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abstract
HEROM’s editorial statement presents the rationale of genesis of this new 
Journal on Hellenistic and Roman Material Culture. HEROM  is an annual 
online journal presenting innovative contributions to the study of mate-
rial culture produced, exchanged, and consumed within the spheres of the 
Hellenistic kingdoms and the Roman world. The journal publishes papers in 
the full range of the scholarly field and in all relevant academic disciplines 
within the arts, humanities, social sciences and environmental sciences. 
HEROM creates a bridge between material culture specialists and the wider 
scientific community, with an interest in how humans interacted with and 
regarded artefacts from the late 4th century BC to the 7th century AD. 

HEROM contains Guaranteed Peer Reviewed Content (GPRC), coordinated 
by a strong, global scientific committee, and implements up-to-date online 
publication strategies. The journal is open to international research submit-
ted by individual scholars as well as by interdisciplinary teams, and espe-
cially wishes to promote work by junior researchers and new and innovative 
projects. Challenging research themes can be explored in dedicated issues, 
and theoretical approaches are welcomed. Book reviews and review articles 
further screen the pulse of the field.
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Traditions are simply great. They bring people together during important 
moments of life. Traditions are not necessarily rituals, however, and do not 
pretend to be. Yet, they are valuable and meaningful in bringing us in a situa-
tion which requires customized behaviour. Although the participants seem-
ingly spontaneously know what to do when following one tradition or the 
other and can attribute meaning to their actions, they rarely if ever are able to 
explain the origins of their behaviour. Traditions are alive, also, in the sense 
that contexts can induce a degree of interpretation of their enactment.

Polterabend is one such tradition, organized in parts of Germany and some 
German communities in neighbouring countries, when parents, neighbours, 
friends, colleagues and relatives gather to wish a new couple luck. They do 
this on the eve before the wedding ceremony in front of the house of the 
bride. The most important moment of the evening is when the party starts 
by throwing pottery to the ground, resulting in a spread of sherds. After the 
party, the couple is supposed to gather and clean up those sherds, so that they 
can experience how important it is to work together to overcome the good 
and bad life has in store for all of us. In this sense, “Scherben bringen Glück”. 
Smashing pottery for good luck is also traditional at Greek wedding parties 
and bouzouki hangouts, and some Italians, mainly in the south, like to throw 
old stuff out of their windows on New Year’s eve, while Jewish mothers break 
pottery during Ashkenazi traditional wedding ceremonies in order to under-
line the importance of the bond which can never be broken, in the same way 
as the plates cannot be made whole any more.

Some past societies were also good at breaking stuff; so good, that archae-
ology has had to come up with a term for this practice: fragmentation. 
This concept refers to the manner in which deliberate breakage, dispersal 
and deposition of objects can connect people, places, material culture and 

HEROM. Journal on Hellenistic and Roman Material Culture, 1, 2012, 7-22
© Jeroen Poblome, Daniele Malfitana, John Lund and Leuven University Press.

http://dx.doi.org/10.11116/HEROM.1.1

http://dx.doi.org/10.11116/HEROM.1.1


8 Jeroen P oblome,  Daniele Malfitana and John Lund

social practice. John Chapman1 and Clive Gamble2 developed the interpreta-
tional potential of the concept of fragmentation for the Balkan Neolithic and 
Chalcolithic, and for Palaeolithic communities the world over. 

Fig. 1. A fragmented round bronze mirror, recovered from an adult female tomb at 
ancient Sagalassos, dated by association with other burial founds and stratigra-
phy to around 100 AD © Sagalassos Archaeological Research Project.

