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(1) INTRODUCTION


The excavation produced a sizeable quantity of pottery, and two groups of pottery were studied to compare the forms and functions from each:


(1) the two lowest fills, (456) and (457) of the rectangular pit (460), terminal 
date c. 1730-1740, but containing earlier sixteenth-century material. 13.35 
eves. 


(2) Fills (240), (296), (323) and (356) of rubbish pits (241), (297), (324), and 
(356), terminal date c.1810-1840 containing residual material from (456) and 
(457). 11.38 eves.

Each context was laid out separately and family sherds assigned to vessels.  Sherd counts and weight were noted and estimated vessel equivalents (eves) calculated from rims.

THE POTTERY TYPES


The wares occurring in the groups studied are set out below, under two headings, post-medieval pottery, which includes those pottery types produced mostly in the seventeenth or eighteenth century and nineteenth-century pottery which was commonplace from c. 1800 onwards.  The Museum of London Archaeological Service's fabric codes have been used.

Post-medieval pottery

Seventeenth and Eighteenth century wares

BLACK BASALT WARE (BBAS)

Sometimes referred to as Egyptian black,  this black earthenware with matt surfaces was made by the addition of manganese and iron to the clay. It was produced from the early eighteenth century and was refined by Josiah Wedgwood during the 1760’s, eventually at the Wedgwood and Bentley Etruria Factory, Burslem, Staffordshire.  Although its popularity declined from the 1820’s, it is still produced today.  Black Basalt ware was usually the medium for table and ornamental wares (Godden, 1965, pxix) and at Thorne Close its only occurrence is as coffee pots, from the nineteenth- century pits.

Border Wares (BORD), (BORD B), (BORD G), (RBOR).

Border wares are so named from their production sites in the area of north-east Hampshire and west Surrey.  The fabric is characterised by a fine sandy white to buff colour. It is sub-divided by the colour of its glaze, green (BORDG), and yellow (BORDY).  The ware began production in the mid-sixteenth century and was a major component of pottery in the London area until the late seventeenth century when its importance declined. It was restricted largely to its production area until its final decline in the mid eighteenth century.  A red fabric variant (RBOR) was produced from the early seventeenth century and was of similar importance as the lighter wares (Pearce, J. 1992).  Border ware was present in the form of chamber pots (BORDB), and a bowl (RBOR), whilst two sherds of a green glazed Border ware bowl was also present. 

1 (FIG. 1) 
Chamber pot (BORD B), late seventeenth century.

2 (FIG. 1)
Chamber pot (BORD B), late seventeenth century. 

CREAMWARE (Queensware) (CREA)

The fabric is defined as Devonshire light coloured clays with crushed calcined flints and a clear glaze.  It was first introduced c.1730-40 and was popular from c. 1760 until the late nineteenth century (Godden, 1965, xv).  It was widely manufactured in potteries across England and only better quality wares have makers’ marks on them. Creamware was only present in the early nineteenth-century pits, and the forms present are largely tablewares, bowls, dishes and plates, with jars and a jug present.  

LONDON STONEWARE (LONS)

Stoneware in London and Britain was first manufactured at Woolwich during the mid to late seventeenth century (Pryor and Blockley, 1975) and a little later by John Dwight in 1670 at Fulham.  Dwight died in 1703, bringing an end to his litigations over infringements of his patent to produce stoneware, and subsequently potteries began producing stoneware in London at Southwark and Vauxhall. From the mid nineteenth century the London stoneware industry declined and finished in the 1950’s with the closure of the Doulton and Watts factory at Lambeth.  Stonewares are typically high temperature (1200(C) fired clays, usually salt glazed (Godden. 1965; Hildyard. 1985, p11). The London stonewares in the assemblage are usually light coloured and salt glazed. The forms present in the eighteenth century are a jug and a tankard, whilst the nineteenth-century London stonewares are restricted to bottles, probably as containers for merchandise.

NOTTINGHAM/DERBY STONEWARE (NOTS)

Nottingham and Derby stonewares are very difficult to distinguish from each other. Generally the appearance of this ware has a light grey to dark grey fabric with a feruginous slip resulting in a lustrous brown salt glaze.  A lighter margin usually exists between the glaze and fabric.  Stoneware production began in Nottingham in the last decade of the seventeenth century and ceased by the early nineteenth Century.  At Derby production began early in the seventeenth century but continued until the late nineteenth century (Locket, 1982, p19-22; Hildyard, 1985, p12; Jennings, 1981, p 219-222). The form present in this ware is a jug.
Post-Medieval Black Glazed Ware (PMBL)

This red earthenware, with its characteristic black, iron rich glaze, was produced throughout the seventeenth century at the Essex red earthenware production centres of Harlow (Ashdown, 1970), Loughton (Newton et al 1960), and Stock (Cunningham, 1985) as well as other British localities outside the region.  The ware is seen as an evolution of the sixteenth-century Cistercian wares.  The only forms present at Thorne Close are a chamber pot and a bowl.

