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Chapter 1
The Riddle of the
Sands

Both cursory and detailed surveys of ancient wrecks
consistently show that table and domestic ware pottery formed
aminor component of ships’ cargoes ... pottery (apart from
amphorae) never accounts for more than about 20 per cent of the
recovered cargo, even when amphorae were in a minority ... but
what archaeological residues might we expect to discover of a
ship whose main cargo had been grain? Recognition of just the
subsidiary cargoes, among which pottery would bulk large,
could lead to a completely erroneous interpretation of the
original cargo ... the identification of a ‘pottery’ ship raises the
suspicion that the archaeology has been misunderstood

(Fulford 1987: 60-1).

The Pudding Pan wreck site

Asite lies off the north Kent coast near Herne Bay that has
intrigued investigators for almost 300 years though all
attempts to locate it have been foiled. Called ‘Pudding Pan’,
the site is known only through the recovery of Roman
artefacts, predominantly samian ware, in the oyster dredges
and fishing nets of the commercial fishermen of Whitstable.
The significance of these artefacts was only recognized by
antiquarians and collectors visiting the town in the 18th
century, although the appearance on the earliest known
marine chart of the area dating from the Tudor era (see Fig.
19) of a sand bank called ‘Pan Sand’ suggests that pots may
have been recovered long before their importance was
appreciated. Since its recovery, the assemblage from the site
has been spread far and wide to institutions and private
collectors both nationally and internationally. The British
Museum holds one of the largest collections of pottery from
the site including examples of most, if not all, of the vessel
forms known to have been recovered from the site, as
illustrated in the plate section at the back of this volume (see
also Fig. 3).

The current project, which is the focus of this book, has
been running for several years and has involved an assessment
of all previous investigations of the site, identification and
analysis of the recovered assemblage, analysis and
contextualization of the significance of the assemblage, in
addition to ongoing attempts to locate the site using
geophysical and diver surveys. A catalogue of all the known
finds from the area is presented at the back of this book
(Appendix 1); where specific artefacts are discussed in the text,
the number in parentheses refers to the item in this catalogue.
Continued public interest in the site is evidenced by specific
displays and exhibitions such as the 2016 exhibition at the
Turner Contemporary Museum in Margate.

The recovered samian, a distinctive red-slipped
tableware found at most archaeological sites of Roman date,
was not of local manufacture; it had been transported across
the Channel from the production centre of Lezoux in central
Gaul and was lost en route to an as yet unidentified British
market. Thus, of the many theories proposed to explain the
presence of these central Gaulish imports off the north
Kentish coast, a shipwreck or jettisoned cargo seem the most
likely.

It is a site of great importance and worthy of full
investigation: it is only the second Roman wreck from a
maritime context discovered in British waters (see Rule and
Monaghan 1993), for all other Romano-British hulks have
been found in riverine contexts. It dates from the later 2nd

The Riddle of the Sands | 1
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Figure 1 Graph showing temporal bias in the discovery of Roman period shipwrecks in the Mediterranean from the late Republican and early

Imperial periods (after Parker 1992a)

century AD, a period from which relatively few other wrecks
have been discovered anywhere in the Roman world, and it
seems to represent a shipwreck on which the bulk
consignment was plain samian (ferra sigillata) wares rather
than amphora-borne cargo or loose-carried product such as
grain. Indeed, the recovered assemblage is so rare in the
Roman world that it warrants close analysis.

The imperative to find this site is pressing as no
comparable wreck has ever been discovered in northern
European waters and similar wrecks in the Mediterranean
are extremely rare. Although the site has yet to be located, a
sufficiently large quantity of pottery has been dredged from
the area to enable a study of the composition of this cargo of
samian. It can also inform us about the supply of this
ubiquitous pottery type to Britain in particular, and about
Roman maritime trade in general. The last published attempt
to do this 1s more than one hundred years old (Smith 1907,
1909). Since then our understanding of Roman Britain,
maritime trade and samian pottery has changed considerably,
more pottery has been recovered from Pudding Pan itself, and
further attempts have been made to locate the source.

Background

The role of trade in the development and maintenance of
ancient urban communities with access to the sea has long
been recognized (Fulford 1987), although the nature and
scope of that trade is less well defined. In the absence of
direct evidence for a considerable proportion of traded
goods, which are either archaeologically undetectable or
fleetingly cited in literary sources, pottery has been used as a
proxy (Middleton 1979; Fulford 1984; 1987: 60). The flaws in
this approach, based upon discarded detritus from end-user
terrestrial contexts far removed from the actual mechanics
and mechanisms of trade, have been effectively identified
elsewhere (Fulford 1978; 1987: 66).
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Evidence from Roman shipwrecks in the Mediterranean
appears to corroborate the idea that pottery usually
accompanied other cargoes, but the frequency of this
practice is unclear. Although a considerable body of
maritime evidence directly related to trade does exist it is
disproportionately represented geographically, temporally
and typologically. This has resulted largely from the
serendipitous discovery of sites by non-archaeologists, hence
the emphasis on the most visible wrecks in areas of greatest
underwater activity. Nevertheless, the advantages of
shipwreck investigation have long been acknowledged (see
Parker 1973; Muckelroy 1978; 1980; Parker 1980; Gianfrotta
and Pomey 1981; Adams 2003: 3ff).

This undirected approach, however, has resulted in a
heavy bias towards the discovery of amphorae-laden wrecks
in the Mediterranean from the late Republican and early
Imperial periods (Fig. 1; after Parker 1992a), with far fewer
wrecks from other periods and a distinct scarcity of
evidence for other cargoes (Fig. 2), especially for the
transportation of pottery in its own right. That pottery was
transported by sea as a bulk consignment is confirmed,
contrary to popular belief (see Dannell and Mees 2015: 178,
n. 25), by the discovery of a very limited number of these
most elusive sites, which serves to emphasize the extent of
this bias.

Moreover, few of the wrecks that are known have avoided
the attention of looters before serious investigation has taken
place. The resultant loss of artefactual and contextual
evidence, often to the extent that the nature of the main
consignment has been obscured, has had a significant and
detrimental impact on the range and quality of subsequent
publications. Thus attempts to contextualize consignments
in terms of larger trading networks, by relating the
shipments to production, mercantile, transition and
consumer sites, are rare.



Figure 2 A classic Republican amphora wreck from the Mediterranean; the Madrague de Giens wreck contained thousands of Dressel 1b amphorae

More serious is the paucity of maritime evidence of any
kind from northern Europe (cf. Fulford 1987: 59), with
considerable periods for which there is no evidence
whatsoever. Given that from the last quarter of the 1st
century Bc to the mid grd century Ap Britain was in receipt
of possibly millions of consumer goods and containers of
wine, olive oil and so forth from the Roman world (Fulford
2007: 54), this lack of evidence is both surprising and
concerning.

The significance of the site and the aims of this study
This study will show that as a result of these factors a
significant body of evidence, namely ‘pottery’ cargoes, has
been completely overlooked, thus skewing our
understanding of the nature of ancient trade (see Dannell
and Mees 2013: 178, n 25; Fig. 3). This approach is both
different and important, not only because it considers an
elusive northern European wreck and its apparent primary
cargo of plain samian wares (contra Dannell and Mees 2015:
178, n. 25) in the context of a wider trading network but also
because it adopts a proactive approach to locating and
investigating a site that has so far avoided the attention of
looters and, for that matter, archaeologists.

By examining the Pudding Pan site, from which direct
evidence for trade has been recovered, it is hoped that this
study will redress the balance in some small measure. It has
been possible to take advantage of the tremendous progress
made in the study of samian production, distribution and use
since the last academic publication on the site more than a
century ago (Smith 1907; 1909). In particular, the recently
published study of samian potters’ stamps (Hartley and
Dickinson 2008—12; henceforth NOTS 2008—12) provides the

latest dating evidence for the site. This book sets the data
from Pudding Pan against similar evidence from around the
Roman world to highlight the significance of this site.

Pudding Pan has the potential to alter radically our
perception of the trade and distribution of samian wares.
The number of samian vessels known to have come from the
site has doubled during this study and a wide range of other,
previously unrecorded, Roman and medieval artefacts
identified. This has been achieved through liaison with
private individuals and public institutions, such as local and
national museums, whose collections include artefacts from
Pudding Pan. Analysis of the recovered assemblage has
provided information regarding the nature of the deposit
and suggested a model for the recovery of the samian vessels.

Its significance, however, is diminished by our inability to
locate the source. Here an attempt has been made to
establish its nature and approximate location through
assessment of previous investigations. Contact with the
commercial fishermen of Whitstable not only revealed that,
despite claims to the contrary, samian ware was still being
recovered but also provided up-to-date locational
information. Geophysical and diver surveys have been
undertaken in the area (see Walsh 1998) and are ongoing.

In the past there has been a tendency to dismiss maritime
evidence like this because the finds are frequently
unprovenanced and without context. In this study new
approaches have been adopted in an effort to highlight the
potential of these artefacts. Although they lack context in the
conventional sense, they are not merely a completely
random deposit ‘of so much bric-a-brac’ (Cool and Baxter
2002: 365), for there is in fact identifiable patterning and the
various deposits appear synchronic.

The Riddle of the Sands | 3



Figure 3 A selection of plain samian wares from Pudding Pan in the British Museum collection

It seems likely that the consignment was manufactured
shortly before its loss. Analysis of the artefacts provides
information both in relation to the range of contemporary
samian forms fashionable at a particular moment as well as
on contemporary potters (see plate section for details), their
styles, techniques and manufacturing processes, and details
of cargo composition and stowage. The absence of decorated
wares when compared with terrestrial assemblages is highly
unusual and endeavours have been made to establish whether
it was an anomalous cargo destined for a specific purpose or a
trading norm that has eluded archaeologists until now.

Until this current study, the true extent and nature of the
recovered assemblage had not been fully established and a
reassessment of the site was long overdue, particularly in
light of the significant numbers of complete and near-
complete samian vessels that are now known to have been
recovered and which have been recorded in considerable
detail. Although the site assemblage now numbers over 550
vessels it is rarely mentioned in samian studies despite being
a statistically significant sample and regardless of the fact
that as it comes from a primary trade context it could make a
considerable contribution to our understanding of the
transportation and marketing of these ubiquitous wares.
Previous investigations have largely focused on the nature
and location of the deposit and the intended destination of
the consignment with little attention being paid to the
significance of the assemblage in terms of the trade in
samian wares.

This study, in addition to re-examining the nature and
location of the site and the destination of the original
consignment, considers the implications of the recovered
assemblage for current concepts of the transportation and
marketing of pottery, particularly samian wares. The
significance of maritime evidence will be illustrated through
detailed analysis of the assemblage from Pudding Pan, which
will be compared with similar assemblages from both the
source/production area and with similar assemblages from
the shipment’s likely destination, such as shop and warehouse
assemblages and dockside dumps. This will place it in context
as part of the supply chain of samian ware and other goods
across the Channel in the later 2nd century ap. The
assemblage will also be compared with assemblages from the
few similar wreck sites that have been investigated in the

4 | Pudding Pan

Mediterranean. Cala Culip, off the north-east coast of Spain,
1s the only other comprehensively published Mediterranean
wreck site to contain significant quantities of samian, and
provides a relevant opportunity for comparison.

In the past much evidence has been been placed on the
use of pottery as a proxy for the trade in other more valuable,
though archacologically invisible, goods. If, however, as
seems to be the case, the paucity of bulk consignments of
pottery reflects a modern detection bias rather than a
common ancient practice then the use of pottery as a proxy
is untenable. Furthermore, if it can be shown that pottery
was indeed traded in its own right, we shall be forced to
re-evaluate both the relationship between pottery and these
other goods and our whole understanding of the nature of
trade and the ways in which maritime research into the
Roman Empire is conducted.

If Pudding Pan does represent a bulk consignment of
plain samian wares it calls into question not only the notion
of a ‘piggy-back’ trade, dependent upon other more valuable
items, but also our concepts of the scale and volume of the
cross-Channel trade in samian ware and other items that
advocates of piggy-back trade suggest were of too low value
to warrant transportation in their own right (Middleton
1979; Fulford 1984). Indeed, the assumption that samian and
other ceramic products were of low value should be
challenged (see Monteil 2005: 22; Mills 2013). As Willis
(2005: 1.3) states:

Samian required considerable resources both to produce and to
transport to its consumer sites. If one follows a Tabour theory of
value’ approach this is likely to have been a comparatively
pricey commodity despite the economies of scale in its
production. Samian vessels were indeed evidently costly to
purchase: a Dragendorfl'37 of Cinnamus has a graffito pricing
it at 20 asses, the approximate equivalent of one day’s pay for a
soldier, and a Ludowici Ta plate has a graffito indicating 12
asses (Darling 1998: 169). Despite potential cost, samian
permeated society in Roman Britain as elsewhere, suggesting
that it was popular and necessary as an accoutrement of social
interactions and display.

Analysis of the variety of cargoes carried by Roman
ships, based on Mediterranean shipwrecks, highlights not
only the paucity of evidence for ships carrying sufficient
quantities of pottery to be interpreted as cargo (as opposed to



pottery used as shipboard equipment) but also the
limitations of this evidence for demonstrating a parasitic
trade (Chapter 2).

The routes by which samian arrived in Britain are
relevant to any discussion regarding the mechanics and
mechanisms of trade as it was not always the most obvious or
the shortest route that was used. They suggest that factors
other than cost, distance or safety determined the route
selection and have been central to the notion of a ‘piggy-
back’ trade. Obviously route selection depended in part on
the location of the production centres, but south Gaulish
samian for example appears to have been transported via
the south coast rather than the closer western coast of Gaul
(Webster 1996: 2). Similarly, central Gaulish wares appear to
have been transported via the Loire and then shipped
around Brittany, rather than being taken by road to the
Yonne and down the Seine which would have been safer
than the longer sea route. All the evidence points to long-
distance trade being conducted via the inland waterways of
Gaul (Strabo I'V 1.2, 1.14) rather than via the Atlantic coast
route, with the Rhone—Saéne axis appearing dominant
from the concentration of inscriptions related to the
shipment of goods on this route (Middleton 1979: 82, fig. 1).

The route taken to convey the Pudding Pan assemblage
from Lezoux to Britain is central to the discussion regarding
the nature of the original cargo. If the samian was conveyed
as a sole cargo one would expect a more direct route from
the production centres to the end users; if the samian was
being shipped as subsidiary cargo one would expect a detour
via the production area of the main commodity. Current
theories suggest that the more circuitous the route the more
mixed the cargo (Rhodes 1989); such mixing should be
detectable in the recovered assemblage (Chapter 7).

The port of Roman London played a pivotal role in the
importation and distribution of samian wares. London was a
major entrep6t and large-scale redistribution centre for
samian ware to the non-military hinterland sites in southern
Britain through the 1st to grd centuries AD, as is

demonstrated by the particularly high proportions of samian
found in London compared with other sites and with other
pottery types (Marsh 1981; Bird 1986; Symonds 2000;
Dannell and Mees 2013).

Iflocated this would be the first Roman maritime site to
be discovered in northern Europe by using proactive
research methods and would highlight the potential of this
approach. The last Romano-British wreck investigation was
undertaken in the 1980s (Rule and Monaghan 1993), so the
application of modern techniques and current paradigms in
the investigation of a newly discovered maritime site is long
overdue. The discovery of a wreck at Pudding Pan would be
an endorsement of this new methodology and would provide
renewed impetus and interest in Romano-British maritime
archaeology.

Brief note on phraseology

A variety of terms have been used for the very distinctive red
Roman pottery that is under consideration here, including
samian, Arretine, lerra sigillata (TS), T'S chiara, African
red-slipped (ARS) wares etc. The relevance of these terms
will be clarified below (see Chapter ) but in the interests of
clarity and consistency the term ‘samian’ will be used
henceforth as a catch-all term except when referring to a
particular pottery type for which the specific term is more
appropriate.

Brief note on potters’ stamp identifications

As stated on page g, this research utilizes the latest study of
potters’ stamps (NOTS 2008-12) to date the recovered
artefacts and the site. The stamp identifications conform
with those used in NOTS (2008-12); where more than one
potter is known to have used the same name the potters are
distinguished using a lower case Roman numeral after the
potter’s name. Where a potter is known to have used more
than one die to stamp his name each die is distinguished by
a digit and a lower case letter, thus potter Atilianus 1 using
stamp die 5a.

The Riddle of the Sands | 5



Chapter?2
Evidence from
Shipwrecks for the
Transportation of
Pottery
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Finds have the greatest ability to illuminate the past when they
are regarded as an integral part of the archaeological record.
Their full meaning can only be grasped when their
relationships with each other and with the stratigraphic
sequence are understood. Divorced of these relationships they
dwindle in importance to the state of so much bric-a-brac (Cool
and Baxter 2002: 365).

This chapter will highlight the importance of Pudding Pan
by reassessing the evidence for the maritime transportation
of pottery both in northern Europe and in the
Mediterranean. This will be achieved by examining the
geographical, temporal and typological array of wrecks
discovered from the Roman era. The scope of this evidence
1s limited, as most ‘wrecks’ discovered in northern Europe
are in fact hulks that have been found in riverine contexts,
having been abandoned and stripped of their contents in
antiquity. Indeed, across the Empire as a whole very few
wrecks containing significant quantities of pottery in
general, and samian in particular, have been discovered,
and even fewer were well preserved or investigated or have
been published in detail (see Parker 1984: 100). Even if
significant evidence of this type did exist in the
Mediterranean, however, it is questionable whether such
data, from the core of the Empire, would be relevant or
applicable in northern Europe, on the periphery.

This rarity might stem from the fact that it was unusual
for significant quantities of pottery to be transported by sea,
which supports the notion of a parasitic, piggy-back trade
(discussed below), but the wide dispersal of certain pottery
types that is so evident in the archaeological record seems to
challenge this notion. It is possible that the paucity of direct
evidence for the maritime transportation of pottery instead
reflects a problem in the detection of this primary evidence
for trade. This 1s supported by the fact that most pottery
wrecks have been discovered on multiple wreck sites. If there
are common factors that make pottery cargoes more difficult
to detect these will be given due consideration and
neutralized in the search for further sites. This study will
explore similarities between the Pudding Pan assemblage
and those from Mediterranean maritime sites, especially
any of similar date.

Roman maritime finds from northern Europe
Setting aside etymological distinctions, five ships, 32 boats,
18 logboats/dugouts and seven barges dating from the
Roman era have been found in northern Europe (Fig. 4 and
Table 1). In addition, deposits from Richborough (Lyne
1999), Nornour on the Isles of Scilly (Fulford 1989) and Herd
Sand at South Shields (Bidwell 2001; Fig. 5) have been
interpreted as remains of either ships or cargoes (see Walsh ¢
al. 2013: 100). Several other putative Roman vessels were
reported between the mid 19th and the early 2oth centuries,
though these interpretations should be treated with caution:
* awooden hull found off the coast of Hayling Island
(Wessex Archaeology 2013: WA250);
* a‘galley’ from Southampton found in 1848 (Wessex
Archaeology 2013: WA262);
* the discovery of ‘an old barge’ embedded in mud deposits
at Southwark was reported in Guy’s Hospital Gazette in
1889 (Historic England 2016: 5);
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Figure 4 Locations of watercraft from the Roman era found in northern Europe (the numbers correlate with the entries in Table 1)

worked timbers supposedly from a Roman ‘galley’ found
by workmen mining shingle on the Stonar Bank in Kent
for the construction of Dover Harbour in 1895 (Moody
2008: 43);

portions of a ‘burnt and mud-buried Roman ship’ were
discovered in Christchurch harbour in 1910 (Historic
England 2016: 5);

the remains of a vessel found in 1913 below Storey’s Gate,
Westminster (Historic England 2016: 5).

None of these vessels are known to have survived. The
report of the Southampton ‘galley’ epitomizes the
questionable identification of these sites as Roman; this
wreck was recovered from American Wharf at the time of
discovery reportedly with similar construction features to
the Grace Dieu and is therefore not Roman (Friel 1993).
The temporal distribution of these largely serendipitous
discoveries is erratic. There are periods of extensive
maritime activity around Britain for which there is a
considerable hiatus in the evidence for these most complex

and most obvious large maritime artefacts (Arnold 1978: 32).

