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ABSTRACT

ABSTRACT

This doctoral thesis has two purposes. First, it develops a universally applicable model for
the analysis of waste disposal and recycling practices. This model synthesises Schiffer's
behavioural analysis of the formation processes of the archaeological record with the
history, sociology and anthropology of conceptualisations of dirt. Second, it shows how
this model may be applied to ancient Greece. In the tradition of matenal culture studies,
it aims to challenge the entrenched oppositions between archaeology, philology, history
and sociology, and to interpret archaeological, epigraphic and literary sources within an
integrated theoretical-methodological framework. The model is used to explore various
aspects of ancient Greek waste management. It analyses the interdependence of ancient
Greek waste management practices with changing concepts of dirt, pollution and
cleanliness in the context of the development of the Greek polis. It also examines the
universal analytical categories of waste disposal and recycling practices within diverse
social and historical situations and settings with a view to analysing the cultural categories
of these practices. Practices of disposal and recycling of solid and liquid waste are
analysed in various contexts, including sanctuaries, settlements, agora:, and cemeteries,
with respect to depositional processes, diversion rate and range of recycling practices.
Matenals studied include organic waste, potsherds, ostraka, building material, slaughter
and consumption waste, funerary implements, votive offerings, architectural features and
water. These examples allow the analysis - within the limits of a study using data in an
exemplificatory rather than a statistically valid way - of the influence of the concepts of
the sacred and the profane on the treatment of waste in ancient Greece and the degrees to
which economic, political, social or symbolic aspects of recycling practices were stressed

in different contexts.
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PREFACE

PREFACE

The idea of studying systematically processes of waste disposal and recycling in
ancient Greece was born when I was writing my M.A. thesis on "'The Perserschutt of
the Athenian Akropolis as a terminus ante quem'. Mv initial explorations on the
Persian debris were intended merely to find out whether Dorpfeld's concept of
Perserschutt - the material which had been destroyed by the Persian in 480 and 479
B.C. at the Athenian Akropolis and which was subsequently cleared away and being
use for various purposes by the Athenians - was applicable to the strata of the
southern, the south-eastern and the northern side of the Athenian Akropolis and, thus,
whether the Persian debris of the Akropolis of Athens provides indeed a terminus
ante quem for the finds recovered from this site. While I had committed myself to
explore methods for analysing Persian destruction with a view to throw new light on
the chronology of statues of the archaic to early classical period, I found myself
becoming more and more fascinated by the ways in which the Athenians dealt with
the debris left by the Persians. More specifically, I became increasingly aware of the
great variety in which destruction debris was disposed of and recycled. Living close
to the so-called Kreuzberg in Berlin, an artificial hill made of destruction debris of the
Second World War, made me realise during one of my walks through the park that
the inhabitants of Athens after 479 B.C. and Berlin after 1945 A.D. had developed
similar strategies to cope with destruction debris: destruction debris was cleared away
on a large and small scale, but it was also used for leve ing areas.! Similarly, intact
building material was recycled by the Athenians and the so-called Triimmerfrauen in
Berlin and some remains were left over as War memorials. This comparison lead to
the broader set of questions: How did other Greek poleis deal with Persian debris or,
more generally, with destruction debris? Did there exist differences between the
context of the agora and the sanctuary, as it was the case in Athens? When were
votives considered waste? How did ancient Greeks handle their rubbish? Are there
cross-cultural strategies of dealing with (destruction) debris? For my M.A. thesis, I
had to ban the comparative data in my footnotes, but when I had successfully passed
my dissertation, 1 started doing more in depth research on the treatment of waste in

ancient Greece, the results of which I present in this thesis

Berlin 1952.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Ancient Greek processes of waste disposal and recycling have not yet been analysed
systematically by modern waste specialists. This is despite constant references by them to
waste management practices as ancient and universal activities." Although the study of
ancient waste management systems have become quite trendy in archaeological research in
Great Britain and the United States of America, it has been a neglected area of study within
Greek archaeology.? The study of the treatment of waste in ancient Greece may be a more
dirty venture than the analysis of stylistic changes across time and space.’ However, the
analysis of waste management practices may shed light on fundamental aspects of a culture,
such as consumption habits, the nature of the diet, the wastage of food, and ethnic, social,
gender and age specific differentials within the composition of the waste stream. This is
exemplified by Rathje and Murphy's (1992) popular study on modern garbage disposal on
Staten Island in New York City. Probably, the most sensational insight to be gained by the
Garbage Project for American society from this best-seller was the fact that something
perceived as useless and dirty as waste could play a crucial role in convicting criminals and

by proving wrong people's oral statements on their consumption patterns.*

Uncovering unknown and fascinating aspects of a culture by means of a fresh look at
published and well-known archaeological, literary and epigraphic evidence is at the heart of
this doctoral thesis. It is the aim of this study to shed new light on ancient Greek culture,
from the Homeric to the classical period, by a systematic analysis of waste, its disposal and
recycling. I intend to illuminate practical aspects of ancient Greek waste management such
as its organisation and infrastructure, the degree of its institutionalisation, the composition of
the waste stream and the recycling rate. I will also investigate waste disposal legislation and
court documen s dealing with private quarrels on illegal waste disposal and recycling
practices. I shall also discuss waste management actions within the parameters of time,
socio-political changes and space. Moreover, I will focus on linguistic and conceptual
questions, investigating to what extent terms comparable to our modern concepts of waste,
waste disposal and recycling existed in ancient Greece. Lastly, the non-empirical dimension

of behaviour (consisting of rules, dispositional factors and social relationships) shall be

'0ld/universal: e.g. Erbel 1982, 17; Htun 1982, 40; Henstock 1988, 3; Arlt 1989, 16; Rathje & Murphy
1992, 192. Recycling as a waste management strategy: € g. Smith 1976, IX; Rathje & Murphy 1992,
204; Ruiz 1993, 11; Waite 1995, 10. Contra: Holmes 1982, 25-6. Brief hstorical overviews:
Gunners n 1973 Rwz 1993.

2Amenica: Schiffer 1972; Rathje 1974; 1990, 1996; Lynch 1990. Great Britain: Thompson 1979
(Europe); Moore 1986 (Africa).

3For the classification of studies on organic waste as dirty cf Wikander 1998, 447.

‘Rathje & Murphy 1992, 12. Cf. Deagan 1982, 171. The idea that inaccuracies in oral or written
statements of persons can be detected and comrected by the information gained from the archaeological
record and in particular from their household waste is only valid in an ideal setting, that is to say when (1)
the given society 1s a capitalist Ex und Hopp-society, (2) everything is bought packed, (3) packing
malenal is not left in the shops, and (4) the entire houschold waste is disposed of and not brought to
collecting points.
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explored by investigating the meanings and attitudes towards waste management activities in

different social situations, realms and contexts.

The purpose of this first chapter is twofold. Firstly, I give an overview of studies dealing
with waste disposal and/or recycling practices in ancient Greece both on the level of mere
identification and on the level of a theoretical-methodological approach (1.1). This history
of research provides background information and hypotheses, which can eventually be
compared with the results of my analysis which contrasts different material culture
categories and contexts, (such as sanctuaries, settlements, agorai and cemeteries,) and takes
into account changes over time. Secondly, I aim to develop a theoretical-methodological
framework within which I will be able to examine universal aspects of waste management, as
well as cross-cultural, contextual variations and temporal changes (cf. Hubert 1994, 11).
Such a framework allowing for the systematic discussion of waste management has never

before been provided within Greek archaeology.

I.1 History of Research within the field of Greek Archaeology

1.1.1 Identification and evaluation of waste management practices

A study of ancient Greek waste management, which conceptualises practices of waste
disposal and recycling practices as complementary practices, has not yet been published.
There are, however, a number of publications dealing with, or touching upon either of these
waste management practices. Yet, in comparison with other archaeological disciplines, in
particular Roman archaeology, the study of waste disposal and recycling practices is still in
its infancy in Greek archaeology.” Most studies have aimed to identify practices of ancient
Greek waste disposal and recycling of a specific material culture category and limited their
research to specific places and times, as will be discussed bel w. A comprehensive study on
either waste management strategy, analysing more than one material culture category with

respect to changes over time or regional variability is still to be written.

In the following paragraphs, I will discuss the treatises w th respect to the kind of waste
they deal with, starting with disposal practices. In the secti n on recycling processes, I will
also give an overview of the motivations and circumstances which modern scholars attribute

t the practice of recycling.

SRoman archaeology: Bergemann & Zanker 1981; Reimers 1991; Neudecker 1994; Freyer-Schavenberg
1999; Reinsberg 1999; Ginister in press; Gardner in preparation. Cf German Bibliography/Dyabola s.v.
reuse. Egyptian Archaeology: e.g. Dixon 1972a; b; Hoffman 1974. Prehistory: Cavanagh & Mee 1978;
Huill 1992; 1995; 1996; Whitelaw 1991; Paulsen 1996; Cullen 1999 Thomas & Marcello 1998-9; Artzy
in press. Near Eastern Archaeology: e.g. Gnivecki 1987; Hemker 1993; Rogers & Widdowson 1996.
Muddle-Ages: Poeschke 1996a; Brown 1999. Ethnology: Kidder, cited in Lynch 1990, 79.
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Disposal practices

The 'best’ documented disposal practices in ancient Greece are the discard of waste and
excess water. This information has been incorporated in works on water management and
drainage systems (e.g. Peppa-Papaioannou 1990; Crouch 1993; Télle 1994) or in historical
studies dealing with the discharge and disposal of human bodily waste in Europe from
ancient to modern times (Illi 1987, 165-71). Waste water systems in sanctuaries have
received some attention from philologists, dealing with the corpus of the Sacred laws.’
While Lang (1996, 121-5) and Reber (1998, 142-7) briefly discussed the development of
urban drainage systems in the context of settlement studies, Owens (1991, 168) touched
upon them in his treatment of ancient Greek cities. Surprisingly, none of the publications
on the site of Olynthos, where parts of a drainage system as well as a range of toilets and
urinals were found, included a section on the material culture of waste water or the discharge

and disposal of human bodily wastes.

Similar to waste and excess water, organic waste, in particular human bodily wastes, have
rarely been the subject of a comprehensive study.” Notable exceptions are the articles by
Vatin (1976), Owens (1983), and Ault (1993; 1994a; b, 1999). Whereas Ault discussed the
collection and disposal facilities of bodily wastes in the rural polis Halieis, Owens primarily
dealt with the method of disposal during the fifth and fourth century B.C. Athens and the
collection and disposal service provided by the so-called koprologoi, dung-gatherers. Vatin
compared disposal practices of dung and toilet systems of different poleis. Apart from this,
the disposal of organic waste has only been mentioned in the context of the discussion of
other, larger issues. The prohibitions regulating the disposal of waste in sanctuaries and
temenoi were addressed 1n a few paragraphs in the treatises on Leges sacrae by Wichter
(1910) and more recently by Dillon (1997). Hughes (1996, esp. 162-5, 193) addressed the
issues of sewage dispo al in his book on environmental problems in the ancient Greek
world, while Neudecker (1994, esp. 14-6) briefly addressed these in his study on Roman
luxury latrines. Issues of sanitation, cleanliness and the occurrence of vermin were
discussed in Zinsser's book on diseases and epidemics in antiquity and in ancient Greece in

particular ®

Besides water and organic waste, other material culture categories such as potsherds or
manufacturing waste ha e not been discussed so far at any length. As far as votive offerings

and sacrificial waste are concerned, they tend - unjustifiably, as I will argue - not to have

% g. Wycherley 1960, 65, Sokolowski 1962, no. 4; Dillon 1997, 126. Contra: Peppa-Papaioannou
1990.

"The topic of bodily wastes i the Roman culture is far more fashionable (cf. Koloski-Ostrow 2000,

4-5 with n. 4).

¥Zwnsser 1985, esp 9, 116 n 5, 170, 184-7, 189, 195, 222, 284. For a similar approach for ancient
Egypt cf. Dixon 1972a; b and the Roman world cf. Scobie 1986, esp 399.
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been categorised by modern scholars as disposable, which I will partly incorporate into my
study to draw a fuller picture of ancient Greek disposal practices.

Recycling practices

Some scholars merely treated recycling practices as a means to answer more general
questions. For example, Lambrinoudakis (1986) established a chronology of Athens after
the Persian Wars on the basis of recycled building material used in the rebuilding
programme of Athens, and Lipka (1998) drew attention to the fact that the Hekatompedon
inscriptions were written on reused building material only to set an end to the controversy
over the date of these inscriptions. However, the majority of studies dealing with recycling
practices can be called studies of recycling practices, because their main focus were ancient
Greek recycling strategies. The emancipation of recycling as a research topic cannot only
be deduced from the number of studies devoted to this subject, but also from the fact that
literature on reuse (Wiederverwendung) has been listed separately in the German
bibliography/Dyabola since 1990. In fact, the literature on reuse falls into two categories:
the fate of ancient monuments, and ancient reworking and repair. The former regards
recycling as inter cultural recycling and (nostalgic) revival of iconographic motives,
aesthetics and forms - like the phenomenon of archaisms - and is, therefore, of no interest
for a study of ancient Greeck waste management practices.” The latter comes closer to the
understanding and interpretation of reuse as a waste management strategy, as reuse is
conceptualised as a strategy of making use of something already existing. It needs,
however, to be stressed that the German bibl ography does not sharply distinguish between
reclaiming an object or substance from the waste stream in order to reuse it
(Wiederverwendung) and using an artefact or ecofact (still in use) in a new way
(Weiterverwendung). In particular, reuse in the sense of a waste management strategy has
become quite a trendy research topic. This can be deduced from the wide range of items
and materials discussed within this framework. Waste matter considered to date includes
building material (Tschira 1940; Beckel 1967-8, 337; Hopfner 1987), grave stelai (Fittschen
1990; Nemes 1991; Graeve 2000), stone scu ptures (Wegner 1989; Muss & Kasper 1990),
metal votive offerings (e.g Rouse 1902, 2, 343-4; Linders 1987; 1989-90; 1992; 1997),
organic waste (e.g. Alcock et al 1994) and p tsherds e.g. Lang 1990).

Since Rouse (1902) and Linders (1989-90; 1992; 1996; 1997) dealt with recycling
practices of votive offenings more systematically, special attention should be drawn to their
studies. Rouse aimed at developing class fications of votives which would affect their

treatment. He pointed out that metal votives tended to be recycled, whereas small and

’Inter-cultural: cf. German bib 10graphy/Dyabola, add the publications by Martn 1995; Potter 1995;
Bunthff 1997; Stichel 1997. Revival: e g. Rob nson 1989; Scobie 1990; Hammer-Schenk 1992;
Himmelmann 1996d. Archaism Brouskari 1989; Fullerton 1990; Brahms 1994,
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valueless votives would not undergo the recycling processes. Linders, in contrast, focused
solely on the recycling of metal votives and, on the basis of literary and epigraphic sources,
the organisation and procedure of melting down and creating new metal votives in Greek
sanctuaries. Linders (1997) also examined in more detail the interrelation of the meaning
of recycling practices with the conceptualisation of votives in Greek society, ranging from
sacred objects to a mere gold reserve.

Judging from the title of Blanck's Ph.D. thesis, Wiederverwendung alter Statuen als
Ehrendenkmdler bei Griechen und Romern (1969), his research seems to be of immediate
relevance for the study of Greek waste management. This is, however, only partly the case,
as Blanck claimed that the reuse of statues was not a common practice in pre-Hellenistic
Greece, which is the my period of interest in this project. The contribution of his thesis for
the Greek realm lies rather in having drawn attention to the existence of different kinds of
recycling practices, such as changing heads of statues, erasing inscriptions and adding new

inscriptions to the original one.

Scholars have evaluated ancient Greek recycling activities differently. Willemsen (1963),
Blanck (1969, 95-7), Thompson (1981), Schmaltz (1979, 16 n 11) and Beckel (1967-8,
337) for example, explained the recycling of statues, destruction debris, and grave stelai as
economic constraints and temporary solutions. Some scholars even went as far as linking
recycling practices of statues to a lack of creativity (e.g. Winckelmann 1764, 345-7).
Donderer (1991-2), in contrast, was more neutral in his discussion of recycling practices of
metal statues in the Greek and Roman world. He pointed out that political and ideological
interests may have been the driving forces behind deliberate recycling strategies. In a
similar vein, Buchert (in press) discussed the reuse of building material in terms of symbolic

depositions and within a framework of maintaining heritage respectively.

In this context of different evaluations of recycling practices, Linders' (1987, 1989-90,
1992, 1997) numerous studies on recycling practices of metal votive offerings in ancient
Greek sanctuaries, based on literary and epigraphic evidence, are crucial. Her work suggests
that attitudes towards metal recycling depended on the social situation in which it took place,
the group of people carrying it out, and its purpose. While recycling of old metal objects
for the creation of newer and bigger ones was socially accepted, the melting down of
treasuries by enemies to pay soldiers was regarded a disgrace.

To conclude, this overview makes evident that, on the level of the identification and
evaluation of practices of disposal and recycling, my study of ancient Greek waste

management practices, from the Homeric to the classical period, can use data from a range
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of single studies. Particularly well-documented are disposal practices of waste water and
organic substances in settlements, whereas waste management strategies of sacrificial waste
and votive offerings have been neglected areas of study. The issues of attitudes towards, and
evaluation of, ancient Greek waste management practices in general, and disposal practices

and waste in particular, need to be addressed in much more detail as is done in this thesis.

1.1.2 Theoretical-methodological framework

Theoretical-methodological approaches have had a major influence and have gradually
come to dominate some domains of archaeology, such as prehistory, in particular in Great
Britain, but also elsewhere. The general trend towards theoretically oriented research
appears to have passed by the field of Greek archaeology.'® Surprisingly, this negligence
does not only include post-processual approaches, but also formation theory, which focuses
on the primary sources of archaeological knowledge, namely archaeological objects, which
are conceptualised as the output or waste of ancient cultures and attempts to gain an
understanding of how human and natural processes formed the archaeological record (e.g.
Nolte 1991). There are, however, a few exceptions to this negligence (Alcock et al 1994;
Hansen 1996, 261; Bintliff et al 1999). In Greek archaeology, formation theory still tends
to be ignored in the process of gaining knowledge from the archaeological record on the
spatial organisation of working processes and the functions of rooms (Reinholdt 1992;
Photos-Jones & Jones 1994, 327-58), the location of settlements or workshops (Rotroff &
Oakley 1992, 35), the existence of cults (Wetzel 1996, 36), technical details of
manufacturing processes (Bliimel 1969), the kind of damage that may have befallen a
building and archaeological items (Shear 1993, 386 , diet and diseases (Brothwell 1972,
353; Rotroff & Oakley 1992, 48), and butchery practices.

To what extent the consideration of transformation processes, and processes of recycling
in the sense of material recovery, can change our understanding of the past has been
demonstrated by Vickers (1990). He argued against the general assumption that ceramic
vessels were more highly valued than metal vessels in antiquity by criticising the common
method of evaluating the significance of objects on the basis of their abundance, rarity or
absence in the archaeological record. More spec fically, he argued that the under-
representation of metal vases in the archaeological rec rd is due to the fact that very often
they were melted down later in antiquity and as such they do not reflect a cultural ranking

of materials (painted ceramics over metal).

!e.g. Snodgrass 1985; 1987; Boardman 1995, 1 n. 1; Bemmbeck 1997, 15-25.
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As with formation theory, the fundamental debate about the significance of finds and
find assemblages - better known under the heading 'Ritual deposits or Rubbish' - which is
currently taking place in Great Britain, has not affected Greek archaeology, even though it
has gained some attention among Roman archaeologists (e g. Rudling 1997).
Consequently, it is reasonable to argue that Greek archaeology has not yet developed a
methodological approach for the evaluation of archaeological sources comparable to source
criticism of literary evidence in history. The recognition of the general need for a
consideration of formation processes does not mean their acceptance as theories, but rather
as middle-range concepts in a broad sense, that is as a first step in the reconstruction of the
archaeological evidence which forms the basis for further analysis (cf. 1.2.1).

Although to date there has been virtually no discussion of waste management with any
solid methodological or theoretical grounding, two studies are worth discussing in more
detail, as they at least made an attempt to base their research on more theoretical-
methodological approaches. A study by Illi (1987) deals with the development of the
disposal of bodily wastes in Europe from prehistory to modern times, while the work of
Crouch (1993) presents evidence of water management in ancient Greece, from the 8th to
the Ist century B.C. Illi discussed changing disposal habits and disposal facilities for
organic waste with reference to Elias' (1992a; b) Civilising Process. However, instead of
applying either a theoretical model to the data in order to interpret and explain changes
across time as an evolutionary process, or to study the history of the erection of disposal
facilities by polis authorities and disposal regulations as instruments of social control, he
gives a descriptive account of the data and mentions Elias occasionally (e.g. Illi 1987, 60,
66-8). Just how much this represents a lost opportunity becomes clear when looking at two
other publications: Corbin's (1994) study on the mechanisms behind and social processes
leading to sanitary reforms in Europe, and Vigarello's (1988) book on changing concepts
of, and attitudes towards, bodily dirt in historical Europe.

Crouch aimed primarily at documenting drainage systems in Greek poleis across time
and space, including Greek colonies. One of her research objectives was to link water-
management to processes of urbanisation (Crouch 1993, VIII, 4). However, the analysis of
the interface between social orgamsation and the architectural manifestation of waste
management does not go beyond superficial statements, for example, that the process of
urbanisation went hand in hand with the construction of drainage systems (Crouch 1993, 19,
107, 178). Thus, a study of the role of waste water systems and within the development of

the Greek polis remains to be done.

To conclude, a study of ancient Greek waste management must conceptualise the

practices of discarding and recycling as complementary activities. It has to combine the
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above discussed publications with epigraphical, literary and archaeological data, which
hitherto have not been discussed with reference to waste management strategies. This will
allow for a fuller picture of practices of discarding and recycling across time and space, and
for a new understanding of the cultural and social significance of these activities and
practices. Since Classical Archaeology at present does not provide the conceptual basis
required for a systematic analysis of waste management strategies in ancient Greece, such an
explicit theoretical-methodological framework will be developed in this thesis. This
framework will be based upon theoretical and methodological frameworks within which
waste disposal and/or recycling practices have been examined in anthropological,
sociological, archaeological and historical studies (1.2). The application range of this model
is discussed in section 1.3, where it will also be shown how 1t is used in this study to explore
integrated waste management practices in ancient Greece, from the Homeric to the classical

period. Finally, a brief overview over the organisation of this thesis will be presented (1.4).

1.2 An Integrated Model

Although people all over the world discard and recycle objects, architectural structures and
substances, there is no such thing as the waste management system that can be found all over
the world." The social organisation of practices of waste-disposal, reclamation and
reprocessing, as well as the composition of the waste stream, may differ a great deal between,
for instance, various societies, and undergo changes over time. While, for example, in the
contemporary societies of Western Europe and the Umted States, waste collection and
disposal services are the concerns of the local municipalities and recycling is part of a
national waste disposal plan, it is not long ago that disposal and recycling practices were the
responsibility of every individual or family, as in Europe immediately after the end of the
Second World War. As anthropological and sociological studies show, waste management
systems may also vary within a given society. More specifically, discard and recycling
practices may depend on the sex of a person or the class or caste to which a person belongs.
For example, items discarded as worthless by one person, may not be regarded as waste by
beggars and scavengers, who keep the 'gold in garbage myth' alive by efficiently reclaiming
materials from the waste stream (cf. Sicular 1992). Waste management systems may also
differ from one social context to another. The same matenal or item may be thrown away
or recycled in one context, such as a settlement, and not in another, such as a sanctuary or

ce etery.

"In this study 'objects’ will be used syno ymously with 'items and artefacts’, whereas 'substance' is
synonymous with 'material’.  Schiffer's category of 'ecofacts’ compnising bones, shells etc. is not
necessarily synonymous with substance - as Schiffer assumed - because their cultural classification may
vary from society to society and cultural context to cultural context. Shells, for instance, may be
classified as substances normally, but as cultural objects, when dedicated to a god.
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Waste management systems may also differ with respect to the kind of different discard
and recycling practices they comprise, such as land filling, incineration, material
reprocessing or reuse, which reflect the needs and problems of a society, a social group or a
specific location. In addition, discarding and recycling practices vary with respect to the
purpose they fulfil. Discarding activites may not only have been carried out with the
intention to get rid of items, but also, when waste was targeted at a specific person, to assault
that person. Likewise, recycling practices may be regarded as a survival-strategy in, € g.,
post-war societies (e.g. Berlin 1952), or as a creative process (e.g. Greenfield 1986). In
countries which face a decreasing availability of land for landfills near population centres
and the depletion of natural resources, recycling is conceived of as a strategy to solve

environmental problems and to recover and utilise 'natural resources out of place'’."?

I aim to develop a theoretical-methodological model, which is applicable not only to
ancient Greek society, but also to any other. This model needs to be able to shed light on
differences between waste management systems. More specifically, it has to be sensitive to
differences in the organisation of waste management and the range of objects which were
rejected and later reclaimed and recycled by individuals or by a society. Furthermore, it
ought to take into account variations in the patterning of the data across different spatial,
social and cultural contexts. Lastly, the approach should also allow for exploring the
relationships of recycling and disposal behaviour with processes of social, political and
cultural change over time.

12 1 Towards an integrated model

In the following paragraphs, I will analyse a representative selection of influential
anthropological, sociological and archaeological theories about practices of waste disposal
and recycling with the intention to devel p a new, integrated model. My discussion focuses
on an explicitly theoretical level and considers ethnographic data only when theories are

embedded in particular ethnographic studies.

Formation processes and the New Archaeology

The conceptualisation of waste management strategies as formation processes is normally
linked to behavioural archaeology in general, and Schiffer (1987) in particular. However,
concerns with formation processes have been noticeable in archaeology almost since it
began as a discipline, albeit not on the level of an explicit theoretical-methodological

framework, but rather on the level of source-criticism.'”” In the more recent lhterature on

20uotation: Erbel 1982, 17. Solution Jor the First World: Smith 1976, IX; Rathje & Murphy 1992,
204, Lund 1993, esp. XIII-XVI; Ruiz 1993, 1.1; Waite 1995, 10. Contra: e.g. Holmes 1982, 25.
Solut on for developing countries: e g. Thomé-Kozmiensky 1982; Polprasert 1989.

BH storical overview: Sommer 1991, 54-9.
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formation theory, processes of discard and recycling are conceived of as human processes
which, together with non-human processes such as erosion, weathering or scavenging
animals, formed the archaeological record in the past and modified it after its formation."
Dumping of waste and reuse, for example, are regarded as a depositional factor, whereas
reclaiming processes such as excavations and museum displays are seen as human post-
depositional effects by Clarke (1973, 16), and understood as A-S transforms
(Archaeological context-Systemic context) by Schiffer (1987, 99, 120).

Eggers and Ascher
As Sommer (1991, 54-5) has already pointed out, the work of Eggers (1986) and Ascher
(1977) are worth highlighting, since these two pioneering German studies anticipated three

important aspects of Schiffer's formation theory, but tend to be disregarded even in the
recent British and American literature on formation processes (e.g. Joyce & Johannessen
1993, 138). Firstly, both contributed to the identification and codification of the processes
that structure the archaeological record by focusing on the life-history of objects and
developing a three-phase model, through which every artefact passes. Whereas Eggers
(1986, 258-62) distinguished 'living matter', (which is still in active use,) 'dying matter’,
(which is used for purposes other than its original and is still kept above the surface,) and
'dead matter', (which is uncovered by archaeologists), Ascher (1977, 230) named his phases
'inhabited’, 'ghost’, and 'archaeological'. In Eggers' (1986, 259-61) model, factors which
affect the speed in which a dying thing perishes and becomes archaeologically traceable
waste include the material it is made of and its decay period, but also socio-cultural factors,
such as the social status of the owner and the realm in which the object was kept, such as
private or public. Secondly, in contrast to Binford (1964), Ascher and Eggers addressed the
complexity of waste movements and stressed that there is no direct relationship between a
past behavioural system and its archaeological remains.”” Factors influencing whether or not
items enter the archaeological record, or the way the archaeological record is modified,
include their durability, their size, their socially constructed recycling value, and the use of
landscape in modern times. Lastly, Eggers (1986, 263, 265-7) stated that depositional
processes are regulated by convention, although he did not go as far as Schiffer, and

formulated universal behavioural laws for spatial disposal patterns of waste. Similarly,

“Schiffer (1972, 156; 1976, 15-6. Cf. Butzer 1982, 120) disunguishes between processes which have
been affected by culture (anthropic) and those which have not been affected by culture (noncultural or
n tural transformations' (n-transforms). Consequently, Schuffer's n-transforms comprise both
environmental/ geomorphic processes and animal behaviour (cf. Ascher 1977; Bar-Yosef's (1993, 16) term
'non-human biological processes’) and cannot be reduced to mere environmental factors, as Hivemnel &
Hodder (1984, 97) and Darvill 1987, 154 did.

5This discussion is better known as the Pompeii Premise in English-speaking countries (Binford 1964,
425; 1981b; 1987; Watson et al 1971, 22; Schiffer 1985) and the Dornrdschenschlaf-principle in German-
speaking countries (Sommer 1991, 62-4). Ironically, neither Schiffer nor Binford realised that people had
time to remove some of their belongings from Pompeii before the city was covered with ash and that
scavengers dug for the buried city in order to unearth treasures (cf. Strauss 1993, 2. Contra: Bar-Yosef
1993, 14 5).
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Ascher's statement that ethnoarchaeological studies of depositional processes may help to
reconstruct past depositional processes is not far removed from Binford's argument in

favour of a middle-range theory.'

