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PREFACE

The excavation of Nonsuch Palace took place over twelve weeks in the summer of 1959 under
the aegis of the Nonsuch Palace Excavation Committee chaired by the late Sir John Summerson
CBE. The excavation of the Banqueting House took place under the same auspices for five
weeks the following summer. The work was undertaken as a contribution to The History of the
King’s Works then being prepared for the Ministry of Works under the editorship of Mr (now Sir)
Howard Colvin CBE. An account of Nonsuch written in the light of the excavations appeared in
Volume 4 (Biddle and Summerson 1982).

Work on the finds began during the 1959 season when preliminary drawings of much of the
pottery and many of the small finds were made on site as part of the finds record. From 1959 to
1963 space was made available in the Staneway House branch of the Epsom and Ewell Public
Library by the kindness of the Borough Librarian, Mr John Dent FLA, the Treasurer of the
Excavation Committee. Here the finds were sorted, mended and packed and here in 1960-1 the
earthenware was typed and described, the cards then written providing the bulk of the
descriptions published here.

As there was then no prospect of a professionally-staffed local museum in the area,
arrangements were made with Dr Donald Harden CBE for the finds to be deposited in the
London Museum and in October 1963 they were sent to Lancaster House where the museum’s
stores were then located. In 1976, following the amalgamation of the London and Guildhall
Museums, the finds passed to the Museum of London in whose care they now are.

Exhibitions of the Nonsuch finds were held at the London Museum in 1969, at Sutton Place in
1983, at the Sutton Central Library in 1985, and at the Bourne Hall Museum, Ewell, in 1988. A
small selection of the material has been on permanent display at Bourne Hall, Ewell, since 1970
and at Whitehall, Cheam, since 1978, and a few items are shown in the Tudor Gallery of the
Museum of London. A small but comprehensive display of Nonsuch opened in the Tudor
Gallery of the Honeywood Heritage Centre, Carshalton, in 1993 and a major display of the
architectural decorations of Nonsuch forms part of the new Renaissance Gallery at the British
Museum, which opened in 1994.

Work on the Nonsuch finds did not proceed between 1961 and 1973 when the writer was
heavily engaged on the Winchester excavations, but in 1973, with a decision to fund the
preparation of reports on excavations carried out under their (or their predecessors’) auspices,
the Department of the Environment (from 1984, English Heritage) began the series of grants
which have made possible the completion of this volume.

Between 1973 and 1978, with funds available for part-time work by a draughtsman and (in
1976-8) a research assistant, the finds (both architectural and domestic) were recovered from the
various stores in which they then lay, re-ordered and prepared for specialist reports; drawing
for publication also began. After a further pause while the writer was in the USA, work
recommenced in 1982 and has since been continuous.

The two volumes, dealing respectively with the architecture and the domestic material were
planned to have been published simultaneously, but by 1988 it became clear that the drawings
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of the decorative elements would not be finished for some time, and that it would be better to
proceed with the publication of the domestic finds, hence the appearance of this volume in
advance of the volume on the architecture and excavation of the palace and Banqueting House.

Sufficient general information about the structures and their excavation has been given here
to allow the present volume to stand on its own. The garderobe pits and demolition deposits in
which the bulk of the domestic material was found are fully described and this material will not
be repeated in the architectural volume.

MARTIN BIDDLE
Hertford College, Oxford
1 June 1993

POSTSCRIPT

The typescript and illustrations of this book were submitted to English Heritage in the summer
of 1994. Following lengthy discussions and by mutual agreement the production of the book
was eventually passed on to Oxbow Books. I am most grateful to David Brown for his help and
enthusiasm at every stage, to Val Lamb at Oxbow for her help throughout, and especially to Liz
King who set and subsequently paged a complex text, to Ruth Gwernan-Jones who set the
tables, and to Rita Matos who prepared the colour plates and helped in the final stages.

The text was up to date when submitted in 1994 but the long delay meant that some revision
was necessary in the light of recent work. With the generous collaboration of the contributors all
the chapters were revised in first proof during 2002. I am especially grateful to Reino Liefkes of
the Victoria and Albert Museum who checked the proofs and provided additional material for
the late Robert Charleston’s magisterial chapter on the Fine Vessel Glass, and to Robert
Charleston’s daughter, Jenny Stringer, who had drawn the glass, for her agreement to this
procedure and for reading the proofs of her father’s contribution. June Swann kindly checked
the proof and brought up to date the late John Thornton’s contribution on the leather.

MARTIN BIDDLE
September 2003
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The illustrations (colour plates, figures and tables) for each chapter are given in the chapter heading. In

the case of finds illustrations, the artefacts on each figure are identified by the catalogue number used in
the relevant contribution. Figure numbers are not therefore quoted in the individual catalogue entries.

Catalogue numbers are printed in bold throughout the text.

Context Information
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Phase 4 indicates the phase to which the context has been assigned (see below, p. 12-13).



PART 1

INTRODUCTORY

GENERAL INTRODUCTION

by MARTIN BIDDLE

Nonsuch Palace (Endpapers and Fig 1) was constructed by Henry VIII in 1538-46 on the site of
the demolished church and manor house of the village of Cuddington, between Ewell and
Cheam in Surrey (Fig 2).' The Banqueting House was also built and the gardens and parks first
laid out during these years (Fig 3). The palace, still unfinished in some details at Henry’s death
in January 1547, was sold by Mary in 1556 to Henry Fitzalan, 12th Earl of Arundel, who with his
son-in-law John, Lord Lumley, completed the buildings and grounds. In 1580 Fitzalan
bequeathed Nonsuch to Lumley and in 1592 Lumley sold it back to the Crown.

Nonsuch remained in royal hands until 1670, with the exception of the period 1648-60 when
it was first held and then sold by Parliament, before being returned to Henrietta Maria, the
Queen Mother, at the Restoration.

After over a decade of neglect Nonsuch was in poor condition, but in the summer of 1665 it
was repaired and fitted up as offices for the Receipt of the Exchequer and Tally Office ‘by reason
of the great and dangerous increase of the plague in and about the City of Westminster’.? The
Exchequer remained at Nonsuch from 15 August until early January 1666, and may have returned
there briefly to escape the Great Fire the following September. As will be seen, this short period
in 1665-6 may be responsible for the deposit of the greater part of the material described in this
volume.

In 1671, following his mother’s death two years before, Charles II granted Nonsuch to Barbara
Villiers, Countess of Castlemaine. In 1682 she sold the materials of the palace and the gardens to
George Berkeley, 1st Earl of Berkeley, who had been keeper of Nonsuch under the crown since
1660. Berkeley had begun the demolition if the Inner Court by June 1683 but his family seems to
have been living in parts of the Outer Court until at least 1686. Two years later in 1688 he
recieved the last payment of his fee as keeper of the house and park.> As will be seen, the deposit
of the greater part of the material described in this volume probably derives from the Berkeleys’
occupation of Nonsuch in the 1670s and 1680s.*

1. For the building and later history of the palace, Banqueting 2. Dent 1981, 202-6
House, gardens, and parks, see Biddle forthcoming. See 3. See below, p 62
also Dent 1981; Biddle and Summerson 1982; Biddle 1984; 4. The dating of the deposits is discussed below, p 64-9
Oswald 1996; Biddle 1999
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Fig. 1 Nonsuch Palace: the 1959 excavations from the air, looking west.

A small part of the palace, perhaps the Outer Gatehouse and part of an adjacent range,
remained standing until after 1702 when it appears in a distant view by John Talman.” As late as
1757 Richard Pococke was able to trace foundations over a considerable area.® Soon afterwards
the site was levelled with imported soil and then ploughed. A field lane running from north to
south approximately on the line of the former axis of the palace divided the site in two and in
time the western half became covered with trees (Fig 1). The eastern half has been open ever
since and in 1940 was disturbed by anti-glider trenches.” A sewer put in along the line of the
lane, now The Avenue, in 1933, with a branch to Cherry Orchard Farm laid in 1945, cut through
the foundations of the palace and served as a guide to placing the excavations of 1959 (Fig 4).°

The Banqueting House had been demolished as early as 1667.°Its site remained untouched
until about 1777 when the raised area within was first planted with trees. The retaining wall of
its bastioned platform was refaced in brick in the nineteenth century and the area within
replanted and these trees were mature by the time of the excavations in 1960 (Fig 7). In 1930 Mr
AW.G. Lowther cut some trenches across the Banqueting House proper, at the centre of the
platform, and its plan was subsequently marked out by a concrete kerb removed in 1960.'

The excavations of 195960 produced only a few finds from deposits associated with the

5. Oxford, Ashmolean Museum, Sutherland: Clarendon III, 8. Dent 1981, 236-8
pt1I, 136 9. Dent 1981, 206
6. Cartwright (ed) 1889, 262 10. Willis 1933; Willis 1948, 72

7. Maitland Howard 1946; Oswald 1996, 33, Fig 9
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Fig. 2 The location of Nonsuch Palace.

village of Cuddington and thus dating from before 1538." By far the greater bulk of the material
published here came from the occupation and demolition of the palace and may thus be placed
within the bracket 1538/46 to 1682/90. As already noted, much of it may derive from the
occupation by the Berkeleys in the 1670s and 1680s.> A much smaller quantity of material came
from the occupation and demolition of the Banqueting House and may thus be dated between
1538/46 and 1667. Here too the bulk of the material belongs to the later part of the period.”

The finds from the palace and Banqueting House form two distinct categories: architectural
and domestic. The architectural material, which consists principally of fragments of the
decoration of the external walls of the Inner Court in stucco and slate, with smaller quantities of
moulded and carved stonework, terracotta, floor tiles and window glass, will be published with
accounts of the archaeology and architecture of the palace and Banqueting House in the
companion volume." The present volume deals with the domestic finds of all types. In two
categories, iron and lead, this volume also includes the structural and decorative items which
could equally well have been placed in the architectural volume. Although many of the iron and
lead objects are obviously either structural/decorative or domestic, there are many which might
belong in either category and for this reason it seemed best to include everything from both
categories in the present volume, with cross-references as required in due course from the
architectural volume.

11. See below, p 18-24 13. See below, p 8, 13
12. See below, p 649 14. Biddle forthcoming
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Almost all the finds of domestic character have been included. The omissions include most of
the material from post-demolition, ie post-1682/90, deposits (except for those ceramic pieces
which belong, whether fitting or not, to vessels otherwise occurring in demolition or pre-
demolition deposits'®), some bottle glass,'® and featureless fragments of fine glass and of all
types of pottery where these do not or could not be fitted to more complete pieces. The large
amount of complete or reconstructible glass and pottery meant that the compilation of statistics
including both complete or very nearly complete vessels and relatively small fragments, which
might or might not belong to the same vessels, could be misleading and, in the case of the glass,
meaningless. However, where the contributor concerned was able to assign a date to a fragment
on fabric or other grounds, this information has been included in the lists in Concordance I."7 In
practice this was usually only even broadly possible with the stoneware, and with rim, neck,
shoulder, and base fragments of bottle glass, featureless fragments of even fine vessel glass and
plain white tin-glazed ware being essentially undatable.

The finds are now in the care of the Museum of London, with the exception of the pieces on
display in the British Museum, or at Ewell and Cheam, as mentioned in the Preface.

15. See below, Concordance I, Phase 6 17. At end of volume
16. See below, p 291, n. 21



PART II

CUDDINGTON

THE EXCAVATION OF CUDDINGTON
by MARTIN BIDDLE

Henry VIII acquired the manor of Cuddington from Richard Codyngton and his wife in exchange
for the dissolved priory, manor, rectory, and lands of Ixworth in Suffolk. The transaction was
only completed in November 1538, eight months after commencement of work on the palace,
and at least as long after a start had been made on paling Nonsuch Park, which began to be
stocked with deer the same month."

The Inner Court was laid out directly on top of Cuddington Church and its graveyard (Fig
10), possibly because of the need to place the palace on this exact site to secure a supply of water
by gravity from a conduit head on higher ground within the park to the south (Fig 2). The
church was demolished early in the works,* its materials re-used in the foundations of the Inner
Court, and the west wall of the tower incorporated in the central bay of the west range. The
burials were left undisturbed, except where the foundation and service trenches of the palace
cut through them.

The buildings and barns, courts, and yards of the manor-house of Cuddington ‘nyghe and
adioynynge to the churche yarde all environede abowte with highe and gret tymber trees” were
either demolished, pulled down, or, in the case of the manor-house, turned into offices.®* A barn
on the west side of the house was apparently retained and underpinned, while the great barn,
155 feet long and 36 feet wide, which lay east of the house, was removed and possibly re-erected
on a new site.* The re-use of the manor-house and the repair of the barn to the west suggest that
these lay clear of the palace proper, while the great barn lay below it: both were, in any case,
‘nyghe and adioynynge to the churche yarde’.

These relationships make it possible to identify some of the structures and other features
found below the palace (Fig 10, A-F). The church lay below the Inner Court (Fig 10, A) surrounded
on all sides by burials, 113 of which were excavated in 1959. The extent of the graveyard is
approximately shown by the occurence of graves and isolated bones under the west and east
ranges of the Inner Court and by burials recorded in 1933 in the north-south sewer trench and in
1945 in the branch sewer laid north-westwards along the track to Cherry Orchard Farm.°The

1. Biddle and Summerson 1982, 179-80 demolition of what seems to have been this barn (Fig 10,
2. Ibid. 189-90 D), see Iron 129 and Figs 195-6

3. Ibid. 5. Dent 1981, 236-8

4. Ibid.; Biddle 1961, 7; for a mattock discarded in the
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northern limit of the cemetery appears to be defined by Wall 35 running west to east just to the
north of the Inner Gatehouse (Fig 10, B). This appears to be a boundary wall rather than a
building (eg a barn), but whether it is the churchyard wall, or a wall enclosing the manor-house
complex it is impossible to say. A complex of buildings stretching north from an east-west range
(Fig 10, C; Walls 20 and 25), and terminating in a large north-south structure below the west
range of the Outer Court (Fig 10, D; Walls 31-2), is probably to be identified with the buildings
on the east side of the manor-house, including (Wall 31) the great barn demolished to make way
for the palace in 1538, as described above.

Other deep trenches through the construction dumps levelling up the north and east ranges
of the Outer Court revealed buried soils with slight traces of pre-palace activity. A shallow east-
west ditch below the north range (Fig 10, E) might indicate the northern limit of the manor-
house enclosure, approximately parallel to and about 125ft north of the probable southern limit
marked by Wall 35 (Fig 10, B). Below the Kitchen Court of the palace, a layer of roof tiles and
construction debris overlying what appeared to be natural soil may indicate the proximity of
another pre-palace structure (Fig 10, F).

The archaeological and documentary evidence, limited though it is, suggests that the manor
house and its ancillary structures lay to the west of the palace, only extending below the west
range of the Outer Court, and with little further east except perhaps yards and possibly a few
detached structures. Since ‘the old hall and other lodgyng” of the manor-house were apparently
used as offices during the building of the palace,® the masons’ lodges, carpenters” workshops,
lime-pits, saw-pits, and other structures connected with the construction of the palace in 1538-
46 were probably also located in the same area. Following the completion (or at least cessation)
of work in 1547 or before, the old manor-house and these temporary structures were presumably
demolished and the area raised and levelled to form the orchard west of the Outer Court (Fig 3).
This became in turn the site of Cherry Orchard Farm, finally demolished in the 1970s. The
archaeological potential of this part of the Nonsuch complex needs careful consideration in
long-term plans for the site.”

Only a little pottery (Fig 11) and very few other finds of any significance (Figs 12-14), together
with a small quantity of animal bones (Tables 30-32), were recovered from Cuddington deposits
during the work of 1959-60 (for the excavation trenches, see above, p 9, 12; for the phasing, p
12-13). Not surprisingly, the excavation of the church and graveyard produced very few finds of
any kind other than floor tiles and human skeletons, reports on which will be found in the
companion volume.

The church of Cuddington was not founded before the eleventh century, and no finds from
the excavation suggest the presence of a Late Saxon settlement. A few finds suggest limited
activity in the area at an earlier date. The very worn Roman sestertius from an occupation
deposit in the Great Cellar (see below, Coin 24, p 318) is probably a seventeenth-century
introduction to the site, but there are a few other Roman coins from Nonsuch Park in the Surrey
Sites and Monuments Record, and an Early Anglo-Saxon small-long brooch and a Late-Saxon
mount have been discovered by metal-detection. None of these need suggest other than casual
losses, or manuring of the fields, from long-established settlements in the vicinity. The most
obvious focus of early settlement is at Ewell, with extensive traces of Romano-British activity
and an Early Anglo-Saxon cemetery.

Although the archaeological evidence is slight, this picture agrees with the view that the
parish of Cuddington emerged in the century before 1066 as part of a manorial fission which
resulted in the appearance along the dip-slope of the North-Downs of a series of strip manors of

6. Biddle and Summerson 1982, 190, n.2 7. Biddle 1999, 167-8
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which Cuddington is one.® During the eleventh century these manors were provided with
churches, most of which seem to have been of Norman origin.” Cuddington church was in
existence by ¢ 1120 when it passed to the king’s scribe Bernard." It may have been built ¢ 1100
by Ilbert de Lacy, the Domesday tenant of Odo de Bayeux, or his successor, Hugh Laval,
although, as Blair has pointed out, its relatively thin walls ‘suggest that the builders were
working in the pre-Conquest tradition”."

The Cuddington Phasing

In the catalogues which follow the phase in the palace phasing (Phase 1 or 2; see above, p 12) is
followed in square brackets [ ] by a description of the Cuddington context, for structures below
the Outer Court of the palace (Fig 10, B-F), or by the detailed Cuddington phasing of the church
and graveyard (Fig 10, A).

8. Blair 1991, 33-4, cf Figs 11-13 10. Round 1899, 429-30
9. Blair 1991, 124 11. Blair 1991, 124 n.123



PART III

THE DOMESTIC MATERIAL FROM THE OCCUPATION
OF THE PALACE AND BANQUETING HOUSE IN THE
LATER SEVENTEENTH CENTURY

THE GROUPS OF FINDS AND THEIR DATING

by MARTIN BIDDLE

The majority of the finds from the excavation of Nonsuch came either from the demolition
deposits or from the garderobe (latrine) pits lining the walls of the palace (Fig 5; Table 1). The
Interim Report published in 1961 suggested that these finds ‘were deposited during the period
1650/65-1688’, and that ‘the demolition of the major part of the palace had been completed by ¢
1688."" The present chapter sets out, separately, first the archaeological and second the written
evidence for the occupation and demolition of Nonsuch. These distinct lines of evidence are
then brought together in an attempt to explain the patterns of the archaeological evidence in
terms of the social history of the house, and the social history in terms of the archaeology.

i. THE CLEANLINESS OF THE PALACE

Nonsuch was a clean site. Although there were a number of deposits rich in finds, the surviving
floors were clean and the demolition deposits covering the robbed building contained only
relatively small quantities of pottery and other domestic material: little rubbish was lying around
at the time of the demolition. This seems to be as true of the courtyards as of the interior. The
cobbled surfaces of the Outer and Kitchen Courts and of the passage between them (Room 22)
were clean before the fall of the demolition rubble and, to judge by the small amount of rubbish
in the overlying deposits, the flagged surface of the Inner Court, almost entirely removed in the
demolition, seems to have been kept equally clean. The yard north of the Kitchen Court may
have been an exception to this general cleanliness, but too little of this was excavated to tell. The
cultivated soils of the gardens on all sides of the palace may have gathered some domestic
debris, but the soakaways around the outside walls of the Inner Court were in general clean
before becoming clogged with demolition rubble (Table 1): thus the gardens, too, seem to have

1. Biddle 1961, 14
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Fig. 16 Nonsuch Palace: Garderobe 1, looking west. Opposed pairs of canted bricks (above and ‘below’ the ranging
rod) indicate the springing of an arch across the garderobe (cf Fig 15).

Fig. 17 Nonsuch Palace: Garderobe 9, looking south (cf Fig 15).
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Fig. 18 Nonsuch Palace: Garderobe 4, looking north (cf Fig 22).

Fig. 19 Nonsuch Palace: Garderobes 6 (in the foreground) and 7 in the thickness of the wall between Room 23 (to the
right) and the Great Cellar, looking north-west, showing the blocking walls of the garderobes and the fireplace
between them (cf Fig 23).
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Fig. 20 Nonsuch Palace: Garderobe 4 with Earthenware tripod pipkins 22a.1 (No 2) and 22b (to right), looking
south as found.

Fig. 21 Nonsuch Palace: Garderobe 4 with Stoneware 62 (to left), Earthenware jug 97 and squat jar 31b.1 (No 4A),
looking south as found immediately below the vessels shown in Fig 20.
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Fig. 25 Nonsuch Palace: Well in Room 24 (cf Fig 24), looking west across the north end of the Kitchen Court towards
the East Range.

