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[bookmark: _Toc513621705]Introduction:
From the late Iron Age to AD 150 significant changes occurred within Britain, in part due to the new relationship formed with the Roman Empire. 
One of the most common approaches to analysing the problem of native and Roman interaction seems to have been to adopt a relatively myoptic perspective, often against the backdrop of Britain’s own imperial and colonial history. Usually this has had the effect of: 
“(i) treating Roman Britain as a chronological package in relative isolation from pre-existing native background; (ii) giving undue prominence to the limited historical sources at the expense of the archaeology; (iii) seeing ‘change’ as a direct consequence of the Roman presence, and equating it with notions of civilization and improvement; and (iv) giving undue attention to the visible superstructure of romanization, the roads, towns, villas and so on, as evidence of acculturation to a Roman ideal.”[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  Burnham 1995: 126.] 

This dissertation examines the archaeological evidence of jewellery, in an attempt to track the changes that occurred between the LPRIA and AD 150 and to understand the nature of the cultural developments. Jewellery serves as a platform to help us understand the complex cultural and social interactions occurring within Britain through centuries of change and development. It is used throughout most ancient cultures as an extension and expression of not only an individual’s wealth but also their identity. Jewellery can a representative of a person’s status within society, for example whether a woman is married or of age.[footnoteRef:2] If made in a precious metal or with a complex design, it can promote an image of importance and if produced crudely of base materials it can present an image to the contrary.[footnoteRef:3] Thus jewellery is a very important part of self-promotion within the ancient world, and for those who could afford it, extravagance was achievable through self-adornment equally for both genders. We must still be wary, however, of hermeneutics.[footnoteRef:4] Although we seem to understand the importance of jewellery in ancient societies it is still an interpretation of evidence which a modern society had assigned meaning to, meaning which may not have been in the minds of the people of the LPRIA period or the people of Roman Britain. [2:  Champion 1995.]  [3:  Johns 1996a: 5-8.]  [4:  Johnson 2010: 106.] 

However, we need to question whether the concept of cultural appropriation can be applied to studying the changes which visibly occur through the LPRIA period into 2nd century Roman Britain.[footnoteRef:5] The theory of cultural appropriation, when applied to any developments which occur in Britain during this period, is controversial and so must be applied carefully. This is, in part, due to the fact that our understanding of modern cultural theories may not be applicable to the changes which occurred in an ancient society.[footnoteRef:6] It must also always be taken into consideration that we do not have access to all of the items ever produced in Britain from this period as many of the artefacts manufactured at the time have not survived. Therefore, we can never truly have a complete survey of the time period and the impact the Roman Empire may or may not have had[footnoteRef:7]. Also, we must take heed not to fall into the trap of applying theories, such as teleology,[footnoteRef:8] to Roman Britain which are not appropriate based on the evidence we have for the causality of ancient societal interactions.  [5:  Webster 2001.]  [6:  Johnson 2010: 107.]  [7:  Millet 1990: 2.]  [8:  The notion of teleology in human affairs leads to the assumption that there is an underlying grand process with a definite start point and end point. Therefore, as we do not know the full intentions of the Roman’s in building their empire or whether they were moving to achieve one specific goal with a definitive end point we cannot apply this theory. Nor can we apply theories like it which are not rightly applicable to the situation of the changes experienced in Britain from the LPRIA to AD 150. ] 

This research focuses on an analysis of LPRIA native jewellery, specifically design and the use of metal alloy, and compares it to later Romano-British jewellery in an attempt to ascertain developments, such as advancement in alloy and design complexity, within the ‘industry’. Also, to be noted is that the term ‘Romano-British’ is used, throughout this dissertation, as a general reference to jewellery produced in a post-conquest period which evolved from an already existing LPRIA type or as reference to a type which is unique to Britain which developed during the period of Roman occupation.
This dissertation will argue that the Roman influence on the development of jewellery can be attributed to the occupation acting as a catalyst for change. Consequently, prompting the innovation of techniques, styles and designs which are founded already in native traditions. With these developments there can be seen the incorporation of some popular European trends of the 1st and 2nd centuries, however this dissertation will argue that these trends did not supersede native traditions or innovations. This project works to demonstrate that this impact was more profound than the appropriation of Roman culture during the beginning of Britain’s relationship with Rome, and thus can be seen as the cause of development and change.[footnoteRef:9] As evidence for this, the pre-existing technical and artistic interactions with places such as Gaul will be discussed as well as the persistence and innovation of traditional techniques. With this there will also be an analysis of internal trade and distribution patterns already in use before the Roman occupation. [9:  Hingley 2005.] 


[bookmark: _Toc513621706]
Introduction to Methodology and Theory:
One of the challenges faced whilst doing research for this project was in the analysis of item trends in connection to abstract theories of cultural development and change when discussing romanization, cultural appropriation, bricolage and creolization. The issue I faced was defining the parameters of the cultural theories and how I should apply them throughout.
The term ‘Romanization’ is often used to explain the complex changes which occurred in British society after the Roman occupation. Scholars such as Millett[footnoteRef:10] and Haverfield[footnoteRef:11] apply the term indiscriminately to independent aspects of British culture after the Roman invasion in an attempt to explain how Britain and Rome interacted in a positive way, inciting developments and change. However, I believe that as this term is applied so freely and is so wide ranging, in relation to the interactions of ancient societies, it works to the detriment of our understanding of the complex intricacies of pre-existing cultures within Britain and how each in turn reacted to Roman influences.[footnoteRef:12] Therefore, I believe that more specific terms and theories must be applied when discussing jewellery in order to truly understand the developments which occur from the LPRIA to AD 150. Consequently, the theory of romanization is not used throughout this dissertation. Here I would like to recognise that although I do not agree with the terminology used by Millet, his approach to the understanding of the developments made during this period is useful to those trying to comprehend the difficulties surrounding interpretation of evidence. Millet concedes that one of the principle problems in appreciating the LPRIA and Roman interactions in Britain lies in distinguishing long-term processes of change, which were fundamentally native, from those stimulated by external events; namely the proximity of the growing Roman Empire.[footnoteRef:13] [10:  Millet 1990.]  [11:  Haverfield 1923.]  [12:  As we see through Haverfield’s definition of Romanization, it includes both historical processes and material changes in native culture. A view adopted later by Millet. (Millet 1990:1).]  [13:  Millet 1990: 9.] 