Schiffer

In the late 1970s and 1980s’, American processualists based middle-range theory - that is
the logic which links material data and interpretation - upon the study of formation
processes of the archaeological record. The impact on practical archaeology was so
enormous that some regard behavioural archaeology as the ‘epitome’' of middle-range
theory."” In particular the works of Schiffer and in some measure Reid, Clarke, and Binford,
represent an attempt to establish a methodological framework for this kind of
archaeological research.”® Schiffer was the first archaeologist who attempted to cast the
concept of the archaeological record into a more rig rous form, so that it could stand as a
scientific model, which uses law-like gereralisations to define the relationships between
human behaviour and material culture (correlates) and cultural and natural formation
processes (c- and n-transforms). Schiffer's transformational approach was recently applied
by Rathje, the founder of the discipline of 'garbology, to the archaeological study of the
Fresh Kills landfill, on Staten Island, in New York City, and the so-called 'Garbage Project'.”
I will first critically discuss Schiffer's transformation approach and then the philosophical-

theoretical basis of Behavioural and New archaeology.

The 'life-story’ or 'biography’ of any element takes places in two 'contexts', which may be
conceptualised as subsequent phases (pl. 1.1-2). He distinguishes between the 'systemic
context' of an object and its 'archaeological context'. The 'systemic context' corresponds to
an object’s place in an ongoing society, while the archaeological context corresponds to the
phase after the object has ceased to be p£1n of an 'ongoing society' (Schiffer 1987, 3). In
contrast to Binford's more holistic approach, Schiffer sought to split up cultural systems
(systemic context) into a set of distinct, yet closely linked activities, which form 'stages’ and
‘processes’ (cf. Katz & Spring 1993, fig. 34.1). Schiffer (1972, 158) traces the life-history
of durable elements through processes of procurement, manufacture, use, maintenance, and
discard (pl. 1.1), and that of consumable elements through processes of procurement,
preparation, consumption and discard (pl. 1.2), to the final position of all elements as refuse
(archaeological context). In addition to these basic processes of the systemic context, there
are a variety of other processes and activities, such as transport, storage and reuse, as well as

'® Ascher 1977, 235; Binford 1977, 7. Cf. Sommer 1991, 55.

"Goodyear 1977, 670. Middle-range theory: e.g. Raab & Goodyear 1984, Grayson 1986; Bembeck 1997,
65-70. Applicability 1o the practcal aspects of archaeology in contrast to post-processual archaeology:
Hodder 19914, esp. 8.

®¢.g. Schiffer 1972; 1976; 1995; Clarke 1973; Binford 1977; 1978; 1981a; Reid 1985; Schiffer & Miller
1999,

¥Garbology: Rathje 1990; Rathje & Murphy 1992, 14, 171.

®Model: Schiffer 1972, 157-61; 1976, 46-8; 1987; 1995; 1996; 1999,
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pon-human transformations (n-transforms; Schiffer 1987, 22). The wvariety and the
combination of these additional processes and activities contribute to the complexity of
object movements in the systemic context and to the variability of refuse histones, in

particular in intensively used sites such as settlements.

As with maintenance processes, reuse processes affect the routing of elements, as they let
elements pass once more through processes or stages through which they have already
passed. However, in contrast to maintenance processes, Schiffer (1972, 158) did not regard
reuse as a basic process. This is not logical for two reasons. Maintenance occurs only in
connection with durable elements, whereas reuse processes may occur for all elements.
More importantly, maintenance processes such as repair are as optional for durable elements
as reuse processes. Throw-away objects, for example, would not normally be rerouted to
pass through the stage of use for a second time. Consequently, all processes that shift
elements back to an earlier stage would need to be called optional rather than basic

processes in a coherent model (cf. 1.2.2).

Schiffer distinguished a variety of reuse processes. Within the systemic context, Schiffer
(1976, 27-41, esp. 37-40; 1977, 31-3) distinguished two reuse processes, which both occur
after the completion of the use-life and at the transition to the discard phase. Whereas
lateral cycling occurs when an element is used once more without alterations, either in the
same or another way, recycling occurs when elements are reworked or when the material is
reprocessed. In 1987, Schiffer (1987, 99-120) enriched his conceptualisation of reuse
processes with the idea of an A-S reuse process; reuse processes which shift elements back
from the archaeological context to the systemic, were called 'reclamation’ by Schiffer. The
ongoing society into which a refuse element is reincorporated is presumably not the society
in the past, in which 1t was originally made and originally used, but our modern society (cf.
Carman 1996, 27). Schiffer's model does not consider that some ongoirg societies use
discarded elements for the same or for other purposes than their original purpose and as a
secondary material f r the manufacture of new elements. Human scavengers, for example,
reclaim elements not only immediately after the end of their use, but also from dumping
areas, and pigs held 1n piggeries live on provisional consumable discard. C nsequently, 'an
element’s use-life’ does not necessarily end with discard and refuse, as Schiffer (1972, 159)
proposed.

In contrast to reuse, discard is a basic process.”

For Schiffer, there are different ways in
which elements may become archaeologically traceable refuse (pl. 1.3). They may pass out

of the systemic context through intentional discard refuse) or without being formally

% e.g. Schiffer 1972, 158. Cf. MacGregor 1999, 259. Contra. Gosden & Marshall 1999. That discard
belongs to the '‘biography of objects’ not accepted by Gosden & Marshall 1999.
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discarded (de facto refuse). Formally discarded elements can be further classified
according to their spatial discard patterns (cf. Ascher 1977, 228): primary refuse is
discarded in the same location in which it was created, while secondary refuse has been
moved to another location. De facto refuse disposal includes activities as diverse as
accidental loss, abandonment processes and disposal of the dead. As plate 1.3 shows, de
facto refuse is constantly produced in the stages of procurement and manufacture as well as
in the course of food preparation. In 1987, Schiffer introduced a fourth category of refuse,
provisional refuse, which comprises stored refuse having a perceived reuse value.? With this
category, he modified his earlier proposed definition of discard as the termination of an
artefact's use life as determined by its physical qualities.”

Plate 1.3 shows that secondary refuse was only transported before it was discarded,
whereas the plates 1.1-2 allow for transport to happen after disposal, for instance, as part of
maintenance or cleansing processes. Although Schiffer considcred transport as a post-
depositional process, it has not played a significant role in his work. In fact, a serious
consideration of post-depositional transport would lead to a modification of Schiffer's
model in three important respects. First, whenever transport occurs after the disposal of
discard, discard processes occur as a sequence. The option that an element could be
discarded more than once would need to be incorporated into the flow chart as an optional
process in the 'systemic context'. Second, discard would not necessarily terminate the end of
an element's systemic phase, as Schiffer (1999, 22) argued until recently, because the post-
depositional transport activity can take place with a view to reincorporate it into a social
situation. Third, the consideration of transport would allow for classifying de facto refuse in
terms of its location, such as primary and secondary de facto refuse. Consequently, the
deposition of grave goods could be classified as secondary de facto refuse and not, as
Schiffer (1972, 160) proposed, as secondary refuse. This would account for the fact that

grave goods were not formally disposed of.

Schiffer argued that processes of reuse, reclamation and secondary discard, among other
cultural formation (c-transforms) and natural formation (n-transforms) processes, transform

matenal culture ‘spatially, quantitatively, formally, and relationally'.* For Schiffer, they are

ZHayden & Cannon 1983, 131-9; Schiffer 1987, 65, 66, 68; Rathje & Murphy 1992, 231. Cf. Hill
1995, 4.

BThe assumptions that people act rationally and according to modem economic principles caused Schiffer
difficulties in explaining why whole and serviceable, and thus recyclable, objects were disposed of in
contexts other than abandonment and burials (cf. 1.2.5). This could have lead to a modification of his
model, if be had not labelling them 'anomalous’ material (Schiffer 1972, 160), which allowed Schiffer
(esp. 1983) to use physical conditions of matenal elements as a pnmary clue conceming site formation
processes.

#Schuffer 1976, 11. Cf. Dickens 1985, 35. Four dimension of artefact variability: Rathje & Schiffer
1982, 64-5; Schiffer 1987, 13-23. Schiffer seems to prefer the term c-transforms, whereas his followers
tend to prefer more descripuve terms like anthropic (Stein 1987, 354) or anthropogenic (Bar-Yosef 1993,
16) processes.
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not neutrally valued inferential bridges between the systemic and the archaeological realm
(as Ascher (1977, 230, 223-9) suggested with his concept of 'reorganisation’), but rather
factors responsible for the 'displacement’ of material elements and ‘distortion’ of the
archaeological record.” Reuse, for example, may be called a quantitative distortion, as it
complicates the task of calculating the average life-span of elements and contributes to the
underrepresentation of finds in the archaeological record.”® Noel (1976) showed why reuse
may be called a temporal distortion - a category Schiffer was not aware of: when building

material is reused, it may be difficult to reconstruct the architectural history of a monument.

Binford criticised Schiffer's perception of c-transforms as intervening between the
operation of a cultural system and its archaeological traces and, thus, detaching them from
the rest of a cultural system. He argued that c-transforms are not ‘absolute formation
processes', but an integral part of the behavioural realm of an ongoing cultural system and
that, therefore, the system determines the structure of its record.” As Tschauner (1996, 8)
pointed out, Binford's principles are more like Schiffer's correlates, (which link behavioural
variables to variables of material elements or spatial relations,) rather than transforms.
Binford's stance has been widely accepted by Schuffer's followers.® Consequently, the main
competing variants of processual archaeology, Schiffer's behavioural approach and

Binford's middle-range theory, have been synthesised in recent years.”

An approach that treats material patterning as part of the social construction of reality
would focus, in the case of secondary discarding of consumption waste in a dumping area,
on the newly established relation between consumption waste and dumping area. More
specifically, it would explicitly attempt to infer from the spatial patterning the organisation
of waste disposal or classificatory systems. If different kinds of consumption waste were
discarded at different places or in different ways, this may provide insight into the
classificatory scheme of a society, changing disposal patterns, or differences between social
classes. Binford's approach also has the potential to focus on cultural categorisations of
processes rather than analytical ones. Thus, grave robbery would not be neutrally classified

as reuse, but as a grave-robbery, which has a particular connotation.

According to Schiffer's transformation theory, inference about behaviour is always
obtained from single artefacts. Consequently, Schiffer would infer his five basic
behavioural aspects from every single artefact even when they are found together in

deposits. This approach enables Schiffer to distinguish h mogeneous sub-assemblages

BSchiffer 1972, 158; 1976, 42; 1983, 677; 1987, 10; Butzer 1982, 120

*Life-span: Hildebrand 1978; Schiffer 1987, 50-3; Bembeck 1997, 80  Underrepresentation: Bermbeck
1997, 77-8.

ZBinford 1983a; b 162. Cf. Binford 1981a, 200; 1987, 463; Hill 1995 125.

#e.g. Bar-Yosef 1991; Goldberg et al 1993, VIII. Contra: e.g. Strauss 1993, 1, 5.

®Contra: Strauss 1993, 2; Tschauner 1996, 1.
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within 'coherent' context groups, but allows him to lose sight of more important aspects of
deposits, such as the actual kind of deposit one is dealing with (e g. middens or hoards), its
composition and find association, the valuation of different kinds of discard as well as the

organisation of domestic and secular space.*

In accordance with his (Schiffer 1976, IX) goal of undertaking a 'genuine scientific study
of the past', Schiffer formulated generalising principles, both in terms of empirical and
mathematical laws, to reconstruct the systemic context. More specifically, Hildebrand
(1978) and Schiffer (1987) claimed to have established invariant universal mathematical
formulae with which, for example, the number of pots originally used can be estimated, as
well as the quantitative relationship between different kinds of objects such as axes and pots,
and between different qualities of pottery such as coarse and fine ware. Schiffer (1972,
1987) and Murray (1980) also claimed to have successfully developed and rigorously tested
probabilistic principles to define the relationship between human behaviour and different
kinds of material culture or spatial relations (correlates). One of these law-like
generalisations deals with the interconnectedness of discard location with the weight and size
of waste matter and the transport way to the dumping place (least-effort-principle). Another
looks into the relationship between use and discard locations and states that 'with increasing
intensity of occupation and/or increasing use of enclosed activity loci, there will be
decreasing correspondence between use and discard locations for elements used in activities

at famuly living spaces and discarded' (Murray 1980, 497).

Schiffer's formalised general principles cannot be used to reconstruct the ancient material
system for the following two reasons. First, Schiffer became unfaithful to his own testing
programme vision of science, as he has never tested his invariable principles against a
statistically valid sample. In his first article, Schiffer did not test his behavioural laws at all,
while in his major publication, he used the archaeological data of only one abandoned
Pueblo settlement. Consequently, Schiffer does not know whether the behaviour of modern
people, on which he based his generalisations, is indeed regulated by any invariable laws and
whether these (modern) behavioural laws also occurred in past societies.” Second,
ethnoarchaeological studies have shown that disposal and recycling histories of objects are
far more complex than Schiffer and his followers assumed. Consequently, their formulae
cannot be used to rec nstruct the systemic context. In addition, Schiffer did not take into
account that variability may be explained with different and changing attitudes towards dirt
(cf. Sommer 1991, 647-73; Hodder 1995, 3).

*Context groups: e.g. Stein 1987, esp. 352; Goldberg et al 1993, VIII. General crincism: eg Hill
1991; Needham & Spencer 1997,

*'Cf. e.g. Gould & Watson 1982; Strauss 1993, 6. Contra: e g. Wylie 1982, 85. Inconsistencies in
Sch ffer's work: Tschauner 1996, 6-7.
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Although Schiffer's transformation theory was initially developed to reconstruct an
objective archaeological record which could then be interpreted, most of his work remained
on the reconstructive level and never went as far as explaining behavioural change. Thus,
Binford was right in criticising Schiffer's method as mere reconstructionism and, more
importantly, in stating that Schiffer's model is an end in itself.” It may even be argued that
Schiffer became unfaithful to Behavioural Archaeology, since the explanation of human
behaviour 1s one of its main goals (e.g. Reid 1985, 14).

Schiffer's Behavioural Archaeology is based on the following five core concepts: (1)
Archaeological data is objective and is to be understood by all archaeologists in the same
way. (2) Culture is not a mental phenomenon, but an integrated, adaptive, extrasomatic and
material based organisation. (3) Human beings tend to respond to their environment
rationally. (4) Laws are understood to be general and universal statements of the regular
relationship of discrete variables (law-model of explanation). (S) Culture is conceived of as
a system. With his emphasis on behaviour, laws, the discreteness of variables, and the
givenness of the database, Schiffer's conception is positivist and consistent with the

development of the New Archaeology research programme (cf. Gibbon 1989, 84).

The theoretical presuppositions of Behavioural Archaeology, influenced by the
philosophical movements of positivism and functionalism, were criticised and rejected by
post-processualists (cf. Gibbon 1989, 99-117). As 1 agree with their position, except for
one point (cf. 1.2.2), I shall briefly summarise their critique 1n the following paragraphs.

(1) As with literary data, archaeological data is neither objective nor is it always
interpreted and understood in the same way. The interpretation is dependent, rather, on the

socio-cultural background of the researcher and the historical period he/she is living in.

(2) New archaeologists’ view of culture as a materially based ‘thing-like' ecosystem is
consistent with the presuppositions of positivism. However, to construct and explain human
behaviour in terms of behavioural laws (nomothetic principles) or quantitative discard
models with mathematical formulae has been considered too narrow minded in terms of an
explanatory model of the past, as the positivist conception of culture and society ignores the
non-empirical dimension of behaviour (consisting of rules, dispositional factors and social
relationships).” Since the non-empirical dimension of behaviour patterns gives meaning to

%2Gchiffer 1979, but 1988, 464. Cf. Tschauner 1996, 6, 10.

3The underlying assumption (Schiffer 1987, 10), that if only the archaeologists’ collection and the
analytical procedures were sufficiently precise and their models of formation principles sufficiently exact,
the knowledge of the past would be sharp and undistorted, is, as Sullivan (1978) emphasised, naive.
Francis Bacon was much earlier the victim of this methodological error. For further parallels in the style
of writing cf. Bacon s famous statement in N vum Organum that nature has to be tortured to get access to
its rules and Schiffer’s (1987, 7) sentence 'Regrettably, neither the historic record nor the archaeological
record gives up its secrets about the past easily'.
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the empirical dimension (the socio-cultural system of observable behaviour and its material

culture), any explanation of human behaviour which neglects it must be inadequate.

(3) The positivist assumption that, if human beings are well adapted to their environment,
they will tend to respond to that environment rationally, has been criticised in particular by
Hodder. He argues that this view ignores the ‘inner life' and the context to which the agent’s
action is related. 'individuals are not simply instruments in some orchestrated game and it is
difficult to see how subsystems and roles can have 'goals’ of their own. Adequate
explanations of social systems and social change must involve the 'individual's assessment
and aims.™ As Lemonnier (1986; 1993) shows convincingly in his work on technology,
there are culturally specific conceptions of rationality or, in other words, there is no
objectively best course of action which all societies would recognise as such. Similarly,
Lechtman (1984) and Latour (1988) pointed out that technologies, both in terms of micro-
scale analysis and long-term analysis, can only be fully understood when studied within
their social, cultural and historical context.

(4) By accepting that rules and dispositional factors on the individual level as well as on
the cultural level are of considerable importance, the law-model of explanation as well as
ecological functionalism must be regarded as inadequate, at least for the social sciences, as it
ignores fundamental causes of human behaviour. More specifically, as Sommer (1990) and
Hill (1992) recently emphasised, the size of material elements and the ease of replacement
or hindrance differ considerably between historically and culturally specific contexts.
Consequently, they must not be used as universal constants providing a solid foundation for

predicting and explaining waste disposal practices.

(5) The majority of post-processualists criticised the positivist conception of culture,
human beings and explanation, and rejected the view of culture as a system. By showing
that the behavioural interpretation of culture is inadequate, they argue that causative factors
in the process of altering a cultural system can no longer be restricted to external and
environmental factors, such as disease, introduction of a new technology or food sources,
but must also include internal change. By moving beyond the level of behavioural
modelling, we may gain an understanding of why the relations in the system hold or why
they were generated in the first place.

To conclude, I must reject the theoretical core concepts of Schiffer's Behavioural
Archaeology, while I consider his life-history model of elements useful for discussing the
variable depositional histories of waste, because it explicitly addresses the various reasons for

*Hodder 1982¢, 5. - Although behavioural and experimental archaeologists claim to reconstruct a human
antiquity (e.g. Butzer 1982; Grayson 1983) they in fact eliminate the human factor.
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the aggregation of refuse as well as the complexity of refuse movements and, thus, the
complexity of actions forming any waste management system. However, for my own
analysis, 1 shall use a modified model, which defines waste disposal practices as socio-

cultural practices and accounts for the composition of assemblages.

As far as discard and recycling processes are concerned, I agree with Schiffer and modern
waste management researchers in that these processes are atemporal and aspatial behaviours
(cf. p. 11 with n. 1). I also think that Schiffer is right in terrming discarding a basic
universal process, which occurs in the biography of all elements, including architectural
features, while reuse is an optional process. However, I disagree that their occurrence can be
predicted for any given culture and that there are no inter-cultural differences in attitudes

towards, and meanings of, waste management strategies.

(Structural) Symbolism

Douglas
The framework which Douglas developed in Purity and Danger in 1966, was not intended

for the interpretation and explanation of waste disposal practices However, it has the
potential to be applied to archaeological studies of dirty waste, including different kinds of
bodily wastes, as Hodder showed. It may also be applied to an analysis of refuse, if refuse is
regarded as matter that is rejected because it does not fit into the symbolic system of a
society or because it is not capable of being dealt with. Douglas' approach to the study of
dirt is partly inclined to structuralism, because she conceptualised culture as a system of
classifications and as a set of 'institutional and intellectual productions built upon those
systems of classification and performing further operations upon them’, including the
mediation and reconciliation of a culture's taxonomies (Ortner 1984 135). She seems also
to agree that one of the most important secondary operations of culture in relation to its
own taxonomies is precisely to mediate or reconcile the oppositions which are the bases of
those taxonomies in the first place.

Douglas (1995, 41, 126, 146, 165) defined dirt as a 'by-product of the creation of order’
and, in the words of Lord Chesterfield, as matter out of place'. Displaced matter includes
everything and everybody that is considered either classless or belonging to more than one
cat gory. Thus, dirt may be conceptualised as a metaphor for cultural an malies. For
Douglas, one of the most important social values attributed to dirt is danger. Dirt may
threaten the survival of a shared belief system in two ways. Dirt in the sense of a boundary-
crossing double category may have the power to bring about change while dirt in the sense
of a non-existing category may defy an existent classification and culturally shared norms.

Its seems incontrovertible that all humans and cultures classify, and that in all cultures there



CHAPTER 1 29

are items, persons, relationships, actions, events and odours which confuse or contradict a
given classificatory system. That dirt is a universal phenomenon does not mean that there is
a universal system of classification and a universally culturally and socially defined category
of dirt. The scheme of classification is fundamentally affected, Douglas (1995, 2, 36, 41)
argued, by the degree of complexity of a society: while the rule of patternming operates 'with
greater force and more total comprehensiveness’ in primitive societies, it works in separate
areas of existence in modern (European) societies. In accordance with structuralism and
Hebb's (1949; 1958) perception theory, the categorisation of the indefinable as dirty and
dangerous functions to protect the existing schemes of assumption and categorisation from
challenges by recognising and absorbing ‘cues’ which harmonise past experiences on the

one hand and by ignoring 'cues’ which are discrepant and ambiguous.

Obviously, Douglas' original model on dirt is restricted to dirty waste and refuse and
cannot be applied to other sub-categories of waste, such as manufacturing by-products or
Schiffer's provisional discard. Within these limits, it is attractive for an archaeological study
of dirty waste, as it allows the study of refuse as a universal phenomenon, while taking into
account the idea that notions of dirt are culturally and socially shaped. Although Douglas
focused only on identifying the normative fundamental assumption of the Old Testament in
her analysis of food taboos, her model can be applied in order to identify competing
classificatory systems within any one given society. For instance, Parker (1996) showed that
in ancient Greece, pollution beliefs were stressed to different degrees by different people,
and in different social realms such as the profane and the sacred.

However, there are also some difficulties with Douglas' notion of dirt. First, as Needham
(1979, 43) pointed out, danger may not be a universal category. More important is,
however, the point made by Carman (1990; 1996) that not all 'matter out of place’ may be
termed 'dirt’. He focused on materials and stated that a precious ring found in a meat-dish, a
coin on the floor or shoes on a table may hardly be called dirty matter. Thus, Thompson
concluded that the social value of an object as well as its intactness are crucial for its social
and cultural categorisation as dirt. Thompson s criticism may be extended to some of the
regulations in the Sacred laws of ancient Greece regarding objects and materials that were
not tolerated on sacred ground. If women wearing jewellery were denied access to some
sanctuaries, the jewellery may be termed 'matter out of place’ or an object that is
ureconcilable with goddesses such as Demeter, but hardly 'dirt' (cf. app. E, s.v. sanctuary, p.
459). Lastly, due to Douglas' static perspective, she only conceives of dirt and pollution as
reflecting and reproducing an existing social and cosmological order, but does not take into
account that dirt may equally indicate social change or may even be used as a social strategy
by newly nsen social groups to build up and enforce new social hierarchies (cf. Loudon
1977, 170; Corbin 1996, 191-2, 196).
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In the passage in which Douglas addressed the question of why dirt is used in specific
rituals, she touched upon the parameter of time, which does not otherwise play a crucial
role in her interpretive approach. Dirt, she argued, moves through the stages of 'aformity’,
anomaly or matter-out-of-place, and ‘aformity’, and it is only in the transition between the
second and third phase that dirt functions in some rituals 'to make a unity of all experience
and to overcome distinctions and separations in acts of atonement'  While the
interpretation of rituals as mediators and reconcilers of classificatory oppositions is not a
genuine contribution, her life-cycle of dirt, addressing transformations which operate within
a given structure, goes beyond Lévi Straussian structuralism. However, as she does not
explicitly incorporate transformation processes in her model, she only draws attention to the

fact that structuralism has important implications for a historical approach.

Probably the most enduring contribution of Douglas in Purity and Danger was her body-
society analogy, in which she argued that 'the powers and dangers credited to social
structure are reproduced on the human body'.* As each culture has its own special risks
and problems, the particular bodily margins differ to which its beliefs attribute power.
Consequently, the quality of social relations may be inferred from bodily symbolism and in
particular from the way bodily orifices are treated. More specifically, an analysis of
polluuon beliefs may give insight into the degree to which a society fears that their
community boundaries are penetrated by enemies, existing internal power-relationships
between sexes, classes or castes, or are threatened by individuals or a group of persons who
do not fit into any category or fit into more than one.

Hodder

Douglas' interpretive framework and her physical body - social-body analogy in particular
was used by many scholars to study symbolic implicauons of bodily wastes and bodily
odours.” Hodder showed in various studies that this interpretive model can be applied in
order to understand and interpret spatial waste disposal patterns in settlement sites. More
specifically, he showed that they may be examined with a view to gaining insight into the
locations of the principal boundaries between the familiar and the strange, the 'self and the
‘other’, in terms of ethnic or social boundaries. In Domestication of Europe, Hodder (1990,
127) stated that 'in Linear Pottery society, the domus itself was the principal unit of social

3Use fdrt 'nriuals: Douglas 1995, 170. Cf. Turner 1962 (cited in Douglas 1995, 177), where he
interprets the Chihamba rituals to use paradox and contradiction to express truth which cannot be
expressed in another way Phases: Douglas 1995, 161.

*¥Douglas 1995, 116. Cf. Douglas 1995, 3-4, 141-59. - In Gennep's terms, different kinds of passages’
have a similar structure to Douglas’ notion of the body's onfices and, in Turner's terms, the indeterminacy
of a iminal state expresses vulnerability. - Applications of the body-state analogy include case studies by
Weiskel 1971; Marriott & Inden 1977; Duff-Cooper 1984; Tumer 1984; Vigarello 1988, 9; Woodbndge
1991; Dean-Jones 1994, 241-3; Mukhopadhyay & Seymour 1994.

¥Odour and social stranfication: e.g. Loudon 1977 (Europe); Seeger 1981 (South American Indians);
Corbin 1996 (Europe).
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life' and a 'self-defining productive unit', because discard is found immediately outside the
house, in pits along the walls and in particular towards the front of the house, while the
inside is kept relatively clean. The shift of dumping areas from outside the house to outside
the community boundaries are an indicator of an enrichment of the self from the household
to the entire community. In other case studies, Hodder (1982a; b) developed Douglas’
intellectual framework further and suggested that in periods of stress or competition social
or ethnic groups actively use their material culture, including dirty waste, to resolve their

conflicts, keep their integrity, negotiate power relations or settle societal changes.”™

Since Hodder used many more case studies than Douglas, he was able to shed light on the
variety of meanings that have come to be associated with waste disposal patterns. In the case
of the radical social group of the 1968-generation, for example, principles of negligence,
chaos and the removal of dirt and waste played an active role in the recognition and
signification of difference in opposition to the non-1968-people. These new attitudes to
dirt and waste, and their material correlates, may be interpreted as symbols of the radical
opposition of a new generation, since these cultural values and practices were consciously
used to create a social identity radically different from the generation trusting in cleanliness,
and to confront the non-1968-generation with their shared traditional and petty bourgeois
values. They may even be called symbols of ‘opposition without intended synthesis', to use
Miermeister's terminology (1998), as the 1968-generation was convinced that their (new)

way of life was superior to the life-style of their parents.

In the case of the spatial disposal patterns of the African Mesakin - who dispose of all
kinds of rubbish within their encircled living area (and allow their pigs, categorised as
polluting, to move freely and to defecate in the courtyard where women cook and where
both men and women eat), but keep the area immediately around the compound-wall clean
- Hodder (1982a, 66; 1982b, 159) explained the patterning as a strategy of an economically
dependent minority group to preserve its integrity. More specifically, he conceived of
discarding as a strategy to keep the economically superior Arabian tribes out of their social
lives by means of emphasising their threatening and averting character. Thus, Hodder
argued that the Mesakin used material symbols not to create and maintain oppositions, but
to protect cultural identity. The high wall surrounding the compound of the Mesakin is in
my point of view a powerful argument in favour of Hodder's ethnic symbolism. However,
the fact th t Mesakin men paint purifying ornaments on the walls, so that activities like food

processing can be carried out in the polluted living area, may point to internal social

*®Material culture symbolism: Hodder 1977; 1985a. Waste symbolism: Hodder 1982a, 62-5 (gypsies), cf.
Sutherland 1977; Hodder 1982a, 66, 91 and 1982b, 159-63 (Mesakin and Moro and waste); Miermeister
1998 (1968-generation and waste). More active approach: Durkheim and Mauss (cited in Paige & Paige
1981, 53; Ortner 1984, 137).
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conflicts between the sexes (Hodder 1982a, 185; 1982b 162). If so, the waste disposal

practices of the Mesakin would (also) have intra-societal implications.

