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2 
Representing Londinium: the influence of 
colonial and post-colonial discourses 

Francis Grew 
Museum of London 

2.1 Introduction 

Two soldiers are discussing the campaign (Fig. 2.1). They have recognised the im­
portance of the point just downstream from the tidal head of the Thames where two 
gravel islands jut into the river from north and south, and have decided to build a 
bridge and supply base. The base develops into a great port - a jewel in the crown 
of Roman civilisation , where the products of Mediterranean technology and taste are 
imported and enjoyed. 

This is how Londinium was portrayed in the Tower Hill Pageant - a commercial 
'dark ride' and museum that was open between 1991 and 1997 (Grew 1994) - - and it 
reflects what has become, at least since the time of Sir Mortimer 'Wheeler, the most 
widely-held interpretation of the Roman city (Wheeler 1930, pp. 21 , 32; Perring 1991, 
pp. 16- 9; but cf. Marsden 1980, pp. 17- 26, who argues for entirely civilian, mercantile, 
origins). There is, of course, a further element in this interpretation that was barely 
represented at the Pageant - concentra ting as it did on the London Bridge area, 
and on London's role as a port - namely the political. Londinium is often assumed 
to have been a capital city from an early stage (Wheeler 1930, pp. 29- 30; iVlerrifield 
1983, pp. 71- 84; for criticism of this view , see Millett 1998). 

The popular media often go further. 'The Mayor 's ances tor ', one newspaper an­
nounced, when a stone coffin was found on an archaeological site last year (London 
Evening Standard, 16th March 1999, p. 21). 'Was this Rome's man in London 1,800 
years ago?' Just as blat ant as the reiteration of the classic triangle of men- wealth­
power, is the implication that modern, successful London follows in a direct line from 
a.ncient, successful , Roman London. No ser ious academic or museum curator this cen­
tury has or would make so crude a connection, but there is a danger that visitors to 
the Museum of London might be misled into ' reading' the permanent exhibition in this 
way. The galleries are laid ou t in roughly chronological order, telling London 's s tory. 
The Roman gallery is prominent towards the beginning of that sequence. It contains 
writing, furniture, pictures of historical people - things we feel we can understand. 
This is in contrast to the preceding Prehistoric gallery, which lays more emphasis on 
ambiguities in the data and which seeks to humanise the past but perforce has to dea.l 
more with generalities (Cotton & Vlood 1996). Can we blame the ordinary 'punter ' 
if he or she misses the small print and connects 'them' - the 'Romans' - with ' us' 
(Fig. 2.2; see further, Beard & Henderson 1999, especially pp. 54-64)? More to the 
point, caJ1 we be sure that such a connection does not lurk, however repressed, in 
the subconscious of most students of Classical civilisation? As Raphael Samuel put 
it , with respect to national origin-myths, ' historians, however wedded to empirical 
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Figure 2.1: Tower Hill Pageant 
(1991- 1997): Roman soldiers 
planning the found ation of Lon­
dinium. Note the cleanliness 
of the armour and the care­
ful sheathing of the swords -
details that affirm the benev­
olence of Rome and the un­
contested nature of the con­
quest. Unconsciously, perhaps, 
the model-maker has worked en­
tirely within a Roman discourse, 
and has perpetuated the image 
the Rom ans created of them­
selves. 

enquiry, will take on, without knowing it, the deep structures of mythic thought' 
(Samuel 1998, p. 14). 

So far as representing Londinium goes, an exhibition organised in 1999 by John 
Clark, the iVluseum of London's medieval curator, therefore assumes some significance. 
In Alfred the Great: London's Forgotten King, many of the mid-Saxon items found 
in recent years in the Covent Garden area were displayed. From these it has been 
argued that 7th and 8th-century London lay principally outside the Roman city walls 
to the west, and the exhibition concluded with the following epitaph: 

Alfred's legacy also includes a vision for th e future of London. Alfred's 
London was not complete when he died in 899 but a new mercantile city grew 
out of his ideas and plans. The continuous history of the nation 's capital city 
dates from his reign. (Cla.rk 1999, p. 12) 

This alte rnative representation of London - as a city just 1100 years old, with a long 
'prehistory' punctuated by a 400-year period during which an earlier city came and 
went is one that will require careful consideration when the Museum's permanent 
galleries are redeveloped. 
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Figure 2.2: tvIuseum of London (1996-2000): enter ing the Roman gallery 
from the Prehistoric gallery. The juxtaposition of the word ' Prehistory ' 
with the words 'Creation of a City ' not only suggests discontinuity, but 
cou ld also - in some minds - create a direct link between the Roman 
period and the present day. Since t his paper was given , in April 2000, the 
Prehistoric display has been dismantl ed; an entire ly new ga ll ery wi ll be 
opened soon. 

