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approximately 2.5 - 3 cm. in diameter and were made from fabrics FB 3 and FB 5B.

Unguentaria (UNG). See illustrations on pages 231 - 232.
Remains of 17 unguentaria vessels were identified within the pottery collection, 9 of which came

from the Forum Vetus. The forms are described below. The ‘egg’ shaped Lepcis unguentaria are
similar to the ‘piriform’ vessels from Benghazi which have been dated there to between the first
century BC and the first century AD. At Lepeis 4 of the 5 examples came from the earliest
parts/trench layers of the town, the Form Vetus, which suggests similar early dating for them.
UNG 1 This sherd was from a spindly toe unguentarium. The sherd part measured 8 x 2.5 ¢m and
it was made from fabric FB 223. See drawing UNG 1.

UNG 2 Was a body sherd measuring 3 x 2.5 cm. See fabric FB 92.

UNG 3 This sherd was from an egg shaped unguentarium. The base diameter measured 1.6 cm. It
was made from fabric FB 229. See drawing UNG 3.

UNG 4 This sherd was from an egg shaped unguentarium. The base diameter measured 3 cm and it
was made from fabric FB 284. See drawing UNG 4.

UNG 5 This sherd was from an egg shaped unguentarium. The base diameter measured 2.5 cm and
it was made from fabric FB 231. See drawing UNG 5.

UNG 6 This sherd was from a spindly toe unguentarium. The base diameter measured 2 cm and it
was made from fabric FB 3C.

UNG 7 This sherd was from a long neck unguentarium which was made from sigillata fabric FB
319. The small rim was everted and rolled and measured 4 cm in diameter. See drawing UNG 7.
UNG 8 This sherd was given the form UNG LM 1. The rim was everted and rolled and measured 2
cm in diameter. It was made from fabric FB 6H. See drawing UNG 8.

UMNG 9 This sherd was given the form UNG LM 2. The rim was everted and rolled and measured 3
¢m in diameter. It was made from fabric FB 2, See drawing UNG 9.

UNG 11 This sherd was from a spindly toe unguentarium. The base diameter measured 2.25 cm
and it was made from fabric FB 266.

UNG 12 This sherd was from a spindly toe unguentarium. The base diameter measured 2.5 cm and
it was made from fabric FB 3C.

UNG 13 This sherd was from a spindly toe unguentarium and it was made from fabric FB 267.
UNG 14 This sherd was given the form UNG LM 3. The base diameter measured 3 cm and it was
made from fabric FB 93. See drawing UNG 14.

UNG 15 This sherd was from a long neck unguentarium which was made from fabric FB 318. The
neck measured 5 cm in length.

UNG 16 This sherd was from a fong neck unguentarium which was made from fabric FB 269. The
neck measured 6 cm in length.

UNG 17 This sherd was from an unguentarium base which measured 4.5 cm in length and it was

made from fabric FB 37.









Lepcis Magna assemblage; PAN 12, 13 and 22. The internal rim diameters measured 14-20 cm; for
drawings see PAN 12, 13 and 22. This form was also present at Sabratha and ULVS.

Sabratha Form 293. This form was a dish which was roughly straight but with out-splayed wall,

slightly projecting flange rim of roughly semi-circular profile. Sabratha rims measured 22-37 cm.
(Dore Keay 1989: 220.) There were sherds of two vessels in the Lepcis Magna assemblage; PAN 2
and 8. The internal rim diameters measured 20-22 cm; for drawings see PAN 2 and 8. This form
was also present at Sabratha and ULVS.

Sabratha Form 294. This dish was similar to the previous form but the rim was upright if not

slightly in-turned. Sabratha rims measured 23-37 cm. (Dore 1989: 220.) There was a sherd of one
vessel in the Lepcis Magna assemblage PAN 3. The internal rim diameter measured 20-22 cm.
PAN LM 1. This form was a casserole with tall thickened rim, concave on inside face with lid-
focator below. There was a single sherd with internal rim diameter 10 cm. For drawing see PAN 7.
PAN LM 2. This form was possibly a casserole with tall upright thickened rim. There was a single
sherd with internal rim diameter 14 cm. For drawing see PAN 9.

PAN LM 3. This was a small casserole with curved outside wall and upright rim. The rim was
concave on the inside with a lid locator. There was a single sherd with internal rim diameter 10
cm. For drawing see PAN 18.

PAN LM 4. This casserole had a rounded rim flaring outwards at approximately 45 degrees. There
was a single sherd with internal rim diameter 18 cm. For drawing see PAN 20,

PAN LM 5. The rim of this casserole was upright with a projecting flange rim. There was a single
sherd PAN 14 with internal rim diameter 18 cm. The rims were too broken to draw accurately.
PAN LM 6. The body of this casserole narrowed into out-flaring rim. The rim was not as
pronounced as previous example. There was a single sherd PAN 28 with internal rim diameter 22
cm.

PAN LM 7. This bowl form had a rounded almost vertical rim with applied 'lug’. There was a
single sherd with internal rim diameter 44 cm. For drawing see PAN 30,

PAN LM 8. This form of sherd PAN 31 was of a shallow slightly domed lid with internal rim

diameter 22 cm.

Pantellerian ware forms swmmarised.

Table 5.33 - Showing summary of Pantcllerian forms.

FORM FUNCTION™ COUNT @ 'FORM  FUNCTION "~ COUNT
SAB286  CASSEROLE 3 SAB294  DISH Tt
SAB 286 VAR CASSEROLE 2 U PANLMT-6T COOKINGWARES T 6
SAB290  CASSEROLE 3 [PANLIMY BOWL 1
SAB291  CASSEROLE 3 T PANLMS LD T
SAB293  DiSH 2 M " iCooking Wares 9

The group recorded here as N/I' were unidentifiable body sherds. The fabrics of the Lepcis

Pantellerian vessels, see FB PAN, were similar to those found at Sabratha. (Dore 1989: 216).
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example which still had a lid “knob’.

AMUL 1 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB 3. See drawing AML 1.
AMUL 2 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB 3. See drawing AML 2.
AML 3 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB T30. See drawing AML 3.
AML 4 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 14 cm and fabric FB 224. See drawing AML 4.
AML 5 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB 224. See drawing AML 5.
AML 6 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 11 cm and fabric FB 224. See drawing AML 6.
AML 7 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 12 cm and fabric FB 224. See drawing AML 7.
AML 8 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 11 cm and fabric FB 47A.

AML 9 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 12 cm and fabric FB 6B. See drawing AML 9.
AML 10 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 8§ cm and fabric FB 47B.

AML 11 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB 224.

AMUL 12 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB 1B.

AML 13 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 14 cm and fabric FB 1. See drawing AML 3.
AML 14 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 11 cm and fabric FB 1B.

AML 15 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB 2.

AMUL 16 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB 1B.

AML 17 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 8 cm and fabric FB 1B.

AML 18 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 11 cm and fabric FB 3.

AML 19 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 8 cm and fabric FB 1B.

AML 20 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 9 cm and fabric FB 1B.

AML 21 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 11 cm and fabric FB 1B.

AMUL, 22 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 9 cm and fabric FB 1B.

AML 23 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB 1B.

AML 24 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 11 em and fabric FB 1.

AML 25 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB 1B,

AML 26 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB IB.

AML 27 This form was similar to the previous examples with the addition of a groove around its plain edge.
Rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB 1B. See drawing AML 27.

AML 28 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB 1B.

AML 29 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 14 ¢m and fabric FB 3C. See drawing AML 29.
AML 30 Plain rim conical dome with rim diameter of 8 cm and fabric FB 45. See drawing AML 30.
AML 31 Plain rim conical dome with tim diameter of 8 cm and fabric FB 3B.

AML, 32 This form was similar to the previous examples but the underside of the rim flange was slightly
concave. Rim diameter of 11 ¢m and fabric FB T30.

AML 33 This form was similar to the previous examples but the plain rim was slightly upturned. Rim
diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB 3.

AML 34 This form was similar to the previous examples but the underside of the rim flange was stightly
concave. Rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB T30,

AML 35 This form was similar to the previous examples but the underside of the rim flange was slightly

concave. Rim diameter of 10 cm and fabric FB 1B. See drawing AML 35.
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106 (Variant of 104).This form is related to form 1. The rims measured from 16-24 cm. There
were 9 sherds in this category. For drawings see LE 2.

Lid form 3 variant. Group LFE. See illustration on page 247. This form is a domed lid with a

moulded upturned rim set at an acute angle. There was | sherd in this category. The rim measured
24 em. For drawing see LF 1.

Lid form 6. Group LG. See illustrations on page 247, This form was similar to Sabratha form

108. Dore {1989: 157)describes this form as ‘a domed lid with moulded rim with a vertical outer
face.” The Lepcis Magna rims measured from 14-26 cm. There were 9 sherds in this category. For
drawings see LG 1,4, 6 and 19.

Lid form 7. Group LH. See illustration on page 247, This form was similar to Sabratha form

104, This was a slightly domed lid with moulding of semi-circular section at rim which was more
pronounced than in form 1. The rims measured from 20-24 cm. There were 3 sherds n this
category. For drawing see LH 1.

Lid form 8. Group LI See illustrations on pages 247-248. This form was similar to Sabratha
form 99. Dore and Keay (1989: 148-150) *This form was a shallow domed lid with walls

thickening towards the plain rim.” The Lepeis Magna rims measured from 12-26 cm. There were
48 sherds in this category. For drawings see L1 9, 19, 35, 38, 40, 41 and 46.

Lid form 9. Group LJ. This form was a large shallow domed lid with much thickened moulded

rim. The rim measured 26 cm. There was | sherd in this category.

Lid form 10. Group LK. Sece illustration on page 248. This form was a large shallow domed lid

ending in much thickened moulded rim which measured 20 ¢m. There was 1 sherd in this category.
For drawing see LK 1.

Lid form 11. Group LL. See illustration on page 248. This form was similar to lid form 10. The

form had a very large much thickened domed lid with an approximately vertical moulded rim with
over hanging top lip. The rim measured 28 cm. There was | sherd in this category. For drawing see
LL 1.

Lid form 12. Group LM. See illustrations on page 248. This form was a small domed lid which

thickened towards a plain rim which measured from 10-12 cm. There were 4 sherds in this
category. For drawings see LM 1 and 2.

Lid form 13. Group LN. See illustration on page 249. This form was a large shallow domed lid

with a moulded thickened approximately vertical rim which had a groove on its inside edge. The
rims measured 24 ¢m, There was | sherd in this category. For drawing see LN 1.

Lid form 14. Group LQO. This form was a large lid which was possibly a variant of form 3. The

domed lid had a moulded rim set at an acute angle. The rim measured 22 cm. There was | sherd in
this category.

Lid form 15. Group LP. See illustration on page 249. This form was a large lid, which was

similar to form 3, which had a moulded rim set at an acute angle and was lightly moulded on its
outer face. The rim measured 36 cm. There was 1 sherd in this category. For drawing see LP 1.
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SRM 5 This form was a small vessel with an outward flaring rounded rim. The diameter of the rim
measured 6 cm. See fabric FB 61. For drawing see SRM 5.

SRM 6 This form was a small vessel with vertical walls ending in a rounded rim which was
undercut by a groove. The diameter of the rim measured 6 cm. See fabric FB 226. For drawing see
SRM 6.

SRM 7 This form was a small vesse] with a narrow out-flaring flange rim. The diameter of the rim
measured 8 cm. See fabric FB 209. For drawing see SRM 7.

SRM 8 This form was a small vessel with a narrow slightly sloping out-flaring flange rim. The
diameter of the rim measured 8 cm. See fabric FB 200.

SRM 9 This form was a small vesse! with a flange rim of almost rounded profile which was
undercut. The rim measured 10 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6B.

SRM 10 This form was a small vessel with a narrow out-flaring rim. There were the remains of a
possible handle. The rim measured 6 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 17.

SRM 11 This form was a small vessel with a narrow out-flaring rim. The rim measured 6 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 221.

SRM 12 This form was a small vessel with a narrow slightly in-turned plain rim. The rim
measured 6 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 221. For drawing see SRM 12,

SRM 13 This form was a small vessel with a flange rim of almost rounded profile. The diameter of
the rim measured 6 cm. See fabric FB 18. For drawing see SRM 13.

SRM 14 This form was a small vessel with a narrow upright rounded rim which tapered on the
inside edge. The rim measured 6 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 261. For drawing see SRM 14.
SRM 15 This form was a small vessel with an out-flaring simple rounded rim. The diameter of the
rim measured 6 cm. See fabric FB L12. For drawing see SRM 15.

SRM 16 This form was a small vessel with a narrow upright rim which was undercut on the
outside. The rim measured 6 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 27.

SRM 17 This form was a small vessel with a narrow upright rim which was undercut on the
outside and grooved. The rim measured 7 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 307. For drawing see
SRM 17.

SRM 18 This form was a small vessel with a narrow upright rim which was undercut on the
outside. The diameter of the rim measured 9 cm. See fabric 208. For drawing see SRM 18.

SRM 19 This form was a small vessel with a narrow upright rim which was undercut on the
outside. There was a possible lid-locator on the inside. The rim measured 6 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 174. For drawing see SRM 19,

SRM 20 This form was a small vessel with walls narrowing to an everted rim. The diameter of the
rim measured 6 cm. See fabric FB L10. For drawing see SRM 20.

SRM 21 This form was a small vessel with walls narrowing to an everted rim. The rim measured

10 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1. For drawing see SRM 21.
























NCK 8 Rim diameter 12 em. The flagon is made from fabric FB 6B.

Flagons and jugs. See illustrations on pages 263 - 268,
A total of 89 vessels were placed into this general category. The forms of the vessels are briefly

described here. Some of the sherds were similar in form to ones recovered in the ULVS Survey.
(Dore 1996: 362).

JUG 1 This jug /flagon had a flange rim and there was a single handle below the rim. The rim was
concave on the inside face. The rim measured 4 cm in diameter. See fabric FB | and drawing JUG
I

JUG 2 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and a vertical undercut rim. There was a handle below
the rim. The rim measured 4.5 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6B and drawing JUG 2.
JUG 3 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and an almost complete flange rim. There was a handle
just below the rim. The rim measured 2.5 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 67 and drawing JUG 3.
JUG 4 This jug /flagon's neck widened into a complete rim profile. There was evidence for a
handle attached to the rim. The rim was pinched to form a spout. The rim measured 3 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 3 and drawing JUG 4.

JUG 5 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and an everted rounded rim. The rim measured 3.5 cm
in diameter. See fabric FB 298 and drawing JUG 5.

JUG 6 This was a long neck sherd. The inside neck measured 2.5 cm in diameter. See fabric FB
69.

JUG 7 This was a long neck sherd. The inside neck measured 2.5 ¢cm in diameter. See fabric FB
70.

JUG 8 This jug /flagon had a complete narrow rim and a long neck. There was a handle on the
neck wall. There were grooves on the neck. The rim measured 2.5 cm in diameter. See fabric FB L
I'T and drawing JUG 8.

JUG 9 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and an everted rim. There was a handle just below the
rim. The rim measured 4 c¢m in diameter. See fabric FB 292. See drawing JUG 15 but note the
fabric was different.

JUG 10 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and an everted rounded rim. The rim measured 6 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 119,

JUG 11 This was a trefoil jug which was similar to Benghazi 1145 Mid Roman Jug 1. The rim was
pinched together to form a spout. The rim measured 6 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2.

JUG 12 This was a small sherd; the rim had been pinched to form a spout. The rim was too small
to measure. See fabric FB 6B.

JUG 13 This was a small sherd; the rim had been pinched to form a spout. The rim was too small
to measure. See fabric FB 206.

JUG 14 This was a possible sherd from a trefoil jug which was similar to Benghazi 1145 Mid
Roman Jug 1. The rim was too small to measure. See fabric FB 2.

JUG 15 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and an everted rim. There was a handle just below the

238



rim. The rim measured 5 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 216 and drawing JUG 15.

JUG 16 There was only part of was a neck sherd of this jug /flagon. The rim measured 4 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 180.

JUG 17 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and an everted thickened rim which was pinched to
form a spout. The rim was too small to measure. See fabric FB 61.

JUG 18 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and an everted rim which was pinched to form a spout.
There was a handle just below the rim. The rim was too small to measure. See fabric FB 3.

JUG 19 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and an everted narrow flange rim which was pinched
to form a spout. The rim was too small to measure. See fabric FB 4.

JUG 20 This jug /flagon had an everted rim pinched to form a spout. The rim was too small to
measure. See fabric FB 185.

JUG 21 This jug /flagon had a handle attached to an everted rim. The rim measured 8 cm in
diameter. The complete handle, which was slightly ridged, measured 12 cm in length. See fabric
FB T35.

JUG 22 This jug /flagon had a handle attached to the top of the rim. The rim measured 9 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 1.

JUG 23 This sherd was possibly from a rim of a jug /flagon which had been pinched to make a
spout. The rim measured 9 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3C.

JUG 24 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck. There was a handle below the everted rim. The rim
measured 5 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3. See drawing JUG 24.

