THE SOCIAL CONTEXT OF EATING AND DRINKING

AT NATIVE SETTLEMENTS IN EARLY ROMAN BRITAIN

by

Karen Ingrid Meadows

A thesis submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

Department of Archaeology and Prehistory
University of Sheffield

Submitted July 2001




Table of Contents

Abstract
Acknowledgments

Definitions

Chapter 1

1.1.
1.2,
1.3.

1.4.

Chapter 2

2.1.
2.2,

Introduction

Roman Things
The Scope of this Research
The Data

An Outline of the Thesis

‘Romanization’ and the Study of Social Change
Introduction

The Study of Social Change in Roman Britain and the Theory of ‘Romanization’

2.2.1. Romanization - defined

2.2.2. The context of my ‘romanization’

2.2.3. Roman ‘things’

2.2.4. To Romanize or to not Romanize

2.3.  The study of social change in Roman Britain: negotiation and resistance
2.4. Conclusion

Chapter 3 Towards an Archaeology of Food and Drink Consumption

J3.1. Introduction

3.2. Towards a Study of Social Change at Native Settlements in Roman Britain
3.2.1. The household

3.2.2. Houses and Roman imperialism — from rounded to rectangular

3.2.3. The non-Roman Romano-British household

3.2.4. Diet and culinary practice

3.2.5. Diet, culinary practices and imperialism

3.2.6. ‘Roman’ consumption habits

3.2.7. Roman style goods and constructs at ‘non-Roman’ settlements

3.3.  An Approach to the Study of the Social Contexts of Eating and Drinking
3.3.1. Areas open to Investigation

3.4. The Methodological Approach of this Thesis

3.4.1. A caveat to the study of the social contexts of eating and drinking
3.4.2. Consuming statistics

3.4.3. The artefacts and remains of food and drink preparation and consumption
3.4.4. The social context of eating and drinking

3.4.5. The social context of deposition

3.4.6. The comparison of eating and drinking practices of households

3.5. Conclusion

Chapter 4 The Upper Thames Valle

4.1. Introduction

4.2 The Oxford Archaeological Unit: Similarities and Contrasts with the Present Study
4.3 An Introduction to the Upper Thames Valley

43.1. The political setting in the late Iron Age and early Roman periods
4.3.2. The nature of settlement in the late Iron Age and early Roman periods
4.3.3. Regional discontinuity in the Upper Thames Valley

11

22

S0



4.3.4.
4.4.

4.4.1.
4.4.2.
4.4.3.

4.3.
4.5.1.

4.5.2.
4.5.3.
4.6.

Natives and Romans? in the Upper Thames Valley

The Study of Native Settlement in the Upper Thames Valley
Households without houses

A definition of Upper Thames Valley ‘households’
Early Roman period households in the Upper Thames Valley

The Upper Thames Valley - the Sites

Sites on the floodplain
Sites on the first gravel terrace
Sites on the second gravel terrace

Conclusion
Figure 4.1

Chapter 5 Barton Court Farm

S.1.
S.2.
5.2.1.
5.2.2.

S.3.
>.3.1.

5.3.2.
5.3.3.

>.3.4.
5.3.9.
5.4.
5.4.1.
5.4.2.
>.4.3.
S.5.
>.9.1.
5.9.2.
S.6.
5.6.1.
5.6.2.
S.7.
5.7.1.
5.7.2.
5.8.
S.9.

Table of Contents
Introduction
The Excavation
The site
Site reports, microfiche and archives

The Archaeology of Food and Drink Consumption at Barton Court Farm
The containers

The containers at the late Iron Age settlement
Other implements at the late Iron Age settlement
The ingredients

The ingredients at the late Iron Age settlement
Food and Drink Consumption at the Roman Period Settlement
The containers at the early Roman period settlement

Other implements at the early Roman period settlement
[ngredients at the early Roman period settlement

Summary of the Artefacts and Remains of Consumption for each Settlement...
Late Iron Age settlement

The early Roman period settlement
The Distribution of the Remains of Eating and Drinking at Barton Court Farm
Distribution of the artefacts and remains at the late [ron Age settlement

Distribution of the artefacts and remains at the early Roman period settlement

Discussion of the Distribution of Artefacts and Remains at Barton Court Farm
The Iron Age settlement

The early Roman period settlement

The Social Contexts of Imperialism at Barton Court Farm
Conclusion

Figures 5.1-5.27

Chapter 6 Roughground Farm

6.1.
6.2.
6.2.1.
6.2.2.
6.3.
6.3.1.
6.3.2.
6.3.3.
6.3.4.
6.3.3.
6.4.

Table of contents
Introduction
The Excavation
The site
The site report and site archive

The Archaeology of Food and Drink Consumption at Roughground Farm
The containers

The containers at the early Roman period settlement
Other implements

The ingredients
The ingredients at the early Roman period settlement
Summary of the Artefacts and Remains of Consumption at Roughground Farm

72

122



6.4.1. The Containers
6.4.2. Other implements
6.4.3. The ingredients
6.5.  The Distribution of the Artefacts and Remains of Consumption at Roughground Farm
6.5.1. The main area of occupation
6.5.2. Pre-villa and environs
6.5.3. ‘Special deposits’
6.5.4. Summary of the re-contextualized matenial at the early Roman Roughground Farm
6.6.  Discussion of the distribution of artefacts and remains at Roughground Farm
6.7.  The Social Contexts of Imperialism at Roughground Farm
6.8. Conclusion |
Figures 6.1 - 6.9
Chapter 7 Old Shifford Farm
Table of Contents
7.1.  Introduction
7.2.  The Excavation
1.2.1. The site assessment
7.2.2. The main excavation
7.2.3. The Site
7.2.4. Site reports and archives
7.3.  The Archaeology of Food and Drink Consumption at Old Shifford Farm
7.3.1. The containers
71.3.2. The containers at the late Iron Age settlement
7.3.3. Other implements at the late Iron Age settlement — phase one and two
7.3.4. The ingredients
7.3.5. The ingredients at the Late Iron Age settlements
74.  Food and Drink Consumption at the Roman Period Settlement
7.4.1. The Containers at the early Roman period settlement
7.4.2. Other implements at the early Roman period settlement
7.4.3. The ingredients at the early Roman period settlement
7.5.  Summary of the Artefacts and Remains of Consumption at each Settlement
7.5.1. Late [ron Age settlement — phase one and two
7.5.2. The early Roman period settlement
7.6.  The Distribution of the Remains of Eating and Drinking at Old Shifford Farm
7.6.1. Distribution of the artefacts and remains at the late Iron Age settlements
7.6.2. Distribution of the artefacts and remains at the early Roman period settlement
7.7.  Discussion of the Distribution of Artefacts and Remains at Old Shifford Farm
7.7.1. The late Iron Age period settlement — phases one and two
7.7.2. The early Roman period settlement
7.8.  The Social Contexts of Imperialism at Old Shifford Farm
7.9.  Conclusion
Figures 7.1 - 7.13
Chapter 8  Claydon Pike
Table of Contents
8.1. Introduction
8.2. A Note on Chronology
8.3.  The Excavation
8.3.1. The Site
8.3.2. Post-excavation reports and primary records
8.4. The Archaeology of Food and Drink Consumption at Claydon Pike

152

195



8.4.1.
8.4.2.
8.4.3.
8.4.4.
8.4.5.
8.4.6.
8.3.

8.5.1.
8.5.2.

8.5.3.
8.6.

8.6.1.
8.6.2.
8.7.

8.7.1.
8.7.2.
8.8.

8.8.1.
8.8.2.

8.9.
8.10.

The Containers
The containers at the late Iron Age settlement
Other implements of consumption
The other implements at the late Iron Age settlement
The ingredients
The ingredients at the Late Iron Age settlement
Food and Drink Consumption at the Early Roman Period Settlement

Containers at the early Roman period settlement
Other implements at the early Roman period settlement

Ingredients at the early Roman period settlement
Summary of the Artefacts and Remains of Consumption at each Settlement
Late Iron Age settlement
The early Roman period settlement
The Distribution of the Remains of Eating and Drinking at Claydon Pike
The distribution of artefacts and remains at the late Iron Age settlement
The distribution of artefacts and remains at the early Roman period settlement
Discussion of the Distribution of Artefacts and Remains at Claydon Pike
The late Iron Age settlement
The early Roman period settlement

The Social Contexts of Imperialism at Claydon Pike
Conclusion

Figures 8.1 —8.22

Chapter 9 Food and Drink Consumption and the Study of Social Change

9.1.
9.2.
9.2.1.
9.2.2.
9.2.3.
9.3.
9.4.
94.1.
9.4.2.
9.4.3.
9.4.4.

9.5.
9.6.

Introduction
Food and Drink Consumption at the late Iron Age Settlements
Late Iron Age Barton Court Farm
Late Iron Age Old Shifford Farm
Late Iron Age Claydon Pike
Late Iron Age Food and Drink consumption — Final Comments
Food and Drink Consumption at the Early Roman Period Settlements
Early Roman period Barton Court Farm
Early Roman period Roughground Farm
Early Roman period Old Shifford Farm
Early Roman period Claydon Pike

Early Roman Period Settlement in the Upper Thames Valley
Conclusion

Chapter 10 Concluding Remarks

Bibliograph

244

265

270



List of Figures and Tables

Figures
Fioure 4.1, Map of the Upper Thames Valley and sites discussed in thesis 71
Fioure 5.1. Barton Court Farm 112-121

Figure 5.2. Late Iron Age pottery forms

Figure 5.3. and Figure 5.4. Histograms of the nm diameters of late Iron Age bowls and jars
Figure 5.5. Histogram of late Iron Age tableware

- Figure 5.6. Late Iron Age pottery fabrics

Figure 5.7. N.LS.P. (Wilson)

Figure 5.8. N.I.S.P. (Meadows)

Figure 5.9. Late Iron Age animal bone grouping according to meat yield
Figure 5.10. Early Roman period pottery forms

Figure 5.11. Early Roman period pottery fabrics

Figure 5.12. and 5.13. Histograms of early Roman period jars and bowls

Figure 5.14. Histograms of early Roman period tableware
Figure 5.15. N.L.S.P. (Meadows)

Figure 5.16. N.L.S.P. (Wilson)

Figure 5.17. Early Roman period animal bone groups according to meat yield
Figure 5.18. and Figure 5.19. Distnbution of late Iron Age animal bones and pottery
Figure 5.20. Distribution of late Iron Age tableware

Figure 5.21. Histograms of late Iron Age jars and bowls by feature

Figure 5.22. Late Iron Age animal bone groups by feature
Figure 5.23. Distribution of early Roman pottery
Figure 5.24. Distribution of tableware

Figure 3.25. Histograms of early Roman period jars and bowls by feature

Figure 5.26. Distribution of early Roman period animal bones

Figure 5.27. Distribution of early Roman period animal bone groups by feature

Fioure 6.1. Roughground Farm 148-151
Figure 6.2. Early Roman period pottery forms

Figure 6.3. Histograms of the rim diameters of different jar types

Figure 6.4. Histograms of the rim diameters of jars

Figure 6.5. Histograms of the rim diameters of tableware

Figure 6.6. Early Roman period N.L.S.P.

Figure 6.7. Animal bone groups according to meat yield

Figure 6.8. Distribution of pottery in main occupation area



Figure 6.9. Comparison of pottery forms between pre-villa area and main occupation area

Figure 7.1._Old Shifford Farm | 190-194
Figure 7.2. The late Iron Age pottery forms — phase one and two °

Figure 7.3. Late Iron Age — phase one— N.L.S.P.

Figure 7.4. Late Iron Age — phase two— N.L.S.P.

Figure 7.5. Late Iron Age — both phases — animal bone groups according to meat yield
Figure 7.6. Early Roman period pottery forms

Figure 7.7. Histogram of early Roman period pottery

Figure 7.8. Early Roman period N.1I.S.P.

