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I. Greek Amphora Types

A. Koan

1. Unstamped: (R 6. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44.

P1. ). DNeck fragment. Fragment preserves part of rim, neck, and
shoulder, and stump of one handle. P.H., 0.150m.; R.H., 0.017m.; est. M.D.,
0.110m.; est. R.D., 0.140m.; H.W., 0.053m.; H.T., 0.027m.; Neck ht. inecl. rim,
0.113m.; est. Neck diam., 0.110m. Fine, finely micaceous hard pale pinkish
buff to deep tannish clay; frequent small red bits; beige to pinkish yellow-
buff surface. Surface covered with veiny vegetation marks and with pieces of
cement. Looks like pozzolana. Very thin-walled. Clay not at all Pompeian
but handle thickish and flares up sharply. Rim flat on top and somewhat
insloping. Very similar to that of Cat. 2 and 3, the former one of which has
some of the same veiny incrustations. Neck set deeply into shoulder.

2. VUnstamped: (R 10. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44.

Pl. ). Neck fragment. Fragment preserves pieces of neck and one handle,
and very small bit of rim. P.H., 0.130m.; R.H., 0.015m.; est. M.D., 0.085m.:
est. R.D., 0.110m.; H.W., 0.050m.; H.T., 0.022m.; est. neck diam., 0.085m.
Slightly micaceous (scattered gold mica) deep tannish buff clay; frequent tiny
reddish and dark bits and a few white ones; pale greenish cream surface. Some
of the same veiny incrustations as on #l. Rim flat on top; handle flares up
sharply; thin-walled.

3. Unstamped: (R 11. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44.

Pk ). Neck fragment. Fragment preserves pieces of rim and neck and
stump of one handle. P.H., 0.102m.; R.H., 0.013m.; est. M.D., 0.090m.; est.
R.D., 0.115m.; H.W. at attachment, 0.05lm.: H.T. at attachment, 0.022m.
Micaceous (gold mica), rather coarse deep tannish buff clay; scattered light

and dark bits; pale greenish cream surface. Has some of the same veiny marks
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as other similar pieces, and traces of cement. Rim flat on top and sloping
down to inside; handle flares up sharply; thin-walled.

4., TUnstamped: (R 1l4. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44.

Pl. ). Neck fragment. Fragment preserves pieces of rim, neck, and one
handle. P.H., 0.095m.; R.H., 0.010m,; est. M.D., 0.090m.; est. R.D., 0.115m.;
H.W., 0.044m.; H.T., 0.022m. Micaceous pale pinkish yellow-buff clay; scat-
tered reddish and dark bits; greenish cream surface. Rim flattish on top and
sloping in toward interior of neck; thin-walled.

5. Unstamped: (R 20. PIl. ). Rim fragment and piece of neck. P.H.,
0.045m,; R.H., 0.016m.; est. M.D., 0.090m.; est. R.D., 0.120m. Fine, finely
micaceous pinkish yellow-buff clay; few tiny dark bits visible; worn cream
surface; concentric striations (tool marks) under rim. Bits of pozzolana;
veiny incrustations.

6. Unstamped: (R 15. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44.

P1. ). Neck fragment. Fragment preserves piece of rim and part of upper
attachment of one handle. P.H., 0.105m.; R.H., 0.0l4m.; est. M.D., 0.115m.;
est. R.D., 0.140m.. Slightly micaceous deep tannish buff clay; scattered
dark, light, and at least one large red bit; surface and breaks obscured by
lighter deposit. Veiny incrustations and perhaps cement. Rim rounded on top.
7. Unstamped: (R 19. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44.

Pl. )- Rim fragment and piece of neck. P.H., 0.060m.; R.H., 0.013m.;
est. M.D., 0.100m.; est. R.D., 0.125m. Micaceous, hard deep pinkish buff
clay; scattered tiny light and dark bits; worn lighter surface. Some veiny
incrustations and heavy cement resembling pozzolana. Rim flattish on top;
thin-walled.

8. TUnstamped: (R 2. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44.

Pl. ). Fragment of lower neck and shoulder; mended. Est. P.H., 0.130m.;

G.D., 0.177m.; Neck diam. (inner), 0.078m. Micaceous deep tannish buff clay;



frquent tiny light and dark bits; greenish cream surface. Neck set deeply
into shoulder. Shoulder similar to that of Cat. 9, more downsloping than that
of Cat. 1; thin-walled.

9. Unstamped: (R 17. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44,

Pl. ). Fragment of neck and shoulder. Est. P.H., 0.135m.; est. neck
diam., 0.085m. Finely micaceous deep pinkish buff clay, grayish toward core;
scattered tiny light and dark bits; thick pinkish yellow-buff surface. Veiny
incrustations and traces of cement. Shoulder more downsloping than that of
Cat. 1 and similar to that of Cat. 8; thin-walled.

10. Unstamped: (R 33. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44.

. ). Handle fragment and part of upper attachment. H.W., 0.047m.;
H.T., 0.028m. Micaceous (gold mica) pinkish tannish buff clay; scattered
small white, dark, and red bits; cream surface. Veiny incrustation. Upflar-
ing profile.

11. Unstamped: R 34. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44,

Pl. ). Handle fragment (upper part of handle) and piece of neck. H.W.,
0.049m.; H.T., 0.020m. Micaceous pinkish yellow-buff clay; scattered dark and
light bits; pale pinkish buff surface. Veiny markings as on Cat. 1. Handle
not so upflaring; thin-walled.

12. Unstamped: (R 67. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44.
P1. ). Handle fragment. Fragment preserves lower attachment. H.W.,
0.045m.; H.T., 0.024m. Micaceous (gold mica), rather fine deep tannish to
pale orange-buff clay; scattered light and dark bits; worn cream surface.

13. Unstamped: (R 42. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44.
P1. ). Fragment of one rib of a double handle. H.W.. 0.023m. ; H.T.,

0.024m. Clay apparently finely micaceous, pale pinkish tan in color; frequent

very tiny dark bits; tan surface.
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14, Unstamped: (R 52. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44.

Pl. ). Fragment of one rib of a double handle. H.W., 0.027m.; H.T.
0.021m. Micaceous (gold mica) pale orange-buff clay; scattered small light
and dark bits; traces of grayish surface.

15. Unstamped: (R 41. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44,

Pl. ). Fragment of one rib of a double handle. H.W., 0.025m.; H.T.,
0.025m. Finely micaceous, rather fine, hard pinkish yellow-buff clay; scat-
tered tiny dark bits; traces of lighter surface.

16. Unstamped: (Begley 24.6. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-
44, Pl, ). Fragment of one rib of a double handle. Fragment preserves
piece of lower attachment. H.W., 0.025m.; H.T., 0.023m. Finely micaceous
deep yellowish tan clay; scattered tiny light and dark bits; surface obscured
by tannish deposit.

17. Unstamped: (Begley 24.3. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-
44, Pl. ). Fragment of one rib of a double handle, much worn by water
action. H.W., 0.026m.; H.T., 0.024m. Micaceous, powdery tan clay; scattered
tiny dark bits; brownish deposit on surface, including breaks,

18. Unstamped: (Begley 25.4. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-
44, Pl. ). Fragment of one rib of a double handle. H.W., 0.024m.; H.T.
as preserved, 0.021lm. Finely micaceous, plastery pinkish cream clay; scat-
tered small dark bits; no surfacing visible.

19. Unstamped: (Begley 25.6. Marked "III ABC?"

From excavations by

Faucheux and others, 1943-44. P1, ). Fragment of one half of a double

handle. H.W., 0.023m.; H.T., 0.021lm. Micaceous (gold mica), hard pale

orange-buff clay; frequent tiny light and dark bits; tan surface.
20. Unstamped: (Delhi, Central Antiquities Collection AK II.526 O-II

[Wheeler, Fig. 9:55]. Pl1. ). Neck fragment, including piece of rim.



Small part of neck, and most of one handle. P.H., 0.230m.; R.H., 0.020m.;
est. M.D., 0.090m.; est. R.D., 0.110m.; H.W., 0.048m.; H.T., 0.026m. Slightly
micaceous, very fine pale pinkish tannish buff clay; few scattered light and

dark bits; pinkish tan surface. Veiny incrustations.

B. Knidian

21. Stamped: Knidian Jar (Unnumbered. From excavations by Faucheux and
others, 1943-44. Not photographed by Begley. Pl. ). Handle fragment and
attached piece of neck, the stamp worn and broken and lengthwise near curve.
P.H., 0.095m.; H.W., 0.041m.; H.T., 0.023m. Finely micaceous pale rust clay;
frequent white and dark bits; buff surface. Deep finger hole inside neck at
attachment. Scratches on neck (perhaps after firing).

22. Stamped: (Begley 15.2. Marked "S2D-+45.50. 5-12-42." From
excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. P1. ). Handle fragment and
upper attachment, the stamp lengthwise near curve. H.W., 0.042m.; H.T.,
0.024m. Micaceous pale rust clay; frequent light and dark bits; yellow-buff
surface. Finger impression inside attachment. Possible pozzolana adheres.
23. Unstamped: (Begley 19.4. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-
44, PL. ). Handle fragment and piece of shoulder. P.H., 0.075m.; H.W.,
0.041m.; H.T., 0.026m. Slightly micaceous pale rust-buff clay; frequent dark,
light, and reddish bits; beige surface. Deep finger impression at base of
handle. One of three probable pieces of same Knidian jar. Veiny incrusta-
tions (trace).

24. Unstamped: (Begley 19.2. Marked "VI B = IM. 16-11-43." From excava-

tions by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. P1. ). Shoulder fragment and

lower handle attachment. G.W., 0.083m.; H.W. at attachment, 0.057m. Finely
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micaceous pinkish yellow buff clay; scattered dark and light bits; [Betty



check this] surfacing of same color. Traces of same markings as on Cat. 25,
Deep mark under handle attachment. Three concentric striations on inside of
fragment.

25. Unstamped: (Begley 16.1. Marked "R.27.III B = 0.50." From excavations
by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. Pl. ). Fragment of neck and shoulder.
P.H., 0.068m.; G.W., 0.110m.; est. inner diam. of neck, 0.085m. Finely
micaceous pinkish yellow-buff clay; scattered white and dark bits; surfacing

of same color. Five almost parallel concentric striations along base of neck.

C. Late Rhodian

26. Unstamped: (Begley 7. Marked "R.13.III B = 0.60." From excavations by
Faucheux and others, 1943-44., Pl. ). Neck fragment and piece of upper
part of handle. P.H., 0.138m.; H.W., 0.031lm.; H.T., 0.043m. Finely micaceous
rather sandpapery pale tannish clay; surface and breaks obscured by beige
deposit. Veiny incrustations.

27. TUnstamped: (Begley 15.1. Marked "R.47" [but not same handle with that
number pictured on Begley 15.2]. From excavations by Faucheux and others,
1943-44. Pl. ). Handle fragment and attached piece of neck. Est. P.H.,
0.085m.; H.W., 0.034m.; H.T., 0.031m. Finely micaceous pale tannish clay;
scattered tiny dark bits; yellow-cream surface.

28. Unstamped: (Begley 25.1. Marked "R.38.III B + 1.50." From excavations
by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. P1. ). Handle fragment. H.W., 0.032m.;
H.T., 0.033m. Slightly micaceous pale pinkish yellow-buff clay; scattered
small light and dark bits; surface deposit obscures clay. Veiny incrusta-
tions.

29. Unstamped: (Begley 22.2. Marked "R.39.III B + 1.00." From excavations

by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. P1, ). Handle fragment. H.W., 0.034m.;



H.T., 0.038m. Slightly micaceous apparently pale yellow-beige clay; scattered
tiny dark bits; color of surface and breaks obscured by deposit. Some veiny
incrustations.

30. Unstamped: (Marked "R.53.IIT A + 1.85." PIL. ). Belly fragment.
G.W., 0.245m. Finely micaceous deep tannish clay; scattered small dark,
light, and reddish bits; pale pinkish yellow-buff surface. Goes with Cat. 31
and perhaps Cat. 33. Cat. 30 and 31 have identical pinkish yellow-buff inner
colors and markings. Thicker-walled Cat. 33 could be from different jar or
different part of same jar. No apparent pozzolana, but veiny incrustations

which may equal pozzolana?

31. Unstamped: (Marked "R.54.III B." PIl. ). Belly fragment. G.W.,
0.215m. Finely micaceous deep tannish clay; scattered dark, light, and red-
dish bits; yellow-beige surface. Goes with Cat. 30 and perhaps Cat. 33. Poz-

zolana adheres. Very thick-walled: though direction of neck makes thickness

seem greater.

32. Unstamped: (Begley 33. She says marked "III B 0.20," but I can’t find
that marking. P1. ). Toe and attached pieces of belly. P.H., 0.110m.;
diam. at base, 0.035m. Slightly micaceous rather sandpapery tannish clay,
brown at core; scattered small light and dark bits; yellow-beige surface.
Sliced and gouged. Veiny incrustations.

33. Unstamped: (Marked "R.56.II1 A + 1.85." Pl. ). Belly fragment.
G.W., 0.230m.

Finely micaceous tannish clay; scattered dark bits; cream sur-

face. Thinner walled than Cat. 30 and 31 but clay looks the same. Perhaps

from a different jar. Inner color also different from Cat 30 and 31. Cat. 33
inner color is tan. Apparently goes with toe Cat. 34,

34. Unstamped: (Begley 40. Marked "R.62.III A + 0.50." Pl1. ). Toe

and pieces of lower belly. P.H., 0.125m.; diam. at base, 0.034m. Finely



micaceous tan clay; scattered dark bits; dirty cream surface. Thick
pozzolana-like deposit inside fragment.

