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Abstrac

ABSTRACT

M. Atha, Late Iron Age regionality and early Roman trajectories
(100BC-AD200): a landscape perspective from eastern Yorkshire.
Submission of thesis for PhD. Bibliographic details: 514 pages; 105
figures, 10 in colour; 30pp. bibliography.

The Iron Age-Roman transition has typically been studied in relation
to the rich archaeological resource in south-east England and has
invariably focused upon the study of elite consumption practices
evidenced at central sites — be they LIA oppida or Roman towns.

However, such sites and the traditional ‘core’ zone they are taken to

characterise are, almost by definition, atypical of settlement patterns

and levels of social stratification evidenced across much of what

became Roman Britain.

This thesis sought to offer a more balanced study of LIA regionality
and early Roman impacts through the examination of alternative
regions and different modes of analysis, in particular, landscape
archaeology. Moreover, both LIA and ER societies in Britain were
founded upon the productive capacities of agricultural communities.
Instead of relying on a few exceptional centres, this study adopts an
integrated landscape approach to a region with a rich archaeological
data set comprising a number of large landscape studies which,

through time, are being dramatically enhanced through developer-
funded fieldwork.

The thesis therefore uses eastern Yorkshire as its main research focus
and integrates intra-regional and inter-regional comparative studies to

provide a multi-scale, discursive re-analysis of the Iron Age-Roman
transition.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction: intellectual foundations, archaeological

questions and structural responses

1.1 Intellectual context

The impact and nature of Roman colonisation in Britain is a time
honoured question, but one invariably approached and answered by
studying central sites such as Iron Age hillforts and oppida and Roman
forts and towns. Moreover, at a larger scale still, such research has
tended to have a quite limited and predictable geographical focus, in
particular, on the South-east of England. These approaches have
therefore tended to emphasise elite consumption practices in the region
evidencing the most intense archaeological patterning relating to early

contacts and trade with the Roman world. This is not a new problem in

archaeology and, almost inevitably, the richest resources have

traditionally received the most attention.

I was interested to explore the impact of Rome on late Iron Age societies

In Britain, but wanted to do so by drawing upon my past experience of

using landscape archaeology in the study of rural settlements (Atha 2000;
2003). My approach, therefore, was to address the issue of the late Iron
Age (LIA) to early Roman (ER) transition by studying neither the South-
east nor major centres but, rather, the rural landscape of eastern
Yorkshire and three contrasting regions. Furthermore, by adopting such
an approach I was able to examine the evidence for LIA regionality and

ER trajectories through the agricultural landscapes of farming

communities whose productive output fuelled the LIA and imperial
economy alike.

A focus on landscape also encourages an interest in biographies and

the charting of developmental processes through time and space. The

12



Chapter 1 Introduction: intellectual foundations, archaeological issues and structural organisation

LIA-ER rural landscape of eastern Yorkshire evidences a complex
interplay between the inheritance of earlier landscape features and

their rearticulation within new landscapes during the core study

period (100BC-AD200). Thus LIA-ER landscapes emerged out of a
long process of change: from early Bronze Age (EBA) barrows and
trackways; through a period of late Bronze Age to early Iron Age
(LBA-EIA) territorialisation associated with the use hilltop defended
sites; the emergence of middle Iron Age (MIA) square barrow
cemeteries and associated settlements; the LIA-ER enclosure of the
landscape as characterised by ladder settlements; and, finally, the
late Roman (LR) reorganisation of the landscape coinciding with the
emergence of villas. A central aim of this project was to relate these
structural changes to the agricultural economy and changing

expressions of social differentiation associated with the reproduction
of elite authority.

1.2 Why the Wolds?

Archaeology in eastern Yorkshire or, more specifically, the Yorkshire
Wolds has a long history of research bias relating to the study of MIA
burials and Roman structures. In this context the LIA has often been
defined almost in absentia in terms of it lacking mortuary evidence and
being ‘not Roman’. The region has a rich research resource, but it is both
very diverse and of highly variable quality. There was thus a real need to

devise a way of making the most of the data sets available by employing

an artefactual to landscape scale of analysis.

The LIA-ER period is quite well differentiated from the MIA and LR

periods, but it can be extremely problematic when attempting to address
the pre- or post-conquest debate. Ceramics remain the primary dating

medium used in the analysis of rural settlements of this period, although
brooches and coins, whilst rare, can also be useful dating media. In
reality, most commentators continue to rely on mass-produced Roman

types to determine whether LIA-ER calcareously tempered ware (CTW)

13
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assemblages are ascribed a LIA or ER date. On that basis, the present
consensus places the origins of ladder settlements and landscape
enclosure firmly in the LIA (Mackey 2003, 119). The argument in favour

of a LIA date for the beginnings of ladder settlements has also been
made on the basis of brooch finds (M Giles 2007, 239). However, the
same brooches at Dragonby, just south of the Humber were considered to
be LIA and ER in date (May 1996, 237-249). There 1s of course the small
matter of a 25 year difference in starting point between the ER period
north and south of the Humber, which complicates such arguments. In
Chapter 7 and 8’s case studies dating ultimately comes down to a

combined assessment of stratigraphic relationships, deposit and feature
characteristics, and finds assemblages. One point of this thesis, of course,

1s to highlight the very fact that the LIA and ER periods in rural eastern

Yorkshire are difficult to differentiate.

