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Elementa

Archaeologists are magicians of sorts, who
transform varied architectural elements,  eco-
and artefacts, mostly collected in fairly dusty
(or muddy) conditions, into deceptive im-
ages of how ancient people lived, what they
ate and how they died. A particular tribe of
such wizards even claims to be able to per-
form the trick of breathing life into the bro-
ken and discarded pottery of the past. At the
dawn of the third millennium AD, these wiz-
ards convened in Catania to ponder whether
their traditional approach to interpreting ce-
ramic assemblages is necessarily the best way
of gaining insight into ancient patterns of
daily life.

“Old Pottery in a New Century” is, of
course, an artificial concept. Once shattered,
Roman pottery ceased to serve a meaning-
ful, functional purpose for a particular indi-
vidual, family or other group of people. Be-
ing of little use to the ancient household, bro-
ken pottery was discarded in a neglected
corner of the settlement or dumped with
other urban waste. Such unsightly masses of
sherds only obtain a second life in the con-
text of the scientific discipline called archae-
ology.

Indeed, the many meanings we read into
ancient pottery are nothing but artefacts cre-
ated through our attribution of importance
to minutiae such as the absence/presence of
this or that mineral in a particular clay, fluc-
tuations in the number of quantified frag-
ments of a certain fabric, the occurrence of
forms with this or that function in particular
types of contexts, etc. We trust that there is
nothing wrong with our basic data; that they
speak for themselves in direct and non-com-
plex ways. At the same time, however, we
will forever wonder whether there are alter-
native ways of coming to grips with the ma-

terial. It is what we make of the data that
counts.

One of our incentives when organizing the
workshop was the realisation that our field
of study finds itself at a juncture. On the one
hand, we can look forward to a host of new
and promising avenues of research, such as
residual1 or contextual2 analyses, which will
allow us to extract more information from
the finds. On the other hand, we also need
to look back at the great tradition of research
in our field. We certainly do not wish to lose
any of the fruits of this tradition, yet we are
convinced that a primarily typochronological
and catalogue-oriented approach can no
longer provide sufficient answers to ques-
tions now considered relevant.

Incidentally, one of the challenges facing
us is the need to make our fundamental
knowledge (typology, chronology, technol-
ogy) of a wide variety of pottery more avail-
able in uniform ways. The second edition of
the Corpus Vasorum Arretinorum: A catalogue
of the signatures, shapes and chronology of Ital-
ian Sigillata,3 the ICRATES-project,4 and the
digital database for Roman amphorae5 are
prime examples of such initiatives, which
help us incorporate the strong points of our
tradition into newly developing avenues of
research. The worldwide web is clearly an
essential tool in this respect, but there is an
urgent need for standards to be set by a rec-

1 REGERT et al. 2003, 1620-1630; EVERSHED  1993, 74-93.
2 ALLISON  2004; NEVETT  1999, 21-52.
3 OXÈ – COMFORT – KENRICK  2000.
4 http://millennium.arts.kuleuven.ac.be/icrates/
5 The Southampton University project “Roman amphorae: a

digital resource” to http://ads.ahds.ac.uk/catalogue/
resources.html?amphora2005.
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ognised international body, and a negotiated
and approved framework devised to com-
plete the task, in close collaboration with its
members, of providing more uniform solu-
tions to documenting the ABC-knowledge of
the versatile medium of Roman pottery.6

Only one scholarly body is available that can
meet this challenge: the Rei Cretariae Romanae
Fautores.7 Dare we place this issue on its
agenda for an upcoming meeting?

Uniting the great tradition with new lines
of investigation is not something that can
be achieved solely by providing better web-
based applications and databases. In gen-
eral, there is an urgent need for us to be/
become more conscious about the theoreti-
cal frameworks we adopt for the interpre-
tation of our data. This is not something
Roman pottery specialists are wont to do,
perhaps because we are rarely engaged in
defining the more general research agendas
of excavation or survey projects. The field
archaeologists and project directors expect
us to feed them expert information, prima-
rily concerning the date of the objects they
spend so much time, effort and money to
retrieve. Should additional information be
required, this mostly concerns a distinction
between local/regional products and those
from other areas, and (occasionally) ques-
tions as to the function of the pottery. For
the rest, the pottery specialist is relatively
free to follow her or his own scientific logic,
but what good is this, if we are obliged to
spend most of our time generating “facts”
in order to answer the questions of others?
In consideration of this, the internal logic
of Roman pottery specialists may be suc-
cinctly described as follows:

QUESTIONS

+

DATA

+

METHODOLOGIES

=

INTERPRETATION

Let us proceed by describing an all too
familiar scenario. While excavating or sur-
veying, one will find objects, mostly pottery.
This is a simple fact of life. The finds may be
neutral, but they do not talk to us, and meth-
odologies are required in order to reveal their
inherent messages. The field of pottery stud-
ies has now developed to a state in which it
offers a range of standard methodologies
which enable us (in most cases) to identify
fabrics, forms and variants and quantities.
Once these elements are known, we are in a
position to answer most of the basic ques-
tions relevant to the material. Sufficient de-
scriptive methodologies are available to do
this job; we may bicker over the details, but
there is a general consensus about what we
should do in the field. At this point in the
process, the methodologies build on the na-
ture of the data. Hence their application may
largely be considered accepted, non-idiosyn-
cratic ways of making an innocent body of
data speak in the most neutral and scientifi-
cally objective ways possible. As previously
set out, the focus of research has for the most
part traditionally been determined by project
directors and other colleagues, whose legiti-
mate questions form part of the larger aims
of the investigation, as do survey and/or
excavation methodologies. The interpre-
tation of the material is the logical outcome
of this process of combining the standard
methodologies, and considering that our
data and methodologies are neutral, our in-
terpretation can only be the next best thing
to what actually happened in the past. The
pottery specialists perform well-defined
tasks and their answers are put to good use
in more general reconstructions of sites,
while retaining sufficient scope to be ceramo-
centric when appropriate. The field archae-
ologists can move on with the interpretation
and publication of their sites, and the direc-

6 ETTLINGER  et al. 1990 is a prime example of such an initiative.
7 http://www.rgzm.de/anadecom/fautores.htm.
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tors are in the position to measure the
progress of their projects in simple ways.
When the interpretation of the bulk of their
finds – the pottery – is available, they can
demonstrate to their funding bodies that this
and that is the answer to this and that ques-
tion, published here and preferably also there
and everywhere, and that their project as a
result develops in satisfactory ways.