Fig. 26 Nonsuch Palace: the Great Cellar, looking west, showing the cobbled floor on which the occupation deposit
lay.
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been kept free of rubbish, even in the process of manuring. Throughout the 140 years it was in
use the palace was thus kept clean and the rubbish regularly removed to a dump or dumps
elsewhere.

ii. GARDEROBES AND ARTEFACTS AS EVIDENCE FOR THE OCCUPATION OF NONSUCH

With four exceptions, the only large deposits of domestic refuse were found in the garderobe or
latrine pits set around the outside walls of the palace and in its cross-ranges and gatehouses.
The four exceptions are the kitchen well in Room 24 (Fig 24), the cobbled floor of the Great
Cellar (Fig 26), and two dumps. Of the latter, Dump 1 (Fig 5, W5) consisted of a large deposit of
domestic debris of garderobe type (ie, dark soil, animal bones, sherds of pottery and glass)
derived, as the cross-fits of the pottery demonstrate,” from Garderobe 5 nearby, and presumably
disturbed from higher up its shaft in the course of demolition, and thrown to one side. Dump 2,
in the garden adjacent to the north side of the south-east tower (Fig 5, X14/15), looks like the
filling of a tree-hole. Its contents were quite unlike the garderobe deposits, consisting mostly of
building debris, especially roof and carved slates, in sandy brown earth. If the two dumps are,
for different reasons, exceptions, the well and the floor of the Great Cellar are just the kind of
places where rubbish could accumulate even in a decently run house.

Of the 31 garderobes, 11 were full or ‘half-full’ of domestic debris, while 20 were clean or
‘clean’, ie, virtually clean (Table 1). Full and clean are self-explanatory. ‘Clean” denotes garderobes
containing either no deposit of garderobe type (G.1, G.15), or very little (G.8), but with ‘small’
groups of finds from either the fill, where it exists, or from the immediately overlying rubble.
‘Half-full” denotes garderobes containing a greater amount of deposit of garderobe type, with
‘small” (G.7, G.11) or ‘medium’-sized groups of finds (G.9, G.19). Of the 20 clean or virtually
clean garderobes, six had been destroyed by the robbing out of the walls in which they were set
(G.18, G.25, G.27-30) and one was not excavated (G.16). Since there was no sign of deposits of
garderobe type (cf Dump 1) in the robber trenches of these robbed-out garderobes, it can
reasonably be assumed that they were clean at the time of demolition. It may also be safe to
assume that the unexcavated garderobe (G.16), which formed part of a line of clean garderobes
down the spine wall of the south range (Fig 5), was also clean. The evidence for the cleanliness
of the robbed-out garderobes has to be seen in the context of the areas excavated around them
(Fig 5). This is particularly significant for Garderobes 27-30 which lay in the north-western part
of the palace where only trenching was possible. As Fig 5 shows, an effort was made to define
and empty a substantial part of the robber-trench of each garderobe, so that the lack of deposits
of garderobe-type in the rubble filling of the robber-trenches is probably significant.

The distribution of the full and clean garderobe pits is complementary (Fig 27). Of the eleven
tull or half-full garderobes, nine served the Outer Court and only two (G.11 and G.19) the Inner
Court. Of the twenty clean or near-clean garderobes, nine are around the Outer Court and
eleven attached to the Inner Court. Of the nine clean garderobes belonging to the Outer Court,
seven are in the west range. If this pattern is examined in more detail it emerges that all the
garderobes in the west ranges of both the Outer and Inner Courts and all the garderobes in all
three ranges of the Inner Court are clean, excepting only G.11 in the east range and G.19 in the
south-west tower, and these were both only half full. Looked at another way, with the exception
of G.11 and G.19, the garderobes which were found to be full or half-full had served the Outer
and Inner gatehouses and the east range of the Outer Court.

2. See below, p 47-8



THE GROUPS OF FINDS AND THEIR DATING 37

How might this pattern of use have arisen? There seem to be two possibilities.

1. The garderobes of the palace were full or mostly full until those down the whole length
of the west range and throughout the Inner Court were cleansed for some intended use
of those parts of the palace only. The other garderobes remained full or half-full. Since
the cleaned garderobes remained clean, this use presumably never took place.

2. All the garderobes of the palace were emptied in some major episode of cleansing, and
only those subsequently became filled which served those parts of the palace which
continued in, or were brought back into, use.

In other words, the full or half-full garderobes represent either a use earlier by some unknown
span of years than the demolition of the palace, or they represent its last use.

These alternatives can be tested by examining the distribution of the various categories of
tinds (Figs 28-33) where a distinction is made between finds from garderobes (shown by a)
and finds from other kinds of deposit (shown by ). If Possibility 1. were to be correct, the
distribution of non-garderobe finds should be generally even over the whole area of the palace.
If possibility ii. were to be correct, non-garderobe finds might be expected to match the
distribution of the garderobes which reflected those areas of the palace which remained in, or
came back into, use after a general cleansing. As Figs 28-33 show, every class of artefact,
however sub-divided, and with very few exceptions, exhibits a distribution comparable to that
of the full or half-full garderobes. Such a strong correlation between these distributions can
scarcely be due to chance.

The animal bones display a similar pattern (Tables 80-1). Of all the bones from the occupation
(Phase 4) and demolition (Phase 5) contexts, 63 per cent came from the Outer Court compared
with 25 per cent from the Kitchen Court and 12 per cent from the Inner Court (Table 81). The
bones from the occupation contexts alone (Phase 4) show an even sharper contrast: 76 per cent
from the Outer Court against 15 per cent from the Kitchen Court and 9 per cent from the Inner
Court. When the bones from occupation (Phase 4) are combined with the bones from immediately
overlying demolition contexts, the Outer Court accounts for 81 per cent of the total.

One may thus conclude that the pattern displayed by the full and half-full garderobes reflects
a stage in the history of the palace when, after a thorough cleaning of its latrines, courts, and
rooms, a part only of the house continued in use. This part appears to have included the eastern
half of the Outer Court and the adjacent Kitchen Court.

The next question is to establish from the contents of the garderobes the period or periods
during which they may have been in use. When this has been achieved, the results can be
compared with the documented history of Nonsuch in an attempt to see how the temporal and
spatial patterns established from the archaeological evidence may be explained.

iii. DATED AND DATABLE ARTEFACTS

Some of the artefacts recovered from the palace are directly dated, either with calendar dates in
years, or by maker’s, heraldic, or other devices to which a definite terminus ante quem can be
given (eg the Lumley arms which would not have been applied to any item at the palace after
John Lord Lumley’s death in 1609 (Tables 2 and 3). The time-distribution of these twenty-two
items® over four arbitrary spans of 38 years covering the lifetime of the palace from 1538-1682/
90 is as follows:

3. A further item, a stoneware medallion with the date "17??’ date and the typical early 17th-century style of the armorial,
is omitted because of the conflict between this apparent see below, p 118, 91
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1538-75 1
1576-1613 7
1614-51 3
1652-90 11

Of the eleven items from the period up to 1651, five are pewter vessels from the Well in Room
24, and five are coins, all from deposits in which they are likely to be residual.*

If we turn from the dated items to those which are datable by their style, typology, or parallels,
the evidence will be found in Concordance 1,° where the items are listed either by phase, and
within each phase by context (Phases 1-3, 5, 6), or by major groups (as in Table 1) and within

4. Coin (jetton) 17 (pre-1559) was found in Garderobe 7 with 5. At end of volume
bottle glass and earthenware datable to the period after
1650; Coins 2 and 5 and Coin (jetton) 20 in demolition
deposits of 1682-4, and Coin 3 in a post-demolition deposit
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garderobes and other closed groups, triangles (A ); other contexts, circles (® ).




40 MARTIN BIDDLE

[ o T2 - > =
h a
r @ q

— =P T 7 T B
: o : .
—C ?ﬁ.l J=1 —C D—!T =
f AQ A A. : r . o o : . .
R0 s 0§ remes g
1 D a : ) a q
— ol
! St
. =] o ﬂw 1=} o Dw q|

Fig. 29 Nonsuch Palace find distributions, glass bottles: A, all types; B, Type I and Type 1/II; C, Types I or 1I;
D, Type II. Finds from garderobes and other closed groups, triangles ( A ); other contexts, circles (® ).



THE GROUPS OF FINDS AND THEIR DATING 41

“THETT T TS T

e VS Lo o
—( B i X —( D-:ﬁ =)
. A. AA. L] A
° A a ® A ‘ ‘ A. A :

°
°
°
»O >
>
®
ol
Ll P
o
-~ .
o® o
.
. .
| 4
o|
o
.
»
]
>
oe

[ )

o— o - B [ :
— S—u”o. . s -

A a2 ad
A o ° o o oe oe °
gA & d Anw R ?@ A o, ] Y
® A Copper alloy objects O A Lead objects ® A jronobjects O A Spurs
— * An‘ hd —
F - ™
¢ N L)
. Eh‘m-. [ ]
—C o il I
A
° .
a s a0 (] )
ol =5
. . Py 104 Ao °
A .
—
i a G h
L ]

g1,

Fig. 30 Nonsuch Palace find distributions: A, non-ferrous metal objects; B, iron objects; C, clay pipes. Finds from
garderobes and other closed groups, triangles (A ); other contexts, circles (® ).



42 MARTIN BIDDLE

—T_t[@ T —Fﬁ r ,,,,, T
- S = N~ 2 =
o _ f:m .:A ® - .~ f:-ﬁ- A :
Anr @ C i h Lo C .h
03— £ 3
A A uf B ‘a_l) S_;.

[ PN ® g:.
-G ;,J,%ET 2 Wy N
A A A
An ofj &
S ‘ A o ) A
t- L4 e Ao °

a
plb
[ ]
>
[ ]

G a W & i d T@ [&

® A CHER O A RelCHER

Fig. 31 Nonsuch Palace find distributions, earthenware fabrics: A, all types; B, imported and non-local wares;
C, related to CHER and CHER; D, TUDB. Finds from garderobes and other closed groups, triangles (A ); other

contexts, circles (®).



THE GROUPS OF FINDS AND THEIR DATING

B i
) a
™ :
E é}_
Jy v s
e .U_Té"". o
1L = I
o ot

A

43

—

5]

T

S

"I

Fig. 32 Nonsuch Palace find distributions, earthenware fabrics: E, GUYS; F, PMCR; G, NONA; H, NONB. Finds

from garderobes and other closed groups, triangles (A ); other contexts, circles (® ).



44 MARTIN BIDDLE

TTHOTT T T IgTT 0

=1 — 2

—
o]
M\
=r

Fig. 33 Nonsuch Palace find distributions, earthenware fabrics: I, PMFR; ], PMBL; K, RBOR; L, BORD. Finds from
garderobes and other closed groups, triangles (A ); other contexts, circles (® ).



THE GROUPS OF FINDS AND THEIR DATING 45

each major group by context (Phase 4, with immediately overlying Phase 5 deposits®). The date
ranges given in Concordance I are derived (subject to the conventions necessary for reconciling
different modes of expressing dates”) from indications provided by the specialists who
contributed the individual studies. Material which is not at present independently datable is
not included in Concordance I.

With some important exceptions, the lists in Concordance I show:

1. that the deposits of Phases 4 and 5 in the full and half-full garderobes, the Great Cellar,
and Dump 1 (Table 1) all contain (whatever else may be present) material datable later
than 1650, but very little that need (when the individual date ranges are considered) be
later than 1685 and nothing that must be later than 1700.%

2. that the demolition deposits of Phase 5 contain material of a similar range in date with a
similar terminus in the 1680s.”

Table 2. Dated artefacts from closed groups (Phase 4).

Date Category Type/catalogue Number Closed group (cf Table 1)
pre-1559 Coin (jetton) 17 Garderobe 7
pre-1579 Pewter 1 Well in Room 24
pre-1609 Pewter 2 Well

pre-1609 Pewter 8 Well

pre-1609 Pewter 9 Well

pre-1610 Stoneware 90 Great Cellar
pre-c 1625 Pewter 5 Well

1650 Tin-glaze 1 Garderobe 26
?pre-c 1657 Bottle seal 9 Great Cellar
1665 Coin (token) 34 Great Cellar
1665 Coin (token) 35 Great Cellar
1671 Earthenware 7 Garderobe 31

Table 3. Dated artefacts from demolition deposits (Phase 5) and artefacts dated pre-1700 from later contexts (Phases
6-8).

Date Category Type/catalogue Number Phase
1580s Coin (jetton) 20 Phase 5
1583-1601 Coin 2 Phase 5
1613-15 Coin 3 Phase 6
1636-c 1644 Coin 5 Phase 5
1650 Coin (token) 28 Phase 5
1657 Coin (token) 32 Phase 8
?1654-8 Bottle seal 8 Phase 5
?1676-8 Fine glass 77 Phase 5
?pre-1681 Bottle seal 4 Phase 6
?pre-1688 Stoneware 92 Phase 5
6. For the reasons for this arrangement, see below, the 8. See below, p 48
introduction to Concordance I 9. See below, p 48

7. See below, p 52-3
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Four deposits seem at first sight to provide possible exceptions to these general propositions:

Well in Room 24 (Fig 24)

The occupation fills (Phase 4; layers 32 to 37) contain among much other material only four
items (three fragments of green wine bottles of Types I or II, I/II, and II from Layer 32 and a clay
pipe from Layer 34) whose earliest likely date falls after 1650."° These items might be intrusive
from the immediately overlying demolition fills (Phase 5; Layers 31 and above), which do
contain items datable after 1650, either because the lower layers became mixed under the impact
of heavy stones from the demolition, or because of the difficulties experienced in excavation,
where it was impossible to proceed strictly layer by layer (Fig 24 provides a diagrammatic
reconstruction of the lower layers of the well), and where the water had to be pumped out each
day before work could continue, with consequent risk of mixing between the layers. If these
four items are omitted, the Phase 4 layers in the well could have been deposited before 1650. It
is, however, important to note that over 30 items in these layers have broad date-ranges in
which the later term falls after 1650." These items could have been both made and deposited
after 1650. The best that can therefore be said is that while only the four items mentioned above
were certainly deposited after 1650, many more may have been."

Garderobe 2 (Fig 22)

The Phase 4 fills of this garderobe contain nothing known to be datable after 1650 apart from
two items, both green-glazed Border ware costrels of Type 99, which are thought to be datable
to the mid to late 17th century (Table 3), but whose dating can scarcely be regarded as strictly
limited to these brackets. In addition there is a fragment of fine glass (141b) datable to the mid
17th century (1633-66). The Phase 5 demolition fills in Garderobe 2 contain nothing which need
be later than 1650. It is difficult to know what to make of this evidence, but some guidance is
provided by Tables 10 and 11 which compare the earthenware fabrics and forms across the
garderobes and other closed groups, and by Table 12 which displays the occurrence of fabrics by
phase. Table 10 shows that the earthenware fabrics in Garderobe 2 are common to Garderobes 4,
5, and Dump 1, and Table 11 shows that Garderobe 2 shares a range of forms similar but not
quite identical to those in the same deposits. The same picture, differently expressed, emerges
from Table 12. There is nothing therefore to suggest that the deposit in Garderobe 2 is distinctively
different in date from the deposits in the other garderobes down the east range of the Outer
Court. The patterning of full and clean garderobes across the palace, already discussed,'* may
even suggest that Garderobe 2 should be taken as part of a process which produced the other
deposits in this group of garderobes. If so the lack of material in Garderobe 2 datable on present
knowledge later than 1650 may be deceptive. The green-glazed costrels may therefore be a fair
guide the date of this deposit.

Dump 2 (Fig 5, X14/15)

The fills in the shallow pit designated Dump 2 have been assigned to the demolition of the
palace because they contain a large amount of roofing slate and, more significant, over 80

10. See below, Concordance I was cleaned out right to the bottom on this occasion, and
11. See below, Concordance 1 whether it was ever re-cleaned, are unknown.
12.  For the possibility that this well was cleaned out in 1634— 13.  See below, p 188-9, Table 8

5, see below, p 64. Whether the well, if it was this well, 14. See above, p 36-7
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fragments of carved slate from the external decorations of the Inner Court. The finds from these
fills are in general datable before 1650, but later finds occur in Layers X14 (3 items), X15 10 (1
item), and X15 10a (1 item). The roofing slate might come from any period of repair, but carved
slate in this quantity is likely only to be derived from the demolition of the palace in 1682/8.
The five items datable after 1650 are therefore probably a guide to the date of Dump 2, which is
therefore correctly assigned to Phase 5.

Garderobe 1 (Figs 15, 16)

There were no Phase 4 occupation deposits in Garderobe 1 which appears to have been clean
when filled with Phase 5 demolition rubble. This rubble contained a group of ‘tall” wine bottles
of Type IV, datable from c 1760 onwards, showing that the filling did not take place until after
the middle of the 18th century.” The composition of the animal bone sample from the demolition
material was unlike that of any other sample from the palace, and may suggest that the shaft
above Garderobe 1 was used as an owl roost. This part of the palace may therefore have

remained standing, or the pit alone have remained open, after the rest of the house was
demolished.

The problem of Garderobe 2 raises the question of the physical inter-relationship between the
various closed groups. This is best explored through the fits between fragments of pottery or
glass. Most of these are between fragments found in Garderobe 5 and Dump 1, demonstrating
the close relationship between these groups, and the probability that Dump 1 is derived from
Garderobe 5."° There are, however, also fits between fragments from Garderobe 4 and the Great
Cellar,"” between Garderobe 5 and Garderobes 6, 7, and 8, and between Dump 2 and
Soakaway G.*! There are in addition 12 closed groups which contain fragments of vessels also
found in non-garderobe (ie, mainly demolition) deposits.?? These fits suggest a degree of inter-
relationship between the closed deposits consistent with their being contemporary. Garderobes
2 and 3 do not share in this pattern of fits, although there is a glass vessel which may have
fragments (not fitting) in both these garderobes.” Since, however, these two garderobes share a
range of types and fabrics with Garderobes 4 and 5, it seems reasonable to suggest, as argued
above, that they were in use at the same time as the other garderobes in the same area of the
palace, which are themselves inter-related by the cross-fits described above.

This survey of the dated and datable artefacts suggests that all but two of the closed groups
were deposited (whatever earlier material they may contain) between c 1650 and c 1680, and
that the demolition deposits are datable to the 1680s. The two exceptions are the Well in Room
24, the lowest fills of which may be datable before 1650, and Garderobe 1 which only became
filled with rubble after ¢ 1760.

Two questions remain. Can the broad dating of ¢ 1650 to ¢ 1680 for the deposit of the closed
groups of Phase 4 be more closely defined? Is it possible to refine a date in the 1680s for the
demolition? The earliest date(s) for the closure of the Phase 4 groups and for the deposit of the
demolition rubble cannot be earlier than the latest securely datable and securely provenanced
finds from the deposits in question. What then are the latest dates ‘from which’ finds in
Concordance I are datable? All the datable finds from the closed groups of Phase 4 (with their

15. See below, p 291 and n. 21 19. Earthenware 37¢

16. Tin-glazed ware 108; Earthenware 37d, 38b (No 208), 79 20. Earthenware 25
(No 177), 108 21. Earthenware 110

17. Stoneware 1; Earthenware 16a (with a possible fit also to a 22. Garderobes 2,4, 5, 6,7, 9, 26, 31, Great Cellar, Well, Dump
fragment from the Well) 1, Dump 2

18. Earthenware 37¢ 23. Fine vessel glass 48
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immediately overlying demolition fills of Phase 5) and from the demolition deposits of Phase 5
given in Concordance I whose assigned dates begin ¢ 1670 or later are listed in Tables 4 and 5,
where all those items datable from ¢ 1685 or later are marked with asterisks. Obvious
contaminations listed in Concordance I are ignored. The 138 entries in Tables 4 and 5 are
ordered by category of material in Table 6.

These tables show that artefacts dated or datable after ¢ 1670 were reaching Nonsuch. They
are, however, few in number by comparison with the bulk of the datable material from Phases 4
and 5 listed in Concordance I, as Figs 34-6 demonstrate.* In these histograms the date ranges
assigned to the individual pieces (or the dates, where greater certainty has seemed appropriate)
have been analysed by taking the decades into which the earliest and latest term of the date
range applied to each piece falls and graphing the counts in blocks of one-third centuries. In Fig
34.1A, for example, two pieces have been assigned dates whose earlier term falls in the third of
a century ending in 1500; while in Fig 34.1B, ten pieces have their later term in the third of a
century 1533-66. The use of third-centuries was necessitated by the common practice of giving
dates ‘early’, ‘middle’, or ‘late” in a century, and by the need to standardise the differing
conventions used in study of the various categories of material to a single system for comparative
purposes.”

