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CHAPTER THREE

CULTURAL DIVERSITY AND UNITY:
EMPIRE AND ROME

Richard Hingley

Anolderworld... of dominant core and subject periphery.is breakingdown.and in
its place a less dichotomous and more intricate pattern of inequality i1s emerging.
‘Empire’ could be described as the planetarv gestalt of these flows and hierarchies.

Introduction: Providing a Context for Research

Studies of classical Rome are modified through time to match a
changing academic discourse.” Here I seek to explore an aspect of the
relationships between the world of ancient Rome and our contempo-
rary times by focusing upon a developing perspective within classical
studies - the analysis of cultural diversity, plurality, and heterogene-
ity. Ideas about the culrural diversity of the world of classical Rome
provide an increasingly powerful agenda in the United Kingdom and
the USA.* My contribution to the present volume raises the issue of the
political and social context within which such ideas have emerged and
are flourishing.*

I propose that we should work to develop a Roman past that enables
us to challenge, as well as to ground, contemporary ideas abour our own
world. Studies of classical Rome often explain ancient historical phe-
nomena in terms that satisfy modern tastes and interests.” The develop-
ment. alongside these works, of a critical perspective on the ways that
classical concepts have been used to support the creation of political

power and imperial relations between dominant and subject peoples
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will help to make our studies relevant, enlightening, and appropriate.
Through such an approach, we should seek to challenge the tradition
of study in which accounts of the classical past do no more than mirror
either our aspirations for or our nightmares about our contemporary
situations.® An exploration of hybrid Roman identity will form the core

of my investigation of these issues.

Discourses of Domination - the (Re-)Creation of Imperial
Civilization

Today’s influential approaches to diversity and heterogeneity have
developed as a reaction to an earlier school of thought that modelled
Graeco-Roman culture as culturally dominant, effectively bounded,
and highly incorporative. These earlier writings, developed in the con-
textof interpreting classical Rome through the theory of Romanization,
suggested that Roman civilization overwhelmed and subsumed narive
populations across the western empire. They drew upon simple and
directional concepts of Western ‘civilization’ and ‘progress’ that few
scholars today would propound.” I shall explore this complex topic in a
very general manner, studying the ways by which a fundamentally mod-
ernist discipline has reacted to postmodern critique.® Such an account,
necessarily, simplifies a very complex history in the development of the
ideas of a muleiplicity of authors.

A concept of Roman culture and identity was drawn upon in the west-
ern empire throughout the period of Roman rule. Since the fall of the
Roman Empire in the West during the fifth century ct, classical Rome
has been drawn upon to enlighten the present in varied and contrasting
ways,” but I shall focus on one particular issue. The writings produced by
educated elite males within the Roman Empire defined what has been
titled by Potter a ‘discourse of domination, one that has provided a pow-
erful legacy for those who have sought to inherit it through the ages."
One strongly teleological idea, which originated with classical writers,
suggests that Rome played a fundamental role in the development of
Western ‘civilization, takingalegacy from ancient Greece and transform-
ing it through the creation of a vast empire with global pretensions.™

One important aspect of this perspective concerns the Roman con-

cept of humanitas, sometimes translated as ‘civilizarion.” Greg Woolf has
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explored how this idea provided a moral justification, through the cre-
~ation of an ideal Roman identity, for the process of imperialism and the
domination of other communities.'” The definition of the ‘barbarity’
of the colonized society by their Roman masters was taken to provide
a direct justification for the territorial, military, and political domi-
nation of these people, through the argument that imperial control
was allowing a higher civilization to be passed on to culturally inferior
peoples. The idea that this civilization had, itself, been passed on to the
Romans by the classical Greeks helped to provide a strong ideological
justification for the conquest and control of societies on the margins of
imperial order. That the Romans had inherited these ideas as a result
of the influence of the peoples of classical Greece upon their societies,
was, in turn, taken to provide justification for the Roman domination
of what were termed ‘barbarian’ societies."’