Figure 7.9. Early Roman period animal bone groups according to meat yield
Figure 7.10. Distribution of late Iron Age — phase one — animal bones
Figure 7.11. Distribution of late Iron Age — phase two — animal bones
Figure 7.12. Distribution of early Roman period animal bones

Figure 7.13. Early Roman period animal bone groups by feature

Figure 8.1, Clavdon Pike 237-243
Figure 8.2. Late Iron Age pottery forms

Figure 8.3. Histogram of the rim diameter of late Iron Age jars

Figure 8.4. Histogram of the rim diameter of late Iron Age bowls

Figure 8.5. Late Iron Age N.I.P.S. (Wilson)

Figure 8.6. Late Iron Age N.I.P.S. (Meadows)

Figure 8.7. Late Iron Age animal bone groups according to meat yield
Figure §.8. Early Roman period pottery forms

Figure 8.9. Histogram of the rim diameter of early Roman period jars
Figure 8.10. Histogram of the rim diameter of early Roman period bowls

Figure 8.11. Early Roman period N.I.P.S. (Meadows)
Figure 8.12. Early Roman period N.I.P.S. (Wilson)

Figure 8.13. Early Roman period animal bone groups according to meat yield

Figure 8.14. Distribution of late Iron Age pottery

Figure 8.15. Distribution of late Iron Age animal bones

Figure 8.16. Distribution of late Iron Age animal groups — south
Figure 8.17. Distribution of late Iron Age animal groups — north
Figure 8.18. Distribution of late Iron Age animal groups by feature
Figure 8.19. Distribution of early Roman period pottery

Figure 8.20. Distribution of early Roman period animal bones

Figure 8.21. Distribution of early Roman period animal groups ~ ditches

Figure 8.22. Distribution of early Roman period animal groups — pits



Tables

Table 6.1. Early Roman period pottery fabrics

Table 6.2. The distribution of early Roman period pottery fabrics

Table 7.1. Late Iron Age — phase one and two — and early Roman period pottery fabrics
Table 8.1. Late Iron Age and early Roman period pottery fabrics

Table 8.2. Late Iron Age pottery fabrics — southern and northern areas

Table 8.3. Distribution of late Iron Age animal bone groups by feature

130
141
161
205
222
224




The Social Context of Eating and
Drinking at Native Settlements in Early Roman Britain

Karen Ingrid Meadows

Abstract

Observation of the presence and absence of Roman-style goods and structures has guided much of
the analysis of imperialism in Roman Britain and other parts of the Empire. Wealth and power have
been assumed to correlate with the extent to which a group’s material culture and lifestyle appeared

‘Romanized’. The concept of ‘Romanization’ has become the primary measurement of change in the
lives of the people who were conquered: and where there was only slight evidence of Romanization,
there is an assumption that the lives of people were little changed and continued much as they did
before the conquest. Many of the signifiers used to describe ‘Romanization’ are tied to the
consumption of food and drink. Eating and drinking, however, is much more than the observance of
particular ingredients and containers — it is also the consideration of how and where one eats and
drinks, and with whom and why. Rarely is the totality of food and drink consumption in Roman
Britain considered. This study challenges the inventories of ‘Roman’ and ‘native’ material culture,

so as to incorporate different types of settlements and the experiences of people of different socio-

economic backgrounds into discussions of Roman Britain.

This thesis develops a methodological approach to the analysis of the social contexts of the
consumption of food and drink at ‘native type’ settlements during the post-conquest period in an
attempt to access the localized effects of imperialism. This approach was realized through an in-

depth analysis of four sites in the Upper Thames Valley. The four sites selected for analysis are:

Barton Court Farm, Roughground Farm, Old Shifford Farm, and Claydon Pike.
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Definitions

Given that many of the terms used in this thesis have multiple meanings, even within the

discipline of archaeology, below are some key definitions that will help to explain what I
mean when [ use a given word. However, as is often the case in archaeology, many of
these words are highly problematic because the sociopolitical, temporal, or physical
phenomena they represent are not straightforward, and are not fully understood; please

see the text for a more full discussion of such problems.

native

I use ‘native’ in reference to the indigenous population of Roman Britain. The

term also has political connotations when it is used to characterize the social contexts of
imperialism.

native-type settlement (Chapter 3 and 4)

A settlement that 1s described as ‘native’ usually refers to a non-villa settlement.

Romanization (Chapter 2)

“We must thus see Romanization as a process of dialectical change, rather than

the influence of one ‘pure’ culture upon other. Roman culture interacted with native
cultures to produce the synthesis that we call Romanized” (Millett 1990b:1).

household (Chapter 3 and 4)

The “group who used and resided within a single house or group of closely related
buildings” (Hingley 1990a:128 [my emphasis}).

native continuity (Chapter 2)

Native and Roman are generally thought of in terms of continuity and change -

continuity as the continuation of later Iron Age and native traditions, and change as all
that which 1s brought about by the arrival of the Romans.



Vi

consumption (Chapter 3)

In this study, I use the word ‘consumption’ as it pertains to food and drink
consumption, unless otherwise stated.

‘special deposits’ (after Hill 1995) (Chapter 5)

The dividing of deposits into ‘special’ and ‘ordinary’ is not wholly appropriate;
however, I considered deposits as ‘special’ when there were specific groupings of

particular types of artefacts and/or particular species and/or body parts, or a specific type
of butchery practice (or no butchery practice), in particular contexts.

late Iron Age
Late first century BC to the mid-first century AD

early Roman period

Mid-first century AD to the mid-second century AD

Upper Thames Valley (Chapter 4)

The Upper Thames Valley cuts across southern-central England from the source
of the River Thames in the west, one hundred kilometres eastwards. The region was
within the first wave of conquest after the Roman invasion of 43 AD, although evidence
of Roman and/or continental influence has been identified at some late Iron Age sites.
Military sites were established at points around the valley, at Dorchester, Gloucester
(Glevum) and at Cirencester (Corinium). A series of well established trackways and roads
linking settlements with local centres, such as Abingdon Vineyard, and the River Thames
provided communication routes throughout the Valley and beyond.



Was there a more boring place in the world than the British Museum? If there
was, Will would not want to know about it. Pots. Coins. Jugs. Whole rooms full

of plates. There had to be a point to exhibiting things, Will decided (Nick Hornby
about a boy 1998:302).

A Chinese friend once told me that he had offered a pig to the dead. ‘A whole
p1g?’ 1 asked, somewhat surprised, since I knew he was far from being a rich
man. He laughed. ‘No. We fool them. What we do is offer the head and the tail,

maybe the feet. Then they fill in the blanks and assume we gave the rest too’
(Nigel Barley Dancing on the Grave: Encounters With Death 1995:77-8).

Roman Britain is too important to be left to the Romanists! (Barry Cunliffe 1979)



To the memory of Barbara Meadows



Chapter 1

Introduction

Our vision of the Romano-British world is expanding as surely as did the Roman Empire
itself. It 1s becoming more politicized through increased consideration of the wide-ranging
etfects of imperialism, and more inclusive in terms of the range of people who are considered.
The effect of the Roman conquest of Britain on native populations is increasingly perceived as
a viable and worthwhile area of study; as a consequence, the lives of all who lived in Roman-
era Britain can be scrutinized. We now have the opportunity to explore more aspects of the
lives of the people who lived at non-Roman-like settlements in Roman Britain, and 1n the
process examine and challenge many of the stereotypes that have resulted from the absence of

in-depth analysis.

This thesis 1s a response to my initial queries about how one might study the effects of Roman
impernalism on the day-to-day lives of the indigenous people of Britain. What I hoped to
realize was some sense of the negotiation and resistance that inevitably must have occurred at

all levels of native society, not just among those with power and wealth. There were two main
challenges involved: the methodological and the conceptual. Thus, a substantial portion of

this research 1nvolved the formulation and testing of a methodology for the analysis of
social change at non-Roman settlements. Only then could I undertake the conceptual and
interpretive task of addressing the array of responses to the Roman presence, responses that
touched all aspects of life, including the mundane or everyday. The approach that I have
developed 1n this instance is geared towards the study of native settlements in the early Roman
period but 1t has applications for other periods and for other types of settlements, particularly
those that are considered more Roman-like. Many assumptions are made about the

significance of Roman style goods and structures at these types of settlements (for example

‘villas’) and 1n some 1nstances the social contexts of these structures have yet to be considered.



1.1. Roman Things

Observation of the presence and absence of Roman-style goods and constructs has guided
much of the analysis of imperialism in Roman Britain and other parts of the Empire (see for

example Haselgrove 1984b; Millett 1990a; Trow 1990; Woolf 1988). Wealth and power

have been assumed to correlate with the extent to which a group’s material culture and
lifestyle appeared Romanized (Millett 1990a, 1990b:38). The concept of ‘Romanization’

has become the primary measurement of change in the lives of the people who were

conquered: and where there was only slight evidence of Romanization, there i1s an
assumption that the lives of people were little changed and continued much as they did
before the conquest (albeit with better tools and nicer pots). A number of scholars are now
challenging this assumption and this study contributes to the on-going exploration of the
wide-ranging effects of imperialism (Hingley 1996, 1997, the papers in Webster and Cooper
1996; Barrett 1997a, 1997b; Mattingly 1997b; Webster 2001). Clearly, we need to consider

the social context of the use or non-use of Roman style goods — this thesis aims, theretore,

to focus our attention on the conditions that surround consumption practices.

The omnipotence of Roman-style goods in Romano-British studies has nonetheless helped
to construct this approach to the study of social change. Spurred on by the fact that many of

the signifiers used to describe ‘Romanization’ are tied to the consumption of food and drink,
I decided to focus on eating and drinking habits, which are particularly sensitive to periods

of social change. The consumption of food and drink is much more than the observance of
particular ingredients and containers ~ it is also the consideration of how and where one eats
and drinks, and with whom and why. This study of consumption practices at native
settlements enables us to consider possible effects of imperialism that might otherwise be

1ignored because the settlements appear to exemplify native continuity.

1.2. The Scope of this Research

There are a number of studies of consumption habits during the Roman period in Britain but
they have a tendency to focus on individual aspects of food and drink, such as the presence

of Roman-style pottery or animal species. Rarely is the totality of consumption considered




(although see Rippengal 1995; Hawkes 2001). This is partially attributable to the nature of

site analysis, which separates ingredients and containers for individual interpretation by
specialists. This i1s of course necessary, as analysis of excavated material requires different
areas of expertise; however, there is often neither the time nor the budget to allow the

artefacts and remains to be theoretically returned to their archaeological contexts for

integrated analysis. Given the luxury of time that independent longer-term research allows, I

have formulated a methodology that attempts to do just that.

This thesis therefore examines the social contexts of the consumption of food and drink at
‘native type’ settlements during the post-conquest period in an attempt to access the
localized effects of imperialism. This requires consideration of ideas on the social
significance of consumption habits in terms of the theories of social change in Roman
Britain, which up until recently were contained within the concept of ‘Romanization’. It also

requires assessment of the relationship between the presence of Roman-style goods and the
consumption practices that are generally associated with them. Consideration of
anthropological works on the areas of social change and consumption has helped to
interrogate a number of the assumptions about the use of goods of the dominant culture;
these works have also provided much of the stimulus to considering human responses to

profound changes in their social conditions.

A study of the social contexts of eating and drinking is both broad and detailed and requires

the acknowledgement of the many ways to interpret animal bones, plant remains, and their
containers, and the problems and benefits inherent in considering the artefacts and remains
within their archaeological contexts. However, it is through examining how we interpret
archaeological remains that we can consider the social significance of the treatment of

artefacts and remains in, for example, different parts of a settlement as well as in the way

food and drink were prepared and served over time.

My approach to the study of social change was realized through an in-depth analysis of four
sites 1n the Upper Thames Valley. The case study element of this thesis concentrates, for the
most part, on sites that were occupied in both the late Iron Age and early Roman periods.
This not only provides a setting for the study of social change but it situates the research in

the immediate post-conquest period — a pivotal time that is generally presumed to be




exceptionally enigmatic in the archaeological record of native settlements except iIn a very

few cases. The Upper Thames Valley was chosen as a study area for several reasons. The
extraction of gravel has necessitated the excavation of a wealth of native settlements; the site
archives were accessible; and the Oxford Archaeological Unit were very willing to let me

plough through their various records of sites for which post-excavation work 1s still 1n

progress. The four sites selected for analysis are: Barton Court Farm, Roughground Farm, Old
Shifford Farm, and Claydon Pike.

1.3. The Data

As many published site reports do not emphasize the archaeological contexts of artefacts
and remains, I have relied on the site archive and primary records for each of the case

studies. An important component of this research is understanding the impetus behind

excavation and interpretation. I can, after all, only comment on what has been recorded.

Barrett states that “Objectivity 1s not a matter of ‘unbiased’ observation, rather it is concerned
with the self critical evaluation of the way observations are collected and used to construct an
understanding of the past” (1987:409); the sites consulted in this thesis came pre-packaged and

an important aspect of each case study was to examine the nature of that package.

I do, however, believe that we can re-visit site archives and published reports and ask new

questions. My particular interests in the pots, bones, and plant remains are not necessarily
the interests of the specialists or the directors of excavations. The latter affects what is

recorded, but as much of what is contained in the site archives does not reach the published

site report, there exists an opportunity to compile new observations on the data and thereby

consider the excavated material in different ways.
It remains for me, however, to emphasize what this thesis is not.

This thesis 1s not a correction of what was done before. It is not meant to supersede the work

of others but rather to complement it. [ therefore do not consider my analysis of the sites as a

reinterpretation of the excavated material, but rather as a series of ‘newly collected



observations’ (after Barrett 1987:422). I would be very pleased if this thesis is viewed as a

companion to the published reports.

1.4. An Outline of the Thesis

The structure of this thesis follows the course of my deliberations on how one goes about

studying social change within an imperial context.

Chapter 2 — ‘Romanization’ and the Study of Social Change — establishes the motivation for
this thesis, which stems from my own uncertainties about the concept of ‘Romanization’ and
the way it has been applied to the study of social change. The chapter essentially follows the
course of my internal dialogues on imperialism (after Mattingly 1997a) and in so doing

presents the various works that have guided this research.

Chapter 3 — Towards an Archaeology of Food and Drink Consumption — sets out the

methodological approach of this thesis by discussing how studying the consumption of food

and drink can forge a way to understanding the localized effects of imperialism at a household

level.

Chapter 4 — The Upper Thames Valley — provides the setting for the four sites under scrutiny. I

also present a numbeér of the current interpretations on settlement in the Valley in the late Iron
Age and early Roman periods and reflect on how the characteristics of excavation and

preservation, unique to the Valley, have helped to refine my approach to the study of

imperialism.

