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Remembering and Forgetting in the Roman Provinces 

Hella Eckardt 

Introduction 

Objects and monuments, like people, have histories. Through the meanings and stories 
associated with them, artefacts and monuments can serve to reproduce and manipulate the 
social memories of communities. The often ideologically cha rged re-use of Roman materia l 
cu lture in later periods has been much studied but we have only recently begun to invest igate 
the ways in which Rome conceptual ised her own past and tha t of the societies she encountered. 

This paper will examine what role 'old' material culture played in the creation of Roman 
identities. Buildi ng on theoretical work in other periods, I will argue that the study of ere-use' 
is too simplistic an approach to memory and that we ought to expect a much more 
heterogeneous response to the material remains of the past in the Roman period. This study 
wi ll therefore include processes of forgetting and review regional, chronological and contextual 
variability in mnemonic practices. 

Memory in archaeological theory and practice 

The study of how objects and monuments created in one period and culture are re
contextualised in another provides a fascinating insight into the active use of material culture 
and into attitudes to the past throughout history. It is no surprise therefore that the subj ect of 
soc ial and individual memory and of its relationship w ith material culture has been studied in 
sociology, anthropology and history for some time (e.g. Connerton 1989; Halbwachs 1992; 
I-Iobsbawm and Ranger 1983; Hoskins 1998; Kopytoff 1986; Shils 1981; Weiner 1992) . 
Within archaeology , the topi c of memory in the past is beginning to be addressed in a 
systematic way (e.g. Alcock 2002; Alcock and Van Dyke 2003; Bradley 2002; Bradley and 
Williams 1998; Williams 2003). Most of the archaeolog ical research on memory has focused 
on the understanding of past monuments and landscapes (cf. Bradley and Williams 1998; 
Williams 1997; 1998). Much recent work has concentrated on prehistory (e.g. Brad ley 2002; 
H ingley 1996; Edmonds 1999; Stead 1998) as well as Mesopotamia and Egypt, two cultures 
which provide the added information to be ga ined from early writing (Assmann 1992; 
Assmann and Holscher 1988; Jonker 1995). Studies of medieval perceptions of the past 
indirectly involve Roman remains, discussing the often ideologically charged re-use of Roman 
material in later periods (e.g. Eaton 2000, Eckardt and Williams 2003; Greenhalgh 1989; 
Higg itt 1973 ; Weiss 1969; Williams 1997; Wright 1844). This is not surprising, given that the 
rediscovery, appropriation and re-interpretation of Roman ali and architecture in the later 
medieval period and especially the Renaissance has profoundly influenced the development of 
western culture and art. Even within this rich tradition there is, however, evidence for selective 
memory and forgetting. Thus Cooper (1999) discusses how e ighteenth and nineteenth century 
visitors to Rome experienced a tension between the 'remembered and expected' and the 'real' 
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Rome wh ile Howell (2000) shows how Roman remains in Caerleon may have been destroyed 
because of their association with Welsh kingship. 

By contrast, unti I very recently, much less work has been done on the issue of how Rome 
itself viewed the material remains of the past. This is probably at least partially due to 
scholarly traditions which favour Roman remai ns over those of other periods, a prejud ice 
affecting both those scholars actually working on the Roman period and those studying later 
periods. Ho wever, the topic is now beginning to be addressed within ancient history and 
class ics (e.g. Ni xon 1990; Woolf 1996; Farrell 1997; Small 1997; Small and Tatum 1995) and 
archaeol ogy. Follow ing an initial trick le of arti cles on specific groups of obj ects (e.g. Field 
1965; Robertson 1970) and a series of more thematic papers (e.g. Adkins and Adkins 1985; 
Bradley 1986; Dark 1993 ; Ferris and Smith (995) there are now two monographs on the topic 
(e.g. Alcock 2002; Mayor 2000). 

To answer the central question of how Roman society regarded the material remains of its 
own past and the physical remains of the peoples and civilisations it encountered and 
conquered, a number of methodolog ical and theoretical issues have to be addressed. Most 
importantly, rather than becoming too focused on the issue of re-use, we ought to think more 
about forgetting (cf. Forty and Kuchler 1999; Lowenthal 1993; Carsten 1995). Forgetting is 
necessary and large ly involuntary for individua ls but often deliberate and purposeful fo r 
soc ieties. ' Forgetfulness' can take very different forms and we have to be sensitive to nuances 
and potential contradictions. Woolf (1996: 367) distinguishes between forgetfulness as a 
repetitive action, a remembering-to-forget and deliberate forge tting. In the firs t case forg ett ing 
is necessa ry to ma intain a celia in social consensus while in the second it represents a deliberate 
erasure (cf. Howe ll 2000). This may apply to pasts which could be perceived as threaten ing 
the existing socia l order (e.g . Civil Wars) . It is also poss ible that certain aspects of the past 
s imply become soc ia lly irrelevan t and are 'naturally' forgo tten. While objects are often seen as 
permanent and so lid repositories of memories, they can also become agents of forgetting (Forty 
1999: 8-12; Shils 1981: 63- 161). Of pal1icula r importance are processes of exclusion (Forty 
and Kuchler 1999: 127-169; Boime 1990) and iconoclasm (e.g. Freedberg 1985). 

Attitudes to the past can be very revealing about the poli tics of the p resent. The 
relationship between past and present is complex and old artefac ts and monuments are always 
'experienced in the context of contemporary culture and seen in relati onship to it' in a process 
described as aclualisatiol7 (Haug 200 I: 111). Addressing the issue of power in relationship to 
control of the past as well as the possibility of radi caJly opposed memories must be of primary 
importance in all memory studies (cf. Jarma n 1999). 