Material assigned to a date beginning c 1685 or later, asterisked in Tables 4-6, is even less in
quantity.*It consists of bottle glass of Type IV from Garderobe 1 (a special case discussed
above?), four clay pipes of Type 25 from demolition deposits, six pieces of earthenware of Type
50, and five examples of tin-glazed ware, a total of 16 (11.6%) of 138 entries in Table 6.

Artefacts with assigned earlier dates of ¢ 1670 or later in closed groups of Phases 4 and 5
(Table 1)®come from six of the eleven full or half-full garderobes (Table 4), two of them in the
Inner Court (Garderobes 11 and 19), the other four in the Outer (Garderobe 31) and Inner
(Garderobe 9) Gatehouses, and the east range of the Outer Court (Garderobes 4 and 6). They
also come from Garderobe 1, the Well in Room 24, the Great Cellar, Dump 2, and Soakaway G.
Artefacts with assigned earlier dates of ¢ 1685 or later in these closed groups (asterisked in Table
4) come from the Outer Gatehouse (Garderobes 1 and 31), the east range (Garderobes 4 and 11),
and from Soakaway G.

Artefacts with assigned earlier dates of ¢ 1670 or later from the Phase 5 demolition deposits
(Table 5) are found principally at the west end of the central range (S7, Q8, R8, S8) and in the
Kitchen Court (X4 to X8) and adjacent areas. Artefacts from Phase 5 with assigned earlier dates
of ¢ 1685 or later come from in or beside the Kitchen Court (W5, X5, X7, X8) and from three other
widely scattered locations (Q1, 515, T2).

The distribution of the material in Table 4 suggests that the last parts of the palace to remain
in use were the Outer Gatehouse, some rooms in the east range of the Outer Court, and in the
central range, including perhaps the Inner Gatehouse, a room or rooms in the east range of the
Inner Court, and perhaps the south-west tower. The distribution of the material in Table 5
suggests that at the time of the demolition there was in addition material of c 1670 or later
available to be incorporated in the demolition deposits of the West Cellar (R8, S8) and the
Kitchen Court (X5 to X8). These areas are more or less exactly the same as those from which the
bulk of the artefact material is derived (Figs 28-33).

A few of the artefacts with assigned earlier dates of ¢ 1670 or later are of notable quality. These
include the English crystal glasses 77 and 78 of c 16768 and c 1680 respectively, the possibly

24. Material datable after ¢ 1670 forms 174 (11%) of the 1603 records on the database represented by Concordance 1
records on the database represented by Concordance I 27. See above, p 47
25. Biddle 1990, p 18-20 28. See above, p 45

26. Material datable after ¢ 1685 forms 41 (2.6%) of the 1603
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Florentine flasks 109-10 (to which 108, from an uncertain phase, should be added) and a number
of tin-glazed pieces, some assigned to dates after c 1685 (Table 6). Whatever the nature of this
latest occupation, it does not seem to have been casual squatting.

Table 4. Datable artefacts in Concordance I with assigned earlier terms of c. 1670 or later from closed groups (Phase
4 and immediately overlying demolition deposits of Phase 5)."

Closed group Date range® Category Type/catalogue
(cf Table 1) (dates after 1685%) Number
G.1 Demolition *1750-1800 Bottle glass v?
G4 Demoliton 1680-1730 Bottle glass I
Fill 1670-90 Clay pipe 20-22
1680-1730 Bottle glass 11 (3)
*1700-20 Earthenware PMFR 50c
G.6 Fill 1680-1730 Bottle glass 11 (8)
G.6/7 Fill 1670-90 Clay pipe 20-22
GJ9 Demolition 1680-1730 Bottle glass II(2)
Fill 1675-85 Clay pipe 6
G.11 Fill *1700-20 Earthenware PMCR? 50a
G.19 1675-85 Clay pipe 6
G.31 Demolition 1680-1730 Bottle glass I (2)
*1700-20 Earthenware PMFR 50b
Fill 1671 Earthenware METS 7
167590 Tin-glaze 21
1680-1730 Bottle glass 1)
*1685-95 Tin-glaze 3
*1700-1720 Earthenware PMFR 50b
Well Demolition 1680-1730 Bottle glass I
Fill 1675-85 Clay pipe 6
1680-1730 Bottle glass il
Great Cellar Demolition 1670-90 Clay pipe 20-22 (6)
1680-1730 Bottle glass I (5)
Fill 1670-90 Clay pipe 20-22
1675-85 Clay pipe 6(4)
1680-1730 Bottle glass I (13)
Dump 2 Demolition 1670-90 Clay pipe 20-22
Soakaway G 1675-85 Tin-glaze 28
*1700-20 Earthenware PMFR 50c
*1700-50 Tin-glaze 142

Ignoring obvious contaminations marked (c) in Concordance I. Multiple occurences of items are shown in
() in the right-hand column. Multiple ocurrences of fragments certainly from a single vessel are not noted.
All dates are ‘circa’, except G.31, Earthenware 7
Discussed above, p 47
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Table 5. Datable artefacts in Concordance I with assigned earlier terms of c. 1670 or later from demolition deposits of

Phase 5 (excluding demolition deposits immediately overlying closed groups, see Table 4).

Demolition context

(Trench/layer)
CHII 6.0
Q1 3.0
Q21 3.0
Q8 3.0
17.0
R7 IIT 5.0
R8 3.0
6.0
7.0
8.0
S8 2.0
S15 4.0
5.0
T2 2.0
T14 11 3.0
U14 4.0
V14 5.0
w2 5.1
W4 3.0
W5 6.0
Whext 21
Wéext 2.0
X41/11 3.0
X5 3.0
X51/10 5.0
X5 1I/1V 6.0
19.0
X6 13.0
X7 3.0
6.0

7.0

Date range’
(dates after 1685*)

1680-1730

1680-1730
*1700-50

1670-90

1675-85
1675-85
1671

1680-1730

1676-8
1680-1730
1675-85
1680-1730
1680-1730
1680-1730

1680-1730

1670-90
*1695-1705

*1710-60
1670-90
1675-80
1680-1730
1675-90
1670-90

1675-90
*1710-60

1675-90
1680-1730

1680-1730

1670-90
*1710-60

1680-1730

1680-1730
1675-85

1680-1730

1680-1730
1675-85
1675-90
*1685-95
1670-90
1680-1730

Category

Bottle glass
Bottle glass

Tin-glaze
Clay pipe

Clay pipe
Fine glass
Earthenware

Bottle glass

Fine glass
Bottle glass
Fine glass
Bottle glass
Bottle glass
Bottle glass

Bottle glass

Clay pipe
Tin-glaze

Clay pipe
Clay pipe
Clay pipe
Bottle glass
Tin-glaze
Clay pipe
Tin-glaze
Clay pipe
Tin-glaze
Bottle glass
Bottle glass
Clay pipe

Clay pipe
Bottle glass

Bottle glass
Fine glass

Bottle glass

Bottle glass
Tin-glaze
Tin-glaze
Tin-glaze
Tin-glaze
Bottle glass

continued opposite

Type/catalogue
Number

I

II
144

20-22

110
7

I

77
11 (10)
109

II

II

II

11 (7)

20-22
27

25
20-22

II

20-22

23
25

23
II

1 (8)
20-22
25

II

II
78

II

II
25
23

55
II
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Table 5. continued.

Demolition context Date range’ Category Type/catalogue
(Trench/layer) (dates after 1685*) Number
X8 2.0 1675-85 Tin-glaze 26
4.0 1670-90 Clay pipe 20-22
*1710-60 Clay pipe 25
X9 9.0 1670-90 Clay pipe 20-22
Y4 2.0 1670-90 Clay pipe 20-22
1675-85 Clay pipe 6
41 1675-85 Clay pipe 6
14.0 1670-90 Clay pipe 20-22
Y5 6.0 1675-85 Tin-glaze 29
Y7 4.0 1680-1730 Bottle glass I
6.0 1675-85 Clay pipe 6

1

All dates are circa, except Q8 17.0 Earthenware 7 and perhaps R8 3.0 Fineglass 77

Table 6. Categories and numbers of datable artefacts in Concordance I with assigned earlier terms of c. 1670 or later
from closed groups and demolition deposits (cf. Tables 4 and 5).

Category type/cat. No. Date range' In closed groups In demolition
(dates after 1685*)
Tin-glaze 55 1670-90 - 1
25-6, 28, 29 1675-85 1 3
2,21,23 1675-90 1 4
3 *1685-95 1 1?
27 *1700 - 1
142 *1700-50 1 -
144 *1700-50 - 1
Earthenware METS 7 1671 1 1*
PMCR? 50a *1700-20 1 -
PMFR 50b *1700-20 2 -
PMFR 50c *1700-20 3 -
Fine glass 78,109-10 1675-85 - 3
77 1676-8 - 1
Bottle glass I 1680-1730 36 39
v *1750-1800 1° -
Clay pipes 20-22 1670-90 10 9
6 1675-85 7 5
25 *1710-60 - 4
Total entries in Concordance I 65 73

(SIS

All dates are 'circa’, except Earthenware 7 and perhaps Fine glass 77. Three of these sherds appear to be from the same

plate 23

Three of these sherds appear to be from the same plate 23

From the same vase
From the same jug
Discussed above, p 47
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iv. DATE RANGES AND DATING CONVENTIONS USED IN THE STUDY
OF DATABLE ARTEFACTS FROM THE PALACE

Up to this point, apart from a few objects bearing actual dates (Tables 2, 3), the discussion has
been concerned with the earlier term of the ranges of date during which an artefact may have
been produced. Clearly, such a date provides a terminus post quem for the deposit in which it is
found. The actual date of the deposit may however be much later and even, where the object
has remained long in use or is of the character of an heirloom, long after the latest possible date
of its manufacture.

The earliest and latest dates assigned to each catalogued artefact in the six main datable
categories recovered from all phases are presented in Figs 34 and 35 as histograms, the dates
grouped by decades and graphed by thirds of a century, as explained above.” If we examine the
latest dates, we see that the peaks fall as follows:

tin-glazed ware (Fig 34.1B) third-century ending 1700%

stoneware (Fig 34.2B) third-century ending 1700
earthenware (Fig 34.3B) third-centuries ending 1633 and 1700%
vessel glass (Fig 35.4B) third-century ending 1666>

bottle glass (Fig 35.5B) third-centuries ending 1700 and 1733*
clay pipes (Fig 35.6B) decade ending 1680%

In the same way as the earlier terms of the date ranges will produce too early an approximation
to the actual date of a deposit, the later terms may produce too late an estimate. Although it may
be theoretically correct to say that the closest approximation will be given by the latest date of
the latest artefacts, we are dealing here not with dated, but with datable artefacts, whose actual
date of manufacture can only be expressed in terms of a range. This range may be an expression
of different factors in relation to each artefact:

the known period over which it was in production

the assumed period (in default of better evidence) over which it was in production

the known earliest and assumed latest or assumed earliest and known latest date it was in
production;

and these dates may in each case be based on different criteria:

written evidence

dated examples

stylistic or typological development

discovery with other artefacts of assumed or known date
discovery in contexts of assumed or known date.

The use of such ranges in trying to establish actual dates of manufacture, use, and loss must
clearly be hazardous, and dating by the latest term will tend in all probability to produce too
late a date for the group under study.

It is also clear that different conventions may have grown up among scholars in dating the
different categories of artefact considered here. The study of tin-glazed wares, stoneware, and
vessel glass, for example, has grown up within the fields of art history and the decorative arts,

29. See above, p 48 33. 129 out of 241 records on the database
30. 71 out of 144 records on the database 34. 167 and 54, respectively, out of 221 records on the database
31. 440 out of 493 records on the database 35. 97 out of 213 records on the database

32. 64 and 82, respectively, out of 232 records on the database
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while the dating of earthenware, bottle glass, and clay pipes has grown up within archaeology.
There is increasing cross-fertilisation between these studies, of which the present exercise is an
example, but variations in practice and tradition will inevitably result in slightly differing
results. An attempt to express these variations is provided by Fig 36, which compares the dating
patterns resulting from the date ranges assigned in the study of four principal categories of
artefact. This shows that the combined earliest dates peak in the thirds of a century up to 1600
and up to 1633, while the latest dates peak in the thirds of a century up to 1666 and up to 1700,
with sharp declines in the third-century up to 1666 and the third-century up to 1733, respectively.

The variations within the histograms are instructive. There would seem, for example, to be
relatively large amounts of earthenware of types which, in the current literature, are assigned
dates in the sixteenth or even late fifteenth century (Fig 36.1). Since earthenware is unlikely to
be highly residual, let alone of heirloom character, this early dating probably reflects inadequacies
in the current state of our knowledge of the dating of earthenware as between the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries. The study of the earthenware presented below does indeed advocate a
later date for some earthenware types than is generally proposed.* The histograms for tin-
glazed ware, stoneware, and vessel glass present more normal distributions, but each show
small amounts of material firmly in the sixteenth century by latest decade (Fig 36.2). When
looked at by earliest decade (Fig 36.1), this material can even be seen to decline slightly from
earlier quantities. This suggests the presence of material of ‘heirloom’ character, a view confirmed
by the presence in these categories of individual items of high quality.

Some apparently clear differences of pattern between the categories can also be seen in Fig 36.
The latest dates for tin-glazed ware fall off very sharply after 1700, whereas the latest dates for
earthenware increase. There are no earliest dates for stoneware after 1633, whereas there are for
the other three categories graphed. Vessel glass has by far the largest number of its latest dates
(more than the three other categories combined), in the third-century up to 1666, and does not
appear after 1700. It seems probable that these variations are the product both of real differences
in the date ranges of individual categories — stoneware for example may be relatively early but
have survived longer in use — and of dating fashions. What does seem to emerge is the difficulty
of establishing with any degree of precision either the start or the end of the period of occupation
using graphical data of this kind, at least until the date ranges of the artefacts are more accurately
known, and their relative popularity within these ranges ascertained.

v. THE OCCUPATION OF NONSUCH:
CONCLUSIONS BASED ON THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVIDENCE

The following conclusions seem justified on the basis of archaeological evidence alone:

1. The closed groups share a wide range of types in the different categories of material,
suggesting that the deposit of the groups was, with few exceptions, broadly contemporary
2. The material from the demolition deposits is similar, suggesting:
a.that the deposit of the closed groups and the demolition of the palace are not far
removed in time and
b.that prior to this final period of use the palace was kept clean of occupation debris
3. The distribution of the various different categories of material in the closed groups and
in the demolition deposits shows a clear concentration on the Outer as opposed to the

36. Further discussion, below, p 126-34
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Inner Court, and within the Outer Court on the east range and on Outer and Inner
Gatehouses.

4. This distribution of broadly contemporaneous deposits contrasts with the considerable
areas of the palace where the garderobes were empty and where there were in general
relatively few finds. It appears from this and from Possibility 2 above, that the palace as
a whole was thoroughly cleansed at some date and large areas of it never brought back
into use.

5. The deposits comprising closed groups appear to be datable to the period ¢ 1650 to c 1680
with some material (including some of high quality) of the 1680s, but very little that
need be later than 1685, and nothing later than 1700.

6. The latest material comes from the same areas of the palace as the material broadly
datable ¢ 1650 to ¢ 1680.

7. The demolition deposits have a similar terminus in the 1680s.

8. There is some activity on the site after 1700, but only the Outer Gatehouse (or a fragment
of it) seems to have been standing as late as the 1760s.

It will be noticed that these datings are more precise than might be derived from the histograms
(Figs 34-6). They are based principally on a consideration of the earlier terms of the date ranges,
and on the dated finds. Comparison with the documentary evidence for the use of the palace
may provide some check on the reliability of this dating proposed on the basis of the artefactual
and archaeological evidence alone.

vi. WRITTEN EVIDENCE FOR THE USE OF NONSUCH?”

The palace was constructed in 1538-46, and must have been ready for at least partial occupation
by September 1544 when Queen Catherine Parr dined there. Henry visited Nonsuch briefly in
May 1545, paid a full-scale visit for three days in July in the course of that summer’s royal
progress, and stayed at the palace the last time for perhaps a week just before Christmas 1546.
He died in January 1547. Edward VI and Mary spent very little money on Nonsuch. Edward
was there once, for a few days, in September 1550, but Mary seems never to have visited the
palace. This first period of intermittent royal use from 1544 to 1550 came to an end with the
grant of Nonsuch to Henry Fitzalan, Earl of Arundel, in 1556.

Nonsuch remained in the hands of Arundel and his son-in-law, John, Lord Lumley, until 1592
when Lumley reconveyed it to the Crown. During these thirty-six years the palace seems to
have been in constant use and it was at Nonsuch that Arundel and especially Lumley formed
their art collection and famous library. Elizabeth visited Nonsuch at least fifteen times during
these years, sometimes staying for several weeks.

After her reacquisition of the palace in January 1592, Elizabeth visited every year (except
1597) up to and including 1600, often for weeks at a time, and may have been there briefly in
January 1603. On James I’s accession Nonsuch was granted to Anne of Denmark as one of her
jointure houses and in 1626, following the accession of Charles I, it was included in the jointure
of Henrietta Maria, who held it until her death in 1669.

37. See above, p 1-2; Dent 1981, 134-216; Biddle and indexes to these files. In the section which follows, specific
Summerson 1982. Full documentation for royal and other references are given only to key documents in the dis-
visits to Nonsuch is contained in the Nonsuch archive, cussion

Files 1 and 2, and in the date, visit, and nominal card
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1: Tin-glazed ware
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Fig. 34 The datable artefacts, earliest and latest decades assigned by the contributors (in thirds of centuries): 1, Tin-
glazed ware; 2, Stoneware; 3, Earthenware.
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4: Vessel glass
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Fig. 35 The datable artefacts, earliest and latest decades assigned by the contributors (in thirds of centuries, except 6
in five-year groups): 4, Vessel glass; 5, Bottle glass; 6, Clay pipes.
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Fig. 36 The datable artefacts: comparison of the contributors” assigned dates for four principal classes of artefacts, by
earliest and latest decades.

From 1603 to the surrender of Charles I in 1646, there were many royal visits of which records
survive; five by James I and one separately by Queen Anne; five by Henry Prince of Wales, three
by Charles Duke of York (two with his brother, one on his own); from 1625 onwards Charles
came as king on seven or eight occasions, and Henrietta Maria visited Nonsuch at least twice on
her own. These visits usually lasted several days, sometimes several weeks.

Charles visited for the last time in 1640. Regular repairs continued until 1648-9.% Over the 58
years from 1592 to 1649, Nonsuch had been visited on at least twenty-seven separate occasions
by the monarch or by members of his immediate family.

The king’s goods at Nonsuch were inventoried in September 1649, but there was little there to
be sold by comparison with other palaces, and it seems that much of the contents had already
been removed.” The palace was surveyed under the Commission for the Sale of the Late King’s
Lands* in April 1650 and sold that month to trustees for the payment of the Northern Brigade.*
In 1654 it was purchased by Major-General John Lambert, who also acquired Wimbledon House.
By resolution of the House of Commons on 23 June 1660 the palace was restored to Henrietta
Maria, now the Queen Mother.

The only sign that the palace was used at all during the years 1649-60 is a letter from Carew
Ralegh to the Earl of Dorset dated at Nonsuch on 11 July 1655,* but this does not show whether
the writer was at the palace, or at one of the lodges, or was merely on a passing visit.

With the return of the palaces to royal hands, annual accounts for their repair and maintenance
recommence.® Initially, nothing was spent on Nonsuch, but in September 1663 36,000 slates

38. PRO, AO1/2432/82. The annual repair and maintenance 40. PRO, E317/Surrey/41; printed in Dent 1981, 286-94
accounts for 1592-1645 are in PRO, E351/3227-73. 41. Dent 1981, 196-9
Accounts for 1645-9 are in PRO, AO1/2429/73, 2430/76, 42. HMC, 4th Report (1874), 300
2431/79, and 2432/82 43. PRO, E351/3274 (1660-1) onwards; PRO, Works 5/7, 5/
39. Millar (ed) 1972, 416-18, Nos 1-33; MacGregor (ed) 1989, 10, 5/13
32
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were purchased and delivered.* Two years later, in August and September 1665, £455 7s 1%2d
was spent on extensive repairs and on fitting Nonsuch up to house the Receipt and other offices
of the Exchequer, moved from London because of the Great Plague.*

Large parts of the palace were put in order, including both the Outer and Inner Courts, and
the kitchens.* A ‘Courte of Guard’ to house the detachment of soldiers protecting the offices
and the treasure was built in the backyard, presumably the yard north of the Kitchen Court (Fig
5). Offices were provided for the Receipt, the Pells, the Tellers, and the Tallies; the Pell Office
was in the Inner Court ‘under the Gallery’, that is in Rooms 43-6 of the south range. Private
offices were also made ready for five senior officials, and lodgings, usually consisting of two or
three rooms and a ‘house of office” (a latrine), were prepared for some twenty named officials.
At least three of these lodgings were in the Inner Court. Repairs to the roofs and ceilings show
that all parts of the palace were involved: the ‘upper” and “lower” courts, the king’s and queen’s
lodgings, and the long gallery. The cleaning or renewal of the leads and gutters ‘over the offices
and over the lodgings round about the first court and ... over the offices and lodgings over the
second court, longe gallery and divers other places about the house” show that the Exchequer
offices and lodgings occupied both courts. The water-supply from the conduit house on the hill
half a mile south of the palace (Fig 2) was reinstated and the cisterns and pipes repaired
throughout the house and even extended.

