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Whatever Happened to the Heroes? Ancestral cults and the
enigma of Romano-Celtic temples

by Colin Forcey

Introduction

In this paper I wish to re-interpret the nature and ‘purpose’ of Romano-Celtic temples in first century
AD Britain, in the light of fairly widespread indications of élite mortuary use in and around them, and
their related association with ritual pits/wells. Such an association is suggestive of connections to a
mythical Underworld: the realm of the dead (the ancestors) and concomitantly with the memory of the
past. This persuades me to controvert an a-temporal, functionalist classification of the phenomenon of
Romano-. cltic tenples (rodwell 1980 lists twelve ‘types’) in favour of an historical/genealogical
(Dean 1994; Foucault 1991; Tetzsche 1996 [1887]:57-58) approach to their interpretation, relating
them to native memories of an ‘heroic’ past, before the Roman Conquest.

The key site, which has been the stumulus for my re-interpretation of ~.omano-Celtic temples in the
early Roman period, is the mortuary enclosure at ~clly Lane, excavated by Rosalind Niblett (Denison
1994:5; Niblett 1992, 1993). This enclo.. e is sitiweed on 2 hill to the north of Verulamium overlooking
the city. In the immecia.. 1.0st-I2oman “onquest period it was the locus of a complex multi-stage
funerary ritual involving the laying out, cremation and deposition of an umportant individual of the
native élite (these riics are stnilar to those obscrved at the recently excavated, first century mortuary
enclosures at Stanway o .side Colchester « aummy 1997:23-27)). Some fifty years after the Roman
Conguest (in the Fle an period), a Romano-  eltic icinple was butlt within the enclosure at Folly Lane,
directly on top of the arca v e the body wan ciemated, sec ingly as an act of commemoration.
Thou ;h it is wpting to sugges. ™. such a v aple 1s in fact a mausoleum which have been mis-
classitied, the evidence of archacology ( : below) suggests that religious and mortuary use of Romano-

ltic ieinples was no. wwtually exclus v - and that it ts our classif zatory system itself which is at fault.

uildings « coguised as m~ -olea ( lack 1986; Jessup 1959; Toy.anee 1971;) and those recognised as

omanu cltc wupes (C.ewis 1966; - lwell 1980) often have exactly the same form. (Recently the
portmanteau t~ . ter iple-rausote. . has come into ne: for (un)certain structures (Williams and
Zeepvat 1994)). Similarly the rectilinear plan and cardinal point orientation of certain supposed
religious precincis: temene (such s those enclosing the Tlayling Island temple (Downey, King and
Soffe 1980; King and Loffc 1994), the {yosbecks temple (Hawkes and '+ ™u1 > 1y 1995: 95-105) and the
Thetford ritual enclosure (Chegory 1992)) demonstrate a very striking resemblance to mortuary
enclosures, such as the recently excavated examples at Stanway (1 -ummy 1997:23-27). 1f we discard
our own modern cultural preconceptions, which divide the archaeology of death and burial from that of
religion, it 1s posaible to re-interpret the nature of such structures including the possibility of a
combination of mortuary and rchgious riies. Such a combination, n the form of ancestral and heroic
cults, are not unexampled in the classical world, and are found in other provinces of the Roman Empire
at this tume, most notably Ureece (Rohde 1925:115-216; see Pausanias’ Guide to Greece for an
eyewitness account of these cults in the second century AD). Ancestor shrines and cults are well known
in modern ethnographic contexts (e.g. India, Srivinas 1952:160-63; China, Ahern 1973)

The political implications of such an ancestral or *heroic’ cult on the hill above Verulamium also
bears some examination, in terms of the organisation of space and the hegemony of Rome. Was the
memory of the person buried on the hill a challenge to the dominant order as manifested by the
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‘Romanization’ of the city in the valley below? (Branigan 1973; Forcey 1997; Haselgrove and Millett
1997:286; Hunn 1992). Some of the activities in its vicinity certainly look challenging. Adjacent to the
enclosure were some fifty-two ritual shafts, in one of which a skull with traces of grisly mutilations was
discovered. Marks on the skull suggest that it had been, literally, defaced. This horror was, if anything,
compounded by the nearby find of a face pot on which a similar mutilation had been practised: the face
on the pot had been cut out and deposited in the same pit. A number of other face pots were found in the
other shafts (Denison 1994:5; Mays and Steele 1996, Niblett pers. comm.).

Employing . odder’s :dca of an ‘archaeology of context’, rather than arbitrarily dividing phenomena
on the basis of twentieth century functional or typological categories, 1 will investigete the general
significance of the constel. :ion of phenomena seer at Folly Lane. I will discuss the sigiificance of the
riival pis found In 1c vicinity of th™ and other " omano <" ic = ples in terms of beliefs about the
I"aderworld (the 12alry of the dead). . will also try to make so i~ sense out of the seemingly stiange
tinds from such pits.

Inall th' 1§ o deeply vnicapre..s d 0y any st dposed metho” 'ogic / nstemologcal i pediivn €0

o ~undu: anding of , owal/religion, as articulated Loost ¢ niicit in ' L (0 954) Irweral fladcer
of inierence’. According to this commonl, . :ld view (defended by 1o, 1989:266, 227, 392-5) the
dome ¢ of ritual/retigion is conceived of as a deeply mysterious realm of bizarre happenings and

inaccestible enuu ~) only acces ¢ to the archaeologist through a stran : form of inference from the

supposedly readily ppiren ‘ields of technology, throug't the « cie ing v obscure . ages of economy

and socto-political organisation. It is apparent, however. h» such . ~aw  ‘philosonhising’ sce ns

mainly to involve an uncritical fetishi~  oi odern western cultu  catcgories on thie part of the

archaeologist, inclt Zive of a post-Protesta « zological hangover which eqr ~tes ritual with ‘the bizarre’

(read: "¢; regious opish impostures’) and v liy »n with “beliel in spirittal beir~’ (read: ‘justification

by faith’). This is less than inadequate, and ignores the sociological direction the study of ritual and

religion has laken since Durkheim’s seminal voork of the early years of this century (Durkheim 19153).
The next three sections will address the implications of Folly Lane for a re-assessment of other

examples of Romano-Celtic temples, highlighting:

1. the connection of Romano-Ccltic temple., with the remains of the dead.

