few other finds 
are known from the west, but in a comprehensive map 
Wilson (1990) notes three find spots in Germany (Krefled- 
Gellep, Cologne, Trier), one in Spain (Mérida) and four 
in France (Istres, Marseilles, Agde, Pampelonne).

Peacock and Williams Class 44/British Bit
A second vessel type is a well-known British find in 
post-Roman contexts at such sites as Tintagel, Cornwall;
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Fig. 1 Unusual amphora forms: 1, unprovenanced; 2, Bucklersbury House; 3, unprovenanced, in the Museum of London. Scale 1:4

Cadbury-Congresbury, Avon; and Dinas Powys, Gla
morgan, and in much lesser quantities at a growing 
number of sites in the south-west of Britain, Wales, 
Scotland and Ireland (Campbell 1988; Fulford 1989; 
Thomas 1959; Thomas 1981). Produced in a number of 
kiln sites in Cilicia and Cyprus (Empereur and Picon 
1989,236^4-3), this small globular amphora has a rounded 
body, upright slightly enlarged rim and grooved handles 
joined from below the rim to the shoulder. The vessel is 
distinctively ribbed: narrowly at both the shoulder and 
base and more widely on the lower body. The London 
example is represented by a complete but unprovenanced 
base, distinctively broken along the upper edge and 
pierced in four places at regular intervals, as seen on Fig 
1,3. Whether the vessel was pierced in antiquity or more 
recently is uncertain. Regardless of their date, such holes 
may have served either for reuse (e.g. hanging) or as a 
means for mending the lower half of the vessel; it can be 
noted these holes and channels were conserved with 
modern fill at some point.

The vessel is somewhat atypical, being slightly thicker 
walled and heavier than many examples, but the fabric 
nevertheless falls into the general category of Bii 
amphorae (see Catalogue no. 3). As there are no known 
examples from Roman contexts in this country, it is 
unlikely to be a genuine London find.

Catalogue (Fig 1)
1. Museum of London accession: 93.186. Complete rim and neck. 

Red-brown (1 OR 5/8) in colour with a thin cream-coloured (5 YR 
8/3) slip outside. A slightly micacaeous (silver) silty clay 
containing moderate sub-rounded inclusions measuring c 0.2
0.4mm, including quartz, red-brown rock fragments, feldspar 
and limestone.

2. Museum of London accession: 19988. Three body sherds and 
two handle sherds, joining; three non-joining handle sherds. 
Light red-brown (10R 6/8) in colour with a thick white (10YR 
8/2) slip outside and inside the neck. Fabric similar to above, but 
with abundant grey and white inclusions (not reacting to dilute 
hydrochloric acid, occasionally to c 1.0mm), and lesser quartz 
and feldspar.

3. Museum of London: 93.210. Complete base with four joining 
body sherds. Buff-yellow (10YR 8/4) to cream-pink (5YR8/3) in 
colour with surfaces discoloured light to dark brown (10YR 5/3;
7.5 YR 3/1). A clean clay matrix containing rounded quartz, lime
stone and red-brown inclusions, normally measuring c 0.2-0.5mm.

Acknowledgements
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his help in publishing these vessels, and to Graham Reed 
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well as members of the amphora conference for com
ments on this same type.



The third and second lives of amphoras 
in Alphen aan den Rijn, The Netherlands

J. H. van der Werff

In 1989, the Rhine area department of the Association of 
Amateur Archaeologists in the Netherlands (AWN) carried 
out an excavation on the Couvee site in Julianastraat in 
the centre of Alphen aan den Rijn.1 The area is generally 
held to conceal the remains of the Limes fort oïAlbaniana 
(Bogaers and Rüger 1974, 47-8; Wassink 1983; Bogaers 
and Haalebos 1987). On present knowledge, this fort was 
situated slightly to the north of the excavation. The 
excavation site measures 43m by at least 25m; within it, 
a surface area of almost 1100 sq m was excavated. Roman

period features were essentially confined to three rows of 
post settings and a gutter (Fig. 1). The two southern post 
rows (1 and 2) were found over the entire length of the 
excavation; the distance between them is 3.75 - 4.00m. 
The third row (3) appears to be shorter (the western 
boundary may perhaps have been cut by a later inter
vention) and differs somewhat in orientation from rows 
1 and 2. Some 5.5m - 6.5m north of post row 3 there is 
a gutter lined with planks which, descending westward, 
drains into a wine barrel which served as a well.2

Fig. 1 Plan of Roman timber structures at Alphen aan den Rijn, Couvee site 1989. Key: a. horizontal wood; b. upright wood; c. 
wooden barrel; d. findspot o/pissoir (Fig. 3); e. findspot of amphora (Figs. 6-7).
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The date of the timber structures can be estimated 
from the tree rings of some of the parts. One of the wood 
samples gave a precise felling date of AD 114, while the 
remaining samples failed to produce dating evidence. 
Yet it is the firm opinion of the researcher, E. Spoor 
(ROB), that all the timber remains came from the same 
lot of wood which was felled in AD 114 (Sprey 1991, 
293). Interestingly, though, the felling and the building 
did not occur simultaneously because some of the timbers 
show traces of previous building use. We must therefore 
assume that the structures, of which only the foundation 
has been preserved, were constructed several years after 
the felling date, in AD 125 at the earliest. It is uncertain 
whether the gutter dates from the same period as the 
planks proved unsuitable for tree-ring analysis. The 
almost parallel position of post row 3 and the gutter gives 
the impression of contemporaneity, but perhaps ap
pearances here are deceptive.

What sort of buildings might have been constructed 
on these foundations? It has been thought that they served 
as warehouses, because of the many amphora fragments 
found on the site (Sprey 1991, 294). At this stage, 
however, it is preferable to leave that problem unsolved 
and turn to the amphora finds instead.

As indicated above, quite a lot of amphora sherds 
were found on the Couvee site. Expressed in weight, this 
was about 100kg, which is no mean quantity, at least by 
Dutch standards. Approximately 98% of this weight was 
of the Dressel 20 type, the olive oil amphora from 
southern Spain. More than three-quarters of it was found 
in the northern section of the excavation (between post 
row 3 and the gutter). The classification according to 
amphora types is shown in the table below. Each sherd 
represents an individual amphora:

amphora type rim handle base total

Dressel 2-4 — 1 1 2
Pélichet 47 5 1 — 6
Dressel 20 9 18 3 30

total 14 20 4 38

remarkable for the large number of traces of secondary 
usage. These are found on the sherds of no less than 38 
Dressel 20 individuals. We must distinguish here between 
graffiti and traces of re-working. The first category 
includes letters and numbers scratched on, the second 
includes damage caused by using hammer, chisel, and 
saw.3 This process apparently involved three types of 
amphora mutilation:

- amphoras whose handles had been removed (Fig. 2). 
This was probably a preparatory step for the following:

- amphoras which had been converted into tubs (Fig.
3);

- amphoras whose base had been cut off.

The second type of mutilation could be observed on a 
number of sherds, representing no less than eight tubs.

In some instances both graffiti and mutilation traces

Fig. 2 Dressel 20 rim with graffito m vii and handle removed, 
Alphen aan den Rijn, Couvee site 1989. Scale 1:4.

Concerning date, a pattern appears to take shape. As 
far as can be determined typologically, the few sherds (4 
altogether) from the period AD 1-75 were all found 
between post row 3 and the gutter. The same zone also 
yielded the majority of the sherds (17 amphora indi
viduals, all Dressel 20s) which were dated to AD 75
125. The four sherds from the middle of the 2nd century 
lay close to post row 1. It is not clear yet what this 
distribution pattern represents. However, what is clear, is 
that by the time the wooden structures were built on this 
site most of the Dressel 20 amphoras had already been 
present in Albaniana for some time. More can be said 
about how they were used there in the intervening period.

The amphora material from the Alphen excavation is

Fig. 3 Dressel 20 body, presumably used as a pissoir, see Fig. 1 
for location on site, Alphen aan den Rijn, Couvee site 1989. 
Scale 1:10.
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are found on the same sherd. Here are two examples. The 
rim bearing the inscription m vii (modios VII = 61.274 
litres), was badly damaged by an attempt to saw off the 
handles (Fig. 2). When another handle was hacked off 
(Fig. 4), the secondary graffito on it (plat[-] / (sextarios) 
çxi)4 was seriously damaged. In both cases the graffiti 
preceded the savage attack with chisel and saw. Thus the 
graffiti indicate the second lease of life of the amphoras, 
and the mutilations the third. Judging from the number of 
sherds, there must have been quite a lot of amphoras at 
Albaniana which spent the last stage of their lives in the 
dismantled form of a tub - with or without a base. Things 
were perhaps not very different elsewhere. “Intact” tubs 
are not frequently found in the Netherlands; an example 
from Nijmegen is shown in Fig. 5.5 However, close 
scrutiny of amphora sherds may yet provide a good many 
other examples

The function of these tubs is uncertain. In the first 
place it is not clear whether the tubs were used as such on 
the site where their sherds were found. The exception is 
the tub in Fig. 3, which, though reduced to fragments and 
baseless, was unmistakably set into the ground (Fig. 1, 
d). The deposit of calcium and phosphate6 on the wall of 
this specimen suggests urine. The tub must therefore have 
been used as a pissoir; similar examples are known from 
England (Callender 1965, 31-4). Most of the other tub 
sherds lack adjoining fragments, which might mean that 
they were part of a load of refuse from elsewhere. On the 
other hand, one find (Fig. 6) indicates that there were 
also complete amphoras on the site. This Dressel 20 
amphora was found in large fragments; the sherds were 
discovered a few metres apart. Nearly half of the amphora 
was encountered on a horizontal timber beam in post row 
3 (Fig. 1, e). The circumstances suggest that the amphora 
collapsed at that spot and was abandoned there. This 
accident may well have occurred after AD 135: at least 
ten years after the felling date of 114 plus at least ten 
years after the erection of the timber structures.

The second life of the amphoras is recorded by graffiti. 
By chance, the Couvee site has yielded the most richly 
inscribed amphora found in the Netherlands so far (Fig. 
6). The conditions in which it was found have been 
described above. Parts of the body, as well as the base, 
are missing. As a result, we do not have the last section 
of the inscription on the body (Fig. 7, far right). Apart 
from the potter’s mark and the letter h on the body (Fig. 
7, left), all inscriptions were scratched on after firing. 
This must therefore have been done in Albaniana. The 
graffiti are concentrated partly around the rim and partly 
around the widest part of the body.

On and near the rim we find three numbers: vii, mi and 
(intentionally rendered almost illegible) x. A fourth 
number was probably to be found at the place where the 
rim is damaged. An additional x can be distinguished, 
albeit with difficulty, on the lower part of the right handle. 
The significance of the first four numbers is easily

Fig. 4 Dressel 20 handle with graffito plat[-]/( sextarios )çxi, 
Alphen aan den Rijn, Couvee site 1989. Scale 1:4.

Fig. 5 Dressel 20 body with remnants of graffito, Nijmegen, 
Provisorium Estel site 1972. (Provinciaal Museum G.M. Kam, 
Nijmegen.) Scale 1:10.

explained: they refer to modii and sextarii (Martin- 
Kilcher 1987, 152-8; Van der Werff 1989). The modius 
is a dry measure7 corresponding to 8.754 litres. The 
sextarius is the sixteenth part of a modius, that is 0.547 
litres. The numbers now comprise a series of three 
consecutive measures of volume:

1. seven modii plus an unknown (cut off) number of 
sextarii = 61.278 plus [?] litres;

2. seven modii plus ten sextarii = 66.748 litres;
3. seven modii plus four sextarii = 63.466 litres.

After the removal of the original olive oil, this amphora 
was therefore filled with dry goods whose volume 
successively amounted to more than 61, at least 66 and at 
least 63 litres.

The second series of graffiti follows an imaginary line 
along the widest part of the body (Fig. 7). The line



112 J. H. van der Werff

Fig. 6 Dressel 20 amphora showing graffiti on the upper side vii/im/x/x, see Fig. 1 for location on the site and Fig. 7for the full graffiti 
on the body, Alphen aan den Rijn, Couvee site 1989. Scale 1:5.

Fig. 7 Amphora as Fig. 6, showing graffiti on the body: potter's mark, h; victoris çen (upside down) ivl vec[-]. Scale 1:5.
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suggests that they are connected, but they are in fact 
separate parts, which have been applied in various 
techniques and in consecutive phases. The first two parts 
(the potter’s mark and the letter h) will not be discussed 
here. To the right of them there are four groups of letters. 
The most accurate transcription appears to be victoris 
CEN(upside down) rvL vec: “of Victor, of lulius 
Veg(etus)”. The letters cen can be completed in various 
ways. Victor could, for example, have been a cenacu- 
larius, or centonarías (someone who lets an attic room 
and a fireman, respectively), he may have come from 
Cenaeum (a town in the northwest of Euboia) or from the 
territory of the Cenomannif He may also have been the 
owner of centenum (rye), although this word is not 
apparently used until late antiquity.9

Alternative readings are even less likely, but cannot 
be excluded altogether. The first letter after Victoris is 
seriously damaged and may have been an l, which would 
allow expansions such as lentini (from Lentiae, Linz) 
and lentes (lentils). The third group of letters is certainly 
a curiosity and could be seen as c(reversed)vc which 
suggests the reading: “of Vegetus(?), of the century of v( 
) c( )”. This does not help us much. While all the 
interpretations are possible, none are certain.