The Exchequer opened at Nonsuch on 15 August 1665 and the Receipt and Tally Office
remained there until 20 January 1666, a period of over five months during which the palace
was the seat of one of the key departments of state. Samuel Pepys, as Secretary of the Navy,
visited Nonsuch four times during these months to have tallies cut for monies required for his
office,*® and John Evelyn dined there in January 1666 with his friend Philip Packer, an officer of
the Receipt.*

Nothing further was spent on the repair and maintenance of Nonsuch during the later months
of the Exchequer’s presence, nor during the rest of 1666, but some £378 was spent from
September to December 1667, almost entirely on the roofs, gutters, and drain pipes.*® Nothing
was done in 1668, but in May 1669 67,000 slates were purchased and from July 1669 to February
1670 work continued each month on the roofs, gutters, water supply, and drains, to a total cost
of over £571.%!

This is considerably more than was spent in 1665 on repairing and fitting up Nonsuch for the
Exchequer, and more than was spent in all but two years from 1592 to 1649 when the palace was
used as a royal residence.” Over fifteen thousand square feet (15,154 {t?) of the roofs, about half
their total area, were reslated and 4288 ft?, probably the whole of the kitchen roof, retiled; the
heads of 85 chimneys were repaired. The last account is for February 1670, when the work
appears to have ceased.”

These repairs, begun in May 1669 some months before Henrietta Maria’s death, were probably
undertaken in the normal course of its duty by the Office of Works, presumably in anticipation

44. PRO, Works 5/7, ff 156-7; E351/3278 51. PRO, Works 5/13, ff 181-92; cf PRO, E351/3282-3. The

45. PRO, Works 5/7, ff 158-64; summarised in E351/3279 totals cannot be precisely reconciled

46. The details which follow are recorded in PRO, Works 5/7, 52. £1682 0s 5%d was spent in 1609-10 and £1032 3s 10d in
ff 158-64 1628-9: PRO, E351/3244 and 3262

47. Calendar of Treasury Books, i, 1660-7, 675, 687, 712; Calendar 53. Expenditure for the year to 31 May 1670 in the declared
of State Papers Domestic, Charles 11, 1664-5, 492; 1665-6, 191 account (PRO, E351/3283) corresponds to the expenditure

48. Latham and Matthews (eds) 1972, 235, 244, 3034, 312 recorded in the detailed monthly accounts for June 1669 to

49. De Beer (ed) 1955, 426-7 February 1670 (Works 5/13), indicating that work ended

50. PRO, Works 5/10; E351/3281; not including the cost of £16 in the latter month

8s 7d for recovering and taking to the palace the materials
of the Banqueting House ‘that was pulled downe’”: Works
5/10, August 1667
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that the palace would continue in royal ownership. When Henrietta Maria died in August 1669,
Nonsuch reverted immediately into the king’s hands.” By December, George Lord Berkeley,
keeper of Nonsuch and its Little Park since 1660, was aware that the park at least might be
going to change hands,” and this possibility may also lie behind the cessation of repairs to the
house the following February. A year later, on 18 January 1671, the palace and the Great and
Little Parks were granted to trustees for Barbara Villiers, Countess of Castlemaine, then recently
created Duchess of Cleveland.**Since Barbara had also been created Baroness Nonsuch of
Nonsuch Park the previous July,” and her trustees had been asking about the king’s possessions
at Nonsuch the same month,* it is clear that negotiations had been in progress since at least the
summer of 1670. Berkeley’s long-standing interest as keeper of the house and Little Park was
mentioned in the grant to Barbara’s trustees, but his rights were not defined. Although Berkeley’s
position was perhaps theoretically unaffected, their overlapping interests were bound to cause
trouble.

Nonsuch continued in Barbara Villiers” hands, but was allegedly in ‘great decay and ruine” by
the summer of 1682 when she claimed that she was unable to repair or rebuild the house and
obtained the king’s warrant to demolish it and sell the materials.” By an agreement of 29 August
1682, George, now 1st Earl of Berkeley, purchased from the Duchess of Cleveland and her
trustees for £1800 all the materials of the palace and its ancillary buildings, the fountains,
figures, and pavements of marble and stone in the gardens and elsewhere, and the cisterns and
pipes of lead both above and below ground.® The agreement was complicated by a distinction
in the leasing of the two courts. The first or lower court (ie the Outer Court) with all the
buildings around it and the cellars beneath were leased to Berkeley for 60 years, or until the
death of the duchess, after which he was to have a further two years ‘for the takeing downe and
carrying away all and every the materials and things ariseing and comeing of the said first or
lower court’. The upper court (ie the Inner Court) together with the courts, stables, coach house,
and gardens, were leased to Berkeley for two years from the date of the agreement (ie, from
August 1682 to August 1684) during which time he was to have liberty of access to take away
their materials including the garden walls. The lodges in the park and the houses at the gates
were excluded from the agreement.

By June 1683 Berkeley had begun and was still ‘att worke in pulling and taking downe’ the
house, but that month the duchess and her trustees sought an injunction against him alleging
trespass and various infringements of the agreement of 29 August 1682. A complex suit on the
Equity Side of the Court of Chancery and in the Court of King’s Bench then ensued, the matter
being brought to an end by the withdrawal of Berkeley’s complaint in June 1684 and by the
dismissal of a counter-complaint by the duchess and her trustees in July.*

Evidence for the use of the palace since the 1660s is slight and difficult to interpret. A
distinction has to be made between use by the owners of Nonsuch — Henrietta Maria followed
by the Duchess of Cleveland — and use by others permitted to live there by virtue of their office,
such as the officials of the Exchequer in 1665-6, and George Berkeley, keeper of the house and
park since 1660. Henrietta Maria did not visit Nonsuch after 1660, and in 1665 left England for

54. Calendar of State Papers Domestic, Charles II, 1664-5, 162 58. Calendar of Treasury Books, iii, 1669-72, pt.1, 487

55. Calendar of Treasury Books, iii, 1669-72, pt. 1, 173. For George 59. Northamptonshire Record Office, G.3197, Abstract of Title
Berkeley, 1st Earl of Berkeley (1627-98), see DNB; Gibbs of the Nonsuch Estate, reciting (Sheet 3) the royal warrant
(ed) 1912, 139-40. For his grant of the keepership, see of 31 July 1682; the disputes and events which this entailed
below, nn 69, 77 can be followed in Dent 1981, 210-15

56. Calendar of Treasury Books, iii, 1669-72, pt. 1, 699; PRO, 60. PRO, C9/87/30 (Complaint)
C66/3120 No 6 61. PRO, C9/87/30 (Answer)

57. Calendar of State Papers Domestic, Charles II, 1670. With 62. PRO, C33/261, £.737; PRO, C33/262, £.610
Addenda 1660-70, 357.
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France, never to return. The Duchess of Cleveland seems never to have lived at the palace. In
1677 she left England to live in Paris, only returning in 1684, a few months before Charles II's
death, when the demolition of Nonsuch was well advanced. When she did try to gain entry to
the park in 1687, she was forcibly repulsed.®®

There is in fact no sure indication that anyone was living at Nonsuch after the departure of
the Exchequer in January 1666 up to the time of Henrietta Maria’s death in 1669, or afterwards
during the negotiations which led up to the grant to Barbara Villiers’ trustees in January 1671.
But the evidence is negative and may be unreliable. As we shall see, Berkeley’s lodgings in the
palace were being repaired in 1669-70, but this in itself does not show that they were in use. By
the later 1670s, however, some people were in residence. Robert Coke, Receiver General of
Surrey, described as ‘of Nonsuch’ in 1678,% died ‘at Nonsuch’ in June 1681.© Later the same year
‘a lady” was reported as going to Nonsuch ‘to continue there the winter’.®*Her identity is
uncertain, but in October 1682 Elizabeth, Viscountess Dursley, was reported to be returning to
Nonsuch,” and she was writing from there in May 1686.%

As we shall see, both Coke and the viscountess were Berkeley’s relatives. The problem is to
know where they were living, for in addition to the palace there were two lodges in the park
and houses at both the principal gates, and Berkeley claimed possession of these lesser dwellings
by virtue of his powers of keepership.®

Robert Coke was Berkeley’s cousin by marriage, a grandson of Sir Edward Coke the jurist.”
He had apparently been underkeeper of Nonsuch until his death in 1681, for his widow
Theophila in 1684 still occupied one of the lodges or houses in the park as an underkeeper or
deputy of Berkeley, presumably because she continued to hold, at least by courtesy, her late
husband’s office.” Coke had probably been underkeeper since at least 1667 for he was involved
with Berkeley that year in the unauthorised demolition of the Banqueting House and the sale of
its materials, some of the lead having to be recovered from ‘Capt. Cookes Lodge’.”> There is no
indication, therefore, that Coke lived in the palace as distinct from one of the lodges in the park.

Elizabeth, Viscountess Dursley, was George Berkeley’s daughter-in-law, the wife of his son
and heir Charles Berkeley, styled Viscount Dursley by courtesy since his father’s creation as first
Earl of Berkeley and Viscount Dursley in 1679.” Charles Berkeley and Elizabeth Noel were
married at Exton in Rutland in 1677, her family home. It was from her sister’s at Belvoir near
there that she was returning to Nonsuch in October 1682. Their first child was born and
christened at Cranford in Middlesex in 1679, the Berkeley family’s principal residence in the
south-east.” Their next three children, born in 1680, ¢ 1685, and c¢ 1687, were all baptised at
Berkeley in Gloucestershire, the Berkeleys” ancestral home. In 1689 Viscount Dursley was
appointed envoy extraordinary and plenipotentiary to the States of Holland where he was
resident until 1695. Their fifth child, Henry, was baptised at St Martin-in-the-Fields, Westminster,

63. See below, p 62 70. Manning and Bray 1809, ii, 617-18
64. Calendar of Treasury Books, v, 1676-9, pt.2, 951 71. PRO, C9/87/36
65. For the inscription on his memorial in Epsom Church, see 72. PRO, Works 5/10 (August 1667); Calendar of Treasury Books,
Aubrey 1718, ii, 216; Manning and Bray 1809, 618. For a i, 1667-8, 17, 19, 20, 24
glass bottle-seal with the Coke crest found beside the 73. For Charles Berkeley, 2nd Earl of Berkeley (1649-1710), see
Kitchen Court of the palace, see below p 306 (Fig 143, 4) Atkyns 1712, 268; Rudder 1779, 277-8; DNB, under the
66. Rutland Manuscripts (HMC 24), ii, 61 general entry for the family; Gibbs (ed) 1912, 140-1;
67. Ibid. 78 Henning 1983, i, 631-2. For his and Elizabeth’s first child,
68. Ibid. 107 Charles (1679-99), see Gibbs (ed) 1912, 141. For the baptism
69. PRO, C9/87/36; PRO, C9/87/30 (Answer) shows that of their children at Berkeley and London, see IGI,
Berkeley believed he was entitled to the use of the lodges Gloucestershire and London microfiche, sn Berkeley
and houses for his underkeepers under the terms of his 74. Reynolds (ed) 1962, 179-81. George Berkeley had inherited
grant by Letters Patent (for the grant, see PRO, C66/2943, the house and manor from his grandmother who had
No 13), and claims that he and his predecessors as keeper purchased it in 1618. The 17th-century Berkeleys were also

had constantly had such use of them buried there in St Dunstan’s church: ibid 185
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in 1690, but their next two children, for whose baptism no record has yet been found in the
English records, may have been born in Holland. The last child was born in 1696 and baptised at
Berkeley. Viscountess Dursley’s use of Nonsuch during the 1680s (in 1681-2(?), 1682-3, and
1686) was thus at best intermittent: it was perhaps only an occasional winter home. There is no
sign that she made any use of the house after 1686.

When the viscountess was at Nonsuch she presumably used her father-in-law’s lodgings. As
might perhaps be expected, these were in the main house. In December 1669 bricklayers took
down “a stack of chimneys that was likely to fall at the Lord Barkleys kitchin” and the following
February, in the last account for the king’s works at Nonsuch, a bricklayer mended the tiling
‘over the Lord Barkley lodgings’.” In the February account the tiling over Berkeley’s lodgings is
contrasted with slating over the privy lodgings, ie the royal apartments, suggesting that
Berkeley’s lodgings were not in the Inner Court. The fact that his lodgings were tiled rather than
slated may suggest that they lay at least in part above the kitchens, for the accounts of 1669-70
show that while the roofs of the Outer and Inner Courts were reslated, the roofs around the
Kitchen court were retiled.” The Parliamentary Survey of 1650 shows that the rooms occupied
by Berkeley’s predecessor as keeper, the Countess of Carlisle,”” were in the Outer Court.” Her
lodgings there were repaired on several occasions in the 1640s and lay apparently on the west
side of the gatehouse.” Her kitchen and great kitchen were also repaired, but there is no
indication where these lay.* There can be no certainty that Berkeley occupied the same lodgings
twenty years later in 1669-70, or that his daughter-in-law occupied his apartments rather than
another lodging in the 1680s, but it seems a reasonable inference that the keeper’s lodgings were
by custom in the Outer Court with perhaps a kitchen or kitchens and other rooms in the Kitchen
Court. This may perhaps explain why the oil of Nonsuch by Hendrik Danckerts, painted
probably between ¢ 1666 and 1679, now at Berkeley Castle, looks towards the Outer Court from
the north-east, showing the north and east ranges and the Outer Gatehouse, with the Kitchen
Court in the foreground, a surprisingly domestic view-point for so grand a house (front and back
endpapers).’!

Berkeley’s interest in the Outer Court would explain the distinction made between the Inner
and Outer Courts in the agreement of 1682. The royal apartments about the Inner Court, their
exterior walls covered with the famous stucco decorations, were not needed and could be
demolished at once for the sake of their materials. These Berkeley apparently used to rebuild his
house, Durdans, near Epsom.®? The Outer Court of Nonsuch, used on occasion by his family,
could be kept standing (probably with the Kitchen Court attached), Berkeley’s possession now
confirmed by a lease of sixty years, or until the death of the Duchess of Cleveland, after which
he had two further years to demolish and remove the materials. Berkeley may also have wished

75. PRO, Works 5/13, ff 189, 192 82. Berkeley inherited Durdans from Sir Robert Coke in 1653,

76. See above, p 58

77.

Berkeley purchased the keepership from the countess in
1660 and, following her death the same year, obtained
grants from the queen mother and from the king con-
firming him in the post: PRO, C9/87/30 (Answer), C8/
270/13 (Sheet 1)

rebuilt it from the materials of Nonsuch after 1682, and
sold it in 1689. The history of the house is little known, but
see Harris 1983; Harris 1985, 61-2, nos 54-6; De Beer (ed)
1955, 15, n.1. Berkeley’s removal of the materials of
Nonsuch to Durdans is noted by Evelyn before 1697
(Upcott (ed) 1825, 419) and by an annotator (?Richard

78. Printed in Dent 1981, 286-94, at 287 Rawlinson) of Aubrey’s manuscript ‘Perambulation of
79. PRO, E351/3273 (1644-5); PRO, AO1/2429/73 (1645-6), Surrey’, now Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Aubrey 4, f 202;

AO1/2430/76 (1646-7),A01/2432/82 (1648-9) cf Aubrey 1718, ii, 218. The sale of Durdans to Sir William
80. PRO, AO1/2429/73, AO1/2430/76, AO1/2432/82 Turner in 1689 for £3450 is recorded in notes from the title
81. Two versions of this painting are known, the one at deeds of Durdans in a scrap-book kept by the Earl of

Berkeley Castle and a second bequeathed to the Nonsuch
Park Joint Management Committee in 1989 by R. S.
Kynnersley-Browne and recently cleaned. The latter is
reproduced here (Front and back endpapers). For Danckerts,
see Harris 1985, 42-3; Harris 1996, 26-8; Burgers 1996

Rosebery from July 1890 and preserved at Durdans until
the 1960s. This seems preferable to the date of 1702 for the
sale sometimes quoted
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to retain his hold on the Outer Court in order to use his lodgings there while Durdans was being
rebuilt. Since all four sides of the Outer Court were to be left standing, as the reference to cellars
in the agreement makes clear (Fig 5, Rooms 33—4), the surviving structure would form, with the
Kitchen Court, a discrete entity set off from the site of the demolished Inner Court and destroyed
gardens to the south.

If this interpretation of the written evidence is correct, Berkeley’s daughter-in-law, Viscountess
Dursley, returned to live in the Outer Court in October 1682, when the demolition of the Inner
Court may already have been in progress. She was there again in May 1686, when the two years
allowed by the agreement for the demolition of the Inner Court had long already expired, and
its removal may be supposed to have been complete.

In May 1687 the Duchess of Cleveland and her trustees made a determined effort to dispark
the Little Park. Her attempt to force an entry was resisted by Berkeley’s people and in the affray
the duchess was insulted and her son Henry, Duke of Grafton, attacked and beaten.* Both sides
were indicted for riot in the Court of King’s Bench, but the indictment against the Duke of
Grafton’s agents was dismissed: by mid June, well before the cases were determined, the duke
was said to have had the better of Lord Berkeley in the King’s Bench “in the business of the riot
at Nonsuch’.?Faced by the now inevitable disparking and the letting out of the Little Park for
farming, with all the consequent loss of amenity and privacy for the surviving part of the house,
Berkeley seems to have abandoned the long fight to maintain what he saw as his rights at
Nonsuch against the attempts of the Duchess of Cleveland. In March 1688 he received the last
payment of his fee as keeper of the house and park.* The next year he also sold Durdans. The
family’s interests in Surrey were thus clearly on the wane in the later 1680s, and it is probably
from this time, perhaps from 1688, that their use of Nonsuch ceased.

Yet the date by which Nonsuch, including the Outer Court, had been completely demolished
remains uncertain. Peter Le Neve (1661-1729), Norroy King of Arms, added a note to his copy of
John Aubrey’s Natural History and Antiquities of Surrey (London, 1718) that he had seen ‘part of
the house ... standing in King James the 2d’s time or there about’, ie in about 1685-8.%"The
Ruins of None-such-house” are seen in a distant view from Epsom Downs painted in 1702 by
John Talman,” where they appear as a tower-like block with a lower block adjoining, and are
possibly to be interpreted as a gatehouse with an adjacent range or court. In 1711, describing the
prospect ‘from the Ring on the most eminent part of the Downs ... whence the painter must take
his view, when he represents EPSOM’, John Toland saw Windsor and Hampton Court and
‘within a mile and a half ... the place where that other splendid palace of Nonsuch lately
stood’.* Before 1722 he had revised this to read ‘the place, and only the place.”

83. PRO, KB27/2061, Sheets 2 and 3: the complex events can (Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS Rawl Letters 29.82) is
be followed in Dent 1981, 214-16 corrected by the strictly contemporary evidence of PRO,
84. Beaufort Manuscripts (HMC 27), 90 C9/87/30 (Answer) which shows that the demolition of
85. Calendar of Treasury Books, viii, 1685-9, pt. 3, 1364, 1369 the Inner Court was in progress by June 1683: see above, p
(12% years’ arrears paid 19 May 1687); ibid pt. 4, 1937, 59
1940 (1 year to 25 March 1688). There are no subsequent 87. Oxford, Ashmolean Museum, Sutherland Collection:
records of the payment of this fee in the published Clarendon III, part II, p.136; Brown 1982, No 214, Plate
calendars. See also Dent 1981, 212-15 121 in microfiche

86. Nichols 1833, 123, n.13. The present location of Le Neve's 88. Toland 1711, 27-8
copy of Aubrey’s Surrey (Aubrey 1718), once in the 89. Toland 1726a, 112. In this ‘New Description of Epsom’

ownership of John Claxton (Gough 1780, ii, 275), then J. B. John Toland (1670-1722) added the note, ‘A great part of
Nichols, and presumably afterwards of his son J.G. it stood in my own time, and I have spoken with those
Nichols, the author of the 1833 article, is unknown. The that saw it entire” (ibid). That these revisions were made
note provided by the Revd Robert Lumley Lloyd of by Toland before his death in 1722 and not by his editor is
Cheam, used by Edmund Curll in preparing his edition of clear from the account of his life dated May 1722 which
Aubrey’s Surrey (Aubrey 1718, v, 411, 413), that ‘Nonesuch prefaces both editions of his collected works: Toland

was all standing at ye death of King Charles ye 2d’ 1726b, i, Ixv, n 34; Toland 1747, i, Ixv, n 34
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On a map of the Little Park in 1731, the site of the palace is occupied by “‘Nonsuch Field’. No
buildings are shown except for a house adjacent to the west, on the site of what was later known
as Nonsuch Farm and subsequently became Orchard House and finally Cherry Orchard
Farm.”In 1754 Richard Pococke noted ‘at Nonesuch ... only a farm house’, but three years later,
examining ‘the foundations of the palace, which appear to have been built round a court’, he
saw signs of the foundations of towers to the north and ‘ruins of offices for twenty acres to the
south ... there is a farm house built close to it.”