If only life were that simple! But it is not.
One – admittedly self-serving – reason for
rejecting this scenario is that it condemns
most of us to performing the fairly boring
task of generating repetitive and fairly pre-
conceived answers. The scientific reason is,
of course, somewhat more complicated, and
revolves around the fact that following this
logic, Roman pottery studies would be terri-
bly out of touch with the conceptual basis of
human sciences in general. Few of us have
the time - or perhaps the inclination - to be-
come actively engaged in this discourse, but
some of our colleagues in archaeology and
ancient history do, and it is to their body of
work that we should sometimes turn to ask
ourselves whether we remain in touch with
the way our discipline is evolving.8 Admit-
tedly, an important part of the theoretical
archaeological debate is unattractive to third
parties, internalized as it is and defined by
opposing factions. On entering this discus-
sion, you are fairly automatically classified
as an adherent of traditionalism, processu-
alism, cognitivism, post-processualism, or
any other -ism. But there is no need for de-
spair, even if R. Chapman9 has recently dem-
onstrated that the adoption and impact of
this (mostly Anglo-American) debate on the-
oretical concepts of the discipline is uneven
and restricted by different regional traditions,
and that interaction and compatibility be-
tween trends and factions, as well as a better
balance between theory and practice, is more
important: “The history of archaeology can-
not be reduced to a simple, linear sequence
of grand theories or isms; competing theo-
ries are accepted and unavoidable, given the
complexity of human behaviour and the ar-
chaeological record”.10

The fact that Roman pottery specialists
have widely differing backgrounds may ac-
tually be considered an advantage to those
of us who want to engage in this type of re-
flection. We do not have to conform slavishly
to one or the other -ism, as long as we dare
go beyond the descriptive part of our jobs,
and become more clear, outspoken and re-
flexive about the concepts we stand for when
interpreting the material. This stress on di-
versity will, we trust, be an important step
towards finally seeing other archaeologists
and even ancient historians using our con-
clusions.

From theories to theories...

As W. D. Kingery put it, our mission starts
as follows: “In general, material culture stud-
ies require connecting a characterization of
inanimate artefacts – attributes, frequency,
associations, distribution – with the human
activities associated with materials selection,
processing, design, and realization on the one
hand and use, function, and performance
effectiveness on the other”. 11 The most inter-
esting aspect of this practical point of view
is represented by the ‘connection’ between
artefacts and human activities: making infer-
ences, in other words. There are various ways
of approaching this.

Middle-range theory,12 which seeks to cre-
ate a better understanding of the way the
archaeological record (considered to be an
indirect reflection of behaviour), can lead to
direct behavioural observations through
making our archaeological “observables”
more objective.13 Admittedly, the concept of
behaviour, the so-called scientific neutrality

8 E.g. HODDER  1999; WHITLEY  1998; THOMAS  2000; THOMAS  2004,
21-36; MORLEY  2004.

9 CHAPMAN  2003.
10 CHAPMAN  2003, 32.
11 W.D. KINGERY , Preface, in KINGERY  1996, ix.
12 BINFORD  1977.
13 WHITLEY  1998, 4-9.
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of archaeological observables and the im-
plied cross-cultural applicability are prob-
lematic issues,14 but when middle-range
theory is more loosely associated with its
processual background and considered to
provide a platform for relating the empirical
with the real (or using the interaction be-
tween data and theory to connect the past
dynamics to the static material record),15 it
may hold more potential. Middle-range
theory has thus played a constructive role in
mapping the transformation processes of the
genesis of the archaeological record, the ma-
trix of our – and any – broken pottery.16

Closer to home, middle-range theory has also
been applied to the issue of artefact design.17

Material culture studies, which see human
life in the past or present as framed by di-
verse and continuous interactions with an
enormous variety of artefacts, provide an-
other interesting platform; it is interdiscipli-
nary by nature, in so far as it considers arte-
facts not only as tools ‘pur sang’, but also as
signals, signs and symbols with multiple and
intertwined functions and partly uncon-
scious meanings. New-wave material culture
studies attempt to make the most of combin-
ing various theoretical archaeological schools
of thought. The simple fact that the ‘mate-
rial’ aspect is studied in combination with
the ‘cultural’ one results in an interesting in-
tellectual tension. This may indeed incorpo-
rate a wide variety of perspectives, finding
its meaning in the combination of the mate-
rial/scientific and culture/metaphorical ap-
proach.18 Material culture studies – or stud-
ies of materiality – have a complex back-
ground19 and are guided by new impulses,
for instance by those stressing the relation-
ship between material culture and exchange
theory. This warns us that our beloved dis-
tribution maps are nothing more than a point
of departure for approaching the interde-
pendent ways that made artefacts go round,
as well as the different meanings the arte-
facts may have accumulated or lost on the
way.20 The role of technology, and the way in
which its development, use and very being
was socially embedded, is another interest-

ing avenue. The choices made by a given
pottery workshop when organizing its pro-
duction by choosing tools, raw materials,
infrastructure, personnel and products are
not only dependent on technology but also
on the way that technology originates and
evolves along with its society and culture.21

Since society is in a constant flux, the associ-
ated technology – including ancient pottery-
making technology – moves along on its
waves.22 In the words of M.-A. Dobres, ‘Tech-
nologies are about transformations: the be-
coming of artefacts, the engendering of
meaning, the creating of personal and group
awareness and knowledge, the development
of competence, skill and identity ... It is clear
that epiphenomenal aspects of culture, such
as beliefs, social relations, value systems,
knowledge, rules of comportment, and poli-
tics combine with the physical aspects of ar-
tefact production and use’.23 The implications
of her recent book perhaps go beyond mate-
rial culture studies, but they are actually the
best answers to the critique of such studies
by M.B. Schiffer.24 Linking cognition and
materiality is another rewarding avenue,25 as
suggested by the importance of (relief) deco-
rated pottery in typical Roman assemblages.
Such wares materialize ideas, values, stories
and myths, which should focus our attention
on the pervasive importance of memory,
knowledge, ceremonies and rituals in ancient
daily life, and on how such processes devel-
oped and were shaped by material culture.26

14 BARRETT  2006, 196-197.
15 KOSSO 1991.
16 DAVID – KRAMER  2001, 91-115.
17 CARR 1995, 171-258.
18 PROWN  1996, 19-27.
19 HODDER  2005, 9.
20 MYERS  2001.
21 MAHIAS  1993, 157-180.
22 GREENE  2004, 155-173.
23 DOBRES  2000, 125-126.
24 SCHIFFER  1999, 5-6.
25 DEMARRAIS  – GOSDEN  – RENFREW  2004.
26 MALFITANA  2005.
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It should, for instance, prove highly interest-
ing to rethink the materiality of our pottery
assemblages within the general context of the
construction and development of the notion
of Empire.

