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The provincial religions of the Roman Empire exhibited considerable diversity, reflecting 
the adoption and adaptation of Roman and non-Roman beliefs, traditions and deities. Divine 
m arriage, as viewed through the postcolonial lens, was argued to provide a unique insight into 
these complex religious interactions, reflecting multiple, nuanced approaches to the divine. The 
intention of this paper is to expand upon these perspectives by engaging with new theoreti-
cal approaches developed in the analysis of religious change in modern colonial contexts. The 
juxtaposition of indigenous and non-indigenous deities in provincial divine marriage is mirrored 
in the Creole religions of the Americas, and the significance of these pairings as a means to 
negotiate the colonial encounter has been the subject of recent anthropological research. This 
paper will consider the extent to which the insights derived from these studies may inform new 
interpretations of divine marriage and the processes of religious negotiation in the provinces.
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Divine Marriage
Amongst the diverse religious statuary of the Roman provinces exists a body of sculpture which can provide 
unique insights into the processes of religious transformation. The sculpture in question depicts a gendered 
divine couple; a male typically of classical origin, and a female of a native, non-classical origin. These pair-
ings, known as theogamy, or divine marriage, often feature the classical deity Mercury, who was frequently, 
although not exclusively, coupled with the goddess Rosmerta. Indicative of the popularity of this pairing, 
representations of Mercury and Rosmerta have been recovered from across the Rhone Valley (Esperandieu 
1931), including at Glanum (Salviat 1979), Autun, Pagny-la-Ville in Burgundy (Esperandieu 1910), Metz 
(Green 1989) and Bierstadt (Esperandieu 1931). In addition to this eminent and popular pairing, the god-
dess Sirona was worshipped alongside Apollo at a number of Treveran sites, featuring on a number of statues 
and inscriptions (Watson 2005: 87). Mars Cicollius and Rosmerta (de Vries 1961: 141), and Mars Loucetius 
and Nemetona (Green 1989: 45) were similarly worshipped as divine pairings.

Whilst most widely evident in Germany and in central and eastern Gaul, the recovery of sculptures from 
the Cotswolds (Henig et al. 1993), Bath (Cunliffe and Fulford 1982) and Hadrian’s Wall (Phillips 1977; 
Coulston and Phillips 1988), is indicative of its practice in Roman Britain (see Figure 1). The collection of 
sculptures pertaining to divine marriage in Roman Britain is anepigraphic, and whilst classical deities were 
readily identifiable according to an established visual vocabulary of representation, archaeologists turned 
to the continental counterparts in an attempt to identify the female consort. A number of Gallic divine 
marriages were accompanied by epigraphic dedications to Rosmerta, known as ‘the Great Provider’, and 
feature the deity with attributes associated with fecundity. The mirroring of these attributes in a number 
of the sculptures of divine marriage in Roman Britain prompted the identification of the female deity as 
Rosmerta. Although there is neither certainty nor agreement on origins of the female component of the pair 
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(Green 1998: 27; Yeates 2008; Webster 2015: 139–141), what is widely accepted is that this deity is certainly 
not Roman.

Traditionally regarded as the apogee of Romano-Celtic syncretism, typical readings of the divine couplings 
positioned the classical deity as the dominant partner. In some instances, this was due to the presence 
of epigraphic dedications which addressed the classical deity alone (Green 1989: 43; Watson 2005: 86). 
In others, it was due simply to the pervasive idea of male dominance and the paternalism of Rome. This 
cross-religious coupling was hailed as the ultimate expression of a simplistic, benign syncretism between 
two polytheistic religions where ‘the ruling element was Roman’ (Haverfield 1923: 67). Inspite of the more 
recent reorientations of our understandings of divine marriage (Webster 1997; 2001; Aldhouse-Green 2003, 
2012), Joseph Murphy’s (2011) interpretations of Santerian religion has led me to question whether we have 
been overlooking important facets of divine marriage. The approach adopted by Murphy has provided an 
exciting new perspective on cross-cultural interactions in the religious sphere, and, when applied to the field 
of Roman archaeology may furnish equally exciting new insights into the phenomenon of divine marriage.

New Perspectives: Santerian Religion and the Way of the Saints
In 1511, the first of 702,000 African slaves arrived in Cuba, many whom were of Yoruban origin (Lefever 
1996: 319). The enslaved, as elsewhere in the colonies, were prohibited from practising their indigenous reli-
gion, which included the worship of divine intermediaries named Orishas. In spite of this oppression, many 