JUG 25 This jug /flagon had an almost vertical rounded rim. There was an external ridge which
had a corresponding groove on the inside. The rim measured 8 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 211.
See drawing JUG 25.

JUG 26 This jug /flagon had a vertical plain rim which was concave on the inside. The wall was
pinched to form a narrow Jug. The rim measured 5 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 172. See drawing
JUG 26.

JUG 27 This jug /flagon had an everted undercut rim which was concave on the inside. There was
a ridge below the rim. The rim measured 8 cm in diameter, See fabric FB 295. See drawing JUG
27.

JUG 28 This jug /flagon had a vertical plain rim which was concave on the outer face. The rim
measured 9 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 37. See drawing JUG 28,

JUG 29 This jug /flagon had a plain rim which was almost vertical. The rim was convex on the
inside face. There was a groove below the rim on the outside. The rim measured 8 cm in diameter.
See drawing JUG 29.

JUG 30 This jug /flagon had a slightly thickened almost vertical plain rim. There was a possible
lid locator. The rim measured 8 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 37. See drawing JUG 30.

JUG 31 This jug /flagon had a vertical plain rim which was slightly concave on the inside and
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undercut on the outside. The rim had a rounded profile. The rim measured 9 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB T29.

JUG 32 This jug /flagon had a handle attached to the top of the rim. The sherd was small. The rim
measured 5 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T34.

JUG 33 This jug /flagon had a complete handle attached to the rim and body. The handle
measured 11 cm in length. The rim was too small to measure. See fabric FB 6B.

JUG 34 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and a plain rim with rounded profile. The rim
measured 7 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 198 and drawing JUG 34.

JUG 35 This jug /flagon had a plain everted rim. There was a groove on the outside. The rim
measured 5 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6A, See drawing JUG 35.

JUG 36 This jug /flagon had a ridged handle attached to the underside of the everted rim. There
was a groove around the inside of the rim. The outside rim edge sloped downwards. The rim
measured 6 cm in diameter.

JUG 37 This jug /flagon had a strap handle. There was only a small section of the rim. There were
a total of 13 sherds in the assemblage. The rim measured 6 in diameter. See fabric FB L3.

JUG 38 This jug /flagon had a slightly thickened almost vertical plain rim. The rim measured 10
cm in diameter. See fabric FB 274.

JUG 39 This jug /flagon had an everted rim with a bulbous grooved outer face. This form was
similar to Dore form 33. The rim measured 12 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 4 and drawing JUG
39.

JUG 40 This jug /flagon had a plain everted overhanging rim. This form was similar to Dore form
34. The rim measured 10 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6D. See drawing JUG 40.

JUG 41 This jug /flagon had an everted rim with a bulbous grooved outer face. It was possibly
related to JUG 39 and Dore form 33. The rim measured 10 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6D and
drawing JUG 41.

JUG 42 This jug /flagon had an everted rim with a bulbous grooved outer face. It was possibly
related to JUG 39 and Dore form 33. The rim measured 12 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 29.
JUG 43 This jug /flagon had an everted rim with a bulbous grooved outer face. It was possibly
related to JUG 39 and Dore form 33. The rim measured 12 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6G.
JUG 44 This jug /flagon had an everted rim with a bulbous grooved outer face. It was possibly
related to JUG 39 and Dore form 33. The rim measured 12 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6B.
JUG 45 This jug /flagon had a plain everted overhanging rim. This form was similar to Dore form
34. The rim measured 10 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6D. See drawing JUG 45.

JUG 46 This jug /flagon had an everted rim with a bulbous grooved outer face. It was possibly
related to JUG 39 and Dore form 33. The rim measured 10 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 278.
JUG 47 This jug /flagon had an everted rim with a bulbous grooved outer face. It was possibly

related to JUG 39 and Dore form 33. The rim measured 12 ¢m in diameter. See fabric FB 2. See
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drawing JUG 47.

JUG 48 This jug /flagon had an everted rim with a bulbous grooved outer face. It was possibly
related to JUG 39 and Dore form 33. The rim measured 12 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 290. See
drawing JUG 48.

JUG 49 This jug /flagon had an everted rim with a bulbous grooved outer face. It was possibly
related to JUG 39 and Dore form 33. The rim measured 10 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 4.

JUG 50 This jug /flagon had an almost vertical rounded rim. It was concave on its lower inside
face. The rim measured 9 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T6. See drawing JUG 50.

JUG 51 This jug /flagon had an almost vertical rounded rim. The inside face was vertical. The rim
measured 10 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 250.

JUG 52 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and there was a handle attached below the downward
turned everted rim. The rim measured 6 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 177.

JUG 53 This jug /flagon had a vertical plain neck and there was evidence for a handle attachment
at the rim top. The rim measured 5 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 53.

JUG 54 This jug /flagon had an everted rim, which thickened from the walls, with a slightly
projecting flange. The rim measured 8 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T28.

JUG 55 This jug /flagon had an everted rim with a slightly projecting flange. The vessel was
similar to Sabratha form 413.3881. The rim measured 9 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T190. See
drawing JUG 55.

JUG 56 This was a long neck sherd. See fabric FB L16.

JUG 57 This was a long neck sherd. See fabric FB L16.

JUG 58 There were 59 body sherds from a large buff coloured flagon. See fabric FB 187.

JUG 59 This jug /flagon sherd was from a neck which had the remains of handle attached. The

sherd was too small to be diagnostic. See fabric FB 1.

JUG 60 This jug /flagon had a handle attached to the top and underside of the rim. There was a

groove on the upper surface of the undercut rim. The rim measured 8 cm in diameter. See fabric
FB 1E.

JUG 61 This jug /flagon had a flange rim with a sloping outer face. There was a possible lid
locator.

There was a handle attached below the rim. The rim measured 9 cm in diameter. See fabric FB
296. See drawing JUG 61.

JUG 62 This jug /flagon had a plain rim and a long neck which measured 9.5 em. The rim
measured 8 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T19. See drawing JUG 62.

JUG 63 This jug /flagon had approximately vertical walls. The downward turned rim was slightly
convex on its outer face. There was an external groove below the rim. The rim measured 10 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 42.

JUG 64 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and a plain rim with rounded profile. The rim

261



measured 6 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 71.

JUG 65 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and a plain vertical rim with rounded profile. The rim
measured 5 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 72. See drawing JUG 65.

JUG 66 This jug /flagon had an everted rim with a bulbous grooved outer face. It was possibly
related to JUG 39 and Dore form 33. The rim measured 10 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2.

JUG 67 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and a plain everted rim with rounded profile. The rim
measured 6 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 68. See drawing JUG 67.

JUG 68 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and a plain rim with rounded profile. The rim
measured 8 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 175. See drawing JUG 68.

JUG 69 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and a plain vertical rim with rounded profile which
was undercut. The rim measured 8 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 184,

JUG 76 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and a plain vertical rim with rounded profile. The rim
was too small to measure. See fabric FB 299.

JUG 71 This jug /flagon had a slightly thickened plain rim. The sherd was abraded. The rim
measured 10 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 156.

JUG 72 This jug /flagon had a rounded rim which was convex on the inside. There were traces of
a handle below the rim. The rim measured 7 cm in diameter.

JUG 73 This jug /flagon had an approximately vertical plain rim. There was a groove on the inside
top edge. The rim measured 8 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 176. See drawing JUG 73.

JUG 74 This jug /flagon had a narrow neck and a plain vertical rim with rounded profile. The rim
measured 8 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1.

JUG 75 This jug /flagon had walls which thickened into an everted rim of approximately
triangular section. The rim measured 12 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 303. See drawing JUG 75.
JUG 76 This jug /flagon had walls which thickened into an everted rim of approximately
triangular section. The rim was too small to measure. See fabric FB 179.

JUG 77 This jug /flagon walls thickened into an almost vertical rim which was concave on its
outer face. There was a possible lid locator. The rim measured 12 cm in diameter. See fabric FB
3E. See drawing JUG 77,

JUG 78 This jug /flagon had approximately vertical walls which ended in a semi-circular rim
section. The rim measured 10 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 107. See drawing JUG 78.

JUG 79 This jug /flagon had approximately vertical walls which ended in a plain rim. The rim
measured 6 cm in diameter. See drawing JUG 79.

JUG 80 This jug /flagon had an everted rim which thickened from walls and it had a slightly
projecting flange. The rim measured 10 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 183.

JUG 81 This jug /flagon had a plain everted rim. The rim measured 8 cm in diameter. See fabric
FB 6B.

JUG 82 This jug /flagon had an everted undercut rim. The rim measured 8 cm in diameter. See
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splayed rim which was decorated with a “horse-shoe” pattern. The diameter of the rim measured 26
cmm. See fabric FB 153. For drawing see LBW 5.
LBW 6 This vessel was similar to Sabratha form 252. It was a deep bowl with a projecting slightly
upturned flange rim. The diameter of the rim measured 32 cm. See fabric FB 154. For drawing see
LBW 6.
LBW 7 This vessel was a shallow bowl or a dish with a gentle curved flange rim. The diameter of
the rim measured 32 cm. See fabric FB 154,
LBW 8 This vessel was similar to Sabratha form 238. It was a shallow bow! with a broad gently
curved flange rim. There was a lid locator on the inside face. The diameter of the rim measured 38
cm. See fabric FB 155. For drawing see LBW 8.
LBW 9 This vessel was similar to Sabratha form 252. It was a bowl with a projecting slightly
upturned flange rim. The diameter of the rim measured 21 cm. See fabric FB 51. For drawing see
LBW 9.
LBW 10 This vessel was similar to Sabratha form 262. The bow! had a lid seating on the inside of
an everted concave rim. The diameter of the rim measured 32 cm. See fabric FB 99. For drawing
see LBW 10.
LBW 11 This vessel was a large bowl with ridged walls with an in-turned thickened rim with an
internal groove. The diameter of the rim measured 36 cm. See fabric FB 157. For drawing see
LBW {1,
LBW 12 This vessel was similar to Sabratha form 139. It was a deep bowl with an out-splayed
rounded rim. The diameter of the rim measured 26 cm. See fabric FB 158. For drawing see LBW
12.
LBW 13 This vessel was a bowl with an outward flaring rounded rim. The diameter of the rim
measured 18 cm. See fabric FB 159, For drawing see LBW 13.
LBW 14 This vessel was a bowl with a projecting flange rim. The diameter of the rim measured
26 cm. See fabric FB T35. For drawing see LBW 14.
LBW 15 This vessel was similar to Sabratha form 236. This was a shallow bowl or dish with a
broad gently curved flange rim. The diameter of the rim measured 32 cm. See fabric FB 160. For
drawing see LBW 5.
LBW 16 This was a bowl with curved walls and a projecting flange rim. The rim was too small to
measure. See fabric FB 161.
LBW 17 This vessel was a bowl with curved walls and projecting upturned flange rim with a
slight lip at its outer edge. The diameter of the rim measured 26 cm. See fabric FB T35. For
drawing see LBW 17.
LBW 18 This was a bowl with a down-turned short flange rim. The inside of the rim was slightly
concave. The diameter of the rim measured 30 cm. See fabric FB T11. For drawing see LBW 18,
LBW 19 This was a bowl with an upward projecting flange rim. The diameter of the rim measured
24 em. See fabric FB 163. For drawing see LBW 19.
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LBW 20 This was a bowl or dish with a downward turned projecting flange rim. The diameter of
the rim measured 28 cm. See fabric FB 165. For drawing see LBW 20.

LBW 21 This vessel was similar to Sabratha form 252. This was a deep bow! with a projecting
slightly upward turned flange rim. The diameter of the rim measured 18 cm. See fabric FB 164,
For drawing see LBW 21.

LBW 22 This was a bowl with a down-turned rounded rim which was undercut. The diameter of
the rim measured 26 cm. See fabric FB 37. For drawing see LBW 22.

LBW 23 This was a bowl, or possibly a mortarium, with a fairly wide thick overhanging rounded
rim. The diameter of the rim measured 28 cm. See fabric FB 166. For drawing see LBW 23.

LBW 24 This sherd was from a bowl with a squarish rim. The diameter of the rim measured 24
cm. See fabric FB 167,

LBW 25 This sherd was from a shallow bow] or dish which had a gently curved flange rim. The
diameter of the rim measured 28 ¢cm. See fabric FB L9,

LBW 26 This vessel was similar to Sabratha form 134 and it was a bow] with an almost vertical
plain rim. The diameter of the rim measured 22 em. See fabric FB 10.

LBW 27 This vessel was a bowl with a plain rim set at an angle of approximately 45 degrees. The
inside diameter of the rim measured 36 cm. See fabric FB 168.

LBW 28 This sherd was from a bow! with an up-turned rounded rim. The diameter of the rim
measured 30 cm. See fabric FB 169.

LBW 29 This was a bowl with an incurving rim which was slightly concave near its outside top
edge. The diameter of the rim measured 28 cm. See fabric FB 1. For drawing see LBW 29.

LBW 30 This sherd was from a bow! with an outward turned rounded rim. The diameter of the rim
measured 26 cm. See fabric FB 170. For drawing see LBW 30.

LBW 31 This sherd was from a ridged bow! with an almost vertical rounded rim which was
concave on the inside and which formed a possible lid-locator. This vessel profile was similar to
some of the casserole forms. The diameter of the rim measured 24 cm. See fabric FB 1. For drawing
see LBW 31,

LBW 32 This vessel was similar to Sabratha form 258 and it was a bow! with a bead rim and a
small projecting flange immediately below it. The inside face was set at an acute angle. The
diameter of the rim measured 22 cm. See fabric FB 54. For drawing see LBW 32.

LBW 33 This was a bowl with an upward turned outward flaring undercut rounded rim. The upper
face of the rim was slightly concave. The diameter of the rim measured 22 ¢m. See fabric FB 171.

For drawing see LBW 33.















Large Bowls/Basins (RM). See illustrations on pages 293 - 294,
This miscellaneous group of pottery could be differentiated from the rest of the assemblage by

their rims which were basically plain though there were differences in the angles of the walls,
RM 1 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was set at an acute angle and the rim edge slightly
dropped down. The diameter of the rim measured 16 cm. See fabric FB 82A.

RM 2 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was almost vertical. The inside was almost convex.
The diameter of the rim measured 18 cm. See fabric FB 2.

RM 3 The rim of this vessel was plain and rounded and it was set at an angle. The vessel may have
been a lid. The diameter of the rim measured 24 cm. See fabric FB 1. See drawing RM 3.

RM 4 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was set at an acute angle. The diameter of the rim
measured 18 cm. See fabric FB 1.

RM 5 The walls of this vessel widened slightly into a plain rim which was set at an acute angle.
The diameter of the rim measured 32 cm. See fabric FB 1.

RM 6 The walls of this vessel widened slightly into a plain rim which was almost horizontal. The
diameter of the rim measured 26 cm. See fabric FB 2.

RM 7 The walls of this vessel widened slightly into a plain thick rim which was set at an acute
angle. The diameter of the rim measured 22 cm. See fabric FB T35.

RM 8 The walls of this vessel widened slightly into a plain thick rim which was set at an acute
angle. The diameter of the rim measured 26 cm. See fabric FB T 27. See drawing RM 8.

RM 9 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was set a tilted angle. The diameter of the rim
measured 22 cm. See fabric FB 2.

RM 10 The walls of this vessel widened slightly into a plain rim which was set at a tilted angle.
There were grooves on the underside of the rim. The diameter of the rim measured 24 ¢m. See
fabric FB 1.

RM 11 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was set a tilted angle. The inside face was straight
and the underside was slightly concave, The diameter of the rim measured 20 cm. See fabric FB 2.
RM 12 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was set a tilted angle. The inside face was straight
and the underside was slightly concave. The diameter of the rim measured 20 cm. See fabric FB 3.
RM 13 The walls of this vessel widened slightly into a plain rim which was set at a tilted angle.
The diameter of the rim measured 18 cm. See fabric FB 2

RM 14 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was set a tilted angle. The inside face was straight
and the underside was slightly concave. The rim was too small to measure accurately. See fabric
FB 82B.

RM 15 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was set a tilted angle. The inside face was straight
and the underside was slightly concave. The diameter of the rim measured 20 cm. See fabric FB
88.

RM 16 The walls of this vessel widened slightly into a plain rim which was set at a tilted angle.

The inside face of the rim was straight and the underside was slightly concave. The diameter of the
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rim measured 20 cm. See fabric FB 3.

RM 17 The walls of this vessel widened slightly into a plain rim which was set at an acute angle.
The inside face of the rim was straight and the underside was slightly concave. The diameter of the
rim measured 22 cm. See fabric FB 293.

RM 18 The walls of this vessel widened slightly into a plain rim which was set at a tilted angle.
The inside face of the rim was straight and the underside was slightly convex. The diameter of the
rim measured 24 cm. See fabric FB 3. For drawing see RM 18,

RM 19 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was set at a tilted angle. The diameter of the rim
measured 16 cm. See fabric FB 2.

RM 26 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was set at a tilted angle. The diameter of the rim
measured 18 cm. See fabric FB 1.