Finally, there is something unusual about the word 
Victoris. Almost all the letters are composed of rows of 
dots, hammered in by a nail. This technique, common in 
metal objects, is rarely used for pottery. Another peculiar 
feature is that the name can only be deciphered when the 
amphora is lying down with the opening towards the 
reader. The letters do not stand out and give a rather 
worn impression. The inscription is obviously older than 
the succeeding groups of letters.

So far, this richly-inscribed amphora appears to be 
particularly rich in insoluble riddles. There is, however, 
one aspect which bears closer examination: the inter
mediate alteration of volume indications.

We have already seen that there are several volume 
indications at the top of the amphora. This phenomenon 
has not been described before, and yet it is often found, 
at least in the Netherlands. A self-evident example can be 
seen on a rim fragment from the eastern canabae in 
Nijmegen (Fig. 8).10 The rim inscription reads: M(odios) 
vii minvs (sextarios) mi; cfa. The numbers correspond to 
61.278 and 2.188 litres. The four sextarii were probably 
deducted afterwards, otherwise the text would obviously 
have read m vi s xii. Another example again comes from 
the Couvee site in Alphen (Fig. 9). Here, the shape of rim 
and handle and the presence of the stamp scÂL^nsàz) 
HExfmes) point to a date of 100-120. The sherd is rich in 
graffiti. Among other things, we notice two sextarius 
indications. The oldest was on the rim (on the right, next 
to the number iiv = seven modii) and was hacked off 
when the new value (xim, on the handle) became valid. 
A remnant is still visible of the oldest number, a i. Next 
to it there is only room for a single second figure so 

originally there may have been i, ii, iv or ix. Consequently, 
in this case the alteration was an increase: from seven 
modii and a maximum of nine sextarii (66.201 litres) to 
seven modii and fourteen sextarii (68.936 litres). Other 
parallels are known from Nijmegen, the fort of Valken- 
burg, and Vechten.11

The above allows two observations. Firstly interim 
alterations in the volume indication are found in military 
settlements or their immediate vicinity. The objection 
that amphoras in the Netherlands are mainly found in 
military contexts anyway, is not really decisive. In the 
town of Forum Hadriani (Voorburg), number graffiti 
are not unusual, but so far there is no trace of any altered 
numbers. Judging by S. Martin-Kilcher’s highly ac
curate drawings (1987, 152-76), this also applies to 
the sizeable stock of number graffiti from the town of 
Augusta Rauricorum (Augst). Secondly the interim 
alterations all remain within the margin of 60 to 70 
litres (approximately 80 to 90% of the total volume of 
a Dressel 20 amphora). The alteration may entail either 
a slight increase or a slight decrease of a few litres at 
the most. What was essential, apparently, was not to 
record an ever-decreasing volume, but a more or less 
constant volume, and one which more or less filled the 
amphora.

We now have to conceive a context in which these 
two observations make sense. Few things are as liable to 
fluctuation as the level of attendance in Roman army 
camps. In Golas (Bu Njem), a military station on the

Fig. 8 Upper part of Dressel 20 amphora with graffito mvii 
minvs m; cfa, Nijmegen, eastern canabae 1979. Scale 1:4.
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Fig. 9 Upper part of Dressel 20 amphora with stamp scal her and graffiti nv i[ - ] tfl/xiiii/t[-], Alphen aan den Rijn, Couvee site 1989.
Scale 1:4.
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limes tripolitanus, the number of those present in the 
period AD 253-259 usually varied between 42 and 63 
men (Marichal 1992, 70-75).12 For the most part, such 
fluctuations are due to incidental presence and absence. 
For example, as the result of a group of soldiers spending 
the night before continuing their journey, or escorting a 
food convoy, or on guard duty at an outpost. Long-term 
or permanent fluctuations in strength, for example, due 
to transfers, family visits in a remote province, death and 
replenishment of the ranks, are much rarer. All these 
“mutations” were carefully recorded by the military 
clerks. A number of their reports and rosters have been 
preserved in the form of papyrus and ostracon texts. 
Strangely enough, none of this mass of paperwork has 
been preserved in the Netherlands.

Changes of a lasting nature in the number of troops 
remind one of the interim adjustments in volume indi
cation on amphoras. If there were a connection between 
the two, it may have been the following. It will be 
assumed that the amphoras with number graffiti were 
secondarily used to transport corn for bread from the 
military granaries (horrea) to the various army units. 
Each centuria (infantry unit consisting of 80 men), turma 
(cavalry unit of 30 men) or contubernium (tent- or room- 
group of 8 men) would then own an amphora on which 
was inscribed the amount of corn they were periodically 
entitled to. For example, m vii s x. At fixed times, two 
bearers, as can be seen in the wall-painting from Augst,13 
would take their unit’s amphora to the horrea to have it 
filled with the specified portion of corn. In the case of a 
long absence of some of the men, the inscribed quantity 
would be decreased (for example m vii s vi), and increased 
in the case of a permanent addition to the number of men 
(for example m vii s xiiii).

The procedure described here as a hypothesis may 
explain a graffito found on the amphora in Fig. 9 which 
went unmentioned earlier: the letter combination tfl. 
Similar abbreviations are often interpreted as the initials 
of the tria nomina, the three names given to Roman 
citizens. In this case we could - and perhaps should14 - 
consider the interpretation x(ritici) vc(os), or wheat flour. 
This would mean that this particular amphora had been 
used by a unit which was first allocated seven modii plus 
one to nine sextarii of wheat flour and later seven modii 
plus fourteen sextarii. And the amphora would not have 
been filled in the horrea but at the corn mill.

If the interpretation proposed here is correct, a lot of 
secondhand amphoras must have been carried around in 
Albaniana. A calculation may give us a better idea. We 
shall assume that the strength of the fort was 500 men, 
the nominal size of a cohors quingenaria.}5 We shall 
further assume that the daily ration of corn for bread was 
1 litre per man per day.16 This means that at least 8 times 
a day in Albaniana an amphora containing 60 litres of 
corn left the horrea, which would be more than 3,000 
times a year. The quantity of olive oil consumed there 

annually is of quite a different order. If we again start 
from a strength of 500 men and adopt Martin-Kilcher’s 
premise for the consumption of olive oil in Augst (1987, 
295-6), the annual demand for olive oil in Albaniana 
amounted to the equivalent of 1 VA Dressel 20 amphoras. 
At that rate it would take at least 5 years before each 
contubernium in our imaginary cohort had its own 
amphora for carrying corn, or one new pissoir on average 
would become available each month! Which brings us 
back to our starting point.

No other site so explicitly raises the problem of the 
third and second lives of amphoras as does the Couvee in 
Alphen aan den Rijn. It unmistakably gives an insight 
into aspects of Roman history. But which aspects? 
Sanitary conditions? It would indeed appear to do so. 
Military corn distribution? This is far more uncertain. It 
is like looking through a pair of binoculars without a 
focussing mechanism, and only being able to make out 
vague outlines. What we need is imagination to fill in the 
outlines - or a device to bring the picture into focus. One 
day we shall find one of the two, in Roman Germany or 
in the Netherlands or in Britain.
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Notes
1 For a preliminary report on the 1989 excavation see Sprey 1991.
2 The barrel was made of silver fir (Abies alba). No marks were 

found on it. It was 1.00m in height and 0.75-0.90m in width. 
The capacity is estimated to be approximately 480 litres. 
Information S. Sprey.

3 See discussion in Martin-Kilcher 1987, 177.
4 111 sextarii = 6 modii plus 15 sextarii = 60.731 litres. This 

variant is sporadically found in Augst (Martin-Kilcher 1987, 
170 nos. 71-3). Platf-] can probably be completed to Platoris, 
“(property) of Plator”. Plator is an Illyrian personal name (Schulze 
1904, 30-3; Krahe 1929, 92-4; Salomies 1987, 107). The 
presence of an Illyrian name is not surprising. The north of 
former Yugoslavia was the homeland of the cohors VI Breu- 
corum, which had been stationed in Albaniana for some time. 
Cf. Bogaers 1980.

5 Provinciaal Museum G.M. Kam, found in 1972 on the site of 
the Provisorium of Estel (western canabae). There are several 
examples of such tubs in Augst: Martin-Kilcher 1987, 177-8.

6 Personal information Dr H. Kars (ROB Amersfoort).
7 One of the very rare occasions where the word modius refers to 

liquids is a writing tablet from Vindolanda, on which the 
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quantities of wine, beer and acetum (vinegar or sour wine) are 
indicated in modiv. Bowman and Thomas 1983, 87-9.

8 Chr. Hülsen, Pauly’s Realencyclopädie der classischen Alter
tumswissenschaft 3,1899, 1899-900 s.v. Cenomanni leaves the 
choice between Le Mans, a district near Marseille and a region 
in north-east Italy.

9 Thesaurus Linguae Latinae 3 (1896-1916), 816.
10 Nijmegen, Schippersschool site, excavation 1979. Inv. no. 157/ 

15.
11 Nijmegen: Provinciaal Museum G.M. Kam, inv. no. IV 349 

(found in 1885 ‘on the Hunerberg’, which could mean anything 
from the western canabae to the Kops Plateau site). Evidently, 
the original text read m viis (seven modii and a half) or m viii 
(eight modii); the subsequent indication was m vii (on the handle) 
and (sextarios) mi (on the rim). Valkenburg: Rijksmuseum van 
Oudheden, Leiden, inv. no. h. 1933/12.54. On the Valkenburg 
handle fragment the original indication mi (= four sextarii) was 
erased and substituted by something like vii xii[-] (seven modii 
and twelve or more sextarii). Vechten: Rijksmuseum van 
Oudheden, Leiden, inv. no. V.F.* 215. The graffiti are published 
in CIL XIII 10003, 130d and Van der Werff 1989, fig. 13. The 
vessel, unclassified at the time, is considered as a “Rhenish 
amphora” by Juliette Baudoux, Strasbourg (personal in
formation).

12 See also a number of entries in Fink 1971 and Davies 1989, 33
68.

13 Callender 1965, pl. 6 = Martin-Kilcher 1987, pl. 94. Judging by 
evidence kindly made available by S. Martin-Kilcher, it is 
unlikely that this wall-painting refers to corn distribution.

14 In the Netherlands three comparable graffiti have been found 
on amphoras; two of them start with the letter T followed by an 
F. It is not likely that three out of four graffiti would begin with 
the fairly rare cognomen Titus. The identical graffito .t.f.l. on 
the wall sherd of a Pélichet 47 amphora from Vechten has been 
published in CIL XIII 10003, 30. The graffito tgi from De 
Meern is unpublished. Another inscription consisting of three 
letters in the abbreviated form, cfa, is shown in Fig. 8. 
Alternatively the letters T and C at the beginning of this type of 
secondary graffito may refer to turma and contubernium (“the 
turma of ...”, the contubernium of ...”). The conventional sign 
for centuria was an inverted C.

15 The actual size and composition of the cohors VI Breucorum, 
the unit stationed in Albaniana between AD 70 and 120, 
however, is unknown (Bogaers 1980).

16 This assumption is based on papyrus texts from Pselcis, Egypt, 
according to which a soldier received one artaba (29.18 litres) 
a month (Fink 1971, no. 78). The estimates in the literature, 
however, tend to vary considerably.



Samian Studies, 1985-96: A Review

Joanna Bird

The original text of this review was completed in 1996. 
In the six years since, several entries have been 
published which were then noted as forthcoming, and 
the opportunity has been taken to complete these 
references and to add a small number of other 
significant publications.

The years between 1985 and 1996 saw considerable 
advances in samian research, including several major 
publications, both of specifically samian studies and of 
important groups from excavations. In addition, work on 
a number of projects of exceptional interest is currently 
in progress, including the preparation for publication of 
the Leeds Index of potters' stamps. The following review 
begins with general works and is then divided broadly by 
production area, with excavation reports noted where 
they are most relevant. While many of the individual 
studies are taken from foreign publications, the exca
vation reports draw mainly on British material, as being 
more easily accessible to JRPS readers.

General
The most useful guide for those actually working on 
Roman pottery comes from the CBA’s ‘Practical hand
books in archaeology’ series, Roman samian pottery in 
Britain (Webster 1996). This is aimed specifically 
towards helping pottery researchers process samian 
from excavations, and at encouraging them to work on 
the more detailed aspects such as styles of decoration. 
All the common forms are illustrated, with discussion 
of their characteristic details, dating and bibliography 
(though it is not always clear where each form was 
manufactured without extrapolating from the dating 
evidence), and summary charts show groups of con
temporary forms. The techniques of manufacture and 
firing are outlined, the use and positioning of stamps 
discussed, and the main fabrics are clearly described. 
In keeping with its practical aims, there is a particularly 
good introduction to mould-decorated ware and how 

to approach it, as well as a scheme for processing 
samian from an excavation and a detailed bibliography.

