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SUMMARY

This thesis will explore the agentive roles of material culture in ancient colonial
encounters. It takes as a case study the Roman colonization of southern Britain, from
the first century BC onwards. Using ethnographic and theoretical perspectives largely
drawn from social anthropology, it seeks to demonstrate that the consumption of certain
types of continental material culture by some members of communities in southern
Britain, pre-disposed the local population to Roman political annexation in the later part
of the first century AD.

Once the Roman colonial project proper commenced, different material cultures were
introduced by colonial agents to maintain domination over a subaltern population.
Throughout, the entanglement of people and things represented a reciprocal continuum,
in which things moved people’s minds, as much as people got to grips with particular
things. In addition it will be suggested that the confrontations of material culture
brought about by the colonial encounters affected the colonizer as much as the
colonized.

The thesis will demonstrate the impact of a variety of novel material cultures by
focusing in detail on a key area of southern Britain — Chichester and its immediate
environs. Material culture will be examined in four major categories: Landscapes and
Buildings; Exchange, Food and Drink; Coinages; Death and Burial. Chapters dealing
with these categories will be preceded by an opening chapter on the nature of Roman
colonialism, followed by an introductory one on the history and archaeology of southern
Britain and the study area. The Conclusion will include some thoughts on the
integration of anthropological approaches to archaeological interpretation. | intend that
the thesis provides a contribution to the wider debate on the role of material culture in
ancient colonial projects, and an example of the increasingly productive bidirectional
entanglement of archaeology and anthropology.
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Chapter 1: An Introduction: Material culture and
Ancient Colonialism

This thesis addresses the role of material culture in ancient colonialism. Broadly within
the framework of practice theory (Bourdieu 1990) and the reciprocally constitutive roles
of material culture and objects in structuring human behaviours and being constructed
by them, | examine the significance of material culture in the ancient colonial project. In
particular I draw on much anthropological writing, and especially its ‘material culture
turn’, to suggest fresh ways of looking at archaeological data and previous
archaeological interpretations. | invoke anthropological texts in two different ways.
First as a source of comparative examples of the roles of material culture in other
colonial contexts. Second as a provider of relevant analytical concepts, such as mimesis
(e.g. Taussig 1993) that can offer more textured appreciations of ancient colonial

encounters.

As a case study | take a small area of southern Britain during the time frame of ¢.100BC
to AD200. This region witnessed episodes of Gallo-Belgic settlement and possibly
colonization which presaged the imposition of direct Roman colonial rule in the AD
70s. Each of these immigrations was marked by distinctive changes in material culture
and | explore the role of objects, particularly in the Roman case, in both paving the way
for colonization and subsequently in the maintenance of colonial control once
established. Material culture will be examined in four major categories in this thesis:
Landscapes and Buildings; Exchange, Food and Drink; Coinages; Death and Burial.
Chapters dealings with these categories will be preceded by an opening chapter on the
nature of Roman colonialism, followed by an introductory one on relevant aspects of
the history and archaeology of southern Britain and the study area. The Conclusion will
include some thoughts on the integration of anthropological approaches to
archaeological interpretation. It is timely to write this interpretative and synthetic
account now because there is much new archaeological material recently published
from the study area (e.g. Westhampnett — Fitzpatrick et al. 2008; North Bersted — Taylor
and Weale 2009) and because of the increasing engagement of archaeology with
anthropology (e.g. Garrow and Yarrow 2010; Sharples 2010).



The arguments developed are the product of the increasingly fruitful relationship
between the disciplines of anthropology, archaeology, ancient history, the field of
material culture studies and the subject of colonialism. Each has links, albeit of different
ages and strengths, with the others. Perhaps the most obvious connection is between
archaeology and material culture studies. Many commentators (e.g. Greene 2004)
indicate that archaeology is defined by the material matters which constitute the
foundations on which its interpretations of past human behaviours are based. The ties
that bind anthropology to colonialism are also of considerable longevity and complexity
(e.g. Arhin 1979; Comaroff 1985; Dirks 1992; Gosden 1999). Malinowski, one of the
founders of the key anthropological fieldwork technique of “participant observation’
was methodologically informed at the outset of his work in the Trobriand Islands (1915-
17) by Notes and Queries on Anthropology, for the use of Travellers and Residents in
Uncivilized Lands, a British guidebook for colonial officials, missionaries and
travellers. In addition, Malinowski, despite his intended aims of providing much
greater insight into the daily lives of the observed, did not take enough notice of the
changes that colonialism had wrought on the people he was studying (Gosden 1999, 40-
42).

There are also considerable linkages between anthropology and archaeology, although
these have fluctuated over the course of the 20th century (Gosden 2004, xii; Garrow and
Yarrow 2010). At the end of the 19th century, in Britain and Europe, anthropology and
archaeology were virtually indistinguishable. However, in the early part of the 20th
century, ‘strategies of institutionalization’, pioneered by Malinowski and others, created
a chasm between the two disciplines, which was re-enforced by archaeology’s
commitment to material culture and anthropology’s lack of regard for it. Their
respective very different signature techniques of excavation and participant observation
created further barriers. Today, in Britain at least, there is something of a

rapprochement, in part around the field of material culture studies.

Material culture and ancient colonialism is a newly emergent field (e.g. Gosden 2004;
Dietler 2005; Hurst and Owen 2005) . Colonialism in the distant past was of a different
order from its post-Columbian successor. Like its more recent counterpart, it certainly
relied for its domination of subaltern peoples on the threat and occasional deployment

of physical force, but it also encouraged the consumption of a variety of colonial



material goods and associated ideologies. Disseminating material culture is a more
efficient and less costly form of colonial control, since objects can alter ideologies,
social structures, and literally, through new roads and buildings, the way people move.
Certainly Roman colonialism, not least through its extensive use of citizenship, sought
to create linkages between province and metropole in a way that, for instance, the
Spanish in the Americas, did not. It is instructive to attempt to demonstrate the kind of
colonialism involved in any ancient colonial project — systemic, metrocentric,
pericentric (Doyle 1986) middle ground, shared cultural milieu or terra nullius (Gosden
2004); many of these could act in combination, and vary over time within the same

episode of colonization.

Ancient colonialism is central to ancient history (Given 2004; Mattingly 2006; Morley
2010, 49), and the interpretations presented here draw on information from selected
classical authors. It is important to understand that the writings of classical authors are
partly akin to the accounts of early European explorers. Often their information comes
second hand, or from secondary sources, and often they were writing some time after
the events they described took place. They frequently favoured telling a good story in a
dramatic and appealing way, rather than seeking to relate a more objective account (see
Manley 2002, 26-27 for a critique of the documentary evidence for the invasion of
Roman Britain). The Agricola of Tacitus is an example, where the author clearly took
some trouble to depict his father-in-law, and Governor of Roman Britain, in the best
possible light. The writings of ancient authors can repeat well-worn tropes and the
reader needs to be aware of this. By comparison, the works of contemporary

archaeologists and anthropologists are subject to critical scrutiny.

If anthropology and archaeology have rediscovered some common ground, partly
through the study of material culture (Thomas 2010, 181), what does that shared space
look like, and what does each discipline give the other? Gosden (1999, 152ff) sees a
Material Anthropology, where archaeology and anthropology can share perceptions of
landscape, material culture, creative consumption, history — one where anthropology
would shed its fiction of the ethnographic present, and archaeology would embrace
anthropological frameworks of thought — leading to more nuanced and comprehensive
interpretations. This thesis represents an attempt to apply those frameworks of thought

to ancient colonial episodes, and, of necessity, to stretch anthropological ideas and



concepts over three centuries. Perceptions of how the two disciplines relate, or evolve
together, are still being formed (Garrow and Yarrow 2010, 1). Current claims propose
that while ‘anthropologically informed archaeological accounts have become
commonplace’, (and this thesis is one of them; see also Sharples 2010 for another
example), anthropological interest in archaeology has waned, such that archaeology is
now viewed as a net importer of anthropological ideas, leading to disciplinary
asymmetry, and an academic ‘trade deficit’. One of the major motivations of Garrow
and Yarrow (2010, 2) is to assemble a collection of papers and authors which
demonstrated that such a deficit may be illusory and that some forms of research

‘transcend any neat categorization into either discipline’.

If a lot of the ‘middle ground’ between anthropology and archaeology seems to be
occupied by material culture studies, then it is useful to highlight the respective
disciplines’ approaches to objects, and the variety of ways in which material culture is
now studied. Archaeology has since its inception focused on the descriptive,
quantitative, chronological, spatial and functional aspects of material culture. Older
traditions in archacology described as culture historical’ or ‘processual’ concentrated
on catalogues of material, displayed on distribution maps, with little theoretical
interpretation (Greene 2004, 235). There is much merit in these characteristics and
while Gosden (2010, 110) extols the virtues of ‘thick descriptions’ of artefacts, sites and
landscapes in archaeology, others lament positivist mainstream archaeological practice
which quantifies the material record of an objective past, seeking to find a consistent
relationship between the two (Filippucci 2010, 73). Anthropological treatment of
material culture is, by and large, qualitative, theoretical, thematic and symbolic (e.g.
Judith Farquhar’s (2006) study of domestic foodstuffs in contemporary Beijing). It is
the anthropological approach to material culture that has had perhaps more to say about
the ‘feel’ of colonialism and resistances to domination (e.g. Thomas 1991; Spyer 1998;
Wolski 2001; — but see also van Dommelen 2006 for an archaeological contribution on

ancient colonialism).

Material culture studies are now one of the most dynamic and wide-ranging areas of
contemporary scholarship. No single discipline unifies the approaches to material
culture shared by archaeology, anthropology, geography, history, art history, and people

working in cultural, design and technological studies (Tilley et al. 2006, 1). An essential
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distinction to be kept in mind, however, is that between the concept of material culture
as ‘things’, whether pots or public buildings, and material culture studies as a loose
collection of approaches and methodologies applied to the articulation of people and
objects. The term ‘material culture’ is intrinsically miscegenational, linking one concept
generally associated with the presence of human culture with another usually defined by
its original absence. Material culture only becomes effective through the involvement of
people with things and vice versa. A key aspect of of recent anthropological writing on
material culture emphasizes its role in the creation of social meaning, and the need for
bodily, as opposed to cognitive, engagement with things. As an example, Bender (2006)
has been at the forefront of highlighting the potential contested synchronic appreciations

of landscape, particularly in the context of colonialism.

The trans-disciplinary quality of material culture studies means that they are
conceptually slippery, defy facile summation and are periodically agglomerative. For
instance, the post-processual ‘turn’ championed by Hodder (1992, 1-7) in which
previous archaeological treatments of material culture were branded as functionalist,
adaptive and scientistic, argued for a contextual approach in which things symbolically
generated social practice and occasionally transformed it. These views have now been
critiqued as re-enforcing the distinction between an object and the concepts attached to
it, giving rise to a new emphasis on the materiality per se of objects, and how their
physical qualities determine their social and symbolic impacts (Jones and Boivin 2010,
335ff). The material culture ‘turn’ has been described at length by Hicks (2010). Ingold
does not find the longevity of the debate altogether progressive. He suggested that the
history of material culture studies read like ‘an elaborate academic game...punctuated by
‘Turns’...the players refer to a mysterious planet... ‘the material world’, which they
claim to have visited at one time or another...they take care not to reveal it to uninitiated
spectators, lest by doing so they would expose the game for the charade it really is’
(pers.comm. to Hicks 2010, 79-80). My own position in this debate is that the myriad
ways in which material culture structures human behaviour and is in turn structured by
it has tended to produce a rich diversity of analytical approaches that currently prevent
easy categorization. However, | do think that there is a fundamentally different
relationship between people and, on one hand landscapes they have created and objects
they have made, and on the other, the experience of the colonized with imposed

landscapes, and objects they acquire in already made form.
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Some major contemporary theoretical themes in the anthropological and archaeological
treatment of material culture therefore argue for the need to collapse the distance
between subject and object, and for a greater immersion in the physical materiality of
objects (Ingold 2007; Hicks 2010, 81). The absolute ontological separation of people
and things has been questioned (Yarrow 2010, 23; 31-33). Henare (2005, 257-8) wants
a return to different ways of thinking, and in particular to a methodology that
emphasizes ‘thinking through things’ rather than ‘thinking about things’. There is a
need to engage bodily and sensorially with objects in their own right, rather than try to
examine their role in the social structure. The study of Rajasthan houses, which are
constantly re-plastered, offers an example of the imbrication of people and materials
(Jones and Boivin 2010, 349). A concentration on skilled applications to the formation
of objects, rather than their finished form, helps highlight the bodily involvement of
actors with the materiality of the objects that surround them. Such involvement can be
an expression of token resistance to colonial material culture, as in the continued use of
indigenous hand-made pottery in colonial cemetery of St. Pancras, Chichester — see
Chapter 7. A theoretical grounding for a world, where objects and people are in a
continual state of becoming, has been encapsulated by the word meshwork (Ingold
2006, 14).