We need to return to our initial building
blocks – questions, data, methodologies and
interpretation – and state the obvious: that
they are all vital elements in our work and
that they are all equally dependent on one
another. Each of the steps we undertake with
these, along with the data themselves, should
be seen as a conceptual platform, with the
interpretation of the data the most important
part of our endeavour. This approach pro-
motes reflection and (de)construction at
every stage of our exercise, while removing
the so-called legitimacy of the research ques-
tions, the neutrality of data and methodolo-
gies and the logical outcome of interpreta-
tions. It is the balance and interrelationship
of the conceptual elements which determine
the outcome, and each of these levels should
be open for reconsideration that may in turn
affect the rest of the exercise. The eventual

outcome represents a model of patterns in
the past, and not the actual past patterns; the
past we will never be able to recreate (fig. 1).

In the case of Roman pottery studies, the
nature of our subject forces us to combine
theoretical frameworks with our own prac-
tice. We must always be on the lookout for
measurable data in order to evaluate the
importance of our observations, to build
meaningful chronological sequences, to com-
pare distribution patterns, and to reconstruct
functional assemblages; in sum, to construct
valuable archaeological concepts and infer-
ences, considering their particular contexts.
Context is a concept rooted in time, space,
depositional unit and typology.27 Also, the
archaeological context of an object is not nec-
essarily the same as its cultural or social con-
text. Studying an item in context allows one
to consider “the totality of the relevant di-

27 HODDER  1986, 131.

Fig. 1 - Model of patterns.
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mensions of variation around any one ob-
ject”.28 Only by taking such factors into ac-
count can material culture be meaningfully
and historically constituted.

Now, how can this general conceptual
approach further the debate within Roman
pottery studies?

Forms and functions

Typology is an obvious starting point. In
the field, we begin by determining the at-
tested range of fabrics29 and associating di-
agnostic fragments with each of these in or-
der to determine the line and variety of prod-
ucts. Traditionally, this results in the publi-
cation of catalogues of a selection of relevant
material, illustrating the variety of fabrics
and forms. However, typological analysis
should not stop at this point, since such cata-
logues – interesting though they may be to
fellow pottery specialists – only answer the
needs of the specialised investigator. A
classificatory framework can never be an end
in itself. Otherwise, we run the risk of for-
getting why the analysis was undertaken in
the first place: to reveal patterns of daily life
in antiquity.

Forms were designed in the ancient world
with certain purposes in mind – at times in
combination with other forms. Obviously,
the aspects of function and design are linked.
For instance, a cooking vessel was made of a
specific type of clay and its form served the
function of contemporaneous culinary prac-
tices. We regard the degree of sophistication
in conceiving forms as dependent on the
mode of production: the more advanced the
mode of production, the more factors at play
when introducing a specific line of products
to the market.

In this respect, we consider that the com-
mon, widely distributed types of Roman
terra sigillata tableware result from a model
of negotiation. On the one hand, we have the
entrepreneur, who conceived or underwrote
the idea of making tableware in large quan-
tities, and on the other we have the customer.

The entrepreneur presumably provided
the required investment in the craft, which
may have to some extent determined the
socio-cultural matrix of the typologies. It is
not unrealistic to expect that there was a pro-
gressive link between the impact of particu-
lar types of tableware on their markets and a
better social/financial situation for the en-
trepreneur, possibly resulting in the eleva-
tion or confirmation of this individual as a
member of a local élite, in the widest possi-
ble sense of the word, or at least as someone
trying to work his or her way up in society,
linking their fate (partly) to one of the more
representative types of Roman pottery.30 In
conceiving typologies of household artefacts
the entrepreneur had to take the mastery of
the craftsmen he/she contracted into ac-
count, and both parties also had to consider
the potential customers, who could either
accept or reject new products. The logic and
inspiration of the typologies of the more suc-
cessful types of Roman tableware were thus
bound to the socio-cultural context of the
entrepreneur. As a social class with means
and sometimes with aspirations to the higher
échelons of empire, this may well have led
to a tendency to take fashion and design into
account. In most, if not all, cases it will prove
extremely difficult to identify the enterpris-
ing party and define their social position.
That tablewares ‘constantly imitate
metalware’31 (occasionally, however, the re-
verse was also true) indicates that fashion
and design were considered when
tablewares were designed.

The role of the customers is more difficult
to assess. They mostly seem to have judged
quality, functionality and affordability when
acquiring pottery, before considering
fashionability. At the same time, she or he
also – possibly subconsciously – emulated

28 HODDER  1986, 139.
29 Preferably along the model of TOMBER  – DORE 1998.
30 POBLOME  – BRULET  2005; MACKENSEN 1993, 479-486.
31 HAYES 1997, 18.
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those in a ‘better’ social context. The concept
of tableware typologies may therefore be re-
garded as the result of a model of negotia-
tion between fashion and mainstream, in-
volving the above-mentioned parties; the re-
sulting balance is by nature socially charged,
allowing different groups to experience dif-
ferent messages.

Roman pottery typologies should there-
fore always be more than simply tools of ar-
chaeological classification.
Rather, they are keys to re-
vealing and understanding
how the forms under study
were conceived and used.
This approach has the
added benefit of making
one of the more boring ex-
ercises we routinely per-
form when studying con-
texts and material more rel-
evant to an audience with
broader interest in how the
pottery performed in soci-
ety. It will become even
more interesting when we
manage to decode the differ-
ent ways the many social
groups of antiquity under-
stood the socio-cultural
message of the pottery.

Obviously, most pottery
in daily use throughout the
Empire was not tableware.
But for other, more com-
mon, technomic wares,32 it is
less easy to define the spe-
cific field of typological ten-
sion. Nevertheless, it is a
valuable exercise to con-
sider our ceramic assem-
blages as embedded in a
given socio-cultural matrix, giving shape to
a certain internal logic in conceiving the
many types of pottery. Typological schemes
could as a result go hand in hand with ge-
neric, classificatory functional schemes for
synthesizing pottery assemblages, such as
the one illustrated in fig. 2.33 Such schemes

not only allow us to approach the function-
ality of the studied assemblages in more com-
parative ways, but also the typological de-
velopment attested, within which such
schemes can be studied and possibly corre-
lated over various functional categories, al-
lowing a wider appreciation of the develop-
ment of the craft.

