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Quindici anni dopo I'inizio delle ricerche nella citta romana di Fabrateria Nova (Lazio meridionale, Italia),
emergono elementi significativi grazieallo studio dei materiali che sta contribuendo a definire meglio cronologie,
reti esterne, consumi e stili di vita. | dati pitiinteressanti per la conoscenza delle relazioni tra citta-periferia-centri
produttivi eil sistema di relazioni tra Fabrateria Nova ei centri coevi del territorio vengono proprio dall’ analisi
della ceramica comune. Quantitativamente preponderante in ogni contesto, solo di recente essa e stata oggetto di
lavoro di classificazione, all’interno di un sistema basato su un approccio formal e/tipologico tradizionale.

L’ obiettivo di questo articolo & presentare la classificazione, sottolineando |e difficolta metodol ogiche riscontrate
nella redazione dellatipologia: I’ assenza di parametri per il confronto; I’ incertezza della nomenclatura; la difficolta
nell’individuare la corretta gerarchia e nel decidere se favorireil criterio formale/tipologico o quello funzionale.
In un quadro degli studi che ha di recente visto unafioritura di ricerche simili in ambito sub-regionale, I’ obiettivo
e anche riaprire una discussione su questi temi con quanto emerso da aree urbane di cronologia simile e capire
come algoritmi di riconoscimento automatico delle forme basati sull’'lA possano essere efficaci per la
classificazione, decisiva non solo per |a caratterizzazione cronologica, ma soprattutto per la ricostruzone storica.

PrEFACE

The distinction of common ceramics within a heterogeneous group of finds is a quite
automatic action, even for non-expert archaeologists, if nothing else, because of the difference
with others, but its classification is a completely different thing. It still arises lexical issuest,

*Images and graphics, unless otherwise specified, are by the Authors.

1 Even establishing what is actually meant by “common ceramic” remains somehow problematic and the confusion denounced
by the scholar persists, since definitions continue to be used in anon-univocal way. A survey of modern archaeological literature
indicates «that there is neither a general consensus as to the definition of this pottery, nor a proper understanding of itsrole in
ancient society» (MARTIN, DE SENA 2003, p. 46). Depending on their specific background, scholars use asif they were the same
thing, terms like common ware, coarse ware, utilitarian pottery (Dyson 1976), plain ware, household pottery/ware, kitchen
ware, cooking ware, semi-coarse, semi-glazed, banded... If welook at the regional lexicons, the terms just multiply and in such
ascenario, it is even more complex to apply Hilgers' system of correspondence between the names of pottery asthey appear in
ancient sources and the finds (HiLGER 1969), not to mention the misalignment between the terminologies used for common
ceramics with different chronology.
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along with taxonomy issues, and contextual problems, such as what to include or not?, how to
assess aproper classification, how to describe, compare and value fabrics (especially in absence
of archaeometry). Such acomplexity is powered, above all, from the absence of comprehensive
reference parameters to establish comparisons, as it happens for the repertoires of much more
standardized classes.

Despite dl the challenges they entail, the temptation to resort to advanced I T tools, such as
digital tools for automatic recognition of sherds® and even before their conceptua framework,
together with tools for digital reproduction, as well as the growing practices of leveraging on the
large amount of data, even big data, to extract informeation and patterns, becomes strong, and actually
it was the lever to start the classification work of which thefirst results are presented here.

SITE FRAMEWORK AND CONTEXTS

The group of ceramics here presented comes from the excavations in the colony of
Fabrateria Nova, a late-Republican foundation (124 BCE), 150 km south of Rome (fig. 1),
which has been the core of long-term scientific activities since 2007, carried out by the German
Archaeological Institute of Rome, the University of Cassino and Southern Latium, the University
of Salento, under concession by the Superintendency of Archaeology, Fine Arts and Landscape
for the Provinces of Frosinone and Latina*. Surveys and non-invasive investigations realised
before the start of the excavations and over the years have made it possible to reconstruct the
urban plan, centred on E-W axes that cross N-S axes, drawing a regular urban plan, typical of
late-Republican coloniae.

The excavations were concentrated on the central-eastern sector of the town enabling to
rediscover structures and buildings for public use: the amphitheatre, at the very centre of the
plateau; the baths, dating to the 1% century CE; two rows of tabernae; a paved road with an E-
W course (identified as the urban section of the Via Latina) and the crossing point with a N-S
glareata; alarge porticoed square with a temple which can be dated to the Augustan period; a
monumental |ate-Republican sanctuary, enclosed on its three sides by a porticus, with a
cryptoporticus on the Eastern one. Three temples and the access to this sacred area have been
identified, al of them aligned with the grid of perpendicular roadways and supposedly integrated
inthe origina urban plan at the time of the foundation of the colony. The most recent excavations
(2022-2023) carried out by the University of Salento in the very centre of the plateau have also
brought to light what appears to be the first nucleus with residential sections identified in
Fabrateria Nova®, and interesting data on the nature and composition of the ceramic contexts
are expected from the in-depth analysis of those investigations (fig. 2).

2 Thereis no concordance between modern scholars about what is to beincluded or not in the main category of common ceramic.
Sometimes it happens to find grouped aongside common cooking ware, Internal red slip wares or African cooking wares, that
other authors prefer to deepen as separate group, because of their peculiarity, and due to a well-defined geographically and
temporally range. Issues like those could be easily overcomeif we accept (with MANNONI 1970) that common ceramic distinctive
feature actually liesin its functional nature and reduced costs, and if we join Olcese's plura definition of “common ceramics’
(OvLcesE 1993, pp. 44-45).

8 Among the others, see ARCHAIDE, FABRIC Al, ARCH-AI Scan.

4 While waiting for the extensive publication of the excavations, for a historical-topographic synthesis please refer to BESTE et
al. 2010 and Ceraupo 2004 and FErRrARI 2011 for aero photogrammetric reconstruction of ancient topography and urban
planning; for a framework and description of the structures emerging and identified during the excavations see also NicosiA
1977, De Lucia BroLLI 1983, CresceNzi 1985, BETORI, VALCHERA 2009, and FROHLICH, NicosiA 2016. Preliminary reports
about the results of the excavations carried out in the very center of the plateau (2015-2019, 2021-2022) are available in Fasti
on line https:.//www.fastionline.org/excavation/micro_view.php?item_key=fst cd&fst_cd=AIAC_2539 (last access november
3, 2023). For afirst study of ceramics, see MANziINI, VENDITTI 2016, and a more in-depth analysis on common ceramics is
being prepared (Manzini, VENDITTI forth.)

5 See preliminary report in https://www.fastionline.org/excavation/micro_view.php?fst_cd=AlIAC_2539& curcol=sea _cd-
AIAC_11775 (last access december 131, 2023).
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ATTEMPTING A CLASSIFICATION OF COMMON CERAMICS

The study of finds from Fabrateria Nova is evolving in parallel with the excavation’s
campaigns, which are till in progress, so that what is presented here can only be considered as
provisional data, at least from a quantitative point of view, while the general picture of the
assembl ages seems to be coherent with what we already know about the history of the town.

The general quantitative charts so far produced show amarked preponderance of ceramics
compared to other materials (figs. 3-5): out of atotal of 28938 sherds from all ceramic classes,
over 9263 diagnostic fragments have been selected, and 6829 are already filed, while the
completion of the documentation and the full publication is underway.

As it often happens, the common ceramics constitute the prevalent group within the
assemblages (figs. 6-7): in fact, putting together household wares, fine table wares and cooking
wares, we count over 23000 fragments (6379 diagnostics), corresponding to almost 79% of the
total of ceramics, with an NMI of 3272 individual s°.

3. GENERAL CHART OF QUANTITATIVE DATA

The approach to the classification was traditional from the beginning’, and both functional
and morphological criteriawere applied, as well as fabrics clustering, looking in the first place
at the generally accepted scientific orientations marked by strengthened theoretical and
conceptual principles.

6 We would like to point out that in calculating the NMI of common ceramics, unlike the criterion adopted for the other classes,
only the number of different edges, identified as distinctive elements of different shapes and types, was taken into consideration.
” Only recently we have been started to follow different innovative paths, among which, i.e., 3D reconstructions for the
calculation of the percentage of the whole vessel represented by the fragment (Manzini, VENDITTI forth.) and data enhancement
in an Al system-based tool for automatic recognition of pottery, within the framework of the University of Pisa Mappa LAB
project ARCHAIDE.
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4. OTHER FINDS. QUANTITATIVE DATA

5. CLASSES PERCENTAGE AMOUNT
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6. COMMON CERAMICS FROM FABRATERIA NOVA. QUANTITATIVE DATA

7. MEDIEVAL HOUSEHOLD WARES FROM FABRATERIA NOVA
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The reconstruction of the long path of studies and research on the topic of common
ceramicsand in particular on the principles of classification does not need to be addressed here?,
but it's worth recalling, among the others, Mercedes Vegas's work®, whose classification was
essentially centred on the function and the assignment of shapes to the different functional
categories was based on the texture, the treatment of the surfaces, the thickness of the walls, the
traces of fire; and Renato Peroni’s taxonomy, which still remains a milestone, with the
explanation of the various levelsin the hierarchical structure and above all the definition of type,
«una serie di manufatti contraddistinti dall’ associazione ricorrente di caratteri o attributi»', a
reproduction of a single mental model.