Webster argues that the natives in Britain certainly did not undergo ‘Romanization’ but instead underwent a change in society which she attributes to creolization.[footnoteRef:14] I agree with Webster on her criticism of the outdated theory of romanization which focuses too heavily on a one-sided acculturation, however I disagree with her stance of creolization in Roman Britain. Although the theory is applicable to other provinces throughout the Roman Empire I think that the changes which occurred in Britain were not so steadfastly ingrained within the native population that a new culture was birthed. For although flawed in his theory Haverfield’s application brings to light the truth that the Roman conquest was only an episode in British history, after which an unaltered ‘Celticism’ resumed its interrupted supremacy.[footnoteRef:15] With this it is possible to see that the changes which occurred from the LPRIA follow the trend of cultural appropriation and bricolage. [14:  Webster 2001: 209.]  [15:  Haverfield 1923: 23.] 

For the purpose of explaining the theory of cultural appropriation I take the same stance as Haig-Brown who defines cultural appropriation as:
“The adoption of some specific elements of one culture by a different cultural group. It can include the introduction of forms of dress or personal adornment, music and art, religion, language, or behavior. These elements are typically imported into the existing culture.”[footnoteRef:16]  [16:  Haig-Brown 2010: 929.] 

The theory of cultural appropriation, therefore, seemed to be more accurately applicable to this dissertations analysis of the relationship between Britain and the Roman empire than the theory of creolisation; as there is comparably more evidence supporting the theory of the British adoption of Roman culture, than the theory that an entirely new culture came into existence by the 2nd century.
Therefore, the theory of cultural appropriation was selected as the main cultural theory to be applied to the analysis of the developments made from the LPRIA to AD150. The theory of bricolage, which could also be attributed to developments in Britain during the late Iron age, is used alongside the theory of cultural appropriation as they are not always considered mutually exclusive and there is evidence for bricolage occurring both before and during this period. Haeussler uses the term bricolage as a way of understanding the changes and developments, which occur through the Roman provinces, made in way of material culture. It would seem that Haeussler builds upon the theory of creolization, explaining that although in some areas new cultures are creates in the majority of the Western Empire it only appears so on the surface, thus bricolage is occurring in Britain not creolization.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Haeussler 2013.] 

Throughout this dissertation I try to maintain the distinction that where cultural appropriation deals with more abstract ideas of the appropriation of culture, bricolage deals with material culture, with the intention of not confusing the two theories.
Another issue found whilst doing this research was finding definitive answers in regard to the question of an item’s origin and whether a specific item is a representative of its type’s popularity or whether it is an anomaly within Britain. For example, some items found in Britain bear considerable similarity to other examples found on the continent. This causes issues in understanding the provenance of the items if they have not undergone chemical analysis such as EDX or XRF to determine where the raw materials were sourced. In turn this presents challenges as it becomes difficult to determine whether it was produced in Britain to replicate a popular style or whether the item itself was imported. Regrettably, this issue is not easily overcome, therefore items without evidence supporting their production within Britain are treated tentatively and are used as supporting evidence to this dissertations argument, not as primary evidence. Therefore, this dissertation includes the chemical analysis of certain items in order to ascertain the location of the production of items which may have moved around Britain and where the materials used were sourced. This is important as it will help to ascertain whether the materials for production were imported, brought from other areas of Britain or source locally to the site of production. It is an essential part of the research as it will add validity to the argument when trying to understand the extent to which cultural appropriation and bricolage affected the production of jewellery in Roman Britain. The methodology for evidence selection throughout this dissertation therefore is simple. Items which are indisputably dated and demonstrate interesting features are selected for in depth analysis. The items which are for all intents and purposes typical and expected for this period are featured but are not discussed in great detail, as they do not add greatly to the overall argument, unless they evidence a lack of development.
Throughout this dissertation jewellery development is quantified by change which occurs with a positive reflection on jewellery production. Such as an increase in design complexity, stylistic diversity and production which is either different from pre-existing techniques and traditions or is a reflection of the introduction of new techniques, designs or jewellery types. These developments are then compared to existing trends of development from the LPRIA which allows for the understanding of how far the Roman occupation affected the ‘industry’. This comparison is essential in order to discuss the persistence and innovations in production during the LPRIA and AD 150 as the conclusion is reliant on a balance of evidence from the whole period. This will also help determine whether there was a pinnacle point of change and development or whether existing trends continued almost unaffected by the Roman conquest of Britain.
Another issue which arose during the course of my research came in the form of archaeological theory, namely Binford and the Middle-range theory.[footnoteRef:18] In this theory Binford discusses the issues surrounding any ancient culture and our tendency to apply assumptions based on our knowledge of present societies. These middle-range assumptions can at times guide us from general observation of static archaeological record to general theories and statements about the past, whether they are right or wrong. Also, to be taken into consideration when interpreting available evidence is Hodder’s theory of ‘equifinality’.[footnoteRef:19] Here Hodder expresses the ineffectuality of attempting to test or prove distinct societal evolution with spatial models; as there are many factors which could produce the same outcome, and there is no way to test absolutely between the alternatives.  [18:  Johnson 2010: 51.]  [19:  Johnson 2010: 102.] 

I believe that it is imperative at this moment to detail another one of the issues I experienced throughout my research before continuing onto the next chapter, namely the abundance of detailed works by John’s, on the topic of early Romano-British jewellery. When collecting evidence of jewellery production for this period the works of Johns possessed the greatest in detail and so were cited often for having helped develop my understanding. It is necessary therefore for me to acknowledge Catherine Johns’ multitude of works, which have helped form the basis of my research in regard to the post conquest period in Britain. However, this at times caused me to have sections of analysis with her as a repeated reference point. This may be viewed in a negative way, as some may suggest that it leads to trends of singular thought. However, in using only her analysis coupled with my interpretation I believe I have avoided the pit fall of merely repeating without original thought. 
Before continuing there is on more distinction I would like to make which it the classification of hoards and treasures. As argued by Johns’ hoards and treasures are not the same thing but they do have over lapping features. The concept of hoarding is applied to a wide variety of materials if they were evidently stored or hidden together intentionally. On the other hand, the concept of a treasure seems to be only applicable to a collection of objects of either; a high intrinsic value perceived in the given society, or of being high value in a less quantifiable manner.[footnoteRef:20] 
 [20:  Johns 1996b: 2.] 

