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CROSS-CHANNEL RELATIONS IN THE BRITISH
LATER IRON AGE: WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE

TO THE BRITISH ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVIDENCE
Summary

This thesis considers cross-Channel contact in the British later
Iron Age with particular reference to the archaeology of Britain.
The relevant literary and epigraphic evidence are also considered
but are discussed pricipally in translation and detailed textual
analyses are not presented. .

The thesis has five parts. The first part considers previous
related research and the relationship of the present work to it.
Particular emphasis is placed on the restrictions imposed by the
sémple bias created by the uneven geographical distribution of
previous research.

The second and longest part comprises a resumé of the relevant
archaeological (and numismatic) evidence with the supporting data
being presented as appendices. The third part discusses the
relevant literary and epigraphic evidence with a detailed excursus
on ‘the Belgae' presented as an appendix. Part four considers the
vessels crossing the Channel and the routes which may have been
used. Finally, the fifth part considers the nature of the cross-
Channel contact in this period and the significance of it to the
parties involved. It is argued that previous research has
overemphasised the importance of both Atlantic and Rhineland
routes and that bulk of contact was via northern France. The
suggestion that trade with the Roman world caused major changes in
later Iron Age society is examined critically and it is argued

that 4its importance has been overemphasised. Instead the



importance of endogenous development and cross—-Channel 1links
between Celtic groups 1s stressed, and the argument that cross-

Channel exchange was central to social change - or stasis - is

qualified.
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INTRODUCTION

Most studies of cross-Channel contact in the British later Iron
Age have been concerned primarily with one category of evidence.
Several of these studies are of great importance (eg Allen 1960;
Peacock 1971) but no recent work has attempted to review all the
archaeological and 1literary evidence. In view of the great
importance which has been ascribed to cross-Channel contact during
the British later Iron Age (eg Cunliffe 1878a) such-a survey was
thought to be desirable. The two principal aims of this work are
firstly to assemble and where possible quantify the relevant
material and secondly, to reassess its significance when viewed as

a single body of evidence rather than as discrete categories.

Attention is directed principally to Britain but for the sake of
completeness the few finds from Ireland are included. However,
the Channel Islands are excluded as on archaeological grounds they
were closely associated with France at this time (cf Cunliffe
1986, 59-67). Otherwise the area considered is essentially that

defined by McGrail (1983a).

A prerequisite for a better understanding of the importance of
cross—-Channel contact in the British later Iron Age is a greater
awareness of the contemporary later Iron Age and early Roman
archaeology of north-west Europe. Throughout this work, ‘north-
west Europe' 1is used to refer to non-Mediterranean France,
Switzerland, Germany, the Benelux countires and the British Isles.

This useage is not strictly accurate (cf Harding 1983)> but it is




defensible on archaeological grounds.

Considerations of space preclude a full documentation and
discussion of the continental Europe data here. Accordingly the
first of the five parts of this thesis reviews previous research
into cross-Channel contact in the British later Iron Age and the
most important concepts commonly subscribed to in its
interpretation, and how these have conditioned both analyses and
the collection of information, particularly in continental Europe.
Two complementary case studies in source criticism attempt to
illustrate the different forms of sample blas which can arise and
which must be taken into account in assessing the British

evidence.

Part 2 attempts to present a full assessment of the available
British archaeological evidence. Where a reasonable number of
finds are known and a useful typology exists they are scheduled in
an appendix. Where the finds are singletons they are discussed in
the main text.

One major category of evidence, Celtic coins, is not documented
here as it is has been listed fully, and accessibly, by Allen
(1960), Haselgrove (1978; 1983; 1987a) and Scheers (1977a) but in
keeping with the aims of this work they are discussed fully in the

text.

Part 3 considers the interpretation of the relevant 1literary
sources as they are intergral to a balanced assessment of cross-

Channel contact.

Part 4 draws on comparative and ancient evidence to examine what
vessels were used in the contact and by which potential and/or
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preferred routes.

Finally, in the fifth part an attempt is made to draw together and
assess this evidence in relation to contact earlier in the British
Iron Age, the actors involved in the later Iron Age contact and

the significance of the contact.

The bulk of the research from which this thesis derives was
undertaken between 1980-84 in the Department of Archaeology,
University of Durham and Universities in Basle, Bonn and Paris.
Most of the evidence is drawn from published sources but
unpublished material noted in museums is also included. In
Britain museum visits were undertaken primarily for
familiarisation with the material culture or to resolve specific
problems of identification, not to compile exhaustive catalogues
which in some cases had already been undertaken (eg Timby 1982).
Instead the emphasis of systematic museum visits was to examine
continental European material, particularly for northern France
and Belgium where, in contrast to, seay, Armorica, publications
were often obscure or non-existant in the earlier 1980s. These
visits were not directed to compiling comprehensive catalogues,

but to providing a wider and more appropriate context in which to

view the British material. To a large extent such trips provide

the only method of establishing +the continental European

background. The results of some of this background research have

already been published (Fitzpatrick 1985a). These visits were

made largely between 1981-84, but additional material published up

to and including 1987 and available up to mid-1988 have been

incorporated here if possible.

Wherever possible the data have been quantified but in most cases

this information was not available and/or the number of finds were
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too emall to make this useful. The quantified information is
generally reproduced as it was published, whether as sherd count
or weight. The preferred and the most consistently attainable
form, however, particularly for amphorae, is for the Minimum
Number of Vessels (MNV) and where possible data has been converted
to this. Amphorae were exchanged for their contents and it is the
volume of commodities which can be calculated from the MNV (Sealey
1985, 113> and this is more informative than sherd count and/or
weight. Although ideally more than one form of quantification
should be presented Estimated Vessel Equivalents (EVEs) and Rims,
Bases and Handles (RBH) are not felt to be as useful as MNV in
this respect.

Unfortunately it is often only the imported, Roman wares which
have been quantified in recent reports making assessments of
assemblages virtually impossible although this is a crucial avenue
for future 'research. Although this work aims to consider all the
relevant information, the amount of attention paid to individual
topice varies because of the space available. The most obvious
aspect of this is the ommission of a detailed assessment of
coinage but where other topics have been widely discussed detailed
coverage is not attempted unless it is felt to be important.

Thus Guido's attribution of possible imports of glass beads is
treated in depth (Ch 7.2.1) as no detailed critique has been
published. On the other hand Republican bronze vessels have been
widely discussed in other languages, but their importance for both
the chronology of the British later Iron Age and for their
suggested function is felt to merit wider discussion (Ch 9.1-2),
Where the source of imports is well known, for example Dressel 1
amphorae, this evidence is not considered in detail but in order
to demonstrate the dispersed nature of production in the early
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Principate and the problems this can raise, production sites for
Dressel 2-4 amphorae (Tab 3) and 'Arretine' (Ch 6.3) are presented
as examples. However, for Roman sigillata and glass for example
there are existing and widely used standard works and typologiles
and these are not considered in detail. In the case of amphorae
though, the typology is less well known and a brief gulde is
presented.

Some topice which have been much discussed but not necessarily

profitably are considered in Appendices {(eg App 1).

For the continental European material the term ‘later Iron Age’
will be used as broadly equivalent to the La Téne III and Reinecke
La Téne D, or ‘late La Téne'. A combination of typological and
dendrochronological dates suggest that in Continental Europe this
period had started by ¢ 125 BC {(de Navarro 1972; Haffner 1979;
Collis 1975a; 1984a). Germanic usage distinguishes a La Téne D1
and D2 with this transition taking place around the middle decades
of the first century BC. The period begins to come to an end with
the gradual appearance of an early Roman provincial material
culture, called the gallo-romaine précoce in France, from ¢ 20 BC

onwards.

In Britain there is less agreement on the nomclemature for this
period (Champion 1979, 344-6; Cunliffe 1984a, 12), but the late
pre-Roman Iron Age or late Iron Age is used increasingly widely.
The beginning of this period has been set, somewhat arbitrarily,
around 100 BC.

There is no commonly agreed period subdivision as with La Téne D1
and D2, although sub-divieions have been suggested (Stead 1976a),
but much of the material from the later parts of the century is
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often called ‘'Belgic', a phrase which is also used to describe
material of first century AD date. ‘La Téne III' is also
frequently used to describe this later material although this is a
misnomer for a great deal of it, which Dechelette actually termed
La Téne IV (1814). Much of this material continued to be made, or
at least deposited, after the Roman conquest of southern Britain
from AD 43 onwards which marks the closing point of this study.
This date 4is not, however, an arbitrary cut-off date as the
Claudian invasion ushered in dramatic changes in cross-Channel

contact.

When dealing with Roman material normally dated by reference to
regnal periods this practice is followed. 1In the case of Octavian
who took the name Augustus in 27 BC there may be some ambiguity
particularly as for northern Europe the appelation may have little

relevance before ¢ 20 BC.