This lacuna spans several hundred years, from the
prehistoric Humber boats to the mid 2nd-century Ap
Blackfriars I ship (Walsh 1998: 25; Adams 2001: 307; Fig. 6).
Consequently, we know more about the minutiae of the
so-called ‘Romano-Cieltic’ or ‘Gallo-Roman’ boat-building

Figure 5 Early 2nd century Roman shield boss of Junius Dubitatus
recovered from the Herd Sand in the mouth of the River Tyne at
South Shields in 1867. British Museum, 1893,1213.1

Evidence from Shipwrecks for the Transportation of Pottery | 7



No. Site Location Date (ap) Contents
1 Abbeville boat France Roman? none?
2 Alblasserdam dugout Netherlands c. 100-250? pottery
3 Ancenis dugout France 2nd-3rd century none
4 Arles-Rhéne 3 barge France 1st century stone, shipboard equipment — dishes and tools
5 Avenches boats Switzerland 2nd century none
6 Barlands Farm boat Wales 3rd century none
7 Bevaix boat Switzerland c. 182-90 none
8 Bevaix dugout Switzerland late 1st century Bc none
9 Blackfriars | ship London late 2nd—early 3rd century | Kentish ragstone, millstone, sherds
10 Bordeaux boat France 161 AD south Gaulish and Spanish TS, coarse wares, amphora
necks
1 Bovey Heathfield logboat England Roman none
12 Bruges boat Belgium 2nd—mid 3rd century none
13 CaenAboat France Roman? none
14 Caen B boat France Roman? animal horns
15 Chalon-sur-Saéne France early 3rd century none
16 Chantenay boat France Roman? pottery
17-18 | Chaudeney-sur-Moselle France Roman? none
A&B
19 Congresbury Moor craft England 260-440 none
20 Conque des Salins France 15-236 none
21 County Hall ship London 293-300 none
22 Cudrefin dugout Switzerland c. 50 Bc—Ap 150 none
23 De Meern 1 barge Netherlands 148 roof tile, tools, military objects
24 De Meern 4 barge Netherlands 100 none
25 De Meern 6 punt Netherlands 3rd century none
26 Druten barge Netherlands c. 200 traces of slate; red-gloss and colour-coated pottery
27 Hardham dugout England c. 245-345 none
28 Kapel Avezaath barge Netherlands c. 100-60 none
29 Lyon Parc Saint-Georges 2 barge | France 210-15 none
30 Lyon Parc Saint-Georges 3 barge | France 160-85 none
31 Lyon Parc Saint-Georges 4 barge | France 158-85 none
32 Lyon Parc Saint-Georges 5 barge | France 150 none
33 Lyon Parc Saint-Georges 7 barge | France 254-60 none
34 Lyon Parc Saint-Georges 8 boat | France 55 none
35 Lyon Tolozan logboat France 30 none
36 Mainz A boat Germany early Roman? none
37-41 | Mainz type Aboats Germany 4th century none
42 Mainz type B boat Germany 4th century none
43-4 Mainz type C boats Germany early 1st century none
45 Maresquel boat France 2nd century none
46 New Guy’s House boat London c. 200 none
47 Newnham Park logboat England Roman none
48-9 Oberstimm A & B boats Germany early 2nd century none
50 Ploumanac’h ship France 3rd—4th century 200 lead ingots
51-2 Pommeroeul A & B boats Belgium c. 50-150 none
53 Pommeroeul B logboat Belgium c. 50-150 none
54 Pommeroeul D barge Belgium c. 50-150 none
55 Pommeroeul E barge Belgium c. 150-225 none
56 Pommeroeul F dugout Belgium Roman? filled with pottery
57 River Arun logboat England 245-345 none
58 Royal Albert Dock logboat London Roman none

8 | Pudding Pan




No. Site Location Date (ap) Contents

59 Sanguinet dugout France mid 2nd century none

60 Shiant Islands ship Scotland Roman? none?

61 St Peter Port ship Guernsey c. 280-90 pitch, coins, ceramics, tiles, wheat
62 Tolcarne logboat England Roman none

63 Vechten boat Netherlands 1st century none

64 Vichy boat France c. 100-50 decorated central Gaulish samian
65 Wissant boat France

66 Woerden boat Netherlands c.170-5 none; grain remains

67 Woerden 7 barge Netherlands 162-3 none

68 Yverdon A boat Switzerland late 1st century none

69 Yverdon B boat Switzerland 4th century none

70-2 Zwammerdam 1, 3 & 5logboats | Netherlands mid 1st-mid 3rd century none

73-5 Zwammerdam 2, 4 & 6 barges Netherlands mid 1st-mid 3rd century none

Table 1 Watercraft from the Roman era found in northern Europe (see also Fig. 4)

traditions (see Marsden 1965; Ellmers 1969; Marsden 1977; constructional details have been published, although this is
Arnold 1978; de Weerd 1978; 1988) than we do about the often because the vessel had been stripped in antiquity, while
transition in maritime transport from the Bronze Age (Fig.  the remaining 21 (28 per cent) have been only sketchily
7) through the Iron Age to the Roman era (Walsh 1998: 25; published. Two of the latter are amongst eight vessels
Adams 2001: 307; see also M. Johnson 1999: 21). discovered containing cargo: the Gaen A boat included a

Of the 75 Roman vessels discovered in northern Europe consignment of animal horns (Ellmers 1972: 282—3), while
(Table 1), only 15 (24 per cent) have been published in any the Chantenay boat contained pottery (Grégoire 1895) which
significant detail (for the location of English finds see Wessex ~ may not even have been Roman. The Arles-Rhéne g barge
Archaeology 2013: fig. 6). For g7 vessels (49 per cent) only contained a consignment of stone as well as shipboard

Figure 6 The Blackfriars | ship, pictured here
with its excavator, Peter Marsden, was
discovered on the south bank of the River
Thames between the two Blackfriars’ bridges in
the early 1960s
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equipment including pottery and tools (Marlier 2011).
Another site, the Pommeroeul F dugout, was almost
completely filled with pottery when it was found but was
destroyed by canal works in 1976 to the extent that the date
of the vessel and the assemblage is unknown (Boe 1978;
Parker 19g2a: 326).

Fragments of the Vichy boat, laden with 2nd-century Ap
decorated central Gaulish samian, were recovered by
dredge from the River Allier in 1964. No archaeological

Figure 8 Inscriptions found on the lead ingots on the Ploumanac’h
wreck link them to Celtic tribes in Britannia, and date from 2nd to 4th
centuries AD
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Figure 7 Bronze Age assemblage
recovered from Langdon Bay,
Dover, thought to be the remains of
a cargo (now in the British Museum)

record of this potentially important site was made at the
time as the workmen who discovered the site kept it secret,
hence the nominal publication of the finds (Corrocher 1977;
1980; Rhodes 1989: 50). However, it is believed that the bulk
of the boat remains i situ (Parker 1992a: 447).

The three remaining cargoes include Kentish ragstone
on the Blackfriars I ship in London (Marsden 1965; 1972;
1990; 1994: 33—91), lead ingots on the Ploumanac’h ship off
the north coast of Brittany (Pollino 1984: 13—21; DRASSM
1985: 75—6; Kainic 1986; L'Hour 1987; Fig. 8) and pitch on
the St Peter Port ship in Guernsey (Keen 1986; Rule and
Monaghan 1993; Fig. 9). All three of these most coherent
and best-published northern European maritime sites were
seagoing vessels. They carried raw materials for building, as
did the Arles-Rhéne g barge cited above, two of which were
discovered in maritime contexts, and provided significant
but limited evidence that has been discussed elsewhere
(Walsh 1998: 25fT). The predominance of building materials
is not surprising as, after grain, these cargoes are believed to
have been one of the most important (Meijer and van Nijf
1992: 116; cf. Rickman 1985: 110).

One designated wreck, the Erme Ingot wreck (Wessex
Archacology 2013: WA127), and 18 further logboats from
England have been ascribed such broad date ranges —late
prehistory to the post-Roman period (2600 Bc—AD 1000) —
that they have been excluded from this study. None of the 23
logboats (including the five confirmed Roman examples)
survived in an archaeological context (ibid.: §4).

The excavation of the Blackfriars I ship recovered sherds
from at least 74 Roman pots spanning the 1st, 2nd and grd
centuries AD (Marsden 1972), which is surprising given the
ship’s relatively short lifespan. This material spans too broad
aperiod to be accounted for as residual deposits even to an
uncommon degree (see Fulford 1987: 61), or with some
degree of curation. Residuality of a mere go years after
Dragendorff form 29 is commonly believed to have gone out
of production is considered noteworthy elsewhere (Willis
1997a: 19). Moreover, given its fragility, pottery must always
have had a shorter working life than that of its owner (Evans
1981: 517) or indeed that of a ship. Two ancient wrecks found
in Mediterranean harbours, Monaco and Port Vendres,
were both contaminated by material dropped by later



Figure 9 Timbers recovered from the St Peter Port wreck in the
conservation laboratory (above) and a reconstruction of the ship based
on the timbers and site investigations (right)

i BB e T . P ek e A
Figure 10 Remains of the County Hall ship discovered on the south bank of the River Thames in 1910 when the foundations for County Hall were
being dug

Evidence from Shipwrecks for the Transportation of Pottery | 11
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Figure 11 Amphora recovered from Weymouth Bay in the 19th
century (Damon 1890) recently identified as a Pascual 1 (Parham and
Fitzpatrick 2013)

harbour users (Parker 1980: 42). Given the location of the
Blackfriars ship on one of the busiest waterways of Roman
Britain the broad date range must represent contamination.
The assemblage allegedly recovered from Pudding Pan
reflects a similar range of dates but has led to quite different
conclusions, which will be discussed in detail below.

The great majority of watercraft found in northern
Europe were constructed in the so-called Romano-Celtic or
Gallo-Roman tradition, in contrast to the Mediterranean or
Scandinavian traditions, although the reality is more
complex than these geographical demarcations suggest.
Northern European vessels built in the Mediterranean or
shell-first tradition, using mortice and tenon joints to connect
the planks, include the County Hall ship found in 1910 during
the construction of County Hall on the south bank of the
Thames (Marsden 1974; 1994: 109—28; Fig. 10), the
Oberstimm boats found in 1986 in the course of the old river
Brautlach in Germany (Héckmann 1988: 395; Schonberger et
al. 1988), the Vechten boat (Muller 1895; Marsden 1976: 51;
Hockmann 1991: 98), found at a Roman fort in the
Netherlands in 1893, and the De Meern 4 barge, also found
in the Netherlands (van Holk 20o11: 38). Incidentally, the

County Hall ship was the first identified Roman sea-going
ship discovered anywhere in the world (Historic England
2016: 5). All these vessels were abandoned in antiquity and
excavation and publication has been variable. Rather than
representing direct trading links with the Mediterranean
they all seem to have been built in northern Europe. Roman
artefacts, particularly amphorae, discovered along the Iberian
and Gallic Atlantic coasts (Galliou 1982; Tchernia 1983: 90)
appear to have been associated primarily with local
cabotage, as indicated by the St Peter Port ship, rather than
with long-distance, inter-regional trade.

An assortment of maritime finds from around the British
Isles provides further tantalizing hints of other possible sites
(Fig. 11), although to suggest that each find represents a
shipwreck or cohesive archacological site rather than a
casual loss either thrown or lost overboard is stretching the
point somewhat (contra Harmand 1966; Parker 19g92a: 211,
218-19, 295; McCann and Ireed 1994). To cite one example:
41 Roman coins found off the Needles and dating from the
late grd century AD have been interpreted as evidence of a
‘warship’ (Wessex Archaeology 2013: WA ID 68). However,
the excavators of a 1gth-century wreck off the Needles have
demonstrated convincingly that the coins, in the era of the
Grand Tour, were most probably the private souvenirs of an
officer of the Pomone (1811), which had been stationed in the
Mediterranean (Bingeman and Tomalin 2016).

Nevertheless, concentrations of material discovered in
similar locations over time do warrant closer inspection. For
example, there is anecdotal evidence that iron anchors and
planking recovered in the 19th century from the West Caistor
marshes near Caistor-by-Norwich came from a Roman boat
(Fryer 1973: 269). Another site off the West Sussex coast,
comprising rows of Roman tiles, is believed to represent a
shipwreck or a villa (Wessex Archaeology 2013: WA ID 160).

For centuries, a great variety of Roman artefacts has
been, and continues to be, recovered from maritime contexts
in northern European coastal waters. Among them are
amphorae (Harmand 1966; McDonald 1978: 24; see fig. 8;
Galliou 1982; Sealey and Tyers 1989; Parham and
Fitzpatrick 2013), pottery (e.g. Pownall 1779), coins (Dean
1984: 79), ingots (Craddock and Hook 1987; I’Hour 1987),
anchors (Cook 1971; Boon 1977a; 1977b; Dean 1984: 79;
Marsden 1990: 71; Markey 1991; 1997), military equipment
(Bidwell 2001), roof tiles (Spurrell 1885: 281—4; Wessex
Archaeology 2013: 34) and brickwork (Pownall 1779: 282)
(Figs 12—14). However, although individual finds have been
researched and occasionally published there has been no
synthesis similar to the corpus of artefacts found off the
French coast (Galliou 1982; see Walsh 1999). A general

Table 2 Wrecks (after Parker 1992a) containing significant cargoes of pottery

Site Date Pottery Amphorae

Congloué¢ A c. 210-180 Bc 7,000 Campanian A 400 Graeco-ltalic, 30 Rhod

Pakleni 2nd century Ap 30,000 coarse wares

Planier Il c. 60-40Bc Campanian black-gloss Dressel1B, Panella 2, Lamboglia 2

Punta Scaletta c. 140-1308C Campanian black-gloss

Riou | c. 200-190 Bc Etruscan or Latin black-gloss

Spargi 120-100 BC 1000s black-gloss 400-450 Dressel 1A, Dressel 1B, Rhodian
Viganj 2nd century Ap 50,000 pieces
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assessment of wrecks pre-dating 1840 includes a short section
on the Roman era (Wessex Archaeology 2013).

The complete absence in northern Europe of ships built
in the Mediterranean and the preponderance of native craft
probably reflects the largely terrestrial and riverine contexts
in which the majority of these vessels have been discovered.
The De Meern 1, De Meern 4 and Woerden 7 barges, for
example, were built from trees grown in the local area (van
Holk 2011: 35-9). Although the presence of Mediterranean
ships cannot be discounted, the predominance of local ships
and boats seems a good indication of the types of vessel that
frequented the major ports of northern Europe. This
appears to confirm that long-distance trade was conducted
via the inland waterways of Gaul (Strabo, Geography IV.1.2,
1.14), which were navigable along all the main axes of
communication (Middleton 1979: 82), rather than by
open-sea voyaging around the Atlantic coast. Avoidance of
long-distance sea voyaging is further supported by claims
that the emperor Gaius transported the triremes used in his
mock assault on Britain overland most of the way (Suetonius,
Gaius 47; Dio LIX.25.2). Itis also claimed that the emperor
Claudius marched with elephants through Gaul to Boulogne
en route to Britain after the invasion, having twice nearly
been wrecked whilst sailing from Ostia to Marseilles
(Suetonius, Claudius 17). These passages seem to confirm a
preference for the overland route and reinforce the notion
that sea voyaging, even in the relative safety of the

Figures 12-13 Obverse and reverse of a
Roman coin recovered in 1983 from the
entrance to Lulworth Cove, Dorset, by a
scallop diver. It was identified as a billon
tetradrachm which had been minted in
Alexandria in the late 2nd or early 3rd century
and not commonly found in the west (Dorset
SMR no. 9 000 1432 - MWX2620)

Figure 14 Amphora neck recovered from the
sea at Newhaven, now in Newhaven Museum
(not numbered)

Mediterranean, was a dangerous undertaking to be avoided,
although the denigratory nature of Suetonius’ narrative
must be considered. The overwhelming concentration of
inscriptions related to the shipment of goods on the Rhéne—
Saodne axis highlights the dominance of this route
(Middleton 1979: 82, fig. 1).

Shipwrecks containing pottery

The vast majority of the 1,200 or so ancient shipwrecks
catalogued by Parker (1992a) contained amphorae. Very few
Mediterranean cargoes comprised solely tablewares
(Table 2), which were usually complementary to
consignments of amphora-borne products (Parker 1992a: 7,
16). Of the 98 best-preserved and best-investigated sites, 50
(51 per cent) carried only one category of cargo, of which 45
(9o per cent) consisted of amphora-borne products, although
only g0 per cent carried a single class of cargo object (i.e.
amphorae of just one type). Pottery or tiles were each present
exclusively on only three of the g8 sites, while one cargo
consisted of stone (Parker 19g2a: 20-1). The three sites
exclusively containing pottery are the Punta Scaletta
wreck off the Italian coast (Parker 1992a: 359, no. g60;
Lamboglia 1964), and the Pakleni (Parker 1992a: 298, no.
779) and Viganj (Parker 1992a: 447, no. 1216) wrecks off the
Croatian coast. The Punta Scaletta wreck contained
Campanian A black-gloss tablewares stacked in piles and
dating from 140 to 130 BC. The Pakleni wreck consisted of a
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Site Date Amphorae Arretine Other
Cabrera 4 c.Ap 1-15 700 Dressel 7 1 plate ingots
Dramont D c. AD 40-50 Dressel 2—4, Rhodian some mortaria
Grand Ribaud D c. 10-1Bc 230 Dressel 2—4, Pascual 1, Coan, Dressel 9 NC 11 dolia
Grand Rouveau mid 1st century Ap Dressel 2—4 Tarraconensis 2 plates
Ladispoli A c.AD 1-15 40 Dressel 2—4, Haltern 70 NC 19 dolia
Nicotera late 1st century Bc 1 plate stone
Plane A c.50BC Dressel 1B, Lamboglia 2 some lamps
Planier | c.Ap 1-15 Dressel 2—4 Tarraconensis NC
Planier IlI c. 60-40BC Dressel 1B, Lamboglia 2, Panella 2 2 pots black pot
Pointe Lequin C c. Ab 50-70 Dressel 2—4 Tarraconensis, Dressel 7-11, Gauloise some
Punta Patedda 15 BC—AD 20 amphorae some beakers
Sud Lavezzi B AD 10-30 Haltern 70, Dressel 7-11, Dressel 20 NC ingots
Torre Valdaliga c. AD 1-20 Dressel 2—-4, Dressel 7-11 some

Table 3 Early wrecks containing Arretine wares (NC = non-cargo)
Site Date Amphorae Samian Other
CavalloA AD 40-60 amphorae 1 bowl glass
Chiessi AD 60-85 amphorae bowls ingots
Diana Marina AD 50 1000 Dressel 2—4 Tarraconensis NC 16 dolia
Dramont F c. AD 400 120 filled with pine resin NC 4 anchors
Fuenterrabia c. Ap 100-50 1 cup iron ore
Guardis B AD 1-25 Ebusitan, Dressel 2—4, Pascual 1 NC oysters
Lavezzill AD 40-70 Dressel 7-11, Camulodunum 186A, Dressel 9 NC
La Luque A mid 2nd century Ap 1 bowl tiles
La Luque B 300-25 ap Tunisian 1 bowl lamps
Panarea (Alberti) AD 50-100 77 Dressel 2—4, 69 horn-handled 1 bowl
Port-Vendres Il AD 42-8 80 Dressel 20, 15 Haltern 70, Dressel 28 NC ingots, glass
Port-Vendres Il mid 2nd century Ab | Gauloise 4 NC iron blades
Porto Cristo A c. AD 50-70 NC lamps

Table 4 Wrecks containing Gaulish samian (NC = non-cargo)

probably newly manufactured consignment of
approximately 30,000 2nd-century AD coarse wares
possibly from Asia Minor but it has only been published in
Croatian. The Viganj wreck, which had been heavily
looted, consisted of an estimated 50,000 pieces of coarse
ware pottery of probable Aegean origin dating from the
2nd century AD.

More sites containing significant proportions of pottery,
rather than purely amphora-borne products, have been
investigated since Parker’s catalogue was published (e.g.
Tusa et al. 2009) but they still represent only a tiny fraction of
the number of wrecks investigated.

A number of other notable pottery wrecks were poorly
preserved, poorly investigated or briefly published. For
example, the Spargi wreck near Sardinia, dated ¢. 120-100
BC, was only partly excavated before it was looted. The main
cargo consisted of Dressel type 1A and Dressel type 1B
amphorae as well as various other amphorae, and thousands of
pieces of stacked Campanian B-type black-gloss tablewares.
Somewhere between 400 and 450 amphorae were recovered
from the site, representing only about 12 per cent of the
cargo and occupying just one sixth of the hold. Thus either a
large proportion of the consignment had been looted prior
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to investigation or a perishable cargo occupied the
remainder of the hold (Pallarés 1986).

At Grand Congloué, an islet south of Marseilles, two
shipwrecks that occurred a century apart were originally
excavated and published as a single site (Benoit 1961). The
earlier site contained over 400 Graeco-Italic amphorae, and
30 Rhodian amphorae dated ¢. 200 Ba as well as 7,000 pieces of
Campanian A pottery dated ¢. 190 Bc. The later site dated
from ¢. 110-80 Bc and contained ¢. 1,500 Dressel 1A amphorae
(Long 1987a; 1987b). The Planier I11 site included
considerable quantities of black-gloss ware similar to
Campanian B as well as a cargo of Dressel 1B, Panella 2 and
Lamboglia 2 amphorae and minerals (Tchernia 1971). The
association of amphorae with large quantities of Campanian
black-gloss wares seems to be a common feature of these
early wrecks.

The Riou I wreck off the southern coast of France was an
unusual and potentially important site, which appeared to
contain pottery as the main cargo, unless the primary cargo
was of low volume and high value. It seemingly comprised
only black-gloss tablewares dating from the early 2nd
century Bc but has been only briefly published (Benoit 1956:
29; Lequément and Liou 1975).



