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ABSTRACT

Cetamura del Chianti is a small habitation site in the Chragton of Tuscany
which has yielded a number of bucchero pottery fragments. Buccher&isugoan
fineware, known for its characteristic burnished black surface jstens black color
throughout the paste, and smooth texturecddero pottery, useful as a dating tool,
ranges in date from the seventh to the fourth century BC, and is teréstc of Etruscan
settlements and manufacture.

In this thesis, | anale the bucchero found at Cetamura del Chianti between 1978
and 2003, which | have surveyed and included oatalog. Using the details and
information that the catalog entries prdej this paper includesn overall examination of
the pottery, noting especially the presence of various vessel formgjynaniniature
kyathos, small jug, plate cover, kantharos, plate, cup, chalice, imnatume bowl. It also
examines the special features of some of the pottery, includingreflstamp and
incised graffiti and gives rel@nt comparanda for each item. i Burvey of the pottery
fragments included in the catalog helps to shdvat kinds of vessels were being used at
the site, the range in quality of the vessels, from very fineptimfragments to rough
and poorer qualities of bucchero, and the likelihood that bucchero was b@ogeohto
the site from regional workshops, rather than being made by residéatraa.

Finally, in this thesis | place these dlissions in the context of the pottery and
other material objects found at the site of Cetamura del Chidrgipottery fragments
show definite activity in the Etruscan habitatiperiod on the site, especially in the 6th
century BC. Additionally, | place my findinggbout the quality and forms of the vessels
found at Cetamura in the larger context of bucchero pottery found in No&tremm,
especially, and from similar small habitatisites throughout Etruria at this time.

Xii



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Cetamura del Chianti is a small, ruhalbitation site, established on a high hill
(695 m. above sea level) located in the Chianti region of Italy, it wha part of
northern Etruria (Fig. 1). It was located in the vicinity of mdgtruscan centers such as
Volterra, Fiesole, Arezzo, and Poggio Civitate. Cetamura estabiong history of
occupation, including the Paldiblic, Archaic Etruscan, Hellenistic Etruscan, Roman, and
Medieval periods.Although there is a wide range o¢cupation periods, there remains a
paucity of artifacts showing the Archaicri&$can habitation period. Fortunately, the
excavations at this site have produced buazipettery, which has provided evidence and
information about this occupation period.

Cetamura was first discovered byArlo Tracchi in 1964, and archaeological
excavations by Florida State University have occurred from 1973 to 200, e of
the completion of this thesis. Nancy T. de Grummond has been tob®dnéthe site
since 1983. The archaeological exatons have centered around two levels of the site,
Zone | and Zone Il (Fig. 2). Zone | occupies summit of the hill, while Zone Il is
located to its north, and is approximately 3 m. below Zone |I.

It is in Zone | that our only iddifiable evidence of an Archaic building was
found, in the form of a post pit. The pias actually been dated to the Archaic Etruscan
occupation period due to the presence of foaces of bucchero (Cat. 51) at the bottom
of the post pit, beneath the imprint of a timber post and stone packing.

Another notable feature in Zone | which may be of Archaic dateeisvell on
Zone 12 So far it has produced only one piecelizgnostic bucchero pottery (Cat. 16),
and the evidence is insufficient to confithe Archaic date. Additional excavations will

be necessary to come to any final conclusions.

! See de Grummond 2000, pages 6-21 for a full and comgistassion of the historical background of the
site, as well as its layout and archaeological features.

2 de Grummond, 2000, 11-12. The well has been excavatedepth of 26m without arriving at the
bottom.



One hundred forty-six bucchero fragments have been excavated at Ceramura
1978-2003; the frequency of bucchero varies s€tbe site, however. Bucchero was
found in the largest quantities, for examplethie scarp that separates Zone | from Zone
Il. In fact, 120 pieces of bucchero weprihd there near an important trash pit, and the
trash pit itself yielded four fragments. Othletamples of bucchero were found in Zone I,
such as in the well, as previously mentioned, and in Structure GJfi@nly four pieces
of bucchero were excavated in ZoneGt91-176, C-90-55, C-99-530, C-88-34, one of
which is diagnostic (cat. 58).

Bucchero is a common feature of mostStran sites, and itseation ranges in
date from the 7 to the 4 century BC. But the production of bucchero did not occur
throughout Etruria from its beginning. According to Rasmubaed Berkifi it was a
regional development, starting in southern Etruria at Cerveteri.fildtg@roduction of
bucchero occurred in the first quarter of tffecentury in Cerveterin funerary contexts,
and soon the pottery type spread to Veii and Tarqdiritahen began to be utilized
outside Cerveteri ranging up to Central and Nerh Etruria in the second half of th8 7
century BC, even expanding to outside Etrymiaper in the last quarter of th& Zentury
and the beginning of thé"6entury. Rasmussen mentions that bucchero was also found
outside of Etruria, at sites such asil§j Ithaca, Chios, Corinth, and even Athéns.

Etruria can be divided into three distirgarts: Southern, Central, and Northern
(Fig. 1). According to Gran-Aymerichnorthern Etruria extends from the Maremma to
the Arno valley; it includes the Etruse sites of Roselle, Populonia, Vetulonia,
Cetamura, and Poggio Civitate, as well as offtes. Southerktruria includes the
major centers of Veii, Vulci, Tarquiniand Cerveteri, as Wles their surrounding
territories. Central Etruria embraces Orvieto &idusi, and their surrounding territories.

From the earliest history of the investigations of the site chi@ata, bucchero
pottery has been noted. Tracchi, duringdxplorations beginning in 1964, found
examples of bucchero at the site. According to de Grummond 2000, Cestmoura

® Rasmussen 1979, 1,4

* Berkin 2003, 2-3

> Berkin 2003, 2

® Etruria proper includes an area ranging from the riveroAn the north to Rome and the Tiber River in
the South. Etruscans also inhabited the area further ab&hlerno at the river Sele (fig 1); Rasmussen
1979, 158

" Gran-Aymerich 1993, 23-25



evidence of occupation from th& Zentury BC to the beginning of th& Bentury BC
when the site was apparently abandoned. Howeler to the dearth of materials from
this time period, not very much is known about the inhabitants of theSitee the
bucchero materials found at Cetamura do datkisatime period, as will be seen in this
catalog, they will provide important evidence of this little known @ériunfortunately,
the findings from the bucchero are restrictedhiat most of the materials have survived
only in a fragmentary state.

Bucchero pottery is generally considered to be an Etruscan finewaeel-wmade,
burnished, and fired in a reducing atmosehso that it is d&rblack throughout the
surface and the interior paste. It is comprised of finely-leeifjatay® This description,
however, refers to the best exampledwéchero. There is indeed a range of bucchero
found throughout Etruria. According to Rasmussen, the bucchero found in Southern
Etruria was of a higher quality than thacchero found in Northern and Central Etrdria.
Additionally, materials found in habitation contexts such as at Cetanaur be
contrasted with funerary discoveries, in thie quality [of the domestic materials] is
often poor and the range of shapes limit€dThe value of the bucchero at Cetamura lies
not in its aesthetic value, but rather in the assistance itgesvor dating and
chronological purposes.

At Cetamura there is a range in tityaand a need for criteria which help to
identify bucchero. There is often a spectrunpattery types seen at the site, involving
characteristics from buccheroid impastmgrayware, gray bucchero, and bucchero.
Gray bucchero, for example, is described by Matteucig as having withag grayer
color, as opposed to black; there can be wana in color from light to dark gray, and
the paste typically is micaceous and can have dnw@iisions. It is likely that some of
this gray bucchero has been found at thedi@etamura. This is an important
identification, since, as Matteucig notes, “this type of product begng to an
experimental stage in the making of bucchéro.Grayware is a pottery type that is also

light gray in color throughout both thersace and the biscuit and made on the wheel. It

8 See Wisseman 1978, passim; Richter 1936, passim; Del \@f4 p@ssim, for more information and
discussion about the production methods of bucchertenyot

® Rasmussen 1979, 1

1° Rasmussen 1979, 158.

M Matteucig 1951, 15.



typically has an unburnished surface and costaandy inclusions. Some of the
bucchero in this catalog has sandy inclusiang a lighter colored biscuit, and thus
appears to have some of the same qualities as the grayware foundsive. tRasmussen
describes buccheroid impasto as being “abetween stage of fairly short duratiof?”.

The surface is mostly black, sometimes witbaar of a brownish color and the core is
relatively light in color.Additionally, buccheroid impasto has its own shapes, which
differ from the standard forms of bucchero. After examining alhefpottery sherds, |

was able to distinguish and differentidtetween Cetamura’s bucchero and these other
types of pottery. Accordingly, in the catalbbave eliminated pieces that do not have the
appropriate characteristics of bucchero.

This study uses 65 diagnostic piecepoftery, namely rims, handles, and bases,
which have been separated from the lagepus of bucchero found at the site, and
which can help to determine dating and form typology. The pieces of buchdd
only show that bucchero was indeed presditte study at Cetamura is especially critical
due to the paucity of published infoation concerning bucchero from non-funerary
contexts and from northern Etruria. Wlilais study can tell us is information about
vessel types used in this type of habitatite and some of the qualities of bucchero used
and possibly produced in this region. This material can also be usedaaranda for
other Etruscan habitation sites to shoatterns in ceramic usage. Most published
research in the study of bucchero potterylaagely centered on vessels from Southern

Etruria, and materials from tomb groups. In fact, Rasmusgartshero Pottery from

Southern Etrurigpublished in1979, which has been ddesed one of the most important
resources for the study of bucchero pottery and has historically bepnrttaay resource
for bucchero typology since its publication, contains materials solehy funerary
contexts in South Etruria. In his catalog, Rasmussen examines buéadmrd0 tomb-
groups, from the sites of Cerveteri, Tarquinia, and San Giulianam Fhese materials,
Rasmussen has created an extensive typologyatempted to place the materials in a
chronological framework. He bases his Etruscan absolute chronology dn Gree

chronology, more specifically on the Payradnsen convention for Protocorinthian and

12 Rasmussen 1979, 2.



Corinthian pottery, with only a few modification’.Also important for the classification
of bucchero is the publication of pottery from Gravisca, the port afuiaia, by G.

Pianu (2000). Though again the site is in SourtHgruria, in this cae the context is of
habitation.

The lack of information from northern sites makes it difficulet@luate bucchero
found in contexts outside of southern Etrurili.is important, therefore, to conduct
studies of bucchero in order to detemmregional differences found in bucchero forms,
including construction materials, methodspqiuction centers, and decorations. This
catalog has been created in an attemptitge this gap indcchero study, as the
bucchero from the site is mostly unpubksl (with the exceptions of Cat. 51, 52, 57,
58)1* Additionally, this catalog will prove usefwhen evaluating future discoveries of
bucchero pottery at the site of Cetamura.

There are a few of publications tltkt discuss bucchero from northern contexts.
One notable example comes from BetRimvho discusses th@rientalizing Bucchero
from Poggio Civitate (Murlo). Intesting comparisons have been made between the
materials at Poggio Civitate and Cetamura, as seen in tHegataries, and as will be
discussed further in Chapter 3. This wbds been especially useful in pointing out the
typological differences between bucchero fofmasn northern Etruria, and those from
southern Etruria.

The study of the bucchero pottery from Cetamura del Chianti beginsrhere i
Chapter 1 with a general overviewlmicchero, the excavation sitad the scholarship
used for this thesis. Chapter 2 contains both a description of thedoéogy used in
evaluating the bucchero, and a catalog of 65 diagnostic bucchero fragmentatfthund
site of Cetamura out of the larger cormisl46 fragments. Chapter 3 contains the
conclusions that can be drawn from the bucshdiscussions of the forms found at
Cetamura, and a consideration of how the @eta bucchero relateés other sites in
Etruria. Various appendices are provided, which include a supplemeataigg of

three impasto fragments identified att@waura and various indices of the bucchero

13 See Rasmussen 1979, 6-7 for more information.
4 All of which have been published in de Grummond 2000223-
15 Berkin 2000



pottery, arranged by form, gaand provenance, as well as a concordance. Photos and
drawings are provided after the indices.



CHAPTER 2

CATALOG OF BUCCHERO

A. Methodology of the Catalog

In this catalog, | have studied the bucchero from Cetamura del Carahti
provided information about the diagnostic pieoé pottery, which include rim, base, and
handle fragments. For the purposeshis catalog, | investigated and recorded
information concerning the bucchero pottery sherds from the excavationlggars
2003. | examined the Special Object Inventory ($Qidts from each of the excavation
seasons during this period, hagicollected the pottery fragmearthat were identified as
bucchero, gray bucchero, or grayware. These three types of potteriaatuCa tend to
have some overlapping characteristicsgigsussed in Chapter 1 above, creating the
necessity for a careful examination of each piece.

The entries in the catalog of the bucchero from Cetamura dehiCara divided
into two groups: the standard, undecoratestes and the special examples. The standard
pieces of bucchero are subdivided by form: kantharos, miniature kyathoschalises,
plate cover, small jar, plates, bowls, andhiaiure bowls. The typological arrangement
of the forms is based mainly on Rasmussen, although my catalog aisnoefs Pianu,
who provides further examples of the bucchero studied by Rasmussen, afiodnassnot
included in Rasmussen’s téXt.Within each group of forms, e.g. cups, type 1, the first
examples listed have drawings illustrating thdine other examples are listed in the
order of discovery (sequential SOI numbers).

The second group of catalog entries concerns special examples of buocimero
at Cetamura. These are divided into three groups: bucchero withesdadecoration,
bucchero withsigla, and problem pieces. With the stamped bucchero and the bucchero
with sigla, a discussion of the respective decarats included in the catalog entry, along

with a description of the vessel itself and comparanda. The prqghésres are a different

% The SOI number at Cetamura is used to catalog artifacts suliagmostic pieces of pottery, metal,
glass, etc. for later research and study.
" These forms include the plate cover (Cat. 3) and the smalCiaig 2); Pianu 2000, 37-8, 67.



kind of corpus, as they present numerous challenges in their study. Wéyilare
diagnostic pieces, not enough is preserved t@geccurate determinatiof their vessel
type. However, these are included becdbeg show evidence of bucchero in certain
areas and features around the site, andrnfesmation can be useful in dating these
provenances.

There are drawings illustrating examples of every form found an@eta. Not
every catalog entry is illustratday a drawing, but all entries have accompanying
photographs. The relevant photographs dndtilations for each bucchero sherd are
indicated by figure numbers in the catalog esstrias well as in the list of figures, on page
v of this publication.

| have cataloged the bucchero in thiéolwing manner. Each piece of bucchero is
identified by a catalog number, followed by the Cetamura Single Olojeentory (SOI)
number (e.g. C-94-79). Next are givilie provenance, part, form, measurements, and a
discussion of the paste and condition for each item. The “provenariess te the
location on the site where it was foulfdThis information was obtained from the SOI
sheets, master inventory lists, and field notebddkshe “part” of the item refers to what
part of the vessel it comes from, e.g. rim,dyad/or body. The “form” indicates the
type of vessel of which the item is part, e.g. a cup, bowl, kanth@hese forms have
been identified, as discussed above, mainly by using Rasmussen andTFianu.
“measurements” indicate the actual size ofdbgect (its length and width) as well as its
thickness. Additionally, ipplicable, the diameter of the vessel is given el
measurements are given in centimeters.