The four case studies that constitute the body of this thesis are outlined in Chapters 5 through
8. They are presented in the order of their analysis. The four sites are: Barton Court Farm
(Chapter J5); Roughground Farm (Chapter 6); Old Shifford Farm (Chapter 7) and Claydon
Pike (Chapter 8). There 1s much to digest in the case study element of this thesis. An approach
that considers the social context of food and drink consumption has many tentacles and the

presentation of the data in all of its various guises has been central to the development of my

methodological approach. In an attempt to aid the reader, I provide a road map of sorts through



a detailed table of contents at the beginning of each case study and through a series of

summaries 1n the discussion of each site.

In Chapter 9 — Food and Drink Consumption and the Study of Social Change — 1 consolidate

some of the detail found in the case studies 1nto a discussion on the social context of food and

drink consumption for both the late Iron Age and early Roman periods.

In Chapter 10 — Concluding Remarks — 1 offer some comments about where the study of social

change in Roman era Britain might go from here.



Chapter 2

‘Romanization’ and the Study of Social Change

2.1. Introduction

In my original research proposal, I put forth my intentions of studying the “effects of Roman
imperialism on the British”. Shortly after my arrival in Sheffield, my research focus evolved
into a study of the “effects of Romanization on the British”, and later to how one would go
about such as study (Meadows 1994). Discussions about the whys and wherefores of
‘Romanization’ abound in the archaeological literature. This chapter will set out the course

of my deliberations on the subject. It is not an exhaustive literature search on the theories of
Romanization, nor is it a complete history of the cumulative events that now dispute the
whole concept of Romanization (for discussions on the chronology of ‘Romanization’ see
Hanson 1994; Woolf 1995; Rippengal 1995; and particularly Webster 2001); rather, 1t 1s an
account of my own dissatisfaction with this ubiquitous term. Put another way, this chapter

sets out why ‘Romanization’ was eventually removed from the title of this thesis.

2.2.  The Study of Social Change in Roman Britain and the Theory of ‘Romanization’

For the past one hundred years, theories of Romanization have structured the way social
change in Roman Britain is described and explained. Recent discourse on the term
‘Romanization’ has highlighted many of the problems of its usage, but the premise on which
the concept of Romanization was based has been the subject of intense debate for decades,
particularly since the 1970s. A number of these debates helped to structure my ideas on how

to study of the eftects of imperialism and they will be discussed below; however, before we

proceed with a contextual analysis of the concept of Romanization, we must first define the

term.



Romanization — defined

The choice of definitions is of crucial importance, not because of what it
explains, but because of what it excludes — in other words, definitions

determine the scope and limits of an investigation (Gregory and Altman
1989:9).

‘Romanization’ was initially coined by British historian Francis Haverfield in terms of a
civilizing mission:
It has been said that Greece taught men to be human and Rome made

mankind civilized. That was the work of the Empire; the form it took was
Romanization (1912:11).

The civilizing mission of the Romans has been redefined by scholars many times over the
years and a chronological selection of statements and definitions' will help to illustrate
many of the points that will be made throughout this chapter, as well as highlight the

diversity of opinion that still exists in the field.

“Romano-British culture arose from the impact of the civilisation of Rome upon the
Celtic people of Britain; the result, however, was not a replacement of cultures, but

rather what can broadly be described as a synthesis” (Frere 1974:342)

“In the coloniae, civilized life was predominantly Romanized from the start, but in
the early civitas capitals it was something new, which the natives had to learn, and

the life there might at first be better described as progress towards Romanization”
(Wacher 1974:45).

“...Romanization is defined as being contact between...the native and the Roman,
and all the consequences the contact had for both cultures” (van Es 1983:5)

“Romanization, the process of change through the interaction of pre- and proto-
historic societies with the Roman Empire” (Slofstra 1983:71)

“Romanization, better described as the fusion of imperial and local institutions and

cultures, was the joint product of central government and local initiatives”(Garnsey
and Saller 1987:202).

"It is only quite recently that scholars have felt the need to define explicitly what they mean when using the
term ‘Romanization’.



“Romanizing — a tendency to homogenize the material culture of the island of

Britain, or parts of it with the material culture of the nearby provinces of the Roman
Empire” (Reece 1988:11)

“[Romanization] a one-sided form of acculturation” (Okun 1989:13)

“[Romanization] the study of the two-way process of acculturation” (Millett
1990b:37)

“...Romanization should be viewed as just one part of the broader strategies adopted

by various groups in the playing out of tensions within a complex hierarchical
structure” (Rippengal 1995)

Through the course of my preliminary reading, Romanization was to become almost

indefinable as it so clearly meant different things to different people. I had yet to encounter
or establish a definition with which I felt completely comfortable. In my 1nitial attempts at

defining Romanization I found van Es’ definition (see above) the most palatable because 1t
did not specify the type of contact necessary for Romanization to occur; and by considering
all the consequences for both groups it did not place a value on the importance of one over
the other. The definition also did not contain the word that puts fear in the hearts of
anthropologists — acculturation and its association with progress (Moore 1987:86; Wilk
1990:41; Barrett 1989a) — and it did not, I theorized, come equipped with its own

generalized conclusion that precluded specific application.

It 1s essential to avoid judgements about the form and process of
Romanisation in Britain. Romanisation has many different forms and
encompasses all of the consequences — the occasional and the commonplace

as well as the dramatic and the ordinary — brought about by the infiltration of
the Roman world (Meadows 1994:133).

However, 1n establishing a context for the study of Romanization that emphasized the

dynamic between Roman and native, I was to realize that the concept was not an appropriate

account of cultural change.



10

2.2.2. The context of my ‘Romanization’

Since the late 1970s, many Romano-British scholars have reacted against the notion that
Roman imperialism and Romanization were synonymous; and that the study of
Romanization should be viewed only from a Roman standpoint, starting essentially at the
point of conquest. Romano-British studies, it was argued, were preoccupied with the

assertions of contemporary sources (Caesar’s The Conquest of Gaul, Cassius Dio’s The

Roman History: The Reign of Augustus, Strabo’s Geography etc.) and particularly with

Tacitus’s account of an imperial policy of Romanization in Britain (4gricola) (Reece

1979:230; Burnham and Johnson 1979:2; Millett 1990b:36; Branigan 1991:92; Hingley
1991:93; Scott and Gaffney 1987). It was further argued that the classical interpretation of

Roman Britain had produced a seemingly static characterization of Roman Britain that was
one-sided and effectively discounted the roles and experiences of the majority of British
people (particularly those situated in the north of the province) and their daily habits (Barrett
1989a, 235-36; Hingley 1989:3).

An emphasis on the dynamic between Roman and native, however, required a difterent
approach to, and new agents of, Romanization. Garnsey and Saller (1987), in looking at the
efforts of the empire to Romanize, regarded the empire’s role as limiting because of its
imperial policy. They concluded that Romanization was primarily “self-directed ... after
Rome made its 1nitial impact” (1987:203; for similar comments see Millett 1990a:7; Millett
1990b:37; Haselgrove 1990:45). Others argued that Romanization received important
direction from the pre-existing social structures that were themselves adaptable to the
Roman way (Haselgrove 1984b:6; 1990:45-6; Collis 1987:36; Millett 1990b:37). In pushing
the point of enquiry back into the Iron Age, Romanists were introduced to the thoughts and
ideas of pre-historians, with some amusing consequences: “Roman Britain is too important
to be left to the Romanists” it was claimed (Cunliffe 1979:359; see also comments in

Bradley 1990). It was no longer appropriate to look at evidence through purely Roman eyes.

Native peoples were now seen to have had an important role in their own Romanization,
especially native elites (Millett 1990b:38). The emphasis was on continuity as well as
change (Branigan 1981:94-5; Collis 1987:36) and many ‘native’ and ‘Romanized’ sites

were re-examined for their significance in the process of Romanization (Branigan 1981:83;
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see also Slofstra 1983:97). Additionally, earlier interpretations of typically Roman
constructs were challenged, as exemplified by the reconsideration of the origins of towns
from the native perspective (Burnham 1979:255; Todd 1985:187). Models were developed
that emphasized the control that native elites had in the Romanizing process. The exchange

of raw materials for prestige Roman goods (known as the ‘prestige goods model’ —
core/periphery model), for example, was seen as the means by which both Rome and native

elites increased their power through the monopolization of the goods (Haselgrove 1984b;
1989).

Romanists looked to the past to substantiate pre-existing theories. They examined the
infrastructure of Iron Age society to correlate the process of Romanization with the pre-
existing society. It was generally assumed that fast, effective Roman occupation was
conditional on a minimum level of social complexity (Groenman-van Waateringe
1980:1037; Roymans 1983:56-7; Hanson 1988:66; Millett 1990a:40). The two essential
prerequisites were: 1) an economic/agrarian infrastructure capable of feeding and supplying
the Roman army and 2) a social structure that could accommodate the Roman

administration (Groenman-van Waateringe 1980:1038). Discussion evolved around whether
late Iron Age society measured up to the requirements of Rome, resulting in a tug of war
across the divide of Iron Age and early Roman society. Romanists, for example, using their

definitions of urbanism, equated urbanization in Britain with the Romans (Wacher 1974:36-

7 although see Burnham and Wacher 1990:8; Frere 1974:273; Branigan 1994:10-11) while

Iron Age specialists considered the oppida an urban settlement (Collis 1979; 1984:2;
Cunliffe 1976:135). Further debate along these lines sought to determine whether Iron Age
society had what 1t took to provision the four legion strong army (cf. Millett 1984:68-9 and
Fulford 1984:131; also Jones 1991:25). The result was that both late Iron Age and early

Roman society were being ill defined. Haselgrove spelled out the dangers of proceeding on

such as course:

...archaeologists working on both periods have taken up entrenched positions
in relation to the achievements and complexity of late Iron Age society, an
opposition which, if it is allowed to persist, can only hinder our

understanding of Roman Britain (Haselgrove 1984b:5; for similar comments
see also Woolf 1993:213).
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Regardless of the intentions, how we have subsequently defined the structure of late Iron
Age settlement patterns, social complexity and subsistence potential has been in relation to

the up and coming Roman period.

The point at which I entered the debate on Romanization saw Richard Reece (1990) in his
article “Romanization: a point of view” attempting to uncover the best vantage point from

which to view Romanization objectively. He argued that researchers should go beyond the
amalgamation of native and Roman and look at Romanization as part of a process that went
beyond Rome (1990:31). Haselgrove (1990) was suggesting that we stop viewing
Romanization as a single phenomenon experienced by all and to the same degree, and
instead consider it as something that was adapted and adopted in different ways, not only
from province to province, but also from group to group. Millett (1990a), probably one of
the most influential scholars on Romanization at the time, was arguing, in his influential
book The Romanization of Britain, that Romanization was a process of “dialectical change,
rather than the influence of one ‘pure’ culture upon others” (1990a:1). At the same time,

Hingley (1991; 1989; 1988) was stressing that current studies of Romanization, focused
only on the wealthy and powerful and contained within them notions of progress and
advancement. Barrett (1989a) was questioning the relevance of the concept of Romanization
itself, because of its static, one-sided characterization of the phenomenon of imperialism
(Barrett 1989a, 235-6). The views of Reece, Haselgrove, Millett, Hingley and Barrett depict
a general dissatisfaction, which as we have seen had been brewing for a number years (see
in particular articles in Burnham and Johnson 1979), with the study of Roman Britain. The
dissatisfaction with the theoretical underpinnings of Romanization echo, at least in part, the
concerns expressed by other disciplines (for example anthropology and sociology) with
providing an indigenous perspective to their work and perhaps more generally a rejection of

western imperialism in the world (Hingley 1991:97; Hanson 1994:149; Webster 2001:7).

A new venue for Romanists to vent this dissatisfaction was established in the early 1990s —
the annual Theoretical Roman Archaeology Conference (TRAC). TRAC provided (and
continues to provide) a much-needed arena for the integration of theory and Roman

archaeology. Eleanor Scott, the originator of TRAC, observed in the first publication of the

proceedings that “The underlying concept of ‘Romanization’ was ever-present, and with it
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was a clear understanding that this 1s more than just a useful term: 1t 1s a process which must

be described and defined” (1993:1).

The debates about the structure of pre- and post- colonial Britain nevertheless helped to

reveal actually how little was known about the inner workings of Romano-British settlement

and society in general (Bradley 1984:151; Trow 1990:109; Gosden 1989:381; Haselgrove

1989:11). Scrutiny of the evidence, for instance, has shown that Roman imports were
actually quite low in number and localized in distribution (Millett 1990a:30; Woolf 1988:3;
Sharples 1990; Hill 1989). The over-estimation of the number of Roman imports and
therefore the impact of the control of trade goods has consequently weakened the ‘prestige
goods model’. Additionally, it has been shown that the model failed to address or explain
the continued use of British prestige goods well into the Roman period (Collis 1987;
Gregson 1988:22-3). One of the main problems with models such as the core/periphery-
prestige goods model and other assumptions about the impact of Rome was that they
reduced societies to ‘sameness’ (J.D. Hill pers. comm.). This is especially evident in the
assumptions made about native society in the theory of Romanization. Through a desire to
shift the balance of power from Romans onto natives, the effects of imperialism have, I
would argue, been neglected (see below). One of the aims of this thesis is to demonstrate
that in viewing native (and ‘Romanized’) settlements as homogeneous entities we are

1gnoring the diverse experiences of imperialism (Mattingly 1997b:9).