In the case of British gypsies, who dispose of all sorts of waste outside their caravans,
while they keep the interior of their caravan clean and exactly follow their pollution rules,
Hodder (1982a, 62-3) explained the discard patterning in terms of a protective strategy:
'(...) Gypsies attempt to protect the inner self symbolically, by making a fundamental
distincion between the inside of the body and the outside. The outer skin with its discarded
scales, accumulated substances which are all potentially polluting, including hair, and waste
such as faeces. The outer body symbolises the outer public self as presented to Gorgios
who are themselves classified as dirty. The inner body symbolises the secret, the ethnic self.’
Schiffer (1987, 74) questioned Hodder's interpretation of rubbish heaps as protective walls
and pointed out that gypsies just follow patterns of waste disposal similar to other mobile
groups. These statements need not necessarily be opposed to each other, since people may
perceive of one and the same action differently at different times and in different situations.
More specifically, gypsies might not have changed the way in which they used to dispose of
their dirty waste, but have given the disposal of waste and the resulting spatial pattern a new
meaning in times of economic stress. If so, the rubbish heaps surrounding the caravans of
British gypsies also reflect and express internal social organisational differences
(mobile/settled). Comparing the boundary-protective disposal strategies of the British
gypsies and the Mesakin, it is obvious that they are not always related to the boundary zones
separating competitive societies (as in the case of the gypsies), but also to the inner sphere of
living of the society which is economically dependent on another. It may, therefore, be
concluded that dirty waste can be indicative for social tensions, but that there is no cross-

cultural patterning for inter-societal tensions

To conclude, Douglas' influential framework is sensitive both to cross-cultural and to
culture-specific concerns. It stressed that dirt must be examined within its cultural, social
and historical context. As Parker's study on pollution beliefs in ancient Greece has shown,
Douglas’ interpretive approach would allow for a complex contextual study of dirt and for
the reconstruction of parallel existing and competing classificatory systems in a single
culture at a given time. However, its inability to deal with social change and
transformational structures and its focus on one sub-category of waste make it inadequate as
a genera model for an archaeological study of changing waste management strategies in
ancient Greece. In his archaeologically useful development of Douglas' intellectual
framework, Hodder emphasised that meaning is constructed within historical contexts. He
also pointed out that dirty waste is used within social and ethnic strategies to a make an
implicit or explicit statement. In my opinion, lus boundary-as-strategy approach cannot be

applied to Greek discard patterning without modification. More specifically, the differences
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which can be explored in ancient Greece on the basis of excavation records are not between
social units, but between different public places, namely sanctuaries, settlements, agorai, and
cemeteries. Consequently, I favour an ana ysis of the symbolic involvement of spatial

disposal patterns in distinguishing the sacred and the profane in my own model.

Historical approaches

There are a number of studies examining the relationship between the social and the
individual body not as a static, synchronic ana ysis within small-scale societies, but in a more
historically- oriented perspective. These provide a diachronic, processual analysis that
explicitly addresses the issues of changes and transformations.

Deetz

Deetz (1977) noted in his archaeological study on patterns of waste disposal in North
America in the 18th century that changes of disposal practices from careless disposal
outside houses to disposal into square pits, often up to seven feet deep, went hand in hand
with other major changes in material culture, such as architecture (from an asymmetric,
open saltbox-house to a symmetric, Georgian house type), in household ceramics (from odd
pieces to entire services) and in the number of chamber-pots (from one item per household
unit to one per family member), as well as changes in religion, and eating habits (from
communal to separate eating places). These changes occurred synchronously across the
whole of colonial America Therefore, they may be more convincingly explained with
Deetz as reflecting the beginning of the new era of Enlightenment than with Schiffer (1972,
161-2) in terms of increasing population size and concentration. Deetz's work is important,
since he showed that seemingly autonomous activities, such as religion, philosophy, disposal
practices, and politics, are interrelated, and that changes in the social body also affect the
organisation of disposal practices and the use of disposal facilities. However, he did not
develop an explicit theoretical-methodological framework for explaining the general trends
towards order and control either on a micro or a macro level, and he did not address the

questions of the dynamics of these changes.

Elias

A framework, which explores the complex interrelation of the development of behaviour,
bodily impulses and emotional restraints, (including the discharge of bodily waste and waste
disposal practices,) with the development f pers nality structure and socio-political
transformations, in particular with state formation, was provided by Elias in The Cuwilising
Process, published in 1939. Although his process-model was developed on the basis of a
specific case study, European historical societies since the Middle Ages, he nevertheless
regarded it to be universally applicable and encouraged scholars from all disciplines to test
his ‘model of the development of humanity' (Elas 1987b, 226). In particular among the



CHAPTER 1 M

German and Dutch speaking countries, Elias' model gained much attention and was used as
an explanatory framework by archaeologists and historians alike (e.g. Burke 1991;
Neudecker 1994, 12; Wohrle 1996, 162). In the English speaking world, by contrast, his
work did not gain the attention and acknowledgement it deserved, since it was published at
the wrong time (1939), in the wrong place (Switzerland) and in the wrong language
(German). In fact, the emancipation of the increasing complexity of the instrument of
power as a research topic did not start in Great Britain with The Civilising Process, but with
Foucault's histories of punishment (1977) and of sexuality (1985).

For Elias (1987b, 228; cf. Parsons 1991), there are four ‘elementary functions' which are
common to all societies and which people belonging to a group have to fulfil for each other
and for the group as a whole, if they are to survive as a group. These universal functions
include control of violence, the 'economic function' (e.g. taxation, food provision), the
development of knowledge/orientation, and self-restraint. Although they are interlinked and
dependent on each other, they are relatively autonomous at the same time. These universals
play a central role in Elias' process-model, in which they are conceptualised as continuous
elements or processes. They operate not only at the inter-personal, but also at the inter-
group, intra-state, and inter-state level. The development they take, for instance towards
informalisation, specialisation, depersonalisation, centralisation, monopolisation or increase
of self restraint, is determined by the social 'figuration’. Under figurations Elias understands
changing patterns of interdependencies which weave people (both allies and opponents)
together. This interconnectedness of people is to be understood as 'a fluctuating, tensile
equilibrium, a balance of power moving to and fro, inclining first to one side and then to the
other' (Elias 1992a, 131, cf. Featherstone 1987, 203). As Elias displays great sensibility
towards fluctuations in power balances in human interdependencies, his figurational theory
has been called a relational theory of power (Featherstone 1987, 203), which has some
affinities to Foucault's theory of power (Arnason 1987).

In Europe, Elias suggested, the state formation processes resulted in the development of
the four universals towards a greater rationality, an increase in the quantity and quality of
the internalisation of self-restraint resulting in an efficient control of affects and bodily
functions; a reduction in the use of violence and so towards the creation of 'pro-social
situations. This trend did not follow a unilinear development, but rather developed in
phases or waves (e.g. Elias 1992b, 68 75; cf. Featherstone 1987, 204). In addition, this
long-term process was n t at all times a general process, which included all social strata and
both sexes.” In Europe, the aristocracy had a higher degree of self-constraint than the
middle-class, while women had a higher self constraint than men. In addition, degrees of

civilisation at a given time could also differ from country to country, as Elias (1992b, 129-

BStrata: Ehas 1992b, 342-50 Sex: Schroter 1997, 68.
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42) showed in his comparative study. They could further vary between the inter- and intra-
state level. The taming of violence within state-societies went hand in hand with the
relatively unbridled persistence of violence in relati ns between states (cf. Mennell 1987,
559).

Elias defined civilisation as a high degree of self-c nstraint and, thus, termed the societal,
behavioural and cognitive transformation processes i Europe, from the Middle Ages to the
20th century, 'Civilising Process(es). Owing to the association of superiority with these
terms, they have contributed to the misunderstanding of the work of Elias. Best known is
Duerr's (1998) critical statement that Elias would deny so-called primitive cultures a sense of
civilisation. A closer look at the use of these terms within the framework of Elias reveals
however that this is not the case. In his essay on time, Elias (1978b, 128-9) explicitly stated
that all societies require a certain degree of self-constraint from its individuals to function.
More importantly, Elias does not use these terms to classify different societies, but rather to
define a developmental continuum (Entwicklungskontinuitdt) within a given society (cf.
Schréter 1997, 79).

In his process-model embedded in figurational sociology, Elias did not deny the fact that
particular individuals perform intentional actions. However, owing to his preference of
‘people in the plural’ over ‘man in the singular' (Arnason 1987, 443), Elias conceived of
processes rather as long-term patterns of behaviour by multiple agents (cf. Flannery 1999,
18). As far as intentionality is concerned, Elias (1992b, 87) did not give much weight to the
success of the intentions and plans, because 'every social practice takes places in a stream of
unplanned, aimless, albeit structural processes on di erent intentional levels'. Forty years
after the publication of the Civilising Process, he became more radical and stated that the
human being is a process (Elias 1978a, 118).

Most applications of the Eliasian model have emphasised the complex regulation of
bodily impulses and gestures which amounted t a restructuring of personality and
disrespected the crucial intersection of these process-universals with configurational changes
(e.g. Burke 1991; Neudecker 1994, 12; Wohrle 1996, 162). This framework can also be
applied to waste management practices, since anthrop 1 gical and sociological studies have
shown that conceptual and behavioural changes did n t only alter concepts and practices of
bodily cleanliness, but als ways of bodily d'scharge and disposal of organic waste
(Vigarello 1988; Corbin 1996). Whether or not s cio-poliucal transformation processes
and changes in the personality structure and the Super-Ego affect recycling practices is not
clear and would need to be tested. Judging from Spahn's doct ral thesis (1977, esp. 65-6,
142, 174-7), the critical phases of socio-political transforma ions, resulting in changing

power distribution, social relations and integration and most probably also in changes of
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waste disposal and recycling practices, are as follows: Greek society in the age of Homer
and Hesiod may be called a pre-polis society, since the oiko¢ mattered more than the
moA1g and the latter tends to be mentioned only in unpleasant situations (cf. Walter 1993).
In the course of the archaic period, the domestication of the hero and the process of social
integration of the aristocracy on the one hand, and the increasing care and interest in the
community and the polis on the other amounted to processes of depersonalisation of the
exercise of power, monopolisation of physical force, and changes 1n ethics and values, from
individual-centred to community-centred ideals (cf. e.g. Hdt. 1.29-33; Finley 1992, 121;
Vischer 1965, 42-3). By the fourth century B.C., the citizen in the configuration of the
polis-community was the ideal and the norm and the demos set the normative ideals and
limits which were not to be crossed, at least in Athens (cf. Zanker 1995). In how far these
socio-political changes were linked to changes in waste management practices, for instance
in terms of changes in the degree of specialisation and formalisation involved in these
practices or the extent to which polis authorities engaged in controlling the organisation of

waste management would need to be examined.

To sum up, the Eliasian model is attractive for a diachronic analysis of waste management
practices, as it looks at long-term processes of social and political development in terms of
inter-state, intra-state, inter-group and interpersonal processes and their intersection with
changes in the personality structure. Elias' approach is also attractive as it claims to be
universally applicable, while taking into account culture-specific developments. In contrast
to Schiffer, he took great pain in defining his transcultural and universal elementary,
continuous processes. Elias did not explicitly address the question as to whether disposal of
waste or practices of recychng are to be seen as universals, as Schiffer did. However, as Elias
and hus scholars explored behavioural variability across time and cultures, he would

certainly agree that they are constants, if not universals.

Elias model explores only changes across time and not across space or contexts.
Interestingly, the lack of contextuality has only been brought up recently by Middlezweig
(1999), who pointed out that, in the Middle Ages, codes of behaviour varied considerably
between monasteries and pubs and that there were context-spec f'¢ thresholds of shame.
Consequently, the degree of self-constraint did not only differ from culture to culture, from
social group to social group or individual to individual in a given society at a given time, but
al fr m social situat n to social situauon or from context to con ext. In addition, I think
that Elias’ conceptualisation of the transformation of the social character in historic Europe
as civilising inevitably imposes a ranking upon societies of the world. Societies which went
through a social transformation different to Western Europe or which have a lower degree

of self-control than modern Westerners are not only different, they are inferior.
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Consequently, I would prefer a more neutral terminology like structured process or
development. This point of criticzsm is rather a matter of taste.

To conclude, this theoretical framework is generalising to the extent that it succeeds in
identifying the basic processes involved in the reproduction and transformation of waste
management practices across time It is at the heart of Elias' framework that socio-political
configurations are constantly in flux. Hence, used as an analytical framework, such a theory
provides insights into waste disposal and recycling strategies as transformation processes.
Consequently, Elias' model can only be used for exploring waste management practices
across time. Since Elias' model 1s not sensitive to social and cultural contexts, it does not
allow for a contextual approach and, thus, for an understanding of differences in the

manifestation of processes of disposal and recycling in one society at a particular time.

Corbin's The Foul and the Fragrant. Odour and the French Social Imagination, published
in 1982 is a notable contributon to an interesting genre he called ‘the history of
sensibilities’.  Courbin described the joined efforts of sanitary reformers and social
engineers to sniff out the sources of stench among the 'great unwashed' and thus, improve
public health in 19th-century France. Although his study is not explicitly linked to
Foucault's Theory of power (1977) or Elias' Civilising process, it could pass for a case-study
of both theoretical frameworks. Corbin showed, for example, that the lowering of the
thresholds of tolerance of bad odours in the Mid 18th-century France went hand in hand
with the regulation of cesspool emptying, the separation of beds and tombs, the requirement
for patients in hospitals to use the privies provided, the deodorisation of the body, the homes
and the cities, and - at least for the upper classes - a cautious washing with soap. He also
pointed out that that this progress was by no means uniform across the whole spectrum of
smells. His conclusions that these improvements in public health must be seen as more than
a milestone on the road of progress, and that cleanliness constituted a form of social control
structuring interactive relationships, recall Elias’ evolutionary civilising process on the one
hand, and his approach to interpret changing concepts of cleanliness in terms of changing
socio-political configurations, resulting in changing power balances, on the other. However,
in contrast to Elias, Corbin put much more emphasis on the active ways in which concepts of
cleanliness and behavioural cond ioning were used by people in power to maintain social
differences In his treatment of chlorine, for example, he emphasised the substantial effects
of the introduction of chlorine on speeding up the progress towards the bourgeois control
of the sense of smell' and the ca egorisation of the poor, who were unable to join 1n, not
only as different, but as undesirable. Thus, the 'secretions of poverty' were blamed for the
cholera epidemic in 1832, which had several non-poor victims, including Hegel (Corbin
1996, 143).
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Thompson
In a number of publications, Thompson (1969; 1971; 1979) discussed his Rubbish Theory

that provides an understanding of the creation and destruction of value and seeks to explain
the mechanism bringing about the shuft in the valuation of objects as valuable/non-rubbish
to valueless/rubbish. In his terminol gy and conceptualisation of rubbish as an anomalous,
indefinable and invisible element, a 'cultural category' and 'an integral part of the system' as
well as his focus on cultural and social boundaries, his approach was indebted to Douglas
(Thompson 1970, 918; 1979, esp. 88, 90, 91, 107). However, with his acknowledgement
that stable and unstable tendencies coexist in a society (Catastrophe Theory) and his
research interest in the social forces behind 'boundary dynamics', he went an important step
further than Douglas, who focused on boundary maintenance strategies (e.g. pollution

avoidance and taboos) and Perception Theory (Douglas 1968, 338-9).

Thompson (1969, 558; 1979, 2, 8, 92, 116) distinguished three possible kinds of value
which can be ascribed to items, namely transience (in which value is declining), rubbish (nil
or negative value) and durability (in which value is increasing). Rubbish occupies space in
the world and can be used by people in the same way as any other item. It is deemed,
however, by common agreement to be culturally and, as Carman (1990, 204) pointed out,
textually invisible and non-existent. Thus, rubbish may be said to operate in a social
environment at a level below that of discourse. Objects which are held by cultural
convention to be rubbish include outdated fads in popular decoration, decrepit motor
vehicles, slum housing, an unfashionable desk whose function and context of use was

altered, and a desk sold at a second hand furniture shop (cf. Carman 1990, 197-8).

The categories of transience and durability do not only define the nature of objects and
architectural structures, but also people's attitudes towards them. The valuations 'durable’
and ‘transient’ are based on fixed assumptions in which a person's categorisation of the
object determines the action he takes towards it. Accordingly, an old car will be treated
differently from a Red Label Bentley, although physically these may be identical. Whereas
not much effort is invested in a car of a bad condition, an enormous amount of time and
money is diverted to restore the former glory of a Red Label Bentley (Thompson 1969,
559). For Thompson (1970, 917; 1979, 7, 97), rubbish, on the contrary, is a region of
flexibility: 'it is clear that one man's rubbish can be another man's desirable object; that
rubbish, like beauty, is in the eye of the beholder.' Its valuation is dependent on the action
t wards these objects, ideas and people. Accordingly, a slum occupied and restored by a
Knocker-Through' becomes a period town-house. The invisibility of rubbish renders it an

1deal tool for manipulation to restructure expectations of and ideas about the world.
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These three categories of values are part of a transformation model, which Thompson
(1979, 114) called the rubbish triangle. They can, therefore, be conceptualised as phases
through which objects pass (pl. 2.1). In Thompson's scheme, no item can pass from one
value-region to another without passing through the intermediate phase of rubbish on the
way (Thompson 1969, 559). While it is quite a common phenomenon that transient objects
become rubbish and subsequently durable, he stated that is quite unusual that durable items
pass the phases of rubbish to become transient. In his earlier publications, Thompson
(1969, 559) stated that objects pass from the transient category to the rubbish category by
the combined processes of obsolescence (the result of technological evolution) and of
dilapidation (the result of its being accepted and treated as transient). Things pass from the
rubbish region to the durable region due to the effects of restoration (requiring tme,
money, and faith on the part of the owner). In his study of 1979, he went a step further and
gave a sociological explanation for the phenomenon of sudden boundary shifts between
non-rubbish and rubbish. They are the outcome of unpredictable changes in social 'forces'
and social 'pressures’, Thompson (1979, esp. 11-2, 102, 171, 212) suggested, operating both
on the micro- (the individual) and the macro-level (the totality) and bringing about sudden

jumps in the world-views of individual and/or large-scale ideological shifts.

Thompson's conceptualisation of rubbish in his 'category theory' is innovative, yet not
unproblematic. To begin with, he subsumes under the term 'rubbish’ objects to which
different kinds of values are ascribed, including 'valueless' and 'dirty'. This may cause
definitional and conceptual problems. More specifically, it is not clear whether household
waste in Western Europe may be called rubbish or not. While it is dirty and beyond
discourse, it is not rubbish in the sense of nil value, as households pay for its removal.
Similarly, second hand furniture sold in a shop may be called rubbish, because it is
considered unfashionable. At the same time, however, it has a market value and its existence
is not doomed to invisibihity. In addition, it is not always true that actions bring about
boundary shifts on a practical level (and that rubbish has no value). With the statement that
household rubbish is considered ‘either too valuable or too troublesome to be simply
discharged right out of the system', Thompson (1970, 918) acknowledged the primacy of
attitudes over actions and the value of the objects under discussion, both characteristics for

the durable or transient phase rather than the rubbish phase.

In terms of the transformation model, I d ubt that every object has to pass through the
transient/rubbish/transient sequence. 1 agree with Thompson that restoration of slum
housing by a 'Knocker-Through may be interpreted in terms of a shift from rubbish to
durable. In the view of the 1nhabitants of this building, however, the jump would have been

from the transient to the durable phase.
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The rubbish-triangle is embedded into a processual life-cycle (pl. 2.2), similar to those of
Schuffer (1972), Appadurai (1986) and Marshall & Gosden (1999). In accordance with this
dynamic model, the conceptualisation and treatment of items as transient, rubbish, or
durable occurs in the phase 'goods in circulation’, which is an intermediate phase between
production (when objects come into being) and consumption (when objects cease to exist).
Rubbish may not only be the result of shifting objects out of the transient phase. Rubbish
may also result directly from production processes and includes by-products of
manufacturing processes, industrial waste products, and products of the human body such as
excrement, urine and vomit (Thompson 1970, 917). The main criteria for production-
rubbish is its uselessness (Thompson 1970, 917). The usage of the termn consumption in the
sense of removal from circulation is quite confusing and may be better substituted by the
term disposal. Accordingly, rubbish and used-up transients are disposed of, while durables
ideally last forever and, therefore, never enter the disposal phase. Waste matter may serve as
secondary material for the production of a new itcm, which then would pass through the

different phases.

There are a number of difficulties with this model. First, the model implies that
consumption, production and the transient/rubbish/durable sequence are of the same nature.
This is, however, not the case, since production and consumption are behavioural categories,
while durable and transient are both conceptual and behavioural categories.  Since
Thompson emphasised that attitudes towards objects define the ways in which they are
treated, at least in the case of transient and durable objects, they would need to be positioned
before the use category. The tension between category theory and transformation model is
also reflected in the different classificatory qualities attributed to rubbish. While anything
valueless and covert, yet still in use, characterises rubbish in the category theory, it is
characterised as anything useless that may be of use in the future for a purpose other than
its original in the transformation theory. Second, Thompson's dynamic model - as Schiffer
bef re him - does not consider the fact that objects that were removed from circulation can

reenter the use phase, for example, by scavenging.

To conclude, the focus on the transfer of an object from a period of use and declining
value to one of preservation and increasing value, as well as the focus on physically durable
things, made Thompson's model attractive and useful for archaeological heritage studies
(Carman 1990, 197-202; 1996, esp. 27-9). It is, however, of limited value for an
archaeological study of waste management, giving primary importance to practices rather
than objects. I consider Elias' Civilising Process a far more fruitful approach than

Thompson's Catastrophe Theory.
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Post-processual archaeologv, dirty-theory, sxmbolism and theory of practice

At the end of the 1970s and during the 1980s’, the theoretical approaches known as post-
proce sualism, anti-processualism or post-positivist have gradually come to dominate
prehistoric archaeology, in Great Britain at least, and have had a major influence elsewhere.
These approaches are important als with respect to the study of waste management,
introducing a number of new aspects into this field of research. Before discussing their

specific relevance for my thesis, I will first give a brief overview of their general points.

Post-processualism can be understood as a British reaction to American New
Archaeology. More specifically, this movement emerged out of the dissatisfaction with the
conceptual framework of logical empiricism, while drawing on positions which relate to the
critical human sciences (e.g. Hodder 1985a; Tilley 1989, 185). It is a part of post
processualism that there is no formalised body of theory and practitioners have favoured
philosophical positions, which range from Marxism to hermeneutics, semiotics and
structuralism, and even to post-structuralism and post-modernism. Post-processualists also
presented divergent views on how to interpret and understand material culture. For instance,
whereas Hodder (1985a; 1987; 1990) and Barrett (1987) suggested that a contextual
archaeology provides a new logic for archaeological interpretation, Shanks and Tilley
(1987a) suggested a plurality of archaeologies. Thus, it would be inappropriate to
hypothesise the existence of a 'school’ with agreed formal definition or limits. As Hodder
(1991b, 37) suggested, it might be more accurate to talk of a post-processual phase in the
development of anthropology and archaeology.

Although the following sample of post-processual attitudes is by no means representative
for all practitioners, it summarises in a way the alternative interests and stances taken in
response to the behavioural archaeol gists' concepts of (1) culture, (2) the role of the

individual, and (3) explanation.

(1) Post-processualists argue that more importance has to be placed on the non-empirical
dimension, consisting of rules, dispositional factors, attitudes, emotional processes, as well as
symbolism, and the interrelation of social relationships with material culture (e.g. Conkey &
Spector 1984, 24). Consequently, they have substituted the term ‘behaviour' with the term
'action, which includes intentionality and meaning. A post-processual oriented analysis of
waste management would regard disposal and recycling practices as social y-informed and
symbolically-informed activities and would focus on the symbolism and socio-cultural
meaning of waste and recycled items. It would examine the interdependence of disposal
practices with concepts of and attitudes towards dirt (dirt-theory) and the social order, in

particular gender relations.” The relation between material culture and the non-empirical

“Duirt-theory: Hodder 1995, 3. Post-proces ualism and gender studies: Engelstadt 1991
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dimension is seen as reflexive, i.e. social reality represents the non-empirical dimension
(consisting of rules, dispositional factors and social relationships), but at the same time
constitutes it." Consequently, the material culture remains become important in the process
of understanding both material and non-material aspects of life and, in particular, the social
strategies and ideologies of producers and owners of material cultures. This point of view
has three implications. First, it implies that material culture may be actively used to
influence and manipulate other social agents' perceptions. This aspect was already
recognised by Xenophon, when he stated that building programmes were adequate means of
creating the impression of prosperity and security.”” Second, different social agents may
interpret material culture differently, as their biographies and their social background vary.
Consequently, archaeologists should strive for the production of many views and attempt to
form a plurality of interpretations of material culture rather than a single view. Third, as the
frame of meaning changes over time, new perceptions of material culture may emerge.
Some post-processualists would also argue with Elias that the social configuration of those
writing archaeology must be considered, as it shapes the conceptual framework they use in
reconstructing the history of ancient and present societies and influences the type of

interpretation that seems plausible.*

In contrast to the processual interest in cross-cultural analogies, generalities and laws,
post-processualists hope to stress diversity rather than similarity between past societies.
They tend to see all behaviour as specific to its place and time. Following an extreme point
of view of cultural relativism, cross-cultural analogies should be avoided, because material
culture can only have value or meaning within its 'frame of meaning' (Giddens 1976, 142;
Hodder 1995, 8).

(2) Relatively new to archaeology is the emphasis of some post-processualists on the
reflexive relationship between human agency and social structure. This concern in
archaeological thought goes back to Giddens, who proposed a theory of ‘the knowledgeable
social actor’ (Giddens 1979; 1984). The expression refers to the assumption that any social
actor knows to a great extent how society operates and is more or less capable of reasserting,
manipulating, or transforming those rules within a given social situation (Giddens 1979, 49-
95; cf. Johnson 1989, 191-2). Although post-processualists are unified in stressing the
importance of the dialectical relationship between structure and agency and in rejecting
functional explanations of social action as 'manifestly inadequate' (Shanks & Tilley 1992,

“'Reflexivity: e.g. Bourdieu 1977, 91; Moore 1986; Scholte 1988; Wiessner 1989; Hodder 1992, 12-6;
Melas 1993, 373. Meaningful constitution of matenial culture: e.g. Hodder 1992, 161; 1995, 3; Barton &
Clark 1993,

“X. Poroi 6.1. Cf. Th. 1.10.2; 6.16.1-3; Linders 1996 (ritual display’). In the Accadian ‘Empire’ (D.
Matthews pers. comm.), monumental architecture emerged at times of political weakness, probably to
demonstrate strength.

“Post-processuahists: Moore 1982, 74-5; Tilley 1991; Engelstadt 1991, esp. 505.  Classical
archaeologists: Borbein 1979, esp. 102; Kalpaxis 1990, 1993.
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1), they are divided regarding the notion of the status of the human subject. Hodder, at one
end of the scale, conceived of social actors as active individuals who 'use a myriad of means,
including material culture symbolism, to create new roles, to redefine existing ones and to
deny the existence of others'.* A similar stance was taken by Barrett (1987) who argued for
active social agents using material culture as a means to create an understanding of
themselves as social agents. These conceptualisations of the social agents are, in my
understanding, rooted to much in our modern Western world view. They may not be
applicable to all societies, as the individual is not a cross-cultural category (Carrithers er al
1985; Johnson 1989, 190) and not all people may be in the position of post-modern people
to change roles and create identities. At the other end of the scale, Shanks and Tilley (1987,
61-78; 1992 116-34, esp. 116) seem to pick up an Eliasian viewpoint when they state that
‘individuals are competent and knowledgeable while at the same time their action is situated

within unacknowledged conditions and has unintended consequences'.

(3) Post-processualists explain material culture variability in terms of social actors who
have different attitudes, world-views, social biographies and pursue different social goals.

Change is interpreted as the intended or unintended consequence of social actions.

In the following paragraphs, I will consider the implications these approaches may have
for the study of waste management. This will be achieved by concentrating on two studies
dealing with waste disposal, which may be termed post-processual because of their emphasis
on cognitive factors, Structuration Theory, agency and symbolism. Owing to my own
interest 1n waste management practices in ancient Greece, I have selected studies touching
upon an anthropology or archaeology of practice.*” While Moore's (1982; 1986) discussion
on spatial discard patterns of waste in settlements of the Endo, Kenya, is not explicitly linked
to a theory of practice, Hill's (1992; 1995; 1996, cf. Hansen 1998) discussion developed a
theoretical framework for distinguishing discarded settlement litter from deliberately and

carefully placed ritual deposits in Iron Age settlements.

Moore
In her study of the Endo, Moore (1986, 102) observed that ash from the fire, animal dung
and chaff from finger millet and sorghum were disposed of separately from each other and

from the remaining waste (fig. 1).

“Hodder 1995, 8. 1 wonder how this view fits with Hodder's (1995, 164) definition of material culture as
a coherent, structured, and systematic effect of histoncal meanings in the material world. Equally,
Hodders 1990, 84) explanation for excluding certain finds from Neolithic houses from his definition of
domus is based on coherence and statistical pattems and not on the active individual social agent who
manipulates material culture.

“Hill 1995, 6, 126.Emphasis on symbolism" e g. Hoffman 1974 (early Dynastic Egypt); Whitelaw 1991
(Greece).