2. the related connection with ritual pits, v 1ich have chthonic/Underworld associations.

3. the place of Romano-Celtic temples as the focus of memory and the negotiation of power in the
early Roman period.

Mortuary and votive rites

Indications of funerary activity at or around Romano-Celtic temples are surprisingly widespread.
Unfortunately the prejudgement of a structure as a ‘temple’ (conceived on the model of a classical
temple) has often led to the dismissal of (usually major) anomalies in the evidence (e.g. the presence of
human bones, burnt areas, burnt and broken items of personal adornment, the location of the temple in
the middle of a cemetery etc. etc.) which do not support the initial formulation. Taphonomic
considerations, iadequate excavation and recording, and the sheer complexity of funerary ritual of this
period have also hampered the recognition of LPRIA (Late Pre-Roman Iron Age) and early Roman pyre
sites and cremation burials in Britain (see Perch, this volume). The recognition of funerary activity at
Romano-Celtic temple sites would help to fill such lacunae in our evidence. The confusion has been
increased by a seeming inability to distinguish between grave goods and votive offerings. It is
frequently alleged that damaged goods (supposed votive offerings) found at Romano-Celtic temples
have been ‘ritually ki'led’ in order to facilitate their entrance into the Other World; this in strange
contrast to the univer -1 | actice of the classical world where votive offerings, as gifts to the gods, were
never broken (S. Burke pers. comm.)[1]. Where deliberately broken objects occur on a site we should
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be wary of the hand- v=-dows nystlcal mewaphysics of ‘ritual illing”. 1. deposition of such objccts is
much more redoient of funerary ' o: their boken nature exp! ‘ved C.F or as the r¢ ot of their being
sthye 2o the ' 25 0i  2re nawon or as the result of o perfom J[iVC it symbolising the bicaking of
> body of the deceased =s . rite of pussuo from the world 07 he Lving ‘o the world of the dead (ne >
m ethne raphic comtents oo .t 1700;  cteall and 4 toedon 1679;  vinas 12
1960).

Thotene venst roof wo v goods and ot offedings and wi: i cenees of - i depo oor
ST s i eeiin Catenl and some s Cladnetions can beoinde eve | oods ivpicall

," an oy

fy e N owms

of v omd oo pothy vesse (Onet contidniat e vt Y ar Bcde st et Typical
voave offirin:, inciode figor o of godi ntaiee wethonn, v e onol | louers to write
e T Lonn L bodh e gort s o os N o0 7 The depos Jonol Lov L Lt g of
oooken aa e onanaco a0 pcw T Lol Tt st s e o con it we W
be » voieal e ol vve o0 e crmary 1oaal. otive offeriy o el Do typically
ool 1 he o U Sorond oo e sors L Lol 0 s and wou Ty ey
ce o e s s s el s U e e s s D Lo v (they
v cecow b e Jooas oo o) oL uas b ibjens to | Loonrauon oy
oo oo, s nes s D d 0 e o Tl Ty of the L oconsyl 0k 7, in
i1 18 i, quo. ‘@.. (SR
Yfil t.Lo ol b e sy ol en g gl Lese ce of huinan
B N FERE | SUPES N1 (/R IV SR I coo s ded o L feact of
Jrpotacr oot T A cachpwona s o ees b o T i Ty Che onetr type site
L L P (AT NN T I a0 00ED 1dE e and
O ST T 20U E=TT s Dansine (g I wole T 00- 00y, ing Isle -
f0vn v Ling and O 030 Toanc ode o 4y cwitiy, Cordion (M nd de 1983:139,
Sheldon md 7ol 1979y 20 Com rove ottty 20 e 190,
Locailon ol @i ey wovtde fuc el cwnw ' oac e ¢ g o we fo o point of a orman cemetery
('=dwin 1981, ere 124000 170 wholt  12725:5¢ ,»O); 0. 10n ‘rounds  temple,
Bucki shamshire 1s adjacent to the " hor iborc -, loman barrows (. wis 1966): .. ycock hill temple
Pockshire Is adjacent o a cemetery (otton (S°7): ol tiesior (L. ote 57 is n L.l to a we led cemetery

“ad temples 70107 and A are within the exira-oe v cemeicsy rone outside the Uost (Talkerne)
ate of the city (Crununy 1980) (sce furthier below, for a re-interpeitaiion of cn.iew 2 5 at Sheepen,
Colchester).

The recently excavaw! (concentric double square) structure at . ancroft (1tuckinghamshire) has both
mortuary featurc: (many human bonc: from an original vault) and votive indications and has been
designated by its excavators as a temple-mausoleum (M illiams and Zecpvat 1994). A siilar structure
has been recorded at Ratham Mill, Funtington, West Sussex ( .ing and Soffe 1983). The funerary
assoclations of some structures are indeed so pronounced that they have been assigned to an entirely
different category: as mausolea. Such ‘mausolea’ (e.g. arpendon, ‘icrts. (Lowther 19:7); Welwyn,
Herts. (Rook, Walker and Denston 1984), Wood Lan i.d, Herts. (. :al 1983, 1984), and Lullingstone,
Kent (Meates 1979, Rodwell 1980)) usually have exactly the same furm as Romano-Teltic temples. The
decision to allocate to either category scems to be based on the (mis)chances of archaeological retrieval
and can be quite arbitrary (e.g. at the lipringhead te 1ple complex in Kent, one conceniric double s¢ uare
structures (erected over four infant burials — one under each corner) is designated a ‘temple’, whilst
another nearby (which encloses two infant burials in lead coffins) is labelled a ‘mausoleum’ (Burnham
and Wacher 1990:192-198)). I believe that the posited similarity of form of Romano-Celtic temples and
mausolea 1s in fact an «dentity and that supposed category distinction are an artefact of our own cultural
consciousness where the discourses of death and religion are distinct academic specializations (Lewis
1966 on temples versus Toynbee 1971 on mausolea). Though the limitations of this approach have
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become increasingly apparent, and the neologism ‘temple-mausoleum’ has been coined (Williams and
Zeepvat 1994), the full implications of the problem have yet to be grasped. Our difficulty appears to be
a conceptual (even ‘theoretical’) one.