35. Unstamped: (Madras Museum 105/70 1. PI1. ). Handle fragment and
upper attachment. H.W., 0.027m.; H.T., 0.033m. Slightly micaceous, rather
powdery tan clay; scattered tiny dark bits; lighter surface.

36. Unstamped: (Madras Museum 105/70 2. Pl. ). Shoulder fragment and
lower attachment. G.W,, 0.125m.; H.W. at attachment, 0.04lm.; H.T. at attach-
ment, 0.032m. Finely micaceous tannish clay; scattered small dark bits;
lighter surface.

37. Unstamped: (Madras Museum 105/70 3. PIL. ). Belly fragment. G.W.,
0.217m. Slightly micaceous tan clay; frequent small dark bits; lighter sur-

face.

II. Roman Amphora Types
1. Type 12a

38. Unstamped: (Begley 5. Marked "R.3(?).III B + 0.50." From excavations

by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. PI1. ). Neck fragment. Fragment

preserves most of neck, piece of rim, stump of one handle, and location of

attachment of other handle. P.H., 0.200m.; R.H., 0.0l4m.; est. M.D., 0.080m.:

est. R.D., 0.105m.; est. H.W. at attachment, 0.057m.: H.T. at attachment,
0.026m. Micaceous, coarse deep pinkish buff clay; frequent light and dark
bits; dirty cream surface. Neck set deeply into shoulder. Frequent small

pieces of pozzolana-like cement adheres, some with large red bits in them.

Also veiny incrustations.

39. Unstamped: (Begley 14.1 [no other marks visible]. From excavations by

Faucheux and others, 1943-44. P1. ). Rim fragment and piece of neck.

P.H., 0.082m.; R.H., 0.023m.; est. M.D., 0.120m.; est. R.D., 0.155m. Finely



micaceous pale pinkish tannish buff; very frequent dark bits (?); worn yellow-
cream surface. Deposit obscures surface, including breaks. Pozzolana-like

mortar adheres. Some veiny marks.

40, Unstamped: (Begley 20.1. Marked "R.29.IITI A + 0.50." From excavations
by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. P1. ). Handle fragment. Fragment
preserves upper attachment. H.W., 0.054m.; H.T., 0.027m. Micaceous (gold),
coarse pale rust clay; frequent dark and light (conspicuous ?) bits; worn
yellow-cream surface. Dirty deposit on surface and breaks. Handle "pinched"

near upper attachment.

41. Unstamped: (Begley 18.3. Marked "R.30." From excavations by Faucheux
and others, 1943-44. Pl. ). Handle fragment and upper attachment. H.W.,
0.063m.; H.T., 0.024m. Finely micaceous pale rust clay; scattered tiny dark
and light bits; surface obscured by buff deposit that also covers breaks.

42, Unstamped: (Begley 18.1. Marked "R.31." From excavations by Faucheux
and others, 1943-44. Pl. ). Handle fragment and upper attachment. H.W.,
0.060m.; H.T., 0.031m. Micaceous (gold mica) deep pinkish buff clay; frequent
dark, light, and red bits, including hematitz; surface pinkish yellow-buff,

with rather an "oiled" look.

43, Unstamped: (Begley 23.1. Marked "R.32.III B - 0.70." From excavations

by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. P1, ). Handle fragment and piece of

lower attachment. H.W., 0.059m.; H.T., 0.030m. Micaceous, coarse pale brick

red clay; frequent light and dark bits: cream surface.

44. Unstamped: (Begley 24.2. Marked "R.37" [now invisible]. From excava-

tions by Faucheux and others, 1943-44, PI1, ). Fragment of one rib of a

double handle. H.W., 0.026m.; H.T., 0.026m. Micaceous, coarse, sandy deep

pinkish yellow-buff clay; frequent dark and light bits, apparently including

hematitz; lighter surface.



45, Unstamped: (Begley 25.2. Marked "R. 40.III A + 0.80." From excavations
by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. PIl. ). Fragment of one rib of a double
handle. H.W., 0.029m.; H.T., 0.026m. Micaceous, coarse deep tannish buff
clay; frequent tiny dark bits; dirty cream surface.

46, Unstamped: (Begley 20.3. Marked "R.50." From excavations by Faucheux
and others, 1943-44. Pl. ). Fragment of one rib of a double handle.
Fragment preserves part of upper attachment. H.W., 0.028m.; H.T., 0.028m.
Micaceous, coarse pale pinkish buff clay; frequent small dark bits (hematitz)
and occasional red and white ones; worn, dirty cream surface.

47. Unstamped: (Begley 25.5. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-
44, Pl. ). Fragment of one rib of a double handle. H.W., 0.022m.; H.T.,
0.023m. Finely micaceous, coarse clay (color uncertain owing to surface
deposit); frequent dark bits; cream surface.

48. Unstamped: (Begley 35. Marked "III.B + 1.50." From excavations by
Faucheux and others, 1943-44, P1. ). Toe fragment. P.H., 0.027m.[Betty
check this]; diam. at base, 0.055m. Micaceous pale brick red clay; frequent
tiny dark and light bits; worn cream surface. Traces of veiny incrustationms.
49, Unstamped: (Unnumbered. Surface find in ploughed field: 26.XII.89.

Pl ). Handle fragment. H.W., 0.05lm.; H.T., 0.026m. Micaceous, sandy
pale rust clay; frequent dark and light bits.

50. Unstamped: (Madras Museum 105/70. Dubreuil Collection. PIl. Y

Neck fragment. Fragment preserves part of neck, and one handle; mended.

P.H., 0.225m.; H.W., 0.057m.; H.T., 0.03lm. Slightly micaceous pinkish
yellow-buff clay; frequent dark and light bits; tan surface.

51. Unstamped: (Madras Museum 657/39. Dubreuil Collection. PL. ¥
Lower part of handle with piece of attachment. H.W., 0.052m.; H.T., 0.031m.

Slightly micaceous deep tan clay; black, white, and large reddish bits; pale

tan surface.
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52. Unstamped: (AK 753-25C [Wheeler, Figure 9:60]. PIl. ). Handle frag-
ment and upper attachment. H.W., 0.055m.; H.T., 0.030m. Micaceous, very
coarse, sandy deep pinkish buff clay; many large and small dark bits, includ-
ing conspicuous hematitz; worn whitish surface.

53. TUnstamped: (AK unnumbered. P1, ). Neck fragment. Fragment
preserves small piece of rim, upper part of handle, and piece of neck. P.H.,
0.095m.; R.H., 0.016m.; est. M.D., 0.085m.; est. R.D., 0.110m.; H.W., 0.053m.;
H.T., 0.025m. Very coarse, micaceous, sandy rust clay; many dark bits,

including hematitz; dirty grayish cream surface.

7 Type 14

54, Unstamped: (Begley 9. Marked "R.1 [R visible, and "1" is from Vinala's
notes] IIT A + 0.50." From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44,

PL. ). Neck fragment. Fragment preserves most of rim and pieces of neck,
including start of one handle attachment and location of other. P.H.,
0.110m.; R.H., 0.048m.; M.D., 0.120m.; R.D., 0.170m. Fine, finely micaceous,
powdery pale peach-buff clay, beige toward surface; scattered small reddish,
light, and dark bits. Much veiny incrustation. Some pozzolana adheres on
inside and near top of rim on outside, perhaps from ancient sealing of jar.
55. Unstamped: (Begley 13.4. Marked "R.9 [she and others say, but I can see
only "R"] IIT A + 1.00." From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44.
Pl ). Rim fragment and small piece of neck, with part of upper attach-

ment of one handle. P.H., 0.067m.; R.H., 0.047m.; est. M.D., 0.120m.; est.

R.D., 0.165m. Fine, finely micaceous, powdery pale tannish clay, pale peach

toward core; scattered very tiny dark bits and a few small red and white ones;
beige surface. Lid-rest inside rim.
56. Unstamped: (Begley 22.1. Marked "R.35.III A + 0.50." From excavations

by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. P1. ). Handle fragment. H.W., 0.043m.;



H.T., 0.042m. Finely micaceous, powdery pale tamnish clay, apparently peach
toward core; scattered light and dark bits; beige surface.

57. Unstamped: (Begley 25.3. Marked "R.36.III B + 0.50." From excavations
by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. P1. ). Handle fragment. H.W., 0.043m.;
H.T., 0.036m. Finely micaceous, powdery, apparently pale clay; scattered dark
and reddish bits; deposit on surface, including breaks, covers surfacing, if
any. Veiny incrustations. Bits of pozzolana adhere.

58. Unstamped: (AK X 5. Pl. ). Handle fragment and upper attachment.
Bit of neck preserved. H.W., 0.054m.; H.T., 0.040m. Finely micaceous, hard

pinkish yellow-buff clay; scattered tiny reddish and dark bits; beige surface.

3. Type 16.2

59, Unstamped: (Begley 14.6. Marked "R.7.III B - 0.60." From excavations
by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. P1. ). Rim fragment and tiny piece of
neck. P.H., 0.058m.; R.H., 0.056m.; est. M.D., 0.160m.; est. R.D., 0.200m.

Slightly micaeous, rather plastery pale yellow-buff clay; scattered tiny dark
bits; pale grayish surface.

60. Unstamped: (Begley 13.3. Marked "VI.A + 1.00.10/10/43" [Begley says
Pencil scribble now almost invisible]. From excavations by Faucheux and
others, 1943-44. Pl. ). Rim fragment and piece of neck. Est. P.H.,
0.080m.; R.H., 0.045m.; est. M.D., 0.160m.; est. R.D., 0.205m. Slightly
micaceous, rather sandpapery pale orange clay; scattered tiny dark bits;
yellow-cream surface. Possible bit of pozzolana adheres. Also veiny
incrustations.

61. Unstamped: (Unnumbered. Pl. ). Rim fragment and very small piece
of neck. P.H., 0.051lm.; R.H., 0.051m.; est. M.D., 0.175m.; est. R.D., 0.215m.

Slightly micaceous cream clay; frequent tiny dark bits; no apparent surfacing.



4, Type 17

62. Unstamped: (Begley 8. Marked "R.4.III A - 0.60." From excavations by
Faucheux and others, 1943-44. PI1. ). Neck fragment. Fragment preserves
part of rim and neck, and stump of one handle; mended. P.H., 0.140m.; R.H.,
0.041m.; est. M.D., 0.150m.; est. R.D., 0.170m.; H.W., 0.054m.; H.T., 0.021m.
Micaceous (gold mica) deep pinkish tannish buff clay; frequent tiny light and
dark bits; worn cream surface. Apparent remnants of white shell embedded on
neck near handle attachment. Three parallel vertical lines on rim in same
yellowish color as deposits inside fragment. Deep indentation for 1lid on
inside of fragment, at base of rim.

63. Unstamped: (Begley 22.3. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-
44 o P ). Handle fragment. H.W., 0.042m.; H.T., 0.025m. Finely
micaceous (gold mica) deep pinkish yellow-buff clay; frequent tiny dark bits;
dirty beige surface.

64. Unstamped: (Unnumbered. Marked "R.14.III B - 0.70"; also "R.57.III B -
0.70." From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44, P1. ). Belly
fragment. G.W., 0.233m. Micaceous (gold mica) coarse apparently tannish
clay; frequent dark and light bits; dirty pale yellow surface. Inside thickly
plastered with deep yellow-brown substance. Cf. Cat. 65 and the neck fragment
Cat. 62. Also the toe Cat. 67. Cat. 64 has one white shell 0.018m. in diam.

embedded in the yellow substance, as well as outlines of many other such

shells once embedded in it. All perhaps once in the garum? Cf. shell-like

mark on exterior of neck fragment Cat. 62. Mark approx. 0.060m. in length

incised on exterior of Cat. 64. Cat. 64 appears to be a fragment of the upper

belly, as start of place where lower handle attachment was set can probably be

seen.



65. Unstamped: (Marked "R.58.III B - 0.70"; also "R.21.III B - 0.70." From
excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. P1. ). Belly fragment.
G.W., 0.125m. Micaceous (gold mica), rather coarse deep pinkish tannish buff
clay; frequent dark and light bits; dirty cream surface. Inside thickly
plastered with deep yellow-brown substance. Cf. Cat. 64 and the neck fragment
Cat. 62 "which has the same substance inside, as well as in three parallel
lines on the outside of the rim. Cf. also the toe Cat. 67.

66. Unstamped: (Not in Begley. Marked "R.60.III B - 0.70." PI1. Y
Wall fragment. G.W., 0.067m. Micaceous (gold mica), hard "layered" mauve
clay; frequent tiny dark and light bits; greenish cream surface. Yellow
deposit on interior wall.

67. Unstamped: (Begley 37. Marked "R.61.III B + 0.50." P1, ). Toe,
and pieces of lower belly. P.H., 0.160m.; diam. at base, 0.048m. Micaceous,
rather coarse deep pinkish tannish buff clay; frequent small light and dark
bits; dirty yellowish cream surface. Thick yellow-brown deposit inside toe,
with imprints of the same round fish-forms as on the other pieces of this jar.
Two round forms also on outside.

68. Unstamped: (Unnumbered ["Wl}]. From the 1990 excavations. Pl. ).
Fragment of belly. Same fabric as Cat. 62. G.W., 0.082m. Micaceous (gold
mica) light brown clay, pinkish yellow-buff toward surface and grayish at

core; scattered dark and light bits; yellow-buff surface,

5i Type 20
69. Unstamped: (R 8. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44.
Pl. ). Rim fragment and bit of neck. P.H., 0.043m.; R.H., 0.034m.; est.

M.D., 0.100m.; est. R.D., 0.130m. Finely micaceous tan clay; frequent tiny

grayish and dark, and occasional red bits: beige surface,.