CHAPTER 1 by

Fig. 1: Localisation of waste in a typical Endo compound

Ash, chaff and dung were not discarded outside the compound, like all the other waste, but
remained inside. The cultural significance of these waste types is further stressed by not
referring to them with a collective term for discard, but by referring to their distinct names.
Moore (1986, 60-3) pointed out that the disposal patterns of these three waste categories
were interlinked with the most important social relation among the Endo, the relaton
between the sexes, in three respects. First, they resulted from gender-specific activities.
While ash and chaff resulted from the female activities of cooking and winnowing, dung was
produced by the goats which men looked after. Second, ash and chaff were disposed of in
the female area of the compound, dung exclusively in the male part of the compound.
Third, women were buried near chaff and men near dung. Moore (1986, 167), therefore,
concluded that the disposal practices of ash, chaff and dung constituted and were con tituted
by ideology and, more specifically, the social relationship between the sexes. The mdle and
the female were not only conceptualised as distinct categories, but are also ascribed different
social values. Whereas dung, as a metaphor for male activities and values, carried a positive
connotation, ash was conceived of as dirty and polluting and would, therefore, never be
disposed of by men. Thus, disposal practices of ash and dung may be seen as reflecting and

maintaining social inequalities.

More direct contact with the modern nation-state of Kenya brought about observable
changes in traditional pre uge systems, ideology, including gender relations, as well as
material culture, such as h use types, organisation of space and waste disposal practices
(Moore 1986, 143-5). As far as waste disposal patterns are con erned, the new life-st. e and
the new social values resulted in no longer segregating ash, chaff and dung. At the same
time, families which were successful in the new system mixed ash and dung to 1gnify
modernity. In this case study, change in the way of thinking, 1ving and acting, was forced

upon the Endo by the state. Theses changes may be explained with the Eliasian model as a
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change in power-relations between the state and social groups. Interestingly, they did not
lead to a taming of the Endo and an increase in self-restraint, but simply to an increasing

homogenisation of spatial disposal patterns of different waste types.

To conclude, Moore showed that disposal practices can be symbolically-informed and
may constitute, and be consututed by, social reality and ideology. More specifically, her
study highlighted that systematic analysis of spatial waste disposal patterns may reveal
insight into the non-empirical dimension of a society, including its conceptualisation of
waste as a homogeneous or non-homogeneous category and its economic and social
organisation. With respect to the European practice of separating garbage (i.e. wet organic
matters) from the waste stream for feeding the pigs, it can be concluded that spatial and
linguistic separation from other waste matters may also occur on the basis of intended
recycling practices. As soon as garbage was no longer fed to pigs, the term garbage was
used synonymously with waste, because they were indeed considered the same (contra
Rathje & Murphy 1992, 9). These observations may allow for the formulation of the
following two hypotheses: In societies in which a significant number of, or the majority of,
items and materials are not discarded together at one spot and have a special term, there
does not exist a homogeneous and abstract category of waste, drawing on notions of
unwantedness and discard. Only post-industrialised and post-capitalist societies, tending to
stress the non-value of discard rather than its possible recycling value (Thompson 1979;
Illich 1989, 28; Sommer 1990, 49), have a homogeneous and abstract concept of waste.
This latter point will be discussed in more detail under II.5.

Similarly to Hodder, Moore conceived of disposal patterns as an analytical tool for the
detection of social tensions and, in particular, asymmetric power relations. However, while
Hodder focused on tensions between societies, Moore drew attention to intra-societal
tensions. In addition, while Hodder touched upon the spatial distribution of dirty waste
only, Moore considered different qualities of waste such as dirty, highly valued, unwanted.
In ancient Greece, tensions between the sexes did not seem to have been the most important
social relation, at least in pre-Hellenistic Athens (cf. e.g. Dean-Jones 1994, 243-7). Far
more important from the Homeric period onwards were ‘class' inequalities. Therefore, a
study of class-related disposal patterns may be more fruitful for ancient Greek society than
the analysis of engendered disposal patterns. As I have already pointed out in connection
with H dder’s studies, it may also be interesting to analyse systematically the interrelations
of disposal patterns and the homogeneity of waste with the ideology of different public

places, including sanctuaries, settlements, agorai and cemeteries.
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Hill

In contrast to Moore who illustrated how disposal practices may function to maintain
fundamental assumptions concerning the social order, Hill focused on the way in which
depositional practices were performed in the Iron Age of Wessex with a view to gaining
insight into the classification and valuation of deposits, and the valuation of, and attitudes
towards, items found in them, such as potsherds or animal bones. More precisely, Hill
discussed in his Ph.D. thesis and some smaller publications (1992; 1995; 1996) a model for
distinguishing rubbish (which results from discarding material from daily domestic activities
in the manner of an 'routine refuse maintenance strategies') from ritual (which results from
depositing material from specific social actions in special ways; cf. Hill 1995, 2, 10, 22, 98,
112; 1996, 22, 28). As it is Hill's central concern to evaluate the significance of specific
archaeological finds, the main research question put by Hill in the handy phrase 'ritual and
rubbish' may be more precisely rephrased with the title of 1998' autumn conference of the
Sussex Archaeological Society 'Ritual or rubbish in the first Millennium B.C.".

It may be worth stressing, however, that both of the questions asked by English
prehistorians 'Is it ritual or rubbish? and 'Is it a ritual or rubbish deposition?' use as
antonyms two incompatible terms. In fact, they confuse cause and effect®:

ritual/votive deposit ~ comtaiming special stems  resulting from ritual (action producing it and/or way of disposal)

rubbish deposit contairung ordinary items  resulting from routine (action producing it and/or way of disposal)

Fig. 2: Ritual or rubbish

If rubbish is defined as the 'matenial (...) result of daily routine refuse maintenance
strategies’ (Hill 1996, 22), then artefacts and ecofacts which entered the archaeological
record by being disposed of in a disunct form are the equivalent counterpoint to rubbish.
Equally, if emphasis is put on ritual conceptualised as the context and the way in which
artefacts and ecofacts entered the archaeological record, then routine has to be its opposite.
Consequently, the question originally asked, is it ritual or rubbish, may be more precisely
rephrased in the following ways. Placing emphasis on the action involved, the question is
either 'was the archaeological item or ginally used in or a by-product of an everyday or a
ritual activity?' or 'was it a ritual or routine practice that put artefacts in the ground?'.
Putting emphasis on the result of these actions the question may be rephrased as 'is it a ritual
or rubbish deposit’. To rephrase the question using the term 'rubbish’ is far more difficult,
since Hill has never explicitly named its counterpoint. One possible way of putting the

question could be 'is it rubbish or a vouve deposit'.

“For prehistorians the patterning of artefacts m the archaeological record plays a crucial role in identifying
rubbish and non-rubbish. Consequently, Hill probably did not confuse physical remains and action, but
cause and effect, since the stratigraphic evidence reflects directly the way the items bave been disposed of,
at least under ideal circumstances.
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On a theoretical level, Hill (1995, 98-101, 123; 1996, 25-7) applied Giddens' analytical
framework of different levels of conscious practices to distinguish formal depositional
process from habitual daily practices. For Hill (1995, 98), 'ritual activities belong to the
realm of 'discursive consciousness', i.e. ‘a level of awareness determined by the ability to put
things 1nto words', while 'routine activities' operate in the realm of 'practical consciousness',
i.e. 'what actors know (believe) about social conditions of their own actions, but cannot
express (Cohen 1989, 286; cf. Giddens 1984, 41-4). On a more methodologically-
informed level, Hill drew on the notion of ritualisation, to distinguish everyday depositional
processes from those aiming at an explicit reproduction of cultural norms in the
archaeological record. From the perspective of ritualisation, the significance of the
'symbolically dominant' acting lies not in being an entirely separate way of acting, but in
how they constitute themselves as different and in contrast to 'conventional' activities (Bell
1992, 90-1, 220). Or, as Hill (1996, 27) put it in a more Giddens-oriented phrasing: ritual is
a social practice which draws on and reproduces 'structures, habituses, like other practices, if
in a somewhat different manner'. The distinctions between regular eating and the Christian
eucharistic meal for example, consist in the distinctive periodicity of the meal, insufficiency
of the food for physical nourishment and a high degree of formality and fixity (Bell 1992,
90-1). Following Hill, the differentiation of the ritualised act of disposal from Hill's so-
called ‘just’ or 'simple’ waste disposal includes the degree of consciousness and care involved,
the (in)significance of the location of the deposition for a society, to a certain extent, the
frequency with which a pattern occurs in the archaeological record. When Hill (1995, 71)
argued that a deposit containing, among other finds, twelve thigh bones of cattle in one
layer is a ritual deposit accounted for by the large scale of meat consumption at one
occasion, he applied the principle of differentiation to the action producing the items found
in assemblages.” As it is essential to Hills methodology to identify differentiation and
variati n from everyday practices, his argument is based on coherence and the development
of patterns. Owing to this theoretical-methodological approach, Tschauner (1996) accused
him of relying on New Archaeology methodology.

Hill s conceptualisation of ritual activity in terms of what Bell (1992, 74) calls ritualisation
is more appropriate for hus purposes than the traditional definition of ritual as a formal,
stereotyped and repetitive social action which had been put forward by some archaeologists
(e.g. Levy 1982; Richards & Thompson 1984; Renfrew 1985; Luff 1996). The perspective
of nitualisation also allows to avoid the pr fane and sacred dichotomy, as Shanks (1997,

169) pointed out, which has been considered inappropriate for ancient Greece for a long

“"Hill uses the term rubbish in two different ways. It may be used to descnibe either the physical output of
a daily meal, which has nor yet been discarded Hill 1996, 27) or an object which has already been
discarded (Hill 1996, 22). Both are outputs of rou ne actions and thus related to the everyday sphere, but
at different stages of the model. The distinction 1s important, since not all ‘domestic rubbish’ has to be
disposed of in a habitual manner. Therefore, I have substituted Hill's term rubbish meaning domestc
rubbish with butchery waste.
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time (e.g. Walter-Karydi 1985, 100-1; Connor 1988; Stihler 1993, 5; but Wasilewska 1993,
471). The conceptualisation of ritual and ritualisation respectively as difference and
contrast may be applicable to settlement studies, but not to cemetery studies. At cemeteries,
ritual deposition of human bodies is the norm, while the discard of dead corpses is the
exception (cf. Cullen 1999; app. F; II1.5.1). The definition of differentiation in terms of
different degrees of consciousness introduced a new distinction which is not as clear-cut as
necessary for an archaeological application. When the mainstream interpretation can be a
matter of 'negotiation’, as Hill (1995, 112; 1996, 28) stated, ritual and routine actions, and
votive and rubbish deposits, are not necessarily exclusive categorisations. They are rather a
matter of perspective and may even be different layers of a specific cultural action. For
instance, the act of killing sacrificial animals for a Greek blood offering might be a routine
action for a priest, but this need not necessarily mean that he is unable to discuss what he is
doing. In addition, I do not see why intentionality is only a distinctive feature of ritual. A
butcher, for example, must also decide how many animals he will have to slaughter for one
day and when this should take place. I do not appreciate Hill's definition of ritual as an
explicit and overt reproduction of cultural norms and structures, and routine as an implicit
reproduction of cultural norms and structures, and I disagree with Hill's underlying
assumption that only items and materials deriving from everyday activities can be carelessly
thrown away. For instance, at the end of the Adonia, a private festival celebrated mainly by
courtesans and concubines in their dwellings at summer-time, the flower-pots into which the
miniature gardens had been planted, were thrown away once they had fulfilled their purpose
(cf. IV.3.1). In this case, the transformational aspect is stressed and the original phrase
ritual or rubbish’ may be rephrased as 'from ritual to rubbish’. In other cases, in which
sacrificial remains were treated as ordinary waste, the link between ritual and physical results
may no longer have been obvious, for instance when they were deposited for a third or
fourth time.* Consequently, I think that discarding practices signify the discarded objects
as unwanted or worthless at the time of their disposal, but do not allow us to reconstruct any

valuation of items for their use-life.

On a practical level of 1dentfying rubbish and votive deposits, I think that the principle of
differentiation and speciality may not work in all cases to identify ritual activity. The ash,
chaff and dung disposed of by traditional Endos are clearly disposed of differently to cans,
but I think it would be wrong to identify the disposal of these substances as ritual deposition
and the substances themselves as ritual deposit. Similarly, the cautious way in which nuclear
waste is treated nowadays stands in a sharp contrast to the way in which everyday's rubbish is
being discarded. It would be wrong, however, to classify nuclear waste as ritual waste. Hill's

hypothesis that unusual disposal patterns are indicative of ritual waste has to be modified as

“80n the difficulties involved n the reconstruction of the original function and significance of finds that
were not found in primary (de facto) waste disposal deposits cf. Ascher 1977, 237; Schiffer 1987, 121-39
(noise).
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follows: special waste, such as dangerous waste or waste that has a symbolic connotation is
disposed of differently.

To conclude, Hill's framework for determining the nature and origin of archaeological
finds has become quite popular in prehistory, Roman Archaeology and zooarchaeology
(e.g. Clarke 1997; Rudling 1997; Richardson 1997, but Cullen 1999). At first sight, his
research interest, together with his focus on disposal activities seemed attractive also for a
study of waste management studies with respect to the identification of rubbish deposits in
Greek sanctuaries, settlements, agorai and cemeteries. However, for reasons discussed
above, I consider his conceptual basis as inadequate to reconstruct the significance of single
finds and find assemblages. I consider the traditional conceptualisation of waste as
unwanted and useless objects much more persuasive for the identification of waste deposits.
Accordingly, carelessly disposed of objects (cf. Donderer 1991-2; Ginister in press) or the
content of never-collected pits with metal scrap (e.g. Ramage 2000, 86) may be called waste.

1.2.2 Synthesis

The underlying philosophical presuppositions of processual and post-processual approaches

have been perceived as fundamentally different for a long time.* Due to the newly arisen
interest in approaches combining the universal with a culture specific approach (e.g. Drewett
1982; Bell 1992, 69; Hubert 1994, 11), the phase of synthesis emerged, drawing on the
insight that the two different theoretical stances and modes of analyses are not necessarily
opposed to each other. Bintliff, for instance, stated that the 'old antagonism between the
New Archaeological and the Post-processual programme (sic!) is unproductive'.® He did
not, however present a synthesised theoretical-methodological framework, but rather picked
out eclecucally some points of either perspective and discussed their validity. An
integraon of both approaches can be achieved, if they are reinterpreted as research
oriented strategies which bias researchers' expectation on the type of answers that will make
understandable their subject matter and which are operating on different levels of scientific
thought.®® This enables me to embed processual methodology in theoretical problems
derived from post-processual archaeology, aiming at the reconstruction of the rich

intellectual and cultural life of human beings.

Although I rejected Schiffer's scientific model of the archaeological record as inadequate,
I think that behavioural archaeologists were right in pointing out that the archaeological

“On the deswre 1o establish clear lines of demarcation between New Archaeology and Post-processual
Archaeology cf. e.g. Thomas 1995, 344. Schiffer & Skibo 1997, for example, took note of post-
processual re ponses to their work in the bibliography, but escape a discussion by stating that their
approach is the right one.

*Bmnthff 1998 38. Cf. Hodder 1991b, 38; 1992, 172; Preucel 1991, 28; Yoffee & Sherratt 1993; Hill
1995, esp. 2 Tschauner 1996.

5 Cf. Alexander 1987, 1-21, esp. diagram 1.2.

S
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record is no 'fossilized' record (e.g. Schiffer 1976, 11). Therefore, I conceive of statements
regarding the representativeness of archaeological data and authenticity of spatial patterns as
a preliminary step to structural or contextual archaeology's interpretation of meaning of
past material symbols (cf. Patrick 1985, 56). These explicit statements are as crucial for
archaeological research as 'source criticism' for historical research. When mixed bone
deposits are interpreted, it would be necessary to find out whether they resulted from
erosion, multiple interments at one point in time, or from adding-in later bodies and
pushing aside earlier ones (cf. Hodder 1990, 237). Post-processual studies, which tend to
disrespect environmental effects and other transformational processes, risk losing their
credibility (cf. I1.1.2). For instance, Hamilton's (1997) study of prehistoric pit patterns in
England with respect to their visible interconnectedness and their character (public versus
private) is in my point of view not at all convincing, as she did not ask the important

question as to whether the ancient landscape was as bare of woods as it is nowadays.

Methodologically, I follow - as indeed do most post-processualists - the processual
argument of coherence and pattern fitting (Tschauner 1996). On a theoretical level,
however, my integrated model is built on the post processual concept of culture and rejects
Behavioural Archaeology's concept of culture, which is a core feature in the explanatory
model of Schiffer. It does not aim at reconstructing only the dominant discourse, as
Douglas (1995) did, but also the discourses of sub-cultures (cf. Thompson 1979; Elias
1992a; b). My framework acknowledges that there are behavioural necessities that unify
humanity, since they can be found in all cultures of all known places on earth, and at all
times and that the practices of discard and recycling, beside eating and drinking, are to be
seen as universal.” In this synthesising approach, the 'process’ vision of the past is combined
with that of agency (Leeuw & Torrence 1989, 10; Flannery 1999). Consequently, the
concepts of discard and recycling may be perceived as impersonal processes or as socially

integrated, intentional and meaningful activities.

This approach allows for cross-cultural comparisons and provides one way to maintain a
universalist position by also clearing at the same time the obstacle of universal rationality as
proposed by Lévi-Strauss (1969), followed by Schiffer (1987), and modified, among others,
by Horton (1982) and Renfrew (1994; Renfrew & Bahn 1991; Renfrew & Scarre 1996).
This argument attaches explanatory importance to context, concepts, dirt-theory and
meaning, so that the non-empirical dimension, (that is to say historical, cultural, and social
schemes which lie behind concrete practices,) is considered. It takes into account that

individuals are social agents with intentions and that material culture is meamingfully

*Binford (1978) suggested in his famous study of the archaeological patterning of waste produced by
people sitting around a hearth, the basic universal would be the patterning of discard. This is not true,
bevause the placing around an open-air hearth is too much dependent on factors like weathering wind) or
social order. It is rather the activity of 'tossing’ items that are no longer wanted items that is a universal.
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constituted. Maintaining a universalist position does not necessarily mean that a past-as-
same or a homogenous world view is reinforced, since it is not the use of invariable,
universal laws of behaviour per se, as Hill (1992, 59) assumed, that have prevented
processual archaeologists from perceiving the past as different, but rather the loose use of
these principles and the playing down of differences as mere anomalies (e.g. Schiffer 1972,
160). A contrastive past may be reconstructed when behavioural universals are used to
highlight similarities and differences between contexts, such as sanctuaries and cemeteries,
or urban and rural places, or rich and poor people. Universals which account for cultural
and contextual variability ought to be fixed in character on the behavioural level and ‘elastic’
enough on the post-processual level (cf. Casey 1996, 29).

Such ‘elastic universals' are, for example, 'funeral practices' as well as eating and
drinking.” Although eating and drinking activities as such are universal, the social and
cultural context within which eating and drinking takes place, and the rules and manners
associated with these activities, are culturally shaped and underlie processes of
transformation.™ For example, during the Middle Ages it was common in Europe to share
one drinking cup and to eat out of one pan with one's hands. Consumption debris was
thrown to the ground of the living room. Besides the context within which eating and
drinking takes places the variety of food consumed by a society as well as the time at which
it is appropriate to consume certain food is affected by cultural values, rules and collectively
shared tastes. Whereas it is quite common to consume a fish dish in the morning in Asian
countries, this is seen as appropriate only as lunch or dinner in European countries. Wine is
acceptable in European countries as a drink for lunch or dinner, but it is not acceptable as a
drink in the morning Furthermore, certain combinations of food and drinks are favoured
in different cultures, for example white wine and fish, and red wine and beef (Douglas 1984,
249-75). Lastly, certain food or liquids may be consumed because of specific values

ascribed to them, such as bread and wine consumed dunng the Holy Communion.

As far as waste management practices are concerned, I consider (de facto) primary and
secondary waste disposal as well as reuse, reutilisation and material reprocessing as universal
categories. As analytical categories they are fixed in character and can be used for playing
off similarities and differences between societies and cultures, for instance in terms of the
organisation of waste management practices, or the kind of disposables and recyclables, as
well as changes with'n a given society across time. As socio-cultural and historic categories,
however, they are elastic or 'different in content or definition' (Casey 1996, 29, 30).

For other universals drawing on behaviour cf. e.g. Bell 1992, 69, Casey 1996, 29. Whereas Bell argued
that ritual has been deemed universal on the level of action or ‘activity', Casey considered 'funeral
practices’, that is 'the marking of death and the remarking of the life’ as universal (cf. Gennep's (1960 last
phase of his three phase model; Malinowshi 1983 (universal social function of funerary rites)).

*Changes over time: Ehas 1992a.
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Recycling processes may occur, for example, for economic reasons or to generate a
symbolic object. Similarly, attitudes towards, and social acceptability of, waste disposal
practices may vary from socially acceptable dropping of cigarette filters to socially
unacceptable littering. The interpretation of waste management practices may also depend
on which stage of the process is stressed; the conceptualisation of recycling, for example,

may be as diverse as destruction and creating anew.

Having introduced discarding and recycling practices as universal behavioural activities, 1t
is now necessary to define and conceptualise them (1.2.3), because definitions of these terms
offered in the literature are slightly different, depending on the perspective and aims of the
studies.” Following this (1.2.4), I am able to present a new model of waste management.

1.2.3 Terminology

Waste disposal practices

In this thesis two different characteristics of waste disposal processes are distinguished. The
first concentrates on the degree of formality and intention involved (waste and de facto
waste).® In fact, this category is a combination of Schiffer's term 'de facto refuse’ (material,
including tools, facilities and structures, abandoned at the use location but still having a
perceived use value) and 'provisional refuse' (waste which has a perceived recycling value
and is, therefore, stored in areas which are not intensively used). The second focuses on the
relationship between the location where an object or item became waste and the location at

which it was disposed of (primary and secondary waste):

=

V
formal 'ty

de facto waste disposal

waste disposal

primary waste disposal

deposition of objects at
location in which they

dumping of objects at
locauon in which they

were produced became waste
secondary waste disposal ?:cptgsxla(;?;f prumary de ?:cr(r;p$fst%f primary g¢
. . deposiuon of secon de dumpmg of secon de
tertiary waste disposal fa Cp[((), wasle dary factopwfste dary

Fig. 3: Categories of waste disposal

$Different concepts: € g. Dunnell 1999, 245 (waste as use of energy for something other than

reproduction) and Treister 1996, 266 (recycling as technological redistribution).

%Intentionality of depositional processes: e.g. Donderer 1991-2, 193 195. Contra: Hill 1995, esp. 2.
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In terms of formality and intention

De facto waste disposal involves the passing of artefacts and materials retaining some
functional or other value, out of the sphere of active use without being formally discarded.
The processes leading to de facto disposal include negligence, deposition, abandonment,
discharge of bodily waste, 1 ss (cf. cat. 157), accidents, ritual breakage, symbolic destruction
(Hdt. 8.55), ritual deposition (cat. 33), and natural causes such as earthquakes, floods and
erosions. Substances and items which may be called de facto waste include metal deposits
close to foundries which have never been emptied, katadesmic spells found in wells and
graves, foundation offerings, grave goods, buried corpses, unfinished statues and building
blocks left in quarries, human faeces and urine, and shipwrecks.” De facto waste disposal
may be further distinguished with respect to the degree of intentionality involved. While
abandonment, for instance, involves a decision making process, loss and accidents do not
involve any intentionality. =~ Waste disposal, by contrast, denotes the formally and
intentionally discarding of artefacts and ecofacts for a variety of reasons, including ascribed
characteristics, like pollution or dirt, or being inappropriate to carry out its given utilitarian
function. Disposal activities include activities such as littering, throwing away in order to get
rid of something (cat. 296), dropping of small items, and burning. (De facto) disposal may
have symbolic implications or may be practised with the explicit aim of making a statement
or constructing a symbolic object. Throwing bad eggs and overripe tomatoes at politicians,
for example, is understood in Germany as an action expressing disrespect and classifying
the politician as being no better than rubbish. Under certain circumstances it might appear

to be appropriate to recycle (de facto) waste.

A study on waste management strategies focusing on discarding actions has to place
emphasis on waste disposal while disregarding de facto disposal to a large extent. However,
whenever recycling processes are conceived of as a waste management method, de facto
waste and its deposition is also of importance. Particular attention 1s drawn in this context to
the discharge of bodily was e of humans and animals as well as the creation of by-products,
such as chaff, leather and metal scraps etc. The former is important for the Eliasian
framework evaluating the degree of self-restraint (cf. Elias 1992a, 174-94), and the latter for

their treatment as recyclables.

In_terms of location
Following Schiffer (1972, 161-2; 1987, 58; cf. 12 1; Ault 1994b 73-4) disposal patterns
can also be distinguished with respect to spatial disposal patterns. Primary waste is discarded

either at the location of its production or at activity-related locauons, like scrap metal in a

SStored scrap: e g. Risberg 1992, 33-40. Foundation offerings: e.g. Ar. Pl 1198, Pax 923, and scholia
ad loc; Sinn 1985; Burkert 1988 32; Kron 1992a, 622 with n. 622. Katadesmuc spells grave goods and
corpses: cf. 111.5.4. Unfinished statues: e.g. Blimel 1969. Blocks: e.g. Amandry 1996, 114. Bodily
waste: cf. 11.3.6; 111.3.3. Shipwrecks: Gibbins 2000; in preparation.
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bronze foundry. Secondary waste has been moved, principally by maintenance/cleaning
activities, to another location or was disposed of straight away in a location other than where
it was used or produced, for example by dumping in rivers, wells, or in abandoned parts of a
building. Most (de facto) waste excavated by archaeologists is secondary (de facto) waste.
The distance at which secondary (de facto) waste disposal occurs from the living sphere
depends on the degree of self-restraint, the future plans, or the value attributed to the
discarded objects. For instance, waste considered dangerous or polluting can be expected to
be disposed of at a greater distance from the settlements, while garbage which is to be fed to
pigs can be expected to be ¢ llected close to the pens. The depositional history of (de
facto) disposal may not end with secondary (de facto waste disposal. When sacrificial waste
collected in a bothros was emptied and spread over the ground of a sanctuary, or when
Delos was purified from tombs (Hdt. 1.64; Th. 3.104), tertiary (de facto) waste disposal

occurred.

Waste
Consequently, waste is conceptualised in this framework as a collective term for anything
formally discarded, because it is broken, is inappropriate for carrying out certain assigned
utilitarian or symbolic functions, has fulfilled its purpose, is regarded as dirty or polluted, or
is unwanted, and anything which passed out of the sphere of active use, because it is
considered unwanted or useless at a particular time in a particular situation, such as left-
overs and by-products. Waste is generated at every s.age of material use.”® As Hodder and
Thompson pointed out (cf. 1.2 1; Lynch 1990), waste is a social category. It may include
material and immaterial things, such as potsherds, ideas, and words (cf. the phrase 'to talk
rubbish’). It also comprises objects and items as well as architectural features, places, polets
or people, who Thompson (1970, 918; 1979, 93 summarised under the term 'social
rubbish'.

The definition of waste given in the Council Directive 75/442/EEC (article 1, paragraph a)
- 'waste shall mean any substance or object (...) whuch the holder discards or intends or is
required to discard’ - is attractive for an archaeolog cal analysis of waste management for
two reasons. First, the consideration of intentions implies that discarding is a result of
cognitive and classificatory pr cesses. Second, it mediates between Thompson's subjective
and Douglas' absolute understanding of valuations and categ ries (cf. 1.2.1). Whereas the
first part of the Ilegislahve European framework accounts for the individual
conceptualisation of value- and classification-systems (Subjective waste), the following
passage on the requirement t dispose of an item accounts for a culturally and socially

agreed value-system, or legislative provisions issued by the state (Objective waste). The

*Cf. Schiffer 1972, 160 (for de facto waste only); Sm th 1976, IX; Bndgewater & Mumford 1979, 3;
Murray 1980; Schiffer 1987, 28.
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requirement to dispose of waste is nowadays primarily understood in terms of dangerous
substances which might affect the public weal and, in particular, the environment.* For an
analysis of ancient Greek waste management practices, however, and especially for one
taking into consideration the Eliasian framework as well as Corbin's approach, the question
of the power relations involved in the construction of cultural and societal necessities and

requirements is strategically far more interesting.

As far as substances are concerned, solid waste is regarded the most inclusive term in
modern waste management. In fact, solid waste is held to describe the totality of human
discard, having 'garbage’ (wet organic matters), 'trash’ (dry organic matters) etc. as sub-

categories™;:

trash
R

ré%use (+ combustible) = rubbish (+ ashes) = SOLID WASTE
T + agricultural waste
arbage

Fig. 4: Classification of solid waste in modern waste management

In everyday life in modern Western European countries, however, people use the term waste
with garbage, trash, rubbish, refuse, taint, excrement, and dregs (Lynch 1990, 146). The
synonymous usage reflects our modern Ex und Hopp-mentality and the increasing degree
of specialisation and urbanisation in Western Europe. Thus, we do not use them
synonymously despite their different meaning, as Rathje and Murphy (1992, 9) stated, but
because they are indeed the same to us; they cover both unwanted items and materials with

no recycling-value which need to be disposed of.*'

Recvcling
In this framework, recycling is defined as the making available of artefacts, ecofacts and

architectural features that can be put to some useful purpose and that are either
conceptualised as waste or have already been passed out of the sphere of active use. It is
structurally the antithesis of deliberate disposal, in the sense that this activity excludes items
and materials from the use-cycle, while recycling makes objects reenter the 'use-cycle'.®

The question of whether it is an entire object or the mere material, for example melted down

¥Cf eg the German Abfaligesetz paragraph 1 issued n 1986 and the German Kreislaufwirtschaft-
/Abfallwirischafisgesetz paragraph 3 issued in 1))6, which are the German implementations of the
European Council Directive, Dieckmann 1995, 170; Schlodder 1997, 1.