2.2 Perceptions of Roman Britain: inductive or 
historically situated? 

Such an interpretation of London is hard ly new. It has been current in academic 
circles as an interpretation of Roman Britain for at least fifteen years. Interesti ngly, 
too, it marks something of a reversion to ways of thinking that were common in 
the firs t half of the 19th century. In those days the Roman empire was more often 
a target for criticism than a model for emulation, being regarded as despot ic and 
corrupt (Hingley 2000, pp. 19- 22) or simply un-Christian (Samuel 1998, p. 14) ; it 
was not until the en d of the 19th century that the Romans came to be regarded as 
fit t ing 'ancesto rs' for the English (Hingley 2000, pp. 24- 7). With this in mind, it is 
worth exploring how such interpretations of Londinium come to be fram ed . Purely 
inductively, from the evidence to hand? Or, to some extent at least , as part of a more 
general trend in historical interpretation? 

The following might be almost acceptable as a mainstream summary of current 
views on Roman Britain: 

The provincia l conquests of the 1st century ended Britain 's isolation , which had 
been marked in recent centuries. Rapidly, and sometimes brutally, Britain was 
dragged into the 1st century. Not every thing the Romans brought was bac!. 
Med icine and new methods of agriculture were generally good. Politi cal ideas 
cou ld be used for good or ill. But what is now clear is that in Britain , as in the 
eastern provinces, this was but Olle more layer superimposed upon an a lready 
vigorous peop le with a long history. 
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Entrepreneurial 

Macro-economic and 
political 

Strategic and military 

Personal 

Nineteenth century Africa 

Trading posts, chartered 
com panies preceding 
military and politica l 
intervention 
Capitalist-d riven search for 
new markets; political 
stalemate in Europe 
:\Teed to safeguard the 
route to India; instability 
of African communities 

Leopold II; Bismarck 

Roman Britain 

Trade or exchange beyond 
the fr ontiers, precedi ng 
conquest 

Expansionist requirements 
of Roman political eli tes 

Need to secure Rome 's 
frontiers; instabi lity of 
British and Gaulish 
communities 
Claudius; Caesar 
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Table 2.1: Summary of the main expl anations ad vanced for the 'Scramble for Africa ' in the 
1880s and 18905, a nd for the conquest of Britai n in AD 43. 

We might disagree about the importance of Roman agricu ltura l innovat ion , but other­
wise this seems reasonable as an assessment of what happened between AD 43 and 410 . 
In fact , it was written as a summary of current in terpretations of Africa during the 
colonial era; I have substituted ' 1st century ' for ' 19th century', 'Bri tain' for 'Africa', 
'Romans ' for 'E uropeans ', and so on (Chamberlain 1999, pp. 923).l Let us consider 
further, therefore, how Romano-British archaeology may lie within a much b roader 
conceptual framework, or historiographica.i discourse - which itself lies within a set 
of yet broader colonial and post-colonia l discourses. 

For many years now , scholars have consciously pointed to analogies between the 
Roman empire and modern European empires. Ri vet, for instance, argued that 
' throughout history contacts between higher and lower civ ilisations have tended to 
foll ow set patterns' so that evidence drawn from modern history 'can point to prob­
abilities, a.nd ... can confirm us in some of the conclusions we may reach by other 
means ' (Rivet 1958, p. 27). In a similar vein, one might mention a conference held 
in Oxford in 1978 , during which a series of papers on British colonial experiences 
served as a basis fo r discuss ion of the invasion of AD 43 and the 'native' response to 
it (Burnham & J ohnson 1979). \Vhat has been much less commonly acknowledged, 
however , is the extent to which schola.rs have been unconsciously infl uenced by wider, 
less explicit , trends in historiography. To stay with Africa, it is remarka ble how sim­
ilar are the reasons - often subtle and highly complex - that. have been given by 
historians for the colonisation of that continent by the European powers in the 1880s 
and 1890s, to those t hat have been offered for the annexa tion of Bri tain by Rome in 
t.he 1st cent ury A D (Ta ble 2.1 ). Significantly, it seems, these have tended to engage 
support. among practitioners in thei r respective fields at roughly the same time. 