FART 1

PREVIOUS RESEARCH
AND

THE STRUCTURE OF THE EVIDENCE



CHAPTER 1

1.1 PREVIOUS RESEARCH INTO CROSS—-CHANNEL CONTACT

The history of research into cross-Channel contact in the British

later Iron Age has been recently (ie in the 1980s) summarised by a
number of writers (Sealey 1981; Tyers 1981; Timby 1982; Thompson
1982, 1-3; Cunliffe 1984a, 32-3; 1984b). As Bradley (1978, 126-7)
and Champion (1979, 415-21) have commented previously, discussion
of the period has been both dominated and bedevilled by a literary
reference to 'the Belgae', which has frequently been regarded as
presenting an archaeological problem, sometimes to the exclusion
of any other issues. Indeed, in commenting on this, Haselgrove
has described research on the later Iron Age as being 'strangled'
by ‘a non-problem' (1984a, 7, 49, n 2; cf 1987a, 193-4) while
Champion has also called the problem of the Belgae a non-problem

(1983, 428). However, Cunliffe has recently written that

‘The starting point for any discussion of the
changes evident in the last century and a half
of the pre-Roman Iron Age in southern Britain
must be two famous passages in Caesar's
commentaries on his Gallic War and the one
insight provided by Frontinus.'

(Cunliffe 1984a, 32).



A  critique of the varying and sometimes contradictory
interpretations of Caesar's comments is presented in Appendix 1
but a detailed consideration of their relevance to the history of
the discipline or to the development of Iron Age studies such as
that attempted by Mulvaney (1962) falls outside the scope of this
thesis. Arguably, to start a thesis with a lengthy consideration
of this debate is also to restrict the framework of the work
unnecessarily. Thus while acknowledging the topic, it will not be
pursued at this juncture. Clearly, it is impossible to shed the
legacy of previous research as 1t plays a crucial role in
determining the type(s) and quality of data available as well as
in the interpretations proposed. However, an attempt will be made
here to consider instead some of the wider aspects of both the
data and those features which have structured its recognition and

constrain its interpretation.

In a number of publications Champion has drawn attention to some
of the most important concepts which have been commonly subscribed
to in the interpretion of the British Iron Age material (1975;
1979; 1982).

A number of these are directly relevant to this work. Briefly,
they are (1), agreement on the validity and usefulness of the
notion of an archaeological culture; (ii), the belief that the
British Isles and continental Europe form separate areas which are
useful units of discussion (Champion 1875); (iii), the importance
of invasions as an interpretation of changes archaeologically
recognisable (1882) and (iv) the value of documented history as an
interpretative framework, particularly for the later Iron Age
(1979, 347). While it is difficult, perhaps invidious, to attempt

to disentangle the related consequences of these beliefs it is
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perhaps the fourth one, that of the relationship between
archaeology and written history, which has determined the
directions of research on cross-Channel contact in the later Iron
Age. Thus, many important recent contributions and new
interpretations have been cast within an historical interpretation
(eg Peacock 1871; Scheers 1877a; Cunliffe 1978a; 1982a; Haselgrove
1984a; 1984b; Nash 1984). Attempts to be consciously different
are more rare (eg Collis 1971a; Haselgrove 1982; 1987a)., Much of
what follows here falls within this ‘historical' tradition but as
has been argued elsewhere (Champion 1979, 347; 1985; Finley 1985a,
7-26), it is not necessary to apologise for this, only to try and
avoid being prejudicial.

As Champion has also shown, attention to the Iron Age of
continental Europe by British archaeologists has been patchy and
interpretations contradictory (1975, 129-35). Only the recent
works of Cunliffe (1982a; 1987a), related to his excavations at
Hengistbury Head, or Haselgrove's work on coinage (eg 1987a) have
attempted to integrate detailed studies of the relevant later Iron
Age material on both sides of the Channel, although some works of
synthesis have been attempted (eg Collis 1984a). Champion cites
the works of Evans (1880) and Hawkes and Dunning (1830) as
landmarks (1975, 130) to which may be added, despite criticisms,
the work of Birchall (1965). The thrust of Champion's argument
has been borne out emphatically and unwittingly by Rodwell who in
discussing what he argued to be settlement of south-eastern
England from Belgium in the later Iron Age (1976a) made virtually
no reference to the archaeology of continental Europe including
several directly relevant publications on the numismatic evidence
by Scheers (eg Scheers 1872). For these reasons it may be more

useful to consider some trends in research into the later Iron Age
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and early Roman period of continental Europe which suggest that

significant developments may be anticipated.

As characterised by foreigners (eg Moberg 1980; cf Daniel 1975;
1981) French archaeology in their 'own' protohistofre has not been
notable for its concern with detailed analyses of large bodies of
archaeological data rather than with the ‘culture' of man [sicl.
A contrast can be drawn with the Germanic tradition in particular,
which is popularly, and arguably correctly, seen to be concerned
with self-perpetuating analyses of the typology and chronology of
ever-increasing corpora {(c¢f Harding 1883). Such characterisations
may be facile but this does not preclude all value. At the same
time, however, the national concerns of the participants in these
traditions bear on the evidence available to a study of
Cross-Channel contact. To emphasise the need for source criticism
two case studies - Dressel 1 Amphorae and 'Arretine' are presented

below.

1.2 DRESSEL 1 AMPHORAE AND PROBLEMS OF SAMPLE BIAS.

Dressel 1 (Dr 1) amphorae form one of the principal categories of
evidence for Cross-Channel contact in the British later Iron Age
date and it has long been recognised that they were exported to
Celtic Gaul. Indeed, Dechelette used Dr 1 as one of the type
fossils of the La Téne III period in north-west Europe. As
amphorae are often the only Roman imports in Iron Age assemblages
and are recognised easily they are frequently singled out for
special comment in excavation reports, giving them a prominent
position 1n the archaeclogical 1literature. In 1982 Galliou

published a monograph on late Republican amphorae, principally Dr
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1, in western France. At the time the large number of previously
poorly known or unpublished finds were taken as supporting the
case for a flourishing trade in Italian wine along the Atlantic
coast (Galliou 1882; 1984; 1986). More contentiously, they were
also seen as indicating that this route was the principal one by

which Italian wine arrived in Britain (eg Cunliffe 1882a; 1984b).

However, a consideration of the distribution maps of Dr |1
published previously by Will in 1956, Callender in 1965, Peacock
in 1971 and Panella in 1981 and also of the data in Uenze in 1958
emphasises Panella's comments that the distribution map 'should be
interpreted with caution' (Panella 1981, 58). In considering
Galliou's map one point is particularly striking. In 1971 Peacock
could cite only three sites with a handful of finds from the area
considered subsequently by Galliou, but Galliou documented 77
sites with 273+ amphorae from them (cf Galliou 1882, 78; contra

Tchernia 1986, 77).

The background research for this thesis suggested that the
apparent emphasis on an Atlantic route in 1982 was explicable to
sample bias (Fitzpatrick 1985a).

For present purposes, however, 1t 1is the structure of this

evidence which is more pertinant.

The inability to locate known finds for verification (cp Champion
1977, 5) and the refusal of one national museum to allow me access
to their collections (cp Friedin 1980) as well as other factors
expounded more fully elsewhere (Fitzpatrick 1987a, 91-2) must cast
doubt on the completeness of the data. The conclusions of Sanquer

(1982) and Tchernia (1983, 87-90; 1986, 76> that only scholars
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resident in a country are likely to compile exhaustive gazetteers
bear reiteration but should also be qualified with the observation
that time may be the determining factor. It is also instructive
to compare the itineraries of Greene (1979) and Hodges (1881) in
surveys with comparable aims, albeit concerned with different
periods, to see how problematic it 1is to assess the
representativeness and success of such British based projects.
The Dr 1 data for Britain, the Aisne Valley and Switzerland are
for example, 1likely to be over-represented (Fitzpatrick 1985a,

309; 1987a, 92-3).

Under-representation is more difficult to assess but it seems
plausible that only areas covered by surveys such as those of
Galliou (1882) and Vaussanvin (1978), Ralston (1982), Roman (1883)
and Boudet (1987) are 1likely to have a representative sample.
Underlying this is more than the maxim that distribution maps
reflect, at least in part, the distribution of researchers (Fig

1-2).

Instead major trends in the exploration of the protohistoire of
France are resulting in a wider and more representative sample of
gites, particularly non-hillfort sites, being sampled by
excavation (Buchsenschutz 1984a; 1884b, Fig 8-25). Not only is
this offsetting an earlier concentration on hillforts (Fitzpatrick
1987a), it is also ameliorating the effect that only some areas in
north-eastern France such as the Champagne and Ardennes are
currently known to have well recognised mortuary rites (Collis

1977a, Fig 1; Flouest and Stead 1977, Fig 5; Haselgrove 1984a, Fig
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2) have had on distribution maps. Conversely some areas are over-

represented (Demoule and Ilett 1985; Fitzpatrick 1987a, 93-9).

In the case of Dr 1 in north-west Europe perhaps the most
important result of the background research was the suggestion
that their absence from the lower Rhineland was probably genuine
and that this was to be ascribed to the exclusion of wine by the

indigenous population{(s) (Fitzpatrick 1985a, 311-13; 1987a, 90).

By the time of the Roman advances into the lower Rhineland the Dr
1 was being superseded by other types, notably the Dr 2-4, and it
is possible to be confident that Dr 1 are rare in these Roman
forts. However, it must be considered whether the careful
publication of finds from these military sites has not created a
bias in distribution maps of goods whose production was
contemporary with their occupation, thus over-emphasising the
importance of the lower Rhineland in a fashion similar to that
created by Galliou's work for Dr 1 amphorae in Armorica? Given
the importance frequently ascribed to Rhine as a trade route for
later Iron Age Britain this possiblity is equally important and

should be examined.