Site Date Amphorae ARS Other

Femmina Morta early 4th century Ap Africana 2B-D, Keay 3A & 81, Alimagro 51C, Dressel 23 ARS

Laurons B ¢. AD 175-200 Gaulish NC corn

Mateille A c. AD 400-25 Almagro 51A, Tunisian ARS metal

Monaco A c. Ap 200-50 Mauretanian, African 2A NC coarse
ware

Punta Ala c. AD 250 Dressel 20, African 2B-D & pear-shaped ARS dolia

Sobra c. Ap 320-40 1000 Tunisian NC

YassiAda B late 4th—early 5th 1100 Tunisian NC

century Ap

Table 5 Late wrecks containing African red-slipped (ARS) ware and Eastern sigillata (NC = non-cargo)

Site Date Main contents

Cape Gelidonya B 50-25BC 300 Eastern sigillata vessels

PlavacA late 1st century Bc—early 1st century Ap Dressel 2—-4 amphorae; decorated samian

Dramont G c. 60-70 AD roof tiles; 40 south Gaulish samian; 200 coarse ware vessels
Culip IV 61-79 AD 76 Dressel 20 amphorae; 2,750 south Gaulish samian
Pudding Pan c. 175-95 ap 450 central Gaulish plain samian

Port Miou c. 400-25 ap amphorae; 50 ARS wares; 17 lamps

Dramont E c. 420-25 ap amphorae; ARS

Table 6 Wreck sites on which significant quantities of samian have been found

It is clear from this sample that although the vast majority
of known shipwrecks contained amphorae there are a number
of sites where the substantial quantities of both tablewares
and coarse wares suggest that they were being conveyed as a
primary or significant secondary cargo. Unfortunately,
looting and poor publication of sites has resulted in the
under-utilization of this vital primary evidence for trade.
However, the assumption that samian and other tablewares
were transported only as secondary cargoes is challenged by
these shipwrecks where the main cargo, apart from amphora-
borne products, was common ware (i.e. neither samian nor
glazed ware). The more humble the commodity, the more
striking this phenomenon (Pucci 1983: 111) as it appears to
undermine the notion that some items were of too low value
to be transported in their own right.

Shipwrecks containing samian

Parker’s (1992a) catalogue of ¢. 1,200 wreck sites includes only
40 that recorded samian in its many forms amongst their
assemblages (sce Tables 3—6). Of these, 33 contained
limited quantities of samian that clearly comprised ship’s
equipment or crew’s possessions rather than cargo. Thirteen
of these were early Roman in date, ranging from the 1st
century Bc to the mid 1st century Ap, and included a few
pieces of Arretine ware (Table 3). The primary cargo was
conveyed by amphorae on all but one of these sites while the
primary cargo on the remaining site comprised a
consignment of stone. The small quantities of Arretine found
on each of these sites imply that it was shipboard equipment
rather than secondary cargo.

Thirteen sites containing Gaulish samian ranged from
the early 1st century AD to the late 4th century (Table 4).
Again, the primary cargo was conveyed by amphorae on the
majority of these sites, although the main cargo on one site
comprised iron ore, another consisted of roof tiles and a

third was formed of lamps. The samian on seven of these
sites was definitely not cargo and the remaining six sites each
contained only one or two samian vessels, which again must
represent shipboard equipment.

Seven sites contained limited quantities of African
red-slipped (ARS) wares, ranging in date from the later 2nd
century AD to the early 5th century. Once again the primary
cargo on all these sites was conveyed by amphorae. The ARS
ware on four of the sites was specifically identified as
non-cargo while the remaining sites contained too few
vessels to represent cargo.

Besides Pudding Pan, only six wrecks have been
discovered that contained sufficient quantities of samian to
be interpreted as cargo rather than shipboard equipment.
None are dated to the same period and thus the assemblages
are very different. The Cape Gelidonya B wreck, located off
the southern coast of Anatolia (Turkey) and dated to ¢. 50—25
BC, was heavily looted, so only a selection of the 300 or so
Eastern sigillata A vessels removed by divers has been
published. It is reported that no other cargo was visible so it
1s possible that these fine wares represented the main cargo,
although either the boat was very small or there was
considerable unreported looting (Bass 1972; Mitsopoulos-
Leon 1).

In contrast, the Plavac A site, found off Cape Plavac in
Croatia and dating from the late 1st century Bc to the early
1st century AD, was well preserved, but it has not been
extensively published and then primarily in Croatian. This
seemingly large ship, ¢. 25—30m long, contained a cargo of
Dressel 2—4 amphorae, a consignment of moulded samian,
possibly from Puteoli, and a range of shipboard equipment
(Gunjaca 1976/7). It is unclear how large the amphora-borne
or samian consignments were, or whether plain wares were
included. However, it appears that the samian was a
secondary cargo from which plain wares had been excluded,
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the significance of which will be discussed below. Details of a
second wreck discovered at Cape Plavac, containing
1st-century AD pottery, is only very briefly reported (Parker
1992a: 318).

The Dramont G wreck, found off the Cap du Dramont in
southern France and dated ¢. 6070 AD, was also perfectly
preserved when first discovered but the cargo, along with the
remains of the ship’s structure, was subsequently destroyed
by looters as a result of indolence by officials. This small ship
carried a locally produced cargo of roof tiles, including
tegulae and imbrices, as well as a substantial quantity of pottery
too large to constitute shipboard equipment. There were at
least 40 stamped south Gaulish samian cups, 100—-200 coarse
ware vessels and a range of shipboard equipment (Joncheray
1976: 259). The presence of a locally produced cargo of tiles
and pottery on a small vessel must point to a coaster engaged
in local trade or a transhipment consignment.

In addition, two late Roman wrecks off the southern
French coast, Dramont E and Port Miou, both dating from
the early 5th century Ap, included consignments of ARS
wares amidst primarily amphora-borne cargoes.
Unfortunately, both sites were destroyed by looters but they
were important for the dating of ARS wares (Hayes 1980:
482). The well-preserved Dramont E site included a large
consignment of terra sigillata (‘T'S) chiara D and other late
Roman sigillata fore and aft of three upright layers of late
Roman Tunisian amphorae (Joncheray 1975). The Port Miou
site included over 50 pieces of T'S chiara D and 17 lamps but
only one of the amphorae survived and was published (Parker
1992a: 329, no. 873). Unlike the above sites Culip IV, dating
from the later 1st century Ap and containing 2,750 south
Gaulish samian vessels, avoided the attention of looters, was
fully excavated and well published (in Catalan), and will be
investigated in detail below (Nieto Prieto et al. 198).

The paucity of evidence for pottery transportation
Unless we believe that these seven significant samian sites
from a sample of over 1,200 represent the sum total of
preserved wrecks of the hundreds if not thousands that must
have been involved in the transportation of samian ware,
many of which inevitably came to grief, then there must be
an explanation for this disproportionate detection rate. The
ratio of amphora-laden to non-amphora-laden wrecks is so high
that it 1s inconceivable that it in any way reflects the relative
proportions of ancient traffic in samian and amphora-borne
cargoes, but must indicate instead some modern bias of
chance discovery.

One must therefore ask why the most easily recognizable
and most ubiquitous Roman pottery on terrestrial
excavations, one of the key indicators of the widespread
cultural reception of Rome, especially as these vessels were
undoubtedly transported throughout the Empire in huge
quantities, is so poorly represented in the maritime
archaeological record? It is abundantly clear that more
wrecks containing amphorae have been discovered than any
other type. Not only is this because these were the bulk
carriers of the ancient world and therefore made up the
greatest number of cargoes, but also because of a modern
bias towards the discovery of these sites over others owing to
the greater prominence and visibility of amphorae. This
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emphasizes the chance nature of most discoveries: a
research-led approach would focus attention away from the
heavy bias of amphorae sites towards those sites that are less
well represented, such as those containing samian.

There appears to be a pattern in the discovery of
maritime samian sites as five of the six known wrecks
containing significant quantities of samian were discovered
in areas where other ancient wrecks have been found. Only
Port-Miou was discovered in isolation, but this site also
contained amphorae. This must confirm the notion that
samian and other fine ware sites are far less visible under
water than other wrecks and therefore more difficult to
detect using current technologies.

At Cala Culip, six wrecks were discovered, five of which
ranged in date from the mid 1st century Bc to the late 1st
century AD, while the sixth was medieval. The first of these
wrecks, Culip I and Culip V (discovered in the 1950s), were
very heavily looted, as were the later discoveries of Culip IT
and Culip III, which were destroyed.

Only Culip IV, the samian wreck, and Culip VI, the
medieval wreck, escaped the notice of looters, probably
because both were largely concealed by sea-grass and were
only discovered by archaeologists re-examining the other
wrecks in the mid 1980s (Nieto Prieto et al. 1989). Parker
(1980: 47) suggests that the growth of eel-grass on the Grand
Avis and Garoupe B wrecks off the southern coast of France
may have been stimulated by siltation of the sites and
subsequently afforded some protection to both sites from
natural and human depredation. Perhaps samian cargoes
are more conducive to siltation and subsequent colonization
by plant life, thus rendering them more difficult to find?
Culip IV will be assessed in detail in comparison with the
finds from Pudding Pan below (see Chapter 8).

In a similar scenario to Cala Culip, four wrecks have
been discovered near Cape Gelidonya off the Turkish coast:
the famous Bronze Age site (A); the samian site (B); the
hearth from a galley of a ship of indeterminate age (C); and a
medieval wreck (D). Like Cala Culip, two of the three wreck
cargoes (including the samian) had been so severely looted
that it 1s unclear whether the samian was a sole cargo, a
component of a larger cargo or some other deposit.

Cap Dramont has similarly been the site of multiple
events, with at least nine shipwrecks spanning the entire
Roman era. All but one, an 18th-century wreck, are dated
from the late 2nd century Bc to the early 5th century ap. Six
of these sites contained amphorae. In the case of the Dramont
A wreck these were in large quantities of about 1,000
amphorae. At Cape Plavac, off the Croatian coast, two
Roman wrecks have been discovered. Unusually, it was the
well-preserved Plavac A wreck, containing a consignment of
moulded samian, that was the first to be encountered, but
this site also included a consignment of Dressel 2—4 amphorae
and it is likely these that were discovered first — before the
samian — so the hypothesis that samian wrecks have not
been found in isolation is likely to hold true for Plavac A.

The Pudding Pan material, like that from Cape
Gelidonya, has been widely dispersed during its goo-year
history — as far as North America — not as a result of looting
but owing to the nature of the discoveries. The source from
which the Pudding Pan material was recovered has never



been located so the site is known only through the retrieval
of central Gaulish samian wares and other artefacts by
commercial fishermen primarily working the oyster beds on
the Kentish Flats off the north Kent coast. Analysis of these
artefacts has indicated a broad spread of dates from the mid
1st to the mid grd century ap, with the bulk of material
dating from the later 2nd century. The dearth of samian
wreck sites and the scarcity of sea-going ships in northern
Europe elevate Pudding Pan to a prominent position in the
pantheon of Roman shipwreck sites. Even if the source site
cannot be found the artefacts recovered to date still rank it as
the second most important samian wreck site throughout the
Empire and it is also only the third Roman shipwreck from a
maritime context ever investigated in northern Europe.
This invisibility of samian sites may make the detection of
new sites difficult but it is beneficial in protecting these
elusive and crucial sites from what Parker (1992a) calls ‘the
predatory nature of most divers’. These sites are extremely
important as they represent the missing link in the samian
supply chain, providing the only primary information we
have regarding the undoubtedly massive trade in samian
and other tablewares. It is possible that tablewares were
transported only as part of a mixed consignment that was
usually made up of amphora-borne products, although this
perception could equally have developed as a result of the
discovery bias that is so heavily skewed towards the recovery
of wrecks containing amphorae. Has anyone specifically
looked for wrecks containing cargoes other than those
conveyed by amphorae? Obviously, by their very nature
amphorae and amphorae mounds are much easier to spot under
water, especially by the amateurs who have located the great
majority of ancient wreck sites in the Mediterranean.

Parasitic, piggy-back trade

The paucity of wrecks containing substantial consignments
of tablewares and other utilitarian pottery has contributed to
the assumption that these wares were of too low value to be
transported in their own right (Fulford 1987: 61; contra Mills
2013) — hence the notion of a parasitic, piggy-back trade,
dependent upon merchants using these goods to fill spaces
between primary cargoes on their ships (Middleton 1979: go;
Fulford 1984: 137). It has even been suggested that long-
distance trade in certain commodities depended upon the
ability of the trader to exploit official supply routes
(Middleton 1979: 9o; contra Fulford 1984: 136). For example,
the distribution of black-burnished ware (BB2) along
Hadrian’s Wall from the early 2nd century ap has been cited
as evidence for the transportation of grain from the south to
the garrisons in the north (Middleton 1979: 93—4).

The importation of these invisible goods seemingly not
only provided the catalyst for the importation of samian but
also subsidized these imports sufficiently to suppress local
competition. Proponents cite the anomaly of central Gaulish
samian exports to Britain far exceeding those from the
considerably closer eastern Gaulish production centres
(Middleton 1979; Fulford 1984), although it must be stressed
that these industries were not contemporary and so were not
in competition. Moreover, the central Gaulish output was
truly vast. The argument that the south Gaulish samian
supply to London was twice that from central Gaulish

producers, with Lezoux ware representing only about 15-20
per cent of the total supply (Marsh 1981), must be treated
with caution for similar reasons. In addition, whilst
essentially true for London it is not consistent throughout the
province, where central Gaulish wares are more common (S
Willis, pers. comm.).

Advocates of parasitic trade claim that this movement of
apparently ‘low-value’ goods (contra Mills 2013) over long
distances can only have been economically viable if the
goods were conveyed on an official supply route
supplementary to a more significant, higher-value, primary
cargo —in this case the transportation of grain from the
grain-producing areas of Gaul to the armies on the Rhenish
and British frontiers. However, as noted above, samian
vessels were valued and deemed valuable and therefore,
weight for weight, they were in fact more valuable, if less
essential, than grain.

Fulford (1984: 135-6) suggests that the increased volume
of post-invasion importation is difficult to explain as a result
of mercantile activity and must relate to Imperial demands
linked to changes in the British garrison. A number of
traders from Britain can be firmly associated with military
supply lines on the Rhineland through the find-spots of their
inscriptions at Domburg, Kéln and Mainz (Middleton 1979:
95). However, the causal link between army supply and the
importation of samian has now been effectively undermined
as civilian areas continued to receive samian supplies long
after the army had departed (Willis 2005).

As the quotation at the head of the first chapter illustrates,
the perception of a parasitic trade is so ingrained that
Fulford (1987: 61) suggests that an interpretation of a
‘pottery’ ship stems from a misunderstanding of the
archaeology where the primary cargo has not survived.
However, this overlooks the possibility of biased sampling;
amphorae may well have borne the most common
consignments in antiquity but their domination of the
maritime archaeological record is disproportionate and
must reflect their greater visibility under water compared to
other artefact types. So much depends on the notion that
pottery is a suitable proxy for other archaeologically
invisible goods (Fulford 1987: 68) that the concept has not
been seriously challenged.

In the absence of evidence for the volume of trade, the
correlation between pottery and other traded goods that are
archaeologically invisible has remained a vital indicator
(Fulford 1987: 66). To acknowledge that pottery may have
been traded in its own right undermines this correlation.
This is not to deny that parasitic trade occurred but to
suggest that a glib dismissal of pottery shipments is
unjustified based on partial evidence motivated by
expedience. It is one thing to infer a trading route between
two locations based upon pottery evidence, quite another to
suggest that a more valuable primary cargo that is
undetectable archaeologically provided the catalyst for that
trade and that pottery can then be used as proxy for the
absent primary cargo. Fulford (1987: 70) accepts that there is
no direct correlation at any one site owing to the practice of
cabotage and the redistribution of merchandise.

This assessment of the evidence for pottery
transportation has illustrated that there is in fact equally
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limited evidence from Mediterranean wreck sites to support
the concept of a parasitic, piggy-back trade. The discovery
of a consignment of ¢. 50,000 coarse wares on the Viganj site
is difficult to interpret in any way other than as a primary
cargo. This and other wrecks where pottery has made up
the main consignment therefore demonstrate that a
primary trade in table and cooking wares existed.
Moreover, very few wrecks contained more than a few
pieces of samian, and these have been interpreted as ship’s
equipment or crew’s possessions rather than indicative of a
piggy-back trade. As demonstrated, only a very small
proportion of the more than 1,200 wrecks catalogued by
Parker (1992a) can be attributed conclusively to a piggy-
back trade, which cannot account for the wide dispersal of
many pottery types in the Roman era.

This brief assessment has outlined the variable nature of
existing maritime evidence for the transportation of pottery
in the Roman era. It is clear where the greatest lacunae in
the evidence occur, with disproportionate representation of
evidence between the Mediterranean and northern Europe.
For example, there are at least two centuries of Roman
maritime activity around the British Isles that are not
represented at all. Even within the Mediterranean region
there is considerable disparity in the geographical
distribution of maritime evidence, apparently reflecting
differing levels of modern underwater activity, recreational
diving and fishing rather than intensive use of particular
routes in antiquity. In contrast, typological and temporal
variations seem to reflect varying intensity in the use of
particular vessels at particular times.
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All too often this primary evidence has fallen prey to
looters (see Radi¢ Rossi 2012: 287) before serious academic
research could be undertaken, with dire consequences for
our understanding of the mechanics and mechanisms of
trade. Not only artefacts have been lost but also the more
important contextual evidence for the transportation of
these elusive cargoes, to the extent that it is often unclear
what proportion of the overall consignment was represented
by the pottery. This pervasive predation must account for
the poor publications record of many of these key sites. Only
minimal details are recorded for well over half the sites
catalogued by Parker (1992a) and many of the supposedly
fully investigated sites require reassessment and
reinterpretation in the context of Imperial trading networks.
Against the background of the main samian assemblage
recovered from Pudding Pan off the north Kent coast this
study will reassess our current understanding of the nature
of the maritime trade in pottery.

Thus it can be appreciated that the site of Pudding Pan
has the potential both to add greatly to the body of maritime
evidence from northern Europe and to increase our
knowledge of shipwrecks containing tablewares, especially
samian-type cargoes, across the Empire. Although the site
has not yet been located the assemblage is still the second
largest cargo of samian discovered throughout the Empire
and appears to challenge the received orthodoxy regarding
the transportation of fine tablewares. Was the ship solely
carrying tablewares, and plain wares to boot, in contrast to
overwhelming evidence from the Mediterranean? Or was
the samian a secondary cargo, leaving a significant primary
cargo still to be discovered?



Chapter 3
Background to the
Pudding Pan Site

Within the space of a few years back, people who are curious in
antiquities have taken occasion to observe a very peculiar kind
of red earthenware found amidst the cottage furniture of the
fishermen on the Kentish coast, within the mouth of the River
Thames. On examination they have discovered it to be ancient
Roman manufacture. Upon enquiry after the source from
whence such great quantities of this earthen ware could have
for so many years been derived, a traditional story has been
brought forward, and is now the current solution to this curious
fact; namely, that some Roman vessel, freighted with these
wares, must have been many ages ago cast away; and that upon
the wreck of its hulk breaking up, this curious lading poured
forth into the open sea on the coasts, hath been dragged up
from time to time by the fishermen’s nets: and the place of the
wreck has been supposed to be somewhere about Whitstable-

bay (Pownall 1779: 282).

[S]ome of these vessels ... evidently appear to have been made
rather for culinary, than for religious purposes; they might have
baked puddings and pies, stewed meats, or served for tarts or
custards. And the enlightened fishermen have very sensibly and
very uniformly applied them to these purposes, till the ardour
of the antiquary rescued them from their hands (Keate 1782:
126).

It is almost goo years since the first recorded discovery of
Roman pots at Pudding Pan but contrary to Keate’s
prediction (1782: 127) the source has not been exhausted and a
reassessment of the site is now appropriate. This chapter will
set the background for the study of the site: why this site was
chosen and why it is important. A variety of inaccuracies and
misconceptions have developed over the last three centuries
regarding Pudding Pan that need to be corrected and
dispelled. The distinction between Pudding Pan and Pan
Sand will be clarified and the ancient sea level and coastline
in the area — essential to the understanding of the nature and
location of the site(s) — considered. The role played by
Pudding Pan in the designation of the name ‘samian’, the
historiography of the site and the various theories regarding
the nature of the deposit will also be examined.

Throughout its history this site has been known variously
as Pudding Pan Sand, Pudding Pan Rock, Pan Sands
(Pownall 1779; Rhodes 1989; Parker 1992a) or Pan-Pudding
Rock (Jacob 1782: 121). However, the use of site-specific
appellations that identify areas of the seabed which lie
several kilometres apart from each other are inappropriate
as they are too specific for this as yet unidentified site.
Henceforth, therefore, the term ‘Pudding Pan’ will be used
when referring to the site’. The probability that there is
more than one site is discussed below.

The site was originally chosen as the focus for this
research for several reasons. First, this is undoubtedly the
best-known Roman maritime archaeological site in British
waters, with a long history of finds by local fishermen of
samian ware and other Roman artefacts over at least three
centuries. Second, although material from Pudding Pan has
been recorded since at least the early 18th century, its source
has eluded detection despite numerous attempts to locate it.
Third, besides one unpublished undergraduate dissertation
(Watson 1987) the site has been virtually ignored since the
early 2oth century (Smith 1907; 1909), at which time 282
samian vessels were recorded, 216 of them stamped.
Consequently although many major samian studies refer
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briefly to the site (B.R. Hartley 1972; Willis 1997a; 1997b) it
has never been discussed in any detail in the context of
cross-Channel samian supply. There is a pressing relevance
here, as the stamped samian assemblage from Pudding Pan
has been a central reference point for dating excavated late
2nd-century AD samian groups and thereby, crucially, sites
in Britain and abroad throughout the past 100 years (e.g.
Tyers 1996; Dickinson and Hartley 2000; NOTS 2008-12).