The possibility of some kind of ancestral or heroic cult, with a combination of votive and mortuary
rites might go a long way to explain the many odd features of Romano-Celtic temples. For instance the
Muntham Court Romano-Celtic temple in Sussex has a hearth in the middle of the cella where one
would presumably (on the model of classical temples) have expected the votive offerings to be placed
(votive offerings were found, outside the temple). Nearby was a 200 foot deep ritual pit/well with dog
skeletons at the bottom: of chthonic/Underworld significance (Holleyman and Burstow 1955; Burstow
and Holleyman 1957; Green 1976:220, Black 1986). It is to the chthonic/Underworld significance of
ritual pits in relation to Romano-Celtic temples that I now turn.

Ritual pitsiwells, the Underworld and the god Mercury

Ritual pits/wells are often found in the vicinity of Romano-Celtic temples [2]. Such ritual pits/wells
have long been regarded as quintessentially ‘Celtic’ and linked to springs, rivers and bogs as
repositories of offerings/sacrifices (Cunliffe 1988:359; Ross 1968). However, many examples are in
fact known cross-culturally, including from the classical world (Webster 1997). Probably the best
known example of this is the ritual shaft (Mundus) on the Palatine Hill in Rome, which was regarded as
giving access to the Underworld and from which the spirits of the dead (the di manes: see below) were
supposed to issue on a certain three days of the year (Webster 1997:139; for classical conceptions of the
nature of the Underworld see Bailey 1935; Cumont 1959; Onians 1951:254).

Ritual pits/wells have been found within or adjacent to the temene of Romano-Celtic temples at
Great Dunmow and Great Chesterford in Essex (Ross 1968:264-265; Wait 1985:407-408), at
Muntham Court in Sussex (see above), possibly at Southwark, London (Merrifield 1996), at Weycock
Hill (Cotton 1956:55-56), and at the Lower Brook Street site in Winchester (Biddle 1975:298-200;
Ross 1975). At the latter site an anthropomorphic wooden statuette of the female Celtic goddess Epona
was found at the bottom of the pit, dated to 150-60 AD. The statuette holds a key in her right hand.
Epona is most often associated with horses, though she was also a chthonic goddess, “guiding the souls
of the departed to the otherworld of Celtic belief” (Ross 1975:336). The key symbolises “her power to
unlock the doors of temple, stable or home; and of opening the gates of eternity for the departed” (Ross
1975:336).

A related indication of Underworld/chthonic associations is provided by depictions and dedications

to the god Mercury in association with Romano-Celtic temples, ritual pits and graves.
Though commonly thought by archaeologists to be exclusively associated with trade and money (e.g.
Hawkes and Crummy 1995:95, 101, 105) Mercury, in another aspect, as the Roman equivalent of the
Greek Hermes Psychopompos, was the conductor of the souls of the dead to the Underworld. The god
Mercury was, from a very early period, completely assimilated to the Greek god Hermes in all his
aspects (Bailey 1935:117-118). Though the mortuary role of Mercury has not often been stressed in the
context of Roman studies; literature, epigraphy and archaeology all attest to it. In Roman literature we
can cite the works of Virgil and Horace (and Seneca’s Apocolocyntosis). Here Mercury was not only
the conductor of the souls of the dead to the Underworld but also acts to keep the dead in place: to
prevent them transgressing the bounds of the world of the dead and returning to the terrestrial sphere
(Horace Odes 1.10, 1.25; Scheid 1996:962). In this respect Mercury is what is technically called an
‘infernal deity’ or god of the Underworld, sharing this honour with such as Hecate, Persephone and
Tartarus, and with the divinised spirits of the dead (all the above classed indiscriminately as the di
manes)(Merrifield 1987:141)
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Roman sarcophagi from Gaul often show Mercury in this role (Esperandieu 1907-66) In both
Britain and Gaul, Mercury has quite literally been found in an ‘Underworld’ context. At Poitiers a ritual
pwwell (120 feet deep) adjacent to two Romano-Celtic temples produced a votive inscription to
Mecurius Adsmerius (Ross 1968:278). At Emberton in Buckinghamshire an altar portraying a non-
classical Mercury was found at the bottom of a sacred well/ritual pit which is possibly associated with a
shrine (Ross 1967:30, 192)

As a god of the Underworld (part of the collective di manes who occupied the lower sphere in

opposition to the celestial gods: the di superi), Mercury/Hermes was often invoked in curse tablets
throughout the Roman Empire, in which we find victims typically devoted ‘to the demons of the
Underworld, Hermes of the Underworld, Hecate of the Underworld, to Pluto, Persephone, the Fates of
the Underworld, to all the gods and Cerberus’ (Tomlin 1988:62). Putative entrances to the Underworld,
such as the sacred spring at Bath attracted such curse tablets, to Celtic and/or Roman Underworld
deities (Tomlin 1988).
Such curse tablets invoking the aid of Mercury have been found in profusion at some Romano-Celtic
temples, such as the many from the Uley temple in Gloucestershire (Woodward and Leach 1993;
Tomlin 1993). At the Kelvedon Romano-Celtic temple in Essex, and at the Holbrooks ritual site
(associated with the neighbouring Romano-Celtic temple at Harlow) curse tablets dedicated to Mercury
have been found in associated ritual pits/wells (Conlon 1973; Tomlin 1988:61; Wait 1985:410; Wright
1958:150). The Bancroft temple-mausoleum and villa complex has iconography (figurines and
sculpture depicting cockerels) redolent of the cult of Mercury (Green 1974, 1994:321). Such have also
been found in the cemetery around the Lancing temple (Frere 1940:161-171; Winbolt 1935:59-60).