Figure 1: Mercury and Rosmerta from the Shakespeare Inn, Gloucester (Drawing: Jane Webster, u npublished. 
Reproduced with permission).
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of their religious traditions survived in the religion which came to be practiced by the slave population, 
known as Santeria or ‘the way of the saints’. The development of this religion and the interaction between 
indigenous and non-indigenous elements is central to Joseph Murphy’s (2011) inquiry, and in drawing out 
some of Murphy’s key findings, it is perhaps most useful to begin with Santerian altars. These altars sym-
bolise the cultural creativity that can arise from religious interactions, with images of Catholic saints placed 
alongside the symbols and attributes of an Orisha. Ostensibly, the shrine is simply devoted to a Catholic 
saint, as images of saints often provide the only example of religious anthropomorphic representation. The 
lack of anthropomorphic representation of the Orishas does not however mean that the Orishas are not 
represented. Each Orisha has a panoply of associated accoutrements and paraphernalia, including colours, 
plants, animals, foods and beads (Brody 1993: 7). These attributes can be found adorning the shrine of their 
associated Orisha. An altar to Chango will often feature his sacred stone, the otan, housed in a decorative 
wooden bowl. An assortment of accessories associated with Chango, including an axe (oche), beaded ram 
horns (ogues) and drums typically complete a Chango altar (Murphy 2011: 146).  On a Creole Chango altar 
these objects are frequently accompanied by an image of the Catholic Saint Barbara (Brody 1993: 7–8).

The juxtaposing of two belief systems on one altar was understood by Murphy (2011: 158) to reflect ‘a 
complex religious world where Orishas and saints could be seen as both the same and different’. Their 
association, he argued, was a way to simultaneously differentiate and connect two very different religious 
and cultural systems. The Saint-Orisha associations were far from random. Rather than operating simply 
as a veneer through which to continue the worship of indigenous deities, they were thoughtful and selec-
tive. Parallels were drawn between Chango and Saint Barbara for a multitude of reasons, including their 
association with fire and lightening. Whilst such parallels resulted in an intimate association between the 
two deities, crucially, these deities, according to Murphy, were not simply considered the equivalent of one 
another, but one component of each other. How and why a saint and Orisha could be seen as both the same 
and different is due, according to Murphy (2011: 158), to the very nature of religion and religious expression:

‘…religious symbols are irruptions of the sacred realm onto that of the profane, the world of abso-
lute being into the temporal and conditioned world we live in. To express this extraordinary com-
ing together, religious people use paradox in an attempt to capture and experience the ineffable 
transcendence of the sacred world. The results are meaningful but non-rational, even impossible 
juxtapositions.’

These ‘impossible juxtapositions’ are evident in Santerian religion according to Murphy, in that Saints can 
be Orishas for example, whilst maintaining their distinct identities, just as the Orisha Chango for example 
could be both male and female. The Saint-Orisha interactions were argued to enhance the spiritual experi-
ence of a follower, creating new beliefs systems rooted in both the new and the traditional, and were held 
to form part of a body of knowledge that became increasingly available to religious adherents following 
initiation. Followers of the religion were introduced to hidden meanings and different levels of knowledge 
depending upon their level of initiation, and Murphy thus links the different aspects of divinities to particu-
lar social and spiritual standings, suggesting that ‘Saint Barbara is the outer level, the outer face of Chango, 
appropriate to public, Catholic levels of discourse’. Chango, on the other hand ‘is inner knowledge appropri-
ate to the more intimate world of Lucumi ceremony and aspiration’ (Murphy 2011: 160).

This acknowledgement that varying levels of religious knowledge existed according to initiate status is an 
important process in understanding the dynamic and multivocal perceptions of the divine within a given 
cultural group. For some worshippers, the saints may have genuinely operated as a mask for Orisha worship. 
For others, depending on their initiate status and knowledge, the saints were seen more as aspects of an 
Orisha whilst maintaining individual identities. Whilst the acknowledgement that coloniser-colonised belief 
systems co-existed is far from new, the suggestion that indigenous and non-indigenous deities may have 
come to be seen as one component of another is an intriguing concept that provides a new window through 
which to view religious interaction.

