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It is, at the time of writing in 1992, seven years 
since completion of the samian report on the 
collection from the large-scale excavations in the 
1970s at Pierce bridge. Publication of this important 
site with its 3rd-century fort and its wealth of fiilds 
is still awaited. An up-dated summary of the samian 
report was read to the 1992 meeting of Study Group 
for Roman Pottery in Lincoln, where the theme was 
the 3rd century. It has been suggested to the writer 
that the following paper might be of general interest. 

Pierce bridge is a small village five miles west of 
Darlington on Dere Street, approximately half-way 
between Catterick and Binchester. It lies astride the 
River Tees where the river is the boundary between 
the counties of Durham and North Yorkshire. The 
excavations, in which the writer first participated 
from school nearby, were carried out from 1969 to 
1981 under the general direction of Peter Scott, who 
sadly died in 1987. The chronology of the 
excavations which follows is his. The site, lying at 
an important bridging point, existed at least as a 
civil settlement from c AD 90 right through the 
Roman period to the 5th century. Civilian 
occupation is evident both north and south of the 
river. To the south, this included a villa which was 
built c AD 100 and dismantled by AD 200. 
Activities in the northern vicus are known to have 
included the use of a pottery kiln, apparently 
operating c AD 90-1201130, and the Tofts Field 
contained a building tentatively identified as a small 
temple, as well as numerous strip-buildings which 
included evidence of metal-working. For the first 
two centuries the army has proved more elusive: no 
fort contemporary with the early civil settlement was 
positively identified by surveyor noted during 
excavation. However, it has been suggested that the 
evidence of the excavation may indicate an early 
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fort underlying the 3rd-century one (Andrew 
Fitzpatrick, pers comm). The army presumably built 
Dere Street itself and a timber bridge after c AD 90, 
as well as a second (stone) bridge upstream when 
the timber bridge was swept away in a flood c AD 
l70-180 (for a summary of this and related topics, 
see Bidwell and Holbrook 1989, 110-112, 
153-154). The late fort was not established until 
around 270; it is believed to have been reduced to 
care and maintenance between 300 and 350, but 
then was reoccupied to the end of the 4th century at 
least. 

The later samian ware from Pierce bridge is of the 
greatest interest for the supply and use of samian in 
the northern military area in the later Roman period, 
when the difficulties of dating are well-known. It 
seems increasingly necessary to stress that it is 
historically dated sites which date pottery and not 
vice versa (see Bulmer 1980, 48), and it is 
unfortunate that there is so little independent 
evidence for dating sites in the late 2nd and 3rd 
centuries. Despite its fragmentary nature, the samian 
ware recovered from the late fort at Pierce bridge 
and from contemporary phases in the civil 
settlement is noteworthy, if only because the fort 
appears to have been founded a few years after the 
last imports had arrived in Britain from the East 
Gaulish production centres. 

From these excavations came 6960 sherds of 
samian, representing a maximum of 5543 vessels. 
Maximum numbers are employed, since it became 
evident from experience that the estimation of 
minimum numbers of vessels in large groups was 
little more than guesswork. There were 159 potters' 
stamps, 148 of them on plain vessels and lIon 
moulded bowls. There was a total of 300 moulded 
bowls with identifiable decoration. When consider-
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ing the dating of the material, it was clear that both 
the stamped and decorated samian should be taken 
into account. The Central Gaulish ware would have 
been unrealistically preponderant if the evidence of 
the stamps alone were considered. By including the 
less accurately dated unstamped plainware too, the 
quantity of South Gaulish samian was seen to be 
small, but not negligible. 4% of all the samian ware 
came from the South Gaulish area of production, 
more or less all of it produced at La Graufesenque 
in the Domitianic-Trajanic period. One or two 
fragments from 2nd-century Montans were 
suspected. 79% of the total originated in Central 
Gaul, mostly at Lezoux. There was no Central 
Gaulish ware of 1st-century date at Piercebridge, 
although a few vessels are known to have reached 
Scotland in the 80s. There were only a few products 
of Les Martres-de-Veyre, including four decorated 
bowls and two stamps, dated to the Trajanic
Hadrianic period, and one Antonine fragment may 
have originated at Vichy. 