It 1s also the case that the late Iron Age and early Roman periods in Britain have largely been
defined by the logistical requirements of Rome. The intricacies of inter- and intra- regional
similarities and differences for both periods have been neglected in order to show that the
late Iron Age and early Roman native society was not populated by the “uncivilized” as
Caesar and some Romanists would have us believe. Native and Roman are still generally
thought of in terms of continuity and change — continuity as the continuation of later Iron
Age and native traditions (which ironically have been defined by their proximity to the
Roman period), and change as all that which is brought about by the arrival of the Romans.
This 1s a false dichotomy that assumes that both ‘native’ and ‘Roman’ were stable and static
when of course all societies are in a state of change (Shanks and Tilley 1987:130; Jones

1997:134; Woolt 1995:346-7). Another aim of this thesis, therefore, is to chart some of the
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changes and discontinuities of non-Roman settlements, to include somewhat paradoxically,

the social contexts of the use of Roman-style things.

2.2.3. Roman ‘things’

Goods are neutral, their uses are social; they can be used as fences or bridges
(Douglas and Isherwood 1978:12).

...there is no logical reason why the historical processes which brought the
Roman province [in Britain] into being need have correlated directly with the

categories of the material evidence with which we choose to work today
(Barrett 1993:344).

It was, ironically, the consideration of Roman-style goods in the late Iron Age period that
ultimately decided how I was to view the concept of Romanization. The chronology of
Romanization (and hence its association with imperialism) was obscured by the notion of
‘pre-Romanization’. As so much of what has been used as evidence of Romanization during
the Roman period was derived from the presence of Roman things, the debate surrounding
the concept of ‘pre-Romanization” was to help clarify my position on the subject. Woolf
(1988) was critical of the whole idea of pre-Romanization for the very reason that 1t led to a
simplistic association between the use of Roman things and Romanization. For Wooll,

Romanization was as much the “transformation of customs and values” as it was the

adoption of Roman material culture (1988:9). He argued:

the selective adoption of some Roman goods, without the information that

governed their use and value in the classical world, does not constitute
Romanization in any meaningful sense (1988:9).

This is an important consideration in any study of Roman imperialism, but one, I would
argue, that would be impossible to make at the point of defining Romanization. As Freeman

has observed, the current dispute with traditional Romanization studies “...questions the

very evidence used to characterize and measure and quantify Romanization” (1997a:28).
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‘Roman’ has come to have less connection to the city of Rome than it once had (Reece
1988:11; Freeman 1991:135). Reece has suggested that we view °‘things Roman’ as
“matenal better known inside the Roman empire than outside” so that it is the empire and its
provinces that define what is Roman rather than the city of Rome: “Britain became more

Gaulish, more Rhinelandish, more Spanish, a little more Italian, a very little more African
and a little more Danubian” (Reece 1988:11) in the process of becoming Roman. In

response to Reece, Barrett argues “The problem, however, is that Reece simply replaces one

questionable category with a string of equally problematic ethnic labels” (1997a:51). He

states:

I do not doubt that cultural change occurs, but I will argue that apparently
homogeneous cultural systems are in reality unstable internally and
multifaceted in terms of their meanings. We should therefore question

whether the concept ‘Roman’ is a useful starting point in any analysis
(1997a:51).

Reece’s observation that many of the markers used to characterize a Roman lifestyle are

from the Roman provinces rather than from Rome is, nevertheless, an important one (see
also Hingley 1999:142; Jundi and Hill 1998:134; King 1999:189). Native and Roman
culture were not static and recently scholars have been arguing that an imperialized culture
1s neither native nor Roman as both were changed by conquest (Woolf 1995:341; Grahame
1998:4). Cooper (1996), for instance, argues that the labelling of material culture in the
Roman period as ‘Roman’ is a mistake when what archaeologists actually mean is “the
material culture of Britain during the time it was part of the Roman Empire” (1996:86)
adding, “the material culture of conquered populations must therefore be seen to have
remained their own even when it adopted external elements and styles” (1996:86). Reece,
Barrett and Cooper, in different ways, demonstrate how ‘Roman’, could mean different

things to different people in different contexts and ultimately why these terms should be too

difficult to define.

My struggle with defining Romanization was directly related to my desire for some sort of
social context for imperialism. ‘Roman-style things’ found in a native burial were obviously
meaningful, but were the objects meaningful because they were known to be Roman,

because they were foreign, a gift, or because they were chosen and placed in the grave by

someone significant? Conversely, was it at times the contents of the Roman-style vessels
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that were important rather than the container itself? Moreover, what was the actual

significance of Roman things within the context of everyday life? Were they incorporated
into the daily rituals of living or were they just used on particular occasions and with
particular people? Does the use of Roman-style utensils necessarily signify a change in the
social contexts of eating and drinking? How does the use of non-Roman things in Roman
ways fit into the current understanding of Romanization? As Webster has recently argued,

current interpretations of ‘Roman’ and ‘native’ material culture leave no room for ambiguity
(Webster 2001:9). The notion that there was a shared understanding of Roman culture

throughout the Roman Empire only goes against the conception of alternative experiences of

imperialism (Barrett 1997b:7; Mattingly 1997b:9; Hingley 1999:143).

Freeman (1993) and Cooper (1996) have argued that the adoption of Roman-like
accoutrements could have more to do with availability and access, than with a desire to

emulate ‘Roman’ practices. This could very well have been the case at some settlements but

as Hingley has pointed out, we must not negate the “active role of native society in defining

the function, value and role of its own possessions” (1996:42; for similar comments see
Grahame 1998:2). Emulation of a lifestyle considered ‘Roman’ is one likely factor in the use
of Roman-like things for some people. The problem has been that emulation has been the
prevailing assumption and has led to a one-dimensional view of social change. Mattingly
has called for a more introspective consideration of the material culture of the Roman
period: “...there were many divergent approaches and value-systems at work rather than a

simple pattern of emulation behaviour” (1997b:17; for similar comments see Hingley

1999:144; Webster 2001:8; Miller 1995:27). Moore (in reference to the concept of

‘westernization’) has argued that too many assumptions are made when emulation is used as
an explanation of social change (1987:86) adding, “similarities in the indices of social
change should not be allowed to mask differences between the processes of change they
represent” (1987:85). Foremost, we need to consider the cultural implications and social
context of any Roman-like material culture. What is perhaps most apparent in all of the

debates about Romanized material culture is that the ‘shopping-list’ approach to the study of

social change 1n Roman Britain requires a radical rethink.



17

2.2.4. To Romanize or to not Romanize

The theory of Romanization is currently at a crossroads. Do we redefine Romanization and

make 1t relevant or do we decide that the term has been too used and abused to ever be
relevant? One of the main criticisms of the concept of Romanization has been that it is
evolutionary in its thinking and evaluates material culture while reducing the active role

played by ordinary people and their daily habits. This concept of Romanization is still alive:
“Changes 1n culture and everyday life still seem to be considered as a product — perhaps

even as froth on top — of large scale, impersonal, social and economic transformations (or
just another manifestation of a prestige goods system)” (Hill 1997:97; see comments by
Woolf 1998:5-7). Mattingly in the introduction of Dialogues in Roman Imperialism (1997b)
suggests that the Roman Empire is still viewed as a conglomerate; he explains, “part of the
problem lies in the monolithic nature of most visions of Roman imperialism, whether
praising it or damning it utterly” (1997b:7). He argues that the term ‘Romanization’
encourages this vision through its implied “unilateral transfer of culture” and the

experiences of imperialism thus become standardized (1997b:9).

However, would the removal of the term from our vocabulary eliminate the idea of
Romanization? Perhaps, although I believe we need to dismantle the concept of
Romanization rather than present a false sense of profundity through proscribing others the

use of the term. The effects of the theory of Romanization are in all of us who study Roman
Britain, including the excavations on which our theories are currently based that continue to
emphasize Roman settlements and Roman material culture (Jones 1997:36-8; Hingley
1999:141; 2000:149-50). The term has nevertheless begun to lose its applicability, and when
it is used, scholars now feel compelled to define their usage of the term (see for example
Hanson 1994:150; Rippengal 1995; Haussler 1998:10; Woolf 1998:7: Turner 2001:2; and
Hingley 2000:112 who only uses the term in the context of his critique of the concept of
Romanization). If we are to further the dialogue on imperialism we might do better to
demonstrate, rather than dictate, how the basic concept of Romanization does not fit our

various models of imperialism (for similar comments see Webster 1996:15 note 8).

Our goals with respect to the study of the past are changing. We are perhaps more

comfortable with the knowledge that there is not one model to fit all of the experiences of




18

Roman imperialism. “Too often, perhaps, scholarship creates dichotomies where there are in
fact a range of possible actions, reactions, and perc;,eptions in between the extremes of the
argument” (Mattingly 1996:64; see also comments by Scott and Gatiney 1987:85). These are
healthy contradictions (Webster 1996:1-2), as there will always be people that see ‘Romans’

and others that will see ‘natives’.

2.3. The Study of Social Change in Roman Britain: Negotiation and Resistance

...surely only a people like the British, with a recent history of empire, could
accept the construct of the Pax Romana so uncritically that with a few noble
exceptions the archaeology of resistance to Rome still remains outside the
mainstream of study (Webster 1996:4-5).

With the first line of my original thesis proposal, I stated my interest in studying the effects
of imperialism. My subsequent doubts over the concept of Romanization have strengthened
and helped to refine the following study of the social context of imperialism. However, I
also bring to this thesis many of the ideas and arguments that I formed whilst an
undergraduate majoring in anthropology in Ontario, Canada where [ studied societies before
and after the European colonization of what is now Latin America. As an English woman
born to Welsh parents, and now a resident of a former British colony that is physically,

economically and emotionally attached to the United States, my influences are many.

Increasingly, it 1s being recognized that our knowledge of the Roman Empire and Roman
Britain 1s influenced by our own history, politics and education (see Hingley 1993; 1996;
particularly 2000; Barrett 1997b; Webster and Cooper 1996; and for archaeology in general
Gero 1996). Roman studies have lagged behind many other disciplines, such as
anthropology, that are more willing to deconstruct their existence. Hingley has made a
strong argument that the history of the British Empire’s ‘civilising mission’, is still reflected

in our benevolent accounts of what the Romans did for us (1993; 1996:41, see also Freeman

1996).

In many respects, the preoccupation with Romanization has skewed our consideration of
what the Romans did fo us. In our efforts to incorporate native elites into the process of

Romanization, we have forgotten that the Roman conquest of Britain involved the social
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and political control of people (Hingley 1997:82). In order to recognize evidence of the many
experiences of imperialism, especially evidence for resistance, this evidence must first be

acknowledged. Only then can it be ‘seen’ in the archaeological record:

Perhaps the poor and the powerless subtly resisted change, but how can we
challenge the progressive model of Romanization outlined by Haverfield,
Millett and others if we do not excavate their homes (Hingley 1997:85).

Settiements, when they are inventoried primarily for their Roman-like accoutrements are too
often discarded if they fall outside of the boundaries of a theory of Romanization. After all,

native settlements are native settlements are native settlements (to paraphrase Freeman

1997b:9). Some of these settlements will be represented in this study. It is at these

abandoned ‘non-Romanized’ settlements, where the majority of people lived, that daily acts

of resistance might be found (Webster 1997:180) and it will become apparent that I see a

number of the changes in settlement pattern and consumption practices at some of the sites as

evidence of resistance to the Romans. Acts of resistance, however, are not only to be found
in the use of particular ‘native’ icons (Hingley 1999:144); a resistant ideology might also be
expressed through the tactical negotiation of a variety of cultural symbols including
‘Roman’ ones (Webster 2001). However, it is also essential that we do not replace one
monolithic model based on emulation with another based on opposition (Hingley 1996:44;
Kurchin  1995:124-5; Mattingly 1996:64); or likewise establish a new
‘Romanization’/‘resistance’ dichotomy along the lines of the Roman equals change/native

equals continuity dichotomy described above (see comments in Woolf 1995:340-1;

1998:22-3; Webster 1997:167). Grahame has argued that the changes found in the
archaeological record “are not the result of Roman ‘domination’ or native ‘resistance’, but
rather document the social politics of Roman Britain” (1998:8). The material culture of
Roman Britain nevertheless needs to be approached from within the context of imperialism,
and I will go as far to suggest that the consideration of the social contexts of material culture

could potentially challenge many (if not most) of our current perceptions of Roman Britain.
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2.4. Conclusion

Many aspects of the Romanization of Britain, including the use of the term itself, are
currently under scrutiny. The scope of my. own work — the effects of imperialism in early
Roman Britain — has evolved in accordance with ‘'my own uncertainties regarding the
concept of Romanization. Throughout, I have been motivated by what I saw as a lack of
emphasis on the possible diversity of Romanization, on the imperial experiences of the non-
elites, and on localized responses to the Roman presence. Underlying my approach have
been nagging doubts about the cultural evolutionary tone of a discourse on Romanization
that equates Romanization with ‘progress’. Barrett (in reference to definitions of ritual) has

also been critical of approaches to the past whereby a phenomenon 1s first defined and then
applied to a particular set of circumstances: “such studies give the unfortunate appearance of
knowing already what it is they are attempting to discover” (1991:1). The current round of
dialogues on ‘Romanization’ largely instigated by those of us who believe the concept is ill
conceived and outmoded, forces us to justify and explain our usage of the term. However

tempting it is for me to give up the language of Romanization (because I agree with most of
the criticisms of its usage) I do believe that, unchallenged, the underlying concept of
Romanization would survive, albeit incognito. I will argue instead, that Romanization 1s too

simplistic an explanation for the social change of the majority of the Romano-British

population.