[bookmark: _Toc513621707]Native tradition as background to British jewellery:
This chapter details the pre-existing native traditions of bricolage and the fluidity of culture during the LPRIA in Britain. Throughout this chapter you will see the analysis of items of jewellery that share similarity to other items found outside of a British context. Also analysed in this section is the chemical composition of 2 glass beads found in a British LPRIA context that seem to have adopted metallurgical techniques from the continent. All of this aims to demonstrate that there were developments already underway during this period before the introduction of Roman material culture 
During the pre-Roman period in British history there is significant evidence for a thriving ‘industry’ in jewellery making and adornment. There is also evidence of imported metal types during the Later iron-age period coming from either Ireland or the continent.[footnoteRef:21] Along with this there is also evidence of change occurring before the Roman invasion as shown by the reduced frequency of items produced in cast bronze and the Massiliote prototypes during the mid-first century BC and the increasing importance of other metal types.[footnoteRef:22]  During the later La Tène period there seem to be revivals in metallurgical activity and new, previously unutilised copper deposits were opened up. The best example of this is exists in the area of the Llanymynech hill-fort and the Tanat valley, located on the Welsh side of the Powys/Shropshire border. The excavations on the Two-hearths on the hill for ramparts were dated the second/first century BC. The excavation also proved that they were used for the processing of zinc and lead rich copper, metals which have been proven common for jewellery making.[footnoteRef:23] This is significant as it is evidence of two potentialities: first it could suggest a tradition of using scrap metal in the production of jewellery, thus reducing waste or second, an abundance and easy accessibility of zinc and lead rich copper meaning that it was able to be used in the production of more than solely utilitarian items. [21:  Northover 1995: 288.]  [22:  Northover 1995: 288.]  [23:  Northover 1995: 287-8.] 

There is also evidence which suggests that some metal types and techniques, utilised during this period, represent imported metals coming from either Ireland or the Continent.   
Possibly one of the most recognisably LPRIA items of jewellery associated with various ‘Celtic’ tribes is the neck torque. One of the gold torques found in the LPRIA deposit of the Snettisham hoard[footnoteRef:24] has been compared with “a similar piece from Mailly-le-Camp (Aube), though bronze pieces seem to have been generally more common within that region of France.”[footnoteRef:25]  [24:  Snettisham is located in the county of Norfolk, in the South-West of Britain, 5 miles south of the coast.]  [25:  Lloyd-Morgan 1995:102-3.] 

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc513578705]Figure 1: Gold torques from the LPRIA Snettisham hoard. (https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/e/e2/Snettisham_Hoard.jpg).
The comparable torques could be evidence of a pre-existing tradition in LPRIA Britain of participating in the importing or exporting of stylistic preference as the gold torque seems to have been more common in Britain than in the other ‘Celtic tribes’. Here it is difficult to determine the exact provenance of the stylistic preference due to the fragmented nature of evidence of commerce during the LPRIA in Britain. It is possible, and therefore should be considered, that the example found in the Snettisham hoard is a reflection of styles preferred earlier on the main land which filtered into Britain from Gaul before the LPRIA. A style which then became the preferred type of the LPRIA native southern population. This could in theory account for some of the separation in preferred style types on the continent and Britain during the LPRIA. In Roman literature too, we see the importance of the torque as prominent native individuals are reported to have worn them. Dio Cassius for example specifically describes Boudicca as having worn ‘a great gold torque’[footnoteRef:26].    [26:  Diocass LXII. 2.] 

An example of traditional native jewellery complexity can be seen through 2 glass beads of Old Castle Down found at the Vale of Glamorgan. Both beads fall under the category of the Oldbury type which are typically found concentrated around the southern areas of Britain during the last two centuries BC and the first century AD, with few numbers of Oldbury type beads being recovered in the North of Britain, Ireland and the continent.[footnoteRef:27] Originally, Guido hypothesised that the Oldbury type was imported from the continent; however, analysis of examples from Danebury, Hampshire, and from Glastonbury, Somerset done more recently suggest that at least a portion of the representatives of the type could have been manufactured in the South of Britain.[footnoteRef:28] With this taken into account the beads of Old Castle Down were more than likely manufactured in Britain. What is extraordinary about these two beads is the complexity of the composition of the opaque yellow glass on bead No. 1. The formally mentioned glass is coloured by lead antimonate (Pb2Sb2O7), “opaque yellow Iron Age glass can be manufactured by incorporating a tin-rich opacifier- in the form of lead stannate.”[footnoteRef:29] According to the chemical analysis of glass beads produced in mainland Europe it has be proven that tin based opacifiers were used from the 2nd century as was previously argued by Henderson.[footnoteRef:30]With this it is possible to see that, in Britain, there was already an existing precedent for adopting techniques demonstrated on the continent to be efficient and effective, as tin-rich minerals would have been readily available for much of LPRIA Britain. [27:  Macdonald and Davis 2002: 20. ]  [28:  Macdonald and Davis 2002: 22.]  [29:  Macdonald and Davis 2002: 23.]  [30:  Tite, Pradell and Shortland 2008: 68.] 

	Oxide%
	Na2O
	MgO
	Al2O3
	SiO2
	P2O5
	K2O
	CaO
	MnO
	Fe2O3
	CoO
	CuO
	Sb2O3
	Pb

	No. 1 Blue
	14.0
	0.51
	2.1
	71.7
	0.1
	0.35
	8.4.
	0.73
	0.9
	0.13
	0.15
	Nd
	Nd

	No. 1 Yellow
	7.4
	0.29
	1.2
	50.8
	0.04
	0.53
	5.1
	Nd
	3.3
	Nd
	Nd
	1.16
	28.2

	No. 2 Blue
	0.9
	1.69
	17.6
	55.0
	0.07
	1.28
	12.7
	0.06
	7.5
	0.04
	Nd
	0.03
	Nd

	No.2 Yellow
	0.5
	1.41
	17.4
	53.1
	0.03
	1.285
	14.5
	0.06
	7.5
	Nd
	Nd 
	0.07
	Nd


[bookmark: _Toc513578703]Table 1: Chemical composition (%) of glass beads using EDX. Results from bead. No.2 normalized. WD results for Magnesium, Phosphorus, Potassium, Manganese, Colbate, Copper and antimony shown in italics. (Macdonald and Davis. 2002: 22).

