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(3) Analyse the differences between the curse tablets discovered at Uley and those from Bath.

Curse tablets are typically small sheets of lead, inscribed with messages intended to be received by a specific god or spirit with a plea for intercedence on an individual’s behalf. The tablets found at both Bath and Uley share similar traits, however, they do have their differences. Some of the differences which are most noticed are: the fields of language which are frequently used, the focus of the god, the linguistic differences and the physical aspects of the lead tablets themselves. During the course of this essay, these differences will be analysed in order to ascertain the extent to which the finds from both sites do indeed vary. Although, it would be remiss to avoid discussion of some of the obvious similarities shared by the curse tablets of Bath and Uley. Therefore, the similarities will be closely examined to determine whether these too show levels of contrast.
Firstly, this essay will exam the physical differences between the curse tablets of Bath and Uley. Despite both collections exhibiting items difficult to decipher there is a clear difference in preservation and physical appearance, the “Uley tablets as a whole are in a worse state than those from Bath.”[footnoteRef:1]This could be due to the benefit of the Bath tablets being entirely waterlogged. Another factor which may have aided in their preservation could certainly be their high tin content which although may make them slightly more brittle, would have protected them from chemical decay.[footnoteRef:2] [1:  Tomlin. 1993. 114.]  [2:  Tomlin. 1993. 114.] 

With close analysis of the metal types coming for the Bath finds, it becomes evident that pure lead is rarely found in the context of curse tablets. Whilst the majority of them appear to look like lead, of the 75 tablets to be catalogued whose composition is known, “only four are in fact lead; another three contain more than 90% lead and six more are rich in lead (Pb 65-80).”[footnoteRef:3] A surprising fact considering that curse tablets are traditionally, globally made from lead. From these numbers, less than one-fifth of the tablets (14) equate to at least two- thirds lead. The clear majority of the curse tablet found from Bath are made from lead alloyed with tin, “sometimes with a trace of copper. Almost two- thirds (49) of the 75 tablets contain at least one- half tin, and almost three- quarters (55) fall within the range Sn40- 85.”[footnoteRef:4] [3:  Tomlin. 1988. 82.]  [4:  Tomlin. 1988. 82.] 

It is hardly a fair comparison of metallurgical differences as the curse tablets of Uley have not been as of yet so thoroughly analysed. However, the curse tablets found at Uley arguably have a higher content of pure or at least high lead findings. This can be evidenced by the way in which the sheets of metal at each site were differently produced. Bath tablets made from the lead- tin alloy tend to be thinner than those found at Uley (less than 1mm thick). As evidenced by one of the Bath tablets which is only one- twentieth of an inch thick.[footnoteRef:5] The Bath lead sheets seem to have been cast under pressure producing a smooth surfaced almost paper-thin product. Whereas, at Uley the lead seems to have been melted and poured onto a hard, flat surface which was then hammered out; leaving hammer marks which are visible, as well as often leaving a scalloped outline where “the soft metal has splayed out under the blows.”[footnoteRef:6] Giving the Bath tables a more sophisticated appearance in comparison to those found at Uley.[footnoteRef:7] It is notably odd that a tin alloy would be used when tin would have had to have been brought from areas such as Cornwall and Devon to Bath. Tomlin argues that this might have not been the case however. Tomlin claims that as Bath lay between two centres of pewter production, it is likely that the curse tables used were merely a by- product, using the example of 30 as his evidence for his hypothesis.[footnoteRef:8] With this in mind it is possible to argue that the tablets found at Uley were produced locally whereas the tablets found at Bath were recycled products which featured unique metallurgical advantages such as having a lower melting temperature and being more malleable than traditional metals, therefore, allowing for the production of thinner and harder sheets.  [5:  Collingwood and Wright. 1965. 49. ]  [6:  Tomlin. 1993. 114.]  [7:  Tomlin. 1993. 114.]  [8:  Tomlin. 1988. 82.] 