70. Unstamped: (Begley 21.1. Marked "R.54 [revised in pencil to R.51] III
B. 0.00." From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. P1. ).
Handle fragment and most of lower attachment. H.W., 0.040m.; H.T., 0.035m.
Slightly micaceous (a few big pieces of gold and silver mica), coarse taupe
clay; frequent dark, reddish, and light bits; beige surface. Has at least
three low "spines" down middle, and depression in base of handle at lower

attachment.

6. Miscellaneous and Unclassified

71. TUnstamped: (Begley 14.2 [She says marked "R.16.III A + 1.60" but only
dimly visible to me]. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44.

P1. ). DNeck fragment. Fragment preserves pieces of rim and neck and
attachment of one handle. P.H., 0.117m.; R.H., 0.012m.; est. M.D., 0.090m. ;
est. R.D., 0.120m. Micaceous, very coarse pale rust clay, tan toward surface;
frequent dark, light, and reddish bits; buff surface. Rim has line partially
incised near bottom.

72. Unstamped: (Begley 16.2. Marked "R.18.III B 0.00." From excavations by
Faucheux and others, 1943-44. P1, ). Rim fragment. P.H., 0.061lm.; est.
M.D., 0.100m.; est. R.D., 0.125m. Faintly micaceous pale rust clay; frequent
small white bits; worn cream surface. Damage or possible place for handle
attachment on one part of rim, which is channeled three times horizontally.
Deep lid-rest 0.013m. in ? inside rim near top.

73. Unstamped: (Begley 14.3. Marked "R.23.III A + 0.50." From excavations

by Faucheux and others, 1943-44, Pl. ). Rim fragment and piece of neck.

P.H., 0.052m.; R.H., 0.020m.; est. M.D., 0.095m.; est. R.D., 0.110m. Slightly
micaceous, rather coarse deep pinkish buff clay; many tiny dark, and some

larger red bits; pale rust surface. A very small amphora, thin-walled

(0.007m.)

AY



74. Unstamped: (AK III [?] [2E]. PI. ). Rim fragment and piece of neck
that includes start of upper attachment. P.H., 0.055m.; R.H., 0.026m.; est.
M.D., 0.100m.; est. R.D., 0.130m. Finely micaceous, apparently rather coarse
tannish clay; scattered dark and reddish bits; tan surface, which is obscured
by lighter deposit. Lid-rest inside fragment.

75. Unstamped: (Marked "R.22.III A - 0.60." [not photographed by Begley but
seen by Stern] From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. Pl. ).
Rim fragment and small piece of neck. P.H., 0.038m.; R.H., 0.014m.; est.
M.D., 0.095m.; est. R.D., 0.130m. Micaceous, hard pale orange clay, yellow-
buff toward surface; frequent tiny dark bits; buff surface that also covers
breaks. Thin-walled: 0.007m., but wide-mouthed.

76. Unstamped: (Begley 19.1. Marked "VI A + 1m., 30-10-43." From excava-
tions by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. Pl. ). Shoulder fragment and
lower handle attachment. G.W., 0.081m.; H.W. at base, 0.042m.; est. H.T. at
base, 0.036m. Micaceous pinkish tannish buff clay; frequent tiny dark bits;
buff surface. Thin-walled: 0.007m. Interior wall of shoulder striated.

77. Unstamped: (Begley 21.3. Marked "R.43.III A + 1.00." From excavations
by Faucheux and others, 1943-44., P1. ). Handle fragment and upper
attachment. H.W., 0.048m.; H.T., 0.028m. Micaceous yellow-tan clay; frequent
tiny dark bits; cream surface.

78. Unstamped: (Probably Begley 19.3. She says marked "1943." I can't see
that. From excavations by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. Pl. ). Very

small handle fragment. H.W., 0.039m.; H.T., 0.031lm. Slightly micaceous

bright rust clay, tan toward surface; scattered small dark and light bits and
one large white one; beige surface. Channeling lengthwise. Some veiny
incrustation.

79. Unstamped: (Begley 25.7. Marked "R.49.III B - 0.60." From excavations

by Faucheux and others, 1943-44. Handle fragment and lower attachment. H.W.,

e



0.028m.; H.T., 0.024m. Slightly micaceous, rather hard tan (?) clay; scat-
tered dark bits visible; surface and breaks obscured by beige deposit.

80. Unstamped: (Madras Museum 72/40. Dubreuil Collection. P1. ).
Whole handle. Fragment preserves both attachments. H.W., 0.021m.; H.T.,
0.022m. Coarse brownish clay; frequent light and dark bits; brick red sur-

face. From a Punic amphora.

81. Unstamped: (Begley 37. Marked "R.5.III A - 0.60." Pl. ). Fragment

of lower belly and upper toe, the toe plugged. Est. P.H., 0.095m.; diam. at
base as preserved, 0.081lm. (sic); est. G.D. of plug in base, 0.054m. Very
slightly micaceous coarse dark gray clay; frequent largish dark bits; beige
surface. Blackened, striated interior, with finger-stripings probably
represents underfired clay. Plug, apparently also of clay, is also blackened.

Veiny markings. Only upper part of toe preserved. Concavity betwen toe and

belly.

82. Unstamped: (Begley 34. Marked "R.66.III1 B + 1.50." Pl. ). Toe,
and attached piece of belly. P.H., 0.070m.; diam. at base, 0.036m.
Micaceous, rather sandpapery and brittle pinkish yellow-buff clay; scattered
small dark and light bits; beige surface, which also covers breaks. Veiny

incrustations; probably some pozzolana. Possibly from a Koan amphora?

%]
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Abstract

Reconsidered here are the chronology and significance
of the important South Indian coastal site of Arikamedu,
which was excavated by Sir Mortimer Wheeler in 1945
and Jean-Marie Casal in 1947-1950. Finds of fragmen-
tary amphorae and Arretine ware in stratified contexts
led Wheeler to identify the site as an Indo-Roman trading
station, which he believed was founded during the time of
Augustus and lasted for about two centuries. Even though
subsequent investigations revealed conflicting evidence,
Wheeler’s basic interpretation has gone unchallenged
until now; as a result it has become increasingly difficult
to formulate a coherent picture of South Indian culture
sequences during the Early Historical period.

Reassessment of Wheeler’s and Casal’s material sug-
gests that the date of the founding of Arikamedu should
be pushed back to the middle of the third century B.C.,
while its first trade contacts with the Mediterranean
world may have been established by the late second cen-
tury B.C. The Arretine ware phase can now be dated
more precisely to the first quarter of the first century
A.C. (instead of the second quarter, as Wheeler had sug-
gested); amphorae occur in substantially earlier levels,
and Rouletted Ware in earlier levels still. Although the
Arikamedu Rouletted Ware was probably manufactured
locally, the technique of “rouletting” must have been in-
troduced from the West, probably sometime in the second
century B.C. Since Arikamedu thus seems to have func-
tioned as a maritime trading center long before the time
of Augustus, a new perspective emerges upon the ques-
tion of South Indian trade with the Mediterranean area.

No excavation has had such a profound impact
upon archaeological and historical research in South
India as that at Arikamedu undertaken by Sir Morti-
mer Wheeler in 1945.' This was the first stratigraph-
ic excavation in the entire peninsula and was widely
hailed as providing a firm basis for constructing chro-
nological sequences for South Indian archaeology
from the Iron Age to the Early Historical period. On
the basis of his finds of amphorae and Arretine Ware,
and correlated data from Classical literary accounts
like the Periplus Maris Erythraei, Wheeler proposed
that Arikamedu was an Indo-Roman trading station

! R.E.M. Wheeler, A. Ghosh and Krishna Deva, “Arikamedu:
an Indo-Roman Trading-station on the East Coast of India,” An-
cient India 2 (1946) 17-125, hereafter cited as Wheeler et al. The
artifacts from the Arikamedu excavations are now dispersed and
can be found in several collections. The bulk of Wheeler’s material
is with the Archaeological Survey of India in Delhi, while some
sherds are on display in museums; finds from the French excava-
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which flourished during the first two centuries A.C.
He dated the Arretine ware types found at Arikame-
du between 20 and 50 A.C., and argued that the trad-
ing station itself was first founded during the time of
Augustus. Between 1947 and 1950, further excava-
tions were undertaken at Arikamedu by Jean-Marie
Casal?; since then several other coastal sites have been
partially excavated and their chronology tied to that of
Arikamedu.

Scholars in disciplines other than archaeology have
also relied heavily on Wheeler’s dates for Arikamedu
in constructing their own chronological sequences. In
light of recent research, however, the dates of Arika-
medu can no longer be considered as “fixed” as was
perceived by Wheeler, even on the basis of his own
excavated material. Granted that the excavated mate-
rial was limited, he nevertheless left unexplored some
significant indications of a much earlier beginning for
the site. This hypothesis is corroborated by material
from Casal’s excavations at Arikamedu. He discov-
ered the existence of an earlier settlement dating ap-
proximately from the second century B.C.; but, unfor-
tunately, Casal’s material has been largely ignored by
archaeologists and historians in India. A reassessment
of the evidence from both excavations suggests that
the ancient settlement of Arikamedu was first estab-
lished ca. 250 B.C. and lasted until ca. A.D. 200—a
much longer period than Wheeler supposed. Accord-
ingly, the beginnings of the settlement and its function
as a trading station should now be viewed within the
context of historical developments which were taking
place in South India from the time of the first contacts
with the Mauryan Empire of North India (ca.
322-185 B.C.)

To demonstrate this conclusion, four major aspects
which have been illuminated by information gained
since Wheeler’s excavations are examined: 1) the
physical features of the settlement in relationship to
other contemporary sites; 2) its chronology and se-
quential phases of development; 3) the dating of the
tions are at Pondicherry, Hanoi and other places. The locations of
the large number of surface collections have gone undocumented.

? J:M. Casal, Fouilles de Virampatnam-Arikamedu (Paris
1949; herealter cited as Casal, Virampatnam); see also .M. and G.

Casal, Site urbain et sites funéraires des environs de Pondichéry
(Paris 1956; hereafter Casal, Site urbain).
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inscribed sherds; and 4) the question of how Arika-
medu functioned as a trading station.

THE SITE IN CONTEXT

The site of Arikamedu, also known as Virampat-
nam and sometimes identified with the ancient Po-
douke Emporion mentioned in the Periplus Maris
Erythraei, is located on the Ariyankuppam river,
about 3 km. south of Pondicherry, in a sheltered la-
goon formed by it and the Gingee river on the south-
eastern coast of India (ill. 1). The existence of the site
has been known since the eighteenth century when its
visible remains were described by Le Gentil in his
Voyage dans les mers de I'Inde.” From 1937 G. Jou-
veau-Dubrevil started collecting surface finds from
the site, which are said to have included a gem with
“head of Augustus in intaglio.” Subsequently, other
Mediterranean artifacts, including sherds of Arretine
ware, came to light when the French started excava-
tions in 1941, under the direction of Fr. L. Fau-
cheux.® Wheeler saw these artifacts in 1944 and rec-
ognized the potential of the site for the archaeology of
South India. He started the first stratigraphic excava-
tion at the site in the following year, and subsequent
work was done by Casal along similar lines.

The sheltered location of Arikamedu was undoubt-
edly a crucial factor in its founding, since the south-
eastern coast of India is almost devoid of natural har-
bors. Moreover, all the other port sites discovered
since Wheeler’s excavation are also situated upon es-
tuaries of rivers. A study of the formation of terraces
along the eastern coast, undertaken by A.V.N. Sarma
and the Archaeological Survey of India in 1972, has

3 Cited in Wheeler et al. 21.

4 Wheeler refers to the gem in Jouveau-Dubrevil’s collection, al-
though it was not seen by him because the collection was sent to the
French School Museum at Hanoi. See Wheeler et al. 21.

5 L. Faucheux, Une vieille cité indienne prés de Pondichéry,
Virampatnam (Pondicherry 1945); see also P.Z. Pattabiramin, Les
fouilles d’Arikamédu (Podouké) (Pondicherry 1946).

¢ Indian Archaeology, A Review (herealter cited as IndArch)
1972-1973, 30-32. For details of the survey, see A.V.N. Sarma,
“Upper Pleistocene and Holocene Ecology of East Central South
India,” in K.A.K. Kennedy and G.L. Possehl eds., Ecological Back-
grounds of South Asian Prehistory (Ithaca 1976) 179-90; and also
“Upper Pleistocene and Holocene Ecology of Coastal Tamil
Nadu,” Journal of Tamil Studies 9-10 (1976) 59-86.

7 A briefl reference to the Cauvery valley survey appears in
IndArch 1961-1962, 36-37. In the lower Krishna valley there are
several well known Buddhist sites, such as Bhattiprolu and Jaggay-
yapeta. Surface finds from Chebrolu include important Early His-
torical ceramic types; see IndArch 1960-1961, 1. A significant ex-
cavated site is Kesarapalli; see H. Sarkar, “Kesarapalli 1962,” An-
cient India 22 (1966) 37-74.

% These sites have not been published in detail as yet, but the
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rovided evidence for periodic sea-level fluctuations
P P

in earlier times. The authors suggest that the coastal
settlements of this period may have lost their vitality
because of the silting of the rivers draining into the
Bay of Bengal.®

Location of ports along rivers must have facilitated
commerce with the interior regions as well. Recent
surveys in the lower Cauvery valley have revealed the
existence of a series of interrelated sites; the cluster of
sites in the lower Krishna valley also suggests a den-
sity of contemporaneous settlements.” If the same pat-
tern holds true for the Arikamedu area, future investi-
gations along the Gingee river may also reveal the ex-
istence of a network of related settlements.