Breaking an object in order to place it in a grave, for instance, holds a lot of 
associative potential. During the 2012 excavation campaign at Sagalassos, SW 
Turkey, a round bronze mirror was found broken (Fig. 1) in a tomb holding 
the remains of an adult female, within a sizeable burial compound (Fig. 2). 
The mirror formed part of a set of objects (Fig. 3), found in the tomb, which 
was dated by these gifts as well as the stratigraphical context to the end of the 
1st and the early 2nd centuries AD. The mirror was the only broken object in 
the tomb. The acts of breaking the mirror and placing it in the tomb made 
this object inalienable from the deceased female. Even if she herself might 
not have attributed any special importance to this particular mirror during 
her life (or perhaps never even used it?), the object was granted associative 

1. Chapman 2000.
2. Gamble 2007.
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and symbolic qualities through fragmentation and deposition, referring to 
the fragility and beauty of life, as well as to an aspiration of the afterworld, 
combined with the personality of the deceased. As a matter of fact, her rela-
tives were the ones who created these layers of meaning by making the object 
– as well as the actions of breakage and deposition – form part of the funer-
ary rituals. In this way, social practice and the funerary rites construct mean-
ing by connecting innate material culture, through actions, to remembrance 
of the value of the deceased’s life, deeds and persona. Not only fragmentation 
can be meaningful in these terms; in the same tomb a pair of golden earrings 
was found, which were not made to be used in daily life, as the jewellery 
could not be opened, but specifically as burial gifts. 

Fig. 2. The partially excavated Roman imperial burial compound. The coffin tomb of 
the adult female, to whom the broken mirror was donated, is located in the lower 
right corner. The compound was in use between c. 100 AD and the fourth cen-
tury © Sagalassos Archaeological Research Project.

Marcus Brittain and Oliver Harris3 have recently warned us against too quick 
interpretational fixes in the field of fragmentation, and, to be sure, the frag-
mented mirror was never intended to “bring Glück” in the same way as the 

3. Brittain and Harris 2010.
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broken pottery of Polterabenden is supposed to do, but both cases illustrate 
how broken material culture can be something more than ordinary waste, 
which – if understood correctly – sometimes reveals some sense of universal 
human meaning sheltered in rites and traditions that may be inherent in 
(broken) material culture.

Fig. 3. Grave goods from the adult female burial included, besides a ceramic unguen-
tarium, two glass unguentaria, in one of which an iron applicator was found, sev-
eral bone pins, a bone spatula, a bone spindle, and a bone distaff decorated with 
the image of Aphrodite pudica, two golden triangular earrings with pearl inlays, 
a silver signet ring with a chalcedony cameo depicting the Muse Polymnia, and 
the broken bronze mirror © Sagalassos Archaeological Research Project.

The theme of fragmentation in the past is a fitting opening statement to 
“HEROM. Journal on Hellenistic and Roman Material Culture”. Because 
“HEROM” is in itself the result of a broken past. Indeed, the editorial trium-
virate and its loyal scientific committee had previously embarked on a simi-
lar adventure in creating a scholarly journal dedicated to all things (be they 
broken or not) in Roman antiquity: “FACTA. A Journal of Roman Material 
Culture Studies” (Fig. 4), which for five years found a home in the publish-
ing house of Fabrizio Serra4. Everybody worked hard on “FACTA”, because 

4. Available on www.libraweb.net.

http://www.libraweb.net
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we shared the conviction that there was enough critical mass and at the same 
time scholarly need to create an international platform to present and discuss 
issues related to the study of Roman material culture. Copy was available for 
the issues of 2012 and 2013, so there was no intellectual need to stop with 
“FACTA”. But the members of the scientific committee as well as the edi-
tors had for a while been receiving thoughtful notices that the subscription 
fees for “FACTA” were becoming prohibitively expensive in comparison with 
other journals in the fields of archaeology and classical studies. There was no 
premeditation in the minds of the librarians and the members of the scien-
tific committee, with whom we as editors consulted, as also other publishing 
houses and journals featured in those communiquès, but the opinions were 
shared and general and it soon became clear that something had to happen5. 
But our best efforts to induce Fabrizio Serra and his publishing house to 
reconsider the rates of subscription fees or alleviate the matter in other ways

5. For similar advice on F. Serra’s Archaeologia Maritima Mediterranea. An International 
Journal on Underwater Archaeology, see http://bmcr.brynmawr.edu/2008/2008-12-19.html.