The above table demonstrates that the materials used for the production of the two beads were locally sourced. As we know that the stylistic and design techniques were imported these beads evidence the developments to traditional techniques and practices being made within Britain before the Roman occupation. 
As intended this chapter has demonstrated that there was a pre-existing tradition of bricolage within  the LPRIA period. As also argued it seems evident that we can conclude that there is sufficient evidence for development already occurring during this period that was not influence by Roman. This being established, the rest of this dissertation will examine the developments made through the early period of occupation in an attempt to ascertain the extent to which cultural appropriation affected the development of jewellery during the 1st and 2nd centuries.


[bookmark: _Toc513621708]Brooches:
This chapter focuses on the changes and potential developments made during the early period of Roman occupation in regard solely to Brooches. This section serves as a presentation of developed typologies alongside an analysis of new types with the intension of demonstrating the predominance of native traditions which were not superseded by Roman culture. This chapter will also attempt to evaluate how far cultural appropriation positively effected these developments with the understanding that these changes occurred during the early conquest period. 
Brooches, much like hairpins as discussed later, were not always a solely utilitarian item during the LPRIA period and AD 150 and can therefore be considered as a jewellery type. It is obvious that they do, however, differ in some respects from other personal ornaments worn in Roman Britain. For example, the enamelling on bronze is common place on brooches of various typologies however this technique is an unusual feature on other forms of contemporary jewellery.[footnoteRef:31] Despite this, I believe it is prudent to this research to include them in a study of British jewellery as they are a great representative of technique, design, style and the developments experienced throughout this period.  [31:  Johns 1996a: 182-3.] 

Bronze brooches are extremely common finds in Romano-British sites, and the numbers which exist in museums and private collections are vast.[footnoteRef:32] With their excessive commonality they lend themselves to minute typological analysis, thus the range of variations recognised by specialists is accordingly extensive also.[footnoteRef:33] Over the recent years scientific analyses that were carried out found that the brooches of Roman Britain were made from a large range of copper alloys. The studies also indicated that certain compositions were deliberately chosen due to their suitability for specific purposes. While it is true that iron brooches existed both during the LPRIA period and after the conquest, they appear to have never been an important class. Similarly, gold and silver brooches are rare finds in Britain. Interestingly however gilding, tin-plating and silver-plating were applied to brooches more commonly than to most other personal metal adornments.[footnoteRef:34] [32:  Burnham, Hunter, Booth, Worrell, Tomlin 2007: 340.]  [33:  Johns 1996a: 147.]  [34:  Johns 1996a: 149.] 

In regard to simplistic designs, there is none simpler than the penannular brooch. It is formed using a pin and ring, a type which shows minute variations during the early Romano-British period. The various typologies have been determined by form of the terminals, which may be “bulbous, flattened, rolled or turned back, cast in stylized animal-head forms or inlaid with enamel.”[footnoteRef:35] A few Romano-British penannular brooches were made in silver, also with a few examples being found in iron, but most are simple bronze pieces.[footnoteRef:36] [35:  Johns 1996a: 151.]  [36:  Johns 1996a: 151.] 

[image: ]When discussing the Bow brooches of the Settlement at Woodcock Hall, Norfolk, Brown states that in the evaluation of the find spots of the earliest groupings we can see the growth of the settlement up to the period of military occupation. At which point the pre-conquest brooches continue to predominate, the later types having a utilitarian function in association to the army. Brown argues that the early brooches strongly suggest that the settlement was, by the first quarter of the 1st century AD, already well established and affluent, with a continued persistence of native styles and designs.[footnoteRef:37] [37:  Brown 1896: 11-14.] 
[bookmark: _Toc513578706]Figure 2: Find spot of early Bow Brooches, at the Woodcock Hall settlement. (Brown 1986: 13).

Once again it must be stressed that brooches must be dealt with tentatively as they could remain in use or be kept for another purpose for more than one generation before being discarded or lost. However, the abundant existence of a LPRIA brooch type in a militarised area seems to perpetuate the theory that cultural appropriation had little effect in certain areas, especially when considering individual tastes and the persistence of native traditions.
One of the more ornate brooch types to appear in Romano-British is the Dragonesque fibula.[footnoteRef:38] A unique type which is strictly a Romano-British object, only a few stray examples have been found on the continent and it is presumed that they were taken there as personal items. The distribution of finds seems to indicate that they were manufactured in the north of Britain, appearing in the 1st century AD and remaining for some four or five generations.[footnoteRef:39] The shape, patterns, and full range of enamel colours underlines the fact that these brooches are the product of early Roman technology rather than the products of the LPRIA. Although the design seems to be what one would typically think of as native the actual patters are provincial Roman in concept, with the majority including squares or lozenges of colour, “with or without additional curvilinear design elements.”[footnoteRef:40] [38:  The 'dragonesque' form of this brooch is typically Romano-British: first appearing after the start of the Roman conquest of southern England in AD 43, but embodying native artistic taste. Dragonesque brooches were not only decorative objects, but also functional fasteners - a strongly-curved pin (missing on this example) would have held a thick fold of cloth. (The British Museum curator’s comments, http://www.britishmuseum.org/research/collection_online/collection_object_details.aspx?objectId=807402&partId=1&searchText=Dragonesque+brooches&lookup-people=e.g.+Hokusai,+Ramesses&people=&lookup-place=e.g.+India,+Shanghai,+Thebes&place=&from=ad&fromDate=&to=ad&toDate=&lookup-object=e.g.+bowl,+hanging+scroll,+print&object=&lookup-subject=e.g.+farming,+New+Testament&subject=&lookup-matcult=e.g.+Choson+Dynasty,+Ptolemaic&matcult=&lookup-technique=e.g.+carved,+celadon-glazed&technique=&lookup-school=e.g.+French,+Mughal+Style&school=&lookup-material=e.g.+canvas,+porcelain,+silk&material=&lookup-ethname=e.g.+Hmong,+Maori,+Tai&ethname=&lookup-ware=e.g.+Imari+ware,+Qingbai+ware&ware=&lookup-escape=e.g.+cylinder,+gravity,+lever&escape=&lookup-bibliography=&bibliography=&citation=&museumno=&catalogueOnly=&view=&page=1.)]  [39:  Johns 1996a: 153.]  [40:  Johns 1996a: 152.] 