There 1s a tendency in Romano-British studies to equate ‘change’ with Romanizing
urban/villa-owning 1ndigenous elites and ‘continuity’ with rural non-Romanized natives.
This 1mposed dichotomy is also used to describe the nature and extent of Romanization,
which 1s currently the principal model used to describe social change during the pre/post
conquest period (see for example Slofstra’s definition of Romanization above). The
exploration of social conditions during this period of imperial domination has consequently
been sidelined by efforts to allocate particular cultural achievements, such as urbanism, to
either the late Iron Age or Roman periods. This tug of war across the lines of history and
between ‘natives’ and ‘Romans’ has served its purpose by exposing the cultural

evolutionary tone of many of the arguments, but the time has come to move on.
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We must challenge the inventories of ‘Roman’ and ‘native’ material culture, so that we can
incorporate different types of settlements and the experiences of people of different socio-
economic backgrounds into discussions of ‘Roman’ Britain. However, as this study of the
social context of eating and drinking will illustrate, we also need to develop paradigms for

social change that account for the experiences of imperialism. An all-encompassing concept

of Romanization will ultimately not have a place in such discussions. Nevertheless, before

we dispose of the term, we must deconstruct the concept and acknowledge the role it has

played in the construction of our Roman Britain.

In the following chapter, I will chart my approach to the study of social change in early

Roman Bnitain.
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Chapter 3

Towards an Archaeology of Food and Drink Consumption

3.1. Introduction

The Roman conquest of Britain had an impact on the daily lives of the people who lived there
— an obvious statement perhaps, but one which has yet to be incorporated into our accounts of
the lives of the majority of the native population (Scott and Gafiney 1987:85; Branigan 1991;
Rippengal 1991:222; Hingley 1997:84). It was a general discontentment with the polarization
of ‘Romanization’ and ‘native continuity’ that initially led me to consider whether the
subtleties of diet and culinary practices at the household level could provide some insight into

the early experiences of imperialism. People of all backgrounds eat and drink in culturally

specific ways, and many of the items used to gauge the impact of Rome are those which are

used when consuming food and alcohol.

The accumulation of daily life and the extent to which it is repeated is significant to the

structure of society (Heller 1984; Conkey and Gero 1991:15-6; Johnson 1989:208). Day-to-

day life and 1ts socio-political-economic context are of course inseparable: “social
structures...are the medium as well as the outcome of social practice” (Moreland 1992:116;

see also Barrett 1989b); however, the analysis of the daily habits of life is the fundamental

level at which specific and diverse aspects of society and hence the localized effects of

imperialism can be explored.

This chapter 1s essentially an outline of my route into the study of the effects of imperialism.
It provides the framework and some of the thinking behind my methodological approach to

the study of social change. I will first explain why the household has been selected as the

primary locus for study. Following this, I will focus on the benefits of looking at the

dynamics of eating and drinking in providing an alternative perspective of imperialism. I
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will then discuss the practicality of integrating the social context of food and drink with the

vagaries of the archaeological record.

3.2. Towards a Study of Social Change at Native Settlements in Roman Britain

3.2.1. The household

The household has been adopted as a primary unit of analysis because it is a focal point in
the enactment of daily life. Two factors render the household an ideal concept for
archaeological interpretation. First, it immediately establishes the organizational and
conceptual level of analysis. Second, it emphasizes the actions of people within a specific
context as opposed to just the context itself; it signifies a less contained view of domestic
life — “people do not live in, or act exclusively in, single buildings” (Rapoport 1990:12; see
also Scott and Gaffney 1987:87; Lawrence and Low 1990:461; Allison 1999:4-5; Hayden
and Cannon 1983:160). The non-contained nature of the archaeological record partly
reflects this movement of people within their living environment as the isolation of remains
and features to individual houses and their associated buildings in space and time 1s
problematic (Smith 1992; Maltby 1985a; Branigan 1981; Hayden and Cannon 1983:160;
Hirth 1993). As a workable concept, the household is thus particularly viable because, while

its primary locus is the house and its associated environment, it does not expect artefact sets

to be confined to their activity areas. This flexibility in expectations of the archaeological

record does not of course eliminate the uncertainty behind artefacts and their contexts, an
issue which will be discussed below. Nevertheless, the discordant nature of the

archacological record never seems to hinder the generation of syntheses on a grand scale

(R.F.J. Jones 1979:3; Conkey and Gero 1991:7).

The importance of the workings of the household to archaeology is now being realized with
the movement away from the view that the domestic side of life is natural, familiar and
constant (Tringham 1991:100; Moore 1988:55; Carsten and Hugh-Jones 1995:4-5; Allison
1999:2). Archaeologists have tended to focus on the big economic and political picture,

moving rather quickly from the so-called private domestic sphere into the public sphere
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(Tringham 1991:120; Allison 1999:2; see also Yanagisako 1979:189). Specific studies of

households, however, have revealed that the standard distinction between public and private
life is not quite so rigid (Moore 1988:30; Yanagisako 1979:191). An 1llustration of this can
be found with the study of households in the Mantaro Valley in Peru immediately before
and after the arrival of the Inka. Through studying the consumption patterns of both ‘elite’
and ‘commoner’ households, it was possible to recognize a change in the shifts of power.
Before the arrival of the Inka, the elites were the predominant users of highly decorated
storage vessels, and consumed a higher proportion of preferred foods such as maize, chilli
peppers and coca. After the conquest, the distinction between the two social groups in their
the use of these items was less acute. How these goods were stored also changed. The Inka

constructed large storage buildings on the outskirts of the community, which displaced the

domain of household storage of preferred goods from the local elites to the governing Inka.
It was concluded that the changes in consumption patterns reflect a shift in the control over
access to prestige goods, where local leaders no longer derived their status from the

community, but from the Inka state (Costin and Earle 1989; see also Hastorf 1990).

The study of where and how people live can be used to generate new ideas about how
people view their world (e.g. Parker Pearson and Richards 1994; Samson 1990; Carsten and
Hugh-Jones 1995:3). For those interested in the effects of imperialism, as was seen above 1n
the case of the Inka, the household can provide an ideal setting for studying localized effects
and responses (Hastorf 1990:262). It may also be possible to identify subtle acts of
resistance to outside forces from within the security of the household environment (Webster
1997:180). In many agrarian societies, the household is the basis for production and
consumption — areas that are particularly sensitive to what is occurring in the community
and beyond (Smith 1987:297). It is an ideal unit for comparison and, as most people live in
some form of dwelling, is especially suited to studies interested in crossing the social
spectrum (Smith 1987:297; Hirth 1993:21). A study of households can also shed light on
attitudes held by the group which may not find expression elsewhere (Ardener 1993:14).
Their examination can help to reveal some of the traditions and customs that serve to
socialize members in the ways of the group, community and/or region. Finally, and of

particular interest to this study, changes in the household environment often reflect changes
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in the political environment of a society, although not necessarily in an obvious,

straightforward manner (Johnson 1993:30).

3.2.2. Houses and Roman imperialism— from rounded to rectangular

Building — is a process that 1s continually going on, for as long as people
dwell in an environment. It does not begin here, with a pre-formed plan, and
end there, with a finished artefact. The ‘final’ form is but a fleeting moment

in the life of any feature, when it is matched to a human purpose, likewise cut
out from the flow of intentional activity (Ingold 1995:78)

Romano-British houses commonly feature in studies of Romanization. Roman and non-
Roman types have been characterized, and their form and distribution have been used to
assess the nature of the British response to the Roman conquest and how the Roman world
was interpreted. The switch from rounded to rectangular houses is characteristic — though by
no means universal (Hingley 1997) — of the Roman period in southern England and is often
viewed as a sign of Roman and/or continental influence. In the early Roman period, the
construction of rectangular buildings was more sporadic, and as such, interpretations of their
presence often point to varying degrees of Romanization. The term ‘Romanization’,
however, is misleading and its use as a barometer of change does not provide an adequate
account of many of the structural changes that took place at settlements, including those 1n
this study, during the early Roman period. The term also does not promote alternative
explanations for the presence of Roman style buildings. It has been suggested, for example,
that the deviation from the classical villa building in Britain points to a non-Roman type of
occupation based on joint ownership by extended families (Smith 1978; see Rippengal 1993
for critique of this view). The emergence of the basic rectangular corridor house is
considered Roman-like in terms of construction techniques but its design, according to
Blagg (1990:206), does not appear to facilitate the Roman custom of regular entertainment
of guests or clients in the home (see also Black 1994:106-7 on “Celtic feasting’ at villas). It
has further been suggested that the interior of rectangular structures might have been
organized in a way that was more reminiscent of Iron Age circular structures, i.e. central
public (cooking and eating) spaces and peripheral private (sleeping) spaces (Hingley 1990a

see also Lyons 1996:366). The shift from rounded to rectangular has also been considered as



26
evidence of a profound change in mindset, evoking a movement towards a more permanent

and constructed living environment (Rippengal 1993; although see Clarke 1998:35).
Conversely, the persistence of the round house during the Roman period is increasingly
being considered as a statement of identity and resistance (Hingley 1997, 1999; for

examples of round houses in the Roman period see Harding 1984:18-20; particularly

Keevill and Booth 1997) and even as a form of social control (Keevill and Booth 1997:41).

Lyons (1996) in her case study of house shapes in Northern Cameroon argues that the shift
by some groups from rounded to rectangular structures was more complex than the general
belief that changes in settlement are simply the result ‘outside influence’. She concluded
that changes in living space were part of a conscious, outward-looking strategy to appear
both ‘modern’ and on the side of the governing group (1996:365). She notes that rectangular

structures were often built at the front of the family compound and that those who lived in
visual range of the highway built rectangular structures (Lyons 1996:364-5). In concordance
with Hingley (1990a) (above), Lyons argues that the change in house shape did not appear
to have altered the ‘integrity’ of the inner working of the household (1996:366). Lyons’
work illustrates the importance of considering the shape of a structure from within the social
context of the whole settlement (and region). Equally, the reconfiguration of a settlement

without an attendant change in house shape is as significant as a settlement whose

composition during this pertod of political turmoil changes dramatically or appears on the

outside to be little atfected. As Wilk reminds us: “The house...faces both inward and
outward, to the household and to the rest of society” (1990:40); this is equally true of the
settlement (Scott and Gafiney 1987:87). The redefinition of categories is perhaps an

additional area where households can be useful units of study, as through their analysis it is

possible to scrutinize conventional stereotypes.

3.2.3. The non-Roman Romano-British household

In the closing sections of Chapter 2, [ discussed how there has been a general neglect of

Romano-British houses associated with the poor. This not only distorts our perception of the

power structure in Roman Britain, but also directs attention away from the study of non-
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Roman type houses (Hingley 1989:23-4; 1991:96; Clarke 1998). The variability between the

types of houses and determinations of wealth in Roman Britain is far from standardized
(Hingley 1989; Branigan 1981; Hingley 1999:145). Settlements with both rounded houses
and villa-like structures have been identified (Keevill and Booth 1997) and wealth
differentiation on non-Roman type settlements has been established (see Hingley 1989:31,

80; Leech 1982; Branigan 1981). It has also been shown that the apparent transformation of

native farmsteads into Romanized villas was highly variable (Branigan 1981).

Parker Pearson et al. (1996) argue that our approach to the labelling of structures is often

based on our own ‘common-sense’ observations and notions of classification: “Houses may

serve not simply as places to live but as embodiments of myth, places of worship, calendars

and generally guides to the social and cosmic order” (Parker Pearson et al. 1996:61).
Furthermore, attitudes expressed through architecture might be quite different from attitudes
expressed through consumption practices for example. Houses are not households (Allison
1999:4). The acknowledgement of, and study of, the full cultural range of Romano-British
households would help to re-focus our attentions towards the inhabitants rather than the
structures in isolation. If, in the study of the Inka discussed earlier, the focus had been on
elite Inka households alone, the power structure of the elites would have been distorted and

the changing alliance and wealth of the elites and commoners — in relation to access to

preferred foods — would have been missed. However, just as neither the division between
Roman and non-Roman or rich and poor should not be viewed as absolute, nor should
specific notions of wealth and manner of conspicuous consumption (Appadurai 1986:40;

Hingley 1989:160). The ‘social life of things’ is determined, not by the things themselves,
but by the people who use and ascribe a value to them (Appadurai 1986).

3.2.4. Diet and culinary practice

Material things — become important through their very ordinariness. They
stand for the vast underside of cultural action, for values and aspects of their

personality and world-view which men and women could not or would not
express in words (Johnson 1993:x1).
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Forget that commodities are good for eating, clothing and shelter; forget their

usefulness and try instead the idea that commodities are good for thinking;

treat them as a non-verbal medium for the human creative faculty (Douglas
and Isherwood 1978:62).

An indiscriminate comparison of households is perhaps not the most rigorous method by
which to uncover diversity. My emphasis on diet and its culinary manifestations was

brought about, in part, by the simple fact that all people eat and drink, and tend to do it in a

particular way. However, more than that, I wanted to explore a theme that was not only
common to all households but also transcends them. While archaeologists have been
captivated with how food was obtained and the extent of its relationship to the economy,
less attention has been placed on the cultural dynamics surrounding its preparation and
consumption (Hastorf 1991:153; Hawthorne 1998:164). Indeed, it has been argued,
successfully I believe, that we must understand the processes of consumption of food and
drink at the household level before we dare to extrapolate on such themes as species
populations and animal husbandry (Rackham 1983:273; Branigan 1988:42-43; King
1988:52; Huelsbeck 1991:66; Reynolds 1995a:188; see also comment by Barthes
1979:169). Food and drink undergo a variety of transformations from productidn to
consumption and these points in transformation can be significant to studies of cultural
practices (Barrett 1989b; Gregory and Altman 1989:188; Messer 1984:223; Hill 1995). An
emphasis on the diet and culinary habits of the various types of ‘non-Roman’ Romano-

British households while serving to redress current bias towards ‘Roman’ households will

also help to reveal the diversity between ‘native’ settlements.