Given this background a number of questions arise. What
has happened to the site since the early 19goos? Have
fishermen continued to recover vessels and, if so, how large is
the assemblage now? Equally importantly, with the aid of
modern global positioning systems (GPS), are today’s
fishermen better equipped than their predecessors to
identify the likely location(s) of the source(s) of the material?
The record of evidence has indeed changed since the early
1900s and new research possibilities and perspectives have
emerged. The known samian assemblage from Pudding Pan
currently numbers some 526 complete or near-complete
vessels plus a further g2 fragments, and it continues to grow
as more public institutions curating artefacts from the site
are identified and as more private collectors come forward.
A variety of theories have been proposed to explain the
existence of this central Gaulish Roman pottery off the
English coast, all of which will be explored below.

If we assume that the assemblage represents a cargo of
close contemporaneity then it provides a unique and key
opportunity to study a range of forms that were probably
manufactured shortly before their loss. This can provide
insights into how fashionable particular forms were, enables
comparison of important typological details and provides
information on the contemporaneity of potters working and
transporting their products together at a particular time. The
nature of the Pudding Pan assemblage, consisting largely of
intact pots, enables analysis to be undertaken that would be
difficult on a more fragmented assemblage such as that from
Cala Culip or those commonly found on terrestrial sites. For
example, it enables the study of variations in particular forms
by particular potters in order to provide insights into the
modus operandi of the samian workshops. Variations in form
size could inform us about the number and variety of moulds,
templates and guidelines used by particular potters and the
methods by which the pots and ‘standards’ were produced.
The rarity of a seemingly primary consignment of tablewares
1s enhanced by the absence of decorated samian wares from
the assemblage, an absence that would be highly unusual
were this group from a settlement site. This has prompted a
variety of explanations that will be examined below. In
addition, the assemblage provides a unique insight into the
size and composition of a northern European cargo with the
concomitant benefits that this brings to our understanding of
trade in the provinces of the Empire.

Evans (1981: 527) suggested that the information that
could be derived from the Pudding Pan cargo was limited as
a consequence of it being recovered piecemeal in the 18th
century. This trite and seemingly widely held assumption
has never been challenged and may explain why this
assemblage has received so little attention from samian
specialists. It is true that the artefacts have been recovered
piecemeal, but since the 18th century the site has continued
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to yield considerable quantities of samian ware so that the
assemblage has reached a statistically significant mass with
an unusually high proportion of complete or near-complete
vessels. This, therefore, appeared to be an ideal site in need
of reassessment and contextualization in the light of recent
work, particularly in the field of samian research.

This study will re-examine Pudding Pan in a multiplicity
of relevant contexts in order to elevate the site to the status it
deserves as one of the major sites in the panoply of key
Roman-period assemblages in northern Europe. The
assemblage is enhanced by its maritime context as it
provides primary evidence of samian en roule to the end user
and thus from the perspective of supply rather than the more
usual evidence from terrestrial sites — rubbish discarded by
the end user once it has been broken beyond repair. The
cachet of Pudding Pan is further enhanced not only by the
rarity of these site types throughout the Empire and
complete absence of such sites in northern European waters
(as illustrated in the previous chapter) but also by the
quantities of complete or near-complete vessels that have
been recovered. Throughout the Empire only Cala Culip
has yielded larger numbers of samian vessels, but the bulk of
its consignment was crushed by the heavier items of cargo,
the Dressel 20 amphorae that composed the bulk of the
shipment, as a result of the ship inverting during the
wrecking process (Nieto Prieto ¢t al. 1989).

The scarcity of similar sites having been established in the
preceding chapter, the focus here will be the history of Pudding
Pan, including an assessment of the various theories that have
been expounded regarding the source of the material. This
dispersed assemblage continues to be augmented, primarily
through targeted research via contact with museums locally,
nationally and internationally. It is also being extended
through contact with the commercial fishermen of Whitstable,
who still regularly dredge artefacts from the site.

First, however, it is necessary to define precisely to what
the two terms Pudding Pan and Pan Sand refer. To date
there has been much misinformation regarding their
location and nature, often with a liberal interchanging of the
two terms as if they refer to the same area. In addition, many
theories have been expounded regarding the nature of the
source material, questioning whether these areas were dry at
the time of the original deposition of the Roman artefacts.
Whether the site was terrestrial or maritime at the point of
deposition is obviously crucial to its interpretation. So its
approximate location off the north Kent coastline at the
time of deposition must be ascertained through a brief
examination of the relative topography of the coastline
combined with other data from the region such as sea-level
change, rates of land subsidence and coastal erosion. This
will include analysis of the genesis of the unusual
nomenclature that apparently derives from the recovery of
pottery; the dates at which these terms came into common
parlance may be informative.

Site location

Pudding Pan and Pan Sand are situated off the north Kent
coast in the outer Thames estuary in an area generally
known as the Kentish Flats at the eastern end of the Queens
Channel (Fig. 15). Pudding Pan is approximately 6km due
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Figure 16 Conjectural reconstruction of the coastline of the Isle of Thanet in the Roman period (after Moody 2013)

north of the clock tower at Herne Bay, marked on the
Admiralty chart for the outer Thames estuary (chart
number 1607) as an area of cement boulders 2.7m below
chart datum, surrounded by mud, sand, shale and stone.
Pan Sand is a southward-curving, crescent-shaped sandbank
with an east-west alignment, approximately 5.5km north-
east of Pudding Pan, measuring some 2.gkm in length by
o.15km at its widest point, marked by the Pan Sand beacon
(Hall 1973 corr. 2013). Pudding Pan is currently
approximately 7.5km north-west, and Pan Sand
approximately 10.5km north-north-west, of the Roman
shore fort of Reculver (Portus Regulbium). This fort ‘guarded’
the northern end of the Wantsum Channel, through which
ancient ships passed to avoid sailing around the dangerous
waters of the North Foreland (Isle of Thanet) (Walsh et al.
2013: 95; Fig. 16). The south-castern end of the Wantsum
Channel was similarly marked by the Roman fort of
Richborough (Portus Rutupiae), which is now stranded some
3.2km inland from the sea. The site of the Roman harbour
at Richborough, believed by many to have played a key role
in the Claudian invasion of AD 43, has still not been
identified with any certainty (see Moody 2008).

This channel, which separated the Isle of Thanet from
the mainland, continued to be used as an important
shipping route from the English Channel to the Thames as
late as the early modern period. By the 15th century,
however, although the Stour was still navigable as far as
Canterbury the rest of the channel was a marsh and no
longer navigable. The process of alluviation appears to have
begun before the Roman period when the eastern end of the
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channel became partially blocked by a bar of shingle, the
Stonar bank, which prevented the channel from being
scoured by the tides. The build-up of mud deposits was
exacerbated by the longshore drift across the eastern mouth
of the channel of eroded cliff material from Deal northwards
and by the erosion and redeposition of eroded cliff material
from Reculver in its northern mouth. These natural
obstacles, assisted by human intervention to prevent the
flooding of pastureland in the Middle Ages, eventually
caused the choking of the channel (Hawkes 1968: 225-9; S.
Johnson 1976; Moody 2008: 35-52).

All that now remains is a broad arc of marshland varying
in width from 1.2km to 4.8km, through which the Stour and
other lesser rivers meander to the sea. The extent of the
marshland today does not represent the coastline of Roman
times, which is now buried to a considerable depth, as this
boundary was reached relatively recently when the building
of effective sea walls prevented further extensive deposition
of alluvium by flooding. It has been estimated that there may
be as much as 12m of alluvial mud covering the bottom of
the Wantsum Channel. There has been a long history of
marsh growth throughout the Middle Ages and it was
probably far advanced even in Roman times, so there is no
way of knowing the extent of the open water in the channel
at the time. There is no record of the navigability of the
channel in Roman times, but in the early 8th century Bede
described the Wantsum as three furlongs broad and fordable
in only two places, one of which was probably where the
Roman road from Canterbury to Thanet crossed (Hawkes
1968: 2259, fig. 24; Moody 2008: 35-52; Walsh ez al. 2015:
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95). Still, the importance of the channel in Roman times can
be gauged from the strategic siting of the shore forts to guard
both its entrances (Pearson 2002).

In order to ascertain the relationship between Pudding
Pan, Pan Sand and the coastline at the time of the deposition
of the samian to provide a palaco-geographical context, it is
necessary to examine the evidence for fluctuations in sea
level, land subsidence and rates of coastal erosion. The north
Kent coast has been retreating for many centuries as a result
of a combination of slow sea level rise and gradually
dropping land levels, both being the long-term consequences
of the last (Pleistocene) ice-age. Much of this coastline was
shaped following the last glaciation, during the Holocene
period (Halcrow 2010: 26). The extent of coastal erosion
since the early grd century Ap is graphically illustrated by
the precarious state of the remains of the Roman shore fort
at Reculver, approximately half of which has been lost to the
sea (see Philp 1996: o, fig. 5; Fig. 17).

The rate of coastal erosion at Reculver can be
approximated from a number of references. John Leland
recorded that in ¢. 1530 the fort was about a quarter of a mile
or a little more from the sea (Philp 1996: 3), which is also
depicted on Richard Caundish’s marine chart of ¢. 1533 (see
below and Fig. 19; Caundish is referred to elsewhere by the
more modern ‘Cavendish’, but Gaundish is used throughout
here). A map of ¢. 1600 shows that this distance had reduced
to less than 200m while another of 1685 shows the distance
as less than rom. The north wall of the fort collapsed on to
the beach ¢. 1700, and by 1809 the sea was within a few
metres of the church. The erosion has now been checked by
the construction of massive sea defences, with the church,
which was built in the centre of the fort, being now just a few
metres from the cliff edge (Philp 1996: 3, fig. 2). The
contrasting situations of Richborough and Reculver amply
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Figure 17 The towers of St Mary’s church that were originally built at the centre of the Roman fort of Reculver but which are now perched on

illustrate the complexities of determining the nature of the
physical geography of this area in Roman times and its
subsequent metamorphosis.

While the palaeo-geography of the area generally has
been determined, the history of sea level change in this area
is less well understood, particularly attempts to reconstruct
the tidal range in the Roman era. Long-term records of
general trends in relative sea level (RSL) change have
traditionally been calculated in the field of earth sciences,
focusing upon the dated litho-stratigraphic changes (which
can be used directly to infer tidal height) recorded in the
estuarine sedimentary record. In the wider area the main
studies of note are those of Devoy (1979), within the middle
Thames estuary, and Long (1991) within the East Kent
marshes. Using the modern tidal range, Shennan and
Horton (2002) calculated the rate of relative land subsidence/
sea level rise in the Thames to be in the order of ¢. 0.74mm/
year RSL rise in the last 4,000 years. However, if lower tidal
ranges are considered, as seems more appropriate
historically, the rate of RSL rise generally decreases.

Other studies have focused upon determining tidal
height measurements from the archacological structures
present within the local estuaries. Waddelove and
Waddelove (1990) attempted to calculate the position of the
highest astronomical tide (HAT) from a number of Roman
quays and revetments discovered in London, in the River
Medway, and in Dover. They assumed that all such
structures were designed to be positioned above the water
level at the time they were constructed, so HAT could be
inferred by deducting an extrapolated clearance (¢. 0.5m)
from the known height of the top of such structures. Asa
result they calculated a relative rise in sea level of ¢. 4.1m in
the last 2,000 years. However such calculations are
problematic as it is unlikely, for functional reasons, that

Background to the Pudding Pan Site | 23



: _ & P R T
£ = — 7 % g s
= . N S P e 5y
= - 3 s 1 .-"
< = q o Oy i ’
Ew = A K g A
A : B St
> b = n ol z
1 I ol = _“\- x ”
5 : > ;
s - .
j 4 G
AT . ) .| T i
R e Y o

I &

- <
\" . | % %
\k . Sy
5 b = A ;
A b v
3 1 2 ”r_‘ 3 o
b _’
) : * 3
{ - "
»
B e
- s N i
A < L =y b §
s . -
H o . ik, | P
- 5 =} J ¢ .
3 = F._ < a
.. S Ly Ea
= T\ g :: i .
g AR ) - ¢ B &
o =N g ; =F :
S Y §, a4 E if % Y5 ".)ar
TR i = ] t .""|
M oy 3 - = z ﬁ.d.j:g
517 1 5 F 33 7.

Figure 18 William Heather’s chart of 1811 showing Pan Speck and Albion Knowl to the north-east of Pan Sand (highlighted by red rectangle).

Comparisons between this chart and Captain Bullock’s chart of 1844 (Fig. 21), which was based on his survey in 1839, illustrate the advances
in marine cartography in this relatively short period following the establishment of the Admiralty Hydrographic Office

quay structures would have been constructed to a height
that never flooded. Subsequently, some authors (e.g.
Steedman ef al. 1992) have attributed these quays to actual
HAT, resulting in significantly lower calculations than
those of Waddelove and Waddelove (1990). In contrast,
Brigham (1990) has observed that the late Roman
waterfront in London required continual rebuilding in
order to maintain functionality, with a ¢. 1.5m drop in RSL
occurring over its lifetime. Sidell (2003) reviewed the
assessments of the sea level record derived from
archaeological structures, and noted that although this
should work in principle, its accuracy depended upon
whom was responsible for constructing the waterfront
(centralized government or local tenants), that it was
impossible to establish the operative height of each quay
(and the possibility that they were subject to flooding), and

that the structures themselves may not have survived intact.

Sidell (2003) reassessed both sources of sea level history
focusing on the inner Thames estuary. She calculated a
model for the general trends in sea level calculated by sea
level index points (SLIPs) which showed a rise of .gmm/
year when based upon mean sea level (MSL) altitudes
calculated using modern tidal range. By calculating these
SLIPs using the calculated evidence of historic tidal range
(less than 4m in the medieval period and ¢. 2.25m in the
early Roman period, compared to the largest known
modern tidal range of 8.17m at London Bridge), she
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calculated the rate of RSL rise must be reduced to possibly
as little as o.gmm/year for the past 3,000 years. While this

value accounts for the general trend in sea level rise over

this period, the archaeological record demonstrated the
occurrence of shorter-term oscillations in RSL. Sidell
(2003) found that the Roman waterside sites showed
reasonable consistency in altitude, at a broad scale, with
gradual decline in altitude of the working surfaces from the
1st century construction of the waterfront through to the
final river wall in the grd century. Most significantly these
numerous sites indicated a drop in relative river levels of up
to 1.5m between the late 1st to the 4th centuries, though it
was not possible to explain reasons for this observed drop.
Although the broad palaco-geography of the coastline of
the Thames estuary may have undergone relatively
minimal changes since the Roman period (excepting land
claim on the coastal fringe), the record of sea level change is
potentially more complex than the general models of sea
level demonstrate. The reduction in the construction of
waterfront structures in London during this period does
attest to a temporary reduction in river levels during this
period and lower tidal range than found nowadays.
However the general conclusion that can be drawn from
these studies is that Pudding Pan would have been
submerged and navigable in the late 2nd century with
Pudding Pan approximately gkm and Pan Sand
approximately 7km out to sea in Roman times, which is



Figure 19 Detail of Richard Caundish’s chart of the outer Thames estuary of c. 1533, probably the earliest chart of this area. Pan Sand can
clearly be seen (highlighted by red rectangle). It has been suggested that the decorative quality of this chart means that it was intended for

the eyes of King Henry VIIl. British Library, Cotton MS Augustus 1.i.53

relevant to the discussion below regarding the nature of the
deposit.

Can the variety of chart features in the vicinity that
include the designation ‘pan’ be coincidental? Or do the
appellations derive from the pots recovered from the site?
As a precedent, the chart feature ‘Albion Knowl!” is marked
on William Heather’s chart of 1811 (Fig. 18) in a position
that corresponds with the wreck site of the Albion, a ship of
the English East India Company that sank in 1765
(Redknap 1990). Tyers (1996: 2) states that the sandbar
known as ‘Pudding Pan Sand’ [s«c] is the only place in
Britain named after a Roman pottery type (see also Keate
1782: 125).

Pan Sand was known to Tudor hydrographers and
appears on the earliest marine charts produced of this area;

the origins of marine cartography in England date back only
to the 16th century. Pan Sand is marked on Richard
Caundish’s chart of the Thames estuary from ¢. 1533
(Robinson 1962: 22; plate 5; Fig. 19), on William Burrough’s
chart of 1596 (Robinson 1962: plate 11), and as ‘pan sand or
gerdler’ [sic] on Robert Norman’s more accurate manuscript
chart of 1580; Norman’s was the first to illustrate the complex
system of banks and channels in this area (Robinson 1962:
27-9, fig. 1). As the earliest published accounts of Pudding
Pan only record the recovery of pots from some 200 years
later, this implies that pots may have been recovered from the
area much earlier than previously thought.

The range of bank and channel names in this area has
remained relatively consistent over the last 400 years, and
the identification of individual features is not problematic.
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Although there is very little bathymetric data on these early
charts they do provide some indication of deep water
suitable for safe navigation and minimum depths over banks
(Burningham and French 2008: g). Although navigation
markers like buoys and beacons were in use at the time of the
carliest charts they were not marked (Robinson 1962: 23).
Pan Sand, for example, is marked and buoyed on the
Greenvile Collins’ ‘Coasting Pilot’ of 1693 but is unnamed
(Singer 1972: ). This practice seems commonplace
throughout the 17th century; although the sand bank is
marked on charts it remains unnamed only to re-emerge in
the 18th century on the charts of Philip Lea (1700) and
Mount and Page (1769).

In contrast, the area known as ‘Pudding Pan’ is a much
later addition to the marine charts of the area. It first appears
on the survey of 1862—3 conducted by Staff Commander
Calver which was published in 1865 (Fig. 20). Interestingly, it
1s missing from Captain Bullock’s chart of 1844 (Fig. 21) and
all subsequent corrections of this chart up to and including
1863. Nor does it seem to feature on any previous charts.
Thus the first appearance of Pudding Pan can be dated
confidently to 1862—3 and must relate to the growing
awareness of the recovery of the Roman tablewares from this
particular area.

Differences in datum used in historical charts present
problems of consistency in the absolute vertical datum when
attempting temporal comparisons (Burningham and French
2008: 6). However, there is no evidence of a significant change
in the bed level of Pan Sand or the associated features of Pan
Patch and Pan Speck to the north over the last 400 years
(Burningham and French 2008: 20). Although the location of
Pan Sand has remained fairly stable over the centuries since
the area was first surveyed using more reliable techniques, its
shape and orientation has changed considerably thus
suggesting some mobility of the sandbanks in this area (see
Figs 22—4). The extent of this mobility can be tracked and
assessed by comparing the various marine charts that have
been published for this important sea route since Caundish’s
chart of ¢. 1533 (Fig. 19). Obviously, the older the chart the
less accurate the data and the more circumspect the
conclusions that can be drawn from any comparisons. The
charts commissioned after the establishment of the Admiralty
Hydrographic Office in the early 19th century used more
reliable survey techniques (Robinson 1962: 1277); compare for
example Figures 18 and 21 which were published only g3
years apart. The most recent and most accurate Admiralty
chart of the area (no. 1607) was published in 1975 (Hall 1973)
with corrections published in 1981, 1988, 1992, 1997, 2001,
2004, 2006, 2009 and 2013.

A comparison of the zero contour line on this chart with
subsequent corrections (Fig. 22) enables a detailed
illustration of the morphology of the Pan Sand sandbank over
a 40-year period. This comparison generally demonstrates a
slight eastward shift through time with a trend of
accumulation at the eastern end of Pan Sand and erosion at
the western end of the sandbank, although the shape and
orientation of the sandbank remains relatively stable.

The Admiralty chart (no. 1607) published in 1932 by Vice
Admiral Douglas (corrected in 1939) shows Pan Sand slightly
further south (Fig. 23) than on the 2013 chart, although it
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has the same general orientation and shape as the later
charts. The position of Pan Sand on the 1898 corrected
chart of Captain Wharton (1886) is slightly misleading as
unlike the other charts, the 6 foot contour line is depicted
rather than the area that dries. However, like the other
charts, it does show that Pan Sand is in the same general
area, which is indicative of a generally stable topography in
the area over a longer timescale. This has some bearing on
the discussion below regarding the cyclical nature of the
pottery recovery (see Chapter 4).

Previous studies have found that systematic errors in the
positioning of offshore features only proved problematic for
historic charts up to and including the 1824 chart of
Mackenzie, Spence and Thomas (Burningham and French
2009: 111). Notwithstanding this, earlier charts appear to
show significant differences in morphology and orientation,
compared to modern charts. The charts of Mackenzie (1775),
Mackenzie, Spence and Thomas (1824) and Calver (1865) all
illustrate Pan Sand rotated through up to 45 degrees from its
current position. In the case of Mackenzie (1775) it 1s oriented
along a north-west/south-cast axis but in the 19th century
charts it has rotated through go degrees to a north-east/
south-west alignment, and seemingly extends from a longer
bank connected with the ‘Ridge’, located further eastward
(Fig. 24). The depiction of Pan Sand on the 1865 chart
shows the sandbank much truncated. These changes in
orientation should not be over-emphasized as they seem
fairly superficial; the underlying sandbank appears stable in
terms of location. This analysis concurs with other studies
which found that the general framework of banks and
channels in the greater Thames estuary has remained
consistent over the ¢. 180 years between 1824 and 2003, and
that the greater changes are associated with shifts in bank
position rather than a broader downwearing or vertical
growth. This study (Burningham and French 2009: 28) also
found that the Pan Sand — Ridge — Tongue bank group had
maintained their position, despite quite significant changes
in planform and size. They concluded that ‘the presence and
distribution of features is remarkably similar to that depicted
in 17th century charts, suggesting an inherent and
significant long-term stability’ (Burningham and French
2000: 30). Although earlier charts (pre-1775) identify Pan
Sand, as stated above, their lack of accuracy and difference
in scale renders comparisons meaningless (For recent
indications of seabed morphology, see Chapter 5).