1.3 THE LOWER RHINELAND AND PROBLEMS OF SAMPLE BIAS

On the evidence presently available it appears that Roman goods
were very rare in civilian settlements in the Low Countries and
the lower Rhine until the Flavian period when a provincial Roman
material culture began to appear (Willems 1983; 1984; Bloemers
1983a) and an increasing number of 'Romanised' settlements and/or

assemblages are recognised in the region (Willems 1984; Gechter
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and Kunow 1986). Even allowing for the fact that pre-Flavian
military sites have occupied a prominent position in research
priorities in these areas, the chronological disposition of later
civilian sites suggests that pre-Flavian °'Romanised' «civilian

sites have not been overlooked in past and present investigations.

In considering this, and related evidence, a number of Dutch
scholars have argued that the early Roman period in the lower
Rhineland was one in which the military was dependant on
long-distance supply (Bloemers 1983a; 1983b; Willems 1983; 1984
Groenman-van Waateringe 1980; 1983), in contrast Cunliffe has
repeatedly suggested that 1t was a commercial 2zone {(eg 1984b,
14~-18), viewing the Roman economy as essentially entrepreneurial

and capitalist (eg 1982a; 1984a; 1984b; 1984c; 1987b).

Leaving aside the merite of such interpretations (cf Greene 1886),
from the viewpoint of trade routes to later Iron Age Britain, the
most important feature of this concentration on the Rhineland has
been the assumption that the region was the logical supplier of
goods to Britain.

However, the Rhineland formed only part of the military
dispositions. Until recently northern France and Belgium
attracted relatively little attention, but recent work (eg Mertens
1883) has shown that a network of Augustan military sites,
cautiously anticipated by Wells (1872), seems to have existed
(Wightman 1977a; 1977b; 1985; Willems 1984, Fig 128). Much recent
Dutch work uses a core-periphery model to interpret this (eg
Bloemers 1983b; cf Hingley 1982). Accordingly a wider framework

than that proposed by Cunliffe must be envisaged.
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It 1s unclear to what extent finds from sites in Gallia Belgica
which are likely to have had a military presence as well as an
early Roman urban development are attributable to either facet.In
some cases, however, the intrusion of a completely Roman material
culture, as represented for example by the earliest finds from
Amiens (Massy and Moliére 1979), and probably Bavay also (contra
Boucly 1984), points to a military presence. As Willems has
commented (1986, 500), it should not be assumed that the existing
indigenous social structure was such as to have strongly
influenced the location of forts. Unfortunately contemporary
settlement evidence is 1less common. For historical reasons
similar to those which until recently conditioned the excavation
of later Iron Age sites, early Roman sites in northern France have
not attracted a great deal of attention while research interests
in the archaeology of Roman rural settlement in this area have
traditionally been directed to the later villas (Wightman 1875;
1979; 1985) rather than the seemingly 1less ! Romanised'
fermes-indigénes. Early Roman contexts in modern urban areas also

remain relatively poorly explored.

This situation is only gradually beginning to change and it
complicates the interpretation of distribution maps of pre-
Claudian Roman finds from northern France and southern Belgium as
the presently recorded distributions are heavily biased towards
areas where the methods of disposing of the dead involved formal
burial with grave goods (cf Timby 1982, Fig 43; 88), emphasising

the pattern already noted for the later Iron Age (Ch 1.2).

A combination of an apparent lack of burials, and settlements as

well, can result in some areas being largely unrepresented (ibid
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Fig 50). By contrast the Rhineland may be proportionately
over-represented,

In the same way that Dr 1 illustrated the difficulties of an
Atlantic bias the finds of 'Arretine' from Amiens may be used to
further illustrate this problem. ‘Arretine' wares have been
particularly well researched (eg Oxé and Comfort 1968). In
compiling this catalogue Oxé relied heavily on the Corpus
Inscriptionum Latinarum for which research was distributed fairly
evenly. However, the Corpus Vasorum Arretinorum was able to
incorporate a large number of finds from the early excavations of
military sites in the lower Rhine area, notably those at Haltern.
The effect of this can be seen by comparing a distribution map of
all ‘Arretine' included in Oxé and Comfort (Gechter 1879, Abb 12)
with one which incorporates quantified information compiled from
the same source (1bid, Abb 13). Gechter documents eight sources
of 'Arretine' in this way and with the exception of material made
in the Po Valley which is barely found in north-western Europe,
and vessels made in Rome (Abb 13, 3-4), the lower Rhineland is
consistently of equal or greater importance than Italy in terms of
the number of stamps recorded in the remaining six maps. By
contrast much of France is carte blanche. Of these stamps those
of Ateius and his associates are the most important and until
recently a list of majJor site collections in north-western Europe
(Tab 1) was dominated by the military sites of Haltern and
Vindonissa, in Switzerland. Not surprisingly the results of the
recent excavations of Asciburgium have resulted in the discovery

of a large number of stamps.
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TABLE 1

' ARRETINE' STAMPS FROM MAJOR SITE COLLECTIONS IN NORTH-WEST EURCPE

Site '"Arretine' Stamps '‘Ateius' Stamps ¥ Ateius Stamps
Total Total
Dangstetten 137 0 0
Rddgen 15 0 0
Oberaden 46 0 0
Lorenzberg-bei-Epfach 18 0 0
Mt Beuvray 28 2 7
Augsburg~Oberhausen 12 2 17
Amiens 231 65 27
Haltern 915 3N 34
Asciburgive (Vicus) 158 60 38
Tongeren 67 35 52
Camulodunua 43 28 65
Vindonissa 176 123 70
Silchester 15 1 73

Source: Beckert and Vanderhoeven 1984; Massy 1980; Schdnberger
and Simon 1976; Boon 1969; Hawkes and Hull 1947 and E.

Ettlinger pers comm.

Less expected is the result of the thorough publication of the
finds from Amiens which total 231 stamps, forming the second
largest total after Haltern. Prompted by the discovery of a
large, securely stratified group of early Roman material which

contained just over thirty stamps (Massy and Moliére 1979), Massy
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was able almost immediately to publish nearly another two hundred
finds. Of these stamps some 65 were of Ateius and his associates,
none of which were included in the Square Jules Bocquet find, but
Gechter was aware of only five or less finds of Ateius from Amiens
(Gechter 1879, Abb 13, 1), an increase not less than ten-fold. A
similar situation may pertain at Bavay where there are many
stamped vessels (M. Vanderhoeven pers comm) but which are
unpublished and, to some students at least, inaccessible (cf Ch

1.2).

The significance of these recent publications from northern France
and Belgium is that they allow the questioning of the supposed
pre-eminence of the Rhineland as the major destination for Roman
goods in north~wegt Europe in the Augustan period. This 1is
important not only because it raises the possibility of a
significant military supply to these areas as well as to the
Rhineland but also because the early development of at least some
urban settlementes (Wightman 1985, 75-80), in contrast to the
apparent absence of Roman goods from indigenous sites in what was
becoming a frontier zone around the Rhine, suggests that there may
also have been the potential for a more widely-based trade, Thus,
the belief in much recent British work that the Rhine was the
major point of departure for Roman goods reaching eastern Britain
in the last fifty - seixty years of the British Iron Age (eg
Partridge 1981, 350-6; Cunliffe 1982a; 1984a; 1984b; Haselgrove
1982) may need, to be qualified significantly. It is argued below
(Ch 26.4) that the material presented in part 2 supports this

conclusion.
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It is beyond the scope of this dissertation to present a detailed
consideration of all the continental European materisl relevant to
cross-Channel contact in the British later Iron Age or of the
concepte which have formed its interpretation. Instead attention
has been directed towards trends which are arguably of greater
importance in the ways that the data has become available and how
these must be taken into consideration when interpreting both the
British and continental European material. Their significance is
discussed more fully in part 5 but these limitations must be
referred to repeatedly in the consideration of the archaeological
evidence for cross—-Channel contact and it is to that we may now

turn.
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PART II

THE ARCHAEOLODGICAL EVIDENCE FOR
CROSS—-CHANNEL CONTACT IN THE BRITISH
LATER IRON AGE
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INTRODUCTION

This section attempts to present resumés of the different
categories of the archaeological and numismatic evidence for
Cross-Channel contact in the British Later Iron Age.

The evidence is presented by material; pottery, glass, vessels of
sllver and bronze, Roman metal artefacts (other than vessels),
bone artefacts, brooches and other imports which do not fall
within these categories. Within these categories thg imports are
presented in functional groupings, eg shipping containers or
table-wares. This approach results in the separation of, say
table-wares of glass, metal and pottery, but it is felt that this
is offset by the greater clarity 1in considering the relevant
literature. Where larger quantities of imports occur and there
are existing typologies suitable for ordering it, the data are
presented in the appendices as gazetteers and distribution maps
given but where imports are singletons they are discussed within
the body of the main text. One of the main objectives of this
part is to present, with the exception of coins, as complete a
catalogue of the evidence for cross-Channel contact as 1is

possible, bringing this information together for the first time.
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CHAFTER I1

AMPHORAE AND BARRELS

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Amphorae were heavy duty containers used to transport perishable
commodities in the ancient world. They are sometimes described as
shipping amphorae, emphasising their transport by boat or ship.
Current archaeological wusage of the 1latin amphora 1is more
restricted than may have been the case in antiquity where it was
applied to a greater variety of vessels and materials (Hilgers
1969, 36, 102>, and while some commentators prefer to use the
anglicised plural !amphoras' (Sealey 1985, 1), 'amphorae' 1is

retained here.