As indicated above for Folly Lane, human skulls, face pots and masks are often found within ritual
pits/wells (Ross 1962, 1968; Wait 1985:321-335). In addition to the Folly Lane examples above there
are examples from Holbrooks-Harlow where a grotesque face mask (which 1s not a typical theatrical
mask, but bears close resemblance to the equally gruesome examples of unknown function found at the
Altbachtal Romano-Celtic temple complex at Trier: Wightman 1970) has recently been found deposited
in a Roman period well (Bartlett pers. comm.). At Bath the sacred spring produced another enigmatic
Romano-Celtic tin mask, perforated with nail holes (Cunliffe 1988; see Dungworth, this volume, for
further thoughts on the ritual aspects of nails).

What this head/face/mask ritual signified is difficult to interpret. Some concern with the ancestors
seems likely. It may, however indicate subversive magic (self-styled magicians and sorcerers were
commonplace in the Roman world: Macmullen 1966) rather than being part of an official cult (or
indeed ‘anti-magic’ — in modern Haiti decapitation of corpses and transposition of head and feet 1s
practised to prevent sorcerers re-animating the corpse as a ‘zombie’). Some form of head-cult and the
ritual display of ancestor masks and deposition of skulls and statue heads is manifested in both the
Celtic and classical world in both religious and magical contexts (Onians 1951:96-167, 507-508; Ross
1962, 1967:127-167, 1968; Webster 1997). Ancestral masks were a common feature of Roman
funerals (Pliny Natural History 35:2; Polybius Histories 6:53-54). It is of interest in this connection that
the Latin word for ‘ghost’ and ‘mask’ are expressed by the same word: larva (Onians 1951:135). It may
be relevant that the Romans had “the belief that the life-soul which survives death is in or is the head”
(Onians 1951:507). This is exemplified in such iconography as the ‘Colchester Sphinx’ (the Sphinx is a
classic symbol of death, often found depicted on tombs) which holds a head, symbolising the soul of the
deceased, between its paws (Crummy 1997:108). Historians record that when a Roman general
‘devoted’ both himself and the enemy to the infernal gods (the di manes) — as a desperate expedient to
win a close fought battle — it was his head which he offered them (Onians 1951:132). We have here a
probable interweaving and complex re-interpretation of an intricate web of ‘Celtic’ and Roman beliefs
and practices. Further research into the context of such finds would be productive, coupled with an
awareness of the potential complexity of ritual/religious belief and practice (on the head cult see further:
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Braithwaite 1984; Cotton 1996; Marsh and West 1981; Merrifield 1987:46; Ross 1962, 1968; Wait
1985:321-335).

Memory and the negotiation of power

There has been a presumption that Romano-Celtic temples functioned in a similar way to classical
temples, with a continuous placement of votive offerings within the precinct, over any given period of
time, including in some cases ‘continuity’ from the LPRIA through the Roman period (Wait 1985).
However, we may instead be seeing the commemoration of events: discontinuities mediated by memory
rather than continuous ritual performances (Williams, this volume). Such commemoration seems to be
the case at Folly Lane (see above) and can be seen at other sites, such as the Hayling Island ‘temple’.
Here an LPRIA circular timber building with an associated dismembered inhumation and burnt and
broken grave goods (a funeral event?) was replaced in the Flavian period by a stone shrine which
mirrored its form. The coin sequence here points to a discontinuity between these two events
(Haselgrove 1987). The temenos around the shrine is similar in plan and orientation to those of the fi _.
century mortuary enclosures at Stanway, near Colchester. The constructional style and technique of the
stone shrine at Hayling Island has links with the nearby palace of Cogidubnus at Fishbourne and 1s
possibly linked to his dynasty (Downey, King and Soffe 1980; King and Soffe 1994). A site with
similarities to both Hayling Island and Stanway is the ritual site a. . isons Way, Thetford (< . sorv
1992). Here structures and graves dating back to the first century I were given a m~ee ¢ fnal
embellishment, in the mid first century AD, in the form of a series of concentric rectilinear enclosures
with internal round huts. However the site was deliberately destroyed and levelled soon after,
suggesting that its iinal embellishment was related 10 an event (the funeral of King Prasutagus?) rather
than an on-going process. A much later temple near this site seems possible from the evidence of small
finds: this structure has however possibly been destroyed by a nearby modern factory. Such
discontinuities can be explained If we accept that monumentalization was mediated by — mory rather
than necessarily by continuous ritual performance.

These memories could refer to myth as much as ‘reality’: the ‘temples” at Hirlow and © incing are
built adjacent to Bronze Age barrows, which probably had some legendary significance: the past wus
inscribed with meaning, which affected activity in the present (Williams this volume). At both tt. ¢
sites there 1s also evidence of preceding LPRIA structures and possible funerary activity. It may be
relevant that the stone structures at Harlow and Lancing are built at the Flavian ‘event horizon’, when
the last generation of those who witnessed the conquest would be dying out (Harlow: Bartlett 1988;
Burnham and Wacher 1990:183-188; France and Gobel 1985; Lancing: Bedwin 1981; Frere
1940:161-171; Winbolt 1935:59-60).