The medium of pottery may be regarded
in this way. In a next step, the studied ce-

32 RICE 1987, 210.
33 See also TOURNAVITOU  1992, 181-210; J AMIESON 2000, 259-303;

on the effects of formation of the archaeological record on func-
tional analysis: MILLS 1989, 133-147.

Fig. 2 - Scheme for pottery assemblages.
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ramics can be considered part of the wider
matrix of material culture, and as a contem-
poraneous visual form of cultural expression.
Culture and styles are complex phenomena,
which do not follow a straight rationale of
development. The widely discussed socio-
cultural effects of ‘Romanization’ and its
possible effect on pottery shapes should be
a good example of this process, when com-
pared with the more ‘stagnant’ pottery rep-
ertoire of the second century AD.

Pottery-making is a traditional craft. We
need to consider the emergence of any stage
in its typological development as meaning-
ful, leading to wider socio-cultural reflection
on how these developments and more repeti-
tive phases came about. It is clear that, in the
case of Roman pottery, not only the chrono-
logical dimension is of importance in chart-
ing typologies, but also the concept of region-
alism. Past efforts have documented the pot-
tery available within most parts of the cellu-
lar structure of the Empire to a fair extent. In
the next stage, we should develop our socio-
cultural understanding of such pottery rep-
ertoires and their interactions at a regional
or perhaps even local level. As Roman pot-
tery specialists, we are fortunate that contem-
poraneous material culture is very well de-
veloped.

We are convinced that such an under-
standing should also provide us with a wider
perspective of the phenomenon which we
often now call ‘imitation’. Our use of the term
has been mostly deterministic, in the sense
that a direct relationship between the origi-
nal and its ‘poorer’ counterpart is implied.
The conceptual logic sketched above should
bring more nuance to this too simplistic pic-
ture. Surely, different mechanisms are at play
when ‘Rhodian’ amphorae are being pro-
duced in the Peraia, as compared to the ge-
neric concept of Koan/Dressel 2-4 ampho-
rae. Another reason to open up the concept
of ‘imitations’ is that, in most cases, it proves
very difficult to follow the actual detail of
the process, considering the chronological
limitations of the available deposits.

Also, considering the growing importance

of survey-based projects in Roman archae-
ology, we stress the need to apply compara-
ble methodological principles in approach-
ing the typology of surface material. The
ideal situation is one combining excavations
with a survey of the same region, but this
has so far been done in relatively few cases
in the Mediterranean. In practical terms, the
linking of the surface material with exca-
vated (or museum) collections from within
the same study area prove very valuable, al-
lowing the establishment of a narrower
framework of types and their evolution. In
this respect, we also see a need for more il-
lustrative evidence of survey pottery, allow-
ing for better comparisons of material and
more compatible interpretation.

To date or to be dated

Next, chronology. The logic of our ap-
proach leaves us no choice but to consider the
traditional way of establishing the  chrono-
logical date range of archaeological finds by
collecting published comparanda for each as
conceptually weak. This practice may result
in neat catalogue entries, but at the cost of
possibly overlooking valuable chronological
information from associated stratigraphical
deposits. Also, it risks making our results de-
pendent on the quality of other research and
publications, which may not be sufficient for
this degree of extrapolation, introducing the
danger of circular reasoning.

Recent contributions show an awareness
of such problems, however, and stress the
importance of creating relative chronolo-
gies,34 taking good quality contexts into ac-
count,35 and more quantified evidence36 into
consideration, while negotiating the tradition
of research based on interrelated classes of
evidence such as sherds, coins, stamped

34 BIERS  1992; O’BRIEN  – LYMAN  1999.
35 ETTLINGER  et al. 1990, going back to OSWALD – PRYCE 1920, 2.
36 SLANE 2003, 321-335; ARCELIN  – TUFFREAU – LIBRE 1998.
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amphora handles and oil lamps.37

Archaeological deposits are variable in na-
ture38 and their qualities should be ap-
proached and compared with special atten-
tion to mechanisms of abandonment and their
effects on find assemblage composition.39

We have all done our fair bit of counting,
weighing, MNI, EVEs and what have you,
but it seems that we might improve our re-
sults by thinking more in terms of model-
ling our data statistically. This should in-
crease the comparability of results, both in-
tra-site and between different projects and
pottery specialists. Making primary data
more widely available for comparison – pos-
sibly on the internet – is necessary if we are
to continue to improve the chronological
positioning of our wares.

Statistical modelling can begin with ap-
plying descriptive techniques to define
typologies40 or the standard manipulation of
spreadsheet information to determine mean-
ingful associations and groupings in the
material, possibly resulting in a hypothesis
of relative chronological seriation. On the
next statistical level, Correspondence Analy-
sis is a useful tool for investigating the rela-
tionship between variables (the vessel types
or categories) and cases (the ceramic assem-
blages). This technique, similar to Principal
Component Analysis (PCA), is particularly
appropriate for contingency tables (fre-
quency tables containing a count per vari-
able for each observation). It calculates the
correlation within a given table and repre-
sents this on a two-dimensional scatter plot
on which both variables and cases/observa-
tions are plotted. On such a graph, the cases/
observations are plotted close to the variables
which match them best. Thus the relations
are made visible.41 The technique of Con-
strained Correspondence Analysis takes the
debate one step further by improving the
seriation of quantified sherd assemblages
through locking the position of those assem-
blages for which independent chronological
information is available (e.g. a deposit linked
to a datable earthquake event or the erection
of a datable monument) and determining the

distance of other assemblages to such locked
positions.41 The results can be compared to
related techniques, such as incidence matri-
ces displaying the presence or absence of types
and variants, abundance matrices displaying
the amounts of types and variants (count and
weight), or similarity matrices comparing the
similarity of quantities of types and variants
throughout assemblages.43

We also have to consider the specifics of
survey data. Surface material is poorly data-
ble compared to contextual, stratigraphical
material. This problem has been approached
by developing floating chronologies for the
attested fabrics, using the diagnostic sherds,44

but redistributing less diagnostic material
can also be a valuable way to make the most
of the available material.45 In this respect, we
need more pottery-related research focusing
on the effects of quantification and taphono-
my of the surface material. The near-lack of
a pottery-related debate – compared to the
rich methodological discussion on survey
strategy-related issues – is most unfortunate.