RM 21 The walls of this vessel were almost vertical which ended in a plain rim. The diameter of
the rim measured 16 cm. See fabric FB 84. For drawing see RM 21,

RM 22 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was set at a tilted angle. The diameter of the rim
measured 20 cm. See fabric FB 85,

RM 23 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was set at a tilted angle. The diameter of the rim
measured 22 cm. See fabric FB 2. For drawing see RM 23.

RM 24 The walls of this vessel were almost vertical which ended in a plain rim. The diameter of
the rim measured 14 cm. See fabric FB 6B. For drawing see RM 24.

RM 25 The walls of this vessel were almost vertical which ended in a plain rim. The diameter of
the rim measured 18 cm. See fabric FB 3. For drawing see RM 25.

RM 26 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was set at a tilted angle. The inside face of the rim
was slightly convex and the outside face was slightly concave. The diameter of the rim measured
14 ¢m. See fabric FB 3. For drawing see RM 26.

RM 27 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was set at a tilted angle. The rim was undercut on its
underside. The vessel may have been a lid. The diameter of the rim measured 24 cm. See fabric FB
3. For drawing see RM 27.

RM 28 The rim of this vessel was plain and it was set at a tilted angle. The diameter of the rim
measured 24 cm. See fabric FB 2.

RM 29 The walls of this vessel were almost vertical ending in a plain rim which had a groove
running around the top edge. There was a slight indentation below the rim on the cutside. The
diameter of the rim measured 22 cm. See fabric FB 3. For drawing see RM 29.

RM 30 The walls of this vessel were almost vertical widening into a plain rim which had a groove
running around the top edge. The diameter of the rim measured 18 cm. See fabric FB 2. For
drawing see RM 30.

RM 31 The walls of this vessel narrowed into a plain rim which was set at a tilted angle. The

inside and outside faces were slightly concave. There was a groove running around the top edge.
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BB 2 This bowl had a rim that was slightly tilted upwards. The inside face was concave. The
outside rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 32 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2.

BB 3 This bowl had a rim that was slightly tilted upwards. The rim edge was almost straight. The
rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 95.

BB 4 This bowl had a rim that was slightly tilted upwards and its edge was rounded. The rim
measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T3.

BB § This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight and the rim
edge was rounded. The rim measured 20 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6A.

BB 6 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight and the rim
edge was rounded. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6A. See drawing BB 6.
BB 7 This bowl had a rim that was slightly tilted upwards and was slightly convex on its
underside. The outside rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB
131.

BB 8 This bowl had a rim that was slightly tilted upwards and was concave on its inside. There
was a possible lid locator. The outside rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 24 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 99.

BB 9 This bowl had a rim that was approximately horizontal. The outside rim edge was rounded.
The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 126. See drawing BB 9.

BB 10 This bowl had a rim that was set at a slightly tilted angle. The inside face was straight and
the rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T5.

BB 11 This bowl had a rim that was slightly tilted upwards. The inside face was concave and there
was a possible lid locator. The outside rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 40 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 1.

BB 12 This bow! had a rim that was approximately horizontal. The outside rim edge was rounded.
The rim measured 40 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 207.

BB 13 This bowl had a rim that was slightly tilted upwards. The rim edge was rounded. The rim
measured 34 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 113.

BB 14 This bowl had a rim that was set at an almost acute angle. The inside face was straight. The
rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2DD. See drawing BB
14.

BB 15 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2.

BB 16 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly convex. The
rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 17 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim edge
was rounded. The rim measured 36 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2DD.

BB 18 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
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edge was rounded. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 19 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle which was slightly concave on its inside.
There was a possible lid locator. The outside rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 32 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 26 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim was concave on its underside. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 3. See drawing BB 20.

BB 21 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly convex. The
rim edge was rounded. The walls were ridged inside. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 3.

BB 22 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim edge
was rounded. The rim was ¢oncave on its underside. The rim measured 22 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 3. See drawing BB 22.

BB 23 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight and it
overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 3.

BB 24 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2A.

BB 25 This bowl had a rim that was approximately horizontal. The outside rim edge was rounded.
The rim measured 32 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T46.

BB 26 This bowl had a rim that was slightly tilted up. The rim edge was rounded. The rim
measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2D.

BB 27 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and it narrowed towards the wall. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter, See
fabric FB 114A.

BB 28 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight and it
overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 34 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 3.

BB 29 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight and it
overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 3.

BB 30 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and it narrowed towards the wall. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 3.

BB 31 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and it was grooved underneath. The rim measured 32 cm in diameter. See fabric
FB 3.

BB 32 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
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edge was rounded with a groove. The rim was grooved on its underside. The rim measured 26 cm
in diameter. See fabric FB 3. See drawing BB 32.
BE 33 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly convex. The

rim edge was rounded and it was ridged on the underside. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 2. See drawing BB 33.

BB 34 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside rim face was straight and it
overhung the walls slightly. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 260.

BB 35 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside rim face was straight. The rim
edge and underside was rounded which then narrowed into the walls. The rim measured 26 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 36 This bowl had a rim that was slightly tilted up and it was concave on the inside. The cutside
edge was rounded. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2. See drawing BB 36.

BB 37 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and its underside was concave. The walls were grooved inside. The rim
measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2. See drawing BB 37.

BB 38 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside rim face was straight. The rim
edge and underside was rounded which then narrowed towards the walls. The rim measured 28 cm
in diameter. See fabric FB 2. See drawing BB 38.

BB 39 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside rim face was slightly concave.
The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2.

BB 40 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside rim face was slightly concave.
The rim edge was rounded. The underside of the rim was concave. The rim measured 28 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 2A.

BB 41 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge and underside were rounded which then narrowed into its walls. The rim measured 24 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 1.

BB 42 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside rim face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3C. See drawing BB 42.
BB 43 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside rim face was straight and it
overhung the inside walls slightly. The upper surface of the rim was slightly concave and its rim
edge was rounded. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2. See drawing BB 43.
BB 44 This bowl had a rim that was approximately horizontal and it overhung the inside walls
slightly. The outside rim edge was rounded and the underside of the rim narrowed towards the
walls. The rim measured 18 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3. See drawing BB 44,

BB 45 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim edge
was rounded. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 133.

BB 46 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
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edge was rounded and its underside was concave. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric
FB 138. See drawing BB 46.
BB 47 This bowl had a rim that was slightly tilted upwards and it was concave on both faces. The
rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 36 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 120.
BB 48 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The rim edge was rounded and the
underside narrowed towards the walls. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T2.
BB 49 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle and it was slightly concave on its inside
face. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T29.
BB 50 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside rim face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter, See fabric FB 1.
BB 51 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside rim face was straight. The
rim edge was rounded. There was a 'bead’ around the underside of the rim. The rim measured 34
cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6B.
BB 52 This bowl had a rim that was slightly tilted upwards and its inside face was slightly
concave. The rim edge was rounded. The underside of the rim was slightly concave, The rim
measured 36 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1G. See drawing BB 52.
BB 53 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6A.
BB 54 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was almost straight. The
rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6A. See drawing BB
54,
BB 58 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim was notched on its underside at the junction with the wall. The rim
measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6A. See drawing BB 55.
BB 56 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside rim face was straight and it
overhung the walls slightly. The rim edge was rounded. The rim narrowed into the walls. The rim
measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T2.
BB 57 This bow! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave. The
rim edge was rounded and notched. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1.
BB 58 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The rim edge was rounded. The rim
narrowed towards the walls. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1. See drawing
BB 58.
BB 59 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim was notched on its underside at the junction with the wall. The rim
measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1.
BB 60 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The upper rim face was slightly concave
close to the rounded rim edge. The rim was concave on its underside. The rim measured 26 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 1A.
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BB 61 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The underside of the rim was concave. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 6A. See drawing BB 61.

BB 62 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave. The
rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6A.

BB 63 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was less rounded than previous examples. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric
FB 6A.

BB 64 This bowl had a rim that was approximately horizontal and which was slightly concave
underneath. The outside rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric
FB 6A.

BB 65 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave. The
rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1. See drawing BB 65.
BB 66 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim edge
was rounded. The rim was too small to measure. See fabric FB 1.

BB 67 This bow! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight and it
overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 20 ¢cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 1.

BB 68 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and it was slightly concave on its underside. The rim measured 24 ¢cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 6l.

BB 69 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight and it
overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 18 cm in diameter,
See fabric FB 2.

BB 70 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and it was slightly concave on its underside. The rim measured 26 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 6A.

BB 71 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and it was slightly convex on its underside. The rim narrowed towards the walls.
The rim measured 32 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 118.

BB 72 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim edge
was rounded and it was slightly concave on its underside. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 6A.

BB 73 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim edge
was rounded and it was slightly concave on its underside. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter,
See fabric FB 6A.

BB 74 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1.
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BB 75 This bowl! had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was concave. The rim
edge was rounded and it was slightly concave on its underside and the rim narrowed towards the
walls. The rim measured 34 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 36A.

BB 76 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was concave. The rim
edge was rounded and the rim parrowed towards the walls. There was a possible lid locator. The
walls were ridged. The rim measured 32 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T7.

BB 77 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The rim edge was rounded and shaped.
The inside face was concave and the rim narrowed towards the walls. There was a possible lid
locator. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6A. See drawing BB 77.

BB 78 This bowl! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The rim edge was rounded and shaped.
The inside face was straight and the rim narrowed towards the walls. The rim measured 36 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 1. See drawing BB 78.

BB 79 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The rim edge was rounded and shaped.
The inside face was straight and the rim narrowed towards the walls. The rim measured 26 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 6b. Se¢e drawing BB 79.

BB 80 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The rim edge was rounded and shaped.
The inside face was concave and the rim narrowed towards the walls. There was a possible lid
locator. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1. See drawing BB 80.

BB 81 This bowl had a rim that was approximately horizontal and it overhung the inside wall
slightly. The outside rim edge was rounded and shaped. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 1.

BB 82 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The rim edge was rounded. The inside
face was straight and it overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 1. See drawing BB 82.

BB 83 This bowl! had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The rim edge was rounded. The inside
face was straight and it overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 1.

BB 84 This bowl! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The rim edge was rounded and its
underside was concave. The inside face was concave and it overhung the inside wall slightly. The
rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 132.

BB 85 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The rim edge was rounded. The inside
face was straight and it overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 1. See drawing BB 85.

BB 86 This bow! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim edge
was rounded and shaped and it narrowed towards the body. There was a possible lid locator. The
rim measured 34 cm in diameter. See fabric FB [.

BB 87 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave. The
rim edge was rounded and the underside was concave. There was a possible lid locator. The rim
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measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1.

BB 88 This bow! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave. The
rim edge was rounded and the underside was concave. There was a possible lid locator. The rim
measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6A. See drawing BB 88,

BB 89 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave and it
overhung the inside walls slightly. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 30 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 1.

BB 90 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave and it
overhung the inside walls slightly. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 24 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 1.

BB 91 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave and
it overhung the inside walls slightly. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 26 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 6A.

BB 92 This bow! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave. The
rim edge was rounded and the underside was concave. There was a possible lid locator. The rim
measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1. See drawing BB 92.

BB 93 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave. The
rim edge was rounded and the underside was slightly concave. There was a possible lid locator.
The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 11

BB 94 This bow! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave and the rim
edge was rounded. There was a possible lid locator. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 1. See drawing BB 94.

BB 95 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was almost straight and it
overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded and the underside was concave. The
rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6A.

BB 96 This bow! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight and it
overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded and the underside was concave. The
rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6A.

BB 97 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle and the inside face was concave. There
was a possible lid locator. The rim edge was rounded and the walls narrowed from the rim. The
rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6A.

BB 98 This bow! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle and the inside face was concave. There
was a possible lid locator. The rim edge was rounded and it was concave on its underside. The rim
measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 121.

BB 99 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim edge
was rounded and the underside was concave. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter, See fabric FB
6A.

BB 100 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave. The rim
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edge was rounded and the edge sloped downwards, The rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 6A. See drawing BB 100.

BB 161 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave. The rim
edge was rounded, the edge sloped downwards its underside was concave. The rim measured 34
cm in diameter. See fabric FB 293. See drawing BB 101.

BB 102 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave.
The rim edge was rounded. There was a possible lid locator. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 294. See drawing BB 100.

BB 103 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave and it
overhung the inside wall slightly. The outside rim edge and the underside were rounded. The rim
measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 293.

BB 184 This bowl! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and the underside was concave. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric
FB 294.

BB 105 This bowl had a rim that was approximately horizontal and it overhung the inside wall
slightly. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 294.

BB 106 This bow! had a rim that was set at an acute angle and the inside face was concave. There
was a possible lid locator. The rim edge was rounded and the rim narrowed to the body. The rim
measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 293.

BB 107 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was almost straight and
it overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded and the underside was concave.
The rim measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 293.

BB 108 This bow] had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was almost straight. The
rim edge was rounded and the underside was ridged. The rim was too small to measure. See fabric
FB 6B.

BB 109 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was irregular. The rim
edge was rounded and the underside was irregular. The rim measured 28 ¢m in diameter. See
fabric FB 294.

BB 110 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and was concave on its underside, The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 139.

BB 111 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle and the inside face was concave. There
was a possible lid locator. The rim edge was rounded and the walls were steep. The rim measured
36 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 97. See drawing BB 111.

BB 112 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle and the inside face was straight and it
overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded and the underside was almost
straight. The rim measured 32 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2.

BB 113 This bow! had a rim that was approximately horizontal and the inside face was slightly
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concave. The rim edge sloped downwards. The rim narrowed to the walls. The rim measured 40
cm in diameter. See fabric FB 37.

BB 114 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle and the inside face was concave. There
was a possible lid locator. The rim edge was rounded and the walls were ridged inside. The rim
measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2.

BB 115 This bow! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle and the inside face was concave, There
was a possible lid locator. The rim edge was rounded and the walls were ridged inside. The rim
measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2.

BB 116 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle and the inside face was concave. There
was a possible lid locator. The rim edge was rounded and the walls were ridged inside. The rim
measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 128.

BB 117 This bow! had a rim that was set at a slight angle and the inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and it was convex underneath. The rim measured 38 cm 1o diameter. See fabric
FB 124. See drawing BB 117.

BB 118 This bowl had a rim that was approximately horizontal and the inside face was straight.
The outside rim edge was rounded and the rim narrowed towards the body. The rim measured 24
cm in diameter. See fabric FB 136.

BB 119 This bow! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight and it
overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded and the underside was irregular. The
rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 37. See drawing BB 119.

BB 126 This bow! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was almost straight and
it overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded and the underside was shaped. The
rim measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 114B.

BB 121 This bowl had a rim that was approximately horizontal and the inside face was slightly

concave. The outside rim edge was rounded and shaped. The rim narrowed towards the walls. The
rim measured 20 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 96.
BB 122 This bowl had a rim that was approximately horizontal and the inside face was straight.
The outside rim edge was rounded and shaped. The rim narrowed towards the walls. The rim
measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 134, See drawing BB 122.
BB 123 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and shaped. The rim narrowed towards the walls. The rim measured 24 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 123.
BB 124 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim parrowed towards the walls. The rim measured 32 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 6A.
BB 125 This bowl had a rim that was almost horizontal. The inside face was slightly convex and it
overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded and shaped. The rim measured 30 cm
in diameter. See fabric FB 1D.
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BB 126 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and shaped. The rim measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1.

BB 127 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was almost straight. The
rim edge was rounded and shaped. The rim measured 24 ¢m in diameter. See fabric FB 1.

BB 128 This bow! had a rim that was almost horizontal. The inside face was slightly concave. The
rim edge was rounded and shaped. The rim was too small to measure. See fabric FB 1.

BB 129 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and shaped. The rim was too small to measure. See fabric FB 1B.

BB 139 This bow! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim measured 34 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 96.

BB 131 This bowl had a rim that was almost horizontal. The inside face was almost straight. There
was a bead on the rounded rim edge and the underside was shaped. The rim measured 28 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 130. See drawing BB 131.

BB 132 This bowl] had a rim that was set at a tilted angle and the inside face was concave. There
was a possible lid locator. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 2A.

BB 133 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The inside walls were ridged. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric
FB 6A. See drawing BB 133.

BB 134 This bowl! had a rim that was set at a slightly tilted angle and the inside face was concave.
The rim edge was rounded but the upper edge was uneven. The rim narrowed towards the walls,
The rim measured 36 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 112.

BB 135 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and the upper edge was slightly convex. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 3A.

BB 136 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 110B.

BB 137 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave and
it overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded and it was concave on its underside.
The rim measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 138 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave.
The rim edge was rounded and it was convex on its underside. The rim measured 34 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 2.

BB 139 This bowl had a rim that was set at a slightly tilted angle. The inside face was concave.
The rim edge was rounded. There was a possible lid locator. The rim measured 38 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 137.

BB 140 This bow! had a rim that was almost horizontal. The inside face was almost straight. The
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rim edge was rounded and it narrowed towards the walls. The underside of the rim was convex.
The rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2C.