Why ‘samian’?

Before examining the history of the site it is worth looking
briefly at the term ‘samian’. This is the term commonly used
in English to describe a variety of red-gloss pottery imported
to Britain mainly from Gaul and Germany between the mid
1st and mid grd centuries (Webster 1996: 1). Continental
archaeologists use the term ‘“terra sigillata’. ‘Samian’ was used
in the Roman world as a generic term for earthenware,
rather like the modern use of the term ‘china’. The passage
in Pliny (Natural History XXXV.46, 160-1) regarding pottery
in general, and samian in particular, is ambiguous and has
been a matter of considerable debate for centuries. It states
that fine wares were widely traded by land and sea and the
factories that produced them were famous. However, no



Figure 20 Detail of the survey conducted by Staff Commander Calver in 1862-3. As illustrated in this section, this appears to be the first
document on which Pudding Pan (centre left) is identified/mentioned. UK Hydrographic Office, D7006 (3k)
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Figure 21 Section of the 1844 chart of Captain Bullock corrected in 1863, the same year that Calver was undertaking a new survey of the area.
Although like Calver’s survey Pan Sand is marked and labelled, in contrast this chart omits any mention of Pudding Pan in the area identified
as such in Calver’s survey. UK Hydrographic Office, 1607-A9
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Figure 22 A comparison of the
morphology of Pan Sand (zero
contour line) over 40 years as
indicated on Admiralty chart no. 1607
(Hall 1973) and its subsequent
corrections

Figure 23 A comparison of the
morphology of Pan Sand at the end of
the 19th century (1898) and on the eve
of the Second World War (1939)
compared to the position on the latest
charts
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ancient writer ever referred to colour when mentioning
samian so it is surprising that it has become identified with
red-slipped pottery. The 7th-century ap writer Isidore of
Seville claimed that pottery vessels were first invented on the
island of Samos, hence the name ‘samian’, but did not state
that they were red. He also claimed that the name derived
from a clay called ‘samian’ but neither claim has any
independent historical validity (B.R. Hartley 1969: 235; Hayes
1972: 9; King 1980; Evans 1981: 522). Others claim,
erroncously, that samian is named after the Latin verb ‘samiare,
meaning to polish’ (Bédoyeére 2000: 18) but it seems more likely
that samiandum refers to the preparation of the slip from the
clay and that samius was a general term applied to glossy
pottery. Thus, the term ‘samian’ is more appropriate than
‘terra sigillata’, which literally means ‘earth with little figures’ so
should be applied only to decorated wares (King 1980: 142—3).

The pots from Pudding Pan played a significant role in
the association of the term ‘samian’ with red-slipped pottery
(Fig. 25). Probably the earliest English reference to samian
was by Governor (of Massachusetts) Thomas Pownall in
1779, referring to the red Roman pottery fished up from the
Thames that he called ‘Tonian or Samian’. He cited the
18th-century Dutchman, Samuel Pitiscus, who had claimed
that pottery made from ‘samian’ clay turned red in colour.
Pownall later treated as convention his association of this
pottery with the ‘samian mentioned by Pliny’ and others
followed suit. Subsequently, Roman red-slipped pottery
found in Britain was generally known as samian largely
because of this misinterpretation (Tyers 1996: 2; Evans 1981:
5223, 531, n 12; Hayes 1972: 4). Like the lower case ‘¢’ in
china, alower case s’ is used in samian to denote a
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Figure 24 A comparison of the morphology
of Pan Sand over a longer time scale using
the location of the sandbank as marked on
the charts of Mackenzie (1775), Mackenzie,
Spence and Thomas (1824), and Calver
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distinctive class of tableware rather than a geographical
location (Stanfield and Simpson 1958: xxx).

The first and most extensive classification of samian was
made by the German archaeologist Hans Dragendorffin 1895,
and this remains the standard classification (Johns 1971:18). It
was not universally accepted until ¢. 1911 (see Evans 1981: 518).
Indeed Reginald Smith (who wrote the early 20th-century
analyses of the site) attempted a classification based upon the
‘Pudding Pan Rock’ assemblage in 19079 (designated PPR
forms 115, with a 16th form that in 1907 had not been
recovered from the area; see plate section and Fig. 43); it was
never adopted, although occasional reference is made to this
series in modern samian reports for precise paralleling of
specific vessel forms. Following Dragendorff’s lead, Déchelette
continued his work on the Continent in 1904, while Walters
(1908) published a catalogue of the Roman pottery in the
British Museum and added a couple of form types. Knorr,
Ritterling, Curle and Ludowici further extended the series but
some forms were variants of previous classifications (Oswald
1931: x1v). In 1920, Oswald and Price collated this work in a
single comprehensive volume (B.R. Hartley 1969: 241; Marsh
1981: 176) but retained the original nomenclature.

More recently, the plain wares of Lezoux, which constitute
the bulk of the assemblage under consideration here, have
been reclassified in a more systematic fashion, which is
updated on a decennial basis (Bet ez al. 1989; Bet and Delor
2000). This new classification, although ‘arbitrary like all
classifications’ (ibid.: 461), has renumbered the entire known
output of the Lezoux pottery workshops, grouping pottery
sets consecutively and thus regularizing and harmonizing the
catalogue in a more orderly and logical fashion. In addition,



Figure 25 A selection of samian vessels recovered from Pudding Pan and now in the Whitstable Museum collection. Note the excellent
condition in which many of the vessels have been recovered which is remarkable given their age and the method of recovery

numbers have been reserved for future discoveries that will
fill any gaps in the present assemblage, thus obviating the
need to reclassify the ensemble in future years.

Nevertheless, as Bet and Delor (2000: 461) advocate, ‘this
typology should be used in addition to existing typologies:
the typologies of Dragendorff and Déchelette among others,
remain unavoidable’. It would be preferable to utilize this
new classification system in this study for three very good
reasons: first, the samian assemblage from Pudding Pan is
composed almost entirely of central Gaulish plain forms so it
makes sense to use the most up-to-date classification system;
second, this system corrects and clarifies errors made in
previous classifications; and, third, it is presented in a far
more logical format. This is not to say that this new system is
completely faultless; the ‘service’ labels are completely
erratic and forms that may make up sets (e.g. 036 and 054-6)
are not consecutively numbered. Although this reordering
will be more beneficial in the long term the renumbering is
likely to lead to considerable confusion in the short term, not
only because the Dragendorff system is so embedded but
also in this case because the Pudding Pan assemblage has
been previously reclassified (see Smith 190g; Watson 1987).
In the interest of expedience this study will use both systems,
replacing errors in the old system with the new classification.

Some of the errors that are corrected include forms such
as Dragendorff form 46 and Curle forms 15 and 23 that are

represented in the Pudding Pan assemblage. Indeed, Bet and
Delor (2000: 469; cf. Webster 1996: 57-67) are unequivocal
in their criticism, stating that the name Dragendorff form
46, which comprises three definitely different forms (types
042, 044 and 048), ‘must be totally banned today’. In
addition, there has been considerable confusion between
Dragendorffform g1 and form 18/31; Bet and Delor (2000:
470; contra S Willis, pers. comm.) believe that only
Dragendorffform g1 bowls were produced at Lezoux and
they have distinguished three groups (054/055, 056 and 057).
Thus, to continue to use the old classification system is to
perpetuate these confusions. For example, Watson (1987: fig.
4) conflates Curle forms 15 and 29 when in fact the former
has an upturned rim while the latter is downturned.
Moreover, the old typology has been amended and updated
so many times that it is impossible to utilize without the
employment of numerous prefixes to designate which
amendment is being referenced. We have therefore reached
a stage in our knowledge where the adoption of a new
unified system is necessary. This new classification also
represents the current state of research into the typology of
the plain samian wares of Lezoux, including the latest
techno-chronological groups, without the need to allot fixed
absolute values. Henceforth, where appropriate this study
will use the new numbering system; the equivalent
classifications of specific forms of Dragendorff, Déchelette e/
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Figure 26 Artefacts recovered during recent controlled dredging in the area from which Roman artefacts are believed to have been recovered.
Several samian sherds were recovered including one complete samian dish, a Dragendorff form 80 and a roof tile, possibly

a Roman imbrex

al. that are relevant to the Pudding Pan assemblage can be
found in a concordance (Appendix §).

The historiography of Pudding Pan

The first published references to this site (Table 7) occurred

in 1779 (Pownall 1779), at which time the historian Hasted

also mentioned it (Porter 1978), although there was an earlier

Table 7 Chronology of publications of Pudding Pan

Date Author

1779 Thomas Pownall
1782 Edward Jacob

1782 George Keate

1861 John Brent

1877 Charles Roach Smith
1885 F.C.J. Spurrell

1887 George Payne

1907 Reginald Smith

1909 Reginald Smith

1932 William Page

1972 Hugh Singer

1978 T.E. Porter

1989 P.R. Sealey and P.A. Tyers
1999 Michael Walsh

2000 Michael Walsh

2002 Michael Walsh

32 | Pudding Pan

reference in the Society of Antiquaries’ minutes from 1755
(Smith 1907: 271). Jacob (1782: 122) claimed to have been
investigating the site since ¢. 1740 and suggested that
artefacts were recovered from the site some unknown time
before 1720. It seems likely that previously recovered
material may have gone unnoticed, as its great antiquity was
not recognized. In 1773, John Pownall (brother of Thomas)
was shown a collection of samian dredged from the sea off
Whitstable by a surgeon from Sandwich (Pownall 1779: 283).
He reported that he was shown:
many fragments, and some entire pieces of Roman pottery,
which he informed me had been taken out of the sea upon the
coast of Kent, in a particular spot near the entrance of
Whitstable bay, by the fishermen of that place; and that it was
generally supposed by Antiquaries to be part of the cargo of a
Roman ship laden with pots, and wrecked on the coast
(Pownall 1779: 283).

Reports suggest that the fishermen of Whitstable used the
pottery as tablewares, a practice that continued until
relatively recently:

I atlast found an old fisherman, who had in his possession, two
or three of these Roman pans, which were in common domestic
use. The man informed me, that he had at different times, and
more especially in dredging for oysters after tempestuous
weather, taken up large quantities of the same and other sorts;
but that it was only at one particular place, which he described
to be at two or three leagues from the shore, and which was well
known to the fishermen by the name of Pudding-pan-Sand, or
rock (Pownall 1779: 283).



This statement may have been the genesis of the confusion
that has largely prevailed until the current study as it states
that the material came from one place but conflates two
discrete areas (see Jacob 1782: 121).

In the first published account, Thomas Pownall (1779:
290) recounted how his brother, John, was taken to the spot
where the pots were found. John Pownall described the
location of his dredging survey, which the old fisherman
directing him had some difficulty finding, as:

the entrance of a channel at the back of Margate-sand, now

known by the name of the Queen’s channel, at about two

leagues from the coast ... Upon the first hale of the net, along
one side of it we brought up a large fragment of brick-work
cemented together, which I guessed might weigh about halfa
hundred weight, together with some small pieces of broken
pans: upon a second hale we took up a few small fragments of
pans; but upon further trial we brought three entire pans

(Pownall 1779: 284).

This must be one of the earliest maritime archaeological
investigations. Thomas Pownall’s contemporaries were
dubious of this account to the point of incredulity. Jacob
(1782: 122), for example, wrote:

The Commissioner therefore was exceedingly successful in

taking three intire [sic] pans besides fragments in so short a

trial, whereas our fishermen hath for above these thirty years

dredged upon and around this rock, and yet never procured
more than one intire [sic] pan, though many fragments of them.

Although it does not authenticate Thomas Pownall’s
claims, it should be noted that the current study replicated
John Pownall’s experiment with similar results (Fig. 26). If
it is to be believed then Thomas Pownall, rather than his
brother John, identified the spot as Pan Speck (see Fig. 18).
Jacob’s attempt to replicate the dredging survey in the same
year failed to recovery any artefacts (1782: 122).

John Pownall’s assurances that the ‘mass’ of brickwork
was Roman led Thomas Pownall to the conclusion that this
was a submerged manufactory of the potter Atillianus [sic|
(Fig. 27) as, he claimed, this was the only name that he had
seen on all the stamps, a claim contradicted by the editor’s
note appended to Pownall’s paper (see Pownall 1779: 290;
contra Jacob 1782; Keate 1782; Smith 1907: 271). Moreover,
Thomas Pownall accounted for the absence of decorated
wares by suggesting that these were holy vessels for use in
‘Numa’s pious humble institutions’, unlike the ‘richer vessels
of parade and luxury’ (Pownall 1779: 288—g). Pownall also
suggested that the name Speck derived from the fact that
only a speck of the island on which the manufactory stood,
as mentioned in Ptolemy’s second book of geography,
remained visible. Pownall’s account is so full of inaccuracies,
such as his confusion and amalgamation of Pan Sand and
Pudding-Pan Rock and his ignorance of evidence that
invalidated his main conclusions, that it cannot be relied
upon (see Smith 1907: 271).

As Edward Jacob, FSA (Fellow of the Society of
Antiquaries) (1782: 121) pointed out, “The Pan-Sand is close
to and forms the north side of the Queen’s channel, consists
entirely of sand, becomes dry for some part of every tide, and
is never dredged upon by our fishermen. On the contrary
the Pan-Pudding Rock is never dry.’ Jacob (1782: 122) located
‘Pan-Pudding Rock’ ‘right in the passage from the Narrows

Figure 27 A good example of the stamp of the potter known as
Atilianus i using die 5a (ATILIANI.M). Whitstable Museum,
W.1988.1000.17

or the Woolpack to the Buoy of the Spaniards’. Like
Pownall, the diver employed by Smith (190g: 397) also had
problems locating the area, calling into question the very
existence of ‘Pudding-Pan Rock’. This is hardly surprising,
as Pudding Pan, described on the charts as ‘cement
boulders’, does not refer to a solitary outcrop but rather an
area spread with small, fairly insignificant rocks up to
250—300mm in size.

John Brent FSA (1861; contra Smith 1907: 277) supported
the suggestion of a submerged pottery, while Spurrell (1885:
281, n. 2; 284; contra Smith 1907: 275; Watson 1987: 35)
suggested that one wreck could not account for the quantity
of pottery that has been found. He developed the idea of a
pottery into a town or village of potters from the abundance
of bricks, mortar, stones and tiles! He offered little new
supporting evidence for this view other than a claim that
‘over thirty whole [roof tiles] of a red colour were obtained
on one spot not two years ago’ (i.e. in 1883). Each tegula
measured 445 X g4omm, while the ridge or channel tiles
(tmbrices) measured 445mm. If this claim were true then it
would undoubtedly provide the best indication yet of the
location of the source of the Roman artefacts. Frustratingly,
Spurrell (1885: 282) failed to provide any indication of where
this spot might have been although he was the first author to
cite both ‘Pan Rock’ and Pan Sand as the finds locations,
and to record that black pots were recovered but ignored as
the red pots sold for a ‘shilling’. These pots were referred to
by Pownall (1779: 287; Smith 1907: 270) as dark Tuscan
brown or black, thin, light and of a finer texture than the
samian ware. He did not see any complete vessels of this type
because their ‘thinness and fine texture rendered them so
liable to be broken’. The nature of these black-glazed pots
will be discussed Chapter 4.

In contrast to the other theories, Reginald Smith (1907)
considered the wreck of a cargo-boat freighted with Gallo-
Roman pottery sometime in the 2nd century Ap an historical
event. Smith was the Keeper of Romano-British collections
at the British Museum and was also a Fellow of the Society of
Antiquaries, whose members had taken a keen interest in the
site. Smith conducted the first serious study of the site,
compiled the first catalogue of the assemblage and oversaw
the first scientific underwater investigation of the site. He also
attempted one of the first classifications of samian ware and
published drawings of the main forms recovered from
Pudding Pan (see Fig. 43 and plate section). In addition, he
not only dated the site and identified the provenance of the
samian but also suggested that there may have been more
than one source based on the broad date range represented.
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Figure 28 The London 555 amphora recovered from north of Pan
Sand undergoing analysis at the National Maritime Museum. This
amphora still contained 6,206 olive pits or stones

Smith (1907; 1909) offered three explanations, besides
naturally concreted gravel or masonry, for the ‘brickwork’
recovered by John Pownall: navigation marks on a brick or
stone foundation; a small lighthouse; or the ballast of
stranded ships. He later concluded that the ‘Roman
brickwork’ was probably cementstone covered with seaweed
and marine growths and reports that the roof tiles show no
signs of usage, suggesting that they made up part (190g: 406),
if not the bulk, of the cargo (Rhodes 1989: 50). The large
number allegedly found would discount the notion of a
roofed galley area as posited for the St Peter Port wreck (see
Rule and Monaghan 1993: 130).

By 1909, Smith had investigated 282 vessels from the site
(216 of which were stamped), although two vessels have now
been discounted as their provenance is extremely dubious
(see below). Smith (19og) had not seen a single waster or
vessel spoilt in firing, nor any other paraphernalia normally
associated with kiln sites. He suggested that all the pieces
were once perfect, finding no signs of usage (contra Watson
1987), but that the scour of pebbles had destroyed the
foot-rings of large numbers that had been resting on the
‘Rock’ in an inverted position. He suggested that the
recurrence of forms supports a common origin; only one
form (PPR form 15) was represented by a single specimen.
He concluded (1909: 400, 412) that ‘this remarkable series is
homogeneous, the work of a group of [contemporary]
Gaulish potters, of whom most are known to have worked at
Lezoux’, dating the wreck to between ADp 160 and 190.
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Smith reported that:

ninety-six potters are known to have made figured red ware
bowls at Lezoux ... There are two names common to the
Pudding-pan Rock specimens and the moulds for third century
slip ware found at Lezoux, and of the thirty Rock names I have
been able to collect at least six are known as those of Lezoux
potters who stamped figured bowls as well as the plain ware
before us; while seven others are recorded from the Allier
district. None of the potters emanated from any other district
of Gaul, Italy, Germany or Britain ... Fifteen of the potters’
names from Pudding Pan also occurred in London finds (1907:

278).

It is not unusual to find a name in more than one form. This
is a peculiarity accounted for by the number of stamps
required to stamp the pots with the name of the workshop,
which resulted in potters using different and sometimes
many dies, all of which bore their name, to stamp their pots.
The die cutting of the name was perhaps often undertaken
by ear or included abbreviations (Roach Smith 1877: 119).

Smith accounted for the absence of decorated wares
amongst the Pudding Pan assemblage as a period of
transition at Lezoux between moulded decoration on bowls
and applied ornamentation. ‘After the old style had gone out
and before the new had come in, these potters seem to have
contented themselves and their customers with plain wares
... If either was in fashion when the wreck took place, it
would surely have been included in the cargo’ (Smith 1907:
2809; contra Haverfield 1911: 117). He concluded (1909: 412) that
the production of figured vases ceased at Lezoux many years
before the factory was destroyed in AD 259 and that plain
ware only was produced over a certain period. He accepted
that applied designs began in the early years of the grd
century AD so, as neither has yet been recovered from
Pudding Pan, he placed the wrecking between 160 and 190
AD. Although Smith’s dating of the assemblage was broadly
accurate his notion of a period of transition when only plain
wares were available has not been observed on terrestrial
sites. Moreover, B.R. Hartley (1969: 239) states that moulded
bowls were made throughout the history of samian
production. The apparent absence of decorated wares will
be discussed below. The fact that many of Smith’s
conclusions remain incontrovertible bears testament to the
rigour of his investigations.

Many of the early reports discussed ‘Pudding Pan Rock’
as though it were an actual outcrop of rock upon which the
Roman vessel was wrecked, a notion that is surprisingly
enduring (see Bédoyere 2000: 15), and investigators have
spent much time looking for this rock as an indication of
where the wreck might lie. It was not until Smith’s diver
visited the site (19g0g: 397) that this notion was quashed when
it was confirmed that the rock referred to an area of ‘cement
boulders’. Smith postulated (1909: 398) the existence of two
wrecks from evidence of pots recovered near Pan Sand that
bore potters’ names not included in the ‘Rock’ series (see
Payne 1887: 155), such as ACCIVS (nothing similar in NOTS
2008-12), CONGI (Gongius 2a; NOTS 2009a) and
MVXTVL (Muxtullus 7-a; NOTS 2010). None of these
names were recorded during the current study, possibly
because they were no longer associated with the ‘Rock’
series, probably as a direct result of Smith’s study. They are



Date Investigator Operation Outcome/Source

1773 John Pownall dredger survey brickwork, 3 pans and fragments
1779 Edward Jacob dredger survey no artefacts

1908 R. Smith/Hugh Pollard dredger and diver survey 3 pottery fragments recovered
1955 P. Stiles/Sheffield British Sub-Aqua Club diver survey Whitstable Times, 17.9.55
1961 British Sub-Aqua Club divers geophysical and diver survey Whitstable Times, 6.5.61
1979 P. Mensikov/H. Singer diver survey

1985 Marine Archaeological Surveys/Mark Redknap | geophysical survey Whitstable Times, 8.8.85
1988 Kit Watson geophysical survey Independent, 30.4.88
1997-2002 Roman Shipwrecks Project/Michael Walsh geophysical surveys anomalies identified
1998-2002 Roman Shipwrecks Project/Michael Walsh dredger and diver surveys 1 dish and several fragments
1999-2001 Archaeological Diving Unit/Martin Dean geophysical survey anomalies identified

2014-15 M. Walsh/ University of Southampton geophysical survey anomalies identified

Table 8 Chronology of site investigations at Pudding Pan

recorded in Oswald’s (1931) corpus but their Pudding Pan
provenance has been called into question (Atkinson 1942:
143). Their significance will be discussed below. Smith
speculated that this second ‘wreck’ dated to the middle of
the 1st century Ap, a date supported by the discovery in 1983
of an amphora (London 555 type) complete with its original
contents of olives found 500m north of Pan Sand (Sealey and
Tyers 1989: 53) (Fig. 28). Its discovery seems to have been
the catalyst that sparked renewed interest in the site after a
prolonged period of inactivity.