We wish to stress in this context that dat-
ing Roman pottery is not a straightforward
exercise and never will be. Instead of con-
sidering pottery dates merely as facts or ele-
ments of conclusion to be delivered to field
workers and project directors, we advocate
the use of dated sherd assemblages as ele-
ments of interpretation. This should enable
us to operate with more than one type of
date, ranging from a typological date of the
individual object, to the date when a given
stratigraphical assemblage was formed, and
to the date at which a particular series of ves-

37 LAWALL 2005, 31-67.
38 PAPACONSTANTINOU 2006.
39 CAMERON  – TOMKA  1993.
40 POBLOME  1999.
41 PUTZEYS  – POBLOME  – BES 2005, 231-236.
42 VAN DE VELDEN – GROENEN  - POBLOME  2003, 449-455.
43 O RTON – TYERS  – V INCE 1993; TOMBER 1993; COOL – BAXTER

1996.
44 VROOM  2003, 82-86.
45 MILLETT  2000, 53-59; POBLOME  et al. (in press).
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sels was in common use. The distinction be-
tween these sets of dates is rarely made ex-
plicit by scholars, which can lead to unwar-
ranted conclusions by third parties who take
such suggestions at face value. Ideally, typo-
logical dates should be avoided, and contex-
tual dating should be more common. This
type of dating acknowledges the role played
by the specific nature of the archaeological
deposit; floor deposits, for instance, have for-
mation processes different from those of ritu-
al deposits or destruction layers. Primary con-
texts, or contexts with a fairly simple genesis,
should be given more weight in establishing
chronologies, as should other datable find cat-
egories, such as coins, oil lamps and glass ves-
sels.

Approaching chronology as a reflexive ex-
ercise can improve the definition and quality
of applied chronological criteria, isolate the
inevitable residual and intrusive material, and
highlight existing loopholes in the available
chronologies. Moreover, this type of approach
opens up our work with the data to interested
third parties, who can then adopt the same
caution in their own work. It also allows for
continued reflection, aptly described by Susan
I. Rotroff for the case of the Athenian Agora,
but with much wider relevance: “A chronol-
ogy is like any other structure: once it has been
built, it requires maintenance if it is to con-
tinue to function effectively; and our chrono-
logical evaluation of the deposits must fre-
quently be adjusted to take account of new
evidence ... That type of thoroughgoing revi-
sion is a major research task, requiring review
of the original data, and hence beyond the
scope of most users of the chronology. This
inescapable fact fosters a conservatism in the
assignment of dates, as people must continue
to refer to the published or conventional chro-
nology, even while realizing that it is in need
of revision.”46

Creative processes

Roman pottery production still deserves
all the attention it can get. In our opinion,

Dean Arnold47 remains the most complete
conceptual introduction to the general pro-
cesses of pottery production. The back cover
of the book rightly states that it “is an inno-
vative approach to the archaeological inter-
pretation of ceramics which significantly ex-
tends our understanding of the social, cul-
tural and environmental processes of ceramic
production”, by looking into “the cultural
and ecological processes which favoured or
limited [the] appearance [of the potter’s craft]
and subsequent development into a full-time
craft”.48 This approach makes Roman pottery
less self-explanatory through drawing atten-
tion to issues such as the variability of re-
sources, the threshold model of exploiting
ceramic resources, the importance of weather
and climate in a general model of cultural
process, the necessity of scheduling the
artisanal production process in relation to the
respective importance of (other) subsistence
activities, the degree of sedentarism required
to initiate pottery production, the role of de-
mand in planning the level of output, the is-
sue of population growth and land
sustainability, and the role of technological
innovations. Arnold pays particular attention
to the question of how pottery came about
as a medium, which seems less relevant in a
Roman context, but his study certainly pro-
vided an influential framework for reflection
about craft production.

Without a doubt, however, David Pea-
cock’s contribution is even more central to
this debate. It has neither lost any of its origi-
nal significance or importance for our under-
standing of Roman pottery production. In his
words, the introduction of “the concept of
modes of production is fundamental, provid-
ing a basic tool, which if developed could
have great potential in analysing Roman
pottery production”.49 Central to his analy-

46 ROTROFF  2005, 17 & 20.
47 ARNOLD 1985.
48 ARNOLD 1985, 225.
49 PEACOCK  1982, 8.
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sis is a distinction between household pro-
duction, household industry, individual
workshops, nucleated workshops, manufac-
tories, estate production and production by
the authorities.

In their own way, both studies advocate a
more integrated approach of pottery produc-
tion mechanisms, taking not only
ethno(archaeo)logical evidence into ac-
count,50 but also applying the full potential
of archaeometrical analyses. Such an inte-
grated approach, conceptually compatible
with middle-range theory,51 may still be con-
sidered innovative.

The scope for archaeometrical analysis
remains profound to this day, and we all face
the urgent task of doing much more. For in-
stance, it is extremely frustrating that in the
Roman East we still have to solve the prob-
lem of provenancing the widely distributed
types of Eastern Sigillata to their actual cen-
tres of production, not to speak of the amaz-
ing variety of amphorae and common wares.
There is not so much a need for more analy-
ses per se, but for a better integration of
archaeometrical research into the study of the
contribution of the artisanal sector to ancient
society and economy.52 It is necessary to em-
bed archaeometrical results in the wider ar-
chaeological discourse,53 but this exercise is
by nature a difficult one, since it usually in-
volves the work of more than one person.
Combining multiple disciplines requires
practical negotiation skills, but even so the
results are often unsatisfactory for the par-
ties involved. The theoretical frameworks of
each participating discipline are not neces-
sarily compatible from the start, but it is dif-
ficult to make this explicit, since such frame-
works are often buried within fairly techni-
cal discourses.54 From the successes achieved
in this field, however, it should be obvious
that non-agricultural production made a con-
tribution to ancient society and economy,55

especially in Roman imperial times, and that
the entire artisanal sector should be consid-
ered in order to gain a better understanding
of mechanisms of pottery production.56

As Roman pottery specialists, we find

ourselves in the fortunate position that the
most comprehensible, basic unit of study is
the ‘region’, which at the same time is a most
relevant concept for charting contempo-
raneous socio-economic organisation. The
regional perspective or the study of what
‘faciès géographiques’ can add to our under-
standing of the logic of the organization of
pottery production has been presented in
exemplary ways by Michel Bonifay, whose
basic regional approach resulted in a land-
mark study of African pottery production,
combining all relevant ceramic categories.57

The combination of survey and excavation
strategies in this respect provides a sound
methodological basis for approaching mat-
ters on a regional scale.