BB 141 This bowl had a rim that was almost horizontal. The inside face was slightly concave. The
rim edge was more pointed than previous examples. The rim measured 36 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 186A. See drawing BB 141,

BB 142 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave. The rim
edge was approximately rounded in shape. There was a possible lid locator. The rim measured 38
cm in diameter. See fabric FB 186B.

BB 143 This bowl had a rim that was almost horizontal. The inside face was concave. The rim
edge was rounded and the underside was convex. The rim narrowed towards a grooved body. The
rim measured 31 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 144 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave. The rim
edge was somewhat rounded. There was a possible lid locator. The inside walls were ridged. The
rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 145 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was almost straight. The
rim edge was rounded downwards. The underside of the rim was irregular. There was a possible
lid locator. The rim measured 32 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2.

BB 146 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was slightly concave.
The rim edge was rounded. There was a possible lid locator. The rim measured 36 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 3. See drawing BB 146.

BB 147 This bowl! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The rim edge was partly rounded and it
narrowed towards the walls. There was a possible lid locator. The rim measured 30 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 3. See drawing BB 147.

BB 148 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded, it was convex on its underside and it narrowed towards the walls. There was a
possible lid locator. The rim measured 32 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3C.

BB 149 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was concave. The rim
edge was rounded. There was a possible lid locator. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB T23. See drawing BB 149.

BB 150 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was concave. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2,

BB 151 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave. The rim
edge was rounded and shaped. There was a possible lid locator. The rim measured 30 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 280. See drawing BB 151.

BB 152 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was concave. The rim
edge was rounded and it narrowed towards the walls. It was concave on its underside. There was a
possible lid locator. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 153 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The
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rim edge was rounded. The underside was 'stepped’ near the rim. The rim measured 26 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 3. See drawing BB 153.

BB 154 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight and it
overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded and the underside was concave. The
rim measured 32 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3. See drawing BB 154.

BB 155 This bowl had a rim that was almost horizontal. The top surface was slightly concave. The
rim edge was rounded and shaped and it narrowed towards the walls. The rim measured 22 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 2A. See drawing BB 155.

BB 156 This bowl had a rim that was slightly tilted. The inside face was concave. The rim edge
was rounded and shaped. There was a possible lid locator. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 2.

BB 157 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The rim edge was rounded and the
underside was almost straight. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 158 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The
rim edge was rounded and the rim narrowed towards the grooved walls. The rim measured 32 cm
in diameter. See fabric FB 135. See drawing BB 158.

BB 159 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave.
The rim edge was rounded. The underside of the rim was slightly convex. There was a possible lid
Jocator. The rim measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 160 This bowl! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave.
The rim edge was notched. The underside of the rim was shaped and the rim narrowed towards the
walls. The rim measured 36 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 161 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was slightly concave.
The rim edge was rounded. The underside of the rim was concave and the rim narrowed towards
the walls. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 162 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave and slightly
overhung the walls. The rounded rim edge sloped downwards. The rim measured 28 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 2.

BB 163 This bow! had a rim that was horizontal. The rim edge was rounded. There was a lip at the
outer edge of the rim. The rim measured 29 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T33. See drawing BB
163.

BB 164 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was almost straight. The
rim edge was rounded and the underside was convex. The rim measured 32 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 3. See drawing BB 2DD.

BB 165 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was almost straight. The
rim edge was rounded, the under face was convex and the rim narrowed towards the walls, The rim
measured 32 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 110B.

BB 166 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave.
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The rim edge was rounded and the underside was concave. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 3.

BB 167 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave and
overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded and the underside was concave. The
rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2G.

BB 168 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was slightly convex.
The rim edge was rounded and the under edge was concave. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter,
See fabric FB 2.

BB 169 This bowl had a rim that was approximately horizontal and the rim edge was rounded. The
rim was too small to measure. The rim narrowed towards the walls. See fabric FB 3.

BB 170 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was almost straight. The
rim edge was rounded and sloped. The upper face was slightly convex. The rim was too small to
measure. See fabric FB 2.

BB 171 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and the under face was concave. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB T13.

BB 172 This bow! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The under face was slightly concave. The rim was too small to measure. See
fabric FB 3.

BB 173 This bowl had a rim that was almost horizontal. The inside face overhung the inside wall
slightly. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 174 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave.
The rim edge was rounded and its underside was concave. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 3.

BB 175 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and its underside was convex. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric
FB 3.

BB 176 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was almost vertical and its underside was concave. The rim measured 32 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 2G. See drawing BB 176.

BB 177 This bowl had a rim that was almost horizontal. The rim edge was rounded and shaped and
its underside was concave. The rim narrowed towards the walls. The rim measured 22 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 178 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was slightly concave.
The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 32 ¢m in diameter. See fabric FB 2G.

BB 179 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and its underside narrowed towards the walls. The rim measured 24 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 3.
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BB 180 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and grooved. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 181 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and its underside narrowed towards the walls. The rim measured 34 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 280.

BB 182 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. Its underside was shaped and the rim narrowed towards the walls. The rim
measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 183 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was concave. The rim
edge was rounded and the underside was slightly concave. There was a possible lid locator. The
rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2.

BB 184 This bow! had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was concave. The rim
edge was rounded and the underside was slightly wavy. There was a possible lid locator. The rim
measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2.

BB 185 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was straight. There was a possible lid locator. The rim measured 32 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 2. See drawing BB 185.

BB 186 This bow! had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. Its underside was shaped and the rim narrowed towards the walls. The rim
measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 187 This bowl had a rim that was almost horizontal. The inside face overhung concave walls.
The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1A. See drawing
BB 187.

BB 188 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was concave. The rim

edge was rounded and the underside was wavy. The rim measured 34 cm in diameter. See fabric
FB 2.

BB 189 This bow! had a rim that was almost horizontal. The inside face overhung concave walls.
The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 190 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was convex. The rim
edge was rounded and its underside was concave. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric
FB 2.

BB 191 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave. The
outside rim edge was rounded and the underside was convex. The rim measured 26 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 192 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was concave. The
outside rim edge was rounded and the upper edge was convex. The rim measured 26 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 193 The rim was too broken to draw, measure or describe fully. See fabric FB 2.
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BB 194 This bowl had a rim that was almost horizontal and flat. The rim edge was rounded. The
rim measured 28 c¢m in diameter. See fabric FB 110. See drawing BB 194.
BB 195 This bow! had a rim that was horizontal and the inside face sloped downwards. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 111. See drawing BB 195.
BB 196 This bowl had a rim that was set at a slight angle. The inside face was slightly concave.
The rim edge was rounded and shaped and it narrowed towards the walls. The rim measured 26 cm
in diameter. See fabric FB T14. See drawing BB 196.
BB 197 This bowl had a rim that was almost horizontal and the inside face overhung concave
walls. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 16 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 260.
BB 198 This bowl had a wide rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight and it
overhung the walls slightly. The rim edge was rounded. The underside was concave. The rim
measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T25. See drawing BB 198.
BB 199 This bow! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The outside
rim edge was rounded and the underside was convex. The rim narrowed towards the walls. The
rim measured 28 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T29.
BB 200 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave. The
outside rim edge was rounded and the under edge was concave. The rim measured 26 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 1.
BB 201 This bow! had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The
outside rim edge was rounded and the under edge was slightly convex. The rim measured 26 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 1A. See drawing BB 201.
BB 202 This bowl had a rim that was almost horizontal and straight. The rim edge was rounded.
The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1A.
BB 203 This bowl had a rim that was set at a slight angle. The upper face was straight except for a
groove. The rim edge was rounded. The upper face was concave and it narrowed towards the
walls. The rim measured 20 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 136.
BB 204 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was concave. The
outside rim edge was rounded and the under edge was concave. The rim measured 24 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 2.
BB 205 This bowl had a rim that was almost horizontal. There was a lip at the outer edge. The rim
edge was rounded. The under edge was slightly convex. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB T40. See drawing BB 205.
BB 206 This bow! had an outer rim edge that was almost horizontal. The rim sloped downwards to
a concave face. The rim edge was more 'pointed’. The rim measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric
FB 3.
BB 207 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was turned downwards. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2. See drawing
BB 207.
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BB 208 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was slightly concave.
There was a bead on the outside rounded rim edge. The underside was shaped. The rim measured
20 em in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 209 This bow! had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded and it narrowed towards the walls. The underside was concave. The rim
measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1B.

BB 210 This bowl had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was slightly concave.
The rim edge was grooved. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T1.,

BB 211 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave. The
rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1A.

BB 212 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was concave. The
rim edge was rounded and it narrowed towards the walls. The upper face was concave. The rim
measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1.

BB 213 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was concave. The
rim edge was more ‘pointed’ and it narrowed towards the walls. The under face was concave. The
rim measured 36 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 130.

BB 214 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was concave. The
rim edge was rounded and it narrowed towards the walls. The under face was concave. The rim
measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1A.

BB 215 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The
rim edge was rounded and it narrowed towards the walls. The under face was grooved. The rim
measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1.

BB 216 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave. The
rim edge was rounded and the rim narrowed towards the walls. The under face was slightly
concave. The rim measured 30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB IF.

BB 217 This bowl had a rim that was approximately horizontal and flat. The rim edge was rounded
and the rim narrowed towards the walls. The rim measured 20 cm in diameter. See fabric FB SA.
BB 218 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave. The
rim edge was rounded and the rim narrowed towards the walls. The under face was slightly
convex. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1.

BB 219 This bow! had a rim that was approximately horizontal and flat. The rim edge was rounded
and the rim narrowed towards the walls. The rim measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1.
BB 220 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at a tilted angle and the inside face was straight.
The rim edge was rounded. The sherd was abraded. The rim was too small to measure. See fabric
FB 1.

BB 221 This bowl had a wide rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was slightly
convex and it overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded and the underside was
concave. The rim measured 18 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 2. See drawing BB 221.
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BB 222 This bowl had a wide rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The
rim edge was rounded and the underside was convex. The rim measured 20 cm in diameter. See
fabric FB 1.

BB 223 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was slightly
concave. The rim edge was rounded and slightly ‘pointed” and it narrowed towards the walls. The
rim measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 1.

BB 224 This bowl had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was slightly concave
and it overhung the inside wall slightly. The rim edge was rounded and shaped. The rim measured
30 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6A.

BB 225 This bow! had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was slightly concave
and there was a possible lid locator. The rim edge was rounded. The rim measured 24 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB T35.

BB 226 This bow! had a thick rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight and
there was a possible lid locator. The rim edge was rounded and the underside was concave. The
rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 6B.

BB 227 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was concave. The
rim edge was rounded and shaped, the underside was concave and the rim narrowed towards the
walls. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 130.

BB 228 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The
rim edge was rounded and the underside was flat. The rim measured 24 c¢m in diameter. See fabric
FB 122.

BB 229 This bowl had a wide thick rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was slightly
concave. The rim edge was rounded and the underside was slightly convex. The rim measured 22
cm in diameter. See fabric FB 260.

BB 230 This bowl! had a rim that was set at a tilted angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was less rounded than previous examples. The rim measured 20 cm in diameter. See fabric
FB 1.

BB 231 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was slightly
convex. The rim edge was rounded and the rim narrowed towards the walls. The inside walls were
grooved. The rim measured 32 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

BB 232 This bowl had a thick rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was slightly
convex. The rim edge was rounded and the rim narrowed towards the walls. The inside walls were
grooved. The rim measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 125.

BB 233 This bow! had a rim that was approximately horizontal and flat. The rim edge was rounded
and it was convex underneath. The rim measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 255.

BB 234 This bow! had a rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight. The rim
edge was rounded. The rim measured 20 cm in diameter. See fabric FB T2,

BB 235 This bowl had a wide thick rim that was set at an acute angle. The inside face was straight.
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Table 5.37A - Listing form and fabrics of ERPW | variants. # Rim too small to measure accurately.
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ERPIS ' FB205 2900 ERP47 2800 | ERPB4 IFB1O
ERPI6 FB1 1P T 7T2200 ERPAS T TFBGT 30001 ERFBS CIFB1O3 P
ERPI7  FB1 P T3B00T BRSO 2400 ERPOOTFBEZ
p
P

ERPTE T FBT 32,00 TERPSS TAEU0 T ERPI04 TIFBY

ERPTO T EB TTTTTSAO0 T ERESS T TRB 208 P T 0400 T ERPIOY T FB P .
R BT BT o600 ERRT 1B e A G0 T ERPTT FR SR P 800"
EREDTFB Y 8007 TERFSS TUTIION TERPTIA T EE TN
ERP2ZTER I TUEE0T TERESS T IEE Y @ ERPTIE R 3A
ERPZSEBIN 800 ERPSTTIFRAC TG0 ERPIE RS

ERFPZ24 FB 205 o FB37 P 24.00 -

Benghazi Early Roman Plain Ware 1. Cf. Sabratha 214,
The shape of the upper wall is much the same as that of 213 except that its upper end more nearly

approaches the horizontal, the rim is less developed being simply a slightly enlarged termination to
the wall and the lid locator is broader. See Dore (1989:195). The Sabratha rims measured 21-45

cm. The Lepcis Magna rims measured 18-32 cm.

Table 5.37B - Listing form and fabr:c% of ERPW 1 variants. -
Vessel (Fabric DWG | . Vessel Fabric DWG Rim | 'V
ERP31T FB3A 00 ERPS2 2000 ]
ERPIS PR e
ERPAE FBZ
ERP48  FB 735 | ' |

FB1B p 4”'

There was a possible variant ERP 91 with rim diameter 20 em made from fabric FB 2.

Benghazi Early Roman Plain Ware 1. Cf. Sabratha 215,

This is a shallower, more dish like form in which the upper wall is approximately vertical and the
rim is separately articulated as a horizontal flange; as the resting surface for the lid is now
horizontal, the broad indentation of the lid locator occupies much of the upper face of the rim. See
Dore (1989:195-196). The Sabratha rims measured 15-41 cm. The Lepcis Magna rims measured

16-26 cm.

Table 5.37C - 11stmg form and fabrics of ERPW 1 variants.
Vessel Fabric DIWG Rim | Vessel Fabric DIWG Rim | Vessel Fabric DWG Rim
"""""" FB1B #

ERF33  FB205 P 26:00 ERPSS TFBIN 1y

ERPA3 T iFB 2488F 18, (}07 (ERPOEFBTB F]
7 FB3A P 2000 s EB2 1800

# Rim too small to 1 measure accurateiy

Benghazi Early Roman Plain Ware 1. Cf. Sabratha 216.
This form is much the same as 215 except that the lid-locating groove has been replaced by a

moulded stop on the end of the rim. See Dore (1989: 196). The Sabratha rims measured 14-40 cm.

322








































































Table 5.40A - Sabratha form 58 casseroles and fabrics.

Vessel [Fabric [DWG [Rim | Vessel [Fabric [DWG [Rim | Vessel [Fabric |[DWG TRim
RA2Z  FB2 2400 RA36 FB1 P 12000 RAT6T FB1 20,007
RAZ FB1 18000 RA41T FBBE P 1800 RATE2 FBSBT P 20000
RA4 IFBBA | 2200 IRA74 FB2 12400 RAT68 FB2 1800
RAG T FB3 2200 RA7S FB3IB P 200 RAT69 FET 20.00
RA7 T IFBEE 18,00 RA76 IFBBA | 2200 RAT70 FB2 18.00
RA8 IFB2 2000 RASS FE6B 18,00 [RAT7T FB1 18.00
RAY T FBBA 2400 RABY T FB3 2000 [RAT7ZFBZTTTTI2000
RAT0FB2 20007 RATI3 ™ FBBE 16,00 RA173 IFBEB 12000
RATZ FB3B 2000 RAT34 FBZ 2000 RA174 TFBZ P 2200
RATIIFB3 T 220007 RA1427FB38 P 12000 RAT75 FBBB | 120,00
RAT4A IFBZ P 20000 RA143 FBEB | 22001 [RAT76 TFBT IFTT22.00
RATS FBZ 2000 RA144 PGB 18007 " IRAT77 B2 1800
RAT7 FB2 P 2400 T RAT45 IFB3 2000 RAT79FB37 [P 1800
RATS FB2 2000 RA148 FB3 20.00 | RATS0 FB295 P 18.00
RAT9 FB 305 20.00 RA149  FB4 TTTTI2400 RATBZ T FB3 T F 1800
RAZ0™ FBT 2000 " RAT50 " FB2 1800 RATE3 FB3 P 1800
RAZ7 IFBZ T 2200 JRATST B2 2200 RATS4 FB3 18,00
RA29 IFB3 2000 |RAT52 [FB6B P 2000 RAT8S FBT 1400
RA0 IFB3 | 2000 " RAT53 |[FB6B 7200 RAT86 FB3 P I20.00
RA3T FBT1 P 18007 RATS7 [FB3B P 2400 RAT8Y FB6B P 20.007
RA33 ~FBBA 2200 RATS9 FE3 1800 [RATS0 FB3 | #
RA35FB30 [P 124000 RAT60 FB3 1800 RA21 FBTAZ 22007

# Rim too small to measure accurately.

Sabratha Form 58 Variant?
Table 5.40B - Sabratha form 58 casserole variants and fabrics.