An excellent account of the various production centres, 
both Italian and Gaulish, is given in Roman pottery in 
Britain (Tyers 1996, especially 105-16). This includes 
information on kiln-sites and the distribution of their 
products, with discussion of forms, fabrics and dating, 
and a full bibliography. At a somewhat less detailed level, 
the ‘Shire Archaeology’ volume on Samian ware (de la 
Bédoyère 1988) provides a comprehensive and well 
illustrated introduction to the subject, again covering the 
main production centres and their wares, with a brief 
consideration of decorated styles and illustrations of other 
methods - incising, barbotine etc - of decorating samian. 
It includes particularly good drawings showing the 
manufacture of mould-decorated bowls.

Finally, mention should be made at this point of La 
terre sigillée gallo-romaine (Bémont and Jacob 1986), 
known familiarly as DAF6, a work of outstanding 
importance in the field. It provides a survey of the 
known samian production sites in France, including all 
the South and Central Gaulish workshops and a high 
proportion of the East Gaulish ones. The entries on each 
site have been written by a local specialist, often the 
original excavator. Although the standard of infor
mation given is inevitably variable, dependent on the 
extent to which any one workshop has been excavated 
and the distribution, dating etc of its products studied, 
the scope of the work is comprehensive, and much of 
the information it contains is otherwise virtually un
obtainable for readers outside France. The various 
sections of the book will be noted further under the 
relevant production centres, but a few points are worth 
noting here: 1) that the smaller workshops often pro
duced for a relatively limited and local market; 2) that 
the dating conventionally assigned to the larger factories 
on the grounds of their period of exporting does not 
always reflect the actual date range of their activity; 
and 3) that samian workshops vary considerably in the 
scale of their operation, from small establishments with 
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a few potters to some of the largest enterprises of the 
Roman world.

Italy and early factories in Gaul
The expressions ‘Italian’ and ‘Italian-type’ terra sigillata 
are now generally preferred to the term ‘Arretine ware’, 
which implies a specific source at Arezzo and the work 
of a particular group of potters. It is clear that some of the 
Arezzo potters also worked elsewhere, for example at 
Pisa and Lyon (La Muette), and that products of all these 
potteries were traded to the north-western military zone 
and its hinterland during the latter part of Augustus’ reign 
and the reign of Tiberius - the period immediately before 
the South Gaulish potteries at La Graufesenque captured 
the north-western markets so completely. In this field, 
one publication stands out: the Conspectus formarum 
terrae sigillatae itálico modo confectae (Ettlinger et al 
1990), whose Latin title reflects the international group 
of scholars who have contributed to it. The main body of 
the work is a new and comprehensively illustrated 
typology of the plain forms, a collaboration of several 
authors, bringing together and reordering a number of 
earlier typologies. It embraces all the plain forms known 
to have been manufactured at Arezzo and the related 
Italian and Gaulish potteries, and at other centres in 
Etruria and Campania, during the 1st centuries BC and 
AD. The products of potteries operating in northern Italy 
during the 1st century AD and the first half of the 2nd, 
the Padana and Tardo-Italica sigillata wares, are also 
included.

In addition to the typology, the Conspectus contains 
several other important studies, beginning with dis
cussions by E Ettlinger, G Pucci and S von Schnurbein 
of the various production sites known to date (the early 
sites in France are also noted in Bémont and Jacob 1986). 
There is a typology of the main mould-decorated forms 
by P M Kenrick, intended to aid in distinguishing them 
from the more elaborate plain forms; a typology of 
footrings and bases - often useful in dating - and a brief 
discussion of the surprisingly large range of jugs and 
flagons, both by S Zabehlicky-Scheffenegger; a con
cordance with earlier typologies compiled by B Hedinger; 
and summaries of the most important dated sites by K 
Roth-Rubi.

The Conspectus also contains a useful introduction to 
potters’ stamps, by P M Kenrick. In contrast to Gaulish 
stamps, which are usually, though not invariably, plain 
and rectangular, Italian stamps show a wide range of 
shapes and ornamental borders, some of which are useful 
indicators of date or of the work of specific potters. Philip 
Kenrick has now completed a revision of the published 
corpus of potters’ stamps, the Corpus vasorum ar- 
retinorum (Oxé and Comfort 1968), incorporating the 
material collected by Howard Comfort over some forty 
years. The potential of this new study (Oxé et al 2000) is 

enormous, and it provides many insights into the 
organisation and development of the Italian industry and 
its expansion into Gaul. Brief introductions to the study 
are given in Kenrick 1993 (with a discussion of the various 
computer options selected to facilitate it) and 1994. The 
organisation of pottery production at Arezzo is discussed 
by Fülle (1997), using the evidence of potters’ stamps 
and the information available for bricks and, particularly, 
amphorae from stamps and Egyptian papyri; but caution 
is needed in applying the evidence for amphorae directly 
to the samian industry, since amphora potteries were 
probably geared primarily to agricultural requirements. 
This question is considered further by G B Dannell, with 
particular reference to the kiln-site at La Graufesenque 
(Genin and Vernhet 2002, 211-42), while a major study 
by Mees (2002) discusses the evidence in much greater 
detail in the context of the kiln-sites at Arezzo and 
Rheinzabern.

Attributing excavated finds of these early wares to 
specific potteries has proved difficult, since the same 
potters’ stamps, decorative styles and characteristic 
details of plain forms could have been in use at more than 
one kiln-site; the Conspectus therefore also includes a 
discussion of the chemical analysis methods currently in 
use, by G Schneider and B Hoffmann. Such analysis has 
been applied to a small group of stamps of Ateius, one of 
the main producers of sigillata at Arezzo, recovered at La 
Graufesenque between 1979 and 1989, and has confirmed 
that he operated there as well as at Pisa and Lyon 
(Hoffmann and Picon 1990-1). Further papers on the 
analysis of early wares, together with other contributions 
on Italian sigillata and the earliest production at La 
Graufesenque, are included in Genin and Vernhet 2002.

Groups of early samian wares have now been re
covered from a number of sites in southern Britain, 
notably Camulodunum and Fishbourne. A recent find of 
some 80 sherds from Canterbury, dated from the mid- 
Augustan to Tiberian period, came from an area with 
Late Iron Age occupation; it includes two decorated 
pieces and three plain-ware stamps, two of the Ateius 
factory and one of a Lyon potter, L Thyrsus (J Bird, in 
Blockley et al 1995, 772-3, 776-80, 798). A comparable 
group from the Silchester basilica site includes five 
decorated sherds and two plain-ware stamps, of L Titius 
and one of the Tettii (J Bird, in Fulford and Timby 2000, 
183-7, 193-4). The report on the early wares from the 
excavations at Puckeridge-Braughing, Herts (B R Hart
ley, in Potter and Trow 1988, 94-6), includes petrological 
analysis by D F Williams showing that most of the 
material originated at Arezzo.

South Gaul
The DAF6 volume (Bémont and Jacob 1986) divides the 
various factories in southern France into three groups, 
Bram, La Graufesenque and Montans. The first of these 



Joanna Bird 119

was clearly short-lived and relatively localised in distri
bution, while La Graufesenque dominated the samian 
export market from the reign of Tiberius until the turn of 
the 2nd century AD. Some Montans ware was imported 
into Britain, particularly during the Hadrianic-Antonine 
period. The factory at Banassac, apparently established 
by potters from La Graufesenque, is the subject of a 
separate monograph (Hofmann 1988) which discusses 
the history and dating of the site and the distribution of 
its wares, and illustrates the potters’ stamps on plain ware 
and a large number of decorated bowls. The products of 
Banassac are uncommon in Britain, the export distribution 
being mainly to Upper Germany and the Danube pro
vinces. The decorated wares include a number of bowls 
with mottoes impressed in the mould, similar to those 
found much later painted on ‘Moselkeramik’ beakers.

Included in DAF6 among the Montans group is a 
workshop of the Flavian-Hadrianic period provisionally 
assigned to Brive (Moser and Tilhard 1986; 1987). This 
is now probably to be located at Espalion, and its links 
have been shown to lie closer to La Graufesenque than to 
Montans (Tilhard 1990-1; Tilhard, Moser and Picon 
1991). The decorated ware is very fully discussed and 
illustrated in Moser and Tilhard 1987. The products of 
Montans itself and aspects of their distribution are the 
subject of a useful collection of papers given at a 
colloquium in 1996 (Martin 1997).

The greatest problem in studying South Gaulish 
decorated ware is posed by the relative scarcity of bowls 
from signed or stamped moulds. Although many bowls, 
notably of form Dragendorff 29, carry plain-ware stamps 
on the interior, it has been amply demonstrated that these 
stamps are not necessarily an indication of the potter or 
even the workshop that produced the mould. A major 
study by Allard Mees (Mees 1995) has brought together 
all the South Gaulish bowls from signed and stamped 
moulds, mainly those made at La Graufesenque but 
including bowls made at Banassac, Le Rozier and 
Espalion, together with those Montans pieces which 
could be confused stylistically with La Graufesenque 
products. Each bowl is illustrated at 1:2, mainly by 
photographs of casts but with some drawings where casts 
could not be obtained. In addition to the catalogue, there 
is an account of each production site, observations on the 
distribution of wares from individual workshops, and a 
discussion of the interpretation of different methods of 
signing and stamping the individual moulds. The bibli
ography is extensive, a most useful feature of the book.

A long-term project under the direction of Geoffrey 
Dannell is currently in progress at La Graufesenque, 
based on the very large groups of decorated bowls 
assembled by early excavators and collectors and now in 
the care of the Musée Fenaille at Rodez (introduced in 
Dannell 1990-1). This study is tracing the figure-types, 
motifs and stylistic details used by individual mould
makers, where possible identifying their names with the 

aid of bowls from signed or stamped moulds. The 
potential of this work is very exciting, not only in aiding 
the identification and dating of site finds with accuracy 
but also in elucidating the degree of specialisation within 
the La Graufesenque workshops and the ways in which 
moulds and poinçons were used and exchanged between 
individual potters. The study has already produced 
results, and a paper by Geoffrey Dannell, Brenda 
Dickinson and Alain Vernhet in the Festschrift for Brian 
Hartley (Bird 1998, 69-109) discusses the ovolos used 
on form Dragendorff 30, many of which can now be 
assigned to individual mould-makers, some of them 
named.

One of the most important finds from La Graufesenque 
is the large series of graffito-inscribed dishes which were 
apparently placed in the kiln as a record of the contents 
of each firing. Les graffites de La Graufesenque (Marichal 
1988) brings together all the graffiti found up to 1980, a 
total of 213. Most of these are records of kiln-loads, 
listing the numbers and types of vessels made by each 
potter, and indicating that the kiln-loads regularly 
consisted of 30,000 or more vessels. There is also one 
which records such activities as collecting wood and 
preparing clay, and may indicate a syndicate of workshops 
pooling resources and manpower. Marichal includes a 
detailed discussion of the language and writing of the 
texts, which form a unique source for the study of a 
Roman pottery. A paper by Marinus Polak in the 
Festschrift for Brian Hartley (Bird 1998, 115-21) uses 
the evidence of the graffiti to suggest some of the ways 
in which pottery production at La Graufesenque may 
have been organised; this follows on from his earlier 
paper discussing the interpretation of potters’ stamps in 
the same context (Polak 1989).

Among shorter papers which offer useful insights into 
South Gaulish samian are two more by Marinus Polak, 
one showing the chronological development of the bases 
and footrings of the decorated bowl form Dragendorff 29 
(Polak 1990-1), the second, based on the very large 
collections from Vechten, a study of the dimensions of 
South Gaulish cups and the variations discernible over 
time (Polak 1994). This latter makes a most interesting 
companion study to that of Paul Tyers in the Usk pottery 
report (Manning 1993, 125-60), where the Neronian 
plain forms - cups, plates and other forms - are analysed 
by size, showing a marked preference for certain size 
ranges and, among other features, a reduction in plate 
sizes during the course of the 1 st century. Polak considers 
the Vechten material further in the discussion ac
companying his excellent catalogue of the South Gaulish 
stamps from the site (Polak 2000).

A major group of almost 700 South Gaulish decorated 
bowls was recovered from the Culip IV wreck, dated 
cAD 80; they are fully illustrated in Nieto and Puig 
2001, with a report on the stamps by B R Hartley and B 
M Dickinson.
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Several British excavation reports of recent years have 
included important collections of South Gaulish ware. A 
group of decorated bowls from Camulodunum, dated from 
the Tiberian to the Claudio-Neronian period, adds 
considerably to the assemblage published by Hawkes 
and Hull (G Dannell, in Niblett 1985, 83-91 and 
microfiche 2.B11-D2), while a series of excavations 
within Colchester have produced a large amount of 
decorated ware, mainly of Neronian to Flavian date (G 
Dannell, in Symonds and Wade 1999,13-74, with stamps 
report by B Dickinson, 120-31). The latter publication is 
illustrated by computer-scanned rubbings, an innovation 
aimed at reducing the very high cost of drawing decorated 
samian. The pottery report from Usk includes a most 
useful group of Neronian decorated ware, by C M Johns 
(Manning 1993, 161-203), and stamps, by B R Hartley 
and B M Dickinson (Manning 1993, 205-15), as well as 
the plain ware studied by P Tyers and noted above; the 
illustrations of the Neronian plain forms demonstrate a 
wide variety of small details within individual types, 
emphasising the value of illustrating plain ware where 
there are closely dated groups or complete stamped 
examples.