If the terms of the agreement of 1682 were strictly adhered to, the Berkeleys® may not have
moved to demolish the Outer Court until after the death of the Duchess of Cleveland in 1709,
following which two years were allowed for taking down the court and carrying away its
materials. There seems, however, to have been nothing in the agreement to have prevented
George Berkeley from completing the demolition at an earlier date, not least since it was
presumably to protect his and not the duchess’ interest in the use of the house that the sixty-
year lease on the Outer Court had been drawn up. From March 1688, when Berkeley ceased to
take his fee as keeper and seems to have accepted the break-up of the Little Park, his only
remaining interest can have been in the materials of the surviving part of the house. This seems
therefore the most likely moment for the completion of the demolition, perhaps in the two years
allowed under the lease during which, although his keepership appears now to have elapsed,
he still had right of entry to remove the materials. If this reconstruction of the events is correct,
the final demolition of Nonsuch may have taken place in 1688-90.

Something was left standing, however, as Talman’s watercolour view of 1702 shows. These
ruins too may have gone by 1711 when Toland described that same prospect from Epsom
Downs as showing ‘the place where ... Nonsuch lately stood.’

The implications of the documentary evidence for the history of the construction, use, and
demolition of Nonsuch appear to be as follows:

Nonsuch built 153846
First 5 royal visits 1544-50
Owned by Arundel and Lumley 15 royal visits 1556-92
In royal hands, 27 royal visits 1592-1649
In parliamentary/private hands no known use 1649-60
In royal hands, used by the Exchequer 1665-6 1660-70
Owned by trustees for the Duchess of Cleveland 1671-
Outer Court used intermittently by the Berkeleys 1660/9-1686/8
Inner Court demolished 16824
Outer Court demolished 1688-90(?)
Ruins levelled 1702-11(?)

90. British Library, Department of Maps, M.T.6.b. 1(17); for 91. Cartwright (ed) 1889, ii, 171, 262
‘Nonesuch Farm’, see Cary’s Map of Surrey dated 1805 92. George died in 1698; his son and heir Charles, the second
reproduced in Copley (ed) 1977, 8-9. The farm is not earl, died in 1710; he was succeeded by his son James, the
named on the 1st edition of the Ordnance Survey Old third earl: Rudder 1779, 277-8; Gibbs (ed) 1912, 139-42
Series 1in maps, Sheet 8, surveyed 1804-10 and published
in 1816; but by 1862 the electrotype edition shows
‘Orchard House’ (Harley (ed) 1969)
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vii. THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE COMPARED

During the century from the 1544 to 1640 Nonsuch was the setting for 47 royal visits. From 1556
to 1592 it saw a period of almost continuous occupation by the households first of Henry
Fitzalan and then of his son-in-law, John Lord Lumley. After surrendering Nonsuch to the
Crown in 1592 Lumley remained in residence as keeper for another seventeen years until his
death there in 1609.”

The royal apartments at Nonsuch were situated around the Inner Court at first floor level and
were divided as was normal at the period into the king’s side and the queen’s side, the former
occupying the west range and the latter the east. The apartments were reached by staircases at
the north end of the west and east ranges (Fig 5, Rooms 37 and 58/9). They were linked across
the south range by the more private rooms (Fig 5, over Rooms 47, 50-4) which looked out over
the privy garden and were flanked to the north by the long gallery (over Rooms 43-6). Both the
king’s side and the queen’s side contained a suite of formal rooms allowing for graded access to
the monarch and his queen: guard chamber, presence chamber, privy closet, privy chamber, bed
chamber, as well as other private rooms. Arundel and Lumley appear to have used at least some
of the royal apartments as their own. Elizabeth I may be assumed to have used the king’s side
and the south front. James I and Anne of Denmark, Charles I and Henrietta Maria, will have
used all the available royal apartments around the Inner Court during their visits.

The state of squalor to which houses were reduced by prolonged visits of the Tudor and
Stuart court is well known: the conditions at Nonsuch require little imagination in a house
served by undrained shaft latrines set at intervals along the outer walls and even in their
thickness. Since the Nonsuch latrines must have been in constant use during the long periods
over which the palace was occupied, and since all but two of the thirteen garderobes serving the
royal apartments around the Inner Court were found on excavation to be clean, and empty or
virtually so of latrine deposits and domestic rubbish (Table 1), it follows that they must have
been cleaned out and not reused. The garderobes were emptied through an opening in one face,
usually giving onto the exterior of the palace. After emptying, this opening was reclosed with a
blocking wall of mortared brickwork. Since these blocking walls were found in position in every
garderobe whose opening had not been destroyed in the demolition (Figs 15, 19, 22-3), continued
use was clearly anticipated when the garderobes were last cleaned.

It must therefore seem that the earliest moment at which the garderobes serving the royal
apartments around the Inner Court can have been emptied and reblocked is following the last
recorded royal visit in 1640. Since, however, the offices of the Exchequer and the lodgings of its
officers occupied both the Outer and Inner Courts continuously for five months in 1665-6, it
must follow that the earliest moment at which the garderobes can have been cleaned out is after
the departure of the Exchequer in January 1666.

It is important to try to ascertain who would have been responsible for emptying and
reblocking the garderobes. It might seem at first sight that this would have been done by the
Office of Works. The annual accounts surviving for the years 1592-1649°* record the cleaning
and repair of ‘the vaultes which serve the kitchens, larders and scullarye’ (1606-7), the cleansing
of wells (1634-5), including one in the scullery which may be the well excavated in Room 24 in
the Kitchen Court, and a boy ‘creeping into the bricke draines to cleanse them’ (1646-7), but say
nothing of cleaning out or walling up the garderobe shafts, by any of the possible names by
which they might be known.” This is in contrast to the arrangements for sweeping and cleaning

93. Dent 1981, 173-4, 188 95. PRO, E351/3242; E351/3266; AO1/2430/76
94. See above, n 15
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the leads and gutters which seem for many years (at least from 1630 to 1633 and in 1646-7) to
have been done by agreement with members of the Umberfield family.” In the 1660s the same
pattern appears, drains are occasionally cleaned, and the leads and gutters cleared, now by the
labourers of the Works, but there is no mention of the garderobes, except in 1665-6 when
carpentry repairs were made to ‘a seat to a house of office” and the floor and door of another.” It
is possible that the work is silently included among the tasks of the labourers, but if this was so,
it seems unlikely that there should be no specific mention of it over so long a period of detailed
accounts.

It seems more likely that the emptying and reblocking of the garderobes was a household
task, the responsibility for which fell to the keeper of the house. The grant of the keepership to
George Lord Berkeley in 1660 specifically enjoined the officers of the Exchequer to pay Berkeley,
not only his annual fee of £26 13s 44, but also ‘all such further summes of money as by Bill
subscribed by him ... shall appeare to haue beene expended and laid out For the keeping cleane
and ayering of the said howse and keepeing and weedeing of the Courtes and yards’.”® Berkeley
claimed his fees until 1688 and until the end of 1670 made a series of other claims for expenses,
suggesting that he was carrying out his duties in relation to the house and park until they were
granted to the Duchess of Cleveland at the start of 1671.” After that date, although his fee was
still paid, Berkeley had presumably no grounds for claiming expenses from the Crown for the
upkeep of either the house or its park.

This suggests that the cleaning of the palace after the departure of the Exchequer in January
1666 was probably undertaken by Berkeley’s agents in anticipation that the house would be
used by the king, just as the Office of Works undertook major repairs to the roofs in 1667 and in
1669-70. Instead, the palace was granted away and the royal apartments around the Inner
Court never reoccupied. Part of the palace was used, at least intermittently, in the 1680s, as we
have seen, but there is no documentary evidence to show whether this use had been continuous
through the 1670s. What the documents do suggest, is that the occupied area was confined to
the Outer Court, and, if the hint provided by the direction of view of the Danckerts painting of
c 166679 is significant, may have been on the eastern rather than the western side of the court.

This is precisely what the patterning of the archaeological distributions suggests (Figs 28-33).
In general terms, these distributions concentrate upon the four ranges surrounding the Outer
Court, that is upon that part of the palace leased to Berkeley in 1682 for his continued use and
eventual demolition. The Inner Court is, by contrast, relatively free of archaeological material
and all but two of its garderobes were found clean and empty. At a more detailed level, the
distributions concentrate upon the Outer Gatehouse and upon the east and south ranges of the
court, including the Inner Gatehouse, and upon the Kitchen Court, that is upon those areas of
the palace in which successive keepers seem to have had their lodgings, and in which for
various reasons Berkeley’s interests seem to have been focused.

We may therefore explain the patterning displayed by the finds from Nonsuch on the
hypothesis that they represent the use of the house by the Berkeley family between the last
thorough cleansing sometime in the years 166670 and the demolition, first, of the Inner Court
in 1682—4 and then of the Outer Court perhaps in 1688-90.

It only remains to consider the impact of this explanation on the dating suggested for some of
the finds. This discussion falls into two parts:

1 the significance of an overall date of 1682-90 for the demolition of the palace, in
relation to the dates proposed for the latest finds

96. PRO, E351/3266; AO1/2430/76 99. Calendar of Treasury Books, iii, 1669-72, pt 1, 702; pt 2, 882,
97. PRO, Works 5/7, ff 158-64 891
98. PRO, C66/2943, No 13, Sheet 2 100. See above, p 58



66 MARTIN BIDDLE

2 the significance of a date of c 1670-88 for the last phase of the occupation of the
palace, in relation to the dating proposed for the finds from the closed groups, and in
particular in relation to the question of residuality.

An overall date of 1682-90 for the demolition of the palace

As Table 6 shows, the excavations produced relatively few finds whose earliest likely date falls c
1670 or later, and very few indeed for which a date later than ¢ 1685 is indicated. Of the 16
entries in Table 6 which fall into this latest group,'’' nine come from closed groups and seven
from demolition deposits.

Of these 16 entries, the bottle glass of Type IV from Garderobe 1 is a special case, indicating
that this garderobe was still open until the mid eighteenth century.'” It was perhaps part of ‘the
foundations of towers to the north’” which Richard Pococke saw in 1757,'% and then or later was
still open to receive rubbish.

The clay pipes of Type 25 (4 entries), datable 1710-60, all come from demolition deposits.
They fit well with the picture of a demolition site not finally tidied up until after the middle of
the century.

The remaining 11 entries represent tin-glazed pottery datable to c 1685-95, ¢ 1700, and ¢ 1700-
50, respectively, and a type of earthenware bowl, in the PMFR and PMCR(?) fabrics, which has
been assigned to ¢ 1700-20. The material represented by three of these entries comes from the
demolition deposits where its appearance presents no problems in the context of an untidy
ruin-field whose final clearance did not take place until after the 1750s. The material of the other
eight entries (including all the earthenware) comes from closed groups. It may comprise the
crucial pieces of evidence showing that the Outer Court was not finally demolished until 1709-
11, a possibility noted above,'” but it may be as reasonable to ask whether it is the dates
assigned to these few pieces which should rather be questioned. The earthenware bowls of Type
50 are dated by comparison with parallels in deposits of ¢ 1700-20 from Aldgate, London,'*but
this does not mean that such bowls were only in use during this time. To the contrary, the
Nonsuch evidence may suggest that this vessel type was already in use by the 1680s at the
latest.

Of the tin-glazed wares, 3 is assigned to ¢ 1685-95, a date which agrees with a possible final
date for the occupation of the Outer Court in 1688. Tin-glazed vessels 27, attributed to ¢ 1680-
c 1710 , and 1424, attributed to the late seventeenth or first half of the eighteenth century, may
present a more difficult problem. The factors to be considered in reaching their attribution to
these dates are set out below in the relevant catalogue entries.'™ It is clearly not impossible that
they date to the 1680s and that Nonsuch provides a fixed point in the chronology of these types,
but it is important not to force the evidence.

This consideration of the latest finds from the excavation of Nonsuch does not therefore
conflict with the conclusion reached from the written evidence that the occupation of the palace
ceased c 1688 and that its demolition was essentially complete by c 1700, leaving a fragment of
the Outer Gatehouse to be demolished during the next decade and the site as a whole to be
tidied up after the middle of the eighteenth century.

101. See above, p 48-9 104. See above, p 62-3
102. See above, p 47-8, 54 105. See below, p 173
103. See above, p 2 106. See below, p 72, 77, 96
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A date of c 1679-88 for the last phase of the occupation

A date of ¢ 1670 to ¢ 1688 for the final phase of occupation (more precisely c 1670 to 1682 for the
Inner Court, and ¢ 1670 to c 1688 for the Outer and Kitchen Courts) raises important questions
for the make-up of the contents of the closed groups, especially those from the garderobes.
There is no evidence in the stratigraphy of the filling of the garderobes to suggest that their
contents had been accumulating for a long time (Figs 15, 22-3). The care of the palace discussed
in the previous section also suggests that the garderobes were regularly emptied, at least until
1670. It seems therefore safe to assume that the contents of the garderobes were deposited over
a fairly short space of time and that they represent the last phase in the use of the palace.

Whether this phase covers the whole period of twelve years from ¢ 1670 to 1682 (Inner Court)
or of eighteen years from ¢ 1670 to 1688 (Outer and Kitchen Courts) cannot be established.
Berkeley may have had the garderobes regularly emptied during these years, perhaps after his
daughter-in-law’s winter sojourns at Nonsuch in the 1680s. If so, the deposition of the contents
would have to be dated to a much shorter span of years in the 1680s. There is no evidence that
such clearings took place. It is therefore only possible to date the deposition of the contents of
the garderobes to ¢ 1670-82 (Inner Court) or ¢ 1670-88 (Outer and Kitchen Courts).

If this dating is compared to the dating arrived at independently for the various categories of
artefact, it is immediately clear that many of the items were old at the supposed time of their
deposition. This can be seen from Figs 34 and 35, 1B-6B, which show the latest proposed dates
by decades grouped into third-centuries for six of the main categories of artefact, and from Fig
36.2 which summarises and compares this evidence for four of these categories. Fig 36.2 shows,
for example, that some 350 (55%) of the approximately 640 finds included in this histogram
have been assigned to dates no later that 1666, including 140 (22%) assigned to dates no later
that 1633. This impression can be confirmed from the individual accounts of the stoneware
('little stoneware was acquired during the final phase of the occupation’),'” earthenware,'®®
wine-bottle seals,'” coins,'? and pewter."! The green bottle glass''? and clay pipes'?® by contrast
provide very little material whose latest date lies before 1680 (cf Fig 35, 5B and 6B).

The point need not be laboured: if the deposition of the finds in the garderobe pits and other
closed groups is correctly dated to ¢ 1670-1682/8, as many as one-third of the artefacts included
in Fig 36.2 (cf Table 6A) were already ten to twenty years old, and one-fifth had been
manufactured fifty years or more before."* Since the deposit of the closed groups, being in
masonry shafts, began each at some definite moment in time (possibly all roughly con-
temporaneously) and do not incorporate (as do so many ‘open’ occupation layers) material
disturbed from earlier deposits, it must be supposed that their contents reflect what was actually
being used at the time of their deposit. The presence of later with earlier material in all the
principal closed groups (Table 6A) shows that it is not possible to argue for the earlier date of
any one garderobe (eg, Garderobe 2'°) relative to another. There is likewise little to suggest that

107.
108.
109.
110.
111.
112.
113.
114.

See below, p 101

See below, p 126

See below, p 305

See below, p 320-1

See below, p 328

See below, p 277-84

See below, p 327, and Concordance III

See above, p 52-4. 107 (6.7%) of the 1603 records on the
database, representing 81 items, have latest dates of

¢ 1600 or before. 57 of these occurrences are found in ten
different closed groups (G.2, 3, 4, 5, 6/7, 8, 11, 31, the
Great Cellar, and the Well). Only 11 of these 107 records
come from the west side of the palace. These observations
indicate a distribution of this earliest material in
conformity with that of the great majority of the other
finds from the palace.

115. See above, p 46
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certain garderobes (eg, Garderobes 2, 3, and 4) had a longer deposition history than the others:
as Concordance I shows, material of both earlier and later dates is found in most of the layers of
the Phase 4 fill of these garderobes, as it is in the other principal garderobes.

If the contents of the closed groups do reflect what was actually in use at the time of their
deposit, there would seem to be two possible explanations for the presence of a significant
quantity of apparently residual material:

1 that it truly reflects the range in date of manufacture of the artefacts in use
2 that the date-ranges assigned to the manufacture of the artefacts are conservative,
ie that the artefacts continued to be made longer than is normally assumed.

Both factors are probably involved. A detailed study of the earthenware, directed specifically to
the apparent disagreement between the assumed dates of manufacture and deposition of this
inexpensive, readily available, and fragile commodity, suggests that current knowledge is unable
to establish the date of manufacture of many types and fabrics within a century or more down
to ¢ 1680 (Fig 71)."® Even when allowance is made for this, however, it seems possible that a
substantial quantity of earthenware was surprisingly old when finally discarded. The age at
deposition of a significant amount of the better known and more readily datable finer wares,
whether tin-glazed, stoneware, or vessel glass (Fig 34.1B, 2B; Fig 35.4B) appears to conform to
the age-pattern suggested by the earthenware. While, therefore, vagaries in our knowledge of
the date of manufacture of some categories of material, such as the earthenware, may have
contributed to the scale of the apparent disagreement between their dates of manufacture and
deposition,'” there remains a significant quantity of material of all kinds which appears to have
remained in use for long periods before finally being discarded.

If the closed groups do accurately reflect the range in age of the artefacts in use at Nonsuch in
the 1670s and 1680s, it might be argued (to put the problem in context) that many glass and
china cupboards in modern homes contain material in daily use with a range of fifty years or
more in date (ie, back at least to the 1940s). Only further study of early modern domestic
assemblages derived from different social classes will show whether the Nonsuch pattern is
abnormal. If special circumstances were to be sought to explain this pattern, reference might be
made to the long period of disuse of the palace from 1645 to 1665, and to the possibility that
vessels of every kind might have remained unused for decades in the palace cupboards, only to
be brought out again in the 1670s and 1680s. But if they were there, why were these vessels not
brought out in 1665-6, to be lost sight of when the garderobe fills from that period of use were
cleared away? If such an explanation were sought, ordinary domestic assemblages of the period
would be unlikely to repeat the Nonsuch pattern. But this explanation seems to require special
pleading: it seems much more likely that domestic cupboards in any middle to upper class
household contained then, as today, material of a wide range in date.

If other explanations are still sought, it may be necessary to question the dating of the
deposition of the closed groups to ¢ 1670-1682/8. Is it possible that these groups were missed in
earlier cleansings of the palace? Is the deposition history of the individual garderobes much
longer that has been proposed? The evidence has been provided here to make such reassessments
possible. Whatever alternative explanation is sought, it will have to take into account the co-
incidence between the distribution of the garderobes containing closed groups, the general
distribution of artefacts in the north-east quarter of the palace (Figs 28-33), and the evidence
which exists for the use by the Berkeley family of precisely these areas of the palace in the last
phase of its occupation, so strikingly reflected in Hendrik Danckert’s painting (front and back
endpapers).

116. See below, p 1224, 128-34 117. See above, p 52-3
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viii. CONCLUSION

In this discussion the archaeological evidence has been kept strictly separate from the written
evidence, and each allowed to tell its own story. The two kinds of evidence have then been
brought together in an attempt to account for the patterns observed. This has led to the
conclusion that the artefacts recovered from the excavation of Nonsuch Palace derive in large
part from its occupation in the 1670s and 1680s by the Berkeleys, an ancient family of
considerable but by no means vast wealth in Restoration England.
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METHODS OF RECORDING AND STUDY

by MARTIN BIDDLE

The excavation of Nonsuch Palace in the summer of 1959 was undertaken to recover the plan
and whatever remained of the decorations of a building without compare in the annals of
architecture (Frontispiece). This was the first time that an archaeological excavation conducted
on scientific principles had been directed to the investigation of a problem in the history of
Renaissance art and architecture; it was, perhaps, the first large-scale excavation in the British
Isles in what has come to be called Post-medieval, but might better be described as Early
Modern archaeology.