Fig. 4. The cover page of the second issue of “FACTA. A Journal of Roman Material 
Culture Studies” © Fabrizio Serra.

http://bmcr.brynmawr.edu/2008/2008-12-19.html
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were unsuccessful, and as a result, the agreement between the involved 
parties was dissolved, implying the end of “FACTA”, as the field of Roman 
archaeology had come to know it. The members of the scientific committee 
and the editors wish to take this opportunity to thank Fabrizio Serra whole-
heartedly for the efforts, patience and enthusiasm he placed in “FACTA”. We 
are proud of the result of five years of collaboration and will remain to be so. 
At the same time, we feel sad to have had to let go of the “FACTA” franchise, 
but all parties involved in this difficult process managed to maintain their 
mutual respect, something that is not always the case.6

6. See, for instance, http://thecostofknowledge.com/ and http://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/ 
14/science/researchers-boycott-elsevier-journal-publisher.html?_r=0.

Having taken the step away from “FACTA”, immediately the question came 
to mind: what now? As editors, we felt that our mission was not yet com-
plete, not by a long shot, and we were quickly supported in this intellectual 
judgment/sentiment by all members of the scientific committee. But our 
masts were broken, and our ship lost at sea. We had to find a harbour soon 
enough. A difficult search to define a new identity as well as a new publishing 
house commenced, but we gained strength from the honest conviction that 
good ideas in science never go to waste. True, the politics of science imply 
that good ideas are oftentimes difficult to bring to fruition, as the hurdles of 
reviewers for publications and experts on reviewing panels of funding bodies 
can be challenging, but the good idea will survive. It will mature, loose some 
edges and gain in conviction, resulting in possibly a different materialisation 
of the original vision, but a materialisation nonetheless. 

And so it happened with “FACTA NOVA” as we called the embryonic stage 
for a while. In bringing our message to a range of commercial and institu-
tional publishing houses, we got to understand better how they saw the poten-
tial and limits to our vision. Also, the feedback from our scientific committee 
was useful in that stage. As a result, we gradually shifted away from “FACTA 
NOVA” as a continuation of the old “FACTA”, though sailing under a new flag, 
and decided that whatever was to follow had to have a taste of something new. 

Our basic conviction was that we wanted to make a good product even better. 
This started with the definition of our chronological focus. Where FACTA 
gave “central place to wider interpretative studies on how artefacts were pro-
duced and used throughout the Roman Empire, from Republican/Hellenistic 
times into Late Antiquity”, the new journal seeks to focus on the same eras, 
but acknowledge the increase in interest and scientific potential of the study 

http://thecostofknowledge.com/andhttp://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/
http://thecostofknowledge.com/andhttp://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/
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of material culture from the centuries of growth of the Roman empire in its 
historical dialogue with the Hellenistic kingdoms more explicitly.7 That is why 
HE (Hellenistic) features as much as RO (Roman) in our new title “HEROM”, 
as well as in the subtitle “Journal on Hellenistic and Roman Material Culture”. 
Apart from the fact that the three last centuries of the first millennium BC are 
highly interesting in and of themselves, a lot of Roman imperial phenomena 
in the field of material culture cannot be contextualized and understood with-
out taking some degree of path dependency into account.

This was the easy part. The fact that we wished to continue to go about 
(mostly) broken stuff was also immediately established. But what messages 
to bring exactly on material culture? The attentive reader may have noticed 
we changed the “material culture studies” of “FACTA” into “material culture” 
with “HEROM”. This is no coincidence. To be clear, this change has nothing 
to do with the fact that we deem the field of material culture studies to not 
work or to not be valuable for the study of Hellenistic and Roman artefacts. 
Our conceptual convictions as set forth in the original “FACTA” editorial,8 
and explained even better by Chris Tilley and colleagues9, as well as Dan 
Hicks and Mary C. Beaudry,10 still largely stand. But “HEROM” needs to do 
more, and intends not only to publish contributions with transdisciplinary 
conceptual capacity. “HEROM” should represent the field of Hellenistic and 
Roman find studies in its entirety, and should therefore reach out to as many 
different interests and communities as possible.