My last point, by way of introduction, concerns the relevance of these anthropological
and archaeological material culture ‘turns’ to the study of Roman (and immediately pre-
Roman) colonial projects in southern Britain. | will argue that there were multiple ways
in which material ‘worlds’ were integral to the experiences of both the colonizer and the
colonized. The materiality of physical violence was a very real one, and, in the Roman
annexation of Britain, death and enslavement could have accounted for the
disappearance at least one in ten (predominantly male) of the population (see Chapter
2). The cultural landscape of rural mapping, renaming and occasional dispossession,
coupled with the foundation of new settlements and building forms represented material
appropriations of daily lives. The consumption of mass-produced and replicable
material culture was also an effective tool of Roman colonialism. The experience of the
colonized was dictated by their various reactions to, and degree of involvement with,
these differing forms of colonial material culture. The unparalleled quantity of Roman

material culture, from samian cups to classical towns, gave it the potentiality to generate
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different social practices and sustain them (Bourdieu 1990). Yet the material ‘worlds’
of colonial control can often have unintended consequences. The excessive use of force
by authorized and unauthorized colonial agents fosters rebellion. The edges of most
Empires could be lawless and barely controlled places occupied by a variety of
unsavoury characters (Derrick 1950, 45). The imposition of new cultural landscapes can
provoke a variety of resistant transformations. And consumption of material goods is
never simply a satisfaction of utilitarian needs, but a creative, symbolic process of
cultural and identity construction (Dietler 2010). As such, the choices and processes of
the entanglement of the colonized with colonial landscapes and goods can reveal much
about the lives of subalterns, and differing modes of resistance. Consumption also has a
bi-directional role in colonial encounters. Ancient colonialism was bound up with
consumption, and the Roman variety was adept at draining resources from annexed
peoples (Morley 2010, 75). In so doing the influx of unfamiliar goods, and knowledge
of different lifeways, inevitably generated change amongst the colonizers.
Anthropological approaches have much to offer what might have been a generation ago
an essentially archaeological query — the agentive roles of material culture in the

expansion of the Roman Empire.
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Chapter 2: Colonial Encounters, Ancient Imperialism,
and the Roman Occupation of Britain

Introduction

In this Chapter I aim to do the following. First | offer some remarks on the nature of
Empire in general, Roman colonialism and imperialism in particular, focussing on the
motivations for Roman territorial expansion. The distinction between colonialism and
imperialism is one of metropolitan motivation: colonialism relies more on material
exploitation of subordinate territories whereas imperialism involves ideological notions
of superiority, destiny and rule. Then I will look at recent theoretical approaches to
Roman colonial practices, especially with regard to Roman Britain and material culture.
Following this 1 will briefly outline the limitations of current archaeological approaches.
I then move on to consider the works of a selection of anthropologists, sociologists and
historians who have considered colonialism in general, noting their specific insights,
especially on material culture, which may have a resonance for the study of early
Roman Britain. Finally, | propose an integrated approach, and suggest how an
anthropologically-informed account of early Roman Britain can take us beyond the
limitations of current archaeological approaches, and indeed, beyond the constraints of

the archaeological data.
On Empires, Colonialism and Colonies

It is important to be clear on the key terms being used in this thesis. The word ‘colony’,
from which we draw colonialism and colonization, has a Latin ancestry. Colonia came
from colonus — a tiller or cultivator, settling and farming away from home, in a new
country (Gosden 2004, 1, 5; Hart 2008, 6). There were several coloniae in the Roman
province of Britannia, the first was established at Camulodunum (Colchester) around
AD50. However, as a colonial power, Rome exercised control over much of Britain not
through the foundation of new settlements, populated with newcomers or veterans, but
through manipulation of local elites, and the subjugation, through them, of the mass of
the population. I also want to clarify my distinction between ‘indigenous’ and
‘predecessor’. By ‘indigenous’ I mean the population in southern Britain whose

ancestry was mostly insular; by ‘predecessor’ I mean a population that settled in an area
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before a certain time but within genealogical memory, who could have arrived from a
neighbouring region, or the Continent. In addition I distinguish between
‘immigrants/settlers’ and ‘colonizer’. By the latter I mean agents of a colonial power
who seek to dominate a subaltern population; by the former I generally mean people
who come from a neighbouring region, or the Continent, who may well displace others,
by force if necessary, but do not otherwise seek to control them.

The theoretical foundations of empires were made explicit by Doyle (1986, 30). He
defined an empire as demonstrating effective and asymmetric power and control,
whether formally or informally, over a subordinated society. The Roman Empire was
not conceived so much as territorial rule over annexed provinces, but rather domination
of peoples and places over which Rome exercised power. A critical distinction was
made between formal imperialism and informal imperialism. Formal control was
exercised by metropolitan penetration of subordinated peoples by the military,
merchants, administrators and settlers; informal imperialism was effected by the
collaboration of a legally independent, but actually subordinate, government at the
periphery (Doyle 1986, 37). This last is particularly important in that the area studied in
this thesis was ruled by a lineage of seemingly pro-Roman Atrebatic client kings, both
before and after the formal Roman annexation of most of the rest of southern Britain in
ADA43 (Appendix 1).

A tripartite classification for the mechanisms of colonial expansion was described by
Doyle (1986,123ff). Metrocentric theories argue that we need to look within the
dominant metropoles and examine the internal drivers promoting external expansion.
Systemic theories suggest that empires are inevitable in a world of strong and weak
states; they are simply an outcome of disparities of power. Pericentric theories,
particularly pertinent to Roman Britain, focus on the peripheries rather than the
metropoles (e.g. White 1991, XI); they seek to shed light on the peculiar nature of some
peripheral societies at the edges of empire, suggesting that these peculiarities are
instrumental in stimulating the expansive nature of the metropole. These categories are
not mutually exclusive, however; rather they constitute filters through which to consider
the same event. Thus the annexation of most of southern Britain in AD43 can be viewed
as metrocentric, in that it was championed by the Emperor Claudius and his close

advisors, systemic in that there was something about the Roman mindset that
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encouraged territorial expansion, and pericentric in that the activities of some rulers in
southern Britain were deemed to be antithetical to Roman long term interests. An

ancient example of pericentric colonialism can be seen in the Second Macedonian War
(200-196BC). The recurring instability of Greek cities led to Rome adopting a form of
informal imperialism, with Rome as protector, over nominally independent Greek city

states.

A second tripartite system for different types of colonialism has been proposed by
Gosden (2004, 26, Table 3.1). Colonialism within a shared cultural milieu is a
product of cultural norms being shared over a wide area, where participation in the
shared milieu is not enforced by compulsion; in such situations distinguishing between
colonial and non-colonial relations can be difficult. Middle Ground Colonialism
describes a peripheral context in which two or more peoples create an elaborate
network of economic, political, cultural and social ties, so that new modes of hybridity
and difference are formed, not through unidirectional acculturative or resistant
processes. Significantly agents of each people attempt to anticipate the cultural
preferences of their counterparts, and through creative and expedient
misunderstandings, influentially new meanings are put in place (White 1991, X). This is
the kind of colonialism-through-consumption that might be proposed for Roman Gaul,
or southern Britain ( Morley 2010, 55; 111), but moreso in the period between say
100BC and ADA43, since, by definition, this kind of colonialism occurs when the threat
of force is largely absent. The last form of colonialism is that of the Terra Nullius
variety, in which the colonizer does not regard the prior ways of life of people
encountered, leading to mass dispossession, re-settlement programmes, and partial or

occasionally complete extermination of the colonized.

Further analytical descriptors for types of colonialism are proposed by Sluyter (2002,
13). Settler colonization, associated with a landscape transformation that removes the
indigenous and accumulates space for immigrants, is akin to Terra Nullius. Extractive
colonization is associated with a landscape transformation that exploits indigenous
labour or non-indigenous forced labour. This can only take place under conditions of
formal imperialism sanctioned by force. The Roman colonization of Britain involved
both, but much more of the latter than the former. In the arguments that follow I will

situate Roman colonialism in its early stages in southern Britain as broadly congruent



16

with pericentric expansion, and particularly Middle Ground Colonialism. However, the
Roman colonial project in Britain was not a uniform one, geographically or
chronologically and involved episodes of Terra Nullius and Metrocentrism. Lengthy
metrocentric colonial projects, in particular, were dominated, and varied, by the
changing politics of the metropole. For instance, the election of Disraeli as British
Prime Minister in 1874 led to a renewal of imperial expansion, and reversed his
predecessor, Gladstone’s, more conservative approach. Fiji was duly accepted as a
Crown Colony later that year (Derrick 1950, 246). Political metrocentrism could also be
ambivalent. Many Roman senators actually hoped that Julius Caesar would discredit
himself or die during his expeditions to Britain (Stevens 1947, 3).

If some forms of colonialism — informal colonialism, pericentric, shared cultural milieu
or Middle Ground - do not rely so much on compulsion and force for their introduction
and maintenance, then we need to understand the mechanisms that offer support to the
colonizer. There may have been many supporting but intangible links effected through
clientage, patronage, gifting, and shared ideologies between colonial and subaltern
elites. But tangible things can be just as important. For Gosden (2004, 3) colonialism is
not so much inextricably bound up with material culture, but is material culture itself.
Colonialism is a particular grip that material culture gets on the bodies and minds of
people, moving them across space and attaching them to new values; power emanates
from metropolitan artefacts and practices, rather than from its economic or military
superiority. Doyle (1986 132ff; 362ff) provides some explanation as to how this grip is
exercised. Some ‘tribal’ societies, on the periphery of empire, did not separate political
from social roles and therefore could not repulse the informal advances, effected in part
through material culture, of an imperial state. Advances from the metropole therefore
tended to produce internal domestic crises, or inter-tribal hostilities. It is conceivable
that some of those crises led to the emergence of more centralised governance of a
patrimonial or feudal kind, under the rule of a specific leader or chief, whose power is
objectified and partially separated from kinship obligations (see Doyle 1986, 198ff for
his use of the word ‘patrimonial’). Although socially and politically more
differentiated, patrimonial societies lack the permanently strong central government
required to resist imperial encroachments over the long term. In the short term
patrimonial elites can collaborate with their imperial counterparts, but gradually, over

time, patrimonial leaders tend to be replaced by colonial governors. It is just such a



17

scenario that conceivably gave rise to the Atrebatic dynasty in southern Britain, before
its demise around AD75.

Colonial material culture was certainly a significant threat to undifferentiated ‘tribal’
societies, and potentially pivotal to the emergence of new kinds of leaders, who might
have emerged in order to maintain sumptuary control over exotic imports. It is possible
that a commodification of some indigenous social resources, such as land, or slaves,
was encouraged by the imperial power by way of counterpart to the influx of new
goods. Some resources that had been dominated by kin relationships, now moved from
the qualitative (socially embedded, inalienable, sensed, ineffable) to the quantitative
sphere (disembedded, divisible, dematerialized, standardized - see Gosden 2004, 37,
Table 3.2). In pericentric and Middle Ground colonialisms, imperial states needed a
collaborating class of landlords (like the zamindari of the princely states of India) in the
societies on their peripheries; landlords who could be persuaded to think about land, and
to value land, in the same way as the colonial power. These indigenous elites, through
patterns of consumption, exchange and personal involvement, played an active part in
the outcome of imperial projects, and in some longer term transformations of the
colonizers themselves (Doyle 1986, 372).

But what is the nature of the particular grip that novel material culture can exercise on
the bodies and minds of the elite? How is that grip exercised? And are some elements of
unusual material culture more influential in bringing that grip to bear than others? If
material culture can colonize the consciousness, which material items are the most
active colonial agents, and how is that colonization maintained? Bourdieu offered a
comprehensive theory of the interactions between individual bodies and minds and the
social world, which included material culture (Bourdieu 1990); the theory addresses
some, but not all of these questions. The Habitus is the embodied social structure
internalised by the individual, a way of being in the world of immaterial and material
things, that offers possibilities of choice but also constrains social actions; this
embodiment of the logic of practice, the rules of behaviour, is like a ‘feel for the game’
and becomes second nature. Doxa, apparently spontaneous beliefs or opinions, represent
the relationship between the individual and the social world. Since the social world
largely works not at the conscious level, but at the level of incorporated mechanisms

and practices, people accept, by way of doxa, many ideas without critical reflection.
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Bourdieu’s early work, such as his interpretation of the Kabyle House (Bourdieu 1979),
was heavily influenced by structuralism, and demonstrated the daily articulation of
material culture (represented by the structure and fittings of the house) and the social
world. History was, therefore, objectified in things, and by implication things could
instruct and generate behaviours and practices in unconscious ways. A critique of
Bourdieu’s general position is that the controlling circle of habitus-practice-social
structures-habitus seems to offer little prospect of conscious escape. Bourdieu (1990,
64) argued that it was the nature of the habitus to confirm and reinforce, rather than
transform although an individual’s future direction was governed by the interaction of,
on one hand, the habitus, and on the other, certain ‘chances objectively offered him by

the social world’.

Bourdieu therefore offers a coherent set of concepts for the unconscious linkage of the
material world and social reproduction, and the on-going maintenance of the latter. He
does not deny the individual the opportunity of conscious innovative selection and
action, and it is in these ‘chances’ that we might presumably situate some of the British
indigenous elite preferences for certain colonial goods, such as those on offer from the
Roman world prior to AD43. Other external motivations for initial acceptance of
imported items were probably wide-ranging, but no doubt included power differentials,
emulation, mimesis, and the establishment of inter-elite alliances. Once a colonial
power had become established, such as Rome in Britain, maintenance of colonial order
could be unconsciously effected through behavioural patterns produced as the outcomes
of engagements with more varied forms of colonial material culture, from eating and
drinking, or the use of new coins, to daily lived experiences in novel settlement forms
such as towns (see Revell 2009, 36ff — for an analysis of the moulding and controlling
structures of urban sites in the Roman Empire; Revell follows Giddens (1984) theories
of structuration and agency). If we follow Bourdieu’s direction, it seems inherently
likely that more than one ‘social world’ exists in parallel in colonial encounters. The
social worlds of the colonizer and of the colonized, and their material manifestations
such as cultural landscapes, to an extent, existed side by side. It would have been
possible for an individual member of the indigenous elite to consciously move between
these worlds, adopting the trappings and behaviours of each. In certain situations the
distinctive differences of these two social worlds would have been emphasized, whereas

in others degrees of hybridity emerged. This thesis, however, is not confined to elite
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practices, but encompasses all social ranks and classes. Nor is it confined to Roman
colonialism. My arguments will also include probable episodes of Gallo-Belgic and

Atrebatic settlement and potential colonization from ¢.100BC onwards.

Roman colonialism and imperialism

‘Agricola.....gave private encouragement and official assistance to the building of
temples, public squares, and town houses... The result was instead of loathing the Latin
language they became eager to speak it effectively ....the toga was everywhere to be
seen. And so the population was gradually led into the demoralising temptations of
arcades, baths and sumptuous banquets. The unsuspecting Britons spoke of such

novelties as ‘civilization’, when in fact they were only a feature of their enslavement’.

Tacitus, The Agricola, 21

To ravage, to slaughter, to usurp under false titles, they call empire; and where they

make a desert, they call it peace’.

Tacitus, The Agricola, 30

These two quotations above, taken from Tacitus’ Agricola, and written at the turn of the
first century AD, frame and offer contrasting interpretations of the experience of Roman
colonialism in Britain. Agricola, Governor of Roman Britain, was the father-in-law of
Tacitus, and was therefore described in approving terms. Much in anticipation of the
discussion regarding the embodiment of material culture and its capacity to reproduce
particular social practices, Tacitus provides a classical ancestry for the agentive role of
language, dress, personal care, buildings and food. This quote is central to the theme of
this thesis and will be especially relevant in Chapters 4, 5 and 6. Agricola seems to have
recognised the power of Roman material culture and used it as a deliberate tool of
domination. In the second quote, and putting words into the mouth of the Caledonian
leader Calgacus, as he exhorts his people to resist Roman advances, Tacitus provides a
damning condemnation of Roman conguests. Although such speeches were a common
trope of Graeco-Roman histories, they do at least suggest some understanding, albeit at

elite level, of how Roman domination might be perceived. Indications of active and
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passive resistances to colonial rule, further down the social scale, played out through the
medium of material culture, are central to the substantive chapters that follow.

Roman territorial expansion: the Republic

A glance at any historical atlas provides a visual overview of the growth of territories
around the Mediterranean controlled by ancient Rome. From a cluster of wattle and
daub huts and farms on the Palatine Hill arose a walled city, with temples and a paved
forum in the middle centuries of the first millennium BC. By the third century BC
Rome controlled all of peninsular Italy; by 60BC a string of military conquests had
given the Romans extensive territories around the Mediterranean. Caesar’s conquest of
Gaul followed, and the subsequent invasion of Britain in AD43. The high-water mark
was reached in the second century AD — from the lowlands of Scotland to the deserts of
Syria indigenous communities were embroiled, to a greater or lesser degree, in the
phenomenon of the Roman Empire. During the course of several centuries of Roman
expansion, Roman colonialism had become Roman imperialism, most notably and
traditionally marked by the rule of the first Emperor, Augustus, at the start of the first
millennium AD (Crawford 1978; Scullard 1982; Scarre 1995; Mattingly 2007).