This powerful idea was received and transformed by Western pow-
ers during the nineteenth century to justify imperial relations. During
the early twentieth century, Rome was interpreted as having dissemi-
nated a unique ‘civilization’ across a considerable part of the world,
including areas that today lie within Europe, North Africa, and the
Near East. This idea provided a conceptual legacy for emulation by the
modern nations that have revisited and reinterpreted Rome’s imperial
ambitions, giving Europe, especially Western Europe, a precedent for
imperial ambition." Early accounts of Roman culture projected such
conceptions by focusing on the supposed unity of Roman imperial civi-
lization through the use of the theory (or theories) of ‘Romanization;’
ideas that stressed a process of ‘progress’ from ‘barbarian’ to ‘Roman’
culture in the expanding empire."* In doing so, classical studies adopred
and helped to create the polarities and hierarchies that formed power-
ful tools in the conceptual armouries of modern imperial nations.

In these terms, classical knowledge was reinvented in the modern world
to form a vital element of a developing discourse of modernity through
which imperial relations were created and transformed. Modernity has
been defined as a conceptual schema that was (and is) fundamental to the
imperial undertakings of Western powers - a body of thought through
which the world was imagined and manipulated. Knowledge was con-
structed through modernist thought that mapped the world from the
secure position of the centre, a place that defined itself as the highest and
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most advanced in symbolic and material terms.' The periphery, the colo-
nies or colonial possessions, were defined as subservient to this centre,
occupying positions in the hierarchy according to their degree of ‘civili-
zation,’ which was defined by those who created the system.

Although this discourse of modernity, developing in particular cir-
cumstances following the Enlightenment, marked a dramatic disconti-
nuity with the past, many of the concepts on which modernity drew were
ultimartely derived from the Graeco-Roman texts.”” Germane ideas were
adopted and adapted through the rereading of an inherited and powerful
discourse of domination. Classical images formed a rich source of inspi-
ration for the ruling classes of European nations during the imperial ven-
tures of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, because they
spoke within these contexts in powerful and authoritative ways.' Part of
the power of these images, however, derived from the inheritance (or refor-
mulation) of classical concepts, which were felt to provide added authen-
ticity to the ideas that were developed." As such, Romanization theory
derived much of its explanatory power from concepts that are articulated
in classical texts.*” Romanization is linked to more recent national and
imperial ideologies, while owing much to accounts of empire and civiliza-
tion formulated in the late Republican and early Imperial Roman periods.
At its core are imperial ideas that projected the empire as divinely sanc-
tioned, with a mission to civilize barbarians.?' Some of the ideas inherent
from the past - for instance, ‘civilization, *barbarism,” and the idea of the
‘just war’ - have remained popular, and are being redefined again in order
to justify the international actions of Western nations.**

The classical inheritance constitutes a vital element in the ways
that the world has been imagined and manipulated. The significant
role played in this debate by classical ‘knowledge’ (texts, language, and
archaeological remains) requires that we address the ideological role
performed by classical archaeology and ancient history throughout
modern times.”* How do current understandings of imperial order and

Roman culture relate to empire today?

Modelling Heterogeneity Today

Reacting against the continuity inherent in such a modernist approach,

with its stress upon the unity and incorporative ideology of Roman

Baal 57



58 [@@@l Richard Hingley

imperial civilization, during the 1960s the focus of srudy gradu-
ally started to shift onto the variability of local responses to Rome.
Initially. changing perspectives were used to inform the new approaches
to regional survey and excavation across Western Europe and the
Mediterranean.”® A variety of new types of site and landscape came to
be recognized, which helped to challenge earlier understandings and
to develop new approaches to the interpretation of society.”* Some early
‘post-imperial’ accounts were ‘nativist,’ identifying local populations
as integrated wholes, and setting these groups up through the idea of
their opposition to the dominating Roman power.** These accounts
perpetuated the simple distinctions between Roman and native pre-
sented 1n earlier writings, but gave priority to the latter rather than the
former.”” They reacted against the imperial agendas of earlier studies,
but did not effectively challenge the conceprual foundations on which
these earlier accounts had been based, merely refocusing attention on
the resistance of natives to Roman control rather than their simple and
directional Romanization.”*

Approaches to the interpretation of Romanization continued to
change gradually, increasingly focusing, from the 1980s. upon the
methods by which local groups within Italy and the provinces came to
adopt a variable form of Roman culture.”” A number of interpretations
developed during the 1990s to account for the active role of local elites
in the adoption and adaptation of the imperial culture offered to them
by the expanding imperial system, elements that were used because of

' We should not imagine that

their distinct roles in new ways of life.
such accounts are in some way value free when contrasted to the earlier
approaches to Romanization.*' Instead, they address value in a differ-
ent way from earlier accounts, by creating a distinct significance for
tradition and locality, in contrast to the imperial focus of much earlier
work .