First, there is the view tha t colonisation is principally the result of entrepreneurs 
seeking out new terri tories with resources ripe for exploita.tion ; set.ting up trading 
posts there; and getting in to difficulties that ultimately require the reluctant inter-

IThe or igi na l text is as fo llows: 'The colonial conquests of th e nin eteen th century end ed Africa's 
isolat ion, wh ich had been mal·ked in recen t cent uri es . Rap idly, and somet imes bru tally, Afr ica was 
dragged into th e twent ieth ceotury. Not everyt hi ng t he Europeans brought was bad. Medicine and 
new met hods of agriculture were genera lly good. Politica l ideas cou ld be used for good or ill . But 
what is now clear is that in Africa, as in Asia, this was but one more layer superimposed upon ao 
a lready vigorous peop le with a long history' (C hamberlain 1999, pp . 92- 3) . 
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vention of their governments. This was indeed the sequence of events in many parts of 
Africa during the late 19th century, and the majority of those writing at the time -
from journalists to academic historians - did not feel it necessary to dig much deeper 
to find explanations for the transforming acts of colonisation that were in progress 
around them. Priori ty was given to the superficial and local over the organic and 
general, events themselves seeming to be both causes and effects. Partly this was 
because things were happening at such a break-neck pace that it was difficult to make 
any sense of them. Returning to office in 1885, when the 'Scramble for Africa' was 
rea.ching its most frantic, even the British Prime Minister and Foreign Secretary, Lord 
Salisbury, confessed: 'I do not know exactly the cause of this sudden revolution. But 
there it is. ' (quoted in Eldridge 1978, p. 122). 

So momentous was the process of European colonisation and so much a part of 
national consciousnesses, that it is unlikely to be coincidental that many late 19th and 
ear ly 20th century archaeologis ts came to understand and explain the Roman Empire 
- and the invasion of Britain , in par ticular - in rather similar tE'rms. \Vheeler, 
for example, discussing the possibility of a trading settlement on the site of London 
before the invasion remarks: 

Latin writers tell us how, in Austria, Gaul and elsewhere, Roman traders pre­
ceded the ' fl ag' and , often at the peril of their lives , opened up commercial 
relations with the peoples beyond the Roman frontiers. 

(WheeJer 1930 , p. 17) 

Contrasting fund amentally with this form of interpretation, is a second, well-trodden 
path of thinking tha.t proposes far more structural explanations , stressing macro­
economic factors in particular. The publication in 1902 of.J. A. Hobson 's Imper'ialism: 
a Study precipitated a radical change in understanding both of late 19th century 
imperialism generally and of European motives in Africa in particular. Hobson argued 
that imperialism did not bring any benefits in terms of increased trade but, rather, 
provided the opportunity for highly profitable investment; it had become far more 
attractive to invest industrial surpluses overseas in projects such as railways than to 
reinves t them domestically (Hobson 1902, pp. 56-60, 86). The argument was rapidly 
adopted and universalised by Marxist thinkers, including Lenin, who came to regard 
imperialism as the inevitable, final stage of capitalism. Throughout the early and 
middle years of the 20th century, the theory was continuously refined and reshaped 
by historians and political philosophers; somet imes receiving a political stress -
competition among the Great Powers for possession of Africa being regarded as the 
resiting of a conflict that in Europe itself had reached stalemate - or, at other times, 
a socio-economic one, as emphasis was placed on the r61e of financiers and on the 
hopes of those in the emerging service sector of the economy to buy themselves a 
status matching that of the landed aristocracy (Cain & Hopkins 1987, pp. 1- 6). 

Hobson himself saw clear parallels between the British and the Roma n empi res, 
arguing that the anticipated returns from taxation and usury was a prime motive for 
developing new provinces (Hobson 1902 , pp. 387-90) . During the mid to late 20th 
century, ancient historians were, on the one hand, circumspect about adopting whole­
sale modern politico-economic theory of this type - emphasising instead the vastly 
different nature of ancient and modern economies (e.g. , Finley 1973, pp. 21 ~ 3) - but , 
on the other , almost paradoxically enthusiastic about embracing broad socio-economic 
explanations , both for Roman imperialism generally and for particu lar manifestat ions 
of it. For instance , the predominant ly Republican practice of colonisation could be 
seen as motivated principall y by land hunger in the metropolis (Fin ley 1973, p. 172); 



Representing Londiniu'm 17 

and the mineral wealth and human resources of Britain could be regarded as 'a sort of 
invisible expor t balancing the costs of occupat ion' of that island (Frere 1987, p. 46). 
In the 1980s and 1990s the argument took a more socio-political twist (somewhat sim­
ilar to that taken by Cain and Hopkins in the context of Victorian imperialism), when 
it began to be argued that Roman imperia lism was driven primarily by competition 
among the ruling elites, and that exploitation of new provinces became necessary for 
guaranteeing political stability at home (e.g ., Millett 1990 , p. 7). 