Some within the field of classical archaeology are convinced that “our 
homework is not finished”. What is implied is that the basic methodologi-
cal and theoretical frameworks in which we operate are not well enough 
defined, let alone ready to be passed on the next generation. There is a large 
measure of truth in this. 

For most material categories, a simple nomenclature of types has still not been 
agreed on, and most colleagues working on no matter which type of mate-
rial culture are still struggling to strike a balance between quantity of material 
and quality of context, and to define how this balance may be related to the 
outreach of archaeological interpretation. Classification, typology, chronology, 
description of (transformed) raw materials and fabrics, stratigraphical contexts 

7. E.g. Di Giuseppe 2012, Lawall 2005, de Callataÿ 2006 and the rich bibliographical 
resource at http://www.instrumentum-europe.org/bibliography.html.

8. Poblome, Malfitana and Lund 2007.
9. Tilley et al. 2006.
10. Hicks and Beaudry 2010.

http://www.instrumentum-europe.org/bibliography.html
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and quantitative analysis of find assemblages are fundamental elements of the 
study of material culture. But these aspects are mostly published in site reports 
or proceedings of meetings by scholarly bodies focussing on specific material 
categories. International peer-reviewed journals rarely wish to bring such con-
tributions, as they are considered too highly specific and technical, and with 
little universal impact on promoting the field of study. Site reports are very 
region/period specific, however, and quite often follow national traditions in 
publication. Indeed, one’s scholarly appetite needs to be considerable and nur-
tured by access to excellent library services in order to profit from proceedings 
in many specific fields of material culture studies, which, as a consequence, run 
the risk of being isolated from one another. Although these channels should by 
all means continue to exist, they will probably never achieve a higher level of 
integration by allowing one field of study to inspire another or provide a better 
international exposure for much of this fundamental work.

This is where “HEROM” can help, by creating a medium for these fundamental 
aspects of studying material culture by providing sufficient space for the pres-
entation of the basic methodological framework of such studies. In doing so, 
contributors to “HEROM” are invited to consider options beyond traditional 
paper-based means of publication and profit from the potential a 100% online 
environment has to offer. Databases, illustrations and photographs, as well as 
GIS-based analyses, for instance can be presented in much more flexible ways 
in a secure online environment, fully respecting and abiding by copyrights.

The same goes for the application of chemical or physical scientific analy-
ses on material culture. Quite often, important archaeometrical research 
results on artefacts, with a potential impact on archaeology, are published 
in high profile archaeometrical journals or proceedings of such special-
ized societies. This is as it should be, but the flexible online environment of 
“HEROM” can become a new channel of communication enabling the geo- 
and bio-archaeological communities focused on material culture analyses 
to expound their message in exemplary detail to material culture specialists. 
If archaeometry is to have genuine impact, sufficient space needs to be given 
to contextualization of the analytical rationale and procedures as well as to 
the archaeological interpretation of these exciting results. The deepening of 
the interdisciplinary dialogue, as advocated by Kevin Andrews and Roger 
Doonan,11 needs a specific medium, which, in the case of the study of mate-
rial culture, may hopefully be“ HEROM”.

11. Andrews and Doonan 2003.
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“HEROM” acknowledges that the stages of data generation and data analysis 
are far from complete yet in studies of material culture. But it is a comforting 
thought that both processes are not finished in any other scientific discipline 
neither, for that matter, as these often form part of the building blocks of 
fundamental scientific research. However, our field and “HEROM” cannot 
restrict themselves to only data generation and analysis.