Considering the general availability of
clay as a raw material for making pottery,
each ancient region with its poleis/
hinterlands was probably in a position to
develop the potter’s craft – at least on the
elemental level of workshop production, ca-
tering to needs, for instance, the fashioning
of building ceramics. In Roman times, how-
ever, the material culture of daily life was
highly standardized, and the involved prod-
ucts were of a comparably high quality. Such
a context was conducive to the development
of relatively few centres of artisanal produc-
tion which produced large quantities and
varieties of artefacts with wide distribution
patterns. As a result, some poleis may have
opted out of producing their own wares, or
may have ceased to produce at least part of
the ceramic spectrum, choosing instead to
obtain such ceramics from other centres of
production. Michael Fulford58 has suggested

50 DAVID – KRAMER  2001; TAKAOǦLU 2004.
51 GREENE  2005 40-42.
52 ARNOLD  2005 15-21.
53 LINDAHL  – STILBORG  1995.
54 ANDREWS  – DOONAN  2003.
55 MATTINGLY – SALMON  2001.
56 GUILLAUMET 1996; POLFER  2005a.
57 BONIFAY 2004.
58 FULFORD  1987.
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that an agriculturally prosperous region, ex-
porting its produce widely, was a regulatory
factor for mass production and supra-re-
gional exchange of pottery. As a result, the
scale of economic activity seems to be cru-
cial. As one region fared better than others
in certain periods, there would have been a
corollary effect on pottery production.
Moreover, regions should also be considered
as a complex pattern of symbiosis between
the countryside and associated nuclei of set-
tlement. A prosperous and productive coun-
tryside and a busy town connected to the
wider world seems to have been the conditio
sine qua non for providing sustained devel-
opment of craft production and the distribu-
tion of its produce in long-distance markets59.
A successful pattern of symbiosis could lead
to the intensification of production, which
was, in antiquity, typically achieved by mul-
tiplying small-scale production units rather
than enlarging existing facilities60.

In a next step, such mechanisms need to
be scaled downward and upward. The up-
grading of the complex symbiotic pattern for
a successful artisanal production is required
if we are to understand the intra- and inter-
regional relationships of lines of production
such as Italian sigillata, Eastern Sigillata A,
African Red Slip ware and the late Roman
amphora ‘package’, where it is clear that
more than one production centre contributed
to the output. At the most developed stage
of artisanal production, larger areas such as
modern-day Tunisia, Italy and southeast Tur-
key contained various units and centres of
production manufacturing conceptually
similar products. Although we presume the
principle of lateral expansion of production
activities and the symbiosis between town
and countryside to be active on this level as
well, there is a great need to begin under-
standing the details of how such large-scale
conglomerates of production functioned in
antiquity. Undertakings such as that of Philip
Kenrick on the stamps of Italian sigillata,61

and Michel Bonifay62 on the production of
pottery in ancient North Africa are already
providing an elementary level of under-

standing, but we need to know more details
on the level of the production units to map
their interaction with one another. More im-
portantly, what triggered and maintained
such a conglomerate of artisanal production?
If we are still to believe that most pottery,
especially tableware, was never traded for
its own sake (but what is actually meant by
this?), what other produce did such regions
offer in order to maintain their mixed mode
of conglomerate production? In-depth analy-
ses to chart qualities and potential on a re-
gional basis are required and the associated
methodological framework must be devel-
oped. If we are to interpret the wide distri-
bution patterns of artisanal conglomerates in
better detail, we need to see them as a func-
tion of the logic of regional production. The
study of distribution patterns must further
incorporate other types of artisanal or other
production pursued in the same region or
conglomerate (for example, involving Italy
and the western parts of the Empire).63 The
full potential of the region should be ex-
ploited, and distribution patterns should
never be ceramo-centric.

The downgrading of the sketched model
implies taking the small-scale urban artisanal
production units, the basic composing build-
ing blocks of the model,64 into account, as
well as the non-urban level of artisanal pro-
duction, such as that servicing farming es-
tates, vici and villages. In the East, the vil-
lages of Aradippou,65 Kalavasos-Kopetra,66

Pyrgouthi67 and Sumaqa68 provide excellent

59 P OBLOME  2004; for an embedded example: WILSON  - PRICE

2002.
60 McCORMICK  2001, 58.
61 OXÉ – COMFORT  – KENRICK  2000.
62 BONIFAY 2004.
63 POLFER  1999; POLFER  2001; POLFER  2005B.
64 ROBINSON  2005, 88-105; CAHILL  2005, 54-66.
65 LUND  2006.
66 RAUTMAN  2003.
67 HJOHLMAN  2005.
68 DAR 1999.



569

Jeroen Poblome, Daniele Malfitana and John Lund

examples of this level of production.
As we increasingly dispose of studies

mapping the regional characteristics of pot-
tery production,69 the next avenue of research
could approach the study of differential vol-
umes of production.70 To our knowledge, no
specific methodology for measuring and
comparing pottery production volume is
available, but this issue may be approached
via a combination of various options. Infor-
mation from consumption centres, such as
the sigillata supply in London,71 plays a cru-
cial role leading to models of economic fluc-
tuations, determining the scope of produc-
tion and exchange.72 There were lean peri-
ods during which the rate of typological in-
novation was low and pottery was in rela-
tively short supply. Another plausible meth-
odology was presented as the ‘production
step measure’.73 This approach could be used
along with considering the degree of speciali-
sation of pottery-producing workshops and
the issue of demand, as documented and
developed through ethnoarchaeology. 74

Clearly, however, studies of pottery work-
shops should no longer concentrate exclu-
sively on kiln structures as the most repre-
sentational feature of the artisanal process,
but approach such complexes in their en-
tirety.75 By gaining a better insight into pro-
duction volumes, we will reach a better un-
derstanding of associated distribution pat-
terns. For instance, comparing the number
of types that circulated with the total number
of types in production in a given workshop
during a particular period, along with a more
detailed understanding of the relative speed
at which types were replaced at consump-
tion centres, could force us to adopt more
modesty in our interpretation of distribution
patterns of specific pottery categories. Such
patterns are mostly studied in a positivist
way, indicating the importance of a given
type of production, but when we take the
basically conservative, no-risk economic
policies of antiquity into account, we might
find ourselves dealing with hidden cases of
(in)sufficient production, in which produc-
tion centres relied first and foremost upon

their hinterlands to secure their survival and
function, while consumption centres at times
had to make do with whatever was left on
the market. Obviously, this would have de-
pended on the pulling power of such cen-
tres, but not every town resembled Marseille,
Carthage or Ephesos. Indeed, most did not.
It may also be helpful to juxtapose demog-
raphy with the changing pulse of pottery
workshops in greater detail.76 Back on the
local production front, it should also be of
interest to consider waste management poli-
cies in more detail, as the way in which or-
ganised communities disposed of the waste
generated by living and working could be
instrumental in approaching the measure-
ment of artisanal output levels.77