A third group of explanations for colonisation and imperialism stress military or 
long-term strategic objectives . This form of analysis - which often sees annexation 
of new territories as ' inevitable' and poorly thought out , rather than as part of a 
reasoned foreign policy - has been used at various times as a counter to the 'macro­
economic' interpretat ions. Thus Britai n's occupation of Egypt in 1882, or Britain 's 
acquisition of colonies on the eas t coast of Africa, has sometimes been regarded as 
part of a grand strategy to safeguard the passage to India (Robinson & Gallagher 
1981, pp. 462- 8) . Bu t while the st rategy may have been grand , the tactics were often 
less so: 

British advances in tropical Africa have all the appearances of involuntary re­
sponses to emergencies arising from t he decline of Turkish authority. . They 
were largely the work of men striving in more desperate times to keep to the 
grand conceptions of world policy ... inherited from the mid-Victorian [pe­
riodl . (Robinson & Gallagher 1981, p. 466, my emphasis) 

Roman relations with Gaul and Britain have often been interpreted in a rat.her simila r 
way. The inexorable, unavoidable nature of Roman expansion generally, a nd into 
Gaul in particular, has been stressed by a number of writers (e.g., Drinkwater 1983, 
pp. 13- 14, with regard to 1st century Be Gaul) - perhaps partly because this is 
how Rom an historians often explained it themselves. Polybius saw the acquisit ion of 
Spain and north Africa as accidental consequences of the war with Hannibal, and , 
for rather different reasons, Caesar portrayed not only his expeditions to Britain 
in 55-54 Be but also the entire conquest of Gaul as essentia lly defensive measures . 
They were, he argued, an inevitable consequence of the barbarians' penchant for 
migration ; of their inability to organise themselves peacefully and properly; and of 
the relentless reinforcement by the Britons of the rebels in Gaul. At the same time, 
behind explanations of the purely tactical responses, we find that ancient historians 
occasionally identify and emphasise more wid e-ranging, strategic object ives. Some 
have argued, for instance, that Caesar's prime purpose in Gaul was to secure long­
distance trade routes through to Britain , and to safeguard the tin trade in part icular 
(e.g., Hawkes 1977). 

In t he fourth of these explanation gi ven for colonisation and imperialism, there is 
the type of analysis th a t emphasises the role of individuals. Sometimes, this can be 
used to isolate an immed iate cause, as opposed to a more fundamental explanation 
drawn from the list above. For Bismarck or Leopold II of Belgium (whose schemes 
were to lead to the formation of the Belgian Congo), read Caesar or Claudius. Home 
politics, not foreign policy, was usually the driving force. Just as it seems that in 
1884 Bismarck first came to recognise the significance of colonisation as an election 
issue (Chamberla in 1999, p. 86) - a nd in consequence initiated the feverish scramble 
for colonies that took place in that and the following year - so does it seem that 
Claudius in A D 43 decided to bolster his weak personal position in domestic poli ti cs 
with military success in a remote land. 

By making comparisons of this kind , we can see that Romano-British studies sit 
within a much broader historiographical framework (Table 2.1). This can enable us 
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to evaluate alternative interpretations of Roman foreign policy with greater circum­
spection and, at the same time, to make judicious use of the techniques of source 
criticism that have been applied by students of more recent history. Nowadays, for 
example, there is much greater understanding of the distinction between subjective 
motives and objective causes, as Robinson and Gallagher put it in their suggestively­
titled book, Africa and the Victorians : the Official Mind of Imperialism (Robinson & 
Gallagher 1981, pp. xi, 20). Motives are often articulated by particpants a t the time 
something happens (compare the first and fourth groups of causes analysed above), 
whereas causes may only be detected subsequently by historians (compare the second 
and third groups). In another respect too, modern analyses of Victorian imperialism 
hold up a revealing mirror against Romano-British stuclies. This is in the tendency 
to emphasise local factors and differing responses , rather than to apply over-arching 
theories, and it is at least partly a consequence of the contribution made by national 
historians who , since the Second World War, have written histories of Asia and Africa 
from a non-wes tern perspective (Eldridge 1978, pp. 138- 40). The parallels with the 
contribution made by archaeology in provinces such as Germany, Gaul or Britain are 
too obvious to be stated; just as the recognition by modern historians tha t his to rical 
studies are themselves historically and socially situated (e.g., Southgate 1996) has its 
counterparts in post-modernism , post-structuralism and post-processual archaeology. 

How much further has this taken us in understanding Roman Britain? Before 
proposing an alterna tive view of Londinium in the 1st and early 2nd centuries , it is 
worth noting the contribution made by those studies - initially situ a ted within liter­
a ry criticism and linguistics, rather than 'history' - that have sought to characterise 
the discourse within which discussion of colonialism has traditiona lly ta ken place. 
These have st ressed the extent to which discussion that may appear liberal and spon­
taneous is in fact tightly constrained by the possibilities of a language that was itself 
created from the assumptions and stereotypes of a litera te, colonising power. Because 
of their rarity and persuasive force, and because they are perceived as the cornerstones 
of Western humanist scholarship, Classical authors have been granted a posit ion of 
a lmost unchallenged au thority. Scholars may have agonised about distort ions caused 
by rhetoric in Tacitus or by self-justification in Caesar , bu t it is only recently that 
we have woken up to the fact that when trying to understand the Roman provinces 
we are generally working within parameters devised by the Romans themselves (Hin­
gley 1994, p. 19; Barrett 1997, p. 1; Webster 1995). Indeed, in one sense, simply 
to think of ' history ' is t o position oneself entirely within a Graeco-Roman discourse. 
The colonised of Roman Britain have left hardly any texts, and certainly none that 
approximate to 'history ' . A particular feature of this discourse is the value placed 
on urbanism and the role of the city. Aristotle had theorised the organisation of the 
city-st a te, and both Romans and Greeks had established numerous colonies , so th at 
when Caesar, for instance, came to describe Britain or Gaul it was almost inevitable 
that he would try to identify oppida and to articulate his narrative around them. 