The Roman Empire 1s reconstructed as focused on numerous elites,
within the imperial core of the Mediterranean, who negotiated their own
identities to create an imperial system that worked to the benefit of all, or
at least a significant proportion (the most significant?). ‘Roman’ culture
is no longer viewed as a clearly bounded and monolithic entity, but as
being derived from a variety of sources spread across the Mediterranean.

During the final centuries of the first millennium BCE, elite groups
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across Italy developed a growing unity through a process that Nicola
Terrenato has called ‘elite negotiation.” A new culture arose as a result
of the benefits brought to these groups through closer contacts with the
growing power of Rome.** Nicola Terrenato has argued that as part of
this process, communities within the expanding empire became allied
with Rome and incorporated precisely because they were offered, or bar-
gained for, or struggled for the privilege of retaining the core of their tra-
ditional organization within an imperial framework that was intended
to guarantee order and stability.** Greg Woolf’s account of ‘becoming
Roman’ in Gaul has explored such an approach to focus upon the elite
groups within these provinces. Concepts of Roman and native are seen
to break down entirely in a global empire that recreates itself through
local engagement.* The most advanced forms of such theory integrate
imperial force and local interest by explaining the ways that the attempts
of people from outside Rome and Italy to ‘become Roman’ fed back into
a gradually evolving conception of what it was to be Roman across much
of the empire.’

This approach can be subject to criticism because of its empha-
sis upon consensus building.?” It can also be critiqued for its focus
upon the elite, projecting a bias inherent in previous approaches to
Romanization.*® Carol van Driel-Murray has argued that the appli-
cation of recent approaches to the Batavians of the Lower Rhine
Valley creates ‘undefined. undifferentiated and apparently entirely
male’ elites, a critique that may also be applied in general terms to
the important studies produced by Terrenaro, Woolf, and. recently. by
Emma Dench.* In response to such critiques of elitism, studies dur-
ing the early twenty-first century have started to fragment Roman
identity.** by turning to more complex interpretations that often
draw upon material remains. This is achieved, for example, through
the creation of the ideas of ‘subcultures’ and regional cultures.
now argued by some to have formed constituent parts of a hetero-
geneous but relatively unified empire.*’ These new approaches seek
to establish the degree to which Roman culture (broadly defined)
appealed to groups of different status and wealth across the empire.
As a reaction to former ideas of the centrality of power. scholarship
has transformed itself once again by modelling new approaches that

explore ‘the puzzling complexity of cultural identities’” (to quote
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Sommer. from Chapter Five). including those that-are wealth=based,
occupational. regional. and gender-specific. Dench defines this
idea of Roman citizenship, and also Roman identity, as a ‘virtual
community.™

Groups such as soldiers, their wives, and families, traders, workers,
and farmers can be seen to have redefined themselves in the new con-
texts created by the expansion of empire.** For example, soldiers were
recruited from native peoples into the auxiliary units of the Roman
army, where they were taught a version of Roman culture. If they sur-
vived to retirement they became Roman citizens after twenty-five years
of service. These soldiers usually served abroad and, together with trad-
ers who lived outside their native communities, may have helped to
spread an international Roman culrure thar identified them within a
challenging and alien culrural milieu.**

This brief survey of a number of studies explores transformations
in the academic context of knowledge. The nature of this changing
debate can be characterized in terms of the developing influence of
broader ideas about society.* Shifting attitudes to the current world,
together with the collection of new classes of archaeological data that
have helped to challenge inherited ideas, enable classicists and classi-
cal archaeologists to imagine the Roman past in new and more com-
plex ways. This allows the Roman Empire to be perceived as a more
heterogeneous society, in which groups and individuals acted in differ-
ent ways to ‘become Roman,” while retaining the core of their inherited
identities and also contributing to a centralizing imperial cultural ini-
tiative. These new areas of understanding relate to how interpretations
of the classical past have developed in the context of our ideas about
the contemporary world.