Recent finds from Exeter include particularly useful 
groups of 1 st-century decorated ware (G B Dannell, in 
Holbrook and Bidwell 1991, 55-71, and in Holbrook 
and Bidwell 1992, 40-50). The samian from the fortress 
at York includes a group of decorated ware dating from 
its foundation in the early Flavian period (B M Dickinson 
and B R Hartley, in Monaghan 1993, 722-5, 745-69); 
Grace Simpson’s report on the samian from the Minster 
area, also within the fortress, includes some earlier plain 
forms, with decorated pieces dating from the Neronian- 
early Flavian period onwards (Phillips and Heywood 
1995, 272-90). Other military sites with useful Flavian 
samian are Carlisle (B Dickinson, in Caruana 1992, 51
8), Caerleon (B M Dickinson, in Zienkiewicz 1993, 87
98), Inchtuthil, where there was a small group closely 
dated to the early 80s AD (B R Hartley, in Pitts and St 
Joseph 1985, 314-22) and Strageath, which also had 2nd- 
century Montans ware (B R Hartley, in Frere and Wilkes 
1989, 204-18).

Central Gaul
The Central Gaulish factories are divided in DAF6 
(Bémont and Jacob 1986) into three groups, with an 
outlying pottery at Guegnon. The most important of 
these, both for its size and for the scale of its export 
trade, is the Lezoux group, which includes Les Martres- 
de-Veyre, the main source of samian for Britain in the 
first two decades of the 2nd century. Lezoux itself 
exported on a small scale during the 1st century, and 
was the major source of samian for Britain from cAD 
120 until the end of the 2nd century. A large assemblage 
of Central Gaulish decorated ware, excavated at Les 

Martres but including Lezoux products, has been pub
lished by Romeuf (2001).

The most important recent publication on Central 
Gaulish decorated ware is the two-volume second part of 
Rogers’ Poteries sigillées de la Gaule Centrale (Rogers 
1999), which complements the catalogue of individual 
motifs in Rogers 1974. The first volume, the text, follows 
the general layout of Central Gaulish potters (Stanfield 
and Simpson 1958), with discussion of the individual 
potters and an updating of the information available for 
each, while the second volume consists of the ac
companying illustrations, including an appendix of new 
motifs and figure-types. The work adds greatly to our 
knowledge of the Central Gaulish workshops: not only 
are there new designs by familiar potters, but there are 
also a number of potters illustrated, both named and 
anonymous, whose work was previously largely un
known outside their entries in Rogers 1974.

The original Central Gaulish potters has long been 
out of print, and a new French edition, with revisions 
by Grace Simpson and additional illustrations by Guy 
de la Bédoyère, provides an essential companion to the 
Rogers volumes (Stanfield and Simpson 1990). The 
discussion incorporates information on the identities of 
certain potters that has been acquired since the 1958 
edition, and follows the nomenclature for anonymous 
potters established by Rogers; the new illustrations 
show a number of additional bowls from stamped or 
signed moulds.

A new typology of Lezoux plain forms has been 
published by Bet, Fenet and Montineri (1989). This 
includes a proposed chronology of the various forms 
and a concordance with other typologies. While it is 
highly unlikely that the new type-numbers for common 
forms will replace those of Dragendorff etc, this does 
provide a very useful reference for some of the less 
common forms which occur only very rarely on British 
sites. It is also interesting to see the whole range of 
plain forms produced there, dating from the 1st century 
to the 3rd, even though some of them fall outside the 
period of export to Britain.

A number of recent British excavation reports contain 
useful groups of Central Gaulish samian. The report on 
the samian ware from Castleford includes an important 
group of late Hadrianic-early Antonine date from a burnt 
pottery shop in the vicus, including some 230 decorated 
bowls, mainly from Lezoux (B Dickinson and B Hartley, 
in Rush et al 2000, 5-88). A large collection of decorated 
ware from several excavations at Colchester ranges in 
date from the beginning of the 2nd century to the end, 
with products of Les Martres-de-Veyre and Lezoux, and 
includes a number of unusual and interesting vessels; it 
is illustrated with computer-scanned rubbings (J Bird, in 
Symonds and Wade 1999, 75-93, with stamps report by 
B Dickinson, 120-1, 131-5). York has produced useful 
Hadrianic-Antonine assemblages, both from the colonia 
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(B R Hartley and B M Dickinson, in Perrin 1990, 264
5, 275-303) and from the city generally (B M Dickinson, 
in Monaghan 1997, 950-66). An important pit group of 
cAD 150-160 was recovered at Alcester (B R Hartley, H 
Pengelly and B Dickinson, in Cracknell and Mahany 
1994,93-119)

The Lezoux ware from the London waterfront at St 
Magnus House comes mainly from a group of unused 
samian dated cAD 170-180; as well as the decorated 
pieces, the more complete plain vessels are illustrated, as 
are the Dragendorff 45 mortaria with lion-head spouts 
and examples of jar forms with incised, applied and 
barbotine decoration (J Bird, in Miller, Schofield and 
Rhodes 1986, 139-85, with a report on the stamps by B 
Dickinson, 186-98). Antonine samian is also published 
from Inveresk (B M Dickinson, in Thomas 1988, micro
fiche 1 : A7-B14) and from Bewcastle and Old Penrith (B 
Dickinson, in Austen 1991, 19-23). Other useful sites for 
2nd-century samian ware include Carlisle (B Dickinson, 
in McCarthy 1990, 213-36, and in Taylor 1991, 344-65) 
and Corbridge (J N Dore, in Bishop and Dore 1988, 219
46). Finally, the catalogue of the collection of Central 
and East Gaulish decorated ware in the Royal Ontario 
Museum, most of which comes from London, provides a 
valuable cross-section of the city’s enormous and varied 
samian supply (Easson 1988).

East Gaul

In DAF6 (Bémont and Jacob 1986) the East Gaulish 
factories in France are divided into three groups with a 
small number of outlying potteries; there is also a survey 
of the potteries in Upper Germany and Switzerland, and 
a bibliography of the German sites. Of the French 
potteries, the most important for Britain are La Madeleine 
and the Argonne group, though products of the Alsace 
and Moselle groups are all found here. An interesting 
group of La Madeleine samian, together with products of 
Chémery (Moselle), the Argonne and Blickweiler (Al
sace), all dating within the 2nd century, has been found 
at Colchester (J Bird, in Symonds and Wade 1999, 75- 
6,93^1, with stamps report by B Dickinson, 120-1, 135
6), while the La Madeleine bowls in the Museum of 
London collection have been catalogued by Bemmann 
(1985).

The factories at Trier and Rheinzabern are of greater 
importance for Britain, since they supplied the available 
samian from the end of the 2nd century until the middle 
of the 3rd; their later products clearly influenced the 
repertoires of such British fine-ware industries as Oxford
shire, the New Forest and the Nene Valley. Excellent 
summaries and bibliographies for both sites are given in 
Cüppers 1990, 534-9, 629-30; a discussion of the 3rd- 
century products of both factories, with particular 
reference to Britain, is given in Bird 1993.

The most important publication on Trier in recent years 
has been Ingeborg Huld-Zetsche’s volume on the anony
mous potters of Werkstatt II, a group active during the 
period cAD 145-165 (Huld-Zetsche 1993). This is a full 
catalogue of the designs and motifs used by the potters, 
and includes a discussion of the chronology and of the 
links with other potters and factories. Of particular interest 
is the evidence for specialist mould-makers, as opposed 
to mould-decorators, arguing a very high degree of 
specialisation within the workshop. Huld-Zetsche was 
the first to suggest that there was some reuse of earlier 
moulds by Trier potters working in the 3rd century, and 
the evidence for this is reinforced by chemical analysis of 
Werkstatt II bowls from sites of different dates showing 
the use of clays of varying compositions at different 
periods (G Schneider, in Huld-Zetsche 1993, 65-8).

Much of the recent work on Rheinzabern decorated 
ware has been aimed at establishing the chronology of 
the potters, for whom there is relatively little close 
dating. There is evidence for some reuse of old moulds 
at Rheinzabern too, complicating the issue further. A 
paper by Bittner (1986) sets out a relative chronology 
based on the motifs shared by, or unique to, individual 
potters, thereby defining two main groups of potters 
divided into several workshops; a second paper con
siders the implications for particular groups of potters 
(Bittner 1996). A different statistical method is used 
by Mees (1993) to show clustering of motifs in common 
between the potters working at Rheinzabern and its 
forerunner at Heiligenberg, but he does not assign 
chronological significance to the sequence produced; 
these clusters are however used further in a discussion 
of Rheinzabern dating based on dated sites, by K 
Kortüm and A Mees for the Brian Hartley Festschrift 
(Bird 1998, 157-168).

Two excavated groups published in recent years are 
of particular interest for the study of 3rd-century samian. 
The first comes from the London waterfront at St Magnus 
House, and is interpreted as forming part of a single 
shipment lost at the quayside; it is dated cAD 235-245, 
and the more complete plain forms are illustrated as well 
as the decorated ware (J Bird, in Miller, Schofield and 
Rhodes 1986, 139-85, with a report on the stamps by B 
Dickinson, 186-98). The samian from the two cellars at 
Langenhain includes what was apparently a single 
delivery stored above Keller 1, dated to AD 233 or shortly 
after (Simon and Köhler 1992); it contains roughly equal 
quantities of Trier and Rheinzabern wares, with a high 
number of bowls by or attributable to the Trier potter 
Dubitus and some 114 plain dishes with stamps of only 
five Rheinzabern potters. A smaller group found east of 
London at Shadwell contains some of the latest samian 
from Britain (J Bird, in Lakin 2002, 31-48), while the 
samian from Colchester also includes useful groups of 
Trier and Rheinzabern wares, ranging from Hadrianic- 
early Antonine products of Trier Werkstatt I to mid-3rd 
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century bowls from both sites (J Bird, in Symonds and 
Wade 1999,75-6,94-119; stamps report by B Dickinson, 
120-1, 136).

Britain
The most important recent contribution to the under
standing of samian ware made in Britain has come from 
analysis of the Colchester wares (Hart et al 1987; Storey 
et al 1987). This has indicated that the bowls of Hull’s 
Potter A as well as some of the stamped plain wares 
were made at Colchester, while the archaeological 
evidence for Potter B suggests that he also worked 
there. The analysis of sherds of Potter C, however, 
shows them to be linked with Sinzig products: this is 
important, since the dating of the Colchester potters 
has previously been tied on stylistic grounds to the 
Hadrianic-early Antonine period, the date of Sinzig and 
the related Werkstatt I at Trier. The plain forms made 
at Colchester, on the other hand, include types made in 
the mid- to later Antonine period, and the decorated 
ware of Potters A and B can now be assigned to this 
date as well. Some anomaly of marketing must account 
for the unusually large group of Sinzig ware from 
Colchester; there are several more decorated pieces in 
the forthcoming report, as well as sherds of Potter A 
and Colchester plain-ware stamps (J Bird, in Symonds 
and Wade 1999, 75-6, 94, 119; stamps report by B 
Dickinson, 120-1, 136).

Other aspects
Several additional publications should be noted which 
discuss other aspects of samian studies. A paper by Maggi 
Darling in the Brian Hartley Festschrift considers the 
distribution of samian ware from Lincoln and whether it 
can provide evidence for the status of individual areas of 
the city (M Darling, in Bird 1998, 169-77). The results of 
her research are most interesting, and suggest that such 
studies could be very informative in towns where a 
sufficient area has been excavated and its samian fully 
studied.

The evidence for the trade in samian provided by sites 
which can be identified as quays, warehouses, wrecks, 
shops and abandoned stores is discussed by Rhodes 
(1989), who includes a useful gazetteer of relevant sites 
and a consideration of how the material can be interpreted 
at different periods. This study developed from work on 
the dumps of samian and other pottery from the London 
waterfront (M Rhodes, in Miller, Schofield and Rhodes 
1986, 199-204). While Rhodes emphasises the im
portance of water transport in the long-distance trade in 
samian, J-M Demarolle notes that a number of the smaller 
East Gaulish factories seem to have been deliberately 
sited close to the roads that served their market area 
(Bémont and Jacob 1986, 174-8). The evidence would 

suggest that the method of distributing samian depended 
on the size of the factory and the size and distance of the 
market it hoped to supply.

The potential residuality of samian and other fine wares 
is a problem that often bedevils pottery researchers, and 
it is an important one, since so much coarse-ware dating 
is still dependent on associated samian, coins and other 
finds that are likely to have had a higher value to their 
owners. A paper by Rosalind Niblett considers this prob
lem in relation to the evidence from the Wheelers’ exca
vations for the Antonine fire at Verulamium (Niblett 1986).