Revealing Iron Age Religions and Cosmologies
Whether Murphy’s insights can provide a useful conceptual framework for understanding the phenomenon 
of divine marriage rests upon the existence of a correspondence between belief systems, that is to say, 
whether Santerian beliefs regarding divinities as the same-but-different were compatible to some degree 
with the Iron Age belief systems which contributed to nascent religions of the provinces. This is not to sug-
gest a direct comparison of religious beliefs is necessary, but that a loosely shared system of beliefs regard-
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ing the nature of divinities and their capacity to possess multiple forms existed. The problematic nature of 
classical and vernacular texts relating to Iron Age beliefs, coupled with the absence of written evidence by 
Iron Age populations means that we may never truly understand the complex cosmologies that were pre-
sent. Nevertheless, the archaeological record and particularly the art of the Iron Age may provide a tangible 
glimpse into what was undoubtedly a complex set of world views and cosmologies (Cunliffe 2004: 183). 
Against a background of constant transformation and regional variation, one aspect of Iron Age art that 
remained consistent was its complex and ambiguous forms, where abstract designs depicted human faces, 
vegetation, or animals (Green 1998: 23; Garrow and Gosden 2012: 5, 33). An intentional act of design, this 
ambiguity was argued to be indicative of the role of art in the negotiation and expression of relationships 
between humans and the supernatural world (Megaw and Megaw 2005: 22; Garrow and Gosden 2012: 33). 
Zoomorphic imagery featured on an extensive range of Iron Age artefacts. The presence of animals on ritual 
paraphernalia and the deposition of animal remains in ritual contexts have been drawn upon to suggest 
the divine or celestial role of some animals in the Iron Age. Whilst the exact nature of the animal imagery 
is likely to remain elusive, it is certainly clear that animals played an important role in what was likely to be 
a complex and multi-faceted belief system. Although relatively rare in Britain, there are instances whereby 
human and animal features are drawn together to depict one single being. Indicative of this phenomenon 
is a sheet bronze from Aylesford which features two horses with human feet and hind legs. The depiction 
of the hind legs is a subtle yet important distinction, as the forward projection of the joint is anatomically 
incorrect for horses, yet mirrors the human construction of the joint (Ross 1992: 407; Aldhouse-Green 2012: 
165). Examples of semi-zoomorphic imagery are more numerous on the continent, and include representa-
tions of a horned anthropomorphic being known as Cernunnos (depicted for example at Val Camonica, see 
Bober 1951: 18), human headed dogs and horses from Reinheim (Aldhouse-Green 2001: 213) and a bronze 
figure of an anthropomorphic male with hooves from Bouray, Essonne (Aldhouse-Green 2001: 213). This 
cross-species imagery is perhaps indicative of beliefs regarding the nature of the divine or supernatural, and, 
as proposed by Webster (1986: 36) and Aldhouse-Green (2001: 231) may symbolise the ability of supernatu-
ral beings, religious specialists and animals to cross otherworldly thresholds or to shape shift.

The ability of divine beings to shape shift is perhaps just one component of a complex Iron Age belief 
system whereby form, species and gender were fluid and permeable. Concepts of gender fluidity may find 
expression in the imagery of the British Iron Age, with a heritage that stretches back to the Neolithic period 
(Coles 1990). Whilst gender duality may find expression in hermaphroditic imagery, it may also be expressed 
through asexual representations. A collection of chalk figurines from sites across Yorkshire, including Garton 
Slack, which has been dated to the middle Iron Age, features a number of individual lacking any representa-
tion of gender (Cunliffe 2004: 521; Megaw and Megaw 2005: 25; Giles 2013: 61). This is particularly striking 
due to the presence of figures within the collection depicted with phallic imagery, and suggests that the 
lack of gender-specific features on the remaining figurines was deliberate. Similarities in somatic represen-
tation have led to parallels being drawn between the Yorkshire figurines and an isolated find in Deal from 
an underground chamber (Parfitt and Green 1987: 295; Halkon 2013: 56). The Deal figurine displays an 
absence of any attempt to model the body and whilst more attention has been paid to the face, it too is of 
a schematic nature. Although of a Roman date in terms of deposition, the Deal figurine betrays no classical 
influence, adhering instead to Iron Age norms of representation. The martial aspect of the accoutrements 
depicted on the chalk figurines has widely led to their ascription as warriors, yet whether these were rep-
resentations of divine, living, or ancestral warriors, or perhaps toys or talismanic charms is unknown (Dent 
1983; 1984; Halkon 2013: 56). Irrespective of whether the figurines represented mortal beings or deities, 
the ambiguity in gender ascription may suggest that gender was not conceptualised in the Iron Age as a 
simple binary opposition between masculinity and femininity, but operated on a spectrum. Inferences from 
the archaeological record of the Iron Age suggest a degree of correspondence between Santerian beliefs 
regarding the complex, dual identities of the divine, and Iron Age concepts of divine expression and gender 
perception. It stands to reason that, without drawing direct parallels, Murphy’s insights can therefore pro-
vide important new ways to consider how native beliefs came to be reflected in the archaeological record of 
the provinces following the introduction of classical deities, iconography and mythologies.

Divine Marriage: Expressing ‘Problematic Translations’
Whilst not denying the existence of equivalencies between Roman and Iron Age belief systems, it has been 
increasingly acknowledged that key differences in the perceived nature of the divine existed alongside con-
siderable variation in cult practice and expression. Noting, for example, the shared tradition of specific 
divine ‘types’ such as mother goddesses and weather gods across many cultures, Häussler (2012) empha-
sised the variable functions, attributes, mythologies and rituals associated with each across varying cultures. 
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Whilst scholars such as Derks (1998) have argued that Roman deities had more than one function, it is 
important to acknowledge precisely how Roman concepts of divine function and identity compare with its 
Iron Age counterparts. The existence of Graeco-Roman divine epithets has provoked considerable debate, 
centred upon the conflicting notions of the epithet as signalling distinct or separate deities, or signalling 
one form of a particular, singular, divine identity (Wallensten 2008). King (2003: 291), arguing for the latter, 
suggests that the Romans believed that divinities had multiple aspects and possessed more than one form —  
operating in particular contexts under particular names. Thus the god worshipped in one particular context 
under a particular name, was the same god that could be worshipped in a different context using a different 
name. Juno Lucina, the goddess of childbirth, was thus the same as Juno Sospita, who operated in a martial 
capacity (Rives 2006: 15). To some extent, this may be considered indicative of an overlap between Iron Age 
and Roman beliefs, where a single deity encapsulates multiple roles and aspects. Where these belief systems 
appear to diverge, concerns the extension of multiple divine roles and aspects across gender and species 
boundaries. Iron Age conceptualisations of the divine, as speculated, appear to have been based upon the 
fluidity of the divine who was able to transcend gender and species boundaries, whilst — in spite of rare 
occurrences such as the myth of Zeus taking the form of a swan — such conceptualisations were broadly 
absent in Roman conceptualisation of the divine, who were almost universally conceived of in terms of a 
single sex.