17% of the total was East Gaulish, reaching 27-28% 
in certain areas of excavation. Difficulties of attribution 
to specific production-centres were frequently 
encountered when the only indication was the general 
appearance of the ware. Despite the fact that many 
indeterminate fragments could be assigned only to an 
unspecified origin in East Gaul, it was clear that 
Rheinzabem and Trier products were predominant, 
composing respectively around 70% and 20% of the 
East Gaulish samian. Since indeterminate fragments in 
some Trier fabrics can be confused with late-2nd 
century Lezoux ware, the proportion of Trier vessels 
and hence the East Gaulish total as a whole may be 
greater than this estimate. As will be seen later, the 
decorated vessels included examples from the early 
2nd-century workshops of Ch emery, La Madeleine and 
Heiligenberg. Although the quantity of Argonne ware 
at Piercebridge as at Corbridge and York (Dickinson 
and Hartley 1971, 132) appeared low on the evidence 
of the stamps alone, by including the plain and 
decorated sherds it was seen that the Argonne vessels 
represented as much as 10% of the East Gaulish 
imports. It seems likely that samian from East Gaul 
was not all transported via the Rhine, but was probably 
reaching the North-east from the Argonne region via 
the Seine. It is possible that shiploads from the 
Argonne could have reached Piercebridge, if not up the 
Tees, then perhaps overland from the Tyne where its 
products have been found at South Shields (Dore, 
Greene and Johns 1979, 102, 121-124; Dore and 
Dickinson 1983, 54--55). 

Looking at the samian from a chronological 

viewpoint, the South Gaulish ware from all contexts 
consisted of mere fragments of vessels manufactured 
largely in the Domitianic-early Trajanic period. As 
for the earliest Central Gaulish samian, the few 
products of Les Martres-de-Veyre noted above were 
probably of Trajanic or early Hadrianic origin. Their 
scarcity on the site does not necessarily indicate a 
reduction in occupation: a trough in supply in the 
Trajanic period has now been noted at several 
locations where occupation may be presumed to 
have continued. It is important to consider all the 
dating evidence available from Piercebridge (see 
Marsh 1981, 216), and we must await the final 
report to gain an over-view. Meanwhile, one may 
say that even in the Hadrianic period the samian 
stamps revealed only a small build-up in supply 
from Lezoux. However, the larger increase in 
decorated vessels of Hadrianic date, including East 
Gaulish wares, certainly would support continuity of 
occupation on the site. This may distinguish 
Piercebridge from other hinterland sites where the 
absence of work by Hadrianic potters has been 
noted and where evacuation has been presumed (see 
Hartley 1972, 33 table V). 

At Piercebridge, steady growth of supply was 
apparent in the early Antonine period. A sharp 
increase was recorded in the later 2nd century, 
reaching a peak in the period c AD 160-190. In this 
period 24 Central Gaulish potters, all Antonine and 
mostly working after 160, were represented by more 
than one plainware stamp, frequently using the same 
die. Some potters were represented by three or four 
stamps. Potitianus ii, for instance, stamped four 
vessels, all with the same die (2a); two of these 
were recovered from the Tofts Field 1974 
excavations discussed below. The recurrence of 
stamps might have been thought to represent batches 
of samian delivered in the late-Antonine period to a 
specialist shop in the vicus, as is known to have 
happened at Castleford where 416 stamps and 
signatures belonged to c 59 potters (see Rhodes 
1989, 53). However, at Piercebridge in general, 159 
stamps represented around 95 potters; none of the 
individual excavations produced indications of new 
stores of pottery. The comparatively large number of 
decorated bowls (29) in the style of Doeccus may 
suggest that his products were available at 
Piercebridge by contract with his firm at Lezoux. 
They were indeed more frequent than contemporary 
bowls of the usually more popular firm of Patemus 
v (Patemus 11 in Stanfield and Simpson 1958), 
whose output may have been second only to 
Cinnamus's. It was suggested long ago (op cif xlix) 
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that at Corbridge large numbers of bowls by their 
contemporary, Casurius, indicated a direct shipment 
to the Tyne of a consignment from that firm. It may 
be added as an aside that at Pierce bridge the work 
of Casurius was not particularly common. 