Anthropological and historical studies of diet have shown culinary habits to be very

informative. Goody, in Cooking, Cuisine and Class (1982), and Mennell, in All Manners of
Food (1985), both 1llustrate how the production of food can be influenced by the nature of
the political economy and the historical and social development of society. Food distribution
is tied up with the social politics involved in food allocation, as well as economic factors
surrounding market forces, tribute and taxes. Food preparation is linked to gender relations,
labour service and cultural and social ideas about the way food should be flavoured, cooked,
served and eaten. Finally, that the consumption of food and drink is affected by national and

group differentiation and 1dentity, group competition, notions of hospitality and sharing,

together with the establishment of specific forms of etiquette, and food taboos (Goody

-\,
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1982:38-40; Mennell 1985). 1 am especially interested in how groups differentiate

themselves and establish their own identity within an imperial context through what and
how they eat and drink. Both Mennell and Goody essentially wanted to determine why, in
pre-colonial African state societies (Goody) and post-medieval Britain (Mennell), a
differentiated haute cuisine did not emerge in the same way as it did in Eurasian states

(Goody) and in post-medieval France (Mennell). Both show how the emergence of a

differentiated cuisine is more complex than an association with social hierarchy. Factors
such as the formalized control over the access to certain resources, the switching of cooking
activities from the domain of wives into the domain of servants or specialists with

increasing status, cultural mores on what was considered acceptable culinary behaviour, and

the extent of cultural literacy and emulation can all influence the range of culinary
differentiation (Goody 1982; Mennell 1985). While not all of these factors might be relevant:

or recognizable in Roman Britain, Goody’s and Mennell’s observations demonstrate the

importance of context when determining the significance of how and why cuisines differ.

How and what people eat and drnink 1s a form of communication (Barthes 1979; Mintz
1996:13). The development of a cuisine involves a whole range of decisions leading from its

‘raw’ to ‘cooked’ state. These decisions distinguish cuisine and cultures: “specific foods,

their uses, and associations communicate, reaffirm, and aid in the construction of the

cultural system, acting as a system of signs containing social messages” (Hastorf 1991:135).
Day-to-day decisions on where, what, when, how and with whom to eat and drink are

ritualized (Hamilakis 2000; Douglas and Isherwood 1978:155; Douglas 1984:3) and provide
sustenance to household relationships (Sherratt 1995:11). In studies looking at the effects of
imperialism, when one society is politically subsumed by another, individual and group
interpretation of the rules and histories surrounding an invasive cuisine can vary
substantially. Just as a house faces both inwards and outwards to the community, the
consumption of food and drink exists in both the public and private domain (Wilk 1990;
Smith 1987:312-13). The nature and extent of imperial contact, the status, occupation,
rituals, traditions and preferences of the people involved, together with their propensity to

follow culinary, as well as imperial, ‘rules’ all influence the composition of cuisine (Messer

1984:222-6; Garnsey 1999:6-7). Cuisines are fluid, they are not transplanted untouched by
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time or space (Revel 1982:19) and it is in their various manifestations that different types

and layers of communication can be inferred.

3.2.5. Diet, culinary practices and imperialism

What and how we consume is therefore socially, culturally, economically and politically

motivated. The few studies that approach imperialism through the consumption habits of the
conquered emphasize the otherwise neglected localized conditions of conquest and

imperialism (see for example Hastorf 1990; Costin and Earle 1989; Brumfield 1987; 1996).

As a number of these studies have shown, analysis of consumption at the household level
can illustrate how imperialism might atfect the daily rituals of habitation (Hastorf 1990;
Costin and Earle 1989). Consumption’s politicized dimension puts constraints, such as

availability and access, on what and how we consume (Sherratt 1995:12; Goody 1982:37;
Dietler 1990:370; Garnsey 1999:5-6).

3.2.6. ‘Roman’ consumption habits

Ancient texts that describe the customs and habits of conquered peoples have played a role
in defining the ways that Romans and non-Romans, i.e. ‘barbarians’, approached the
consumption of food and drink. The diet of the ‘barbarian’ is generally depicted against the
civilized diet of the Roman urban elite (Reynolds 1995b:303; Gamsey 1999:62).

Barbarians were drinkers of milk and ate too much meat. They ate food without spices and

sauces and used animal fat instead of olive oil; they drank alcohol made from grains rather
than grapes and when barbarians consumed wine, they did so inappropriately. Barbarians
also lacked table manners and they consumed meat from the bone as animals did (Tierney
1959-1960; Chapman 1992:166-170; Reynolds 1995b:314; Garnsey 1999:67-8, 124-7). A
few of the classical authors make specific reference to the eating and drinking habits of
British people. Caesar in Gallic Wars reters to the Britons as having a taboo on the
consumption of hare, chicken and goose and states that they raised them for their

amusement and pleasure. He also classes the British as being consumers of milk and of
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meat rather than corn. Strabo in Geography refers to the British as producers of grain, cattle

and exporters of hunting dogs — Ireland cites a number of classic texts that comment on
British hunting dogs (1986:224-5). Strabo also comments on the lack of cheese-making by

the British in spite of an abundance of milk. In reference to the ‘hostile’ northern British
tribes, Dio Cassius in The Roman History: The Reign of Augustus remarks that the
inhabitants lived off their flocks and wild plants and did not consume fish even though it
was readily available. These briet depictions of what the British people did and did not
consume are insightful with regard to the attitudes held by the authors towards the civilized
and barbarous consumption of food and drink and, as Garnsey (1999:62) has pointed out,
are replete with interesting contradictions and fabrications (see comments in Gowers
1993:7; Funari et al. 1999:11-12. on the contextualization of ancient sources). However,

their usefulness in the study of the diet and customs of particular settlements is negligible,
although the classical texts have influenced the way Roman and non-Roman goods and

customs have been portrayed in academia.

Many of the Roman-like goods considered symbolic of the adoption of a Romanized
lifestyle (amphorae and their edible contents; food preparation wares such as mortara;
serving ware such as samian ware (Terra sigillata)) are associated with eating and drinking
(Dannell 1979:177; Trow 1990:103; Willhams and Peacock 1983). In late Iron Age Britain,
the initial appearance of these types of goods is linked to the trading practices and political
ambitions of the elite (Haselgrove 1989; Trow 1990; see also Dietler 1990; 1996). In the
early Roman period, their presence has been used to determine the extent to which
indigenous elites initially emulated and manipulated the customs of their Roman conquerors
(Millett 1990a, 1990b). Roman-type ingredients and methods for procuring and preparing
food have also been 1dentified and used as indicators of a Romanized lifestyle (Jones 1991).
The prevalence of cattle and pigs rather than sheep at more Romanized settlements, for
example, is thought to reflect the culinary habits of the Roman army, if not ‘Romans’' (King

1991; 1999; although see Halstead 1985:224; Grant 1989:142). Particular types of dining
customs have also been suggested for Romanized and non-Romanized peoples. The
entertainment of reclining guests within the villa and use of many specialized vessels stands

in contrast to outside feasting and the eating and especially drinking from large communal
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vessels at native settlements (Blagg 1990:206; Dannell 1979; Millett 1979; Bradley

1998:49; Okun 1989; Reece 1988:44). These characteristics appear to suggest that there was
some uniformity to the eating and drinking habits of ‘Romanized’ and native peoples, which

was clearly not the case (Woolt 1995:341; Freeman 1993; Hingley 1999:143). The

Vindolanda tablets — military documents that list food and drink items — recovered from the

Vindolanda excavation in Northern Britain serve as an example of a blending of the so-
called ‘barbarian’ and ‘Roman’ diet. The items include: barley (consumption of which was

considered a punishment for a disgraced Roman Legion (Gamnsey 1999:120)), Celtic beer,

sour and vintage wine, pork-fat, fish sauce and a substantial amount of meat, (Bowman and

Thomas 1983:86-94).

What is needed now 1s an integrated approach to the study of consumption in Roman

Britain, one that focuses on the social contexts of eating and drinking. We need to
contemplate whether there was any ambiguity in the use of so-called Roman and native
material culture (after Webster 2001:9). A common explanation for the changes 1n
consumption habits is ‘Romanization’ or conversely ‘native continuity’ if the settlement has
not changed according to expectations. Current critiques of the concept of Romanization
discussed 1n Chapter 2 (e.g. Freeman 1993; Webster 1996; Hingley 1996; Barrett 1997a;

Mattingly 1997b), however, argue for a more introspective analysis of the presence or

absence of Roman-like material culture at all levels of the social hierarchy.

3.2.7. Roman style goods and structures at ‘non-Roman’ settlements

In the early Roman period, some of the Roman-style goods ‘trickled down’ to the rest of the
population. It 1s unsatistactory to simply place these settlements on a sliding scale of (non)
Romanization, particularly 1f the significance of changes in, or persistence of, particular

culinary customs has not been considered from within the overall context of the settlement

itself. Miller has established that “The point of a contextual analysis is that it relates
apparently disparate sources of evidence to make each, in turn, the context for the others”

(1985:201). The procurement, preparation and consumption of food and drink encompass

' The “classical’ diet of Rome emphasized the consumption of pork, particularly suckling pig, over the
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most of the specializations of archaeology and reaches far beyond the dinner table. In

Britain, in spite of the repeated requests over the years by bone, pot and plant specialists

(Payne 1972:80-1; Maltby 1981:193; Lambrick 1984:176; Hansen 1991; Darling 1989:98,;
Hodder 1989:271; Tyers 1996:23), archaeological remains are rarely integrated and rarely

considered from within their excavated and social context. The focus is instead on the
perceived value of particular ingredients and vessels dissociated from the circumstances of
their use (Mattingly 1997b:9). Underscoring many of the accounts of Romano-British eating

and drinking habits is the notion that the ‘native’ diet and culinary practices was uncivilized

when compared to the classical diet (Reynolds 1995b:303).

Hastorf has observed that some foods may have different meanings in different contexts
whereas the meaning associated with certain other foods may have been constant (1991:135;
see also Douglas and Isherwood 1978:65). Blanton, on the other hand, has suggested that
the usage of particular goods might be misconstrued or consumedﬁwith intent to make
‘fraudulent claims’ (1994:14). As was discussed above, scholars have bestowed wealth and
power on people who lived at Roman-like houses, and although this may have been the case
with some groups, automatic assumptions deny the existence of alternative expressions of
wealth, especially for people who inhabited non-Roman-like houses (Hingley 1989; Johnson
1993:10). For example, at Watkins Farm in the Upper Thames Valley, the early Roman site
was decidedly ‘native’ in character; however, the percentage of specialty pottery,
particularly serving-type ware, was considerably higher than for other native type
settlements in the area (Booth in press; Raven 1990:47). This suggests that how food and
drink was served was of particular importance to the inhabitants and quite possibly that the
wealth or status of the inhabitants was expressed through the serving of food and drink to
the local community. It 1s 1mportant in this regard to acknowledge that displays of wealth
might also be perishable (Smith 1987:317; Dietler 1996:90). In many societies it is through
the public sharing of food and drink rather than private consumption, that wealth, prestige
and power is demonstrated (Johnson 1993:10; Dietler 1996:92) and that obligations are

created and inequalities maintained (Dietler 1996:92; Grahame 1998:6). The consideration

of the social contexts of the remains of eating and drinking could potentially challenge many

consumption of beef (Wilson 1999:169-171).
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(if not most) of our current perceptions of ‘Roman’ and ‘native’ consumption habits 1n

Roman Britain.

3.3. An Approach to the Study of the Social Contexts of Eating and Drinking

3.3.1. Areas open to investigation

The use of Roman things

In Chapter 2, it was established that the way we use the term ‘Roman’ is often
indiscriminate. Whether the goods that were being imported, produced and consumed at
particular settlements in Britain reflect changing technology and market forces, a desire to
appear ‘Roman’, avant-garde, wealthy or none of these, we need to go beyond the simple
observation of their presence or absence. The pig, typically a ‘Roman’ signifier, was also a
prominent animal associated with hunting in Iron Age society (Reynolds 1995b:309) and
Griffith has found that some ‘poor’ rural sites had higher concentrations of samian ware —
another Roman signifier — than some ‘rich’ rural sites (1989:76; and Monaghan 1995:153;
although see Evans 1987:202; Willis 1997:42). As has been suggested it is possible, for
example, that certain goods may have been embraced for their use in particular feasting
practices (Dietler 1990, 1996; Maltby 1985a:61) — a consideration which has yet to be
examined more closely for Roman Britain. Revel (1982) has stressed that what 1s most

striking about the cookbook accredited to Apicius is the importance of spices and herbs and

the mixing of salty and sweet ingredients in Roman cooking (1982:47; see also Veyne

1987:188). The presence of mortaria, sweet wine and salty garum at a settlement might

reflect a change In tastes of a particular group — at least in the public sphere (Gonzélez
Turmo 1997:125) - or conversely, the selection of ingredients that were approximate to, or

enhanced, existing tastes. Anthropological studies of the cuisines of conquered peoples have
shown, on the one hand, that during specialized events, traditional consumption practices
are often maintained (Messer 1984:223), and on the other, that wealthy households, who
conceivably can afford to eat whatever they wish, often eat traditional foods and that it is

less wealthy households that consume so-called luxury foods (Gonzalez Turmo 1997:119;
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see also Barley 1994). The consideration of the artefacts and remains in terms of the social

behaviour that surrounds eating and drinking will help to situate these practices within an

imperial context, rather than establish an inventory of ‘Roman’ and ‘native’ things.