In the case of Londinium, our perceptions have been largely conditioned by Taci­
tus' description of the place at the time of the Boudican revolt: 

cognomento quidem coloniae non insigne, sed copia negoti atorum et com­
meatuum maxime celebre. 
... not indeed distinguished by the name of 'colony' but very fam ous for (or 

' crowded with ') numerous merchants and su pplies. 
(Tacitus, Anna.tes, XIV.33) 

Haverfield glossed this with the comment : 
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'vVe know. that the Roman provinces contained many such clubs or commu­
nities of Roman traders, ruling themselves on a quasi-municipa.l pattern. We 
may think that London was , at the outset , one of t.h ese communities. 

(Haverfield 1923, p. 62) 
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That Londinium was home to thousands of 'Britons' as well as 'Romans' would seem 
likely simply from the size of the population that was massacred - indeed Tacitus 
includes an unspecified number of 'our allies' am ong the victims - but deconstru c­
tion should go further. I suggest that th e comment concerning the legal status of 
London should not be read as an objective remark, almost casually made, but as 
bearing a special significance within the context of Roman imperia li st discourse. To 
Tacitus' readers, a colonia wou ld have been synonymous wit.h Romanitas , and so the 
destruct ion of a chartered town could be easi ly portrayed in terms of a binary opposi­
tion between 'Roman' and 'barbarian'. However, because London was not a colonia, 
the event became less explicable. Attention was drawn , therefore , to the crowds of 
traders and merchand ise, enabling Tacitus to play on the common assumption that 
'nat ives' a re always li kely to vandalise property and are stereotypically avid for booty 
(see fur ther, Grew 2000, pp. 161- 2) . As a consequence, however, there has been more 
debate among modern scholars about the legal status of Londinium than about al­
most any other t.opic. Was the place a colonia or a municipium ? When did it attain 
a particular status? Does the construction of a forum/ basilica denote the grant of a 
new cha rter? In the a bsence of inscrip tions, such questions are almost unanswerable 
- and, in any case, they may miss the point. 

2.3 Interpreting early Roman London: models 
derived from colonial archaeology 

This is far from saying that the description of Londinium in Annales XIV is entirely 
fictit ious. On the contrary, sufficient amphora , samian and other impor ted material 
survives to confirm t.he presence of abundant cornmeatus and , presumably, some 
negotiatores. But we should, perhaps, question the judgement made in 1985 that 
these finds are to be explained principally by the presence of 

'colonists ' [whol created a demand for goods to be transported long dis­
tances from their hOUle towns so that. they cou ld continue to live in the manner 
to which they were acc ustomed. (!Vlilne 1985 , p. 122) 

The origins of such explanations in more general historiographical and colonia list. 
discourses have alreaely been discussed, but it is worth considering how recent colonial 
archaeology might assist LI S in reassessing them. 

Official documentation on the est ablishment by Dutch and British trading compa­
nies of settlements in the New World , shows that they might be provisioned for a time 
by ship from the home country - often, mainly with seamen 's rat ions. Very soon 
however , this method of provisioning was supplemented or replaced by local supplies , 
so that a hybrid form of diet can be recognised in the archaeological record . There 
are many reasons for this : local availability of comparable foods tuffs, the difficulty 
of guaranteeing long-distance supplies, or the need to adapt to different environmen­
tal conditions (for arrangements at the Dutch colony founded on Saldanha Bay in 
1669, see Schrire 1995 , pp. 94-6). However, the change entailed a complex series of 
negotiations between settlers and the indigenous population, and current students of 
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colonial practice regularly stress the importance of the 'contact zone ' where a process 
of two-way 'transculturation' can take place (e.g., Pratt 1992, p. 6). 