Despite the difficulties of dating late 2nd-century 
material, it may appear that there was some fall-off 
in the supply from Lezoux to Britain in the last 
decade, but this could be a result partly of dating 
some potters up to c AD 190 rather than up to the 
turn of the century. Exportation from Lezoux 
certainly appears to have ended by AD 200, 
following the troubles with Clodius Albinus in 197. 
A note here may be made on Anthony King's 
published statement (King 1981, 69) that 

"Simpson and Birley's hypothesis (in Stanfield and 
Simpson 1958, xl-xli; Frere 1967, 291) that Severus 
destroyed the kilns at Lezoux after the battle at Lyon, 
because their proprietors supported Clod ius Albinus, does 
not accord with the revised chronology, nor with the lack 
of evidence of destruction at the kilns themselves." 

The suggestion that Simpson and Birley or Frere 
referred to physical destruction of the kilns is in fact 
erroneous; the original reference was to commercial 
ruin, and for that very reason there is indeed no 
archaeological evidence of destruction. It should be 
added that there seems no good reason to follow 
Anthony King's speculation, referred to as "the 
revised chronology" (King 1981, 71) that many 
Central Gaulish imports currently dated as Antonine 
were 3rd-century. We still await proper publication 
of King's data in order to judge the basis and 
validity of his justifications (see King 1981, 62 and 
1984, 51). Meanwhile, it is enough to state that 
Joanna Bird wrote a comprehensive response to this 
theory several years ago (Bird 1986, 146). It is 
unnecessary to rehearse her conclusions, save to 
repeat that there is no evidence to suggest that 
Lezoux samian was reaching Britain after c AD 200. 

The most prolific firm, that of Cinnamus, is 
generally agreed to have been engaged in the 
production of plain and moulded samian vessels in 
the decades between c AD 135 and 175. King 
(1981, 66) has proposed production from the 130s 
for over a century into the 230s. His more recent 
position is not so clear (see King 1984, 56), but his 
original proposition should be dealt with. Not only 
would such an extension of production represent a 
total upheaval in the traditions and methods of the 
Central Gaulish industry, but, moreover, the quality 
of these supposedly 3rd-century vessels is totally 
unlike those products of Lezoux which are known to 
have been made in the 3rd century for the local 

market alone. Indeed, the dull brownish surface 
which is often found on late 2nd-century Lezoux 
ware does not appear on the products of Cinnamus 
at Pierce bridge or in any other late groups ever seen 
by the present writer. Nor is there sufficient 
evidence of the use of old, worn moulds which one 
would expect if they were still in use in the 3rd 
century. As anyone used to handling large quantities 
of these Antonine products will have noticed, one of 
the features of Cinnamus's output is its consistency. 
There seems no need to believe that some of 
Cinnamus's bowls were produced in the 230s simply 
because they occur in contexts dated independently 
to that period. King (1984, 56) has acknowledged 
the possibility of their survival in use, and clear 
evidence of the extended life of 2nd-century samian 
will be given below. It may be said that in the case 
of Cinnamus, there is no evidence at Piercebridge 
that his firm was producing bowls in the 3rd 
century. Although there was an abundance of 
Antonine and later material, it was in fact the earlier 
styles of Cinnamus which were the most frequently 
represented. These included the early-Antonine 
ovolo Rogers 1974, B144, occurring on bowls of 
characteristically good quality. Indeed, his ovolo 
Rogers B223, which is universally agreed to feature 
in his later work, occurred on only two pieces in the 
entire collection. 