Finally, it is noted above that the recent reports on 
samian ware from excavations in Colchester (in Symonds 
and Wade 1999) use computer-scanned rubbings to 
illustrate the decorated ware. Certainly the financial cost 
of drawing samian to a good standard is now extremely 
high, but fine drawings still remain an excellent medium 
for illustration, and a monograph by Rigoir and Rivet 
(1994) discusses the methods and styles of drawing 
stamped and decorated samian and related wares, with a 
consideration of the uses of photography.
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The character of Lyon ware distribution 
(with particular attention to the evidence 

from the Midlands and the North of Britain)

Steven Willis

Introduction
Lyon ware pottery in Britain comprises a select and 
standardized range of fine ware forms characterized by a 
distinctive fabric, surface finish and decorative schemata. 
On British sites Lyon ware is known from conquest 
period horizons with its importation spanning the 
generation following the invasion of 43. As its name 
suggests this ware was produced near Lyon in Gaul and 
it was evidently widely distributed across the north-west 
provinces of the Empire. Greene’s seminal study of this 
ware (1979) constitutes a comprehensive guide to its 
typology and distribution. The typological attributes of 
this ware have been fully documented by Greene and, 
more recently, by Grataloup (1988); hence they do not 
require restatement here1. Greene’s publications raised 
awareness of this and other categories of early Roman 
fine ware pottery and doubtless have assisted the 
subsequent reliable identification of the ware amongst 
assemblages from Britain and the continent. The current 
paper is predicated on the foundation laid by Greene’s 
work and adopts two approaches. First, it collates the 
evidence of the more recent identifications of the ware, 
post-dating Greene’s study, in particular from the north 
of Britain and Wales, thereby effectively up-dating his 
distribution map (1979, fig. 4). That many of the new 
find-sites are Welsh or northern British has been par
ticularly significant because of the chronological control 
this new information provides in dating the end of the 
currency of the ware. The pattern emerging from these 
recent finds and identifications is discussed in this paper 
and its implications considered. Secondly, the frequency 
of Lyon ware amongst early Roman assemblages is 
assessed, employing quantitative data.

In essence the paper highlights four trends which have 
perhaps not been widely appreciated:

i the results of the study underscore the probability that 
the ware continued to be imported into the Flavian 
period (c/ Zienkiewicz 1992, 84; Monaghan 1993, 
711);

ii the balance of the forms of Lyon ware being acquired 
appears to have altered towards the end of the 
importing period with beakers being much more 
common than cups (presumably indicating a change 
in the emphasis of production);

iii the distribution of the ware is closely associated with 
the deployment of the Roman army - and away from 
the south-east of England almost exclusively so. Such 
a tight association is unusual, though perhaps not 
unparalleled, amongst other types of early Roman 
pottery in Britain2;

iv quantification demonstrates that despite its extensive 
distribution Lyon ware is a rare component of early 
groups.

The latter two points raise interesting questions 
regarding the status of this ware. Indeed the character of 
Lyon ware distribution suggests the possibility of a 
specialised role for this ware and its use for certain events, 
perhaps even in rites and worship; potentially for use in 
military festivals and observation of the Imperial cult.

Background
In Britain Lyon ware is known from numerous southern 
sites, though it appears somewhat more thinly dispersed 
outside of this region and it rarely occurs in quantity. 
Nonetheless this type of pottery warrants attention for 
two reasons. First, at a number of sites it appears to be the 
most important (ie the most numerous) imported fine 
ware of the pre-Flavian period after samian ware. This is 
the case, for instance, amongst the pottery from a range 
of sites, including 5-12 Fenchurch St, London (Chadbum 
and Tyers 1984, 22), Colchester (Symonds 1983, 22; 
Symonds and Wade 1999), Kingsholm (Hurst 1985, 
Table 1), Cirencester (Rigby 1982, 179) and in the 
fortress phase at Usk (pers. comm. Peter Webster). 
Amongst Flavian groups from Blake St, York (Monaghan 
1993, 711) it is the third most frequent imported fine 
ware behind samian and Terra Nigra. Second, the 
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character of the distribution of this imported ware and its 
frequency are of relevance to studies of supply and 
marketing arrangements during the conquest era. The 
patterned nature of the distribution of this ware has 
perhaps not hitherto been fully recognized. Similarly, 
analysis can shed light upon other questions such as its 
consumption relative to other contemporary fine wares 
and differences in its incidence between contrasting types 
of sites.

The formal range of this pottery, as it occurs in Britain, 
is highly circumscribed being limited principally to small 
cup forms (Camulodunum form 62, Hawkes and Hull 
1947, 228) and wide-mouthed beakers with high shoul
ders and short, everted rims. Other specialized forms occur 
such as the small bowl with convex underside, raised on 
three conical feet (Greene 1979, fig. 6 no. 11) and lamps, 
which are fairly rare (Appendix 4). That the standard 
principal forms were presumably drinking vessels is 
noteworthy, though the possibility that they were not 
table-wares but had some other specialized context of 
use, or meaning in use, might be borne in mind. No 
typological development seems to have taken place during 
the relatively short life of the industry, though there is 
some indication of a change in the balance of the forms 
in circulation with time (see below). The ware appears to 
have been ‘imitated’ by potters operating in Britain (eg 
Early Colchester Colour Coated Ware (Greene 1978; 
Symonds 1983, 23; Symonds and Wade 1999)) though 
these items are easily distinguishable from the imported 
ware.

Aspects of the nature of the evidence
Recognition and reporting are, of course, key determi
nants behind plotted distributions and studies of any 
ware or type. As with other Roman pottery types the 
character of Lyon ware will have played a role in its 
recognition and reporting. The ware is distinctive and 
likely to be noticed amongst assemblages. Hence, 
particularly when sherds diagnostic of form are present, 
it is likely that it will have been reported, even in reports 
which do not include a full catalogue of recovered 
pottery. Being particularly thin-walled, however, the 
ware is prone to break into small fragments and this 
quality must affect recovery, reporting and illustration. 
It should be recalled that familiarity with the ware and 
its regular identification are fairly recent developments, 
in large part the consequence of Greene’s publications 
of the 1970s. Reports preceding Greene’s work may 
include published examples of Lyon ware which are 
not identified as such, and which, from the descriptions 
given, might not be identified with confidence as 
examples of the ware by the report reader3. If the 
significance of the ware (eg as an import) was not 
appreciated by a reporter the presence of sherds may 
have passed unreported.

Dating

Lyon ware has traditionally been regarded as Claudio- 
Neronian, a dating endorsed by Greene (1979, 17-8). He 
dates the origins of the ware to the Tiberian period but 
states that: “A sudden expansion must have occurred 
around AD 40 both in manufacture, distribution, and the 
range of forms produced” (1979,17; c/Mackensen 1981). 
No examples of the ware from certain Iron Age pro
venances in Britain are recorded by Greene (1979) or 
Fitzpatrick (1989) and none are known to the current 
author. Hence the currency of the ware in Britain is 
unlikely to have preceded c43. As regards its terminal 
date Greene suggested c70 with “survivals” continuing 
to circulate up to c75 (in other words following a normal 
temporal distribution curve (c/Millett 1987, fig. 2)). Such 
a dating is consonant with the suggestion that the industry 
was extinguished as a result of the Civil War of 69 (Greene
1979, 17-8). Moreover, at the time when Greene con
ducted his study it appeared that Lyon ware was absent 
from the sites founded in northern Britain by the early 
80s (1979, 142). This seemed, therefore, telling evidence 
for the dating of the ware. However, recent identifications 
suggest that the terminal date of importation/circulation 
in Britain is in need of review. This coincides with 
Grataloup’s (1988) publication presenting the likelihood 
that production continued at Lyon to the end of the 1st 
century.

Chadburn and Tyers state that in London Lyon ware: 
“is not confined to Neronian levels but still circulates in 
small quantities in the Flavian period” (1984,42; c/Davies 
et al 1994, 126). The authors provide no evidence for 
accepting this as ‘continued currency’ rather than the 
incidence of residual material. However, there is in
creasing evidence to suggest the former may well be the 
case. The possibility of the circulation of Lyon ware 
extending into the Flavian period is strengthened by recent 
finds from several Roman military sites in the north of 
Britain conventionally dated as early or mid Flavian. The 
ware is present for instance at Carlisle (Taylor 1990; 
1991; Hird 1992), which is a Cerealian foundation, 
Ribchester (pers. comm. Peter Webster April 1990), 
which is also probably early Flavian, Binchester (pers. 
exam, of assemblages from the 1971 work undertaken by 
J. S. Rainbird (Wilson, D. R. 1972, 309) and the 1975— 
81 excavations directed by R. F. J. Jones and I. Ferris 
(Ferris and Jones forthcoming; see also Ferris and Jones
1980, 239, fig. 16. 4 no. 2)), Corbridge (Dore 1989, 248), 
Red House, Corbridge (unpublished; pers. comm. John 
Dore June 1989), Elginhaugh (pers. exam.), Camelon 
(Dore 1989, 248) and, apparently, Newstead, if the 
roughcast beaker published by Curie (1911, 248, pls 46, 
Type 31 and 49 (B) fig. 6; hereafter referred to as the 
Newstead beaker) is Lyon ware as Dore has suggested 
(pers. comm. June 1989). Whilst the earliest occupation 
at the fort at Binchester may well be of a slightly earlier 
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date than is usually thought4 it is unlikely that these other 
sites mentioned, all of which, with the exception of 
Ribchester, lie further north than Binchester, were 
founded before c75. Indeed, most of the sites listed here 
are likely to have been founded between c75 and 85 (cf 
Breeze and Dobson 1985, figs 1 and 2). Significantly, 
Lyon ware is present at Vindolanda (pers. comm. Robin 
Birley), which Birley suggests is a post-Agricolan 
foundation, with Period 1 approximately dating to 85-92 
(1994, 20-1). Additionally this pattern correlates with 
the recent evidence from Wales where Lyon ware is now 
documented at several military sites of Flavian foundation 
(Zienkiewicz 1992, 84; Webster 1993, 255; Appendix 
5). It is plausible that some items will have been pre
Flavian arrivals in Britain, surviving in soldiers’ kit and 
travelling north or west with them as the army advanced. 
This type of scenario is, of course, not infrequently 
invoked to explain survivals, yet the weight of the 
accumulating evidence implies that this is unlikely to 
account for all these ‘late’ finds. Similarly, although it 
can be pointed out that the numbers of vessels present at 
sites post-dating 70 is small, their frequency within groups 
from Claudio-Neronian horizons is not demonstrably 
greater (see below). In other words their rarity amongst 
early Flavian assemblages seems consistent with their 
rarity prior to 70. In consequence, it can be proposed that 
the date range of Lyon ware should be extended to include 
the early Flavian period, though it is improbable that its 
currency lasted beyond the mid 80s.

Typology and chronology
Whilst there appears to have been no significant typo
logical change in the industry (Greene 1979, 17) some 
new evidence suggests that there occurred an alteration 
in the quantities of the forms produced (or available) 
towards the end of the importing period. Greene’s data 
(1979, 36-7; c/1991), principally from southern British 
sites, indicates that the ‘normal’ ratio of cups to beakers 
appears to be 2:1 5. However, examples of cups in Lyon 
ware are comparatively rare north of the Trent-Humber 
with the majority of vessels represented at Flavian sites 
being beakers (Appendices 1 to 3). Further, the evidence 
from the north of Britain suggests that towards the end 
of the currency of the ware, folded (indented) beakers 
(cf Greene 1979, fig. 8 no. 21) become much more 
common amongst the beaker forms represented. Illus
tration of these trends comes from the following sites: 
York, where a number of folded beakers are represented 
amongst the Lyon ware from 9 Blake St (Monaghan 
1990); Castleford, where folded beakers comprise the 
large majority of the Lyon ware vessels represented, 
and where cup forms are not recorded (pers. exam.); 
Castle St, Carlisle, where the two illustrated examples 
of Lyon ware are both beakers (Taylor 1991, fig. 309 
no. 49; fig. 313 no. 118); Blackfriars St, Carlisle, where 

the two vessels represented are both beakers (Taylor 
1990, 203); Binchester, where the only identifiable 
forms known to the current author from the excavations 
of Rainbird and of Jones and Ferris (see above) are 
from beakers, including folded forms (eg Ferris and 
Jones 1980, 239, fig. 16. 4 no. 2); Camelon, where 
cups were not represented (pers. comm. J. Dore, June 
1989); Corbridge, where the only form recorded to date 
is a beaker (Dore 1989, 252, fig. 117 no. 18); whilst at 
Newstead the aforementioned vessel is a folded beaker. 
Further, there is some indication that the trend may 
also hold true for the Flavian sites in Wales6. This 
pattern is consistent with the general decline in the 
popularity of cups from c70 (evident, for instance, in 
the South Gaulish samian repertoire) and the sustained 
popularity of beakers. Whilst this general phenomenon 
has been observed by Greene (1973, 29) its expression 
apropos Lyon ware was not noted by him (cf Greene 
1973; 1979). Again this is explained by the fact that 
the northern British finds are recent discoveries, un
available at the time of his study. The pattern will 
require future monitoring to establish whether it is 
sustained as a larger sample of material becomes 
available for study, however, on the existing evidence 
the trend appears strong.