First of all, if all research on artefactual assemblages was to be concentrated 
on mostly basic methodological issues, we would soon run the risk that our 
data can only answer basic questions about the past, limiting our work to 
answering questions of production and subsistence economy from a mostly 
functionalist perspective, and not be fit for approaching wider issues related 
to social, political, religious or cultural developments. The ladder of archaeo-
logical inference as developed by Christopher Hawkes12 comes to mind.13 

Furthermore, an exclusive focus on processes of data generation and analysis 
entails the implicit risk of working in haphazard or redundant ways, as well as 
of not sustaining sufficiently the social relevance of our field. If we were only 
to do basic data gathering on our material categories, we would quickly run 
the risk of being marginalized by fellow archaeologists, ancient historians and 
other scholars, because our results would be highly technical and difficult to 
incorporate in their lines of research. What is worse, funding bodies would 
also begin to turn us down and classify our applications as research fit for the 
category of expert knowledge, but non-fundamental and not worthy of the 
name of science. Indeed, as most of us work with tax payers’ money, let’s face 
it, our scholarly efforts must have some degree of relevance to society. And 
this is where disciplinary theory comes in: to make sure that our particular 
results on a given set of data of material culture reaches a higher level of mean-
ing, useful to fellow scholars of the past and, if possible, also of the present.

Considering that the interpretation of archaeological data requires 
approaches involving materiality, a long-term perspective and acceptance of 
diversity and differences of perspective, it is fair to say that these qualities 
can be found back in the historiography of most scholarly bodies working on 
material culture. Though rarely made explicit, these are in most cases aligned 
with one of two positions: some see actors (be they artefacts, artisans or con-
sumers) act rationally according to universal principles,14 while others con-

12. Hawkes 1954.
13. Poblome, Malfitana and Lund 2011, p. 10.
14. For instance the notion that regional communities will Romanise under the aegeis of the 

empire, affecting material culture assemblages to some degree.
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sider artefacts to reflect activity patterns which are meaningfully and socially 
produced in complex historical and cultural contexts.15 Both domains of 
analytical praxis can serve the wider archaeological community, specifically 
theoretical or not, and also other domains, on the condition that we become 
more explicit of what it is that we present a case-study of. Not by merely 
placing the studied assemblage in time and space, but by stating explicitly 
why the case-study was interesting to set up in the first place. Many of us are 
convinced that our study material is a crucial key to understanding ancient 
society and economy; all we need to do now is explain better in which ways 
this relevance can be demonstrated. In doing so, the recent advice by John 
Bintliff sounds most comforting: “that a healthy core theory should combine 
insights and models from seemingly contrasted intellectual and methodologi-
cal positions, deploying several, equally valid approaches to probe the complex 
structure of past life, rather than through one ideological package”.16

“HEROM” acknowledges that the study of past material culture should con-
tribute to our knowledge of this “complex structure of past life”. Complex 
matters are worse than complicated ones. Something complicated, like an 
engine, has lots of bits and parts that need to function together for it to 
work: an engine is supposed to perform within a relatively narrow and pre-
dictable range of behaviours. Archaeology and the study of ancient artefacts, 
by contrast, are complex matters, which display properties and behaviours 
that cannot be attributed to any particular part, but only to the system as a 
whole. As a matter of fact, archaeology harbours the fairly unique potential 
to explore societal development by combining the dimensions of materiality 
and cognition with time and space.

With its focus on the Hellenistic and Roman periods, including Late Antiquity, 
“HEROM” seeks to contribute to the wider field of historical archaeology. 
Also this field is complex. Whereas archaeology as a scientific discipline in 
general approaches the analysis of social complexity and its evolution in the 
long-term, historical archaeology is mostly concerned with specific periods 
and regions, where the functioning of society in itself has become quite com-
plex. In consideration of this, we have to consciously avoid not to present our 
assemblages of material culture as the result of a homogeneous, evolutionary 
process of social and regional development (such as from chiefdom to polis 
to state), but to make the particularities and inconsistencies of that part of 

15. For instance regional material culture assemblages in Spain or Romania look very 
different and interact in their own ways with the Roman commonwealth; if they 
Romanise, they do so in their own ways.