The development and fundamentals of the study of amphorae have
been reviewed recently by Peacock and Williams (1986) and only the

major points concerning these vessels need be made here.

Petrological study of Roman amphorae has been particularly
rewarding and a number of important contributions have been made
by Peacock which are directly relevant to vessels found in Iron
Age Britain. Neutron Activation Analysis has also been very
successful in characterising southern French amphorae. The study
of kiln sites and their products is, by contrast, poor. Stamps

occagionally give the origin of a vessel but this information is
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given more frequently in titull picti (painted. inscriptions).
This epigraphic evidence often gives the contents and in the case
of wine the date is sometimes also given (cf Sealey 1885). The
contents of vessels have sometimes been indicated by chemical
analyses, notably gas chromatography. In one instance at least
this has indicated that an amphora, the Lamboglia 2, thought to
contain o0il contained wine. Occasionally the contents of amphorae
have been preserved In situ in wreck sites and it is noteworthy
that these finds, eg Dr 1, regularly contradict accepted wisdom in
indicating contents other than those expected to be found. These
finds are, however, usually described as 'amplifying' knowledge of
the contents (eg Sealey 1985). Amphorae were sealed with either
clay stoppers or cork discs. Where Dr 1 have been found with
their ‘'lids' in place these usually have a layer of pozzalana

cement over the cork discs.

Thera 1s no single accepted classificatory scheme for Roman
amphorae. Vessels were made by hand so a standard, identical,
form should not be expected and shipwrecks show that minor
typological variations were contemporary. As manufacture was very
widespread 1t 1is wunclear if these variations reflect this
geographical range or if they were intended to convey information
about the contents. In discussing Dr 1B from the Madrague de
Glens wreck Sealey regards the later suggestion 'as the only
credible explanation' (1985, 22) but different provenances is also
a plausible explanation and is demonstrable in the case of Dr 2-4
(Tchernia 1986, Fig on p 128). Broad classes of amphorae are
relatively easily discerned but more precise definitions of types
are less accessible. As Peacock and Williams argue, fabric is

essential to the adequate definition of an amphora type but this
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information has rarely been given and at present it is difficult
to proceed much beyond the broad 'classes' distinguished by
Peacock and Williams (1986). In the following sections amphorae
are called by the name which they are generally recognised rather
than adopt one of the consecutive numbering systems employed in a
number of reports (eg Camulodunum R8dgen or Ostia) (cf Arthur

1986).

The significance of stamps on amphorae is not entirely clear. The
most reasonable explanation has been outlined by Paterson (1882),
Paterson suggests that the stamps on amphorae represent the estate
or workshop (figlina) in which the vessels were made, thle where
different names occur on the stoppers they may represent the
negotiator. Peacock and Williams (1986, 9-12) appear to
misunderstand this by suggesting that the stamps will represent
the producer of the wine, because they assume that all estates
whose products were packed in amphorae had their own kilns (op
cit, 11). However, the essence of Paterson's argument is that the
negotiator is the central figure in the distribution of amphorae-
borne commodities because he was responsible for providing
amphorae as not all estates will have had kilns. As Paterson
points out, where amphorae were available on the estate then they

surely would have been used (Paterson 1982, 155).

The most important aspect of the amphorae found in Iron Age
Britain is the range of imported foodstuffs they contained. While
the emphasis on form and provenance of most recent studies of
amphorae 1is undoubtedly necessary, the implications for cuisine
and social mores have generally been over-looked. Amphorase

undoubtedly reflect the importance of trade in agricultural
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products but as the absence of amphorae from 'Germanic' areas
ghows, the adoption of these products was clearly socially

specified (cf Purcell 1885).

While amphorae have been the subject of much recent scholarship,
barrels have received less attention largely because of their poor
survival and detection. However, the 1{iransport of Roman
commodities in barrels in the pre-Claudian period in north-west
Europe can be demonstrated and while it is presently impossible to
prove their presence in Iron Age Britain, the possibility must be

considered seriously.

2.2 WINE AMPHORAE

2.2.1 GRAECO-ITALIC

Typology and Chronology

The Graeco-Italic form was the dominant form in the Mediterranean
from the fourth to the second centuries BC. Typically the vessel
has a pear-shaped body with a short spike, a short neck and a
triangular rim As might be expected, the form shows clear
variation over the centuries and these have been set out fully by
Will who distinguishes five variants, which she calls a - e (Will
1882). Form a dates to the 1latter fourth and early third
centuries BC; Form b to the latter part of the third century BC
and Form ¢ to the early second century BC. Form d was current in
the first half of the second century BC while Form e was

manufactured in the second century BC. Of these Forms, a and d
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were the most important. For our present purposes, however, only

Will's Forms d and e need to be considered.
Provenance

Will's Form d is the ‘standard' Graeco-Italic. On the basis of
the fabric of vessels of Form d and epigraphic evidence Will
suggests that the form was made in Campania and probably also
further north at Cosa and this 1is supported by scientific
analyses. Although the contents of the amphorae are not known,
the resinous lining inside some of them suggests that wine was
carried (Will 1982, 348-53). Will identifies a find. from the
Titelberg as her Form d and suggests that a stamped vessel from
near Arentsburg in Holland (CIL XIII, 10002, 624) may be of this
Form but given the virtual absence of finds in this area this
seems very unlikely, particularly so as Arentsburg is a later

Roman fort.

Will's Form e 1is distinct from the other forms in having
'S'-shaped handles, a longer body and lacking a pronounced basal
spike. On the basis of the similarity of the fabric to that of
Catalonian Dr 2-4 and also its typological similarity to Dr 1C she
suggests that it originates in north-east Spain (Will 1982, 355).
She suggests that Form e was produced throughout the second
century BC. While the Form occurs infrequently in the eastern
Mediterranean, it is most <common in Spain. Like other
Graeco-Italic forms it has a resinous lining suggesting that it
was a wine amphora. At least one vessel, although not certainly
of Form e, has been found at Ensérune with a stamp in Iberian (op

cit, 338). Tchernia (1986, 94, n 154) regards many of the vessels
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which Will considers as Spanish to be Pompeian. There 1is no
indisputable kiln evidence. It has been suggested by Manacorda
(1981) that Graeco-Italic were produced at the Albinia kiln but
this is doubted by Will (1982, 353, n 29). Arthur suggests that
Graeco-Italic were manufactured at Monte Vico on Ischia (1982s,
31, n 14) and stamps of TR. LOISIO and M. ANTERIVS are recorded
from the site but Will (1982, 350) does not regard this as
evidence for manufacture. It is also possible that they were made
in Sicily (Tchernia 1986, 49-53). In addition to this well
established evidence, it seems 1likely that Graeco-Italics were
also manufactured in southern France. On the basis of the fabric
of a number of French finds which occur in the same fabric as
Massaliote amphorae, both Py (1978a, 19~21) and Bertucchi (1982,
159) suggest that Graeco-Italics were made in southern France
while it is possible that the Le Rabet (Aude) kiln produced the
type (Sabir et al 1982). Production on Ibiza has also been

suggested (Will 1982, 344, n 10).
Contents

As we have seen wine was probably the principal commodity carried
by all of the Graeco-Italic forms and published capacities suggest
a capacity of ¢ 25-26L, with some half-measures being known (Will

1982, 347).
Distribution

Apparently only Form e was distributed in Gaul to any extent.
Will identifies one piece from the Titelberg as Graeco-Italic (e)

(1982, 352, n 29); Rowlett et al 1982, 309, Fig 11, a) and she has
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suggested (1987) that many (c 50%) of the Manching finds may be of
this type rather than the five identified by Stdckli (1979a).
However, these identifications rely almost exclusively on the rim
diameter as being diagnostic. As Graeco-Italic and Dr 1A rims can
be very similar (Galliou 1982, 12; Peacock 1984, 38; Peacock and
Williams 1986, 84), it is difficult to accept the identification
of vessels by a monothethic trait while the Manching material is
very fragmentary. In northern Europe a number of vessels are
known which appear to be transitional between the Graeco-Italic
and Dr 1A but with the exception of Manching (Will 1987) there are
few unequivocal Graeco-Italics :-  Vannes and Plogastel-Saint-
Germain in Armorica (Galliou 1982, 76 no 3, Pl XVI, 1I; é3, 598-60,
Pl X, 4-6; XI). Valres-sur-Marne (1'Ile Ronde), <(Bulard and
Drouhot 1981, 357, Fig 14), Levroux (Colin 1984 161, Fig 45),
Armsheim (Stumpel 1961, 194-5, Abb 5, 8; incorrectly identified by
Fitzpatrick 1985a, 329, no 117) and Basel-Gasfabrik (Furger-Gunti
and Berger 1980, Taf 20~30). The Yarmouth Rhodes site also has a
number of transitional rim forms (Peacock 1984, 38; Maritime

Heritage Project 1987).
Commentary

Tchernia has suggested that production of Graeco-Italics finished
by ¢ 130 BC (1983, 87; 1986, 42) and this is accepted by Peacock
and Williams as the best estimate currently available (1986, 85).
This does not, of course, date the first appearance of Dr 1A
Galliou statés that they occur at Carthage and cites Peacock as
authority for this (Galliou 1984, 35, n 8) but Peacock himself has
not stated this in print and Tchernia (1986, 42) declares them to

be absent, so some reservations must be maintained. If a period
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of overlap between the two forms 1s accepted, then it seems
probable that Dr 1A will have been appearing around the mid-second
century BC and on this basis Stdckli has suggested the beginning
of the import of amphorae to northern Europe may be set around 150
BC, or if Will's arguments are accepted (1987) close to 200 BC,
but given the date of the French finds (Tchernia 1986, 95)
Stdckli's chronology is likely to be essentially correct. It is
possible, therefore, that wine was reaching Britain at around this

period.