In addition to Arikamedu, several other probable
port sites along the eastern seaboard have now been
identified: Korkai, Kaveripattinam, Karaikadu, Va-
savasamudram and perhaps Dharanikota/Amarava-
ti, even though the last site is some 120 km. inland on
the river Krishna (ill. 1).® That there was a well es-
tablished communication network linking the entire
eastern coast of India, including northern Sri Lanka,
can now be demonstrated on the basis of the distribu-
tion of Rouletted Ware, the most distinctive ceramic
associated with the Early Historical period (ill. 1).
Rouletted Ware was first identified at Arikamedu
where it was found in the same context with imported
Arretine ware, but it also occurs before and after. The
site of Arikamedu therefore provides a significant link
between coastal/inland trade on the one hand and the
overseas commerce with the West on the other.

How Arikamedu relates to any of the known sites
in its immediate vicinity is still not clear. During Ca-
brief summaries of the excavations which have appeared indicate
that they are extremely important for the study of the period from
the 3rn_i century B.C. to the beginning of the Ist century A.C. For
Korkai, sce “Excavations at Korkai, District Thirunelveli” in Da-
m:(acg 1(1970) 50-54. For Kaveripattinam, see K.V. Raman, “Ex-
cavations at Pumpuhar” in The Handbook, published by the Exhi-
bition Committee of the II International Tamil Conference (Ma-
dras 1968) 238-40; S.R. Rao, “Kavéripattinam Excavations,” in
Archacological Society of South India 7th Transactions, 1962-1965
(Madras 1969) 163-65; IndArch 1962-1963, 13; 1963-1964, 20;
1964-1965, 24-25; 1972-1973, 32-33. For Karaikadu, see
IndArch 1966-1967, 21. For Vasavasamudram see Inddrch
1970-1971, 33 and R. Nagaswamy and A. Abdul Majeed, Vasava-
samudram (Madras 1978). For relevant material on the sites of
Dharanikota/Amaravati, see IndArch 1953-1954, 38; 1958-1959,
5; 1962-1963, 1; 19631964, 2-4; 1964-1965, 2-3; 1973-1974,
4-5; 1974-1975, 2;1975-1976, 79. For more recent evidence from
Amaravati regarding an early stupa, see R. Subrahmanyam, “On
the Nature of Utilization of Epigraphs for Art History,” paper pre-
sented at the “Seminar on Indian Epigraphy: Its Bearing on Art

History,” held at the American Institute of Indian Studies, Vara-
nasi, December 1979,
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sal’s 1950 survey of the larger Pondicherry region, he
located several burial sites associated with the “Mega-
lithic” complex.® That some of these sites were con-
temporary with the early phases of Arikamedu is ex-
tremely likely. According to Casal, the grave goods at
Souttoukeny date to the second century B.C., and if
so, some of the Souttoukeny graves would overlap the
early phases of the Arikamedu settlement. What in-
teraction, if any, existed between these sites remains
to be determined, but since the distance is less than 20
km. and they are located along the same river system,
some communication is almost inevitable.

The original settlement at Arikamedu appears to
have been situated along the east bank of the Ariyan-
kuppam river. Surface distribution of artifacts is
densest closer to the river and the excavations have
revealed that the focal point of the settlement, or rath-
er the commercial and industrial center, was in fact
close to the river, probably for practical economic rea-
sons. The site, as it stands today, has suffered consid-
erable damage from a variety of factors, such as flood-
ing of the river, cultivation, reutilization of bricks and
the constant collection of artifacts by local residents.
Along the river, flood waters continue to cut into large
portions of the ancient settlement, gradually destroy-
ing the most important areas.

Wheeler’s excavation divided the site into two sec-
tors, the Northern and the Southern (ill. 2). Because
of the higher elevation of the Southern Sector, its
lower levels are better preserved, while ca. 3 m. of oc-
cupational strata in the Northern area are presently
below sea-level. Wheeler’s excavations did not reveal
the full extent of the settlement; from Casal’s excava-
tions, it appears that at its peak the site extended at
least 420 m. north-south along the river, while its
width was some 200 m. east-west in the Northern
Sector, and 100 m. or more in the Southern.!® The
area occupied may have been greater, but excavations
beyond these limits have so far not been undertaken
and a large part of the settlement to the west has been
permanently destroyed by the river. The data from

9 Casal, Site urbain 17-42.

1% Casal, Site urbain 11, pl. 1. Casal’s trenches in Ar. O, P, R, S,
T show the known southwestern extent of the settlement. In the
northeast, his excavation in Vi. C showed thinning of occupational

debris, indicating perhaps that the outskirts of the major urban area
were reached.

" Wheeler et al. 26-32.
12 Casal, Virampatnam 18-30.

'* The material utilized here is from stratigraphic excavations
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other more or less contemporary settlements are still
insufficient to define a pattern that may be applicable
to Arikamedu as well. Nevertheless, the nature of the
structures excavated so far seems to indicate primarily
an industrial-commercial section.” Whether the resi-
dential areas were interspersed—a fairly common
feature in the Indian subcontinent—or separated re-
mains to be determined. The maximum extent of the
settlement seems to have been reached during the
middle phases of its long period of occupation.

CHRONOLOGY AND SEQUENCE OF PHASES

The sequence of occupational phases at Arikamedu
is a complex problem. Wheeler’s excavation revealed
an essentially one-period site, although the stratigra-
phy of architectural remains in the Southern Sector led
him to divide this single-period site into three struc-
tural phases (with sub-periods).!! In Casal’s excava-
tions, however, earlier material was discovered which
was absent from Wheeler’s trenches. He attempted to
resolve the problem by substituting a two-period clas-
sification, designating the earlier period as “Mega-
lithic” and the later as “Roman,” with an “interme-
diate” phase between them, but he still considered the
occupation of the site as continuous.'? This termino-
logy and the divisions are not entirely satisfactory, par-
ticularly for the early phases. Consequently, a revised
chronology of Arikamedu’s continuous sequential
phases is offered in the discussion and Table below,
based upon a reassessment of all the available data.
The transition from one phase to another is determined
by the first occurrence of new traits in artifacts, pri-
marily ceramics and/or architectural remains.!?

Phase A

The earliest phase of occupation at Arikamedu was
traced in the Southern Sector (see ill. 3). On the basis
of the distinctive Black-and-Red pottery found here,
Casal related this phase to the so-called “Megalithic”
Culture of South India, as it had been defined by
Wheeler in his 1947 excavations at Brahmagiri.'*
The term “Megalithic” is now known to be mislead-

only. References to trenches, layers, etc., are according to the system
used by the excavators.

14 R.E.M. Wheeler, “Brahmagiri and Chandravalli 1947: Mega-
lithic and Other Cultures in the Chitaldrug District, Mysore
State,” Ancient India 4 (1948) 199-207. For a comprehensive sur-
vey and bibliography of the “Megalithic” material, see L.S. Lesh-

nik, South Indian Megalithic Burials, The Pandukal Complex
(Wiesbaden 1974).
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REVISED CHRONOLOGICAL SEQUENCE OF ARIKAMEDU PHASES, AND CONCORDANCE WITH

TABLE

WHEELER'S AND CASAL'S EXCAVATIONS

B.C 250 200 150 100 50 B.C./ A.C. 50 100 150 200
'l 1 i L
1 I |0 1
FHASES 1 A B c D E F G
STRUCTURES: post-holes bricks) wReservolr"; ring-wellsj cont. from| “"Warehouse"; tankaj corbelled drains; atray
ring-vells) walls; floorsi lined pites Phase C floors; ringwells' wallsi floors; structures
post-holes wharf (?) ete. ring-wells
CERAMICS:
Local Black-and-Redt Black-and-Red Black-and-Red(?)
Rouletted i Rcise tted) o Roulettedi| Rouletted: Rouletted; gcul etted
black red grayt red more red than gray same as E ecline
EEN RO (deterioration)
Inported Rouletting anphorae ; apphorae; | amphorae anpl anphorae
stamped designs Arretine
Inscribed Sherds one no. uncertain one no. uncertain no. uncertain no. uncertain
OTHER ARTIFACTS:
Local worked ivory; terracotta) terracotta| terracotta; terracotta
stone celts and welghta: grinding stone panel
ear ornanents, stc.
Imported glass bowlj bone stylus(?) glass bowl
CONCORDANCE:
Wheeler (1945)
N. Sector AK II A II AK II AK II
S. Sector AK I (?) AK IV AK IV AK IV AK IV
Casal (1947-48;
1950)
N. Sector Gr. IV (?) (unstratified) Gr, IV (?) Gr. III, IV (7) Gr. IV
S. Sector cr. I Gr. I, II Gr. I, II Gr., I, Il Gr. I, II Gr. I, II Gr. I, II
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IlL. 3. Section of Arikamedu trench Ar. 4, Southern Sector. (After Casal, Virampatnam fig. 3)

ing, since it implies that the culture is always charac-
terized by burials marked with large stones, which is
frequently not the case. Since the first occurrence of
iron is a more consistent feature, perhaps a better gen-
eral designation would be Iron Age cultures. Another
diagnostic trait is the use of inverted firing for the pro-
duction of Black-and-Red Ware. These groups were
extensively distributed in South India and have been
assigned a wide range of dates spanning almost the
entire first millennium B.C. At sites where stratified
sequences are available, Iron Age cultures precede
cultures associated with Rouletted Ware, which is
also the case at Arikamedu.

Only a limited area in the Southern Sector (Casal’s
Group I) can definitely be assigned to Phase A.'S In
the Northern Sector, “Megalithic” Black-and-Red
Ware was also observed in Casal’s Group IV but, be-

** The clearest evidence for a separate phase is in Casal’s Group 1.
In Ar. 4 and 4N, layers 10, 10A and 11 contain mostly “Megalithic”
pottery followed by successive layers of later phases; see Casal, Vi-
rampatnam 20-21, fig. 3. Similar pottery is also reported from the
undisturbed prestructural levels of Ar. O, P, R, S, T (p. 24) and is
distributed on the surface along the river in the Southern Sector.

cause of disturbed strata, its precise association is un-
certain. The only indications of building activity in
this phase are a few post-holes. An important find,
however, is a Black-and-Red Ware sherd with a five-
letter inscription in early Brahmi script from the so-
called “Megalithic” layers of Casal’s Ar. R5 (Group
I)."® Not only is this the earliest inscription at Arika-
medu, but it is the only Brahmi inscription from
“Megalithic” layers of any stratified site known so far.
Brahmi and Tamil-Brahmi inscriptions are now re-
ported from Korkai, but their stratigraphic position is
not yet clearly established.!”

The most important internal evidence for dating
Phase A is this inscribed sherd (ill. 9a). Since Brahmi
script was apparently first introduced into South In-
dia during the reign of Asoka, the sherd would be no
earlier than the middle of the third century B.C. A

'6 Casal, Virampatnam 63, pl. 13D. The i inscription was exam-
ined by M.]. Filliozat, who remarks that the characters resemble
those of the Ist century A.C. at Arikamedu, as well as those in use
from the 3rd century B.C.

17 “Excavations at Korkai” (supra n. 8) 53-54.
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third-second century B.C. date for the spread of Iron
Age cultures into that area is consistent with the evi-
dence from other sites—such as Kaveripattinam,
which has a single radiocarbon date of B.C.
3151100,'® or Souttoukeny, the jewelry from which
is dated by Casal to the second century B.C. on stylis-
tic grounds. The total duration of occupation during
Phase A is, however, difficult to determine. The aver-
age depth of deposit in this phase is about 70 cm., but
no satisfactory gauge for strata accumulation has been
established for Iron Age settlements. Wheeler, with
some reservation, had suggested about two centuries
for the one-meter-plus deposit (3—4 feet) belonging to
the “Megalithic” culture at Brahmagiri.'? If we apply
this rough calculation to Arikamedu, Phase A might
represent about one hundred years of occupation—
that is, approximately mid-third to mid-second cen-
tury B.C.

Phase B

Phase B, which corresponds to Casal’s “Interme-
diate phase” (or “overlap layers”), demonstrates the
beginning of new features in many spheres of activity.

NORTH
A
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In ceramics, Rouletted Ware occurs for the first time,
but in association with the “Megalithic” Black-and-
Red Ware; in architecture, the first bricks occur and
perhaps also the first construction of terracotta ring-
wells. The clearest stratigraphic evidence, once again,
comes from Casal’s excavations in the Southern Sec-
tor, with which some of Wheeler’s material may be
collated.?® The area of the settlement had expanded
considerably in the Southern Sector (Casal’s Groups I
and IT). What was happening in the Northern Sector
is less clear. It is quite likely that the beginning of the
settlement in that area also dates from about the same
time. But, unfortunately, because of the high water-
table, only very limited excavations in the early levels
of the Northern Sector were carried out; it is therefore
difficult to subdivide the approximately 2.44 m. (8
feet) of pre-Arretine ware deposit reported by Wheel-
er in AK II (ill. 4).

At this point, the evidence provided by the strati-
graphic position of the amphora sherds should be con-
sidered. Wheeler mentions that Rouletted Ware oc-
curs in all layers, and amphora sherds in all except
the lowest, in his trenches in the Northern Sector.?! In
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IlL. 4. Section of Arikamedu trench AK I1, Northern Sector. (After Wheeler et al. fig. 2)

% D.P. Agrawal and S. Kusumgar, “Tata Institute Radiocarbon
Date list V,” Radiocarbon 10 (1968) 131-43 (sample no. TF-402,
p. 135). This and the following date (infra n. 40) have been calcu-
lated using the 5730 half-life. The MASCA correction factor has
not been applied.

' Wheeler (supra n. 14) 201.