The “paste” refers to the clay and addedterials from which the vessel was
made. This includes the feel of the clay, any visible inclusiars aadescription of the
color of the clay using the Munsell color chart both the interior and exterior surfaces,
as well as in the core (ietior color) of the sherff- Additionally, the entries contain a
report on the condition of the bucchero; in so doihis will help to differentiate the

18 See Appendix B

19 All of the bucchero studied in this thesis has been idedtifith the same type of numbering system.

All of the pottery was excavated either during Nancy den@nond’s tenure as director of the site, or a few
years before, when the excavation began using this typeerfitory numbering system.

% The diameters of rims and bases have been estimated stampard diameter gauge

# Munsell Color CompanyMunsell Soil Color Chart¢Baltimore: 1975)



poorly levigated, inconsistently gray, lower quality bucchero from bucchetastha
simply poorly preserved in the archaeological record.

The entries have a “discussion” section, in which any additional irftbom
about the vessel is given. And finally, the entries will “bibliographg’well as an
estimated “date” if possible.

The study of the bucchero from Cetamura del Chianti, including the pataon,
discussion, drawings, and photographyha pieces, was conducted by the author during
the 2004 summer study season and the 2005 summer dig season in Chianti. All
photographs were taken by the author in tharser of 2005. Drawings for Cat. 4, 11,

14, 15, 17, 20, 22, 24, 27, 30, 31, 37, 40, 41,42, 46, 56, and 64 were made by Jacquelyn
Clements, and the remaining drawings providetthis thesis were created by Maria Rosa
Lucidi, with the exception of Cat 13, 51, 52, 57, and 58, which were dravimiay

Doyle, and Cat. 66, which was drawn by David Pearce.



B. Catalog of Cetamura Bucchero

I. Miniature Kyathos

Rasmussen Type 1e

1 C-02-44 Figh, 57
Provenance 24N/12W.22.1

Part: Handle fragments

Measurements 4.1 x 1.8 x 0.8 cm, length of handle preserved: 8.1 cm.
Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated paste, micaceous inclusions.cdteis a dark gray
(Munsell 5Y 4/1 “dark gray”) and the interi@nd exterior surfaces are a darker gray
(Munsell GLEY N 3 “very dark gray”).
Condition: Surfaces and edges show wear and a small amount of scratdhes a
chipping. A small amount of dirt/solil is present on the surfaces.
Discussion Eight fragments total; five joining fragments, three with asgimn
unknown. The surfaces of this handle show signs of burnishing. The handleVeops
itself, and in cross-section has an ovsidhpe. According to Rasmussen, miniature
kyathoi often vary in profile, as well as ihe cross section of the handle, which can
make it difficult to discover dect comparisons. Sometimi® handles have a strut,
which joins the two sides of the loop handle; sometimes the swutitted. In the case
of the reconstruction of this handle, the stnay be omitted, as shown in the drawing in
Fig. 111, or the remains of the three unjog fragments associated with this handle may
be part of the strut (Fig. 110).

This handle is comparable to Rasmussen’s Miniature Kyathos typewle of
his examples are included here for commarisOne from Bufalareccia, Cerveteri
(Rasmussen 190) has a simple strut made from a ball of clayseEbad (Rasmussen
188) from Monte Abatone, Cerveteri, has no strut present in its n@anrda The two
vessels have similar shapegheir handles, although they difffrom Cat. 1 in the cross-
section of their handles. The variance in the manufacture in mneikyathoi, as

mentioned above, does not discredit the comparison. Other comparalels cesse
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from Gravisca, where kyathoi are only ategktn miniature form, Cerveteri, Poggio

Buco, Roselle, Rubiera, and Poggio la Croce.

Bibliography: Amorelli 1971, 205; Bocci 1965, 149-50, 186-7; Malnati 1993, 51, 62;
Matteucig 1951, 45; Olivotto 1994, 61; Pianu 2000, 34, 66; Rasmussen 1979, 96, 112;
Valenti 1995, 187, 271.

Date: 6" — beginning of 5 century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

Small Jar

Pianu Type 1

2 C-99-236 Figs, 58
Provenance 24N/12W.8.9a

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 5.4 x 2.7 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 9 cm. Rim sherd preservingf5%
the circumference.

Paste Soft, fine, slightly chalky texture, micaceous inclusions throughdbe core is a
light brownish gray (Munsell 10YR 6/2 “liglirownish gray”). Te interior and exterior
surfaces are a dark gray (Munsell GLEY N 4 “dark gray”).

Condition: There is a small amount of dirtispresent on the surfaces and the edges.
The edges and surfaces show wear, especiallyopére interior surface. Scratching and
chipping is present on all surfaces.

Discussion Although this shape was not included in Rasmussen’s study, a comparable
example was found in Pianu. The rim fr@atamura and the one from Gravisca have a
similar diameter and profile, as seen in the form from Pi&i (51). The Gravisca
example has a rim diameter of 6.5 cm, comparable to the 9 cm foQadeamura. A
similar type of form was found in impasab Poggio Buco. Not a popular bucchero form.
Bibliography : Matteucig 1951, 35-6; Pianu 2000, 38, 67.

Date: 550-500 BC by Pianu’s comparanda
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lll. Plate-Cover

Pianu Type 3

3 C-88-249 Figz, 59
Provenance 25N/10.5E.6.4

Part: Unknown

Measurements 3.4 cm x 2.3cm x 1.8 cm.

Paste A smooth, fine, well-levigated paste,aaceous inclusions throughout. The core
is a dark gray color (Munsell GLEY N 4 “dark gray”). The interaord exterior surfaces

of the vessel are darker gray color (Munsell GLEY N 3 “very dark"gra

Condition: The edges and surfaces show wehipping, and scratches. No edges
present.

Discussion Striation marks and some faint evidence of burnishing remain on the
exterior and interior surfaces of this lid\ithough no edges are present on the fragment,
the extant portion shows the acute angle onrttezior of the lid where it would rest

upon a vessel. Lids were used with a wide \warid bucchero vessels, such as kantharoi,
chalices, pyxides, amphorae, kyathoi, and bowls.

This plate-cover form is not included Rasmussen’s survey; it is classified, however, by
Pianu (Fig. 152). Other examples of this form come from Poggio @\atad the
manufacture of lids is especially typical of Chiusi.

Bibliography: Berkin 2003, 79-80; Pianu 2000, 36-7, 67.

Date: 5" cen. BC by Pianu’s comparanda
IV. Kantharos

Rasmussen Type 3

4 C-88-169 FigB, 60
Provenance 25N/8.5E.7.6

Part: Handle and body

Measurements 5.2cmx4.3cmx1.5cm.

12



Paste A smooth, slightly gritty paste, withmicaceous and small sandy inclusions. The
inner core of the fabric is a medium grayaolMunsell GLEY N 6 “gray”). The interior
and exterior surfaces of the vessel are & deay color (Munsell GLEY N 3 “very dark
gray”).

Condition: Broken on all sides. The edges and the surfaces show wearnghaoyi
scratching.

Discussion Although this fragment is not vewyell preserved, there is evidence of
burnishing on this piece. Additionally, nehough of the handle is preserved to acquire a
cross-section of the handle, but the lower section of the handleyessmrt of the wall

of the vessel to which it was attached. Unfortunately, not enough vésel is

preserved to determine an identification mspecific than that it likely corresponded to
Rasmussen’s type 3 due to the angle inclwiihe handle meets the interior wall (Figs.
130, 131, 132).

This vessel type, the kantharos, was yawspular throughout Etruria and outside Etruria
proper. The slope of the wall preserved on theimt®f the vessel as well as the size of
the handle corresponds well to a kantharos fBufolareccia, (Cerveteri) as well as from
Gravisca and from Poggione. Other examplese found at San Giuliano, Tarquinia,
Poggio Buco, Orvieto, Poggio la Croce, Veii, and Vulci.

Bibliography: Berkin 2003, 33-7; Camporeale 1972, 33-5, tav. VIII; Camporeale 1991,
115-6; Haynes 1985, 77; Matteucig, 1951, 39; Minoja 2000, 84-8; Olivotto 1994, 16-8,
40; Pianu 2000, 31-3, 65; de Puma 1986, 44; Rasmussen 1979, 106, 194; Regter 2003,
82; Valenti 1995, 187,271, Vilucchi 1991, 75.

Date: 6" century by Rasmussen’s comparanda
V. Plates

Rasmussen Type 1

5 C-99-81 Figo, 61
Provenance 24N/12W.8.4

Part: Rim and body fragment

13



Measurements 4.1 x 2.6 x 0.6 cm, diameter of rim: 15cm. Rim sherd preservingf7%
the circumference.

Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated paste, micaceous inclusions viibbeighout. The
core is a medium gray color (Munsell 10¥6RL “gray”) and the inteor and exterior
surfaces are a dark gray co{dMunsell GLEY N 4 “dark gray”with the exterior surface
being slightly darker.

Condition: The fragment is also broken heavily on the interior surface seithe
scratches present on the surfaces.

Discussion Striation marks are present on the surfaces, especially @ugfgeof the
rim. Also the surfaces show evidence of burnishing. The profileecéverted rim
shows this vessel to correspond with Rasmussen’s type 1 platejcglycghown
through an example from Monte Abatone, Cerveteri (Fig. 133).

The size of the vessel, spically the diameter of the rim, also makes this a likely
match. The diameter of the Monte Abatone example is 15.5 cm, thkil@etamura
example is 15 cm. This rim also has an ovoid, slightly bulbous shapeeaddgkeseen in
the profile, which is similar to Cat. 12 and 15. Comparable exandee also found at
Cerveteri and Roselle.

Bibliography: Berkin 2003, 60-1; Bocci 1965, 121, 123; Haynes 1985, 112-3; Olivotto
1994, 15; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 202;

Date: 5" century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

6 C-99-318 Figl0, 62
Provenance 24N/12W.8.11

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 4.5 x 3.9 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 16 cm. Rim sherd presebéifg
of the circumference.

Paste Soft, fine, well-levigated paste, micaceanslusions throughout. The core is a
light brownish gray color (Munsell 2.5Y 6/8ght brownish gray”). The interior and
exterior surfaces are a dark gray (Munsell GLEY N 4 “dark gray”).

Condition: A small amount of wear isvident on the surfaces and edges.

14



Discussion Striation marks are present on all surfaces, especiallgeoadge of the
everted rim. Burnishing is also evident all surfaces. Several deeper grooves are
present on the exterior surface of tressel, directly underneath the rim.

The profile of this vessel shows a comparison with Rasmussetestybe 1. A
specific example hails from Cerveteri (Fig. 134)he size of thizessel, especially the
rim’s diameter, measuring 17.7 cm, gives a direct comparisomelaas the profile of
the rim. Other similar vessels come fr&loggio Civitate, Cerveteri, and Roselle.
Bibliography : Berkin 2003, 61; Bocci 1965, 121, 123; Haynes 1985, 112-3; Olivotto
1994, 15; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 202.

Date: 5" century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

7 C-01-406 Figl1,63
Provenance 24N/12W.34.1

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.1 x 2.0 x 0.6 cm, diameter of rim: 16 cm. Rim sherd prese6ding
of the circumference.

Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated paste, micaceous inclusions.coteis a light
brownish gray color (Munsell 10YR 7/2 “liglgray”). The interior and exterior surfaces
have a dark gray color (Munsell 2.5Y 4/1 “dark gray”).

Condition: Wear is evidenbn the surfaces and edges.

Discussion Striation marks are present on all surfaces, especialljeoadge of the
everted rim. Burnishing is also evident on all surfaces.

The profile of this vessel shows a comparison with Rasmussertestybe 1. A
specific example of this type is found@erveteri (Fig. 133). The Cerveteri rim’s
diameter, measuring 15.5 cm, and the profile of the rim give then@@ea fragment a
direct comparison to the Cerveteri plate. A Similar example avscovered at Roselle.
Bibliography: Berkin 2003, 60-1; Bocci 1965, 123-4; Haynes 1985, 112-3 Olivotto
1994, 15; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 202.

Date: 5" century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda
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8 C-01-716 Figl2,64

Provenance 24N/12W.32.2

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.9 x 1.6 x 0.8 cm, diameter of rim: 19 cm. Rim sherd preseiditg

of the circumference.

Paste A smooth, fine paste, micaceous inclusions visible throughout, pasgieer on

interior with sandy inclusions. The core is mostly a light gray cdfamsell 10YR 7/1

“light gray”) with some of the core havingpinkish color (Munsell 7.5 YR 7/3 “pink”).

The interior and exterior surfaces are a dauky color (Munsell GEY N4 “dark gray”)

Condition: The edges and the surfacesm®m well worn and have evidence of chipping

and scratching.

Discussion Striation marks and evidence of burnighis present on all surfaces, as well

as grooves on the exterior surface. The profile shows a slightlgd@dge to the rim.
The profile of this rim gives a direct correspondence with Rassnuype 1, an

example of which comes from Monte Abatone, Cerveteri (Fig. 134).sikleeof the

diameter from Cerveteri is comparable (meagud7.7 cm.), as well as the slope of the

rim and the shape of the profile of the rim. Other examples ¢amePoggio Civitate,

Cerveteri, and Roselle.

Bibliography: Berkin 2003, 60-1; Bocci 1965, 123-4; Haynes 1985, 112-3; Olivotto

1994, 15; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 202.

Date: 5" century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

9 C-98-116 Figs5
Provenance 24N/9W.1.5

Part: Rim fragment

Measurements 2.5 x 1.4 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 13 cm. Rim sherd presei/b%)
of the circumference.

Paste A smooth fine, well-levigated paste, slightly chalky texturesaneous inclusions
throughout. The core is a light brownishagrcolor (Munsell 2.5Y 6/2 “light brownish
gray”) The interior surface is also a lightownish-gray color (Muredl 2.5Y 6/2 “light
brownish gray”) and the exterior is a dajtay color (Munsell 5Y4/1 “dark gray”).
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Condition: Some discoloration caused by so#itkie is present on a moderate amount
of the interior surface, making it appeatiter. Some faint pockmarking and scratches
are present on the surfaces.

Discussion The surfaces show evidence of burimgh Three faint grooves are present
on the exterior surface of the vessel, runningatly beneath the rim. The profile of the
everted rim shows this vessel to correspond with Rasmussen’s tyate 1gplecifically
shown through an example from Monte Abatone, Cerveteri (Fig. 116).

The size of the vessel, spically the diameter of the rim, also makes this a likely
match. This rim also has an ovoid, slightly bulbous shape to the eégangée profile,
which is similar to Cat. 8 and 12. Similar examples found in Cerveind Roselle.
Bibliography : Berkin 2003, 60-1; Bocci 1965, 123-3; Haynes 1985, 112-3; Olivotto
1994, 15; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 202.