The problematic of continuity/discontinuity is also apparent at the four first century Romano-Celtic
temples at Sheepen (west of Colchester) (Crummy 1997:86, 107). This temple complex seems to have
no links with Iron Age predecessors. The area where they are situated was a thriving industrial, trading
and manufacturing area before the Boudiccan revolt. After destruction, caused during the revolt or by
Roman counter-insurgency afterwards, this whole area was occupied by a series of temple complexes.
Though there is no continuity of function or ritual practice it is however possible that these temples also,
related to the past through the operations of memory. Did they commemorate a dispossessed native
aristocracy who fell victim to the Boudiccan revolt and its aftermath (Crummy 1997:86, 107). Both
‘continuity’” and ‘discontinuity’ need to be deconstructed.

The Cult of King Cunobelinus at Gosbecks?

Traditional functionalist explanations of Romano-Celtic temples have tended to regard them as
being situated on tribal boundaries (Stevens 1940). This liminal position is supposedly conducive to
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their operation as temple-rural fair complexes, with traders utilising such sites to exchange goods
(Burnham and Wacher 1990:40-41). At Gosbecks (Crummy 1997:27-28, 102-107; Hawkes and
Crummy 1995:95-105) the discovery of a bronze statue of Mercury, in a field north of the temple
enclosure was adduced to support this interpretation: Mercury, being the god of traders (Hawkes and
Crummy 1995:95, 101, 105). This explanation fails to convince, as I suspect that trading activities
would have been more convenient in the forum of Colchester, two and a half miles away, and also
because Mercury was not merely a god of trade but (as I have mentioned above), in another aspect, was
the conductor of the souls of the dead to the Underworld. The statue of Mercury from Gosbecks may
indicate that the Romano-Ccltic temple here was dedicated to this god. Perhaps here, as elsewhere, he
had a protective role with regard to the di manes — the divinised spirits of the dead. (A recent find at
Gosbecks of an iron ring with an inset gemstone depicting the god Mars has led Crummy to suppose
that this was the god worshipped at Gosbecks (Crummy [997:106-107). With respect to this I would
suggest that in the ‘interpretatio Romana’ there is an equivocation between Mars and Mercury (as seen
for instance at the Romano-Celtic temple at Uley (Woodward and Leach 1993)) who both seem to
represent the same Celtic Horned god figure (Ross 1967:134), and that this Celtic Horned god also has
chthonic associations.) The ditch delimiting the inner enclosure at Gosbecks had a coin of Cunobelinus
in the primary fill and seems to date from the immediate pre-Conquest phase. At a later period a
Romano-Celtic temple was built within the corner of this enclosure. The placement of the temple in the
corner has been regarded as odd and recourse o the sacred tree argument has been made to explain
what was in the middle (Lewis 1960). If, however, we compare one of the nearby Stanway mortuary
enclosures with the Gosbecks enclosure the similarities in plan, orientation and placement of the
entrance are remarkable (compare plans in Hawkes and Crummy 1995). Also, the association of a
Romano-Celtic temple with the Gosbecks enclosure is reminiscent of the Folly Lane mortuary
enclosure. Perhaps the enclosure at Gosbecks is a mortuary enclosure as well? This would explain the
odd placement of the temple, if rather than a tree there was a burial in the middle of the enclosure. The
person buried there would obviously be of some importance, as we can see from the increasing
elaboration of concentric outer enclosures to the east, and the placement of the temple in the corner.
Nearby, to the south, is a large enclosure which Philip Crummy interprets as the original residence of
King Cunobelinus (Crummy 1997:17-18). In later times a theatre was built in the immediate vicinity
and a road connected the complex directly to the Colonia. It is plausible that all this activity was
connected (o the fame of the person buried within the enclosure. Who was this person? [ suggest, with
Philip Crummy (Crummy 1997:27-28, 102-107), that it was none other than Cunobelinus himself, and
that his person was the object or focus of continuing devotion well into the Roman period . Such an
Heroic cult of Cunobelinus would provide a native counter-weight to the cult of ‘Claudius the God™ at
the Colonia. Though onc might wonder why the Romans would allow the veneration of a native leader
it 1s probable that Cunobelinus was a fairly safe symbolic figure for them. Having died some two years
before the Conquest he would not be an obvious symbol of resistance to Roman rule (unlike the
renegade Caratacus). The memory of Cunobelinus could have been a locus in the negotiation of power
between Roman and native. The Romans could legitimate their rule by claiming to follow the example
ol King Cunobelinus rather than their antagonist King Caratacus.

In the classical context the combination of mortuary and sacred rites in the form of a sacrificial cult
with special rites around the tomb of a Hero is common in the Greek-speaking part of the Roman
Empire. These hero tombs often purported to be of the mythical founders of the city but also included
historical personages (Rohde 1925:115-216). The combination of mortuary and sacred rites with an
ancestral cult was not completely unknown, also, in the western, Latin-speaking part of the empire
{Weinstock 1971:287-296), which was heavily influenced by beliefs and practices from the Greek East
and from Magnua Graecia (southern Italy).

In Roman myth and ritual practice the dead were assimilated to the infernal gods — the di manes
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(Bailey 1935:297-299; Onians 1951:264-270; Radice 1973:158). ‘When a Roman burned his dead
father, as soon as he came upon a bone, he said that he (the dead) had become a god’ (Onians 1951:267,
quoting Varro). According to the jurist Gaius, places where the dead were buried, and grave monuments
— which in the early Roman period often had the form of altars — were literally the possession of the di
manes (Institutes of Gaius 2.2-9; Fraser and Nicholas 1958:120). The ubiquitous dedicatory formula
for tomb inscriptions of the imperial period 1s DIS MANIBUS. This, the Latin dative form of di manes,
is virtually untranslatable into English, due to grammatical peculiarities and because of our different
world-view and cosmology. However this Latin dedicatory formula combines notions of the shades of
the dead (hopefully beneficent ghosts) (manes) who inhabit the underworld (also ‘manes’), and notions
of the divine (di = gods) and bears the import: “To the infernal [underworld] gods’. That is, the tomb is
devoted to the divinised spirits of the dead and the infernal gods (both of these entities comprehended as
one within the term dis manibus) who inhabit the Underworld in a similar way that temples and votive
offerings were devoted to the celestial gods (dis superis) who were conceived as ‘spirits in the sky’
(Bailey 1935:297-299).