These new perspectives are intended to allow for a greater variety of
cultural experiences across the empire.*® In so doing, classical studies
reflect changing perspectives in the humanities (sociology, politics,
cultural studies, development studies, and anthropology), where an
appreciation of ‘locality’ has become increasingly significant since the
1960s.*” A previous focus upon cultures as fairly coherent and bounded
entities and the investigation of ‘development’ or ‘modernization’ as a
fairly simple form of ‘progress’ from the traditional to the modern has

slowly shifted to a situation in which the indigenous context of change
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1s taken far more into account. These approaches aim to broaden
(decentre) understanding and to challenge earlier interpretations of the
centrality of imperial civilization and its progressive logic by exploring
the complexity of identities, through a focus upon the locality. Indeed,
regional variability 1s taken in some recent works to represent a tool
in the creation and maintenance of the global world order, integrating
people into complex, dichotomous, and transformarive structures of
power.”® It is argued thart cultural heterogeneity and hybridity in the
modern world enable the integration of economic and political systems
through a transformation of pre-existing power relations. Hardt and
Negri's writings suggest that far from being oppositional, diversity
articulates the inclusive logic of a spontaneous order that no longer
formulates itself around the creation of categories and hierarchies.”’
As Balakrishnan has suggested in a review of Hardr and Negri's book
Empire, even the distinction between ‘systematic and anti-svstematic
agency is blurred beyond recognition.”™ A state of global ‘Empire’ is
created through the bringing into being of ‘less dichotomous’ and
‘more intricate patterns of inequality’ (and opposition) than those
that formed the fundamental tools of imperialism during much of the
twentieth century.”

Drawing upon these writings, I have argued that some recentaccounts
of the Roman Empire develop an empire-wide gestalt of flows and hierar-
chies - a less dichotomous and more intricate pattern of inequality than
demonstrated by former interpretations.™ Ideas of Roman and native,
elite and non-elite, incorporation and resistance, are seen to break
down, at least to a degree, in a global empire that recreates itself through
local engagement. The Roman Empire becomes a highly variable series
of local groups, roughly held together by directional forces of integra-
tion that formed an organized whole and lasted for several centuries.™
Heterogeneity becomes a binding force of imperial stability - a tool for
the creation of perpetual imperial order.™

This new focus upon the centrality of imperial power helps to explain
the variable local response to changing power relations, as people were
enabled to change their ways.** At the same time, it also raises an ethi-
cal issue, which focuses upon the continuing importance of the classi-
cal past to ideas of Western identity. Our accounts of Roman culture

continue, on the whole, to take a fairly positive attitude to the effects
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of Roman imperialism that can, perhaps, be taken to provide a his-
torical foundation for comprehensions of the enabling influence of
globalization. The Roman elite appears from this perspective to have
been involved in a series of connected political actions that enabled
members of various native societies to define their identities in new and
stimulatingly original ways, also enabling the incorporation into these
developments of many members of the non-elite. Changes in identity
were accomplished through the use of surplus and widespread con-
tacts, including service in the Roman army, and involvement in indus-
try, trade, and agriculcure. If we pursue such a perspective, the Roman
Empire 1s viewed as having come into being and survived because of
the variable character of the relations that were established between
peoples over a vast area. The incorporation of diverse peoples into the
variable structure of the empire was a fundamental constituent in both
the ideas held by Romans about their own identity and also the meth-
ods thar led to the creation and perpetuation of the empire.** This can
be raken to suggest that, despite vigorous attempts since the 1960s
to deconstruct the narratives of Graeco-Roman identity, the overtly
positive assessment of classical culture that formed the basis for many
accounts of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries has vet to be
replaced by a more balanced perspective.®”