Might this model be helpful in interpreting Londinium? While it is true that pre­
Boudican fire levels have yielded a higher proportion of imported pottery - Gaulish 
pottery, in particular - than those of any other period (Davies et al. 1994, p. 167, 
Fig. 143), there is often a degree of circularity in the inferences from such evidence. 
If we rely heavily on ceramics to identify and characterise the relevant deposits -
hypothesising that pre-Boudican London was mostly confined to the hill east of the 
Wa.lbrook - we are liable to overlook precisely those 'contact zones' where ceramics 
may have played a different role. Significantly, perhaps, on the western outskirts, 
where round houses were standing in the 50s, imported pottery comprised a much 
smaller proportion of the assemblage. Crucial to any such investigation is analysis 
of the animal bone, but this remains almost entirely unpublished. Tantalisingly, at 
Leadenha ll Court - one of the few published groups - the late Neronian levels have 
revealed evidence of local animal husbandry in the form of neonatal sheep, calves and 
pig, and shows a statistical profile only moderately comparable with that regarded as 
characteristic of the most 'Romanised' early sites (West 1993). 

So far as both the artefactual and the animal bone assemblages go, some of the 
most fascinating developments in London seem to have occurred at the very end of 
the 1st century or early in the 2nd. Pork was consumed in large quantities for the first 
time, echoing a pattern that has been observed on legionary sites in Bri tain (King 
1984; West 1993) . Glassworks were established within the town ; fineware pottery 
kilns were built alongside to produce unusual forms in eggshell , glossy black or mica­
dusted fabrics (Marsh 1978, pp . 195- 9; J. Drummond-Murray, pers. comm. , for more 
recent discoveries); and it is possible that a range of rare , almost pure tin, plates 
and canisters was made locally (Jones 1983, p . 52). While it is plausible that these 
reveal the presence of military craftsmen - based nearby in the newly-constructed 
twelve acre fort - parallels from colonial archaeology suggest a slight reframing of 
the hypothesis. 

Work on sites both in North America and South Africa has shown the extent to 
which utilitarian goods might be used by colonists in an effort to affirm their identity 
in opposition to the colonised. For employees of the Dutch East India Company at the 
Cape settlement, a close copy of humble Dutch Red Earthenware was manufactured 
locally, and seems not only to have been used in this way by Company employees 
themselves but also to have served in attempts to enculturate other sectors of the 
population with a more 'European ' identity (.Jordan 2000a,b). So too at the Mas­
sachussetts Bay colony in the late 17th and early 18th centuries, imitation British 
red earthenware served to create or preserve the image of a colonial elite (Turnbaugh 
1996). In some situations at the Cape, for instance - such developments began 
almost immediately, but in others they took place several generations after the foun­
dation of the colony - at the time when statuses began to be questioned and identities 
were under threat of merger. Transferring this analogy to Londinium, should we in­
fer a similar maturing of the settlement fifty years after it had been founded and 
a sim ilar crystallisation of perceived identities? For whatever reason - and indeed 
as sometimes happened in the colonies - such developments were both sudden and 
brief. 

In this context, it is worth considering how far the establishment of the fort at 
precisely this time might. have both symbolised and engendered a new interest in 
the distinctions between 'Roman' and 'non-Roman', between ruling and ruled. The 
conventional view holds that London's garrison had an administrative or ceremonial 
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function (e. g. , Merrifield 1983, p. 77) - a conclusion that undoubtedly derives from 
study of milita ry sculpture and epigraphy from Londinium , but one which may a lso 
draw unconsciously upon perceptions of the present-day role of the armed services in 
London pageant ry. In its own time, the Cripplegate fort , encompassing about twelve 
acres and surrounded by a high stone wall , will have represented a major physical 
intrusion in to the cityscape. In the cemeteries meanwhile, soldiers \vere setting up 
life-sized sculptures of their dead comrades (Bishop 1983), to symbolise in perpetuity 
their role as agents of the Roman government. 

Potential enough for creating division - but why over look the obvious potential 
of the Roman army to ac t also as a repressive force in civilian areas no less than 
on the northern frontier? Interestingly, since the early years of this century, when 
much of the agenda for Romano-British studies was set (Hingley 1996, pp. 38,42) , 
it has become customary to regard the defence of the frontiers and t he civilisation 
of lowland Britain as two separate , though complementary, aspects of Romanisation. 
The possibili ty of intervention by the army in the 'civilian ' areas of Britain after the 
Boudican revolt has rarely been discussed. To turn again to modern parallels, recent 
studies have emphasised the extent to which colonial control generally depends on 
the twin, complementary, methods of physical coercion and intellectual accu lturation. 
Significantly, representatives of once-colonised peoples often feel that western post­
colonial deconstruction tends to emphasise the role of the la tter - which might be 
regarded as 'civi lised' if not entirely acceptable - and to downplay the role of the 
former (e.g. , Loomba 1998, pp. 31 , 69). 

2.4 Conclusion 

We have moved some way from our initial consideration of Londinium as represented 
in the media and museums. How then should we be advising those charged with 
creating new public displays? Here are a few recommendations: 

l. Let Londinium be located both within its regional context and within a broad 
time frame that encompasses both what happened before and what was to 
happen later. 