Date: 5" century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

10 C-99-30 Figs6
Provenance 24N/12W.pedestal removal

Part: Rim fragment

Measurements 3.0 x 1.3 x 0.6 cm; diameter of rim: 17 cm. Rim sherd preseb#fhg
of the circumference.

Paste Soft, fine paste, micaceous and small inclusions throughout. orbesca
medium brown color (Munsell 7.5YR 5/2 “brown”)The exterior surface is a dark gray
color (Munsell GLEY N 4 “dark gray”) and the interior surfaceaidarker gray (Munsell
GLEY N 3 “very dark gray”).

Condition: The surfaces and edges show wear, and a small amount of chipping is
present on the surfaces.

Discussion Striation marks are present on alifages. An incised line runs .6 cm below
the rim on the interior surface.

The rim’s profile is comparable to Rasmussen’s type 1 plath,am example
from Monte Abatone, Cerveteri (Fig. 134). The diameter of theea@er example is
similar to this rim fragment, measuring 17.7 cas,well as the slope of the everted rim.
Other comparable examples have been found at Cerveteri and Roselle.
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Bibliography : Berkin 2003, 60-1; Bocci 1965, 123-4; Haynes 1985, 112-3; Olivotto
1994, 15; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 202.

Date: 5" century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

11 C-99-151 FiglL3,67
Provenance 24N/12W.8.6

Part: Rim and body fragment.

Measurements 3.7 x 2.3 x 0.6 cm, diameter of rim: 16 cm. Rim sherd presei/bih
of the circumference.

Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated paste, mieaas inclusions throughout. The core is
a light brown color (Munsell 2.5Y 6/3 “light Ylewish brown”). The interior surface is a
dark gray (Munsell GLEY N 4 “dark gray”). The exterior surfaca igellowish brown
color (Munsell 2.5Y 6/3 “light yellowish brown”).

Condition: A major part of the exterior surfacediscolored, due to dirt/soil. The
surfaces and edges show wear.

Discussion Striation marks are present dretsurfaces, especially on the edge of the
rim. Also the surfaces show evidence of burnishing. The profileeoéverted rim
shows this vessel to correspond with Rasmussen’s type 1 platejcgplycshown
through an example from Monte Abatone, Cerveteri (Fig. 133). Thetthe vessel,
specifically the diameter of the rim, measuring 15.5 cm., akskesithis a likely match.
Other examples found at Caere, Cerveteri, and Roselle.

Bibliography : Berkin 2003, 60-1; Bocci 1965, 123-4; Haynes 1985, 112-3; Olivotto
1994, 15; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 202.

Date: 5" century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

12 C-99-238 Figh8
Provenance 24N/12W.8.9a

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 2.7 x 2.1 x 0.6 cm, diameter of rim: 18 cm. Rim sherd preservingf4%

the circumference.
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Paste Smooth, fine paste, soapy texture, micaceocisisions. The core is a grayish-
brown color (Munsell 10YR 5/2 “grayish brown” The interior surface is a medium gray
color (Munsell 10YR 5/1 “gray”) and the exier surface is also a medium gray color
(Munsell GLEY N 5 “gray”)

Condition: The edges seem worn, and dirt/sopissent on the surfaces and edges. A
small amount of scratches are present on the surfaces.

Discussion Striation marks are present on the surfaces, especially @u¢jecof the

rim. Also the surfaces show faint evidence of burnishing. The erofithe everted rim
shows this vessel to correspond with Rasmussen’s type 1 platejcglgcghown

through an example from Monte Abatone, Cerveteri (Fig. 133).

The size of the vessel from Cerveteri, specifically the diamof the rim,
measuring 15.5 cm. also makes this a likely match. This rionhels an ovoid, slightly
bulbous shape to the edge, seen in the profileggiwis similar to Cat. 9. Also found at
Cerveteri and Roselle.

Bibliography : Berkin 2003, 60-1; Bocci 1965, 123-4; Haynes 1985, 112-3; Olivotto
1994, 15; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 202.
Date: 5" century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

Rasmussen Type 2

13 C-99-50 Figl4,69
Provenance 24N/12W.8.2

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.7 x 3.4 x 0.6 cm, diameter of rim: 17 cm. Rim sherd presebéing
of the circumference.

Paste A soft, slightly gritty paste, micaceous and sandy inclusion throughiidw.core
is a dark gray color (Munsell GLEY 5B 4/1 “dabluish gray”). The interior and exterior
surfaces are a dark gray color (Mehs$GLEY N 3 “very dark gray”).

Condition: The edges and surfaces show wear.

Discussion Striations and evidence bfirnishing are preset on the surfaces of this
vessel. The sherd shows a distinctive overhanging rim. This tyjp®a of seen in
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Rasmussen’s type 2 plate. An example of this type of vessel doomedlonte

Abatone, Cerveteri (Fig. 136) which also has a similar rim anueber, measuring 15.8
cm. Comparable examples were discovered at Vulci, CervatetiRoselle.
Bibliography : Bocci 1965, 140-1; Camporeale 1991, 60; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 202;

Date: 5" century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

14 C-99-528 Fidl5, 70
Provenance 24N/9W.1.1

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 4.1 x 3.2 x 0.7 cm, diameter of rim: 20 cm. Rim sherd preseB8dig

of the circumference.

Paste Smooth exterior surface, numerous noeatisized inclusions evident throughout.
Core is discolored by dirt/soil, appearda® a light brown color (Munsell 10YR 6/3 “pale
brown”). The exterior surface is a darkagish-brown color (Munsell 10YR 3/2 “very
dark grayish brown”) while the interior sade is a darker gray color (Munsell 10YR 3/1
“very dark gray”).

Condition: The edges and surfaces show wddockmarking, scratches, and chipping
are evident on all surfaces of the fragment.

Discussion Striations and evidence btirnishing are present on the surfaces of this
vessel. The sherd shows a distinctive overhanging rim, which isrs&asmussen’s
type 2 plate. An example of this type of vessel comes from MontwAbaCerveteri
(Fig. 135) that also has a similar rim and comparable dianst&4.5 cm. Other
examples hail were fund at Vulci and Cerveteri.

Bibliography : Haynes 1985, 128; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 202.

Date: 5" centuries BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

15 C-03-32 Figl6,71
Provenance 30N/18W.6a.1

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.7 x 2.0 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 19 cm. Rim sherd presebéing

of the circumference.
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VI.

Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated paste, micaceous inclusions vidibbeighout, paste
rough on interior with sandy inclusions. Casea light brown color (Munsell 2.5Y 6/2
“light brownish gray”). The exterior andtrior surfaces are\gery dark gray (Munsell
GLEY N3 “very dark gray”)

Condition: Wear and scratches aredsmt on the edges atite surfaces.

Discussion Striations and evidence bfirnishing are preset on the surfaces of this
vessel. The sherd shows an overhanging rinchvis smaller and thinner than Cat. 13
and 14. This type of rim is seen in Rasmussen’s type 2 platexaknpde of this type of
vessel comes from Cerveteri (Fig. 135), which also has a sinmieand comparable
diameter size, at 14.5 cm. Other examples hail from Vulci aerdeteri.

Bibliography : Rasmussen 1979, 124, 202.

Date: 6"-5" centuries BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

Bowl

Rasmussen Type 1

16 C-98-62 Figl7,72
Provenance 5N/18W.19.3

Part: Base and body fragment

Measurements 7.2 x 7.6 x 1.1 cm, height preserved of the vessel: 2.7 cm, dianhete
base: 6 cm. Ring-base foot preserving 37% of circumference.

Paste A slightly rough texture, micaceous and medium-sized inclusions throughout.
The core is a light gray color (Munsell 5Y17/light gray”). The exterior surface is a
dark gray color (Munsell GLEW 3 “very dark gray”) but shws areas of a slightly
lighter color of gray (Munsell GLEY N 4 “dargray”). The interior surface also ranges
between a dark gray (Munsell GLEY N'dark gray”) and a brownish-gray (Munsell
2.5Y 6/2 “light brownish gray”).

Condition: The edges and surfaces are wellnydhe edges, the base, and the interior
surfaces show chipping. The interiorfaice appears to have a moderate amount of
discoloration. The edges seem to break off in layers.
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Discussion Striations are presenh the surfaces and base of Wlessel. An incised line
is present on the exterioofdr. Ring-foot base with law-dipping floor. Corresponds
well with Rasmussen’s bowl type 1, an example of which comes feonmGauliano (Fig.
138). The San Giuliano example also has the same profile of ringpdeet with a thin,
short foot flaring outward, the diameters of the bases are similh the San Giuliano
example’s base measuring 6.2 cm, and both have a similar profiie 8bor of the
vessel. Rasmussen also mentions thattyipe is common in San Giovenale and Rome.
Possible similar comparisons hail froma@isca, Marzabotto, San Giuliano, and Rome,
but are not all exact matches.

Bibliography: Minoja 2000, 100-4; Pianu 2000, 18, 57; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 203;
Tripponi 1970, 95.

Date: 600-550 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

17 C-87-344 Figl8,73
Provenance 21.5N/12W.10.15

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 4.4 cm x 3.8 cm x 0.5 cm, diametdrrim: 21 cm. Rim sherd
preserving 4% of the circumference.

Paste Slightly chalky, finewell-levigated paste, micaceous inclusion throughout. The
core has a medium gray color in the cerfdunsell GLEY N 5 “gray”), sandwiched
between an outer core layer that is colorgtitigray (Munsell 5Y 7/1light gray”). The
exterior surface is a dark gray color (Meti22.5Y 4/1 “dark gray”) and the interior
surface is also dark gray (Munsell GLEY 4 N “dark gray”).

Condition: The edges and the surfaces are worn and a small amount of pocignarki
present on the surfaces.

Discussion Evidence of striations and burnispirs present. The carination on the
vessel is located 1.2 cm below bottom of rim. The rim profildhefvessel is very
similar to Cat. 18-21 and 23. This fragment corresponds with Rasnissgpe 1 bowl
with an example coming from San Giuliano (Fig. 137). This comparisoa biasilar

rim profile and a similar sharp carinationtadtigh the vessel froma8 Giuliano is a bit
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smaller, with its rim diameter measuring 16.5 cm. Otbengarable vessel examples
come from Gravisca and Marzabotto.

Bibliography : Malnati 1993, 54, 67; Minoja 2000, 100-4; Pianu 2000, 18, 57;
Rasmussen 1979, 124, 203.

Date: 600-525 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

18 C-93-24 Fig74
Provenance 24N/21W.1.6

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.5 x 3.5 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 17 cm. Rim sherd preseading

of the circumference.

Paste Slightly chalky, fine, wh-levigated paste, micaceous inclusions throughout. The
core is a very thin strip of a mediumegrcolor in the center (Munsell GLEY N 5

“gray”), sandwiched between an outer core fagelored a light gray (Munsell 2.5Y 6/2
“light brownish gray”). The exterior andterior surfaces are a medium gray color
(Munsell GLEY 5N “gray”).

Condition: The surfaces and edges are well wamg scratching and chipping is evident
on the surfaces.

Discussion Evidence of striations and burnishipgesent on all surfaces. Carinated rim
with carination located 1.2 cm below bottomrwh on the exterior surface. Rim profile
similar to Cat. 17, 19-21, 23.

Type similar to Rasmussen bowl type 1 with an example coming from San
Giuliano (Fig. 137). This comparison has the same profile of thearsimilar sharp
carination, and comparable rim diameterl @ cm. Other comparable vessel examples
come from Gravisca and Marzabotto.

Bibliography: Malnati 1993, 54, 67; Minoja 2000, 100-4; Pianu 2000, 18, 57;
Rasmussen 1979, 124, 203;
Date: 600-525 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

19 C-94-79 Fig75
Provenance 24N/15W.3.6
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Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.9 cm x 2.7 cm x 0.6 cm, diametdrrim: 16 cm. Rim sherd
preserving 5% of the circumference.

Paste A slightly chalky feel, fine, well-levigated paste, micacemgedusions
throughout. The core is a medium gray cgMunsell 10YR 6/1 “gray”) and the interior
and exterior surfaces are a darker medgray color (Munsell 10YR 5/1 “gray”)
Condition: The edges and surfaces seem welnwvd&ome chipping is present in a
small area of the exterior surface.

Discussion Evidence of striations and burnishipgesent on all surfaces. Rim profile
similar to Cat. 17-18, 21, 23. Type similar to Rasmussen bowl tygghlan example
coming from San Giuliano (Fig. 137). This comparison has a sinmfgpnofile, a
similar sharp carination, and comparable diameter, measuring 16.®trar
comparable vessel examples come from Gravisca and Marzabotto.

Bibliography : Malnati 1993, 54, 67;.Minoja 2000, 100-4; Pianu 2000, 18, 57;
Rasmussen 1979, 124, 203;

Date: 600-525 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

20 C-94-108 Figl9,76
Provenance 24N/15W.3.9

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.4 cm x 3.0 cm x 0.6 cm, diametdrrim: 19 cm. Rim sherd
preserving 3% of the circumference.

Paste A smooth, slightly chalky, fine, welkeligated paste. Micaceous inclusions are
apparent throughout. The core is a light bnoselor (Munsell 10YR 6/3 “pale brown”).
The exterior and interior surfaces are a madgray color (Munsell 10YR 5/1 “gray”)
although the interior surface is diity darker that the exterior.

Condition: Clay/dirt residue remains on all the surfaces and the edge=;ially on the
rim, and the core is a lighter color duethe residue. Some scratches are evident on the

interior surface of the vessel.
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Discussion Evidence of striations and burnishipgesent on all surfaces. Carinated rim
with carination located 1.2 cm below bottomrwh on the exterior surface. Rim profile
similar to Cat. 20-22, 24-26, 28.

Type similar to Rasmussen bowl type 1 with an example coming from San
Giuliano (Fig. 137). This comparison has the same profile of thearsimilar sharp
carination, and comparable diameter, nuemg 16.5 cm. Other comparable vessel
examples come from Gravisca and Marzabotto.

Bibliography : Malnati 1993, 54, 67;.Minoja 2000, 100-4; Pianu 2000, 18, 57;
Rasmussen 1979, 124, 203;
Date: 600-525 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

21 C-98-114 Figr7
Provenance 24N/9W.1.5

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.5 x 2.2 x 0.6 cm, diameter of rim: 17 cm. Rim sherd prese6ditng
of the circumference.

Paste A smooth fine, well-levigated paste, slightly chalky texturesaneous inclusions
throughout. The core is a medium gray colou(dell 5Y 6/1 “gray”). The exterior and
interior surfaces are a medium gray color (Munsell GLEY N 5yQra

Condition: The surface and edges are worn, thiéases show some scratching present,
and the exterior surface has someppimg, especially on part of the rim.

Discussion Evidence of striations and burnishipgesent on all surfaces. Two small,
distinct grooves run directly undernedtte rim on the exterior surface. Rim profile
similar to Cat. 17-20, 23.

Type similar to Rasmussen bowl type 1 with an example coming from San
Giuliano (Fig. 137). This comparison has a similar rim profilsinalar sharp carination,
and comparable diameter, at 16.5 cm. Other comparable vessgllesamme from
Gravisca and Marzabotto.