Many of today’s most influential accounts of identity and social
change in the Augustan and post-Augustan empire stress negotiation
and culrural interaction. In the terms explored by Hodos, in Chapter
One, these develop new master narratives, but ones that do not provide
a balanced viewpoint, since they continue to downgrade differences,
local diversity, and othernesses. Membership in the army. together
with involvement in expanded industrial and agricultural produc-
tion, may have incorporated a substantial proportion of the popula-
tion (perhaps 25 per cent), but these people will have remained in the
minority. By contrast, the agricultural peasants and slaves that made
up the majority of the population are largely excluded from dominant
and masculinist ‘Roman’ cultural discourses.”® Indeed, even the sub-
stantial minority who were partly incorporated have continued to be
marginalized through the nature of the assimilation processes to which
they were subjected. Roman culture by the Augustan period acted as a

powerful culture of imperial incorporation, but as Dench has recently
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argued, it also represented, at one and the same time, a ‘highly ideologi-
cally laden and increasingly internartional culture of social exclusion.’®
Certain highly visible aspects of culture - such as the correct diction
in the pronunciation of Latin, the wearing of the toga, or correct eti-
quette at a banquet - will have helped to create an ‘international’ coher-
ence in the hybrid local ‘Roman’ cultures that developed to exclude
those who lacked advance knowledge and experience. These 1ssues of
incorporation and marginalization find echoes in recent writings about
the colonial present that require us to reflect further on the theories that
we develop.®

Elena Isayev (Chapter Eight) and Tamar Hodos (Chapter One) sug-
gest that we should be cautious of thinking about regional groups, or
locality, in Roman terms, since Rome was responsible for manipulat-
ing the boundaries of regional groups. Isayev suggests that boundar-
ies, which were in the minds of post-conquest authors, were projecting
back to an earlier time to define the ethnic identities of various pro-
vincial populations.®’ We need an increased focus on the administra-
tion of the processes of marginalization within the Roman Empire,
together with new attention to issues that most people find less pal-
atable, including the commonplace imposition of order, genocide,
deportation, enslavement, and enforced military recruitment,* issues
that will often have represented what Shelley Hales (Chapter Nine)
calls ‘the Romans’ ad hoc solutions for imperial rule” Emmanuele
Curti, for example, drawing attention to the violent imposition of
order, social norms, and new culrural practices that often accompany
modern colonial situations, argues that recent theoretical approaches
to Roman archaeology effectively sanitize the past for the sake of
political correctness. Simon James explores how influential models
of Roman elite negotiation underplay the significance of violence,
from the symbolic and implicit to the threatened and lethal. Carol
van Driel-Murray addresses the creation and recruitment of ‘ethnic
soldiery’ among the Batavi of the Lower Rhine valley and how the
uses made of these people kept them excluded from the centres of
imperial power.** The detailed development of case studies involving
such perspectives remains, however, a rare occurrence.

A balanced study should not explore the lives of those who were

enabled to the exclusion of those who were killed, marginalized,
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or exploited;** indeed, in some cases, the two groups will not have
formed exclusive categories, since we have seen that people can be
assimilated in ways that serve to develop their otherness and rela-
tive marginality. Only by balancing what we might regard as negative
and positive attributes of empire, and by exploring the marginalized
groups that archaeologists, ancient historians, and classicists often
appear to have difficult identifying and understanding can we pro-
vide a critical context for the idea that Rome enabled regional and
interregional integratrion, bringing benefits to all, a position that
(unconsciously) reinforces positive concepts by providing a gene-
alogy for ideas about the emancipating nature of contemporary
globalization.

I should stress that such a critique does not make invalid the analysis
of subcultures and cultural heterogeneity within the world of Rome,
since recent research on classical literature and archaeological materi-
als would appear to support the highly variable characrer of society,
presenting a picture of complexity that was oversimplified by earlier
interpretations. Indeed, the immediacy of the relevance of the com-
plex articulation of integration and hybridity makes the relationship
between imperial power and the local response to changing power rela-

tions of vital contemporary importance.*’

Enabling and Constraining Local Literacy

There are various ways to pursue the agenda that I am proposing, some
focusing upon particular groups (including soldiers and traders) and
some addressing variations in regional cultures across the empire and the
forces that brought these about. Some of these fields of research involve
areas in which the semi-distinct disciplines of ancient history and archae-
ology should hold common interests.* I shall provide abriefaccountof the
military exploitation of one particular provincial society on the margin of
imperial control in order to support the need for balance in our accounts.
This involves a review of the development of Latin literacy among the
Baravi or tive [ over Rhune Valley (Figure 3.1), a studv thar draws upon the
writings of Ton Derke and v o ieviians, oo Ularobvan Driel-Murrav®™
Derks and Roymans’s study provides a compelling account of one of

the variable ways in which native peoples were integrated into a Roman
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imperial culture that was itself highly variable.” It can also be formulared
as a critique of the idea that the development of a variable Roman cul-
ture across the empire was primarily an enabling process. applving a more
critical perspective to the aims and results of the actions by which chese
people (and others) were incorporated into the empire.™”