201In Group I, Ar. 4 and 4N, layers 9 and 8A show overlap of
Rouletted Ware and Black-and-Red ware: Casal, Virampatnam

fig. 3. Although the Ar. O, P, R, §, T area is much disturbed by
later activities, some of the ring-wells in this area may also belong
to this phase (p. 22). In Group II, Ar. C, layers 14 and 8N also
show ceramic overlap (fig. 6). Consequently, Casal equates layer
8A of Ar. 4 with layer 8N of Ar. C. Ar. B and B-extension are also
said to represent an overlap phase, but the cross sections of the
trenches are not reproduced.

2! Wheeler et al. 22, 41, 46; see also fig. 2. Wheeler and Krishna
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Wheeler’s view, the absence of amphora sherds in
only one level could be accidental, because the area of
excavation was limited. But Casal also does not report
any amphora sherds in his “overlap” layers in the
Southern Sector, which would suggest that the occur-
rence of Rouletted Ware precedes the import of Me-
diterranean amphorae.?? If this is the case, then it
seems likely that the earliest layer of Wheeler’s
Northern Sector (AK II) also represents a pre-am-
phora phase. The occurrence of “Megalithic” Black-
and-Red Ware in the Northern Sector (Casal’s
Group IV) has been mentioned above. Some Black-
and-Red Ware is reported from Wheeler’s pre-Arre-
tine ware layers as well, but at the time of excavation
it was not known to be diagnostic of the “Megalithic”
period.?> The presence of Black-and-Red Ware sug-
gests that during Phase B the occupation area was ex-
panded in the Southern Sector, and perhaps extended
to parts of the Northern Sector as well.

With the increase in the area of occupation, growth
in population may also be assumed. The influx of out-
siders or outside influences seems to be borne out by
the introduction of new traits. Brick architecture, the
construction of ring-wells and the use of Brahmi
script are known elements of the Mauryan period.
Archaeological evidence for their use and adaptation
is beginning to emerge for several areas of Andhra
Pradesh and Tamil Nadu between the third century
B.C. and the first century A.C.2* Further discussion
on how these areas relate to each other must await the
publication of detailed reports.

The most significant artifact type of Phase B is
Rouletted Ware, which is now known to have a very
wide distribution in Eastern India and which has be-
come a major means of dating associated cultures (ill.
5). The problem of Rouletted Ware—its composition,
distribution and dating—is only briefly discussed
here. At Arikamedu it is reported to be a fine ware,
wheel-turned, fired under reducing conditions and
frequently black-slipped, with the slip usually turn-
ing gray, sepia or brown. The most common shape is
the dish, frequently with a beaked rim and decorated

Deva both noted the stratigraphically earlier occurrence of Rou-
letted Ware.

22 Unfortunately, Casal does not discuss amphora sherds from his
excavations, except in general terms. Therefore it is difficult to de-

termine when and where they occur for the first time in his trenches.

23 See, e.g., Wheeler et al. Types 6 and 7, p. 51.

24 For a discussion of the material, see V. Begley, “From Iron Age
to Early Historical in the Archaeology of South India,” in J. Jacob-
son, ed., Essays in South Asian Archaeology (American Institute of
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with rouletted patterns on the inner side of the base.?
No spectrographic studies of the Rouletted Ware
from Arikamedu or any other site, except Anuradha-
pura in Sri Lanka, have been made,?¢ nor are most of
the sites published in detail, which limits the scope of
any comparative study.

Il 5. Arikamedu Rouletted Ware, Type 1. (After Wheeler
et al. fig. 12a)

Wheeler and Casal maintained that the finer varie-
ties of Rouletted Ware were imported to Arikamedu
from the West. Wheeler even suggested that the pot-
tery was derived from Arretine ware while Casal
points out similarities with earlier Mediterranean
types—the latter appears to be a more likely source.?’
But it should be stressed that, except for the technique
of “rouletting” or “chattering,” no precise parallels for
fabric and shape can as yet be found. Therefore, the
production centers of the ceramics remain uncertain.
The technique of “rouletting” seems to have been in-
troduced from the Mediterranean region, since it was
not known to the cultures of South India at that time.
As for other features of the ceramics, the simple dish
shape—although not with a pronounced beak rim—
has prototypes in the Iron Age Black-and-Red Ware
as well as in Northern Black Polished Ware. Black-
and-Red Ware is present at Arikamedu itself in the
carliest levels. Northern Black Polished Ware has a

Indian Studies, New Delhi, in press).

#% The description is by Krishna Deva in Wheeler et al. 46. For a
mozr:) detailed discussion of Rouletted Ware, see Begley (supra
n. 24).

%6 The two analyzed sherds from Anuradhapura were not consid-
ered to have been produced locally; see S. Deraniyagala, “The Cita-
d_el of Anuradhapura 1969: Excavations in the Gedige Area,” An-
cient Ceylon 2 (1972) 163.

7 Wheeler (supra n. 14) 200; Casal, Virampatnam 36-37.
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wide range of dates—it was used in the Mauryan pe-
riod and arrived in the lower Krishna valley there-
after. The technique of firing under reducing condi-
tions was common to both traditions and inverted fir-
ing was normal in Black-and-Red Ware. Black slip
with a highly lustrous finish is a distinctive feature of
Northern Black Polished Ware.

At Arikamedu, Wheeler’s report states that some of
the Rouletted Ware sherds have high polish, although
they are technically inferior to the Northern Black
Polished Ware. The black slip with metallic luster oc-
curs only on specimens from pre-Arretine and early
Arretine levels, and specimens from pre-Arretine lev-
els generally have brighter polish than those from
later deposits.?® These observations, in conjunction
with references to fine black slipped pottery, said to be
almost like Northern Black Polished Ware, at sites
along the eastern coast like Sisupalgarh, Kesarapalli
and Korkai, may prove significant in resolving the
question of the genesis of the Rouletted Ware.?? The
wide distribution in eastern India of Rouletted Ware,
frequently in substantial quantities, reinforces the
possibility of local production with only the “rou-
letted” decoration being inspired by Mediterranean
types. Arikamedu has other ceramic types—such as
Wheeler’s Types 10, 18 and 141—which were no
doubt produced locally, but were probably influenced
by Mediterranean types. Wheeler’s Types 74/75 may
also fall within this category, since it seems that they
were manufactured to serve the same function as the
amphora.®®

If we assume that the technique of “rouletting” was
introduced from the West and the stamped designs on
Wheeler’s Type 10 were also similarly inspired, some
contact with the Mediterranean region, direct or indi-
rect, during Phase B must be postulated (ill. 6). Argu-

8 Krishna Deva in Wheeler et al. 46.

’f“ For Sisupalgarh, see B.B. Lal, “Sisupalgarh 1948: An Early
Historical Fort in Eastern India,” Ancient India 5 (1949) 79; for
Kesarapalli, see H. Sarkar, “Kesarapalli 1962,” Ancient India 22
(1966) 45; for Korkai, sce “Excavations at Korkai,” (supra n. 8) 52.

30 W_hee%er:s Type 10 is a bowl with stamped decoration, and was
!‘ound_m hmllted quantity throughout his excavations. Because of
the Wlde‘ variety of “fabrics” in which this shape and decoration
appear, it can be presumed that the pottery was not imported but,
like Rouletted Ware, its method of decoration could well have been
of Mediterranean origin. Type 18, however, imitates Arretine ware
shapes and is not found in pre-Arretine levels. The significance of
these two types was first pointed out by Casal, Virampatnam
36-37. Type 141 is described as a “dish with a flaring rim and a
foot-ring, and is ornamented on the interior face with a row of nicks
at the rim and a stamped floral pattern on the base.” It occurs spo-

radically in the Arretine and post-Arretine ware levels. Types
74/75 are the conical jars found throughout Wheeler’s excavation.
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ments in favor of dating the first occurrence of Rou-
letted Ware at Arikamedu approximately to the sec-
ond century B.C. may also be briefly summarized
here.?!
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Ill. 6. Arikamedu stamped decoration on Wheeler’s local
wares Type 10. (After Wheeler et al. fig. 17a)

First is the question of the interpretation of the
stratigraphic evidence itself. In the Arikamedu report,
Wheeler assigns the first occurrence of Rouletted
Ware to the end of the first century B.C. or the begin-
ning of the first century A.C., preferring the later
date. To be more precise, he attributes some 20 years
to the occupation before the first occurrence of Arre-
tine Ware, and 30 years to the Arretine ware levels.
The crucial evidence for the relative chronological se-
quence of the early levels is considered to be at AK II
in the Northern Sector (ill. 4). Here the layers with
Arretine ware are from “8 Green” to “7AR” covering
some 0.91 m. (3 feet) of deposit. Below this, Rouletted
Ware occurs in 2.44 m. (8 feet) of accumulation.*?

Since the lower 3 m. or so (10 feet) of accumulation
in the Northern Sector is now below mean sea-level,
For a description of the above types and illustrations, see Wheeler
et al. 55-91,

*! Detailed arguments are presented in my article (supra n. 24).
Casal, as aresult of his own excavations, suggested the existence of
Indo-Mediterranean trade during the 2nd-1st centuries B.C.

2 Wheeler et al, 24-26 and fig. 3. Even alter Casal’s excavations,
Wheeler gave more or less the same dating to his material; see
R-E‘M. Wheeler, “Roman Contact with India, Pakistan and Af-
ghanistan,” in W.E. Grimes ed., Aspects of Archaeology in Britain
and Beyond (London 1951) 354-81; and Rome Beyond the Impe-
rial Frontiers (London 1955) 137-53. Wheeler’s interpretation of
the'cvidence is based upon the premise that Roman trade with
lndlzf could not be earlier than the time of Augustus, consequently
Mediterranean types of ceramics at Arikamedu could not be ear-
lier. He does not seriously entertain the possibility that Mediter-
ranean trade with Arikamedu could have been established via in-
termediaries before direct Roman involvement.
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excavations in these layers were limited and difficult
to conduct. It is not entirely clear whether these layers
were submerged occupation layers, or estuarine silt
into which artifacts were deposited—Wheeler was
more inclined toward the latter explanation. How-
ever, abundant pottery and timber building material
were recovered; Wheeler mentions that the finest
Rouletted Ware came from these early layers, where
it was more profuse than in later layers. When these
data are combined with evidence for a definite occupa-
tion of Phase B from Casal’s excavation in the South-
ern Sector, where Rouletted Ware occurs in the upper
levels containing “Megalithic” material, it seems like-
ly that the earliest layers of the Northern Sector (AK
IT) represent an actual settlement which has partially
submerged because of the rising sea-level. Its duration
is a matter of speculation because of limited excava-
tions, although 20 years seem too short a time-span
for an accumulation of 2.44 m. Other scholars, such as
Siran Deraniyagala, have also commented on this
point and suggest revision of the chronology of the
Early Historical period.**

An earlier date than the first century A.C. is also
indicated by the script of the inscribed sherds from
Arikamedu itself and other sites along the southeast-
ern coast. Regarding the Arikamedu graffiti, on epi-
graphical grounds, N.P. Chakravarti stated: “At first
sight the script found on the graffiti from Arikamedu
appears to belong to the first or second century B.C.
when compared with the script of other Brahmi in-
scriptions, particularly those found in the North.”*4
But Wheeler maintained that the inscribed sherds be-
longed to the first-second century A.C. because of the
“secure” archaeological dating of the site. According-
ly, the dating of the inscribed sherds was modified by
him to bring it in line with his short chronology for
the early levels.

More recently, however, Subrahmanyam has dated
some inscribed Rouletted Ware sherds from Salihun-
dam—a Buddhist site north of Arikamedu—also to
the second and first centuries B.C., and suggested that
the lower dates of Rouletted Ware should be re-
vised.>> But the question was not pursued by other
scholars. The dates of the inscribed sherds from Urai-

3 Deraniyagala (supra n. 26) 104-105; for a discussion of his
dating, see Begley (supra n. 24).

>4 In Wheeler et al. 109.

* R. Subrahmanyam, Salihundam, A Buddhist Site in Andhra
Pradesh (Hyderabad 1964) 8-9 and 22; see also fig. 1.

36 IndArch 1964-1965, 25. Dates in the 1st-2nd centuries A.C.
have been suggested because of the dates of Arikamedu.
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yur, a major findspot of Rouletted Ware on the Cau-
very in Tamil Nadu, should also be re-examined.?¢

Archaeological evidence from two early coastal sites
in Tamil Nadu, excavated since Wheeler’s work at
Arikamedu, is also consistent with an early date for
the first appearance of Rouletted Ware on the south-
eastern coast. Excavations at Kaveripattinam—Ilo-
cated south of Arikamedu, on the mouth of the river
Cauvery—have revealed the remains of an Iron Age
settlement which existed before the introduction of
Rouletted Ware.?” A large structure there has been
considered by the excavators to have been a wharf,
with a single radiocarbon date of B.C. 315+100.8
The other site is Korkai—farther south, originally
along the coast on the Tamraparni river—where ex-
cavations have reportedly yielded a variety of arti-
facts, including “imported” ceramics and inscribed
sherds.”® Unfortunately, the stratified sequence for
this site is still unpublished and I was unable to exam-
ine the material. A radiocarbon date for the earliest
Iron Age material is B.C. 805+95.%0

Although the radiocarbon dates are for pre-Rou-
letted Ware settlements, and single dates by them-
selves do not carry much weight, the cumulative evi-
dence intrinsically points to the existence of first mil-
lennium B.C. settlements on the southeastern coast
into which Rouletted Ware was introduced at some
point. The precise date or location for the first occur-
rence of Rouletted Ware cannot be postulated as yet;
but the available data point to the second century B.C.
Future research will test this hypothesis; for the pres-
ent, Phase B may be tentatively placed sometime in

the second century B.C., as a transitional stage be-
tween Phases A and C,

Phase C

Phase C, which corresponds to Wheeler’s pre-Ar-
retine ware layers in both the Northern and Southern
Sectors and to Casal’s post-“overlap” layers in the
Southern, is a period of rapid development and in
many ways the most significant stage in the history of
Arikamedu. For the first time, amphorae and other
items of undoubted Mediterranean origin are encoun-
tered. Large scale building activities began, and both

*7 See references under Kaveripattinam (supra n. 8).