[image: ][bookmark: _Toc513578707]Figure 3: Copper alloy and enamel dragonesque brooch, 1st- 2nd cent AD. (The British Museum).

This brooch type could be used to understand how certain areas within Britain interacted with Roman culture. The Dragonesque brooches symbolise a group of people who are choosing to adopt certain aspects of Roman technology but refuse to give up their native identity, displaying it through relatively traditional designs and aspects of adornment. However, what also must be taken into consideration with this type is that although there is no obvious LPRIA predecessor, neither is there a Classical type introduced to form the immediate inspiration for these decorative fasteners.[footnoteRef:41] Therefore it can be assumed that this uniquely Romano-British type developed, stylistically, independently of Roman influence and only utilised new technologies and products to allow for the realisation of the conceptualised brooch.  [41:  Johns 1996a: 153.] 

[image: ]An apparently popular brooch type in the North and North-West of Roman Britain during the second century is the ‘Wirral’ type, characterised by a bow of semi-oval section, usually decorated with a rectangular panel which contains three long strips with an enamel infill. Below the enamel panel, at the waist, there is typically a boss or stud which is on some occasions decorated with a star most commonly with four or five points, done with enamel. The head has a loop and a head-plate, which is cast in one with the bow and catchplate. In most cases the head-plate takes the form of a series of steps frequently bearing knurled decoration or less often an enamelled panel. The foot consists of three or four circular disc-like mouldings, which may on occasion have knurled decoration around it.”[footnoteRef:42] Despite variations in detail, concerning the exact form of the head, colour, and enamel panel detailing, all examples are hinged. The term ‘Wirral type’ has been attributed to this type as it is very distinctive, being made with leaded bronze, and is localised mostly to the Wirral area. This type is explicitly a Romano-British type. [42:  Philpott 1999: 274-5.] 
[bookmark: _Toc513578708][bookmark: _Hlk511683506]Figure 4: Enamelled brooch of 'Wirral' type from Ness, S Wirral. (Scale 1:1).  (Philpott. 1999: 275.)


[image: ]It is supposed that the Wirral type sub-group evolved from the earlier trumpet brooch, and although it arguably draws on a number of decorative and stylistic features of other brooch types, “once adopted, the type shows remarkable consistency. Variations are confined to minor elements of the enamelling scheme and treatment of the head.”[footnoteRef:43] This would suggest that production was short-lived and there was a single manufacturer. Despite this, however, there does seem to evidence for a large radius of distribution.  [43:  Philpott 1999: 276.] 
[bookmark: _Toc513578709]Figure 5: Distribution of 'Wirral' brooch type in Britain. (Philpott. 1999: 280).

With Fig 5 and Fig 6 it is possible to see that although the type was mostly limited to the Wirral area, it does spread considerably further North. This uniquely British type could be evidence of the dominance of native cultural identity, being produced in a singular localised area of the North-West and distributed, for the most part, there about.

[image: ]It is possible that the brooches found in other areas than Wirral may only evidence the mobility of the populace rather than commercial mobility. However, it still evidences mobility of the ‘Wirral’ brooch type within the North, an area not well known during this period for the large production of ornate items. Therefore, it demonstrates development in popular taste for ornate functional jewellery, potentially influenced by the appropriation of Roman culture[bookmark: _Toc513578710]Figure 6:Detailed distribution of ‘Wirral' brooch type in the Lowland North-West. (Philpott. 1999: 281).

The brooches of the Backworth treasure seem to be examples of Romano-British manufacturing found in the context of an offering to the mother-goddesses somewhere around the area of the eastern end of Hadrian’s Wall.[footnoteRef:44] As with most finds from hoards and treasures that have not undergone chemical analysis it is not certain whether the brooches were produced around the area of deposition. However, the existence of these items does demonstrate that either the brooches were manufactured in the North and deposited in a similar area to their production or they were produced elsewhere in Britain and move around the province before being deposited. [44:  Johns 1996a: 213.] 

From the evidence examined in this section it would seem justified to assume that, for this jewellery type, the ‘Britons’ developed their own unique typologies during the period in question, taking advantage of new technologies,[footnoteRef:45] and continued in traditional production relatively unaffected. I believe that the items and typologies which are classified as Romano-British in this section are only dubbed so as they are developed during a period of occupation. In theory it is possible to argue that these developments could have been achieved without the Roman presence needing only, in some cases, the availability of Roman material culture. If this were the case, they would have been classified merely as British jewellery types and have thus been done the disservice of being attributed to the appropriation of Roman culture. [45:  Some of which are not Roman but find their roots in Greece or Egypt.] 

[bookmark: _Toc513621709]
Rings:
Like the previous chapter, this section is dedicated to the evaluation of the potential developments made during the early period of Roman occupation in regard to a single jewellery type. The focus for this chapter will be an analysis of a selection of  finger-rings from 1st and 2nd century AD Britain. This chapter, as did the previous, serves as a presentation of developed typologies with an analysis of unique types. This is intended to once again demonstrate the predominance of native traditions. However, unlike the previous chapter, this one will be analysing a jewellery type which is not evidenced for having been used in LPRIA Britain. Therefore, this chapter is integral to the understanding of the effects cultural appropriation had on jewellery during this early period.
To all intents and purposes finger-rings were a new type of jewellery in Roman Britain. Once introduced during initial Roman occupation they rapidly became extremely popular and “were manufactured in everything from gold to less expensive materials like bone and jet.”[footnoteRef:46] Therefore, they must have been readily available to men and women from all levels of society. Whilst most Romano-British rings can be categorised easily into a known typology that is applicable to the whole of the Roman Empire, no classification is perfect. Thus, there are examples of some local variants, undatable types and other oddities that defy our attempts at systematic study.[footnoteRef:47] [46:  Johns 1996a: 41.]  [47:  Johns 1996a: 41.] 