As has been noted elsewhere (eg Hartley 1966, 
55), it is very important that the residuality of 
pottery should not be understated, or indeed ignored. 
It is an incontrovertible fact that an average 
medieval pit in Chester, for instance, will contain 
more Roman pottery than medieval - and most of it 
can be guaranteed to be of the early 2nd century! 
No-one would claim that all this pottery was being 
made or used in the Middle Ages. Similarly, one 
would not claim that the Neronian or Flavian samian 
commonly found in early-2nd century deposits was 
still being produced at that time; the material again 
is clearly residual. And yet, such unfounded 
suggestions as these might not be unheard of, if one 
were to look around for proof of a theory on the 
evidence of statistics alone. It is the writer's 
growing belief that purely statistical analysis, in this 
discipline as in all else, can be used both selectively 
and with deep conviction to support any number of 
conflicting theories. 

There is no doubt that when vessels of apparently 
earlier date were recovered from late contexts at 
Piercebridge, either they represented rubbish 
survival or they were pottery whose life had been 
prolonged in use. If samian is to be used as a dating 
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tool, it is advisable to take into account the 
condition of the individual sherds as well as their 
decoration, etc. It is also important to understand 
that the date given by the specialist in a samian 
report is only the possible range in date of 
manufacture, and that it is not to be taken as the 
date of deposition (see Bulmer 1980, 49). An 
illustration may be given. At Piercebridge there 
were two, unrelated, contexts containing decorated 
samian in the early style of Cinnamus or an 
associate, which was produced in the period c AD 
135- 160. One context at the 2nd-century villa 
(Harding 1984, 16) yielded three samian vessels of 
contemporary manufacture, of which the bowl in the 
early style of the Cinnamus group showed little sign 
of wear from use. Although broken in many pieces, 
this vessel was almost complete. The second 
context, in the Main Ditch of the late 3rd-century 
fort, produced two decorated samian sherds, one of 
Trajanic origin at Les Martre-de-Veyre and one 
small fragment by the early Cinnamus group. The 
latter piece had seen repair-work before the vessel's 
final demise and the dispersal of its fragments. Of 
these only this single sherd of the vessel was 
recovered here, constituting re-deposited rubbish. 
Both these vessels of the Cinnamus group were 
clearly produced in the early Antonine period, but 
one can only speculate as to how long either of 
them had survived in use before breakage. However, 
it is certain that they were not deposited in these 
particular contexts at the same time as each other, or 
even in the same century. Hence the importance of 
distinguishing between the specialist's dates of 
manufacture and the study of dates of deposition. 

The dating of samian ware from East Gaul is even 
more problematic than in the case of Central Gaul. 
For instance, it is often impossible to distinguish 
between plain sherds produced in the 2nd century 
and those of 3rd-century origin. Nevertheless, at 
Piercebridge a large body of 2nd-century imports 
was indicated, beginning probably in the Hadrianic 
period, and reaching a peak in the later 2nd century 
with the contemporary increase of imports into 
Britain from both Rheinzabern and Trier. The earlier 
2nd-century material included products of La 
Madeleine, Heiligenberg and the Argonne, whose 
dating is considered in the final Piercebridge report. 
It may be added that a late context in a further 
small-scale excavation, River Field 1983, produced 
a decorated piece in the style of Reginus (1), 
probably belonging to his period at Heiligenberg; 
another bore decoration which included ovolo C of 
La Madeleine, and there was also a piece in the 

style of Satto and Saturninus, probably from 
Chemery. It may be noted here that the early 2nd
century material in this context was found in 
association with later samian, much of it produced 
in East Gaul in the late 2nd or 3rd century and some 
of it re-used after breakage. There is no doubt as to 
the residuality of the earlier material. 