“Definitions of the terms: cf. app. A.

' Transformations of the meaning of tra k and junk: Lynch 1990, 146.

“’Koch's (et al 1986, 252) term 'manufacture-consumption-cycle' is conceived of as too narrow for an
archaeologically useful definition of recycling, as it tends to exclude the incorporation of entire objects for
one more time, such as reused building material. On the term use-cycle cf. Needham & Spence 1997, fig.
1.
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metal, which is diverted from waste stream to enter again the realm of activity, is considered
to be secondary to the fact that it actually was diverted from the waste stream.
Consequently, in this thesis, the term recycling includes reuse (entire objects), although
recycling is normally distinguished from reuse.”* The suggestion of Schiffer (1976, 29;
1987, 27) to subsume various recycling processes under the generic term ‘reuse’ is rejected
for three reasons. First, reuse in terms of a mere change 1n the activity of use seems to
exclude alteration of objects and, therefore, tends to exclude material reprocessing from
these processes. Second, Schiffer's definition of reuse as a change in the social unit of use,
(e.g. when an item is sold, stolen, presented as a gift to someone else,) is difficult to trace
archaeologically, unless the objects are not everyday objects dedicated in sanctuaries.
Finally, I do not regard reuse in Schiffer's understand ng as a waste management Strategy,
since the sold or donated objects did not pass through the phase of waste. Consequently, I

shall use recycling rather than reuse as the most inclusive term in my terminology.

In this framework, I distinguish three different characteristics of recycling actions: as with
waste disposal, the first concentrates on the degree of formality and intention involved (de
facto recycling and recycling), while the second focuses on the degree of integrity of the
form of the object and the extent to which the recycler needs an analytical view (reuse,
The third

distinguishing criterion is the stage of the use-cycle, at which an object was recycled

reutilisation, and material reprocessing; cf. Schildkrout & Pido 1996).

(internal and external recycling):

internal recycling

external recycling

(de facto) reuse

(de facto) reuse at the
location in which waste
was reclaimed

(de facto) reuse at a
location other than
where the waste matter
was reclaimed

de facto) reutilisation

(de facto) reutalisation
at the location in
which waste was

de facto) reutilisation
at a location other than
where the waste matter

reclaimed was reclaimed
(de facto) material material reprocessing material reprocessing

reprocessing

at the location 1n
which waste was
was reclaimed

at a location other
than where waste
mat er was reclaimed

Fig. 5: Recycling practices

Ir terms of formalin and intention

The formal and intentional reassimilation of waste int the use-cycle is called recycling.

Potsherds, small bones and votive offerings, which were moved together with earth to level

one more time, such as reused building material. On the term use-cycle cf. Needham & Spence 1997, fig.
1.
Se.g. Ashworth 1991, 324 s.v. recycling, Waite 1995, 3, 34-6.
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an arca, so that it may serve as a building ground, would be de facto recycled, as they had

not been selected with the intention to serve as construction fill.

In terms of integrity of the form

In terms of the integrity of the form, recycling comprises the following three activities:
reuse, reutilisation and material reprocessing. Reuse is defined as the using again of waste
matters, including items, materials or architectural features without any major changes to
their physical form, for a purpose identical or similar to that of their first use. Processes of
cleaning and reworking the surface may be the first stage of the reuse process.* As no use
modification occurs, this recycling practice does not require much analytical ability from
the recycler. It need to be stressed that this definition of reuse is not necessarily a synonym
of Schiffer's lateral recycling (change in an artefact's user).® Reuse occurs when building
material from a collapsed wall is used to repair it (e.g. cat. 232), when a once-abandoned
mine is reopened (e.g. Aperghis 1998, 5), and when old architectural structures served as a
foundations for a new building (e.g. cat. 229), or when graves were used for a second time
(cf. IV.5.4). When statues representing a god were dedicated to another (Rouse 1902, 391-
3, Kunze 1961a, 162 n. 4; Krug 1984, 29-30), this activity may not be called reuse (as the
statues were not necessarily reclaimed from the waste stream) but multiple use (cf. app. A).
Waste may also be reused to construct a symbolic object. Intentional symbolic reuse is not
motivated by plain necessity, but aims, for example, at prominently displaying the reused
item. This kind of symbolic reuse, Cerny (1996, 30) termed 'conspicuous reuse'. I argue
that symbolic or conspicuous reuse occurred when the Themistoklean city-wall of Athens,
consisting of all kinds of destruction debris and grave stelai, was rebuilt with the recyclables
rather than new and proper building material either in 337-22 or 307 B.C. (cf. IV.5.5, p.

205), probably to create a historical memorial monument.

Reutilisation comprises using items and manufacturing waste for other purposes or in
other contexts than their original and, thus, transforming waste to a new social and cultural
status. They may be physically manipulated. Reutilised objects include toys made of
astragaloi, potsherds used as a writing surface, former Greek vases used by the Etruscans as
funeral goods, funerary altars functioning as sculpture bases (Smith 2000) and votive
offerings or marble chips in constructi n fil s (cat. 35). Reutilisation of a building occurs,
when it is converted to another use, for instance, when wells are used for disposing of waste
(Schlanger & Wilshusen 1993, 91, 94). When use modifications are not culturally
established, the process of transformation is related to creating anew and inventing

(Greenfield 1986). Such an example of transforming and inventing took place when Simon

#Cf. Schiffer 1972, 159; Koch et al 1986, 253 (Wiederverwendung), Waite 1995, XII.

$Schiffer 1972, 159; 1977, 32-3; 1987, 28, 29. Cf. e g. Binford 1978, 338 (reuse in the sense of used
agan by the same person after a period of tune); Cosun 1991, 19 (reuse in the sense of used again
elsewhere).
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decided that potsherds with their sharp edges could be used as weapons. (Lys 3.28) As with
reuse, reutilisation may be undertaken to generate a symbolic object. It should also be
pointed out that reuulisation is not necessarily the same as Schiffer's (1977, 31-2; 1987, 30-
2) behavioural category of 'secondary use’, meaning use alteration without extensive
modification, since objects circulating either in the waste-cycle or the use-cycle can be used
for a second time. While the former is indeed a waste management practice, the latter is not

and will be disunguished from the former in my framework by terming it muitiple use.

Material reprocessing is the treatment of recyclable materials and objects in which they
undergo technical or physical processes and procedures in order to recover or reclaim the
material they were made of and to create a new item (cf. Damay & Franklin 1972, 2-3;
Waite 1995, XI). Here, energy recovery is subsumed under the generic term ‘recycling’ (cf.
Waite 1995, 7, 167 with n. 9). In contrast to reuse and reutilisation, the value of the object
as a cultural artefact and its form are less important than the material it was made of.
Therefore, material reprocessing is also called resource recovery in modern waste
management. Although material reprocessing is normally seen in connection with metals
(e.g. Ottaway 1994), it may occur as well with organic materials (composting and manuring)
or clay objects, such as potsherds (temper, for clay vessels) and stone objects (building
blocks for stelai). Material-reprocessing may have implicit and explicit symbolic meanings.
For example, symbolic recycling occurred when the people of Rhamnous carved a cult
statue of Nemesis from a Parian marb e block, which the Persians had brought along with
them in 490 B C. to make a victory monument, and which they abandoned after their defeat
(Paus. 1.33.2-4). As with the Stoa of Zeus Eleutherios in the Athenian agora, this recycling
practice may be understood as part of the new polis ideology focusing on the victory over
the Persians and celebrating Greek freedom (cf. Miles 1989, 137; Ehrhardt 1997, 27-9;
Holscher 1998a, 99 with n. 126).

In terms of the stage of the use-cycle

Recycling may take place within manufacturing processes (‘internal' or ‘under-roof
recycling’), for example, when the gaps between two stone walls were filled with the
manufacturing debns of the stones which were used to build up the walls (Cormack 1999).
Alternatively, it may take place after an item or material is used and discarded (‘external’

recycling or 'waste stream recycling’ or 'post consumer recycling').

1.2 4 Model
The flow diagram in pl. 3 is a visua representation of my integrated model, which is
universally applicable and sensiuve to non-empirical dimensions (disposability and

recyclability). In their narrowest sense, the terms disposability and recyclability signify the
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relative technical ease or feasibility of disposing of and recycling items. Apart from
technol gical knowledge, the availability of raw material may influence recyclability. In a
wider sense, however, recyclability and disposability depend, among other things, on
dispositonal factors, including taboos, the social and cultural realm (medical, agricultural)
and context (sanctuary, settlement etc.) within which recycling and disposal practices occur,
the soc.al and economic status of a person i~tending to dispose of and recycle, the particular
situation they were in (war, peace etc.) and the particular relationship this person has

developed to the object under discussion.”

Its starting point is the moment, when artefacts, materials, architectural features or even
people were regarded as waste and, thus, entered the waste stream. Processes leading to the
passing out of the use-cycle range from natural processes, including earthquakes, flood,
erosion, loss, breakage, abandonment, and negligence, to disposal and conceptualisations of
objects as polluted. Processes constantly producing waste in the sense of by-products and
left-overs include manufacturing or food preparation processes. On the other hand, repair

may prevent items and architectural features from being shifted to the waste-cycle.

The treatment of waste matters depends on factors termed recyclability and disposability.
They determine whether and how waste matter was discarded (dumping, burning etc.),
deposited for future use (open, closed, underground collection facilities etc.) and recycled
(reuse, reutilisation etc.). They also influence the social acceptability and valuation of
disposal and recycling practice. Disposabi ity comes into play in this model three more
times: when it seems necessary to relocate primary, secondary, or tertiary waste, when
dumped waste should be burned, and when stored waste is dumped or burned. Recyclability
influences as to whether and when dumped or burned waste is regarded a recyclable.
Scavenging may be immediately followed by recycling practices, as in cat. 296, depicting
Marsyas picking up the aulos Athena threw away. Alternatively, the gathered materials may
be kept separate with a view to be of some purpose in the future (de facto waste (disposal)).
Recyclability is also involved in the process of making a decision as to whether finds (de
facto waste) from an earlier period dug up accidentally in the course of earth-moving
operati ns were redeposited (cat. 103) or re ncorporated into the use-cycle, for example as
amulets (Kron 1992a, 632 with n. 109)

“Discus 1ons on modern recyclability fail to see th s second level, cf. e.g. Koch et al 1986, 276; 383-8;
Henstock 1988, 3.
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1.3 Application

1.3.1 General

My model allows us to classify and structure data related to waste management strategies in
any society, including ancient Greek society. Such a structure is the first step towards a
szstematic analysis of waste management practices. This model can be used for a range of
applications. One is a quantitative approach aimed at visualising preferences for specific
recycling and discard practices of certain classes of items and ma erials at a certain place
and a certain time. Low rates of reuse of metal votives and disposa of metal objects at the
archaic sanctuary of Zeus at Olympia as opposed to a high rate of metal reprocessing at the
classical sanctuary of Zeus at Olympia, for example, would be visua ised as in pl. 4.

This model can also be used to highlight similarities and differences, of discard and
recycling practices, of specific material culture categories, between periods, realms, contexts,
places, urban and rural poleis, different types of sanctuaries (panhe'lenic, extra-mural etc.),
sanctuaries of different deities, geographical regions, individuals, social situations, etc. If a
comparative analysis of the waste management of potsherds in archaic sanctuaries, agorai
and cemeteries revealed that potsherds were disposed of three times as often in sanctuaries
than in cemeteries, while potsherds were reutilised in cemeteries nearly as often as in agorai,

but much more frequently than in sanctuaries, these results could be visualised as in pl. 5.

I 3.2 In this thesis

In this thesis, I analyse ancient Greek discarding and recycling activities within the

parameters of context, material culture category, time and, occasionally, region (cf. fig. 6).

Fne l

Matelas Cwilure Lategory ]

vontext

recveling and discard practices

Fig. 6: Vanability
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I discuss waste management practices in an exemplificative rather than a statistically valid
way. Thus, I can only use the model presented here to visualise contrastive tendencies
between contexts, material culture categories, time and places and geographical regions
respectively, which will have to be tested later in quantitative studies. Similarities and
differences of waste management practices are described and interpreted with respect to the
contexts of sanctuaries, settlements, agorai, and cemeteries with a view to highlight to what
degree concepts of the sacred and the profane had an influence on the composition of the
waste stream, the organisation of waste management and finally codes of conduct. 1 also
discuss waste management practices with respect to different material culture categories,
including potsherds, ostraka, organic waste, sacrificial, slaughter and consumption waste,
water, coffins and burial vessels, votive offerings, architectural features, and the dead. I aim
at shedding light on the great range of ways in which these items and materials were used, as

well as on routine waste disposal practices resulting in a high disposal and recycling rate.

Waste management practices are also analysed within the parameter of time. The time-
span considered ranges from the Homeric to the classical period. The standard
periodisation deriving from political history is used except for the Homeric period. Thus,
the Dark Age is dated from c. 1,100 to c. 700 B.C. (Snodgrass 1971), the archaic period
from c¢. 720 1o ¢. 480 B.C. and the classical period from c. 480 to c. 323 B.C. Changes in
the social structure may occur slowly and may or may not coincide with political events
(e.g. Pomeroy 1997, 12). Therefore, the division into Dark Age, archaic, and classical is to
be understood as labels having a communication value (contra Sallares 1991, 46). In this
thesis, the society and time described in the Homeric epics is referred to as the Homeric
period. This separation was considered methodologically necessary, as the epics are an
'organic amalgam', partly based on the experience of the 'Gleichzeitigkeit des
Ungleichzeitigen' (simultaneity of the uncontemporary; cf. Sherratt 1990; Raaflaub 1998,
esp. 188), partly based on issues and patterns of life, modes of conduct of different regions
(e.g. Laser 1983; Wohrle 1996, 158-61; Raaflaub 1998, 187 (with further references)),

whose different level cannot easily be distinguished.

Given my focus on the formation of the polis, I exclude the Minoan-Mycenaean period,
at one end of the scale, and the Hellenistic period, at the other The Minoan-Mycenaean
period is neglected because the societal, poliucal and religious structure of Bronze Age
society is fundamentally opposed to the Iron Age polis society. Whereas the Minoan-
Mycenaean society is oriented towards a single leader, the ideal polis consists of the distinct
but interacting spheres of the gods, the humans and the dead (e.g. Bérard 1983; Morris
1987, 192; Holscher 1998a, 24). The concentration of political and religious power within
a single centre in the Minoan-Mycenaean period, and the physical and conceptual

polarisation of political and religious power structured the organisation and usage of urban
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space: whereas Mycenaean society is oriented towards a single centre, the palace, the Greek

polis is structured around sanctuaries, agorai and cemeteries (Holscher 1998a, 24-5).

The Hellenistic period is ignored, because the Hellenistic age is seen as a period of heavy
transformations caused by Alexander's vision of a universal, cosmopolitan empire from the
Aegean world to the Indus River, to the northern shores of the Black Sea and the Sahara in
northern Africa, unified by Greek language and culture. His empire not only irreversibly
altered the socio-political systems by replacing the Greek model of the polis as a local,
independent city-state, with an internationalising approach to the entire world as a polis, but
also changed religious forms by religious reformations and by the introduction of Eastern
cults.

As a final step, variability of waste management practices are examined in different places
and geographical regions, which give rise to different codes of conduct. The regions
tackled in this study include mainland Greece, the western coast of Asia Minor as well as
southern Italy and Sicily. Compared with the other three parameters, regionality has no
high priority in this study. In fact, regionality differences are only considered in section
IV.2.1 to show that votives were also recycled in sanctuaries other than the sanctuary of

Zeus at Olympia.

1.4 Organisation

This thesis is divided into five chapters. The chapter following the opening section will
focus on the interrelation of waste with dirt-theory. Having shown that dirty waste is ju t
one category of waste (II.1), I shall explore the category of dirt in ancient Greece (I1.2).
Changes in the understanding of dirt across time will be summarised under I1.2.1, before the
interconnectedness of dirt with waste will be explored in four respects. Firstly, I shail
examine the traditional relationship between what Thompson (1970, 918; 1979, 93) called
social rubbish, and practices of waste disposal and recyching practices (app. B; 11.2.2 .
Secondly, I will shed light on the significance of and attitudes towards bodily wastes in
ancient Greece (I1.3). Thirdly, I shall discuss the influence of concepts of public places on
waste disposal regulations and other legislation issued by polis authorities to keep public
places clean (app. E; I1.4.2). Lastly, I will examine changes of personal and spatial
cleanliness across time (11.4.1-2; cf. appendices C-E) with a view to ¢ mparing the results of
these analyses with (de facto) disposal practices of organic waste (111.2.4, 3.4, 4.3, 5.7).

(De facto) waste disposal and (de facto) recycling processes will be discussed in separate
chapters (chapters III and IV). Since the conceptualisation of items and substances as waste

logically precedes recycling, (de facto) waste disposal patterns will be discussed first. In
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Chapter III deals with disposal processes and activities on a conceptual basis and
examines them in all five contexts, as defined under 1.3.2. Organic waste and ostraka have
been found in sanctuaries, settlements, agorai and cemeteries. Therefore, I have chosen
these categories of waste to analyse variations in the patterning of these data across different
contexts and, as far as possible, across various periods. The contextualised discussion of
other material culture categories, including votive offerings, sacrificial, slaughter and
consumption waste, the dead, graves, and grave stelai, is more restrictive in terms of the
range of contexts considered. With respect to the context of sanctuaries, I shall aim to show
that votive offerings and sacrificial waste were indeed disposed of, and that disposal practices
were common in ancient Greek sanctuaries I also want to establish cemeteries as public
places, at which discarding was an everyday practice. The way in which waste disposal was
either organised by the polis or regulated by rules or nomos is not treated in this chapter, as
it is already discussed under appendix E and summarised under 11.4.2 and IL.S. Under 1I1.6
the observations will be summarised, considering especially the extent to which the
development of the polis had an influence on changing concepts of cleanliness, disposal

methods and the organisation of dirty waste, such as x6mpog.

Chapter IV tackles recycling processes and practices. As with chapter III, this chapter will
be opened by a discussion of concepts and categories of recycling activities (IV.1). This
chapter has three main purposes. With respect to Vickers (1992a, 53) statement, implying
that material reprocessing was the only practised recycling method and that metal was the
only substance worth the effort of recycling, I shall discuss the wide range of objects and
items which were recycled in ancient Greece and the different ways in which recycling was
performed. Since my analysis is not statistically valid, I can only pinpoint tendencies in the
preference of recycling strategies and of certain recyclables for certain purposes, realms or
contexts. For the sake of the comparative perspective, I shall discuss potsherds as well as
sacrificial, slaughter and consumption waste in all five contexts. Special attention will be
drawn to the procedure of ostracism, as my framework allows the shedding of new light on a
process, which is held to be one of the best studied political activities of ancient Greece
(IV.4.1). Recycling of architectural features a so occurred in all contexts, but it does not
seem to have been a practice of strategic importance for a contextual study of waste
management. Instead, I will focus on the contexts of agorai and cemetenes, where
recycling of architectural features became respectively a concern of the polis, or a not yet
acknow edged everyday practice. As with disposal practices, I will give special consideration
to the analysis of recycling practices and recycling rates at sanctuaries and cemeteries, which
have previously not been associated with recycling practices in archaeological research.
Whereas in chapter III infrastructure of waste management practices was discussed for the
perspective of waste disposal, it shall be discus ed from the perspective of recycling in this
chapter. Next (IV.6), the results will be summarised.
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have previously not been associated with recycling practices in archaeological research.
Whereas in chapter III infrastructure of waste management practices was discussed for the
perspective of waste disposal, it shall be discussed from the perspective of recycling in this
chapter. Next (IV.6), the results will be summarised.

Finally, a general review will gather together all the threads and draw the necessary
conclusions (chapter V). Particular attention is made to the evaluation of the discussed data
with respect to the following three questions: (1) to what degree the development of the
Greek polis transformed disposal and recycling methods and their organisation, (2) whether
disposal and recycling processes served for creating a conceptual difference between the
sacred and the profane, in particular between sanctuaries and settlements and cemeteries, (3)

which items and materials as well as realms and contexts had high recycling quotas.

The main text is followed by eight appendices and the plates. Appendix A is a glossary
and explains termini technici and Greek terms used in this thesis. The second appendix
gathers background information on the issue of 'social rubbish’ (Thompson 1970, 918;
1979, 93), which is summarised under 11.2.2. As noted above, appendices C to E discuss in
detail cleaning substances used in ancient Greece (C), changing personal cleaning methods
and attitudes towards personal cleanliness (D), and spatial cleanliness across time and
contexts (E), the results of which are summarised under I1.4-5. In appendix F, I show how
my framework can be applied to analyse social aspects of the disposal of the dead. In
appendix G, a selection of Greek texts and inscriptions relevant for an analysis of waste
management practices shall be discussed, while the archaeological sources are listed in

appendix H.
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CHAPTER 2

II. CONCEPTS AND ATTITUDES TO WASTE, DIRT, AND CLEANLINESS IN
ANCIENT GREECE

In this chapter, I will explore concepts of and attitudes towards waste, dirt, and cleanliness,
and their intersection. This will provide the background against which ancient Greek waste
management practices has. To begin with, it is necessary to point out that this study equates
cleanliness with the modern concept of 'hygiene’, (which may be defined as the 'motivation
behind actions which aims either to defeat and prevent diseases or to stop spreading them
and thus contribute to a good health condition) only when cleanliness was unequivocally
linked to concepts of health.! This will enable me to bypass the trap of judging Greek
standards of cleanliness according to modern European standards and to explore the
otherness of ancient Greek culture.2 That the degree of otherness may not be
underestimated 1llustrates the statement by Pausanias (5.14.1) that ancient Greeks built an
altar for Zeus Apomyios (Zeus Fly-averter) at Olympia in order to keep flies away (rather
than changing the date of main sacrifices from mid-summer to an earlier or later date, when
there are less flies, prohibiting the disposal of organic matter within the precinct or building a

ramp as it was d ne in the Artemision of Ephesos (cf. pl. 6)).

I will focus on Greek understandings of waste with a view to finding out whether my
analytical categ ry 'waste' was also a cultural category for the ancient Greeks (II.1). More
specifically, I shall explore whether ancient Greeks had a generic term for anything broken,
unwanted and unnecessary, which would, therefore, allow to perceive as commensurable
manufacturing and agricultural by-products or bodily emissions (II.1.1). I will also examine
a range of concepts and values for waste in ancient Greece (II1.1.2-9). A more contextual
approach is restricted to bodily wastes, exploring their value and meaning with respect to a

range of socio-cultural realms (I1.3).

Particular emphasis will be placed in this investigation on waste as a social phenomenon.
The social value of 'dirt’ and 'cleanliness’ is significant for an analysis of waste and primary,
secondary or teruary disposal, because the discarding and the relocation of waste was often
motivated by the need to get rid of objects or substances, or to tidy up (cf III.1.1-2). Dirt

1Defininion: Hemker 1993, 256. Greek concepts of hygieia as health: e.g. Komexl 1970. Significance of
water and bathing n the Corpus Hippocraticum: e g. Ginouves et al 1994a.

2C ntrasti e ar ha | gy: Th mas 1990; Hill 1993, Judg ng the past from modern standards of hygiene:
Sol 1.12 McDon ugh (1999, esp. 477 showed that Solinus wrongly inferred hygien ¢ reasons for earher
regulations related to cleanliness); Flaceliere 1977, 368 (Ancient Greeks were not clean, because they dd
not brush their teeth, used no handkerchiefs and spat on the ground.); Rist 1997, 28 nterpreting Plato's
concern for the existence and well-being of future generations of citizens in terms of 'living in a clean and
healthy environment). Constructing the past afier the present: The explanation of Greek waste disposal
regulations and cleaning activities of the Babylonians 1n terms of hygiene prevented Owens (1983, 45) and
Hemker (1993, 256 from exploring alternative meanings of cleanliness and cleaning practices in Greece and
the Near East. Simularly, Crouch (1993, 311, 321) assumed that the cleaning activiies of Greek athletes
ensured their health and well-being and that the bathing facility at Gortys was a health facility.
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tolerance and standards of cleanliness are directly linked to the disposal of organic waste (in
particular human urine and faeces) in two respects: firstly, changes in spatial disposal
patterns of organic waste go hand in hand with changes in the sensibility of dirt and
cleansing practices (e.g. Vigarello 1988; Corbin 1994). Secondly, the application of
different standards of cleanliness in different realms and contexts, such as sanctuaries and
cemeteries, affect the disposal pattern of waste matters. Consequently, it is necessary to look
into changing ¢ ncepts of dirt (I1.2), different standards of dirt across realms (I1.3-4),
contexts (11.4.2; app. E) and personal cleansing practices across contexts (I1.4.1; app. D).
These changes and differences will be interpreted within the modified framework of Elias,
linking changes in the personality structure with forms and scales of social interaction. The
results of this analysis of conceptual and behavioural changes (11.2-4) will be played off
against the results of the chronological analysis of disposal practices of organic wastes in a

range of contexts.

I1.1 Concepts and categories of waste
I1.1.1 Towards a Greek concept of waste

For a study of waste management, it is of primary importance to know whether ancient
Greeks had a specific and/or abstract term for anything discarded, unwanted or broken.3 The
question whether Greeks used equivalents to the English terms 'waste’, 'rubbish’, 'refuse’, 'litter’
and 'discard’, will be addressed from three standpoints: (1) I will examine the terminology of
prohibitions regulating the disposal of dirt and waste matter. (2) I will critically discuss a
significant and representative selection of English translations of ancient Greek texts using
modern abstract terms like 'waste’, implying that generic terms indeed existed in ancient
Greece. (3) With respect to the term 'discard’, which draws on the verb 'to discard’, 1 shall
discuss Greek words and constructions built of and referring to the activity of ‘throwing
out/in/away'. This will enable me to find out whether these kinds of Greek words had a more
general application, and whether they were applied to different types of waste matter.

(1) The majonty of classical disposal regulations specified the materials which should not
be dropped in public places. If a place was to be kept free of more than one waste matter,
the second most important one was also explicitly listed, while the others were referred to as
‘anything else'. For example, the so-called Piraios-inscription of the late fourth century B.C,,
which prohibits defecation and the disposal of earth and other substances in the agora and
the streets of Piraios, reads: (one should) [prTe] xovv xoa[taBd]Arelv prATe GAA[0

pundtv urte) xompwlva xéer)v.? The phrasing of the legislative prohibitions seem to

31 used Schenkl 1883a and Sengebusch 1875a as a German-Greek and the on-line English-Greek dictionary
of the Perseus project, which is based on LSJ.

41G 112 380.37-9 (Athens, 320/19 B.C.; cited in Oikonomides 1988, cf. app G.1). Similar phraseology in
the legislation Sokolowski 1962, no. 50.3-5 and no. 53.7-9; 1969, no. 57.6-7. Cf. also ICIV no 73A 9-
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point to the facts that the Greeks had no specific term for 'waste’, and that they preferred to
denote the specific substance which could not be tolerated in a specific context. Thus,
different Kinds of materials were not commensurable in the abstract modern sense. The
common phrase urite &AA[o, however, indicates that ancient Greeks generalised to a certain

extent, although not to the degree that is common amongst modern Western Europeans.

(2) English translations of Greek literary texts imply that ancient Greeks had a concept of
waste similar to that of modern Western Europeans. However, a closer look at the Greek
terms reveals that the translations are vague and tend to reflect our modern understanding of
these substances. Four representative examples may be sufficient to show that the process of
translation has been dominated by the principle of constructing the past based on today's
standards. The first passage is from Plutarchos' description of Kimon's life (13.7), and reads
as follows: 'xdAikt moAAG ka1 AiBoic Papéor Tdv EADv mieaBévrwv'. If xdnE and
AiBog are translated as 'rubbish’ in accordance with Isager & Skydsgaard (1995, 106),
Plutarchos then states that Kimon provided funds to buy rubbish, which would constitute the
foundations for the Long Walls in the swamps and marshes. In accordance with LSJ,
however, Plutarchos denotes the exact type of material used, namely 'rubble’ and 'stone’. To
conclude, Plutarchos gives an exact account of the materials, while Isager and Skydsgaard
seem to have regarded rubble and stones as valueless materials and, therefore, preferred the

more generic term 'rubbish'.’