To be sure, multiple cases of specialised
pottery production serving, for instance, the
military or religious or funerary rituals have
already been documented.78 In the next stage,
our specific pottery evidence deserves to be
integrated into wider debates on the impact
of military and religious institutions on an-
cient society.79 Speaking of institutions, the
juridical context of artisanal production also
deserves proper attention.80

Pottery makes the world go round

Now that we increasingly know which
fabrics were used to create this or that form

69 MENCHELLI – PASQUINUCCI 2006.
70 LUND  2005B, 244 and passim.
71 MARSH 1981, 173-238.
72 GOING 1992, 93-117; W ILLIS  1998, 114-115.
73 FEINMAN  – UPHAM  – LIGHTFOOT 1981, 871-884; for an applica-

tion to Roman pottery, see PEÑA 1999, 191-203.
74 ARNOLD 1985, 127-167; DAVID – KRAMER 2001, Table 11.1, 306-307.
75 DUFAŸ – BARAT – RAUX 1997. For excellent examples, see

BERGAMINI 2002-2003, 5-88.
76 SCHEIDEL  2001.
77 T HÜRY  2003, 67-74;  T HÜRY  2001; B ALLET  –  C ORDIER  –

DIEUDONNÉ-GLAD 2003.
78 For a recent, rare military example from the East: MAGNESS

2005, 69-194.
79 DIGNAS  2002; ERDKAMP  2002.
80 STROBEL  2000.
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in a specific region and period, along with
who was involved in the act of creation, and
now that we are better informed about where
such products arrived, albeit mostly on our
own distribution maps,81 we can shift some
of our attention to exploring how and why
our patterns came about. The time has come,
finally, to face the mechanisms of socio-
economy and consumption.

We should take Kevin Greene’s recent dictum
on the concept of proxy evidence seriously:
there is “no direct causal connection ... be-
tween the workings of an economy and the
deposition of potsherds on archaeological
sites”.82 Previously, Greene drew attention to
the arguably insignificant contribution of
pottery production and exchange in the
Gross Imperial Product of the Roman
economy.83 He argues for “an overtly reflex-
ive approach to interpretation”84 in future
Roman pottery studies, which should be read
as an appeal to avoid, at all costs, conclusions
of the positivist kind that the presence of this
or that type of pottery in given quantities tells
us something about the economy of a site in
a given period and/or the social position of
the group of people using these ceramics.85

Only when many methodological hurdles
are negotiated (related to the quality of de-
posits and the processing of find assem-
blages), may our pottery provide hints about
socio-economic conditions, but the interpre-
tation of such hints – or the process of at-
tributing meaning to them – should always
be based on an embedded approach, linking
all other types of evidence of a non-ceramic
or even non-artefactual nature. To be sure,
the interpretation of ceramic material (as that
of any other kind of archaeological or his-
torical evidence) is fraught with difficulties,
but that should not deter us from trying to
make sense of it, even if we are acutely aware
that future research may well conclude that
our current interpretations are flawed. Un-
derstandably, this is where dilemmas begin:
if so many methodological factors need to
point in the same direction in order to reach
meaningful conclusions about an economic
system (which was not recognized as such

by its own participants), and the discussion
is notoriously devoid of hard facts and sta-
tistics and has been described as an academic
battlefield;86 why bother in the first place? Or,
taking the importance of a reflexive approach
to heart, are issues getting really interesting
at this level, creating an appropriate place for
Roman pottery studies in wider socio-eco-
nomic debates?

Considering the widely held notion that
‘the economy’ did not exist in antiquity as
an articulated sphere of actions, but that such
processes can be considered to have been
fully embedded in the common cultural-psy-
chological framework of society,87 we should
perhaps reconsider our fairly strict focus on
the economy of Roman pottery, and rather
approach its socio-economy. Fortunately,
there is no lack of model building by ancient
(economic/social – who can tell the differ-
ence?) historians.88 K. Hopkins’ model of the
interdependent movements of taxes, traded
goods and money in the Roman Empire pos-
sibly represents the most challenging model
from an archaeological perspective.89 The
main issue is, however, how to apply our rich
archaeological evidence to such models in
more engaging ways. In our opinion, this
may depend less on the theoretical concepts
at hand, but more on the modelling of our
particular evidence. An excellent
(de)constructive approach was introduced
by John Davies, based on designing flow dia-
grams (which are more open than exchange
patterns as interpretative tools) of resource
movements (goods, services, money, people).
Such diagrams can even address the stages

81 HODDER  - ORTON 1976.
82 GREENE  2005, 43 and passim.
83 GREENE  1997, 27-32.
84 GREENE  2005, 51.
85 TOMBER  1993.
86 HOPKINS  1983, ix-xxv.
87 AUSTIN  - VIDAL-NAQUET  1972; FINLEY  1985.
88 For excellent introductions and overviews: SCHEIDEL  - VON

REDEN 2002; MANNING  - MORRIS  2005.
89 HOPKINS 2002, 190-230.
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of household autarky, external third parties
and institutions, and the impact of central
authorities.90 Michael Fulford implemented
such models on the scale of Roman Britain,
with careful balancing of the quality of the
information and the various parties and ac-
tivities involved.91

Roman socio-economical patterns repre-
sented a huge network intricately linking
different goods, people, ideas and informa-
tion by means of a variety of essentially de-
pendent exchange mechanisms. Connectiv-
ity, or the variable coherence of regions, both
internally and with one another, was a tradi-
tional feature of Mediterranean society and
economy. 92 The interdependent structure
may be traced back to long before the days
of Roman domination,93 but it underwent
unparalleled intensification during the pe-
riod under study.94 Indeed, the structure of
Empire provided a platform of cohesion of
unparalleled extent, which made a deep im-
pact throughout the Mare nostrum.95 A long-
term perspective is highly instructive for
comparative purposes, facilitating the inves-
tigation of how Roman socio-economical
patterns came about96 and evolved in late
antiquity.97 Is it premature to raise the ques-
tion of whether Roman society and economy
were proto-industrial or not?98 We don’t
think so. The very nature of the Roman Em-
pire sustained other exchange mechanisms
than simple trade, including redistribution,99

gift exchange, socially tied trade and com-
missioned trade, along with exchange in-
volving a great deal more people than only
the producer and his customer.100 Along the
same lines, we need to differentiate within
the medium of pottery: tableware as a para-
sitic good (but was this always the case?) ver-
sus  amphorae as direct witnesses to the
movement of certain foodstuffs versus cook-
ing wares requiring very high fabric specifi-
cations vs. brick and tile, which by their na-
ture require distribution in bulk. As with
production, the different strands of evidence
and concepts in action meet at the level of
the region, which supplies us with the most
useful basic level of synthesis. An analysis

of potentials and constraints on the regional
level would be most instructive in mapping
the workings of interdependent patterns and
mechanisms as well as the effects of Empire.