16. Bintliff 2011, p. 18.
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the archaeological record we study contribute to debates in social, economic 
and regional archaeology. “HEROM” consciously opts to move away from 
cultural and social evolutionism, which still characterizes much research, 
particularly in classical archaeology (e.g. the debate on r/Romanization and 
imperialism).17 The concept of social evolution (the ‘logical’ evolution from 
hunter/gatherers to complex civilizations) has placed an intellectual straight-
jacket on the archaeological discipline, representing “one of the most persis-
tent meta-narratives in western thought”.18 Alternatively, “HEROM” aims to 
move towards an understanding of social complexity rather than evolution. 
While society has no doubt become more complex through time, “complex-
ity should not be conceived as the ultimate goal of social evolution”.19 Different 
communities within the Hellenistic kingdoms and Roman Empire were able 
to evolve in different yet complex ways based on how inequalities were estab-
lished and contested. Social complexity and its development existed on many 
levels and scales, and in many contexts.

When facing the complexity and multi-scalarity of Hellenistic and Roman 
society, it should not come as a surprise that aspects and concepts of social 
sciences theory have found their way into the way we approach the past. 
Especially studies of material culture seem to be fit for this, as artefacts can 
be considered integral parts of communication strategies by communities, 
groups and individuals,20 reflecting, creating and transforming their identi-
ties.21 Past material culture was as much meaningfully constituted by society, 
as social life was constituted through the material world.22 Meaning, however, 
is not derived from universally applicable aspects of social science theory, but 
from arbitrary, context specific practices and relationships among people and 
things, that may be uncovered during archaeological fieldwork. Clearly, clas-
sical archaeology needs to revise its traditional use of the notion of “society” 
and seriously begin to consider recent developments in the structure-agency 
debate (on the primacy of patterned arrangements over the capacity to act as 
driving force in developing society). The notion “society” can hardly be held 
any longer to designate an almost material entity made of social stuff or some 
sort of grander force explaining the functioning and positioning of each mem-
ber.23 An important attempt to overcome the structure-agency debate was 

17. Wallace-Hadrill 2008 or Mattingly 2011.
18. Pluciennik 2005.
19. Chapman 2003.
20. Schiffer and Miller 1999.
21. Hales and Hodos 2010.
22. Gosden and Marshall 1999.
23. Shanks and Tilley 1987.
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Structuration Theory,24 characterizing society as a duality, in providing the 
framework for action by social agents and being the cumulative result of the 
totality of such actions. In this sense, action is at least partly determined by 
existing structures and rules, which are themselves not permanent, but, rather, 
are liable to change as a result of human action.25 In archaeology, this theory 
has been highly influential by introducing the importance of social agency and 
the role of the active individual to create the structures of social life.26 

Recently, however, the debate in archaeology was taken one step further by 
the adoption of insights from Actor-Network Theory (ANT), as developed 
by B. Latour,27 M. Callon and J. Law in the field of science studies. ANT 
intends to map relations (which are simultaneously material and semiotic) as 
networks, in order to explain how material things and semiotic concepts can 
work as a whole, how such relations need to perform for the network not to 
dissolve and also how actor-networks are transient and liable to change. An 
ANT perspective on the study of past material culture suggests that it is not 
so much the inherent characteristics of archaeological entities or past agency 
which matter, but the nature of their fluid and heterogeneous relationships 
and the way individuals become “flexible parts of a social network taking on 
the characteristics of the network”.28 Recently, Gavin Lucas29 has called the 
“process in which objects and people are made and unmade, in which they have 
no stable essences but are contextually and historically contingent” materiali-
zation. “What really matters,” to Lucas30, “is the relations between entities, as 
well as what kinds of entities there are”.