2. Let us work from the assum ption that Londinium contained a hybrid population; 
but , at the same time, let us note that the true nature of tha t population 
may be concealed from us by the fact that the evidence has generally been 
interpreted within a discourse formulated by just one of the cont ribu tors to the 
mix. To correct this, we might replace the common assumption that Roman­
style artefacts rnust invariab ly have been used in 'Roman ' ways - or that a 
particular city, building or individual can be ranked by the degree to which it 
matches up to a supposed Roman ideal with a determina tion to in vestigate 
how people used the materia ls and artefacts avai lable to them in a way that 
wou ld express their identities and would enable them to survive in the world at 
that time. 

3. Let us recall that archaeology itself both draws on and contributes to a much 
wider set of discourses within the social sciences. Put simply, archaeological 
interpretation is all part of the fashion business. 



22 Francis Grew 

Acknow ledgements 

Especial thanks are due to C live Bloom, Richard Hingley, Stacey Jordan and the 
anonymous referee , who made numerous stimulating suggestions and improved this 
paper in many ways; a lso to Jon Cotton, a perpetual source of encouragement. Sally 
Brooks helped with bibliographical references, and James Drummond-Murray (i\tlu­
seum of London Archaeology Service) kindly provided information in aclvance of pub­
lication. 

Original sources 

TACITUS Annales (Cornelii Taciti Annalivm Libri), edited by C. D. Fisher, 1906. Oxford 
Classical Texts , Oxford. 

References 

BARRETT , J. C. 1997. 'Theor ising Roman Archaeology.' In K. lvleadows, C. Lemke & 
J. Heron (eds.), TRAC 96. Proceedings of the Sixth Annual Th eor'etical Roman Archaeo logy 
Conference Sheffield 1996, pp. 1-7. Oxbow, Oxford. 

B EA RD , M. & J. HENDERSO N 1999. 'Rule(d) Britannia: displaying Roman Britain in th e 
museum. ' In N. Merriman (ed.), Making Early Histories in Museums, pp. 44-73. Le icester 
Un iversity Press, London and New York. 

BISHOP, lvI. C. 1983. 'The Camomile Street soldier reconsidered. ' Transactions of the 
London and Middlesex Archaeological Society 34: 31- 48. 

B URNHAM, B . C. & H. B. JOHNSON (eds.) 1979. Invasion and Response: the case of Roman 
Britain. British Archaeological Reports British Series 73, Oxford. 

CAIN, P. J. & A. G. HOPKIN S 1987. 'Gent lemanly capitalism and British expansion overseas 
II: new imperialism, 1850- 1945.' The Economic History Review 40(1): 1-26. 

CHAMBERLAIN , Iv!. E . 1999. The Scramble for Africa. Longman , London. 

CLARK, J . 1999. Alfred the Great: London's Forgotten King. Museum of London, London. 

COTTO " J. & B. WOOD 1996. 'Retrieving prehistories at the Museum of London: a gallery 
case-study. ' In P. M. Mclvlanus (ed.), Archaeological Displays and the Public, pp. 53- 71. 
Institute of Archaeology, University College London, London. 

DAVIES, B., B. RI CHA RDSON & R. TOMBER 1994. A Dated Corpus of Early Roman Potte'ry 
from the City of London. The Archaeology of Roman London 5; CBA Research Repo rt 
98. Museum of London and the Council for British Archaeology, London and York. 

DRI NKWATER, J . F. 1983. Roman Gaul. Croom Helm , London . 

ELDRIDGE , C. C. 1978. Victorian Imperialism. Hodder a.nd Stoughton , London. 

FINLEY, M. 1. 1973. The Ancient Economy. Chatto and '''lindus, London. 

FRERE, S. S. 1987. Britannia: a History of Roman Brito.'tn. Routledge and Kegan P au l, 
London , third edition. 

GREW, F. 1994 . 'The Towel' Hill Pageant: Making the most of a.rchaeology.' In G. T. 
Denford (ed.) , Museum Archaeology - What's New ?, The Museum Archaeologi st 21, pp. 
43-7. Society of Museum Archaeologists , Winchester. 



Representing Londinium 23 

GREW, F. 2000. 'Whose Londinium? theirs or ours?' London Archaeologist 9(6): 161- 7. 

HAVERF'JELD, F. 1923. The Romanization of Roman Britain. Clarendon Press, Oxford , 
fourth edit ion. 

HAWK ES, C. F. C. 1977. 'Britain and Julius Caesar.' Proceedings of the Br·itish Academy 
63: 125- 92. 

HI NG LEV, R. 1994. 'Britannia , origin myths and the British Empire. ' In S. Cottam , D. Dun­
worth , S. Scott & J. Taylor (eds.) , TRAC 94. Proceedings of the Fourth Annual Th eo retical 
Roman Archaeology Conference Durham 1994, pp. 11-23. Oxbow , Oxford. 