Other evidence which may contrast with the general 
pattern of Greene’s data can be noted. Of assemblages 
from London, Chadburn and Tyers observed that: 
“beakers are probably more common than cups” (1984, 
21), whilst at Chichester Rigby (1993, 156) stated that in 
total ten cups were known from the site compared to 
nineteen beakers. Additionally it is apparent from 
Appendix 1 that at Leicester beakers are considerably 
more widespread than cups, being recorded from eleven 
locations in Leicester compared to three in the case of 
cups. However, it has to be recalled that other factors 
being equal beakers will produce more sherds than cups 
and hence be a more common find in terms of sherd 
count (and indeed weight); though they may not neces
sarily be diagnostic of form. A more reliable index of the 
ratio of these vessel forms would be forthcoming from 
EVE or RE measurement. However, the samples of Lyon 
ware recorded amongst assemblages are often too small 
to generate consistently useful figures. These points not 
withstanding, this finding regarding the currency of Lyon 
beakers seems to be a reliable one: in the north of Britain 
beakers, not cups, are the more widespread form. It 
appears that generally the ratio of cups to beakers changes 
in favour of the latter with time. The ratio of cups to 
beakers at Usk, of 35:31 (Greene 1991), would be in line 
with this trend.

Distribution
Greene’s map for the find-sites of Lyon ware (1979, fig.
4) displays a predominantly southern distribution. Only
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three find-sites were then known north of a line from 
Wroxeter to Longthorpe (these being the legionary sites 
at Chester, Lincoln and York), and only nine north of a 
line from Gloucester to Baldock. This distribution was 

consistent with a dating for the ware of <?40-70. However, 
it is now evident that the distribution map can be revised. 
Five new find-sites, for instance, are now known in Wales 
(Appendix 5), whilst in the English Midlands and the 
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north of Britain the ware is now recorded at a further 
nineteen sites in addition to the nine plotted by Greene 
(Fig. 1; Appendix 1). These newly documented find
sites do not, however, alter the pattern vis-à-vis the types 
of site on which the ware occurs in Britain; on the contrary 
they underscore it.

In total Greene’s map records Lyon ware from forty- 
two sites in Britain; of these some thirty-seven are sites 
known to be associated with the presence of the Roman 
military. The distribution appears, therefore, to correlate 
closely with the presence of the Roman army and shows 
that at least outside South-East England its circulation 
seems to have been restricted to military sites and/or sites 
likely to have had Roman administrative personnel; in 
other words, sites which would have been closely tied 
into a Roman distribution network7. In South-East 
England Lyon ware is known from military/admini- 
strative centres but also from several indigenous/civilian 
sites. It is not common at the latter, which appear to be 
locations at which Romanisation was underway from a 
comparatively early date. The ware occurs, for instance, 
at Viables Farm, Hampshire (Thompson 1984), and 
several non-military sites in Kent listed by Pollard (1988, 
37; fig. 19). It is unclear at present if detailed area studies 
elsewhere in the south, along the lines of that by Pollard, 
will show this to be a consistent pattern in this region, or 
whether this is a particular phenomenon perhaps related 
to the proximity of these Kentish sites to London, 
Southwark and Richborough, and the road network 
between them (and in the case of Viables Farm, the 
Chichester-Silchester route).

Away from this region, however, Lyon ware is almost 
exclusively associated with sites having a Roman military 
connection. It is, for instance, absent from numerous 
native/civilian sites in the north and east of Britain known 
to have been occupied around the time of the importing 
period, including Stanwick, North Yorkshire (Wheeler 
1954; Haselgrove 1990; Willis forthcoming a), the 
Humberside sites of Redcliff-North Ferriby (Crowther 
1987; Crowther et al 1990; Willis forthcoming b) and 
Dragonby (eg Elsdon and May 1987; see also Note 9 for 
these three sites), plus such smaller sites as Whitwell, 
Leicestershire (Todd 1981), Dunston’s Clump, Notting
hamshire (Garton 1988), Rudston, Humberside (Stead 
1980), Dalton Parlours, West Yorkshire (Wrathmell and 
Nicholson 1990), Melsonby, North Yorkshire (Hasel
grove et al 1995; pers. exam.) and the Cleveland sites of 
Cateóte (Long 1988; Vyner and Daniels 1989) and Thorpe 
Thewles (Heslop 1987).

Greene’s research was comprehensive but the degree 
to which the list of find-sites has been extended over the 
past twenty years is a reminder that recorded distributions 
are fixed ‘moment in time’ records and that conclusions 
drawn from them may not be definitive. At the same time 
it represents a clear index of the progress made in Roman 
pottery research in Britain during this period.

The distribution by form in the north and east 
of England

Greene’s typological study confirmed that the standard 
forms encountered in Britain are small cups and beakers 
and that vessels in other forms are very rare (1979, 13
42). The evidence from the north and east of England 
(here taken to comprise Leicestershire, Lincolnshire, 
Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire, the former Humberside, 
North, South and West Yorkshire, the former Cleveland, 
Co. Durham, Tyne and Wear, Northumberland, Lanca
shire, Cumbria and southern Scotland; hereafter referred 
to as the study area) is consistent with this general pattern.

The distribution of cups
Cup forms are recorded from six sites in the study area 
(Appendix 2). The distribution appears to be associated 
with the Roman military, consistent with the general 
pattern for the ware, and potentially largely pre-Flavian. 
All six find-sites are either the location of fortresses or 
suspected fort sites. Further, deposits associated with the 
fort, the fortress and the military works depot at Long- 
thorpe, just to the south of the area focused upon here, 
have also all produced examples of cups (Wilson 1974, 
98, fig. 51; Wild 1987, 130; 150, fig. 41 no. 62). If 
Longthorpe is added to the sample, five provenances lie 
south of the Humber-Trent and have known pre-Flavian 
occupation, whilst only two lie to the north. These two 
are York, Blake St (Monaghan 1993, 711) and Elgin- 
haugh. Occupation at the former site is believed to date 
from c71 and yielded a comparatively large sample of 
Lyon ware (at least seventy-six sherds). Amongst these 
only two fragments were from cups (Monaghan 1993, 
711). Elginhaugh is understood to be a mid Flavian 
foundation (Frere 1987b, 313). In sum this evidence 
implies that the cup form is essentially pre-Flavian.

In terms of form and decoration the vessels represented 
are of standard type. Where the specific form can be 
identified this invariably resembles Cam. form 62 
(Hawkes and Hull 1947, 228), whilst decorative motifs 
reflect the customary range.

The distribution of beakers
Beaker forms in the ware are documented from twelve 
sites (Appendix 3). Again a strong association with sites 
having a Roman military presence is evident, though in 
this case the incidence is more even across the east and 
north of Britain. Of the twelve find-sites, eleven are sites 
associated with the Roman army. Sleaford is the one 
find-site lacking evidence of the presence of the Roman 
army; in this case however only two vessels are recorded.8 
In addition beakers in Lyon ware are documented from 
both the fort and fortress at Longthorpe (Wilson 1974, 
97, fig. 51), as well as from the site of the military depot 
(eg Wild 1987, 142, fig. 39 no. 27). As noted above, 
bearing in mind the Flavian date for the occupation of the 



130 Steven Willis

more northerly find-sites, this evidence appears to 
indicate that beakers continued to circulate in the early 
Flavian period, that is, later than cups.

The incidence of other forms
Vessels in forms other than the cup or beaker are virtually 
absent from the study area. A fragment from the discus 
of a lamp is known from Lincoln (Darling 1988a, 11). 
Lamps in Lyon ware fabric are generally sporadic and 
infrequent finds in Britain; their distribution similarly 
reflects a military association (Appendix 4). Scrutiny of 
Appendix 4 reveals their incidence to correlate closely 
with the known presence of the Roman army during the 
period up to c70. Significantly, these items do not occur 
north or west of the Humber-Trent. This interesting 
spatial pattern, at variance with that of beakers, and to 
some extent cups, in this ware, almost certainly identifies 
their chronology in Britain.

The quantitative evidence
Lyon ware as a component of assemblages 
and groups in the east of England
As noted above Lyon ware is the second most frequent 
imported fine ware amongst (at least) several pre-Flavian 
assemblages in Britain; future work may demonstrate 
that this was not an uncommon pattern. Quantities present 
amongst stratified groups, however, often turn out to be 
tiny. This picture is clearly reflected amongst quantified 
groups from the east of England. In the course of thesis 
research sixty stratified 1 st-century groups, from seven
teen assemblages, in the east of England, were assessed 
(Willis 1993). Lyon ware was present in only six groups 
from three assemblages9. Where it is present amongst the 
quantified groups it registers in minuscule quantities, 
totalling only one or two sherds per group and weighing 
no more than 5g in any one group (Table 1).

The quantities present at an assemblage level (ie 
including items from post-1st century and unstratified 
contexts) are likewise extremely modest. Amongst the 
assemblage from East Bight, Lincoln, 1964-6, as a whole, 
for instance, sherds from only three vessels were present 
(Darling 1984, 66 and Table 3) with the ware absent

Table 1 The incidence (in absolute quantities) of Lyon Ware 
amongst assessed 1 st-century g roups from the east of England10

Site Weight Count RE
(Rim %)

Leicester, Bath Lane 1968, Phase 3 5g 2 0.00
Leicester, Bath Lane 1968, Phase 4 3g 1 0.00
Lincoln, East Bight 1980-1 3g 2 0.06
Binchester, 1975-81, Phase 1 5g 1 0.00
Binchester, 1975-81, Phase 1 and/or 2 1g 1 0.00
Binchester, 1975-81, Phase 2 5g 1 0.00

from 1 st-century contexts. Similarly no items of Lyon 
ware were present amongst the sample from Old Winter
ingham quantified by the current author, and only two 
sherds, weighing 2g, are known to the author from the 
site (unpublished, from the 1964-5 excavations (Stead 
1976)). Only seven sherds, weighing 19g, have been 
documented by the author from Binchester (to which 
must be added the item published by Ferris and Jones 
(1980)), while only one item in each case is recorded 
from Broxtowe, Sleaford and High Cross (see Appendix 
1). Significantly the known fortress sites, together with 
Leicester, have produced the largest absolute quantities: 
not less than seventy-six sherds, for instance, were 
recovered at Blake St, York (Monaghan 1993, Table 116) 
and the ware is also recorded from other locations in the 
city (eg Wenham 1971,48-9); at least five sites in Lincoln 
have yielded the ware; whilst at Leicester, Lyon ware is 
recorded from at least fifteen locations (see Appendix 1). 
The fortress and military complex at Longthorpe too, has 
produced a comparatively large number of vessels, a 
range of which have been published (Wilson 1974, 97
8, fig. 51; Wild 1987, 130, 142, 150). Excavations at 
Castleford also produced sherds from several vessels 
though the precise quantity is not known to this author 
(see now Rush et al 2000). It may be thought that these 
greater quantities of the ware recorded from York, 
Lincoln and Leicester are a function of the size of 
recovered pottery samples from these sites and, perhaps, 
the presence of pottery researchers consistently identi
fying the ware. However, it seems more likely that the 
frequency of Lyon ware finds from these sites reflects 
their status during the conquest period. In other words 
there appears to be a tendency for Lyon ware to occur 
more commonly at legionary sites rather than auxiliary 
installations. The existing evidence from Wales can be 
interpreted as supporting this possibility, for Caerleon 
and particularly Usk have produced far greater amounts 
of this pottery than have the fort sites; however, other 
factors, not least chronology, may have influenced the 
Welsh pattern. Colchester too has yielded a com
paratively large number of Lyon ware vessels.

The relative frequency of Lyon ware as
a component of assemblages and groups in Britain 
Figures 2 and 3 show the percentage figures for Lyon 
ware as a component of a range of early groups in which 
it occurs in Britain (all figures exclude amphorae; H,12). 
The data display a highly consistent pattern. In only one 
instance does the ware comprise more than 1 % of group 
composition by weight. When sherd count is the measure 
the percentage figures are, not surprisingly, generally 
slightly higher than those by weight. Nonetheless Lyon 
ware comprises more than 2% of a group total in only 
one of the eight samples (Fig. 3).