Post-Medieval Redwares, (PMR), (PMRU)

Probably the most commonly occurring post-medieval pottery type, it is defined as sandy, red earthenwares, occasionally with coarse inclusions of quartzite.  The wares were glazed in a wide range of  clear, reddish brown, brown and green glazes, whilst unglazed vessels (PMRU) were less common.  The ware was manufactured at many places, Woolwich (Blockley, 1978), Pottersbury, Northhants (Mayes, 1968),Harlow (Ashdown, 1970) and Loughton (Newton et al 1960), Essex, and possibly Deptford. It was manufactured over a considerable period of time, from the early seventeenth century to the nineteenth century. The more easily recognisable decorated mid to late seventeenth-century Woolwich PMR was not noted in the Thorne Close pottery assemblage and the source for this ware was probably the Essex kilns.  The forms present in the eighteenth-century pit were bowls, including an incurving version, a jar, and a miniature jug and accompanying lid, whilst the nineteenth-century pits contained a wider range of forms, including bowls, chamber pots, a colander, dishes, a jar, jug and a paint pot.  The unglazed (PMRU) ware was present only in the nineteenth-century pits and consisted of forms associated with gardening, flower pots, bowls and part of a forcer.  This unglazed red earthenware cannot be provenanced, and could have been manufactured at any number of British potteries.

3 (FIG 1) 
Bowl, early eighteenth century. Context (457)

4 (FIG 1)
Bowl, early eighteenth century. Context (457)

5 (FIG 1)
Bowl, rim with lid fiting, early eighteenth century. Context (470)

6 (FIG 1)
Bowl/Chamber pot, early eighteenth to early nineteenth century. 


Context (240).

7 (FIG 1)
Bowl, early eighteenth to early nineteenth century. Context (240).

8 (FIG 1)
Paint pot, late eighteenth century to early nineteenth century. 



Context (240).

9 (FIG 1)
Dish, early eighteenth to early nineteenth century. Context (240). 

Staffordshire Slipware (STSL)

This slipware is defined as generally a yellow fabric, with a white slip and trailed or, more frequently, combed brown slip decoration.  It was first produced in Bristol in the early seventeenth century and is difficult to distinguish from the Staffordshire wares, which began production in the mid-seventeenth century.  By the end of the eighteenth century this pottery ceased to be manufactured. The forms are shallow dishes and cups.  The dishes are almost certainly Staffordshire in origin as there is no evidence for Bristol making press moulded forms.

10 (FIG 1)
Dish, early eighteenth century. Context (457).

11 (FIG 1)
Dish, early eighteenth century. Context (457).

12 (FIG 1)
Dish, early eighteenth century. Context (457).

13 (FIG 1)
Dish, early eighteenth century. Context (457).

14 (FIG 1
Cup, early eighteenth century, Context (457).

15 (FIG 1)
Cup, early eighteenth century, Context (457).

Staffordshire Salt Glazed Stonewares (SWSG), (SWSB), (SWSG DRAB)

White stonewares with salt glazing (SWSG) began to be manufactured in Staffordshire from c.1720 and finished production in c1773.  Vessels in this ware are bowls, a mug, a jug, a saucer, a tea bowl and a teapot.  From 1740, this stoneware was decorated with cobalt scratched into the surface of vessels, to give a characteristic blue decoration (SWSB).  The base of a bowl in this ware was recovered from a nineteenth-century pit.  A cheaper version of the white stoneware, Drab ware, was produced from c.1730 and is characterised by the cheaper, off white or grey firing Staffordshire clays, slipped with the more expensive Dorset ball clay, often decorated with a dipped iron slip around the rim (Jennings, 1981, p222- 227).  A bowl and drinking mugs were present in this ware.

13 (FIG 2)
Bowl, (SWSG), c.1720-1740. Context (457).

14 (FIG 2)
Tea bowl, (SWSG), c.1720-1740. Context (457).

15 (FIG 2)
Tea bowl/cup (SWSG), c. 1720-174. Context (457). 

16 (FIG 2)
Saucer (SWSG), c 1720-1740. Context (457).

17 (FIG 2)
Bowl, (SWSG DRAB), c.  1730-40. Context (457).

18 (FIG 2)
Drinking mug, (SWSG DRAB), c.1730-1740. Context (457).

Tin-glaze Ware (TGW)

This ware is defined as a fine yellow earthenware with tin-glazing.  Production of Tin-Glazed earthenwares in England began at Southwark and Aldgate in the early seventeenth century (although there is documentary evidence to suggest an earlier mid-sixteenth-century date).  From the mid-seventeenth century until the late eighteenth century manufacture of  this ware spread to the main pottery centres of the British Isles, but declined with the introduction of the more durable Creamware and later Transfer Printed Ware in the mid to late seventeenth century.  The Tin-Glazed wares at Thorne Close were probably from the local industries of Lambeth although a probable example of the Bristol industry is present.  Plain and decorated vessels, often polychromes occurred.  The vessels present are tablewares, bowls, dishes, plates and as well as chamber pots and medicinal ointment pots.