What were the reasons behind this remarkable territorial expansion? What were the
processes and mechanics that brought it about? And did the nature of the colonial
project change over time and space? Polybius (The Histories, Book V1) conceived the
perfect form of power as a combination of monarchic, aristocratic and democratic
forces; pressure exercised by the democratic multitude led to territorial expansion,
because without it internal strife and corruption would result. Historical hindsight
demonstrates that Roman control of the Italian peninsula came about through piecemeal
expansion in a series of minor wars. Scarre (1995, 15) underlines the continuing debate
about motivation, querying, but not answering, whether this impressive territorial
expansion was part of any long-term colonial strategy, or whether it was simply the by-
product of a series of conquests carried out in self-defence (North 1981; Morley 2010,
15ff;). A generation earlier Scullard (1982, 2) had commented that the Roman
occupation of Italy had occurred very slowly, ‘partly by accident and partly by design’.
The partly accidental nature of expansion also appears to have been characteristic of

some of Rome’s overseas wars. The Romans declared war on Philip, king of
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Macedonia, and in 196 BC defeated the Macedonian army at Cynoscephalae; they did
not seek, however, a permanent presence in the Balkans, rather the intention seems to
have been to neutralize a military threat. Rome at first proclaimed a policy of ‘freedom
for the Greeks’ and withdrew her armies from Greece (Scullard 1982, 2; see also Doyle
1986, 26).

But a quarter of a century later the Romans were back in the Balkans, fighting a new
Macedonian king, and by 146 BC they realised that they had no alternative but to rule
Greece and Macedonia directly, as the new province of Achaea. Shortly afterwards they
gained yet another overseas territory when the King of Pergamum left his kingdom to
the Romans in his will. Thus, almost by accident, Rome became the ruler of a great
Mediterranean empire (Scarre 1995, 17). Successive wars against the Carthaginians
over the course of more than a century led eventually to the destruction of Carthage in
146 BC. Polybius (The Rise of the Roman Empire, 1, Il) described how the Roman
Senate did not approve of involvement in Sicily during the First Punic War. However,
the two consuls appealed directly to the people, promising them gains from the spoils of
conquest, and the expedition was approved. During their course the Romans developed
a naval force, and annexed territories in North Africa and the Iberian peninsula. Millett
describes the expansion of Rome as neither steady nor planned (Millett 1990, 2). He
does draw our attention to an additional factor, however: the competitive nature of
Roman elite society, and the importance of personal success in military terms. This
often led ambitious military leaders to aggressive acts, launched under the cloak of
defensive actions. A successful political career required a foundation of military
adventures, which conferred honour, glory and virtue on the victor (Morley 2010, 28)
and Caesar’s exploits in Gaul are the outstanding example of the connection between

the two.

On balance, it would appear that earlier notions of ‘defensive imperialism’ and just
wars’ had given way to a view of the Romans as a broadly aggressive and acquisitive
people, in part motivated by competitive desire for material gain, and the need to
acquire increasingly large numbers of slaves for imperial projects and industries. This
transition seems to have occurred during the late Republic (Woolf 2001, 319).

Pericentric causes had thus been overtaken by metrocentric momentum. By the end of
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the Republic, however, the principal conquests had been achieved and the Emperors, by
and large, consolidated already-conquered territories (Morley 2010, 47).

Roman territorial expansion: the Empire

By the time of the Emperor Augustus, an imperialist ideology had begun to evolve
around the concept of Rome as the protector of a great empire, as the deliverer of
culture and civilization to her subjects, and as a power uniquely favoured by the Gods
(Woolf 2001, 315). Augustus was faced with the challenge of establishing a frontier
system as economically as possible, consistent with the need to provide for the safety of
those who lived within its boundaries; that meant the creation of a standing army,
operating remotely from Rome but loyal to the Emperor (Scullard 1982, 251). From the
time of the Emperor Tiberius to the mid-second century AD imperial propaganda
emphasized the orderliness of civilized life within the frontiers, the peace and security
both on land and by sea. The domination of the Emperor, above a token Senate, became

ever more absolute.

The reasons for the conquest of Britain included political grandstanding by an Emperor
(i.e. Claudius), in need of military prestige and a formal Triumph and perhaps, by then
the centuries-old problem, the need to pacify your enemies beyond your borders.
Certainly, despite what Strabo said (Geography, Book 1V, Chapter 5) of the products of
Britannia — grain, cattle, gold, silver, iron, slaves and hides-, it can scarcely have been
acquired for the rich resources it contained, or the possibility of profitable taxable
revenues. Even in Caesar’s day Rome knew that Britain would not be a rich province. In
July 54BC Cicero wrote (Letters to Atticus, 1V, 16, 7) ‘The outcome of the war in
Britain is eagerly awaited...It has also become clear that there isn’t an ounce Of silver
in the island, nor any prospect of booty except slaves. I don’t suppose you are expecting
any of them to be accomplished in literature or music™. Strabo also felt that the income
gained by Roman taxation of pre-conquest trade would not be matched by more direct
exploitation after military intervention (Mattingly 2007, 19). He was proved to be
correct. Almost a century after the Claudian invasion the Roman historian Appian

! Cicero was wrong about the silver, but possibly more accurate about the literary and musical
accomplishments of the British.
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(Praefatio to Roman History, 5) observed that the British province was still not paying
its way.

The drivers of Roman imperial expansion were variable but included the organisation
and technological superiority of the Roman army, Rome’s competitive political
institutions and its appeal to the elite classes in provincial societies through the offer of
citizenship (Doyle 1986, 85). The discipline of the army, particularly, echoed the
revolution in warfare that the British Army, for instance, brought to the Middle East in
the 19" century. Mitchell (1991, 114) comments that the British control and
coordination of men in Egypt made an army seem like a machine, something more than
the sum of its parts. By comparison, the absence of such structures in local armies
became all too obvious — they seemed like uncontrolled crowds. Just such an effect
must have been produced by appearance of a cohort or legion of Roman soldiers. The
vast majority of newly conquered people, however, remained only slightly touched by
Roman culture, but were exploited wherever and whenever possible, as a source of

labour or taxes, as auxiliary soldiers and occasionally for slaves.

An often deployed mechanism by Roman administrators was to effect rule through
friendly client kings (Woolf 2001, 311). For instance, on arrival in the East, republican
Rome came into direct contact with a number of states which had histories far older
than Rome itself. Many of these states remained as distinct entities ruled by their own
kings as clients of Rome — the so-called Friendly Kings — long after Rome had extended
its empire there. Occasionally a small Roman garrison might be stationed in their state,
but, by and large, they seemed to have been left to their own devices provided that
internal order was maintained and taxes duly paid (Ball 2000, 30). This frequently-used
Roman strategy provides precedents for the rule of Togidubnus over the Atrebates, in
southern Roman Britain, after AD43.

Rome’s contact with the East, more specifically much of modern-day Turkey, the
eastern sea-board of the Mediterranean and Egypt, raises the issue of whether that
contact was fundamentally different in nature from its colonial encounters in the West.
At first sight it appears very different. Republican Rome’s love affair with most things
Greek ensured that Greek became the second language of the educated elite in Italy.

Romans were newcomers on the Near Eastern stage, and by comparison, must have



24

appeared brash and awkward. And it was certainly true that portable Greek material
culture, shipped in large quantities back to Italy, transformed the social and cultural
worlds of the elite at home. Such was the power of the underlying local cultures that the
extension of Near Eastern influences was inevitable, symbolized by the rise of Roman
Emperors such as Elagabulus, who was born in Syria in AD 204 and held the rank of
high priest to the sun-god Baal. As a contrast much of the West was inhabited by
‘barbarians’ — fierce warriors and worthy opponents of Roman legions, but people
whose cultural outlook seemed entirely at odds with the civilizing mission of Rome®.
Critically, for the colonial process, eastern peoples were steeped in history; those in the
West generally lacked it (Woolf 2001, 321).

Britain in the Roman Empire: Romanization and other themes

In the last three decades concepts, themes and theories from ‘theoretical archaeology’,
deployed originally in prehistoric contexts, have influenced some scholarship in Roman
and Romano-British archaeology. The most obvious manifestation of that development
has been the published series of proceedings from the Theoretical Roman Archaeology
Group, the first of which appeared in 1993. It is worthwhile looking at some of the
recent themes explored to gauge how theories, and what theories, have impacted on our
understanding of the Roman annexation of Britain in general, and the role of Roman

material culture in colonization in particular.

A good place to start is with the theme of Romanization, an extremely influential topic
for Roman Britain, and argued most forcefully in The Romanization of Britain (Millett
1990). Rome governed through established local elites, who consequently identified
their interests with those of Rome. The characteristics of these arrangements comprised:
a system of loosely decentralized administrations, largely in the hands of local
aristocracies; low material gains to Rome itself, compared with those of modern
empires; an empire of individual and collective prestige, rather than one geared towards
economic rewards; and finally, the Roman Empire was more like a federation of diverse
peoples under Rome, rather than a monolithic and uniform centralized block (Millett
1990, 8). Drawing on the anthropologically informed work of Slofstra (1983), Millett

% The ‘civilizing ideology’ of more recent colonial projects was central to their legitimation (Fischer-Tiné
and Mann 2004).
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saw the creation of the province of Roman Britain as the result of a two-way process of
acculturation; it was the interaction of two cultures, such that information and traits
passed between them. As such its outcomes were not simply the results of changes
initiated by the Romans. Despite the author’s intentions to highlight the two-way
process of communication between indigenous, predecessor and Roman cultures, the
theory of Romanization has been critiqued from the viewpoint of implying uniform and
homogenous cultural influence from colonial power to the colonized. There may not be
enough semantic space in the ‘Romanization” word itself to allow for active, creative,
and transforming colonized cultures. | also contend that the material culture indicators
of Romanization in this account, as in some of the accounts below, are seen as the
outcomes of a prior, cognitive conversion on the part of the receiving, rather than

playing a fundamental role in colonial persuasion itself.

Woolf (1998) critiqued the concept of Romanization, as part of his study of provincial
Roman culture in Gaul. He suggested that it was too easy for the study of Romanization
to become an appraisal of provincial cultures, measured against the standards of a pure,
Roman culture; indigenous components of provincial culture could too easily be
dismissed as residual. According to Woolf (1998, 7) Romanization did not result in
cultural uniformity throughout the empire. There was more than one kind of Roman and
studies of provincial culture needed to account for cultural diversity. Romanization is an
umbrella term which conceals a multitude of separate processes; it has no explanatory
potential because it was not an active force in antiquity; it remains a convenient

shorthand descriptive term of changes that did take place.

A more nuanced theory of Romanization, which saw a more proactive role for the
colonized elite, emphasized the concepts of acculturation and euergetism. Woolf
(1998) claimed that such concepts have already inspired a number of studies of
provincial societies in the Roman Empire. Some studies have shown that new artefacts
are often incorporated into existing ways of life long before new ideas or customs.
Goods, it seems, can be more easily transferred than principles or beliefs. Roman
amphorae found at Late Iron Age sites in Gaul provide an example of goods that were
widely used, but in social settings far removed from that of wine drinking in Italian
society (Poux 2004). Acculturation studies have been very useful, despite the tendency

to focus on eventual cultural homogenization, rather than the creation of difference.
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Woolf concurs with Millett in seeing Roman power exercised through co-operative
local elites, who formed a unified ruling class. Governance depended on the delegation
of authority to the local level, not only to colonial officials, who were in the minority,
but also to their more numerous native collaborators (Morley 2010, 49). Roman
provincial cultures, like that of Roman Gaul, comprised amalgams of elements derived
from pre-Roman, as well as Roman traditions. The Gallic aristocracies enjoyed power
and status derived from their position as mediators between the Romans and the mass of
Gauls. They consolidated their status by acts of euergetism — voluntary and public acts
involving contributions for the public good, often involving new public buildings or
amenities, demonstrating their willing adherence to imperial ideals and their pre-
eminence among their own people. A final point from Woolf (1998, 22) concerns his
reservations about how the term Resistance has become opposed to that of
Romanization. Grouping together the provincial elements that were clearly not classical
has only succeeded in entrenching the term Romanization; more nuanced and multiple

pictures of provincial reactions are required.

Mattingly (2007) gave the concept of Romanization in Britain short shrift, and after
listing some well-rehearsed theoretical difficulties — i.e. its progressive nature, the
denial of local agency, its reliance on local elite emulation and the subsequent ‘trickle-
down’ effect, it is dispensed with. In seeking an alternative model for perceived social
variability in Roman Britain, Mattingly turns to the concept of ‘discrepant experience’
in post-colonial research on modern imperialism. His methodology for developing this
idea, given the fact that we lack many written transcripts of accommodation and
resistance to Roman rule in Britain, is to try and identify discrepant identities in the
surviving material culture. For instance, work in the Maghreb (Mattingly 1996, 49-69)
demonstrated that during the Roman period much seemingly classical archaeology in
that region drew on Punic and African traditions, producing a discrepant cultural
experience. Divergent and insular British behaviours were manifested in the low level
use of civic epigraphy, and the general lack of civic euergetism (Mattingly 2007, 526).
Webster (1996, 11-12) also offered a critique of Romanization. The intensive adoption
of the trappings of Roman material culture did not necessarily imply the adoption of
Roman meanings and values; localized values may have persisted despite the material

changes. Local elites could have taken up Roman pottery just because it was available.
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Some rural settlers may not have even known that the occasional bowl of samian that

came their way was ‘Roman’ (Gosden, pers.comm.).

Post-colonial theory has had a major impact on the re-evaluation of Roman
colonialism (Webster 1996; Terrenato 2005). Pre-modern empires have similarities (e.g.
occasional use of force, demands for taxes) but also differences (e.g. less focus on the
economic aspects; looser controls of colonial agents and of a subject population due to
much slower communications — see Morley 2010, 68) compared with more recent,
industrial examples. Roman expansion and colonialism have long served as archetypes
for modern nationalism and imperialism, and this has prevented the discipline moving
beyond some basic assumptions. Scholars have assumed that the ubiquitous distribution
of amphorae and fine ware ceramics were indicators of a uniform economic system over
large tracts of the empire, reifying this economic performance as ‘proto-capitalist’.
Terrenato (2005) countered with suggestions that the Greek and Roman worlds fitted
much more naturally in the context of cultures based on aristocratic land-holding clans;
ethnicity may not have been a major social or political determinant in the Roman
Empire, and non-Roman aristocracies may have been able to play an important role in
negotiating the terms of incorporation of their communities within the empire. Some
Roman colonies were not so much settlements of ‘Romans’ in native lands, but rather
territorial re-organizations of local people through a co-operative aristocracy. The
picture cannot be generalized, however. In certain areas of Britain the Romans crushed
rebellions, claimed lands for the state, and dispossessed and enslaved the indigenous
(Mattingly 2007).