In the second example, the substances 'kdmpog' and 'vmoorpdpata 10U immov', which
were to be removed from the stables and should be brought to the countryside (X. Eq 5.2;
cf. app. G.1), used to be translated as 'dung and litter. In a strict sense, however,
'"brootpdpara’ means ‘matter spread out below' (Einstreumaterialien); 1 do not see why the
more interpretive translation 'litter', involving notions of dirt, should be given preference over

a more neutral expression.%

The third example deals with the different translations suggested for 'ovpdetdc' in
Hesiod's Works and Days (606); this was brought in together with xdptog (hay (Schirnding

10; Epicr. fr. 5.8-9 (Kock; ap. Ath. 262D; cf. app. G.1), where the slave referred to the food remains as 't
ToVTWYV',

5Cf Ar Eq. 902 'diotoi p', @ mavoidpye, Pwporoxeduacty TapdTTelg’, which was translated as
'with what idle trash will you seek to ruin me, you wretch’ (Perseus) rather than 'with what other obscure
jests will you seek to trouble me, you wretch'; Nu. 630 'drra pixpa’, rather dinky snippets’ than teeny
table-scraps’ (Perseus); D. 34.9 ((...) ‘"6t oVx ddvaito évBéoBar ei¢ TAv vadv 1& xpripara)
rather ‘because it was not possible to make money out of the cargo than 'because this trash was unsalable'
(Perseus); D. 18.127 (‘raf1a’ rather ‘for this was the kind of things' than 'for that was the sort of
rubbish’); X. Oec. 20.11 'a &' éxmodwv avaipeitan, (...)' rather 'What he pulls up and clears away'
(Pomeroy) than "and the rubbish he removes' (Perseus); Mem. 3.10.14, where the 'gold-plated trash' is
actually 'kaxdv',

6Cf. X. Mem. 1.3.6, where Ta 01" was translated with 'trash’ (Perseus) to stress the aspect of unwantedness,
whereas a more precise translation would stick to 'they’.
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1991) or weeds from the fields (Gallant 1982, 114)) as fodder for draught animals. In
accordance with LSJ, which lists under 'ovpderdc’ ‘anything dragged or swept together,
sweepings, refuse, litter', some authors have translated it as ‘litter', while others have regarded
stubble or chaff to be more appropriate.” In my point of view, however, stubble is not an
adequate translation, as it is not attested elsewhere that stubble was collected and used for
fodder (cf. IV.3.4). More significantly, stubble does not fit into the pattern of 'anything
dragged or swept together'. Hesiod deals from line 597 onwards with grain. Therefore, it is
more reasonable to regard 'ovpdeTdg’ as a by-product of threshing and winnowing, namely
'chaff or 'straw’. Since the meaning of 'xoptomarntog' as threshed straw is attested in the
second or third century A.D., ovup¢etd¢ may be best translated as ‘chaff and 'x6ptog' as
'straw.’ This example clearly shows the need for a new edition of LSJ, which is still based to a
great extent on the German work of Francis Passow of the 18th century A.D. (cf. Gare 1997,
esp. 208, 210).8

English phrases such as 'to talk rubbish’, I think it's trash’, 'what rubbish! or 'it seems
completely rubbish', were used as translations for the Greek terms oVdev A€yeirg, '(Tapo—)
Anpeic, 'kéPora’, 'atexvdg ve maumdvnpa paiveror’, 'dAvapéerv' and 'UBA0C kol
drvapia'? These translations grasp the overall meaning, but the translations given in LSJ
for the Greek words in fact place emphasis on meanings such as 'making no sense', nonsense'
and 'to play the fool'.10 In the English and German language, 'nonsense’ and 'rubbish’' both
draw on the lack of value, which made it possible to use them synonymously in translation. I
would be cautious, however, in assuming a priori that such a link also existed in ancient

Greece.

Litter: Evelyn-White 1954; Gallant 1982, 114. Cf. translation of cvpdeTdg as refuse by Mair 1955 of
Call. Ap. 109 and as rubbish by Fowler 1960 for Plu. Memorab. 811E. Stubble: Gallant 1982, 114.
Chaff: e g. Schirnding 1991; Isager & Skydsgaard 1995, 106 n. 13, 114.

80n oo collective translations of exact Greek terms cf. kdpdoc in Arist. HA 560B, which most likely dd
not denote 'rubbish’ which hens kick about all round them, but rather more concretely 'dry sticks, stalks,
straw or twigs’' with which hens build their nest. 1 also do not agree with Robinson (1946, 180) that
‘'oxwp' meant 'refuse’, but rather think that it denoted the concrete substances ‘dung’ or ‘odure’. The exact
meaning of 'xAnd06¢', which Kallikles is said to have thrown onto or into the street (xAfidog éxParwv
Eig TRV 0B0v; xARdog €ig TRV 086V ExBePArioact) and which raised the level of the road and, thus,
increased flood hazard, is a bit more difficult to determine (D. 55.22; cf. D. 55.27, 28 (avaxdvveaBau),
29 (ayavaxTeiv TnG 0800 (...) peTewpoTépag)). Translations of the term 'xAnd6¢' include 'rubbish’
(Page 0.J) and shme or mud (Scholion explaining xAnd8¢ as 10 mAnBog Tng iAVYog (a large amount of
mud, slime impunues)). I think that sweepings fit be t here, as they fulfil the criteria of coming out of
the house of Kallikles and of being thrown out on a regular basis, as the Perfect of avaxwvveoBai
indicates.

STranslations of 'obdev Aéyeiv': Ar. Nu. 644, 781. ‘(ITapa )Anpedv': Ar. Av. 572; Ec. 1001; PL. 50;
Ra. 809; Isoc. 12.23; 15.199. 'Kdfaira’: Ar. Ra 104. "Atexvwd¢ ve maumévnpa daivetar': Ar.
Ra. 106. '®Arvapéeiv/ vBrog xai ¢prvapia: Isoc. 5.75; D. 35.25. Translation of pAvapia as
‘trash’ cf. also Pl. Grg. 519A; Smp. 211E.

10Following LSJ, 'Anpd¢' means ‘monsense’, 'kGPara’ knavish tricks', 'aTexvd¢ ye mapmévnpa
darvetal' its seems without art/utter and bad’, and ‘362 0¢ xai ¢Avapia’ as ‘idle talk and nonsense’ or
‘complete nonsense’ and ‘$PAvapéerv' 'to talk nonsense’ or 'to play the fool'.
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(3) Greek nouns, drawing on verbs meaning 'throwing out/in/away’ etc. (cf. II1.1.14), seem
promising candidates for finding abstract Greek terms of waste, if waste is understood as a
generic term for discarded materials and or materials intended to be discarded. To my
knowledge, there is no Greek term comparable to ‘discard. The noun 'éxPoArdg’ or
'¢xPorn, for instance, was used (in accordance with LSJ) only in the sense of a miscarriage
or an abortion, but not in the sense of ‘anything thrown out/away'. Similarly, 'aré8pavopa’
describing a part of an object which has fallen off, is not attested for waste resulting from
partition (cf. 1I.1.2), but for a part which has fallen off a metal votive offering.!!
Furthermore, 'katraPAnTixdg' is a term only used among wrestlers, and 'katafAntéov'

seems to have meant 'one must sow or pay' rather than ‘one must not throw out'.

In the following paragraphs, I shall explore substances and items that can be call~. wast.,
based on my analytical terminology. More specifically, I will look for Greek terms for
substances and items which result from separating (temporarily or permanently) the wanted
and desired from the unwanted and unnecessary (11.1.2-3, S) and that are dirty and
intolerable matters (II.1.3-5), droppings (II.1.8) and broken items (I1.1.9). From a
conceptual perspective, I will consider waste in the sense of the German 'Abfall' (I.1.2, §, 7-
9), of refused and rejected matters, and in the original sense of the Latin word vastus (I11.1.6)
as well as the concept of garbage (I1.1.3-4).12  Furthermore, I will discuss the use of 'waste’
in ancient Greece as a means to enact and construct power over people (I1.1.3-4), to signify
social values as diverse as piety, prosperity, status, superiority and death (II.1.6-7, 9), and to
supply food for the dead (11.1.8).

II.1 2 Waste as a result of partition

Separating the desired and wanted from the unwanted and unnecessary results in waste-
products. This process occurred in rituals such as sacrifices, when the god's portion was
separated from the sacrificial victim and when the inedible parts were not consumed. It also
occurred in different aspects of everyday life, such as bodily care, agriculture, manufacturing
processes, as well as food-processing and consumption. The waste matters resulting from
these processes are commonly referred to as ‘processing residues', 'left-overs' or 'by-
products’. They included the substance kept in the vessel with the graffiu ganpd (putrid,
rotten), or clipped nails, since the cutting of nails is described by Hesiod as cutting away the
dry fr m the green (abov Gmd xAwpob Tduverv) and in one of the Pythagorian rules, as
separating the dead from the living.!3

11§chol. Ap. Rhod.

120r1ginal meanings of waste, Abfall, refu e, and garbage: cf. app. A.

B3Rotten: Lang 1978a F 169, cited in Orkonomides 1986, 55 no. 15. Naus: Hes. Op. 741-2; Bohm 1905
no. 49, cited in Parker 1996, 295 n. 69. Cf. 11.3.2.
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In an agricultural context, winnowing may be conceptual sed as a process of separation
and chaff as a left-over, since the wind was used to separate the grain (xapmdc, oitog) from
the chaff (dxva, axvpa, 6vpdeTdg). Although on the one hand, Homer appears to have
understood chaff as a by-product resulting from separating (xpiveiv) the grain from the
chaff, Xenophon, on the other hand, appears to have understood chaff more as an unwanted
by product: he describes threshung as an act of cleansing, amung to remove the impurities
from the grain (éx ToVtov dn kabBapodbuev Tov Oltov AxpdvTeg) and, therefore,
resulting in clean corn (xaBapov oitov).!4 Apart from winnowing, stripping all excess
leaves to prevent the ripening of grapes before the vintage (y1AoUv), may be conceptualised
as a process of removal of parts of a plant. For Xenophon (Oec. 19.19), this removal
recalled images of the autumn, the ime of the year when trees shed their leaves. Apart from
chaff and removed leaves, the term 'waste' may be attributed to straw (x3ptog), another left-
over from threshing and winnowing, and apdpyn, the watery by-product of olive oil

production.!’

Waste deriving from non-agricultural production processes include left-overs and by-
products from manufacturing activities such as sawing (rapampiopa, Tpiop ), polishing
(dmoppivapa, omdétpippa), hewing (meréxnua), scraping or carving (Eéopa,
rapdfvopa, améfvopa, opirevpa), sawing wood (¢popuvtoé) and cutting leather
(xooxvApoatia).!6 It also includes matter from silver melting processes (o1 éxpefnuévor
owpot; X. Poroi 4.2; cf. app. G.1). Manufacturing waste had a symbolic side, as well as a
material one. Xenophon, for instance, associates human manufacturing processes with dross
dumps and set them against virgin and silver-laden hills, while Aristophanes (Ra. 881) uses
the term 'wood shavings' in a metaphorical sense to describe junk literature (Tapanmpiopar’

Erwv).

Residues from food processing and consumpti n, primar ly consisted of the inedible or
unwanted parts. Fish, for instance, was often served without a head or a tail (cat. 50).17 Food
debris included inedible (small) bones (dotapiat), refused and half-eaten food called 'ta
rapBévra’, 'ta Aeiyava' or 'ta vrorewmdueva’, left-overs, and food fallen from the
table (T&x mimtovra TRC Tpodng; cat. 47) 18 Wine which was not drunk was termed
'kétrafoc, 'Aatayn’, Aataf, ‘mepicowpa’, mEpitTwua’, TNAGE' and was sometimes
thrown away by playing xdrrafog (cat. 140).19

M4Yom. II. 5.499-502, but 19.221-3 (there is much straw and hittde harvest); X. Oec. 18.6.8, 9.
Threshing floors: Whittaker 1999,

15°Audpyn: Thphr. CP 1.19.3 (unwanted); 6.8.3.

16@opvrdc: LS. Other terms: Schenkl 1883b; Sengebusch 1875b, s.v. Abfall

17Mithaikos of Sicily advises in the first cookbooks to cut off the head of the ribbon fish (Clearch. F59
(Wehrli; ap. Ath. 518C)).

188 nes: DL.646. Ta AecipBevra: Antiph. fr. 89.3 Kock; ap Ath 6.262C); Epicr. fr. 5.6 (Kock;
ag. Ath. 262D, cf. app. G 1. Ta Aeiyava: Ath. S41E. Tablescrap : cf. 11.1.8.

%¢ ¢ Ath. 666B-8B; Soph. fr. 928; Arist. Rh. 3.3; Schol Ar. Pax 1244B; Callim. fr. 102. Cf. III.1.3.
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It is noteworthy that the classificaton of left-overs and by-products as waste was often
only a preliminary stage. In fact, waste resulting from material processing was frequently
deposited with respect to its future use. Such treatment is depicted on an early fifth century
black figure vase, where a cobbler appears to throw leather scraps into a vessel, perhaps
intending to recycle them at a later time (cat. 111). A passage by Xenophon (QOec. 18.2, cf.
app. G.1) indicates that some ancient Greeks already cared for their by-products in the first
stage of their occurrence: in this passage he advised his readers to cut the stalk of grain close
to the soil when it is short (so that the straw would be more useful), and half way when the
stalk is tall. This cutting method would have the advantage of reducing the work and effort
(névog) of reapers and winnowers by not winnowing something that they do not need
(o0duv mpoodéovrai). It would also enable the farmers to make use of the stubble left in

the soil, by burning it and throwing it back into the soil as fertiliser.

11.1.3 Dirty waste

A specific kind of unwanted waste is dirty waste. In contrast to waste resulting from partition,
dirty waste is a less neutral category of waste, as it is associated with the negative value of
'dirt'. Dirty waste may occur when consumables fall down into the dirt (e.g. D.L. 6.35). It
also occurs when dirt is cleaned out and disposed of. Thus, ritual by-products caused by
removing pioopo such as water polluted by washed down dirt (xaBapparta,
¢xkabapuata, aroxabappara, kaBdpoia, kaBappoi, Adpara, arorduata) and
the (dirty) remains of a non-customary animal, including motimiappa (fat (2)), ixvvg
(ashes (7)) kai TO &AAo Avpa (and the other filth), may also be called dirty waste.20
Furthermore, dirty waste also included human and animal excrement (xdmpog) and ash
(omoddg, imvidv) removed from sanctuaries, substances resulting from the cleaning out of
stables and pens (x4mpog, vrooTpdpara, avriia), a piece of bread used to wipe one's
greasy hands clean before throwing it to the dogs (amopaydaiia or amopaydaric) and
sweepings (xAfRdog, xépnua, ovppag, ovpdetds, Ppoputdc).2! Although the disposal of
polluted materials used to be permanent, dirty waste seems to have been recycled to a certain
extent (cf. 1V.2.4).

The negative connotation of some categories of dirt made them ideal metaphors. Plato
(Grg. 489C), for example, drew on the negative aspect of guppetrd¢ in the phrase €av
ovpdeTOC ov)&hsyﬁ doUAwv, in order to characterise slaves as the offscourings, the scum,

or the dregs of society (cf. app. B; 11.2.2). Since refuse can also be used to described

0Water: Eitrem 1915, 120 with n. 2. Amimal: Sokolowski 1962, no. 115A.26-31, cf. app. G.1; Parker
1996, 332-51.
2lKopros: app. E, s.v. sanctuaries. Spodos: app. E, s.v. sanctuaries. Amygdala: Eitrem 19185, 120.
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'worthless or outcast' social groups (Murray 1910a, 359), the meanings of ovpdetog and

refuse overlap.

Alluding to Thompson's (1970, 917; 1979, 7, 97) saying that rubbish is in the eye of the
beholder, it can be stated that dirty waste is in the eye of the beholder. Diogenes Laertios
(6.35) impressively documents the fact that different people placed varying values on the
same thing based on their individual concepts. He states that Diogenes, the Cynic, convinced
a man who had dropped a loaf of bread and was at first ashamed to pick it up (ExPardvrog
d' &prtov Tivdg xai aloxvvouévor averéoBat), to do so. In this particular passage,
the value-system of the Cynics is effectively played off against the dominant code of values
(cf. D.L. 6.61; app. B). The value of objects is also dependent on the specific context in
which they are used. This can be demonstrated by the example of infertile cows, which were
highly esteemed sacrificial animals (Hom. Od. 10.522; 20.186), but of no use in cattle-
breeding.

Legislative prohibitions for waste disposal in public places often dealt with kdmpog, 6vBog
and omodd¢. Their traditional translations, as dung (xémpog, 6vBo¢) and ash (or0d3¢), have
come under discussion in the course of new finds of dung collecting facilities on the one
hand, and Németh's several new interpretations of /G I3 B.11 on the other.22 Although
complementary meanings have been added to xémpog and omoddg, Németh suggests a
radical new understanding of 6vBog. As these substances are of crucial importance for my
thesis, I will critically discuss the new meanings suggested. I begin with the least problematic

term, namely x4mpog.

If xémpog is examined in terms of its composition, it did not only den te animal and/or
human excrement, but also almost any fresh or decomposed orgamc substance 22 The term
xOmpo¢ meaning almost exclusively decomposing vegetable matters, seems to have been
typical for Xenophon.?* There is only one passage in his works, in which it may have
actually meant a mixture of dung and vegetable matters.? On the basis of
ethnoarchaeological studies and new finds of dung collecting facilities (xompdveg), some
scholars have pointed out that this definition of xdmpog, as fresh or decomposed organic
matter, is still too narrow; they argue that x6mpog could mean all types of waste deposited
into dung-collecting facilities, including food production and consumption waste, by-

22K prones: e g. Ault 1993; 1994a; b Hekat mpedon inscription. Németh 1993; 1994a, b.

BMuxture of human and animal faeces: € g. Vatin 1976, 555; Ault 1994b, 198. Decomposted matter:
Foxhall 1998a, 38.

24X Oec. 16.12 (fallow grass pl ughed under as fertiliser); 17 10 first green shoot from the seed p oughed
in ; 18 2 (burnt stubble thrown into the s il); 20.11 (weeds soaked in water). Cf. Carroll-Spillecke 1989,
44; Pomeroy 1994, 325; Foxhall 19 8a, 38. Contra: e g. Németh 1994a, b.

5X. Oec. 18.2. Cf. Pomeroy 1994, 325.
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products of olive pressing, broken vessels, sherds and roof tiles.26 This point of view finds
support in ancient literary and epigraphic sources. Xenophon, for instance, mentions
potsherds in his description of cleaning out a dung-heap; in the lease for the Garden of
Herakles of about 300 B.C., the term xdmpo¢ was used for all kinds of waste found on the
land, which had been apparently misused as a rubbish pit.2’ If xdnmpog is examined in terms
of its function in agriculture, it may be translated as manure.28 In the Homeric phrases amo

xémpov and £¢ xSmpov it seems to have meant 'stable’, and on other occasions 'dirt'.2?

Besides the term x3mpog, one also comes across the term 6vBo¢; Németh suggests that this
was not another word for kopros, but instead was used to explain waste that had been inside
the intestines of sacrificial animals.30 Németh's new interpretation, which seems to have been
accepted among philologists and epigraphers, has two important implications: his notion of
two different terms for excrement, inside the body (xémpog) and outside the body (6vBog),
implies that the body played a crucial r6le in structuring the world (cf. e.g. Tilley 1999,
133-73); although xdmpo¢ may have derived from sacrificial and non-sacrificial beasts (and
humans) and was used as manure in agriculture, 6vBoc was exclusively derived from

sacrificial animals and was not used in agricultural processes.

I find Németh's interpretation of 6vBo¢ convincing, with respect to the Sacred law from
Vari and a passage by Antigonos.3! This testifies that, in different written genres and at
different times, onthos was indeed understood as bodily waste from inside the intestines of
sacrificial victims. However, I think that there are three good reasons to argue against the
absolute validity of Németh's suggested inside-outside dichotomy. First of all, according to
LSJ, the term dxompog means 'with little excrements in the bowels'. This implies that kopros
could be associated with faeces still inside the body. The second point of criticism focuses
on Németh's reasoning in the case of the passage in the /liad; this allowed him to interpret

the substance on which Aias slipped and which filled his mouth and nose as 'excrement

26e.g. Amouretti 1986, 6; Hodkinson 1988, 49; Jameson 1990, 110 n. 6. Roof tles: cf. 111.3.2.

21X, Eq. 5.2, cf. app. G.1. X. Oec. 19.13, however, cannot be taken as evidence that xémpog contained
anAdv, since it is formable clay, not already burnt clay (df erently Pomeroy 1994, 325). Cf. a fifth
century fragment by Strattis (fr. 43 (Edmonds)) which reads 'nor a treasure thrown away on a dunghill' and
may refer to broken and useless objects thrown away on a dunghill. For the mixture of broken pans with
household waste, although not kopros, cf. Hermipp. fr. 47 (Edmonds). IG XII 8.265. Cf. Vatin 1976,
559-64; Alcock et al 1994, 149.

e g O k 1905, 1756; Dillon 1997, 125.

29Stable: Hom. 1l. 18 575; Od. 10.411. Dirt: e g. Hom. Il 24 164, 640; Ar. V. 394; Ra. 366. Cf.
111.1.9 (pollution and assault); Artem. 2.26 (in dreams); Hom /. 18.26 (x6vig as dirt).

30Synonyms: e.g. Laser 1983, S140; Kosian 1997. Different meanings: Németh 1994a; b; Dillon 1997,
127 (following Németh).

31Vari: Sokolowski 1969, no. 9, cf. app. G 1. Dullon's (1997, 127) interpretation and understanding of
this Sacred law as an order to clean 6vBog along with the inner parts of the sacnificial animals out of the
cave would allow to understand onthos as excrement dropped by animals and, thus, as a synonym of
xopog. However, I think due to the construction of the inscription it is more plausible to understand
€x00 not as 'towards the outside (of the sanctuary)’, but rather as "outside’. - Antig. Mirab. 140 (Keller).
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coming from the intestines'.32 On a methodological level, I think it is not sound to favour
one ancient author over another without giving valid reasons. More specifically, I do not see
on what grounds Németh rejected the scholia, which identify o6vBoc with xémpog, while
favouring Hesychios, who clearly distinguished between the two substances. Furthermore, I
am not quite sure why Németh's paraphrased version of Hesychios' definition of ¢vBog, as
‘excrement of the already processed animals’, should exclude dung dropped by sacrificial
animals. Finally, I disagree with Németh's (1994b, 59, 63) interpretation of the passage ped’
dvBov éyp[arev], from the Hekatompedon decrees (Sokolowski 1969, no. 3.11, cf. app.
G.1), as a prohibition for cleaning the intestines of sacrificial animals within a certain area at
the Athenian Akropolis. I think that the main obstacle for his interpretation is the verb of the
passage: a construction with the verba composita of BaAXerv, would mean to prohibit the
dropping, casting or throwing down/away/into/out etc. of certain substances in or into a
certain area, and not their cleaning in this area (cf. II1.1.14). When the cleaning of intestines
is implied, as in the case of the cave of the nymph in Vari, no construction with BaAXerv is
employed, but instead one with vi{etv. Furthermore, the verb faiAelv seems to have been
almost exclusively used in connection with solid waste and only rarely, if ever, in connection
with liquid waste (cf. II1.1.5, 10). Therefore, I consider 1t more reasonable to translate the
phrase ped’ §vBov &yp[aAEv] as a prohibition for throwing dung away.3

According to LSJ, the meaning of omoddg included wood ashes, embers, and sacrificial
ashes. Németh suggests that gmoddc in the Sacred laws of Epidauros and Delos did not
mean ashes in a general sense, but, more specifically, ashes of sacrificial animals.34 If these
regulations prohibited the dumping of the remains of the god's share within the temenos,
they would be relevant for my examination of the treatment of sacrificial waste in
sanctuaries. More importantly, they would shed light on the otherwise not attested
perception, that sacrificial ashes were not sacred, but rather disturbing, and therefore were to
be disposed of outside of the boundaries of temenoi. I think, however, that Németh's
reinterpretation stands on a weak ground. It is based on the assumption that spodos and
kopros are both 'waste of the sacrificial animals’, which itself is based on two assumptions
whose validity Németh has failed to prove. One of the a priori assumptions is that kopros
meant ‘animal waste from sacrifice’ and the ther that substances named in any given
legislation must have derived from the same source, in this case the sacrificial beast. In terms
of the first basic assumption, I will show under 111.2.4 that the term xémpog, when mentioned
in the Sacred laws d d not always refer to animal excrement of sacrificial victims. As to the
second basic assumption, it is equally possible that all the terms kopros and spodos had in

common was their dirtiness. On the basis of this criticism, I think it is reasonable to argue

32Hom. II. 23.775, 777, 781; Németh 1994b, 63 with n. 40.

3Cf. Wachter 1910, 134; Jordan 1979, 45; Németh 19 3, 78 (M. t Legenlassen (sic')); Tolle-Kastenbein
1993, 62-3; Kosian 1997; Schafer 1997, 57 n. 478.

34Sokolowski 1962, no. 24.8-9 (2nd century A.D.), no 53.7-9 (3rd century B.C.); Németh 1994b, 62-3.
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that the Epidaurian and the Delian decrees may have regulated the disposal of ashes resulting
from cooking and ‘camping'.3®> Consequently, I will not consider these regulations in my

discussion on disposal patterns under section I11.2.3.

To conclude, I will use xdmpog in the wider sense of human and animal faeces, which may
have inclusions, such as sherds, when lying on the streets or gathered in collecting facilities.
In the ‘agricultural’ treatise of Xenophon, kdmpog may also include vegetable matters. 1 will
use the substances 6v0o¢ and omoddg, mentioned in Sacred laws, in a wider sense as dung
and ashes, unless it is clear from the context that they have to be understood in the particular

way of 'excrement inside of intestines' and 'sacrificial waste' respectively.

I1.1 4 'Obijective’ waste

'Objective’ waste is a term used by modern environmental lawyers to define substances and
items that are to be removed and disposed of, because the law classifies them as dangerous
for the well-being of the community under discussion (cf. 1.2.3). In ancient Greece,
xémpog, &vBog and omodd¢ played a crucial réle in the normative framework of some
ancient Greek poleis. Thus, these substances may be called objective waste. Aristoteles (Arh.
50.2) states that the Athenian polis authorities also regulated and saw to the removal of
corpses of humans who had died on the streets. Other kinds of 'objective waste' included
illegally dumped earth and sweepings on the streets, since these required redeposition (e.g.
IG 112 380.37-8, cf. app. G.1; D. 55.22, 27, 28).

11.1.5 Dangerous waste

There is another special kind of waste: dangerous waste. The driftwood mentioned in the
myth of Hermes Peripheraios may be classified as dangerous waste.3¢ According to the
myth, the fishermen of Aenos were so afraid of the driftwood which they were unable to split
or burn, that they dumped it in the sea, so that it would never come back (cf. II1.1.2, p. 110.
Furthermore, it seems reasonable to call purificatory waste dangerous (Avpata and
¢xxaBapuata), since great precaution was taken in its disposal.3” For instance, AVpara
were carefully disposed of in the sea, a place of no return, or fed to ghosts or dogs.?® The
author of the Hippokratic treatise on the Sacred Disease Hp. Morb. Sacr. 6.362 (Littré))
even instructed physicians to hide a part of the remains of the purification in the earth, to

35Cooking: e.g. Sokolowski 1969, no. 3.11 (= IG I¥ 4B.6; cf. app G.1). Camping: e.g. Dillon 1997,
123-4. - I also interpret /C IV no. 73A.9-10 in this way (cf. app. G 1).

36Call. Iamb. 7, Dieg. 7.32- 8.20; POxy 661.45-50, col. 2, cf. app E; Kerkhecker 1999, 182-96.
3Meaning of éxxaBdpuara: Paus. 41.1. Iis treatment 1n the sanctuary of Paros: Sokolowski 1969,
no. 108.1-2, cf. app. G 1. For similar Near Eastern and Roman cases: e.g. Burkert 1992, 62.

38Sea: Hom. II. 1.314. Cf.111.1.2. Ghosts and Dogs: Eitrem 1915 120.
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cast another in the sea and to carry the third into the mountains, so that no one would be able

to touch them or step on them.

I1.1 6 Visible (de facto) waste

In contrast to dangerous waste, which requires permanent removal at some point in time, the

effects of visible waste were based on its physical presence at a particular place and on its
visibility (cf. III.1.6, 9-11). The constantly growing ash heaps, consisting of the greasy ashes
of sacrificial animals, may be conceptualised as visible de facto waste, since they give
evidence of continuous religious activities and mark a sanctuary (Stengel 1972, 18-9). The
mortgage horoi, mentioning dung-hills as financial securities, appear to support their
interpretation as visual markers of prosperity.3® The dumps (¢éxBefnuévor owpot) close to
the silver mine, which may have contained dross or other waste from the processing of silver,
were taken by Xenophon (Poroi 4.2, cf. app. G.1) to indicate the mining of silver. In fact,
the dumps gave Xenophon the impression that the supply of silver would last forever,
because even after a long period of intensive exploitation of the silver-laden hills, the dumps
were small in size, whereas the hills were still impressively large. In the case of urine and
excrement, discharged at public monuments for display, visibility and publicity were cleverly

used to make a clear, non-verbal statement (cf. 111.1.9).

Visible waste allowed for a range of interpretations. For Timoleon, the reign of the tyrants
of Syracuse would not end unless all their buildings, monuments and statues lay in ruins.4 It
may, therefore, be concluded that the destruction debris of Syracuse symbolised for
Timoleon the permanent victory over a political regime, on the one hand, and its removal
from common memory, on the other. Thukydides (1.10.2.) places emphasis on the actual
amount of destruction waste and states that it provides evidence for the power and wealth in
the destroyed city. Finally, in the Oath of Plataia (Linden auf 1997, 73 n. 203), the
destruction debris of the Persians was treated as a memorial of their barbaric behaviour in
480 B.C.