19 (FIG 2) 
Plate, c. 1730-1740. Context (457) 

20 (FIG 2)
Bowl, Bristol/Lambeth, c 1720-1740. Context (457) 

21 (FIG 2)
Bowl, early eighteenth century. Context (457) 

22-24 (FIG 2)
Ointment pots, early eighteenth century. Context (457) 

Tudor Redware (TR) 

A red earthen ware, with clear glaze, dated from the mid to late sixteenth century.  One largely complete jug occurred in the nineteenth-century rubbish pits, and was therefore assumed to have survived as an heirloom or because it was placed in storage.

25 (FIG 2)
Jug, rounded, mid to late sixteenth century. (Context 240)

Imports

Chinese Porcelain (CHPO)

Chinese porcelain was the most prestigious fineware in sixteenth- and seventeenth- century Europe and its import was monopolised by the Portuguese until the mid sixteenth century when the Dutch East India Company broke the monopoly and Europe had greater access to this ceramic.  The Chinese porcelain present was largely decorated in the Blue and White style and included bowls and plates.  There were also a Chinese Imari decorated bowl and cup.

26 (FIG 2)
Bowl, c. 1720-1740, Context (457).

27 (FIG 2)
Saucer/Cavetto, c.1725-1745. Context (387). 

28 (FIG 2)
Saucer/Cavetto, c.1725-1745. Context (335).

29 (FIG 2)
Saucer/Cavetto, c.1725-1745. Context (240).

Westerwald Stoneware (WEST)

Westerwald is an area of Germany, east of the Rhine, between the rivers Sieg and Lahn.  From the early seventeenth century light grey stonewares began to be imported into Britain from this area. Although this ware is manufactured today, by the end of the eighteenth century , the wide-spread use of English Stoneware, and probably a change in ceramic fashions and technology stemmed the import of Westerwald Stoneware.  The stoneware is usually decorated with stamped medallions coloured with cobalt blue; from the mid-seventeenth century, purple (from manganese) was used.  The only form present was a blue decorated chamber pot, recovered from the nineteenth-century rubbish pit.

Nineteenth-century wares

ENGLISH STONEWARE (ENGS)

This category includes a large group of stoneware fabrics, of nineteenth-century date, which could not be assigned to specific British potteries. The only form present was a bowl.

MOCHA WARE (MOCH)

So named because of the decoration of brown tree-like designs which occur on vessels.  The ware is typified by a yellow earthenware fabric with a clear glaze decorated with a combination of  white, blue and brown bands of glaze.  The forms are bowls, chamber pots, a dish and jugs.  This ware was produced by Anthony Amatt in Bristol, in the 1790s (Thomas and Wilson, 1980, p15), and is very similar to the output of the main manufacturer of Mocha ware in the last half of the nineteenth century, T.G. Green and Co’s, Church Gresley (Derbyshire), founded in 1864 and still operating today.  Mocha ware was also manufactured in the late nineteenth century by Edge, Malkin and Co. but was not present in this assemblage (Godden, 1965, xvi, 173).  The vessels present in Mocha ware are bowls, chamber pots and a probable vase, all recovered from the nineteenth-century rubbish pits.

REFINED WHITE EARTHENWARES (REFW), (REFW TPW), (REFW UNGP)

Also known as ‘Stone China’, ‘Semi-Porcelain’ and ‘Ironstone’, they are white fabrics with a clear glaze (REFW) and were developed c. 1800 (Godden, 1963, xxii).  Forms here include tablewares, bowls, a drinking mug, a jug and plates.  Refined White Earthenwares have been categorised into two groups, transfer printed designs (REFW TPW) and hand-painted decoration under a clear glaze (REFW UNGP).  Transfer printed decoration was developed in 1750 as an overglaze decoration method, in limited numbers. By 1780 under-glaze printed designs were developed and production escalated.  The main patterns on Transfer Printed Ware during the nineteenth century were the Asiatic Pheasant design, and the Willow pattern (Coysh and Henrywood,  1982, p10-11, 29).  Neither were represented in the Thorne Close assemblage, however the designs were mostly of Chinoisserie designs, and were difficult to trace.  Forms included tablewares, bowls, a charger, cups, a lid, plates, and saucers.  Ornamental vessels included bowls and vases.  Chamber pots were the only vessels present concerned with sanitation. The main forms present with under-glaze painted decoration are bowls, cups, plates, and a vase, and it is assumed that these wares are from either the Staffordshire or Leeds potteries.

PEARL WARE (PEARL)

Developed in 1779 by Josiah Wedgwood, this was a lighter coloured alternative to the Creamware fabric.  It’s characteristics also include a blue translucent glaze, often with blue painted decoration (Godden, 1965, xxi). A bowl, a dish, a flask and plates were present in the collection.

SUNDERLAND SLIPWARE (SUND)

Defined as a red fabric with cream coloured glazes on internal surfaces.  Manufactured in Sunderland between 1800-1900, the only form present in Sunderland Slipware were bowls for food preparation. 