Ton Derks and Nico Rovmans have argued thar Latn spreac
through the agency of the Roman army in part of the Lower Rhing
Valley. This appears to have been the homeland of a number of differ-
ent tribal groupings, including the Batavi." In this arca. the develop-
ment of native society has often been seen by archaeologists. including
Derks and Rovmans, as aberrant or abnormal in comparison wich the
supposedly ‘standard’ development of cities and villas in many regions
of the Roman West.™ It has been argued that the Baravians wirnessed
a slower, or less thorough. Romanization\' than did the neighbouring
areas of Gaul to the south.™ as the result of the development of a difter-
ent form of social organization with origins in the pre-Roman period.
The territory has been defined as mainly a ‘non-villa landscape.” one
that contrasts in a dramatic fashion with areas such as Gaul. where vil-

las and successful towns became common. ™
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The dominant settlements consisted of one or more traditional tim-
ber longhouses, comprising a living area and byre in the same domes-
tic space.” The economy of this area also appears to differ from the
neighbouring villa zones in its emphasis upon cattle-rearing rather
than arable agriculture.”* A number of settlements developed elements
of Roman architecture (such as a umber portico, stone cellar, painted
wall-plaster, or a partly tiled roof), but these innovations did not usu-
ally affect the basic traditional organization of domestic space within
the individual house.” The few villas that do occur in this area have
been tentatively interpreted as the homes of veteran soldiers who had
returned after a period of military service. It has been argued that the
Roman-period urban centres of the Lower Rhine were established, as
part of official Roman policy, in an area that contained societies unac-
customed to urbanism.”” These urban centres may have been domi-
nated by settlers from further to the south and by the Roman army,
while the local elite had, at the very most, only a limited input into their
establishment, development, and administration.” Nico Roymans has
recently challenged this argument, proposing a more active role for the
native elite in the creation of these towns.” This interpretation fits a
developing perspective on Roman urbanism, which argues that the
Roman administration, wherever possible, would have used the native
elite in the development of local urban centres.®’

Despite the relative lack of native urbanization and villas, it has
been argued that considerable evidence exists among the rural native
population for Latin literacy.*' The discovery of many so-called seal
boxes may indicate the spread of Latin literacy through the recruit-
mentof Bataviansinto the Roman auxiliary. Batavians were renowned
for their fighting skills, and men from the community were taken
in large numbers for the auxiliary units of the army,** perhaps by
recruitment that utilized a pre-Roman native system, adapted as the
result of treaties between the Roman administration and the native
leaders.”* When they were recruited, Batavian auxiliary units may
have been allowed to serve under their own commanders, recruited
from the elite families of the tribe.?* Almost every family may have
supplied one or two members for the Roman army.** This practice of
military recruitment may have had a major impact upon the develop-

ment of societv.
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Seal boxes are usually interpreted as containers that were used to
hold a range of items, particularly written documents. Those found
in the territory of the Batavians are on military sites, at Nijmegen,
and the major temple complex of Empel, but they are also widespread
on rural settlements. Derks and Roymans have taken this to indicate
a high degree of literacy among the people living within the non-villa
settlements of this area during the first and second centuries, contrast-
ing with neighbouring areas of north Gaul, where seal boxes are rare.*®

Evidence for literacy among this population may reflect the fact that
auxiliary soldiers were required to communicate in Latin within their
military units.*” Indeed, the acquisition of literacy may have been one
of the benefits of military service.*® The military personnel at the fort of
Vindolanda in Britain included Batavian and Tungrian auxiliary units,
who, according to the evidence from archaeological excavations, were
literate.* The diversity of writing styles on the writing tablets from this
site, which dates from between 90 and 120 ck, probably indicates that
literacy was fairly widespread among these military units, although it
is likely that members of the common soldiery were unable to read and
write to as high a standard as the officers. The seal boxes on non-villa
settlements in the territory of the Batavi may indicate that the popula-
tion of the Lower Rhine drew upon aspects of Roman culture - Lartin
language and the technology of writing - through a creative engage-
ment with the imperial system. The large-scale recruitment of auxil-
iaries from the Batavians during the Julio-Claudian period may have
led to an intensification of the martial ideology of traditional sociery.”™
The emphasis upon a military culture and apparent high esteem for the
ownership of cattle may have resulted in a society in which elements
of elite Roman culture, such as villa building and urban competition,
had little culrural relevance for the vast majority of the population;”
conversely, Latin literacy and writing appear to have been vital for these
people.