We should never forget that any pattern
or mechanism of exchange was actually un-
dertaken by real people. As specialists in
material culture, we tend to focus on the ab-
stract and on artefacts and their qualities and
attributes. However, in the end our job con-
cerns people more than pots. We see the so-
cial dimension as intrinsically linked with the
economy: producing goods is not coinciden-
tal, goods being traded is not coincidental,
nor is the actual act of buying and consum-
ing those goods. On most occasions, these
non-coincidental processes are linked in com-
plex ways. Consumer theory helps us in
mapping the processes involved,101 but the
concept of bricolage is perhaps a more open-
ended way of approaching the various pos-
sible levels of meaning.

The idea of bricolage as proposed by Nicola
Terrenato102 was mostly linked to aspects of
culture as ‘a process in which new cultural
items are obtained by means of attributing
new functions to previously existing ones’,
resulting in ‘a complex patchwork made of
elements of various age and provenance:
some of them are new, but many others are
old elements, refunctionalized in new forms
and made to serve new purposes within new
contexts’.103 This is a nice way to approach
the concept of Romanisation from an

90 DAVIES 1998, 225-256; DAVIES 2001, 11-62; DAVIES 2005, 127-156.
91 FULFORD  2004, 309-326.
92 HORDEN  – PURCELL  2000; HARRIS  2005; FULFORD  1987B, 58-75.
93 E. g. OSBORNE  1996, 31-44.
94 PEACOCK  – WILLIAMS  1986, 54-66; TEMIN  169-181.
95 WOOLF 1992, 283-293.
96 ARCHIBALD et al. 2001; ARCHIBALD et al. 2005.
97 KINGSLEY  – DECKER  2001.
98 DARK 1996, 1-21.
99 MAUCOURANT 1996, 131-158.
100 RENFREW  – BAHN 1991, 307-338.
101 FINCHAM  2002, 34-44; MIRACLE  – MILNER  2002.
102 TERRENATO  1998, 20-27.
103 TERRENATO  1998, 23.
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artefactual point of view, which clearly has
the potential to attribute more than one
meaning (with socio-economic implications)
behind Pot X that was exchanged between
Sites A and B. Such patterns are traditionally
interpreted fairly unidimensionally and in
macro-economic terms.104 Such an approach
has its merits, but accounts less for the fact
that the rich, the poor and everybody in be-
tween potentially gave different meanings to
acquiring Pot X. Roman E. Roth105 recently
proposed the inclusion of non-elite groups
in the pattern of socio-economic reconstruc-
tion, ‘through the analysis of the stylistic
variability in everyday artefacts’ document-
ing ‘the changing social representations of
the sub-elite’. ‘As tablewares were present
in most contexts in which daily social rou-
tines’ were ‘carried out’, these ‘can be con-
sidered a ‘framing device’ which, depending
on the particular context of social action, ei-
ther frames this context or is framed by it; it
is not by itself meaningful, or only rarely so,
but instead creates and assumes social mean-
ing by association’.106 This does not make the
exercise at hand any easier, but the bricolage
approach has the advantage over most other
models of being socially inclusive, rather
than being prejudicial to one type of evidence
or one group of people.107 This encompass-
ing socio-economic dimension is still mostly
absent in our debate, but the concept of
bricolage may allow for the required reflex-
ive flexibility in interpreting the various as-
pects making up artefact assemblages.

The bricolage approach to the role of arte-
facts in Roman society and economy moreo-
ver allows the inclusion of contextual pat-
terns of usage, along with dietary and culi-
nary practices.108 In this respect, our assem-
blages form part of the domestic setting and
most in particular of the contemporaneous
cuisine. 109  M. Bats 110  considered the
artefactual instruments for cooking and eat-
ing a differentiating constituent of cuisines.
Eating habits are as central to society as stom-
achs are to our bodies. Therefore, pottery
used in the kitchen to prepare the typical
meals of the day, along with pottery used to

serve food on the table are practical parts of
sustaining contemporaneous social net-
works. In this respect, our pottery, being a
fairly modest product per se, will be less apt
to illustrate differences between rich and
poor. Our assemblages rather illustrate the
matrix of society at work, which, in our Ro-
man case, was very much based on acts of
display.111 Power was asserted by differen-
tiation, and the happy few used all possible
cultural, social, political, religious and eco-
nomical means to do so. Dining practices
often provided a platform for many simul-
taneous (f)acts of power display.112 The ma-
jority of the population, on the other hand,
reverted to processes of emulation. As a re-
sult, objects can be seen as elements of com-
munication strategies, demonstrating the
position of communities, regions or social
classes.113 Such patterns have only recently
been demonstrated for antiquity.114 Once
more, regionality seems to be central to our
expanding understanding of this issue.115

Sometimes the magic works and some-
times it doesn’t. Things will hardly look less
confusing as the 21st century develops, but the
potential of our material to answer a growing
variety of archaeological questions in increas-
ingly different ways seems real, and we
should cherish our diversity. Considering,
also, that material culture, including Roman
pottery, can play a central role in developing
theories of communication,116 we should strive
to be as open in our own communication

104 REYNOLDS  1995; FENTRESS  et al. 2004, 147-162.
105 ROTH 2003, 35-45.
106 ROTH 2003, 41-42.
107 ROTH 2003, 44.
108 HAWTHORNE  1998; RUSH 1997, 55-64.
109 HALES  2003.
110 BATS 1988.
111 GARNSEY  1999.
112 DUNBABIN 2003.
113 APPADURAI 1986.
114 MEADOWS 1997; MEADOWS 1999, 101-120;  LUND 1999, 1-22 and

LUND 2005a; VROOM 2000, 199-216; VOGEIKOFF 2000, 293-333.
115 PITTS 2005, 50-64.
116 SCHIFFER  1999.
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about this aspect of material culture and to be
explicit about how we give meaning to our
cherished class of evidence. We sincerely hope
that the Catania workshop may one day be
seen as a step in the right direction.
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