(3) DISCUSSION

EIGHTEENTH CENTURY


The pottery studied here is from the eighteenth-century fills of cut (460) and is dated from between c. 1700 and 1740, with some earlier vessels. The most frequently occurring wares by eves (see Table 1) were Tin-Glazed earthenware, Staffordshire Slipware, Post-Medieval Redware and Staffordshire White-Salt Glazed Stoneware.  These deposits contained largely complete vessels in fine wares, notably Tin-Glazed earthenware, with the coarse ware Post-Medieval Redware, usually the most frequently occurring ceramic in other post medieval assemblages, less prominent.  Earlier pottery was present as a largely complete Post-Medieval Black Glazed ware bowl, as well as a jug and chamber pot, suggesting that it was still being used in the mid seventeenth century.  The pottery was largely provenanced as local wares or from Staffordshire, the exception being the probable Bristol Tin-Glaze bowl and the only foreign import, Chinese porcelain.

Fabric
No of sherds
weight
%

weight
eve
%

eve

BORDB
15
941
12.68
0.91
6.82

CHPO
6
170
2.29
0.48
3.60

LONS
4
264
3.56
0.00
0.00

NOTS
2
28
0.38
0.21
1.57

PMBL
5
210
2.83
0.15
1.12

PMR
11
590
7.95
1.44
10.79

STSL
24
1877
25.28
1.92
14.38

SWSG
12
211
2.84
1.27
9.51

SWSG DRAB
7
245
3.30
0.84
6.29

TGW
153
2888
38.90
6.13
45.92

Total
239
7424
100.00
13.35
100.00

Table 1: Quantification of pottery types from cess pit (460).


The main forms present by eves were chamber pots (predominantly in Tin- Glazed earthenware), ointment pots (only present in Tin-Glazed earthenware), dishes (shallow, mainly in Staffordshire slipware), bowls and plates (both predominately in Tin-Glazed earthenware) (see Table 2 and for the quantification of pottery forms and the fabrics they occur in see Appendix I, Table 7).  This is interesting in that kitchen and tablewares do not dominate the assemblage, but the chamber pots and ointment pots survived as more complete vessels than others. When functions of vessels are looked at as well as vessel shape, then a clearer picture of activities becomes apparent (see Table 3), with vessels predominantly concerned with food consumption most important, then sanitary, medicinal, drink consumption and drink related functions becoming important in that order.  No vessels were connected with cooking food.

Form
No of sherds
weight
%

weight
eve
%

eve

bowl (incurving)
2
47
0.63
0.00
0.00

bowl
26
683
9.20
1.35
10.11

bowl (pedestal footed)
26
582
7.84
1.21
9.06

chamber pot
94
2936
39.55
2.40
17.98

cup
7
135
1.82
0.56
4.19

dish
4
146
1.97
0.34
2.55

dish (shallow)
17
1678
22.60
1.50
11.24

drinking mug
2
32
0.43
0.40
3.00

jar 
1
133
1.79
0.13
0.97

jug (miniature)
1
6
0.08
0.00
0.00

jug (rounded)
1
48
0.65
0.00
0.00

jug
8
218
2.94
0.21
1.57

lid
1
10
0.13
1.00
7.49

ointment pot
11
158
2.13
2.15
16.10

plate
35
465
6.26
1.29
9.66

saucer
1
24
0.32
0.26
1.95

tankard
1
84
1.13
0.00
0.00

tea bowl
2
8
0.11
0.47
3.52

tea pot
1
31
0.42
0.08
0.60


241
7424
100.00
13.35
100.00

Table 2. Quantification for vessel forms from cess pit (460).

Function
eve
% eve

Food consumption
3.17
23.75

General tablewares
1.31
9.81

Drink preparation
0.61
4.57

Drink serving
1.47
11.01

Drink consumption
1.43
10.71

Combination of drink functions
0.08
0.60

Storage
0.13
0.97

Medicinal
2.15
16.10

Sanitary
2.40
17.98

Ornamental
0.60
4.49

Total
13.35
100.00

Table 3. Quantification of vessel functions in Cess pit (460), by eve.

Early NINETEENTH CENTURY


The ceramics from the rubbish pits, dating to between c.1810 and 1840 were studied and included residual pottery (13.87% of the assemblage) from the eighteenth- century feature (460), which had been truncated by the early nineteenth-century rubbish pits. The main ware present was Post-Medieval Redware, followed by Creamware and Transfer Printed Ware (see Table 4).