The presence of an heroic cult in the Celtic world also, is hinted at by the Greek ethnographer
Posidonius who uses the terminology of the heroic cult to describe Celtic temples in southern Gaul
(Webster 1995:446-447). The cult of the head, in the classical and Celtic world, associated with
Romano-Celtic temples (see above) possibly evinces a similar concern with ancestors.

Conclusion

Romano-Celtic temples were a locus in the negotiation of power between Roman and native. As such
they were polysemic and could mean different things to different groups in society at different times. On
the Roman side the appropriation of the authority of pre-Conquest rulers, invested in such monuments,
could provide some semblance of legitimation. Conversely it is plausible to suggest that a cult on the
memory of Heroes and Ancestors could sustain a ‘counter-memory’ of the time before the Roman
conquest and provide a focal point for the identity of native Britons into the Roman period (this identity
in turn being subject to re-negotiation). In this respect the so-called Romano-Celtic temples would act to
maintain this ‘counter-memory’ without there being any necessary continuity of religious function from
the Iron Age to the Roman period.

Coda: St Alban versus the Normans

On the theme of domination and resistance the Norman Conquest provides an interesting comparison to
the Roman conquest. In a simifar fashion to the Romans, the Norman conquerors legitimated their rule
as the inhentors of the mantle of the penultimate king of the native dynasty (Edward the Confessor
equals Cunobelinus) rather than the last king (Harold equals Caratacus), who opposed their invasion. It
is interesting that in this respect the cult of a sanctified King Edward was fostered at Westminster
Abbey and was eventually the focus of the royal dynasties that had superseded his own. On the note of
resistance and the negotiation of power between ruler and ruled in Britain, the appropriation of the
memory of Edward the Confessor by the Normans was opposed by a native ‘counter-memory’ in which
putative protagonists of the Saxon resistance such as the unfortunate Earl Waltheof (who became
implicated in a plot by Norman nobles against William, and achieved the dubious distinction of being
the only person officially executed, under Saxon law, in the reign of William I) became objects of
devotion after their death with miracles claimed at their tombs (Williams 1995:64).

The last act concerns the relics of the Roman St Alban. According to tradition he was decapitated on the
hill adjacent to the Folly Lane enclosure (with its own strange decapitated head ensemble) raising
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suspicions that the legend of St Alban is related to that of the ‘Hero on the Hill’ at Folly Lane, and that
the legend of St Alban and the legend of the Hero may have fused (Denison 1994; Niblett pers. comm.).
In a last ironic twist the relics of St Alban were transported to Der .aark, at the time of the Norman
Conquest, by the fugitive abbot of St Alban’s, and used o«  talismar of = < ~¢  against William the
Conqueror by the abortive liberation movement led by king ‘Cnut the I o'y of -k (Williams
1995:47-48).

School of Archaeological * i:wdies, Leicester University

Notes

[1] The very notion of a broken gift seems quite perverse. Animal socril  is no exception. Here the
gods were offered food — notoriously the more unsavoury portions, according to Hesiod — on the same
terms as human beings. A preparation of a meal usually entails the prior destruction, dismemberment
and cooking of the animal/plant. If this destruction, dismemberment and cooking 1s not regarded as
‘mystical’ in a secular context it difficult to see why it should be so in asac - context.

[2] A brief note on terminology: I hold that there s no ritual/utilitarian, t o uonal/rational distinction
between a ritual pit and a well. A well 1s as ‘rnitual’ an object as it 1s possible to imagine, as exemplified
by the ‘irrational’ deposition of coins in them, up to the present day, by those unaware of archaeological
methodologies which regard them, in the first instance, as merely functional utilitarian water-obtaining
devices. "Wishing” and ‘holy’ wells, in places such as the Peak district are the still the focus of annual
(Christianised) rituals (Porter 1984:44, 144). Utilitarian practice does not preclude or have necessary
priority over ritual practice.

Acknowledgements

I would like to thank all those who commented on my paper when it was first delivered at TRAC
97, especially Rosalind Niblett, with whom 1 continued the discussion in the bar. My inadequate
knowledge of the classical world has been supplemented by Samantha Burke, to whom I express
my thanks. I also wish to thank Mr Bartlett for his thoughts and for the tour of s delightful
museum at Harlow. I hope have benefited from the advice of my anonymous referee and from Rob
Witcher whose suggestions 1 have tried to take on board. T am also indebted to Kirsty Shipton for
correcting my Latin and Greek. All mistakes, however, remain my own.

Bibliography

Ahern, E. 1973, The Cult of the Dead in a Chinese Village. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Bailey, C 1935. Religion in Virgil. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bartlett, R. 1988. The Harlow Celtic Temple, Current Archaeology, 112: 163-66.

Bedwin, O. 1981, Excavations at Lancing Down, West Sussex 1980. Sussex Archaeological
Collections, 119: 37-56.

Biddle, M. 1975. Excavations at Winchester, 1971: tenth and final interim report, Antiguaries Journal,
55:96—126, 295-337.

Black, E. W. 1986. Romano-British Burial Customs and Religious Beliefs in South East England, The
Archacological Journal, 142:201-239.

Braithwaite, G. 1984. Romano-British face pots and head pots, Britasnia, 15:99-131.

Branigan, K. 1973. Town and Country: The Archaeology of Verulamium and the Roman Chilterns.
Bourne End, Buckinghamshire: Spur Books.

Burnham, B. C. and Wacher, J. 1990. The ‘Small Towns’ of Roman Britain. London: Batsford.