Derks and Roymans' study is of particular interest because, in the past.
Latin in provincial contexts has usually been associated with the imperial
and provincial elites. In the elite context, the adoption of Latin could be
connected with a desire to ‘become Roman.” The spread of the language
to other less-privileged people within native societies across the Roman

West has then to be explained through the idea thar these people wished
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to be Roman, assuming some form of passive acceptance of imperial
culture.”® The evidence from the Lower Rhine, however, expresses the
practical value of both the Latin language and the technology of writ-
ing to a broader range of people.” Language and the practice of writing
may actually have been used widely by different members of society as
a result of the potential value of the various context-dependent forms
of communication that it offered to many people.” Comprehension of
the Latin language and an ability to write in it perhaps spread widely as
a result of the recruitment of auxiliary soldiers from these communi-
ties.’® These abilities may have been required in order for the individual
soldier to function effectively in the Roman army and to communicate
with distant friends and relatives. Language and literacy may also have
enabled members of the deceased soldier’s family to communicate with
their own distant relatives and, for instance, to claim the savings of the
men who had died.”

The adoption of Latin in this context need not indicate a direct
wish to participate more widely in the culture of the Roman elite.
Indeed, for the Batavians, it coincides with only a gradual adoption
of the various material aspects usually taken to define Roman cul-
ture.”® The adoption of Latin and writing may indicate the practical
advantages of two particular major innovations that spread to north-
ern Europe with the empire: a common language thar allowed com-
munication between people who were separated by great distances;
and the technologies that enabled this to occur. In other words, these
people were not necessarily seeking their own regionally distinctive
local way of ‘becoming Roman,’ but were retaining the core of their
cultural identity, with the addition of certain powerful innovations
that assisted them to perform their lives in new ways under changing
political conditions.”

One way to view these developments is to argue that the Roman
administrative system enabled certain Batavian people to adopt such
an approach by providing a flexible means through which members of
the tribe were recruited into the armed forces. The Roman Empire is
reconstructed as an enabling empire with a whole batch of adminis-
trative policies for the encouragement of local integration and incor-
poration, but we have seen that such explanations sideline other

perspectives. An alternative orientation is to view developments among
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the Batavi in terms of the recruitment of peripheral peoples as ‘ethnic
soldiery, a situation that kept these people in a dependent position and
excluded them from the centres of political power.!® Such an approach
stresses the asymmetrical nature of the relationship between Batavians
and Romans, arguing that ‘ethnic soldiers’ represented an aspect of the
deliberate creation of unequal imperial relations.

Latin language and literacy among the Batavi will have been highly
symbolic of this cultural subservience, since the education of young
members of the governing Roman elite will have ensured its signifi-
cance as a highly effective culture of exclusion; correct diction will have
provided an extremely reliable way of differentiating the highly edu-
cated from the relatively uneducated across the empire.!*! The imperial
elite recruited and used these soldiers for their own purposes, encour-
aging the development of a pre-existing military ethnicity that acted
to keep Batavian soldiers in a position of dependency, symbolized in
an effective manner by the un-Roman character of their cultures, their
relative lack of involvement in urban life, and the general absence of vil-
las and other aspects of imperial culture in their territory.'”? Aspects of
Batavian culture will have projected the marginalization of these people
from central concepts of ‘Roman’ imperial culture, both within their
own territory and when they travelled to other areas of the empire.