Bibliography: Malnati 1993, 54, 67; Minoja 2000, 100-4; Pianu 2000, 18, 57;
Rasmussen 1979, 124, 203.
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Date: 600-525 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

22 C-99-231 Fig20,78
Provenance 24N/12W.8.9a

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 6.1 x 3.3 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 17 cm. Rim sherd presei/bih
of the circumference.

Paste Soft, fine, well-levigated paste, micaceauslusions throughout. The core is a
medium gray color (Munsell 10YR 6/1 “gray”)lThe interior and exterior surfaces are a
dark gray color (MunselGLEY N 4 “dark gray”).

Condition: A small amount of scratching andgkmnarking is present on the surfaces.
Discussion Evidence of striations and burnishipgesent on all surfaces. Carinated rim
with carination located 1.2 cm below bottomrwh on the exterior surface. Rim profile
similar to Cat. 21, 24, 26, 28.

Type similar to Rasmussen bowl type 1 with an example coming from San
Giuliano (Fig. 137). This comparison has the same profile of thearsimilar sharp
carination, and comparable diameter, 16.5 €ther comparable vessel examples come
from Gravisca and Rome.

Bibliography : Minoja 2000, 100-4; Pianu 2000, 18, 57; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 203.
Date: 600-525 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

23 C-99-316 Fig79
Provenance 24N/12W.8.11

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 2.5 x 1.7 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 16 cm. Rim sherd presebéing
of the circumference.

Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated paste, micaceous inclusions.c®feis a medium
gray color (Munsell 10YR 6/1 “gray”), the interi and exterior surfas are a dark gray
color (Munsell GLEY N 4 “dark gray”).

Condition: Chipping is present on the surfaces, and the edges show wear.
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Discussion Evidence of striations and burnispipresent on all surfaces. An incised
band is present underneath the rim on the exterior surface of thé ®Rsserofile
similar to Cat. 17-21.

Type similar to Rasmussen bowl type 1 with an example coming from San
Giuliano (Fig. 137). This comparison has the same profile of thearsimilar sharp
carination, and comparable diameter, 16.5 €ther comparable vessel examples come
from Gravisca and Marzabotto.

Bibliography : Malnati 1993; Minoja 2000, 108: Pianu 2000; Rasmussen 1979, 124,
203.
Date: 600-525 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

24 C-99-317 Fig21,80
Provenance 24N/12W.8.11

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 7.1 x 4.5 x 0.6 cm, diameter of rim: 17 cm. Rim sherd preserving
12.5% of the circumference.

Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated paste, micaceous inclusions.c®feis a medium
gray color (Munsell 5Y 6/1 “gray”). The tarior and exterior surfaces are a dark gray
color (Munsell 5Y 4/1 “dark gray”).

Condition: A small amount of scratching aetipping is present on the surfaces.
Discussion Evidence of striations and burnishipgesent on all surfaces. Grooves from
manufacture are also present on the interior and exterior surf@sgmated rim with
carination located 1.0 cm below bottahrim on the exterior surface.

Type similar to Rasmussen bowl type 1 with an example coming from San
Giuliano (Fig. 137). This comparison has the same profile of thearsimilar sharp
carination, and comparable diameter, 16.5 €ther comparable vessel examples come
from Gravisca.

Bibliography : Minoja 2000, 100-4; Pianu 2000, 18, 57; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 203;
Date: 600-525 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda
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25 C-01-362a FigR2,81
Provenance 24N/12W.33.2

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.0 x 2.3 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 14cm. Rim sherd preservingf6%
the circumference.

Paste Fine, soft, slightly chalky paste, micaceauslusions throughout. The core color
is a medium gray color (Munsell GLEY N5 “gray”) and the interiod &xterior surfaces
are a darker gray color (Munsell GLEY N4 “dark gray”) with theemdr surface being
slightly lighter.

Condition: The edges and the surfaces seeithww@n and the rim shows evidence of
chipping and scratches.

Discussion Light striation marks are extant ¢ime interior and exterior surfaces, and
especially on the everted rim. An inciseand runs directly underngethe exterior side

of the rim. Evidence on burnishing is on the surfaces.

Type similar to Rasmussen bowl type 1 with an example coming from San
Giuliano (Fig. 137). This comparison has the same profile of thearsimilar sharp
carination, and comparable diameter, 16.5 €ther comparable vessel examples come
from Gravisca.

Bibliography : Minoja 2000, 100-4; Pianu 2000, 18, 57; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 203;
Date: 600-525 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

26 C-01-731 Fig82
Provenance 24N/12W.32.2

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 2.3 x 1.8 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 14-16 cm. Rim sherd preggrvi
4% of the circumference.

Paste A smooth, fine, well-levigated pastgith micaceous inclusion throughout. The
core is a medium gray color (Munsell GLEY6 “gray”). The inerior and exterior
surfaces are a dark gray (Munsell 5Y 4/1 ‘dgray”) with the exterior being slightly

darker.
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Condition: The surfaces and edges show minor wear, with a small amocimppfng
on the exterior surface.

Discussion Evidence of striations and burnishipgesent on all surfaces. An incised
bard runs directly beneath the bottom of the rim on the exterior surRioe profile
similar to Cat. 17-21, 23.

Type similar to Rasmussen bowl type 1 with an example coming from San
Giuliano (Fig. 137). This comparison has the same profile of thearsimilar sharp
carination, and comparable diameter, 16.5 éudditionally, comparable to forms from
Gravisca and Marzabotto.

Bibliography : Malnati 1993, 54, 67;.Minoja 2000, 100-4; Pianu 2000, 18, 57;
Rasmussen 1979, 124, 203.
Date: 600-525 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

Rasmussen Type 2

27 C-93-116 Fig83
Provenance 15N/30W.14.6

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.2 x 2.0 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 17 cm. Rim sherd presebéing
of the circumference.

Paste Smooth, fine paste, micaceous inotuns throughout. The core is a light
brownish-gray color (Munsell 10YR 7/2 “liglgray”). The preserved surface color is a
dark gray (Munsell 10YR 3/1 “very dark graydhd the interior surface has areas of a
grayish brown (Munsell 10 YR 5/2 “grayish brown”).

Condition: The edges and especially the surfaces are very well wdra.exterior and
interior surfaces are poorly preserved, legvit appearing mottled with different colors.
Chipping and scratches are very evidentlendurfaces. Dirt/soil is present on the
surfaces and edges.

Discussion Faint striation marks are visible dmetinterior surface. With a plain vertical
lip. Comparable to Rasmussen’s type 2 bowl, such as found at Monten&b@&terveteri

(Fig. 139). Both with a plain, undecorated rim and similar dimentwitk the
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Cerveteri example measuring 17.4 cm. Other comparable exampliesiad at

Gravisca and Marzabotto.

Bibliography : Malnati 1993, 53, 66; Pianu 2000, 19-20, 58; Rasmussen 1979, 125, 203;
Date: 550-500 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

Rasmussen Type 3

28 C-95-163 Fig23,84
Provenance 27N/15W.1.3

Part: Base and body fragment

Measurements 6.8 cm x 5.2 x 0.8 cm, preserved height of the vessel: 2.5 cm,tdiame
of base: 9 cm. Ring-foot base preserving 25% of circumference.

Paste A slightly gritty paste, sandy and caiceous inclusions. The core is a light
brownish-gray color (Munsell10YR 7/2 “liglgray”). The interior surface of the vessel
is a dark gray (Munsell GLEY N 4 “dark grgyand the exterior is darker gray (Munsell
GLEY N 3 “very dark gray”)

Condition: The surfaces appear worn and som@aing and cracking are present on
and around the base.

Discussion Striations are presit on the surfaces of the vessel. Comparable to
Rasmussen’s bowl type 3, with an example from Monte Abatone, Cerfkter140).
Both show a ring-foot base in profile, as well as similar baseeters, with the Cerveteri
example measuring 11.1 cm.. Other comparanda come from Roselle.

Bibliography: Bocci 1965, 128-9; Rasmussen 1979, 125, 203; Tripponi 1970, 83.

Date: End of 6" century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

29 C-01-478c Fig4,85
Provenance 24N/12W.34.2

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 7.3 x 3.6 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 21cm. Rim sherd preservitg 7.

of the circumference.
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Paste Soft, slightly chalky paste, fine with micaceous inclusions. ddre is a medium
gray color (Munsell GLEY N 5 “gray”)and surrounded by an outer core gffa giray
color (Munsell 5Y 7/1 “light gray”). Theurfaces are a dark gray color (Munsell 2.5Y
4/1 “dark gray”).

Condition: The surfaces and edges shayhiiwear, and the surfaces have a small
amount of dirt/soil and scratches evident.

Discussion Striations and burnishing presemt surfaces. Three joining fragments;
joined with C-01-478f & C-01-478g. A gentle, sloping carination is presetitea
profile, located 1.2 cm below the bottom of the rim on the exterior.

The profile is comparable to Rasmussen’s type 3 bowl, such as folviaht
Abatone, Cerveteri (Fig. 140). However, even though both have the sanhe @iraf
rolled rim and sloping carination, Cat. 29 isnach larger example of this type 3 bowl.
Other examples found at Gravisca and Resélhe diameter of the Cerveteri example
measures 11.1 cm.

Bibliography Bucci, 1965, 144, 116; Pianu, 2000, 19-20, 59; Rasmussen 1979, 125, 203;

Date: End of the 8 century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

30 C-93-100 Fig25, 86
Provenance 24N/15W.2.1
Part: Rim and body fragment
Measurements 4.1 x 2.6 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 15cm. Rim sherd preservingf6%
the circumference.
Paste A smooth, slightly chalky, fine, vildevigated paste, micaceous inclusions
throughout. The core is a medium grayacdMunsell GLEY N 6 “gray”) and the
interior and exterior surfacese a dark gray color (Muel GLEY N 4 “dark gray”).
Condition: The surfaces appear worn, with chigpand scratches evident. A small
amount of dirt/soil is appant on the exterior surface.
Discussion Striations and burnishgnpresent on surfaces. An incised band runs directly
below the rim on the exterior surface of the vessel.

The profile is comparable to Rasmussen’s type 3 bowl, such as folviah
Abatone, Cerveteri (Fig. 141). Both have the same profile of edroiin and sloping
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carination, as well as having similar rim diaters, with the Cerveteri example measuring
17.3 cm. Other comparable examples have been found at Gravisca atid.Ros
Bibliography: Bocci 1965, 114, 116; Pianu 2000, 19-20, 59; Rasmussen 1979, 125, 205.

Date: 5" century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

31 C-99-34 Fig26,87
Provenance 24N/12W.pedestal removal
Part: Rim and body fragment
Measurements 5.3 x 2.7 x 0.6 cm, diameter of rim: 21 cm. Rim sherd presebéing
of the circumference.
Paste A smooth, fine paste, soapy texture, micaceous inclusions throughioeitcore
is a pale brown color (Munsell 10YR 7/3 “vepgle brown”). Theexterior surface is a
medium gray color (Munsell 2.5Y 5/1 “gray”), the interior surfaca ark gray color
(Munsell 2.5Y 4/1 “dark gray”).
Condition: A small amount of chipping andratching is present on the surfaces.
Discussion Striations and burnishgnpresent on surfaces. A wide groove runs directly
below the rim on the exterior surface of the vessel, with smgiteves present on the
interior surface.

The profile is comparable to Rasmussen’s type 3 bowl, such as foQedvateri
(Fig. 141). Both have the same type of rolled rim seen through theepadilvell as
comparable rim diameter size, 17.3 cm. Other examples emeasé&ravisca, and
Roselle.
Bibliography: Olivotto 1994, 23; Pianu 2000, 19-20, 59; Rasmussen 1979, 125, 203.

Date: End of the & century BC by Rasmussen’s Comparanda

32 C-99-281 Fig38
Provenance 24N/12W.8.10

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.8 x 3.3 x 0.6 cm, diameter of rim: 14 cm. Rim sherd preservingf7%

the circumference.
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Paste Soft, fine, slightly chalky texture, micaceous inclusions throughdbe core is a
light brownish gray (Munsell 2.5Y 6/2 “light brownish gray”). The intedod exterior
surfaces are a medium gray color (Munsell GLEY N 5 “gray”)

Condition: A moderate amount of dirt/soil isgsent on the edges and surfaces and they
show some wear.

Discussion Striations and burnisihg present on surfaces. The profile is comparable to
Rasmussen’s type 3 bowl, such as found at Monte Abatone, Cervegerl4B). Both

have the same profile of a rolled rim asidping carination, as well as having a
comparable rim diameter, 11.1 cm. Other comparanda has been fdlmerat

Gravisca, and Roselle.

Bibliography: Bocci 1965, 114, 116; Pianu 2000, 19-20, 59; Rasmussen 1979, 125, 205.

Date: End of the 8 century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

Rasmussen Type 4
33 C-98-66 Fig27,89
Provenance 24N/9W.1.4

Part: Base and body fragment

Measurements 6.3 x 4.6 x 0.8 cm, height of vesgeeserved: 1.9 cm, diameter of base:
8 cm. 15% of the base remains intact.

Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated, micaceounslusions. Fired dark throughout. The
core is a dark gray color (Munsell GLEY N 4dik gray”) and the staces are a darker
gray (Munsell GLEY N3 “very dark gray”).

Condition: Wear and scratching are presen the surfaces and the edges.
Discussion Striations and evidence bfirnishing present on all surfaces. The profile
shows a ring-foot base with a small foot projecting outwards. Corileaia
Rasmussen’s bowl type 4 (Fig. 142), showing a very similar profiledning-foot base,
as well as similar base diameter, with the base measltidgcm. Other examples come
from Cerveteri, Poggio la Croce, Marzabotto, and Roselle.

Bibliography : Bocci 1965, 187, 190; Rasmussen 1979, 125, 203; Tripponi 1970, 89;
Valenti 1995, 187, 271.

Date: End of the 8 — 5" centuries BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda
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34 C-99-282 Fig28,90
Provenance 24N/12W.8.10

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 4.6 x 3.1 x 0.6, diameter of rii3 cm. Rim sherd preserving 7.5% of
the circumference.

Paste Soft, fine, slightly chalky texture, micaceous inclusions, pasgigh on interior
with small sandy inclusions. The core iBgint brownish gray (Munsell 2.5Y 6/2 “light
brownish gray”). The interior and exterisurfaces are a dark gray (Munsell 2.5Y 4/1
“dark gray”).

Condition: The edges and surfaces show some wear and the surfaces imale a s
amount of scratches and pockmarks present.

Discussion Striations and evidence bfirnishing present on all surfaces. The profile
shows a plain rim with a small, shallow groove running directly betewim on the
exterior surface. This vessel is similaiRasmussen’s type 4 bowl, such as found at
Monte Abatone, Cerveteri (Fig. 142). The dimensions of the rim dexraee similar,
with the Ceveteri example measuring 11.4 cm; however, the indentatitwe emterior
surface makes the profile slightly different from Rasmussen’sipba Other
comparanda come from Poggiodaoce and Marzabotto.