Burstow, G. P. and Holleyman, G. A. 1957. Excavations at Muntham Court, Findon Sussex, The



06 Colin Forcey

Archaeological Newsletter, 6:101-102.

Conlon, R. F. B. 1973. Holbrooks—An Iron Age and Romano-British Settlement (part 1), Essex Journal,
8(2):30-50.

Cotton, J. 1996. A miniature chalk head from the Thames at Battersea and the ‘Cult of the Head’ in
Roman London. In J. Bird, M. Hassall and H. Sheldon (eds.) Interpreting Roman London. Oxford:
Oxbow.

Cotton, M. A, 1956. Weycock Hill, Berkshire Archaeological Journal, 55.48-68.

Crummy, P. 1980. The Temples of Roman Colchester. In W. Rodwell (ed.) Temples, Churches and
Religion in Roman Britain. Oxford: British Archaeological Report British Series 77 (i), pp.243-284.

Crummy, P. 1997, City of Victory: the Story of Colchester—Britain’s First Roman Town. Colchester:
Colchester Archaeological Trust.

Cumont, F. 1959. Afierlife in Roman Paganism. (Second edition.) New York: Dover.

Cunliffe, B. and Davenport, P. 1988. The Temple of Sulis Minerva at Bath. Volume [, The Site. Oxford:
Oxford University Committee for Archaeology.

Cunliffe, B. (ed.) 1988. The Temple of Sulis Minerva at Bath, Volume 2, Finds from the Sacred Spring.
Oxftord: Oxford University Committee for Archaeology.

Dean. M. 1994, Critical and Effective Histories: Foucault’s methods and Historical ~Sociology.
London: Routledge.

Denison, S. 1994. Pagan head cult ‘may have influenced legend of St Alban’, British Archaeological
News, April 1994, New Series, 12: 5.

Downey, R., King, A., and Soffe, G. 1980. The Hayling Island Temple and Religious Connections
across the Channel. In W. Rodwell (ed.) Temples, Churches and Religion: Recent Research in
Roman Britain. Oxford: British Archaeological Report British Series 77, pp.289-304.

Durkheim, E. 1915. The Elementary Forms of the Religious Life. London: Allen and Unwin.

Esperandieu, E. 1907-66. Recueil General des Bas Reliefs de la Gaule Romaine. Farnborough: Gregg
Press.

Forcey, C. 1997. Beyond Romanization: Technologies of Power in Roman Britain. In K. Meadows, C.
Lemke and J. Heron (eds.) TRAC 96: Proceedings of the Sixth Annual Theoretical Roman
Archaeology Conference Sheffield 1996. Oxford: Oxbow Books, pp.15-21.

Foucault, M. 199]. Nietzsche, Genealogy and History. In P. Rabinow (ed.) The Foucault Reader.
Harmondsworth: Penguin, pp.76-100.

France, N. E. and Gobel, B. M. 1985. The Romano-British Temple at Harlow. Gloucester: Alan Sutton.

Fraser, P. M. and Nicholas, B. 1958. The funerary gardens of Mousa, Journal of Roman Studies,
48:117-129.

Frere, S. S. 1940. A survey of archaeology near Lancing, Sussex Archacological Collections, 81:141~
172.

Goodman, M. 1997. The Roman World. London: Routledge.

Green, M. 1974. A marble cockerel from the Bradwell Roman villa. Britannia 5: 381-3.

Green, M. 1976. The Religions of Civilian Roman Britain. Oxford: British Archaeological Report
British Scries 24.

Green, M. 1994, The cockerel figurine. In R. J. Williams and R. J. Zeepvat (eds.) Bancroft: a Late
Bronze Age/lron age settlement Roman Villa and Temple-Mausoleum. Aylesbury: Buckinghamshire
Archaeological Society Monograph 7:321.

Gregory, T. 1992, Excavations at Thetford, 1980-1982: Fison Way. Norwich: East Anglian
Archaeology 53.

Haselgrove, C. 1987. Iron age Coinage in South-East England. the Archaeological Context. Oxford:
British Archaeological Report 174.

Haselgrove, C. and Millett, M. 1997. Verlamion reconsidered. In A. Gwilt and C. Haselgrove (eds.)
Reconstructing Iron Age Societies. Oxford: Oxbow Monograph 71, pp.282-296.

Hawkes, C. F. C. and Crummy, P. 1995. Camulodunum 2. Colchester: Colchester Archaeological Trust.

Hawkes, C. F. C. 1954. Archaeological theory and method: some suggestions from the Old World,



Whatever Happened to the Heroes? 97

American Anthropologist, 56:155-68,

Hertz, R. 1960. Death and the Right Hand. Glencoe: Illinois: Free Press.

Holleyman, G. A. and Burstow, G. P. 1955. Excavations at Muntham Court, Findon, Sussex. Ritual
Burials Found, Archaeological Newsletter, 5:204-5.

Hunn, J. R. 1992, The Verulamium oppidum and its landscape in the late Iron Age, Archaeological
Journal, 149:39-68.

Jessup, R. F. 1959. Barrows and Walled cemeteries in Roman Britain, Journal of the British
Archaeological Association, 22:1-32.

King, A. and Soffe, G. 1983. A Romano-Celtic temple at Ratham Mill, Funtington, West Sussex,
Britannia, 14:264-6.

King, A. and Softe, G. 1994. The Iron Age and Roman Temple on Hayling Island, Harnpshire. In A. P.
Fitzpatrick and E. Morrtis (eds.) The Iron Age in Wessex: Recent Work. Salisbury: Trust for Wessex
Archaeology, pp.114-16.

Lewis, M. J. T. 1966. Temples in Roman Britain. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Lowther, A W.G. 1937 Report on the excavation of the Roman structure at Rothamsted Experimental
Station, Harpendon, Transactions of the St Albans and Hertfordshire Architectural and
Archaeological Society, 5:108-14,

Macmullen, R. 1966. Enemies of the Roman Order. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press.