Vessel Fabric DWG Rim Vessel Fabric DWG Rim
RA37 IFB2 P 2200 RAT26 FBSA P 118.00

Sabratha Form 58/59 Variant?
Table 5.40C - Sabratha form 58/59 casserole variants and fabrics.

Vessel [Fabric [DWG Rim
RAT78 FB37 P 20.00

Cf. Sabratha Form 58/60

Table 5.40D - Sabratha form 58/60 casscrole and fabrics. N
Vessel Fabric IDWG Rim | Vessel Fabric |[DWG Rim | Vessel Fabric DWG Rim
IRA156 FB39 P 22.00 1 [RA158 (FBGB 1800« "RA165  FB37 22007

,,,,, ok -

Sabratha Form 59.
The form is described in this way; ‘is generally similar though the rim is usually more upright and

taller than 58, the angle on the chamfer on the outer face is not so acute and the lid-locating groove
tends not to be so deeply cut, to the point where it is flat in some examples.” Dore (1989: 126-128.)

The Sabratha rims measured 21-28 cm.
Table 5.40F - Sabratha form 59 casseroles and fabrics.

Vessel Fabric DIWG Rim Vessel Fabric DWG Rim Vessel Fabric

RAT TFBZ P 20007 RAZETFBZ 22007 RARRZ B2
RAS FES 22007 RAZE T IFB1 26.00 RAG1 B2
RA11 FB3 TTI20.00 RAZG FB2 2400 RAG3 FBEB
RA1E FB3 22.00 RAZ28 FB3 20.00 RAGL TIFE 6B

RAZ2Z T FBT 20007 TRAZZ T 20.00 RAGE T IFBBA
rRAZB B = - 3 B 7 § 05’” RAMFBZGQ B 28] FB3

Sabratha Form 39 Variant?

Table 5.40F - Sabratha form 59 casserole variants and fabrics.
Vessel [Fabric DWG Rim Vessel Fabric |[DWG Rim |
RA§8 ’FS 2 126.00 ‘RASQ FBZ P 12200

Sabratha Form 60
The form is described in this way; ‘Type 60 is similar to 58 but the shape of the rim is more

346



amorphous. The tooling on the outside face of the rim is more irregular, often leaving a projecting
flange. The lid-locating groove is often wider at the bottom than the top.” Dore (1989: 126-128.)

The Sabratha rims measured 16-29 cm.

Table 5.40G - Sabratha form 60 casserole and fabrics.
Vessel Fabric DWG Rim | Vessel Fabric

Rim | Vessel Fabric DWG Rm

DING ~
RA38 T FB6B 1800 RATT4 FB3 P 1600 RAT32 FBBGB 27,00
RA39 " FBBA 2000 TIRATTS FBBE P 16.00  RA133  FHBE 22.00
RA40 T FB3 2000° T RATIS FB2 P 1600 RATI6 T FBY 18.00"
RATO0 IFB293 7 2600 RAT17 FEBA P 12000 RAT37 FBY P 2000
RATOT FBBE 2000 RATIS T FBBAT 120000 IRATIE FBSAT P 7400
RATOZ TIFBBA 2200 RATIO FBZ 200007 RAT39FB3 18.00
RAT03 FBBA 20007 RATZ0FBZ 2200 RATAD T FBBA 20.00
RAT04 ~ FB5A 2200 RA121 FBBA 2200 RAT41 FB3 20.00
RATO5 FBBB 18.00° RAT22 T FBBA 2200 RAT46 IFB3 22.00
RATOE FBBA 2200 RA123 FBBA 1800 RATA7 FB30 P 2200
RAT07 [FBEB 120007 RAT24FBEB 2000 RATS4 FBZ 2200
RA106 I eB—1p— 122001 |RATES FBOA~| 12000 IRATER B - 11500
RAT09 |FB1 1600 RA127 FBSA 2400 " RAT63  FB5A 18.00
RATT0  FBY 7600 TRAT20FB3 2000 RAT64 FBOB 18.00°
RATIT " FBT P 1800 TRAT30 FBZ 1800 RATE7 FB2 T 2400
RAT1Z T FB6B 2200 RAT3T FBY P 116007 |RATST FBEB 12800

Sabratha Form 60 Variant?

Table 5.40H - Sabratha form 60 casserole variants and fabncs o
Vessel Fabric DWG Fabric ; :
[RA42[FBEB P FB 35

Sabratha Form 62
The form is described in this way; ‘The rim shape of type 62 is even more amorphous, having

become almost a simple bead of round section on top of the vessel wall. Dore (1989: 126-129.)
The Sabratha rims measured 17-28 cm.
Table 5.401 - Sabratha form 62 casseroles and fabrics.

Vessel Fabric IDIWG Rim
RA128 FBBB P 120.00

Sabratha Form 64
The form is described in this way; ‘A possible development of 58 and 59. The rim is taller and

thinner and tends to be more out-splayed; the lid-locating rear face of the rim tends to be quite

broad and often has a ridged lower stop.' Dore (1989: 130.) The Sabratha rims measured 19-25 cm.

Table 5.40J - Sabratha form 64 casserole and fabrics.

Vessel Fabric [DWG Rim Vessel Fabric [DWG Rim | Vessel Fabric [DWG Rim |
RA43 FB3B P 24007 RABD FB 3 P 18.00 RAB1 FB2 1 20.00
RA44 FB1 P 18.00 RAG1 FB3 1800 RABZ T FBZ ) 20.60
RA45 FB3 126,00 RABZ FBZ P 18.00 RAB3 FBZ T T2nn0
RA46 FBZ TTTTTUEO00T T RABETIFBE T 18.00 RA84 FB1B 1800
RA47 FB 2 24.00 RAB4 FB2Z 18.001 RASB5 FBY P 22'00.
RA48 FB1 P4200  RABET T FBBA T 18 00 RAS6 FB3 P 28.00 |
RABD FB3 26.00 RAG7 B3 P 18.00 TIRASO FB3 P .
- 22.00 RA7G T FBY P 20060 RAD2 FB38 P
18001 RA71 FB2 P 28.00 RAGE FB3C P
PUUT20060° RAYZT T FB3B P 2600 RAGY FBZ2 TP
22.00 RA7S FE3E P 268007 RADE  FBZBI P
THEO0 T RATT T RBIY T 18007 RASY FBZ TP
24007 RATETTIFBBATTT 22.00 RA187 FBS5A P
18007 RA79  FB1 . 22.00 RATEE FB1 P
P 22007 RABD T FBEB 2200
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Cooking vessels - groups (RAA - RAN).
The first group of bowls, RAA 1 - 15 had rims which were generally incurving above concave

walls. The sherds could be differentiated from the group IB by the thickness of their walls.

RAA. Bowls with incurving walls with variations as described. See illustrations on pages 358
- 359,
RAA 1 The walls of this bow! were concave on the inside which thickened into its rim. There was

a groove below the rim on the outside. The diameter of the rim measured 28 cm. See fabric FB 3.
RAA 2 The walls of this bowl were concave on the inside which thickened into its rim. There was
a groove below the rim on the outside. This was a smaller version of RAA 1. The diameter of the
rim measured 22 cm. See fabric FB 287. For drawing see RAA 2.

RAA 3 The walls of this bowl were concave on the inside which thickened into its rim. There was
a groove below the rim on the outside. The walls were thinner than those of RAA 1 and RAA 2.
The diameter of the rim measured 20 cm. See fabric FB 6B. For drawing see the drawing of RAA
4,

RAA 4 The walls of this bowl were concave on the inside which thickened into its rim. There was
a groove below the rim on the outside. The walls were thinner than those of RAA 1 and RAA 2.
The diameter of the rim measured 18 cm. See fabric FB 2. For drawing see RAA 4.

RAA § The walls of this bowl were concave on the inside which thickened into its rim. There was
a groove below the rim on the outside. This was a smaller version of RAA 1. The diameter of the
rim measured 18 cm. See fabric FB 6B.

RAA 6 The walls of this bowl were concave on the inside which thickened into its rim. There was
a groove below the rim on the outside. The diameter of the rim measured 22 cm. See fabric FB 6B.
For drawing see RAA 6.

RAA 7 The walls of this bowl were concave on the inside which thickened into its rim. The rim
was more bulbous than the previous examples. There was a groove below the rim on the outside.
The diameter of the rim measured 24 cm. See fabric FB 5C.

RAA 8 The walls of this bowl were concave on the inside which thickened into its rim. There was
a groove below the rim on the outside. The diameter of the rim measured 26 cm. See fabric FB 3.
For drawing see RAA 8.

RAA 9 The walls of this bow] were concave on the inside which thickened into its rim. The rim
was more upright and bulbous than the previous examples. There was a groove below the rim on
the outside. The diameter of the rim measured 22 cm. See fabric FB 6B.

RAA 10 The walls of this bowl were concave on the inside which thickened into its rim. The
outside rim was flatter than the previous examples. There was a groove below the rim on the
outside. The diameter of the rim measured 20 cm. See fabric FB 2. For drawing see RAA 10.
RAA 11 The walls of this bowl were concave on the inside which thickened into its rim. There
was a groove below the rim on the outside. The diameter of the rim measured 24 cm. See fabric FB
3. For drawing see RAA 11.

RAA 12 The walls of this bow! were concave on the inside which thickened into its rim. There
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RIM 12 This bowl had approximately vertical walls which widened slightly into a vertical rim.
There were grooves on the top face and on the outside walls. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter.
See fabric FB 6B.

RIM 13 The walls of this vessel were set at a tilted angle which widened slightly into the rim
which was roughly of square section. The rim measured 22 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 317. For
drawing see RIM 13.

RIM 14 The walls of this vessel were set at an acute angle ending in a rim of roughly triangular
section. The rim measured 26 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 41.

RIM 15 This vessel was a dish or possibly a lid. The inside walls were slightly concave. The
outside face had slightly convex moulding. The rim measured 18 cm in diameter. See fabric FB
3C.

RIM 16 There was a small fragment only of this vessel. The walls widened into an everted slightly
tilted rim. There was a possible lid locator. The rim was undercut on the outside. The rim
measured 24 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3.

RIM 17 The walls of this vessel were set at an acute angle inwards which ended in a rim of
roughly triangular section with rounded top face. The rim measured 10 cm in diameter. See fabric
FB 3.

RIM 18 There was a small fragment only of this vessel. The rim seems to be everted and rounded.
The rim measured 20 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 3C.

RIM 19 There was a small fragment only of this vessel. The walls narrowed to an everted rim, the
outside edge was rounded. There was a groove on the top face. The rim measured 14 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 2.

RIM 20 There was a small fragment only of this vessel. The walls were set at a tilted angle. The
rim was bulbous and undercut. There was a groove on the outside face. The rim measured 24 cm in
diameter. See fabric FB 1.

RIM 21 There was a small fragment only of this vessel. The rim was set at a tilted angle. The rim
was oval in section. The rim was too small to measure. See fabric FB 3C.

RIM 22 There was a small fragment only of this vessel. The rim was set at a tilted angle. The rim
edge was rounded in section. The rim was too small to measure. See fabric FB 214.

RIM 23 There was a small fragment only of this vessel. The everted rim was set at a tilted angle.
The rim measured 10 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 218.

RIM 24 The walls of this bowl were thin and approximately vertical. The small flange rim was
undercut. The rim measured 12 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 7. For drawing see RIM 24.
RIM 25 The walls of this bowl were approximately vertical ending in a rim of roughly triangular
section. The inside face was slightly concave. There were grooves on the outside face. The rim
measured 20 cm in diameter. See fabric FB 117.

RIM 26 There was a small fragment only of this vessel. The rim was approximately vertical and
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Base Fabric Form Diameter Base Fabric  Form Diameter
Inside  Outside inside |Outside

FA1 FB T26 Ring-foot 6.50 8.00 FB30 FB 1 Ring-foot 0.00 6.00
FA2 FB 191 Ring-foot 4.75 5.25 FB31 FB 1 Ring-foot 6.00 7.00
FA3 FB 3G Ring-foot| 4.50 5.50 FB32 FB 1 Ring-foot 7.00 8.00
FA4 FB 3 [Ring-foot 3.25 4.00 FB33 FB 281 Ring-foot 4.00 5.00
FAS FB T34 Ring-foot 4.50 5.50 FB34 FB 1 Ring-foot 5.00 6.00
FAB FB 3  Ring-foot 4.00 5.00 FB35 FB 1 Ring-foot 5.00 6.00
FA7 FB 3 |Ring-foot 4.25 5.00 FB36 FB 1 Ring-foot 6.00 7.00
FA8 FB T24 |Ring-foot 3.50 4.50 FB37 FB 140  Ring-foot 6.00 7.00
FA9 FB3 |Ring-fool| 450 5.00 FB38 FB 101 Ring-foot 6.00 7.00
FA10 FB3 |Ring-foot; 5.00 6.00 FB39 FB 101 Ring-foot 4.75 5.75
FA11 FB3  |Ringfoot| 475 6.50 FB40 FB 219 Ring-foot 8.00 9.00
FA12 FB 37  Ring-foot 6.00 6.50 FB41 FB 26  [Ring-foot 9.00 10.00
FA13 FB 2  [Ring-foot 5.00 6.50 FB42 FB 1 Ring-foot 7.00 8.00
FA14 FB 3  Ring-foot 575 7.00 FB43 FB 106 |Ring-foat 6.00 7.00
FA15 FB3 Ring-foot 5.00 6.00 FB44 FB 1 Ring-foot 0.00 0.00
FA16 FB3 [Ring-foot| 4.00 6.00 FB45 FB 103 [Ring-foot 4.060 6.25
FA1T FB3  Ring-foot 6.00 7.00 FB46 FB 293  Ring-foot 10.00 11.00
FA18 FB 3  |Ring-foot 6.00 7.50 FB47 FB 297 Ring-foot 12.00 11.00
FA19 FB 4 Ring-foot 8.00 10.00 FB48 FB 287 [Ring-foot 10.60 11.00
FA20 FB3  [Ring-foot 8.00 10.00 FB49 FB 7 Ring-foot 6.00 7.50
FAZ1 FB 3D [Ring-foot| 12.00 14.00 FBS0 FB 297 [Ring-foot 4.50 6.00
FA22 FB T2 [Ring-foot 8.00 10.00 FB51 FB 308 |Ring-foot 9.00 10.00
FA23 FB4 [Ring-fool 8.00 9.00 FB52 FB 20  [Ring-foot 8.00 10.00
FA24 FB 201 Ring-foot 7.00 8.00 FB53 FB 21 Ring-oot 7.00 8.00
FA25 FB 1 |Ring-foot 8.00 2.00 FB54 FB 302  Ring-foot 6.00 8.00
FA26 FB4  |Ring-foot 6.00 7.00 FB55 FB 27 Ring-foot 0.00 4.00
FA27 FB 3F  |Ring-foot| 10.00 11.00 FB56 FB 63 Ring-foot 0.00 0.00
FA28 FB 215 [Ring-foot 6.00 7.00 FB57 FB 2 Ring-foot 9.00 10.00
FA29 FB 3F Ring-foot 7.00 8.00 FB58 FB 197 [Ring-foot 8.00 10.00
FA30 FB 3D Ring-foot 6.00 7.50 FB59 FB 202  Ring-foot 0.00 0.00
FA31 FB 3G Ring-foot 8.00 2.00 FB60 FB 6l Ring-foot 0.00 8.00
FA32 FB4  [Ring-foot 6.00 7.00 FB61 FB 19 [Ring-foot 0.00 0.00
FA33 FB4  [Ring-foot| 10.00 12.00 FB62 FB T29 |Ring-foot 6.00 7.00
FA34 FB 4 Ring-foot 7.00 8.00 FB63 FB 1 Ring-foot 4.00 5.00
FA35 FB 3A  Ring-foot 8.00 8.00 FR64 FB 3G Ring-foot 7.00 8.00
FA36 FB 195 Ring-foot! 10.00 12.00 FBE5 FB 3G Ring-foot 7.00 8.00
FA37 FB T43 Ring-foot 0.00 0.00 FB66 FB 127 Ring-foot 0.00 0.00
FA38 FB T29 |Ring-foot 0.00 0.00 FB67 FB 5A  Ring-foot 8.00 9.00
FA39 FB 2  |Ring-foot 0.00 0.00 FB68 FB 89  Ring-foot 4.00 5.00
FA40 FB 3G Ring-foot 6.00 7.00 FB69 FB 6B Ring-foot 10.00 11.00
FA41 FB 3G |Ring-foot 0.00 0.00 FB70 F8 247 Ring-foot 5.00 6.50
FA42 FB 2  [Ring-foot 5.00 6.00 FB71 FB 6B |Ring-foot 7.00 8.00
FA43 FB T41 [Ring-foot 6.00 7.00 FB72 FB 279 Ring-foot 6.00 7.00
FA44 FB 201 Ring-foot 5.00 7.00 FB73 FB 6B Ring-foot 8.00 9.00
FB1 FB 5A  [Ring-foot 5.00 7.00 FB74 FB 1 Ring-foot 7.00 8.00
FB2 FB 1 |Ring-foot 4.75 6.00 FB75 FB 222  Ring-foot 8.00 9.00
FB3 FB 6B  |Ring-foot 3.75 4.75 FR76 FB 6F  Ring-foot 9.00 10.00
FB4 FB 1B Ring-foot!{ 4.00 5.50 FB77 FB 2 Ring-foot 8.00 9.00
FBS FB 6B Ring-foot| 400 5.00 FB78 FB 2 Ring-foot 10.00 12.00
FBS FB1  [Ring-foot 3.00 4.50 FB79 FB 222  Ring-foot 8.00 0.00
FB7 FB 1 [Ring-foot 3.00 4.75 FB80 FB 162 Ring-foot 0.00 0.00
FB8 FB 1 Ring-foot 5.00 6.00 FB81 FB 6B |Ring-foot 6.00 7.00
FBY FB1 |Ring-foot| 400 500 FC1 FB 1 Flat 5.00 0.00
FB10 FB 1 Ringfoot| 4.50 550 FC2 FB 304  Flat 4.50 0.00
FB11 FB 196 Ring-foot 0.00 0.00 FC3 FB7 Flat 5.00 0.00
FB12 FB 6B [Ring-foot 5.25 6.25 FC4 FB 127 Flat 4.75 0.00
FB13 FB 251 Ring-foot| 4.00 5.25 FC5 FBBA Flat 5.00 0.00
FB14 FB 1 Ring-foot 6.00 7.00 FC8 FB 222 Flat 8.00 0.00
FB15 FB 2 [Ring-foot!{ 3.50 4.50 FC7 FBGA  Flat 8.00 0.00
FB16 FB28 Ring-foot| 4.75 5.50 FC8 FB 1 Flat 3.75 0.00
FB17 FB 68  Ring-foot 3.75 4.75 FC9 FB 1 Flat 8.00 0.00
FB18 FB R6 |Ring-foot 0.00 0.00 FC10 FB 1 Flat 7.00 0.00
FB19 FB 1  IRing-foot 5.00 6.00 FC11 FB 220 Flat 4.50 0.00
FB20 FB 115 Ring-foot 5.00 5.00 FC12 FB 3A  Flat 525 0.00
FB21 FB 217 |Ring-foot 3.50 4.25 FC13 FB 1 Flat 5.00 0.00
FB22 FB 222 |Ring-foot 5.00 6.00 FC14 FB 6A  Flat 2.00 0.00
FB23 FB 94 [Ring-foot 4.00 5.00 FC15 FB 7 Flat 4.00 0.00
FB24 FB1  [Ring-foot 5.00 6.00 FC16 FB 2 Flat 5.00 0.00
FR25 FB1  Ringfoot| 475 5.00 FC17 FB 1 Flat 6.00 0.00
FB26 FB 1 Ring-foot 5.00 550 FC18 FB6A  Fiat 6.00 0.00
FB27 FB 1 Ring-foot 4.50 5.00 FC18 FB T46  Flat 550 0.00
FB28 FB 1 [Ring-foot 4.00 5.00 FC20 FB 297 Flat 6.00 0.00
FB29 FB 1 |Ring-foot 5.00 5.50 FC21 FB 7 Flat 7.00 0.00





