2.2.2 DRESSEL 1

Dressel's Form 1 1s generally subdivided into three categories
labelled by Lamboglia as 1A, 1B and 1C. All could perhaps
usefully be regarded as separate types but the overlap between
them is so great that it is felt to be more helpful for present

purposes to consider them together.

Typology

Dressel 1A have a spindle-shaped body with a short heavy spike.
The neck is quite long and has a generally triangular rim. The
handles are oval in section and quite heavy.

Dressel 1B has a similar body shape but the spike is usually
longer and more massive. The shoulder of the vessel is quite
sharp in contrast to the more rounded one of Dr 1A. The rim is
generally vertical and more like a collar than that of the 1A but
there is considerable variation. The handles are usually thicker
than those of Dr 1A,

Dressel 1C have a much more cigar-like body than either 1A or 1B
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but the basel spike is similar to that of Dr 1A, The mouth is
smaller and the collar-like rim 1is quite high and has a
distinctive flare at its base. The handles are broad and have a
pronounced curve in their profile. They are usually grooved.

All three variants were stamped, usually on the rim but stamps on
the base and bottom of the handles are also known. Relatively
speaking Dr 1B was stamped most frequently, followed by 1A (Amar

and Liou 1984, 186-7) but 1C were stamped only rarely.

Provenance

A number of kilns producing Dr 1 are known, showing that.Dr 1A and
1B were made in central and perhaps southern Italy and this is
supported by a number of scientific analyses (Peaccck 1971;
1977a; Courtois and Velde 1978; Velde and Courtois 18983; Stockli
1979a, 205-13; Will 1979, 345-6; Williams 1985, 154-8; Incitta
1986>. As with Graeco-Italics some production of Dr 1 in southern
France is likely (Sabir et &l 1983) and a further kiln producing
'Italic'* amphorae 1is now known at St Just (Ardéche) (F.
Laubenheimer pers comm; Sealey 1987, 270> and probably also
central France (Becker 1986). The provenance of Dr 1C is less
certain. It certainly occurs in a characteristic Campanian fabric
which has abundant green augite in it which appears as 'black
sand', while other fabrics are indistinguishable from, and share
stamps with, Dr 1A almost certainly of Etrurian origin (Will 1979,
346-7, Fig 5-6). Vessels identified as Dr 1C have also been found
at the southern Spanish kiln site of El Rinconcillo
(Beltrén-Lloris 1977) but there has been a general reluctance to
accept these vessels as Dr 1C as the rest of the material from the

site is much later (Panella 1981, 67; Ulbert 1985, 183, Anm 551).
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Colls et al (1977, 90) suggest that Dr 1C were manufactured at
Belo, also in Spain, but this 1is based only on the appearance of
grapes on coins and the suggestion that Strabo's description of
Spanish wine (IV, 2, 6) derives from Posidonius. In the absence
of supporting evidence the suggestion 1is, presently at least,
unconvincing. Finds claimed to be of Dr 1C manufactured at Belo
have also been dismissed by Charlin, Gassend and Lequément (1979,
24, n 38). Some Catalonian production may be suspected.
Laubenheimer (1980) has attempted to define, albeit on very slight
evidence, a 'Ruscino' variant of the Dr 1C, while as Will has
argued, there 1is a strong similarity between her Catalonian
Graeco-Italic Form e and Dr 1C (1982, 354-5). .

Titull picti give many references to southern Latium and Campania
and one (CIL XV, 4590) mentions Regium in southern Italy.
One Dr 1 fabric apparently of Italian origin cannot yet be
assigned precisely (Williams 1984a> but contra Peacock and
Williams (op cit) it cannot be taken to occur only in Dr 1A (cf Ch

26. 1),
Contents

Numerous ¢iftulf picti give the contents of Dr | as wine and this
is supported by analyses of vessels from the Albegna and Madrague
de Giens wrecks (Lamboglia 1952s, 154-5; Tchernia, Pomey and
Hesnard 1978, 13). Other products were clearly carried as well
and are summarised by Sealey (1985, 24-5). A possibly
non-alcoholic syrup called Caroenum is indicated by one titulus
pictus from Rome (CIL XV, 4547) and the grapes found in a Dr 1B on
the Madrague de Giens may be related to this rather than their not

being pressed suggested by Tchernis, Pomey and Hesnard (1978, 13).
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As Sealey has argued, this may reflect the practice described by
Pliny (NH XIV, 3, 17) (Sealey 18985, 25). Olives were found in one
Dr 1A on the La Cavaliére wreck (Charlin, Gassend and Lequément
1978, 23>, One Dr 1B from the Ile Marie D wreck contained hazel
nuts while one from the Archipel de Riou contained oyster valves
(Gallia 20, 1962, 164). Lastly a vessel from Agde contained resin
which Parker and Squire (1974, 32) regard as indicating secondary

use on board.

The contents of Dr 1C are rather less certain., The finds on the
La Cavaliére wreck contained olives and Charlin, Gassend and
Lequément (1978, 23-4) note that this may indicate defrutum and
Sealey endorses this (1985, 25) without discussing Will's
suggestion that the Dr 1C may have contained fish-based products.
She suggests that the apparently southern Spanish fabri; of some
Dr 1C may indicate that they contained fish-based products. As it
is virtually certain that Sestius amphorae were made at Cosa and
that both Dr 1A and 1C were produced there, Will suggests that the
Dr 1C may have contained the products of the very large fish-farm
and processing site and salt works discovered next to the harbour
(Will 1979, 347, n 26). While the suggestion that southern
Spanish vessels necessarily contained fish-based products is
unconvincing, the apparent association with the industrial works
at Cosa is striking.

Besides Etruria, Dr 1A and Dr 1C were also made in Campania.
There 1is no doubt that these variants were contemporary as they
are associated two, possibly three, times in wrecks (Tab 2;
Charlin, Gassend and Lequément 1978, 23, n 35), Accepting that
there 1is no necessary or direct correlation between form and

content, 1t is curious that two related but quite distinct
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variants should have been produced at the same time, especially as
some vessels have resinous lining presently associated with wine
amphorae (op cit), Unfortunately no tituli picti have been
identified as being on Dr 1C but it is possible that its contents
were not generally the same as Dr 1A. As we have seen above
Laubenheimer (1980) has attempted to extricate a 'Ruscino' variant
from Dr 1C and while the evidence and results are tenuous, a
distinction between western Mediterranean Dr 1C perhaps contalning
wine, and Italian Dr 1C perhaps not for wine, may prove to be

valid.

TABLE 2

ASSOCIATIONS OF LAMBOGLIA 2 AND DRESSEL 1 AMPHORAE IN SHIPWRECKS

Site Lamb 2 Dr 1A Dr 1C Dr 1B
Cap Roux 1 X X ?

Cap Roux 2 X X X

La Cavaliére X X X

Chrétienne A X X

Punta de Algas X X

Sa Nau Perduna X Dr 1A-B intermediate
Seéte X

Albegna X x
Dramont A X X
Madrague de Giens X ? X
Planier III X X
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Planier I X X

Trement Is X

Source: Charlin, Gassend and Lequément 1978; Tchernia, 1969;

Freschi 1882).