A post-colonial perspective has been applied to the Roman portrayal of the Druids in
Britain (Webster 1999). Roman literature suggests that the Druids declined from an
indigenous Late Iron Age status in society as teachers, philosophers, religious leaders,
judges and educators to magicians and seers, detested by the Romans, after the Roman
conquest. Webster claims that the Druids became leaders of a specific form of
millennial (or ‘end of the world”) protest under Rome, and cites some anthropological
work on similar cults (Stern 1987; Wallace 1956). Caesar (BG V1.13.4) informs that in
Gaul the Druids were responsible for the performance of proper sacrifices, and their
suppression in Britain must have led to drastic changes in the practice of religion and

cult. The broadly positive reading of Roman imperialism maintained by most scholars
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of the Roman world is condemned by Webster (1999). The study of resistance to Rome
still does not fall within mainstream Roman studies, and as a result a caricatured view
of the Druids as posturing mystics with a keen interest in mistletoe (Pliny the Elder,
Book XV1) is allowed to condition our views of futile Druidic resistance. A similar
benign reading of Roman history is taken to task by Webster (2005) in her attempt to
recover an archaeology of slavery from Roman Britain.

Mattingly (2007) applied post-colonial theory to Roman Britain in a more nuanced way.
While agreeing up to a point with Gosden (2004, 26, Table 3.1) on the idea of Middle
Ground Colonialism he presents a differently balanced viewpoint, arguing that we must
not overlook the violent aspects to Roman rule, or, influenced by Given (2004), forceful
and compulsory taxation, and the strategies adopted to avoid it. He does not see why the
Roman Empire could not be both sorts of colonizing power — i.e. in different times and
places, one based on force, control and suppression (for the acquisition of material
wealth and slaves), and one based on reaching an accommodation with local elites (and
ruling with or through them). The violent aspects of Roman domination and the slave
question are critical to understanding the impact of Roman colonization on the ground.
The population of Britain in the first century AD was about 2 million. Somewhere
between 100,000 and 250,000 indigenous or predecessors died during the wars of
conquest between AD43 and AD83 (Mattingly 2007, 93). Caesar sold over 1 million
captives into slavery during the conquest of Gaul, over a period of ten years (Morley
2010, 42). If we assume a conservative figure of 100,000 slaves from Britain, and
100,000 dead, the majority male, this still means the disappearance of 1 in 10 of the
British population at the hands of the colonial power. This is a staggering statistic, not
least in thinking of the logistics of moving thousands of slaves each year from northern
regions of Britain to the Continent. Conceivably traders from across the Channel were
prepared to ferry slaves back once they had deposited their goods in southern Britain;
indeed the return cargoes may have been the most important. The slave population of
the Empire is notoriously difficult to estimate but recent estimates for Italy suggest a
servile percentage as high as 25%, while Britain, and indeed regions beyond the
frontiers, have been mooted as sources of supply (Scheidel 2007, 13). The resulting
gender imbalance, and the massive disruption of local life-ways, fuelled an intense and

widespread hatred against the colonists, and their native elite collaborators.



29

Mattingly (2007) reminds the reader of the relatively small number of government
officials, drawn from the Continent, there were likely to be in Roman Britain®.
Assuming an overall population of some two million in the mid-second century AD, the
total number of ‘top-rank’ Romans is unlikely to have exceeded 300 at any one time.
Morley (2010, 48) provides a figure of 150 elite administrators for every 400,000
provincials. The army constituted some 55,000 soldiers at maximum, and if we allow
5000 more freedmen and merchants, we still only have a total of around 60,000
individuals, i.e. some 3% of the total population, who were colonial agents. The local
governing classes, predominantly in the towns, probably numbered no more than 3,600
in total. In settlement terms the archetypal ‘Roman’ building in the countryside is the
villa, yet these are likely to form only 3 to 4% of the total number of rural dwellings
(see Chapter 4). The Roman presence in the towns of south-east Britain was probably
demonstrated by the occasional appearance of a ‘top-rank’ official, a small group of
foreign merchants and some retiring soldiers looking for local wives. In addition assize
circuits would have brought the governor and his retinue to most civitas capitals once

each year.

The final theme | want to comment on in the study of Roman colonialism is that of
reflexivity, in particular owning up to, and making explicit, the non-discursive and sub-
conscious influences that may structure our representations of the past. Our own recent
imperialist legacy has left us with mistaken preconceptions about colonialism in the
ancient world. As a result a number of fundamental, but incorrect, tenets inform our
approach to the study of the Roman Empire, such as a disproportionate emphasis on the
civilizing mission of Rome and the apparent religious toleration shown to the
conquered. A major complicity between British imperialism and our representations of
Roman Britain and the Roman Empire has been highlighted by Hingley (2000, 22). He
argues that the growing discourse of imperialism in Britain, particularly after the
coronation of Queen Victoria as Empress of India in 1876, drew increasingly, and in a
positive way, on the image of the Roman Empire. At the apogee of Empire, therefore,

British elites drew comparisons between themselves and the elite of the Roman world,

® This was also true of some 19" century European colonial territories. Colonial forms in the British
Empire could range from massive land-takes, displacement of the indigenous population and large-scale
immigration, to colonial projects that involved very few colonial officials.



30

and in their turn reconstructed knowledge of the Roman Empire through the tenets of

British imperialism.

In summary, the last twenty years of scholarship on the colonization of Britain by Rome
have moved away from the perceived uni-directional, elite-driven, force of
Romanization to models that give a much more influential role to the colonized, who,
generally but not universally, are persuaded, rather than forced, to join in with
Romanitas. The colonized, in these models, can also be much more selective about
which items of Roman material culture they are comfortable with, and through such
selections can manifest regional and status differences. However, as already remarked
above, material culture is mostly viewed as an outward indication of a variable degree
of prior conversion to participation in the Roman world. It is seen as the product of

colonialism, rather than one of its principal conduits.

The limitations of current archaeological approaches

A limitation, and something missing from some of the accounts in the previous section,
is an anthropologically-inspired treatment of material culture. By and large the
treatment of material culture is one of seeing objects as secondary, inanimate, as
standing for ‘something’ or perceived attitudes of ‘some group’, usually rather blunt
social categories such as colonizer or indigenous, or supposed ethnic identity, or status
such as military or civilian, urban-dweller or rural-dweller (slaves and material culture
in Britain, whether in the Iron Age or Roman period rarely get linked in any detail).
Obijects are thus seen as inert, off-the-shelf markers or badges of discrepant identities, to
be taken up, transformed or discarded as context or the fluid nature of identity
demanded. The qualities of the objects, or indeed the buildings, of Roman Britain are
not examined, for instance, in a phenomenological way in which the sensory
characteristics and bodily experiences of the objects are assessed, nor are the ways in
which colonial representatives and indigenous people may have experienced these
feelings in different ways. Things are not examined in their own right, for their own
material characteristics — rather the leap is too often made to what they might mean, or

stand for.
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Amongst some contemporary anthropologists, however, things seem as important and
relevant as people, and like them they have lives, histories and the power to make, break
and influence social relationships. In terms of landscape the Cartesian appreciation of
distanciated landscape is rejected in favour of an embodied creation of social space;
practice theorists such as Bourdieu (1990) and phenomenologists such as Tilley (1994)
have been instrumental in demonstrating the mutual creation and significance of the
individual and social space as lived. The physical and biological components of the
landscape, and the architectural and artefactual ingredients of social space influence
individuals and communities, just as those same people modify the material world
around them (see Chapter 4). A powerful argument in favour of the agency of material
culture, and the symbolic use of material culture by social groups, has been the critique
of rational choice theory within modern economics, and the revelation of creative
consumer choice informed by personal and group cultural logics in the modern world. A
principal advocate of such views has been Miller (1994).

Gosden’s significant claim (2004, 3) that Roman commodities had the power to ‘grip
the minds of people’ needs to be unpacked. In order to suggest any answers it will be
necessary to engage with the characteristics of the objects themselves, and to give them,
if not an agentive primacy, then at least equivalent influences as humans themselves. In

this context Malinowski’s canoe comes into mind:

‘A canoe is an item of material culture... and it can be...transported into a museum. But
the ethnographic reality of the canoe would not be brought much nearer to a student at
home, even by placing a perfect specimen right before him. A native canoe... is an
object of cult and admiration, a living thing, possessing its own individuality’
(Malinowski 1922, 105).

Another example of how to think differently about things is provided by Bill Sillar’s
study of material culture and agency in the Andes (Sillar 2004). In the Andes people
make a variety of offerings — from a few coca leaves to large sacrifices including the
lives of animals — to the dead, the mountain deities, saints and sacred objects, requesting
that these knowledgeable beings intervene in the world for the benefit of the supplicant.
Sillar stresses repeatedly the animism and agency of the landscape and the material

world in the Andes. His plea is worth quoting in full:
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‘| ask you to re-populate the world with animate and sentient beings that get involved in
people’s daily lives, that take an interest in our activities, and that influence the
outcome of our actions. Acknowledging these beings requires you to extend any
commitments you may already have to your family, friends and community, to include

the dead and the animate beings of your surrounding landscape’ (Sillar, 2004, 154).

A further limitation, constrained by the archaeological record, is the need to treat the
colonizer and colonized as large social entities. Mattingly (2007) comes closest to
breaking down the Roman ingress into Britain, by dividing colonial agents into discrete
groups of soldiers, administrators, traders and freedmen, in the process underlining that
they formed a small percentage of the total population. They appear to be predominantly
male and they stand in isolation to the indigenous and predecessor population. There
seems to be little explicit consideration of how and when they would have interfaced
with the locals. The indigenous masses of Roman Britain, by contrast, are usually even
more indistinguishable. Despite post-colonial perspectives there is still a lingering sense
that the indigenous or predecessor in Roman Britain are there to receive, reject or reflect
Roman influences (albeit in discrepant ways) rather than be pro-actively distinctive in
their own right. In spite of Mattingly’s attempts to flesh out the multi-ethnic
components of the colonizing population, the colonized, in most published works,
remain largely undifferentiated. A default construct is created between heterogeneous
Roman colonizer and largely homogenous colonized. We do know, from our knowledge
of the archaeology of the Late Iron Age in the study area, that the resident communities
on this small coastal plain of southern Britain were drawn from different backgrounds;
some of the settlers, such as those buried in the cemetery at Westhampnett, or the
isolated ‘warrior burial’ at North Bersted (see Chapter 7), had very close connections
with Gaul, and may well have been born there. The British Atrebates, themselves, were
quite probably a subset of the Gallic people of the same name (see Chapter 3). Easy
access to the sea must have ensured that the heterogeneous communities in the study

area were probably polyglot, and certainly not a homogeneous, locally born, whole.

Finally, we need to be explicit about how the colonizers were themselves colonized
through dealing with, and becoming immersed in, British communities, and through
acquiring knowledge of Britain itself. For instance, Morley (2010, 23ff; 33ff; 122), in

considering the Empire as a whole, illustrates that there were massive changes to the
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economy and society in Italy as a result of the influx of slaves and commodities. Early
republican virtues such as austerity and morality were replaced by late republican elite
vices of greed and dishonesty. In Britain we can imagine, with some certainty, the
experiences of some foreign soldiers, traders or colonial officials. They were a long way
from home, and communications from home were infrequent; they were immersed in a
completely different and foreign environment, one in which the senses of differences
must have been multiple and overwhelming — from the climate, the people, the
language, the landscape, to the customs, the food, the smells and the buildings. No
doubt they tried to keep themselves in their own groups, traders with traders, soldiers
with soldiers, but their duties inevitably must have brought them into regular contact
with locals (and ‘indigenous’ or ‘predecessor’ material culture), who, day by day, week
by week, influenced them in one way or another. And those influences were both at the
material level and also at the ideational level in terms of the worship of indigenous
deities, or value-judgements about the locals and about themselves, as representatives of
the Roman state. Indeed it is likely that not every immigrant from the Continent would
have felt alienated by their unfamiliar environment. The newcomers may not have been
as seduced as Sir David Ochterlony, the first British Resident at the Mughal court in
Delhi, by his new surroundings and acquaintances, but some degree of cultural
miscegenation must have occurred. It is time now to review some anthropological views
on colonialism, in order to evaluate how contextual anthropological accounts can help

us overcome some of these archaeological limitations.

Anthropological and archaeological views on colonialism, colonial encounters, and

the associated role of material culture

A good place to start is with Stein’s (2005) collection of papers on the archaeology of
colonial encounters, which attempts to deconstruct the differences between recent
colonialism and its ancient manifestation. Before itemizing nine research areas that need
to be investigated in ancient colonialism, Stein notes that religious conversion, such as
that attempted by the Spanish in the New World, seems to make the colonial impact on
the indigenous much more intense. In particular Stein emphasized that European
colonization of the Americas or Australasia was fundamentally different from

colonizations in the ancient world because of three factors: the vast technological
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difference between European colonizer and colonized; the biological vulnerability of the

local populations; the vast difference in cultural ideologies.

In the same volume Dietler (2005, 37) argues that there is a need to decolonize our
intellectual habitus, which has hitherto been so informed by the need to emulate ancient
Greece and Rome. All of the recent European empires made continual symbolic and
discursive references to the Roman Empire. He draws a distinction between imperialism
— the expansionary domination of one society over another — and colonialism — social
and cultural transformation through the interactions of societies linked in asymmetrical
relations of power. Following on from Gosden (2004), Dietler comments that we need
to focus more on the consumption of material culture in indigenous communities,
indicating that material culture repeatedly served as the instrument of colonialism
(Dietler 2005, 65). Dietler is explicit about his influences; he draws on anthropological
theorists of colonial subjectivity (e.g. Comaroff and Comaroff 1997; Stoler 1992) and
on practice theory as developed by Bourdieu. Demand is never an automatic response to
colonial goods, and indigenous consumption ‘is a process of structured improvisation
that continually materializes cultural order by also dealing with alien objects and
practices through either transformative appropriation and assimilation, or rejection’
(Dietler 2005, 64-65). Dietler allows objects the agency to colonize consciousness, just
as European clothing assisted missionary evangelism in various parts of the world.
Dietler ends by pointing out where archaeologists need to concentrate research on, in
terms of understanding the role of consumption in colonial encounters: the contexts of
consumption; the patterns of association of imported goods; their relative quantities;
their spatial distribution and the specific properties of the objects themselves. | have
cited Dietler’s work at length since I believe his approach is particularly important when

we consider the archaeology of early Roman southern Britain.
Ideologies of Control

Anthropologists, and other theorists, have been adept at uncovering the roles of
disciplinary powers and knowledges in exercising control over a subject people.
Mitchell (1991) in a perceptive study of the British colonial presence in 19" century
Egypt, draws on Foucault (Foucault 1997; O’Farrell 2005) to illustrate how the

effectiveness of disciplinary power, exercised through the re-ordering of space, and the
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surveillance and control of its occupants, were inherently colonizing. Forms of
disciplinary power were deployed in a number of different ways: through reforms to the
army (so that the army now resembled a well-drilled fighting machine, rather than a
disordered collection of armed men); through new forms of control over movement,
agricultural production and consumption in the countryside; through the introduction of
compulsory schooling and through the rebuilding of Cairo and other Egyptian villages
to create a system of regular, open streets. Mitchell (1991, xi) argued that the political
order desired by the British was not achieved by the intermittent use of coercion, but
through continuous instruction, inspection and control. This disciplinary power worked
from within society at the level of the individual, not by restricting individuals but by
producing them. In this way the disciplinary institutions, practices and features were
instrumental in producing the right kind of colonial subject — isolated, disciplined,
repetitive and industrious. An obvious potential example of this form of thinking and
control is that associated with Roman towns, with their grid-patterned streets. That is
not to deny that such techniques of control did not exist prior to the Roman annexation
of Britain; the hillforts of southern Britain, the predominantly south-east facing round-
houses, and the Chichester Dykes in our study area, clearly indicate that architectural
and landscape forms of control did exist (see Chapter 4). What distinguished the Roman
form of control was the fact that it was replicable over a very wide area, that its
orthogonal straight streets were designed to suppress the individual characteristics of

location, and that its replication was backed by formidable military compulsion.