how for example, the proportion of amphorae, changed through time at each location. Similar pie

charts and town plans were produced for the major groups of finewares and for the pottery lamps.

The pottery collection was also examined to see whether the Lepcis Magna material showed more
links with the Eastern or with the Western Empire. Analysis of the amphorae excavated in Lepcis
Magna during the 1951 excavation showed that whilst the amphorae came from a number of
different regions the majority of them were the locally produced Tripolitanian I - Il forms. Indeed
the chi squared test showed that through time the sample was dominated by the later Tripolitanian
forms. Of the remaining amphorae the majority of them appear to have come from the Western
Empire. Fulford (1989: 173) has argued that ‘the overall ratio of local to imported pottery will give
an insight into the degree of dependence of the site in question on inter-regional traffic in staples.’
Applying this argument to the Lepcis Magna results suggests that Lepcis Magna was probably self
sufficient in certain essential commodities and therefore had little need to import more. The
evidence from the pottery excavated at Lepcis Magna appears to support Fulford’s conclusions
that Tripolitania was indeed trading more with Italy and the Western Empire than with the Eastern

Empire.

The analysis of the Lepcis Magna coarsewares was particularly important to this thesis as this was
the first time that many of the vessels had been catalogued and typologies created for them. In
chapter four it was stated that the coarsewares formed a much broader assemblage than the other
categories such as the finewares as it incorporated many different forms and fabrics. Included in
the coarseware category were sherds from: mortaria, casseroles, bowls of various sizes, braziers
and their fire baskets, unguentaria, jugs, flagons and a variety of lids, dishes and even a handle
from a pan. The forms were cross-referenced, where ever possible, to vessels in the Sabratha,
ULVS and Benghazi assemblages. However in many instances parallels could not be found for the
coarsewares which suggested that many of the vessels were ‘new’ forms which had not been found
elsewhere. An examination of the pottery fabrics suggests that many of the vessels could have
been manufactured close to Lepcis Magna and indeed recent research has located a number of kiln

sites close to the town.

Like the amphorae assemblage the collection of pottery lamps was dominated by those
manufactured in North Africa, and in particular Tunisia, from where 48% of the sample came. The

majority of the identified lamps seem to have been manufactured during the Early Imperial period.

The largest single category of finewares was that of the ARS wares; comparing the ARS to the
other fineware groups there were approximately 4 times as many ARS wares as BGW, 2.5 times as
many as the ESA and 5.5 times as many as the Italian Sigillata sherds. The identified fineware

assemblage suggested a continuity of occupation of the town with many of the main types of
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Pompeii environs for example, would perhaps make more of a statement about the disposable
wealth of the owners than the ARS table-wares which had now been in production for

approximately 150 vears and had once been the de rigueur of the time.

Before making any comparisons it needs to be noted that certain assumptions are being made that
the pottery assemblages for both towns were at least representative samples of the total pottery that
was originally in circulation in the two towns and that both Lepcis Magna and Sabratha had equal
access to the different supplies of pottery. The "Periplus Maris Erythraei' (Casson, 1989), which
has already been cited in chapter five, suggested that whilst some ships sailed directly to their
destination, others sailed from port to port buying and selling goods as they travelled. Therefore
the presence of pottery on a site does not prove that there was a direct trade link between the point
of origin and the final destination of the pottery. It is possible that small quantities of fineware may
have travelled a Jong way before reaching their final destination. Indeed identified Lepcis Magna
finewares included Eastern Sigillata A and B from the Eastern Mediterranean, Sigillatas from Jtaly
and African Red Slip wares from the Tunisian region. As Sabratha was geographically closer to
the pottery production centres of Tunisia than Lepcis Magna, it will be interesting to discover
whether there was proportionally more Tunisian amphorae and ARS ware in the Sabrathan

assemblage than in the Lepcis Magna assemblage.

The presence of imported goods such as exotic wines might be indicative of an increase in status
of the citizens. The data below was extracted from table 5.6 and it lists those amphorae, which
were thought to contain wine, and it gives their dates of manufacture. Although the sample was
relatively small the results suggest that there was not an increase in the amount of wine being
consumed in Lepcis Magna during the Severan period.

Table 6A - Showing probable contents of amphorae.

FORM DATE COUNT PRINCIPAL CONTENT
SABRATHA 3-4 4THC BC-3RDC. BC ' 7 WINE ‘ ;
PERWCLASS 2 4THC BC-2NDBC 2 WINE? ‘ ‘ ‘
PR CLASS 4 1STBC 2 WINE, SPONDYLUS SHELLS, RESIN, NUTS
BERUT 2.2 ‘ 1STC -Z2ND C T WWINE ' ‘ :
PSW CLASS 27 MID1STC. - 3RDC. 3 WINE

P&W CLASS 10 LATE1STC. - MD2RDC 5 WINE

BERUT A2 IND C. 3 WINE

KEAY XXXV A 77 LATESRD-MD5 G "1 FISH PRODUCTS, WINE ™

PERW CLASS 48 4THC S BTHC ' T WINEOLIVE OIL, SESAME OIL™Y

PSW CLASS 53 LATE4THC, - 6THC T4 WINE 2

However Bonifay (2004) believes that Tripolitanian 11 amphorae may have been made for holding
wine rather than olive oil (see chapter 5). If the contents were indeed wine then there would appear
to be an increase in wine consumption during this Severan period but it was the locally produced

vintages rather than imported ones.

It could be the case that the conspicuous display of wealth in Lepcis Magna’s monumental

building phase did not extend beyond the public buildings into other areas of daily life and that it
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did not last long. Indeed the public buildings seem to have started to fall into ruin before the end of
the third century and it has been argued that the monumental building phase of the Severan
dynasty was not based on any sound economic foundation (Haynes 1959: 54). Sir Mortimer
Wheeler (1989: 56) doubted that the new harbour, built during the Severan period, had been used
much as the mooring-blocks on the quays showed few signs of wear. The eventual decline in
fortune of the Severan family and Lepcis Magna may be reflected in the archaeological record in
the quality and quantity of its deposited pottery. Indeed the majority of the identifiable ARS, with
very few exceptions, date between the first and third centuries. This data (see table 5.18) tends to
support the theory that Lepcis Magna was, as has already been mentioned, in decline in the later

third century.

In chapter four it was reported that not all of the pottery from the Sabratha excavations was
brought back to England for analysis so an assumption, as mentioned above, has had to be made
that what was available for study was proportional and representative of the whole pottery
assemblage. Although comparing percentages is the best available method we still need to be

aware of problems that occur when populations or samples are small.

The different types of pottery and their relevant quantities which have been analysed for the two

assemblages are recorded in table 6B.

Table 6B - Showing pottcxy types used for comparing Lepeis Magna and Sabratha assemblages.

FORMS CULML. U USEDFOR SABRATHA | USEDFOR ' FACTOR |
T caumrs, ANALYSIS ~ COUNTS ANALYS!S

| ‘ AL TUALL T :

ANMPHORAE ™ 907 RIMS. 221 RIMSDNLY1775+ 1686  ‘ 7.6

§ " BASES-60 BASES-59 g |

ARS 403 255 3600 ©1346 0 53

Bsw T 402 22 1444 CONA T WA

ESA 149 25 TRe00 T T TTNIAT T A

sic 1 ' M 1870 501 164

LAMPS 0z TUEZTTTTE 06 NA T NA

The table illustrates the differences in the size of the samples available for study. In the last
column a *factor’ has been calculated (this factor was achieved by dividing the Sabratha quantity
by the corresponding Lepcis Magna number) which shows how much more pottery was available
for study in the Sabratha assemblage. The factors provide an idea of the difference between the
sizes of the samples available for study. The entry for the Italian Sigillata, for example, shows that
I sherds from the Lepcis Magna material had been identified compared to 501 sherds that have
been assigned Conspectus form numbers. Therefore, there were approximately 16 times more
identified Sigillata sherds available for study in the Sabratha assemblage than in the Lepcis Magna
material. This can be contrasted with amphora bases for which the factor is 1, indicating that the

sizes are almost identical.
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A chi squared test was then applied to the original Lepcis Magna and Sabratha data to test the data
statistically. The null hypothesis was that “the two amphora assemblages from Lepcis Magna and
Sabratha come from the same regions of the empire.” The complete test can be found in appendix
4D (see CD-ROM). The test results confirm that the Lepcis Magna and Sabratha assemblages did

indeed come from different regions of the empire.

6.2 A comparison between the two ARS assemblages.

An analysis was then carried out to compare the two assemblages of ARS. A total of 403 ARS
sherds were recovered from the Lepcis Magna trenches, of which 255 were rims, compared to
approximately 3600 sherds from Sabratha of which c. 40% were rims (Timby 1994: 84-115).
Unfortunately only the rim sherds were used in the Sabratha classification and therefore the
following analysis will have to be based on rim only data. Cross-context joins were not looked for
(Timby 1994: 67). The data for these 1346 rims have been collated along with the Lepcis Magna

material and is shown in table 6.5.

To make comparisons the number of Lepcis Magna forms had to be reduced to conform to the
Sabratha data by, for example, combining groups such as 6, a, b and ¢ into a single group 6 which
unfortunately means that there has been some loss of detail. To compensate for the differences in
sample size, once again percentages have been calculated so that the two sets of pottery can be

compared.
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Data on these 9 forms is given in table 6.6. The largest apparent difference is that of the Hayes
form 181 variant, a dish with more flaring walls than H 181, of which 15 examples were found in
Lepcis Magna but interestingly none were recorded as being present at Sabratha (Timby 1994: 84-

115).

Table 6.6 - Showing greatest ARS pcrce,maxza differences between two assemblages.
ARSFORMS (M SAB

RMSOMLY % % ““mﬁsamﬁ
PRI s i e e
R T 1
16737046 09

T T -

B0 16 B3 37
e
CUUUIB1IVAR 59 sy
z 182184 155 2y
MISC DISHES BT e

The second largest group was that of miscellaneous dishes from Sabratha which accounted for a
difference of 5.1%. Larger percentages of H181 and H 182 (dishes and lids) were recovered from
Lepcis Magna than from Sabratha. These forms were described by Hayes (1972: 200) as ‘vessels
with burnished slip on one face only’. Other types of coarseware vessels may have fulfilled similar

purposes at Sabratha.

How can any of these differences be explained? Two of the numerical differences between H 31
and H 50 could possibly be linked together if the vessels were indeed in production
contemporaneously. Hawthorne (1998) dates the production of H 31 to AD 205-250 and H 50A to
AD 230-325. Hayes describes H 50 as being a finer version of H 31. The form H 50 may have been
more readily available in Sabratha than in Lepcis Magna as, after all, Sabratha was closer to the
Tunisian production centres with H 31 carrying out the function of H 50 in Lepcis Magna. These

differences could though be purely coincidental.

In this next table, 6.7, the two sets of ARS ware were examined chronologically to see whether
there were any differences between the Lepcis Magna and Sabratha assemblages in the proportions
of the various ARS forms grouped by date of production through time. The dating of the forms was

based on that used in the Sabratha report (Timby 1994: 84 -115).






The two largest differences between the two sets of data are those for the “second to third century’
and ‘third century’ periods with approximately 63% of the dateable ARS from Lepcis Magna
coming from this period as compared to 44% at Sabratha. The relative differences in the
proportion for the two sites at this time, ‘second to third century’ and ‘third century’, were 21.5%
and 4.7% respectively. The data from the ARS material does tend to support the view that the
fortunes of the town of Lepcis Magna peaked during the second to third century and then the town
began to wane. After the third century the relative proportion of ARS ware at Sabratha was higher
than at Lepcis Magna. It is interesting to note that at Sabratha the highest percentage of ARS also
dates to the Severan period. The prestige of having an Emperor hailing from Lepcis Magpa may

also have had positive effects on the economy of Sabratha.

To check these findings statistically a chi squared test was worked out using the data from table
6.7. The null hypothesis was that the quantities of ARS ware at Lepcis Magna and Sabratha were
the same in the two time periods, ‘early” and ‘late’. The complete test can be found in appendix 4E
{see CD-ROM). The time period third century AD to fourth century AD was used as the division
between the two time periods. The pottery in this category was re-examined and reassigned
according to when they were believed to be in production and then assigned to either the ‘early’ or

‘late’ group.

An examination of the actual values as compared to their calculated expected values (19, 44)
shows that in the late period at Lepcis Magna there was less ARS pottery in circulation than
expected. This data supports the theory that after the Severan period the demand for large
quantities of pottery diminished, possibly because the general prosperity of the town had declined
following the completion of the monumental building phase as the economy of the town was no
longer being boosted by extra disposable income. The test results show that the null hypothesis
had to be rejected in favour of the alternative hypothesis which was that the quantities of ARS at

Lepcis Magna and Sabratha were different in the two time periods.

6.3 A comparison between the other finewares and lamps.
In the case of the BGW sherds, the size of the two samples was very different. A total of 102

sherds were found at Lepcis Magna which compares to a total of 1444 sherds recovered from
Sabratha. The first imported BGW at Sabratha date from the second half of the fifth century BC
and they increase in quantity during the fourth century BC. The increased quantities of BGW are
seen as indicators (Keay 1994: 65) of increased trade with Italy and Greece. Later the quantities of

imported wares decreased and were replaced by locally produced BGW.

The descriptions of the BGW forms, see appendices, showed that, with one exception, all of the

forms found at Lepcis Magna were also present in the Sabratha assemblage but because only 22 of
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The graph illustrates that up until the early first century AD there were approximately equal
percentages of ESA in both Lepcis Magna and Sabratha and later there were more vessels in

Lepcis Magna in the early/mid first century AD than at Sabratha.