Marsh, G. and West, B. 1981. Skullduggery in Roman London? Transactions of the London and
Middlesex Archacological Sociery, 32:86-102.

Mays, S. and Steele, J. 1996. A mutilated human skull from Roman St Albans, Hertfordshire, England.
Antiguity, 70:155-61.

Meates, G.W. 1979. The Roman Villa at Lullingstone. Maidstone: Kent Archaeolgoical Society.

Merrifield, R. 1983. London: City of the Romans. London: Batsford.

Merrifield, R. 1987. The Archaeology of Ritual and Magic. London: Batsford.

Merrifield, R. 1996. The London hunter-god and his significance in the history of Londinium. In J.
Bird, M. Hassall and H. Sheldon (eds.) 1992. fnterpreting Roman London. Oxford: Oxbow,
pp.105-114.

Metcalf, P. and Huntingdon, R. 1979. Celebrations of Death: the Anthropology of Mortuary Ritual.
(Second edition.) Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Neal, D. S. 1983, Unusual buildings at Wood Lane End, Hemel Hempstead, Herts, Britannia, 14:73-86.

Neal, D. S. [984. A sanctuary at Wood Lane End, Hemel Hempstead, Britannia, 15:193-215.

Nietzsche, F. 1996. [1887] On the Genealogy of Morals. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Niblett, R. 1992. A Catuvellaunian chieftain’s burial from St Albans, Antiguity, 66:917-29.

Niblett, R. 1995. A new site at Verulamium (St Albans). In R. Holgate (ed.) Chiltern Archaeology:
Recent Work. Dunstable: The Book Castle, pp.96-102.

Onians, R. B. 1951, The Origins of European Thought, about the body, the mind, the soul, the world,
time and fate. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Porter, L. 1984. The Visitor’s Guide to the Peak District. Ashbourne: Moorland Publishing.

Quinnell, H. 1991. The Villa and Temple at Cosgrove, Northamptonshire, Northamptonshire
Archaeology, 23:4-60.

Radice, B. 1973. Who's Who in the ancient World. Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Rodwell, W. 1980. Temple Archaeology: Problems of the Present and Portents for the Future. In W.
Rodwell (ed.) Temples, Churches and Religion. recent research in Roman Britain. Oxford: British
Archaeological Reports British Series 77, pp.211-241.

Rohde, E. 1925, Psyche=The Cult of Souls and Belief in Immortality among the Greeks. London:
Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Rook, T., Walker, S. and Denston, C. B. 1984. A Roman mausoleum and associated marble
sarcophagus and burials from Welwyn, Hertfordshire, Britannia, 15:143-62.

Ross, A. 1962. Severed heads in wells: an aspect of the well cult. Scottish Studies 6(1):31-48

Ross, A. 1967. Pagan Celtic Britain. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.



98 Colin Forcey

Ross, A. 1968, Shafts, Pits, Wells,—sanctuaries of the Belgic Britons? In J. M. Coles and D. D. A.
Simpson (eds.) Studies in Ancient Europe. Leicester: Leicester University Press, pp.255-285.

Ross, A. 1975. A wooden statuette from Venta Belgarum, Antiguaries Journal, 55:335-336.

Scheid, J. 1996. Mercurius. In S. Hornblower and A. Spawforth (eds.) The Oxford Classical Dictionary.
(Third edition) Oxford: Oxford Untversity Press, p.962.

Sheldon, H. and Yule, B. 1979. Excavations in Greenwich Park 1978-9, The London Archaeologist,
3(12):311-17.

Srivinas, M. N. 1952. Religion and Society among the Coorgs of South India. London: Asia Publishing
House.

Stevens, C. E. 1940. The Frilford Site: a Postscript, Oxoniensa 5:166—7.

Tomlin, R. S. O. 1988. The curse tablets. In B. Cunliffe (ed.) The Temple of Sulis Minerva at Bath, II:
finds from the Sacred Spring. Oxford: Oxford University Committee for Archaeology, pp.59-277.
Tomlin, R. S. O. 1993. The inscribed lead tablets: an interim report. In A. Woodward and P. Leach. The

Uley Shrines. London: English Heritage, pp.113-130.

Toynbee, J. M. C. 1971, Death and Burial in the Roman World. New York: Cornell University Press.

Trigger, B. A. 1989. A History of Archaeological Thought. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Van Gennep, A. 1960. The Rites of Passage. Chicago: Chicago University Press.

Wait, G. A. 1985, Ritual and Religion in Iron Age Britain, Oxford: British Archaeological Reports
British Series 149.

Webster, J. 1995, Sanctuaries and Sacred Places. In M. J. Green (ed.) The Celiic World. London:
Routledge.

Webster, J 1997, Text expectations: the Archaeology of ‘Celtic’ Ritual Well: and Shafts. In A. Gwilt
and C. Haselgrove (eds.) Reconstructing Iron Age Societies. Oxford: Oxbow Monograph 71,
pp.134-144.

Weinstock, S. 1971, Divus Julius. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Wightman, E. M. 1970. Roman Trier and the Treveri. London: Rupert Hart-Davis.

Williams, R. J. and Zeepvat, R. J. 1994. Bancroft: a Late Bronze Age/Iron Age settlement, Roman Villa
and Temple-Mausoleum. Aylesbury: Buckinghamshire Archaeological Society Monograph 7.

Williams, A. 1995. The English and the Norman Conguest. Woodbridge: The Boydell Press.

Winbolt, S. E. 1935. Romano-British Sussex. In V.C.H. of Sussex, Volume 3. London: Oxford
University Press, pp.1-70.

Woodward, A. and Leach, P. 1993. The Uley Shrines. London: English Heritage.

Wright, R. P. 1958 Roman Bntain in 1957 I Inscriptions, Journal of Roman

Studies, 48:150-155.



	cover
	TRAC1997_87-98


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