Lamboglia published the capacity of Dr 1A and 1B as ¢ 20L and 26L
but Stdckli has pointed out that Lamboglia's illustrations are
unreliable, the photographs being poorly cut and the.drawings not
beyond doubt and he reidentifies both as Dr 1A (Stdckli 1979s,
113, 156). Benoit gives capacities for vessels from the Grand
Conglue wreck(s) as Dr 1A, 17-24L and 1B as 26-27L (ibid). Dr 1A
from La Cavaliére contained 17.5L (Charlin, Gassend and Lequément
1978, 24), Sealey (1985, 23) gives the capacities of two Dr 1B
from England as 22 and 26L. A Dr 1C from La Cavaliére contained
28L (Charlin, Gassend and Lequément 1978, 23). These figures
would suggest that there is considerable variety in the capacity
of Dr 1 but it must be wondered if this is not because the
measurements have been taken to different points in the neck? The
bungs of Dr 1B from La Madrague de Giens (Tchernia, Pomey and
Hesnard 1978, Pl 16) and from Port-la-Galére (Anstett 1976) are
set very low in the neck while, for example, Graeco-Italic
amphorae from the La Chretienne 'C' wreck are bunged much higher
up (Joncheray 1975, 81, Fig 34). It is important to give the
point at which the capacity was measured and as this has often not
been given it is uncertain how much emphasis should be put on

these variastions. It seems clear, however, that while Dr 1B did
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contain more than Dr 1A, this was at some expense. Dressel 1B
have very thick walls and were extremely heavy, having a
container-contents weight of 1:1 or more. One Dr 1B from

Colchester-Lexden has a volume-weight ratio of 0.88L/kg.
Chronology

It has been argued that Dr 1A may have begun to appear around 150-
130 BC. The type occurs at Frégelles and Entremont and should
antedate 125 and 123/2 BC respectively (Peacock 1971, 165;
Tchernia 1986, 44O, When Dr 1B replace 1t completely 1is
uncertain, They appear at Ventigmilia from ¢ 70 BC, but the
reliability of the stratigraphy and dating should be viewed
cautiously <(ibid, Stdckli 197%a, 114). The Titan wreck which
dates to after 90-80 BC has no Dr 1B, while the Planier III wreck
thought to date to 47 BC or before, contains mostly Dr 1B and may
date to 47 BC or earlier (St&6ckli 1979a, 177-84, Abb 39).
Accordingly, Sttckli dates the change to the predominant type to
between 70 and 50 BC. Furger-Gunti has suggested an earlier
dating than this, primarily on the comparison between the finds
from Level VI A at Albintimilium and Level 2 at Basel-
Minsterhligel. Furger-Gunti suggests a change over by ¢ 70 BC
(197%a, 98-9), but Stdckli's carefully assessed datings using
fixed points seems preferable. In an unpublished dissertation,
Stork has suggested a change-over in the first quarter of £he
first century BC (cited by Ulbert 1985, 184) but again therg is
little further evidence to add to that rehearsed by Stdckli.
However, important new evidence has come from Spain with Ulbert's
re-publication of Schulten's excavations at Céceres el Viejo (op

cit). The amphorae had previously been published in part by
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Beltrdn-Lloris but Ulbert presents all the finds for the first
time. Célceres is a military site, possibly legionary, occupied
between ¢ 83-80 BC but unlike the well known Renieblas sites there
are no difficulties in assigning the finds to a particular site
and/or period so Céceres provides a well-dated assemblage. Ulbert
correctly stresses the importance of the assemblage as such rather
than concentrating on individual criteria and suggests that all
the Dr 1 amphorae are either 1B or 1C, I would not wish to accept
all of Ulbert's identifications without some reservations and
would argue that the spikes of complete amphorae may be of Dr 1A
rather than 1B (Ulbert 1985, Taf 51, 597> and the bodies are also
nearer to Dr 1A (ibid Taf 51, 597-8). Conversely; rims which
would pass without reservation as 1B are also found (ibid Taf 53,
616-17). 1t is probably mistaken to place too much emphasis on
the transition from Dr 1A to 1B, as it is clearly a case of
evolution rather than the appearance of two distinct types. The
reliance placed by some authors on the rim form (eg Furger-Gunti
and Berger 1981, Fig 8) is likely to be misplaced unless it is
accepted as indicating only a trend rather than distinct types.
The significance of the Cédceres finds in this respect is that they
indicate that this transitional period had started by ¢ 80 BC.
This is further emphasised by evidence from the oppidum of Burrisc
where a Dr 1B has a titulus pictus of 90 BC, while the Dr 1 with
an inscription of 97 BC published by Dressel in CIL XV, 4537 is
now known to be on a Dr 1B (Mir6é 1986). This Spanish evidence
casts the evidence from the Spargi wreck in a new light.
Lamboglia identified Dr 1A and 1B and dated the wreck to the late
second century BC. Subsequently St8ckli cast doubt on Lamboglia's
identifications (197Sa, 113, Anm 273, 165) but they have been

upheld by Pallarés (1987, 90-3). The amphorae are not indubitably
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Dr 1B rather than 1C (ibid, Fig 6), especlally as they would be
extremely early within the life of Dr 1A and a full publication of
the finds, especially the Campanian wares, is necessary before the
date of the wreck can be established. However, the Spanish finds
suggest that greater credence may be attached to the Spargi wreck
(cf Will 1984).

The last titulus pictus on a possible Dr 1A is of 51 BC from Rodez
(Roman 1983, 203, Fig 45) although a categorisation as

transitional between 1A and 1B might be more appropriate.

The next fixed point is furnished by the Planier III wreck. This
wreck contains amphorae stamped M. TVCCI. L.F. TRO/GALEONIS and in
his interim report on the site Tchernia argued that this can be
equated with the M  Tuccius mentioned by Cicero. This
identification is supported by the fact that the wreck contained a
series of dies. One of these was caeruleum whose manufacture was
introduced to Italy by C. Vestorius and as Tchernia suggests it
may not be accidental that both these individuals are known to
have been involved in litigation against one C. Sempronius Rufus.
It cannot be certain that this was in connection with the ship
lost at Planier, but the circumstantial evidence is strong
(Tchernia 1968-70; D'Arms 1980, 78-81). Tuccius died in 47 BC so,
accepting the identification with the person named by Cicero, the
wreck must date before then. Nearly all the amphorae on the wreck
were 'Brindisi' types (Will's Type 11b) or Dr 1B, The
contemporaneity of distinctive minor typological variations of Dr
1B is also indicated by the occurrence of three distinctive
variants on the Madrague de Giens wreck (Tchernia, Pomey and
Hesnard 1978).

The last dated titulus pictus on Dr 1 is of 13 BC but it is clear

_40_



that Dr 2-4 were being produced by the 30s BC (Hesnard 1977,
161-4)>. Dr 1B were clearly superseded by Dr 2-4 by the time forts
of the R&dgen-Oberaden-Dangstetten horizon were established as the
2-4 outnumber Dr 1 by a ratio of between 4 and 2:1. Dr 1 is rare
at Haltern established ¢ 7-5 BC and absent from the La Longarina
deposit which was 1laid down in the first decade AD. An
interesting transitional find is a vessel apparently of Dr 1B but
with bifid handles characteristic of Dr 2-4, found at Rome (Sealey
1985, 22J. This 1s difficult to accept and as we have seen
Sttckll (whom Sealey cites elsewhere) has demonstrated that
Lamboglia's 1identifications cannot be accepted unreservedly

(Sttckli 1979a, 113, Anm 273, 165).

Distribution

The Dr 1 has an exceptionally wide distribution in the Celtic
world (Fig 1), It is absent from Germanic areas and very rare in
central and eastern Europe. This may be due to wine being
decanted to barrels or hides as Strabo documents at Aquilea later
on (Geog V, 1.8) or it may simply not have been imported.
Lamboglia 2 are perhaps a likelier candidate for the few eastern
European finds (Stdckli 1979a, 189-380; Svobodovd 1985, 664-5,
Obr 2, 10-12; Fitzpatrick 1985a, 330) but such is the rarity of
these finds that their authenticity has been doubted (eg the find
from Staré Hradisko: Meduna 1982, 154, Anm 15) It is possible that
Dr 1C are particularly frequent in Spain (Beltrén-Lloris 1970,
Fig 99; Ulbert 1985, 183, 187) but it is possible that the variant
has not been identified correctly in France and may be
correspondingly under-represented there. While it is possible to

recognise a remarkable trade in Italian wine (Tchernia 1983) of
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massive proportions (idem 1986, 85-7) and there is no doubt that
Dr 1 are less frequent in temperate France than in Mediterranean
France it is, as we have seen in Chapter 1.2, difficult to proceed
much beyond this at present. During the currency of Dr 1B Italian
wine appears to become increasingly available in inland Gaul and
Dr 1A are more common in Armorica than 1B. It is possible that
there was a shift in the relatively easy availability of Italian
wine from ¢ 80 BC onwards (Fitzpatrick 1985a, 318-19) and the
consumption of Italian wine in Iron Age Britain may follow this
pattern but there is an element of circularity in the argument and

these difficulties are considered further in Chapter 26.3.

Commentary

Dressel 1 is easily the most common type of amphora found in Iron
Age Britain (Fig 3, App 2). The import of Italian wine probably
dates from the mid~second century BC and the earliest finds appear
to be in central-southern and possibly south-western England,
thereafter they became increasingly available in southern England.
It is often impossible to distinguish between fragments of Dr 1A
and 1B and although Dr 1 are more massive in construction than Dr
2-4 (Sealey 1985, 22), it is also very difficult to distinguish
between them and it 1is possible that Dr 2-4 have been

mis—identified as Dr 1B,

2.2.3 DRESSEL 2-4

Typology

This type has a sausage-shaped body with either a small knobbed
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base or a heavy spike. There is a pronounced shoulder carination,
the neck is short and there is a simple bead rim. The handles are
characteristically bifid having a figure of eight section,
although Spanish vessels often have only a groove down the
outside. The handles are often the most diagnostic feature of the
vessel for fragmentary finds. Given the widespread distribution
of manufacture there is, naturally, considerable variation in the
form of the amphorae as is indicated by Dressel assigning it three
forms; 2, 3 and 4. Spanish vessels are often stamped on the
base. The contrast between the Dr 2-4 and its predecessor, the Dr

1 1s quite marked (Paterson 1982, 150).