Bibliography : Rasmussen 1979, 125, 203; Valenti 1995, 187, 271,

Date: End of the 8 — 5" centuries BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

35 C-01-478a Fig29,91
Provenance 24N/12W.34.2

Part: Rim and body fragments

Measurements 10.5 x 3.6 x 0.4 cm, diameter of rim: 18cm. Rim sherd preserving 10%
of the circumference.

Paste Smooth surface, fine paste, micaceous inclusions, paste rougleeorinith

small sandy inclusions. The core is a lighay color (Munsell 2.5Y 7/1 “light gray”).

The exterior and interior surfaces are a dgnky (Munsell GLEY N 3 “very dark gray”)

but the interior surfaces slightly lighter.
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Condition: The surfaces and edges show wedre ihterior surface especially shows
wear/chipping of the surface.

Discussion 6 fragments joined together. Striations and evidence of burnishing are
present on the surfaces, especially on therior surface. The rim has an ovoid shape. A
similar example in its profile comes from Monte Abatone, Cerydiat is much smaller;

its diameter measures only 11.4 cm.

Bibliography : Pianu 2000, 59, 21; Rasmussen 1979, 125, 205; Tripponi 1970, 100, 108.

Date: End of the 8- 5" centuries BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

36 C-02-42 Fig30,92
Provenance 24N/12W.22.1

Part: Base and wall fragment

Measurements 6.6 x 3.7 x 0.7 cm, preserved heightvessel: 2.0 cm, diameter of base:
8.5 cm. Base preserving 28% of the circumference.

Paste Smooth paste on the surfaces, micaceous inclusions, paste rougérion with
small sandy inclusions. Most of core is discolored by dirt/soil.e@or light brown
color (Munsell 2.5Y 6/2 “light brownish gray”” The interior and exterior surfaces are a
dark gray color (Munsell GLEY N3 “very dark gray”)

Condition: Scratching and wear is evident on all the surfaces.

Discussion Striations and evidence bfirnishing present on all surfaces. The profile
shows a ring-foot base with a small foot projecting outwards. Corileaia
Rasmussen’s bowl type 4 (Fig. 142), with an example hailing from Mobétohe,
Cerveteri, showing a very similar profile the ring-foot base, as well as a similar base
diameter of 6.4 cm.

Bibliography : Rasmussen 1979, 125, 203.

Date: End of the 8 — 5" centuries BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda
37 C-95-79 Fig31,93

Provenance 27N/15W.2.3
Part: Rim and body fragment
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Measurements 4.1 cm x 3.3 cm x 0.5 cm, diareef rim: 15 cm. Rim sherd
preserving 7.5% of the circumference.

Paste Fine, slightly chalky paste, micaceduoslusions throughout. The core has a
medium gray color (Munsell GLEY N 5 “gray”). The interior and extesurfaces are
dark gray (Munsell GLEY N 4 “dark gray”).

Condition: The edges and surfaces seem worn. A small amount of chipping and
scratches are present on thefior and exterior surfaces.

Discussion The carination is located 0.9 cm bel@ve rim on the exterior surface of the
vessel. Between the rim and the carinatiantaro faint grooves. Other striations are
present on the interior surface and especmaflyhe rim. The surfaces show evidence of
burnishing. a slight carination with a slightyerted rim. Similar to Rasmussen’s type 4,
with a slightly smaller example coming from Cerveteri, withriils diameter measuring
11.4 cm (Fig. 142).

Bibliography: Bocci 1965, 141; Rasmussen 1979, 125, 203; Valenti 1995, 187, 271.

Date: End of the 8-5™ centuries BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

38 C-98-173 Fig94
Provenance 24N/9W.6.1

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.5 x 3.0 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 15 cm. Rim sherd preservingf4%
the circumference.

Paste Soft, slightly chalky paste, micaceous inclusions, paste rough amténer with
sandy inclusions. The core is a light yellstvibrown (Munsell 2.5Y 6/3 “light yellowish
brown”). The exterior and interior sades are a dark gray (Munsell GLEY N 4 “dark
gray”).

Condition: The edges and surfaces show evidenceezir. There is a small amount of
soil/dirt present on thsurfaces and edges. A small amoaingcratching is evident on
the surfaces.

Discussion Striations and evidence bfirnishing are present on the surfaces, and faint

grooves are evident on the interior sw#. The rim has a rounded edge. Similar to
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Rasmussen’s type 4, with a slightly smaller example coming fremagieri, with its rim
diameter measuring 11.4 cm (Fig. 142).
Bibliography: Bocci 1965, 138-9; Rasmussen 1979, 125, 203; Valenti 1995, 187, 271.

Date: End of the 8-5" centuries BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

Type Unknown

39 C-95-164 Fig32,95
Provenance 27N/15W.1.6

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 4.0 cm x 2.5 cm x 0.5 cm, diametdrrim: 16 cm. Rim sherd
preserving 5% of the circumference.

Paste Fine, slightly chalky paste, micaceous ustbns. The core is a light gray color
(Munsell 10YR 7/1 “light gray”). The int@r surface of the vessel is a medium gray
color (Munsell 10YR 5/1 “gray”) and the exier surface is dark gray (Munsell GLEY N
4 “dark gray”).

Condition: The edges and surfaces appear wellnwdrhe exterior surface has chipping
and scratching present.

Discussion Striation marks are psent on the surfaces of the vessel. The rim has an
incised band/groove located éatly underneath the rim on tleaterior surface. Slightly

everted.

40 C-98-71 Fig33,96
Provenance 24N/9W.1.6

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 5.4 x 4.0 x 0.6 cm, diameter of rim: 18 cm. Rim sherd preservingf5%
the circumference.

Paste Slightly chalky, fine, well levigated paste. Micaceous induosi The core is a
light gray color (Munsell 5Y 7/1 “light gray”).The exterior surface is a dark gray color
(Munsell GLEY N 4 “dark gray”) and thiaterior surface is a medium gray (Munsell
2.5Y 5/1 “gray”).
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VII.

Condition: The edges are worn, and slight $chang is evident on the interior and
exterior surfaces.

Discussion Striations are present on all thefages, especially directly below the rim
on the exterior surface. Faint grooves are presgerthe exterior surface. The carination is
located 1.5 cm from the bottom of the rim on the exterior surfagen&ed with everted

rim.

41 C-99-179 Fig34,97
Provenance 24N/12W.8.7

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.8 x 3.6 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 17 cm. Rim sherd preservingf5%
the circumference.

Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated paste, mieads inclusions throughout. The core is
a grayish-brown color (Munsell 2.5Y 5/2 ‘gyish brown”). The interior and exterior
surfaces are a dark gray colorikkell GLEY N 4 “dark gray”).

Condition: The surfaces and edges show savear, and the surfaces have a small
amount of scratching. There is a small amourdidfsoil present otthe interior surface
and the edges.

Discussion Faint striations and evidence of highing are present on the surfaces.
Shallow grooves are evident on the intesarface. The edge of the rim has an ovoid
shape. Unknown in Rasmussen’s typology (Fig. 154).

Bibliography: Pianu 2000, 24, 61.

Date: 6" century BC by Pianu’s comparanda

Minature Bowl

Rasmussen Type 3

42 C-94-47 Fig35,98
Provenance 24N/15W.3.5

Part: Rim and body fragment
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VIII.

Measurements 2.8 cm x 2.6 cm x 0.5 cm, diareef rim: 10 cm. Rim sherd
preserving 7% of the circumference.

Paste A smooth, fine, well-levigated paste,aaceous inclusions throughout. The core
of the fabric is a medium gray color (Mwals7.5 YR 6/1 “gray”)and the interior and
exterior surfaces are a dark grayaarqMunsell GLEY N 4 “dark gray”)

Condition: The edges and surfaces appear wdrime interior surface has some minor
chipping and the exterior surface has someamchipping and scratches. A small amount
of dirt/soil is evident on the rim.

Discussion There are striation marks and evidentéurnishing on the surfaces of the
vessel. Faint grooves are present on the interior surface. Toiethip rim has an ovoid
shape.

Miniature bowls, as opposed to regutenwls, typically have smaller dimensions,
which are especially seen in the diametkethe rim. Additionally, according to
Rasmussen, miniature bowls also have more\driety in their rim types. The fragment
from Cetamura has a similar profile as an example from Mohtdoke, Cerveteri;
although that example is a bit smaller, with the rim diamegsasuaring 7.0 cm.
Bibliography: Pianu 2000, 22-23, 60; Rasmussen 1979, 126, 204,

Date: 520-400 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

Cup
Ramussen Type 5

43 C-84-565 Fig36,99

Provenance Structure G. Room 1

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 2.4 x 2.6 x 0.4 cm, diameter of rim: 23 cm. Rim sherd preservingf3%
the circumference.

Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated paste, mieaas inclusions, fired dark throughout.
The core and the interior and exterior surfaces are a dark gray(Fhlosell GLEY N 4

“dark gray”)
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Condition: The surface and edges seem worn and a small amount of distfs@kent

on the edges and surfaces.

Discussion Faint striations are present on théessor surface. Evidence of burnishing
can be seen on the surfaces. The tip of the rim has an ovoid shdplee dhickness of

the vessel diminishes approaching the edgb®fim.Rasmussen’s example, found at
Monte Abatone, Cerveteri, is smaller, with a diameter of 1§Fin 148). The profile of
the rim still lends it as a viable comparison.

Bibliography : Malnati 1990, 48, 60, Rasmussen 1979, 121, 202; Regter, 2003, 11, 54,
63, 82;

Date: 525-475 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

44 C-03-164 Fig37,100
Provenance 30N/18W.9a.4

Part: Rim, handle, and body fragment

Measurements 2.9 x 2.4 x 0.4 cm, extension of handle from body: 4.0 cm, greatest
thickness where rim joins handle: 1.5 cm, diameter of rim: 17-18am sherd
preserving 2.5% of the circumference.

Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated paste, micaceous inclusions.pakte is fired dark
throughout. The core is a black color (Mulh§&_EY N2.5 “black”) and the exterior and
interior surfaces of the vessel and handleaavery dark gray (Munsell GLEY N3 “very
dark gray”).

Condition: Three joining fragments, one wigart of rim, handleand body intact; the
second preserves part of the handle; and ting pneserves part of the wall. The
fragments have a small amount of dirt/soil remaining, especiallyna the edges. The
exterior and interior surfaces and thefave evidence of wear and scratching.
Discussion Striation marks and evidence of burnighare present on the surfaces of the
wall. Faint grooves are present on the amtesurface near the rim. Light grooves are
present running the length of the handle, stardt its base. The thickness of the wall
diminishes near the edge of the rim. Referred to in Rasmussend 4g/kx. The

profile of this fragment has a very disttive appearance, espalty considering the
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relationship between the handle and the riny.(E48). Rasmussen’s example from an
unknown provenance also is of the same size, measuring 18 cm in diameter
Bibliography : Malnati 1990, 48, 60; Minoja 2000, 98-99; Rasmussen 1979, 121, 202;
Regter 2003, 11, 53, 64, 82;

Date: 525-475 BC

45 C-01-363 Fig38,101
Provenance 24N/12W.33.2

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.0 x 2.1 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 17 cm. Rim sherd preservingf5%
the circumference

Paste Fine, slightly gritty/sandy paste, micaceous and sandy inclusions throughoeit
core is a light gray color (Munsell 2.5Y 7/light gray”) and the iterior and exterior
surfaces are a dark gray colorikkell GLEY N4 “dark gray”with the interior surface
being slightly lighter.

Condition: Wear is evident on the surfaces aufjes and some sarhes are present on
the interior surface. Dirt/soil is evident on the edges and onrthe r

Discussion Striation marks are evident on timerior surface and the rim. Also
burnishing is evident on the imter and exterior surfaces and on the rim. The tip of the
rim has an ovoid shape. Rasmussen’s example, found at Monte Abatorete@eis a
similar size, with its diameter measuringd®8, and it has a similar profile of the rim.
Bibliography : Malnati 1990, 48, 60; Rasmussen 1979, 121, 202; Regter, 2003, 11, 53,
64, 82;

Date: 525-475 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda.

46 C-01-407 Figl02
Provenance 24N/12W.34.1

Part: Rim and body

Measurements 2.6 x 1.8 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 24 cm. Rim sherd preservingf3%

the circumference.
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Paste Fine, smooth, well-levigated paste. ddceous inclusions throughout. The core
is a light gray color (Munsell 2.5Y 7/1 “liglgray”). The exterioand interior surfaces
are a dark gray color (Munsell GLEY N4 “dark gray”)

Condition: Wear is evident on the edgasd a small amount on the surfaces.
Discussion Faint striation marks and evidence of burnishing are present oxttéree
surface and the rim of the vessel. The edge of the rim has aowvaittghape, and the
tip of the rim curves slightly inwards. Rasmussen’s example, fouktbate Abatone,
Cerveteri, is smaller, with a diameter of 18 cm (Fig. 14®)e profile of the rim still
lends it as a viable comparison.

Bibliography: Malnati 1990, 48, 60; Rasmussen 1979, 121, 202; Regter 2003, 11, 53, 64,
82;

Date: 525-475 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

Unidentifiable form

A7  C-94-48 Fig39,103
Provenance 24N/15W.3.5

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 3.2 cm x 3.8 cm x 0.5 cm, diameter of the rim: 19 cm. Rimdsher
preserving 4% of the circumference.

Paste A smooth, fine, well-levigated paste,eaceous inclusions throughout. The core
is a medium gray color (Munsell GLEY N 5 “gray”) and the inteaad exterior surfaces
are a dark gray color (Munsell GLEY N 4 “dark gray”)

Condition: The edges and surfaces show wédre interior and exterior show a small
amount of scratches and chipping.

Discussion Striations and evidence bfirnishing are present on the surfaces. Some faint
grooves are visible on the interior surface. Tihehas a gentle inward curve with the tip
of the rim having a slightly bulbous, owbshape. Rasmussen’s example, found at Monte
Abatone, Cerveteri, is smaller with a diameter of 12.9 (Fig..14he profile of the rim

still lends it as a viable comparison.

48  C-94-49 Fig40, 104
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Provenance 24N/15W.3.5

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 4.0 cm x 2.7 cm x 0.7 cm, diameter of rim: 24-26 cm. Rim sherd
preserving 2% of the circumference.

Paste: A smooth, fine paste, with micaceous inclusions. Tleasarmedium gray color
(Munsell 7.5 YR 5/1 “gray”). The interior surface of the vessal medium gray
(Munsell GLEY N 5 “gray”) and the exterior gace is a slightlydarker gray (Munsell
GLEY N 4 “dark gray”)

Condition: The edges and surfaces show weasnfall amount of scratches are present
on the surfaces. A moderate amount of idipreserved on the edges and surfaces,
especially on the interior surface.

Discussion Striations are presenn the surfaces. Shallogrooves are present on the
interior surface. Markings amgesent on the exterior sade, possibly from stacking.

The exterior surface of the vessel is curved &edniterior surface has a straighter shape.
The edge of the rim has an ovoid shape and the thickness of the walktis as it
approaches the edge of the rim. This is a form not found in Rasmu$geology, and is

possibly a regional form, particular to northern Etruria.