The script in which most of the texts were composed for both Bath and Uley suggest that they were inscribed during the second and third centuries AD. Old Roman Cursive (ORC) was the traditional cursive of these centuries, very few were written in the script of the fourth century AD, New Roman Cursive (NRC). However, there is a unique case found at Uley which is not present in any of the finds from Bath. One tablet found at Uley features Early Old Roman Cursive (EORC) potentially dating it to the early second century or possibly earlier.[footnoteRef:9] There are, as of yet, not reasons stipulated for this occurrence at Uley and not at Bath.	Comment by Elizabeth Anne Grace Webster: Look in notebook for + in highlighter, that’s for this section, - is linguistic differences for the next section.


Find more evidence, need more people than just Tomlin, [9:  Tomlin. 1993. 114.] 

When it comes to linguistic styles the Latin of the tablets is very particular and peculiar, “the texts were structured around examples from handbooks and an oral tradition of magical terms and formulae.”[footnoteRef:10]There are also grammatical and spelling divergences. At Uley it is evident that quite often the main verb comes immediately after the subject rather than at the end of the clause (Uley 7). Also (especially in the case of Uley 1) we see the unnecessary doubling of letter; for example, the double ‘s’ in nissi for nisi. However, this may just be a following from the common trend to do so in Late Latin (LL). At Uley we see examples of vulgar Latin (VL) where letters are dropped, i.e. que for quae (Uley 9), or confusion between letters which orally may have similar sounds, e.g. Manecilis from mani, here there is a confusion between the e and i (Uley 9). Also, the use of irregular forms or foreign words such as the infinitive form of maducare (to eat) and baro (man) (Uley 72) “are displays of vocabulary being utilized which is outside of the classical norm.”[footnoteRef:11]All of which can be compared to finds from bath which despite at times also showing signs of hyper-correct at times, tend to use rather formal legal language (Bath 94) and overall less grammatical deviations or instances of VL.[footnoteRef:12] Also at Bath something which is not found in the context of Uley are tablets which denoted the completion of a vow which was taken at the time of making a curse tablet. The phrase, V(oltum) S(olvuit) L(ibens) M(erito), is not found on any of the Uley tablets. [10:  Curses.csad.ox.ac.uk/beginners/cursive-languages.shtml]  [11:  Curses.csad.ox.ad.uk/4DLINK2/4DACTION/WebRequestCurseTabletsearch?searchtype=latin-index&searchfield-CSAD_ID&thisListPosition=0&displayImage=1&displayLatin=1displayEnglish=1&searchTerm=uley=72.]  [12:  Kropp. 3. 2, 73=AE1982.661.] 

Uniquely at Bath we see tablets which were meant for other gods. Tomlin argues that this “may be a tribute to the authority of Sulis that her spring receives tablets meant for Mercury (53) and Mars (33, 97) that she can punish a thief ‘whether pagan or Christian’ (98, 1).”[footnoteRef:13]Whereas at Uley the tablets are all dedicated to and intended for Mercury. In this light it is interesting that there is only one tablet, found at Bath, which was with certainty, “not prompted by theft…(94), the unique sanction of an oath sworn ‘at the spring of Sulis’.”[footnoteRef:14]No such tablets are found at Uley, however, Uley’s linguistic field adds new misdemeanours not previously recorded in Britain, “embezzlement for example, and seem to encompass a different range of stolen property than at Bath.”[footnoteRef:15] [13:  Tomlin. 1988.70.]  [14:  Tomlin 1988. 79.]  [15:  Tomlin. 1993. 114.] 

There are many similarities and differences between the finds of Bath and Uley, however “it is tempting to see this as reflecting a difference between two sites, an urban temple at a great healing shrine, and a rural temple with a more restricted clientele.”[footnoteRef:16]As with any finds they are comparable to each other for the nature of their both being curse tablets. However, with metallurgical difference, differing linguistic fields and all of the before mentioned differences above their natures are intrinsically different and thus are in many ways two isolated traditions which evolved from the Rome and the empire, located in Britain, but not further linked.   [16:  Tomlin. 1993. 114.] 
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