This paper will ask whether similar process of selective remembering and forgetting can be 
identified in the Roman empire. Whil e T am keen to develop and app ly the theoretical concepts 
of avoidance and forgetting, any argument from absence is clearly dangerous. Only where 
there is evidence for exclusion, tension or iconoclasm rather than mere 'avoidance' can we talk 
of a meaningful pattern. Ri gorous source criticism is therefore essenti al. This can apply to the 
objects themsel ves (note the recent deba te about whether an echinoid fossil from an Anglo
Saxon context in London was inscribed or not : Brown et al. 200 I vs. Notton 2002) or to the 
contexts in which th ey were found (e .g . Adkins and Adkins 1985 vs. Bradley 1986). 

There is al so a need to be specific about historic context. While it is leg itimate to ask 
broader questions such as whether imperialism always destroys a conquered people's sense of 
the pas t, this paper will focus on hi storicaiJy specific and heteroge neous responses within the 
Roman empire. This emphasis on the contrasts between and within the Mediterranean and the 
north -western prov inces is part of a wider theoretical shift within Roman archaeology as the 
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study of the Roman empire moves from stressing Romanisation and uniformity to more 
complex models. 

The paper is structured around the theme of differences in the contexts of remembering and 
forgetting, which are discussed in three sections. 

The first is concerned with differing memorial practices and conceptions of the past in 
different areas of the empire. This section will deal with differences between Rome's own past 
and that of the people she conquered. There are of course also differences between those 
conquered societies, in particular between the north-western and Mediterranean provinces. For 
each region , the particular significance of selective memories and forgetting will be discussed. 

The second theme is concerned with chronological differences. This can refer to how and 
why different pasts are remembered and to the changing intensity of memorial practices (Why 
is the past important in some periods but not others?) . 

The third theme is the question of who is carrying out and controlling practices of 
remembering and forgetting. Differences clearly exist between groups of people, especially in 
terms of elite and ritual memorial activity. Focusing on the identity and status of those who 
carry out memorial practices may be a useful way of writing individuals or at least 
contradictory groups of people back into the study of memory (cf. Alcock 2002: 132-175; 
Crane 1997). Addressing the identity and context of past individuals also relates to the wider 
question of agency: is it the attitudes of the conqueror or the conquered that make a difference 
to what is remembered or forgotten? 

Different Pasts in the Roman Empire: Roman pasts 

Memory of the past played a central role in Roman society. The memory of ancestors was 
central to social, ritual and especially funerary practices; the mas maiorum was a strong 
political and social force and eulogies of an idealised rustic past are a literary cliche. Many 
rituals continued to be performed according to archaic customs - or at least according to what 
were perceived to be archaic customs (cf. Hobsbawm and Ranger 1983) - and in a language 
that most participants no longer understood. Memory was also important as a rhetorical skill 
(Yates 1966). While the use of urban landscapes as mnemonic devices is interesting, it is not 
really relevant here, as the concept of ars memoriae is a device for individual and 
communicative memoIY as opposed to group or social memOIY (Assmann 1992: 20-34). 

But what about material remains as markers of the Roman past? That the Romans did 
protect structures which evoked their own past such as the Lapis Niger and the Aedes Romuli 
is well documented (Greenhalgh 1989: 11 , 239; Wace 1949). Thus the wattle and daub hut of 
Romulus on the Palatine was repaired whenever necessary in a form as close as possible to the 
original (Richardson 1992: 74). Damage to it was regarded as an evil omen (Cass. Dio 
48.43.4, 54.29.8). Another example of symbolic engagement with old material culture is the 
deliberate and knowledgeable re-use of spolia on the Arch of Constantine (Peirce 1989; 
Berenson 1954). 

The Roman period also provides examples of the tensions caused by the remembering or 
forgetting of politically charged events and personalities (cf. Moreau 1994). Tacitus (AnnaJes 
TV, 32-38) describes the trial under Tiberius of Cremutius Cord us who had written a history 
eulogising Bnltus. In his defence Cordus argues that charges of treason cannot apply when 
writing about historical figures and also points out the discrepancy between his trial and the 
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Figure I: Painting of the Emperor Septimius Severus with his wife and two sons. Gela 'sface was 
erased after his murder by Caracalfa in AD 212. Reproduced with permission ofStCiathche Museen 
Preussischer Kulturbesitz 
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statues to the heroes of the Republic which are still standing in Rome. It should be noted, 
however, that even if Augustus and later emperors did not destroy statues of Republican viri 
illustres, they were moved from the Capitol to the Field of Mars (Haug 200 I: 115). Reminders 
of a Republican past were thus physically removed from the centre of power, where henceforth 
imperial pasts were commemorated (see below). 

Another good example of deliberate forgetting is the practice of Damnatio Memoriae (cf 
Keppie 1991: 22). The removal of an unpopular emperor ' s name from inscriptions and the 
destruction of any statues or portraits represents quite literally the erasure of aU physical trace 
of a ruler's existence. Paradoxically, the very blank often left by the erasure of a name or face 
acts as a more complex reminder of both the emperor and society ' s punishment (Fig. I). 

Memory could be manipulated in very subtle and surprising ways in the Roman world. 
Given our dependence on surviving texts , it is quite striking to consider that, following the 
rebuilding of the Pantheon, Hadrian quite deliberately had only Agrippa ' s name inscribed on 
the monument. While aware of the power of the written word in preserving memory, he 
clearly felt that his generosity and piety would be much better remembered by contemporary 
and subsequent audiences by avoiding a permanent marker. 
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Different Pasts in the Roman Empire: the Mediterranean Provinces 

How did Rome approach the physical remains of other peoples' pas t? A contrasting picture can 
be drawn here between Rome 's attitudes to societies which had both written accounts of their 
past and impressive physical remains and to those 'barbarian' peoples who lacked one or both 
of such reminders of a non-Roman past. The two examples which immediately spring to mind 
in the first category are Greece and Egypt. 