Besides the surveys conducted by Pownall and Jacob in
the late 18th century, and Smith’s in the early 2oth century,
there have been several more recent unsuccessful attempts to
locate the site (Table 8). Before the current study, these
more recent surveys can be characterized as rather half-
hearted and unmethodical, with unsurprisingly
disappointing results, none of which were properly
published, apparently leading to a number of rather cynical
publications questioning the very existence of the site (Porter
1978; MAS 1986), as reflected in the title of Singer’s (1972)
two-part article for Sub-Aqua magazine, “The wreck that
never was’. This period culminated, however, in a more
detailed and scholarly assessment of the recovered
assemblage (Watson 1987).

Watson examined 128 plain samian vessels and reported
a further 120, of which eight were not Antonine/central
Gaulish. He postulates (1987: 25) that some of this material
might be earlier in date, possibly pre-Flavian, that is to say of
the mid 1st century ADp, supporting the notion of an earlier
wreck to the north of Pan Sand. In addition, he locates one
amphora, four tegulae, one imbrex, one ARS vessel (form gB)
and, rather surprisingly, one decorated Dragendorffform g7
bowl. He first notices the asymmetric wear patterns and
reports that 45 per cent of his study sample shows signs of
‘tilt’, often at an angle of 30°, while 6 per cent (or eight
examples) displays even wear (1987: 30). He argues that the
wear patterns suggest that the pots were resting in inverted
stacks, which is known to have been employed in Roman
times as a convenient method for conveying and storing
vessels and is borne out by analysis for the present study.

In summary, we can see that although this site has been
‘known’ for some considerable time we have still not located
the actual source of the material, and there has been much
confusion about the area, between Pudding Pan, Pan Sand
and Pan Speck. In addition, the known assemblage continues
to grow and provide more information. Many of the early
theories were rather ill considered and can therefore be
discounted. Smith (1907; 1909) suggested that there might be
atleast two wrecks, one from the 1st century Ap, and one
from the 2nd century, from which the majority of finds came.
The recently discovered grd-century material offers the
tantalizing possibility of a third source of material. Smith
compiled the first comprehensive catalogue of the site while
Watson undertook the first site evolution analysis. However,
we are still not much closer to discovering the actual source
of the material, which remains an intriguing prospect.

Before assessing the enhancement and analysis of the
assemblage since the work of Watson, almost go years ago,
the next chapter will attempt to trace the biography of
individual pots and collections of pots in an effort to confirm
the Pudding Pan provenance of museum holdings that
allegedly derive from there. As might be expected, this has
not been wholly successful as many of the biographies are
incomplete owing to poor and partial museum accession
records. However, an overall impression of the route
through which various museums acquired their Pudding
Pan material is possible. Where available, museum accession
dates provide termint ante quos for the collection of pots, again
presenting a very rough indication of the rates at which the
pots were collected. Although this is very imprecise, as we
have no indication of how long a pot has been in a particular
collection, in many cases it is the only reliable information
we have. It may be possible, with the available evidence, to
discern a cyclical recovery of pots, as has been suggested by
some (Dean 1984). Are there periods when greater quantities
of pottery are recovered, and can this be related to increased
oyster dredging? Has there been a noticeable decline in the
number of pots recovered since the 1g9th century and
especially since the Second World War as some accounts
(Jefferis and McDonald 1966: 172; Singer 1972) suggest?
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From the sale of Kemp’s collection [1717] till the close of the
18th century, the collectors of London antiquaries were still few
... such few antiquaries as were found, passed into collections
like those of Strawberry Hill ... Things thus remained till
within the last 25 or 3o years ... From this [excavations for
London Bridge ¢. 1830 (Rhodes 1986: 199)] Mr Roach Smith
procured some of the chief riches of his remarkable collection
... To whom belongs the duty of gathering and preserving
collections such as this? Is it the Corporation of London or the
trustees of the British Museum? Both, as it would seem,
repudiate the noble duty; for both, within a short time, have
negatived [sic] the purchase of Mr Roach Smith’s museum ...
But the Corporation of London would seem to think that the
duty belongs to the trustees of the British Museum; and they; in
spite of the pleadings of their own officials, and of eminent men
of every kind, ignore it altogether (Anon. 1855).

The previous chapter highlighted, and endeavoured to
dispel, many of the more outlandish theories regarding the
nature of the source of the central Gaulish samian off the
north Kent coast. It is now generally accepted that the site
represents either a shipwreck (or wrecks) or a jettisoned
cargo but other myths about the site have developed. These
have been perpetuated in recent years largely as a result of
numerous unsuccessful attempts to locate the site(s) and a
lack of serious academic interest. Until the present study the
size and composition of the assemblage had been grossly
underestimated owing to its dispersal via private collectors
to both national and international institutions. An
unquantifiable, but possibly significant, proportion of the
assemblage undoubtedly remains in private collections. Pots
may well have been sold instantly upon landing or on market
days by fishermen to as yet unidentified individuals.
Evidence, including the site name, indicates that intact and
serviceable vessels would have been a welcome addition to
kitchen paraphernalia in the 18th and 19th centuries. At the
time of Smith’s investigations the majority of the vessels he
recorded (1907; 1909) were privately owned.

The most often repeated and potentially damaging
assumption is that the site has been widely dispersed and no
longer exists bar a few isolated artefacts, insinuating that
efforts to locate the site are pointless. Without the kudos of a
yet-to-be-located mother lode the recovered assemblage is
considered uncontextualized and is thus perceived to lack
any serious significance, which might explain academic
indifference. Offhand comments such as, ‘the Pudding Pan
cargo was recovered piecemeal in the 18th century so the
information that can be derived from it is consequently
restricted’ (Evans 1981: 527) proliferate, and engender
indifference towards the site. However, this study has shown
that the known samian assemblage now comprises 526
verifiable samian vessels, as well as a further g2 fragments,
making the consignment one of the most significant deposits
of Lezoux samian in Britain and certainly one of the largest
assemblages of unused samian pottery. In addition, this
assemblage is the second most sizeable from a maritime
context throughout the Empire while, in the absence of
similar evidence, its northern European location
significantly increases its importance.

Contrary to popular belief, significant quantities of
samian continue to be recovered from the site, which is
remarkable given the decline in the volume of fishing since



the late 1gth century. This suggests that a considerable,
cohesive deposit remains buried in the sands of the Kentish
Flats. The assumption that this ‘uncontextualized’
assemblage has little to contribute to our understanding of
the cross-Channel trade in samian will be challenged. Also,
the rate at which the pottery has been recovered from the
area will be assessed by investigating the biographies of
individual vessels. It is difficult to be entirely accurate about
when and where the pots were recovered, as although the
original collector can often be identified the date of
acquisition of a particular vessel has not usually been
recorded. However, it is generally known when a collector
was actively collecting so perceived cycles in the recovery of
vessels can be identified and then compared to the economic
cycles of the oyster-fishing industry. This analysis should
then establish whether the recovery of pots has been in
terminal decline since the Second World War or whether
there are other factors that have yet to be fully considered.

The biographies of the known assemblage will be
investigated in order to establish the routes by which samian
wares arrived in their current locations. Revealing the
collections through which particular artefacts passed may
provide some indication of the dates when the material was
originally found. Tracing the biographies of various
collections will also make apparent what proportion of
vessels originally held in private collections was eventually
acquired by public institutions. This should provide some
indication of the proportion of the assemblage that is still
held in private collections, thus enabling a more accurate
estimation of the recovered assemblage. This work may
ultimately confirm or reject a Pudding Pan provenance for
disputed artefacts, as there has been a tendency to ascribe
this origin to any samian displaying signs of marine growth.
These biographies are not easy to compile owing to poor
record-keeping and the tortuous route through which some
of the vessels have arrived at their final destinations.

It is highly likely that generations of fishermen had fished
up samian vessels long before they were identified as Roman
pots. The identification of Pan Sands on Tudor charts is
highly suggestive that pots may have been recovered as early
as the 16th century if not earlier. It is clear from Smith’s (1907;
1909) original studies of the Pudding Pan samian, from
anecdotal evidence and from recent studies (Watson 1987;
Walsh 1999; 2002) that fishermen have recovered several
hundred complete or near-complete vessels from Pudding
Pan over atleast the last 300 years. The majority of the
surviving Pudding Pan vessels were originally collected by
private individuals and may have passed between numerous
private collectors before museum accession. The problem is
compounded by the scarcity of detailed accession records,
and even when relatively complete records have been kept
there is rarely any record of the date at which the pots were
recovered from the sea. Accession records generally detail the
date at which the last known possessor of the artefact passed
it on to a museum collection, with little if any other
biographical information. Other than the work of Smith and
Watson, little of significance has been undertaken in order to
locate the site or to research the recovered assemblage.
Reconstruction, if possible, of the biographies of Pudding
Pan vessels (for instance, from surviving information of

original collectors, sales or bequests to other collections and
so forth) prior to their acquisition by the museum in which
they are currently housed would be particularly important in
identifying those vessels that were recorded in previous
studies of the material, especially Smith’s investigations.

This study has shown that it is possible to establish where
some, but not all, of these privately owned vessels are
currently held (see Table 11). Rather surprisingly, it has been
impossible to ascertain the present whereabouts of some of the
larger collections of the most prominent collectors of Pudding
Pan material (see below). Other than recent discoveries it has
only been possible to establish when a handful of vessels
recorded here were originally recovered from the Kentish
Flats (see Fig. 32). It has also been difficult to ascertain
through how many private collections a particular vessel has
passed. It is therefore impossible to determine with complete
certainty whether samian vessels have been fished up from
Herne Bay at a constant rate over the last 300 years, or
whether there has been a far more episodic recovery.

In order to locate and record as many as possible of the
surviving artefacts reputed to have come from Pudding Pan
all the museums identified by Smith and Watson as curating
Pudding Pan samian were contacted. In addition, enquiries
were made at a large number of institutions not listed in
these catalogues in case they held Pudding Pan artefacts.
Most notably these included a number of museums and
libraries in Kent. Enquiries were also made at universities,
public schools and a considerable number of local museums
across the UK (see Appendix 4). Indeed, the recent NOTS
2008-12 publications recorded institutions that had not been
contacted previously, most notably the Powell-Cotton (Quex
Park) Museum in Kent, which held 44 complete samian
vessels. The recent NOTS publications helpfully include
museum accession numbers, which, when provided to
museums that claimed to have no artefacts from Pudding
Pan, subsequently located these artefacts.

While the numbers of enquiries made to institutions both
here and abroad have been extensive they have not been
exhaustive. It may well be that some public institutions that
were not contacted retain collections of Pudding Pan
material, some of which may have been given a London
provenance by unscrupulous antiquarians in order to
increase an artefact’s value (Marsh 1979: 125). A number of
museums in North America were also contacted, as one
anecdotal source had suggested that some vessels from one
private collection had gone to Canada (Watson 1987). A
samian bowl from Pudding Pan was recently sold on a
Californian auction website. The National Museum of
Ghana (formerly the Gold Coast), the Gold Coast museums
in Queensland, Australia, and in Florida, USA, and Billy
Graham’s organization in the USA were all contacted for
similar reasons. The project has also had some success
recording artefacts held by private collectors and Whitstable
fishermen. However, it seems highly likely that only a small
proportion of the privately held artefacts have been
recorded; the publicity following a public lecture about the
site and the project, held at Whitstable museum, brought
forth more previously unrecorded pottery.

The 526 vessels and 32 fragments from Pudding Pan have
been found in 28 museums and other public institutions, and
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Accession date Number of vessels Vendor/Donor Notes
6 December 1776 2 D. Rhudde dredged off Reculver, 1773
1814 37 Charles Townley possibly bought from G. Keate
10 December 1810 1 no details no details
2 May 1853 2 William Chaffers, FSA previously owned by E.B. Price, FSA
1 July 1856 ? C. Roach Smith Mr Teanby’s collection
1870 2 Victoria & Albert Museum William Gibbs bequest
1901 5 Victoria & Albert Museum from Museum of Practical Geology
15 November 1903 1 Francis Brent Bequest no further details
27 July 1908 10 Sibert Saunders Pudding Pan Rock
25 October 1910 3 Library Committee of the Corporation of Pudding Pan Rock
London
23 November 1920 28 Librarian, Guildhall, London E.C. Pudding Pan Rock
2 May 1925 1 Society of Antiquaries possibly donated by J.E. Price
16 March 1937 8 W. Holden Pudding Pan Rock
10 December 1937 3 fragments R.A. Smith/PPR Exploration Fund Pudding Pan Rock
2 May 1950 2 K.B. Clarke no further details
1 May 1977 1 Geological Museum donated by Henry Dewey
12 September 1997 1 Museum of London/Guildhall Museum collected 1865
Total 104 (+ 3 fragments)

Table 9 Accession data from the British Museum

in nine private collections. This represents a minimum
number of vessels, as more Pudding Pan samian
undoubtedly exists in museums that have not yet been
approached. It is also highly probable that some material
has not been recognized as coming from Pudding Pan, that
old collections have material that has not yet been
catalogued to modern standards and that private collectors
have not yet made themselves known. Appendix 5
summarizes the known history of some of the samian
collections recorded by this project.

The history of collection
The most complete and detailed acquisition records were
obtained from the British Museum, which provided
accession data for the majority of its sizeable collection
(Table g). The initial antiquarian interest in Pudding Pan
can be related to the small number of vessels entering the
collections of the Society of Antiquaries and the British
Museum in the second half of the 18th century. It is possible
that two vessels presented to the British Museum in 1776
relate to John Pownall’s original investigation of the site in
1775 (Pownall 1779: 283). This is supported by the entry in
the British Museum register, which states: ‘December 6 1776:
Two vessels of red earth supposed to be Roman but more
probably Brasilian [sic] taken out of the sea by some
fishermen dredging for oysters off the Reculver, in the Isle of
Thanet, in the year 1779. From Mr D Rhudde, of St
Thomas’s Street.” The suggestion of a Brazilian provenance
for the pots seems to have come from the compiler of the
register some 40 years later rather than the prevailing views
of the time (J.D. Hill, pers. comm.) but implies that some
confusion existed in the late 18th century regarding the
origin of these artefacts.

At that time and throughout the 19th century the
majority of Pudding Pan vessels were privately owned. For
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example, Gustavus Brander, a Fellow of the Royal Society,
reportedly served ‘dessert’ for Governor Thomas Pownall on
his collection of samian ware some time before the
publication of Pownall’s paper in 1779 (Smith 1907: 271). If
this anecdote is accurate then Brander must have had a
fairly sizeable collection of samian ware but there is no
record of its entering museum collections despite the fact
that he was a trustee and benefactor of the British Museum.
Smith (1907: 271) provided details of six vessels in the
Brander collection from the postscript added to Pownall’s
original paper. The case of Brander is interesting as it
supports the notion that considerable quantities of samian
remain in private collections.

Charles Townley (1737-1805) was an antiquarian and,
from 1791, a trustee of the British Museum. His important
personal collection of marble statuary was acquired by the
British Museum after his death in 1805 through an Act of
Parliament, so it entered a public institution rather than
other private collections. Townley’s collection of drawings,
bronzes, gems, coins and other items, including 37 samian
vessels from Pudding Pan, was acquired subsequently by the
Museum in 1814 (Hill 2002; see Smith 1907: 271).

Another notable 18th-century collector was Revd Bryan
Faussett, FSA (1720—76), who lived in Kent and collected 17
vessels. His ‘unsurpassed’ collection was offered for sale to,
but declined by, the British Museum. It was later purchased
by Mr Joseph Mayer in 1853 and now forms part of the
collection at Liverpool Museum. It is clear that the
assemblage recovered from Pudding Pan had already been,
or was being, widely dispersed by the mid 1gth century.

Charles Roach Smith (1807—9o) published a paper on ‘Mr
Teanby’s collection’ (Roach Smith 1877), which he
subsequently acquired to complement his own collection,
assembled in the 1840s. Roach Smith was very active in the
Kent area and had been asked repeatedly to take an official



position in the Kent Archaeological Society, which was
formed in 1857 (Moody 2008: 14). His collection was
acquired by the British Museum in 1856, where it still
remains, despite the alleged prevarications quoted at the
beginning of the chapter, following an appeal by his friends
to parliament (Anon. 1855: 358; see Roach Smith 1877;
Marsh 1981: 174). Details of Roach Smith’s collection are
rather sketchy and it has not been possible to ascertain
precisely how many Pudding Pan artefacts passed to the
British Museum. In 1987 it was recorded that four vessels
were missing from the British Museum collections and four
were on loan to the National Maritime Museum (Watson
1987: table 1.6). If we add these eight vessels to the 104 vessels
accounted for in the accession records (Table g) it would
seem that the British Museum had a total of ¢. 112 vessels in
its collections at that time. Assuming that no other vessels
had been transferred from the British Museum, then it
would seem that the Roach Smith collection included eight
Pudding Pan vessels. The Museum’s collection now contains
105 vessels (see Table 11).

The Victoria and Albert Museum (V&A) twice
transferred Pudding Pan artefacts to the British Museum. In
1870, the V&A transferred two vessels bequeathed by
William Gibbs, and five vessels which came from the
Museum of Practical Geology, presumably sometime before
that museum was incorporated into the Science Museum in
19o1. Unfortunately, the accession records of the Museum of
Practical Geology, now housed at the Natural History
Museum, provide no further details. The V&A also
transferred two samian vessels to the Pitt Rivers Museum,
Oxford in ¢. 1884.

In 1908, Mr Sibert Saunders moved from Whitstable to
London and disposed of his entire collection of 56
specimens: 10 vessels were bought by the British Museum
for £16 165 od; seven were bought by Guildhall Museum,
London for £11 55 od (LCCCL 1908b); and 39 went to the
Royal Institution of South Wales, later Swansea Museum,
where 29 still remain (Smith 1909; Moody 2008: 17) — the
fate of the remaining 10 is unknown but they were
reportedly still at Swansea as recently as 1987 although they
were not inspected at that time (Watson 1987: table 1.6).
They are included here since NOTS 2008—12 records
sufficient details and there is no evidence of these vessels
entering other institutions so double-counting is highly
unlikely.

The seven Saunders vessels that went to the Guildhall
Museum were donated to the British Museum in November
1920, together with 21 others, one of which is inscribed, ‘Pan
Rock, Whitstable 1865’. These were in addition to three
donated to the British Museum in October 1g10. The
Guildhall Museum had previously donated three vessels to
Kelvingrove Museum, Glasgow in 1903; one was found in
1861 and another in 1862. These donations formed part of a
consignment of 53 ‘Roman and other archaeological objects
that were duplicates of other museum exhibits (LCCCL
1903b). The Guildhall Museum had, with a few exceptions,
endeavoured to maintain a strictly local character (Welch
1901: 4); the 28 Pudding Pan artefacts transferred to the
British Museum formed part of a group ‘not relating to
London’ (LCCCL 1920).

5

It is clear from the Minute Books that the Guildhall
Library Committee was happy to redistribute duplicate
artefacts to a variety of museums and even to private
individuals who had donated objects to the museum or art
gallery. The samian vessel recorded by Smith (1909) in
Kingston Library and Museum is likely to have come from
the Guildhall Museum, as a letter requesting duplicates is
recorded from the town clerk of Kingston upon Thames.
Similar letters were received from the Corporation of
Devonport and from York Museum at about the same time.
Plymouth Museum currently has two vessels from Pudding
Pan in its collections, which must relate to the Corporation
of Devonport’s request of 1gog (LCCCL 1904).

It is also recorded that duplicates were offered to the
London Museum (later the Museum of London) while others
were donated to the Mill Hill School Museum in 1911
(LCCCL 1911); whether these included Pudding Pan
material is not recorded. Other entries in the minute books
note the refusal to purchase other collections, which
included ‘ancient’ (LCCCL 18g7) and Roman (LCCCL
1898) pottery, presumably owing to their ‘non-local’ origins.
These collections could well have included Pudding Pan
artefacts as the site was an important source of the complete
samian vessels that collectors preferred. Besides these 37
samian vessels donated to other museums, at least four
vessels were incorporated into the Museum of London
collections when the two museums amalgamated in 1974.
Thus at least 41 vessels were redistributed by the Guildhall
Museum (Table 10).