FABRIC
No. of sherds
Weight
% weight
eve
% eve

Contemporary pottery types





BBAS
4
39
0.37
0.35
3.08

CREA
212
1248
11.74
2.03
17.84

ENGS
1
6
0.06
0.00
0.00

LONS
4
364
3.42
0.00
0.00

MOCH
17
173
1.63
0.29
2.55

NDEV
18
334
3.14
0.10
0.88

PEAR
48
412
3.87
0.49
4.31

PMR
71
3783
35.57
2.67
23.46

PMRU
9
273
2.57
0.27
2.37

REFW
39
354
3.33
0.32
3.08

SUND
11
832
7.82
0.05
9.23

REFW TPW
93
661
6.22
1.68
14.76

REFW UNGP
17
88
0.83
0.44
3.97

Total contemporary pottery
544
8567
80.57
8.69
85.15

Residual pottery






BORD
1
11
0.10
0.00
0.00

BORDG
2
10.00
0.09
0.00
0.00

CHPO
8
90
0.85
0.25
2.20

INDET
2
98
0.92
0.00
0.00

LANG
2
66
0.62
0.00
0.00

RBOR
8
418
3.93
0.32
2.81

STSL
15
312
2.93
0.26
2.28

SWSG DRAB
3
9
0.08
0.00
0.00

SWSB
1
22
0.21
0.00
0.00

SWSG
17
117
1.10
0.30
2.64

TGW
68
246
2.31
0.44
3.87

TR
20
631
5.93
0.00
0.00

WEST
1
36
0.34
0.12
1.07

Total residual

pottery
148
2066
19.43
1.69
14.85

Total
692
10633
100
11.38
100

Table 4. Quantification of pottery types from early nineteenth-century pits.

The main forms present by eves were bowls, occurring mostly in Transfer Printed Ware and Sunderland Slipware, followed by pedestal footed bowls, then plates, then dishes, again occuring most frequently in Creamware (see Table 5 and Appendix I, Table 8).  Forms that predominate are general tablewares associated with food, followed by vessels more specifically concerned with eating food, for example plates, then vessels containing mercantile products and finally, specifically food serving vessels (see Table 6).

Form
No of

sherds
Weight
%

Weight
eve
%

eve

bottle
4
364
3.42
0.00
0.00

bowl (incurving)
5
703
6.61
1.00
8.79

bowl
110
1518
14.28
2.32
20.39

bowl (pedestal footed)
98
1151
10.82
1.33
11.69

charger
1
42
0.39
0.00
0.00

chamber pots
2
56
0.53
0.09
0.79

coffee pot
3
20
0.19
0.25
2.20

collander
1
5
0.05
0.00
0.00

cup
7
16
0.15
0.06
0.53

dish
7
157
1.48
0.19
1.67

dish (deep)
21
1314
12.36
0.52
4.57

dish (shallow)
25
120
1.13
0.55
4.83

drinking mug
1
13
0.12
0.15
1.32

flask
1
18
0.17
0.00
0.00

flower pot
5
126
1.18
0.11
0.97

forcer 
2
104
0.98
0.00
0.00

indet
78
597
5.61
0.22
1.93

jar
16
614
5.77
0.30
2.64

jug
8
103
0.97
0.10
0.88

jug (rounded)
18
334
3.14
0.00
0.00

lid
1
4
0.04
0.20
1.76

paint pot
1
581
5.46
0.82
7.21

plate
132
761
7.16
1.29
11.34

saucer
5
9
0.08
0.19
1.67

vase
9
47
0.44
0.00
0.00

Total
561
8777
82.54
9.69
85.15

residual pottery forms
131
1856
17.46
1.69
14.85

Total
561
10633
100.00
11.38
100.00

Table 5. Quantification of vessel forms from early nineteenth-century pits.

Function
eve
% eve

Food preparation
0.11
0.97

Food serving
1.19
10.46

Food consumption
1.83
16.08

General table wares
4.17
36.64

Drink serving
0.44
3.87

Drink consumption
0.21
1.85

Storage
0.30
2.64

Gardening
0.21
1.85

Sanitary
0.09
0.79

Mercantile
0.92
8.08

Ornamental
0.00
0.00

Indeterminate function
0.22
1.93

Residual pottery
1.69
14.85

Total
11.38
100

Table 6. Quantification of vessel functions from nineteenth-century pits.

INTERPRETATION

EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

The interpretation of the ceramic groups analysed from Thorne Close, is best compared to other eighteenth-century post-medieval assemblages, and as an East London rural site, Thorne Close can be compared to three East London urban sites, the most contemporary being Cutler Street (c1720-40), and the later site of Crosswall (c.1770) (Vince 1981).  At Aldgate (Orton, 1984), three eighteenth-century phases can also be used, (c1700-20, 1700-50, and 1750-1770) to compare data.  The problems with correlating the information from these sites are that Thorne Close does not have a statistically viable assemblage of 20 eves to compare to Aldgate, and Crosswall and Cutler Street have no published eves information.  However, if the excavated material from Thorne Close is a true representation of pit (460)’s material then proportions can be compared.  There is also a problem of the definition of pottery source areas, where Border ware is described as non local, at Crosswall and Cutler Street, but at Aldgate and Thorne Close pottery from south-east England is considered to be local.  The quantification of pottery at Aldgate is a problem, as it was tabulated into very large groups, for example Staffordshire wares are grouped with all foreign imports, whilst red earthenwares have been divided into fine and coarse.  It was not impossible to correlate the information between all three sites, but for accuracy, ranked ratios are discussed here when actual figures are not published.