A crucial breakthrough then is represented by the huge research of Gloria Olcese who,
starting from the study on the ceramics of Albintimilium onward, opened theway for a‘plural’
vision of common ceramics, and contributed to overcome ageless issues about the origins, to
consider both «le ceramiche comuni prodotte nel luogo del rinvenimento (per il consumo locale
e regionale ed eventualmente per |’ esportazione)» and «le produzioni ceramiche comuni che,
per laloro qualita o perche riflesso di situazioni economiche particolari, provengono da centri
produttori esterni»*2,

If the overcoming of the bias about the productions discloses new scenarios, extreme
caution is recommended in evaluating the possibilities of isolating imported tableware during
the classification (unless, clearly, archacometry isused!). Inthissense, it wasrightly argued that
it is not feasible to distribute common ceramics among classes, a.k.a. production, but it’s better
to divide them into functional groups, which in turn are articulated in functional forms and,
when possible, into classes or productions's,

Moreover, the trickiest issue in dealing with the classification of common ceramics
ultimately remains, as Olcese properly stressed', the insufficiency of the traditional system,
based only on morphol ogy, acommon practice which among other things explainswhy we have
not yet arrived at a general typology of common ceramics, as has happened for other classes.
Ultimately, the most promising formulais a question of combining an archaeological approach
with the contribution of the exact sciences.

Objects, indeed, are not «il resto muto di una societa del passato, ma consistono di resti
frammentari di mondi una volta abitati da esseri umani che comunicavano e che agivano, che
usavano queste condizioni materiali per strutturare e difendere certe tradizioni discorsive»®®.
Material culture should be considered as a text™ to be read and decoded, always in a specific
context, within local studies and large dataset.

Within this process the typological classification fits, as a basis of any following analysis
and it is characterised by hierarchical levels that proceed from the general to the singular, like
every taxonomy?’.

Proceeding the hierarchical scale, in every object category, a class has been identified,
characterised by macroscopic morphological-functional characters, sometimes coinciding to the
form, usually morphologically and functionally more typified.

8 A recent detailed overview of the studies and research progress on the topic in CiotoLA 2020.
® VEGAS 1973.

10 Peroni 1998, p. 11.

1 OLcesE 1993.

12 OLcesE 1993, pp. 44-45.

13 Asin the case of the IRSW or the ACW (PANELLA 1996).

14 OLcEesE 1993, pp. 61-62.

15 BARRET 1991, p. 6; Lucy 2000, p. 317; BArRTOLONI 2003, pp. 18-20.

16 Cuozzo 2000, p. 326.

17 PERONI 1994, pp. 25-28; PERONI 1998, pp. 12-14.
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Such characters often deal to atypological family, namely to a typical shape of a given
environment which recallsamore or less defined cultural tradition: i.e., internal red slip painted
ware pans.

Theformal definition for “type” is, along Renato Peroni, «I’ unita tassonomica definita da
uno specifico modello comune, accettato in un circoscritto ambito geografico e cronologico»*®.
Every type might then be divided in “varieties’ and “variants’: varieties are those qualitative
variations that can be recognised quite often within a type, alternatively to other recurrent
characteristics; variants, instead, are the deviations from the standards, occasiona and isolated
samples, perhaps reflecting an attempt of innovation or alocal peculiarity or an imitation attempt
of foreign models that will not survive in the local community?*°.

Even if the theoretical approach started in the framework of the study of Italian and
European protohistory, it isworth to apply the same conceptual principles to the roman pottery,
of course considering specific studieslike the ones of Vincenzo Di Giovanni and Gloria Ol cese,
aready mentioned.

The first one, along the classification of Gabriella Gasperetti, Giuseppe Pucci and Jean-
Paul Morel?, in his study about the classes of common pottery from Pompei, uses an open tree
taxonomy classification, where, on the first step, two different main sub-classes have been
identified, along the function: the table and pantry wares and the cooking wares.

In the second one, that is useful for our case study, he identified for vessels three functional
categories, based on the ratio height/diameter of the vessels, from pans to jugs and putting the
lids apart. In each functional category, objects with specific and common formal or technical
features or already known by bibliography are called “types’. Thelast step is represented by the
so-called “shapes’, considered as real vessels belonging to the same type.

The selected model is quoted as purely morphological or operational, using Edward Cecil
Harris definition, and it does not consider concepts like identified/non identified type, local
production or imports?.

Besides Olcese underlines more than once?? the methodological disorder in pottery
classification, both in roman and medieval contexts (but even before and later in time), because
archaeological pottery classes were created from time to time along different criteria: functional
(amphora, lamps), technological (glazed ceramic) or from the origin (African ceramics)®.

Instead, the study of pottery could therefore have, asits guiding thread, the grouping and
typology of artefacts by geographical areas or production centres, in the different chronological
phases; ceramics organised in this way would constitute valid reference groups, indispensable
in the case of archaecometric analysis*.

The classification of roman coarse wares in Fabrateria Nova starts from these
methodological points and it is intended to be a first attempt to prepare a local typology by
combining the traditional method with the possibilities opened up by artificial intelligence, in
the hope that further laboratory investigations for mixtures and other classifications of ceramics
from excavations in the same micro-region (Aquinum, for example) will follow.

Indeed, the taxonomical structure of Fabrateria Nova, which is also partly inspired by
that adopted for the common ceramics of Pompeii®®, with the addition of alevel for distinguishing

18 PeroNI 1994, p. 28.

1 PeroNI 1994, p. 28.

20 MoreL 1981, p. 22; Pucci 1983, p. 260; Di GIovANNI, GASPERETTI 1993, pp. 268 ss.

2 D1 GIOVANNI, GASPERETTI 1993, p. 268; Di GiovANNI 1996, pp. 78-91.

22 OLcEsE 1996; OLcESE 2003.

2 OvLcESE 1996, p. 217.

24 OvLCESE 1996, p. 217.

% D1 GIOVANNI, GASPERETTI 1993, p. 270, which in turn openly looked at the general structure designed by Morel for the black-
glaze wares (MoReL 1994).
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the fabrics, placed between the functional forms and the main class®, arises necessarily flexible
and open: while in fact the repertoire of forms and productions seems now well known in its
general lines, the dataset available still is only partial and the project is still ongoing, so that
some surprises may emerge from time to time as new types or varieties.

Waiting to submit some samplesto archaeometric analysis, thefirst approach to the fabrics
has so far been essentially autoptic, recording data about colour, porosity, inclusions, hardness,
firing atmosphere, fracture?’. Right from the beginning, a pretty homogeneous framework has
cometo light, in which most of the common ceramics are characterized by amore or lessintense
orange mixture (Munsell 7.5YR 7/8 to 8/6), with abundant presence of medium-large sized
inclusions of limestone and volcanic. The hypothesis of alocal/regional production still needs
to be deepened, supported so far only by considerations on the undeniable homogeneity of the
productions and the formal repertoire, but in addition to mineral-petrographic analyses, a
comparison with other datasets should be decisive.

Within few, isolated fabric groups, types were distinguished according to a morphol ogical
criterion, designing finally a classification tree structured in three levels (fig. 8):

« thefirstlevel isgiven by the classically accepted functional distinction in table/pantry

common ceramics and cooking wares;

» thesecond level identifies the distinct productions, characterised by the treatment of

the pastes and surfaces and by technological features,

» thethirdlevel isrepresented by the forms, disaggregated in types, varieties and variants.

No particularly unexpected attribution problems were encountered in the classification.
In general terms, asfor the functional level, it was quite easy to isolate, both based on the shape
and the texture, a rather small nucleus of fine ceramics, with limestone paste, almost always
corresponding to closed shapes (jugs, bottles or amphorae) and certainly intended for service?.
On the other hand, much more complex is the matter relating to coarse wares: in fact, even
though the morpho-typological study (and, sometimes, the presence of traces of use) generally
makes it possible to attribute sherds to the cooking or to table and pantry pottery, especially for
very fragmentary rims or with rather generic profiles, the assignment is difficult or uncertain.

These issues have |ed to treating the table and pantry ceramicsin two subgroups (purified
and non-purified), based on the characteristics of the texture and fabrics, specifying that for the
second group there is sometimes a margin of uncertainty about the actual intended use of the
containers, especialy if there are no essential elements such as the presence of diagnostic parts,
or traces of use to contact with fire are missing.

As for the group of cooking wares, together with coarse wares of a generic italic
productions, also theinternal red-slip cooking ware and the African cooking ware are included,
although sometimes they are treated separately, because of their belonging to a very specific
production, circumscribed both chronologically and topographically and with both distribution
and diffusion models already well known, noting in addition the presence in Fabrateria Nova
of local imitation of pans and casseroles of those productions.

Just asmall group of pottery for food preparation was also isolated, which includes basins
and mortars (only 26 diagnostics) with unmistakable distinctive features.

As regards the lowest level of the structure, that of types and their varieties, the shape of
the rim and the neck, the presence or absence of handles, the profile of the wall and, occasionally,
the possible presence of decorative elements were chosen as key distinctive elements.

% The acronyms adopted in this structure and below in the text are abbreviations in Italian of the terms referring to the
combination class, production, shape.

27 According to the standards by Parise BADONI, RUGGERI GlovE 1984, pp. 54-59.

2 However, most of the diagnostic fragments are represented by handles or bottoms (both flat and with ring foot), which only
generically can be reported to closed forms that cannot be better identified.
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Despite a quite repetitive general framework in terms of shapes and models, the general
classification scheme highlights the granularity of the varieties corresponding to different
chronological phases, all however included between the late Republican age and the middie
Imperial age.

In the framework of this article, it has been chosen to focus the attempt of classification

only on cooking wares, reserving an in-depth analysis of table and pantry ceramicsfor following
works.

8. GENERAL TABLE OF THE CLASSIFICATION STRUCTURE
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COOKING WARES:. CLASSIFICATION AND TYPOLOGY SYSTEM

Within the main category of cooking pottery, three distinct macro-productions have been
recognised:

» talic “coarse” wares,

* internal red dlip painted wares,

e african cooking wares.