In these terms, in addressing the observations made by Isayev that
were referred to earlier, we can follow van Driel-Murray by interpret-
ing the active formartion and transformation of the community of the
Batavi, together with the territory that they occupied, as the creation by
Rome of a new ethnicity that served imperial strategic ends.'** New cat-
egories of thought, together with the creation of artificial and imposed
boundaries, enabled Roman administrators to form a new and partly
unified military identity among the formerly fragmented groups of
the Lower Rhine Valley: this identity was particularly effective since it
built upon some original concepts that derived from these subject peo-
ples.'™ Modern scholars have used the reference to the Batavi in classi-
cal sources since the sixteenth century, together with the archaeological
materials from this area, to tell useful tales abourt national origins; they
define a valiant proto-nation (or ethnic group) thar was both clearly
bounded and distinctly un-Roman, providing a native origin for Dutch

civiliey,'0%
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Summarizing Heterogeneity and Empire

The difficulty with many accounts of imperial integration is that they
stress the ways that empire enabled local peoples to integrate themselves
into imperial society, creating a context in which they could promorte
themselves and their families by exploiting their own innate abilities and
resources. In the context of the latter part of the twentieth century, with
the growing criticism of the outcome of Western empire building, this
may have appeared a useful approach to take, since it emphasized the
agency of native peoples, constructing their variable identities within an
autocratic empire. Today, this idea appears more problematic, since many
current iriterpretations fail to pay sufficient artention both to the negative
aspects of the imposition of Roman order and to the dispossessed within
Roman and provincial societies. Taking a more balanced perspective, how-
ever, is not to deny that many people were able to explore new situations
for their own benefit; but it does require us to explore the degree to which
local contexts were created, manipulated, and articulated by the impe-
rial administration, in addition to how local people responded to these
situations. Empires depend on negotiation and compromise to come into
existence and to survive, but other strategies, including force and violence,
also play a part. As Dick Whittaker has argued. the two positions of an
interventionist Roman state and a responsive native population need not
act in opposition; direct intervention and innovation could occur along-
side one another." Local societies were not established entirely in the
form of either the marginalized or the assimilated, since such categories
in most cases were not discrete but overlapped.

The issues discussed here raise questions for contemporary prac-
tice in Roman studies, focusing upon purpose, theory, and method.'”
These include the role of studies of the Roman past in the context of
changing knowledge of the present. Hardr and Negri’s Empire places
great stock in the ancient genealogies of the postmodern world.'"® To
conclude, I wish to emphasize a particular idea - that classical scholars
should work in the opposite direction, in order to pursue the context
in which our understanding of Roman imperialism has developed.'”” I
have stressed the ideological value of ideas drawn from Republican and
Imperial Rome to Western nations throughout the ages. If we do not

address head-on the political context of the work that we produce, we
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will follow a long academic tradition of recreating the imaginarv and
the impossible - an apolitically and neutral field within which classical

studies might operate.'"
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explore these topics. Fwill not use the term in this study. neither should mv
paper be judged simplistically as an artack on muloiculturahsm.
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Ferrary 1994; Freeman 1993; Freeman 1996; Hingley 2001; Hingley 200S;
Miinkler 2007.

See the significant works of Wulff Alonso 1991, Terrenato 1998b, and
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Giddens 1984, 239; Tomlinson 1999, 36.

Desider1 1991; Hingley 2000.
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Farrell 2001; Kennedy 1992, 37;: and Wyke and Biddiss 1999.

Woolf 1997, 339; Woolf 1998, 54-67; Hingley 2005, 15.

Woolf 1997, 339.

Gregory 2004, 47-8; Hingley 2005, 15; Miinkler 2007. Differences of opinion
exist as to whether we now live in a postcolonial or postimperial, world, pro-
jecting comparable ideas about the continuation of modernity. Many, such
as Hardt and Negri (2000), argue that the current world system is no longer
an imperial one, while others affirm that imperialism is still present and has
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Brennan 2003, 93; Johnson 2004; Petras and Veltmeyer 2001; and Said 2003
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Veltmeyer 2001.
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Van Dommelen 1997.
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Dench 2005, 11; Hanson 1994.

For the contemporary context, see Knauft 2002b, 25.
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36. Forexample, Terrenato 1998a: Terrenato 2001; Woolf 1997; Woolf 1998. Woolf
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39. Van Driel-Murray 2002, 200. Rofel 2002 labels Hardt and Negri 2000 as an
example of ‘Modernity’s Masculine Fantasies many accounts of the Roman
empire appear open to a similar critique. Gender critiques are relatively rare
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