Provenance

Kiln sites are known or suspected in central, southern and
northern Italy, southern and north~eastern Spain, France,
Switzerland and possibly Britain. Rhodian production 1is also
attested <(Desbat and Picon 1S86). Peacock (1971, 166> has
distinguished eight fabrics amongst the British Iron Age finds. In
order to illustrate the diversity of production the known kilns

are set out in Table 3.
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TABLE 3

DRESSEL 2-4 AMPHORAE KILNS

ITALY REFERENCE

Etruria

Albinia Peacock 1977a, 226-7, Fig 3,
6-9, Pl XXXVII, b

Sutri Duncan 1964, 50, Fig 6, 22-3

Cosa Tchernia 1986, 46

Ager Caecubus

Canneto Hesnard and Lemoine 1981

Torre S. Anastasia "

Monte San Biago

Mondragone 18 bis "
Via Domiziano 1-6
" " 7~10 "
Sinuessa Baths, 11 bis "
Sinuessa 12-16 "

Terracine Hesnard 1977

Ager Falernus

Falciano Arthur 1982a, 25-6

Masseria Zannini "

Near Masseria Corb "

Masseria Pagliare "

Masseria Starza "

Masseria Dragone "
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Apulia

Felline

Istria

Sala Baganza
Forlimpoli

SPAIN

Catalonia

Can Pederol de Baix

Can Tintorer
Calle Balmes
Can Cararach
St Miquel Martres
Can Vendrell
Can Cabot
Baetulo
Torre Lauder
Sot del Camp
Can Collet
E1l Morell

El Mujal

El Moré

Tivissa

La Boada

Els Antigons
Salou Cabrils

? Oliva - doubtful
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Hesnard 1980, 143-4;
1981, 75

Marini Calvani 1981
Aldini 1978

Pascual-Guasch 1877;
Keay and Jones 1882

Keay and Jones 1982,
Pascual-Guasch 1977;
Keay and Jones 1982

Panella
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Baetica

Guadarranque, San Roque

Puente de Carranque

FRANCE

Corneilhan

Fréjus
Lyon

Marseilles, La butte des Carmes

Mougon, Crouzilles (Indre-et-Loire)

Puyloubier?
Saint-Sernin, Azillanet

Velaux

SWITZERLAND

Augst

ENGLAND

Brockley Hill

Beltrén-Lloris 1977, 112-17,
Fig 26-30; Sealey 1985, 37;
but see Peacock and Williams
1986, 76

Colls et al 1977, SO

Laubenheimer and Widemann

1977, 60-3, Fig 1-2
F. Laubenheimer pers comm
Becker 1986
Bertucchi 1982, 157-9; 1983
Martin-Kilcher, Magetti and
Galetti 1987, 120-1

"

Sabir et al 1983, 110
Tchernia and Villa 1977;
Laubenheimer 1985

Martin-Kilcher, Magetti and
Galetti 1987

Castle 1978
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Later varleties were also made in Egypt (Empereur 1986). The
occasional titulus pictus for example Laur / Acet / Lag from Ostia
also supports some attributions (ie Lauronese Acetum - from Spain
(Panella 1970, 111, 131-3, Tav 36, 561), Tchernia and Zevi
suggest that Catalonian vessels have five distinguishing features
in comparison to Italian vessels. (i) The angle of the shoulder
is more rounded, (i11) the neck widens towards the mouth, (iii) the
handles are not genuinely bifid, often having only an external
groove, (iv) the angle on the handles is sharper and (v) the rim
is usually heavier. Catalonian production appears to be quite
restricted geographically and it 1is noteworthy that the
authenticity of the only suggested outlier of the northern Spanish
kilns at Oliva has been doubted (Keay and Jones 1982, 51-2). As a
result some doubt now surrounds either the local geological maps,
as the so-called kiln material is incompatible with the geology as
currently understood, or the interpretation of the material as
deriving from a kiln. The fabrics are distinctive (Ch 2.2.4).
Further production in Baetica is indicated by slight kiln evidence
and by analysis of some early Imperial Dr 2-4 from Colchester-
Sheepen (Sealey 1985, 37-8, 46, 139-40) but it is noteworthy that
in his identification of the vessels Williams differs with Sealey.
Some of the vessels probably are Dr 2-4 but it should be
recognised that as Sealey argues that all Haltern 70 contained
defrutum, he has to look for another container for the Baetican
wine from which defrutum was, in part, made from. In view of the
uncertainty surrounding the interpretation of Haltern 70 (cf Ch
2,5.1.) it may be premature to adopt so firm an interpretation and
Williams' identifications seem preferable. Conversely the doubts
of Hesnard (1980, 154-5, n 64) over the identification of the Dr

2~-4 at the Baetican kilns are correctly refuted by Sealey (15985,
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37). Although the kiln evidence from northern Italy is slight, Dr
2~4 and Dr 6 share the same stamps in at least three or four cases
(M. Herrenius, Picens, Calvia Crispinilla, T. Palfuri Surae and
C. Laecanius Bassus) and this may indicate that they were
manufactured more widely in Italy than the distribution of known
kiln sites suggests (Hesnard 1980, 144-5; Carre 1985, 226-8).
Bezeczky rejects the identification of the C. Laecanius Bassus
stamp at the Magdalensberg as being on a Dr 2-4 (1987, 21). Of
the French sites only La butte des Carmes has been the subject of
more than interim notes but it is notable that at all sites Dr 28
and/or Gaulolse wine amphora were also made (Laubegheimer 19885,
316-18, Fig 174). Titull picti also support this (Callender 1965,

1D,

Contents

Callender demonstrated that tituli pictl showed that the Dr 2-4
was primarily a wine container (1965, 9-12). There are some
exceptions to this, however. Some finds on the Dramont D wreck
contained dates (Joncheray 1973a, 24; 1974, 33) as did some on the
La Tradeliére wreck while another vessel in this latter wreck
contained sage (Fiori and Joncheray 1975, 62, 67). Tituli picti
also show that defrutum was carried (CIL IV, 10266; XV, 4622) as
were fish-based products (CIL IV, 5728),. A recent find from
London contained fish sauce from Antipolis in Gaul <(Liquam /
Antipol / Exc / L Titti Afti / Canl; Peacock and Williams 1986,
106 and frontispiece). Olive oil was also occasionally carried
(CIL XV, 4636 but this notwithstanding, the evidence 1is
overwhelming in its support for wine as the principal content

(Callender 1965, 9-12; Sealey 1985, 42-6).
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The mean of ten vessel capacities from Pompeii was 27.58L, while
four in Colchester Museum have a mean of 26L which Sealey (op cit,
39) incorrectly rejects as being too low to be representative.
Tarraconensian Dr 2-4 have a capacity of 27.75L (Corsi-Sciallano
and Liou 1985, 132). Peacock and Williams calculate the weight-
volume ratio of some of the Colchester finds as 1:68L/Kg (1986,
52, Table 1). They also suggest that the change to Dr 2-4, which
imitates Koan forms, reflects a change to wines of Koan variety
which were made using sea water (ibid, 5, 24) although the
location of some kiln sites is difficult to reconcile with this
suggestion if it is the sole reason. The much lower weight of Dr
2-4 is very probably more relevant (Hesnard 1977) and as Tchernia

suggests, the transition may be related to stowage (1986, 135).
Chronology

The earliest certain date for Dr 2-4 is a titulus pictus of 35 BC
(CIL IV, 9313; Hesnard and Lemoine 1981, 259), while Hesnard has
demonstrated that none of the vessels claimed by Lamboglia (1955)
and Benoit (1957) to be of second century BC date are certainly
Dr 2-4 rather than Rhodian or other types (Hesnard 1977, 161,
n 24), Vessels with bifid handles and Dr 1B found on the Madrague
de Giens wreck were stamped with the same die and as Hesnard
argues, this provides the earliest probable date for the type - in
the mid-first century BC, perhaps no later than 47 BC (ibid.
Hesnard (1980, 143-4) has also shown that Dr 2-4 may have been
adopted in southern Italy by the third quarter of the first
century BC. While, as we have seen, Dr 2-4 outnumber Dr.l by a
ratio of between 4 and 2:1 at forts of the R8dgen-Oberaden-

Dangstetten horizon. Thereafter tituli picti give clear evidence
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for continued production into the Flavian period but there is only
one date in the second century AD (Zevi 1966, 215). There are
some site finds of second century date but these are rare (Peacock
1871, 167; Panella 1981, 74-5; GSealey 1985, B50). The internal
chronology of the type and the variations in it remains obscure at
present. Spanish vessels occur at Ostia, La Longarina and Haltern
and should date to the first decade of the first century AD and
they may also be present at Rddgen (Schdnberger and Simon 1976,
110>, The Marseille and Lyon kilns probably date to the end of
the first century BC but the date at which most of the provincial

kilns started production is uncertain.