The quantitative prevalence of acoarse fabric clearly stands out?®, but the IRSW and ACW
vases are particularly interesting for their contexts of origin, respectively significant for their
dating value in the late Republican and mid-late Imperial phases. As regards the formal
repertoure, the cooking set consists mostly of open forms (pans, saucepans, plates/lids, cencers
and clibani) and of rare, closed forms (jars, pots) (figs. 9, a-b; 10).

9A. COARSE COOKING WARES, CLOSED FORMS: TYPOLOGY

2 Only counting the diagnostics, over 96%, compared to just 2.4% of ACW and around 0.7% of IRSW.
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9B. COARSE COOKING WARES, OPEN FORMS: TYPOLOGY
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10. INTERNAL RED SLIPWARESAND AFRICAN COOKING WARES: TYPOLOGY

Cooking ware—Jars (CF O; Pls. 1, a-b)

Among the closed forms, jars are very well represented in Fabrateria Nova with a total
number of 452 diagnostics samples, out of which 399 are rims, and although about a hundred
are not classified because of the poor state of conservation, it has been possible to build aquite
clear typological classification.

Six different types have been identified, but most specimens fall into the first two types,
the one with an enlarged rim with varied profile and the one with an almond-shaped enlarged
rim, each in turn divided into several varieties.

Thefirst type (CF O1) occursin three varieties that differ in the conformation of the rim,
shaped®, rounded®! and triangular®, with comparisons in the Latium area dating all varietiesto

% CF Ola: Fab-288; Fab-441; Fab-443; Fab-458; Fab-573; Fab-774; Fab-952; Fab-963; Fab-1078; Fab-1229; Fab-1421;
Fab-1458; Fab-1673; Fab-1971; Fab-2288; Fab-2349; Fab-2351; Fab-2373; Fab-2585; Fab-2690; Fab-2871; Fab-2891;
Fab-3609; Fab-3639; Fab-3644; Fab-3645; Fab-7260; Fab-7347.

51 CF O1b: Fab-173; Fab-438; Fab-508; Fab-560; Fab-656; Fab-722; Fab-768; Fab-775; Fab-890; Fab-942; Fab-1232;
Fab-1382; Fab-1422; Fab-1596; Fab-1694; Fab-1728; Fab-1770; Fab-2201; Fab-2359; Fab-2360; Fab-2507; Fab-2512;
Fab-2561; Fab-2621; Fab-2624; Fab-2805; Fab-2892; Fab-2982; Fab-3738; Fab-3606; Fab-3640; Fab-3643; Fab-3647;
Fab-9406.

%2 CF Olc: Fab-2; Fab-445; Fab-448; Fab-501; Fab-611; Fab-1015; Fab-1113; Fab-1233; Fab-1414; Fab-1442; Fab-1516;
Fab-1625; Fab-1790; Fab-1943; Fab-2001; Fab-2197; Fab-2198; Fab-2241; Fab-2313; Fab-2386; Fab-2394; Fab-2510;
Fab-2522; Fab-2647; Fab-2677; Fab-2639; Fab-2694; Fab-2755; Fab-2877; Fab-2878; Fab-6057; Fab-3604; Fab-3646;
Fab-9409; Fab-9956; Fab-9964; Fab-9688; Fab-9752; Fab-9829; Fab-7130; Fab-7134; Fab-7197; Fab-7339; Fab-7396;
Fab-7268.
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a period between the 4™ and 3 century BCE, with some attestations also in the 2" and 1
centuries BCE and in any case documented almost everywhere in the Middle Republican
contexts, as a continuation of Iron Age and Orientalising ceramics®.

On the other hand, the second type with an enlarged, amond-shaped rim (CF O2) isa
very characteristic type of the last two centuries of the Republic in Rome and in Latium and
southern Etruria, a true guiding fossil that closely resembles Etruscan types (e.g. the ollae in
so-called red-brown impasto)*. The typeis also abundantly documented at various sitesin the
western Mediterranean and on shipwrecks from the Late Republican period, and in Campania
it corresponds to the Di Giovanni 2311 (even if it is not quotes as amond-shaped rim) and
Ciotola ItCu431aforms™®. In the group of materials from Fabrateria Nova, two varieties have
been distinguished (CF O2a* and CF O2b3") with or without an internal groove®, but this
diversity does not correspond to a chronological difference, rather perhaps seemsto remain on
apurely functional level.

In order of the number of specimens attested, the so-called funnel-shaped type comes after
(CF 06), characterised or not by the presence of loops and a high convexly curved rim, and
even present in two varieties by the conformation of the rounded rim® and with or without a
groove on the outside or bifid or thinned rim*. Attested in the Latium and Campaniaareaduring
the early imperial age (18-2™ century CE), thistype seemsto be like the morphological repertoire
of thin-walled ceramics or common tableware, meeting strong anal ogies with some well attested
tableware amphorae from the 1% century CE*.

Next, in terms of the number of samples, is the type with an everted, non-enlarged rim
(CF 05), but subdivided into three varieties, again based on the profile of the rim (shaped®,
rounded*® and less frequently triangular®), with comparisons in the Latium region between the
late Republican and Flavian periods®™.

% OLcEsE 2003, p. 25, pp. 79-80, type 2, tav. VI, nos. 4-7.

34 OLcesE 2003, pp. 37-38 and p. 80.

35 D1 GIovANNI 1996, pp. 20-22; CioToLA 2017, pp. 253-254.

% CF O2a: Fab-259; Fab-442; Fab-534; Fab-548; Fab-720; Fab-1087; Fab-2795; Fab-2915; Fab-3586; Fab-3594; Fab-
3626; Fab-3642; Fab-9830; Fab-7127; Fab-7490; Fab-7594; Fab-7607; Fab-9031; Fab-9050; Fab-9612.

87 CF O2b: Fab-1; Fab-31; Fab-54; Fab-71; Fab-157; Fab-218; Fab-769; Fab-1631; Fab-1696; Fab-2194; Fab-2203; Fab-
2683; Fab-2793;Fab-2803; Fab-2806; Fab-2875; Fab-2894; Fab-3709; Fab-3739; Fab-4307; Fab-7200; Fab-7255;
Fab-7399; Fab-7610; Fab-7657; Fab-9049; Fab-9150; Fab-9828; Fab-10120; Fab-10132.

38 OLcese 2003, p. 80, type 3a, tav. VIII, nos. 6-7 (corresponding to variety a) and nos. 1-5 (corresponding to variety b, with
oblique internal profile).

% CF O6a: Fab-13; Fab-73; Fab-77; Fab-212; Fab-278; Fab-480; Fab-483; Fab-493; Fab-511; Fab-555; Fab-987; Fab-
1367; Fab-1396; Fab-1443; Fab-1593; Fab-1715; Fab-1751; Fab-1756; Fab-1761; Fab-1980; Fab-1984; Fab-1997;
Fab-2000; Fab-2006; Fab-2009; Fab-2190; Fab-2210; Fab-2212; Fab-2213; Fab-2221; Fab-2234; Fab-2247; Fab-2293;
Fab-2370; Fab-2385; Fab-2398; Fab-2563; Fab-2568; Fab-2579; Fab-2581; Fab-2582; Fab-2595; Fab-2860; Fab-2870;
Fab-2909; Fab-2950; Fab-2952; Fab-2967; Fab-6061; Fab-7125; Fab-7126; Fab-7317; Fab-9414; Fab-9954.

4 CF O6a: Fab-80; Fab-301; Fab-304; Fab-460; Fab-1058; Fab-1108; Fab-1249; Fab-1954; Fab-1987; Fab-1996; Fab-
2011; Fab-2015; Fab-2019; Fab-2187; Fab-2200; Fab-2215; Fab-2242; Fab-2367; Fab-2485; Fab-2560; Fab-2570;
Fab-2580; 2583; Fab-2887; Fab-2946; Fab-3592; Fab-3596; Fab-3597; Fab-3598; Fab-3599; Fab-3602; Fab-3603; Fab-
3610; Fab-3613; Fab-4336; Fab-6059; Fab-9408; Fab-9413; Fab-9415; Fab-9416.

4 DysoN 1976, 124, fig. 47, 211, n. 56 (class 37); OLcese 2003, type 3b, tav. VI, 7 and type 3c, tav. V111, no. 8 (variety a, but
also considered almond-shaped); OLcese 2003, type 9, tav. XI1, nos. 3-4 (variety b); CiotoLa 2017, 1tCud12a, fig. 54, p. 244.
42 CF Oba: Fab-131; Fab-138; Fab-1159; Fab-1231; Fab-1333; Fab-2217; Fab-2219; Fab-2348; Fab-2357; Fab-2387;
Fab-2439, Fab-2443; Fab-2489; Fab-2511; Fab-2824; Fab-2865; Fab-3589; Fab-3593, Fab-3595, Fab-3607, Fab-3608,
Fab-7413.

4 CF O5c: Fab-21; Fab-227; Fab-285; Fab-604; Fab-765; Fab-766; Fab-772; Fab-1001; Fab-1041; Fab-1177; Fab-1238;
Fab-1146; Fab-2014; Fab-2329; Fab-2345; Fab-2376; Fab-2859; Fab-3605, Fab-7333, Fab-7336, Fab-7338, Fab-7342;
Fab-9404.