One of the largest bodies of Romano-British rings found in one context dating before the 2nd century is the Snettisham Roman jewellers hoard. As categorised by Pike and Cowell, the snake rings fall under three well defined types. The first category is that of the overlapped wound-wire rings, the second, plain rings set with stones (some clearly unfinished),” and the third being faceted rings.[footnoteRef:48] With the only variation being size, the general uniformity suggests that there is a manufacturing repertoire among the owner(s) of the hoard. However, it is possible that the hoard serves as representative of a brief ‘snapshot’ of the last batch of rings produced before deposition, rather than a reflection of the full range of output. Interestingly when compared to an earlier Romano-British ring from the same area we see very little variation in the chemical composition of the silver used. Thus, suggesting that, in this area at least, the development of jewellery was demonstrated through the adoption of the ring jewellery type and the subsequent categories of ring types; not the raw material used. The ring used as a comparative object is the complex snake-ring from Slay Hill, Saltings, Kent,[footnoteRef:49] referenced as Cat/Reg No. 276 in the featured table below.  [48:  Pike and Cowell 1997: 50.]  [49:  Pike and Cowell 1997: 50.] 


	Cat/Reg. NO.
	Description
	% Copper
	% Silver
	% Gold
	% Lead
	% Zinc
	% Tin

	276
	Complex snake-ring 
	5.6
	93.6
	0.7
	0.2
	<0.1
	<0.5

	243
	Snake-ring
	16.1
	80.9
	0.6
	0.2
	1.3
	0.9

	244
	Snake-ring
	8.6
	90.1
	0.7
	0.1
	0.4
	<0.8

	251
	Snake-ring
	9.7
	88.3
	0.7
	0.2
	0.3
	0.6

	252
	Snake-ring
	8.4
	87.7
	0.7
	0.5
	1.8
	0.9

	254
	Snake-ring
	7.8
	90.5
	0.6
	0.2
	0.8
	<1.1

	257
	Snake-ring
	11.0
	87.1
	1.1
	0.2
	0.5
	<0.5

	259
	Snake-ring
	28.9
	66.3
	0.8
	0.5
	3.4
	<0.5

	274
	Snake-ring
	19.3
	77.5
	0.5
	0.7
	2.0
	<0.7

	239
	Ring, oval bezel, no stone, unfinished
	16.4
	81.0
	0.7
	0.8
	1.1
	<0.6

	240
	Ring, oval bezel, no stone, unfinished
	7.7
	91.0
	0.4
	0.8
	0.0
	<0.5

	241
	Ring, oval bezel, no stone, unfinished
	7.7
	90.6
	0.6
	0.4
	0.8
	<1.00

	289
	Ring, wire wrapped
	5.6
	91.3
	1.8
	1.3
	0.1
	<0.6

	290
	Ring, wire wrapped
	2.6
	96.3
	0.8
	0.3
	0.0
	<0.5

	292
	Ring, wire wrapped
	6.4
	91.5
	0.8
	0.5
	0.2
	0.5

	293
	Ring, wire wrapped
	1.8
	97.3
	0.9
	0.0
	<0.1
	<0.5

	296
	Ring, wire wrapped
	2.1
	96.1
	1.2
	0.5
	0.1
	<0.5

	297
	Ring, wire wrapped, fragment
	1.4
	97.2
	1.1
	0.3
	0.0
	<0.6

	301
	Ring, faceted
	23.1
	72.4
	0.8
	0.6
	3.1
	<0.4

	302
	Ring, faceted
	20.6
	76.8
	0.7
	0.6
	1.3
	<1.0

	303
	Ring, faceted
	32.5
	62.9
	0.7
	0.7
	3.3
	<0.5

	304
	Ring. Faceted
	14.3
	81.6
	1.0
	0.6
	2.6
	<0.6

	341
	Ring?, fragment
	2.7
	96.3
	0.8
	0.3
	<0.1
	<0.5

	311
	Ring, plain
	5.5
	93.2
	0.9
	0.5
	<0.1
	<0.8


[bookmark: _Toc513578704] Table 2: XRF- results- Silver items. (Pike and Cowell.1997: 52.)
This table shows the metal contents of the silver items found in the Snettisham hoard. These results demonstrate that the metal used to produce all of these items was sourced from one area local to the production. With the knowledge that all of these rings were produced by the same jeweller, this hoard demonstrates that although the jewellery type is new to Britain the ability to produce high quality silver jewellery with local access to raw materials was already well established before the Roman occupation.
Nos 222-42 in the Snettisham hoard 	belong to the Henig type II ring which represent the classic type of Roman ring, developed from the Hellenistic prototypes. [footnoteRef:50] This group of rings may be regarded as the most useful reference point for the Henig II from the mid-second century AD as they provide information on both morphology and the sequence of manufacturing.[footnoteRef:51] This information is important as the rings present a relatively uniform appearance to the rest of the Henig II rings found throughout the empire. Demonstrating that rings manufactured in Britain were not only of the same quality as those made across Europe but also that the relatively new jewellery type was produced and traded internally. Thus, strengthening the argument that cultural appropriation did have some effect on the production of jewellery within Britain and accordingly had an effect on the development of native British jewellery.  [50:  Johns 1997: 34.]  [51:  Johns 1997: 34.] 

However, the Snettisham hoard does present instances of Roman jewellery types having uniquely native British stylistic overtones. As a group Nos 243-88 enable us to study an “extensive series of mass-produced, mould-made, precious-metal jewellery produced at one time in one workshop.”[footnoteRef:52] Despite rings being shaped as serpents, with snake-head terminals, being an already well-established style, with standard types being found in virtually all Roman provinces, the snake-head rings of the Snettisham hoard display a simplified design, which is characteristic of common native British jewellery. The commonality of this type may be a reflection of the significance of the serpent in the ‘pagan’ classical world.[footnoteRef:53] This may explain why the type is especially prevalent throughout the empire, as it was a style easily conflated with already existing designs. With this in mind, it is possible to argue that although the ring was a jewellery type which was introduced to Britain in the 1st century AD[footnoteRef:54] by the Roman conquest, it was the availability of an ‘open market’ that had a greater effect on the chosen designs and ring typology of Roman Britain. Also interesting about this type is that not just the Snettisham snake-rings but the majority of the type found in Roman Britain were produced within the province,[footnoteRef:55] rather than imported, showing change in design preference and development in manufacturing skill. [52:  Johns 1997: 35.]  [53:  Johns 1997: 35.]  [54:  Johns 1996a: 44.]  [55:  Johns 1996a: 44.] 