The influence that Roman (and Greek) attitudes to the Greek past had on the development of 
the province is now well documented (Alcock 1993, 200 I, 2002; Boardman 2002). Patterns of 
both commemoration and forgetfulness can be traced in urban, rural and ritual landscapes, with 
the Athenian Agora providing a particularly potent example of the active reworking of the past in 
the Roman period. Roman attitudes to the Greek world are not just relevant to monuments, 
landscapes, literary and philosophical traditions but also to art. Many Greek artworks were 
removed from their original context (sanctuaries) to be displayed in public and political as well as 
domestic spaces (cf. Haug 200 I; Strong 1973), where they gain new symbolic meaning (see 
below). There are also some interesting accounts which must refer to more humble objects. Thus 
during the rebuilding work associated with the foundation of the Roman Colony at Corinth, some 
of the cemeteries of the Greek city were discovered and the antiquities found on these sites 
fetched high prices on the Roman art market (Greenhalgh 1989: 65; Wace 1949: 28). In some 
cases old objects were literally 'read' in new ways to make sense of them in the presen t. Thus 
under Nero a series of inscribed (presumably Linear A or B) tablets were found in a tomb and the 
experts consulted decreed that the texts were written in Phonician and represented memoirs of the 
Trojan war (Schnapp 1996: 54-56; Wace 1949: 26-27). 

Ideas of authenticity, power and legitimisation are also important in Egypt, both in the 
Pharaonic and the Graeco-Roman period (Assmann 1992). A strong sense of a specifica lly 
Egyptian past is still very noticeable in the iconography of power adopted by Graeco-Rom an 
rulers. The so-called Colossus of Memnon is a particularly striking example of the way in 
whicl1 the past was encountered in Roman Egypt. This colossal seated statue originally form ed 
part of the mortuary temple of Amenhotep III in Thebes . The site was much visited in the 
Roman period as witnessed by the numerous inscriptions carved into the statue's legs (Keppie 
199/: 116-117; Bernand and Bernand 1960). After it was damaged in an earthquake in 27 BC, 
the statue made a singing or whistling noise at dawn , which was interpreted as Memnon 
singing for his mother Eos (cf. Pliny, Nat. Hist. 36.58; Strabo, Geog. 17.1.46; Juvenal, Sat 
15.5). This striking monument was thus viewed through a Homeric lens by Greek and Roman 
touri sts and only a very few were aware of its original pharaonic context and meaning 
(Foertmeyer 1989: 23-25,109-110). 

Much of this reworking was of course carried out by Greeks and Egyptians attempting to 
express visions of their own pasts . It has to be stressed that most of the ev idence for < Roman' 
vie'Ns of the past is based on imperial propaganda and the senatorial literary tradition, thus 
obscuring more diverse responses by both the (lower class) Roman and the native populations. 

Different Pasts in the Roman Empire: the north-western provinces 

But what about Roman attitudes towards societies without written histories and towards the 
'barbarian' peo ples of north-western Europe? Is there evidence for the manipulation of 
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prehistoric monuments and material culture in the Roman period') Conversely, can we argue 
for a deliberate forgetting of pre-conquest pasts? A central issue is the question of who is 
call-ying out the remembering and forgetting - how much control can the conquerors exert and 
how active is the indigenous population in the process') 

In general, and especially in comparison with provinces such as Greece and Egypt, 
interaction with the pre-Roman period appears to be quite rare. Indeed, the absence of a clear 
sense of the pre-conquest past could be described as one of the defining features of the literary 
tradition (where it is known) of the north-western provinces (cf. Woolf 1996; Nixon 1990). 
Woolf (1996: 370) suggests that it is the views of the conqueror which determine how societies 
are perceived and consequently treated. Thus, while the 'humanitas' attributed to the Greeks 
resulted in some special treatment, perceptions about the barbarian peoples of northern Europe 
(e.g. Cicero, De Ora tore II 40.169) led to a situation where the 'Gauls lost their history because 
Romans thought barbarians had none' (Woolf 1996: 377). 

The absence of a sense of the pre-conquest past in the literary tradition of the north-western 
provinces does of course not mean that there is no archaeological evidence for Roman period 
interactions with the prehistoric past. 

Roman objects, presumably votive deposits, have been found on a number of prehistoric 
sites such as West Kennett Long Barrow (Piggott 1962: 55) and Silblll-Y Hill . At the latter site, 
a Roman settlement of ca. 22ha just to the south and east of Silbury Hill has been known for 
some time (Corney 1997; 200 I: 26-29) but of particular interest here is a series of 'wells' 
encircling the hill (Brooke and Cunnington 1896; Brooke 1910). The location (close to the 
River Kennett in an area prone to flooding) and content (undressed sarsen blocks, columns and 
coins) of these features in fact suggest that they are ritual shafts (cf. Pollard and Reynolds 
2002: 178-179, Fig. 70), perhaps related to a temple thought to exist south of Silbury Hill 
(Robinson 200 I: 147). The upper fill s of the ditch at Silbury Hill also contained fourth century 
pottery, animal bone and more than 100 Roman coins (Whittle 1997: 24). Comparative 
evidence for interaction with prehistoric monuments has been found on many other sites in the 
north-western provinces (e.g. Dark 1993; Holtorf 1998; Vermeulen and Bougeois 2000). 

Even more unequivocal evidence for deliberate interaction with a (in this case very distant) 
past comes from Northern Spain, where deep within the cave of La Griega de Pedraza Roman 
personal names are carved into the walls, often next to Upper Palaeolithic incised drawings of 
horses (Bradley 2002: 116-1 18). This cave with its ancient drawings of horses probably was a 
centre of cult activity in the Roman period. 

In our search for evidence of Roman period attitudes to the past, we can also look for 
prehistoric objects apparently curated on Roman sites (Adkins and Adkins 1985 ; Bradley 1986; 
Dark 1993; Ferris and Smith 1995). But whi Ie this material is fascinating, issues of source 
criticism have to be addressed. With regard to the original body of material gathered by 
Adkins and Adkins (1985), Bradley (1986) pointed out that many sites had seen prehistoric 
activity, thus making it possible that some ancient artefacts occurred in Roman contexts by 
chance. Equally, while the nature of the Ivy Chimneys assemblage of forty-one Palaeolithic 
hand-axes (Turner and Wymer 1987) suggests that there was human selection, I am not 
convinced that these hand-axes would even have been recognised as man-made by a non
archaeologist. Given that they were found in gravel deposits in pits not associated with the Ivy 
Chimneys templ es, is it possible that suitably sized pieces of flint were collected for some more 
mundane purpose? 