IX. Chalice

49 C-88-124 Figdl,105
Provenance AA.6.1

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 5.9 x 4.8 x 0.6 cm, diameter of rim: 15 cm. Rim sherd preservingf6%
the circumference.

Paste Slightly chalky, finewell-levigated paste, micaceous inclusion throughout. The
core is a medium gray color (Munsell 10YRL64ray”) The exterioisurface is a medium
gray color (Munsell GLEY N 5 “gray”) and the interior surfac&ismedium gray color
(Munsell 5Y 5/1 “gray”).
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Condition: Glued together from four piece&dges and surfaces appear worn, some
discoloration and soil/dirt is on the edges angeesally part of thenterior surface. The
surfaces show some chipping and scratches.

Discussion Faint striation marks and evidence of burnishing are present oarfaees
and rim. The edge of the rim has an ovoid shape. Vessels witargomofiles are found
in Roselle and Poggio Buco.

Bibliography: Bocci 1965, 120, 146-7; Matteucig 1951, 24.

Date: Uncertain

50 C-90-74 Fig42,106
Provenance 18N/18W.12.2

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 4.2 x 4.2 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 15 cm. Rim sherd preservingf7%
the circumference.

Paste A smooth exterior surface, the intergurface is slightly rough with small
inclusions, fired dark throughout. The camd exterior and interior surfaces are black
(Munsell GLEY N 2.5 “black”).

Condition: Wear is present on the edges andasa$, especially on the interior surface.
Scratches and a small amount of chipping are present on the surfaces.

Discussion Striations and evidence btirnishing are present, a&ll as small, shallow
grooves, on the exterior surface. An incisee li; present 1.8 cm below the everted rim.
The profile seen here is similar to Rasmussen’s chalice 2gpalthough not an exact
match (Fig. 149).

Bibliography : Pecchiai 1967, 488; Rasmussen 1979, 98-99, 190.

Date: 625-550 BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

51 C-94-90 Fig43,107
Provenance 24 N/15W.3.8

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 5.6 cm x 4.1 cm x 0.7 cm, diametdrrim: 23 cm. Rim sherd
preserving 4% of the circumference.
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Paste A very smooth, fine paste, with a siremount of micaceous inclusions. The core
and the surfaces of the vessel are a medium gray color (Munsdé 3Qy‘gray”). A
medium, reddish-brown color runs through part of the core (Munsell 2.5 YRve&k
red”).

Condition: The edges have sharmgalar breaks. Chipping is present on a moderate
amount of the exterior surface of the vessBhere is some small pockmarking on the
exterior surface and small amounts of scragghresent on the interior and exterior
surfaces of the vessel.

Discussion Striations and evidence of burnisfirs evident on both the interior and
exterior surfaces. An indentation is presemeclly underneath on the exterior surfaces,
which is possibly an incised line. The ewettrim has a circular/ovoid shape. The profile
seen here is similar to Rasmussen’s chalice, although not annextatt (Fig. 149).
Bibliography : Pianu 2000, 28, 63; Rasmussen 1979, 98-99, 190.

Date: 6" century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

52 C-98-158 Figd4,108
Provenance 24N/9W.6.2

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 12.2 x 7.0 x 0.7 cm, diameter of rim: 14 cm. Rim sherd preserving 30%
of the circumference.

Paste Smooth, fine, well levigated paste, micaceous inclusion througfdw.core is a
light yellowish brown color (Munsell 2.5Y 6/2 “light yellowish-brown”). Tleaterior

and interior surfaces are a dark gray (MUnG&EY N 3 “very dark gray”) with the

interior surfaces being slightly deer than the exterior surface.

Condition: The piece is comprised of 3 fragments glued together. The edges and
surfaces show wear, and the surfaces show scratches. Aasnaaiht of dirt/soil is

present on the surfaces and edges.

Discussion Striations and burnishignare present on the surfaces, as well as bands/marks
possibly from stacking the vessel. Numerous faint, shallow groovgsesent on the
surfaces. The everted rim has a round/ovoid edge and is slightly bulbgu$4®).
Bibliography: Bocci 1965, 155-6; Rasmussen 1979, 98-9, 190.
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Date: 6" century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

53 C-99-283 Figd5,109
Provenance 24N/12W.8.10

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 5.1 x 4.0 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 19 cm. Rim sherd preservingf4%
the circumference.

Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated paste. The core is a mediugnapiar (Munsell

2.5Y 5/1 “gray”). The interior and exterigurfaces are a very dark gray (Munsell GLEY
N 3 “very dark gray”).

Condition: A moderate amount of soil is presemtthe edges and surfaces, especially
the rim. A small amount of wear is evident on the surfaces dgeise

Discussion Striations and burnisfhg are present on the surfaces, especially on the
interior surface. The edge of the rim is blig everted and has an ovoid, slightly bulbous
shape.

Bibliography : Regter 2003, 33, 103;

Date: 6" century BC by Regter’'s comparanda

54 C-02-203 Fig46,110
Provenance 30N/18W.5a.4

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 5.4 x 4.7 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 15 cm. Rim sherd preservingf6%
the circumference.

Paste A smooth, soft, well-levigated paste,aaceous inclusions. The core is a medium
gray color (Munsell 10YR 5/1 “gray”). Thaterior and exterior surfaces are mottled
with a medium gray color (Munsell GLEY N5 “gray”) and a dark gray (MUINGLEY

N4 “dark gray”)

Condition: The edges are well worn and the surfaces are well worn appechi Some
dirt/soil is evident on the edgesd the interior surface.

Discussion Some very faint striation marks agetant under the exter surface of the
rim. The tip of the rim has a round/ovoid, slightly bulbous shape.
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Bibliography : Regter 2003, 33, 103.
Date: 6" century BC by Regter’'s comparanda

55 C-03-86 Figd7,111
Provenance 24N/9W.21.17

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 5.4 x 5.0 x 0.4 cm, diameter of rim: 15 cm Rim sherd preserving 14%
of the circumference.

Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated paste, micaceous inclusions; thie mfired dark
throughout. The core and the exterior surface are a medium gray \dolos€!l GLEY
N5 “gray”). The interior surface is a darkgray color (Munsell GLEY N4 “dark gray”).
Condition: Wear is evident on the edges andlomsurfaces. Scratching and a small
amount of pockmarking is evident on the surfaces. A small amount /sbdirs evident
on the surfaces and edges.

Discussion Light striation marks and burnishing are present on the interiordaada
surfaces. Marks are present on the surfaces, possibly frokingtaSimilar paste and
form as Cat. 56. Slightly everted rim and gently sloping walls.

Bibliography: Pecchiai 1967, 488; Pianu 2000, 28, 63; Regter 2003, 33, 103.

Date: 6" century BC by Pianu’s comparanda

56 C-03-22 Fig48,112
Provenance 24N/9W.21.14

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 5.3 x 3.5 x 0.5 cm, diameter of rim: 21 cm. Rim sherd preservingf3%
the circumference.

Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated paste, mieaads inclusions, fired dark throughout.
The core is a medium gray color (Munsell BY. N5 “gray”), the interior and exterior
surfaces are a dark gray colorkkell GLEY N4 “dark gray”)

Condition: Dirt/soil is apparent, @ecially on the edges. Tleelges are worn, as are the

surfaces. Some chipping and scratching aresptesn the interior and exterior surfaces.

47



Discussion Burnishing and striation marks ageident on the interior surface, the
slightly everted rim, and the exterior surfaddarks are extant orhe interior surface,
possibly from stacking. Paste and form is similar to Cat. 55.

Bibliography: Regter 2003, 33, 103;

Date: 6" century BC by Regter’'s comparanda

C. SPECIALEXAMPLES

l. Stamp

Rasmussen Bowl Type 4

57 C-99-31 Fig49,113
Provenance 27N/15W.1.5

Part: Base and Body fragment

Decoration: Two oval 5-petalled palmette stamps almost completely irpactial
remains of a third stamp, connected by a centralesitotated in the center of the interior
surface?

Measurements 11.6 x 7.7 x 0.5 cm, preserved heightessel: 2.7 cm, diameter of
base: 7 cm; 75% of the original base is preserved.

Paste Smooth and fine exterior paste, rougheiirdarior surface wth sandy inclusions,
micaceous inclusion throughout. The core is a medium gray color (Munsélll5Y
“gray”). The interior andexterior surfaces are a dagkay (Munsell GLEY N 3 “very

dark gray”).

Condition: Part of the vessel is conservedlinding part of the base and the b&dirhe
surfaces and edges show wear and some chipping and scratches.

Discussion Five pieces are joined togethewluding C-95-78 and C-99-31. Faint
striations and grooves are evident on the P&sserfaces, as well as burnishing. A ring-
foot base is present with a flat surfacetioa top of the foot. A similar stepped foot
profile is seen in Rasmussen 1979, in a type 4 Bowl from CerviSes.Fig 142)

Although that vessel has a diity smaller base diameter, measuring 6.6 cm, its profile

22 Restoration drawing of the stamp by Jessica Buchanan.
% Restored by Angelo Allegretti, 2000
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shows a very similar ring-foot which is alfat on the top of the floor. Other vessels
with comparable shapes come from Gravisca.

The stamped decoration has parallels in OEteuscan sites. In particular, Poggio
Civitate (Murlo) has other examples of palmette stamps on bucchi&ere are two
examples of bucchero vessels, a pyxis and pyxis lid, with this type dhBeoepalmette
stamp, as well as impasto vessels with 7-petalled palesneltee bucchero with the 5-
petalled palmettes at Murlo is firmly datedao600 BC. This dating also corresponds to
Rasmussen’s dating of the type 1 Miniature Bowl, hailing form theehtury and later.
Another example comes from a stemmed boamfVulci, using a 5-petalled palmette,
with scalloped lines linking the stamps together. An additional exaafg@eeomparable
5-petalled palmette stamp comes from Roselle.

Bibliography: Berkin 2003, 54-55; Bucci 1965, 190; De Puma 1986, 44; Phillips 1972,
252; Phillips 1994, 34, 42; Pianu 2000, 21, 59; Rasmussen 1979, 63, 203.
Date: c. 600 BC by form and decoration using comparanda by Rasmussen and Phillips

Sigla

Rasmussen Bowl Type 3

58 C-91-176 Figs0,114
Provenance 76.5N/0.14.5

Part: Base and body fragment

Measurements 6.3 cm x 5.2 cm x 1.9 cm, diameter of base: 5 cm.

Siglum: Incised, crossed straight lines are lecabn the interior surface of the vessel in
the center. The lines of tleglummeasure 4.2 cm and 5.4 cm.

Paste A fine, slightly gritty paste, with noseceous and sandy inclusions. The fabric is
fired dark all the way through. The exteriorfsie is a dark gray color (Munsell GLEY
N 4 “dark gray”) while the interior surface is a lighter gray (Meih&LEY 5B 5/1

“bluish gray”).

Condition: The entire ring-foot base is preservedisasart of the interior of the vessel
and a small part of the wall. The extersurface inside the ring base is intact. The
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interior of the vessel is iatt with a well preserved siglum and it shows minor wear. All
surfaces appear worn, and contain some chipping.

Discussion Striation marks are vemgvident on the exterior sae, especially inside the
ring-foot base. These also appear more faintly shown on the intetioe géssel.
Burnishing is also very evident on the exteridysimilar profile to the ring-foot base is
seen in Rasmussen Bowl type 3 from Monte Abatone, Cerveteri (Fig. Ng@)only is

the profile of the foot similar, but the diameter of the bas®isparable as well. This
shape is also seen at other sites, such as at Gravisca.

The “X” shaped siglum is a relatively common shape of sigla se&traacan
pottery and other types of artifacts. Bathyser 1988 and especially de Grummond et al.
2000 discuss the use of the symbol to represent the number 10. According to de
Grummond et al., this mark could have beenaédi here for the purpose of identifying
the object, or as a way to bring good luckhie owner or user of the object. Another
example of bucchero with an “X” comes from Gravisca, while tigs bas been found
on a variety of other types of pottery and hailing from a variety ofeglasuch as
Tarquinia, Veii, Bologna, Roselle, Marzabotémd even other vessels and artifact types
at Cetamura.

Bibliography: Bocci 1965, 176-7; de Grummond et al 2000, 31, 37-8; Keyser 1988,
533, 541-2, 544-5; Pianu 2000, 20 59; Rasmussen 1979, 125, 203; Valenti 1995, 187,
271;

Date:6™ and %' centuries BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

Rasmussen Plate Type 2
59 C-01-399 Figh1,115
Provenance 24N/12W.34.1

Part: Rim, base, and body fragment

Siglum: A straight line, incised, runng 5.4 cm long on the bottom of the base.
Measurements 13.0 x 11.3 x 0.6 cm, preserved height of vessel: 4.3 cm, diameter of
base: 6.5 cm, diameter of rim: 15 cm; 100% of the base is init@acsherd preserving

28% of the circumference
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Paste Smooth exterior, fine, micaceous inclusions throughout, paste is rooigher
interior with sandy and other small inclusiofifie core is a light brownish gray (Munsell
2.5Y 6/2 “light brownish gray”). The interior and exterior surfacesadark gray
(Munsell GLEY N 3 “very dark gray”).
Condition: The surfaces and edges show ligletawand a small amount of scratches and
chipping.
Discussion Four joining fragments; striatiorad shallow grooves arevident on all the
surfaces of the vessel from manufacture, \&itolid base bowing upwards to 0.5 cm in
the center. Evidence of burnishing is prasamall surfaces. Some similar features are
seen here as in Rasmussen’s plate, type 2, @eraeteri, although their form is not a
direct match. This type shows an everted rim, although the Cetaxamsple curves
outwards and downwards further than the Cerveteri example. Boths/basel similar
dimensions, in their rim and base diame#dthough the height of the Cerveteri example
is shorter.

The siglum on this vessel, in the shapea single tally mark, “17, likely indicates
the number one. As discussed in Cat.tBi, kind of mark could have been added as a
way to show ownership, as this incision was added after the vessesfruction. This
also may have been added to give the vesskldr to indicate some sort of
measurement. Other examples of this typsigiimare seen in Etruria, at sites such as
Gravisca.
Bibliography: Bocci 1965, 168-9; de Grummond et al. 2000, 31-2; Keyser 1988,
passim; Pianu 2000; Rasmussen 1979, 124, 202.

Date: 5" century BC by Rasmussen’s comparanda

Problem pieces
60 C-93-106 Figh2,116
Provenance 15N/30W.14.5

Part: Rim and body fragment
Measurements 2.5x2.1x 0.4 cm
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Paste Smooth, fine, well-levigated paste, mieaads inclusions, fired dark throughout.
The core and surfaces are a blaclocgMunsell GLEY 2.5 “black”).

Condition: Rim sherd is in a very fragmentarynchition. A small amount of dirt/soil is
present on the edges. The surfaces and edges show a small amaasnt of w
Discussion Striations and evidence bfirnishing are present on the surfaces. The wall
slopes upwards gently until near the rim weharmore vertical profile is seen. The rim

has a narrow, ovoid shape. Too fragmentary to discern vessel typenetetiaf rim.