The four eighteenth-century sites show that Post-Medieval Redwares and Tin- Glazed Earthenware are always in the top three most frequently occurring fabrics.  The contemporary Thorne Close and Cutler Street are very similar in their ratios of wares, and the phases at Aldgate, 1700-1720, 1750-70 and 1700-50 are similar, especially if high proportions of Staffordshire wares are present in the imported pottery, which is not made clear in the report.  However, Border wares are much more predominant in the other sites’ assemblages, which is unusual as this industry was in decline from c.1700 onwards (Pearce, 1993). The low frequency of Border ware at Thorne Close may be a result of its more peripheral location for this industry’s market catchment area.  Also, the Thorne Close Border ware forms, chamber pots, are, according to Pearce, more likely to be seventeenth century in date, which suggests that Thorne Close was receiving very little, if nothing, of the Border ware ceramics during the eighteenth century.  Crosswall (c.1770) again has a very similar fabric assemblage to Thorne Close, but a high occurrence of Chinese porcelain, probably caused by house clearance, gives the fabric assemblage a different appearance to most eighteenth- century groups.


Information on the quantification of forms is unfortunately missing from the publications for Crosswall and Cutler Street, and Thorne Close can only be compared to the eighteenth-century phases at Aldgate (Building VII and Period ii (ii), Phase 2 ).  At both sites, bowls are the most frequently occuring vessel shape, perhaps because they have so many different functions, cooking, serving, eating, storage, decorative, etc. The ratios of forms vary between the sites; however the same vessel shapes are always present in the five most frequently occurring forms in all three eighteenth- century phases, though their placement in order of occurrence varies. At Thorne Close, chamber pots and ointment pots are the second and third most important vessels to occur, probably because they survived as more complete vessels compared to other forms, but at Aldgate, tablewares were of more importance than chamber pots.


The pottery from Thorne Close was classified with more function categories than at Aldgate, (the only other site published with information available) but it was still possible to correlate the two sites.  In the eighteenth-century phases at Aldgate, the three most important functions of the pottery were food preparation, drink consumption and food serving which is different from Thorne Close, where food consumption, sanitary and medicinal functions are important in that order.  The reasons for the differences in functions of pottery at both sites are probably the same as for vessel form.  However, if the Thorne Close assemblage was disposed of in a cess pit, then the loss of chamber pots whilst being emptied may be high, and at Aldgate, vessels in cess pits, dated c.1650-1680, were 50% of the assemblage (Vince, 1981). Chamber pots in Border ware have been described as cooking vessels (Pearce, 1993), however, at Thorne Close this has been discounted as the chamber pots show no evidence of heating or sooting and cess like deposits on the vessels indicate their intended purpose.


In turning to the production areas for the pottery, Thorne Close and its contemporary site have equal proportions of pottery from the same areas (calculated from eves), with local pottery predominating, followed by Staffordshire products, then imports and finally from Nottingham.  The exception is Cutler Street where the least occuring provenanced pottery is German stoneware which is equal to Nottingham stoneware.  Throughout the eighteenth century, this trend seems present at all the Aldgate phases and at Crosswell, except at the latter site where this pattern is skewed by porcelain from China, the second most important source of ceramic.


Imported pottery was very rare amongst the Thorne Close assemblage studied. In the eighteenth century, the only import from the cess pit is Chinese Porcelain, which accounts for 3.60% of the assemblage.  The other imported ceramics expected in the assemblage should be Westerwald stoneware, and this only occurred as a probable residual sherd among the nineteenth century pottery.  In comparing the other eighteenth-century London sites with Thorne Close, all three sites have only the same two imported wares mentioned above, except Aldgate (c. 1720) where an Italian import is recorded.  However, proportionally, Thorne Close has less imported pottery in its assemblage than the other sites, with the contemporary Cutler Street having 12% of the pottery as Chinese porcelain compared with the 3.60% from Thorne Close.


During the eighteenth century, the fashion for drinking tea, coffee and chocolate had become a middle class social activity, and new vessel shapes, introduced from the Orient, met these social demands.  Chinese and Japanese porcelain usually provided the wares for tea drinking, etc., however at Thorne Close, there is little evidence for Oriental porcelain as tablewares (except for a cup and three similar cavettos, acting as saucers, dated to between c.1720-1745) with English wares, Staffordshire white salt glazed and Drab stonewares supplementing the oriental porcelain as cups, mugs and a teapot.

THE NINETEENTH CENTURY 


Little has been published on nineteenth-century pottery assemblages to compare with the Thorne Close later pottery, which could test hypotheses on ceramic changes from the eighteenth to nineteenth centuries. Excavations by Newham Museum Service at the Cathall Road Housing Estate (200m to the north of Thorne Close) recovered pottery from rubbish pits and a cellar belonging to nineteenth-century terraced housing (Jarrett, forthcoming).  This  ceramic assemblage is dated to between c.1878 and 1894, later than the c.1810-1840 Thorne Close nineteenth century pottery which appears to be better quality than that of the lower class assemblage of Cathall Road.