Integration of the artefacts and remains associated with eating and drinking

A study of the diet and culinary practices of households will offer alternative accounts of the

material culture of imperialism. Through integrating the artefacts and remains of eating and
drinking we can look at changes in daily life, as well as possible attitudes towards, and
responses to, an imperial presence. King found that in the south of Britain ‘non-Romanized’
sites have a higher proportion of sheep remains whereas ‘Romanized’ sites have a higher
proportion of ox and pig (1984; 1991; 1999). As mentioned above, the predominance of
cattle and/or pig remains 1s commonly used as ‘Romanized’ signifiers in the evaluation of a
settlement. The difierential preservation and deposition of bones in different contexts
notwithstanding (Gamble 1978; Maltby 1985a; Grant 1989:136), any ideas on changes in

diet can only benefit from the integration of all types of remains. How, for instance, were

animals and plants prepared for consumption at the sites in the above mentioned study of
Roman pottery which found that so-called ‘luxury’ pottery, i.e. samian ware, amphorae,
colour-coated wares etc. were not restricted to, or concentrated at Romanized sites (Griffiths
1989:69, 76). The correlation between types of ingredients and types of cooking and dining
practices at settlements in Roman Britain could prove to be quite enlightening. Okun’s study
of diet and dining practices in the Upper Rhine area during the early Roman period found
that despite suggestions of a Romanized diet — an increase in the use of pork, the
consumptiqn of new ingredients (e.g. olive oil and garum) and new ways of preparing food
(e.g. mortaria) — generally speaking, food continued to be cooked using the same type of
cooking pot and on the same type of hearth or fire as during the late La Tene period
(1989:114-122). She also shows that while Roman-like serving ware was commonly used,
the Roman practice of using individual bowls for each dish was not adopted and instead

there was a tendency towards larger — possibly communal — serving vessels (1989:123; see

Woodward and Blinkhorn 1997 re: significance of vessel size in the Iron Age). Bakels et al.

(1997) studied the changes in diet from the Iron Age to the Roman period at Oss-Ussen, in
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the Netherlands, and thus identified considerable diversity between the consumption

practices of a number of native settlements. For example, they observed that at some

settlements the diet appeared little changed 1n the Roman period with the exception of an

increase in condiments. They in turn suggested “Although the food remained ‘native’ in
essence, the new flavourings must have given it a different appearance and fragrance; the

way the food looked and smelled, its public impact, was obviously important™ (1997:209).

These examples suggest that the distinction between the use of ‘Roman’ and ‘non-Roman’
material culture 1s not absolute. ‘Non-Roman’ households could be flavouring and serving
mutton in Roman-like ways using local ingredients and serving ware. ‘Roman’ households
could be eating Roman ingredients on Roman dishes but cooking and serving them in non-
Roman ways. Alternatively, Roman and native consumption practices could be interwoven

and reinterpreted. The integration of the material remains of households within the social

context of eating and drinking will help to disintegrate the Roman/native divide that

pervades many studies of Roman Britain, and most studies of Romanization.

3.4. The Methodological Approach of this Thesis

As was discussed in Chapter 1, one of the aims of this thesis is the formulation of a

methodological approach to the study of social change in Roman Britain. The approach that

[ am suggesting can be summarized as follows:

o Establish the dietary and culinary habits of the inhabitants of a settlement through re-

integrating the artefacts and remains that are relevant to the preparation and
consumption of food and drink.

e (Consider these artefacts and food remains from within their excavation context and
suggest how their deposition might reflect on the social contexts of eating and drinking.

e Analyse the material culture and contextual associations of the artefacts and food
remains for a particular settlement from within the context of imperialism.

o Contrast the types of changes at a settlement with other settlements in the Upper Thames
Valley to consider diversity in the responses to imperialism.
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The consideration of all these aspects of consumption requires an appreciation of the many

debates and methodological challenges that surround the study of the consumption of food
and drink 1n archaeology. The remainder of this chapter will therefore focus on a number of

the major 1ssues that have helped to structure this approach to the study of social change.

3.4.1. A caveat to the study of the social contexts of eating and drinking

This section is essentially a caveat to the conditions of the archaeological record. I have
attempted to 1mmerse myself in the debates and methodologies of the various

specializations that encompass the acts of eating and drinking as recoverable in the

archaeological record. The old adage ‘jack of all trades, master of none’ has haunted my

mind throughout the preparation of this thesis. The individual specialists might subsequently
take issue with my particular stance on their subject; however, I do appreciate that what
often concerns specialists is the leap of faith made by ‘academics’ between ‘the data’ and
‘the big i1dea’. I have consequently attempted to incorporate the well-known vagaries of the
archaeological record and the specific problems that plague each specialist’s field of study
into my interpretation. However, before we consider many of the issues inherent in the study

of the containers of food and drink, the other implements associated with food and drink

consumption, and the ingredients and their archaeological and social contexts, it is necessary

to comment on the use of statistics in this thesis.

3.4.2. Consuming statistics

The excavated material described in this thesis is essentially a sample of what might

otherwise have been recovered. Orton has queried whether archaeologists should use “...the
mathematical theory of sampling just because we have, perhaps rather loosely, described our

pottery as a sample” (1978:400). His query 1s relevant to all types of archaeological remains;
particularly those found in this study whose sample sizes are, mathematically speaking,

quite small. The main problem with the interpretation of archaeological samples seems to

occur when identified patterns are taken as literal representations of a population. Orton

g
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(1978) has observed that even when 1t 1s acknowledged that the ‘population’ or ‘sample’ of

which we speak is more casual than for mathematics, “one 1s tempted to make the jump

from one to the other” (1978:399).

A number of specialists now consider artefacts and remains in terms of depositional
contexts and/or consumption practices (King 1991:15; Huelsbeck 1991:70; Rackham
1983:252; Needham and Sorensen 1988; Hawthorne 1998:164). Certain studies of animal
bones, particularly those conducted by Bob Wilson in the Upper Thames Valley, have

demonstrated how species representation is affected by excavation strategy (Wilson 1985;
1996:70-73; see also Maltby 1981; Price 1985:53). The implication is that even if you had a
huge sample, if it is taken from one feature type or from one area of a site, whether you

excavate by machine or hand, wet sieve or dry sieve, the sample is still not representative of

the whole site (Price 1985:53; Fisher 1985:179). Needham and Sorensen argue that the
behaviour that modities our samples is “more important than either the quantity of refuse or
the quality of material in use on the site” (1988:113). The emphasis of this thesis will
ultimately be on contextual associations of the excavated material regardless of the sample
size®, although certain numerical trends (for example histograms of rim diameters,

frequencies of pot forms, animal species and their body parts) have been calculated and

offered as a basis for interpretation.

3.4.3. The artefacts and remains of food and drink preparation and consumption

The containers

...it 15 the besetting sin of archaeologists to write the history of containers
rather than that of their contents (Sherratt 1995:17-18).

The majority of the containers considered in this study are ceramic (although see below).
The relationship between vessel form, function and use is integral to studies of

consumption. The current distinction between coarse ware (i.e. kitchenware) and fine ware
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(i.e. tableware) provides only part of the picture and 1s far from straightforward. As Booth

(in press) has stated, ‘fine ware’ often refers to the methods of manufacturing as opposed to

the vessel’s status or function. Lambrick (1984), for instance, has studied the residues of

coarse and fine wares at Mount Farm in Oxfordshire and found that while there was a
distinction between the use of the two types of wares, lime scale residues on some fine ware
vessels revealed a role 1n cooking as well as in serving (1984:169). He goes on to suggest

that “evidence for how far high-quality wares were used in cooking may have a bearing on

assessments of the relative wealth or status of settlements or households” (1984:169).
Cooking with ‘fine wares’ might also indicate the use of these vessels for communal
feasting and/or special events. Allen (1990), on the other hand, found burnt residues on

storage-type vessels at the middle Iron Age site at Watkins Farm, also in Oxfordshire
(1990:39). Large vessels, for example, could be used in beer production as well as for
storage (Vencl 1994:309), or they might indicate cooking for a larger group of people. These
examples highlight the possibility of multiple uses for both coarse and fine wares, as well as

our often-ethnocentric ideas about the value and use of containers (see Monaghan 1995:153;

Hodder 1981).

How, and for what, vessels were used, is a neglected area of ceramic studies in Britain,
especially during the Iron Age and Roman periods. An over-emphasis on fabric rather than
form, where type of use is assumed — cooking pot, serving bowl, storage vessel etc. —
inhibits consideration of the people who were using them (Darling 1989:99). Fulford and
Huddlestone’s 1991 exposition on the state of Roman pottery studies, characterizes the
social function of pottery as the “Cinderell[a] of ceramic studies” (1991:51). Ethnographic
examples can be found to question the majority of our assumptions. In his study of African
pottery, Barley (1994) has documented ‘kitchen ware’ that is better made than ‘religious
ware’, ‘imported ware’ used in everyday contexts, and traditional ‘native ware’ used as high
status tableware (Barley 1994:120, 73; for similar observations see Gonzilez Turmo

1997:119). These observations suggest that the association between vessel form and

function 1s often more complex than has been suggested in the past. This is not to suggest

that we attempt to assign a function to every category of pot; even if this was possible,

* This research is prescribed by the criteria set by the various specialists so, for example, at Claydon Pike some
contexts were not examined by the pottery specialist if they contained less than 50gms of pottery — see case
study for further comments on this particular site.
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vessels may have had multiple uses and their significance may have varied according to

context and period (Rice 1987:232-3; Hodder 1981, Skibo 1992:33). It is more that we need

" to recognize, as Barley has done, that “pots are semantically promiscuous” (1994:76).

Tied to our ideas about the use of containers is the possibility that wooden vessels, which
generally do not survive in the archaeological record, may have played a significant role in
the culinary process and that pottery as a result may figure too prominently in our site
reports. Evans (1989) in his study of late pre-historic wetland sites has suggested that
wooden artefacts were not as prolific as is often imagined. He adds “...we must be wary of
allowing the ‘invisible’ to entirely determine our understanding of the ‘surviving’”
(1989:180). Earwood (1993), however, is critical of Evans’ assertion and makes a number
of important points that are relevant to the study of excavated remains in general. She
suggests instead that the disposal regimes of wetland sites were different from the regimes
of other types of settlements and asks whether we can transpose the apparent low numbers
of wooden artefacts found at wetland sites onto dry land sites (1993:23). Earwood admits
that in the Roman period, the use of wooden containers was redefined with the proliferation
of pottery, glass and metal, and that wood was used primarily for buckets, boxes and casks

(1993:90), but argues that “it 1s easy to assume that wood has always had a lesser value than

metal or pottery” (1993:229). The significance of wooden vessels at the settlements in this

study is indeterminable, and this remains the case with other consumption-related artefacts

and food items that are not generally preserved.

The pre-eminence of pottery in our site reports, particularly its position as a luxury ware, has
also been questioned. Evans argues that “The durability of potsherds gives a distorted
prominence to pottery as a trading commodity” (Evans 1981:519) and suggests that Roman
pottery was in fact incidental: “The impression is that it was generally regarded as cheap and
common: 1ts use in polite society needed the excuse of indigence or deliberate austerity”
(Evans 1981:520-21; see also Monaghan 1995:153). While this may have been the case for
people at some settlements, our consideration of luxury and non-luxury wares is often quite
rudimentary and needs to be considered within the context of consumption. Samian ware,
for example, is generally used as an indicator of the status of a settlement (although see

above Griffiths 1989), but Willis (1997) demonstrates how samian ware was much more
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than a status marker. His research has revealed a fascinating distinction in the ratios of plain

and decorated south Gaulish samian ware between military and large civilian settlements,

which favour plain ware, and indigenous settlements, which favour decorated ware, in

various northern regions in England and Wales. Willis adds:

...we should not assume that it was primarily the decoration of these vessels
that was most significant for these consumers; it may well have been the fact
that they were fairly large bowls which made them desirable. This raises

topical questions of form and function (1997:41; see also Rush 1997 who
considers the social context of mortaria).

Pottery is ultimately a container and can have a participatory or dominating role in the
consumption process. If as Sherratt suggests, the prominence of particular types of pottery
owes as much to their contents as to the pottery itself (Sherratt 1987:83; J. Evans 1987:200)

then in considering pottery from within the social context of consumption we might also

realize the significance of particular pottery types.

Other implements associated with food and drink

A variety of small finds recovered from the sites in this study are directly or indirectly
associated with the acquisition, preparation, and consumption of food -and drink. These
include, for instance, objects associated with the processing of grains, such as quern stones;
objects linked to the acquisition of foods such as weights for fishing nets and hunting
pellets, and as well as metal chains and hooks that may have been used to suspend pots or
food above fires. These types of implements help to define some of the variety of, and
possible significance of, the types of foods consumed and the way they were prepared for
consumption. The presence of hunting pellets and wild animals at a settlement suggests that
these species were occasionally consumed. Chains and hooks can tell us about feasting

practices (Manning 1983:147; Gomez de Soto 1993:193), and quern stones can be linked to

labour and events associated with the harvest, for example. Archaeologists are now

considering the social contexts of many of these items. Gwilt and Heslop (1995), for

example, have focused on the intra-site and regional distribution of quern stones in
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Yorkshire to determine the socio-economic significance of these items in the Iron Age and

Roman periods.