4 CF Ob5b: Fab-885; Fab-1023; Fab-1763; Fab-2344; Fab-3590.

4 OLcesE 2003, pp. 82-83, type 7, tav. X, no. 4.
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Related to the previous type is the one with a horizontal“® or curved brimmed rim* (CF
O3) circulating in the Roman area as early as the late Republican age and documented in the
Augustan age up to the middle Imperial age, with some slight changesin the morphology of the
brim that becomes more markedly sloping; in Campaniait corresponds to the [tCu445a Ciotola
type®®, represented, however, by only one specimen®.

Finaly, atype (CF O4) was identified that is represented by only three fragments®, but
which cannot be traced back to any of the previous jars. it is characterised by a more or less
vertical collar rim, set directly on the shoulder, and a globular body. In the Campanian area it
corresponds to the 1tCu4dlla Ciotola type™, which is aso represented at Cumae by a few
specimens that show a strong link to the repertoire of thin-walled ceramics, already emphasised
by other authors and datable to the imperia age between the 1% and 3™ century CE.

Cooking ware — Pots (CF P; Pls. 2, a-b)

Largely widespread in all the contexts investigated are the pots, with a total of 462
diagnostics sherds, out of which 458 are rims. Unfortunately, about a hundred of them are not
comparable because the pieces are extremely fragmentary, but this lack does not preclude the
possibility of outlining the typological framework, which appears quite clear.

Many of the identified fragments fall into the typological family of brimmed-rim pots
(CF P1), which comein avast and particularly rich range of varieties®.

The type, widespread between the 1% century BCE and the 3 century CE, has been
subdivided based on the shape of the brimmed rim and its inclination into seven varieties; the
shape of the body, on the other hand, has not been considered for typological purposes due to
the fragmentary state of preservation of the pieces.

The first variety (a) has a thickened horizontal brimmed rim, with or without grooves
(both on the brim and on the rim) and an attachment between the rim and wall at aright angle,
or which sometimes may form a very narrow groove. Regarding the profile of the rim, it may
be more or less squared, rounded and sometimes enlarged below: in the few fragmentsin which
itispartly preserved, the wall may be vertical®, flared® or convex®and the presence of a socket

% CF O3a: Fab-941; Fab-1117; Fab-1157; Fab-1748; Fab-2577; Fab-2692; Fab-2826; Fab-3578; Fab-3747.

4 CF O3b: Fab-995; Fab-1086; Fab-1088; Fab-1111; Fab-1311; Fab-1714; Fab-2225; Fab-2343; Fab-2358; Fab-2369;
Fab-2513; Fab-2514; Fab-2780; Fab-3575; Fab-9687.

8 |t isapot with an ovoid body and slightly convex vertical walls, cfr. CiotoLa 2017, p. 267, form 1tCu445a, and p. 268, fig.
64, no. 3.

49 OLcEsE 2003, type 5, tav. 1X, nos. 3-6 and type 10, tav. XII, no. 5; has similarity with type 8 QUERcIA 2008, p. 200, fig. 2,
no. 8.

% Fab-998; Fab-1390; Fab-2594.

51 CiotoLA 2017, p. 241, 1tCu411a, fig. 54, nos. 1-2.

%2 Thetypeis strongly characteristic of the Itaian production of the imperial eraand there have been severd attempts to classify it
for different geographical areas (Campania, with Di Giovanni, and Lazio, with Olcese), but none managesto fully satisfy the needs
of thesampleat alocal level (CiotoLa 2017, pp. 229-230); for this reason, following the example of CiotoLA 2017, anew subdivision
into varieties was proposed which partly corresponds to the existing ones, but which better adapts to the material examined.

% CF Pla-1: Fab-488; Fab-503; Fab-504; Fab-582; Fab-838, Fab-939; Fab-1039; Fab-1180; Fab-1181; Fab-1228; Fab-
1237; Fab-1337; Fab-1383; Fab-1687; Fab-1701; Fab-1710; Fab-1758, Fab-1783; Fab-1956; Fab-1970; Fab-1957;
Fab-2060; Fab-2061, Fab-2184; Fab-2185; Fab-2236; Fab-2244; Fab-2330; Fab-2540; Fab-2574; Fab-2586; Fab-2665;
Fab-2918; Fab-2971; Fab-3506; Fab-3513; Fab-3515; Fab-3521; Fab-3551; Fab-3554; Fab-3576; Fab-3579; Fab-4308;
Fab-4312; Fab-4317; Fab-4323; Fab-4333; Fab-4334; Fab-6025; Fab-6080; Fab-7391; Fab-7417; Fab-7597; Fab-7604;
Fab-7648; Fab-7269; Fab-9023; Fab-9420; Fab-9422; Fab-9983.

% CF Pla-2: Fab-274; Fab-290; Fab-481; Fab-680; Fab-1347; Fab-1620; Fab-1653; Fab-1679; Fab-1773; Fab-1784; Fab-
1786; Fab-1958; Fab-2063; Fab-2064; Fab-2363; Fab-2490; Fab-2541; Fab-2552; Fab-3520; Fab-3573; Fab-3588;
Fab-6050; Fab-7383; Fab-9410; Fab-9411; Fab-9412; Fab-9417; Fab-9418.

% CF Pla-3: Fab-292; Fab-489; Fab-580; Fab-584; Fab-619; Fab-626; Fab-628; Fab-630; Fab-676; Fab-677; Fab-836;
Fab-958; Fab-1107; Fab-1335; Fab-1479; Fab-1491; Fab-1512; Fab-2181; Fab-2509; Fab-2587; Fab-2689; Fab-2864;
Fab-3083; Fab-3547; Fab-3560; Fab-3569; Fab-3859; Fab-4305; Fab-4310; Fab-4330; Fab-4335; Fab-6026; Fab-6027;
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between the brim and the wall is also how and then possible. In afew specimens with convex
walls*® a marked narrowing at the attachment of the convex wall has been observed, and they
find precise comparisons at Cosa with Dyson’s Class 22, dated between the 1% and 3" century
CE®’. In general, the most pertinent comparisons are found in the Latium®® and Campania® areas
with achronology mainly in the Augustan age, but the variety also known in the late Republican
age and present until the Flavian age.

The second variety (b) has an oblique brimmed rim, with or without grooves, sloping
upwards with or without sockets; where preserved, the walls may be straight or slightly flared®
or convex®: this variety also finds counterparts in the Latium and Campanian area and has the
same chronological range as the variety a, between the late Republican age and the 1% century
CE®2,

Variety c, on the other hand, has an oblique brimmed rim, sloping downwards, with or
without grooves or sockets and a rectilinear®® or most frequently a convex wall%, where
preserved. Similar pots are always found in the Latium and Campania areas®, dating from
between the Augustan age and the 1% century CE in the Latium area (Vasanell0)%, but with
evidence also from the late antique period, so much to be considered the link between Roman
and early medieval vessels®’.

Moving on to describe variety d, represented by few samples compared to the previous
ones®, it isworth noting that in this case the brimmed rim has an external squared profile but is
concave at the top and enlarged at the bottom, and has avertical or flared wall with comparisons
in the Campania areawhere such specimens are dated between the Adrianean and late Antonine
periods®.

The variety e has a shaped, concave-convex brimmed rim, with or without a groove on
the top and on the rim, sloping downwards, forming anarrow groove with avertical ™ or convex
wall™; for these pots, all widespread in the Latium area, a chronology between the 1% and 2™
century CE has been suggested™.

The last variety of the first type so far recognised (f), with an enlarged short-curved
brimmed rim, pronounced curvature, and with arounded or squared profile and vertical ™ or

Fab-6047; Fab-9957.

5% CF Pla-4: Fab-495; Fab-497; Fab-506; Fab-527; Fab-550; Fab-568; Fab-3740; Fab-6023; Fab-6076; Fab-6078.

57 DysoN 1976, pp. 142-143, fig. 56, LS18, 19, 21, 22 (Class 22).

%8 OLcesE 2003, type 24, tav. I1, nos. 2 and 6 and type 2b; type 3a, tav. 11, no. 3; similar to HAYEs, MARTINI 1994, fig. 64, no.
22 (Parita'svilla).

5 D1 GiovaNnni 1996, form 2211e.

80 CF P1b-1: Fab-1621; Fab-2057; Fab-2254; Fab-3516; Fab-3574; Fab-7195.

61 CF P1b-2: Fab-1589; Fab-1734; Fab-1998; Fab-2062.

62 OLcEsE 2003, type 6, tav. VI, no. 1; Di GiovAaNNI 1996, form 2211d.

8 CF Plc-1: Fab-576; Fab-1114; Fab-1947; Fab-1955; Fab-1968; Fab-2059; Fab-2783; Fab-3509; Fab-3510, Fab-3511;
Fab-3519, Fab-3527; Fab-3540; Fab-3543; Fab-3544; Fab-3545; Fab-3553; Fab-3559; Fab-3567; Fab-3580; Fab-4314;
Fab-4324; Fab-4325; Fab-4326; Fab-4329; Fab-4331; Fab-4406; Fab-7429.

8 CF Plc-2: Fab-284; Fab-450; Fab-510, Fab-575; Fab-787; Fab-788; Fab-1230; Fab-1234; Fab-1235; Fab-1642; Fab-
1771; Fab-1939; Fab-1950; Fab-2056; Fab-2230; Fab-2813; Fab-3507; Fab-3508; Fab-3514; Fab-3517; Fab-3518;
Fab-3522; Fab-3523; Fab-3524; Fab-3525; Fab-3526; Fab-3528; Fab-3529; Fab-3530; Fab-3532; Fab-3533; Fab-3534;
Fab-3535; Fab-3536; Fab-3537; Fab-3538; Fab-3541; Fab-3546; Fab-3548; Fab-3549; Fab-3550; Fab-3552; Fab-3555;
Fab-3556; Fab-3557; Fab-3562; Fab-3564; Fab-3566; Fab-3570; Fab-3572; Fab-3581; Fab-4301; Fab-4303; Fab-4309;
Fab-4315; Fab-4316; Fab-4318; Fab-4320; Fab-4327; Fab-4332; Fab-4397; Fab-4405; Fab-6049.