%8 See supra n. 18,

3% See references under Korkai (supra n. 8). )

* D.P. Agrawal, S.K. Gupta and S. Kusumgarh, “Tata Institute
Radiocarbon Date List IX,” Radiocarbon 13 (1971) 442-49 (sam-
ple no. TF 987, p. 447).
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Sectors at the site were extensively occupied. In addi-
tion, some idea of local industries and the nature of
traded commodities can also be obtained.

One of Casal’s most significant discoveries was the
remains of a brick wall (Wall A) in the Southern Sec-
tor, traced up to a length of 27 m. from the river east-
ward.*! According to the excavator, this was the outer
wall of an artificial water reservoir. If we accept this
interpretation, it would be logical to assume that
water was diverted from the river into the reservoir.
In the bottom of the reservoir, Casal found some shal-
low terracotta ring-wells. He suggested that these
ring-wells were to assure a supply of water during the
dry season when the water-level in the reservoir
dropped to its lowest level, resolving thereby the prob-
lem of constant water supply for industrial and other
purposes. It should be noted that at Kaveripattinam
remains of a water reservoir were also excavated in
layers associated with Rouletted Ware.*? Some other
structures—such as “lined pits,” walls, floors and
ring-wells—were also contemporary with the wall of
the reservoir.*?

It appears that the reservoir served as the focal
point of the possible “industrial” complex in the
Southern Sector. Casal’s excavation indicates that
there was a cluster of small scale workshops along the
border of the reservoir, stratigraphically contempo-
rary with it.** Abundant remains of working in metal,
glass, semiprecious stones, ivory and shell were ob-
served by him. These workshops may have been the

! Casal, Virampatnam 26, pl. 2.

2 IndArch 1963-1964, 20: Raman (supra n. 8) 239.

3 Casal, Virampatnam 26.

44 Casal, Virampatnam 28-29.

*> Wheeler et al. 108, fig. 43, pl. 39.

46 See Casal, Virampatnam 29. The objects are said to have come
from the “Casa Repubblicana” found during the course of excava-
tions on the Palatine Hill. This material was apparently never pub-
lished. Excavations were begun by S.M. Puglisi in 1948 but be-
cause of his death only the material from the early periods was pub-
lished; see MonAnt 41 (1951) cols. 1-98.

" Wheeler maintains that this deposit accumulated quickly and
assigns some 20 years to it: Wheeler et al. 24-25. This interpre-
tation was based upon very limited and uncertain evidence, and was
advanced before the discovery of an earlier settlement at the site. A
different interpretation is therefore offered here. Casal also excava-
ted in the Northern Sector, but was confronted with the problems of
high level of sub-soil water and disturbed strata: cf. Casal, Site ur-
bain 9-11.

8 The amphora shapes that could be reconstructed were pub-
lished by Wheeler et al. (41-45). The three profiles from pre-Arre-
tine layers are his nos. 46-48. No. 46 is described as a rim of pink-
ish buff ware; no. 47 as a carinated shoulder in pink ware with
yellow slip; and no. 48 as a rim of yellow slipped buff ware, of the
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source of the large number of finished and unfinished
beads found all over the site, as well as of several un-
finished shell bangles and two worked ivories—one
from this phase and the other later.** Other important
finds include a bone stylus, perhaps of foreign origin,
and terracotta and bone ear-ornaments of local manu-
facture. According to Casal, ornaments of the same
type were found in excavations on the Palatine Hill in
Rome in a second century B.C. context.*¢ If so, these
finds would constitute additional evidence for early
trade between India and the Mediterranean area, and
would also help corroborate the dates proposed here
for Phase C.

Turning to the Northern Sector (AK II), much of
the 2.44-m. pre-Arretine deposit, with the exception
of the earliest layer, should be equated with this
phase. That there was a structure built substantially
of timber, perhaps a wharf, is evident but unfortun-
ately none of it can be reconstructed.*’

In ceramics, definite imports from the West are the
amphorae (ill. 7), which contained wine and perhaps
oil as well.*® For the same purpose, but of local pro-
duction, were perhaps the conical jars (Wheeler’s
Types 74/75), sherds of which were found through-
out Wheeler’s trenches and several pointed bases in
situ in the early levels of Wheeler’s AK I and Casal’s
ViB.*? The structures with which they are associated
could have been shops or storage areas. Similar coni-
cal jars, erroneously called amphorae, have also been
found in large numbers at Kanchipuram.*°

same type as no. 46. The rest of the illustrated shapes are from the
Arretine and post-Arretine phases and therefore belong to the first
century A.C. or later. I am grateful to Professor E.L. Will for re-
examining Wheeler’s material for me. She informs me that the dou-
ble-handled Coan-type pieces, generally speaking, are of the first
century A.C., but more precise identifications would be possible
only upon an examination of the sherds, since Wheeler’s descrip-
tion is not detailed enough. For other comments on Arikamedu am-
phorae see V.R. Grace, Standard Pottery Containers of the Ancient
Greek World (Hesperia Suppl. 8, 1949) 175-89; and Amphoras
and the Ancient Wine Trade (rev. ed., Princeton 1979), comments
on figs. 56-61. I am grateful to Professor V.R. Grace for these
references.

 Casal, Site urbain pl. 7; Wheeler et al. 32, fig. 29, pl. 33A.
Wheeler’s AK 1 was a disturbed area with a deposit 2.7 m. in depth,
No detailed description or illustration of the upper levels was pub-
lished but at a “Low level” 8 conical jars were found in situ. These
are tentatively assigned to Phase C.

5% These jars are in the Museum of the Department of Archaeo-
logy, Madras University, but do not include any Mediterranean
amphorae. In Inddrch 1971-1972, 42 (see also pl. 44), there is a
reference to the discovery of “imitation amphorae.” R. Subrahman-
yam mentions that “Roman amphorae with floral designs and a
dull pinkish fabric” were found at the site in addition to conical jars:
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1ll. 7. Arikamedu imported amphorae from Northern Sector: a—c) pre-Arretine layers; d-h) Arretine layers; i-k) post-

Arretine layers. (After Wheeler et al. fig. 9.46-56)

Rouletted Ware is abundant and of high quality in
the pre-Arretine layers of the Northern Sector.®!
Among the associated pottery, gray wares predom-
inate over red. Especially noteworthy is a vase with
stamped decoration (Wheeler’s Type 10) mentioned
above. Another artifact of Mediterranean origin is a
fragmentary bowl of blue glass.>?

The date for the beginning of Phase C depends of
course on the end of Phase B—which possibly oc-
curred in the late second to early first century B.C.,
according to the chronology suggested here.*> The ter-
mination of Phase C can be placed at about the begin-
ning of the Christian era, on the dating of the Arretine
ware from the next phase.

“Kanchipuram Excavations,” fournal of Andhra Historical Re-
search Soctety 34 (1974-1975) 27. This reference apparently is
mistaken, and may relate to sherds of Arretine ware mentioned in
IndArech 1970-1971, 32. The sherds are not illustrated and I have
not seen them.

*1 Wheeler et al. 46.

Phase D

The only feature that distinguishes Phase D from
Phase C is the presence of Arretine ware (ill. 8), an
important import from the West for determining ab-
solute dates. No specific changes can otherwise be
seen in architecture, nor are there significant changes
in other ceramic types. Sherds of Arretine ware, some
with potter’s marks, are found in both Sectors.*
Their precise number is uncertain—perhaps around
50—but no more than 20 sherds are reported from
stratified layers. The stratigraphic position of the
sherds is clearest in the Northern Sector (AK II),
where they can be related to other material.>® In the
Southern Sector, Wheeler reports one sherd from a pit

*2 Wheeler et al. fig. 42.

*3 More precise dates may eventually be advanced if the amphora
sherds are re-examined. For the three pre-Arretine ware shapes,
see supra n. 48,

** Wheeler et al. 34-41,

5 Wheeler et al. fig. 2.
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(Pottery Group A) which contains a large number of
other fragments, including one with a Tamil-Brahmi
inscription.>¢ The pit is sealed by structures of the fol-
lowing phase and therefore is significant for dating
purposes.

Among the associated wares, according to Wheeler,
amphora sherds continue and Rouletted Ware re-
mains abundant and of high quality. The quantity of
red wares seems to increase, so that they are almost
equal in number with gray wares. A new shape is a
bowl (Wheeler’s Type 18), somewhat similar to Ar-
retine ware types,’” which may have inspired its
production.

The dates of Phase D are linked to the dating of
Arretine ware in the West. Wheeler had originally
given 20-50 A.C. as an all-inclusive period for the

%
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Arretine ware sherds found at Arikamedu,® for two
reasons. First, since Arikamedu does not show any
discontinuity of occupation, he believed that cessation
of import at the site could only be the result of stop-
page of production. Second, he considered the simple
types of Arretine ware found at Arikamedu (as
against a wider range in the West) an indication of a
relatively late phase of production. Regarding the first
hypothesis, it should be pointed out that, although the
occupation at Arikamedu was continuous, significant
changes did take place in the post-Arretine ware
phase. Consequently, there could be other reasons for
the stoppage of this particular import.>? As to the sec-
ond argument, much work has been done on Arretine
ware in the West since Wheeler’s time, and more pre-
cise dates for several sites are now available.’® On the

Kearttaees Jdaiii

IlI. 8. Arretine Ware from Wheeler’s and Casal’s excavations. (After Casal, Virampatnam fig. 7)

6 Wheeler et al. 23, 36.

*7 Wheeler et al. fig. 18. Also see Casal, Virampatnam 37.

** Wheeler et al. 22. Slightly revised dates appear in his two later
publications. In “Roman Contact” (supra n. 32) 257, he mentions
25-45 A.C.; but in Rome Beyond the Imperial Frontiers, (supra n.
32) 148, he adds: “Moreover, some of the Arretine Ware dates
probably from the first quarter of the 1st century A.D.” He does not
however suggest revision of dates for the pre-Arretine ware layers.

** H. Comfort suggests the possibility that Arretine ware imports
may have ceased at Timna’ and Arikamedu “at the same time and
for the same reasons”; see his “Imported Pottery and Glass from
Timna’,” in R.B. Bowen and F.P. Albright eds., drchaeological
Discoveries in South Arabia (Baltimore 1958) 199-212.

50 Tt is not the intention here to include a discussion on the dating
of Arretine ware since the subject has been treated by various ex-
perts in the field. No recent re-examination of the Arikamedu Arre-
tine ware is known to the present author. However, the most per-
tinent recent evidence for the dating of Arretine ware from other
sites comes from a Tiberian pottery deposit from Corinth, which

was supposedly sealed by the earthquake of A.D. 22/3. For details
see K. Slane Wright, “A Tiberian Pottery Deposit from Corinth,”
Hesperia 49 (1980) 135-77; see also J.W. Hayes, “Roman Pottery
from the South Stoa at Corinth,” Hesperia 42 (1973) 416-70;
M.T.M. Moevs, “New Evidence for an Absolute Chronology of
Decorated Late Italian Sigillata,” 4/4 84 (1980) 319-27. For ad-
ditional comparative material see, e.g., C. Albrecht, Das Rimer-
lager in Oberaden und das Uferkastell in Beckinghausen an der
Lippe 1. Bodenbefund, Miinzen, Sigillaten und Inschriften (Dart-
mund 1938); E. Ettlinger and R. Fellmann, “Ein Sigillata-Depot-
funde aus dem Legionslager Vindonissa,” Germania 33 (1955)
364-73; H. Goldman ed., Excavations at Gozlii Kule, Tarsus 1.
The Hellenistic and Roman Periods (Princeton 1950) 172-200; K.
Hihnle, “Ausgrabungen bei Haltern,” Mitteilungen des Alter-
tumskommussion fiir Westfalen 6 (1912) 33-100; S. Loeschcke,
“Keramische Funde in Haltern,” Mitteilungen des Altertumshom-
mission fiir Westfilen 5 (1909) 101-322; A. Oxé, “Die Funde von
Haltern seit 1925," Bodenaltertiimer Westfiilens 6 (1943) 15-76.
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basis of these studies, the first quarter of the first cen-
tury A.C. seems to be the most appropriate time range
for the Arretine ware found at Arikamedu. Accord-
ingly, Phase D should also be placed within the same
time-span.

Phase E

The sequential development following Phase D
finds clearest evidence from Wheeler’s excavations,
with which Casal’s material may also be correlated.
Judging from Wheeler’s data, Phase E, which imme-
diately follows the cessation of Arretine ware imports,
exhibits some distinctive changes in ceramic prefer-
ences. Although amphorae—and therefore amphora-
related trade commodities, wine and oil—continue to
be imported, Rouletted Ware decreases and is said to
be inferior in quality. Wheeler mentions that red
wares outnumber gray wares, and spouts and lug-
handles appear for the first time. What is puzzling,
however, is that finer wares do not seem to have been
in great demand, although the architectural activity
points to economic prosperity.

During Phase E, both Sectors remained in occupa-
tion, to judge from the stratigraphic position of Arre-
tine ware. Structures of Wheeler’s “Early Phase, Sub-
period 2” in the Southern Sector should be more or
less contemporary with the “Warehouse” of the
Northern Sector, which must have been built around
the time when the importation of Arretine ware
stopped.®! Evidence for continued building activity in
both Sectors is also present in Casal’s excavations
(Groups II, III and IV).%?