Mignolo (2003) makes some fundamental points about how the colonizer imposes their
world-view on the colonized, empowering the colonizer and making the colonized
powerless. One of the primary tools utilized by the Spanish in the Americas was the
imposed superiority of the colonizer’s alphabetic writing. People without letters were
seen as people without history, (the Romans almost certainly viewed the Britons in this
light — see Woolf 2001, 321), and oral narratives, which carried the indigenous wisdom
of the elders, were seen as inconsistent and unreliable (Mignolo 2003, 3). Through the
use of alphabetic writing the colonizers were able to capture, record, but also transform
indigenous memory. They were also able to transform indigenous knowledges by
imposing on the Amerindians their own European categories of knowledge. Western
historiography, and associated cartography, thus became part and parcel of a larger

frame of mind in which the regional could be marginalized, and taken as a yardstick
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from which to measure the superiority of the metropole (Mignolo 2003, 257). The
material cultures of literacy, cartography and measurement were certainly promoted by
the colonial agents of Rome in Britain, although the relative paucity of urban

inscriptions suggests limited local utilization (Revell 2009, 72).

The material cultures of literate scholarship and bureaucracy helped provide for the
British justification for its rule in India. In the last decades of the 18" century, shaped
by notions of ‘Oriental despotism’, motivated by a belief of India once magnificent,
now fallen, the British put in place fundamental categories of analysis, such as an
examination of comparative philology and the basis of Hindu and Muslim legal
structures. With the onset of the Raj and the deployment of the scientific apparatus of
the Victorian era, these scattered insights were to be welded into a corpus of knowledge,
and ideology, that would seek to legitimate British rule over India, and explain its
enduring difference and relationship to Europe (Metcalf 1995, 15). Much the same
endeavours were made by classical authors, such as Tacitus, Caesar and Strabo, in
bringing knowledge of Roman Britain to the governing classes in Rome, and providing
some justifications and explanations for Roman rule. The British in India needed to
acquire local knowledge regarding traditions and customs of the colonized; legitimation
of their rule was reflected in part by a respect for such things as food observances and
dress. The archaeological survey of India, and the resultant historical knowledge of the
subcontinent was crucial for informing a central ruling paradigm, that the present of
India was similar to the past of Britain. The history of Europe was perceived of as
progressive and changing; that of the subcontinent as timeless and static. According to
British academic studies of the period, the Indians possessed great ability for

memorizing facts, but no faculty for reasoning (Cohn 1996, 96).

A new generation of archaeologists are now taking on board some of the re-theorising
of colonialism by anthropologists and others. In an archaeological study of colonial
identity in the Cape area of Southern Africa, Lucas (2004), investigating both Dutch and
British colonialism, drew attention to the fact that the straight roads laid down by the
British in the countryside brought in a new sense of spatiality and order, a sense that
must have been replicated in Roman Britain with the network of paved roads (see
Chapter 4). In similar fashion, in the Cape, the street grid system of early Dutch

settlements was seen as ‘taming the wild’ (Lucas 2004, 32). Material culture, the stuff
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of archaeological research, was at the centre of settlers’ attempts to create and maintain
identity differences. One of the problems in the Cape was the ubiquity of cheap
porcelain; a high-status indicator in western Europe but made commonplace and useless
as a status indicator by its very profusion in the Cape. The Dutch set up local potteries
to produce the standard lead-glazed earthenwares and kitchen forms widely used in
Europe, but the ever-present porcelain frustrated designs to mimic the porcelain:high

status//earthenwares:low status correlations of western Europe.

Colonial architecture quickly evolved a local Cape tradition, divergent from the
examples in Dutch homelands. Importantly, new forms of domestic architectural
elements were introduced and coalesced into integrated layouts of symmetrical spaces,
formally surrounded by an enclosing wall, that represented the ideology of control of
the established gentry, while at the same time maintaining separation and distance from
the outside. There was an intentional focus on architecture for display and welcoming.
The possible parallel ways Roman villas may have operated are obvious (see Chapter
4). Finally, material culture in the form of mass-produced souvenirs, manufactured in
Britain in the 19" century, brought the colonies into the consciousness of the British
people. This is as good an example as any to illustrate the power of material culture to
‘colonize the consciousness’ of those in the metropole, as much as those in the colonies.
An obvious corollary in Roman Britain concerns the decorated bronze bowls found in
the Midlands and Wiltshire with the names of four forts on Hadrian’s Wall around the
rim; if ‘souvenirs’ such as this existed in Britain, then they must have travelled back in
the baggage of some retiring officials and soldiers to the Continent — powerful
reminders of the presence of Britannia and the extent of Roman rule, but also tangible

memorials of the colonized.
Imposition, Resistance and Transformation

It has become axiomatic that in colonial encounters, indigenous people can selectively
and knowingly accept, resist, modify or transform both new ideas and exotic material
culture (see Wolski 2001 for an examination of different modes of resistance). Adas
(1992), in an important contribution, flagged up the difference between avoidance
protest, which can include avoidance of specific material items, and confrontation. The

pre-industrial period was characterized by avoidance protest, but often colonialism
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forced this form of protest to be confrontational. Cadastral surveys and greater
surveillance, introduced by the Romans into newly-acquired territories, must have
reduced the scope of avoidance protests. However, Adas eschews a simple binary
correlation of avoidance protest in pre-colonial contexts, and more confrontational
protests under colonialism. He sees continuities as just as important as changes, noting
that colonial officials were usually careful to retain, where possible, local rituals and
symbols. Stoler (1992) also remarked that, usually when colonial officials formed
sexual unions with local women, the dominant cultural idiom was native. These last two
points illustrate some of the ways in which the colonizer was changed and re-created by
the colonial encounter. Finally, in returning to Adas, in a concept potentially applicable
to southern Britain in the early Roman period, the author noted that it took decades after

European colonization in southeast Asia before avoidance protests started to diminish.

The theme of resistance and protest against colonial domination is one also investigated
by Comaroff (1985) with respect to the Tshidi of southern Africa, detailing their
eventual conversion and incorporation into a white-ruled state. Comaroff makes the
important point that, echoing Mitchell (1991), a separation of materiality and
representation was a product of the colonial encounter. Before colonial contact the
Tshidi did not think of their traditions, rituals and material culture as distinctive
phenomena; they were integrated in all sensory ways with practice. However, after
colonial contact these Tshidi elements were reified and objectified, in contrast to the
ways of the white men. This exaggeration-by-contrast allowed individuals to move

consciously between two different social worlds.

One of the main underlying themes of Comaroff’s observations is that indigenous
rituals can receive greater emphasis, under colonial domination, and be used to
transcend paradoxes, and reclaim jurisdiction over the social order from the colonial
authority. Traditional rituals help to bring back a lost world of order and control; in the
case of the Tshidi they helped reintegrate people and things that had been made under
capitalist methods of production. All outside material goods were ritually processed
before being used by the ritual sprinkling of holy water. Some elements of Tshidi
society adopted Christian Zionism, as an alternative to the mainstream orthodoxy of
Protestantism and Methodism. The apparent ease with which some African peoples

adopted forms of Christianity masked a trenchant resistance to forms of colonial
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domination. The Tshidi were attracted to Zionist cults because they incorporated much
traditional faith healing, and they emphasized the re-integration of body and spirit. Food
taboos by Zionist followers proclaimed independence from the colonial state and
therefore were a sign of resistance (Comaroff 1985, 218). In conclusion the author notes
that the colonizer and the colonized need to sustain each other in a relationship of
mutual but unequal dependence. Ritual exaggerations, and resistances expressed
through material culture usages, may find a corollary in Roman Britain with the re-
positioning of the Druids as leaders of a revolutionary movement and putative
Millennial cult (Webster 1999), and through indigenous or predecessor food taboos at
temples in Roman Britain (see Chapter 5).

The imposition of taxation is central to the generation of a variety of mechanisms of
resistance. The primary impact of colonialism on the conquered is when the tax
inspector or tithe collector comes around each year and demands either cash, or a part of
your harvest. This is where the experience of being colonized really comes home;
tribute begins at the threshing floor (Given 2004, 3). When taxes are directly given to a
representative of the state it become a bodily experience, just like forced labour or
political persecution. Not surprisingly the colonized often chose to work with outdated
technology, at least when the tithe collectors were around, so that the extent of the
harvest could be understated. For example Filipino tenants in the 20™ century continued
to use outmoded foot-powered means of threshing, so they could thresh in secret
without their overseers hearing them (Given 2004, 16). Colonial authorities were
usually eager to introduce the bureaucracy of censuses, land registrations, head-counts,
stock numbers, field-usages in order to facilitate the collection of tribute and their own
coin (see Chapter 6). In Roman Egypt a census was carried out every 14 years, and
farmers quickly learned that if a field was fallow during the census year, then there was
a chance it could be farmed and not taxed for the intervening 13 years (Given
2004,118). A direct material culture manifestation of uniform taxation was the
introduction of measuring jars, containing identical quantities. The ceramic industries
expanded by the Romans in southern Britain, such as the Rowlands Castle potteries,
may well have played a part in this. Tax was also derived from various kinds of tolls on
the movements of people and goods; roads, bridges, harbours, storage places, and
control posts were the essential infrastructure that the Romans and others put in place to
tap this revenue (Given 2004, 40). Many taxes in Asia Minor were collected in kind,
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even in the first two centuries AD, and it seems likely that this was the case in southern
Britain, where the daily use of coinage was very restricted. Tacitus (The Agricola, 19)
provides us with an indication of the desire of some colonial agents, in this case tax
collectors, to compel the British to use coinage; a compulsion bitterly resented by the

locals and one which the governor, Agricola, tried to remedy.

Finally, I want to offer some comparative comments regarding the ‘bow-wave’ of new
material culture that can precede colonization, and certainly did with respect to southern
Britain prior to AD43. Thomas (1991) made the point that indigenous people were not
always and everywhere beguiled by European objects. He found varying dispositions in
the South Pacific, from islands where European material culture was resisted, or
confined to exchanges off-shore, to other islanders who welcomed traded goods, and
made sense of the imports by incorporating them as part of indigenous social exchanges
(Thomas 1991, 93). Islanders in the Pacific consciously manipulated the receiving of
imported goods in terms of whether they wanted enduring social relationships with the
colonizer. Thomas argues that imported goods cannot be taken to be what we think they
are, once they are received in a local context. Commodities, owing to their inherent
symbolic promiscuity, could be re-contextualized as gifts, articles for display, valuables,
or articles with a history. Native material culture could also be knowingly manipulated
by the colonizer. Lord Gordon, the first British Governor of Fiji, participated in an
enthusiastic and self-conscious ‘Fijianization’ of the British administrative elite, to such
an extent that his wife felt perfectly at ease with indigenous aristocracy and recognized
in them equals and a sense of cross-cultural class solidarity. Such cross-cultural links
could have obtained both in pre-Roman Britain, between elites on either side of the
Channel, and during the Roman occupation. Gordon was so indigenized that he was
recognized as the paramount Fijian chief, receiving the symbolic first fruits (ten yams
from each province) and overseeing a kava-drinking ceremony each evening in
Government House on Levuka (Thomas 1991, 172). Such consciously symbolic
imitations no doubt were also accompanied by myriad mimetic, and less conscious,

behaviours (Taussig 1993).
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Integrating anthropological insights and overcoming the limitations of
archaeological approaches

Some of the themes highlighted in the above section can be woven together with pre-
existing archaeological approaches to produce richer potential understandings of the
colonial project in Roman Britain. In particular themes such as the importance of local
agency, consumption of material culture, the pervasive disciplinary powers of the
colonizer, the different phases of any one colonial project, the acquisition of knowledge
of subject peoples to control them better, the use of avoidance protests, the exaggeration
of traditional rituals as a form of subversion, the keenly felt instrument of taxation and
the colonization of the colonizer by local values — all may have played significant roles
in early Roman Britain. | demonstrate in this thesis how an imaginative integration of
anthropological and archaeological perspectives can lead to a more textured
appreciation of life in early Roman Britain. My integrated approaches will consider the

following major themes throughout the substantive chapters of this thesis.

The first theme will be to look at material culture itself, and flesh out some of the multi-
sensory qualities of the objects, and some of the bodily impacts of new buildings and
landscapes. In essence a phenomenological approach to material culture which may get
us closer to the idea of thinking through things, and to appreciating things as life-forms
or ideas in themselves, rather than to see them always as secondary to what is being
meant or signified by a particular artefact. It may also be possible to examine just what

categories of things are likely to have had more agentive influence than others.

The second theme will be to use the concept of disciplinary powers, as originally
developed by Foucault (1977) and practice theory (Bourdieu 1990), and apply them to
an analysis of Gallo-Belgic and Roman strategies between ¢.100BC and ¢.AD200. It
seems very likely that the embrace of Roman colonial daily or periodic preferences and
constraints exercised considerable influences on the lives of the indigenous. Gallo-
Belgic practices are much more difficult to define, given that they generally lacked the
more obvious colonial markers such as grid-planned settlements (but note the exception
of Silchester — see Chapter 4). The establishment of Roman towns, however, with their
orthogonal street patterns, and public spaces and buildings allowed the colonizer and

local elites to exercise, more easily, powers of surveillance and control, while the
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habitual movements of the town’s population exposed and then accustomed them to
certain classical ideologies and behaviours. Colonial material cultures were essential for

the exercise of control.