I1 1.7 Waste as a metaphor for wealth

A particular form of visible waste is linked to conspicuous consumption and social prestige.
Massive accumulations of consumption waste (Expatvilopévwv owpevpdtwv), for
instance, were held to signify abundance and surplus of food.* Athenaios (542F) draws

B Horoi: Fine 1951, 8 no. 16. Dung heaps as visible waste disposal: Hodder 1987b, 430-1.

4Oply, Timol. 22; Diod. 70.4; Cor.Nep 2.3. Cf. Ar. Nu. 396 (punishment of Zeus); Diod. Hist.Lib.
11.38.5 (symbolic destruction of Gelon's tomb).

41poseid. fr. 227 (FGH (Ex¢paTviopata ); Ath. 540C, but not mentioned in Ath. 210D. Socul role of
conspicuous consumption: Fehr 1979, 14 91 n. 74; Davidson 1998, 238-42.
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on this symbolism when he describes the lavishness of the daily banquets of Demetrios of
Phaleron, by stating that Moschion, hus cook and caterer, who received as gratuities to sell
what was left over (ta Aeiyava), 'was able to buy three apartment houses.'

Some Romans and Greeks did not rely on philosophers and writers to immortalise their
opulent banquets and symposia in poetry or prose, but chose the medium of mosaics. The
idea of depicting the floor of an andron as an 01k0¢ QOXPWTOG, i.€. an unswept
floor/house, goes back to Sosos in Pergamon (Plin. NH 36.184). The Roman derivations
show all kinds of food debris, including fish bones, a chicken's claw and shells, which were
usually thrown onto the floor, and fruit, such as nuts with leaves and cherries, which may
have fallen during the meal (cat. 47). The depictions of an oikxo¢ GodpwTtog lay claim to
be an unswept floor, since the mosaics were set where food waste would accumulate during a
feast. The illusionistic ambition of the mosaic makers can also be deduced from the
naturalistic representation of the tablescraps. The mosaics were, however, not accurate
representations of banquet floors, since the tablescraps were evenly spaced and not randomly
scattered. Furthermore, the mosaics only give single examples of all food types thrown away
at a lavish banquet, and avoids repetitons of food residues. Moreover, the exact demarcation
of shadows create the impression of a still-life. At this second level of interpretation, the
waste may not just be seen as waste from an opulent banquet, but also as a metaphor for
prosperity, abundance, and luxury. As the representations of food remains were on display
for a long time, the oixo¢ &odpwTtog may have stood more generally for the ability to live

a lavish and sumptuous life-style.

I1.1.8 Waste as food for the dead, demons and dogs

In other cases, food waste was not understood in terms of wealth and luxury, but as food for
other' beings. For example, in mythuical times, which were evoked in tragedies, tablescraps,
ie. & mimrovra tng Tpodng, which had fallen on the ground during a meal, would not be
picked up, but instead would be devoted to dead friends.#? This practice seems to have been
common not only in tragedies: passages from classical comedies, 1n which food is seen to fall
to the ground, but is not picked up, seem to allude to the same practice.#> Consuming food
waste that has fallen to the ground was also explicitly forbidden in the Pythagorean rule of
purity, which reads 'Do not pick up scraps that fall from the table; they belong to the
heroes."* This prohibition was pr bably a measure of precaution in order to protect the

Pythagoreans from spirits and demons, which according to the Pythagorean world view were

42E. fr. 664 (Nauck; ap. Ath. 427E, cf. app G.1). Non-Greek example: Luby & Gruber 1999.

43Ar. fr. 273 (Kock; ap. D.L. 8.34, cf. app G.1); Th. 4014, cf. app. G.1). Cf. Cratin fr. 273 (Kock; ap
Ath. 728D); Clem.Al. Protr. 2 19.3,

44Bohm 1905, no. 19, cited in Parker 1996, 295 n. 66.
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omnipresent.*> Another example is the case of the demons of Phigaleia and the dogs of
Sparta, which lived on aropaydaiia (the crumb or the loaf on which the ancient Greeks
wiped their hands at dinner, and which was discarded afterwards).%

I1.1.9 Waste as a sign of death

Another association of waste - with death - is given by Artemidoros (1.66) in the second
century A.D. He interprets a dream of a broken drinking cup in terms of death for a
member of the dreamer’s family or a friend, claiming that the drinking cups ‘symbolize
those who greet us with a kiss."! The symbolism of the broken drinking cup illustrates the
strong sense of community and friendship forged in the symposion, which becomes also
evident in the term 'the cup sacred to friendship' (prthotnoia xUAE or just prrotnoia;
cf. Davidson 1998, 49). It is noteworthy, that a dream of the image of a broken cup did
not symbolise the broken ties of friendship, but the death of a drinking companion. This
symbolism of sherds, used to express 'the end of something’, is also used in the German

metaphor of a 'heap of sherds' (Scherbenhaufen).

I1.1.10 Conclusions

Ancient Greeks had both an abstract and specific term for anything polluted or dirty
(niaopa, Avpa), but they do not seem to have had a specific and abstract word
comparable to the English terms 'waste' and 'discard'.4’ This clearly shows that ancient
Greeks had the ability to think in abstract terms, but abstract concepts of waste were of no
social relevance (cf. Lévi Strauss 1947). The lack of a general concept of waste in the
modern sense does not mean that ancient Greeks did not think of some substances as
being commensurable and interchangeable. This conclusion was based on the facts that
(1) the meanings of x6mpog (green manure, animal dung, human urine, garbage mixed
with potsherds, garbage on dunghills, manure; cf. 11.1.3) varied, and that (2) terms like
sweepings (xAfdog, xdpnpax, ovpudg, ovpdetds, ¢opvtdg), droppings (T&
mintovra), left-overs (ta AeidpBévra, Aeslyava, vworeimdueva), anything thrown
away 1n cleansing (xaBappa, xaBapoig) existed. These collective terms suggest that
for Greeks, acuviues such as sweeping, dropping, cleansing, and separating were more
important in classifying objects than discarding. (3) The phrase purite &AA[o occurs in
classical and Hellenistic disposal legislation. The main conclusion of this linguistic
analysis - that ancient Greeks did not regard discard as a homogenous category — should

be confirmed by the analysis of spatial disposal patterns. More specifically, it can be

43 Pythagorian demology: Burkert 1964.

46Eitrem 1915, 120.

470n the meanings of miasma cf. Parker 1996, esp. 1-17. Less abstract probably pdmo¢ (Hom. Od
6.94).
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expected that different types of waste were not thrown away together in a particular
location to be collected for secondary disposal, but were kept separately.

I1.2 Modes of dirt

Dirty waste 1s only one category of waste, but nevertheless an important one. Here, I discuss
in more detail the socially constituted value of 'dirt' which is ascribed to objects and
substances, and give them a brief overview of changing perceptions and conceptualisations
of dirt and their symbolic significance. Finally, I shed light on the intersection of dirt and
dirty waste with the social and economic status of ancient Greeks, with a view to analyse the
crucial role that dirt and dirty waste played in both reflecting and reflexively constructing

ancient Greek society.

11.2.1 The material-concrete and the immaterial-abstract

It is generally agreed that beliefs on dirt and pollution concepts (xdvig, mivog, Avpa,
piaopa, axouiorin), as well as the understanding of cleanliness and purification
(kaxBdpoig, koutdri) saw changes from the Homeric to the classical period. There is,
however, a debate currently taking place, regarding the quality and the degree of changes
involved. Some scholars stress the qualitative and perceptual difference of dirt between the
works of Homer and Hesiod on the one side, and the archaic authors on the other. While in
the Homeric period dirt was only used in a concrete sense, without any social, religious or
other symbolic implications, the archaic period saw the emergence of a new, immaterial
conceptualisation of dirt.#* Dodds (1957), for example, notes that in the course of the
archaic period, a drastic change in beliefs on pollution took place from a culture of shame,
to one of gu’ t. Other scholars, such as Vernant (1996), Parker (1996) and Wohrle (1996),
stress that pollution and punfication received little emphasis in the Jliad and the Odyssey, but
that they were not therefore a largely post-Homeric invention. As a result, they claim that no

such drastic change in the perception of dirt and pollution had occurred.

For the evaluation of the nature of this change it is, therefore, necessary to see whether dirt
indeed had no symbolic overtones in the Homeric epics. I think that there are two - possibly
three - good reasons for arguing that the concept of cleanliness or dirtiness had spiritual and
ntual aspects in the Homeric period. First of all, as I have shown in appendix D, personal
cleanliness, notions of dirt and cleanliness, (that is, the absence of physical dirt,) had strong
social conno ations. Moreover, the defilement, whuich Odysseus cleansed away (xoBaipeiv)

from his oikos with sulphur and fire, must have been immaterial, because the visible traces of

48Gillies 1925° Moulinier 1952; Rudhart 1958, 51; Stengel 1972, 28-9; Mije 1991a; b; Neumann 1992.
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the murder of the suitors had already been removed by his servants (Hom. Od. 22.478-9).4
It is also possible that the quality of water employed for the public ceremony of purification
guervpaivovro xoi €i¢ GAa Adpar EBarrov (Hom. I 1.308-16), before
proceeding to sacrifice to Apollo, indicates an understanding of dirt within a framework of

religious thought.

A more explicit symbolism of dirt was employed by the early-archaic writer Semonides
(fr. 7.4 (West)) who focuses on the linkage between physical dirt and disorder, wildness or
danger (adxoopog; cf. Wohrle 1996, 164). Although Homer, Hesiod (esp. Op. 739, cf. app
D) and Semonides treated dirt as a symbolic or metaphysical category, they do not yet
terminologically link it to piaxopa.5% The conceptual framework of piaouo appears in ¢
600 B.C., in particular in the works of Alkaios and Solon for the first time.’! The emergence
and use of words stressing the immaterial nature of dirt, such as évBvpia (weighing on one's
spirits, cf. Dodds 1957, 46), went hand in hand with the development of such an abstract

framework.

In the classical period, and in particular in the tragedies, the immaterial-abstract mode of
pioopa was stressed. Thus, bad messages had the power to pollute (e.g. E. Hipp. 654-5).
However, it would be an oversimplification to characterise the changing conception of dirt as
from material-concrete (with occasional symbolic connotations) to immaterial-abstract.
Such a statement would ignore authors like Theophrastos (19; cf. app. G.1), who played with
the moralising mode of physical dirt in his characterisation of dvoyxéperag, nastiness, and
Aischylos (Ag. 772-4) who, in a masterly fashion, opposed the physical-concrete, social and
moral dimensions of mivog (dirt) and xpUoog¢ (gold) in terms of poverty and wealth, purity
and rottenness, goodness and badness. It would also play down the crucial fact that the
immaterial-abstract conceptualisation of dirt and pollution of the classical period had strong
material-concrete reference points. Three examples may suffice to make this point The
pollution of murder was frequently referred to with the ¢ ncrete metaphor of blood dripping
from the hands of the murderer (e.g. Hdt. 1.35.1; A. Eu. 52, 280; cf. Vernant 1990, 124-5,
127); Plato (Ti. 22D) believed that the pollution present on earth was eliminated

49] think that there are three good reasons to believe that the &xog kaxwv cleansed away with the sharp-
smelling substance sulphur (Beeiov, Brjiov) was the violauon of the guestfnend-hospitality-codex and the
stamn of murder (cf. Laser 1983, P58; Vemnant 1990, 129. Comra: e.g. Gillies 1925, 73). First, if the
nghteousness of the bloody deed were beyond doubt, Homer would not have put so much emphasis nght
from the beginning of the tale at legitimising Odysseus' deed by claiming that he had the support of Zeus
and Athene and by stressing the severeness of the transgressions of the suitors. Second, the metaphor of
Odysseus as a lion reinforced the violent savagery of his deed (Hom. Od. 22.402-6; cf. Anhalt 1997, 21-2
with n. 18). Third, the luding of the dead corpses and the revenge planned by the relatives of the killed
suitors clearly showed that Odysseus’ bloody deed was not regarded by all members of the Homeric socie y
as righteous.

S0Homer: AbpaTta, xaxd, aipa, prapég, prai¢ave. He od: xaxdtng, dvimrog. Semonides
dxoopog, GAOVTOC.

51Naumann 1992, 73, add Sol. fr. 23.10 (Frany6 & Gran 1981a).
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(xaBaipeiv) by a flood of water; it was considered possible to efface madness through
washing and other forms of purification (e.g. Ar. V. 118; S. Aj. 5, 655).

In summation, it can be stated that in the Homeric period dirt tended to be understood as a
material object, with occasional symbolic overtones. In the classical period, however, dirt
tended to be conceptualised in immaterial and abstract terms as piaopa. The emergence of
pioopa as a cultural concept cannot be identified before the archaic period. As Parker
(1996, esp. 12, 16) has pointed out, it is difficult to say to what extent changes in the social
significance of pollution beliefs took place, since notions of dirt and pollution were stressed
to different degrees in different literary genres at different times. It can only be said with
certainty that the genre of tragedy and the realm of the sacred were preoccupied with dirt.52

11.2.2 The social mode - a summary

As I have shown in appendix B, dirt functioned as a social marker in ancient Greece. People
whose primary occupation consisted in improving the bodily cleanliness of other people,
keeping other people's houses clean, removing other people's dirt from cesspools and the
streets and/or dealing professionally with dirty substances, such as coal-dust, k6mpog, and
perhaps also urine, were at the low end of the social scale (d&tAoi). This link can also be
found in Europe before World War II, where domestic servants were responsible for the
cleanliness of their employers houses, and when dustmen, crossing-sweeps and chimney-
sweeps were recruited from the lower classes.3 The status of the Athenian xompoAdyot,
which can be translated as 'cesspool/sewage-pickers', or more freely as 'dustmen’, is not
known. They may have been slaves or free men (cf. app. E, settlements). In any case, this
occupation had a bad social reputation and not even Athenian household slaves were keen on
doing this work (Ar. Pax 9-16 This was mainly due to the stench of the dirt (e.g. Ar. Pax
16-25). Keeping sanctuaries clean was not normally regarded as more prestigious than
keeping the oikos or the polis clean. We can conclude, therefore, that the context in which
cleaning was carried out did n t affect the social reputation of cleaning jobs. A factor that
did effect the social ranking of cleaning jobs and, thus, of the people doing them, was the
degree of symbolism involved in the cleaning actions. Cleaning practices involving the
maintenance of cult statues and the extinction of pollution on a casual basis were prestigious
and restricted to people at the upper end of the social scale (cf. app B, s.v. Removing other

peoples..., pp. 396-7).

52Archaeol gical evidence: app. E, s v. sanctuaries.

53Domestic servants: e.g. Dawes 1 84, 17, 22, 23, 25, 27, 40, 52-4, 65 (the mternal hierarchy of servants
was based on the kinds of cleaning j b they held. At the bottom of the scale was the lowly scullery maid
who cleaned the kitchen, and scrubbed the pots and pans). Outdoor cleaning: e.g. Maybew 1985 (19th
century London).



CHAPTTR 2 L

Different forms of dirt, but also waste, and recycling played a crucial r6le in the
descriptions of the living conditons and life-styles of the socio-economically
underprivileged. Poverty (mevia) seems to have been linked to, among other things, the
negligence of bodily care and outward appearance, the consumption of dirty food and ‘junk-
food', as well as the use of broken and recycled objects no longer capable of their original
function. These associations were not restricted to ancient Greece, but can also be found in
Europe, for example. Two examples may suffice, of which the first deals with dirt and the
second with waste. In the early 1900s, Arthur Shadwell, The Times' industrial correspondent,
described Bolton, a Lancashire textile town, as a town in which 'poverty, misfortune, iliness,
vice and dirt occur' (cited More 1995, 173). The chambers of domestic servants were filled
with the junk of their employers (Dawes 1984, 76-8).

In ancient Greece, living with dirt was not only associated with the poor, but also with
criminals and monsters (cf. app. B, p. 401 with n. 35). Polygnotos employed broken water
jars as a metaphor for a useless or incomplete life. In some cases, fully integrated member of
Greek society also neglected their physical cleanliness. For example, the rural population
whose hiving conditions Aristophanes could not celebrate enough, and also the Selloi, the
holy men of Zeus at Dodona. A third group which lived according to the principles of
frugality were the Cynics. Since the Cynics deliberately choose to follow these rules, dirt and
waste were not economic markers, but rather ideological markers, drawing on the concept of

difference and differentiation (cf. app. B, p. 401).

The negative connotations of dirt, filth, broken and rotten goods were effectively
employed during various periods and occasions to express disapproval of a person or as an
insult. The insults relating to dirt ranged from associating people with dirty manners and
habits, and bad odours, to accusing them of accumulating or living in dirt, of being unclean,
to insulting people for having internalised dirt to such an extent that they actually were dirt.
The tanner Kleon, Aristophanes’ favourite target of insults (Pax 48, 753; Egq. 130-3, 309),
was accused of scatophagy, was called a hurler of filthy-minded threats, a person with an
intolerable smell, and a churner of filth. These kinds of accusations and insults were also
popular in the forensic speeches of Aischines (1.54) and Demosthenes (19.199), where the

accused was often defamed and degraded as a foul wretch or an unclean scoundrel.

The comic disapproval of cowards and old-age may be explained in terms of bodily
emissions which were 'out of place’, that is, dirt according to Douglas' framework. This is a
reasonable suggestion because of the frequent references to the lack of control over
defecation, resulting in the self-defilement of cowards and old men. In contrast to other
archaeologists, who held the lack of free time for political engagements a crucial factor in

disunguishing the upper from the lower orders, I argue that craftsmen, in particular, were
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liminal figures due to their sudorific work. More specifically, I argue that craftsmen had a
low social reputation due to their sweating outside of socially accepted places, such as war

and the sports-ground.

I1.3 Significance of and attitudes towards human bodily waste

There is never only one, unchanging meaning of and attitude towards a concept or thing, but
there is a multivalence of meanings and attitudes instead. Heraklitos (B 5 (Marcovich))
made the same point when he noted that murderers 'cleanse themselves with blood when they
are polluted by blood'.3* Thus, the meaning of blood ranges from something that defiles to
something which purifies (Vernant 1990, 131). The meaning of blood is, however, not
paradoxical, as Parker suggests, but different, depending on the kind of blood and the
context. Whereas sacrificial blood from a virgin or pig was regarded as purifying, human
blood shed upon murder was considered defiling. The attitude towards the same kind of
blood could also vary, as human blood shed in a legitimate act of killing, such as war,
sacrifice or in an accident, was regarded much more neutrally than the polluting blood with

which the hands of a murderer were defiled.

In this section, I explore the multivalence of the meanings the ancient Greeks attributed to
substances produced and secreted by human bodies, including spittle, vomit, menstrual
blood, excrement and urine. On the whole, I treat human body products and their processes
of production separately. However, whenever bodily waste was seen as an event rather than a
product, I do not distinguish between process and end product. Consequently, I aim to
demonstrate that different meanings of and attitudes towards bodily waste and, occasionally,
processes of secretion have been emphasised to different degrees in the realms of religion,
philosophy, medicine, magic and Dionysos. The realms of medicine, magic and religion are
not easy to distinguish, and many definitions have been proposed.’® Under the heading
'medicine’, I will discuss attitudes towards bodily wastes in the Corpus Hippocraticum, whilst
under the heading ‘religion’ 1 discuss the relationship of waste to the sacred, and under
'magic’ the use of bodily wastes in non-rational practices to manipulate the mental,
emotional, or physical state of a person, to alter the condition of nature or to gain access to a
higher spirituality. I will also consider the parameter of time within the different realms.
This enables me to compare different sets of attitudes towards bodily wastes in different

realms at a particular time. Apart from social realm and time, I consider both mainstream

34For an excellent contextual study on the multiple meaning of beans in Greek society, ranging from dirty
(Pythagoreans and Orpheans) to a symbol of democracy cf. Gamsey 1)99, 222-5.

3Sparker 1996, 370-4, esp. 372. Cf. Pan ff 1970, 237, 250 on rotten matenal an ‘ambivalent category’,
but cf. also Loudon 1977, 168.

SMedic ne and magic: Lloyd 1979. Religion and magic: Ferguson 1988; Graf 1997, esp. 35.
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views and those of minor groups, such as the Pythagoreans, and those of individuals, such as

the various Hippocratic physicians.

II.3.1 Religion
Literary and epigraphic sources illuminate the incompatibility between certain kinds of

bodily waste and the sacred. An early collection of rules regarding the treatment of the
sacred is given near the end of Hesiod's Works and Days. It was probably not the codex of a
small religious group, but normative for archaic Boeotian peasant society.3’ One of the
Hesiodic rules instructs men defiled with semen (yovﬁ memalaypévog) to avoid the
hearthfire (Hes. Op. 732-3). In this case, the concern for semen referred to the bodily
processes involved in sexual intercourse. Thus, this rule was concerned with separating the
pure fire of the hearth from sexuality. Hesiod also stated that nails should not be cut during
divine meals (Hes. Op. 741-2). This passage may have aimed at not confusing the sacred
and the dead. Another set of rules aimed at the protection of sacred elements, including the
sun, the night, sources of rivers leading to the sea, and springs, from being contaminated by

urine and excrement.8

Hesiod's concern with keeping the sacred separate from sexuality may have been shared
by Hipponax (fr. 104.20 (West)). However, by the fifth century semen was no longer
mentioned as a substance offensive to the sacred (Parker 1996, 294). For the Hesiodic
abstinence of bodily products from sacred occasions there is a parallel in the Pythagorean
collection of rules for life. This rule was, however, only considered normative by a small
group and not by the whole of Greek society (cf. 11.3.2). The Hesiodic rules on the
protection of the sacred from faeces were relevant in later periods too. There were a couple
of archaic and classical prohibitions in relation to the defiling of springs sacred to nymphs.>°
Other legislation was not concerned with maintaining the purity of nature, but with the purity

of public places, such as the excrement-free temenoi.%0

57Scholars such as Parker (1996, 292-3) do not ascribe the rules to Hesiod and argue for their restricted
validity. They stress that terms like B€iog avrip - godlike, pious- charactenze the person who obeys the
rules, and also note the similariues with the Pythagorean catalogue of behavioural rules. 1 believe that the
behavioural codex is Hesiodic, as the work of Hesiod and the codex have certain principles in common,
including the awareness that gods are omnipresent (Hes Op 11), constantly change the social and
economic status of humans, and punish incorrect behaviour (Hes. Op. 3 8, 42, 241-61, 2814, 330-3).
Neither do I believe that the phrase Be€iog avrp can be interpreted solely in terms of an exclusive
religious group such as the Pythagorians, since Pandora and the race of women (Hes. Op. 62) are
characterized as god-like.

38Hes. Op. 726-31 (sun and night), 756-63 (springs and sources of rivers). Springs as sacred
elements/places: cf. 111.3.3 s.v. human bodily wastes.

3e.g. Sokolowski 1962, no. 50, 4 (Delos; kopros); 1969, no. 9.34 (Van; intestines, onthos); probably
Pl. Lg. 764B. Cf.111.2.2; app. D; G.1.

e g. Sokolowski 1969, no. 3 11 (Athenian Acropolis; onthos), no. 67.28-30 (Tegea; kopros), no. 1154
(Thasos; & pros); no. 116.14-7, 45 (Chios; kopros). Cf. 111.2.4; app. D, s v. sanctuary; G.1.
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I11.3.2 Philosophical movements

Bodily waste plays a significant rble in Pythagorean and Aristotelian philosophy. One of
the Pythagorean gvufora or akovoparta prohibits the cutting of hair or nails at festivals,
probably so as to keep dead matter from feasts.5! If so, this rule seems to have been
concerned with not confounding the dead and the living. Parker (1996, 296) has pointed
out that the whole set of Pythagorean rules were indeed ovuBoAa, tokens or passwords,
which marked members of the group off from Greek society. Thus, the prohibition on the
cutting of nails during festivals also had a differentiating function, to separate the
Pythagoreans from the rest of society through different normative behaviour.

Aristotle stated that bodily waste as a useless substance which needs to be disposed of.62
In the Eudemian Ethics, he discussed bodily emissions in the wider context of friendship
(d1ria), with reference to Socrates. More specifically, Aristotle supported the generally
held opinion that 'only what is useful is a friend’, stating that 'all men actually do pursue the
useful, and discard what is useless even in their persons (as the old Socrates used to say,
giving the examples of spittle, hair and nails), and that we throw away even parts of the body
that are of no use, and finally the body itself...". It is noteworthy that Aristotle did not use an
abstract term for bodily waste in this passage. The linking of bodily waste with uselessness
(Ta &xpnota), disposal (dmoBaAAeiv; pimterv) and refuse in a wider sense, can also be
found in a passage of the Historia Animalium, where Aristotle regards young birds' disposal
of their faeces outside of the nest as intelligent behaviour (cf. I11.1.5).

11.3.3 (Hippocratic) medicine

Cultural assumptions play an important part in shaping the methods of diagnosing,
explaining and curing diseases From the classical period, medical theory was based on
humoral theory and the doctrine of equilibrium and the Aristotelian 'mean’ (16 péoov).63
According to humoral theory, disease was conceptualised as the disorder of the humoral
equilibrium.* Humoral theory is best documented in Hippocrates' medical theory in the
Corpus Hippocraticum, which consists of about sixty treatises.55 The majority of the medical
treatises have been dated broadly to the second half of the fifth and the first half of the
fourth century B.C., on the basis of style and anatomical and pharmaceutical knowledge.
Only the treatises Ilept €doxnuoovdvng, Ilept inTpov, and Mapayyerior are held to

61Bohm 1905 no 49, cited in Parker 1996, 295 n. 69.

62Arist. EE 1235A; HA 8.7 (Balme; cf. app. G.2).

63pr blemanic relation hip between ph lo phy and med cine: e.g. Longrigg 1989. ‘D ctrine’ of the mean
before Anistotle: Héritier-Augé 1989, 288; Schubert 1997, esp. 124 with n. 15 (bibhography).

4 Exceptions: Jouanna 1999, 321.

85 Fragments of the Sicihan 'scho |: Wellmann 1901. Isonomia of powers (Svvdueic) and blood,
marrow and the brain as the centres fdisease in the model of Alcmaeon of Kroton: Schubert 1997, 125.
Stench as disease already in Homer. Corbin 1996, 245 n. 42.
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have been written as late as the first or second century A.D. (Kollesch & Nickel 1989, 7;
Wenskus 1996, 719).

Bodily waste played a crucial réle in Hippocratic theory, both on a practical and on a
theoretical level. The practical aspect was far more important, as Hippocratic medicine was
therapeutically - rather than philosophically - and scientifically-oriented. On this practical
level, bodily wastes were visible signs of changes within the body. Menarche, for example,
was the focus of two long treatise on yvvaixeia, describing the biological transformation
of immature girls into reproductive women. In Hippocratic theory, the process which
brought about the onset of female sexuality was the supply of blood to help form the foetus
and allow the semen to pass into the womb. The first 'monthly coming-downs'
(xatapnivia) simply marked the onset of sexuality in girls (Linders 1972, 58-9; Dean-
Jones 1994, 52 n. 32, 55). In order to become a mature woman (yvvH), it was necessary to
have given birth (King 1998, 23).

In most cases, the Hippocratics regarded bodily emissions (including tears, bile, cough,
sneezes, belching, vomits, flatulence, excrement, urine, sweat, pus, and in the case of women,
menstrual blood and lochies) as diagnostic signs.% Consequently, the physicians examined
these emissions in order to infer the state of the patient's health and the degree and severity
of his or her disease. More specifically, the Hippocratic physician used his senses of sight,
smell and occasionally taste to analyse the patient's waste products. These were analysed in
terms of their volume, composition, colour and odour (Jouanna 1999, 300-1). For example,
a baby's excrement was frequently analysed in terms of its composition and colour, since
these best reflect the baby's conditton (Arist. HA 587). More generally, foul-smelling bodily
emissions were deemed an unfavourable sign and the shift, for example, from the acidic to
the alkaline condition of putrid matter was held to reflect the increasing imbalance of the

humors and the progression of the disease to the point of death.6’

Owing to the static conception of health and the relationship of bodily discharges with
health, one way of affecting the composition of the humors, and thus stabilising or
improving a patient's health, was to alter the amount of bodily wastes produced and
discharged (Parker 1996, 214-6). The discharge of retained humors (as well as by-products
of the 'heating' processes taking place within the body) was considered to be a purging of the
b dy.5® Thus therapeutic method could be brought about by blood-letting, or vapour baths

e g Hp. Epid. 1.10 (2 668 14-5 (Littré), 23 (Loeb 1 181); 3 25 (Loeb 7.327-331); 4 43 (Loeb 7.137-9);
5.50 (Loeb 7.191); Aff. 2.47 (7.72.14 (Lattré)), 2.48 (7.72.6-21 (Littré)); 2.49.57 (Liuré); Mul. 2.115;
Prog. 2.13 (Loeb), 25 (2.188.6-14 (Littré)), 11 (Loeb), 17 (Loeb 2, 35); Int. 47.49; Coac. 621; Hum 2
(5 478.6-13 (Littré); Ar. Pl 706.

67Examples: Jouanna 1999, 300-1.