Among the structures, the most distinctive are the
“Warehouse” in the Northern Sector, and the “Dyeing
Tanks” with their walled quadrangles and the “Lined
Pits” in the Southern. The construction of the “Ware-
house” indicates increased commerce; if the other
buildings pertain to the textile industry as suggested
by Wheeler, then the whole complex could indicate
the emergence of an important industry of some mag-
nitude at Arikamedu. Whether it started during Phase
E, as is indicated by structural stratigraphy in Wheel-
For the study of stamps see A. Oxé and H. Comfort, Corpus Vaso-
rum Arretinorum (Bonn 1968) 91-96, 518-35.

I am greatly indebted to Professor H. Comfort for his comments
and suggestions. He has also drawn my attention to the two “mar-
bled” sherds excavated by Wheeler. Wheeler et al. 36, had classified
them under Arretine ware. These sherds, if re-examined, may
prove to be significant for determining the date for the end of Phase
D at Arikamedu. In my earlier article (supra n. 24) I had men-

tioned L. Ohlenroth’s dating of Arikamedu Arretine ware as dis-
cussed by him in “Zur Datierung der Funde von Arikamedu,” Ger-
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er’s excavations, or in a modest way even earlier dur-
ing Phase C (Lined Pits in Casal’s Group II) must re-
mained unresolved until a larger area is cleared.

The end of Phase E was marked by extensive brick-
robbing in the Southern Sector; obviously some of the
structures had gone out of use or outlived their utility.
The Northern Sector, on the other hand, may have
been abandoned; at least that is what the present evi-
dence suggests. Since Phase E postdates the importa-
tion of Arretine ware, its beginning should be placed
in the second quarter of the first century A.C. Its du-
ration, and that of the following two phases, can only
be tentatively estimated on the basis of repeated build-
ing activity. Wheeler had calculated between one to
two centuries for the structural stages. Accordingly, in
the absence of any other precisely datable material,
approximately 50-plus years have been assigned to
Phase E and some 100 years to Phases F and G com-
bined in the Table above.

Phase F

During Phase F, which corresponds to Wheeler’s
Middle Phase (Sub-periods 1, 2 and 3), building and
rebuilding activity continues in the Southern Sector.%?
Whether or not new locations were sought to compen-
sate for the loss of the Northern Sector remains to be
examined. An innovation of this phase was the cor-
belled drain, a marked improvement over the drains
of the earlier phases. Since the drains were very much
a part of the presumed textile industrial complex, it is
obvious that this particular industry continued to
thrive. In ceramics there is no distinctive change. The
supply of amphorae continues, implying continuity of
trade with the West.

Phase G

Phase G, Wheeler’s Late Phase, represents the last
stage in the history of the ancient settlement of Arika-
medu, during which its prosperity seems to have de-
clined considerably. Stratigraphically, it is not entire-
ly clear whether there was any break in the continuity
of the occupation between Phases F and G.¢* Building

mania 20 (1952) 389-92. Since Ohlenroth’s dating is no longer ac-

cepl_ed, the dates proposed here supersede those mentioned in my
carlier work.

8! Wheeler et al. 24,

%2 Casal has correlated the structures from his excavations with
Wheeler’s Sub-periods on the basis of brick sizes and ceramics: Site
urbain 9-10. However, he does not give the details of either. There-
fore, a detailed analysis of the material is not possible.

&3 Wheeler et al. 29-31.

¢ Wheeler et al. 32.
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I11. 9. Arikamedu pottery inscribed in Brahmi script: a) from Ar. R5, Southern Sector (after Casal, Virampatnam pl. 13-D);
b) AK IV 198 (Wheeler et al. fig. 46.3); ¢) AK II1 571 (Wheeler et al. fig. 46.9); d) unstratified (Wheeler et al. fig. 47.20)

continued during this phase, but the structures are not
aligned with those of the earlier phases. General dete-
rioration is evident in local ceramics as well, as re-
ported by Wheeler and Casal. Nevertheless, Wheeler
points out that amphora sherds continue, implying
that the source of supply was still open.

With no precise means of dating available, Phases
F and G may be tentatively placed in the second cen-
tury A.C., as stated above. The end of the ancient set-
tlement may be related to the shift in trade, presuming
that its economy was primarily dependent upon it. As
stated earlier, some scholars believe that the fate of
several sites along the eastern coast was conditioned
by the drop in sea-level, or perhaps by the shifting
focus of trade due to political or other factors.

THE INSCRIBED SHERDS

The revised dates proposed above for the Arika-
medu sequence have a direct bearing on the study of
the Tamil-Brahmi inscriptions from the site and from
elsewhere (ill. 9). The Arikamedu inscriptions are
graffiti on pottery; 20 inscriptions were published by
Wheeler, 18 from his and two from earlier French

% Wheeler et al. 109-14.

6 1. Mahadevan, “Arikamedu Graffiti: A Second Look,” Dami-
lica 2.3 (1973) 63, fig. 5.

" No relative study of the inscriptions from these sites has yet
been done. For brief references to the inseriptions from Kanchi-
puram and Korkai, see supra n. 8. For Salihundam, see Subrah-
manyam, (supra n. 35) 84. For Anuradhapura, see Deraniyagala

excavations.’® As mentioned above, an additional in-
scribed sherd was excavated by Casal. More recently,
yet another inscription has been published by Maha-
devan.®® A few inscribed sherds have been found at
other Early Historical sites as well, such as Salihun-
dam, Kanchipuram and Uraiyur in South India, and
Kantarodai and Anuradhapura in Sri Lanka.®’
Therefore, the practice seems to have been fairly com-
mon and may have been a legacy of the Iron Age, for
graffito markings were quite common on the pottery
of the so-called “Megalithic” cultures and also exist at
Arikamedu.®® But when Brahmi script was intro-
duced in South India in the middle of the third cen-
tury B.C,, the earlier marking system was gradually
replaced by the new scripts that developed from it.

The Arikamedu inscriptions are brief (the longest
has 19 characters) and frequently contain no more
than a name. The pots on which the inscriptions occur
show a wide variety in types and do not form a homo-
geneous group. Obviously it was not a specific ceramic
type that was being labelled.

For the study of the development of early Tamil-
Brahmi only two dates have been considered “se-

(supra n. 26) 122-30. At Kantarodai one sherd inscribed in Brahmi
characters was found by myself and other colleagues in 1970, dur-
ing the course of a brief excavation undertaken by the University of
Pennsylvania Museum. The sherd is presently in the collection of
the Department of Archaeology, Colombo.

% Casal, Virampatnam fig. 21.
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cure”—the dates of Asokan epigraphs and Wheeler’s
dates for Arikamedu. Even though the inscriptions
are few and brief, much work has been done by epi-
graphists on defining the early forms of the language
and determining the typology of the script.®® But, as
mentioned above under Phase B, because the archaeo-
logical context of the Arikamedu graffiti was consid-
ered to be securely dated to the first-second centuries
A.C. by Wheeler, inscriptions which on palaeograph-
ic grounds appeared to be earlier were sometimes as-
signed later dates. In addition, all the graffiti from
Arikamedu were collectively attributed to that time
span.’®

The longer chronology and the more detailed
breakdown of the sequential phases outlined here ob-
viously imply that all the graffiti from the site were
not from one specific period. This fact is also clearly
evident from the forms of the characters in the inscrip-
tions. Whether or not it will help in refining the typo-
logy of the script, the relative archaeological dating of
the inscribed sherds should be attempted nevertheless.
The sherd from Phase A, cited above, should be at
least as early as the second century B.C., while the one
from Phase D (AK IV 198), associated with Arretine
ware, should date from the first quarter of the first
century A.C. (ill. 9b). Six sherds from Wheeler’s
trenches in the Northern Sector could also be consid-
ered no later than the first century A.C.”" Unfortun-
ately the precise stratigraphic position of most of the
sherds is not published. Therefore, at present, a com-
plete correlation with phases cannot be worked out,
but it should eventually be feasible to do so from the
excavation records. This approach would provide
more precise dating for individual inscriptions and
perhaps take us a step further in tracing the chrono-
logical development of the Tamil-Brahmi script.

We may also ask the question whether the inscrip-
tions, brief as they are, tell us anything about the peo-
ple who wrote them. First of all, of the 22 inscriptions,

& See Casal, Virampatnam 63; as well as comments in Wheeler
et al. 109-14. Relevant are also two articles by M.]. Filliozat, “Les
Inscriptions de Virampatnam,” CRAI Jan. 1947, 107-18; “Les
échanges de I'Inde et 'Empire Romain aux premiers siécles de I'ére
Chrétienne,” La Revue Historigue 201 (1949) 1-29. Among more
recent studies are three important ones by Mahadevan, Tamil-
Brahmi Inseriptions (Madras 1970); “Tamil-Brahmi Inscriptions
of the Sangam Age,” Proceedings of the II International Conference
Seminar of Tamil Studies, January 1968 (Madras 1971) 73-106;
and Damulica 2.3 (supra n. 66) 60-64.

70 See N.P. Chakravarti’s comment in Wheeler et al. 109,

"' The six sherds from AK II are nos. 5-9 in Wheeler et al.
111-12. Since the Northern Sector was abandoned after Phase E, it
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19 have been identified as being in Tamil, two in Pra-
krit, and the last is uncertain.’? It may therefore be
assumed that Tamil was the language in common use.
The writers of the Prakrit inscriptions probably came
from a different linguistic background and may have
been traders. Regarding the first Prakrit inscription
(AK IV 198), because of the similarity of the charac-
ters to those of the Kushan period, Mahadevan states
that “the pottery was probably imported from North
India, or, at any rate, the scribe was a Northerner.””?

The other Prakrit inscription is on an unstratified
sherd, presumably from earlier French excavations,
now in the collection of the French Institute, Pondi-
cherry (no. I-13). The inscription was published by
Mahadevan,’* and probably is the same one alluded
to by Filliozat.”> On the basis of the reading of this
inscription, ... yya de dhamo (“pious gift of ...”),
which is quite common on votive Buddhist inscrip-
tions, Mahadevan also raises the possibility that a
Buddhist place of worship existed at Arikamedu. This
would not be surprising, for glass beads with Bud-
dhist symbols have been found there’®; other Early
Historical sites, such as Dharanikota/Amaravati,
Kanchipuram and Kaveripattinam, demonstrate the
existence of Buddhist religious structures at or near
the urban center. It should be pointed out, however,
that there is still no archaeological evidence for a reli-
gious edifice of any kind at Arikamedu.

ARIKAMEDU AS A TRADING SETTLEMENT

That Arikamedu was a coastal trading settlement is
indisputable. In fact the site is unique since it is the
only one in all South India which has yielded evidence
for continuous trade with the West over an extended
period of time. Other sites are occasionally said to
have items of Mediterranean origin, but the evidence
so far is not adequate to vouch for extensive or direct
trade. As a result of his excavations, Wheeler con-
cluded that Arikamedu was an Indo-Roman trading

would appear that these sherds were no later.

7 See Mahadevan’s revised reading of some of the inscriptions in
Damilica 2.3 (supra n. 66). The inscription from Casal’s excava-
tion is not included in Mahadevan’s list.

73 Mahadevan, Damilica 2.3 (supra n. 66) 60. Filliozat, in “Les
Inscriptions de Virampatnam,” (supra n. 69) 117, considered this
inscription to be of the 2nd-3rd century A.C., but Mahadevan’s
dating in the Ist century A.C. is closer to the dates assigned here to
Phase D, in which this inscription occurs.

’* Mahadevan, Damilica 2.3 (supra n. 66) 63.

" Filliozat, “Les Inscriptions” (supra n. 69) 117-18.

"¢ See Casal, Virampatnam pl. 13C.
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station which was first established during the time of
Augustus and continued to flourish for about two cen-
turies thereafter. He believed that earlier trade with
the Mediterranean, if any, could only have been
“spasmodic.””” Casal, proceeding on similar lines,
found evidence for the earlier intermittent trade from
his “intermediate” levels. It is important to pursue the
matter of trade further; to do so, it is necessary at this
point to separate the commerce of the first few cen-
turies A.C. from that of the preceding period.

Pre-Roman Phase

The archaeological evidence at Arikamedu for pos-
sible pre-Roman contacts with the Mediterranean
area, discussed above under Phases B and C, suggests
that there was some systematic trade between the
southeastern coast of India and the West—probably
through Arab or other intermediaries—prior to the
beginning of Indo-Roman trade in the first century
A.C. Furthermore, the evidence from Casal’s excava-
tions indicates that Arikamedu was first settled after
the period of Mauryan contact with South India. Aso-
kan inscriptions clearly point to diplomatic connec-
tions between the Mauryans and the Mediterranean
area during the third century B.C., for Asoka sent cul-
tural missions to the kingdoms of contemporary Hel-
lenistic rulers—specifically Antiochus II Theos of
Syria, Ptolemy II Philadelphus of Egypt, Antigonus
Gonatas of Macedonia, Magas of Cyrene and Alex-
ander of Epirus.’®

Asokan missionaries most probably traveled over-
land, for the northern route of communications was
well established from the time of Alexander’s invasion
of the northwestern regions of the Indian subcontinent
in 327/6 B.C. It is quite likely that extensive contacts
with the Hellenistic world would have extended to
South India as well, especially to the Coromandel
coast which was known for its pearl industry. As early
a writer as Megasthenes speaks of the pearl industry

77 Wheeler et al. 22.

78 Major Rock Edict XIII of Asoka; for text and translation see
E. Hultzsch, Inscriptions of Asoka (Corpus Inseriptionum Indica-
rum 1, Delhi 1969 reprint) 22-25; for identifications of names see
R. Thapar, Asoka and the Decline of the Mauryas (Oxford 1961)
40-41.