Any such excavation, properly undertaken, would inevitably produce as a by-product of its
main objective a great deal of other material, in this case a wealth of seventeenth-century
domestic finds. This volume is devoted to that material.

The excavation of Cuddington Church and its cemetery, together with other elements of the
village complex, was a stated secondary aim of the work of 1959 (see below, p 14-17). The
excavation of the Banqueting House in 1960 was a natural continuation of the recovery of the
palace in 1959. The work of 1959-60 did not continue with the archaeological investigation of
the gardens of Nonsuch, notably the Privy Garden and the Grove of Diana, and these remain an
objective for the future.!

Since the depth of deposits was believed to be in general shallow and the main objective was
to recover the plan of the palace and such fragments of its decorations as might have survived,
what was, in effect, an ‘open-area’ excavation was proposed (Fig 4). In 1959 this term was not
yet in use and area excavations, when attempted, were normally conducted on the Wheelerian
grid system.? In its classic form of 10ft squares, this system had the disadvantage of concealing
almost as much as it revealed. For Nonsuch a much more open system was required.

Guided by records made when the sewer trench was cut through the site of the palace in 1933
(see above, p 2), and by a reconstructed plan of the palace drawn in 1958, the site of the 1959
excavation was divided into a grid of 25ft squares lettered P-Z from west to east and numbered
1-16 from north to south (Fig 5).* This grid was designed to produce a series of excavation
squares measuring 22ft 6in a side, with pegs at each corner, and separated by baulks 2ft 6in
wide. The squares were subdivided internally into four sub—units numbered I-IV (Fig 6). A
trench could thus be described as Q12, for example, with further division into Q12 I, IL, III, or IV,

1. Biddle 1999; cf. oswald 1996 4. The layout of the excavation and the start of work in
2. Wheeler 1954, 64-8 July 1959 is vividly described in Dent 1981, 245-8
3. Dent 1981, 236-8, 246 (Fig)
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Fig. 4 Nonsuch Palace: the excavation of the east range, looking south, with the Outer and Inner Courts to the
right (separated by the Central Range), the Kitchen Court to the left and Garderobe 3 in the left foreground.

or Q12 I/II, II/1IV, IlI/1V, as required. These trench designations are used in the ‘context’
descriptions of the finds published here.

Although the 25ft squares were the basic unit of excavation and record, and each might, and
often did, have its own sequence of layer numbers (‘contexts’), in practice in many cases only a
part or parts of a square were excavated. In these cases each sub-division has its own sequence
of layers beginning with ‘one’, for each sub-division was, in effect, a substantive trench. The
contexts in this volume may thus be described, for example, as ‘W15 10" (ie Square W15, Layer
10), or as W10 I 5, or with other sub-divisions of the trench.

This system was not satisfactory, resulting in number combinations which could easily be
confused, but it was a product of its time in the development from deep trench to open area
approaches to excavation. As far as possible, recording confusions have been solved in presenting
the context evidence in this volume, and all cases of doubt have been indicated.

There remain a number of cases where a find is clearly (by reason of its date) intrusive in a
layer and where the problem cannot be resolved by detecting an obvious confusion in the
record. These cases of ‘contamination” have as far as possible all been noted. The reason for
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some is clear enough — eg Tin-glazed ware 37 of mid seventeenth-century date ‘in” the cobbles of
the Kitchen Court laid in 1538-46 can only be the result either of an unobserved repair of the
cobbling or of a failure to clean sufficiently deep between the cobbles during excavation. Most
such problems must be put down to mistakes in excavation or recording.

Cuddington Church and graveyard, lying below the Inner Court, were excavated in a series
of trenches distinct from the 25ft grid system and lettered Church I to Church XXII, each with its
own layer sequence (Fig 10; see below, p 14-17). Other elements of the Cuddington complex
were investigated either by deeper excavation within parts of the grid system, or (in 1960) by
two substantive trenches cut out of alignment with the grid (Cuddington (‘CUD’) I and II) (Fig
10).

The excavation of the Banqueting House in 1960 (Fig 7) was laid out on a similar 25ft grid
system, but here too variations were adopted to deal with outbuildings and other features away
from the Banqueting House proper, Site BQ to the south and Site BV to the north (Fig 8).

In those cases here and in the companion volume where it is necessary to locate an individual
point or points (eg the ends of sections, as in Figs 15 and 22—4), the ‘co-ordinate” system, applied
post-excavation within a square, is as follows. The NW peg of a 25ft square is assumed to be the
point of origin (0/0). East-west positions are given by the letter for the square followed by the
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Fig. 7 Nonsuch Palace, the Banqueting House: looking west across Rooms 2 (foreground) and 1, with Room 3 to the

left.

distance eastwards from the west side of the square, eg Y-0'6", Y-12’, etc. North-south positions
are given by the number for the square followed by the distance southwards from the north side
of the square, eg 12-0'6", 12-12, etc. A point (eg the end of a section) is defined by using both
references, eg Y-1'3"/12-1’3” would indicate the north-west corner of Sub-square I in Y12.

For purposes of supervision, the palace excavation was divided into four sites: Site A, the
Outer Court, including the range between the Outer and Inner Courts together with the Inner
Court Gatehouse; Site B, the Kitchen Court; Site C, the Inner Court; and the excavation of
Cuddington Church (Church I to Church XXII) which formed a fourth site, but within Site C.
The 25ft grid system operated over the whole area, independent of the four sites, but in labelling
the layers and finds on site the alpha-numeric grid reference was always preceded by a site
letter (eg A W2 I/I1 5 or C Ch XVIII 4) which served to indicate at a glance the approximate area
concerned and later to indicate the supervisor responsible for the record, and the set of notebooks
within which the excavation notes would be found. These site codes have been omitted from
the context descriptions given in this volume.

The actual excavation of the palace presented no great problems other than the control and
record of a large project. The walls and floors were rarely more than a foot below the surface; the
building was essentially of one period of construction; and there was little deep stratification
except in the garderobe pits and in the church. Most of the levels removed consisted of rubble
from the demolition of 1682/90. The greatest difficulties were caused by the extensive robbing
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of the foundations, and in some cases their complete removal, as in the northwest part of the
Outer Court. It was possible nevertheless to recover the entire ground plan, although the coppice
covering the western half of the site (Fig 1) prevented the complete stripping which was possible
over the eastern half of the palace (Fig 4).

The plan recovered was represented on the ground by robber trenches from which the walls
had been entirely removed, by foundations alone, by footing walls standing on foundations,
and in some cases by the lower courses of the walls themselves, the latter only occuring in
relatively well preserved areas and providing the most reliable evidence for the accurate
reconstruction of the original plan (Fig 5; for the conventions used on plans and sections, see Fig
9). In some places the walls themselves had disappeared, but the ‘hard lines’ chiselled into the
surface of the footing walls or foundations along the setting-out cords could still be seen. In
other cases it was the marks left in the mortar by the lowest course of the facing stones which
preserved the precise position of the walls. The detailed evidence for the plan of Nonsuch is set
out in the companion volume dealing with the architecture of the palace. Here it is only necessary
to provide the plan reconstructed from this evidence and its relationship to the excavation
layout (Fig 5). The same is the case for the Banqueting House (Fig 8).

In general the excavation proceeded down only to the surviving floors, or, where these had
been ploughed away (see above, p 2), or otherwise removed, to the top of the construction
deposits. One deep section was cut through each range of each court (Fig 10 shows their
positions) to investigate the construction deposits and in particular the levelling up of the Outer
Court and the cutting down of the Inner Court to provide a flat site. These deeper trenches were
only secondarily intended to investigate the Cuddington deposits sealed by the construction
material, other trenches (as described above, p 8; see also below, p 16) being designed specifically
for this purpose (Fig 10).

As a result of these limited objectives, it is only rarely that more than fifteen layers (‘contexts’)
were recorded in any one excavation unit (‘trench’). If the excavation had been done today, with
our greater interest in and understanding of site-formation processes, more individual contexts
would probably have been defined in the deep demolition deposits and especially in the post-
demolition contexts. Whether the increased size and complexity of the record, and the time and
cost involved in excavation, recording, and post-excavation analysis, would be reflected in a
corresponding increase in useful knowledge, is unknowable.

The phasing of the excavated deposits of the palace resulted in a simple sequence:

Pre-palace: Cuddington

Phase 1 Beneath Site A pre-1538

Phase 2 Beneath Site C (church and graveyard) pre-1538

Palace

Phase 3 Construction 1538-46

Phase 4 Occupation — not sealed 1538-1682/90
Occupation — sealed 1665/70-1682/90

Phase 5 Demolition 1682-8

Post-palace

Phase 6 Post-demolition 1682/90-1933
Phase 7 Modern 1933-40
Phase 8 Topsoil 1940-59

The particular problems of dating the occupation deposits of Phase 4 within the broad bracket
1538-1682/90 are discussed below (p 25-69).
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The phasing of Cuddington Church, described in the companion volume, is considerably
more complex, with 174 provisional phases grouped into 14 final phases, spanning the period
from pre-c 1100 to 1538, all compressed within the overall ‘Phase 2’ of the palace site sequence
shown above.

The phasing of the Banqueting House, like that of the palace, provided a simple sequence:

Pre-Banqueting House
Phase 1 Pre-construction soils pre-1538

Banqueting House

Phase 2 Construction 1538-46
Phase 3 Occupation 1538/46-1667
Phase 4 Demolition 1667

Post-Banqueting House

Phase 5 Post-demolition activity 1667-1930
Phase 6 Lowther’s trenches 1930
Phase 7 Topsoil 1930-60

The excavations of 1959 are recorded in 25 notebooks, many plans, 35 sections, and 408 black
and white photographs. The work of 1960 added a further 7 notebooks, 6 plans, 32 sections, and
113 colour and 127 black and white photographs. The phasing of the excavated sites is contained
in 5 ring-binders. The records are deposited with the finds in the Museum of London.
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THE FINDS FROM CUDDINGTON

i. POTTERY by MARTIN BIDDLE

Pottery associated with Period II of the
church

1

Clubbed rim of a later eleventh- to twelfth-
century cooking pot or bowl. Harsh, well-fired,
grey ware, the exterior (but not the rim) fired to a
black surface. Rounded and angular quartz
grains (up to 0.3mm) evenly distributed through-
out the matrix and appearing on the surface to
give a pimply appearance.

*CHL.II 11, Phase 2 [Church, Period II, construction
spread; Final phase 7 (P.ph.143); early to mid 13th
century]

Sagging base of a later eleventh- to twelfth-
century cooking pot or bowl. Fabric and in-
clusions comparable to 1, but the interior and
exterior surfaces fired to a greyish brown, the
core light to dark grey. Possibly from the same
vessel as 1.

*CHL.II 9; Phase 2 [Church, Period II, construction
spread; Final phase 7 (P.ph.145); early to mid 13th
century]

Sagging base of a later eleventh- to twelfth-
century cooking pot or bowl. Coarser than 1 and
2, the inclusions up to 1mm, but the fabric and
inclusions otherwise very similar. Light brown
fabric, with grey interior and dark grey exterior
surfaces, and a grey core.

*CH.XIV 6; Phase 2 [Church, burial earth north of
the aisle, ?during Period II; Final phase 8-9 (P.ph.24);
early to mid 14th century]

Rim of a later eleventh- to twelfth-century
cooking pot. Coarse, medium fired light brown
ware with a grey core. Some rounded but mainly
angular quartz and flint grains, mostly up to
0.3mm, some larger; some black, a few red, with
a very few ?haematite inclusions. The grains
show through on the surface giving a rough,
pimply texture. Fabric comparable to 1 and 3.

1. Pearce et al 1985; Cotter 1992

*No.322; CH.IV 9; Phase 2 [Church, Period 1V, fill of
cut for sanctuary step; Final phase 13 (P.ph.99); late
15th century; but probably derived from CH.IV 9a,
Church, Period 11, spread between floors; Final phase
8 (P.ph.95); mid 13th century]

Pottery associated with the use of the
graveyard

5

Rim of a later eleventh- to twelfth-century
cooking pot, with finger-pressing on the inner
angle. Soft, soapy, light grey ware, fired reddish
brown on the exterior and on top of the rim.
Large chalk inclusions, many of which have
weathered out, leaving characteristically pitted
surfaces both inside and out.

*No.379; U8 1I/IV 8; Phase 2 [Church, graveyard;
Final phase 4-13 (P.ph.163); early to mid 12th century
to 1538]

Reeded rim of a large cooking pot or bowl. Fabric
as 5.

CH.IV 8; Phase 2 [Church, graveyard; Final phase 5—
13 (Pph.102); mid 13th century to 1538]

Fragment of a glazed jug of ‘London-type’,
decorated with vertical strips and bobbles of
applied white clay, covered with a light yellow
glaze, patchy in places, appearing greenish over
the brown surface of the pot. Fine, well fired,
orange ware with a grey core and a brown
exterior surface. Very fine, rounded quartz sand
grains, mostly <0.2mm. This vessel lacks the red
slip normal on jugs of ‘London-type’, but the
kilns have not yet been located and it is becoming
clear that there is a range of variant decorative
treatments.!

*No0.397; U10 4; Phase 2 [Church, graveyard; Final
phase 8-13 (P.ph.131); early 13th century to 1538]
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Fig. 11 Cuddington pottery, 1-14 (1:4).
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Rim and side of a large dish with a sagging base.
The rim has an external flange and stabbing along
its upper surface. Thick, hard, harsh, light grey
ware with a pinkish brown interior surface and
brown patches on the exterior. The fabric is
comparable to 1-4, but the inclusions are gener-
ally finer and include occasional white, hard
chalk, or limestone pieces up to ¢ Imm.

*No.325; CH.II 7; Phase 2 [Church, graveyard; Final
phase 813 (P.ph.155); mid 13th century to 1538]

Side and sagging base of a jug or cooking pot
with isolated finger pressing on the base angle,
and marked rilling on the body. Fine, medium
fired reddish brown ware with a grey core and
grey-brown surfaces. The inclusions consist of
very fine rounded sand grains with a very few
white flecks. The surfaces are smooth and the
lower parts of the side and underside of the base
are knife-trimmed or wiped, with some dragging
of the surface particles.

*No.319; CH.X 4; Phase 2 [Church, ?graveyard; not
phased in Cuddington sequence]

Pottery from an occupation deposit
immediately west of Wall 31 in the
manor-house area (Fig 10, D)

10

Base and lower part of the body of a ?biconical
jug. Cheam white ware, slightly pink throughout.
Small splashes of green glaze at the base angle.

11

12

13

14

*Q5 8; Phase 1; pre-1538 [Cuddington, Structure D
(Fig 10); occupation west of Wall 31]

Part of the base and part of the side of a barrel-
shaped jug. Cheam white ware, creamy-grey. No
glaze.

*Q5 8; Phase 1; pre-1538 [Cuddington, Structure D
(Fig 10); occupation west of Wall 31]

Base angle and part of the side of a barrel-shaped
jug. Cheam white ware, creamy-pink. Two spots
of yellow glaze, one inside.

*No.354; Q5 8; Phase 1; pre-1538 [Cuddington, Struc-
ture D (Fig 10); occupation west of Wall 31]

Upper part of a conical jug of fine, hard, pinkish
brown ware, the exterior surface tinging in places
to orange-brown or grey-brown, the interior uni-
formly pink. Fine, well fired fabric with
occasional tiny red and black inclusions. One or
two spots of yellow glaze on the exterior and
inside the mouth. Seven piercings from the
exterior form an inverted V behind the base of
the handle to improve adhesion and allow for
gas escape in firing.

*No.105; Q5 8 and 16; Phase 1; pre-1538
[Cuddington, Structure D (Fig 10); occupation west
of Wall 31]

Part of the base of a small jug of Cheam white
ware. Large patch and spots of thick dark green
glaze on the interior; small patch on the base
angle externally.

Qb5 10; Phase 1; pre-1538 [Cuddington, Structure D
(Fig 10); occupation west of Wall 31]

GENERAL COMMENT ON THE POTTERY by JACQUI PEARCE

Sherds 1 to 4 and 8 all resemble early Surrey ware,

found in London between ¢ 1050 and 1150.2 These
are handmade, unglazed vessels of white-firing
clay, characterised by abundant iron-stained,
rounded quartz, and vary in coarseness (as
between 3 and 4 at the coarser end of the
spectrum and 8 at the finer end). Handmade
coarsewares of this kind are still present in the
City in assemblages of the mid to late 12th
century, but are being replaced by wheelthrown,
reduced (south Hertfordshire-type greyware) and
shell-tempered (shelly-sandyware) coarsewares
at this date. They do not appear to have been
traded with central London after the beginning
of the 13th century and were probably replaced
by wheelthrown pottery in the source area as well
(this includes Limpstfield-type ware, from east
Surrey).

Sherds 5 and 6 have affinities with early medieval

2. Vince and Jenner 1991, 73-5
3. Ibid. 63-8

shell-tempered ware, also found in London
between ¢ 1050 and 1150.> They have afine, silty
matrix, with shell and possibly chalk inclusions
that have leached out. Vince compares the fabric
to shell-tempered wares found in north-west
Kent, although the actual source is unknown.
Again, this ware is not found in the City or central
London after the end of the 12th century (by
which time the wheel-thrown shelly-sandy ware
predominates in London), and was going out of
use soon after 1150.

Sherd 9 looks like coarse London-type ware,
datable in the City to ¢ 1080-1200.*

Sherd 7 is London-type ware, probably decorated
in the Rouen style, common between c 1170 and
1250 or shortly afterwards. This particular style
usually incorporates areas painted in red slip with
the white slip stripes and dots on the Cuddington
sherd, although the use of red slip is not

4. Pearce et al. 1985, 2-3
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necessarily a feature of other London-type styles
of decoration (some styles never employ it) The
Rouen style is very distinctive, and this sherd is
most likely to come from a jug of this type,
perhaps simply missing any areas of red slip used
on the body.

Sherds 10-14 are all Cheam whiteware, which is
used in the City and central London between

¢ 1350 and 1500. Sherd 11 could equally be the
base of a rounded jug, but it is difficult to tell
with this much remaining. The conical jug 13 is
most definately Cheam, on the evidence of the
fabric and distinctive method of handle
attachment used at the lower join (an inverted V-
formation of stab marks to key the handle end
into the clay of the body).

ii. JETTON by HUGH PAGAN

One jetton of a French-derived type was recovered
from a Cuddington context, and dates most probably
from the end of the fourteenth century or the early
years of the fifteenth.

Jetton, French type (reign of Charles V ?).

O. + MARIA GRACIA PLENA. Shield with
arms of France (three fleurs-de-lis),
surmounted by small coronet between
cinquefoils (?). Rosettes of six pellets after
each word in inscription.

R. + AVE. Triple cross, with fleur-de-lis ends
and quatrefoil at centre, within double
tressure. Rosettes in inscription.
2.41g. Die-axis: 360°. Diameter 28mm.
SF311; Q5 8; Phase 1; pre-1538 [Cuddington,
Structure D (Fig 10); occupation west of Wall
31]

This is the most interesting of the coins and jettons
from Nonsuch (for others, see below, p 317-318). Its
unusual feature is that the word AVE, which normally
appears both at the beginning of the obverse
inscription and as the reverse inscription on jettons of
this type, here appears on the reverse only. This is
paralleled on only two of the 116 jettons of this general
nature in the British Museum, and those examples are
of very different style and fabric to the present one.
The dating of the French jetton series of the later
fourteenth and early fifteenth century is as yet
conjectural, but the fact that this specimen diverges
from the normal inscription convention might suggest
that it belongs to a relatively early date in the series,
before it was firmly established where the word AVE
should appear.

iii. SILVER-GILT BUCKLE PIN by MARTIN BIDDLE

Buckle pin, silver gilt. Extant L:17mm.

*SF330; CH.IV 12; Phase 2 [Church, Period 1a; Final Phase
4-5 (Pph.84); early 12th — early 13th century]

For other buckles from Cuddington contexts, see Iron
13, 14 (below, p 22). For buckles from palace contexts,
see Lead 113-14 (p 346), Copper-alloy 1-3 and 102 (p
359-60, 370), Iron 189-207 (p 405), and Spurs 1-2 (p
412-15).