The existence of differing divine conceptualisations most likely made straightforward, linear identifica-
tions between a native and classical deity incredibly difficult. Illustrative of this difficulty is Lucian’s descrip-
tion in De dea Syriae (31–32) of an image of Hera from the temple of Atargatis in Hieropolis, which drew 
upon iconographic references of a number of deities including Athena, Aphrodite, Rhea and Artemis (Ando 
2005: 45; Häussler 2012: 154). This phenomenon was mirrored across the provinces, as for example in the 
case of the statue of Brigantia recovered from Dumfriesshire — a local goddess whose image was created by 
drawing upon elements from multiple classical deities including Minerva and Victory (Keppie and Arnold 
1984: figure 12). For Häussler (2012: 154), these sculptures marked the culmination of attempts to repre-
sent a local deity with their own functions and mythology, using an established visual vocabulary of divine 
iconography from the Roman world.

Divine marriage, reinterpreted according to Murphy’s insights, may too reflect this process of ‘problematic 
translation’, in that there was no direct, simplistic parallel between a gender transcendent local deity and a 
classical counterpart. The Roman deity Mercury, for example, frequently depicted in divine pairings could 
have been considered as an aspect of Rosmerta — the male element of this divinity that operated in specific, 
local contexts. It may have been that both Mercury and Rosmerta provided an overlapping function, the 
protection to flocks for example — yet aside from this, operated in divergent fields of influence and power. 
By juxtaposing the two deities, indigenous populations were perhaps able to draw new deities into native 
belief systems and to express them in the context of these systems, as in the case of Santerian religion. In this 
way, the worship of Mercury alongside Rosmerta could have provided new ways to access a particular power 
that he shared with other divinities such as Rosmerta, as well new powers that were not possessed by these 
other divinities, as discussed by Murphy (2011). The presence of animal attendants in the reliefs depicting 
divine marriage (Henig et al. 1993: 26) may also reflect the polyvocality of this imagery and the various ways 
in which classical deities may have been reinterpreted in the context of local belief systems. Whilst classical 
divine imagery often featured animal attendants which were perceived as a distinct entity from the deity in 
question, in the context of Iron Age belief systems, it may have been that some members of the provincial 
population read the animal attendant as reflective of the shape-shifting abilities of a deity and its corre-
sponding animal form; an additional expression of the fluid gender and species boundaries of the divine.

New Perspectives and Layers of Understanding
That divine marriage reflected a complex translation of differing belief systems is not a new concept. Admit-
tedly, early accounts of divine marriage dismissed the independence and importance of the female divinities, 
designating them as consorts who did little more than to reflect the female personification of the male deity 
(Watson 2005: 89–92). From the archaeological evidence however, it is irrefutable that the female partners 
had their own identity outside of the confines of the divine partnership, and enjoyed a level of importance 
and popularity of notable significance (Green 1989: 60; 1995: 126; Watson 2005: 92; Ferlut 2016). In more 
recent accounts, the consistent mirroring of attributes in the male-female counterparts in some cases of 
divine marriage was said to have operated as a deliberate expression of balance and equality between the 
respective gods and goddesses. Expressions of equality were also proposed to have been manifest in the 
lack of gender dimorphism; the comparable size and stature of the god and goddess is a notable feature of 
a number of reliefs depicting divine marriages (Aldhouse-Green 2003; 2012).



Moat: Native Deities and Multiple IdentitiesArt. 8, page 6 of 10  

Further refuting accounts of the low status ascribed to the female deities, Watson (2005: 20), noted that 
both Rosmerta and Sirona, two of the most prominent deities in divine partnerships, are depicted with 
attributes foreign to Mercury, negating the argument that they operated simply as a straight-forward female 
personification of their male partner. Sirona, like Rosmerta, appears to have been associated with fecun-
dity, regeneration and healing — as inferred by attributes such as fruit. Drawing upon early insular myth, 
Aldhouse-Green (2012) has suggested that a female rather than male deity occupied a position of supremacy 
in Iron Age Britain — a personification of the land, who entered into a ritual marriage with an inferior being, 
divine or mortal, to ensure its continued prosperity. Foreground in this knowledge, the consistent imagery 
of fertility and abundance attributed to the female partner of the divine couple is particularly noteworthy. 
Viewed through the prism of indigenous belief systems, it was argued that divine marriage may reflect the 
subversion of the dominant/subject status of male/female divinities traditionally conceptualised in accul-
turative readings. Whilst Aldhouse-Green (2012) acknowledges that it is problematic to make direct infer-
ences from medieval narratives, they may provide important insights into early belief systems and how these 
came to be reflected in associated imagery.