The social contexts of small finds are increasingly being explored, from brooches and
toiletry items (Jundi and Hill 1998; Hill 1997) to nails (Dungworth 1998), and while all
types of small finds are not the focus of this thesis, I will comment on their association with

the artefacts and remains of the consumption of food and drink where applicable.

The ingredients

Food and drink are perhaps the most fundamental, if short-lived, media of
material culture (Sherratt 1995:11).

The remains of eating and drinking, nam%ly plants and animals, are more typically used to
determine the site economy than as ingredients in the more social aspects of consumption
(Butler 1995:19; Hansen 1991:53; Sherratt 1987:83; Hastorf 1998:773; Gosden 1999:2 see
also Douglas 1984:2). Food consumption is generally viewed as utilitarian and biological
rather than cultural (Hamilakis 2000; Gregory and Altman 1989:38; Gosden 1999:1-2;).
Although environmental archaeology considers behavioural practices such as butchery and
crop production, the consideration of food preparation, serving and consumption is sporadic

(Rackham 1995:23). The remnants of plants and animals are not generally linked with
material culture, which is reflected in the typologically descriptive nature of much of the
presented data (Rackham 1995:22-23; Butler 1995:19; Hansen 1991:53). This, despite the

fact that changes in diet are often tied to changes in the way food and drink was prepared

and served (Hamilakis 2000; Sherratt 1995:13).

In addition to the many taphonomic factors that may; affect species population and
abundance ratios, it is cultural practices such as feasting and special events, the production
of medicines, butchery practices, animal taboos and etiquette that have a direct effect on the
configuration of different species and their deposition (Gilbert and Singer 1982; Grant
1991:111; Hayden 1990; Tambiah 1969:424; Hansen 1991; Butler 1995; Ingold 1984).

Schuster Keswani, for example, has suggested that herds dominated by young animals could
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signify “an intensification or heightened frequency of ritual consumption” (1994:261) as

opposed to dairying which is a more common explanation (see also McCormick 1992).
Armour-Chelu in his interpretation of the partial skeletons of sheep and dog at late

prehistoric Maiden Castle in Dorset argued that the nature of the skeletons’ deposition, their
lack of processing as compared to the rest of the assemblage and the absence of gnawing by
dogs pointed to the possibility of “‘special’ meals or some type of celebratory event”
(1991:151). Both Butler (1995) and Hansen (1991) emphasize the roles that plants play in
medicine, as decoration, in construction, not to mention totemism, myth and ritual (see also
Hastorf 1998:777 on gender roles and plant use). Hansen suggests, for example, that an
abundance of plant species that are uncommon or ‘poor producers’ could indicate that those
plants had special significance (1991:56). These are important considerations, especially if

as we have seen the abundance of a particular species, such as cattle, is thought to indicate

wealth or a ‘Romanized’ diet.

The integration of artefacts and ingredients in the Roman period

..much of the variety which we study in pottery must relate to how the

products of the fields were converted into the appropriate kinds of food and
drink, and how these were prepared and served (Sherratt 1987:83).

In the late Iron Age and early Roman periods, general use vessels, namely jars, were
oradually superseded by vessels with more specific uses, such as flagons, cups, platters and
dishes (Millett 1979:39; Reece 1988:44 although see Evans 1993:98, 103 where in the north
jar use increased). The social link between an increase in specialized forms and the
consumption of food and drink needs, however, to be established. Modes of consumption
need to be related to what 1s consumed. Deitler (1990) for example, has tied the storability
of wine, and hence the accumulation of alcohol, to the sponsorship of drinking events
(1990:369; 1996). The Roman period butchery tradition of chopping the carcass into joints

by cutting through bones, as opposed to the Iron Age tradition of separating bones through
the cutting of ligaments (Grant 1989:141; Maltby 1985b:20; see Maltby 1989 who identified
a rural/urban distinction between the use of knives and choppers in the Roman period),

suggests a different attitude towards animals and how they were prepared for consumption.
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In the case of so-called ‘special deposits’ involving animals, many of the Iron Age deposits

were not butchered, whereas in the Roman period, animals were invariably butchered, and

presumably eaten (Grant 1989:146; for the association between feasting and sacrifice in the

Roman Empire see Veyne 1987:194-8).

3.4.4. The social context of eating and drinking

The main priority must be to gain information about the inhabitants of the

site, not to study the pottery, finds or structures in isolation (Darling
1989:98).

A study of the social context of the eating and drinking practices of households requires

analysis of the remains and artefacts from associated features. I am now beginning to
understand the attractiveness of looking at archaeological remains out of context, as it is
much more straightforward. Several archaeologists and specialists have commented over the
years on the lack of dialogue between specialists studying individual elements of sites and
excavators, and how this skews interpretations of sites as a whole (Hodder 1989:271;
Maltby 1981:193; Mytum 1989:65; Gamble and Bailey 1994:81). If this is to be the task of
someone outside the realm of a particular excavation, varying emphases on context in the
interpretation and especially the presentation of a site can be problematic. The site report for
Barton Court Farm, one of the sites 1n this study, is a good example: the report comes with
an extensive micro-fiche in which the pottery reports record finds in relation to individual
contexts, but whose interpretation is for the most part not offered with reference to context.
The bone report, on the other hand, records species and butchery practices in relation to
groups of similar features, but does not emphasize butchery marks on individual animals or
individual contexts (Miles 1986b). This is by no means a criticism of the report, which is
comprehensive and together with the archival record provides a full account of individual
contexts (rim diameters and butchery marks are recorded in the archive), but rather a
qualification that my emphasis on the social context of consumption, which requires the
integration of various types of ‘data’, does not necessarily fit with the original intentions of
the excavation, the specialist analyses, and the resulting publication. The format of this and

most other site reports (Allison 1997; Barrett 1987; Gero 1996:257) further illustrates why it
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was deemed essential to refer to the archival record for this study. Fulford and

Huddlestone’s (1991) review of 85 excavation pottery reports published since the 1970s, for
example, found that 64% of the reports did not identify the totals of the amount of pottery

recovered and studied and that 74% of the pottery reports in their study did not use all of the
types of pottery in their quantification of types of fabrics (1991:9-10). The archival record is

of course only a record of what was recorded and is conditioned by the cultural politics of
archaeological data collection (Gero 1996:254), including in this instance the practice in

Romano-British studies of analysing all of the Roman-type pots but not all of the indigenous

coarse ware vessels. Some of the problems that [ have encountered in the course of this

research will be discussed on a site-by-site basis in later chapters.

Reinstating the remains and artefacts back into their excavated context, while laborious, is
in many ways the easy part. The excavated context itself also has to be culturally defined.
The majority of finds for the late Iron Age and early Roman period in the south, are
recovered from enclosure ditches, house gullies and pits (Hingley and Miles 1984). These
comprise both open features, subject to both the accumulations of a variety of practices over
time, and single event deposits (Hingley and Miles 1984:62; Fisher 1985:179). Though
problematic, these are the types of features that provide a medium for the study of the social

practices and cultural attitudes that led to the deposition of archaeological remains (Moore

1981). As Moore states: “the placing of certain artefacts in specific positions in a house may
well say something about their function, but it says very little about their meaning in any
relevant social context” (1981:91). For instance, if a collection of what appears to be

drinking equipment, 1s found in the area of a house thought to be the kitchen, what does this
say about the social significance of drinking? If those same items were found in a pit

containing articulated animal remains, or a cache of carbonized seeds, then this could be

interpreted as characterizing some kind of special event.

Analysis of the deposition of finds and their social significance involves the examination of
the diversity and frequency of species and types of artefacts across space. Various studies —
primarily of bones and plants — have attempted to demonstrate the organization of a
settlement through looking at the various stages of processing in relation to the location of

refuse (see Halstead et al. 1978; Dennell 1974). Wilson, for example, has found on a
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number of sites that the bones of large species and other coarse bones do not tend to be

situated around the more domestic areas of the site, which attract the bones of smaller

species and burnt bones. He puts forward butchery practices, rubbish disposal regimes,

notions of acceptable hygiene or scavenging as possible explanations of the repeated inter-
site patterns (Wilson 1989, 1996b). Most people recognize that the spatial isolation of

different types of activities from their places of discard is not straightforward. As Wilson
(1989, 1996b), Maltby (1985a), Hill (1995), Hodder (1989), Lambrick (1984), Moore
(1981), Fisher (1985:179) and others have stressed, associations of specific remains may not

bear any relation to areas of processing or use. Rather, they may reflect the differential states

of preservation and types of deposition of remains in specific contexts (for example, pits

versus ditches) or the periodic or symbolic movement of remains from one area of the site to

another.

3.4.5. The social context of deposition

Increasingly, archaeologists are considering the relatively small amounts of artefacts and
remains actually recovered from archaeological sites in terms of their social context.
Sharples (1990), for example, has suggested that the distribution of imported Amorican
ceramics at Hengistbury Head in Dorset “was controlled in a manner that reflected, on a
small scale, the pattern of the region: imports were restricted to areas apart from domestic
activities” (1990:300). Hill (1994, 1995) has questioned the notion that Iron Age pits were
receptacles for ordinary rubbish by revealing the sequential associations of certain types of
animal remains and artefacts with depositional sequences which may have taken place over
a number of years, even decades. Grant (1991, 1984) has linked distinctive animal deposits
and the association of particular species to acts of sacrifice and/or feasting and ritualized
behaviour. Similarly, Hingley (1990b) has suggested that the placing of certain deposits
within, and at the entrances of, enclosure ditches served to mark social relations within and
outside the settlement. An acknowledgement of these entwined sequences of social practice

is fundamental to the significance we place on the catalogues of remains and artefacts.
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3.4.6. The comparison of eating and drinking practices of households

Rather than regarding the data as somehow defective and inadequate for the

questions we might prefer to ask, we should instead ask whether these
questions are inappropriate (Fletcher 1992:40).

The uncertainty over appropriate archaeological samples has led some to place conditions
on the comparison of excavated material. Grayson argues (in reference to animal

populations) that only when similar patterns occur at sites in the same region is it

« ..reasonable to conclude that changing taxonomic abundances are, in fact, being accurately
measured” (1984:111-12). Uerpmann (1973) suggests that only similar sized samples should
be compared. Maltby (1981), on the other hand, has argued that an accurate representation

of species requires that we “use only those bone elements that were butchered, distributed,

disposed of and preserved in similar ways” (1981:170). However, while these are reasonable
conditions, we must not place an unrealistic pre-requisite on what is an archaeological
reality. It has been shown, for example, that particular butchery practices, such as the use of
knives versus choppers, and particular cooking techniques, such as roasting and one-pot
meals that require less butchering, are not always reflected on bones (Lyman 1987:318-19;
Crader 1990:708). Crabtree (1989) in her study of Anglo-Saxon animal bones has found that
a skilled butcher may not leave any butchery marks on the bone (1989:97) and Maltby in a

later study (1989) has revealed a contrast in butchering techniques between Roman urban

and rural sites.

This study illustrates the impossibility of standardizing archaeological settlements, as
archaeological samples are inherently incompatible. I should add that not all specialists are
as circumspect about the comparison of excavated material. Evans, for instance, has found
that the various methods for quantifying pottery (sherd counts and weights) are analogous,
with the possible exception of minimum numbers of vessels (1991:72). He concludes,

“There do not seem to be good reasons for the concern expressed about comparing

quantified data presented by different methods” (Evans 1991:72).

Any comparison of the diet and culinary practices of households is hindered by

considerations of the varied sampling and excavation strategies between sites, and the
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differing methodologies of the specialists, not to mention the contemporaneity of the sites in

question3. Such variability in practice, compounded by the variability of deposition and

preservation, has led many to conclude that direct comparisons of sites are not presently
possible (Grant 1989:136; Maltby 1981:170; Gamble 1978:346; Jones 1985:114). However,
this assumes that some time in the future virginal assemblages might be available for
analysis, even though 1t 1s clear that human behaviour skews samples (Price 1985:53). We
will never be able to disentangle the layers of bias that exist at the various levels of
archaeological recovery, analysis and interpretation. With extremely rare exceptions, we

will not be able to reconstruct the moments of deposition. In reference to site taphonomy,
Rackham (1995) adds:

Obviously it 1s essential to be aware and understand the post-depositional
destructive agencies but it is essentially a fanciful notion to imagine that

taphonomic studies would permit the ‘scientific’ rebuilding of the last
function of the assemblage (Rackham 1995:24).

He suggests instead that the most we can attain is the “character of the agencies at work”

(1995:24); I would add that it will most likely be our character that is revealed in the

processes of excavation and interpretation. As one of the objectives of this study is the
recognition of different types of responses to a Roman presence, the significance of one type
of response (or pattern) can only be realized when it is contrasted with another (Hingley
1984:86). It is ultimately through comparison that conventional, formulaic responses can be
questioned (Evans 1982:175; Webster 1996:8) and while I do not ignore the shortcomings

of the various archaeological samples, I nonetheless emphasize the points at which they
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