61 C-01-681a Figh3,117
Provenance 24N/12W.32.1

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 2.3 x 1.2 x 0.4 cm. Rim sherd preserving 1.2 cm of the circumference
Paste Fine, smooth, well-levigated, micaceanslusions throughout, paste slightly
rougher on the interior with sandy inclusions. The core is a light yslfolarown
(Munsell 2.5Y 6/3 “light yellowish brown”) The surfaces are a dark gray (Munsell
GLEY N 3 “very dark gray”)

Condition: The surfaces and edges show wear. A small amount of sgaichpresent
on the surfaces.

Discussion Faint striations and evidence of burnighare present on the surfaces. The
edge of the rim has an ovoid shape. Not enough is preserved to detamndediaite

vessel type.

62 C-01-681b Figh4,118
Provenance 24N/12W.32.1

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 2.2 x 1.5 x 0.5 cm. Rim sherd preserving |.1 cm of the circumferenc
Paste Fine, smooth, well-levigated, micaceanslusions throughout, paste slightly
rougher on the interior with sandy inclusionghe core is a medium gray (Munsell 2.5Y
6/1 “gray”). The interiosurface is a dark gray (Munsell GLEY N 4 “dark gray”) and the
exterior surface is a darker gray @kkell GLEY N 3 “very dark gray”).
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Condition: The surfaces and edges show wear, and a small amount of chipping is
present on the exterior surface.

Discussion Striations and evidence of burnishiage present on the surfaces if the
vessel. An incised band runs 0.7 cm underneath the edge of the rim aitetiar e
surface. The edge of the rim has an ovoid shape. Not enough is presette¢erinine

any definite vessel type.

63 C-01-681c Figh5,119
Provenance 24N/12W.32.1

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 1.5x1.3x0.3cm

Paste Fine, slightly bumpy, well-levigatd, micaceous inclusions throughout, paste
slightly rougher on the intesr with sandy inclusions. e core is a light gray (Munsell
10YR 6/2 “light brownish gray”) and theterior and exterior surfaces are a dark gray
(Munsell GLEY N 3 “very dark gray”).

Condition: Rim sherd preserving .9 cm ¢fet circumference. The edges and surfaces
show wear, and a small amount of dirt is present on the edges aacksurf
Discussion Striations and evidence of burnisiare evident on the surfaces. A wide
groove runs .5 cm underneath the edge of the rim. The edge of the ran basid

shape. Not enough is preserved to determine any definite vessel type.

64 C-99-51a Figh6,120
Provenance 24N/12W. pedestal removal

Part: Rim fragment

Measurements 1.7 x 1.1 x 0.4 cm, diameter of rim: 16 cm. Rim sherd preservingf3%
the circumference.

Paste Smooth, slightly chalky, fine well-legated paste, micaceous inclusions, fired
dark throughout. The exterior and interiorfages and the core are a dark gray (Munsell
GLEY N 4 “dark gray”).

Condition: Wear is apparent on the edges and surfaresa small amount of dirt/soil is
present on the edges.
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Discussion Striations and evidence bfirnishing are present on the rim. The rim has an
ovoid shape at the edge. Not enough is presdwddtermine any definite vessel type.

65 C-99-235 Figl2l
Provenance 24N/12W.8.9a

Part: Base and body fragment

Measurements 5.3 x 4.4 x 0.8 cm, height preserved of the vessel: 1.3 cm

Paste A smooth, fine, well-levigated pastajcaceous inclusions throughout, paste
rough on interior with sandy inclusions.h& core is colored a light brown (Munsell

10YR 6/3 “pale brown”). The interior sace is a dark gray color (Munsell GLEY N 3
“dark gray”) and the exterior siace is also a dark gray color (Munsell 2.5Y 4/1 “dark
gray”)

Condition: The fragment is broken on all sidesaving very little of the base intact.

The edges and surfaces are well worn, thiéasas show scratching and chipping, and a
small amount of dirt/soil is present on the edges and surfaces.

Discussion Faint striations and burnishing isident on the surfaces of the vessel.
Shows some similarities to the other basgments found at the site and included in this
catalog (C-91-176, C-95-163, C-98-62, C-98-66, and C-02-42; see Cat. 58, 28, 16, 36,
respectively). This is part of the base of asad, but all that remains is the area where the

vessel meets the body. The remains are mgnfientary to discernaefinite vessel type.
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CHAPTER 3

CONCLUSION

Bucchero pottery has been identifiedCattamura from A. Tracchi’s earliest
investigations of the site in the 1960s to the present day excavatiostsidyAof this
important material not only suppli@sore information and evidence regarding the
Archaic Etruscan period at Cetamura, bsbahay provide the means to date materials
and features found at the site. A rargf vessels in bucchero has been found at
Cetamura. These include nine identified vessel types: miniatutedsyamall jar, plate-
cover, kantharos, plates, bowls, miniatbmvls, cups, and chalices. Of these nine
identified vessel forms, a number of distirghable subtypes arepresented in the
collection of bucchero found at the site.

A primary goal with the investigation ¢fie Cetamura bucchero was to relate it to
the publication on bucchero regarded as mogtaiiative in categorization, that of T.
RasmusserBucchero Pottery from Southern Etruriz979). Of the nine form types
found at Cetamura, the bowl was undoubtedly the most common, with 26 examples
Although most of the forms were comparable to Rasmussen’s forras,dhthese were
not (Cat. 39-41); they show some deviatiammfrhis South Etruria-based typology. All
twelve of the plate fragments can be fittetbiRasmussen’s typology. Two of the cup
forms, out of seven total, were not found in Rasmussen’s typology (CaEi¥8)out of
the eight of the chalice fragments (Cat. 49, 53, 54, 55, 56) also didatolh. The
remaining chalices (Cat. 50, 51, 52) are comparable to Rasmusbahée type 2d (Fig
149), but not an exact match. Additionally, Rasmussen does not inclusimatigar
(Cat. 2) or plate cover (Cat. 3) in his catgl these forms were discussed primarily by
Pianu (Fig 151, 152), as well as other sources.

Along with the examination of the typology of the Cetamura materaiges the
guestion of their origin. It remainsoertain exactly where the Cetamura bucchero
originated; there is as yet no evidencexafenter of production at Cetamura. The

relatively few examples of fragments, as well as the absareevorksite, suggest that
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the residents of Cetamura imported their bucclenm elsewhere. It is possible that the
bucchero came from a regional producti@mter in the north, instead of being
transported from a southern site.

Rasmussen mentions that the production of bucchero pottery was filistecbtaf
the southern site of Cervetéfi.Because of this, there probably were a limited number of
workshops for the first 20 years of bucchero production, in theeftury BC. The
standard of craftsmanship at this time wagsahighest, while the range of shapes was
limited. Later, production spread to other areaSouth Etruria, such as Tarquinia and
Veii, and these southern sitesgan exporting materials to North Etruria, to sites such as
Roselle, Vetulonia, and Poggio Civitate (Murlo), and possibly Cetaasivaell.

Although no production center existed at Cetamunaas likely, at the v least, that a
site existed near Poggio Civitate for local production of buccfe®erkin uses as part
of his evidence, not only the quantity of bucchero found at Poggio Civitatelsbiuha
logistical problems that producers woudldve encountered in movigglarge quantity of
bucchero to this location from distancés, example, from production centers in
southern Etruria. Further evidence supporting ithea comes from the fact that Poggio
Civitate was the production center for other items, such as olgeistsry, metal, bone,
and antlef® It also seems likely that other North Etruscan sites, asnjdentified,
produced bucchero.

Other evidence that proves northern productenters includes the differences in
bucchero forms. There were a number of forms found at Poggio Civitdtiacked any
good comparanda from southern Etruria. Similarly, some of the bucan@etaanura,
especially the chalice forms, are not found in southern Etruridaeiumdicating that
there were regional variations. It remairiely that Cetamura was supplied by regional
centers such as Poggio Civitate, perheyen more than this one, which would account
for the variation of the quality of bucchero found at Cetamura, asasé¢he different
forms, such as the kantlogy, plate and plate cover.

According to Rasmussen, during the period at the end of'ticertury, c. 625-

600, the distribution of bucchero from South Etruria was at its wilegig exported to

24 Rasmussen 1979, 3-5
% Berkin 2003, 128-9
26 Berkin 2003, 114
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central and northern Etruria, and inspiring logadduction. It was also during this period
that bucchero was found at Greek sitésalund the Mediteanean. Interestingly, a
large percentage of the bucchero pottery from Cetamura dates petiod of expansion.

By examining the corpus of material in tligtalog, it is apparent that there were
northern variations in the pottery fosnfiound at Cetamura. This was especially
noticeable in the chalice types found at $ite. Most of the chalice types found in
central and southern Etruria, as documenteBagmussen, seem to have either straight
walls or slightly concave vessel walls. The chalice forms fowr@egamura, however,
all tended to have convex walksther to a slight degree (Cat. 27, 29, 30, 31) or
significantly (Cat. 49, 52). Rasmussen basy one comparable example of this type of
chalice (Fig. 149).

Additionally, other types of potterfipund at Cetamura that seem to have been
imported include the miniature kyathos and the kantharos. Both aré tygeseof
which a large number have been found in soutl#raria. Additionally, kantharoi are
found throughout Etruria, and are in fact thest largely distributed bucchero type.
Furthermore, the miniature kyathos has demonstrated a wide distribatiomumerous
examples have been found throughout Etruria at sites such as CeReggin Buco,
Roselle, Poggio la Croce, and Veii. The fact that only one of efitiese forms has
been identified at Cetamura suggests that pertiegse were not widely used in the area.
Additionally, the paste of each of thesessels is of a finer quality than is seen
throughout a number of the fragments from Cetanespecially in the bowls and plates.
This difference in quality could also iradite a different place of manufacture.

Although most of the bucchero found at Cetamura was undecorated, thare are
few significant pieces discussedthis catalog that do shosigla or decoration (Cat. 57-
59). Two of these pieces hasigla, likely in the form of the numerals “X” and “I” (the
numbers 10 and 1, respectively). Comparanda for these pieces comeyricirarvther
vessels at Cetamura but all throughout E&ruOnly one fragment at Cetamura, however,
has stamped decoration, in the form of a 5-petalled palmette, arui¢be has far fewer

comparanda. To date, the only other 5-etdgpalmette stamps have been found at

%" Berkin 2003, 108-9
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Poggio Civitate, Vulci, and Roself&. That three of the folinstances appear in northern
contexts could imply that this stamp was a northern type of decora@itrer stamp
forms, which were used more regularlysiouthern Etruria, incide the rosette, concentric
circles, triangle, diamond, swastika, guilloche, animals, and hdigares®’

Phillips suggests that it was likely thedme types of fine stamped and impressed
bucchero at Poggio Civitate were imported frpraduction centers in southern Etruria.
But he also argues, as did Berkin lategttthere was a production center at Poggio
Civitate that turned out very fine quality bucchero in tfleatid early 8 centuries BC.
Phillips also believes that other northern sites were likely to hadetheir own potters
who also created stamped pieces of a high quality, such as at VefiRaselle, Vulci,
Volterra, Chiusi, Asciano, and Montalcifid. He writes that during thé™7and early 6
centuries there was a high local prodontrate and limited iportation and exportation
of bucchero in Etruria, and because of theekms highly unlikely that all the stamped
pieces found in northern Etruniere imported from the south.

As mentioned above, most of the bucchero pottery found at Cetamura daess in f
date to the 8-5" centuries BC. The comparanda used to determine this dating comes
largely from Rasmussen, who includes descriptions, drawings, and iniisstianeces,
photographs of bucchero in his work. Rasmussen specifically mentiongstenee of
fifth-century bucchero; it consists, however, of relatively limiteans, mainly bowls
and plates, most of which are undecorated. This does seem to @naistent with
many of the materials found at Cetamura, since, as mentioned #i®weajority of the
diagnostic materials at the site are in fact plates andanghsnany of them date to this
time period.

Although there is a corpus of information that can be determined from the
Cetamura bucchero at this time, this study is limited by a nuoflfactors. The first
challenge is the fragmentary nature of most of the bucchero foundaah@et Out of
the 146 bucchero fragments found between 1978-2003, only 65 were diagnostic pieces,

Furthermore, most of these pieces are small rim sherdsauBeof their size or

%% Phillips 1994, 34, 42; Berkin 2003, 54-55; Bucci 1965, 198;Puma 1986, 44;
2% Rasmussen 1979, 137-138
% Phillips, Jr. 1994, 44, 45
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condition, it proved difficult to ascertain centakinds of information about the vessels,
including the presence of decoration, lesklse, and variations in the overall shape.

The second main restriction lies in the relative lack of publishitration
about bucchero found at domestic sites and abtas i; northern Etruria in general. In
total, comparanda were found for the materialhancatalog from a variety of locations
throughout Etruria, which include PoggioTaoce, Poggione, Poggio Civitate, Poggio
Buco, Vulci, Roselle, Tarquinia, MarzabottCapua, Cerveteri, Gravisca, and Veii.
Unfortunately, there is material from a number of other excavationgrthern Etruria
that remains unpublished or is in the proaafsgublication, which has greatly limited the
sources availabl¥. This study necessarily depends onljmations from southern sites.
Poggio Civitate, a non-funerary northern sremains the most useful and relevant source
from a site comparable to Cetamura.

Future work on the bucchero from @sgtura will pertain to newly excavated
material from the year 2005 and following, and bucchero excavated beforend9@8,
was not accessible for this study since the pottery excavated Ibet®é8 and 1978 by
John J. Reicf has never been cataloged. Additionally, further work on the bucchero
from Cetamura should include the physieaamination of bucchero found at other local
Etruscan sites. It is necessary to exanirst-hand the materiafsom other sites in
order to compare the fabric and the texture of the vessels withdh@stamura. More
information can be gathered in this manheyond reading a physitdescription and
seeing photographs and drawings. |dedhis would include the study and comparison
of materials from sites that have yeta® published, but which are essential in
understanding the bucchero protiao in North Etruria.

31 Berkin 2003, 108; Berkin mentions these sites as includintel@asvo Berardenga, Artimino,
Massarossa, and Massa Marittima.
32 Cf. de Grummond 2000, 6, on the history of excavations anieta
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APPENDIX A

CATALOG OF CETAMURA IMPASTO POTTERY

The following are the only three impasto pieces identified at Qat@aimetween 1978 and
2003. These pieces are included in thisihbecause they are also Etruscan pottery
from the Archaic period. Although the collext of these pieces is minute, the impasto
does give further evidence of activay Cetamura in the Archaic period.

66 C-88-102 Figl22,125

Provenance str.bcc.2.5

Part: Handle and body fragment

Measurements 6.6 x 5.8 x 0.8 cm, 3.2 cm of the handle is intact.

Paste Smooth feel, bumpy texture, small and medium-sized inclusions throughout.
pinkish-brown color (Munsell 7.5YR 6/4 “lighirown”), with a dark gray color (Munsell
GLEY N 3 “very dark gray”) coveringnajor parts of the surfaces.

Condition: The sherd is broken on all edgels;ame well worn, with pock-marking
present. A moderate amount of diswalion is visible on the surfaces.