Approximately 1870 sherds of Italian Sigiilata were in the retained Sabrathan assemblage (Timby
1994: 67), compared to just 60 sherds which were excavated in Lepeis Magna. The identification
of the forms was based on 'Conspectus Formarum Terrae Sigillatae Italico Modo Confectae’
(Etthinger: 1990). Unlike the Lepcis Magna assemblage no attempt was made to Jook for 'cross
context joins' in the Sabrathan material. The analysis of the Sabrathan assemblage, for the most
part, relied upon the identification of rims by Timby (1994: 67). The information on the number of
rims recovered per site was recorded in table 6.11, some 23 for Lepcis Magna and 501 for

Sabratha.

Table 6.11 - Showing number of ITS rims recovered per site.
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With the exception of Conspectus form 52, not shown in the table because the Lepcis Magna sherd
was a base fragment, all forms identified as being present at Lepcis Magna were also found in
Sabratha. Taking into consideration the above caveats and the fact that the Lepcis Magna sample

was small, the following analysis was carried out. The results are shown in figures 6.20- 6.22.

In numerical terms, see figure 6.20, the largest group of sherds at Lepcis Magna was of forms 20
and 18, platters, whilst at Sabratha it was forms 12 and 20, also platters, which were the most

numerous.
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The Lamps
The remains of 102 lamps were found at Lepcis Magna. This compares to nearly a thousand lamps

excavated from Sabratha. The Lepcis Magna examples range in date from the fifth century BC to
the sixth century AD with the majority of the Lepcis Magna lamps dated between the first century
AD to mid-third century AD, and with the greatest number of the lamps were manufactured in
Tunisia. At Sabratha (Bailey 1994: 194) the lamps date from the late sixth century BC to the sixth
century AD. Prior to the mid-second to mid-third century the Sabratha assemblage was dominated
by imported lamps, the majority of which came from Italy. This trend was then reversed and
greater numbers of North African lamps appear to dominate the Sabrathan collection as they did at
Lepcis Magna. Similarly, the bulk of Sabrathan lamps date from a similar time period to those
from Lepcis Magna but with a few more dating to the first century BC.

Coarsewares,
One of the few coarseware types that will be briefly commented on from the two towns is the

distinctive imported Pantellerian wares. In chapter five table 5.43 recorded the forms of this hand-
made imported Pantellerian pottery which were present in the Lepcis Magna assemblage. The table
below showed that of the fifteen forms present at Lepcis Magna five of these forms were also

present in the Sabrathan assemblage.

Table 6.12 - Pameliencm forms.
Pantellerian Ware !
[ Sabratha Form 286 Casserole |
“Sabratha Form 200 Casserole |
 Sabratha Form 291 | Casserole
 Sabratha Form293 ™ |
Sabratha Form264  Dish

Sabratha coarseware foms
An examination of the tables in chapter five showed that it was possible to cross reference some of

the Lepcis Magna coarseware vessels to those found during the excavations at Sabratha. In the
Lepcis Magna coarseware assemblage, for example, 424 vessels were categorized as being
casseroles, cooking wares or cooking pots and of these 275 vessels were similar in form to ones
found in the Sabratha assemblage. The table below shows the forms which were present in the

Lepcis Magna and Sabratha assemblages.

Table 6.13 - Sabrathan Coarseware forms.
Sabratha form | Sabrathaform | Sabratha form Sabratha form — Sabratha form |
; ; Lo 64
g7

68
149
25

Other Sabratha equivalents can be found in the database.

6.4 Conclusions.
The main aim of this chapter was to, wherever possible, compare and contrast the most easily

identifiable wares in the Lepcis Magna and Sabratha pottery assemblages. When the two pottery
collections were examined it was possible to discern certain similarities between them as well as
some marked differences. Due to the differences in sample size of the pottery, recovered

comparisons, where possible, were based on relative percentages. The above analysis of the two
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amphora assemblages has produced some interesting results. By analysing the rim and base data
separately, so as not to bias any statistics by counting any amphorae twice, different results were
produced to when the counts of rims and bases were combined together. The investigation shows,
as one might expect, that by only analysing amphora rim data a true picture of the variety of forms

available for study was not produced.

At Sabratha, the largest group of amphorae was that of the Sabrathan form 3-4 (Hole-mouth) but
when the amphorae were considered chronologically different results were obtained. The
Sabrathan form 3-4 now appeared as a greater percentage at Lepcis Magna than at Sabratha in the
early/mid Punic period. The analysis also indicates that during the early Imperial period there were
larger percentages of Tripolitanian amphorae at Lepcis Magna than at Sabratha. The analysis of
the amphora rims showed that irrespective of when they were made, at Lepcis Magna, the locally
produced Tripolitanian forms dominated. Evidence from the amphora bases were also considered
briefly and again this seemed to agree with the rim evidence that there were indeed more
Tripolitanian bases in the Lepcis Magna assemblage than at Sabratha. When the amphora were
analysed further to see in which regions they were being made, the Lepcis Magna assemblage, as
previously seen, was dominated by locally produced vessels whereas at Sabratha over half of their

vessels were manufactured in Tunisia.

Data on the two collections of ARS wares were also compared and differences in the percentages
of some of the forms were highlighted. At Lepcis Magna, for example, the percentages of Haves
181, 181 variant and 182 were markedly different to those at Sabratha. The two sets of ARS were
also studied chronologically which revealed that at Lepcis Magna 63% of the dateable pottery was
dated to the second/third century which was approximately 20% more than at Sabratha. A
chronological comparison of the ESA revealed that in terms of percentages the quantities of this
type of pottery in circulation in the two towns in the first part of the time period was similar but
later in the mid-first century there was more at Lepcis Magna. When the two assemblages of
sigillata were compared, although the quantities of pottery were vastly different in size the same
forms of pottery were found at both locations. The comparison of the sigillata finewares, other
than BGW, showed that in the Sabrathan assemblage there were proportionally more vessels from
the western empire than the east which was in direct contrast with Lepcis Magna which had more

eastern produced wares.
Using data presented in the Sabratha report (Fulford and Tomber 1994: 3), which also includes

information for Berenice (Benghazi), 1t has been possible to compare their early sigillata pottery

data (excluding BGW) with that from Lepcis Magna. (See table 6.14.)
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Table 6.14 - Comparisons of early sigillatas from Lepcis Magna, Sabratha and Berenice.

Lepcis,  Sabratha . | Sabratha
CEPER L SRR gustan) T (Bereni
e At
, ‘Percent.  Count  Percent ;

Eastern sigilfata A
Eastern sigillataB
Cypriot sigillata o :
e
Pontic sigiflata
South Gaulish samian |

TOTAL (N

The table shows that Italian sigillata was the most numerous fineware for both Berenice and
Sabratha but at Lepcis Magna the largest group of finewares was ESA, accounting for 2/3 of the
sample, whilst Italian sigillata at Lepcis Magna, some 27% of the assemblage, was the second
largest group. At Sabratha and Benghazi, ESA was the second largest group of finewares. Eastern
Sigillata B (ESB) was present at Lepcis Magna and Sabratha in roughly equal percentages, 1.4 and
0.4 respectively, but accounted for over 7% of the total at Benghazi. The table, which excludes the
earlier BGW and the later ARS wares, has revealed some interesting information about the three
towns, Sabratha and Benghazi appeared to be relying on Italian produced wares, whilst Lepeis
Magna's finewares were dominated by imports from the eastern part of the empire which is
remarkable given the relative geographical location of Lepcis Magna and Benghazi with Benghazi
being closer to the source of these vessels. Benghazi does however have greater percentages of
Eastern Sigillata B vessels than either Lepcis Magna or Sabratha which, given its relative

proximity to the source in modern day Turkey (Hayves 1997: 54), is not unexpected.
A comparison between the lamp collections from the two towns revealed that the majority of the
lamps were dated to similar time periods and places of manufacture and that both assemblages

were dominated by North African lamps.

In the next chapter aspects of the Lepeis Magna and ULVS assemblages will be assessed.
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Table 7.1 - Showing forms of amphorae present at Lepcis Magna and ULVS.
'FORM ALTERNATVE LM ULVS ' FORM . ALTERNATVE
s e S RAVE
A BRATHA T ORESSEL
SABRATHA 15 ‘.’,.D‘;,,RESW SR
SABRATHA 14 PAWCLASS 1819 W
CSABRATHA 16 TRIPOLITANIANTN 77
SABRATHA 17 KEAY A SBAFRICANAT
T SABRATHA 1T KEAYHA AFRICANAT VAR
SABRATHAME T KEAY WAFRICANATY
SABRATHA 2T KEAY XXV CBETE4
| SABRATHA 27 IBRITISH Bii KEAY L~
UBABRATHAZS

ie,ms

TeTY T

KE ,Y XXXV A e

PAWCLASS 13
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P CLASS 5 e A ———
FURROWED RIM PRI CLASS 55 RIUAVEY
SABRATHA 1~ [CORINTHIANB ULVS 26
SABRATHA 34~ HOLEMOUTH P Vs
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The ULVS amphora assemblage does not have the breadth of forms which were present in the
Lepcis Magna assemblage but there were forms present in the ULVS which were absent from the
Lepcis Magna assemblage. The majority of the hinterland forms appear to be either Tripolitanian
and/or form variants, and/or variants of the Tunisian Africana series with an occasional Dressel 2-
4 or Jtalian amphora.

7.2 - The Finewares
Table 7.2 records the presence of the various types of finewares present both in the ULVS and at

Lepcis Magna; once again actual quantities have not been recorded.

Fable 7.2 - Showing finewares present at Lepcis Magna and ULVS,
gLEP(;IS LLVS
B&ack Gloss Ware F
falian sigllata P
Tripolitanian sigillata P
Eastern sigilata A~ P
‘Eastern sigillataB P
) P
P
B

fvﬁvv

Cypriot sigillata
Candarliware :
‘South Gaulish samian P
African Red Sf:p Ware |
Corinthian )

The table shows that there was an abseme of Black Gloss Wares and other earlier finewares from

"*c; TT o

the ULVS sites - the ULVS assemblages date from the middle of the first century AD which was
after BGW went out of production. The absence of these early wares at the ULVS sites has been
used to suggest a starting date for the trading of the earliest settlements with the rest of the Roman

world to the first century AD rather than the actual commencement of the sites.

There was also an absence in the ULVS collection of Cypriot sigillata, but as there were only
sherds from eight vessels in the Lepcis Magna assemblage this absence is not really significant. In
the same way there were just three sherds of Candarli ware recovered from the hinterland but it

was entirely absent from the 1951 Lepcis Magna pottery assemblage. Similarly there were 11
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sherds of Corinthian Relief ware recovered from the survey area but none were found in the Lepcis
Magna assemblage. These differences in assemblage composition could be simply due to either the
positioning of trenches or surface only collection techniques; different trench positioning and
collection strategies might have produced very different results. An example of this was given in
chapter four where the dearth of Black Gloss Wares from the 1990's excavations at Lepcis Magna
was commented upon {Walda 1997: 43). These new trenches had been sited away from the

‘chronologically correct’ area of the city where one might expect such wares to be found.

However, as ARS was collected in sufficient quantities from both Lepcis Magna and the
hinterland, in this next section the ARS data from the two sites will be compared and contrasted to
see what further information this might reveal about the two assemblages. The collection
methodology employed by the ULVS archaeologists was described in detail in Dore (1996: 319-
320). In table 7.3 the quantities of ARS which have been identified and given Hayes form numbers

from both collections have been recorded.

Table 7.3 - Showing counts and forms of ARS presem at Lepcm Magna and ULVS.
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ARS was the largest fineware group for both collections. With the intention of reducing the
number of categories a number of the classifications were combined together e.g. forms 3, 3b and
3c¢. In order to compensate for the differences in sample size once again the counts were converted

into percentages. The data was then shown in figure 7.1.
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The graph highlights some interesting differences between the two collections. Some 31% of the
ULVS sample was of Hayes form 3, (including forms 3b and 3¢) a dish, which were present at 149
sites. The next largest ULVS percentage, a quantity of 8%, was that of Hayes form 27/31, which
was also that of a dish. The next two largest groups were that of Hayes forms 6 and 9. In contrast
the largest groups for Lepcis Magna were Hayes 182, 181 and 181 variant, these were casseroles
and lids. To highlight any further differences the percentage differences were calculated and then

plotted in figure 7.2.
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The table shows that there was a ‘clustering’ of vessels which were present at Lepcis Magna
between 100 and 250 AD and then that the quantities declined by the end of the third century. In
the same way the quantities of ARS in the hinterland also declined after the third century but the
peak in vessel numbers occurred somewhat earlier before the middle of the second century.

Tripolitapian Red Slip ware,

The forms of 793 TRS sherds have been identified, coming from 324 hinterland sites, and cross-
referenced to Hayes form numbers 1-10. Hayes form 2, a dish, was also present in the Lepcis
Magna assemblage.

Pantellerian wares.
Once again one of the most easily identifiable coarsewares, the distinctive hand-made imported

pottery from Pantelleria, was to be found in the ULVS assemblage. In chapter five, table 5.43
recorded the forms of the Pantellerian ware which were present in the Lepcis Magna assemblage.
The table showed that of the fifteen forms present at Lepcis Magna, six of these forms were also
present in the Sabrathan assemblage. All of the identified forms present in Lepcis Magna were also
found in the ULVS area.

Coarsewares.
The main aim of this chapter was to compare the finewares and amphorae collections for Lepeis

Magna and the ULVS respectively as they were more readily identifiable in general than the
coarsewares. In the same way the Pantellerian wares were briefly considered because of their
distinctive fabric. However, within the coarsewares, one of the largest groups of cooking vessels
were the casseroles and they have been cited here to illustrate that a number of the casserole and
cooking forms which were in the Lepcis Magna and Sabratha assemblages and which had been

assigned Sabrathan form numbers were also found to be present in the ULVS collections.

Table 7.5 - Showing presence of coarseware forms present in the Lepcis Magna, Sabratha and ULVS assemblages.

‘Sabratha form =ULVS Form | [Sabratha form =ULVS Form | Sabratha form =ULVS Form |
| o8 s 3 ? FO ; 5 e
10 44 62 - 62
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In chapter six it was shown that it was possible to cross reference many of the Lepcis Magna
coarseware vessels to those found during the excavations at Sabratha and similarly it was possible

to cross reference four flagons in the Lepeis Magna assemblage to Mattingly's ULVS form 33,

Conclusions
The aim of chapter seven was to briefly compare and contrast aspects of the pottery assemblages

from Lepcis Magna and ULVS. Due to the different methods of pottery collection between the

Lepcis Magna and the hinterland collections it has only been possible to make limited comparisons
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between the two assemblages and this analysis, not unexpectedly, has shown some similarities and
some differences between the assemblages. The two assemblages were generally found to be
different in the breadth of wares found; this was due in part to their respective chronological
development and the length of time the sites were occupied. Lepcis Magna had been founded by at
least the sixth century BC and the ULVS sites not until the late first century AD (Mattingly 1996:
111) therefore many of the early finewares present at Lepcis Magna were found to be absent from
the ULVS assemblage. Some forms of coarsewares were found to be present in the Lepcis Magna,
Sabratha and hinterland assemblages. The ULVS amphora assemblage was shown not to have the
extent of forms which were present in the Lepcis Magna assemblage with the majority of the
hinterland forms being Tripolitanian/or form variants, and/or variants of the Tunisian Africana
series but the Lepcis Magna assemblage although having a greater range of forms it too was

numerically dominated by Tripolitanian amphorae.

African Red Slip ware was found to be the largest fineware group for both collections and some
interesting differences between the two collections were noted. Some 31% of the ULVS sample
was of Hayes form 3, which were present at 149 sites, whilst at Lepcis Magna the largest groups
were Hayes forms 182, 181 and the 181 variant. Dating analysis showed that at Lepcis Magna
ARS was most abundant between 100 and 250 AD and that amounts decreased thereafter. This
pattern is replicated in the hinterland, however there is an important difference. Dore (1996: 320)
attributes the decline in ARS numbers to the increased availability of the more locally produced
TRS and in the hinterland there is evidence for the increased numbers of TRS vessels; this is not
the case at Lepcis Magna as there were only 15 TRS sherds present in the Lepcis Magna
assemblage, 9 of which were rims and have been dated to the mid-third to fourth centuries AD,
their presence alone cannot be judged significant in the decline in the quantities of ARS wares

present at Lepcis Magna.
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Chapter Eight - The economic implications of the pottery.,
The primary aim of this thesis was to carry out the post excavation work for the archaeological

excavations undertaken at Lepcis Magna by John Ward-Perkins in 1951, This involved the
analysis of the pottery assemblage together with reviewing the surviving archive material. The aim
of this chapter is to look at the economic implications of the pottery.