Evidence of active re-working or deliberate deposition can be useful indicators in this 
context. Thus the eleven echinoid fossils found on the Romano-British rural settlement at 
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Studland, Dorset (Field J 965; 1966), all probably obtained locally, may well have had a ritual 
or superstitious function; such fossils were until the 1930s interpreted as 'thunderstones' and 
llsed as protective charms, in particular for keeping milk from spoiling (Oakley 1965: 117). 
But only in one case, where the echinoid was found to be deliberately buried beneath a 
roundhouse, can this be proven. A certain case of the deliberate ritual use of an echinoid 
comes from Roman Iron Age Denmark (Oakley 1965: I. 18, Fig. 8), where one sllch fossil was 
worn as an amulet. Worked flints and fossils are also occasionally placed into burials (Philpott 
1991: 163-164). Good examples come from Canterbury (Frere et al. 1987: 263-298, Fig. 
104.44a), where a flint barbed arrowhead was deposited in a mid second to third century AD 
burial and from Gatcombe (Branigan 1972) where an arrowhead and four pyramidal stones 
were found in an early third centulY cremation, perhaps that of a child. 

The evidence for the active selection and re-use of ancient objects is much clearer on the 
continent (cf. Dark 1993; Ferris and Smith 1995; Bradley 2002: 116- 119). Thus at the 
Romano-Celtic temples at Essarts (Horne and King 1980: 407-8), La Mare-du-Puits (ibid.: 
429) and Saint-Aubin-sur-Gaillon (ibid.: 457-458) large hoards of polished stone axes and 
fossil sea urchins were found, sometimes deposited with Roman Venus figurines. 

Whi Ie there are doubtless many more instances of deliberate interaction with ancient 
monuments and material culture, we also ought to investigate cases of forgetfulness. That is 
much harder to do given the overall rarity of explicit memorial practice and the dangers of 
arguing from absence have already been discussed above. There are however a few cases, 
where Roman monuments appear to ignore and bypass prehistoric ones completely. A good 
example is the way in which the Ackling Dyke Roman road (from Old Sarum to Badbury 
Rings and Dorchester) cuts across the Oakley Down (Dorset) Bronze Age barrow cemetery 
(Crawford and Kei.ller 1928: 174-183, Fig. 39 and pI. 31; cf. Petts 1998; cf. Fig. 3 below). 

Chronological Differences 

The second main section of this paper is concerned with the question of how and why different 
pasts are remembered. I will first discuss differences between old objects (e.g . fossils vs. 
heirlooms) and whether those distinctions mattered in the Roman period. 1 will then address 
the changing intensity of memorial practices and the question of why different pasts appear to 
be more important in some periods than in others. 

In the Roman world, most finds of very ancient material were explained in terms of legends 
and myth. This is certainly the case with fossils, which were frequently found and often 
displayed in sanctuaries in antiquity (Mayor 2000; Boardman 2002). In some cases the 
discovery of dinosaur bones may be related to legendary creatures such as griffins but one of 
the most striking results of Mayor's survey is the frequency with which fossil bones were 
interpreted as the remains of giants. In the absence of the concept of evolution and with no 
awareness of the antiquity of life on earth, interpreting these remains as essentially humanoid 
clearly enabled Greek and Roman observers to make sense of them. It is interesting that 
despite the wealth of literary evidence, there appear to be no fossil bones from excavated 
sanctuaries or indeed from any form of deliberate deposit; the only exception are fossilised sea 
urchins which commonly occur in the north-western provinces (Field 1965; Oakley 1965). 
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Figure 3: Ackfing Dyke Roman road cutting across the Oakley Down Bronze Age harrow cemetery. 
Ajier: Crawford and Keiffer f928. Fig. 39. 
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Like fossi ls, very ancient objects such as Neolithic axes may have been perce ived as magical 
and powerful, a sugges tion born out by the discovery of both together in French sanctuaries 
(see above). But even objects made in, for example, the early Roman period , ma y have been 
treated as significant by the late Roman period. Such objects may have been recovered from 
earlier settlement or burial sites or represent heirlooms passed throug h the generati ons . For 
example, among a group of late third to fourth century buria ls at Pound bury (Farwell and 
Molleson 1993: 41) was one grave (No. 1309, Fig. 27) which contained a first cen tury headstud 
brooch. The brooch was placed on the left shoulder of a seven year old child , suggesting that 
thi s particular heirloom may have been worn in life. Other examples of old objec ts being used 
in later burials are known from many si tes, for exampl e London (Barber and Bowsher 2000: 8). 
Cool (2000: 52-55) suggests that one of the characteristics of late fourth century smal l find 
assemblages may be a preference for gaming counters and spindle whorls to be made from red 
and in particul ar sami an pottery vesse ls. In many cases, the Samian vessels from whi ch these 
objects were made were at least a century , possi bly two centuries, old . 