% CiotoLA 2017, 1tCu341a.6, fig. 51, nos. 25-27; OLcese 2003, type 23, tav. 11, no. 3.

6 OLcEesE 2003, p. 28.

57 CiotoLA 2017, p. 232.

8 CF P1d: Fab-1293; Fab-1787; Fab-2182; Fab-7196; Fab-7281.

8 CiotoLA 2017, ItCu341a.3, pp. 228, 231 and 234, fig. 48, no. 14.

0 CF Ple-1: Fab-19; Fab-153; Fab-521; Fab-523; Fab-1299; Fab-1334; Fab-2331; Fab-3512.

1 CF Ple-2: Fab-1349.

72 HAYES, MARTINI 1994, fig. 65, nos. 14-16; OLcese 2003, p. 40, p. 77, type 5ab, tav. V, nos. 3-4.

73 CF P1f-1: Fab-974; Fab-1126; Fab-1718; Fab-3558.
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expanded walls™, finds comparisons with the short and curved brimmed pots of Latium, datable
between the Augustan and Trajan age™.

Other less frequent typesinclude pots with aswollen, almond-shaped applied rim, rounded
or grooved lip, vertical or rounded walls, with fairing and hemispherical bottom, inspired by
North African products (CF P2)7 and with equivalentsin Latium and Campaniaand dated from
1% century CE to 5"-6" century CE”".

Finally, afew fragments seem to be attributable to a type with a thickened rim, or hammered
rim, sometimes shaped, pendulous, ashort neck and rounded walls, they may have a pointed bottom
(CF P3)’8; thetypeisnot unknown in Latium, but in Fabrateria Nova it has aless devel oped wall ™.

Cooking ware—Pans (CF T, PI. 3)

Quite frequent in the stratigraphies of Fabrateria Nova are the pans (145 diagnostic
specimens, and comparable 123 rims), characterized by a shallow shape and with alarge mouth
diameter, closely related to lids also in function and very varied in terms of typology. Six types
have been identified hitherto at Fabrateria Nova, distinguished primarily based on the shape of
the rim and to a certain extent also to the shape of the body®, and widespread between the late
Republican period and the 2 century CE.

The first type (CF T1), with a bifidus rim, comprises six fragments® that can be framed
into two varieties according to the shape of the basin, rounded or truncated cone: thefirst variety
can beidentified as a correspondence with already existing types, that of Olcese type 3%, datable
between the late Republican age and the 1% century CE, and Di Giovanni form 2131b%.

The second type, with a more or less in turned rim (CF T2), consists of 43 fragments,
which in turn come in three different varieties, again according to the rim appearance: slightly
recessed®, sloping® or internal raised . This type presents astill unclear chronology and from
this point of view it's worth dwelling on the variety b which is particularly interesting, also
because different fragments allow usto follow its evolutionary scheme: some specimens show
strong affinity with some clearly late Republican productions, resembling both types Di Giovanni
form 2111a*” and Hayes, Martini (sample from Ara Murata)®, but at the same time they are

™ CF P1f-2: Fab-832; Fab-852; Fab-1227; Fab-1310; Fab-2065; Fab-2209; Fab-2211; Fab-2338; Fab-2355; Fab-2377;
Fab-2393; Fab-3539; Fab-2559; Fab-4322; Fab-6048; Fab-7645; Fab-9732.

s Similar to OLcese 2003, type la-b, tav. I, no. 9.

6 Fab-491; Fab-1312; Fab-4393; Fab-4404.

" Cfr. saucepan in Ostia I11, fig. 267, Atlante, tav. CVII, no. 7; cfr. also CiotoLAa 2017, ItCu331a, pp. 220-223, fig. 43, no. 3.
8 CF P3: Fab-343; Fab-1754; Fab-4394; Fab-6051; Fab-9965; Fab-9985.

™ OLcesE 2003, type 13, nos. 1, 3, 8.

8 Unfortunately, in no case was it possible to assign any of the 22 pan bottoms to their respective rims. in most cases they are
flat bottoms, more or less enlarged, sometimes distinct from the wall, and sometimes slightly convex at the base, which could
belong to belong indistinguishably to the various types identified.

8 CF Tla: Fab-1513; Fab-3617. CF T1b: Fab-2508; Fab-2564; Fab-3618; Fab-3619.

82 OLcEese 2003, tav. XV, no. 1.

8 The chronology proposed by Di Giovanni for these pans found in Pompeii is the Flavian era, but in general terms, the
production would seem to end within the first half of the 2 century CE (D1 GiovANNI 1996).

8 CF T2a: Fab-486; Fab-565; Fab-683; Fab-786; Fab-893; Fab-1524; Fab-1070; Fab-1072; Fab-1597; Fab-1604; Fab-
2216; Fab-2565.

8 CF T2b: Fab-437; Fab-463; Fab-522; Fab-829; Fab-1071; Fab-1075; Fab-1587; Fab-1601; Fab-1697; Fab-1887; Fab-
2237; Fab-3620; Fab-3630; Fab-3631; Fab-3633; Fab-3634; Fab-3635; Fab-3636; Fab-4387; Fab-6033; Fab-10179;
Fab-10182; Fab-10186; Fab-10190; Fab-10192; Fab-10193; Fab-10194; Fab-10177; Fab-10187. Among these pans, a
variety of outcomes different in size based on the diameter has been observed, the smallest around 22 cm, a medium size pan
of 26 cm, the large format around 30 cm and the biggest one around 35 cm. A variant of thistypeis here represented by asingle
specimen (Fab-10183), which differs due to the presence of a dlightly developed strip.

8 CF T2c: Fab-1153; Fab-1667; Fab-7299.

8 D1 GlovaNNI 1996, fig. 8, in turn corresponding to GoupiNEAU 1970, p. 168, tab. 11, no. 28.

8 HAYES, MARTINI 1994, p. 147, fig. 61, no. 16.
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similar to Olcese type 4%°, whose relative chronology can instead be dated back to the early
imperial age, between the 1% and 2" century CE. Such extremely wide chronological rangeis
not surprising, considering in general terms the high level of standardization of these kitchen
forms and more particularly of those closely associated with specific uses, whose appearance
tends to remain very similar over time with few or no variations. The other two varieties, a and
c, on the other hand, seem more likely to correspond respectively to the late republican Dyson
PD 10 type®, limited to the 1% century BCE, and the Lamboglia 10A type®, an imitation of the
type actually, of the second half of 2"-early 3" century CE (also found in layers from the first
half of the 2"to the end of the 4"-beginning of the 5" century CE in Ostia).

Type 3, (CF T3) with an amond-shaped rim, is attested by 7 sherds* all datable, based
on comparisons®, within the 1% century BCE and shows many similarities with the parallel
production in internal red slip cookware™.

Among the |least attested types, just two fragments® can be traced back to an everted rim
type (CF T4), and five® to a brimmed rim type (CF T5), the three varieties of which have been
distinguished by the more or less curved wall (a), sometimes by the internal step corresponding
to the brim, and either straight or carinated wall (b). Both these types have by and large late
Republican corresponding models, the CF T4 comparable with Ol cese type 7%, datable between
the 2" century BCE and the 3 quarter of the 1% century CE, the CF T5 with type Dyson 1976,
PD 28% and HAYES, MARTINI 1994, fig. 65, no. 49, from the 1% century BCE.

Only variety ¢, comparable with Olcese type 8%, goes further, in the early imperial age.

Lastly, to complete the picture of products from the imperial era, a single example
belonging to atype with an oval section rim, carinated basin and narrowing bottom (in this case
of the missing species) isworth mentioning (CF T6). Our specimen'® presents close similarities
with the Olcese type 6'%, whose rel ative chronology goes from the 1% to the 2" century CE.

Cooking ware — Saucepans (CF Ca; PI. 4)

Scarcely attested at Fabrateria Nova, with atotal of 31 sherds and just 14 attributable to
already known types, saucepans show a remarkable variety. The first type (CF Cal), with a
short horizontal brimmed rim, and flared wall, is represented by three fragments'® and is like
the Dyson types 221110 and 221168-70 (from Cosa)'%, both datable to the 1% century CE.

A second type (CF Ca2) is a bellied saucepan, with a brimmed rim, hollowed top and
rounded profile, short oblique neck and slightly convex wall: it is only attested by a single
fragment'® and is morphologically similar to Dyson type FC12, 13'%. The chronological

89 OrcEesE 2003, tav. XV, no. 4.

% Dyson 1976, p. 89, fig. 29, PD 10 (Class 1 flat-bottomed pans).

% Lamboglia 10A=Hayes 23B (cfr. Atlantel, p. 217, tav. CVI, no. 10).

92 Fab-775; Fab-2178; Fab-2361; Fab-2757; Fab-2775; Fab-3624; Fab-3625.

% DysoN 1976, PD 14; GoubiNEAU 1970, p. 176, pl. VI, couche 3 B, no. 7. See also asit issimilar HAYES, MARTINI 1994, fig.
59, 17.

% Cfr. Infra.

% Fab-536; Fab-1482.

% CF T5a: Fab-1755; Fab-2923; Fab-2925; CF T5b: Fab-2195; CF T5c: Fab-1915.

97 OLcese 2003, tav. XVI, no. 2.

% DvsoN 1976, p. 92 and fig. 31, PD28.