A third theme is the inherently likely concept that the colonizers were also transformed
by their colonial encounter with the locals. Certainly, in one sense the Romans, always
in a minority, were likely to have had their own views on what it meant to be Roman
reinforced by the colonial encounter — and this may have been one of the first effects.
However, living as a minority in an exotically different country, and depending on the
compliance of local leaders to establish secure conditions for the collection of taxation
revenues, relying on local interpreters, requiring local slaves for a range of services,
including concubinage — all these had an impact. The daily incremental assaults on
those Roman values, year on year, would have take their toll. Instead of desirable and
attractive imported objects gripping the minds of the indigenous, it was predominantly
local objects, values and people, supplying basic needs, or immediate political

expediencies and concessions, that infiltrated the minds of the colonizers.
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Chapter 3: The archaeological and historical
background in southern Britain

Who the first inhabitants of Britain were,
whether natives or immigrants, remains obscure:

one must remember that we are dealing with barbarians.
Tacitus, Agricola, 9

...despite some notable theoretical advances in the last decade or so the study of the
Roman past still remains hidebound within classificatory and descriptive categories.
The result of this is that we remain far better at delineating our subject than

interpreting it...
Mattingly (2007, 135)
Introduction

As most schoolchildren know, Britain was invaded, and most of it conquered, by the
Romans in AD43. But knowledge is relative, and there was a time, not so long ago,
when the invasion of Julius Caesar, in 55BC, was seen as much more important. Indeed,
some authors (Sellar and Yeatman 1974, 9), in summarizing British History, argued for
the overriding significance of just two dates — 55BC and AD1066 — nicely juxtaposing
the Romans, who still enjoy a rather favourable press, and the altogether nastier
Normans, who don’t. Caricatures aside, Sellar and Yeatman had a point. There is a
growing consensus, particularly for much of southern Britain, (including the study area
of this thesis — see fig. 1 and Appendix 1), that 55 (and 54) BC were years of political
transformation, at least at the elite level. Caesar probably set up client kingdoms in
southern and eastern Britain; the southern exemplar may well have lasted as an
‘independent’ territory through the upheavals of annexation in AD43, and on into the
ADGOs or early 70s, when the last king of that realm, Togidubnus, who is usually

associated with Fishbourne and Chichester, died. At his death this southern client
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kingdom, commonly associated with a people known as the Atrebates (fig. 2), was
dissolved and annexed to the Roman province of Britannia, by then probably some 25

years old.

So as to encompass this political narrative, the aims of this Chapter are fivefold: (1) to
provide a critique of one of the main regional narratives of the Late Iron Age; (2) to
summarize some of the historical and archaeological evidence, occasionally illuminated
by possible ethnographic comparators, of the period c100BC to AD200 in southern
Britain; (3) to comment on the nature of chiefly power and client kingdoms in Late Iron
Age Britain; (4) to review our knowledge of the Atrebates and (5) to discuss in
summary form some potential mechanisms for people/material culture entanglements in
the past, and why four material indices of change have been chosen for fuller treatment

in the main body of this thesis (Chapters 4 — 7).

| preface these aims with two digressions; the first a brief summary of the study area, on
which this thesis is based (figs. 1 and 2). The area is on the coast in south-central
Britain, and straddles the boundary between West Sussex and Hampshire, stretching
from the Selsey peninsula in the south, northwards to the South Downs, and from the
river Ems in the west to the Aldingbourne Rife in the east. The varying geologies run
from the brickearths of the coastal plain to the chalks of the South Downs. The terrain
rises from sea-level in the south to a height of over 100 metres on the Downs. The
drainage pattern of the various water-courses runs, as expected, from north to south. The
study area is roughly 18 kms east to west by 18 kms north to south (measured to the tip
of the Selsey peninsula), an area of approximately 200 sq kms. In terms of prominent
natural features most of Chichester harbour is within the area, and, for the
archaeological context, the principal sections of the Late Iron Age Chichester Dykes;
the Roman Palace at Fishbourne, and the Roman town of Chichester are located
centrally within the study area. The Flavian Palace at Fishbourne is of pivotal
importance to the arguments presented here. | will argue that the Palace proper was
constructed in the AD70s to emphasize the demise of the Atrebatic client kingdom
under Togidubnus, (who probably lived at Fishbourne, but before the construction of

the Palace), and symbolize the imposition of direct Roman rule.
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Figure 1. The study area, showing the central location of Chichester (City Walls -

Q. similarly marked on all study area maps in this thesis) and Fishbourne Roman
Palace, set largely against the drift geology. The several peninsulas or ‘islands’, at
the bottom of the land-mass, are indicated. The detached area of sand and clay at
the bottom of the map shows that Selsey was effectively a tidal offshore island
during the Late Iron Age and Roman periods. The white area at the top of the map
represents the solid chalk and the most elevated areas of the topography. To the
south lies the coastal plain. The dark brown ‘clay, silt, sand and gravel’ flanking the
water-courses provide some indication of the wetter areas, two thousand years ago.
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Secondly, | offer some brief comments on the concepts of Late Iron Age ‘tribes’ and
their ‘territories’, terms used in this thesis. The word ‘tribe’ has enjoyed an historic
anthropological critique for the last half century. Fried (1968) flagged up the problem of
trying to identify a tribe with respect to a bundle of defined and exclusive traits — such
as material culture, language, territory and economic practices. He rejected the position
of ‘tribes’ as an evolutionary stage in the development of societies. Fried (1968,15)
argued that many ‘tribes’ seemed to be a secondary phenomenon, the product of
processes stimulated by the appearance of highly organised states among less organized
societies. In other words ‘tribes’, and the chiefs who ‘rule’ them could be the outcome
of colonial projects (see also Cohen and Middleton 1970, 2-4; Southall 1996, 41-42;
Eriksen 2002; Sharples 2010, 316). The notion of a fixed, ‘tribal territory’ is also
problematic. Many African societies illustrate, for instance, that, for the exercise and
maintenance of chiefly power, control of people was much more important than control
of land (Turley 2000). It is entirely plausible that some ethnic groups and allegiances in
Britain were fluid, shifting, not cohesive and not territorially based. Indeed it is possible
that ethnicity may not have been of paramount organizing significance (Morley 2010,
53).

The map presented in Figure 2, therefore, which attempts to provide some geographical
fixity to Late Iron Age tribes, should be viewed with caution. Classical authors, and
Roman colonial officials, wanted relatively stable tribal territories, established chiefly
leaders who were savage, but worthy and noble military opponents, some of whom
could eventually be persuaded to appreciate the value of sharing aspects of Romanitas.
These were the qualities of British ‘tribal life’ that could be grasped quickly by a
Roman audience, because they met the audience’s preconceptions. The colonial
administrative project was not one that was easily reconciled to myriad changing
identities and movements of peoples. Taxation, as an instrument of control, was much
more effective if people stayed approximately in the same place, or at least passed
frequently through the same location, such as a port-of-trade. In essence the classical
authors distilled onto their pages the mind-set of the colonizer, and through such
circulated distillations encouraged the administrators in the field to seek and find such

geographical and political permanences, or, if not, attempt to create them.
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Figure 2. Map of Late Iron Age ‘tribes’ in southern Britain, with the study area
marked by the small, bordered rectangle (from Cunliffe 2005, Fig. 8.1). The major
‘tribal’ names have been added to the map, but specific boundaries of those tribes
wisely omitted. Note the location of Calleva (Silchester) the northern ‘capital’ of the
Atrebates. The southern ‘capital’ Chichester is within the study area.

Regional narratives — c100BC to AD200

One of the current major regional narratives in the southern and eastern areas of Britain
is one that correlates an increasing social differentiation, social hierarchy* and general
complexity within and between communities in the Late Iron Age, with a greater
abundance of material culture, some of it imported from the near Continent and the
Roman world in general. Whether this apparently increasing social differentiation is an

* Social differentiation and social hierarchy are not the same things. By the former | mean the number of
different roles and lifestyles within a community; by the latter | mean the number of different ranks or
statuses within a community; the term ‘general complexity’ is shorthand for both, but also infers a greater
range of social interactions.
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internally and locally-driven and emergent phenomenon, or one that is the product of a
greater degree of contact with the Continent, or a specific development determined by a
complex interplay of both of these factors, is a matter of debate (Cunliffe 2005;
Creighton 2006, 44; Hill 2007). Central to the phenomenon is the correlation between
an increasing variety of material culture and an apparent increase in social complexity.
Correlation does not necessarily mean cause or effect. This particular narrative of
increasing social differentiation forms a singularly important backdrop to this thesis,
and in what follows, | offer a summary of the current positions, a critique of them, and

indicate my own position in relation to them.

Increasing contact with the Continent, a two-way process during this period, is a
common characteristic noted by many authors (Cunliffe 2005; Creighton 2006;
Haselgrove and Moore 2007; Mattingly 2007). According to Cunliffe (2005, 126) the
Late Iron Age was a time when the British Isles was brought once more into direct
contact with the Continent through the influx of peoples: refugees, embassies and
traders. People from southern Britain also travelled to the Continent, as captured slaves,
fighting as allies (according to Caesar (BG Il1, 9, 10 and 1V, 20), Britons served in the
early episodes of the Gallic Wars), as obsides (the sons of British leaders taken under
Roman protection — see Creighton 2006, 3) and, occasionally, as British leaders
petitioning the Roman Emperor (e.g. Tincomarus — see Res Gestae®, 32). While an
increasing contact may well be demonstrable, it could be exaggerated by the sudden
availability of documentary evidence, absent for earlier periods. It would thus be a
mistake to be deceived by this combination of classical source material and imported
archaeological finds into thinking that the first real immigrants into southern Britain
occurred from the first century BC onwards, and that prior to that date most people were
‘indigenous’. The archaeological evidence indicates that contacts between southern
Britain and Gaul were extensive for much of later prehistory and movements of
communities across the Channel probably occurred long before the onset of the Iron
Age. For instance, the study area is one of the key areas noted for hoards of bronze
palstaves, which contain imported examples from Upper Normandy, dating from the
Middle Bronze Age (O’Connor 1980, 56-8). The reality is, therefore, that the classical

% Res Gestae Divi Augusti, (Latin: "The Deeds of the Divine Augustus") is the funerary inscription of the
first Roman emperor, Augustus, giving a first-person record of his life and accomplishments. It was
copied to many parts of the Roman Empire.


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Latin
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Monumental_inscription
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Roman_emperor
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sources bring a process of some longevity and antiquity into sharper historical focus for
the first time. This observation underlines both the cumulative nature of the changes,

and the significance of the social and political transformations at this time.

Much of this contact seems to have taken place with the Gallo-Belgic area of the
Continent, approximately Gaul, north of the Seine, and the modern low countries. One
of the more famous episodes of this increasing contact is the instance of the Belgae (BG
V, 12), a people recorded by Caesar as originating north of the Seine, raiding southern
Britain at first, and eventually farming there. This certainly suggests aggressive
dispossession and settlement. The Belgae appear to have been the first historically
recorded people, who migrated from the Continent to establish themselves in southern
Britain. The British Atrebates, slightly later, were another example, originating from an
eponymous tribe in Gaul. Cunliffe (2005, 127) suggests that the Belgic settlers probably
arrived in the Solent area, with perhaps the focus of settlement being around
Winchester, where the later Roman town of Venta Belgarum, - the market of the Belgae
— developed. Mattingly (2007, 53) is more guarded, seeing some small-scale movement
of peoples, who perhaps established themselves in leading positions within British
communities. Whether these newcomers were settlers, but not colonizers, or settlers and
colonizers (in the terms outlined at the start of Chapter 2) is difficult to determine. There
is very little evidence to suggest how these Gallo-Belgic elites arrived, whether invited
and welcomed by British elites, or whether they were resisted. Were some elites in
southern Britain threatened internally in some way and in need of external support? Did
the Gallic elites need access to more manpower or slaves? It is important to note that
there were probably already elite familial ties through marriage that crossed the
Channel; in which case Continental leaders and their followers may have been invited to
Britain. Alternatively there could have been a relatively short episode of aristocratic
warfare that forced the submission of indigenous elites. A third possibility, one that
envisages piecemeal and unplanned infiltration and gradually increasing influence, is
that these immigrant Gallo-Belgic elites may have been preceded by Gallo-Belgic
traders, who established trading bases in southern Britain (e.g. Hengistbury Head in
Dorset — Cunliffe 2005, 182) in the first half of the first century BC or earlier similar to
the establishment of the trading posts of the East India Trading Company, which
eventually led to British control of large parts of the Indian sub-continent. Social and

political power, however ill-defined, and tenuously held and proclaimed, could have
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been demonstrated through the production and distribution of highly portable Gallo-
Belgic coinage, an enduring and polysemic medium capable of being used as a symbol

of status and wealth, but also as a means of communication, identity and allegiance.

Interpretation of the nature of these migrations to Britain must be balanced by a
consideration of the nature of indigenous society. Sharples (2010, 296) correctly
suggests that warfare and raiding were endemic in the Iron Age. The numerous hillforts
of the Early Iron Age, with their impressive earthwork ramparts, are seen as the result of
inter-elite, and inter-group competition and warfare. Enclosing banks were constructed
by mobilizing labour through a potlatch system, and offering feasts in return (Sharples
2010, 120). In the Middle Iron Age, fewer but larger hillforts, like The Trundle in the
study area, monopolized more expansive territories, albeit ill-defined, presumably
because their mechanisms of labour mobilization, and warrior bands were increasingly
more effective. Most people would have lived outside hillforts, undifferentiated,
materially at least, from those specialists, such as warriors, holders of ritual offices and
craft-workers, who were granted access to them. On balance, therefore, Gallo-Belgic
immigrants, were likely to be perceived as another aggressive, and warrior-like group.
Indeed, they could have been invited by one indigenous community in support of their
conflict against a neighbour. Through such actions Gallo-Belgic migrants could acquire

slaves, conceivably exporting them to the Continent.