There are clearly a lso changes in memori a l practices both in terms of the periods wh ich are 
remembered and in terms of the periods in which the remembering and forgetting occurs. Thus 
Creighton'S (forthcoming) study of late Iron Age/early Roman elite burials and their impact on 
urban landscapes shows how the memory of a particu lar local figure, rul ing at a time of 
enormous socia l and political upheaval, can continue to be rel evant for centuries to come. An 
interesting example of the se lective remembering and forgetting of spec ific periods are the 
wr iting of fourth century Gaulish panegyrists and histo rians, who appear to lack an 
'indigenous' sense of the pre-Roman past (Woolf 1996; Nixo n 1990). Gaul ish origins are 
conceptuali sed in terms of Helleni stic myths and hi storica l accounts begin wi th Caesa r's Gall ic 
war, which is recounted from a Roma n perspec tive. This may represent deliberate ac ts of 
erasure or refl ec t the social irrelevance of the pre-Roman past in an art form based on a 
thoroughly classical ed ucation. It is interesting to note, however, that the fourth century 
forgetting of a pre-Roman past in the literary sources can be contras ted with an apparent 
increase in interaction with prehistoric monuments. Ferris and Smith (1995: 183-184) suggest 
that in the fourth century there are renewed and increased interactions w ith very old ' ritual ' 
sites, which are sought out at a time of great political and social change. Given that much of 
this discussion relies on coi n fi nds, which increase dra matical ly in the later Roman period 
genera lly, it w ill be important in future to compare co in loss from prehistoric sites to the 
overa l.l Romano-British sequence. 

A period where the rework ing of the past was especially important is the Augustan Age 
(Haug 200 I ; Walker 2000) as Augus tus deliberately employed the past to legitimise and 
substantiate hi s power in the present. He frequently referred both to the recent (e.g. Actium, 
Caesar) and more distant (e .g . Venus, Aeneas) pasts and these memories were made tangible 
and present through monuments and temples. This actualisation served not just to remi nd the 
populat ion of the past but acted as a normative and formative experience , shaping 
contemporary behaviour (Haug 200 I: 113). 

The reclamation of the pas t by Augustus (renovatio) is deliberate and selective and can be 
illustrated with the case of the temple of Apollo Sosianus (Haug 2001 : 114; La Rocca 1988). 
During the ' renovation' the original Republican temple was completely destroyed and replaced 
with a new, larger building. Reference to the recent and distant past was, however, made in the 
temple's sculptura l programme which showed a triumphal procession of Augustus (fragments 
of which surv ive) and a wide range of Greek statuary. Some of these Greek statues are 
described by Pliny (Nat. Hist. 36, 34-35; cf. Isager 199 1: 162-3) whil e large parts of the mid 
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fifth century BC Amazonomachy, which decorated the pediment, survive. The Greek statuary 
was integra ted into the Augustan sc ulptural programme and gained a new level of symbolism 
in the context of early imperial Rome, where it would have been easy to equate the conflict 
between Greeks and Amazons with that between Romans and Easteners/Egyptians, Theseus 
with Augusrus and Hippoly te with Cleopatra (cf. La Rocca 1988). Similar use of ancient 
statuary is known from many temples in Rome (Walker 2000; Zanker 1988a: 240-263). It has 
even been argued that in the ear ly imperial period specific ancient styles were deliberately 
selected to express specific abstract concepts, with, for example, archaic art signifying pielas 
and fi fth century art signifying auclorilas and maies/as (Zanker 1988b; cf. Haug 200 I: I 16-
11 7) . As we ll as employing ancien t sta tues, the use of a deliberately archaising style would 
have invoked a sense of antiquity, permanence and stability for both statue and cult (Fullerton 
1990: 202-206). The Augustan period thus provides some very sophisticated examples of how 
very specific aspects of the past can be evoked to communicate in the present. 

Contexts a/Memories: Status and Power 

We have already touched upon the status and identity of those who in the past ca rri ed out and 
controlled practices of remembering and forgetting but this section will examine the role of 
ritual spec ia lists and elites in particular. 

Ritual specia li sts often act to conserve memories as embodied religious practices can 
crea te a form of long-term memory (cf. Connerton 1989). In many cases, such long-term ritual 
activity on a site may re-invent or deliberately refer back to earlier cults on the same site, even 
if there have in fact been significant cultural breaks (e.g. Sapouna 1998). The symbolic 
significance of ancient objects in burials has already been mentioned (see above, cf. Philpott 
199 1: 163-4). 

A very good example of the ways in which elites may refer to both the past and the present 
for sources of authority and legitimisation is the late Iron Age barrow burial at Lexden. 
Among the many finds was a worn but clearly treasured Bronze Age palstave (Foster 1986: 
79-80) which may well have been a symbol of ancestral power. The way in which it is 
juxtaposed with new Roman symbols of power, including a medallion of Augustus, is a vivid 
reminder of tbe speed with which the political landscape of Britain is changing in this period. 

Despite the fact that the memories and histories of an oppressed or conquered peoples are 
much more difficult to recover (cf. Alcock 2002: 132-175 on the Messenians), it is important 
to see the native non-elite population as active participants in the processes of remembering 
and forge tting. If we ignore the possibility of non-elite responses, any discussion of ' Roman ' 
views of the past runs the ri sk of mistaking the monolithic front of elite writings for what must 
have been a muc h more contested reality. 

In a number of cases it is possible to identify such non-elite views of the past. Thus the 
possible contrast between a li terary forgetting and material remembering in fOLll1h century Gaul 
(see above) may re late to differences in the agents of memory. While history and oratory must 
remain tbe domain of a very small elite, vot ive deposits and ritual activity would have been 
open to a much wider loca l community. 