9 OLcEesE 2003, tav. X VI, no. 4.

100 Fab-10191.

101 QL cese 2003, tav. XV, no. 6.

102 Fab-108; Fab-3326; Fab-4395.

103 Dyson 1976, fig. 43, no. 10 (similar diameter) and fig. 48, nos. 68-70. The type finds also comparison with the type
Settefinestre 1985, tav. 25, no. 5, and Zevi, PoHL 1970, fig. 86, no. 233.

104 Fab-1007.

15 Dyson 1976, fig. 65, nos. 12-13 (the latter also very similar with regard to the diameter). This form finds comparison also
with saucepans from Lanuvium (cfr. Dyson 1976, p. 163, no. 206).
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framework is uncertain because the comparisons present different and very distant dates, ranging
from the 3" century to the 4"-5" century CE.

A third type, CF Ca3, composed of three distinct varieties, is characterised by the enlarged
rim, with noticeable differences especially in the inclination of the rim and in the shape of the
wall: the first more numerous variety (a) has an inwardly profiled rim; the second (b), an
outwardly sloping rim and the third (c), convex wallswith or without decoration. From the point
of view of frequency, the one most frequently attested is variety a, with atotal of seven sherds'®,
all of which can be attributed to alocal imitation of the African fabric Ostia lll form, fig. 267,
aproduction datable from thefirst half of the 2™ to the early 5" century CE®. Instead, the other
two varieties are attested by few specimens'® and find comparisons at Cosa''?, dating from the
second half of the 1% to the 3 century CE.

Cooking ware—Lids (CF C; PI. 5)

Out of the 569 fragments belonging to lids, less than half are related to distinctive parts,
useful for classification. Considering the shapes of the rim, 5 different types have been identified,
each one divided into several varieties with their own chronology and diffusion pattern.

The oldest type (CF C1), represented by 54 very fragmented specimens, has aplain rim,
and is attested in three varieties™ based on the termination of the rim, which may be at times
rounded, shaped or thickened; occasionally a sufficiently preserved portion of the bowl is
observed, either calotte-shaped or truncated cone-shaped. Assimilable to the Olcese type 1*2,
this type finds numerous comparisons in republican contexts of Latium, with abroad chronology
ranging from the 3 to the 1% century BCE; at Fabrateria Nova it ispresent in almost all contexts,
but in stratigraphies that are often superficial and not very indicative for a chronological
reliability.

The CF C2typeisalid with distinct and raised rim and occurs at Fabrateria Novain two
varieties. The first (a), here represented by 27 fragments™3, well known in late Republican
contexts, is characterised by a distinct, raised and oblique rim; the type can have a truncated
cone bowl and a truncated cone or cylindrical socket, as seen in the best-preserved specimen,
Fab-801. The most precise comparison feasible is with the Olcese type 214, widespread in the
3d-1% century BCE contexts and recognised as one of the key indicators for dating.

Much less attested (just 9 examples) is the variety b'> in which the distinct, raised rim
has instead a vertical orientation, but different profile (rounded, squared and triangular)®. In

106 Fab-142; Fab-398; Fab-1067; Fab-3584; Fab-3585; Fab-3870; Fab-6071; Fab-4400.

107 Atlante I, tav. CVII, 6-7 (= Hayes 197).

108 Atlantel, tav. CVII, 6-7 (= Hayes 197).

109 CF Ca3b: Fab-1077, Fab-487; CF Ca3c (variety with rounded wall, with or without decoration): Fab-9022; Fab-6075;
Fab-326; Fab-1590; Fab-10188.

10 Dyson 1976, fig. 59, LS45.

1 CF Cla: Fab-2; Fab-340; Fab-341; Fab-535; Fab-642; Fab-1005; Fab-1162; Fab-1195; Fab-1736; Fab-1746; Fab-2229;
Fab-2786; Fab-2883; Fab-3327; Fab-3333; Fab-4061; Fab-7272; Fab-7487; Fab-9689; Fab- 9707; Fab-9712; Fab-9773;
Fab-9754; Fab-9822. CF C1b: Fab-87; Fab-446; Fab-716; Fab-776; Fab-922; Fab-940; Fab-1022; Fab-1290; Fab-1371;
Fab-1883; Fab-2306; Fab-2314; Fab-2492; Fab-3107; Fab-3971; Fab-4024; Fab-7499; Fab-7497; Fab-7586; Fab-9706;
Fab-10110; Fab-10134. CF Clc: Fab-344; Fab-353; Fab-717; Fab-725; Fab-1308; Fab-2121; Fab-2977; Fab-9611.

12 OLcese 2003, p. 89, tav. X1X, nos. 1-2. See also Dyson 1976, 161V 59.

13 CF C2a: Fab-46; Fab-440; Fab-801; Fab-1091; Fab-1186; Fab-1285; Fab-1632; Fab-1876; Fab-2113; Fab-2256; Fab-
2266; Fab-2768; Fab-2821; Fab-2986; Fab-3316; Fab-3325; Fab-3330; Fab-4389; Fab-4391; Fab-7350; Fab-7420;
Fab-7421; Fab-7247; Fab-7556; Fab-9704; Fab-10123.

14 OLcese 2003, pp. 89-90, tav. X1X, nos. 5-6. Cfr. also Dyson 1976, p. 46, class 2, fig. 10, FG 50 and HAYES, MARTINI 1994,
pp. 140-141, fig. 57, no. 22; pp. 146-147, fig. 61, no. 20.

15 CF C2b: Fab-226; Fab-770; Fab-1223; Fab-2898; Fab-3655; Fab-3741; Fab-7485; Fab-7623; Fab-9743.

16 Scatozza HORICHT 1996, fig. 8, forms 4e-4f, nos. 5-7; CiotoLA 2017, pp. 288-292, type 1tCu623a, fig. 73, nos. 3-4; pp. 303-
304, type 1tCu6243, fig. 83, no. 14.
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terms of chronology the variety seemsto be attested for along period between late Republican
and Severian age.

The panorama of Late Republican types is completed with 24 distinctly rimmed and
enlarged lids with an inner groove (type CF C3)Y/, attested in three varieties with arounded or
square profile and a step with the wall and with an almond-shaped profile, the latter of slightly
more recent chronology, between the 2™ and 1% centuries BCE.

Imperia period lids are quantitatively numerous and types differ mostly in the shape of
the brimmed rim: the earlier type (CF C4) has abrimmed rim pronounced or just distinct as for
the Olcese type 38, and specimens belong to three varieties which differ in a more or less
swollen brimmed rim™®, the presence or absence of a groove near the brimmed rim'?° and the
raised shape of the lip'#.

A distinct, brimmed rim, raised and pointed, which forms a step at the beginning of the
wall of type Olcese 4'?? (CF C5) is here represented by 10 samples'?3, whose chronological
horizon extends to the beginning of the 3 century CE.

The absence of completely intact forms represented an insurmountable limit in the
description of the body of theselips, but the few specimensin which sufficiently preserved parts
of the basin are observed allow us to distinguish now and then those truncated cone-shaped,
dome-shaped, disc-shaped; the same way, it was not possible to associate the hundreds of sockets
of different conformation (irregular button, convex knab, flat knob and sometimes taller and
more pronounced variants) with the various types.

Cooking ware — Clibani (CF C; Tav. 6)

Much less attested are other forms, identified as clibani used for sub testu cooking'?*. Out
of atotal of ten examples of variable size, due to the extremely fragmented state of these
specimens, only half of them is attributable to already known types, with different chronology.

Thefirst type (CF CI1), with atruncated cone body and straight walls, can be compared
to the Ol cese type 2'2° with indistinct or slightly thickened rim and pronounced listel, which can

17 Variety CF C3a (Fab-1004; Fab-1769; Fab-1777; Fab-2243; Fab-2764; Fab-3667) is comparable with FEDERICO 1996,
fig. 4, 60 and Dyson 1976, 16158, 161V59; CF57; PD 71; it isalso similar to HAYES, MARTINI 1994, fig. 61, p. 147, no. 23. A
greater number of specimens belongs to the variety CF C3b, which finds similarity with type Dyson 1976, 161V 58 and CARTA
et al. 1978, strato VII B, fig 78, no. 49; DysoN 1976, V-D68: Fab-310; Fab-962; Fab-1977; Fab-3288; Fab-4008; Fab-6031;
Fab-6069; Fab-7498; Fab-9013; Fab-9366; Fab-9402; Fab-9608; Fab-10201; Fab-10223. Lastly, the four lids of variety CF
C3c (Fab-1977; Fab-3972; Fab-9366; Fab-10223) are similar to MANzINI, ZEvi 2019, fig. 140, nos. 7-5b.

18 OLcese 2003, p. 90, tav. X1X, nos. 7-10.

19 The variety CF C4a prevails, with a total of 66 samples and represents the most attested model of lids in absolute terms:
Fab-14; Fab-78; Fab-224; Fab-344; Fab-482; Fab-528; Fab-531; Fab-595; Fab-711; Fab-767; Fab-1093; Fab-1134; Fab-
1178; Fab-1220; Fab-1221; Fab-1222; Fab-1224; Fab-1332; Fab-1626; Fab-1713; Fab-1869; Fab-1875; Fab-1877,
Fab-1878; Fab-1882; Fab-1884; Fab-2058; Fab-2082; Fab-2114; Fab-2115; Fab-2120; Fab-2260; Fab-2262; Fab-2270;
Fab-2295; Fab-2296; Fab-2298; Fab-2301; Fab-2308; Fab-2320; Fab-2569; Fab-2571; Fab-2576; Fab-2625; Fab-2637;
Fab-2648; Fab-2649; Fab-2881; Fab-2911; Fab-2917; Fab-3322; Fab-3323; Fab-3324; Fab-3332; Fab-3676; Fab-3866;
Fab-7120; Fab-7496; Fab-7581; Fab-7582; Fab-9533; Fab-9958; Fab-10006; Fab-9606; Fab-9772; Fab-9770; Fab-9753.
120 CF C4b: Fab-1866; Fab-2083; Fab-2250; Fab-2924; Fab-3317; Fab-3331; Fab-3671; Fab-9700. HAvEs, MARTINI 1994,
fig. 59, p. 143, no. 21.