In the case of the major centre of samian 
production at Trier, the products of Werkstatt I 
which are dated c AD 130- 150 by Huld-Zetsche 
(1972, 78) were certainly reaching northern British 
sites including Piercebridge. The very small 
numbers in which they have been recorded may 
indicate arrival in a soldier's pack rather than as an 
object of trade. They are not noted in Antonine 
Scotland, unlike the products of Werkstatt Il which 
are known at Birrens (Wild 1975, 173 no. 111 etc.) 
as well as at Piercebridge. These are now thought to 
date to c AD 140-170 and are probably 
contemporary with the Rheinzabern bowls found at 
Birrens. The dating of the later products of Trier, 
and possibly of Rheinzabern, is complicated by the 
use of earlier motifs and old moulds (see Bird 1986, 
143-144 and notes 8-9). This practice may be 
evident in the Pierce bridge collection. Styles of 
Trier potters who worked in the Antonine period 
and in the 3rd century were represented in the 
collections. This contrasts markedly with South 
Shields, where late decorated bowls from Trier 
appear absent from the published material. It is 
thought that importation of samian to Britain from 
Trier ceased altogether after 260, although 
production is believed to have continued for the 
local market until c AD 275. 

Production at Rheinzabern may have begun 
shortly after AD 140, but imports were not reaching 
Britain before 150 or 160, if we can judge from 
their absence on the Antonine Wall. It is 
conceivable that plain ware was arriving before the 
moulded bowls: at Piercebridge there were plain, but 
no decorated Rheinzabern vessels in the earlier 
Antonine phases. The later Antonine and 3rd
century potters are poorly dated, generally on the 
basis of their occurrence in well-dated contexts on 
continental sites such as Butzbach and Pfiinz. The 
potters represented at Pierce bridge included groups 
now considered to have been working up to the last 
period of production - for example the possible 
father-and-son combination of Iulius (Il) and 
Iulianus (1), also noted at South Shields (Dore, 
Greene & lohns 1979, 123-125). Although imports 
into Britain do seem to have decreased gradually in 
the 3rd century, there is no evidence for an end to 
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mainstream production at Rheinzabern in the 
220-230s to tie in neatly with the hypothetical 
"revised chronology" at Lezoux, as has been 
proposed by King (1981, 66 and 1984, 56). The 
German excavators at Rheinzabern and analysts of 
samian from the site in recent years have supported 
its termination as a centre of production, not as King 
suggested in the 220s, 230s or 240s, but in the 
second half of the 3rd century (cf Rau 1977, 69; 
Reutti 1983, 67; Bernhard 1981, 90; Nuber in 
Bittner 1986, 251; Bittner 1986, 254). Certainly a 
denarius of Severus Alexander, dated AD 231-235, 
was found in one building excavated on the site -
not, one may note, in an occupation level as King 
(1981, 66) stated, but in a foundation trench (Rau 
1977, 69). There was also a burnt layer over part of 
the site which yielded an antoninianus of Postumus 
(AD 259-268). These coins surely indicate only that 
a foundation trench of the building was dug not 
before AD 231, and that (as was admitted by King 
1981, 71) the burning of at least part of the site took 
place in or more probably after AD 259. The most 
likely event leading to the termination of imports 
into Britain still seems to be the barbarian incursions 
which are considered to have taken place around 
AD 259-260. This, the Germans believe, was 
followed by a little production on a drastically 
reduced scale for the local market up to the troubles 
around 275 . There seems no good reason at present 
to adopt any other, more hypothetical chronology. 

Thus a terminal date of manufacture around AD 
260 has been adopted for East Gaulish vessels at 
Piercebridge. The latest samian imports are clearly 
of great interest; the late fort itself is believed to 
have been constructed c AD 270. The latest 
Rheinzabern potters represented by moulded bowls 
included not only Iulius (U)/Iulianus (I), but also the 
Ware mit Zierglied 0382 und 363, both probably 
representing production in the range c AD 
210/220-260. The latest moulded bowls by Trier 
potters included the work of the Dignus/Primanus 
group, dated c AD 235-250 by Huld-Zetsche (1971, 
abb. I and 24lf. ). Further detailed discussion of the 
decorated samian, stamps, and forms must be left 
for the publication of the final report. 