Another ring type found in the Snettisham hoard is the wound-wire ring, Nos 289-99.[footnoteRef:56] With overlapped and coiled ends, wire rings, a basic and obvious design, are found through many periods both as personal adornment and functional attachments and links.[footnoteRef:57]During the Roman period they occur in base and precious metals for various functions, however, when used as finger-rings there are no parallels to some of the wound-wire rings of the Snettisham hoard. This demonstrates uniqueness which would insinuate, once again, that although the type shares the characteristics and typology of a common ring, production within Britain allows for local variation and thus regional development independent of Roman culture. Reiterating the argument that cultural appropriation in relation to rings is limited to the adoption of typologies. Interestingly there are at least two parallels which can be found for the Snettisham wound-wire type from Germany. A silver ring from a multi-period cave site at Burghöhle appears to be very close as well as a later period find.[footnoteRef:58] This demonstrates the potential trade of styles from Britain to the continent, arguing for an existing precedence for bricolage which continues to develop with the advantage of an ‘open market’. Another parallel comes from Britain. The silver ring excavated from the fortress baths at Caerleon is an exact parallel, the only variation being the size of the ring.[footnoteRef:59] Therefore, for this ring, it seems appropriate to assume that the Caerleon ring is actually a product from the Snettisham jewellers workshop. The gold snake ring of the Backworth treasure also seems to be an example of British production during the second century AD as it is so close in style to the silver ring examples of the Snettisham hoard.[footnoteRef:60]  [56:  Johns 1997: 40.]  [57:  Johns 1997: 40.]  [58:  Johns 1997: 40.]  [59:  Johns 1997: 40.]  [60:  Johns 1996a: 213.] 

From the analysis undertaken in this chapter I believe it is correct to assume that the greatest influence in the development of native jewellery, as regards rings,  was not the appropriation of Roman culture. Despite the Roman influence in Britain popularising the jewellery type, the developments which occurred seem to be uniquely British. As far as the effect cultural appropriation had on the development of this jewellery type, it is limited to the introduction of it to LPRIA natives and has little to do with any developments which occur after the fact.  

[bookmark: _Toc513621710]Hairpins:
Once again as seen before, this chapter will only analyse hairpins as a jewellery type and their  development in their relationship with Rome due to cultural appropriation. As an item worn predominantly by one gender this type is slightly more exclusive than the other two and therefore is not analysed in the same amount of explicit detail. This chapter will still however serve as a presentation of developed typologies with an analysis of unique types.
With the Roman occupation came not just soldiers but administrators and their families, the women from which would have influenced hairstyles amongst the general populace of higher class native Britons, and thus we see the adoption of ornamental hairpins made of “precious metals, copper alloy as well as bone, antler, glass and jet.”[footnoteRef:61]  [61:  Lloyd-Morgan 1995: 104.] 

Hair pins served as a mainly functional jewellery type. Even with some examples being very ornate they still, in most cases, serve their primary function of securing the arrangement of the hairstyle itself.[footnoteRef:62] Within Britain hairpins were very commonplace, at least in non-precious materials. Bird argues that hairpins which were designed to depict female heads are much more commonly found in bone and demonstrate considerable variation in the quality of their carvings and finish,[footnoteRef:63] as is the case for most hairpin types.  [62:  Johns 1996a: 135.]  [63:  Bird 2004: 226.] 

The basic straight pins in metal, jet and bone, with decorative heads are very common finds in Romano-British sites and there is little variation in this simplistic type from those found on the continent.[footnoteRef:64] Although there is evidence of straight pins being in use during the LPRIA period they were very simple in design with very little stylistic variation. Also, they seem to have been multi-use items during the LPRIA period, being used to fix both hair and items of clothing.[footnoteRef:65] However, it would appear that the hairpins of Roman Britain were used solely for hair, whether for function or decorative purposes depending on the resources of the individual wearing the item. Evidence for this comes from the commonality of Flat brooches, Penannular brooches and Fibulae which were in such widespread use that it would have made the straight pins redundant as a fastening item for clothing.[footnoteRef:66]  [64:  Johns 1996a: 137.]  [65:  Johns 1996a: 137. ]  [66:  Johns 1996a:137.] 

Simple pins were always essential for the securing and anchoring of buns or twists or coils, sometimes with the added combination of false hair. However, once thick and long hair was secured into the intended style, it could itself become the basis for additional embellishment and hairpins, that are not utilitarian implements at all, but purely head ornaments were able to be placed in it. This demonstrates that it is not, in practice, feasible to separate Romano-British hairpins in regard to their function due to their ambiguous nature, being on the borderline between ornamental jewellery and everyday dress equipment.[footnoteRef:67] Henig adds to this with his suggestion that, as with other busts, some pins which depict female heads may represent images of the deceased, introducing the possibility that some may not have been used to set a hairstyle at all, but were instead set up in a family shrine.[footnoteRef:68] This may not be the case within Roman Britain, however it does add another issue when dealing with jewellery and cultural appropriation; was the item produced with the intention of being used? If not, and the items were used in the setting up of a family shrine it would be evidence of Roman culture influencing native jewellery and burial traditions, creating a new market for jewellery production. [67:  Johns 1996a: 139.]  [68:  Henig 1997: 359.] 

There are indications from Britain that simple styles based on plain hanging plaits continued through this period to be worn by some native women, however some of the wealthier women in Roman Britain wore more complex pinned-up braided arrangements,[footnoteRef:69] as a demonstration of their wealth and their fashionable Roman tastes. Decorative hairpins rapidly became numerous in the first century AD,[footnoteRef:70] which presumably reflects the rapid spread of Roman styles within the early period of Roman Britain. Thus, it can be assumed that the development in hair styles, and the subsequent development in hairpin design and production, has a positive correlation to Roman influence. With this it seems that cultural appropriation had a great effect on the development of ornate jewellery for the rich.  [69:  Johns 1996a: 139.]  [70:  Johns 1996a: 139.] 