121 CF C4c: Fab-2117; Fab-2289; Fab-2504; Fab-2746; Fab-2812; Fab-2884; Fab-2984; Fab-3665; Fab-3675; Fab-4009;
Fab-6052. This variety is aso already known in the neighboring territory (cfr. HAYES, MARTINI 1994, p. 147, fig. 61, no. 20),
and is similar to Ostia Il, tav. XXVIII, no. 514. The morphology of specimens with a more curved edge resembles also the
plates/lids type Scatozza HoricHT 1996, fig. 8.

122 OLcese 2003, pp. 90-91, tav. XX, nos. 1-7.

123 Fab-519; Fab-1051; Fab-2110; Fab-2299; Fab-2303; Fab-3710; Fab-3670; Fab-3677; Fab-7394; Fab-7519.

124 CuBBERLEY et al. 1988; CuBBERLEY 1995; ELEFANTE 2023.

125 OLcese 2003, tav. XVII, nos. 2-3.
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be dated between the 3" and 1% century BCE?. A more recent chronological range — from the
2" century BCE to the Augustan age — has the type CF Cl2, a clibanus with a hemispherical
body and rounded walls, which looks more similar to Olcese type 3 and Dyson PD 8'27. Among
the specimens that are too fragmentary to be comparable with known types, small variations
can be noted in the conformation of the listel, rounded and pronounced, sometimes pointed, and
of different thicknesses and lengths. I solated traces of fire blackening were observed in acouple
of specimens near the listel. Asfor the circulation, both the types are well attested in Rome and
in its surroundings, and in general in contexts of Latium and Tuscany.

Cooking ware — Censers (CF I; PI. 6)

The turibula or thymiatheria, typical — but not exclusive — of religious and funerary
contexts'?, are attested on the site with 29 fragments, including 24 diagnostic ones, differentiated
into three types, based on the shape of the rim.

The most represented is the first type (CF | 1), characterized by an everted brimmed rim,
with 17 fragments; it was possible to identify two varieties whose distinctive feature is the
decoration of the edge, or with two slightly spaced strips, “pinched”!?® or with notched
decoration*. The type finds comparisons with Olcese type 1 (Ostia I, no. 467), dating back to
the 18 and 2™ centuries CE, and it iswidely attested in the Latium area'®..

The other two types, with a high edge with a shaped band (CF 12)*? and a straight edge
with alistel (CF 13)!%, are little represented (only three fragments each), but they always fall
within aready known types Olcese type 23 and Ostia Il, no. 475, a-b and with the same
chronological horizon as the first type (18-2™ century CE).

Internal red slip ware — Pans (CF VRI; Pl. 7)

Internal red dlip painted pans are only attested in Fabrateria Nova by nineteen diagnostics
(out of atotal of 55 specimens) divided into three different types, based mainly on the shape of
the rim, considering the general fragmentary state of conservation and the absolute lack of entire
vases (the only example with areconstructable profile, Fab-1209, is either way missing agood
part of the bottom).

The first type (CF VRI T1), represented by eight specimens, has a very characteristic
amond-shaped rim and arounded profilewall and isin turn subdivided into two distinct varieties
based on the rim, which can be either flattened at the top'* or hollowed out internally with a
groove at the junction with the wall**, both datable to the 1% century BCE on the basis of
comparisons from the Albenga, Ventimiglia®®" and Settefinestre'® sites.

126 The two fragments respectively present a typical “pie-crust” edges decoration (Fab-3242) and a distributed notched and
wave pattern in several points of the rim and of the body similar to FEDERICO 1996, fig. 5, no. 68 (Fab-3268, which also has a
through hole above the listel attachment, asin OLcese 2003, type 3, tav. XVIl1I, no. 5).

27 Fab-1322; Fab-1326 (the rim of which, although devoid of decoration, bears resemblance to the type Dy son 1976, fig. 28,
no. 8); Fab-1581. OLcese 2003, tav. XVIlII, nos. 1-5.

128 The identified fragments come mainly from the area of the late-Republican sanctuary, in particular from the cryptoporticus
and the so-called Temple B, and one of them from superficia stratigraphy of the Augustan square and temple area (Fab-129).
129 CF | 1a: Fab-196; Fab-362; Fab-3251; Fab-3261; Fab-3262; Fab-3264; Fab-3276; Fab-4245.

130 CF 1 1b: Fab-629; Fab-3241; Fab-3249; Fab-3254; Fab-3255; Fab-3256; Fab-3258; Fab-3260; Fab-3263.

181 OLcese 2003, pp. 91-92 and 132, tav. XXI, 2. For the use of these forms in worship contexts, see CERQUAGLIA, PRIVITERA
2013.

132 Fab-1965; Fab-3257; Fab-3666.

133 Fab-129; Fab-3252; Fab-3253.

13 OLcese 2003, tav. XXI, nos. 5-6.

135 CF VRI Tla: Fab-3621; Fab-7228; Fab-7279.

136 CF VRI T1b: Fab-3742; Fab-7164; Fab-7189; Fab-7227; Fab-7552.

187 GoubINEAU 1970, p. 166, pl. I, nos. 3, 8.

138 Settefinestre 1985, tav. 31, no. 4.
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The basic and common type CF VRI T2, characterised instead by an indistinct rim, can
also be divided into two varieties according to the conformation of the wall, which can be
straight'* or rounded*®°. The first variety finds comparisons in Ventimiglia'*! between the 1%
century BCE and the 1% century CE; the second one, corresponding to Olcese type 4'*?, has
comparisons in various localities in Latium, Tuscany** and Roman Campania*, with a date
between the 1% and 2™ century CE in the Etruscan-Lazio area and a broader chronology in the
Campaniaareafrom the 1% century BCE to the end of the 2™ and beginning of the 3 century CE.

The third and last identifiable type (CF VRI T3), finaly, is represented by a single
fragmentary specimen with enlarged rim and slightly convex walls, similar to Goudineau form
13 and Di Giovanni form 2121a**, and datable from the end of the 2" century BCE to the first
decades of the 1% century CE.

African cooking ware — Pans and saucepans (CF CA; PI. 8)

Within the African ware kitchen array, saucepans are quantitatively preponderant, attested
by 27 specimens framed into four different types based on the shape of the rim. The most
represented is the CF CA Cal type, with ten sherds'* that can be traced back to Ostia Ill, fig.
267 and Hayes 1974, characterized by arim joined to the wall as* applied”, marked both above
and below by agroove and externally covered by atypical patina cenerognola; the apodal bottom
is partially preserved solely in one specimen (Fab-6035), which also shows clear signs of
exposureto fire. Thistype, which represents the latest stage of amorphological development of
the model that can be documented since the beginning of theimperial age, islargely widespread
in lItalian peninsula from the first half of the 2 century CE and the beginning of the 5" century
CE.

A pretty well similar chronology spam has the type CF CA Ca4, represented by 15
specimens'“® and comparable with the Lamboglia 10A=Hayes 23B form'*: this very common
type has generally amore or less raised rim on the inside and awall joined to the bottom thanks
to amore or less pronounced step, with an external wall often covered with a patina cenerognola
and sometimes traces of polishing in bands. The chronological range goes from the second half
of the 2"-early 3" to the late 4"-early 5" century CE.

Two additional types are both identifiable through a single specimen, one with an “ applied”
rim and upper groove (CF CA Ca2)**, similar to Ostia |, fig. 2781, datable to the first half of
the 3 century CE, and the other with a distinct, thickened and outwardly folded rim (CF CA
Ca3)™? that vaguely recalls the form Atlante, tav. CVIII, no. 53,

1% Fab-2124; Fab-9339.

140 Fab-1209; Fab-2932; Fab-2933; Fab-7047; Fab-7099; Fab-10031.

141 GoupINEAU 1970, p. 168, pl. I, 24-25.

142 OLcese 2003, p. 86, tav. XV, no. 2 (Roma, La Celsa and other sites from Latium).

143 Settefinestre 1985, tav. 31.1.

144 D1 GlovANNI 1996, p. 77, form 2111b and CHiosl 1996, p. 226, type IA, fig. 1, no. 3 (Cuma).

145 GoubINEAU 1970, p. 166, pl. I, 13 and DI Giovanni 1996, p. 77 (pans with an enlarged rim).

146 Fab-3582; Fab-6035; Fab-7027; Fab-7048; Fab-7100; Fab-9000; Fab-9001; Fab-9002; Fab-9004; Fab-9020.

47 Atlante |, pp. 218-219, tav. CVII, nos. 6-7.

148 Fab-1153; Fab-3823; Fab-4386; Fab-7001; Fab-7080; Fab-7081; Fab-7082; Fab-9003; Fab-9005; Fab-9006; Fab-9007;
Fab-9008; Fab-9009; Fab-9718; Fab-10059.

149 Atlantel, p. 217, tav. CVI, 10-11. The bottom is aso similar to the form Lamboglia 10B = Hayes 23A, cfr. Atlante 1, p. 217,
tav. CVI, no. 12.