Further challenges to the notion of divine marriage as a simplistic tool of interaction can be found in Jane 
Webster’s studies on the nature religious syncretism in the provinces (1997; 2001). Far from a straight for-
ward, simplistic adoption of Roman divinities and artistic expression, divine marriage was argued to repre-
sent an ambivalent act that permitted not only the maintenance of indigenous religious beliefs, but operated 
in a subversive capacity to ‘submit a Roman deity to the power of an important local goddess’ (Webster 1997: 
327). This use of creolisation theory was subsequently critiqued for maintaining binary analyses of religious 
change framed in absolute terms of native versus Roman and acceptance versus rejection. Murphy’s analysis 
of Santerian religion has arguably transformed the way in which Creole religions can be understood. Rather 
than operating as a tool of subversion, it was shown to operate as a powerful means through which complex 
new identities were forged. Through combining native traditions with adopted non-native traditions, new 
forms and religious traditions were born. Divine marriage, as reconceptualised through Murphy’s work, may 
therefore have offered a way for indigenous populations to both maintain and enhance their divine world 
by drawing upon the power of the classical gods and incorporating it into local belief systems, reframing 
Roman deities in terms of indigenous belief systems. These divine interactions arguably contributed to the 
creation of a new religion that was neither Roman nor indigenous, but drew upon these two elements to 
varying degrees dependent upon the individuals that produced it. As elements of classical mythology and 
iconography were adopted and adapted by local populations, local cults and belief systems were read anew, 
resulting in new religious expressions.

This new reading of divine marriage has provided a unique insight into how native populations engaged 
with non-native deities, iconographies and mythologies. Employed as a tool through which individuals 
negotiated and constructed the world around them, the incorporation of Roman deities or symbols was 
arguably a means through which indigenous populations were able to contest and construct their own 
religious identity in a greatly changed world. It reveals a careful, thoughtful and deliberate adaptation by 
local peoples, who drew upon new deities, concepts and forms of representation and expressed these in the 
context of local belief systems. As such, it provides insights that alternative forms of divine pairings argu-
ably cannot. The interpretation of foreign divinities, or Interpretatio Romana by classical authors, including 
Caesar’s equation of Gallic gods to their Roman counterparts, is notably problematic (De Bello Gallico 6.17), 
representing superficial and simplified understandings of Iron Age religions and consequently considered 
of very little use (Green 1995; Häussler 2012). The value of epigraphic name pairing outside of revealing reli-
gious change amongst the elite has similarly been called into question. Often the preserve of high ranking 
military officials and indigenous elites, over half of the cases of epigraphic name pairings in Roman Britain 
were dedicated by individuals associated with the army (Zoll 1995). Drawing upon Hartog’s (1988) analysis 
of Herodotus, whereby the process of divine translation or equation was considered a means of superim-
posing one belief system over another, Webster (1995: 156) argued that equivalences drawn between an 
indigenous and classical deity resulted from a limited and superficial Roman understanding of indigenous 
belief systems, and as such, indigenous deities were said to have been ‘squeezed, with varying degrees of 
discomfort, into imported conceptual moulds’ (Derks 1991; Webster 1995).

Summary
This new reading of divine marriage sits within a wider discourse on the nature of provincial religion, the 
role of non-Romans in its creation, and the acknowledgement that native religion was not entirely aban-
doned. Provincial religions were conventionally interpreted as reflective of a neutral, laissez-faire  syncretism 
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whereby polytheistic peoples willingly welcomed new divinities and/or drew equivalences between indige-
nous and non-indigenous deities (Haverfield 1923; Webster 1995; 2001; Green 1995; Aldhouse-Green 2003, 
2012). A large body of work from scholars such as Woolf (1997; 2000; 2014), Hingley (2000, 2003), van 
Dommelen and Lopez-Bertran (2003), Mattingly (2010), and Stek (2014) sought to challenge the dominant 
acculturative discourse in Roman archaeology by focusing on the range of responses elicited, from col-
laboration and adaptation to resistance. The diverse interactions that took place in the provinces created a 
new culture and new religion that was neither Roman nor indigenous, but drew upon these two elements 
to varying degrees dependent upon the individuals that produced it (Aldhouse-Green 2003, 2012; Watson 
2005; Revell 2007; Häussler 2012).