S8Menstruati n: Arist. HA 521A.1 (Thompson), 52339-10. Faeces: Prorrh. 2.8 (IX.28.2-6); Paus.
10.36.7. Tears and sweat: Pl. Tim. 83D, 84E. Vomut: Eub fr. 126 (Kassel & Austin); Paus. 10.36 7.
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for women, and 1n the case of a number of diseases, including worms and pains in the loins,

by vomiting.®

Aside from being an analytical tool and a therapy, bodily discharges were, since human
dissection was n t practised, a significant means for gaining knowledge about the non-visible
part of the human body and in formulating hypotheses as to how the human body worked.”
The observation of the different liquids that drained out of the body, in both a healthy
condition but especially with injuries and various diseases, perhaps led to the formulation of
humoral theory. A thorough observation and analysis of bodily wastes were also the basis
for theories on the number and quality of the humors, the processes which produced them
and the course which they took internally.”! On the basis of the secretion of menstrual
blood, for example, most Hippocratic gynaecologists believed that there was a powerful link

between a womans womb, breasts and the various orifices of her body.”2

Most of the gynaecological treatises conceived of menstrual blood and the process
believed to produce it as the most distinctive differences between the sexes. The importance
of menstrual blood and menstruation for defining women in the gynaecological treatises
suggests sex-specific therapeutic approaches. When a woman and a man were affected by
the same disease, such as a humid body, the degree of humidity in the male body was
reduced by vomitng or dietary and environmental changes, whereas most of the Hippocratic
gynaecological treatises focused nearly exclusively on the flow of menstrual blood and
women's reproductive organs.”> Menstrual flow was also considered the key to explaining
the differences between women and men. Since menstruation was interpreted in terms of the
discharge of excessive blood that women could afford to (or had to) lose, the texture of
women's flesh was regarded as much wetter, softer and spongier than that of men.”* This
structural difference led to the belief that women lived closer to illness, but the periodic
discharge of an important body fluid made it possible for women to maintain their health
more easily than men (e.g. King 1995b, 136). The abundance of blood, seen as a hot
substance, in the female body was seen as proof for the cultural characterisation of women as

hotter, weaker, softer and more frivolous than men.”>

Cf. D.S. 17.103.5; Joris 1984.

%9 Absence of menstruation: Aph. 5.28 (IV. 542.5-6); Mul. 8.440. General moisture: Jouanna 1999, 321.
Worms: Epid. 2.2.16; 4.10 (V. 90.5-6, 148.24-150.4). Pains n the loins: Coac. 2. 304 (V. 650.15-17).
70D ssection Dean-Jones 1994, 22 n. 72; King 1998, 38 with n. 22.

T\Number and quality: e.g. Jouanna 1999, 314-5. 'Cooking’ processes: Kollesch & Nickel 1989, 20-1.
72¢ g. Hp. Nat.Mul. 3.214 (8.416.3-5 (Littré)).

BGender specific therapy and physical development: Dean-Jones 1994, 114, 120; Jouanna 1999, 311-2.
Parallel physical de elopment in men and woman ard same therapy: King 1995a; Gourevitch 1995, esp.
150; Longrigg 1998, 192, 199.

T4e g Hp. Mul. 1.1 8.12.6-21 (Littré)).

75Pamenides claimed that the proof that women were hotter lay in their menstrual flow (Dean-Jones 1994,
45). - The stereotype that women were frivolous was widespread, cf. e.g. PL. Ti. 91B-D, but Ar. Lys. 163-
6. Cf. Dean-Jones 1992.
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To conclude, bodily secretions and emissions were of central importance for Hippocratic
medicine, based as it was on humoral theory, in the following ways: along with hair and skin,
they were analytical tools in the diagnosis of the breakdown in the equilibrium of the
humors. An increase or decrease in the production or discharge of bodily fluids was
considered one way in which to purge the body and, thus, cure disease. Moreover, secreted
bodily fluids were a key element in theories on the flow of humours within the body.
Finally, some Hippocratics explained the physiological, social and cognitive differences

between the sexes through the emission of different bodily fluids at different moments.

The issue of whether different kinds of bodily waste such as tears and menstrual blood, or
different types of the same fluid, such as bitter and salty tears, were valued differently in the
Hippocratic treatises - from neutral diagnostic signs to disgusting or dangerous substances -
has not been addressed systematically. The fact that the tasting of the bodily waste of
potentially or visibly sick patients was a significant part of the examination may hint at the
fact that bodily wastes were generally considered neutral diagnostic aids. In contrast to tears
and sweat, however, there is no explicit reference to the tasting of stool (Jouanna 1999, 301).
This may point to the fact that faeces had a negative connotation. As with tears and sweat,
menstrual blood was also categorised as neutral in terms of medicine. This also seems to
have been the attitude among large parts of the Greek population. The only passage in the
Hippocratic corpus which could be interpreted in terms of an ambiguous attitude towards
menstrual blood, although not on the part of physicians, is the general encouragement of
men to have sexual intercourse with their women during menstruation (cf. Dean-Jones 1994,
171, 234). Bodily fluids that seem to have had negative connotations, s nce they pointed to
and caused illness, included those retained within the body, such as sputum, and putrid
bodily secretions such as putrid breast-milk, that was believed to cause flatworm in the
child.’® The latter two examples indicate that a crucial factor in shaping attitudes towards
different bodily wastes was their relationship to the body's orifices and their quality.

I1.3.4 Magic

In contrast to the rich source of information for the study of bodily waste in the Hippocratic
corpus, it is difficult to find evidence for the use of human waste in pre-Hellenistic magic
practices. Hair attached to tablets and hair and nail trimmings attached t dolls, representing
an ahenated lover, are well documented for post-clas :cal peri ds, but do not seem to have
been common in the classical period.”’ Neither is there evidence in the pre-Hellenistic

period that menstruating women could affect the ferti ity of land, destr y vermin or dim a

76Sputum: Hp. Aff. 248 (7.72, 6-21 (Litré)). Milk: Hp. Morb 4.55 (VII. 600.3-21)

T1post-Classical examples: Jordan 1985, 251; Versnel 1991, 105 n. 133; Gager 1992, 16-8; Graf 1997,
140. Odora: other than bodily wastes in 3rd century Greece Theoc. 3.53. Other cultures: Preston-Blier
1997.
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mirror, nor that priests took great precautions to bury their hair and nail clippings so that
they would not be stolen and used against them in magic.”® In addition, human bodily
wastes such as the menstrual blood of a dead virgin, do not seem to have been considered

essential magical essences.”

If this absence of evidence is significant, it can be concluded that human bodily waste was
not important in magical practice. It can be further concluded that bodily waste did not
fulfil the criteria of a magic substance: to be rare, have a connection with the underworld
(such as lead), or generally be considered as ambiguous, dirty, disgusting, or dangerous.%
This combination of inappropriateness as magic substance with the category of non-
ambiguous and non-polluting can best be seen in relation to menses; menstrual blood was
not mentioned in pre-Hellenistic Sacred laws and menarche was insignificant for the social
life of girls (cf. I1I1.3 3; app. E; Dean-Jones 1994, 243-7).

I1.3.5. The Comic Realm

Bodily emissions and discharges are favourite topics in ancient Greek comedy, allowing us to

examine attitudes towards bodily waste in specific situations. The bodily wastes discussed
include crepitation, burps and female secretions. Drawing on Henderson's (1975) study of
faecal humour in Greek comedy, we can also explore the relationship between faecal
humour in comedy and that on vase-paintings from the archaic to the Hellenistic periods.

Flatulence was not considered dirty in Greek comedy (cf. Thiercy 1993, 507-8).
Attitudes towards crepitating and belching were not based on the place in which it was
emitted nor its odour. This is evident in the scene in Aristophanes (Pl. 697-706) where
expulsion of wind in a sanctuary was simply described as &ypoixov (rustic or rude) and
véhrotov (laughable, even though the odour emitted was compared to the dirtiness of
excrement. The main criterion seems to have been intent: crepitating caused by emotions,
including fear, friskiness, happiness or laziness, was not ¢ nsidered repulsive or offensive. In
contrast, flatulence which expressed contempt was considered dirty and offensive.’! The
criterion according t which belching and belches were either classified as either intolerable
and disgusting or as socially tolerable seems to have been the odour emitted (cf. Thiercy
1993, 508).

8Fields/Vernuns: Nilsson 1940, 28. Anst. Insomm. 452924-460°23 as a later interpolation: Dean-Jones
1994, 229-30.

PGM 4.2575-84, cited m Graf 1997, 181 with n. 13.

8 Lead: Ferguson 1988 882; Faraone 1991, 8; Graf 1997, 132-3. More generally: Graf 1997.

81715t of intentional fart ng: Henderson 1975, 197 no. 429.
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The majority of scenes of men urinating (0V¥pwv), defecating, (x€{wv), vomiting
(¢Eeperv), crepitating or gulping were linked to faecal humor. They range from men
desperately looking for a quiet place in which to relieve themselves to humans and heroes
defiling themselves out of fear (cf. 111.3.3; app. B, s.v. Bodily...). A number of archaic,
classical and Hellenistic black- and red-figure vase-paintings drew upon comedy and faecal
humor.82 These representations were not only painted (and looked at) in Attica (cat. 120,
124) and Southern Italy (cat. 158, perhaps also 155), but probably also in Lak nia (cat.
109) and Apulia (cat. 156).

Some of these images seem to show a scene from a comic performance. These scenes
range from an actor vomiting on stage (cat. 156), to Herakles lying in front of the house of a
desirable woman and being drenched in urine (cat. 155), to the depiction of the comic
prototype of the xécavreg, the forerunners of Tpéoavrec (tremblers; cat. 109), if Powell's

interpretation of the badly-preserved Lakonian potsherd is correct.

A humorous and comic version of the myth of Nessos is shown on cat. 158. It is difficult
to say whether this image copied a scene from a well-known comedy or whether 1t was an
original creation of the vase-painter. Nevertheless, the comic effect was achieved by
changing the iconography of Nessos from that of a powerful and violent creature to that of a
creature who is weak and not in control. It is noteworthy that Aristophanes used the same
effect, degraded the super-hero Herakles to an anxious and passive anti-hero.

The two archaic Attic depictions, each of which shows a single man who defecates while
squatting, also seem to draw on scenes from Aristophanic comedies, displaying for the
audience certain all too human and mundane aspects of everyday life (cat. 120, 124 . As in
comedy, these images were probably meant for entertainment. Since these images were on
kylikes, the target group of this kind of faecal humour was that of symposiasts.83 Schifer
(1997, 57, 647) demonstrated that these images are just one feature of what he called the
Taugh-culture’ of late-archaic Attic symposia with an impressive range of examples,
including ‘surprise’-drinking vessels.8 The characterisation of the defecating men as comic
figures, probably deformed dwarves, indicates that - at least in the opinion of the users of
these vessels - public and uncontrolled defecation was not congruent with the dignuty of a

free man, unless he was s mehow not entirely normal.85

82Archaic and Classical dep ¢t ns: cat 109, 120, 124, 156. Hellen stic: 154-5, 158.

83Cf. Johns (1982, 95, fig. 8 on the Romano-British breaker depicting a naked, ejaculating man with a
large phallos.

8 'Surprise-' drinking vessels. Osborne 19)8, 133,

83Cf. Dasen's (1993, 167) on the depiction of defecating dwarves.
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11.3 6 The Dionysiac Realm

The discharge of bodily wastes by men and women after the consumption of wine, including

at and after symposia, is recorded in a range of literary sources, including the Homeric epics,
comedies and forensic speeches. It also was the subject of a substantial number of archaic
and classical vase-paintings, most of which seem to have been used in symposia. As the
literary and art historical sources cover a large time-span, I shall attempt to identify changes

in attitudes towards bodily waste in the Dionysiac realm across time.

HOMERIC PERIOD

There are not many references to bodily emissions in the Homeric epics and Polyphemos'
vomiting, caused by heavy drinking, is surely the most important reference.8 This vomiting
scene seems to have served to accentuate Polyphemos’ animal character, thus legitimising his
blinding. The content of Polyphemos' vomit included pieces of human flesh, recalling both
the savagery of cannibalism, and the inhuman eating habits of the Kyklops.8” Polyphemos
was further described as a person defiled by his own bodily waste, disregarding one of the
crucial social values of the Homeric élite, kou1dn (cf. app. D). Moreover, I believe that the
manner of discharge may have been important in characterising Polyphemos as outside of
the Homeric élite: lack of bodily control contrasts with the code of physical excellence which
required control over the body. We cannot draw conclusions on the social acceptance of
aristocrats who vomited after excessive drinking feasts from this passage. It may have been
the case that the Homeric élite did not tolerate unrestricted and uncontrolled drinking and
any affects on the body resulting from it. It is, however, equally possible that efficient

vomiting was socially acceptable.

ARCHAIC TO EARLY CLASSICAL PERIOD

Better documented are attitudes towards bodily wastes in the archaic and classical period. Of
interest here is a group of black and red-figure vases decorated with urinating, defecating or
vomiting humans, satyr-silens and dogs at a symposium or a komos.® Most of the vessels
have just one scene of bodily discharge, but there is one kylix which depicts the same motif
twice (cat. 130, cf. 115 (dog)) and three with two different discharge motifs (cat. 108, 113,
128). The date for this set of motifs is ¢c. 520 to 470-50 B C. The depiction of bodily
wastes, often painted 1n red, were favoured themes of the Brygos painter and his teacher
Onesimos. The bulk of the preserved vessels is Attic, but there are also a few Lakonian

8Hom. Od. 9.371-4. Cf. H m. Il. 4.217-9. However, the interpretation of Machaon's application of
spitle on his wound as a pharmakon is just one of a number of equally plausible explanations (cf. Laser
1983, S110 n. 296).

87Deeds: Hom. Od. 9.295. Manners: Hom. Od. 9.291-3 (eating raw human flesh without leaving bones as
animal-like behaviour). Cf. Detienne 1972, Anhalt 1997, 22.

88My catalogue entries are based on lists by Morel 1877; Hanwig 1893, 665-6 n. 1; Hurschmann 1985,
17 n. 21; Knauer 1986; Lissarrague 1990a, 22 n. 7,96 n. 19.
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examples and one Boeotian example.?® That the iconography of bodily discharge was not
considered appropriate for Etruscan cups can be deduced from an Etruscan copy of an Attic
cup, on which the Etruscan copyist omitted the urinating satyr (Plaoutine 1937). The
depiction of bodily wastes can thus be seen as an Attic phenomenon. In terms of
chronology, the depiction of the discharge of bodily wastes was most common in the late
archaic period, although there are also some sixth-century and early-classical depictions.?® I
have sub-divided this group into two further groups, which show considerable differences in

attitudes towards the unrestrained excretion of bodily wastes.

My first group includes images of defecating dogs associated with a komos (cat. 115) and
silen-satyrs that are defecating (cat. 110, 132-3, perhaps 115-6), urinating (cat. 154) or
vomiting (cat. 152, perhaps 107). This kind of behaviour was associated with shameless
creatures such as dogs and creatures that were outside the norms of culture and lacked self-
restraint. It was thus certainly not considered socially acceptable behaviour for citizens.9! A
nice contrast between human sophistication and the uncultured nature of animals, of Apollo
versus Dionysos, is given in cat. 127: whilst the tondo shows Oedipos solving the riddle of the
sphinx, the outside jar depicts a komos of satyr-silens. The wild and undomesticated
behaviour highlights the ambivalent nature of wine, ‘halfway between the savage and the
civilized' (Lissarrague 1990a, 5 n. 5). The dog-silen group shares the negative connotations
of the lack of control over bodily functions after the consumption of the ambiguous liquid
with the two Attic depictions of dwarves relieving themselves (¢f 11.3.5). Along the same
lines is Xenophanes' statement that drinking is fine as long as one can withstand it and get
home without an attendant. Xenophanes linked symposiasts relieving themselves with the
rejection of aiduw¢ (decency, appropriateness, good sense) 92 Most of the examples of this

group have been dated to the early classical period.

My second group includes images of female and male participants of symposia and
komoi, who can no longer withstand the effects of the wine, or relieve themselves. The
location in which this happens is not always clear; possible locations are private houses,
streets, palaestra or sanctuanes (cf. Schafer 1997, 56-7). The iconography of bodily
discharges in this group differs in three important respects fr m the former: firstly, the
'protagonists’ are humans, mos ly male symposiasts. The female companions of the revellers

were rarely depicted as having succumb to excessive drinking (e g. cat. 148). In particular

8Vomiung (archaic Atic): cat. 114, 119, 123, 125-6, 128, 129, 131, 134-9, 143-7

142. Urination (archaic Atnc): cat 113, 122, 128, 130, 148. Atnic Archaic defecanion: cat. 109-10, 112,
116-8, 120-1, 124, 132-3. Vomit ng (classical Attic): cat. 151-2. Unina on (classical Attic): cat. 150,
153, 211. Defecation (classical Aruc): cat. 149. Vonmuning (archaic Lakonian): cat. 107, 109. Urnation
and defecation (archaic Boeotian): cat. 108. Defecation (archaic Euboea : cat. 110,

90580-20 B C.: cat. 109-10, 112, 114, 116-7. Classical: cf. e.g. cat. 149,

91Dogs: app. B with n. 28; app. E with n. 42. Stlen-saryr: Lissarrague 1990a, 39.

92Xenoph. fr. B1 (West; ap. Ath. 462C-F).
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the depiction of vomiting hetaeras seem to have been typical for Lakoma. Secondly, urine
especially and often also vomit were collected in vessels, even when the symposiast appears to
be on his way home (cat. 150). The vessels are of various shapes, including one-handled
circular-lipped jugs (cat. 127-8), clay basins (cat. 128, 148), and perhaps also double-
handled vessels (cat. 148).93 It can, therefore, be concluded with Morel (1877, 230) that
revellers urinated into whatever vessel was at hand. It needs to be stressed, however, that the
majority of symposiasts urinate into one-handled circular-lipped jugs, perhaps indicating that
in the archaic period there already existed a standard type of portable apideg. Thirdly, in
contrast to satyr-silens and dogs citizens could often rely on the assistance of their servants
(e.g. cat. 150) or hetaerasi (e.g. cat. 144).

There is currently a debate as to the social strata from which the male 'protagonists’ derive
Himmelmann stressed that male revellers were explicitly character'sed as members of the
aristocracy, pointing to clothing including shoes (cat. 117), and the knotted stick (e.g. cat.
126) as social markers.®* Consequently, he argued that these images are depictions of
exclusively aristocratic symposia. In contrast, Schifer (1997, 43, 57, 59, 66-7) has attributed
these images to public Dionysiac festivals and stressed the democratisation of symposia,
which took place during the late-archaic period (cf. Eder 1992). The opening up of
symposia to a wider group of citizens went hand in hand, he argues, with a shift in the
depiction of symposia on vases, from an eating to a drinking community. Both authors
develop their argument with reference to different vase-paintings. I therefore believe that
some of the vase-paintings bel nging to my second group depict male aristocrats, while

others depict citizens, and perhaps even craftsmen like Euphronios.

It has been noted that the depictions of bodily discharge at symposia and komoi belong to
the same group as those depicting symposiasts involved in sexual activity: unable to stand
properly, reeling, staggering or lying on the ground unable to get up, whilst being sexually
aroused.?> The female assistant on cat. and individuals such as Xenophanes, Plato and the
politicians of Sparta would surely have categorised the images of Group 2 as bad
behaviour.%® There are, however, strong indications that these scenes are not to be
understood as social criticism:%7 the man from Kos who decorated his tombstone with the

image of a drunken komast was obviously proud of his drinking parties (Himmelmann

3Mulnple uses of vessels: Morel 1877; Knauer 1986, 95 n 13.

94Shoes: Himmelmann 1996¢. Stick as symb | of leisure (dyopd{ein): Hunmelmann 1994, 18.
Cf. 1in general Fisher 1998, 86 n. 11

95Notion: Lissarrague 1990a, 21-2; Himmelmann 1996¢. Erotic scenes: Hoesch 1990a. Off-balance: e g
late-archaic red-figure cup, Karlsruhe 70/395 (Lissarrague 1990a, fig. 13) Lying: Late sixth century
tombstele from Kos (Himmelmann 1996¢, 43 fig. 14).

9%Xenoph. fr. B1 (West; ap. Ath. 462C-F); P1. Lg. 649D-650B, 666A-D. Sparta: Lissarrague 1990a, 5,
7.

9Socially acceptable behaviour+ Schauenburg 1974, 314; Hoesch 1990c, 282; Himmelmann 1996c;
Schifer 1997, 42.
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1996¢, 43). Theognis (1063-8, but 509-10, 837-40) celebrated both the act of drinking
within the socially exclusive context of the symposium and the effects of (too) much wine
and the lack of aiduw¢ as positive social values. Moreover, the chr nology of these images is
the same as both those depicting games with wine (e.g. kottabos and askoliasmos) and the
democratisation of symposia. It is, therefore, reasonable to argue that representations of the
game of kottabos were associated with conspicuous consumption (Hoesch 1990b, 272), and
also with images of revellers who could no longer able to resist the effects of the wine which
they had consumed. These depictions drew, then, on the common understanding that the
exuberant, unrestrained and boisterous behaviour of symposiasts was caused by heavy and
excessive drinking.

Schifer (1997, 57, 58, 67) has suggested that the images of unrestrained human bodily
discharge are not realistic depictions, but exaggerations and distortions of reality, the purpose
of which was to make the symposiasts laugh. I do not believe that there is sufficient evidence
to argue in favour of this view. There is only one image which may be described as
humorous or funny, which depicts a drunk symposiast giving an emphatic speech and does
not realise that it is time to empty his bladder (cat. 150). Schifers claim that revellers and
hetaeras did not vomit, urinate and defecate at symposia is equally untenable. The most
powerful argument against Schifer are the two remarkable iconographic details that do not
make much sense in the fantasy symposion which he presupposes, in which the guests would
behave in ways which would not be allowed at a real symposion. Firstly, it appears that by
the late-archaic period symposiasts were depicted as relieving themselves in an unrestrained,
yet efficient, manner without defiling themselves and collecting their vomit and urine in
vessels. The assistants also seem to have followed a code of conduct, as they are depicted
helping the vomiting symposiast by holding his head within their hands.  Schifer's
conclusions are also inconsistent. In particular, one of his main insights (1997, 42-4) - that
the profile of symposia changed at the end of the sixth century - 1s based on vase paintings
depicting revellers dancing, singing and gambling. Yet, Schifer would deny the authenticity
of 'Group 2' scenes, without giving any justification for this. The inconsistent treatment of
scenes of dancing and urinating revellers is even more striking in view of Schifer's claim that
the depiction of revellers discharging bodily waste had no negative social connotation.
Consequently, I believe that scenes of human bodily discharge (Group 2) could and did
occur at symposia. I am also inclined to believe that some of these depictions were
intenuonally placed inside the kylikes in order to 'interact’ with the symposiast. If revellers in
antiquity could laugh at cat. 129, I argue, in contrast to Schafer, that this was because the

image played in a subtle way on commonly-shared experiences at symposia and komoi.

There are two points are of crucial importance for the discussion of the vase-paintings
(Groups 1-2) as part of the civilising process’. Firstly, the emergence and popularity of the



CHAPTER 2 4s

motif of bodily discharge in the Dionysiac realm is part of a much larger picture. More
specifically, it is linked to new ways of representing and experiencing the human body and
its functions, and a paradigmatic shift in the motifs and themes of vase-paintings around 530
B.C., which I would characterise as a shift from scenes of aristocratic to civic life.?® It is also
linked to the democratisation of the formerly exclusively aristocratic symposia, resulting in
changes in the profile of symposia (from a social event in which meat and wine were
consumed to a drinking event) and the invention of new drinking cups and games.?®
Secondly, the iconography of bodily discharge changed over time, and these changes can be
linked to Elias' ‘civilising process’. We can distinguish the following three phases in the
Dionysiac realm: unrestrained discharge of bodily waste (Group 1, early); unrestrained
discharge of bodily waste following a strict code of conduct (e.g. urinating into vessels,
holding the head of a vomiting symposiast; Group 1, late); unrestrained bodily discharge at

symposia and komoi now restricted to creatures like dogs and satyr-silens (Group 2).

The emergence, popularity and changes in the iconography of bodily discharge can be
explained within Elias’ framework in the following way: Kleisthenes' reforms initiated the
social and political processes of democratisation in Athens, during the course of which the
demos was formed and old forms of social control were abandoned. The new range of
themes in vase-paintings and the new understanding of the body may be explained as
expressions of and a reaction to a society in flux, where traditional codes of conduct were
transformed and new codes created. In particular, changing attitudes towards the body point
to the intersection of processes of social transformation with changes in how individuals were
conceived. The changing iconography points to both changes on the level of the individual
and on the level of the polis. More specifically, these changes can be seen as resulting from
and perpetuating the processes which led rise to power of the demos, and the
'pacification’/'civilisation' of the individuals which made up Athenian society.

THE CLASSICAL PERIOD

Vomiting induced in order to purge the body was considered a form of medical treatment
and seems not to have had negative connotations (Joris 1984). By 450 B.C., vomiting,
urinating and defecating as the result of unrestrained drinking were no longer a feature of
Attic iconography, although we still have literary evidence of symposiasts urinating and
vomiting at symposia due to excessive drinking.!® The consequences of heavy drinking
became the subject of forensic speeches and tragedy, and seem to have been widely classified

as animal-like and indecent behaviour.!®! The shift in the moral connotations of anti-aidos

98Body: Schafer 1997, 57. Themes: Schafer 1997, 41.

9New forms: Schafer 1997, 45, 50. Democratisation: Schafer 1997, 49.

100¢ g Hdt. 1.133.3; D. 54.4. Drunken and rowdy behaviour: Murray 1990.

101 Forensic: D. 54.4. Tragedy: e g. A. fr. 180 (Radt; ap. Ath. 17C); S. fr. 565 (Radt; ap. Ath. 1.17D).
Amimal-like: (cat. 211). Disreputable, indecent (anmpemic): Ath. 17C.
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behaviour may be explained with the emergence of moral values such as kalokagathia, the
philosophical value of owdpoovvn (self-control, temperance, sobriety) and the socio-

political value of ioovouia.102

Following Elias' model, the new repertoire of normative behaviour at Athenian symposia
can be explained in terms of an increase in the value of self-control within the new
configuration of the Athenian polis. Athenian citizens hence had to exhibit greater self-
control. Processes that can bring about this changes in the 'personality structure’ of
individuals are, in Elias view, primarily processes which aim at the monopolisation of power.
One expression of a successful step towards the monopolisation of state-control in Athens is
the emergence of prisons at Athens around 450 B.C. and the democratisation of the
Athenian penal system. Consequently, I would suggest that the disappearance at around the
same time of depictions of symposiasts and hetaeras relieving themselves is a result of the

increase of the power of the demos in Athens.

A passage in Herodotos (2.176) sheds light on attitudes towards bodily waste in classical
Greece: urine and vomit deposited in a precious food-bowl at a symposium are said to have
permanently defiled the vessel. Although this was claimed by the Egyptian king Amasis, it
has been argued that the setting of the story in general and the accessories of the symposium
in particular, were Greek.!9 The question remains, whether the attitude towards urine and
v mit was Greek or Egyptian. The content of chamber-pots was considered dirty in ancient
Greece, and this perhaps suggests that the idea of permanent defilement was rooted within the
Greek value system.

To conclude, little is known about the social acceptance of bodily functions relating to the
discharge of vomit, urine and excrement in Homeric society. The discussion of vase-
paintings suggested that it was socially acceptable to see images of bodily excretions and
waste, in particular at the specific social event of an Attic symposion. Attitudes towards
bodily discharge in the Dionysiac realm ranged from positive (Group 1) to negative (Group
2, cf. I1.3.5). More specifically, these actions may have been celebrated by Theognis and his
c rcle as expressions of a lack of aidu¢ (decency) or as conspicuous ¢ nsumption. Others,
by contrast, classified unrestrained bodily discharge at symposia and komoi as behaviour fit
animals and animal-like creatures (Group 2) or liminal human beings such as dwarves (cat.
120, 124) Again, others, such as the hetaera on cat. 144 preferred not to observe such
socially unacceptable behaviour. These differences in the meaning of and attitudes towards

bodily wastes in the Dionysiac realm seem to have occurred around the same time and, thus,

1 ZKalokagathia as a fashonable novelty value at the beginning of the classical period: Bourriot 1995 (on
Ar. fr. 205 (Kassel & Austin)). Effect of owgpoovvn for depictions of rape: Reeder 1996a, 16.
Zwppoavvn: eg. Himmelmann 1996¢, 45. Impact of owdpoovvn on public statues: Fehr 1979.
103Milne 1944, 32 n. 45; more general Hartog 1988; Cartledge 1996.



CHAPTIR 2. 43

indicate a multivalence of opinions and views in antiquity. As I have shown, this diversity of
views may partly also be explained as changes across time. The emergence, popularity, and
disappearance of representations of bodily waste in connection with the consumption of wine
in the repertoire of Athenian vase-painters may, therefore, be interpreted as resulting from

the development of the Athenian polis, in particular the rise of the demos.

11.3 7 At home

Little is known about attitudes towards bodily waste in the oikos before the archaic period
(cf. II1.3.3). Hesiod was the first to note that human bodily waste was not tolerated in the
inner household. Exceptions were made only for certain groups of people (including
symposiasts, babies, and old men) and at certain times of the day (at night urine was collected
in chamber pots)