Attention should be drawn to late pottery which 
succeeded samian production. One fragment found 
in association with late 4th-century coarse pottery, 
was from a roller-stamped bowl apparently produced 
around the middle of the 4th century in the late 
Argonne industry. Instances of late Argonne ware 
found in northern England are extremely rare: one 
example is at York (see Fulford 1977, 76) and 

another has been noted at Chester (Bulmer 1980, 
26). A second vessel from Pierce bridge may also 
have been a late Argonne product. This was a plain 
red-slipped dish, which was recovered in fragments 
from the topsoil of the main Fort Ditch and from the 
East-West Road, together with a coin of AD 
273-280 and coarse pottery of the late 4th century. 
Without the characteristic roller-stamping of the 
bowl form, plain wares have rarely been recognised. 
Fulford (1977, 42) suggested that plain imports 
began in the earlier 4th century, but it is not at all 
clear when, or indeed if, there was a break between 
samian production and the succeeding late Roman 
industry. There is reason to think that importation of 
Argonne samian, in particular mortaria, continued in 
the 3rd century, and I am told that there is a sherd 
of late Argonne ware on the Outer Limes, 
abandoned in the 260s (Brian Hartley, pers comm). 

Having already considered the subject of 
residuality of pottery, attention should also be drawn 
to evidence of the extended life in use of samian 
ware. The conclusions of the final Piercebridge 
report may be repeated here. In all the collections 
examined, the samian displayed considerable 
evidence of much use, mostly on footrings and 
bases, and few vessels if any appeared to have been 
unused. The basal interiors of 30 vessels had been 
completely scoured away, and some had then been 
polished. Most were bowls, many of the flanged 
bowl form 38; they may be thought to have been 
used as mixing-bowls rather than for the extraction 
of samian dust (cf. Marsh 1981, 229). Sixteen 
vessels displayed graffiti and several footrings had 
had nicks incised on their standing surface, 
presumably by their owners. 

Altogether, 74 vessels exhibited repair-work. Most 
of these were manufactured after AD 150, and most 
involved rivet-holes of the drilled, round variety. 
Both lead and bronze rivetting were evident, but not 
all were necessarily successful and some holes 
certainly had been left incompletely drilled. All the 
cut, dove-tailed instances occurred on vessels 
manufactured after AD 150 (cf Marsh 1981, 227). 
However, in this particular case this fact was not 
necessarily indicative of the dating of dove-tailed 
rivetting, as most of the repaired vessels were 
manufactured after 150. It is interesting that several 
vessels of form 33 had been repaired; if these were 
cups, the repair may not have been water-tight (but 
see Marsh lac cif). Several more repairs had been 
performed on mortaria, despite the weakness which 
would surely have resulted from the repair. In 
general, although the great majority of repaired 
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pieces had been manufactured after c AD 150 and 
probably 160, there were perhaps more earlier 2nd
century products than might have been expected. 
The repair of some vessels may have occurred at a 
later date when they were already old. It is likely 
that some at least of the later 2nd-century products 
were repaired in the 3rd century. The low proportion 
of the latest East Gaulish products among the 
repaired vessels could suggest that repairs here were 
taking place no later than the early 3rd century. On 
the other hand, it could also be argued that the later, 
increasingly scarce samian ware was being used so 
carefully in the 3rd century that repairs were less 
necessary! 

There were 27 counters of varying size, 14 
spindle-whorls of which some at least had seen use, 
and two discs which were probably unfinished 
spindle-whorls. At least ten vessels had been sawn 
down, presumably after accidental breakage, and 
frequently the upper edge was ground down to 
disguise the break. Three of these were mortaria 
from a 3rd-century context in the vicus at Tofts 
Field; two were of late 2nd- or 3rd-century origin in 
East Gaul, of which one had also been repaired. 
Three sawn pieces were recovered from the Main 
Ditch, including a lion-headed spout. There was also 
one piece which had probably been used as a rubber 
or scraper, and one enigmatic object, pyramid
shaped and only one cm. high, which was recovered 
from a medieval wall. It is possible that this piece 
had served some colouring, cosmetic or medicinal 
purpose, whether in the Roman period or later. 