Significant results are revealed when the relative 
frequency percentages for Lyon ware are compared with
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Fig. 2 Lyon Ware as a percentage component of groups by weight. Sources:Binchester, Leicester and Lincoln quantified by the 
author; Carlisle (Taylor 1991, Hird 1992); Exeter (Bidwell 1979); London (Chadburn and Tyers 1984); York (Monaghan 1993)

Fig. 3 Lyon Ware as a percentage component of groups by sherd count. Sources: Binchester, Leicester and Lincoln quantified by 
the author, Canterbury (Green 1995, Pollard 1995); Carlisle (Taylor 1991, Hird 1992); York (Monaghan 1993)

those for samian ware amongst 1 st-century groups. Table 
2 shows that a clear pattern is demonstrated amongst the 
groups with Lyon ware (without resort to those from 
which it is absent). It shows that both within groups from 
the area examined in detail here and amongst samples 

from elsewhere in Britain a similar pattern exists. It 
emphasises that neither South Gaulish samian nor Lyon 
ware are particularly common amongst post-conquest 
groups. However the data confirms that South Gaulish 
samian is a much more frequent component of groups
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Table 2 The relative frequency by weight of Lyon ware and 
South Gaulish samian amongst a range of 1 st-century groups. 
Figures are percentage totals. (Amphorae excluded from 
calculations; all figures for London calculated from data 
presented by Chadburn and Tyers 1984).

Site Lyon
Ware

South 
Gaulish 
samian

Carlisle, Castle St 1981-2 0.34 8.35
Exeter, Legionary Baths, etc. 0.18 5.22
Leicester, Bath Lane, 1968, Phases 1-4 0.10 1.71
Lincoln, East Bight 1980-1 0.02 4.01
London, 18 Birchin Lane 1983 0.43 19.50
London, Sugar Loaf Court 1982 0.03 4.62
London, GPO site Newgate St 1975 0.02 2.04
London, 5-12 Fenchurch St 1983 1.63 6.81
York, 9 Blake St 1975-6, Period 1 (see Note 12) 0.14 5.61

than Lyon ware, and invariably by a considerable 
margin13.

Discussion and conclusions

This paper has demonstrated that across the north of 
Britain many of the major military sites founded prior to 
c85 have (where extensively explored) produced ex
amples of Lyon ware. This close correlation between the 
presence of the Roman army and the find-sites of Lyon 
ware reflects the apparent pattern for the province as a 
whole. That this phenomenon is not a function of 
differential research is indicated by the absence of Lyon 
ware from contemporary native/civilian sites which have 
otherwise yielded large assemblages of pottery, including 
other imported Roman fine wares. The distribution 
indicates that the ware appears to have circulated more or 
less exclusively within a Roman military (and perhaps 
military-administrative) network. This seems generally 
true of the whole province though in the south the ware 
was reaching the most important civil centres such as 
London and some smaller sites. A range of explanations 
could be put forward to account for this distribution, such 
as the existence of an economic (marketing) arrangement 
between suppliers and the Roman army, as suggested by 
Greene (1973, 28-9) which might have resulted in a 
distribution within the military network. Alternatively 
Lyon ware vessels may have served a largely specialised 
function with a socially/culturally specific market in the 
army, or sections of it (possibly relating to rank and status, 
ritual/religious practice or even ethnicity). The ware seems 
not to have been desired by native and civilian popu
lations.

Whilst the general composition of 1 st-century Roman 
military assemblages in Britain seems to have been highly 
variable (eg Darling 1977) such assemblages often display 
attributes which distinguish them from assemblages from 

other types of site. Away from the south-east of England, 
the incidence of Lyon ware and other types, such as 
Rhodian and Carrot amphorae seem on current evidence 
to be closely associated with the deployment of the Roman 
army (cf Willis 1993). Although the presence of these 
types amongst an assemblage does not necessarily mean 
that it must be from a site with a Roman military or 
official connection it appears to be a reasonably reliable 
indicator. This observation may be particularly useful 
when dealing with material without a firm stratigraphic 
association such as finds collected during field-walking.

It has generally been realised that Lyon ware is 
uncommon, but this has rarely been appreciated through 
quantitative examination. The quantitative evidence 
presented here puts the scale of the importation and 
consumption of this ware into perspective and emphasises 
that though the ware was very widely distributed in 
Britain it is rarely present in quantity. Its military 
association apart the most remarkable aspect to the 
distribution of the ware is how widely yet thinly spread 
it is. Some parallel in this respect can be drawn with the 
pattern observable from the distribution of South Gaulish 
samian during the same period. Though more frequent 
than Lyon ware, South Gaulish samian was likewise 
spatially widespread yet forms only very small pro
portions of assemblages. The latter rarely comprises more 
than c7% of such early groups either by sherd count or 
weight (Table 2; Willis 1993, figs 5. 23 and 5. 24; cf 
Millett 1980). The pattern of the incidence of Lyon ware 
may be reasonably characterised, therefore, as being to 
some extent similar to that of contemporary samian ware, 
only on a smaller scale. It is possible, likely even, that 
these two fabric types shared largely the same distri
butive networks during these early years of the Roman 
era.

Finally it is relevant to note that the military association 
of the distribution of Lyon ware in the north and east of 
Britain contrasts markedly with the incidence of the 
largely contemporary Gallo-Belgic table ware pottery in 
these regions (cf Willis 1993). The most significant 
variation is between the types of site at which the two 
categories occur. The distribution of Gallo-Belgic pottery 
in form range and quantity is fairly exclusively limited to 
sites known to have been native/civilian centres and 
having occupation pre-dating the Roman conquest. 
Another important difference is that of relative frequency. 
Amongst some assemblages, such as those from Redcliff- 
North Ferriby and Stanwick (North Yorkshire), Gallo- 
Belgic pottery comprises a sizeable percentage within 
groups, whilst at other sites (eg Sleaford) it was clearly 
numerically significant (cf Willis 1993, fig. 5. 50). 
Conversely Lyon ware almost invariably occurs in tiny 
quantities. This contrast highlights the differential and 
evidently structured circulation of these contemporary 
imported fine wares. The existence of this contrast appears 
to relate to the operation of different supply networks 
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and/or the exercise of cultural preference in consumption 
in these regions. In south-west England, however, a varied 
picture is apparent. Here significant amounts of Gallo- 
Belgic and related wares (namely Terra Nigra, white ware 
butt beakers and imported ‘imitation’ Terra Nigra) 
reached the major military sites of Usk (Greene 1979; 
1993) and Exeter (Bidwell 1979). At other sites though 
this pottery is rare, as at Kingsholm (Hurst 1985, 89, 
Table 1 ; c/Note 11), while it is absent from native/civilian 
sites. This mixed picture is consistent with Darling’s 
(1977) account of the supply of pottery to the early 
military sites in this part of Britain. Here, however, the 
character of Lyon ware distribution parallels that within 
Britain as a whole.

Addendum: (July 2001)
The paper above was written in the summer of 1995, and 
partially revised in February 1996, when it was accepted 
by the editorial committee for publication. Since writing 
this contribution a number of new reports upon excavated 
sites in central and northern Britain have been published 
at which Lyon ware vessels are present. During this period 
the author has become aware of a few older publications 
with examples of Lyon ware present that are not listed in 
the Appendices produced here. Recently published finds 
include examples from Leintwardine, Herefordshire (in 
Transactions of the Woolhope Naturalists’ Field Club 
48/3, 543); examples from Wall, Staffordshire are 
published in Transactions of the South Staffordshire 
Archaeological and Historical Society, 32. Consideration 
of these recent ‘additions’ to the corpus of this ware, 
however, confirms that the trends identified in the paper 
above still hold true, and are, indeed underscored by the 
evidence contained in recent publications. The possibility 
that Lyon ware was used by the army (and perhaps in 
particular by officers and the equestrian order) in the 
practice of certain rites or ceremonies seems increasingly 
likely on current evidence; indeed this could have been 
its main use.
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APPENDIX 1:
THE INCIDENCE OF LYON WARE
IN THE MIDLANDS, NORTHERN ENGLAND
AND SCOTLAND

Site and County:
Longthorpe, Cambridgeshire
A considerable amount of Lyon ware is now documented from the 

fort, fortress and military depot sites at Longthorpe, including 
cups (Wilson, M.G. 1974, 98, fig. 51; Wild, J. P. 1987,130 and 
150, fig. 41 no. 62) and beakers (Wilson 1974, 97, fig. 51; eg 
Wild 1987, 142, fig. 39 no. 27).

Piddington, Northamptonshire
Sherds from a lamp, one cup and a number of roughcast beakers 

have been recovered from Claudio-Neronian contexts below 
the villa (Selkirk 1996,61 ; pers. comm. Roy Friendship-Taylor).

High Cross, Leicestershire
The excavations of 1955 by G. Webster and E. Greenfield. A sherd 

which appears to be from a Lyon ware cup is illustrated 
(Greenfield and Webster 1966,26, fig. 9 no. 59). The annotation 
states: “thin cream ware with shiny brownish green slip 
decorated with impressed pattern probably made with a roller 
stamp” (1966, 26). (See Greene 1979, 42, fig. 4).

Leicester, Leicestershire
Jewry Wall, 1936-9. The rim of a beaker (of standard form) has 

been illustrated (Kenyon 1948, 144, fig. 38 no. 28).
Orton St, 1960 (Clay and Mellor 1985, 24 and fig. 1 Site 5). Four 

sherds have been recorded. One sherd is from a beaker and 3 
sherds (from the same vessel) may be from a beaker or a cup 
(info, supplied by Richard Pollard March 1988).

Bath Lane/Welles Street, 1960 and 1978 (Clay and Mellor 1985, 
24-7, fig. 1 Site 6). Two vessels are represented (Clamp 1985, 
Table 3).

Redcross St, 1962-3 (Clay and Pollard 1994, 24-36, Site 5). Four 
sherds have been recorded; all are from beakers (info, supplied 
by R. Pollard March 1988).

51 Thornton Lane, 1963 (Clay and Pollard 1994, 37-42, Site 6). 
Eleven sherds have been recorded; all are from beakers (info, 
supplied by R. Pollard March 1988).

St Nicholas St, 1965-6 (Clay and Pollard 1994, 2-12, Site 1). Five 
sherds have been recorded; 3 were from beakers, and 2 are from 
a vessel of unidentified type (info, supplied by R. Pollard March 
1988).

Magazine Walk, (a. k. a. Friar Lane), 1966 (Buckley and Lucas 
1987, 17-23). Two sherds have been recorded; they are from a 
cup (info, supplied by R. Pollard March 1988).

Lower Redcross St 1967 (Clay and Pollard 1994, 24, Site 4). One 
sherd has been recorded, this being from a cup (info, supplied 
by R. Pollard March 1988).

Bath Lane, 1968 (Clay and Mellor 1985). Three sherds were 
recovered; all are from beakers (perhaps one beaker) and came 
from phases 3A and 4C (Clay and Mellor 1985, 6 and 11, 38; 
pers. exam. June 1988).

Shakespeare’s Head, Southgate Street, 1968 (Wilson 1969, 215). 
Two sherds have been recorded; both are from a beaker or 
beakers (info, supplied by R. Pollard March 1988).

St Nicholas Circle, 1969 (Clay and Pollard 1994, 12-9, Site 2). Six 
sherds have been recorded; all are from beakers (info, supplied 
by R. Pollard March 1988).

St Nicholas Circle, 1971 (Clay and Pollard 1994, 44, Site 10). One 
sherd has been recorded, this being from a beaker (info, supplied 
by R. Pollard March 1988).

St Nicholas Circle, 1973 (Wilson 1975, 246). Eight sherds have 
been recorded; all are from beakers (info, supplied by R. Pollard 
March 1988).
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St Peters Lane, 1974 (Buckley and Lucas 1987,24-9). Eight sherds 
have been recorded; seven are from beakers, one other sherd is 
from a vessel of unidentified type (info, supplied by R. Pollard 
March 1988; see also MacRobert 1987, 67).

Blackfriars Street, 1977 (Clay and Mellor 1985). One sherd was 
recorded, this being from a cup (Clamp 1985, Table 2; info, 
supplied by R. Pollard March 1988).

Brandon Camp, Herefordshire
Excavations 1981-5. Some 97 sherds of Lyon ware were recovered 

(Anderson 1987, 85, 88-9, fig. 20 nos 23-4).
Worcester, Worcestershire
Sidbury. Cups and beakers are represented (Darlington and Evans 

1992, 56-7, fig. 29 nos 1-3).
Alcester, Warwickshire
Pers. comm. Jeremy Evans.
The Lunt, Baginton, Warwickshire
The fort. A cup with applied scale decoration and a beaker are 

represented (Greene 1975, 33, fig. 8 nos 230-1).
Mancetter, Warwickshire
The fortress site. A cup with ‘raspberry roundels’ is published 

(Webster 1984, 11, fig. 13 no. 37).
Broad Close, north of the fortress and the river; excavations by K. 

F. Hartley. Several sherds not yet published. Paul Booth notes 
that: “It is unclear whether the early material here (predating 
the pottery production phase) represents a separate military 
establishment or disposal of rubbish from the adjacent complex 
to the south-west” (pers. comm.).

Wroxeter, Shropshire
Greene 1979, 42, fig. 4
Lincoln, Lincolnshire
The East Gate, 1963-6. Cam. Type 62 is represented (Whitwell 

1973, 168, fig. 16 no. 30).
East Bight 1964-6 (Whitwell 1980). Sherds from 2 cups of Cam. 

Type 62 are illustrated by Darling (1984, fig. 16 no. 108, fig. 17 
no. 142). Another sherd, again from a cup, is recorded by 
Darling (1984, 66).