In a few cases during the Roman period, we can see how the imperial force of the new 
rulers literally cuts across the past (e.g. Ackling Road, see above and Fig. 3). While the 
attitudes of the Roman road builders are clear, it is difficult if not impossible to know how the 
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local population felt. There is some evidence for the encroachment of field systems in the late 
Iron Age or, perhaps more likely, the Roman period, which may suggest a wider disregard for 
these monuments (Crawford and Keiller 1928: 174-183, Fig. 39). While it may be difficult to 
prove, we should therefore perhaps be careful not to assume that all past objects and 
monuments had huge significance; it is at least possible that many older monuments had in fact 
been forgotten by the Iron Age. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, the past was clearly an active force in the Roman period as old objects and 
monuments were placed in new contexts and became integrated into contemporary ' horizons of 
significance' (Haug 200 I: 118). Both remembering and forgetting are active processes and 
require the reworking and authentification of old material culture in new social and symbol ic 
context. Memory is seen as a dynamic process and a continuous dialectic between past and 
present. This discussion has been framed in terms of regional, chronological and contextual 
difference. Roman and local attitudes to the pasts varied across the empire and through time. 
Rome was clearly more willing to recognise and remember the histories of societies with a 
written tradition (cf. Assmann 1992: 73-86; Woolf 1996: 368; Small 1997) although even here 
the realities of imperialism very much determine the kinds of pasts that are remembered. 
Within the north-western provinces differences in the intensity and formality of engagements 
with the pre-conquest past are apparent between, for example, Gaul and Britain. Interactions 
appear to focus on the distant past (fossils, Neolithic axes and burial monuments) rather than 
the immediate pre-conquest period. These more distant pasts may have been both 'safer' 
politically and more easily malleable in terms of their interpretation in the present. There may 
have been a peak in such interactions with the past in the fourth century, perhaps reflecting 
wider social and economic changes in provincial societies. In general, I have argued that we 
should look not simply for re-use but for more complex interactions with the past, which 
include nostalgia, exclusion, destruction and forgetting. It is hoped that this paper and the 
TRAC session of which it was a part will make a contribution to the emerging field of memory 
studies in Roman archaeology. 

Department of Archaeology, University of Reading 

Acknowledgements 

[ would like to thank Simon James for commenting on this paper and Margaret Mathews for 
preparing the illustrations. 



Remembering and forgetting 

Bibfiography 

Ancienl Sources 
Cicero (translated by E. W. Sutton J 942). De Oratore. London: William Heinermann 
Juvenal (translated by P. Green 1974). Satires. Harmondsworth: Penguin 
Pliny (translated by D. E. Eichholz 1962). Natural History. London: Wi lIiam Heinermann 
Strabo (translated by H. L. Jones 1930). The Geography ojS/rabo. London: William Heinermann 

Modern Sources 

47 

Adkins, L. and Adkins, R. J 985. Neolithic axes from Roman sites in Britain. Oxjord Journal of 
Archaeology 4( 1),69-75. 

Alcock, S. E. 1993. Graecia capta. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Alcock, S. E. 200 I. The reconfiguration of memory in the eastern Roman empire. In S. E. Alcock, T. N. 

D'Altroy, K. D. Morrison and C.M. Sinopoli (eds.) Empires.· Perspectives from Archaeology and 
History. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 323-350. 

Alcock, S. E. 2002. Archaeologies 0/ the Greek past. Landscapes, monuments, and memories. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Alcock , S.E. and Van Dyke, R. (eds.) 2003. The Archaeology of memory. Oxford: Blackwell . 
Assmann, 1. 1992. Das kulturelle Cedtichnis. Schrijl, Erinnerung und politische Jdentiliil in jriihen 

Hochkulturen. Munich: C.H. Beck. 
Assmann, J. and Holscher, T. (eds.) 1988. Kultur und GedCichnis. Frankfurt a.M.: Subrkamp. 
Barber, B. and Bowsher, D. 2000. The eastern cemetery oj Roman London. Excavations /983-/990. 

MoLAS Monograph 4. London: MoLAS. 
Berenson, B. 1954. The Arch oj Constantine - The decline oj/orm. London: Chapman and Hall. 
Bernand, A. and Bernand, E. 1960. Les inscriptions grecques etlatine.> du Colosse de Memnun. Le Caire: 

lnstitut franc;ai s d'archeologie orientale. 
Boardman, J. 2002. The archaeology of nostalgia: how the Greeks re-created their mythical past. London : 

Thames and Hudson. 
Boime, A. 1990. The art of exclusion: representing blacks in/he nine/eenth century. London: Thames and 

Hudson. 
Bradley, R. 1986. Neolithic axes in Roman Britain: an exercise in archaeological source criticism. Oxford 

Journal of Archaeology 5( I), 119-120. 
Bradley, R. 2002. The pas/ in prehis/oric societies . London and New York: Routledge. 
Bradley, R. and Williams, H. 1998 (eds.) The past in the past. World Archaeology 30( I). 
Branigan, K. 1972. An unusual Romano-British cremation burial. Antiquaries Journal 52, J 85-186. 
Brooke, 1. W. 1910. The excavation of a Roman well near Silbury Hill , October 1908. Wiltshire 

Archaeological Jl!fagazine 36, 373-375. 
Brooke, 1. W. and Cunnington, B. H. 1896. Excavation of a Roman well near Silbury Hill. Wiltshire 

Archaeological Magazine 29, 166-171 . 
Brown. G. , Okasha, E. Page, R. and Pickard , C. 2001. A Middle Saxon runic inscription from the 

National Portrait Gallery and an inscribed fossilised echinoid from Exeter Street , London. Medieval 
Archaeology 45,203-210. 

Carsten , J. 1995. The politics of forgetting: migration, kinship and memory on the periphery of the 
southeast Asian state. Journal of the Royal Anthropologicallnstitllte N.S. 1,317-335. 

Crane, S. 1997. Writing the individual back into collective memory. American His/orical Review 102, 
1372- 85 

Connerton, P. 1989. How societies remember. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Cool, H. 2000. The parts left over: material culture into the fifth century. I.n T. Wilmott and P. Wilson 

(eds.) The la/e Roman transition in/he North. BAR 299. Oxford: Archaeopress, 47-65. 
Cooper, T. 1999. Forgetting Rome and the voice of Piranesi's ' Speaking Ruins'. In A. Forty and S. 

KUchler (eds.) The Art ofForgelling. Oxford and New York: Berg, 107-125. 



48 Hella Eckardt 

Corney, M. 1997. New evidence for the Romano-British settlement at Silbury Hill. Willshire 
Archaeological Magazine 90, 139-141. 

Corney, M. 2001. The Romano-British nucleated settlements in Wiltshire. In P. Ellis (ed.) Roman 
Wiltshire and after: papers in honour oj Ken Annable. Devizes: Wiltshire Archaeology and Natural 
History Society, 5-38. 