The fabrics occurring in the two assemblages are quite different.  Only Transfer printed ware is common at both sites (the second most important ware at both sites).  As the pottery from Cathall Road appears to be inferior quality, basically cheap and/or cheerful, a difference in the social status of the area may explain the disparity in fabrics.  The Post-Medieval Redware present at Thorne Close is a major part of the nineteenth-century assemblage and appears as largely complete vessels, which are absent in the eighteenth-century pottery group.  This ware is also present at Cathall Road and indicates production of this red earthenware in the nineteenth century, which is often overlooked.  Nineteenth-century post-medieval redware is known to exist as small sized chamber-pot shaped paint pots, which occur at Thorne Close and Cathall Road.


With regard to forms, Thorne Close and Cathall Road are again quite different, with bowls and plates being two of the most important forms in the assemblages.  Cathall Road has a much more realistic domestic assemblage of tableware forms, whilst the lesser important forms at Thorne Close are largely represented by single vessels.


Again, Thorne Close and Cathall Road pottery differs functionally, however two functions, food consumption and drink serving, do occur in the top three important functions on both sites, and the main activities seem to be eating and drinking, although Cathall Road does have an element of mercantile containers: marmalade jars.  Gardening seems to be a similarly important activity at both sites.


In comparing the sources of pottery for both sites there is a problem in assigning potters to the Refined White Earthen wares, Creamware and Transfer Printed Wares, because of the lack of makers’ marks.  It is therefore assumed that these wares are made mainly at Staffordshire and Leeds.  The latter areas do seem to be the main supplier of pottery to Thorne Close, with local pottery of secondary importance.  The Thorne Close and Cathall Road pottery contained no contemporary imported pottery.


In conclusion, the eighteenth-century pottery from Thorne Close compares favourably with contemporary assemblages at Cutler Street and Aldgate for proportions of fabrics and forms.  There is a trend in present day archaeology to ignore later post-medieval pottery assemblages, believing enough is known about this subject.  However there is subtle diversity in assemblages, often reflected by location (urban or rural), proximity to production areas, social status and the type of feature in which rubbish is disposed, e.g. rubbish pits, cess pits etc.  In the nineteenth century, although so few pottery assemblages have been analysed, the two similarly dated groups from Thorne Close and Cathall Road show differences in the occurrence of fabrics, forms and functions.  Vince (1981) states that it would be expected that local wares in London steadily decline so that by the nineteenth century they are displaced in importance by pottery from industrial regions, such as Staffordshire, Leeds and the Tyneside.  This hypothesis seems to be true for Thorne Close (see Fig. 3 below for sources of pottery for Thorne Close) and Cathall Road, and whereas in the eighteenth century local potteries supplied tablewares in a wide range of fabrics and forms, the nineteenth-century local pottery seems to be stoneware, largely vessels for mercantile products.




Early eighteenth-century cess pit




Early nineteenth-century rubbish pits

Fig. 3. Sources of Pottery for Thorne Close
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Appendix I

Form
Fabric
No of sherds
Weight
%

weight
eve
% 

eve

bowl (incurving)
PMR
2
47
0.63
0.00
0.00

bowl
PMR
6
394
5.31
0.31
2.32


PMBL
1
37
0.50
0.00
0.00


SWSG
5
121
1.63
0.29
2.17


TGW
14
131
1.76
0.75
5.62

bowl (pedestal footed)
CHPO
5
168
2.26
0.40
3.00


TGW
14
164
2.21
0.20
1.50


SWSG DRAB
6
224
3.02
0.61
4.57


SWSG
1
6
0.08
0.00
0.00

chamber pot
BORDB
15
941
12.68
0.91
6.82


TGW
76
1890
25.46
1.34
10.04


PMBL
3
125
1.68
0.15
1.12

cup
CHPO
1
2
0.03
0.08
0.60


STSL
6
133
1.79
0.48
3.60

dish
STSL
3
120
1.62
0.21
1.57


TGW
1
26
0.35
0.13
0.97

dish (shallow)
STSL
15
1624
21.88
1.23
9.21


TGW
2
54
0.73
0.27
2.02

drinking mug
SWSG DRAB
1
21
0.28
0.23
1.72


SWSG
1
11
0.15
0.17
1.27

jar 
PMR
1
133
1.79
0.13
0.97

jug (miniature
PMR
1
6
0.08
0.00
0.00

jug (rounded)
PMBL
1
48
0.65
0.00
0.00

jug
LONS
3
180
2.42
0.00
0.00


NOTS
4
28
0.38
0.21
1.57


SWSG
1
10
0.13
0.00
0.00

lid
PMR
1
10
0.13
1.00
7.49

ointment pot
TGW
11
158
2.13
2.15
16.10

plate
TGW
35
465
6.26
1.29
9.66

saucer
SWSG
1
24
0.32
0.26
1.95

tankard
LONS
1
84
1.13
0.00
0.00

tea bowl
SWSG
2
8
0.11
0.47
3.52

tea pot
SWSG
1
31
0.42
0.08
0.60

Total

241
7424
100.00
13.35
100.00

Table 7. Quantification of forms and fabrics in cess pit (460).