This interpretation of divine marriage is not intended to supplant previous understandings of this process, 
but to add to them, emphasising that it was a political, social and cultural act: a negotiated encounter with 
Rome. The result was a dynamic religion, with roots in traditional and non-traditional elements — con-
tinuously adopted and adapted to meet the needs of its diverse adherents. Divine marriage reflected multi-
ple strategies and interpretations each valid according to the viewer. Some inhabitants may have engaged 
with and drawn upon Roman deities not in an acculturative capacity to replace indigenous divinities or to 
‘Romanise’, but as a means of divine and spiritual expansion, so that indigenous populations could share 
in and access the power of Roman divinities that were likely to have been considered highly powerful and 
effective, whilst expressing these new powers in local terms. Others may have interpreted divine marriage in 
terms of the Roman power dynamic and the superiority of Roman divine world. We should not confine our 
conceptualisations of divine marriage to a discrete or distinct category — but as a multivocal phenomenon 
that operated as an integral component of various strategies of cultural and religious interaction.

The alternative reading of divine marriage provided in this paper has drawn upon a postcolonial interpre-
tation of religious transformation. Whilst postcolonial approaches have been subject to increased scrutiny 
from advocates of globalisation theory, arguably, these two approaches are not incompatible. In champion-
ing the use of globalisation perspectives, Pitts and Versluys (2014: 7) have argued that there ‘is an urgent 
need to transcend post colonial approaches’, which have served to strengthen and maintain the binary oppo-
sitions of Native and Roman. However, in developing new readings of divine marriage, this paper has endeav-
oured to demonstrate how postcolonial approaches can decentre the notion of fixed, stable identities and 
extend beyond simply identifying an object as the passive result of cross-cultural interaction. In this revised 
conceptualisation of divine marriage, the phenomenon is seen to reflect the creation of flexible identities, 
where the global and local was reinvented in the context of local belief systems; a process of divine expansion 
that drew upon local and non-local traditions. As such, divine marriage has been positioned as a culturally 
creative process where diverging traditions were adopted, adapted and read anew. As a process of divine 
interaction which deliberately referenced the traditional and non-traditional, this reading of divine marriage 
subverts concepts of fixed, monolithic identities. As such, it is hoped that this mitigates some of the concerns 
levelled at postcolonial accounts and bridges the divide between postcolonial theory and globalisation.

Acknowledgements
The author would like to extend thanks to Dr Jane Webster and Dr Chris Fowler, who, as doctoral supervisors, 
provided thoughtful discussions and insights into the concepts developed in this paper.

Competing Interests
The author has no competing interests to declare.

References
Ancient Sources
Caesar (Translated by R. Holmes 2012). De Bello Gallico. London: Enhanced Media.

Modern Sources
Aldhouse-Green, M. 2001. Cosmovision and metaphor: monsters and shamans in Gallo-British cult-expres-

sion. European Journal of Archaeology 4: 203–231. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1179/eja.2001.4.2.203
Aldhouse-Green, M. 2003. Poles apart? Perceptions of gender in Gallo-British cult iconography. In: S. Scott, 

and J. Webster (eds). Roman Imperialism and Provincial Art. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press: 
95–118. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1179/eja.2001.4.2.203

Aldhouse-Green, M. 2012. An Archaeology of Images: Iconology and Cosmology in Iron Age and Roman Europe. 
London: Taylor and Francis Ltd.

https://doi.org/10.1179/eja.2001.4.2.203
https://doi.org/10.1179/eja.2001.4.2.203


Moat: Native Deities and Multiple IdentitiesArt. 8, page 8 of 10  

Ando, C. 2005 Interpretatio Romana. Classical Philology 100(1): 41–51. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1086/431429
Bober, P.F. 1951. Cernunnos: origin and transformation of a Celtic divinity. American Journal of Archaeology 

55: 13–51. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2307/501179
Brody, J. 1993. Que viva Chango. Afro-Cuban syncretic cults and culture in Cuba. Ferveurs contemporaines.  

In C. Pétonnet, and Y. Delapot (eds). Textes d’anthropologie urbaine offerts à Jacques Gutwirth, Yves 
Delaporte. Paris: L’Harmattan: 139–153. HALarchives-ouvertes 6 September 2005. Available at: https://
halshs.archives-ouvertes.fr/halshs-00004554/document [Last accessed 17 July 2019].

Coles, B. 1990. Anthropomorphic wooden figurines from Britain and Ireland. Proceedings of the Prehistoric 
Society 56: 315–333. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0079497X0000517X

Coulston, J.C. and Phillips, E.J. 1988. Hadrian’s Wall West of the North Tyne and Carlisle. Oxford: Oxford 
 University Press.

Cunliffe, B.W. 2004. Iron Age Communities in Britain, 4th edition. London: Routledge. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.4324/9780203326053

Cunliffe, B.W. and Fulford, M.G. 1982. Bath and the Rest of Wessex. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Dent, J.S. 1983. The impact of Roman rule on native society in the territory of the Parisi. Britannia 14: 35–44. 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.2307/526339
Dent, J.S. 1984. Wetwang Slack: An Iron Age cemetery on the Yorkshire Wolds. Unpublishsed masters thesis, 

University of Sheffield.
Derks, T. 1991. The perception of the Roman pantheon by a native elite: The example of the votive inscrip-

tions from Lower Germany. In: N.G.A.M. Roymans and F. Theuws (eds). Images of the Past: Studies on 
Ancient Societies in Northwestern Europe. Studies in Prae- en Protohistorie7. Amsterdam: Instituut voor 
Pre- en Protohistorische Archeologie Albert Egges van Giffen: 235–266.