Admittedly, aspects of theory from the social sciences introduce a degree 
of abstraction into the debate. Although “HEROM” is open to innovative 
case studies employing Hellenistic or Roman material culture to illustrate 
the working of such concepts, the journal wishes to focus even more on 
that one issue that matters most in archaeological terms: people. Enhancing 
our knowledge on the ABC of any given material category is important, as 
are innovative archaeometrical insights, and the creative use of concepts 
in archaeological and social theory, but these aspects become less signifi-
cant unless aimed at improving our understanding on how communities, 
groups and individuals lived and worked in the framework of the Hellenistic 

24. Gardner 2007.
25. Giddens 1984.
26. Dobres and Robb 2000.
27. Latour 2005.
28. Gosden 2004.
29. Lucas 2012, p. 166.
30. Lucas 2012, p. 167.
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kingdoms and the Roman empire. For example, the detail of the clay fabric 
description of a cooking vessel is important only in the way that it makes 
us understand where, why and how artisans selected this clay, whether they 
had free access to their resources or had to lease raw materials and produc-
tion infrastructure, how they worked and shaped the clay with an intended 
range of functions in mind, where their morphological inspiration came 
from, whether they or their overlords were successful in reaching more dis-
tant markets than their home-bases, how the artisans made a living from 
their produce, and how their customers could afford the cooking vessels, 
whether any of these parties was a slave or freeborn, whether the vessels 
were appreciated by their customers as strong and practical, whether they 
were sufficiently versatile in the latter’s opinion to accommodate changes in 
foodstuffs, culinary habits and recipes as well as cultural or other waves of 
fashion, how culinary technology was grafted onto societal and other devel-
opments and how fast the useful life of the cooking vessels expired possibly 
reflecting degrees of consumerism. In most cases, few of these questions can 
be answered due to lack of evidence or research, but considering the ancient 
peoples, our templates are, perhaps, based on too simple and often dichoto-
mous classifications: producers or consumers, elite or non-elite, ownership 
or tenancy, Roman or not, regional or imported, slave or not and so on. It 
seems to us that this is actually a poor reflection of the many shades and 
nuances that made up the lives and work of the people of the Hellenistic 
kingdoms and Roman Empire. “HEROM” wishes to view the world of antiq-
uity in full, living colour.

Antoine Roquentin was not so much into colour, though, when he sadly 
proclaimed “Mais la céramique ne me fait pas rire”. This fictional protago-
nist in Jean-Paul Sartre’s early existentialist work La nausée of 1938 possibly 
would not have liked “HEROM” either. And although the business of study-
ing Hellenistic and Roman ceramics as well as other contemporary types of 
artefacts is no laughing matter, there is a lot of pleasure and intellectual grati-
fication in connecting these objects with patterns in past daily lives. Even if 
the concept of fragmentation can be linked to some degree to this journal’s 
background, as with Polterabenden, our broken Hellenistic and Roman stuff 
mainly means well and wishes us luck with the start of a new scholarly tradi-
tion: long live “HEROM. Journal on Hellenistic and Roman Material Culture”!
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The concept of “HEROM. Journal on Hellenistic and Roman Material Culture” 
corresponds to the frameworks of the following projects: IAP 07/09 (Belgian 
Science Policy Office), GOA 13/04 (University of Leuven research Fund), 
FWO G.0788.09 and G.0562.11 (Research Foundation Flanders), “Approcci 
multidisciplinari integrati per l’analisi dei manufatti: dalla produzione, alla 
circolazione e all’uso” (PC.P002.001), as well as the activities of IBAM-CNR, 
Italy. Jeroen Poblome holds a Francqui research professorship. Daniele 
Malfitana is director at the Institute of Archaeological and Monumental 
Heritage of the Italian National Research Council (IBAM-CNR).
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