Other than the Saunders collection, the routes through
which the Guildhall Museum acquired its samian are
somewhat obscure because the museum’s accession records
have, as yet, not been located. The original Pudding Pan
material must have been acquired after the museum was
founded in 1826 (Welch 1g901: 3). Until the museum donation
books, so frequently referred to in the Minutes, are located
—ifindeed they still exist — the accession details are likely to
remain obscure. However, the Guildhall Museum did
publish a number of catalogues of their collections and,
although donors/vendors of material are rarely recorded,
these do provide some indication of dates when the later
Pudding Pan artefacts were acquired. The Museum
catalogue of 1903 records six vessels with either a
‘Whitstable’ or ‘Pan Rock, Whitstable’ provenance
(LCCCL 1903a: 97-100). The 1908 catalogue records 22
samian vessels from ‘Pudding-pan Rock, Whitstable’ in
addition to the six recorded in 1903.

If we assume that the catalogues represent an accurate
record of artefacts in the Museum collections, it seems that
the three vessels donated to Kelvingrove Museum, Glasgow
and the two donated to the Corporation of Devonport in
1903 were additional to those recorded in the 1903 catalogue.
This suggests that by 1903 the Guildhall Museum had 11
vessels and acquired an additional 22 between 190 and 1908,
making a total of g3 pieces. Since the museum gave away at
least 41 vessels it must have acquired another eight some time
after 1908. Some accession notes have been found which
record that in April 1865 the Guildhall Museum paid
Thomas Gunston /200 for his collection of antiquities and in
May 1868 paid £50 to John Edward Price for his small
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Date Donor/Recipient/Recorder Acquired Donated Recorded Total Museum holding

1865 Thomas Gunston 1

1868 John Edward Price 10 1

1903 Kelvingrove Museum, Glasgow

1903 Corporation of Devonport

1903 Guildhall catalogue 6

1904 Kingston Library and Museum 1 5

1907 R.A. Smith (1907) 5

1908 S. Saunders 7 12

1908 Donors/vendors unknown 15 27

1908 Guildhall catalogue 27

1908 Donors/vendors unknown 3 30

1909 R.A. Smith (1909) 30

1910-74 Donors/vendors unknown 5 35

1910 British Museum 3 32

1920 British Museum 28 4

1974 Museum of London 4 0
Total 41 41

Table 10 Acquisitions by, and donations from, the Guildhall Museum. Note: ‘0’ indicates that the museum collection has been accounted for completely

collection. Gunston’s collection included one pot from
Pudding Pan while Price sold 10 from his collection.

Thus the sources of 18 (Saunders (7), Price (10) and
Gunston (1)) of the 41 vessels given away by the Guildhall
Museum have been identified, while the sources of 2 vessels
remain unknown. As stated above, three vessels are
inscribed with recovery dates (1861, 1862 and 1865), as are
others in the National Museum of Wales (1864), in the
Ashmolean Museum (1882) and in Northampton Museum
(1884). The similarity of the inscriptions, their close
contemporaneity and the association with the Guildhall
Museum of some if not all of these vessels suggest that they
may have come from one collection (Gunston’s or Price’s?)
and may be the five recorded by Smith at the Guildhall
Museum in 1907. Apart from Rhudde’s donations to the
British Museum, which were recovered in 1773, and the
modern discoveries, these are the only vessels for which the
recovery dates are known (see Fig. 32).

The current study has identified a number of
inconsistencies between the museum catalogues and those of
Smith (1907; 1909), compiled at around the same time.
Rather curiously there is no match between two of the six
vessels recorded in the 1903 museum catalogue and the five
recorded by Smith in 1907. Similarly, there is no match
between 10 of the 22 vessels listed in the 1908 museum
catalogue and the 18 recorded by Smith in 19og. This might
be explained by poor recording by a museum cataloguer
who was unfamiliar with samian ware, although this does
not explain the discrepancies in measurements. Even more
curious is the lack of correlation between totals from the
museum catalogues of 1903 and 1908 and Smith’s catalogues
of 1907 and 1909.

However, the difference between the 1903 and 1907
catalogues may be explained by the donation of the vessel to
Kingston in 1904. This also confirms that the donations to
Glasgow and to Devonport were not recorded in the earlier
catalogue. The difference between the museum catalogue
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of 1908 and Smith’s of 1909 can also be explained. Smith
had previously recorded Saunders’ seven vessels so the
difference may be accounted for if the museum had
acquired an additional three vessels between the
compilation of the two catalogues in 1908—g, which seems
likely. In addition, the 1908 museum catalogue records 28
vessels from Pudding Pan but appears to be incorrect as it
includes the collection from the 1903 catalogue even though
one piece had been donated to Kingston Library and
Museum in the interim (see Table 10). Using these
comparisons the dates of acquisition of the additional
artefacts can be refined despite the absence of the accession
books. For clarification, the Guildhall Museum in
Rochester also has nine vessels.

Incidentally, Haverfield (1911: 117) reported that the
Guildhall Museum had a Dragendorff form 27 bowl labelled
Pan Rock and suggested that on this basis ‘Pudding Pan
Rock’ should be dated before 160 AD as this form largely
went out of production and use around that time (Willis
2005, 5.3.2.3, chart 1). The association of this vessel with Pan
Rock supports the suggestion that there is a source of 1st
century material in the vicinity of Pan Sand. However, this
bowl is not included in any of the previous catalogues of
Pudding Pan material (Smith 1907; 1909; Watson 1987;
Walsh 1998), possibly because it did not conform to the
characteristics of the known Pudding Pan assemblage and it
was not identified during the present study.

Itis reported that in 1930 William Holden had a
collection of some 130 examples of ‘Pan Rock’ ware (Singer
1972: 8) although Holden’s nephew (pers. comm.) claims he
had only 84 vessels (Fig. 29). The latter figure is confirmed
by an entry in the British Museum registers dated 16 March
1937 that records the acquisition of part of this collection. It
is interesting to note that in 1907 Smith recorded Holden as
possessing only eight vessels in his collection, which would
imply that the remaining 76 were acquired some time
between 1907 and 1937. Holden was a Whitstable jeweller




Figure 29 The private collection of William Holden’s nephew recorded by the author in the late 1990s

with a shop at 65 High Street, Whitstable, in which he
displayed the finds. He paid the fishermen one guinea per
pot according to condition, which was equivalent to one
week’s work on the Flats.

It is further claimed that upon his death, half of Holden’s
collection was sold to the British Museum while Whitstable
Historical Society purchased the remainder (Porter 1978).
However, British Museum records show that Reginald
Smith selected only eight examples to supplement the
existing British Museum collection, for which he paid £5.
The Ashmolean Museum accession books record that a Mrs
Eustace Smith of Lyndhurst, Hampshire, purchased some of
Holden’s collection; whether she was related to Reginald
Smith is not known. Whitstable Museum subsequently
received the remainder of the collection from the Whitstable
Historical Society and currently has 113 vessels in its
collection, which appears to confirm that Holden’s collection
comprised 84 rather than 130 vessels.

Holden’s late nephew offered his collection of 14 complete
vessels to the author for recording. He was the last surviving
member of the Whitstable shipbuilding firm, Anderson,
Rigden & Perkins, and started collecting after his uncle’s
death in the late 1930s. He paid £1 per pot and claimed that
he was offered plenty of broken and incomplete pots which
he rejected as he was interested only in complete vessels. He
unwittingly replicated Brander’s dinner party, serving a
meal using samian ware. The Whitstable Museum
collection was augmented by donations of some 21 vessels by
Wallace Harvey (a local historian and president of the
museum trustees) and his family after his death in 2001 (Fig.
30). Some of these vessels may have been remnants of the
Historical Society’s collection as Harvey was also a founder
member and president of the society (Harvey 1993). The
source of the remaining 23 vessels in Whitstable Museum’s
collection is unknown but they are likely to have come from
local fishermen.

Mr F.G. Hilton-Price was a director of the Society of
Antiquaries and had 12 vessels in his possession (Smith 1907),
some of which were sold at auction at Sotheby’s in 1911.
Three vessels went to the Jewry Wall Museum, Leicester,
while six went to the National Museum of Scotland. The fate
of the three remaining vessels is unclear. Hilton-Price was
one of the contributors to Reginald Smith’s fund to explore
the ‘Rock’, as was Mr F. Bennett-Goldney, FSA, mayor of
Canterbury in 1909 (Smith 1909: 395-6). Bennett-Goldney’s
collection of nine vessels is now in Manchester Museum,
having been acquired from a Mr Sharp-Ogden in 1926.

Professor F. Haverfield, FSA was another contributor to
the exploration fund. He had one Dragendorff form 79 plate
(Smith 1909), which he bought in Whitstable in 1908, and
which subsequently entered the Ashmolean Museum
collections in 1920. It is clear that many Fellows of the
Society of Antiquaries were keen collectors of Pudding Pan
samian ware. Indeed, the Society of Antiquaries had its own
collection of seven vessels from Pudding Pan (Smith 1907).
Five of these are still in the Society’s possession, donated by
Mr J.E. Price, the collector who sold 10 Pudding Pan samian
vessels to the Guildhall Museum in 1868. The Society
donated one vessel to the British Museum in 1925, which
could well have come from the same source, while the fate of
one vessel is currently unknown.

The Ashmolean Museum has 16 samian vessels and two
Roman roof tiles from Pudding Pan. Three of the artefacts,
including the roof tiles, were not located by the current study
but the accession records are fairly complete with details of
the provenance of all but three of the artefacts. Mrs Smith
(cited above) presented five samian vessels to the museum in
1909 and two more in 1910 together with two fegulae. In 1909,
she also donated to the British Museum one tegula, one imbrex
and two amphora sherds that had been dredged from Pudding
Pan. It is not recorded whether Mrs Smith also purchased
these items from William Holden but it would seem likely.
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Figure 30 President of Whitstable Historical Society, Wallace Harvey, pictured with his collection of samian and mortaria recovered from the
Kentish Flats. Whitstable Museum Trust

The Ashmolean purchased another samian vessel from H.J.
Nicholls of 7 High Street, Whitstable in 1912 for 15 shillings.
In 1925, Professor F.-W. Griffith presented a Dragendorff
form 36 bowl to the museum that came from the collection
of Sir Erasmus Wilson and had been recovered in 1882. In
1938, Professor R.G. Collingwood presented a Dragendorff
form 8o dish to the Ashmolean, and in 1948 the museum
bought a DragendorfI form 35 dish at a Sotheby’s sale
(catalogue 20/21 December 1948, lot 48) from the collection
of Revd E.A. Sydenham. The collection of 44 vessels
recently recorded at Powell-Cotton Museum was acquired
by Major Powell-Cotton on 10 October 1928 from Valentine
Sinclair, who ran the Olde Northcote Curiosity Shope (the
White Swan) in St John’s, Canterbury.

Anecdotal evidence, reportedly originating from the
Museum of London, of Pudding Pan material in a North
American museum collection refers specifically to the
‘Royal Museum of Calgary’ in Canada. There are two
possible explanations as to how this material became so
widely dispersed. The diver whom Smith (1909: 396)
employed to explore the ‘Rock’ was due to leave for Canada
shortly after visiting Pudding Pan and could have taken
artefacts with him. Alternatively, Pudding Pan material
may have been included in the sales of G.F. Lawrence, a
sometime ‘Inspector of Excavations’ and antiquities dealer.
Lawrence was appointed temporary assistant at the
Guildhall Museum in 1901 (LCCCL 19o1), primarily to
catalogue the collections (LCCCL 1903a; 1908a). In
addition, he acted as an agent for the London Museum,
which was founded in 1911 and acquired large groups of
samian, particularly from sites being excavated in London
in the 1920s. He also sold liberally elsewhere — particularly,
and crucially in this context, to the Royal Ontario
Museum, Toronto, in the late 1920s (Marsh 1981: 176). Itis
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possible, bearing in mind the London Museum connection,
that this anecdote refers to Lawrence’s sale in the 1920s.
Whether this sale included Pudding Pan material is unclear
but seems highly probable given that Pudding Pan seems to
have been one of the primary sources of complete samian
vessels at the time.

However, the Royal Ontario Museum has responded that
it has no Pudding Pan material in its collection. A ‘Royal
Museum of Calgary’ (Watson 1987) does not appear to exist,
but enquiries at other museums in Calgary have also
suggested the Royal Ontario Museum, as other museums in
Calgary seem unlikely repositories. Incidentally, the
Museum of London’s collections database also records a
Dragendorffform 27 cup from Pudding Pan on loan to the
National Museum of the Gold Coast in 1956 (it seems most
likely that this refers to what is now known as Ghana
although there are ‘Gold Coasts’ in Australia and in the
USA). The fate of this cup remains unclear, as enquiries at
all Gold Coast institutions have elicited no positive response.
Finally, g0 of the vessels recorded here are in the possession
of current fishermen and were recovered by them in the last
30 or so years, while a further seven have been recovered
during recent investigations.

Three vessels recorded at the Cambridge University
Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology should be
discounted as two that came from an Irish collector are of
unknown provenance and the provenance of the third is
given as Upchurch. In addition, the one stamp that is
semi-legible (NT ... ... VS) does not relate to any others from
Pudding Pan; neither does one of the forms, a Ritterling
form 1. Obviously this alone does not exclude these vessels as
potentially deriving from the Pudding Pan assemblage but,
given the dubious provenance, the association with Pudding
Pan 1s extremely unsecure.



Location 1907 1909 Total Current Identified Missing
British Museum 36 36 105 yes 0
Bethnal Green Museum 5 5 10 now in Museum of London 0
Guildhall Museum, London 5 18 23 0 28 to British Museum; 3 to Kelvingrove Museum Glasgow 0
Free Public Museum, Liverpool 29 29 27 2 unaccounted for 2
Royal Museum, Canterbury 19 19 10 probably to Whitstable Museum 0
Municipal Museum, Maidstone 8 8 41 yes 0
Society of Antiquaries of London 7 7 5 1 to British Museum 1
G.M. Arnold, FSA 25 25 0 18 to Maidstone Museum; 9 to Guildhall, Rochester. Note: | 0
Arnold collected 2 more vessels after 1909
Sebastian Evans 14 14 ? 6 to Folkestone Museum 8
Dr J.W. Hayward 4 4 8 ? no 8
W. Holden 8 8 0 bought by British Museum 0
F.G. Hilton Price, Director of the 12 12 ? 3 to Jewry Wall Museum, Leicester; 6 to National Museum | 3
Society of Antiquaries of London of Scotland
Sibert Saunders 54 54 0 7 to Guildhall Museum; 10 to British Museum; 39 to 0
Swansea Museum
V.B. Crowther-Benyon FSA 3 3 0 3 to Jewry Wall Museum, Leicester 0
Christ Church Library, Oxford 2 2 0 2 to Ashmolean 0
Pitt-Rivers Museum 3 3 2 1 unaccounted for (Ashmolean?) 1
Alnwick Castle Museum 2 2 ? ? ?
Ashmolean Museum 1 1 16 yes 0
Dorset County Museum 1 1 ? ? ?
Cambridge Museum of 2 2 3 yes 0
Archaeology and Anthropology
Kingston Library and Museum 1 1 0 1 to British Museum via Museum of London 0
Lady Armytage 5 5 ? no 5
Major Brocklehurst 1 1 ? no 1
Professor F. Haverfield FSA 1 1 0 1 to Ashmolean Museum 0
F.J. Sparshott 9 9 ? 1 to Birmingham Museum 8
John Sutherland 1 1 ? no 1
C. Warner 2 2 ? no 2
Totals 238 44 282 40-3

Table 11 Reginald Smith’s corpus published in the Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries, vols 21-2 (see Smith 1907 and 1909). Note: ‘0’

indicate the collections for which every artefact has been accounted

Thus the original collectors of 401 (76 per cent) of the 526
samian vessels recorded in this study have now been traced.
The corollary is that the biographies of 125 vessels or (24 per
cent) of the known assemblage remain obscure, as the
information was either never recorded or is now missing.
This may be a consequence of the circuitous routes, via
numerous private collections, by which many museums have
acquired their Pudding Pan collections. The accession
records for many of the vessels are either incomplete, can no
longer be located or were not completed at the time of
acquisition. This not only presents difficulties in
determining how a museum acquired a particular pot but
also calls into question some of the artefacts that may have
been given a Pudding Pan provenance in error. However, as
stated previously, it is usually possible to identify impostors.

Comparison with Smith’s catalogues

Without complete and accurate records of individual vessels
it is difficult both to establish the exact size of the assemblage
recovered to date and to ascertain with any degree of
certainty which of the vessels were previously recorded by

Smith, meaning that we cannot even be certain whether
some of the vessels recorded by the current study are the
same as, or additional to, those recorded by Smith in
1907—9. This clearly has a major impact on the size of the
known assemblage. Of the 282 vessels inspected by Smith,
143 (51 per cent) were in private collections in 19079,
although by 1909 Saunders’ collection of 54 had been sold to
museums, leaving only 89 (or g1 per cent) of this sample in
private collections. By tracing the biographies of the vessels
recorded for the current project it has been possible to
identify all but between 40 (14 per cent) and 43 (15 per cent) of
the vessels recorded by Smith in 1907—9. The discrepancy
arises from a lack of response from two public institutions
that have not confirmed whether they still have any artefacts
in their collections (Table 1x). It would seem likely that they
have so we can assume that the lower figure is more
accurate.

It is interesting to note that four private collections — those
of Sebastian Evans (eight vessels), I',J. Sparshott (eight vessels),
DrJ.W. Hayward (eight vessels) and Lady Armytage (five
vessels) — account for 29 (73 per cent) of these missing vessels. It
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Samian form (Bet and |31 (055) |31r 33(036) |35(014) (36 38(088) |46 79 (032A) |[79r 80 (031) |C15 c23 LudTg |Others
Delor (2000) form) (54/56) (15A/15P) (42/4) (032P) (045) (043) | (029)
No. | Potter S (W |S|W |S |W |S (W |S W S (W [S [W [S W |S |[W |[S (W |S S S |wW [wW Total
1 Aestivus 14 |20 20
2 Albucianus 1 |19 19
3 Arncus 3 8 14 17
4 Asiaticus ii 1 1
5 [|Atilianusi 2 (1 3 |4 1 (1 12 19 26
6 Belsa (Arvenicus) 2 (4 4
7 Caletus 3 (14 5 15 29
8 Campanus ii 1 2 4 5
9 Caratillus ii 4 13 13
10 |[Cassiusii 1 1
11 |Catianusiii 2 2 6 |7 1 |3 12
12 | Cintusmusi 2 (3 10 |13 3 |3 19
13 |[Cracina 1 2 2
14 | Crispinusiii 3 3
15 | Datius 1 1
16 |Decmusii 2 |4 3 21 25
17 |Doeccusi 1 1
18 | Firminus i-Arean 1 1
19 |[Gaiusi 1 2 2
20 |Genitorii * 1 1 2
21 | Gippus 1 * 1
22 |lullinusii 1 |2 2
23 |lustusii 3 |4 4
24 | Maccalus 4 1 1 6
25 |Macrianus 1|1 1
26 |Mainacnus 8 |14 |1 2 1 17
27 | Maiori 1 1 7 |5 8
28 |Marcellinus ii 2 2
29 |Marcusv 2 |1 1 3
30 |Martinusiiii 2 2 2
31 |Mascellioi 1 1 1
32 |Maternianus i 1 1 2 (1 16 |23 26
33 |Maternus iv 1 1 7 |6 8
34 | Maulinus 2 2
35 | Mercatoriv 1 1
36 | Namilianus 1 1 1
37 |Patto 3 |9 2 |4 13
38 |[Paullusv 1 5 9 1 11
39 |[Primanusiii 3 (2 1 4
40 |Priscusiii 1 1
41 | Quintus v 1 3 7 |7 11
42 | Sacrillus 3 4 4
43 |Saturioii 1 1
44 | Saturninus ii 1 (21 [15]|22 |3 5 1 1 50
45 |Severianusi 2 |7 1 (1 8
46 |Sextusv 2 |3 3
47 |Vitalisi 1 1
Rosette/circles 11 (10 4 3 25
No stamp 10 (22 |20 |45 1 2 1 73
lllegible stamp 14 |3 (6 6 2 |1 |1 |3 2 |1 2 |3 1 8 37
Total 121 74 131 22 46 15 12 64 8 12 1 5 5 12 538

Table 12 Comparison of samian forms/stamps recorded by Smith (S) (1907; 1909) with those recorded during the present study (W). Numbers in bold
represent the greatest number of each type (stamp/form)
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Source Date Total Adjustments Amended total
Smith 1909 282 ;)fotznmagca:bridge University Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology of very dubious 280

Watson 1987 182 + 62 reported but unseen 244

Walsh 1998 327 None 327

Walsh 2006 497 - 29 fragments counted as if complete vessels 468

Current 2015 510 + 16 reported but unseen including 10 missing vessels from Swansea Museum 526

Current 2015 526 + 12 recorded uniquely by Smith (1909) 538

Current 2015 538 +40/43 recorded by Smith but currently untraced 578-81

Current 2015 526 + 31 per cent in private collections in 1909 c. 689

Table 13 Summary of minimum numbers of vessels from Pudding Pan

may well be that at least some of these vessels have ended up
in museum collections but the accession records are lacking.
Indeed, nine vessels from the collection of G.M. Arnold have
only recently come to light. However, given that Smith
suggested there were many more vessels around at that time,
and that William Holden had increased his collection almost
ten-fold from the time of Smith’s study, it is possible that these
private collectors may have amassed much larger collections.
This seems to confirm that considerable quantities of samian
remain in private collections, thereby obscuring the precise
size of the known recovered assemblage. For example, if we
use the number of vessels recorded by the current project (526)
and assume that 31 per cent of the assemblage remains in
unknown private collections (as found by Smith (1gog)) then
the recovered assemblage could feasibly amount to some 689
or more vessels.