181-3 High St (Holmes Grain Warehouse), 1972. Fragment from 
the discus of a lamp (Darling 1988a, 11).

East Bight, 1980-1 (Camidge and Jones 1982; Rankov 1982, 355). 
Cam. Type 62; Beaker (pers. exam. ).

The Lawn Hospital (Frere 1986,389). Recorded as present (Darling 
1988b, 46).

Sleaford, Lincolnshire
1960-4 (Jones 1963). Form present: beaker (Elsdon 1997, 118-9, 

fig. 71, no. 294)
Broxtowe, Nottinghamshire
Amongst finds collected by Frank Hind during the construction of 

the Broxtowe housing development of the 1930s (Oswald 1939), 
and now in the University of Nottingham Museum. One sherd, 
6 grams, present (marked “B40. 41”), this being from the rim of 
a small beaker of Greene Type 20. 3 (Greene 1979, 24-5, fig. 
8). (Pers. exam. November 1989).

Chesterfield, Derbyshire
1974-8.  A single sherd from a beaker was recovered unstratified 

(Anderson 1990, 99).
Old Winteringham, North Lincolnshire
1964-5 (Stead 1976). At least two sherds are present (unpublished; 

pers. exam. August 1989); both display internal as well as 
external roughcasting, which suggests that they are both likely 
to be from cups. Only a sample of the assemblage was examined 
by the current author.

York, North Yorkshire
Vicinity of St Williams College. Two sherds of Lyon ware were 

recovered (Wenham 1971, 48, who refers to this pottery as 

‘Fimisware’; Challis and Harding 1975, 98). Another sherd 
was present amongst a group of unstratified pottery collected in 
1968 from just north of St Williams College (Wenham 1971, 
49).

9 Blake St, 1975-6. At least 76 sherds were recovered from this 
site (Monaghan 1993). A number of folded beakers are 
represented amongst this material (Monaghan 1990); sherds 
from 2 hemispherical cups (of Cam. Form 62) are also present, 
one with applied ‘raspberry roundel’ decoration, the other 
having ‘scale’ decoration.

Castleford, West Yorkshire
1970s-1980s (Sumpter et al 1984; Abramson 1988). Sherds from 

several folded beakers were recovered (pers. exam. June 1988; 
Rush et al 2000).

Wall, Staffordshire
Greene 1979, 42, fig. 4.
Chester, Cheshire
Greene 1979, 42, fig. 4; pers. comm. Alison Jones.
Ribchester, Lancashire
The fort (pers comm. P. V. Webster).
Binchester, Co. Durham
1971 (Wilson 1972, 309). Three sherds were present coming from 

two beakers (unpublished; pers. exam. March 1990). (Other 
sherds may also have been recovered).

1975-81  (Ferris and Jones forthcoming). Four sherds were present 
amongst the pottery from Phases 1 and 2; one came from a 
folded beaker while the others were either from cups or beakers 
(pers. exam. March 1990). To this can be added the folded 
beaker, from a phase 3 deposit, published by Ferris and Jones 
(1980, 239, fig. 16. 4 no. 2).

Corbridge, Northumberland
1947-80. A beaker rim was present (Dore 1989, 248, 252, fig. 117 

no. 18).
Corbridge, Red House, Northumberland
1974 (Hanson et al 1979). Unpublished material (pers. comm. J. 

Dore, June 1989).
Vindolanda, Northumberland
Pers. comm. Robin Birley.
Carlisle, Cumbria
Blackfriars St, 1977-9. Sherds from two beakers were recovered 

(Taylor 1990, 203, fig. 202. 31).
Castle St, 1981-2. Groups dated as early Flavian to AD 92-3 

contained 79g/12 sherds/0. 18 RE of Lyon ware (Taylor 1991).
Tullie House, 1990. One sherd recovered (Hird 1992).
Newstead, Borders
Dore 1989, 248.
Elginhaugh, Lothian
1986 (Frere 1987b, 313 and fig. 8). Pers. exam. June 1989.
Camelon, Central
(Dore 1989, 248); pers. comm. V. Swan.

APPENDIX 2:
THE INCIDENCE OF CUPS IN LYON WARE IN
THE EAST MIDLANDS, NORTHERN ENGLAND
AND SCOTLAND
(See Appendix 1 for references)

Site and County
High Cross, Leicestershire.
Leicester, Leicestershire.
Lincoln, Lincolnshire.
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Old Winteringham, Humberside. (Body sherds probably from a 
cup form. )

York, North Yorkshire.
Elginhaugh, Lothian.

APPENDIX 3:
THE INCIDENCE OF BEAKERS IN LYON WARE IN
THE EAST MIDLANDS, NORTHERN ENGLAND 
AND SCOTLAND
(see Appendix 1 for references)

Site and County
Leicester, Leicestershire.
Lincoln, Lincolnshire.
Sleaford, Lincolnshire.
Broxtowe, Nottinghamshire.
York, North Yorkshire.
Castleford, West Yorkshire.
Binchester, Co. Durham.
Corbridge, Northumberland.
Corbridge, Red House, Northumberland.
Carlisle, Cumbria.
Newstead, Borders.
Camelon, Central.

APPENDIX 4:
SOME LAMPS IN LYON WARE AT BRITISH SITES14

Site, County and Reference
Abergavenny, Gwent, fragment of lamp, ? Lyon ware (Greene 

1994, microfiche, MI/70 no. 89).
Brandon Camp, Herefordshire, fragments of a discus, ? Lyon ware 

(Bailey 1987, 84).
Caerleon, Gwent (Zienkiewicz 1992, 106-7, fig. 11 nos 1 and 2).
Chichester, West Sussex (Rigby 1993, 156).
Colchester, Essex (Hurst 1985, 87; Crummy 1983, 77, no. 2094, ?

Lyon ware; Crummy 1992, 162, fig. 5. 20 nos 600 and 604).
Exeter, Devon (Bailey 1979); 6 lamps, probably Lyon ware (Bailey 

1991).
Kingsholm, Gloucestershire (Hurst 1985, 87; fig. 33 no. 1).
Lincoln, Lincolnshire (Darling 1998a, 11).
London (Wheeler 1930,66, Pl. 26 no. 5; 5-12 Fenchurch St: Davies 

et al 1994, 126).
Longthorpe, Cambridgeshire (Wilson 1974, 98, fig. 51 no. 16).
Mancetter, Warwickshire (Webster 1984, 14, fig. 15 no. 62a-d).
Piddington, Northamptonshire, fragments from one lamp (pers. 

comm. Roy Friendship-Taylor).
Usk, Gwent (Hurst 1985, 87; Bailey 1993, nos 2-30).
Worcester, Worcestershire (Darlington and Evans 1992, 56-7, fig.

29 no. 3).

APPENDIX 5:
THE INCIDENCE OF LYON WARE IN WALES

Site, County and Reference
Abergavenny, Gwent (Greene 1979, 42, fig. 4; 1994, microfiche 

MI/70).
Caerleon, Gwent (Greene 1979, 42, fig. 4; Greep 1986, 90-3, fig. 

37 nos 1-15; Zienkiewicz 1992, 84, 106-7, Table 2, fig. 1 nos 
3, 5 and 6, fig. 11 nos 1 and 2).

Caersws vicus, Powys, (Webster 1989, 89,93,96, fig. 48 no. 9 and 
fig. 49 no. 42).

Carmarthen, Dyfed (Zienkiewicz 1992, 84; Webster 1993, 255).
Loughor fort, West Glamorgan (pers. comm. David Evans, April 

1991; Webster 1993, 255).
Neath, West Glamorgan (Webster 1992, 190-1).
Segontium, Gwynedd (Webster 1993, 255, Table 17. 2).
Usk, Gwent (Greene 1979; 1993).
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Notes
1 Two observations regarding typological characteristics of the 

ware may be stated here. The metallic copper or ‘antique bronze’ 
appearance associated with the slipping of these vessels is likely 
to have been an effect intended by the potters. Second, the 
roughcasting of vessel surfaces contrasts with the smoothness 
of the customary finishing of vessel bodies and the sheen of the 
slip, producing an interesting juxtaposition of textures

2 Paul Bidwell (pers. comm. ) reminds me that a number of other 
early Roman pottery types show fairly close associations with 
the Roman military, namely imported mortaria and flagons, 
while outside the south-east of England samian is infrequent on 
non-military sites in the pre-Flavian era. In the South-West and 
Wales Gallo-Belgic pottery (specifically Terra Nigra and butt 
beakers) are found only on military sites.

3 A roughcast beaker from Brough-on-Humber for instance, 
published by Wacher, appears from its drawing as though it 
might be Lyon ware and is described as having a “white fabric 
with olive-green metallic slip” (1969, 150, fig. 60 no. 160). 
That it is dated as “probably late Antonine” may simply arise 
from its association with a group of 2nd century pottery. Un
fortunately this item has not been encountered amongst pottery 
from John Wacher’s excavations examined by the current 
author, and hence its identity cannot be established with 
certainty.

4 This is debatable and in part turns on the significance of the 
presence of a number of pre-Flavian samian vessels present 
amongst the various pottery collections from the site. The report 
covering the work of 1975-81 and subsequently (Ferris and 
Jones forthcoming; Wild, F. forthcoming) may shed light on 
the question.

5 Greene recorded a total of 197 cups compared to 102 beakers, 
on a number of vessels represented basis (1979, 16-7) during 
his “systematic examination of virtually all the relevant museum 
and excavation collections up to 1972” (Greene 1979, 36; cf 
1991).

6 Five Lyon ware vessels were represented amongst the assem
blage from Caersws vicus, Powys (Webster 1989), occupied 

from the early Flavian period, and of these four were from 
beakers and only one was from a cup. Peter Webster has recently 
noted that most Lyon ware sherds from Flavian provenances in 
Wales derive from beakers (pers. comm. August 1995). (It is 
perhaps also worth noting that beakers are much more strongly 
represented than cups amongst the Lyon ware from the Neronian 
levels at Kingsholm (Hurst 1985, Table 2)).

7 The fact that Roman military sites have received a greater degree 
of attention generally than have native/civilian sites (c/Evans 
1995) must be borne in mind when assessing this distribution. 
This notwithstanding the pattern for Lyon ware seems highly 
consistent.

8 The identification is known to the author from an archive 
drawing of a base and lower wall profile of a roughcast beaker, 
identified as Lyon ware by Sheila Elsdon; the item itself has not 
been seen by the author (see now Elsdon 1997, 118-119, fig. 
71, no. 294).

9 Groups from the following assemblages contained no Lyon 
ware: Leicester, St Nicholas St 1965-6, (Clay and Pollard 1994, 
2-12), Phases 1 to 3; Leicester, St Nicholas Circle 1969 (Clay 
and Pollard 1994, 12-9) Phases 1 to 3; Leicester, Blackfriars St 
1977 (Clay and Mellor 1985) Phases 1 to 4; Ancaster (Barley 
et al 1965; 1966; 1967; 1968; May 1976; 1984), all Ist-century 
groups; Lincoln, East Bight 1964-6 (Darling 1984) the earliest 
phases; Lincoln, The Lawn 1986 {cf Frere 1986, 389; Darling 
and Jones 1988) pit group context 45; Sleaford, Old Place 1984
5 (Brown 1985; Frere 1986, 390) all early groups; Thorpe 
(Nottinghamshire) 1963 (Wilson 1964, 159 and fig. 12) context 
55; Dragonby (May 1976; 1996), five ditch sequences and a 
penannular gully fill; Old Winteringham 1964-5 (Stead 1976), 
groups ‘AA’, ‘AB’ and ‘AX’; Hayton 1975 (Johnson 1978) 
Area S; Redcliff (North Ferriby) 1986-9 (Crowther 1987; 
Crowther et al 1990), all Ist-century groups; Stanwick (North 
Yorkshire) 1951-2 (Wheeler 1954), Sites A and F; 1984-9 
(Haselgrove 1990), all Ist-century groups.

10 For references see Appendix 1.
11 Research for this paper demonstrated to the author that there 

are surprisingly few quantified early pottery groups containing 
Lyon ware. A comparatively large assemblage of Lyon ware 
was recovered from the Claudio-Neronian site at Kingsholm 
Close, Kingsholm (159 sherds, 725g: Hurst 1985 Table 1). 
Unfortunately the relative frequency of Lyon ware as opposed 
to South Gaulish samian amongst the assemblage cannot be 
established from the data presented in the report (Hurst 1985). 
(Significantly it may be noted that the site appears to have 
produced no Terra Rubra and comparatively sparse Terra Nigra 
(5 sherds, 22g: Hurst 1985, Table 1)).

12 The percentages for 9 Blake St, York, should be regarded as a 
‘not greater than’ figure since they include other fine thin walled 
coloured coated wares in addition to Lyon ware.

13 The London groups are from horizons believed to be pre
Flavian. They clearly demonstrate that though Lyon ware occurs 
widely across the City it is invariably present in tiny percentages 
paralleling those from elsewhere in Britain.

14 This listing is the product of a rapid rather than a comprehensive 
survey.