HI NG LEY, R. 1996. 'T he ' legacy ' of Rome: The rise, decline, and fall of th e theory of 
Romanization .' In J. Webs ter & N. Cooper (eds.) , Roman Imperialism: Post- Colonial 
Perspectives, Leicester Archaeology Monographs No.3, pp. 35-48. School of Archaeological 
Studies , Leicester. 

HI NG LEY , R. 2000. Roman Officers and English Gentlemen: the Imperial Ongins of Roman 
Archaeo logy. Routledge, London. 

HOBSON , J. A. 1902. Imperialism: A Study. James Nisbet & Co, London. 

JONES, C. E. E. 1983. 'A review of Roman lead-alloy material recovered from the Walbrook 
Valley in the City of London.' Transactions of the London 8 Middlesex Archaeo logical 
Society 34: 49- 59. 

JORDAN, S. C. 2000a. 'Coarse Earthenware at the Dutch Colonial Cape of Good Hope, 
South Africa: a history of local production and typology of products .' Int ernational 
Journal of Histori cal Archaeology 4(2): 113- 43. 

JORDAN, S. C. 2000b. The' Utility' of Coarse Ear·thenware: potters, pottery production 
and identity at the Dutch Colonial Cape of Good Hope, South Africa (1652- 1795). Ph.D. 
thesis, Rutgers University. 

KI NG, A. C. 1984. 'Animal bones and the dietary identity of military and civi lian groups 
in Roman Britain, Germany and Gaul. ' In T. F. C. Blagg & A. C. King (eds.), M ilitary 
and Civilian in Roman Britain: cultuml relationships in a fmntier pmvince, pp. 187- 218. 
British Archaeological Reports British Series 136 , Oxford. 

LOOMBA , A. 1998. Colonialism / Post-Colonialism. Routledge, London. 

MARSDEN, P. 1980. Roman London Thames and Hudson, London. 

MARSH, G. 1978. 'Early second century fin e wares in the London area.' In P. Arthur & 
G. iVlarsh (eds.), Early Fine Wares in Roman Britain, pp. 119-223. British Archaeological 
Reports British Series 57, Oxford. 

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

iVIILLETT, M. J. 1990. Th e Romanization of Britain. Cambridge University Press , Cam­
bridge. 

MILLETT, M. J. 1998. 'Introduction: London as capitaF' In B. Watson (ed.) , Roman Lon­
don: Recent Archaeological Work , Journal of Roman Archaeology Supplementa.ry Series 
24, pp. 7-12. Journal of Roman Archaeology, Portsmouth , Rhode Island. 

MILNE, G. 1985. The Pori of Roman London. Batsford , London. 

PERRI NG, D. 1991. Roma.n London. Seaby, London . 



24 Francis Grew 

PRATT, M . L . 1992. Imperial Eyes: Travel Writing and Transculturation. Routledge, Lon­
don. 

RIVET, A. L. F. 1958. Town and Country in Roman Br'itain. Hutch inson , London. 

R OBINSON , R . & J. GALLAGHER 1981. Africa and the Victorians: the Official Mind of 
Imperialism. Macmillan, London. (With A. Denny). 

SAMUEL, R. 1998. 'Epical history : t he idea of nation .' In A. Light (ed.) , Island Stor'ies: 
Unravelling Br'itain , T heatres of Memory, vol. 2, pp. 3- 20. Verso, London. 

SCHRIR E, C. 1995. Digging through Darkness: Chronicles of an A rchaeologis t. University 
Press of Virgin ia , Charlottesv ille and London. 

SOU'HGATE, B. 1996. History: What and Why: Ancient, Modern, and Postmodern Per­
spectives. Routledge, London . 

T URNB:\UG H, S. B. 1996. '17th and 18th cent ury lead-glazed redwares in the Massachussetts 
Bay Colony.' In C. E. Orser (ed.), Images of the Recent Past: Readings in Historical 
Archaeology, pp. 21 5-34. AltalvIira, Walnut Creek, CA. 

\ iVEBSTER, J. 1995. ' Interpretatio: Roman word power and the Celti c gods.' Britannia 26: 
153-61. 

'WEST, B. 1993. 'The animal bone.' In G. Milne & A. vVard le, Early Roman development 
at Leadenhall COUTt, London and Telated Tesearch, pp. 67- 79. Transactions of the London 
B Middlesex ATchaeological Society, 44: 23- 169. 

WHEE LER, R. E. M. 1930. London in Roman T imes. London Museum Catalogues No.3, 
London . 

Francis Gre\,v 
The Museum of London 
150 London Wall 
London EC2Y 5HN 
f grew@museumoflondon .org.uk 


	cover_12-24
	TRAC2000_12-24


<<
  /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