Over 50 footrings appeared to have been reused 
upside-down after breakage from the rest of the 
vessel. The great majority of these were of late
Antonine manufacture, although some were of late 
2nd- or 3rd-century origin in East Gaul. Their reuse 
was suggested by the bands of wear below the base 
within the footring and by worn patches above and 
below the centre of the base; some had been sawn. 
The reuse of such pieces as palettes, lids or 
spinning-tops has already been suggested (see 
Bulmer 1980a, 89; Marsh 1981, 229). None of the 
Piercebridge examples were drilled as they were at 
London, but this would not have precluded some 
from having been spun by hand; many were of form 
31 or 3IR with a high basal 'kick'. Others had a flat 
basal interior which could not have been spun. 
Some, with a worn band only inside the footring, 
may have been used as lids for other vessels. 
Others, showing more wear, could have been used 
upside-down as palettes, for colouring, cosmetic or 
medicinal purposes if not for the kitchen. 

There was, then, an exceptionally large number of 
repaired and reused samian vessels, a feature which 
was not noted among the other pottery at 
Piercebridge (Louise Hird, pers comm). This may 
support the perhaps old-fashioned view that samian 
was seen as a valuable commodity, if not a luxury 
item (cf. Griffiths 1989, 76). A craftsman working 
in the civil settlement may have been not only 
repairing samian vessels, but also producing such 
items as counters, spindlewhorls and "palettes", 
presumably from broken vessels. About a third of 
all the re-worked pieces came from excavations in 
the vicus east of the fort in the Tofts Field. These 
excavations also produced more than half of all the 
repaired vessels. Repair-work, involving both lead 
and bronze, was particularly evident among the 
samian from the area of Tofts Field which was 
excavated in 1974. Such activity could well have 
been related to the metal-working known to have 
been carried out in a building there (P. R. Scott in 
Wilson 1975, 235), probably in the late-2nd and 3rd 
centuries. A similar situation may be evident in the 
Romano-British industrial settlement at Prestatyn 
(Ward 1989, 154). The relationship between pottery 
and metal-work has also been noted, for instance at 
Verulamium and various continental sites (see 
Rhodes 1989, 45-46, 49). At Wroxeter there were 
repaired vessels among samian which has been 
considered a stall-holder's reserve stock (see 
Atkinson 1942, 147-176; Rhodes 1989,55). Marsh 
(1981, 227) has noted that in the 19th century 
rivetting by specialists was often combined with the 
sale of second-hand goods. As noted above, there is 
little evidence among the sample from Piercebridge 
for a shop selling new samian there; few vessels, if 
any, were unused. The recurrence of work by 
specific potters might have been thought to indicate 
the delivery of batches, perhaps to a shop in the 
vicus. However, even in the Tofts Field excavations 
where one might have anticipated such a shop, as 
many as 21 potters produced the 25 stamps which 
originated in Antonine Lezoux. 

Many of the heavily worn, repaired and re-used 
vessels were manufactured in the late 2nd- or 3rd
century, as has been recorded at such sites as the 
Chester vicus (Bulmer 1980a, 89). This may be 
evidence that samian ware does appear to have 
survived in use longer in certain periods than in 
others. In the Tofts Field excavations, most of the 
well-used and re-used pieces were found in the later 
phases. Some examples were recovered from earlier 
2nd-century contexts, and this could indicate 
continuity of activity in this area. The peak of this 
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activity may well have been a result of an increasing 
workload, perhaps associated with the short supply 
of new vessels from the end of the 2nd century 
onwards. 

As Hartley and Dickinson (1985, 82) noted 
concerning Saxon West Stow, samian ware is 
thought to have survived in use through the 3rd 
century and beyond. Preservation of antiques may 
be suggested in various late Roman contexts, such 
as the published instances at the Saxon Shore fort at 
Portchester (Morris 1975,277-278) and in the fill of 
two wells in the Chester vicus (Bulmer 1980a, 89). 
Even these late collections included 1 st and early-
2nd century pieces as well as vessels produced in 
the late-2nd or 3rd century. At Piercebridge, the 
repaired and re-used pieces suggest that samian 
could have seen prolonged life through the 3rd 
century at least. It is certain that the owners of a 
valued commodity at a remote outpost of the Roman 
Empire were preserving even their old, worn samian 
ware in the period around its total disappearance 
from the British market. 
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