150 Fab-3583.

1 Atlante |, p. 222, tav. CVIII, no. 12.

152 Fab-18.

158 Atlantel, p. 221, tav. CVIII, no. 5.
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Only one type of pan has been documented so far (CF CA T1), identified from the
specimen Fab-9798: it shows a flattened rim and folded outwards and finds comparisons with
Ostia I, fig. 272%%, attested from the first half of the 3" century CE.

African cooking ware — Plates/lids (CF CA PC; PI. 8)

African cooking ware plates/lids can be classified in two different types, again, along the
rim shape, with atotal of only six fragmentary samples. Thefirst type CF CA PC1 comesupin
two variants, one (a), with indistinct and thinned rim, represented by only one specimen'*, and
another (b), with indistinct, but enlarged rim, represented by three samples'®. They both find
comparison in the plate/lid with indistinct rim, apode-bottom or perhaps with a ring foot, also
not preserved here, produced in African fabrics with the characteristic politura a bande or strisce
and orlo annerito®™’. Two samplest® can be assigned to the second type (CF CA PC2),
characterized by adistinct and enlarged orlo annerito, folded outwards, very similar to the Ostia
| form, fig. 262 (Hayes form 195)*°. Both types have arelative chronology from the Antoninian
Ageto the end of the 4" and the beginning of 5" century CE.

OPEN ISSUES AND FUTURE PERSPECTIVES

At this stage of the Fabrateria Nova ceramics project, we definitely agree that «classificare
non € mai (in ordine sparso) oggettivo, scientifico, neutro, facile, automatico manon e neppure
totalmente intuitivo e, semmai, € un processo empirico»'®. That's maybe why always attempting
a classification necessarily keeps entailing facing methodological questions and dealing with
the choice of tools and processes capable of generating comparable and verifiable results'eL.

Different kind of challenges (above al, the large number of sherds, the absence of entire
vessels, the extremely fragmented state of hundreds of specimens, and last but not |east the lack
of formal reference parameters topographically relevant) made usinstinctively asked ourselves
whether it still makes sense to undertake a manual work, or it would rather be better to invest
the same time and amount of finds in studying and testing aready developed automatic tools.
Of course, as has been happening for some time in any other field of humanistic research, even
in this specific sector the attempts to use systems based on artificial intelligence and networks
have been multiplying and the scientific literature is full of projects or case studies in search of
the most suitable solution.

We al so moved some stepsin thisdirection, looking firstly at digital recognition successful
experiments, secondly at automatic or semi-automatic clustering proposals.

Among the developed system based on machine learning algorithms currently spread on
a global scale'®?, Fabrateria Nova project followed more closely and joined the ArchAIDE
shape-based and appearance-based project!®, starting a collaboration with the Mappa Lab of
Pisato populate a catalog of common ceramics with the long-term goal of creating a corpus for
future comparisons. Thework is still ongoing (and we actually planned to proceed and conclude
it when also the classification process of the table/pantry forms will be completed), but from

B4 Atlantel, p. 221, tav. CVIII, no. 7.

1% CF CA PCla: Fab-3318.

1% CF CA PC1b: Fab-133; Fab-3889; Fab-9713.

157 Atlante |, p. 212, tav. CIV, in part. forms Ostia |, fig. 18 and Ostia |, fig. 261.
1% Fab-616; Fab-3320.

1% Atlantel, p. 213, tav. CV, no. 3.

160 GIANNICHEDDA 2016, p. 115.

161 D1 GIoVANNI, GASPERETTI 1993, p. 268.

162 An interesting synthesis of the main in BickLER 2018, p. 22, fig. 1. See also the systematic literature review in LING €t al.
2023, part. pp. 17-22.

163 GATTIGLIA 2018, GUALANDI €t al. 2021.
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the beginning it immediately seemed quite clear that only a collaborative approach could
guarantee the necessary amount of data for training the algorithm, a question that is absolutely
known to the developers of this and other similar systems'®, just as the creation of a general
comparison corpus is deemed as a pivotal factor. Among the attempts to address this last issue
stands out the RoCoPOT project'®, a database of Roman common ware pottery profiles from
Central Tyrrhenian Italy, which takes on also the challenge of clustering based on shape
similarity.

In this respect, we are looking at the great progress recently made, also leveraging on the
accuracy in recording of geometries and numerical data, as a prerequisite for a computational
classification based on the degree of formal similarity?%, and new generations of tools capable
of capture the profile of a sherd and returning it in a digital format in real time are really
promising.

Asfar as our case is concerned, a random sample of the ceramics has been documented
through the Laiser Aided Profiler (LAP)7, which uses a system of laser projectors to capture
the profile and get arelated set of extremely accurate measurements of diameter, thickness and
height®®. Our next aim is to be able to compare the manual classification so far achieved, with
an automated clustering, using the GUI to a database made using the LAP, also considering that,
according with the formal research about this procedure, again only the combination of the two
gives the best results'®. In fact, it seems that once the comparison parameters and degree of
sensitivity of the instrument have been set, software tend above all to divide and split much
more than aggregate, while the right abstraction required for a classification the way we intended
it before keeps on being a prerogative of manual experience.

To follow the fil rouge through the hundreds of scientific papers on these topics is not
easy because often requires mathematical and physical skills, unknown to most archaeol ogists,
but it is clear that lot of efforts are being made on all sides to take advantage of the Al vision
and clustering capabilitiest™®, not only with regards to morphological features, but also for those
more connected to productiont’,

On the opposite, what seems to be still missing is afully integrated approach to both the
factors, in spite of many very clear indications that have been leading the way for decades and
which instead point, above all for common wares, in adirection that combinesthe type of fabric
and processing techniques as key factorsfor establishing similarities and dissimilarities between
otherwise formally similar vases!.

With al that in mind, looking at the status of the documents currently available for
common wares from neighboring territories, the scenario still appears somehow disheartening
and we can’'t help but admit that the gaps in the records represent an obstacle that is difficult to
overcome and still make it difficult to establish closer comparisons (with the exception of few

164 ANICHINI, GATTIGLIA 2022 (pp. 71 ss.) aso highlight the issue of the sustainability of complex systemsthat require funds and
ongoing investments and resources, as well as alarge and diverse network of contributors.

165 PaRrISOTTO €t al. 2022; the database is a so available online at http://mach.maths.cam.ac.uk/ROCOPOT/ (last access december
6™ 2023).

16 DEMJAN et al. 2023, p. 5 ss.

167 The instrument was made available for the project by the German Archaeological Institute of Rome.

168 DEMJAN, DRZIK 2018.

169 DEMJAN et al. 2023, p. 13.

0 Precisely the need to use neutral data to process, makes one lean towards the choice of a digital eye, rather than a human
one, the latter being more at risk of personal impressions.

11 For example, Lyons 2021 and the Open Fabric project (OpeLLI 2023); evidently, mostly for fabrics, having databases to
compareis crucial and the digital atlases already online and which have set the standard represent models (among the others,
FACEM, Gassner et al. 2011; Potsherd: atlas of roman pottery, updated references are available at the page
https://potsherd.net/home/biblio; last access december 6 2023).

72 OLcese 1993, pp. 61-62. In fact, since morphological features especially in common wares are largely widespread throughout
the Mediterranean, and last for centuries, shapes-centred algorithms cannot really make sense on their own.

www.bollettinodiarcheologiaonline.beniculturali.it

34


http://mach.maths.cam.ac.uk/ROCOPOT/

BOLLETTINO DI ARCHEOLOGIA ON LINE XV, 2024/Suppl. 1

and non-exhaustive works or broader ones that however need to be updated'’®), while all that
remains is to look at the well-known contexts of the Roman and Campania areas in the first
place.

A viable option to set up a comparative process is to further research on production sites
already recorded in Immensa aequora, where at least 13 of them have been identified in southern
Latium'’, Lastly, useful terms of comparison —in amethodological perspective — could be also
the data emerged from petrographic studies on ceramics from the Pontina Valley'™, which
demonstrated besides that cooking pots from republican ages to the first 2" century CE were
produced and distributed at both regional and supraregional scales, and those collected for the
Interamna Lirenas project!’®, supporting the hypotesis that common ceramics were local or
regional products.

To summarise in a positive perspective for future research, at the end of thisfirst attempt
we can emphasise once more that only archaeological excavations conducted from the beginning
with digital tools could help the classification and typology worked out with Al-based
methodologies. until then, all we have left is to keep on combining traditional approaches and
new technol ogieswith resultsthat cannot be considered totally objective. But aboveal, it should
be essential for ceramologists to find a common language to describe ceramics (morphology
and composition), a shared code that can truly overcome the differences between different
chronologies, different productions, different origins not only of material culture, but also of
researchers.

*MIC - Direzione Generale Educazione, Ricerca e Istituti Culturali
Directorate General for Education, Research and Cultural Ingtitutes, Ministry of Culture, Italy
caterinapaola.venditti @cultura.gov.it

**CNR - Istituto di Scienze del Patrimonio Culturale
National Research Council — Institute of Heritage Science, Italy
maria.taloni @cnr.it

178 Qur thoughts go above al to syntheses like that of HAYES, MARTINI 1994,

74 Among them, Paliano, Colle San Quirico; Paliano, Grotta di Principotto; Pignataro | nteramna, Masseria Mora; Pontecorvo,
S. Oliva; Roccasecca, Ferrovia Roma-Cassino; Sora, S. Lorenzo; Minturno (cfr. OLcese et al. 2013).

5 The petrographic analysis demonstrated that the manufacturing and spread of cooking pots occurred both regionally and
supra-regionally and in production and distribution systems, both elements of continuity and change have been recorded (BorGES
et al. 2017).

176 | AUNARO, LEONE 2018.
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