Caesar (BG 11 4,7) also recorded that Diviciacus, King of the Suessiones of Gaul, held
territories in both Gaul and Britain, and that in 57BC chiefs of the Bellovaci fled to
Britain (Caesar BG Il, 14). There were, therefore, at least three or four episodes of
Gallo-Belgic leaders and their followers establishing themselves in southern Britain
(Belgae, Suessiones Atrebates and Bellovaci). The ill-defined Regini may constitute a
fifth (Rudd 2006, 160). These immigrant elites, and their kinsmen, are likely to have
brought with them knowledge of Gallic customs and practices and greater familiarity
with the material culture of the late Roman Republic. Some of the numismatic evidence
of imported Gallo-Belgic coinages must relate to these episodes although other
archaeological testimony is slight. The Atrebates endured, as did the Belgae; the
Suessiones and Bellovaci, however, are not heard of again in a British context so their
numbers and longevity may have been slight. It seems unlikely, however, that such a

change of elite, or even an alliance of elites, at the apex of communities made much
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difference to the mass of the indigenous population. Individual identity may have been
securely tied to settlement and local hillfort, rather than any larger social, ethnic or
political structure. Likewise, it seems unlikely that any elite leader was able to dominate
a clearly defined bounded territory; rather boundaries were permeable and subject to
flux; control of people may have been much more important than control of fixed
territories. Elite cross-Channel alliances and connections must have increased as a result
of these Gallic immigrations, and these connections probably played an important role
in gathering information, and potentially influencing the subsequent actions of the
Roman state. Immediately before the military annexation of AD43, a Gallic alliance
may have been able to negotiate the continuing client kingdom status of the Atrebates.
Whatever the nature of these earlier episodic immigrations of the Late Iron Age, their
leaders, in general, did not possess widespread and formalized disciplinary powers of
control, exercised through large standing armies, standardized settlement forms (the
‘planned’ Late Iron Age street-grid beneath Roman Silchester may be an exception), or
uniform and widespread communication systems, that were characteristic of Roman
colonization. They did possess, however, portable types of material culture such as new

coinages and ceramics.
Material culture: imports and exports

Increasing contact also extended to the realm of material culture — with, inter alia,
slaves and metals being exported, and Roman wine, foodstuffs, and high-status Roman
and Gallo-Belgic ceramics arriving in return. Strabo, writing early in the first century
AD, (The Geography, 1V, 5, 2) said that Britain produced ‘grain, cattle, silver, gold and
iron...hides, slaves® and dogs’. According to Caesar (BG 1, 4) the ‘Veneti (Brittany)
have very many vessels and in these they are accustomed to sail to Britain’. Diodorus
Siculus (V, 22) related ‘The inhabitants of Britain around the promontory called
Belerium (Land’s End) are particularly hospitable and civilized in their way of life as a
result of their dealings with foreign merchants’. Archaeologically, the exports from
Late Iron Age Britain are hard to document, but a map of British coin and metalwork
finds north of the Seine indicates that such traffic did exist (Gruel and Haselgrove 2007,

247), and, although slaves have remained archaeologically invisible in much of Roman

® The trade in slaves, seen as commodities, was a key factor in encouraging European colonialism in
Africa (see Fage 2001).
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archaeology to date (Webster 2005; 2008), human cargo may have been a major export.
Especially after the conquest of Gaul, client kingdoms in Britain may have been key
suppliers of slaves to work in the Empire (Cunliffe 2005, 483; Scheidel 2007). Although
Late Iron Age Britain, to adopt Turley’s (2000, 62-63) distinction, may have been a
‘society with slaves’ rather than a ‘slave society’, it could have provided the ideal place
from which to recruit massive numbers of slaves for the industrial and agricultural
enterprises at the heart of the Empire (mostly Italy, Sicily and the mines of Spain). It
could have fulfilled this role well, since it was separated from the Continent by a
considerable body of water. Captured and transported slaves from Britain, therefore,
would endure ‘natal alienation’, a complete rupture with kin and culture; distance from
home and geographical barriers would have made it extremely difficult for any slave to

contemplate escape and return.

Whatever the nature and quantities of British exports, the imports to Britain seem
always to be imagined, quite possibly erroneously, on a larger scale. Quantification of
these is difficult and it may be more realistic to realize these as an ‘irregular trickle’ of
new commodities rather than an ever increasing flow of goods. Sealey (2009) has
underlined that the import of wine-carrying amphorae seems to have declined in the
decades prior to AD43 and there is evidence that imperial interest in Britain declined
under the Emperor Tiberius. Indeed Creighton (2006, 12) is at pains to point out that
the year AD43, at least in the south-east, may not have witnessed a sharp cultural
disjuncture because of the considerable earlier influx of Continental material culture and
assumed knowledge of Continental lifestyles. This area of Britain had already been in
close contact with the Continent for almost a century, and the Roman military forces

passed quickly through the region.

Internal evolution or external influences?

One theory that seeks to explain the apparent correlation of social and material
complexity suggests that increasing social differentiation was the result of internal
social processes that began in the Middle Iron Age. Another theory, and one perhaps
more central to this thesis, affords primacy to imported material culture in the Late Iron
Age. The variety of material culture, especially drawn from the encroaching Roman

state (directly, or indirectly via Gallo-Belgic traders) after it penetrated southern Gaul in
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the late second century BC, has a pivotal and indeed formative role to play in such
explanations. For instance Cunliffe (2005), influenced by core-periphery models
derived from World Systems Theory, imagined that the influx of exotic goods provided
some far-sighted indigenous individuals with the opportunities to control these new
resources. These ‘Big Men’ of Late Iron Age southern Britain, established themselves
in the ‘core’, monopolized the influx of new goods, and controlled their distribution and
consumption both through sumptuary practices, and by managing the flow of goods
from the core to the ‘peripheries’. While this theory is attractive, in that it does at least
provide a specific mechanism or practice by which some individuals gained an
ascendancy over others, it does assume that goods from the Continent were attractive to
‘indigenous’ communities in Britain, and that a rather conventional and modern
consumption model prevailed, which saw communities welcoming some of the higher-
status new materials. The appropriateness of this modernistic assumption to antiquity

needs more explicit evaluation.

The ingrained perception of individual consumption is too often uncritically applied to
the past. There is little published in the archaeological literature that examines the
nature of the collective ownership of portable material culture, land or buildings,
whether those collectives are lineages, families, age-sets, slaves, or people linked by
status, settlement or occupation. Sharples (2010, 234) is a recent exception in discussing
kin-related ownership of areas within the hillfort of Danebury. The putative communal
ownership of discrete things, as opposed to individual ownership, may have had
significant ramifications for the interactions between material culture and people in the
past. Communal resistance to an item of material culture may have formed a much more
effective barrier to acceptance than uncoordinated individual rejections. Conversely,
communal acceptance may have facilitated a much more rapid take up of novelty. If
consumption is central to Middle Ground Colonialism (White 1991) then the social

units who do the consuming (or refuse it) need to be identified.

Hill (2007, 37), on the other hand, is one of the proponents of the ‘internal evolution’
model leading to greater social complexity. He notes that Roman and Gallic material
culture arrived in quantities and that some of the elite adopted new burial rites which
had their origin in Gallia Belgica, especially in the generation after Caesar (see also

Creighton 2006, 19; Mattingly 2007, 56-57; 72). Greater quantities of Gallic material
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appeared in graves in the first century BC, much of it related to more personalized and
individualized dining habits, compared with the previous collective commensality, but
Hill argues that this is a symptom of social and status differentiations that was mostly
internally driven, rather than being provoked by outside contacts. In proposing this the
author implicitly raises the question (unanswered) of how collective commensality, and
potentially collective ownership of objects and behaviours, was broken down into more
individualistic attitudes and tastes. A similar argument could be advanced for the
increasingly varied burial traditions themselves (Hamilton 2007, 89ff; Moore 2007,
57). Although such observations are in themselves interesting (i.e. more individualized
dining and mortuary habits) they do not provide explanatory insights into the processes
that brought them gradually into being. The specific ‘indigenous’ mechanisms that, over
time, ruptured the shared aspects of societies and eventually led to increased social
differences in the Late Iron Age, are not made explicit. What, for instance, provokes
some members of a community to experiment and then adopt more personalized dining
habits? Some of the answers may lie in certain ‘chances objectively offered [to the
individual] by the social world” (Bourdieu 1990, 64), which allow modification of the
habitus. But how are these ‘chances’ of unfamiliar foods made manifest, and what

encourages their acceptance?

In the first instance, quite obviously, there has to be knowledge that different foods and
food preparations, and different receptacles for eating and drinking are available and
obtainable. Certainly the diet of Britons in the Late Iron Age seemed unduly restrictive.
For instance, Cassius Dio (Roman History, LXXVI, 12, 1-5) relates that the Britons
‘live on flocks, game and certain fruits, and though there are vast and limitless stocks of
fish they do not eat them’. While this might have been true, we need to be wary of the
literary trope. We might make some progress, however, by thinking about which
sections of a community might be prone to adopting new behaviours. It may well be,
following Bloch (1977), that the adopters come from a high status group within society,
but not the elite group charged with the ritual maintenance of a stable social structure.
Such a high status group could be warriors or mercenaries, returning from the
Continent. Or specific elites who participated in cross-Channel alliances. Alternatively
they could be the sons and daughters of elite families who had been lodged with
Continental families to cement elite alliances. They might have even been traders, who

travelled frequently between southern Britain and the Continent, but eventually married
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and settled in Britain. These are the types of people whose occasional daily experiences
could not be easily contained by their natal or adopted social system. Dietler (2007,
224-5) rightly pointed out that culture is always a creative process of structured
improvisation. New kinds of food and objects, once introduced, could be afforded high-

status values in indigenous categorizations.

There is little doubt that the contrasts in material culture, say in the later first century
BC, on either side of the Channel were much more obvious and dramatic (and more
numerically apparent given the industrial-scale outputs of some classical objects, such
as wine amphorae) than in previous centuries or millennia. It was the greater ubiquity
and starkness of this contrast, coupled with the frequency of people-movements across
the Channel, that produced a powerful combination of influences that, eventually, were
destined to infiltrate indigenous values, no matter how closely guarded. A re-told story
from a foreign land was a momentary occurrence, and repetition could be
circumscribed, contained or even forbidden. However, a novel piece of metalwork, or
an exotic pottery vessel, demanded a reaction — acceptance, transformation, resistance,
destruction; its very physical presence and permanence meant that ignorance was not
possible. It was something from which information was likely to leak out; it was
something that had to be dealt with. The ‘adopters’, whoever they were, must have
presented a challenge to received social norms, setting up the conditions for eventual

changes in normative values.

It is possible that social complexity, the development of different statuses and roles in a
community, could have evolved prior to the awareness of multiple material culture
choices (Hill 2007, 37). The adoption of the latter could have been a material
manifestation of differences that already existed. Social differences could have been
internally caused, for example, by population growth, increased mobility (through
greater use of horses?) and ensuing conflict, and an increasingly unequal access to
resources. Inter and intra-community competitiveness may then have increased the
likelihood of adoption by some sections of the communities of new forms of material
culture. Sumptuary practices may have attempted to ensure that such objects remained
characteristic of the elite, or one of the elite groups, and not the indigenous mass.
Material leakages and mimetic adoption, however, may have continually challenged the

effectiveness of sumptuary restrictions.
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There is a danger, however, in bipolar contrasts between one model (internal evolution)
with its opposite (change by external influences, i.e. in this case material culture
imports). It may well be that increasing inter-community aggression and material
differentiations in some way mesh and mutually amplify each other, with differing
degrees of effects and outcomes, in different regions and in different groups. The
potential transformative role of material agency goes to the very heart of this thesis —
what weight to place on immigrant forms of material culture, and the behaviours that
may or may not travel with them, on the stability or otherwise of indigenous or
predecessor social norms? Gosden (2004, 5; 153) gives a much greater role for material
culture and consumption in ancient colonialism, and claims that, through a process of
miraculation (the mutual creation of people and things through the values attached to
each) people are moved culturally and ideologically. If people are ‘moved’ it is the
objects that are moving, literally and polysemically. Acts of creative misconception on
the Middle Ground complicate interactions and outcomes (White 1991). Beliefs and
materiality, therefore, repetitively colonize each other, in a process of imbrication,

ultimately forging a modified social world, or habitus.

It is tempting to see these irregularly arriving continental and Roman commodities in
advance of AD43 having this sort of seductive and transformative role. However, the
historical situation is more complicated in that, as noted already, Gallo-Belgic
settlements or colonizations, different in nature, preceded the Roman one. Which
objects had the power to ‘move’ people more? Miraculation is a useful shorthand for
the meshing of things and people. However, it must have a been a geographically and
chronologically variegated process that was neither uniform nor uncontested, and one
that had intended and unintended outcomes (White 1991).
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Archaeological evidence

The archaeological evidence provides some grounding for these regional narratives. By
the Late Iron Age some of those monumental earthworks, the hillforts’, which had been
raised in the Early and especially Middle Iron Age (500 — 200BC; Cunliffe 2005), had
been, or would soon be, ‘abandoned’. This abandonment is a curious phenomenon and
the term ‘abandoned’, although frequently used in the archaeological literature,
probably carries an unwarranted sense of sudden desertion and subsequent neglect.
Complete dis-use of any occupation site is very difficult to prove, archaeologically.
Certainly, it seems to be true that some hillforts did not enjoy the intensity of
occupation that they had in the Middle Iron Age, with the presumption that their
collective, if not centralising role in society, had diminished. For instance, a detailed
study of the area around Danebury (Hampshire) hillfort (Cunliffe 2000) indicated that
the two major hillforts in the region — Danebury itself and Bury Hill — were probably
‘abandoned’ in the decade 70 to 60BC. A number of smaller settlements defined their
boundaries with banks and ditches at this time, and it is clear that occupation at some of
the other settlements continued on into the post-AD43 period and beyond without
interruption. Indeed, Cunliffe (2000, 196) points out that the Roman annexation of
ADA43 had surprisingly little discernible impact on the rural settlement pattern in some

areas of southern Britain.

An emphasis away from more easily patrolled hill-top sites to lower-lying settlements,
where goods might be transported and exchanged with less surveillance, might have
been partly constitutive of the increasingly fluid nature of Late Iron Age communities,
with new opportunities provided for social interaction and perhaps advancement. This
sort of idea fits well with the narrative of increasing social differentiation in some way
linked to a greater quantity of, and more variety in, material culture forms. Yet hillforts
did remain significant, and it is notable that a number of Romano-British temples were
established within earlier hillforts (e.g. Maiden Castle in Dorset; Chanctonbury Ring in
Sussex) implying that some elements of the importance of such sites endured. The

reasons for such continuing significance were probably complex; it may well be that

" The term “hillfort’ is a bit of a misnomer. Not all were on hills, and many were not fortifications. In
recent years there has been a tendency to downplay their protective and defensive roles, and to highlight
their changing and varied functions. For a recent summary see Bradley 2007, 262 and Sharples 2010, 1-
106.
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passive resistance to colonial Roman authority may have been played out by some

through the medium of religious observances on indigenously important sites® (fig. 3).

Figure 3. Aerial photograph, from the study area, of the hillfort known as The
Trundle, on the Downs to the north of Chichester. The outer bank and ditch belong
to the Middle Iron Age hillfort (thought to have been ‘abandoned’ ¢.100BC); the
much slighter curving inner bank belong to a much earlier Neolithic monument
known as a ‘causewayed camp’. The intensive use of this location in the Middle Iron
Age demonstrates the knowing re-use of ‘special sites’ in the landscape, and the
persistence of some spatially-specific traditions and significances. See Chapter 4 for
discussion. (Image courtesy of English Heritage).

Whatever the reasons behind the end of the age of major hillfort-building, a new site
type appeared in southern Britain that is diagnostic of the Late Iron Age - the so-called
oppida. These were supposed centres of exchange and craft production; they might have
constituted the epicentres of material culture excess and social differentiation. They
form a heterogeneous collection of sites, often located in peripheral, lower-lying areas,
and seemingly demarcated by illogical boundaries (Haselgrove and Moore 2007, 6).