Crawford, O.G.S. and Keiller, A. 1928. Wessex Fom the A ir. Oxford: Clarendon Press. 
Creighton forthcoming 
Dark , K. 1993. 'Roman-period activity at prehistoric ritual monuments in Britain and in the Armorican 

Peninsula .' In E. Scott (ed .) Theoretical Roman Archaeology. Firs! Conference Proceedings. 
Avebury: Ashgate Publ. , 133-146. 

Eaton, T. 2000. Plundering the past: Roman stonework in Medieval Britain. Stroud: Tempus. 
Ecka rdt, H. and Williams , H. 2003. Objects without a past':'. In H. Williams (ed.) Archaeologies oj 

Remembrance: death and memofY in past societies. New York: Kluwer AcademicfPlenum Publishers, 
141-170. 

Edmonds, M. 1999. Ancestral geographies oj the Neolithic: landscapes, monuments and memoly. 
London: Routledge. 

Farrell, J. 1997. The phenomenology of memory in Roman culture. Classical Journal 92, 373- 38]. 
Farwell , D.E. and Molleson, T.l. 1987. Excavations at PoundblllY, Dorchester, Dorset, 1966-1982. 

Vol.2: The cemeteries. Dorchester: Dorset Natural History and Archaeological Society 
Ferris, I.M. and Smith, 1. 1995. Discovered under other skies: prehistoric stone tool s in Romano-British 

and Gallo-Roman ritual and religioLis contexts. Journal of Theoretical Archaeology 5/6 , 175-186 . 
Field , N.H. 1965. Fossil sea-urchins from a Romano-British site. Antiqllit)' ]9,298. 
Field, N. H. 1966. Romano-British settlement at Studland, Dorset. Final report on the excavation , 1952-

58. Proceedings oJthe Dorset Natural History and Archaeological Society 87, 142-207. 
Foertmeyer, V. A. 1989. Tourism in Graeco-Roman Egypt. Unpublished PhD thesis: Princeton 

University. 
Forty, A. 1999. Introduction. In: A. Forty and S. KUchler (eds.) The Art oJ Forgetting. Oxford and New 

York: Berg, J-18. 
Forty , A and KUchler, S. (eds.) 1999. The Art oj Forge/ling. Ox ford and New York: Berg. 
Foster, J. 1986. The Lexden Tllmulus. A re-appraisal oj 011 i rol1 Age burial ji-OI11 Colchester~Essex. BAR 

Brit. Ser. 156. Oxford: BAR. 
Freedberg, D. 1985. Iconoclasts and their motives. Maarssen : Schwartz. 
Frere, S. S., Bennett, P. , Rady , 1. and Stow, S. 1987. Canterbt./lY Excavations: intra- and extra-/I1wal 

sites, 1949-55 and 1980-84. Maidstone: Kent Archaeological Society for the Canterbury 
Archaeological Trust. 

Fullerton, M. D. 1990. Th e archaistic style in Roman statuary. Leiden: EJ. Brill 
Greenhalgh, M. 1989. The survival oj Roman antiquities in the Middle Ages. London: 
Duc k worth. 
Halbwachs, M. 1992. On collective memory. Edited, translated, and with an introduction by L.A. Coser. 

Chicago and London: Uni versity of Chicago Press. 
Haug, A. 200 I. Constituting the past-forming the present. The role of material culture in the Augustan 

period. Journal oJthe Histaty of Collections 13.2, I I 1-124. 
Higgitt , J . C. 1973. The Roman background to Medieva l England. Journal oj the British Archaeological 

Association 36,1-15. 
Hingley, R. 1996. Ancestors and identity in the later prehistory of Atlantic Scotland: the reuse and 

reinvention of Neolithic monuments and material culture. World Archaeology 28 , 231-24]. 
Hobsbawm, E. and Ranger, T. J 983. The invention o/tradition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
Holtorf, C. J 998. The life-histories of megaliths in Mecklenburg- Vorpommern (Germany). World 

Archaeology 30: 23-38 
Horne, P. D. and King, A. C. 1980. Romano-Celtic temples in continental Europe: a gazetteer of those 

with known plans. In W.J. Rodwell (ed .) Temples, churches and religion in Roman Britain. BAR BS 
77. Oxford: BAR, 369-555 . 



Remembering andjiJrgelting 49 

Hoskins, J. J 998. Biographical objects. how things tell the stories ojpeoples' lives. London: Routledge. 
Howell, R. 2000. The demolition of the Roman Tetrapylon in Caerleon: an erasure of memory0 Oxford 

Journal a/Archaeology 19(4), 387-395. 
Isager, J. 1991. Pliny 011 Art and Society. London and New York: Routledge. 
Jarman , N. 1999. Commemorating 1916, Celebrating Difference: Parading and Painting in Belfast. In A. 

Forty and S. Ki.ichler (eds.) The Art ofForgelling. Oxford and New York: Berg, 171-195. 
Jonker, G. 1995. The topography ol remembmnce: the dead, tradition and collective memo!), in 

Mesopo/amia. Leiden: E..f. Bri ll. 
Keppi e, L. 1991. Understanding Roman fns criptions. London: B.T. Batsford. 
Kopytoff, /. 1986. The cultural biography of things: commoditization as process. In A. Appadura i (ed.) 

The social life of things.' commodities in wltural perspectives. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 64-91 . 

La Rocca, E. 1988. Der ApoJlo-Sosianus-Tempel. In: W.D. Heilmeyer, E. La Rocca and I-I. G. Martin 
(eds.) Kaiser Augustus und die verlorene Republik. Berlin: Staatliche Museen Preussischer 
Kulrurbesitz.121-136. 