Discussion An ovoid, hollow handle is connected to a section of the body of the vessel.
No striation marks are evident, and some sligtientations on the interior surface might
possibly be finger marks, showing the location where the handle was jwitiethe

body of the vessel.

67 C-95-171 Fidl23,126

Provenance 21N/21W.15.2

Part: Base and body fragment

Measurements:9.5 x 7.4 x 1.3 cm, height of vesseéperved: 4.1 cm, diameter of base:
12 cm, Base preserving 25% of the circumference.

Paste A rough, bumpy paste, micaceous, with small and medium-sized imictusi

throughout. The paste is a consistent ctifooughout, a light yellowish-brown (Munsell
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10YR 6/4 “light yellowish brown”, with areas of red (Munsell 2.5YR 5/éd”) and dark
gray (Munsell 10YR 3/1 “very d& gray”) on the surfaces.

Condition: The edges and surfaces are veryl wern, and all surfaces exhibit pock-
marking, chipping, and scratches.

Discussion Very rough clay, indentains present on the interior of the vessel, possibly

from fingermarks.

68 C-99-80 Figl24,128

Provenance 24N/12W.8.4

Part: Rim and body fragment

Measurements 5.1 x 4.7 x 1.3 cm, diameter of rim: 24-26 cm, rim sherd preserving
approximately 5% of the vessel intact.

Paste Smooth surfaces, small and medium-sized inclusions throughout. Sante f
throughout the vessel; a grayish-brown cqMunsell 2.5Y 5/2 “grayish brown”), with a
pinkish-brown color (Munsell 7.5YR 5/3 “brownQovering part of the exterior surface
and a dark gray color (Munsell GLEY N 3 “very dark gray”) covering mpgots of the
interior surface.

Condition: The surfaces and edges are well waome pock-marking is present on the
surfaces

Discussion Some slight indentations on the inersurface may indicate that the vessel

was
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APPENDIX B

PROVENANCE LIST OF ALL BUCCHERO FROM CETAMURA

15N/30W.14
C-93-084
C-93-106
C-93-107
C-93-108
C-93-115
C-93-116
C-93-140

18N/18W.10
C-90-103

18N/18W.12
C-90-74
C-90-75

18N/21W.4
C-90-61

21.5N/12W.10
C-87-344

21N/21W.15
C-95-171

24N/12W.22
C-02-42
C-02-44

24N/12W.27
C-01-192

24N/12W.32
C-01-681
C-01-716

24N/12W.33
C-01-311
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C-01-362a
C-01-363

24N/12W.34

C-01-406
C-01-407
C-01-405
C-01-478a
C-01-478D
C-01-478c
C-01-478d
C-01-478e
C-01-478f
C-01-478g
C-01-478h
C-01-478i
C-01-478;
C-01-478Kk
C-01-478l
C-01-478m

24N/12W.8
C-99-041
C-99-042
C-99-050
C-99-066
C-99-067
C-99-068
C-99-078
C-99-080
C-99-081
C-99-082
C-99-127
C-99-128
C-99-129
C-99-138
C-99-151
C-99-154
C-99-176
C-99-178
C-99-179
C-99-230
C-99-231
C-99-232
C-99-233
C-99-234



C-99-235
C-99-236
C-99-237
C-99-238
C-99-280
C-99-281
C-99-282
C-99-283
C-99-284
C-99-316
C-99-317
C-99-318
C-99-320

24N/12W. pedestal removal
C-99-030
C-99-031
C-99-034
C-99-051a
C-99-051b

24N/15W.2
C-93-100

24N/15W.3
C-94-020
C-94-047
C-94-048
C-94-049
C-94-050
C-94-079
C-94-090
C-94-107
C-94-108
C-94-129
C-94-303

24N/15W.4
C-93-145

24N/18W.2
C-91-375

24N/21W.1
C-93-24



24N/9W.1

C-98-018
C-98-060
C-98-066
C-98-068
C-98-069
C-98-071
C-98-114
C-98-116
C-98-125
C-98-126
C-99-528

24N/9W.17

C-99-492
C-01-48

24N/9W.21

C-03-22
C-03-86

24N/9W .4

C-99-160

24N/9W.6

C-98-083
C-98-084
C-98-085
C-98-158
C-98-159
C-98-160
C-98-161
C-98-173

26N/10.5E.6

C-88-249

27N/15W.1

C-95-011
C-95-163
C-95-164

27N/15W.2

C-95-057
C-95-066
C-95-078
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C-95-079

27N/18W.3
C-93-012

30N/18W.4a
C-03-009

30N/18W.5a
C-02-203

30N/18W.6a
C-03-032

30N/18W.9a
C-03-164

54N/9W.1
C-99-530

S5N/18W.19
C-98-062

5N/18W.45s
C-01-260

73.5N/4W.6
C-90-055

76.5N/0
C-91-176

Structure B.4
C-88-34

Structure B(CC).2

C-88-102

NPR
C-88-172

Structure G. Room 1

C-84-565

Zone 1. Area G. Balk Removal

C-96-046
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C-96-047

25N/8.5E.6
C-88-124

25N/8.5E.7
C-88-169
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APPENDIX C

FORM INDEX OF CATALOGED BUCCHERO AND IMPASTO
FROM CETAMURA

(An Asterisk indicates a drawing of that entry is provided)
Bucchero

Kyathos (miniature)

C-02-044*
Small Jar
C-99-236*
Plate-Cover
C-88-249*
Kantharos
C-88-169*
Plate
Typel
C-98-116
C-99-030
C-99-081*
C-99-151*
C-99-238
C-99-318*
C-01-406*
C-01-716*
TypeZ2
C-99-050*
C-99-528*
C-01-399*
C-03-032*
Bowl
Typel
C-87-344*
C-93-024
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Type2

Type3

Type4d

C-94-079
C-94-108 *
C-98-062*
C-98-114
C-99-231*
C-99-316
C-99-317*
C-01-362a*
C-01-731

C-99-116

C-93-100 *
C-95-163*
C-99-034*
C-99-281
C-01-478c*

C-95-79*
C-98-66*
C-98-173
C-99-31*
C-99-282*
C-02-42*
C-01-478a*

Unknown

C-95-164*
C-98-71*
C-99-179*

Minature Bowl

Cup

Type5

Unid

C-91-176*
C-94-47*

C-84-565*
C-01-363*
C-01-407

C-03-164*

C-94-48*
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Chalice

Problem

Impasto:

C-94-49*

C-88-124*
C-90-074*
C-94-90*

C-98-158*
C-99-283*
C-02-203*
C-03-022*
C-03-086*

C-93-106*
C-99-51a*
C-99-235
C-01-681a*
C-01-681b*
C-01-681c*

C-88-102*
C-95-171*
C-99-80*
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PART INDEX OF CATALOGED BUCCHERO AND

Bucchero:

Base:

C-91-176
C-95-163
C-98-57
C-98-62
C-98-66
C-99-235
C-01-399
C-02-42

Handle:

C-88-169
C-02-44

Handle & Rim:

Rim:

C-03-164

C-84-565
C-87-344
C-88-124
C-90-74
C-93-100
C-93-106
C-93-24
C-94-108
C-94-47
C-94-48
C-94-49
C-94-79
C-94-90
C-95-164
C-95-79
C-98-114

APPENDIX D

IMPASTO FROM CETAMURA
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Unid:

C-98-116
C-98-158
C-98-173
C-98-71
C-99-151
C-99-179
C-99-231
C-99-236
C-99-238
C-99-281
C-99-282
C-99-283
C-99-30
C-99-316
C-99-317
C-99-318
C-99-34
C-99-50
C-99-51a
C-99-528
C-99-81
C-01-362a
C-01-363
C-01-406
C-01-407
C-01-478a
C-01-478c
C-01-681a
C-01-681b
C-01-681c
C-01-716
C-01-731
C-02-203
C-03-22
C-03-32
C-03-86

C-88-249

Impasto:

Rim:

C-99-80
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Base:
C-95-171

Handle:
C-88-102
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APPENDIX E

CONCORDANCE
C-84-565 Cat: 43 Fig. 36, 99
C-87-344 Cat: 17 Fig. 18, 73
C-88-124 Cat: 49 Fig. 41, 105
C-88-169 Cat: 4 Fig. 8, 60
C-88-249 Cat: 3 Fig. 7, 59
C-90-74 Cat: 50 Fig. 42, 106
C-91-176 Cat: 58 Fig. 50, 114
C-93-24 Cat: 18 Fig. 74
C-93-100 Cat: 30 Fig. 25, 86
C-93-106 Cat: 60 Fig. 52, 116
C-93-116 Cat: 27 Fig. 83
C-94-47 Cat: 42 Fig. 35, 98
C-94-48 Cat: 47 Fig. 39, 103
C-94-49 Cat: 48 Fig. 40, 104
C-94-79 Cat: 19 Fig. 75
C-94-90 Cat: 51 Fig. 43, 107
C-94-108 Cat: 20 Fig. 19, 79
C-95-79 Cat: 37 Fig. 31, 93
C-95-163 Cat: 28 Fig. 23, 84
C-95-164 Cat: 39 Fig. 32, 95
C-98-62 Cat: 16 Fig. 17, 72
C-98-66 Cat: 33 Fig. 27, 89
C-98-71 Cat: 40 Fig. 33, 96
C-98-114 Cat: 21 Fig. 77
C-98-116 Cat: 9 Fig. 65
C-98-158 Cat: 52 Fig. 44, 108
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C-98-173
C-99-30
C-99-31
C-99-34
C-99-50
C-99-51a
C-99-81
C-99-151
C-99-179
C-99-231
C-99-235
C-99-236
C-99-238
C-99-281
C-99-282
C-99-283
C-99-316
C-99-317
C-99-318
C-99-528
C-01-362a
C-01-363
C-01-399
C-01-406
C-01-407
C-01-478a
C-01-478c
C-01-681a
C-01-681b
C-01-681c
C-01-716

Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:

38
10
57
31
13
64

11
41
22
65

12
32
34
53
23
24

14
25
45
59

46
35
29
61
62
63
8

Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.
Fig.

94

66

49, 113
26, 87
14, 69
56, 120
9,61
13, 67
34, 97
20,78
121

6, 58
68

88

28, 90
45, 109
79

21, 80
10, 62
15,70
22,81
38, 101
51, 115
11, 63
102
29,91
24, 85
53, 117
54,118
55, 119
12, 64
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C-01-731
C-02-42
C-02-44
C-02-203
C-03-22
C-03-32
C-03-86
C-03-164

Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:
Cat:

26
36

54
56
15
55
44

Fig. 82

Fig. 30, 92
Fig. 5, 57
Fig. 46, 110
Fig. 48, 112
Fig. 16, 71
Fig. 47, 111
Fig. 37, 100
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From de Grummond, N. T. 2000etamura Antica: Traditions of Chianfl.allahassee:
Florida State University, plate 1

Fig. 1
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CETAMURA DEL CHIANTI
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Fig. 2
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CETAMURA DEL CHIANTI

Map of Bucchero Distribution
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Fig. 3
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CETAMURA DEL CHIANTI

Map of Cataloged Bucchero Distribution
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Fig. 5
Cat. 1
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Fig. 6
Cat. 2 C-99-236
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Fig. 57
Cat. 1

Fig. 58
Cat. 2
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Fig. 59
Cat. 3

Fig. 60
Cat. 4
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Fig. 61
Cat. 5

Fig. 62
Cat. 6
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Fig. 63
Cat. 7

Fig 64
Cat. 8
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Fig. 65
Cat. 9

Fig. 66
Cat. 10
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Fig. 67
Cat. 11

Fig 68
Cat. 12
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Fig. 69
Cat. 13

Fig. 70
Cat. 14
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Fig. 71
Cat. 15

Fig. 72
Cat. 16
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Fig. 73
Cat. 17

Fig. 74
Cat. 18
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Fig. 75
Cat. 19

Fig. 76
Cat. 20
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Fig. 77
Cat. 21

Fig. 78
Cat. 22
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Fig. 79
Cat. 23

Fig. 80
Cat. 24
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Fig. 81
Cat. 25

Fig. 82
Cat. 26
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Fig. 83
Cat. 27

Fig. 84
Cat. 28
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Fig. 85
Cat. 29

Fig. 86
Cat. 30
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Fig. 87
Cat. 31

Fig. 88
Cat. 32
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Fig. 89
Cat. 33

Fig. 90
Cat. 34
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Fig. 91
Cat. 35

Fig. 92
Cat. 36
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Fig. 93
Cat. 37

Fig. 94
Cat. 38
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Fig. 95
Cat. 39

Fig. 96
Cat. 40
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Fig. 97
Cat. 41

Fig. 98
Cat. 42
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Fig. 99
Cat. 43

Fig. 100
Cat. 44
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Fig. 101
Cat. 45

Fig. 102
Cat. 46
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Fig. 103
Cat. 47

Fig. 104
Cat. 48
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Fig. 105
Cat. 49

Fig. 106
Cat. 50

157



Fig. 107
Cat. 51

Fig. 108
Cat. 52

158



Fig. 109
Cat. 53

Fig. 110
Cat. 54
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Fig. 111
Cat. 55

Fig. 112
Cat. 56
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Fig. 113
Cat. 57
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Fig. 114
Cat. 58
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Fig. 115
Cat. 59
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Fig. 116
Cat. 60

Fig. 117
Cat. 61
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Fig. 118
Cat. 62

Fig. 119
Cat. 63
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Fig. 120
Cat. 64

Fig. 121
Cat. 65
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Fig. 125
Cat. 66

Fig. 126
Cat. 67
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Fig. 127
Cat. 68

Fig. 128

Rasmussen miniature kyathos (with strut)
Type le
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Fig. 129

Rasmussen miniature kyathos (without strut)
Type le

Fig 130

Rasmussen kantharos
Type 3a
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Fig. 131

Rasmussen kantharos
Type 3e

Fig. 132

Rasmussen kantharos
Type 3e
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Fig. 133

Rasmussen plate
Type 1

Fig. 134

Rasmussen plate
Type 1

Fig. 135

Rasmussen plate
Type 2
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Fig. 136

Rasmussen plate
Type 2

Fig. 137

Rasmussen bowl
Type 1
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Fig. 138

Rasmussen bowl
Type 1

Fig. 139

Rasmussen bowl
Type 2
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Fig. 140

Rasmussen bowl
Type 3

Fig. 141

Rasmussen bowl
Type 3
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Fig. 142

Rasmussen bowl
Type 4

Fig. 143

Rasmussen miniature bowl
Type 1
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Fig. 144

Rasmussen miniature bowl
Type 2

Fig. 145

Rasmussen miniature bowl
Type 2

Fig. 146

Rasmussen miniature bowl
Type 3
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Fig. 147

Rasmussen cup
Type 2b

Fig. 148

Rasmussen cup
Type 5 (kylix)

180



Fig. 149

Rasmussen Chalice
Type 2d

Fig. 150

Rasmussen beaker
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Fig. 151

Pianu’s small jug

Fig 152

Pianu’s plate-cover
Type 3
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