Distribution

The Dr 2-4 is widely distributed (Panella 1981, Tav XIII-XIV) but,
quantitatively, finds appear rarer than those of Dr 1 (Tchernia
1986, 136-7). Panella (1980, 251; 1981, 55) suggests that the
type appeared at a time of contraction in the wine market but as
Paterson (1982, 151> points out the amphora type itself 1is not
likely to be of direct relevance to this. And as Purcell has
argued the comparative rarity of Dr 2-4 vis-4-vis Dr 1 in the
provinces need have no reflection on the consumption of wine in
Italy which according to the literary sources actually increased
at this time (Purcell 1985). However, Italian exports do seem to
have diminished at about the time that Dr 2-4 appeared. Purcell
asserts, but does not justify, that the export of Italian Dr 2-4
in the first century BC was primarily to the Roman armies (ibid,
14). Catalonian vessels likely to date to the first quarter of
the first century AD are widely distributed (L‘Hour 1984, 54;

Santamaria 1984, Fig 21) and wreck evidence points to a
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substantial export in the first half of the century
(Corsi-Sciallano and Liou 1985), while Catalonian Dr 2-4 are
dominant amongst the Geneva Dr 2-4 (Paunier 1981, 234> and occur
widely in Armorica (Galliou 1984, 32~4). The contribution of
Baetican vessels seems to be comparatively small (see above) while
in France Dr 28 and the Gauloise amphorae seem to have been more
popular as transport containers. A similar trend away from large
amphorae may have occurred elsewhere as large dolis, probably
Italian, have been found on a number of first century AD wrecks
recently (Corsi-Sciallano and Liou 1985, 169-74) and it is thought

that they contained wine (Tchernia 1986, 139; Ch 2.6 below),

It is difficult to make useful comment on the British Iron Age
finds (Fig 4, App 3) because of the lack of well-published early
Imperial groups from France. Dr 2-4 are certainly ubiquitous in
Rhineland military sites but there is inadequate evidence from
non-military sites with which to compare them. Galliou (1984,
33), following Williams (1981, 130>, has suggested that the
distribution of Pascual 1 in central southern England and Italian
Dr 2-4 in eastern England are mutually exclusive. But it 1is
argued below (Ch 2,2.4) that the overlap between these two types
is much shorter than Galliou would suggest and as Galliou
recognised himself, no such distinction is apparent in the
Armorican distribution which includes Spanish Pascual 1 and Dr 2-4
and also Italian Dr 2-4, Some Catalonian Dr 2-4 may also occur in
Iron Age contexts in south-east England although the evidence is
inconclusive (App 4). However, in the interpretation proposed by
Williams and Galliou it would appear that there are virtually no
Tiberian or later wine amphorae from Iron Age contexts in central

southern Britain. Whilst this could be true, it may be wondered
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if some of the finds suggested to possibly be from Pascual 1 are

not from Catalonian Dr 2-47

2.2.4 PASCUAL 1

Typology

The form has an ovoid body with a short basal spike. The
cylindrical neck expands only slightly at the mouth. The rim is
often quite deep, 1t 1s vertical and rather like a collar. The
handles, which are quite short, have a groove runping down the
outside. Stamps are found on the rim or on the base and usually
consist of between one and three letters. The type was first
defined by Pascual-Guasch (1962) and while it is widely called the
Dressel 1 - Pascual 1, for convenience it is called the Pascual 1
here. The Pascual 1 has often been considered to be an imitation
of the Dr 1B without substantiation (Beltrén-Lloris 1970; Tchernia
1971; Williams 1981) but it is possible that it represents a
development from Spanish(?) Dr 1C or possibly Dr 1 amphorae rather
than an imitation of Dr 1B (cf 2.2.2). However, variants of the
Pascual 1, typologically and also chronologically earlier, as they
are close to Dr 1B, are now known (Colls 1986, 205, Fig 38-40;

Comas 1 Sold 1984) and they have been christened the Laietana 1.

Provenance

At least seventeen certain or possible kiln sites are known, the
majority of which are in Catalonia, although some kilns are known
in France. The evidence for these sites was set out by

Pascual-Guasch in 1977 and has been reviewed critically by Keay
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and Joneg (1982), A varlety of vessels were made at these kilns.
Beltran-Lloris has suggested that Dr 1C ‘imitations' stamped
5.C.G. were made at the El Rinconcillo kiln at Algeciras (1877,
107-10>. However, the first century AD dating of the kiln
(Peacock 1974, 241) appears to be too late for Dr 1C and while the
vessels could be residual, it is possible that the form may be
related to the Pascual 1, possibly hinting that the form may have
been made occasionally in Baetica.

The Catalonian vessels have a distinctive fabric which occurs in
two varieties which even without the evidence of the kilns is
characteristic enough to allow thir attribution. The fabrics have
been well described by Williams (1981) and while Peacock and
Williams suggest that there may be minor typological differences
between vessels in the two fabrics (1986, 95, Fig 31), at present
the evidence is slight.

The evidence for French production is less satisfactory, with only
brief mentions of finds at kilns and no fabric descriptions so far
being published. Production is known at Aspiran (Hérault) (Genty
and Fiches 1978, 63-6, Fig 2, 1) where vessels were stamped ATEP
or LAETI (Laubenheimer 1985, 422, Fig 185, 1-2). Corneilhan
(Hérault) <(Laubenheimer and Widemann 1977, Fig 3, 2), Montans
(Tarn) (Gallia 41 1983, 4998, Fig 29), where vessels were stamped
TARANI (Laubenheimer 1985, 422, Fig 195, 3) and possibly at
Saint-Sernin (Sabir et &l 1983, 110; Laubenheimer 1985, 312-15,

Fig 171).

Contents

The contents of the amphorae has not been demonstrated

scientificaliy or by tituli picti although some from the Los
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Ullastres wreck appear to have contained a wine llke substance
(Foerster 1976, 89; Tchernia 1986, 144>, As Pliny (NH, XIV, 71)
and Martial (I, 26, 9-10) testify to the quality of Spanish wine
(though not necessarily high quality (Purcell 1985, 18)) it is
usually held that the contents of the Pascual 1 were this wine.
Although vessels are not reported as having resinous linings
usually characteristic of wine amphorae, the discovery of Dr 2-4
wine amphorae at many of the Catalonian kilns strongly supports
this interpretation. Strabo's description of Baetican wine may
support the idea that the El Rinconcillo vessels were predecessors
of the later Baetican Dr 2-4, If the OSpanish vessels are
correctly 1dentified as wine amphorae it may follow that the
French finds were also wine amphorae. This would be supported by
the manufacture of Dr 28, Dr 2-4 and Gauloise amphorae - all wine
amphorae - at the kilns in Hérault. Corsi-Sciallano and Liou

(1985, 144) give the capacity of the Pascual 1 as 22L.

Chronology

Laietana 1 although typologically earlier than Pascual 1 are not
dated earlier than Pascual 1 which occur in late Republican
contexts at La Vayéde and Vielle-Toulouse (Tchernia 1971, 52-4;
1986, 143-4) and in other later first century BC contexts (Keay
and Jones 1982, 47) and with Dr 1B in the Cap Béar III wreck
(Colls 1986) and apparently in the Dramont A wreck (Tchernia 1986,
143; Colls 1986, 204>. Tchernia suggested that the type went out
of use in the Claudio-Neronian period and this has been supported
by Galliou (1984, 33, Fig 14) on the basis of site finds from
Armorica. It 1is difficult to reconcile this terminal date with

the absence of the type from Claudian foundations in Britain and
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Germany. It is possible that the type was less widely available
away from the Atlantic seaboard and so their absence need not be
of chronological significance. However, the type is found in a
number of Augustan contexts in the Benelux countries and the
Rhineland which suggests that at some stage vessels were available
in these areas (Liberchies, Graff 1978, 41, Pl 9, 1;
Goeblingen-Nospelt Burial B; Thill 1967a, Taf III, 11, 56, XII,
B11l, BS56; Livingen, Krier 1979; The Titelberg, Luxemburg Mus,
unpub; Nijmegen, J.H. van der Werff pers comm; Xanten, Heimberg
1987, 455, Abb 16, 11, 127; Gechter 1979, 66, Abb 29, 7; Neuss,
'Ibid 68, Abb 28, 8; Holsterhausen, Stieren 1954, 169, Abb 4,
Basel-Minsterhiigel, Furger-Gunti 1979a, 94-5; Amiens (Amiens Mus,
unpub); Beaurieux-les-Gréves, Fitzpatrick 1984a, 16), Dangstetten
(Fingerlin 1986, (MNV 10> and Lyon, 1la Favorite <(Becker et al

1886, 74).

As the La Longarina, Ostia deposit contains both Pascual 1 and
Catalonian Dr 2-4 (Hesnard 1980, 145-6) and Catalonian Dr 2-4
occur at Haltern (Tchernia and Zevi 1972, 52), it is evident that
the type which was to supersede Pascual 1 was being exported by
the end of the first decade AD if not earlier (Ch 2.2.3). While
both types could have been made side-by-side for a short period it
1s difficult to accept this overlap running for as much as forty
years. Reservations about this have been expressed elsewhere
(Fitzpatrick 1985a, 319) and these appear to be confirmed the
association of Pascual 1 and Catalonian Dr 2-4 in only one of
fourteen wrecks containing Catalonian Dr 2-4, Even in this wreck
(the Sud Lavezzi 3) there was onl;zgascual 1 in a large cargo
comprised almost exclusi