Lowenthal, D. J 993. Memory and oblivion. Ill/useum Management and Curatorship 12, 171-1 82. 
Mayor, A. 2000. The jirst lossil hunters: palaeontology in Greek and Roman times. Princeton: Princeton 

University Press. 
Moreau , P. 1994. La memoire fragile: falsification et destruction des documents publics au 1 er siecle avo 

J.e.. In S. Demollgin (ed.) La memo ire perdue: a la recherche des archives oubliees, publiques et 
pril'ees, de la Rome antique. Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne, 121 - 147. 

Nixon, e.E.V. 1990. The use of the past by the Gallic panegyrists. Tn G.W. Clarke et af. (eds.) Reading 
the Past in Late Antiquity. Canberra: Australian National University Press, 1-3 6. 

Notton , D. 2002. An Anglo-Saxon inscribed fossi l echinoid from Exeter Street, London? An alternative 
interpretation. Medieval Archaeology 46, 107-110. 

Oakley, K. 1965. Folklore of Fossils. Al1Iiquity 39, 117-125. 
Peirce, P. J 989. The Arch of Constantine: propaganda and ideology in Late Roman Art. Art HistolY 12, 

387-418. 
Petts, D. 1998. Landscape and Cultural Identi ty in Roman Britain. In R. Laurence and J. Berry (eds.) 

Curtuml identity in the Romon Empire. London and New York: Routledge, 79- 94. 
Philpott, R. 1991. Burial practices in Roman Britain. A survey of grave treatment andjimlishing AD 43-

410. BAR BS 219. Oxford: Tempus Reparatllm. 
Piggott, S. 1962. The West Kennell Long Barrow. London : HMSO. 
Pollard, J. and Reynolds, A. 2002. Avebwy: the biography o/a landl·cape. Stroud: Tempus 
Richardson, L. 1992. A new topographical dictionary of ancient Rome. Baltimore and London: Johns 

Hopkins University Press 
Robertson , H. 1970. Roman coin hoards from non-Roman sites. Wiltshire Archaeological Magazine 65, 

199-200. 
Robinson, P. 2001. Religion in Roman Wiltshire. In P. Ellis (ed.) Roman Wiltshire and after' papers in 

honour o/Ken Annable. Devizes: Wiltshire Archaeological and Natural History Society, 147-164. 
Sapouna, P. 1998. Die Bildlampen romischer Zeit ails del' Idiiischen Zeusgrotte au/Kreta. BAR Jnt. Ser. 

696. Oxford: BAR. 
Schnapp, A. 1996. The disco vel)' olthe pasf. London: British Museum Press. 
Sbils, E. 1981. Tradition. London: Faber and Faber. 
Small, 1. P. 1997. Wax tablets of the mind: cognitive studies of memory and literacy in Classical 

Antiquitv. London and New York: Routledge. 
Small, J. P and Tatum, J. J 995. Memory and the study of Classical antiquity. He/ios 22, 149-177. 
Stead, 1. M. 1998. The Salishul), Hoard. Stroud: Tempus. 
Strong, D. E. 1973. Roman Museums. In D. E. Strong (ed.) Archaeologicaltheol), CInd practice. Essays 

presented to Professor W. F. Grimes. London: Seminar Press, 247-264. 
Turner, R. and Wymer, J.J . 1987. An assemblage of paleolithic hand-axes from the Roman religious 

complex at Ivy Chimneys, Witham Essex. Antiquities Journal 67, 43-60. 



50 Hello Eckardt 

Vermeulen, F. and Bourgeois, 1. 2000. Continuity of prehistoric burial sites in the Roman landscape of 
Sandy Flanders. In 1. Pearce, M. Millett and M. Struck (eds.) Burial, Saciety and Context in the 
Roman World. Oxford: Oxbow Books, 143-16l. 

Wace, A. 1. B. 1949. The Greeks and Romans as archaeologists. Bulletin Soc. Royale D 'Archaeologie 
D 'Alexandrie 38, 21-35. 

Walker, S. 2000. The Moral Museum: Augustus and the City of Rome. In 1. Coulston and H. Dodge 
(eds.) Ancient Rome. The Archaeology of the Eternal City. Oxford: Oxford University School of 
Archaeology, 61-75. 

Weiner, A. B. 1992. Inalienable possessions: the paradox of Keeping-While-Giving. Berkeley and Los 
Angeles: University of California Press. 

Weiss, R. 1969. The Renaissance discovery of Classical Antiquity. Oxford: Basil Blackwell. 
Williams, H. 1997. Ancient landscapes and the dead: the re-use of prehistoric and Roman monuments as 

Early Anglo-Saxon burial sites. Medieval Archaeology 41 , 1-32. 
Williams, H. 1998 Monuments and the past in early Anglo-Saxon England. World Archaeology 30/ I: 

90-108. 
Willi ams, H. (ed .) 2003. Archaeologies of Remembrance: death and memory in past societies . New York: 

Kluwer AcademiclPlenum Publishers. 
Whittle, A. 1997. Sacred mound, holy rings: Si/bury Hill and the West Kennet Palisade enclosures: a 

later Neolithic complex in north Willshire. Oxford: Oxbow Books. 
Woolf, G. 1996. The uses of forgetfulness in Roman Gaul. In H.-1. Gehrke and A. Moller (eds. ) 

Vergangenheil und Lebenswelt: Soziale Kommunikalion, Traditionsbildung lind historisches 
Bewusstsein. Tiibingen: Gunter Narr Verlag, 361-381. 

Wright , T. 1844. On antiquarian excavations and researches in the Middle Ages. 
Archaeologia 30, 438--457. 

Yates, F. A. 1966. The art of memory. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 
lanker, P. 1988a. The Power of Images in the Age of Augustus. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan 

Press. 
lanker, P. 1988b. Klassiz ismus and Archaismus. lur Formensprache der neuen Kultur. In W.D. 

Heilmeyer, E. La Rocca and H. G. Martin (eds.) Kaiser Augustus lind die verlorene Republik. Berlin: 
Staatliche Museen Preussischer Kulturbesitz, 622- 635. 


	cover
	TRAC2003_36-50


<<
  /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