Tracing all but 40 of the 282 vessels recorded by Smith in
1909 must provide some indication of the probable size of the
recovered assemblage. If these 40 vessels have entered
museum collections without accompanying detailed accession
records then they could well have been recorded by the
present project, so we can say with justifiable certainty that
the known assemblage numbers at least 526 samian vessels. If,
however, these 40 artefacts remain in private collections then
the assemblage numbers at least 566 vessels. Given the
numbers of vessels in private collections that have been
revealed following recent appeals and, more critically, by
recently published information on collections in public
institutions (VOTS 2008-12), it seems highly likely that there
remain a considerable but unquantifiable number of samian
vessels in private collections and possibly in public institutions.
Importantly, we can be confident that the assemblage has now
reached a statistically significant quantity.

Alternatively, Table 12 compares potters’ stamps
against samian forms as recorded by Smith (S) with those
recorded by the current project (W). By taking the greatest
number (emboldened) of each type (stamp/form) recorded
by Smith or by the current project we can deduce a
minimum number of vessels recovered from the site (Table
12). Obviously this is a conservative estimate as each party
may have uniquely recorded some of the vessels, but we can
be confident that 538 vessels represents an absolute
minimum from the site. The disparity between the forms/
stamps recorded by Smith and by the current project now
numbers only 12 specimens, although it must be stressed
that both parties may not have recorded the same vessels.

This table highlights the tremendous progress in enhancing
the assemblage from Pudding Pan; Smith (19og) had
recorded 280 vessels (excluding the two from Cambridge
University Museum of Archaceology and Anthropology)
whereas the total now amounts to some 526 vessels plus g2
fragments. If we add the 40—3 vessels recorded by Smith
that we have been unable to trace then the total assemblage
stands at between 566 and 569 vessels. If we assume a
recovery rate of 5 per cent, based on other sampling
strategies, then the recovered assemblage could represent a
deposit of almost 12,000 vessels at the source, which would
not be excessive for a Roman freighter (see below), although
obviously this is highly speculative.

These figures assume that the material has been
accurately recorded by both studies and that stamps that are
illegible now were also illegible to Smith, although they may
well have deteriorated in the intervening period of over 100
years. The most notable finding from this comparison is that
there are a number of forms/stamps that have been recorded
by the present study that were not recorded by Smith (190g).
This might indicate that the nature of the recoveries from
the site is changing, a notion which will be explored in
greater detail below.

Table 13 summarizes the total number of vessels
recorded from Pudding Pan at different times. The absolute
minimum number of vessels known to have been recovered
from the site to date 1s 538, which is achieved by adding the
526 vessels physically inspected and recorded for this study
to the 12 vessels uniquely recorded by Smith (1909), as
identified above (see Table 12). It is important to stress that
538 vessels represents an absolute minimum. If we include
the 40 vessels recorded by Smith that remained in private
collections in 1909 and which remain untraced then this
figure rises to 578 vessels, or 581 vessels if the three
unconfirmed vessels are included (see Table 11: column 7).
The proportion of vessels in private collections in 1gog
represented 31 per cent of the total known assemblage; if this
figure is extended to the current known assemblage, a figure
of 689 vessels is produced. This figure is of course highly
conjectural and could still be considerably lower than the
actual number of vessels that have been recovered.

Recovery rates

The rate at which samian has been recovered from Pudding
Pan is crucial as it reveals the nature, extent and condition of
the source/deposit. Given the vagaries of museum accession
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Figure 31 Dates at which pots were first recorded

records, however, it is difficult to identify specific variations
in the rate at which pots have been recovered from the sea
although general trends are apparent. Consequently, it is not
easy to ascertain whether recovery has occurred at a regular
rate over the last 3oo years, or whether it has been more
sporadic. Was there a peak period for the recovery of samian,
as suggested by Spurrell (1885: 282), followed by a slow, if not
terminal, decline as some propose (Singer 1972), or has the
recovery rate been more uniform and steady? Jacob (1782:
122; contra Keate 1782: 128) complained that he had seen only
about 60 vessels in the 40 years he had been searching. If the
general perception that fewer pots are recovered nowadays is
accurate, this might imply that the source has been
exhausted, in which case we could be chasing a chimera by
continuing to search for it. On the other hand, the perceived
decline might well be accounted for by such factors as less
fishing activity, a change of fishing techniques or fishing
areas, or simply a lack of academic interest. Equally, natural
phenomena such as shifting sands (Dean 1984), stormy
weather (Jacob 1782: 123) or both (Keate 1782: 127) might
explain any variation in recovery rates.

Figure 31 represents the dates at which 616 vessels
known to have come from the site were first recorded and
reveals a number of interesting features. There is clearly
some double counting here as this figure is larger than the
known assemblage but this is undoubtedly a result of vessels
changing hands and therefore being counted in more than
one collection. As stated previously, there is not enough
detail in the accession records to overcome this problem.
The graph is, however, sufficiently accurate to illustrate the
main trends in the recovery of artefacts from Pudding Pan.
There are three distinct periods when considerable numbers
of pots were initially recorded: the first occurred in the late
18th to mid 19th century, relating to the initial interest in the
site; the second and by far the largest took place in the first
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half of the 20th century, and correlates with renewed interest
in the site stemming from Smith’s investigations in 1907—9;
while the third occurred in the late 20th century in
connection with the present study.

These three distinct periods provide the greatest
challenge to the notion of sporadic or declining recovery,
reflecting as they do phases of intense interest in the site.
The dominant spike in 1907 and supplementary surge of
1909 result directly from Smith’s original collation of the
recovered assemblage. These studies have had a
disproportionate impact, partially because Smith’s was the
first serious study since the site was discovered and therefore
represents the culmination of perhaps two centuries of
collection. The other prominent peaks relate to the transfer
of large private collections into public institutions as
detailed above: Charles Townley’s in 1814; Revd Bryan
Faussett’s in 1853; Sibert Saunders’ in 1908; Valentine
Sinclair’s in 1928; and William Holden’s in 1937. The
present study has had a similar impact by more than
doubling the known assemblage although it is not as evident
as, where available, the artefacts have been presented here
by date of accession rather than the date at which they have
been catalogued.

The other interesting feature of this graph is the two
distinct periods when relatively few pots were recorded, the
first spanning the second half of the 1gth century and the
second the mid to late 20th century. The latter period
appears superficially to confirm the belief that far fewer
vessels were recovered after the Second World War although
this has been challenged by the present study, which has
recorded significant quantities of samian recently recovered
from the sea. In contrast, the earlier lull is very surprising
given the overwhelming anecdotal evidence regarding the
quantities of pots recovered at that time. However, it seems
fair to assume that the 139 vessels recorded in public



institutions by Smith were collected throughout the 19th
century and may have spent some time in private collections
prior to accession. Large collections obviously took some
time to accumulate and the private collections that entered
the public domain in the early 20th century must have been
amassed at least towards the end of the previous century. It
would seem therefore that these lulls represent lack of
archaeological interest in the site rather than a dearth of
vessels recovered from the sea.

The problem with this graph is that it presents two
different types of data — dates when private collections first
became known and museum accession dates —neither of
which necessarily bears any relation to the date at which
vessels were fished from the sea or indeed were first
collected, so it provides little precise evidence of recovery
rates. Table g records details of at least 105 vessels including
fragments acquired by the British Museum but excluding
Roach Smith’s collection of at least seven vessels. Given that
only 105 vessels plus fragments were recorded in the British
Museum collection by the current project it seems likely that
some vessels have either gone missing or have been passed to
other institutions. Equally, some vessels may have been
given a Pudding Pan provenance in error, while others may
have been misidentified as being from other sites. Despite
this it is clear that we know from where a very large
proportion of these vessels have come.

Although we do not know precisely when some of the
more prominent collections were accumulated we do have
sufficient information to produce a relatively accurate
picture. For example, Charles Townley amassed the nucleus
of his eclectic collection during three Grand Tours, from 1767
to 1768, 1771 to 1774 and 1776 to 1777. The earliest recorded
vessels were those of Rhudde, which were recovered in 1773,
although the Revd Bryan Faussett had accumulated 17 vessels
by 1776, so it is possible that Townley had started collecting
Pudding Pan artefacts before his first Grand Tour. Townley
died on g January 1805 so we can assume that he amassed his
collection some time between 1760 and 1804. It is recorded in
the Townley archive that he bought some of George Keate’s
collection at a Sotheby’s sale on 1415 January 18o1. This is
the same George Keate, FRS, FSA who published a paper on
Pudding Pan (1782) and had collected at least 10 or 12 pieces
from there in 1776 (see Smith 1907: 274; Hill 2002). In
addition, it is recorded that Roach Smith amassed his
collection between 1840 and 1850 (Roach Smith 1877).

In the absence of accurate data any graphic illustration of
British Museum acquisitions would be meaningless although
we do know that there would be two peaks, one representing
the accession of Townley’s collection in 1814 and the other
from November 1920, when the British Museum acquired
the Guildhall Museum collection. In neither case are there
sufficient details of when the vessels were actually recovered
but it would seem that the collections were accumulated over
a considerable period of time.

It is possible, however, to detect some broad trends. For
example, since 1907 museums have considerably enhanced
their collections of Pudding Pan artefacts (Page 1932: 164).
From that date the Guildhall Museum collection increased by
75 per cent while the British Museum acquired almost 60 per
cent of its Pudding Pan collection, which included the

Guildhall donations, following Smith’s publications. Had the
British Museum purchased all the vessels offered to it
(Saunders’ remaining 39 and Holden’s remaining 76) then 81
per cent of the collection would have been acquired since
1908. This clearly shows the major impact Reginald Smith’s
original study of the Pudding Pan samian had as a catalyst for
museums to acquire Pudding Pan material from existing
private collections. It also challenges any suggestion that most
vessels were recovered in the late 18th and early 19th centuries.

The fact that almost 44 per cent of this sample post-dates
1920 also challenges the notion that only a small quantity of
pottery has entered museum collections since the First World
War, although it is fair to say that the Guildhall collection
that comprises the bulk of this later material was collected
before the war. This seems to support Smith’s (19og) claim
that there was a good deal more samian about in the early
2oth century. Spurrell’s claim (1885: 282), however, that an
average of two or three dozen samian pans were dredged
each year from Pudding Pan and Pan Sand seems a gross
exaggeration, as no corresponding entry of so many vessels to
any collection in any one year has been found. The only
detailed empirical evidence we have comes from William
Holden, cited above, who averaged an impressive collection
rate of over 2.5 vessels per year between 1907 and 1937.

So, is the source of the Pudding Pan material in terminal
decline or are perceived lulls in collection a manifestation of
some other phenomenon? There does seem to have been a
rather lean period after the Second World War, although
anecdotal evidence suggests that even then a recovery rate of
one pot per year was not uncommon (Jefferis and McDonald
1966: 172). Moreover, local fishermen have been finding
complete samian vessels and sherds consistently over at least
the last three decades, which implies that the source is far
from exhausted.

The impression from the above analysis is that samian
ware has been recovered at a fairly constant rate over the
last goo years despite anecdotal evidence to the contrary.
The belief that there was a peak period for samian recovery
in the 18th and early 19th centuries, since when there has
been a steady decline, seems erroneous although the huge
impact of Smith’s research is due in no small part to the
recovery of artefacts throughout the previous century.
Certainly the numbers recorded in recent years by the
current project compare favourably with the numbers
recorded by previous investigators, which is remarkable
given the prevailing belief that the source haslong been
exhausted (see Jefferis and McDonald 1966: 172). This
evidence seems to point to factors other than the depletion
of the source material for any perceived variations in the
quantities of samian recovered.

Possible explanations for variations in recovery rates
There are a number of phenomena other than exhaustion of
the source material, including natural, economic and even
academic factors that might explain the variation in the rate
of recovery of samian ware from Pudding Pan. For example,
local fishermen have a theory that the shifting sands uncover
and re-cover the wreck every 40 years or so, which seems to
be reflected both in the recovery of artefacts from Pudding
Pan (Dean 1984: 78) and in the periodic publications of the
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Figure 32 First recorded dates of individual samian vessels with dates of published papers. The red columns denote vessels that have

specific recovery dates inscribed on them

site. Although historic charts appear to show that the sands
have shifted considerably over the centuries (see Fig. 18),
this perceived 40-year cycle is challenged by the evidence
presented here.

However, rather than reflecting variations in recovery,
publications appear to mirror variations in academic interest
in the site. For example, the apparent 1gth-century lull is
reflected in the publication of only one paper between the late
18th and late 19th centuries (Brent 1861). Either this
undermines the belief that large quantities of pottery were
recovered throughout the 1gth century or it supports the idea
that significant quantities of material remained in private
collections. Similarly there is no scholarly interest in the site
from 1932, when details were published in the County History
(Page 1932), until the recovery of an amphora full of olive pits
(stones) in 1985 (Watson 1987; Sealey and Tyers 198g) thus
reflecting the post-Second World War lull. Of course, there is
circularity in this argument as interest may have waned
because pots were not being recovered at the time. The three
publications in the 1970s (Singer 1972; McDonald 1978; Porter
1978) are not particularly scholarly and all are somewhat
sceptical about the existence of the site or our ability to locate
it, possibly reflecting a rather protracted barren period (cf.
Jefleris and McDonald 1966: 170fT).

Figure 32 combines the dates of the most significant
publications with the dates when the vessels became known
and amply illustrates the correlation between the perceived
lulls and academic interest, with publications acting as
catalysts for renewed interest in the site. These supposed lulls
in artefact recovery are therefore more likely to reflect
inactivity by researchers as interest in the site waxes and
wanes with succeeding generations.

The recovery of samian may also be linked to variations
in fishing activity over the site. Without more complete
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details it is difficult to determine the precise relationship
between the two but the recovery of samian vessels from
Pudding Pan must be inextricably linked to the health of the
oyster-dredging industry, as this is the method by which the
vast majority of artefacts have been recovered. It is inevitable
therefore that the recovery of pots will reflect the economic
cycles of the oyster industry. The level of activity in a
particular area is dictated by the condition of the oyster beds
and by the general demand for oysters. In the 19th century,
the increase in urban populations resulted in a massive
increase in oyster consumption, as there were more working-
class mouths to feed as cheaply as possible. Charles Dickens
observed that poverty and the eating of oysters went hand in
hand: ‘In modern times a penchant for oysters and smoked
salmon betokens a socialist palate with a capitalist pocket.
Things were not always so’ (Wilkins 2001: 8g).

In England the number of dredgermen and oyster-supply
companies increased to meet the burgeoning demand, until
supply could no longer be sustained from traditional
English beds. In healthy, well-stocked beds the oysters are
all very close together ‘like a road newly covered with
granite stones’ but once a stock becomes heavily fished the
average distance between individuals increases and
fertilization becomes less certain (Wilkins 2001: 23). No
natural beds could therefore withstand the levels of
exploitation in the 19th century. In addition, in both the late
17th—early 18th and late 18th—early 1gth centuries and for
some years after that the oyster fishery off the north Kent
coast suffered severe setbacks owing to frost, which forced
the yawls to work much hitherto-unworked ground in order
to make up their catches (Singer 1972: 17).

The fishing smacks therefore went further afield to the
offshore beds in the English Channel and in Irish waters.

As supplies declined in England, more and more oysters



from County Wicklow in Ireland were bought by English
dealers to lay down on the depleted Kent and Sussex beds.
Over go million oysters a year were bought in the 1860s but
this number had reduced to below 10 million by the 1870s
and fewer than halfa million by the 18qgos, clearly
demonstrating the depletion of the Wicklow beds in little
more than go years (Wilkins 2001: 99—100). Thirty million
oysters a year equates to 82,200 oysters a day, which is an
extraordinary quantity, providing some insight into the
general scale of dredging operations in the mid 1gth century.

If we assume that this quantity was required to sustain an
established industry, it would be no surprise to find that the
majority of pots were recovered in the first half of the 1gth
century, when dredging off the north Kent coast was at its
most intensive. Singer (1972: 17) suggests that the over-
exploitation that forced boats to seek out new oyster beds
accounted for the supposed decline in the number of pots
recovered since a perceived peak in the early 19th century.
He claims that the area from which most pots have come has
been avoided since the early 1900s and definitely since the
1940s, which he thinks accounts for the absence of any recent
finds. The suggestion that the area from which pots have
been recovered may have been avoided at certain times is
plausible and could account for some of the lulls in artefact
recovery, although the suggestion that this was especially so
after the 1940s is contradicted by this study. However,
current Whitstable fishermen claim that the area has always
been fished although the number of boats fishing the area
has declined considerably since the turn of the century,
when about 8o vessels worked the Flats rather than the
handful that now work the area. Ironically, there is almost
no oyster dredging in the area at the moment as the price of
oysters has dropped to a level which makes dredging
uneconomical (P. Edwards, pers. comm.).

For a valid comparison, allowance must be made for the
transition from the use of sailing yawls and hand-pulled
dredges to the use of motorized vessels with winch-operated
dredges scouring the seabed; this change has in part resulted
in fewer boats covering a wider area using larger dredges in
modern times. Even allowing for the far greater efficiency of
modern vessels, the sheer scale of the late 1gth-century
operation means that modern developments must have
resulted in a far smaller area of the seabed being dredged, so
the likelihood of ensnaring a Roman pot must be greatly
reduced. This is borne out by the difference in the volume of
oysters landed at the industry’s peak compared with today’s
considerably reduced catches.

The numbers of trading ships recorded at Whitstable also
offers some indication of the fluctuations in the economic
fortunes of Whitstable harbour even though small local
fishing vessels are not listed. The earliest records found date
from 1662 and reveal a well-established east coast trade
including coal from Sunderland and, more surprisingly, a
few oranges and lemons from further afield (Harvey 1993: 8).
The evidence from the 18th century is sketchy, as few records
have survived if indeed they were kept at the time. However,
a document from 1701 that lists ships belonging to the ports

of Kent indicates that Whitstable was one of the main ports
with g3 ships totalling 701 tons burden. Records also indicate
31 ships registered at Whitstable in the later 18th century
(Harvey 1993: 50).

The number of recorded vessels in the 1g9th century is of a
completely different order of magnitude, with 484 ships
owned and traded from Whitstable. In addition, 28 slipways
were recorded on the seafront. Ships from Whitstable sailed
around the world returning with Greek currants, Spanish
oranges and lemons, North African dates and figs, West
Indian pineapples and bananas from the Azores. The
colliers that in winter brought coal from Sunderland and the
Tyne for the gas works, the railways and for domestic use
brought ice from Norway in the summer (Harvey 1993: 55).
The coal that still litters the seabed bears testament to the
cruel fate that befell some of these vessels so close to home.

Thus a variety of sources confirm that the oyster industry
off the north Kent coast reached its zenith in the first half of
the 1gth century when possibly a hundred or more fishing
boats dredged for oysters on the Kentish Flats. Compared
with the one or two boats that still ply their trade in this area
it 1s little wonder that more artefacts were recovered at that
time. Indeed, considering the difference in the scale and
volume of dredging then compared to the present dayj, it is
surprising that any pots at all are still recovered, which must
indicate that a considerable deposit remains buried. The
perceived variation in the rate of recovery of artefacts is
therefore more likely to reflect fluctuations both in fishing
activity and in the interests of antiquarians and
archaeologists rather than the denudation of the deposit or
cyclical movements of sand exposing and covering the wreck
(see Chapter 3).

Given the varying levels of activity it is equally surprising
that the difference between the numbers of pots recovered in
the early 1gth century and now is not far greater. This may
confirm the notion that far larger numbers of vessels have
been recovered than are currently in the public domain as
they remain in private collections, possibly handed down
through generations so that their true significance has been
lost. The resurgent interest in the site (including the current
study) generated by the discovery of the intact so-called
London 555-type amphora that contained the remains of
olives in defrutum (Sealey and Tyers 1989) has clearly
illustrated that, despite the massive decline in fishing
activity, significant quantities of samian and other material
continue to be recovered from the site and must point
towards the existence of a substantial body of material still
buried on the Kentish Flats.

This most recent study of the Pudding Pan site has been
the most prolonged ever undertaken and this is reflected in
the considerable enhancement of the assemblage. Given the
difficulties that must be overcome in order to locate the site,
the transient interest of succeeding generations of
archaeologists is understandable. Having explored the
biographies of the samian vessels and the rates at which they
have been recovered we shall now look in detail at the
recovered assemblage.
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Chapter 5
The Pudding Pan
Assemblage
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Now the anchors held no longer, and no bailing could keep the
torrential waters out. Horses, baggage, animals, even arms
were jettisoned to lighten the ships as they leaked at the joints
and were deluged by waves. The North Sea is the roughest in
the world (Tacitus, Annals I1.23).

When I first saw these vessels, I was disgusted at the coarseness
of the manufacture, but since I learnt ... that an affected poverty in
these was the spirit of the Ritual, I have found myself satisfied
in viewing them as strictly orthodox relics (Pownall 1779: 288).

This chapter will present a detailed catalogue of the known
artefacts recovered from the environs of Pudding Pan,
concentrating on a description of the artefacts and the
locations from which they have been recovered, with some
general comments regarding the way in which the vessels
appear to be lying on the seabed and the process of
manufacture. As the locations from which artefacts have
been recovered may bear little relation to the point at which
th