Derks, T. 1998. Gods, Temples and Ritual Practices. The Transformation of Religious Ideas and Values in Roman 
Gaul. Amsterdam Archaeological Studies 2. Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press.

van Dommelen, P. and Lopez-Bertran, M. 2003. Hellenism and subaltern practice: Rural cults in the Punic 
world. In: J. Prag and J. Quinn (eds). The Hellenistic West: Rethinking the Ancient Mediterranean. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press: 273–299. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139505987.010

Esperandieu, E. 1910. Recueil Général des Bas-Reliefs de la Gaule Romaine et Pré-Romaine, vol. 3. Paris: Ernest 
Leroux.

Esperandieu, E. 1931. Recueil Général des Bas-Reliefs de la Gaule Romaine et Pré-Romaine: Germanie. Paris: 
Ernest Leroux.

Ferlut, A. 2016. Goddesses as consorts of the healing gods in Gallia Belgica and the Germaniae: Forms of cult 
and ritual practices. Open Library of Humanities 2(1): e5. DOI: https://doi.org/10.16995/olh.43

Garrow, D. and  Gosden, C. 2012. Technologies of Enchantment: Exploring Celtic Art: 400 BC to AD 100. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:osobl/9780199548064.001.0001

Giles, M. 2013. A Forged Glamour: Landscape, Identity and Material Culture in the Iron Age. Macclesfield: 
Wingather Press.

Green, M.J. 1989. Symbol and Image in Celtic Religious Art. London: Routledge.
Green, M.J. 1995. The Gods and the supernatural. In: M. Green (ed.). The Celtic World. London: Taylor and 

Francis Ltd: 465–488.
Green, M.J. 1998. God in man’s image: Thoughts on the genesis and affiliations of some Romano-British cult-

imagery. Britannia 29: 17–30. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2307/526812
Halkon, P. 2013. The Parisi: Britains and Romans in Eastern Yorkshire. Stroud: The History Press Ltd.
Hartog, F. 1988. The Mirror of Herodotus. The Representation of the Other In the Writing of History. Translated 

by Janet Lloyd. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press
Häussler, R. 2012. Interpretatio indigena. Re-inventing local cults in a global world. Mediterraneo Antico 15: 

143–174.
Haverfield, F.J. 1923. The Romanization of Roman Britain, 4th edition. Oxford: Clarendon Press.
Henig, M., Webster, G. and Blagg, T. 1993. Roman Sculpture from the Cotswold Region with Devon and Corn-

wall. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Hingley, R. 2000. Roman officers and English Gentlemen: The Imperial Origins of Roman Archaeology. London: 

Routledge.
Hingley, R. 2003. Recreating coherence without reinventing Romanisation. Digressus: The Internet Journal 

for the Classical World 1: 111–119.
Keppie, L.J.F. and Arnold, B.J. 1984. Scotland. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

https://doi.org/10.1086/431429
https://doi.org/10.2307/501179
https://halshs.archives-ouvertes.fr/halshs-00004554/document
https://halshs.archives-ouvertes.fr/halshs-00004554/document
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0079497X0000517X
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203326053
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203326053
https://doi.org/10.2307/526339
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139505987.010
https://doi.org/10.16995/olh.43
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:osobl/9780199548064.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.2307/526812


Moat: Native Deities and Multiple Identities Art. 8, page 9 of 10

King, C. 2003. The organization of Roman religious beliefs. Classical Antiquity 22(2): 275–312. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1525/ca.2003.22.2.275

Lefever, H.G. 1996. When the saints go riding in: Santeria in Cuba and the United States. Journal for the Sci-
entific Study of Religion 35: 318–330. DOI: https://doi.org/10.2307/1386562

Mattingly, D.J. 2010. Imperialism, Power, and Identity: Experiencing the Roman Empire. Oxford: Princeton 
University Press.

Megaw, R. and Megaw, V. 2005. Early Celtic Art in Britain and Ireland. Buckinghamshire: Shire Publications Ltd.
Murphy, J.M. 2011. Santa Barbara Africana: Beyond syncretism in Cuba. In: D. Lindenfeld and M. Richardson 

(eds). Beyond Conversion and Syncretism: Indigenous Encounters with Missionary Christianity, 1800–2000. 
Oxford: Berghahn Books: 137–165.