8.1 - The pottery dating evidence and the development of Lepcis Magona.
In Chapter Four it was queried whether or not the positioning of the trenches in other parts of the

town would have produced very different proportions and types of pottery. Would the percentages
of the various Lepcis Magna finewares, for example, been any different if the trenches had been
located elsewhere? The 1951 excavations were all sited in the monumental/public areas of the
town whilst, as stated earlier, the 1990°s excavations were Jocated outside of the Forum Vetus in
an urban house in the vicinity of the Theatre. This domestic building did not produce any Black
Gloss wares or it appears any African Red Slip wares (Walda et. al. 1997: 57). Therefore when
conclusions about the nature of the pottery assemblage and its implication for trade were made it
was remembered that the pottery evidence may not be a truly representative sample of what was

generally present in the town.

However, another factor worth considering, as referred to earlier, was that the greater the number
of trenches in an area the greater the potential for larger numbers of finds. For example, there were
more trenches located in the Piazza area, than elsewhere, see table 4.2, and therefore one might
expect a wider range of pottery types and greater quantities to be found there compared to other
locations which had fewer trenches. For example the Church had only two trenches and 257 sherds
whilst the Piazza had nine trenches which produced a total of 1554 sherds. (The actual dimensions
of the trenches could also be a factor, but unfortunately there is no information currently available

about this due to the missing documentation.)

Also discussed in chapter four was the proposition that the proportions of different pottery types
found in a given area of a town may be influenced by the tvpe of activity that was carried out there.
For example the Palaestra, which was attached to the baths, was the place in which some of the
citizens went to carry out physical exercise and to socialise and where refreshments were available
to purchase from vendors, therefore there was need for various containers required for the
preparation, cooking and serving of food and drink. Similarly over half of the lamps were
excavated came from the Piazza and Portico trenches; a possible explanation for this might be that
these locations were situated on one of the routes to the harbour, via the Colonnaded Street, and
that premises in these locations required extra artificial lighting, particularly in the popinae and

tabernae.

In chapter four 1t was shown that the deposition of the finewares matched the supposed
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development of the town as the early Black Gloss wares were almost all recovered from the Forum
Vetus. Similarly, later finewares, such as Eastern Sigillata *A” and the Italian Sigillatas were
shown to have had a wider distribution across the town. In contrast to the Black Gloss wares, 96%
of the ARS wares were excavated from the later Severan parts of the town. Of the 4% which did
come from the Forum Vetus five vessels could be dated to the fourth to seventh centuries AD (see
chapter 5). By the Byzantine period the town had contracted in size and a defensive wall had been
built around the area containing the Forum Vetus; this could explain the presence there of the later

ARS forms.

The dating evidence for each main group of pottery as defined in chapter four and described in
sections 8.2 - 8.6 below was brought together and then ordered by location for each of the seven
excavated areas across the town, totalled and then a series of pie charts were generated and
subsequently displayed on figure 8.1 (see below) which illustrated the chronological development
of the town.
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developed and therefore became the ‘oldest' part of the town whilst the Severan Basilica was one of
the 'newer' parts of the town, Indeed in chapter one it is described how the town increased in size
during the Severan period and contracted thereafter. The later Byzantine walls enclosed a much
smaller settlement around the Forum Vetus hence further increasing its period of use. The figure
also iflustrated that a great deal of the pottery assemblage appeared to be dated to the Early

fmperial period which ranged from the late first century BC to the end of the third century AD.

In appendix 11, see the CD-ROM, data for the seven trench locations has been listed by trench and

layer together with the identified forms and their dates of production.

8.2 - The pottery groups. The amphorae.
The amphorae were of particular importance to study as they provided information about the

transportation of agricultural produce and, because many of the amphorae and also the finewares
were specially brought into the towns, they were readily identifiable and, since their regions of
manufacture were known for the most part known, they could be judged as good indicators of trade

and wealith, more so than the more locally produced coarsewares.

[t was noted in chapter four that it was perhaps not strictly true to call the Lepcis Magna pottery a
‘complete assemblage', since the recovered pottery assemblage from Lepceis Magna seemed to be
biased in favour of rims. Nevertheless, the analysis was carried out as if the pottery recovered was
a representative sample of all of the pottery that had been in circulation in the town. It was shown
that the excavated amphora assemblage may only have been a subset of the original amphora
assemblage in circulation because some of them could have been ‘re-cycled’ in antiquity and
removed from the general area of excavation. In chapter five it was mentioned that amphorae could
be used as containers for cremated human ashes and that amphorae used in this way would then
have been buried outside of the town. Consequently these re-used amphorae would be excluded
from this pottery assemblage as all of the Lepcis Magna 1951 trenches were sited within the
confines of the town. Although the final resting place of the sherds discovered in the trenches is
known it is not possible to ascertain how far the sherds had travelled from their original place of

disposal or how many times they had been moved before they reached their final resting place.

Table 5.3A illustrated that, although the amphorae came from many different regions of the
Empire, as far away as Cilicia and Gaul, it was the local Tripolitanian and other North African
forms that numerically dominated this Lepcis Magna assemblage. In table 5.5B the data for the
localty produced Tripolitanian amphorae forms I - Il were excluded and new frequencies and
percentages calculated to see what effect this would have on the data. The results showed that
despite the removal of the Tripolitanian amphorae forms I - 111 data the assemblage was still

dominated by the North African produced forms. The contents of the amphorae were recorded and
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analysed in tables 5.6 - 5.7B and the results showed that the olive oil was mainly transported in
focal amphorae, that wine was being brought in in non-African amphorae and fish products in

North African amphorae.

The amphorae were examined to see when the majority of the amphorae were being produced and
whether the ratio of locally produced amphorae to imported amphorae changed through time. The
identified amphora forms ranged in date from the sixth century BC to the sixth century AD. A chi
squared test was carried out to investigate whether the ratio of locally produced amphorae to
imported amphorae changed through time. The chronological division, for the benefit of the test,
was taken as the end of the first century BC and the start of the first century AD. The result
showed that the ratio of locally produced amphorae to imported amphorae did indeed change
through time. The data showed that imported amphorae, including Tunisian ones, during the first
half of the time period were replaced in the second half of the time period by the locally produced

Tripolitanian amphorae forms 1 - J11.

The chronology of the amphorae was given in tables 5.9B - 5.10B and this illustrated that the
fargest number of amphorae present at Lepcis Magna were manufactured during the Early Imperial
period. The amphora data were also analysed to see how the supply of amphora changed through
time and by location across the town (see table 5.11, figures 5.5 and 5.6). Figure 5.6 highlighted
the fact that the majority of the amphorae came from the Portico and Piazza trenches. However, as
will be discussed below, the greatest number of trenches were sited in these two areas and
therefore 1t might be expected that the largest numbers of a particular type would come from there.
The amphora counts were calculated as a percentage of the total pottery recovered per location to
check whether there was anything unusual happening in those two areas and it showed that the

relative percentage of amphorae recovered from the Piazza was not in fact exceptional.

In chapter one it was queried whether Mattingly (1995: 153) had over emphasised the importance
of the olive oil trade to the Tripolitanian economy; to investigate this the analysis of the Lepcis
Magna assemblage, using data from tables 5.6 and 5.9B was re-examined and it showed that the
amphorae assemblage was dominated by locally produced olive oil amphorae which accounted for
55% of the total identified amphora assemblage. The amphorae were then analysed
chronologically and it iilustrated that in the Early to Late Punic period only 20% of the amphorae
were thought to carry olive oil, but none of these came from Tripolitania. However by the Early
Imperial period the Tripolitanian I - HIT amphorae accounted for 62% of the collection but 99% of
the olive oil amphorae. By the Late Imperial/Vandal period of the eleven sherds placed within this
chronological period four of the amphorae identified were thought to be for holding olive oil but
none of them were made locally. These results suggest that the locally produced olive oil was a

very important part of the local economy during the Early Imperial period but less important in the
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empire, which given the variety in their contents is not surprising.

8.3 - The major finewares.
The analysis of the amphora assemblage showed how the proportion of imported to local wares

changed through time with Lepcis Magna changing from an importer to an exporter in the Early
Imperial period. In contrast the fineware assemblage was totally dominated by imported wares;

only 1.8% of the fineware assemblage was of the locally produced Tripolitanian Red Slip ware.
The finewares, including the later Hayes ARS forms, accounted for approximately 18.5% of the

total assemblage and were shown to come from various parts of the empire,

Chronologically the first finewares present in the fineware assemblage were the Black Gloss wares
numerically which were the third largest group of finewares. Their forms and functions were
recorded in Table 5.23B. These vessels came from a variety of sources including Italy, Greece and
North Africa. Figure 5.12 illustrated their distributions through time and by location and showed
that BGW sherds were present only in the Forum Vetus and Piazza trenches and that they were
being manufactured from Early to late Punic times. Eastern Sigillata ‘A’. which came from the
Syrian region, was the second largest group of finewares and of the 149 sherds it was only possible
to identify the forms of 25 vessels, some 17% of the total. The most numerous identified form was
that of Atlante 4A, which was a dish and of which there were 12 examples. Figure 5.14 showed the
distribution of the vessels through time and by location and showed that ESA sherds were present
in four of the seven town locations and that all of the sherds were dated to the late Punic-early
Imperial period. There were sixty sherds of Italian Sigillatas (ITS) in this collection and it was
possible to identify the forms of half of the sample. The two forms which occurred most often
were those of a platter (form 20) and a cup (form 31/32). Once again pie charts were drawn and
they were displayed in figure 5.16 and iltustrate that they were dated to Early Imperial times and

came from five areas of the town.

The largest group of finewares was that of the Tunisian made African Red Slip wares. The counts
of the different forms were shown in Table 5.14A. Overall the largest category of ARS forms was
Hayes forms 181 to 196, some 135 sherds, or 33%, of the total ARS assemblage. The 'finer’ ARS
data was then examined in table 5.14B and in figure 5.7; the spread of the ARS sherds across the
different Hayes forms appeared to be fairly even. This data was summarised in the first part of
table 5.16. Further analysis revealed that 55% of the identified vessels were in fact dishes. A chi
squared test was carried out and it showed that the distribution of ARS was not uniform across all
time periods. To investigate further another test of significance was carried out and it confirmed

that a significantly large proportion of ARS sherds were from the time period 101 to 300 AD.

An analysis of the fineware assemblage showed that there were variations in quantities between

the different wares and within the wares themselves. Table 5.18 illustrated the chronological
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production of the ARS wares and it was shown that the majority of the vessels present in the
Lepcis Magna assemblage was manufactured before the middle of the third century. Hawthorne
(1998: 11-12) sees the decline in quantities of ARS vessels not as an aspect of an African third
century economic crisis but simply reflecting a change in eating habits. Citing work carried out in
South Etruria, Hawthorne explained that *... the apparent depopulation of South Etruria in fact
results largely from the adoption of larger dishes and communal eating practices. Larger plates
meant that fewer were needed to feed the same number of people.” Hawthorne (1998: 13). In light
of Hawthorne's analysis the data from table 5.18 was re-examined. The table included Hayes' rim
dimensions together with the quantities of each form present in the Lepcis assemblage. The Lepcis
Magna data appeared to support Hawthorne's theory in that the vessels dated to after the middle of
the third century did appear to be greater in size and that when compared to earlier forms there
appeared to be fewer of them. It is of course possible that the difference in numbers and sizes of
vessels might be simply because the technology to perfect larger vessels, such as Hayes from 48A
plate which could have a diameter of up to 50 cm, was not generally available in that part of North
Africa when ARS first went into production. In addition the early forms of ARS were similar in

form and design to Italian and Gaulish Sigillata vessels which tended to be relatively small.

However, fluctuations in quantities of one type of pottery ware could also be due to supply
problems. African Red Slip wares, like the Italian Sigillatas were made at a number of different
locations and these may well have specialised in different forms and so their supply routes may
have been different. Some pottery would ultimately cease production or possibly go out of style
when new wares were bought in favour over less fashionable ones. By using the 241 ARS rim
sherds which have been identified and dated figure 5.11A was produced which showed their
distribution through time and by location across the town. The pie charts illustrated that the
majority of the ARS sherds were produced during the early Imperial period and were found at all
locations except for the Severan Basilica. The Vandal/Byzantine pieces came from the Forum

Vetus, the Piazza and the Severan Basilica trenches.

8.4 - Other finewares.
A small group of fifteen Tripolitanian Red Slip ware (TRS) sherds was also present in the Lepcis

Magna assemblage and it was possible to attribute forms to nine of the rims. The identified sherds,
see table 5.21, have been dated to the mid-third to fourth century AD. A number of other finewares
were present 1n the assemblage, but due to the small quantities involved it was difficult to deduce a
great deal from them; their greatest contribution was in showing the breadth of wares present in
the assemblage. All of the Thin-Walled wares sherds were excavated from the Forum Vetus
trenches and it has been possible to identify the forms of two of them which were dated to the first
half of the first century AD. The base of a single plate/dish in Campanian Orange Sigillata (COS)

was excavated from the Church. A sherd of a Late Roman 'C' ware vessel was amongst the pottery









gods or even gladiatorial scenes.

8.6 - The coarsewares,
Coarsewares are generally thought of as being cheaper to purchase than finewares, not as well

made, more disposable than table-wares and were generally manufactured more locally. The
individual Tifespan’ of this type of vessel, as discussed in chapter four, would be much shorter than
that of finewares as they would be exposed to thermal shocks and breakages during food
preparation and therefore one might expect a greater proportion of these vessels in the assemblage.
In chapter five it is recorded that a total of 2712 sherds, some 59% of the total assemblage came
from such coarseware vessels. (This figure excluded the amphorae.) The coarseware assemblage
was found to include sherds from mortaria, casseroles, bowls, braziers and their fire baskets,
unguentaria, jugs, flagons and a variety of lids and dishes. It was also mentioned in chapter five
that many of the coarseware forms appeared to be indigenous to Lepcis Magna as parallels could
not be found for them elsewhere. Approximately 90% of the coarsewares were thought to have
been manufactured in North Africa and an examination of the pottery fabrics suggested that many
of the vessels could have been manufactured close to Lepcis Magna; indeed recent research, as
mentioned in chapter five, has located a number of kiln sites close to the town. Less than 3% of the
coarseware sherds were found to be defintte imports into the town of Lepcis Magna. This

compared to 32% of the amphorae. 97 % of the finewares and 97% of the lamps being imported.

Conclusions
It is interesting to compare and contrast the phases of the development of Lepcis Magna, as

reflected in the pottery assemblage. with that of Sabratha; this can provide us with some important
insights into the development of Lepcis Magna and possible reasons for the changes that took
place. In the case of Sabratha it was the second half of the second century AD when the town there
increased in size and reached its zenith with the Forum being remodelled and two new temples
being built; work was also carried out on the Capitolium and the Basilica extended (Dore and Keay
1989: 2). But then “there appears to have been no new building work in the Severan period and
there is some evidence for the abandonment of a building project in the East Forum Temple later

in the century.' (Dore and Keay 1989: 2).

In direct contrast to Sabratha's decline at this time was the monumental building phase being
carried out at Lepcis Magna. In chapter six the ARS assemblages for Lepcis Magna and Sabratha
were compared. The two largest differences between the two sets of data were those for the
‘second to third century’ and “third century’ periods with approximately 63% of the dateable ARS
from Lepcis Magna coming from this period as compared to 44% at Sabratha. The relative
differences in the proportion for the two sites at this time, ‘second to third century’ and "third

century’, were 21.5% and 4.7% respectively. The quantities of the Lepcis Magna ARS appear to
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peak around the second/third century AD. One possible explanation for this is that through time
the population of the town simply increased in size; therefore more people wanted pottery, rather
than a limited number of individuals wanting larger quantities of pottery. Another possible
explanation for the increased quantities of ARS wares might be linked to monumental building
phase which took place after Septimius Severus became Emperor in AD 193. The local economy
would have been stimulated by the instigation of the monumental building phase, which took
approximately twenty years to complete, and this would have led to an increase in the population,
albeit temporary, of the town as, for example, additional masons, craftsmen, labourers and slaves
would have been brought into the town until the work was completed. Many of these people would
have had to have been paid and then they in turn would have put money into the local economy,
for example, for the purchasing of food; even slaves would have to be fed, and this in turn would
have stimulated local demand. which appears to be reflected in the pottery assemblage. The data
from the ARS material, which was statistically tested, does tend to support the view that the
fortunes of the town of Lepcis Magna peaked during the second to third century, coinciding with
the monumental building phase, and thereafter the town began to wane. Certainly the quantities of
recovered Tripolitanian Red Slip ware were not sufficient to reflect a resurgence of the town’s

fortune.

The main aim of this thesis was to produce the pottery analysis for the excavations carried out at
Lepcis Magna in 1951. Quantification and statistical testing of the pottery assemblage was carried
out to test whether there was anything unusual about the deposition of the sherds. Pottery forms
were identified and their places of manufacture recorded. Typologies of the sherds were produced
and the chronological distribution of the vessels across the town examined. The variety of pottery
types, particularly those of amphorae or finewares was seen to reflect the growth and to some
extent the decline of the town. Many of the vessels were drawn and a comprehensive description
of the pottery fabrics was compiled. A number of new forms were noted and described especially
amongst the coarsewares. This thesis should complement the work already completed in this part

of the Roman world.
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