[image: ]The 2 hairpins from Surrey are an interesting find as they are both made in a copper alloy more commonly used for other jewellery types such as the rings and brooches previously discussed, both are very detailed and although damaged by time still demonstrate that although the material used was common, the quality of their production was very high.[footnoteRef:71]  [71:  Bird 2004: 226-7. ] 
[bookmark: _Toc513578711]Figure 7: Copper-alloy hairpins from Surrey. Scale 1:1 (Bird 2004: 226).


As mentioned above most hair pins were not solely functional but were an integral part of the hairstyle, the ornament on the head of the pin often included a symbolic as well as decorative element, potentially conferring protection and good fortune with an aesthetic appearance. 
During my research I found that more of  the high-quality bone carved hairpins, of Roman Britain, seem to have survived than those made of precious metals produced during this period.[footnoteRef:72] There are two potentialities which could account for this. The first is that more bone hairpins of a high quality were produced than those made of precious metals. Thus, more survive for there was a higher quantity. Or perhaps the second, that those made of precious metal were not as easily lost, deposited or abandoned and were therefore repurposed or continued in use for multiple generations.  [72:  Johns 1996a: 140-2.] 

This jewellery type in its more ornate forms lends itself to the idea that cultural appropriation had a great effect on its development from very basic straight pins to elaborate carvings of busts, tools and other such iconography more commonly associated with Roman culture than that of Native stylistic preferences. This chapter demonstrates that it is possible that cultural appropriation had an effect on the stylistic preference for the wealthy of this period. However, for the rest of the general population little was altered by the Roman influence, in way of hairpins. Therefore, for Britain as a whole, cultural appropriation seems to have had very little effect on the way people dressed and adorned their hair, thus it had little effect on the development of the type as a whole. 


[bookmark: _Toc513621711]Conclusion:
At its most basic level, the buying and wearing of precious-metal jewellery is a demonstration of the owner’s wealth. Although the ornaments may have an actual intrinsic value that can be linked directly to the value of currency in those societies that use coinage, the wearing of ornaments serves as a badge of status or rank.[footnoteRef:73] Jewellery is heavily loaded with symbolic values and associations and thus develops alongside societal and cultural changes. [73:  Johns 1996a: 5.] 

Through the comparative study of native and Roman jewellery in Britain we can see an incredible phenomenon of cultural appropriation and bricolage having an influence in production and design whilst not appearing to overwrite native traditions. From much of what evidence we have, it is appropriate to surmise that Roman culture never penetrated far beyond “the towns and country houses of the wealthy.”[footnoteRef:74] Most developments which we understand to have occurred were centred around the wealthiest in society and probably did not affect much of the general native population who continued to live their lives according to their own traditions and merely took advantage of some of the advancements made in production where it suited. The changes and developments which occurred seem to suggest that individuals in Britain adopted the material culture of Rome. Thus, supporting the theory that Britain was affected in greater ways by bricolage as opposed to cultural appropriation. [74:  Guest 2002: 87.] 

In the South of Britain, we see an increase of decorative jewellery types which are extravagant and ornate, however this can not be attributed solely to the Roman influence as such trends have been seen throughout history. This occurs when cultural hubs are formed around economically stable and thriving areas, a pattern noted by Millet in his survey of LPRIA agricultural areas. [footnoteRef:75] Millet found that the South of Britain and more predominantly the South-West had higher populations and more cultural influence coming from Gaul and the continent.[footnoteRef:76] With larger groupings of people there seems to be a trend of opulence and people who are able to afford jewellery made of precious metals with more complex and intricate designs. As this was occurring well before the Roman occupation, it would be unwise to attribute it to appropriation of Roman culture.  [75:  Millet 1990: 11-13.]  [76:  Millet 1990: 13] 

Throughout my research I have found that the available theories of cultural interaction between Britain and Rome, from the LPRIA to AD 150, are lacking. I propose that a new term must be coined for the discussion of the developments and changes occurring during this period in material culture. One which incorporates all of the intricacies of the pre-dominance of native traditions and styles, with the understanding that Roman influence seems to be merely a catalyst to the evolution of ornamental items. LPRIA Britain was not isolated from main land Europe, as we have seen evidenced through pre-existing patterns of development. Therefore, we should not attribute the later developments to the Roman occupation. The only true influence Rome had on the development of jewellery production seems to be that it sped up the trends already occurring. Thus Romano-British jewellery remains predominantly native.
It is possible that a new view should be taken when addressing Britain during the period of early occupation. One should view it as a period in history where two ancient societies interacted and shared parts of material culture. However Roman influence should be seen as having had more of a ‘blanket’ affect upon British jewellery production, sitting atop but altering it little. The advancements made during this period, could have hypothetically occurred without Roman influence and should be dealt with thusly. To assume that it was only possible through the appropriation of Roman culture is folly. Although during this period of development Native and Roman cultures should not be treated as mutually exclusive, Roman culture should not be presumed to supersede the already existing trends of LPRIA Britain.
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Fi0. 1. Enamelled brooch of ‘Wieal type from Nes, § Wirral. (Seale 1:1)

panel, at the waist, there is a boss or stud which is occasionally decorated with a four- or fve-pointed star in
enamel. The head has a loop, which in one case has diagonal incise lines. The head-plate is cast in one with,
the bow and catchplate. In most cases the head-plate takes the form of a series of steps often bearing
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FiG. 1. Copper-aloy hairpins from Sureey. Scale 1:1 (Drawn by David W: Wilams)

similar arcangement of the hair behind it, as well as the same style of moulding on the shaft. The face has a
fringe of hair on the forchead, and Wilson suggests that the head may represent a male wearing a hood.* but
this seems unlikely in view of the hairstyle and of the custom of depicting female buss on pins.

Pins decorated with female heads, including on occasion the images of goddesses, are much more
frequently found in bone, and vary considerably in the quality of thei carving and fnishing. Johns notes that
most hairpins were not merely functional but an integral part of the hairstyle, while the ornament on them
ofien included a symbolic as well as a decorative clement, conferring protection and good fortune (ogether
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