Parfitt, K. and Green, M.J. 1987. A chalk figurine from Upper Deal, Kent. Britannia 18: 295–298. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.2307/526460

Phillips, E.J. 1977. Corbridge: Hadrian’s Wall East of the North Tyne. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Pitts, M. and Versluys, M.J. (eds) 2014. Globalisation in the Roman World: World History, Connectiv-

ity and Material Culture. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1017/
CBO9781107338920

Revell, L. 2007. Religion and ritual in the western provinces. Greece and Rome 54: 210–228. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1017/S0017383507000162

Rives, J.B. 2006. Religion in the Roman Empire. Oxford: Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
Ross, A. 1992. Pagan Celtic Britain: Studies in Iconography and Tradition. London: St Edmundsbury Press Ltd.
Salviat, F. 1979. Glanum. Paris: Caisse Nationale des Monuments Historique et des Sites.
Stek, T.D. 2014. Roman imperialism, globalization and romanization in early Roman Italy. Research ques-

tions in archaeology and ancient history. Archaeological Dialogues 21(1): 30–40. DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1017/S1380203814000063

de Vries, J. 1961. Keltische Religion. Stuttgart: Kohlhammer.
Wallensten, J. 2008. Personal protection and tailor-made deities: the use of individual epithets. Kernos 21: 

81–95. DOI: https://doi.org/10.4000/kernos.1602
Watson, A.J.M. 2005. Religious Acculturation and Assimilation in Belgic Gaul and Aquitania from the Roman 

Conquest until the end of the Second Century CE: selected aspects. Unpublished thesis (PhD), University of 
Edinburgh.

Webster, G. 1986. The British Celts and Their Gods under Rome. London: B.T. Batsford.
Webster, J. 1995. Interpretatio: Roman word power and the Celtic gods. Britannia 26: 153–161. DOI: https://

doi.org/10.2307/526874
Webster, J. 1997. Necessary comparisons: A post-colonial approach to religious syncretism in the Roman 

provinces. World Archaeology 28(3): 324–338. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1080/00438243.1997.9980351
Webster, J. 2001. Creolizing the Roman provinces. American Journal of Archaeology 105: 209–225. DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.2307/507271
Webster, J. 2015. A dirty window on the Iron Age? Recent developments in the archaeology of pre-Roman 

Celtic religion. In:  J. Wooding (ed). New Approaches to Celtic Religion and Mythology: Understanding 
Celtic Religion. Cardiff: University of Wales Press: 121–154.

Woolf, G. 1997. Beyond Romans and natives. World Archaeology 28: 339–350. DOI: https://doi.org/10.108
0/00438243.1997.9980352

Woolf, G. 2000. Becoming Roman: The Origins of Provincial Civilization in Gaul. Cambridge: Cambridge 
 University Press.

Woolf, G. 2014. Romanization 2.0 and its alternatives. Archaeological Dialogues 21(1): 45–50. DOI: https://
doi.org/10.1017/S1380203814000087

Yeates, S.J. 2008. The Tribe of Witches: The Religion of the Dobunni and Hwicce. Oxford: Oxbow Books.
Zoll, A.L. 1995. Patterns of worship in Roman Britain: double-named deities in context. In: S. Cottam, D. 

Dungworth, S. Scott, and J. Taylor (eds). TRAC 94: Proceedings of the Fourth Annual Theoretical Roman 
Archaeology Conference, Durham 1994. Oxford: Oxbow Books: 33–44. DOI: https://doi.org/10.16995/
TRAC1994_33_44

https://doi.org/10.1525/ca.2003.22.2.275
https://doi.org/10.1525/ca.2003.22.2.275
https://doi.org/10.2307/1386562
https://doi.org/10.2307/526460
https://doi.org/10.2307/526460
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107338920
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107338920
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0017383507000162
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0017383507000162
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1380203814000063
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1380203814000063
https://doi.org/10.4000/kernos.1602
https://doi.org/10.2307/526874
https://doi.org/10.2307/526874
https://doi.org/10.1080/00438243.1997.9980351
https://doi.org/10.2307/507271
https://doi.org/10.1080/00438243.1997.9980352
https://doi.org/10.1080/00438243.1997.9980352
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1380203814000087
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1380203814000087
https://doi.org/10.16995/TRAC1994_33_44
https://doi.org/10.16995/TRAC1994_33_44


Moat: Native Deities and Multiple IdentitiesArt. 8, page 10 of 10  

How to cite this article: Moat, S. 2020. Native Deities and Multiple Identities: An Anthropological Approach to 
Reconceptualising Divine Marriage in the Roman Provinces. Theoretical Roman Archaeology Journal, 3(1): 8, pp. 1–10. 
DOI: https://doi.org/10.16995/traj.408

Published: 11 December 2020

Copyright: © 2020 The Author(s). This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative 
Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (CC-BY 4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and 
reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and source are credited. See http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by/4.0/.

Theoretical Roman Archaeology Journal is a peer-reviewed open access journal 
published by Open Library of Humanities. OPEN ACCESS 

https://doi.org/10.16995/traj.408
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Divine Marriage 
	New Perspectives: Santerian Religion and the Way of the Saints 
	Revealing Iron Age Religions and Cosmologies 
	Divine Marriage: Expressing ‘Problematic Translations’ 
	New Perspectives and Layers of Understanding 
	Summary
	Acknowledgements 
	Competing Interests 
	References 
	Ancient Sources 
	Modern Sources 

	Figure 1