Fig. 12 Cuddington: silver-gilt buckle pin, 1 (1:1).

iv. WINDOW LEAD by GEOFF EGAN

The main report on the window lead from Nonsuch
(below p 351-8) highlights milled leads of forms A
and B in pre-palace contexts. The reliability of these
contexts and their phasing has been carefully checked,
since these leads represent the earliest British evidence
for milled forms. In both cases the leads presumably
derive from activity in the earliest phase of building

the palace, before the Cuddington structures were
sealed below the new works.

1 Lead form A
L463 (Window lead 1, below, p 353); CH.V 5;
Phase 2 [Church, graveyard; Final phase 4-13
(Pph.174); 12th century to 1538]



22

1-2

MARTIN BIDDLE

Lead form B
L38 (Windlow lead 3, below, p 354); Q5 7; Phase
1; pre-1538 [Cuddington, Structure D (Fig 10); Wall

31, probably in 1538 demolition material on top of
wall]

v. COPPER-ALLOY by ALISON H. GOODALL

Lace ends

1 SF426; CH.X1 38; Phase 2 [Church, Period 1V;
Final phase 13 (P.ph.59); early 15th century to 1538];
2 (no SF number); CH.X1 23; Phase 2 [Church,
Period 1V; Final phase 13 (P.ph.50); 15th century]
Pin

SF32; CH.XI 19; Phase 2 [Church, Period IV; Final
phase 13 (P.ph.50); 15th century]

Round object with down-turned edges. A strip
has been attached to the top by two dome-headed
rivets, which also pass through a cruder strip on
the underside of the disc. It may have been a lid.
Diam. 93mm. Analysis, p. 372.

SF416; CH.X1 46; Phase 2 [Church, Period Ia; Final
phase 6 (P.ph.44); early to mid 13th century]

vi. IRON by IAN H. GOODALL

Shears. Arm and blade broken. L.75mm.
*R260; U10 II/IV 4; Phase 2 [Church, graveyard; Final
phase 8-13 (P.ph.131); early 12th century to 1538]

Shaped rear terminal from nailed U-shaped eye
of hinge. L.58mm.

*R161; CH.I 10; Phase 2 [Church, Period II; Final
phase 7 (P.ph.119); early to mid 13th century]

Shaped perforated leaf from pinned hinge. Non-
ferrous coating. L.35mm.

*R26a; Q5 12; Phase 1; pre-1538 [Cuddington,
Structure D (Fig 10); occupation west of Wall 31]

Curved strap fragment with two nail holes, one
retaining nail. L.134mm.

*R98; CH.I 6: Phase 2 [Church, Period II; Final phase
8 (Pph.121); mid 13th century]

Timber nails. Thirty one nails were found, their
heads equivalent in form to several of those from
palace and post-palace contexts (see p 378-9).
Their occurrence was: Type A: 16 from Phase 1 (manor
complex), 7 from Phase 2 (church); Type D: 1 from
Phase 1 (manor complex), 5 from Phase 2 (church);
Types H and I: 1 each from Phase 2 (church).

Stud with damaged sub-rectangular head and
broken shank. L.54mm.

*R?? CUD I 18; Phase 1; pre-1538 [Cuddington,
Structure D, occupation east of Wall 31]

Stud with flat, rectangular head. Shank broken.
L.50mm

R42; CH.XI 23; Phase 2 [Church, Period 1IV; Final
phase 13 (P.ph.50); 15th century]

Lock. Incomplete, flat, sheet-iron lockplate retains
part of lock mechanism, namely a rectangular
mount and a lock bolt held by two staples. The
mount has a pin over which a hollow key tip
passed. W.??

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

SF374; CH.II 7; Phase 2 [Church, graveyard; Final
phase 8-13 (P.ph.155); mid 13th century to 1538]

Ward plate with damaged keyhole. L.114mm.
*R23; Q5 8; Phase 1; pre-1538 [Cuddington, Structure
D (Fig 10); occupation west of Wall 31]

Key with internally kidney-shaped bow, now
distorted, solid stem with knobbled tip, and
broken bit. L.134mm.

*SE352; CH.VIIL 5 [probably an error for CH.IX 5];
Phase 2 [if CH.IX 5, then Church, graveyard; Final
phase 4-13 (P.ph.35); early 12th century to 1538]

Sheet-iron rim fragment, circular in shape, tri-
angular in section, with rectangular edge mount.
max W.26mm

*R183; CH.XI 12; Phase 2 [Church, Period I1I; Final
phase 11 (Pph.55); mid to late 14th century]

Pair of end-looped straps joined by a ring,
perhaps from a flail. L.218mm.

*R26; Q5 12; Phase 1; pre-1538 [Cuddington, Struc-
ture D (Fig 10); occupation west of Wall 31]

T-shaped buckle frame with pin. Sheet-iron
cylinder on short arm. W.82mm.

*SF301; CH.VI 5; Phase 2 [Church, graveyard; Final
phase 8-13 (P.ph.174); mid 13th century to 1538]

Rectangular buckle frame with revolving pin bar
and pin. W.65mm.

*SF408; Q5 8; Phase 1; pre-1538 [Cuddington, Struc-
ture D (Fig 10); occupation west of Wall 31]

Horseshoe, complete. Four nailholes in each arm,
both with thickened calkins. W.108mm, L.115mm.
*SF409; Q5 8; Phase 1; pre-1538 [Cuddington, Struc-
ture D (Fig 10); occupation west of Wall 31]

Horseshoe arm with four nailholes set in fullered
groove. L.107mm.
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15 16
Fig. 13 Cuddington: iron, 1-4, 6, 9-12 (1:2).
*SF?; CH.VIIL 5; Phase 2 [probably an error for CH.IX  See also, catalogued below (p 404):
51; Phase 2 [if CH.IX 5, then Church, graveyard; Final
phase 4-13 (Pph.35); early 12th century to 1538] 218 Horseshoe arm fragment with three nailholes.
17 Hollow, conical arrowhead. L.25mm. L.89mm, arm W.22mm.
*R218; U12 II/1V 8; Phase 2 [Church, graveyard; Final *SF240; Q8 13; Phase 1 [Cuddington, Structure C
phase 4-13 (Pph.163); early to mid 12th century to (Fig 10); occupation south of Wall 20]
1538]

vii. ANIMAL BONE by ALISON LOCKER

See below, p 441, Tables 30-2.

viii. DISCUSSION by MARTIN BIDDLE

Layers Q5 8, 10, and 16 appear to be external courtyard deposits belonging to a phase pre-dating
the construction of Wall 31. They are probably therefore to be associated with the earlier structure
on approximately the same site represented by Wall 32. The layers, especially Q5 8, contain roof-
tiles and may indicate a period of reconstruction. They were the only Cuddington deposits
encountered which contained any significant quantity of pottery and other finds. These include



24 MARTIN BIDDLE

l 12

Fig. 14 Cuddington: iron, 13-17 (1:2).

a jetton of late fourteenth- or early fifteenth-century date (see below, p 21), and iron objects 3, 6,
9,12, 14, 15 (see below, p 22).

The structural sequence and the jetton suggest that these deposits may belong to the later
fourteenth or first half of the fifteenth century rather than later. On current views, the pottery
from these deposits fits well with this dating. Vessels 10-12 and 14 are Cheam white ware
(CHEA: see below, p 136), closely similar in form and fabric to pottery from a kiln at Cheam
itself, assigned to the late fourteenth to mid fifteenth century,® and 13 is of a closely related
fabric. These same deposits also included a vessel of Cistercian ware (CSTN, Type 130: see
below p 136), which should have been entered here rather than among the palace-period
earthenware.

5. Orton 1982, 76-7, Fig 24 (Groups 1 and 2)
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THE ANALYTICAL DATABASE

by JANE WEBSTER

Relative dates are available for several of the major artefact categories at Nonsuch Palace. A
computerised database was set up to collate the contextual information for material within
these key categories with the dating suggested by the contributors. All catalogued material for
which a date has been suggested is included in the database. Non-catalogued material
(principally stoneware and green bottle glass) is also included where possible. Material for
which no date can be suggested, whether catalogued or uncatalogued, is omitted. The resultant
synthesis is a basic tool for analysis of the temporal and spatial distribution of the Nonsuch
finds, and contributes to the analysis of the depositional phases within the palace’s few sealed
horizons.

The database employs the dBase III PLUS software package, and contains a total of 1580
individual records.

Eight artefact categories are included: tin-glazed ware, stoneware, earthenware, fine vessel
glass, green bottle glass, coins and tokens, clay pipes, and pewter. Dating of the remaining
categories is not sufficiently defined to support an analysis of the present type. All items within
these eight categories are recorded where they occur in pre-palace (Cuddington), construction,
occupation or demolition contexts. Items from post-demolition and later contexts are only
recorded where related fragments occur in demolition or pre-demolition contexts.

Within each record, the basic contextual data for a find (component/trench/layer, and code
number) is noted. The preliminary phasing assigned to the context is recorded, as is the
absolute date (or more usually, date range) of the object, as proposed in the relevant report. As
a result, phase/date anomalies are readily recognised, and detailed analysis of the composition
of contexts, and their depositional sequence, is made possible.

A key to the database fields, and the conventions used in entry recording, is provided in the
preface to Concordance I.
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TIN-GLAZED WARE

by MICHAEL ARCHER

(Plates 1-6; Figs 37-52)
For colour conventions used in Figs 38-52 see Fig 37

1. INTRODUCTION

A considerable quantity of tin-glazed earthenware was excavated at Nonsuch, most of which is
undecorated and in the form of fragments so small that nothing useful can be said about them.
Of the material catalogued, the greatest part belongs to the seventeenth century with a small
quantity dateable to the second half of the sixteenth century and even less to the first half of the
eighteenth. Predictably the plain white domestic wares, such as plates, porringers, candlesticks,
mugs, flower vases, chamber pots and drug jars, form the largest category. Some of the drug
jars are elaborately painted and there is a surprisingly large group of mugs speckled with
manganese purple.

Of the decorated wares, by far the finest were imports. There are a seventeenth century blue
berettino Ligurian dish and a few outstanding Netherlandish pieces. The most noteworthy are
the fragments of an ornate jug (similar to one in Brussels dated 1562 which is attributed to the
workshop of Franchois Frans) painted with strapwork, medallions and bunches of fruit hanging
from garlands; a globular mug with floral decoration; numerous dishes with flowers, geometric
patterns and motifs derived from Chinese porcelain. The most tantalising object, of which very
little survives, appears to be a large flower vase with holes in the upper part, painted all over
with foliated scrolls. Many of the drug jars were clearly made in the Netherlands, as were a
number of moulded deep dishes. At least one of these and some painted dishes could however
be English, and this underlines the difficulty of attribution of pieces made during the late
sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries. Fine decorated pieces which are certainly English
include a typical so-called tulip charger and a bowl with “chinaman-in-grasses” decoration.

- Black w Brown

Biue m Yellow, orange

% Purple E Green

Fig. 37 Tin-glazed ware: Colour conventions used on Figs 40,42-3, 46-9, 51-2.
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Fig. 38 Tin-glazed ware: lid 1, decorated with Chinese
figures seated in landscapes, English or continental,
dated on interior 1650 (cf Fig 40).

MICHAEL ARCHER

ii. CATALOGUE: THE TIN-GLAZED WARE

1675-90 (cf Fig 40),

Fig. 39 Tin-glazed ware: bowl 2, decorated with Chinese
figures in landscapes, English (probably London), c

Group I: Miscellaneous forms

1

A number of joined sherds of the lid of a cylin-
drical jar with knob handle. Buff clay with a
greyish glaze on the exterior and interior
surfaces. The exterior is decorated with Chinese
figures seated in landscapes with distant
hills,trees and houses (“Chinaman-in-grasses”).
The piece is English or continental and bears the
date 1650 on the interior.

*Delft 5 (D2); T7 11l 3=G26; Phase 4

The painting style of this piece is sufficiently
sophisticated to suggest that it could be con-
tinental rather than English, but the evidence is
not conclusive. English vessels decorated with
the “Chinaman-in-grasses” type of design were
normally painted in a more schematic and less
precise manner. Dated examples range from
1669-1699. The much earlier date on this lid
reinforces its unusual nature. As the lid has no
flange it was clearly intended for a container
with a flat shoulder and vertical flange thus
excluding posset pots. The most likely
candidates are the flattened globular jars with
short twisted handles, low stems and spreading
domed feet or perhaps urns such as one in the
Morgan collection.!

A number of joined sherds of a small bowl with
a ring base. Buff clay with a cream glaze on the

1. Archer and Morgan 1979, 42
2. Lipski and Archer 1984, 138, 143, 144, 164 and 165
3. Victoria and Albert Museum Collection; ¢. 12-1963

exterior and interior surfaces. The exterior
surface is decorated with Chinese figures seated
in landscapes (“Chinaman-in-grasses”). The
piece is English (probably from London) and
dates to ¢ 1675-1690.

*Delft 4 (D7); W2 5a; Phase 5

This bowl is larger than those normally
associated with tea drinking and so is more
likely to have been intended for use on the table,
perhaps for condiments, pickles or some such
use. The decoration points to a date in the late
seventeenth century.? A slightly different variant
of the shape but of the same size is known in the
early eighteenth century.?

A number of joined sherds of a miniature vase.
Buff clay with buff gaze on the exterior and
interior surfaces. Decorated with blue and
manganese purple strokes and dots on the ex-
terior surface. The piece is English (possibly from
Lambeth) and dates to ¢ 1685-1695.

*Delft 27 (D25); S1 14=G31; Phase 4. X7 6; Phase 5

This tiny hollow vessel seems too small to have
had any useful purpose and is most likely to
have been a decorative miniature vase or pot.
The closest parallels are supplied by two small
wide mouthed jars in the London Museum * and
two others in the Wellcome Collection.> The
decoration of blue and manganese strokes is

4. A.4368 and A.23679. Britton 1987, 137
5. Crellin 1969, P1 192
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found on a dish,® at least seven porringers,” a
straight sided mug® and a globular mug.® The
last is of a shape that can be dated to ¢ 1685-95,"
the likely period for this type of decoration.
Fragments of porringers with similar blue and
manganese splashes have been found on a site
in Lambeth."

A number of joined fragments of a candlestick.
Buff clay with greyish-white glaze on the exterior
and interior surfaces. This piece is English (prob-
ably from London) and dates to ¢ 1650-70.
*Delft 214 (D74); Q8 6; Phase 5; P/Q 15/16 12; Phase
6

This is the upper part of a candlestick between
the drip-pan and the mouth or a ring just below
the mouth. Two examples with a similar shape
dated 1648 and 1653 respectively are known."
The same form but without the horizontal ring
below the mouth is found in a candlestick in the
Manchester Museum and Art Gallery.”® This is
decorated with the “Chinamen-in-grasses” motif
(see the discussion of this motif on 1 above) and
so is likely to date to c 1670-90. The form clearly
derives from contemporary metalwork.

Handle painted in blue, yellow and green. Pink
clay with greyish glaze on exterior. The interior
seems to have been glazed with a now much
degraded lead, or possibly tin, glaze. The piece
is continental, perhaps Italian, and dateable to
the second quarter of the sixteenth century.
*Delft 18a (D12); X15 10=D2; Phase 5

This seems to be a wide strap handle with three
deep grooves along its length. A hole is pierced
through, possibly for the attachment of a metal
mount perhaps supporting a hinged lid. The
reddish clay points to a continental origin. The
glaze and pigments are identical to those on an
Italian jug with a metal lid in the Victoria and
Albert Museum (12-1867), attributable to the
Marches and dateable to ¢ 1535-40.

Group II: Plain white plates

6

Two joined fragments giving the complete profile
of a plate. Buff clay with white glaze on the
exterior and interior surfaces. The piece is prob-
ably English and cannot be dated closer than to
the seventeenth century.

*Delft 22 (D23); W2 5¢=G3; Phase 4

Plain white plates were evidently made in large
numbers throughout the seventeenth century

Lipski collection, Sotheby 10:03:1981, lot 20

A representative example may be seen in the Hall Warren
collection: Ray 1968, No 186

Lipski collection, Sotheby 10:03:1981, lot 15
Marsden-Smedley collection, Sotheby 18:06:1943, lot 74
Lipski and Archer 1984, 793 and 797

. Garner 1937, 56

8

9

10

73

both in England and the Netherlands. They vary
in shape and many types were concurrent and
continued to be made throughout the century. It
is unlikely that once the Delft-ware industry was
well established in England it would have been
profitable to import undecorated utilitarian
objects such as plates.

Fragment of a plate sufficient to give a complete
profile. Buff clay with white glaze on the exterior
and interior surfaces. For discussion of this
vessel type see 6, above.

*Delft 206 (D169); Q13 (?for 14) III 5=SA G; Phase
5

Fragment of a plate sufficient to give a complete
profile. Buff clay with white glaze on the exterior
and interior surfaces. For discussion of this
vessel type see 6, above.

*Delft 126 (D73); W5 4=D1, W5 4c=D1, Wbext 2,
Whext 2a, Whext 2b; Phase 5

Rim fragment of a plate. Buff clay with white
glaze on the exterior and interior surfaces. For
discussion of this vessel type see 6, above.

Delft 157 (D113); X7 5; Phase 5

Rim fragment of a plate. Buff clay with white
glaze on the exterior and interior surfaces. For
discussion of this vessel type see 6, above.

Delft 158 (D113, D152); X7 5; Phase 5

Group II: Plates with floral decoration

11

A number of joined fragments of a plate. Buff
clay with a strong duck-egg blue glaze on the
exterior and interior surfaces. The interior
surface is decorated with flowers and leaves in
blue. The piece is Dutch (probably from Delft or
Haarlem) and dates to the third quarter of the
seventeenth century.

*Delft 21 (D17); W2 5a; Phase 5

Painted decoration of this distinctive type was
practised both in the Netherlands and, in a
slightly different form, in England. Dishes of this
sort have been found in Norwich® and in
Haarlem' where one carried the date 1660. Van
Dam illustrates the type!” and states that dishes
decorated in this way were produced at Delft as
well as Haarlem, suggesting a date of 1640-60.
The distinctive greenish duck-egg blue is a
colour used in France and England in the period
c 1670-80.

Lipski and Archer 1984, 1559 and 1560

. Greg collection: 269

Rackham 1940, No 214

Jennings 1981, 190-191, 193, Figs 82, 83 and 84
Korf 1968, Figs 154-159

van Dam 19824, 139
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Fig. 40 Tin-glazed ware: Group I, 1-5; Group 11, 6-8 (1:4).

A ring base fragment of a plate\dish\small
bowl. Buff clay with duck-egg blue glaze on the
exterior and interior surfaces. The interior
surface is decorated with leaves in blue. The
piece is Dutch (probably from Delft or Haarlem)
and dates to the third quarter of the seventeenth
century. For discussion of this vessel type see 11,
above.

Delft 141 (D113); X7 5; Phase 5

A body sherd of a plate\dish\small bowl. Buff
clay with duck-egg blue glaze on the exterior
and interior surfaces. The interior surface is
decorated with flowers and leaves in blue. The
piece is Dutch (probably from Delft or Haarlem)
and dates to the third quarter of the seventeenth
century. For discussion of this vessel type see 11,
above.

Delft 142 (D113); X7 5; Phase 5

Fig. 41 Tin-glazed ware: plate 11, decorated with flowers
and leaves, Dutch, third quarter 17th century (cf Fig
42).
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A body sherd of a plate. Buff clay with white
glaze on the exterior and interior surfaces. The
interior surface is decorated with leaves in blue.
The piece is Dutch (probably from Delft or
Haarlem) and dates to the third quarter of the
seventeenth century. For the discussion of this
vessel type see 11, above.

Delft 143 (D113); X7 5; Phase 5

A rim sherd of plate. Buff clay with white glaze
on the exterior and interior surfaces. The interior
surface is decorated with foliage in blue. The
piece is Dutch (probably from Delft or Haarlem)
and dates to the third quarter of the seventeenth
century. For discussion of this vessel type, see
11, above.

Delft 165 (D113); X7 6; Phase 5

A rim sherd of a plate ¢ 280mm in diameter. Buff
clay with white glaze on the exterior and interior
surfaces. The interior surface is decorated with
foliage in blue. The piece is Dutch (probably
from Delft or Haarlem) and dates to the third
quarter of the seventeenth century. For dis-
cussion of this vessel type see 11, above.

Delft 240; X8 3; Phase 5

Group 1V: Dish with relief and painted
decoration

17

18.

20.
21.
22.
23.

A number of joined fragments of a large dish.
Buff clay with white glaze on the face and lead
glaze on the back. The dish is decorated with a
serrated rim and a series of raised prunts around
the flange and painted decoration of fruits,
leaves and geometric patterns in yellow, blue,
green and yellow ochre. The piece is Dutch or
English and dates to the second quarter of the
seventeenth century.