The term ‘disaggregated’ is sometimes applied to them, indicating that some of the sites

8 See Chapter 5 where | develop this observation.
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cover extensive areas, but seemingly without a concentration of activity in any one area.
Structurally they can be defined usually by enclosing massive earthworks, internal
buildings, and often evidence for domestic and industrial activities. Certainly, many of
them are rich in material culture, some of it clearly imported or brought from the
Continent. At Braughing, in Hertfordshire, for instance, the oppidum seems to have
been most active from 10BC to AD25; large quantities of imported pottery from Gaul
were recovered, along with a lot of bronze coins, viewed by some as payments to
artisans. At Baldock, however, again in Hertfordshire, there was a significant number of
inhumations as well as cremations, leading one contributor to conclude that the six
oppida in Hertfordshire were sufficiently different one from the other that they could
not be grouped under the one site-type (Bryant 2007, 78). Some oppida, like Bagendon
in Gloucestershire, seem to have emerged in peripheral areas not hitherto densely
occupied, and the suggestion has been made that such unusual locations allowed the
adoption of innovative behaviours and perhaps exchange practices (Moore 2007, 56).
Hengistbury Head in coastal Dorset is a classic example of such a liminal promontory
that enjoyed extensive contacts with Armorica in the early first century BC (Cunliffe
2005, 181). For some considerable time an oppidum has been surmised on the marginal
Selsey peninsula in the study area, effectively an offshore tidal island at the time.
Arguments in favour include quantities of Late Iron Age coinage found there, and the
presence of the Chichester Dykes or Entrenchments, which cut off much of the coastal
plain, including the peninsula (see Chapter 4). Pitts (2010, 49) notes the association
between oppida at Silchester and Chichester in sharing a common brooch type, some

confirmation of a shared Atrebatic identity at the end of the first century BC.

Liminal locations, for what may have been emerging ‘markets’, can be paralleled in
other areas of the world. Marginal markets were a feature of 19" Ghana among the
Asante, in a region that was likewise experiencing an influx of uncommon goods, and
migrant traders. Traded goods among the Asante were kept separate from the mass of
the people by the establishment of general-purpose markets in peripheral locations;
these markets were transitory and dominated by strangers, exclusively males, from
different ethnic groups, and generally exchanges were not conducted according to
market principles. The traders were seen as dangerous innovators, and the locals were
suspicious of them (Arhin 1979). We might imagine, therefore, that oppida were not

only places where quantities of exotic material culture could be seen, but also locations
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where people from different places and communities, including people from the
Continent, mixed and interacted. These jostling identities might explain the different
burial practices at Baldock. The Asante example is an especially insightful parallel for
Late Iron Age southern Britain. All of the phenomena displayed in this briefly-
summarized example could have taken place in Late Iron Age oppida: liminal market
location; strange material goods; traders-as-strangers; sumptuary practices of the
indigenous elite; possible liaisons between male traders and indigenous females (for
traders as sources of tension see also Turley 2000, 70); and the inevitable challenge to
the extant indigenous social structure posed by the mixing of different ethnic groups in
the marketplace.

In the decades after the annexation of southern Britain in AD43 the province witnessed
the foundation and faltering development of towns — a type of site reminiscent of urban
Mediterranean cultures, and in some ways, sites that were successors of the oppida.
This also occurred in the Atrebatic client kingdom, not withstanding its nominal
independence. Creighton (2006) offers a critique of previous top-down approaches to
the study of towns. The historical reference to a policy of giving ‘official assistance to
the building of temples, squares and good houses’ (Tacitus Agricola 21) had given rise
to an image of imperial direction fostering Mediterranean style urban centres in the
form of civitas capitals. In the last 20 years there have been deconstructions of the
attempts to classify towns in Roman Britain according to Roman legal distinctions; and
the idea of civitas capitals themselves, like Chichester in the study area, the forerunners

of modern county towns, is now viewed as problematical (Creighton 2006, 76).

Creighton replaces the imperial template for Roman towns in Britain with a sort of
discrepant town approach. Towns were built by, and settled by, those who lived in the
locale, and these different sets of people gave towns very different characters. Thus the
military, on retirement, lent to towns they helped found, such as Colchester, a
regimented and planned character. London developed in a much more piecemeal
fashion, the product of a wide variety of foreign individuals and traders temporarily
resident there. Verulamium, by contrast, is closest to an indigenous town, its streets and

town plan seemingly focussed on a high-status burial of a local chief at the Folly Lane
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enclosure (Creighton 2006, 126)°. Silchester, the northern Atrebatic “capital’ is an
interesting example of urban hybridity. The new timber basilica and forum erected in
the AD80s, contemporary with the new north-south: east-west street grid, do seem to be
indicative of the ‘encouragement’ given to the British elite by Agricola. But many
buildings of the same date still followed the alignment of the Late Iron Age street grid
and may represent the sort of domus referred to by Tacitus in Agricola 21 (Fulford and
Clarke 2009, 9; 2011). From an imperial perspective we can invoke, to some extent, the
notion of the ‘disciplinary powers’ of Foucault (1977; O’Farrell 2005). The colonial
authority concentrated populations in urban centres like Chichester in the AD70s, where
regularized street patterns permitted physical and ideological control to be exercised on
a daily basis. But the discrepant town approach illustrates how heterogeneous residents
could modify such colonial designs, in a way that was not so easily effected, for
instance, in 19" century Egypt controlled by the British. The varying identities of
townspeople has been noted by Mattingly (2007, 292-295): the indigenous elite may
have formed the rump of the local councillors (curiales); there would have been a
minority of foreigners; some slaves and freed male and female slaves; and the common
free townsfolk; it is conceivable that the latter were outnumbered by slaves, the
offspring of slaves, and freed individuals™.

The impact of unduly imaginative and optimistic reconstruction illustrations of towns in
Roman Britain has had a subversive effect on our understanding of this type of site. A
good case in point is the cover on The Archaeology of Fishbourne and Chichester
(Manley 2008). While this is recognizably the outline of Roman Chichester, the
rectangular courtyard buildings, the tile roofs and the regular street pattern owe more to
the artists’ concepts of Roman towns in the Mediterranean, and perhaps to 19" and 20"
century Italian domestic architecture, than a realistic reconstruction, drawn from the
archaeology, of the discrepant town that was Roman Chichester. The truth is that many
Roman towns in Britannia were at the very geographical limits of Romanitas; there was

something of the frontier town about them, and some of them clearly failed by the 4™

% Likewise, the Roman town of Chichester appears partly to owe its location and overall shape to pre-
existing significant sites — The Trundle hillfort and the early phases of occupation at Fishbourne. This will
be discussed further in Chapter 4.

19 Many slaves serving in an urban environment presumably shared the same domestic space as their
masters and mistresses. It is assumed that many of them were both more skilled, and their lives less
arduous, than the slaves who were captured or bought for work in industrial or agricultural enterprises.
Much the same difference could be found in slavery in the New World (Walvin 1983, 72).
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century AD. Gashed walls, cracked paving, leaking roofs, overflowing drains, and large,
empty weeded spaces within the enclosing ditches or walls must have been much more
common than depicted (fig. 4). The application of the notion of discrepancy to Romano-
British towns and those who built them, and lived in them, should be extended to the
material culture of the built environment — streets, buildings, gateways and drains.
Differing indigenous values (not to mention the climate and quality of light), and
contrasting attitudes towards repair, servicing, maintenance and cleanliness may have
given many quarters of Romano-British towns a very un-Mediterranean feel (see
Chapter 4). The physical urban fabrics and the idiosyncracies of the communities who
lived in them thus provide the context for another demonstration of the result of

miraculative processes (see above).
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Figure 4. The reconstruction from the study area shows the early Roman town of
Chichester, say at about AD100. The amphitheatre (bottom left) is outside of the
town, while Fishbourne Roman Palace lies isolated, and off to the west (at the top of
the illustration). The impression, exaggerated through the bird’s eye viewpoint, is of
an ordered rectangularity of architecture, with neat, tiled roofs; the reality, on the
ground, was probably more disordered, and less maintained. For a fuller discussion
see Chapter 4. (Image by Mike Codd; copyright Chichester District Council).

Smaller forms of material culture are relatively abundant within the study area — Late
Iron Age Gallo-Belgic and indigenous coins and pottery, Roman coins, pottery, glass,
metalwork and animal bones. But even when we encounter good survivals, the inherent
polysemy of such finds can be interpreted in different ways (for instance the differing
interpretations of the Fortress Mosaic at Fishbourne Roman Palace offered by Creighton
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(2006, 152) and Manley (2007, 436-7). The fundamental ambiguity of material culture
always needs to be borne in mind'*. Much of the interpretive value of material culture in
the archaeological record is that it provides a voice for the subaltern viewpoint. The
classical sources, with their caricatured conguered, are literally lopsided. On the other
hand, a sherd of indigenous fired pottery has, more or less, the same chance of survival
as a sherd of samian ware, and the greater numbers of the former in the past are
accurately reflected in pottery reports produced by 21% century archaeologists. It is
through the subaltern engagement with local and imported material culture, the
Atrebatic coarse wares and the imported and copied Arretine platters of the study area,
that we can begin to speculate on the nature of, for instance, passive resistance and
discrepant identities (Mattingly 2007, 472ff).

Finally, we can consider the archaeological evidence for the social and technical aspects
of the actual making of things and substances. The salterns on the Hayling Island,
Chidham and Thorney Island peninsulas, in the study area (fig. 1), are evidence of the
importance of salt in the Late Iron Age (Bradley 1992), and provide a good example of
the connection between esoteric technical ability and social rituals. The importance of a
regular salt intake to all life-forms is obvious and need not be underlined here. What is
less obvious, however, is the mesh of social, landscape and chemical reactions involved
in salt-making that probably made the tasks connected with extraction of this vital
commodity ones that were given especial prominence and reverence. There are a
number of factors to note: the landscape setting for the salt extraction, on the three
peninsulas, was a liminal one, and one where earth, vegetation and water came together
in an unstable and ever-changing way; salt-extraction was a seasonal occupation and the
salt-extractors presumably made periodic journeys to such out-of —the-way places,
taking them away from homes for a defined period of time each year; the whole process
was a transformational one, in which, through the application of heat from fires, and/or
from the sun, the precious powder was condensed from brine; successful outcomes were
not guaranteed. There were probably rituals of placation, augury and thanks for a

quantity of unrefined salt successfully obtained. An ethnographic example is provided

1 Some archaeologists have welcomed anthropological, sociological and philosophical approaches to the
ambiguity of material culture which have ‘facilitated an interpretive environment in the discipline which
is both self-reflexive and dynamic. Concepts such as dwelling, performative practice, phenomenology,
personhood and material agency’ (Davis et al. 2008, 3) have helped to create, through material culture,
richer narratives of the past.



65

by The Salt Men of Tibet* - the salt men sing while they push the salt into cone-shaped
piles with large hoes, and this singing appeases and pampers the salt lake spirit, who in
some years gives much salt and in other years gives little. There probably was a

relationship of respect and exchange between the salt-workers and the salt-waters. This

Is another specific manifestation of a miraculative process.

12 The Salt Men of Tibet, a film by Ulrike Koch (1997)
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The Power of Chiefs and the nature of client kingdoms

When it comes to looking at the regional social and political picture in southern Britain
in the Late Iron Age most commentators (for example Cunliffe 2005; Mattingly 2007;
Sharples 2010, 316) pay lip-service, albeit faute de mieux, to the basic model that the
region was divided into a number of distinct ‘tribal territories’, with royal capitals, ruled
by leaders; some of these issued increasingly sophisticated and inscribed coinage. We
know, however, very little for certain about chiefly power. From the coinage, in the later
first century BC/early first century AD, we see abbreviations in Latin for the names of
some leaders, and we also note that a few of them claim to be ‘son of” a previous leader,
so we infer that elite lineages and genealogies were significant. The number of different
names in any one area, and the dates of the coins, provide us with an approximation of
the longevity of ‘rule’ of some chiefs, and coin distribution maps may allow us, not
unproblematically, to infer where the centres of chiefly power may have been. We have
a few elite graves, with the deceased accompanied by numerous imported status goods.
Much else is speculation. We do not know how chiefly power and authority were made
evident. Was elite status demonstrated through control of a large number of warriors or
a labour force of slaves®®, by manipulation of religious influences, by claims of noble or
divine ancestors, by monopoly over craft-workers or traders, or over imported goods?
Was it demonstrated by control over women, or through elite contacts in Britain and the
Continent? Or, more specifically, is the prevalence of horse-imagery on a lot of the
coinage, and the fact that some key settlement sites have produced much horse-riding
equipment, an indication that the control of horses, important for raiding, warfare and

mobility, was a key factor in the demonstration of chiefly power**?

3 An historical parallel is provided by the American South, when in the 18™ and 19" centuries a man’s
status and wealth could be indicated by conspicuous display of the great number of slaves he had in
attendance (Walvin 1983, 66).

1t is known that horses played an important role in Iron Age ritual, art and iconography (Green 1986).
Burials of complete or bits of horses in Iron Age ritual deposits in Britain are not uncommon, and extend
into the Roman period, for instance at South Cadbury (Somerset), Newstead (Scottish lowlands),
Bourton Grounds, Buckinghamshire (Green 1986), Nosterfield in (North Yorkshire) and Blewburton Hill
(Berkshire).The association of horse sacrifices with elite burials are known from elsewhere in Europe,
e.g. the Black Sea littoral (Taylor 1994, 391).
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If we know little about how chiefly power was demonstrated, we know even less about
how it was communicated, and to whom. We imagine, given the apparent large size of
some of the ‘tribal territories’ that chiefs and chiefly-followers must have
communicated with a lower-tier of leaders at settlement and community levels, no doubt
by regular visits or communal gatherings, perhaps involving feasting, gift-giving, bride-
exchange, ritual observances, the extraction of tribute and even competitive displays of
horsemanship and fighting. A collective identity may have been forged through such
regular encounters, and the exchange of objects, particularly the distribution of coins,
both easily portable in quantity and carrying specific and exclusive symbols, may have
had an enduring constitutive role in the formation of a shared identity, at least among
the local elites. For the bulk of the population, however, a sense of identity with the
local settlement, was probably more significant and more felt than any adherence to a

regional ‘tribe’ or ethnic group.

Another clearly relevant dimension in this discussion of chiefs and their powers is the
probable development of ‘client kingdoms’ in south-east Britain, seen as the product of
the Caesarian incursions, and subsequent re-organisations, in 55 and 54BC. Although a
Roman army would not return to Britain until AD43, these client kingdoms seem to
have been established under Roman hegemony, presumably maintaining close contact
with the Continent, and securing relatively stable conditions in some British areas
immediately beyond formal Roman rule. Cunliffe (2005, 141) saw the core region of
south-east Britain divided between broad tribal spheres of influence — the Atrebates
south of the Thames (centred on Silchester and Chichester), and the

Trinovantes/Catuvellauni to the north (centred on Colchester).

The evidence for client kingdoms in first century BC Britain, however, is not definitive.
Although Caesar (BG V, 21) mentions some names of tribal leaders in southern Britain,
and some tribal names, he does not specifically indicate that client kingdoms were
established as a result of his incursions. The establishment of such is an inference from
Caesar’s comments about British tribes surrendering, and providing hostages, and from
the evidence of subsequent coins displaying symbols of Roman authority and Lati