Form
Fabric
No of sherds
Weight
% 

Weight
eve
%

eve

bottle
LONS
4
364
3.42
0
0.00

bowl (incurving)
SUND
5
703
6.61
1.00
8.79

bowl
BORD
1
11
0.10
0.00
0.00


CHPO
1
1
0.01
0.00
0.00


CREA
24
91
0.86
0.40
3.51


ENGS
1
6
0.06
0.00
0.00


MOCH
5
30
0.28
0.05
0.44


PMR
20
966
9.08
0.67
5.89


PMRU
2
43
0.40
0.16
1.41


REFW
13
137.00
1.29
0
0.00


STSL
5
31.00
0.29
0.04
0.35


SUND
6
129
1.21
0.05
0.44


SWSG
6
81
0.76
0.11
0.97


TGW
4
24
0.23
0.00
0.00


REFW TPW
36
97
0.91
0.89
7.82


REFW UNGP
3
19
0.18
0.1
0.88

bowl (pedestal footed)
CHPO
5
80
0.75
0
0.00


CREA
44
411
3.87
0.53
4.66


MOCH
3
101
0.95
0.24
2.11


PEAR
6
120
1.13
0.12
1.05


REFW
5
56
0.53
0.00
0.00


SWSG
1
14
0.13
0.00
0.00


SWSB
1
22
0.21
0.00
0.00


REFW TPW
35
425
4.00
0.33
2.90


REFW UNGP
5
38
0.36
0.11
0.97

charger
REFW TPW
1
42
0.39
0
0.00

chamber pot
MOCH
1
3
0.03
0.00
0.00


PMR
1
53
0.50
0.09
0.79


TGW
13
45
0.42
0.05
0.44


WEST
1
36
0.34
0.12
1.05

flower pot
BBAS
3
20
0.19
0.25
2.20

colander
PMR
1
5
0.05
0.00
0.00

cup
STSL
3
63
0.59
0.10
0.88


REFW TPW
6
15
0.14
0.06
0.53


REFW UNGP
1
1
0.01
0.00
0.00

dish (deep)
CREA
4
164
1.54
0.00
0.00


PMR
17
1150
10.82
0.52
4.57


RBOR
8
418
3.93
0.32
2.81

dish
CREA
3
22
0.21
0.00
0.00


PMR
4
135
1.27
0.19
1.67


STSL
5
69
0.65
0.12
1.05


TGW
6
14
0.13
0.00
0.00

dish (shallow)
CREA
23
107
1.01
0.50
4.39


PEAR
2
13
0.12
0.05
0.44


STSL
2
149
1.40
0.00
0.00

drinking mug
REFW
1
13
0.12
0.15
1.32


SWSG DRAB
3
9
0.08
0.00
0.00

Form
Fabric
No of sherds
Weight
% 

Weight
eve
%

eve

flask
PEAR
1
18
0.17
0.00
0.00

flower pot
PMRU
5
126
1.18
0.11
0.97

forcer
PMRU
2
104
0.98
0
0.00

indeterminate

78
597
5.61
0.22
1.93

jar
CREA
8
64
0.60
0.04
0.35


PMR
8
550
5.17
0.26
2.28

jug (rounded)
NDEV
18
334
3.14
0.1
0.88

jug
PMR
3
26
0.24
0.00
0.00


CREA
4
34
0.32
0.00
0.00


REFW
1
43
0.40
0.00
0.00


TR
20
631
5.93
0.00
0.00

lid
REFW TPW
1
4
0.04
0.20
1.76

paint pot
PMR
1
581
5.46
0.82
7.21

plate
CHPO
1
2
0.02
0.00
0.00


CREA
66
315
2.96
0.56
4.92


PEAR
39
261
2.45
0.32
2.81


REFW
18
103.00
0.97
0.17
1.49


SWSG
3
10.00
0.09
0.00
0.00


TGW
38
131.00
1.23
0.39
3.43


REFW TPW
8
72.00
0.68
0.20
1.76


REFW UNGP
1
10.00
0.09
0.04
0.35

saucer
REFW UNGP
5
9.00
0.08
0.19
1.67

tea pot
SWSG
2
6
0.06
0.05
0.44

tea cup
SWSG
1
2
0.02
0.14
1.23

vase
MOCH
8
39
0.37
0.00
0.00


CHPO
1
7
0.07
0.25
2.20


REFW UNGP
1
8
0.08
0
0.00

Total

0.00
0
100.00
10.38
100.00

Table 8. Quantification of forms and fabrics from nineteenth-century pits.
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