*Delft 25 (D22); X7 6; Phase 5 (Plate 1)

Dishes painted with fruit and leaves either on
their own or in combination with other types of
decoration®® first appear in the Netherlands in
the early part of the seventeenth century. How-
ever the Nonsuch dish is closest in style to two
dishes dated 1634 and 1639 in the Fitzwilliam
Museum, Cambridge.” A date in the 1630s for
this piece is supported by three dishes with
serrated edges and bosses in relief around the
flange which are dated 1635,1636 and 1637.%° For
a discussion of this group see Archer and

van Dam 1984, Pls 22 and 23

Lipski and Archer 1984, Nos 5 and 12
Lipski and Archer 1984, Nos 6, 7 and 9
Archer and Morgan 1977-79, 22
Hume 1977, 47

De Jonge 1947, P131
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Morgan?' and Hume.?? Although bosses in relief
are found on dishes made in England they are
also common in the Netherlands and can be seen
on dishes excavated in Amsterdam (now in the
Gemeente Museum, the Hague), Rotterdam?®
and Haarlem.** It is almost impossible to make
positive attributions as between England and the
Netherlands of much tin-glazed earthenware at
this time, but the brilliant colouring and shiny
glaze of the Nonsuch dish may make a Dutch
origin slightly more likely.

Group V: Dishes with Chinese derived
geometric decoration

18

19

20

24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

A number of fragments which appear to be part
of the same dish and which give a complete
profile. Buff clay with white glaze on the face
and lead glaze on the back. The interior surface
is decorated with floral, geometric and Chinese
(Wan Li) derived ornament in blue. The piece is
probably from London and dates to the mid
seventeenth century.

*Delft 35 (D31); U8 4; Phase 3 (Contamination). U7
8=GY9; Phase 4. U7 2, W8 3, X7 6; Phase 5. T8 2, X5
II\IV 2; Phase 6. X7 1, U7 1; Phase 8

A close parallel to this dish is provided by one
in the Victoria and Albert Museum.” Large
numbers of fragments have also been found in
Southwark and the category is fully discussed
by Hume.” The type is also known from Dover
Castle” and Norwich.?® However, fragments of
similar dishes have been found in Haarlem.”

A number of sherds which appear to be of the
same vessel and which give a complete profile
of a deep dish. Buff clay with white glaze on the
face and lead glaze on the back. The interior
surface is decorated with floral, geometric and
Chinese (Wan Li) derived ornament in blue. The
piece is probably from London and dates to the
mid seventeenth century. For discussion of this
vessel type see 18, above.

*Delft 79 (D46); Q8 3; Phase 5. Q8 2; Phase 6. Q8 1;
Phase 8

A small body sherd of a dish. Buff clay with a
white glaze on the exterior and interior surfaces.
The interior surface has decoration in blue. For

discussion of this vessel type see 18, above.
D109 (D114); X8; unstratified.

Korf 1968, P1 8
Catalogue No.3859-1901
Hume 1977 4546, 77-78
Mynard 1969, 35, Fig 10
Jennings 1981, 196, Fig 86
Korf 1968, 148 and 149
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Fig. 42 Tin-glazed ware: Group 111, 11; Group 1V, 17; Group V, 18-19; Group VI, 21, 23 (1:4).
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Group VI: Dishes with “Chinaman-in-
grasses” decoration

21

22

23

Four rim sherds of which three fit together of a
shallow dish. Pale reddish clay with white glaze
on the exterior and interior surfaces. The interior
has “Chinaman-in-grasses” type decoration in
blue. The piece is English (London or
Brislington) and dates to ¢ 1675-90.

*Delft 462 (D49); S1 14=G31; Phase 4

A dish of comparable shape and decoration was
found in Southwark.*® For a discussion of the
decoration see 1, above. The primitive nature of
the painting points to an English rather than a
continental origin for the vessel.

A rim sherd of a dish\plate. Buff clay with white
glaze on the exterior and interior surfaces. The
interior surface is decorated with the head of a
figure in a “Chinaman-in-grasses” pattern. The
piece is English (London or Brislington) and
dates to ¢ 1675-90. For a discussion of this
decoration and vessel type see 1 and 21, above.
D144 (D113); X7 5; Phase 5

Two body sherds and a rim sherd which appear
to be from the same plate. Buff clay with blueish
white glaze on the exterior and interior surfaces.
The interior is decorated with a “Chinaman-in-
grasses” type motif in blue and manganese
purple. The piece is English (probably from
London) and dates to ¢ 1675-90.

*Delft 486, 487, 488 (D103); W5 6, Whext 2a, X7 6;
Phase 5.

For a discussion of this form of decoration and
vessel type see 1 and 21, above. Purple in con-
junction with blue is frequently found in this
class of ware. As with 21, the painting looks
English and the sgraffito decoration through the
blue band on the flange suggests a London origin
for the piece.

Group VII: Dishes with floral decoration

24

A number of joined sherds giving the complete
profile of a dish. Buff clay with greyish-white
glaze on the exterior and interior surfaces. The
interior is decorated with a flower spray in the
centre with a border in blue and yellow ochre in
a geometric pattern. The piece is Dutch (possibly
from Haarlem) and dates to the second quarter
of the seventeenth century.

*Delft 24 (D24); U1 6; Phase 5. T1 1; Phase 8 (Plate
2)

30. Hume 1977, Fig XIII
31. Korf 1968, Fig 134
32. Sotheby, 17:11:1981, lot 249

25

26

27

28

The border on this dish can be seen on a dish
excavated in Haarlem,* but with a spiral rosette
in the centre. The flower spray on the Nonsuch
dish has no English parallel and it therefore
seems probable that it was made in the
Netherlands, perhaps in Haarlem, in the second
quarter of the seventeenth century as suggested
by Korf (1968).

A base sherd of a dish(?). Pinkish buff clay with
white glaze on the face and decayed lead glaze
on the back. The interior is decorated with
foliage(?) in blue, green and manganese purple.
The piece is English (from London) and dates to
c 1680.

Delft 488 (D113); X7 6; Phase 5

A number of joined sherds giving the full profile
of a dish. Pinkish buff clay with blueish-white
glaze on the face and lead glaze on the back. The
interior is decorated with a flower spray in the
centre with a geometric border in green, blue
and manganese purple. The piece is English
(probably from London) and dates to ¢ 1680.
*Delft 26 (D45); X8 2; Phase 5

An exact parallel to this dish was once in the
Lipski collection.® It was painted in blue, green
and ochre and had dashes on the rim rather than
concentric bands. Fragments of the schematic
leaves and the same geometric border were
found in Lambeth.?® The type is discussed by
Morgan.*

Sherds of the ring base and rim of a dish. Buff
clay with white glaze on the interior surface. The
white tin-glaze on the exterior surface has largely
disappeared. The interior is decorated with a
flower spray in the centre with a geometric
border in blue, yellow, orange and red. The dish
is English (from London) and dates to ¢ 1680-
¢ 1710.

*Delft 23 (D21); S15 5; Phase 5 (Plate 2)

This dish is much smaller than 26 and has closely
similar decoration but in different colours. This
dish has a red pigment which is rare in the
seventeenth century as is white tin-glaze on the
back of dishes of this shape. A London attri-
bution seems likely.

A number of joined sherds of a dish. Buff clay
with white tin-glaze on the face and lead glaze
on the back. The interior is decorated with
foliage and geometric decoration in blue, green,
yellow, orange and red. The piece is English
(probably from London) and dates to ¢ 1675-85.
*Delft 90 (D57); Q14 Il 5=SA G; Phase 5 (Plate 2)

33. Bloice 1971, Fig 56
34. Archer and Morgan 1977-79, 51
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Fig. 43 Tin-glazed ware: Group VII, 24, 26-30 (1:4).

These fragments evidently form part of an un-
usually small dish of the type known as “blue-
dash chargers”. Like many of the type® it is
painted with a flowering plant growing from a
small mound with a schematic blue fence-like
motif on either side. There is a small trace of
blue near the rim suggesting a border of dashes
outside compartments divided by pairs of blue
lines. A comparable border appears on a deep
bowl with a similar flower growing from a
mound in the Saffron Walden Museum.*

35. Archer 1982, P155 f

29

30

A body sherd of a dish. Pinkish buff with white
glaze on the face and decayed lead (?) glaze on
the back. The interior surface is decorated with
foliage in blue, green and manganese purple. The
piece is English (from London) and dates to c
1680.

*Delft 494 (D117); Y5 6; Phase 5

The base sherd of a dish. Buff clay with red
inclusions.Greyish white glaze on the interior,
and lead glaze on the exterior surfaces. The

36. WM.T. 58
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interior is decorated with a floral element in
blue. The piece is probably English and dates to
the second quarter of the seventeenth century.
*Delft 491 (D43); BH G3 2; BH Phase 5

The painting on this fragment appears to be part
of a bud on a flowering plant. It is similar in
certain details to two buds supported in a vase
on the back of an elaborate cistern in the Hanley
Museum® dated to 1638 for which a tentative
English attribution can be made.

Group VIII: Dishes with geometric decoration

31

32

33

A number of joined sherds giving the complete
profile of a dish. Buff clay with greyish white
glaze. The interior surface has geometric decor-
ation in blue, green and yellow ochre. The piece
is Dutch and dates to ¢ 1635-75.

*Delft 7 (D4); W2 5b=G3; Phase 4 (Plate 3)

A dish of almost identical pattern is illustrated
by van Dam.® He suggests a date from about
1635 onwards for dishes of this type which often
have a central decoration of a rosette in
numerous variations within a variety of borders.
He states that in general terms the bulk of the
ware produced between 1625 and 1650 came
from Rotterdam and Delft while Friesland
became the major producer after the middle of
the century.

Numerous related fragments, not all of which
join. Almost the complete profile was obtained,
however. Buff clay with greyish white glaze. The
interior has geometric decoration in blue and
what was probably a dark yellow ochre. The
piece is Dutch and dates to the second half of the
seventeenth century.

*Delft 14 (D20); U7 8=G9; Phase 4. U7 2, W8 1a,
X7 7; Phase 5; T8 2; Phase 6. U12 1, X7 6; Phase 8

This dish has a similar central motif to 31, but a
quite different border of triangular panels con-
taining pyramids made up of curved strokes,
diminishing in length towards the point of the
pyramid.

A number of associated rim and body sherds of
a dish, some of which are joined to one another.
Buff clay with greyish white glaze on the face,
brownish lead glaze mixed with some tin-glaze
on the back. The piece is Dutch and dates to the
second half of the seventeenth century.

*Delft 39 (D50); U8 3=Great cellar Phase 4; U8 2a,
X72,X74,X75,X76, X7 7; Phase 5; X7 1; Phase
8

The colours used in this dish have darkened

37. Museum No.661
38. van Dam 1982-84, PI 48

34

35

either through over-firing or through burial. The
design seems likely to be a finer version of 31,
and this, taken with the whiter glaze, suggests a
date a little later.

Two body sherds of a dish. Buff clay with white
glaze on the face and greenish lead glaze on the
back. The interior surface is decorated with a
geometric pattern in blue, green and yellow
ochre. The piece is Dutch and dates to the second
or third quarter of the seventeenth century.
*Delft 489 (D43); W15 5=SA C; Phase 5, W15 §;
?natural

This dish has geometric decoration of a generally
similar type to that found on 31-33, above, in-
cluding the motif of a pyramid made up of
strokes diminishing in length. The shiny lead
back and the good quality white glaze suggest a
date slightly later in the seventeenth century.

A base sherd of a dish. Buff clay with buff glaze.
Geometric decoration on the interior in yellow
and blue. The piece is Dutch and dates to ¢ 1625
75. For a discussion of the decoration and vessel
type of this piece, see 31, above.

*Delft 97 (D151); X14 5; Phase 5

Group IX: Ligurian dishes

36

37

A number of joined sherds forming a virtually
complete shallow bowl. Buff clay with pale blue
glaze. The decoration on the interior consists of
false gadrooning surrounding a central rosette.
Painted in white and shades of blue on a pale
blue glaze. The exterior of the bowl is decorated
with intersecting blue lines in a spiral pattern.
The piece is Italian (probably Ligurian) and dates
to the mid seventeenth century.

*Delft 42 (D47); T7 III 3=G26; Phase 4

Blue glazed (berettino) Ligurian wares were im-
ported into the Netherlands and to a lesser extent
into England in the late sixteenth and
seventeenth century. See Hurst* for a discussion
of such berettino wares and for further references.
A number of typical fragments including an
example with a comparable centre motif are
illustrated by Barile.®

Four associated sherds, of which three join one
another, of a dish or bowl. Buff clay and pale
blue glaze. Floral decoration in blue on the
interior surface. The piece is probably Italian
(Ligurian) and dates to the mid seventeenth
century.

*Delft 29 (D37); X6 4; Phase 3 (contamination); X8
8 (?for 2 or 2a); Phase 5

39. Hurst et al 1986, 26-30
40. Barile 1965, P1 111
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Fig. 44 Tin-glazed ware: dish 36, decorated with false
gadroons surrounding a central rosette, Italian (probably
Ligurian), mid 17th century (cf Fig 46).

The colour of the glaze and the painting suggest
an attribution to a Ligurian factory. For a dis-
cussion of the decoration and vessel type of this
piece, see 36, above.

Group X: moulded dishes

38

41.

43.

A number of joined sherds of a shallow moulded
dish giving the complete profile. Pale reddish
brown clay with white glaze on the exterior and
interior surfaces. The piece is probably from the
Netherlands and dates to ¢ 1630-60.
*Delft 8 (D14); T7 III 3=G26; Phase 4

This dish has moulded decoration of shallow
gadroons and an outer edge which is vertically
scalloped. The body is noticeably darker and
redder than that normally found in English
pieces suggesting that it is continental. The glaze
is not of a high enough quality to be character-
istic of bianco di Faenza and so a Netherlandish
origin seems the most likely. Moulded dishes of
a similar type have been found in excavations in
England** but most have a pronounced foot. A
close parallel is supplied by a footed dish of
almost identical moulded shape in the British
Museum® dated 1629 which is painted in an
apparently Netherlandish manner. A rather
different but undoubtedly English moulded deep
dish, also in the British Museum* dated 1653,

Barile 1965, 1975

. Jennings (1981); 202, Fig 90: Nos. 1434, 1436 and 1437.

Moorhouse 1970, Fig 18
B.M. 87,2-10, 146. Lipski and Archer 1984, 89

Fig. 45 Tin-glazed ware: dish 37, floral decoration,
probably Italian (Ligurian), mid 17th century (cf Fig
46).

shows that comparable pieces were made in
England.

39 A number of rim sherds of a shallow moulded
lobed dish. Pale pink clay with white glaze on
the exterior and interior surfaces. The piece is
from the Netherlands (perhaps from Delft or
Haarlem) and dates to ¢ 1640-70.

*Delft 298 (D505); BH D5 1V 3; BH Phase 5

A prominent scar shows that this dish was fired
in a sagger supported on pegs. The pink body
and the moulded form suggest a Netherlandish
origin. The shape is clearly based on a
metalwork original and van Dam states that the
type first appears in Delft and perhaps Haarlem
in about 1640. He illustrates a typical undated
example.®® There is a similar decorated dish
dated 1667 in the Burnap collection, Kansas.*
White dishes of this particular shape have been
excavated in Amsterdam?* and since all dated
examples can be attributed to the Netherlands it
seems likely that the whole category was made
there. However, there is a small group of these
dishes decorated with the arms of City
Companies which have been thought to have
been made in England. There is evidence to
suggest that these were painted in the late
nineteenth century or early twentieth century on
genuine seventeenth century Dutch dishes, copy-
ing the arms on genuine English dishes of
different shape.

44. E.44. Lipski and Archer 1984, 101
45. van Dam 1982-84, Plate 136

46. 55-12. Lipski and Archer 1984, 115
47. Baart et al 1968, P1 12



Fig. 46 Tin-glazed ware: Group VIII, 31-5; Group IX, 36-7 (1:4).
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A body sherd of a moulded dish. Pink clay with
white glaze on the exterior and interior surfaces.
The piece is probably from the Netherlands and
dates to the mid seventeenth century.

Delft 316 (D507); BH D5 1V 5; BH Phase 4

This fragment is probably part of a dish similar
to 38-39, above. See the entries for those two
examples for a discussion of this vessel type and
decoration.

A body sherd of a moulded dish. Pink clay with
white glaze on the exterior and interior surfaces.
The piece is probably from the Netherlands and
dates to the mid seventeenth century. This frag-
ment is probably part of a dish similar to 38-9,
above.

*Delft 123 (D83); Q8 6, Q8 11; Phase 5

Rim sherd of a moulded lobed dish. Buff clay
with white glaze on the exterior and interior
surfaces. The piece is probably Italian (possibly
Ligurian) and dates to the mid seventeenth

century.
*Delft 212 (D72); S1 14=G31; Phase 4

Moulded dishes in white or with limited decor-
ation in blue were made in the Netherlands and
England in the seventeenth century. Most of
these are of convex lobed or gadrooned shapes.
This fragment may belong to one such, but if so
the protruberences at one end of the rim would
have to be explained as a glaze drip and the scar
as a kiln accident. But if the fragment is actually
from a dish with a concave lobe then both these
features could be intentional parts of the decor-
ation. Italian dishes and other shapes with com-
parable elaborate moulded forms and decoration
are known and this fragment may well be an
import of this type.*®

Group XI: bowlI\dish

43

48.
49.

50.
51.

Body sherd of a bowl or dish. Buff clay with
blueish glaze on the exterior and interior sur-
faces. The interior is decorated with lines and a
landscape(?) in blue. The piece is English or con-
tinental and dates to the eighteenth century.
Delft 299 (D507); R15 4; Phase 5

Although the fabric, glaze, colour and painting
style of this piece could easily be English, the
hole through the possibly related foot rim of 45
is most unusual. The colour and nature of the

Morrazoni n.d. Pls 35, 36 and 45—-48. Barile 1965, P1 84, 1975,
Pl 116

For a discussion of the use of these vessels see Archer and
Morgan 1977-79, 45, Spiers 1962, 716-717

Garner 1937, 56

Bloice 1971, Fig 54

44

45

glaze as well as the painting all suggest an
eighteenth century date.

Ring base sherd of a bowl or dish. Buff clay with
bluish glaze on the exterior and interior surfaces.
Blue line decoration on the interior surface. The
piece is English or continental and dates to the
eighteenth century. For a discussion of this vessel
type see 43, above.

Delft 308 (D508); R14 1; Phase 8

Ring base sherd of a bowl] or dish, through which
a hole runs. Buff clay with blueish glaze on the
exterior and interior surfaces. Blue line
decoration on the interior surface. The piece is
English or continental and dates to the
eighteenth century. For a discussion of this vessel
type see 43, above.

Delft 509 (D112); X6 2; Phase 6

Group XII: Porringer

46

47

48

52.
. Christies:12\07\82
54.

55.

An almost complete porringer with a handle
with indented outline and pierced. Buff clay with
white glaze on the exterior and interior surfaces.
The piece is English (from Lambeth) and dates
to ¢ 1660-1700.

*Delft 514 (D34); T7 III 3=G26; Phase 4

Small bowls with one or two handles like this
example are known as porringers, although
some might also have been used as bleeding
bowls.* Handles of indented outline pierced
with holes, as on this bowl, have been found at
Lambeth® and at the Norfolk House pottery site,
also in Lambeth.”® The almost straight sided
shape was also found at the Norfolk House site
and is known from pieces dated 1673% and
1696.% The handle shape is dateable to between
c 1660>* and 1730.

A number of joined fragments of a porringer
giving the complete profile with an indented
handle with pierced decoration. Buff clay with
white glaze on the exterior and interior surfaces.
The piece is English (from Lambeth) and dates
to ¢ 1660-1730. For a discussion of this vessel
type see 46, above.

*Delft 15 (D19); T7 Il 3=G26 Phase 4

A rim fragment of a porringer with a diameter
of 120mm (the same as that of 47). Buff clay with
white glaze on the exterior and interior surfaces.
The piece is English (from Lambeth) and dates

Lipski and Archer 1984, 1234, 1235 and A

A porringer in the collection of the Detroit Institute of Arts
(54.38) with the same body shape as an example in Colonial
Williamsburg (1959-51) dated to 1660

Lipski and Archer 1984, 1241
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Fig. 47 Tin-glazed ware: Group X, 38-9, 41-2; Group XII, 46-7, 49, 50, 55-7 (1:4).

to ¢ 1660-1730. For a discussion of this vessel
type see 46, above.
Delft 17 (D84); Wbext 2; Phase 5

A base fragment of a porringer. Buff clay with
white glaze on the exterior and interior surfaces.
The piece is English (from Lambeth) and dates
to ¢ 1660-1730. For a discussion of this vessel
type see 46, above.

*Delft 64