79 J.W. McCrindle, Ancient India as Described by Megasthenes
and Arrian (Caleutta 1960) 60-61, 115.

%0 For Roman trade with the East, the most comprehensive gen-
eral works are: ML.P. Charlesworth, Trade-routes and Commerce of
the Roman Empire (Cambridge 1926); E.H. Warmington, The
Commerce between the Roman Empire and India (Cambridge

VIMALA BEGLEY

[AJA 87

of the Mannar Gulf,’? which was probably the great-
est attraction of the southeastern coast at that time.

Archaeological research has now revealed the exis-
tence of the coastal site of Korkai, with a radiocarbon
date early in the first millennium B.C. Evidence from
other coastal sites for pre-first century A.C. settle-
ments and trade networks has also been set out in the
discussion of Phase B.

At Arikamedu, the amphora sherds in Phase C are
certainly of Mediterranean origin, and the stamped
decorations on some of the other pottery (Wheeler’s
Type 10) also seem to have been influenced by West-
ern ceramic traditions. Still earlier, in Phase B, the
technique of “rouletting” also appears to have been
introduced from the West. Rouletted Ware was most
probably manufactured locally, but whether some ac-
tual imported prototypes exist at Arikamedu will re-
main uncertain until the ceramics are better analyzed.

The trade network for Rouletted Ware was vast
(ill. 1), although its exact extent during the pre-Ro-
man phase remains to be worked out precisely. It did
extend at least as far north as Salihundam in Andhra
Pradesh, since some of the inscribed Rouletted Ware
sherds from that site date from the second and first
centuries B.C. Thus, the cumulative evidence implies
that there was a series of interrelated southeastern
coastal settlements during the second and first cen-
turies B.C. Arikamedu was already an established
trading center during the pre-Roman phase, but wit-
nessed intensification of trade with the beginning of
the Roman phase.

Roman Phase

Many scholarly studies exist on the question of Ro-
man trade with India; it is not the intent here to re-
view this extensive literature.®? The discussion below
focuses primarily on the archaeological evidence for
that trade at Arikamedu, and how it relates to the
South Indian peninsula. The evidence from early Ta-

1928); J.1. Miller, The Spice Trade of the Roman Empire (Oxford
1969). Important sources dealing more specifically with the Indo-
Roman trade are: P.L. Gupta, “Roman Trade in India,” in S.5.
Mookerji  Felicitation Volume (Varanasi 1969) 169-80; W.
Schmitthenner, “Rome and India: Aspects of Universal History
During the Principate,” /RS 69 (1979) 90-106; H.G. Rawlinson,
Intercourse Between India and the Western World (Cambridge
1916); J. Thorley, “The Development of Trade Between the Ro-
man Empire and the East under Augustus,” Greece and Rome 16
(1969) 219-23; Wheeler, Rome Beyond the Imperial Frontiers (su-
pra n. 32).
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mil literature is limited and of uncertain date; conse-
quently it is useful only for reinforcing the premise of
a prosperous overseas trade and the arrival of foreign
mercantile vessels into the harbors of South India.?!

Prior to the excavations at Arikamedu, the most
important artifactual evidence for Roman trade with
South India was the large number of Roman denarii
and aurei found in “hoards” since 1775, each contain-
ing from one to several hundred coins.?? Some sev-
enty-five finds are known, totaling several thousand
coins—the vast majority of which were minted during
the time from Augustus to Nero. Many of the find-
spots for these early coins are clustered in the Coim-
batore region of peninsular India, and consequently
seem to have significance for the Arikamedu trade (ill.
10). Surprisingly, no Roman coins have been found at
Arikamedu, nor are they reported from other coastal
sites as a general rule.®?

The Coimbatore region is on the main route of in-
land communication between the western and the
eastern coasts via the Ponnani valley. The area is rich
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I11. 10. Map of South India showing distribution of Roman
coins of first century A.C. (After Wheeler, Rome Beyond
the Imperial Frontiers fig. 17)

81 K.V. Zvelebil lists ten references to the Yavanas in the Tamil
Sangam texts: The Smile of Murugan (Leiden 1973) 35, n. 1. For
the dating of the literature see his Tamil Literature (Leiden 1975),

#2 A list of Roman coins found in India, compiled from earlier
sources, was published by Wheeler et al., 116-21, along with the
Arikamedu excavation report. A revised version of the same list ap-
pears in Wheeler, “Roman Contact” (supra n. 32) 375-81. For a
more up-to-date listing, see C. Rodewald, Money in the Age of
Tiberius (Manchester 1976) table 5, n. 378. P.L. Gupta made a
study of a large number of coin collections: Roman Coins from An-
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in beryl deposits and could also have been the supply
source for other commodities, such as pepper and cot-
ton. Thus, the geophysical features of the region
would partially account for the accumulation of early
finds in that area.

The locations of the coin finds in the Coimbatore
region, combined with references to numerous ports
on the western coast in the Periplus Maris Erythraei
led Wheeler to hypothesize that early Roman trade
(i.e., from the time of Augustus to Nero) was with the
southwestern (Malabar) coast and not the southeast-
ern (Coromandel). We have no certain evidence as to
when and under what circumstances Roman ships
rounded the peninsula and established direct trading
emporia on the southeastern coast. Despite the pres-
ence of Arretine ware in his excavations at Arika-
medu, Wheeler maintained that during the first part
of the first century A.C. trade was most probably car-
ried on from the ports of the Malabar coast. From
there commodities were transported overland via the
Coimbatore gap to Roman emporia like Arikamedu
on the east coast—the eastern emporia being neces-
sary for controlling the indirect trade with the North
and Sri Lanka.

In 1951, Wheeler claimed that “down to the third
quarter of the 1st century A.D., therefore, there was
no regular direct communication between Rome and
Ceylon. It follows that Roman vessels were not at that
time in the habit of rounding Cape Comorin; and this
inference confirms and explains the importance of the
overland route from west to east through the Coimba-
tore gap during the period of the Coimbatore hoards,
i.e. from Augustus to Nero.”®* In 1954, Wheeler reit-
erated this belief: “It is a fair inference that Roman
agencies established in the east coast ports under Au-
gustus and Tiberius were, so far as the Westerners
were concerned, the termini of trans-peninsular
routes, and that only towards the end of the 1st cen-
tury were the western and eastern ports linked also by
regular circumpeninsular traffic.”®®* However, in the
light of his and Casal’s excavations at Arikamedu, it is
dhra Pradesh (Hyderabad 1965). Five relatively recent finds have
been reported in IndArch 1956-1957, 38; 1970-1971, 62;
1972-1973, 55; 1975-1976, 72; 1976-1977, 71.

#* One coin is reported from the excavations at Nagarjunikonda:
see IndArch 1956-1957, 38; one coin is said to have been found at

Kaveripattinam, but no other details have been furnished by Ra-
man, (supra n. 8) 239.

# Wheeler, “Roman Contact” (supra n. 32) 370.

# Wheeler, Rome Beyond the Imperial Frontiers (supra n. 32)
144-45,
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difficult to accept the proposition that direct overseas
trade to and from Arikamedu did not exist before the
third quarter of the first century A.C.

At present, the South Indian ceramic evidence also
does not support Wheeler’s claim for a direct trans-
peninsular trade route from the Malabar to the Coro-
mandel coast. Rouletted Ware occurs on the Coro-
mandel coast and Sri Lanka, but its distribution on
the Malabar coast is not yet known, while Russet-
coated Painted Ware—a distinctive ceramic of the
Early Historical period—is quite common in the
Coimbatore region and occurs on the Malabar coast
as well. Russet-coated Painted Ware is represented
by only one sherd at Arikamedu, and as a rule is not
found on the Coromandel coast.®¢ The two ceramic
types do occur simultaneously in the interior, for in-
stance at Uraiyur on the river Cauvery.®” The distinc-
tive distribution of these two important and wide-
spread ceramic types suggests that trade between the
eastern and western coasts was not direct, but was in-
stead through intermediate centers such as Uraiyur. If
this hypothesis proves to be correct, then it would
seem doubtful that “Roman” merchants regularly tra-
versed the inland route from the western to the east-
ern coast, as Wheeler proposed.

Returning to the question of coins, P.L. Gupta in-
terprets the numismatic evidence slightly differently
from Wheeler. In trying to reconstruct the chronology
of the trade on the basis of the coin types and their
distribution, he concludes that in the first century
A.C. trade was carried on from ports like Tondi and
Muziris on the Malabar coast, and Korkai and Kave-
ripattinam on the Coromandel; later the trade shifted
to ports farther north.®® Although this is quite pos-
sible if we include Arikamedu on the list, nevertheless
the ports of the Malabar coast have not yet been ar-
chaeologically identified; Korkai and Kaveripattinam,
although partially excavated, do not have the same
kind of precise documentation for Mediterranean
trade as Arikamedu during the first century A.C.

At Arikamedu, the period of Roman trade starts in
Phase D—i.e., toward the beginning of the first cen-
tury A.C.—and continues for about two centuries,

5% One sherd from Arikamedu, illustrated on pl. 31.C1 of Wheel-
er’s report, is clearly of the Russet-coated Painted Ware type, both
in shape and decoration, although it is not labelled as such. Since it
is from Wheeler’s “Southern Sector, Early Phase,” it should belong
to either Phase C or D of the present classification.

¥7 For summaries of the Uraiyur excavations, see IndArch
1964-1965, 25-26; 1965-1966, 26; 1967-1968, 30-31. Two other
sites, Karur and Kodumanal, published in a recent article, also ap-
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through Phases E, F and G. The imports that survive
from these phases are primarily ceramics: approxi-
mately 150 sherds of amphorae (including those from
Phase C) and about 50 or so sherds of Arretine ware,
representing an uncertain number of vessels. Other
artifacts of Mediterranean origin consist of fragments
of glass bowls, two fragmentary Roman lamps, a crys-
tal gem and perhaps a stylus. The total number of
imported artifacts is not impressive per se; in assess-
ing the quantitative value of these finds for determin-
ing the volume of trade, it should, however, be re-
membered that only a mere fraction of the original site
has been excavated, and that the most vital area of the
settlement in the Northern Sector has been perma-
nently destroyed by the river.

Items of export from Arikamedu were probably
jewelry, specifically beads of semi-precious stones and
shell bangles; worked ivories; textiles; and perhaps
leather or leather-products.®® Spices, incense and oth-
er perishables were most probably exported, but no
archaeological documentation exists. Much of the in-
dustrial production must have been local, but except
for shell and perhaps amethyst, raw materials must
have been brought from the inland regions.

It is puzzling, however, that Arikamedu appears to
be the only site of its kind so far, for one could rea-
sonably expect other comparable trading centers on
the southern part of the Coromandel coast, simply be-
cause of geography. Some of the other sites where
Rouletted Ware occurs may also have been engaged in
overseas trade with the West, but more extensive re-
search is needed before definite conclusions can be
drawn.

Wheeler’s hypothesis that Arikamedu may have
been a supply center for other settlements on the east-
ern seaboard (and those in Sri Lanka should also be
included) has considerable validity. In fact, the hypo-
thesis is strengthened by more recent evidence per-
taining to the distribution of Rouletted Ware along
the eastern coast. Since Wheeler’s excavations, some
archaeological work has been done in Sri Lanka as
well, and three sites yielding Rouletted Ware have
been excavated. At Kantarodai, in northern Sri

pear to fall within this category: see R. Nagaswamy, “Roman Sites
in Tamil Nad: Recent Discoveries,” in Madhu: Recent Researches
in Indian Archaeology and Art History (Delhi 1981) 337-39.

88 Gupta (supra n. 80) 172.

& Leather-working has been suggested by J.C. Nagpall on the
basis of chemical analysis of limeshell incrustation on some of the
pots from Arikamedu. See Nagaswamy and Abdul Majeed (supra
n. 8) 25-27.
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Lanka, a Roman-type carnelian cameo of the first
century A.C. was found in the period of Rouletted
Ware during the course of a limited exploratory exca-
vation.?® Two sherds of Rouletted Ware were found
at Anuradhapura, and some’are also reported from
the current excavations at Mantai.”!

The cumulative evidence seems to imply the exis-
tence of an extensive Rouletted Ware trade network.
Many of the Rouletted Ware sites have only occasion-
al items of Roman imports, the exception being Ari-
kamedu (and perhaps Vasavasamudram), which has
extensive material of Western origin. Therefore the
archaeological evidence at present indicates two trade
networks on the Coromandel coast: one along the
eastern seaboard including northwestern Sri Lanka,
the other trading with the Mediterranean directly—
Arikamedu is part of both networks.

90 The cameo was found in the 1970 excavations conducted by the
University of Pennsylvania Museum, and publication of the mate-
rial by Bennet Bronson is expected in the near future. For an ear-
lier survey see V. Begley, “Archaeological Exploration in Northern
Ceylon,” Expedition 9.4 (1967) 20-29.

91 For Anuradhapura, sce supra n. 26. The information on Man-
tai is from John Carswell (The Oriental Institute, University of
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A large volume of the trade of this period must have
come from the ports of the Roman Empire. Yet evi-
dence that some of the merchant-sailors trading with
the Mediterranean via the Red Sea may have been
Tamil speakers now comes from two short Tamil-
Brahmi inscriptions on potsherds found in recent ex-
cavations at the Egyptian coastal site of Quseir al-
Qadim, in contexts associated with the period of Ro-
man trade.?? Both inscriptions have been identified as
parts of proper names, and dated on epigraphical
grounds to the first or second century A.C. This is
precisely the period when Arikamedu flourished as an
Indo-Roman emporium, in continuation of what ap-
pears to have been the long standing function o