Hayfield’s (1987, 3) use of the terms “ladder”, “farmstead” and “villa” is
adopted, but some modification of his definitions is perhaps appropriate
(See Chapter 5). He suggested that ladders are “a linear alignment of
enclosures, often fronting onto a road or trackway” and fulfilling a
“principally agricultural” function whilst “occasionally incorporating

settlement sites”; that farmsteads “are characteristic of a dispersed

settlement pattern, comprising a settlement enclosure, or enclosures,

forming the living space of a family and/or dependent workers”; and that

a ‘villa was a Romano-British “estate centre” with living quarters of
significantly higher status than local farmsteads (Hayfield 1987, 3). It
should be made explicit at this juncture exactly what is meant by the

term ‘villa’ in this project. These are sites that were materially different

to the bulk of Romano-British farmsteads examined in this study, in that
they evidence a combination of some, but not necessarily all, of the
following: Roman-style architecture and building materials, under-floor

heating, painted wall plaster, mosaic floors, bath-houses, and an

unusually high incidence of coinage, imported ceramics and luxury

artefacts such as glass vessels.

14
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A timely study?

In 2001 a pair of publications, one produced by Prehistorians and the
other by Romanists, presented discussions of a series of key research

themes, which addressed gaps in knowledge and suggested means by

which these might be filled. In Understanding the British Iron Age
(Haselgrove et al. 2001), the following strategic research areas were
identified: “chronological frameworks, settlement patterns and landscape
history, material culture studies, regionality, and the nature of socio-
economic changes during the period”. Whereas in Britons and Romans
(James and Millett 2001a), emphasis was placed upon, amongst other

things: “the Iron-Age to Roman transition; Romanisation...material

approaches to the identification of different Romano-British site types...
[and] rural society”. Both publications highlighted the importance of
exploring the evidence for regionality in patterns of archaeological
materials (Haselgrove et al. 2001; James and Millett 2001a). They
similarly highlighted the lack of research effort being directed towards
the deeper understanding of agricultural production and its role in the
transformation of society in LIA-ER Britain. My response, therefore,
was to devise a two-tier structure of case studies: three regional studies

for comparison with my eastern Yorkshire (EY) study region, and then a

main EY case study, which would be compared and contrasted with three

subsidiary examples from the same region.

Both the above volumes also stressed the importance of exploiting a
range of archives, old and new and, in particular, the need to make fuller
use of the developer-funded, grey literature, resource. It is extremely
likely that archaeology in the 21°*' century will continue to become
Increasingly reliant on non-invasive methods. Developer-funded projects
will continue churn out grey literature reports, but there is an ever-
increasing need to revisit old archives and ask new questions of them.
With this in mind, four very different EY case studies were selected for
use in this thesis. First there is Wharram Grange Crossroads (WGC), a
long-term research project and the subject of seven separate field school

excavation campaigns by the universities of Sheffield and York. Garton-

15
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Wetwang Slack (GWS) was excavated ahead of gravel quarrying during
the 1970s rescue movement. Melton South Lawn (MSL) was a recent
developer-funded excavation associated with a new junction on the A63
trunk road west of Hull. Finally, West Heslerton (WH) began as a rescue
excavation in the late 70s and has developed into an exemplar of remote
sensing-focused landscape research. All four have investigated LIA-RB

ladder settlements, but each archive is quite different.

1.3 Regional research background
The Study Region
Geographically, the study region encompasses the north bank of the

Humber from Spurn Point to the Ouse, then upstream to York, branching
with the Foss north to the Howardian Hills, and curving east following
the northern edge of Tabular Hills to Scarborough and, finally, south
down the east coast back to Spurn (Fig.1). This unit of study has
geographical validity in that it encompasses the chalk Wolds and their
surrounding flatlands reaching out to the physical boundaries outlined
above. More importantly, though, it also reflects the core region of the
La Téne square barrow tradition which, I have argued previously, largely
prefigures the patterning of LIA-RB ladder settlements (Atha 2005). The
region in question here, eastern Yorkshire, is characterised
archaeologically by the patterning of middle Iron Age (MIA) square
barrows of Stead’s (1979) Arras Culture which, based on Roman
historical sources, was correlated by Ramm (1978, 21) and later Dent
(1983a, 39) and Millett (1989, 38) with the late Iron Age (LIA) eastern
Yorkshire tribe the Parisi. However, there are issues attached to both the
culture-historical definition of the MIA Arras Culture and the
historically identified Parisi. In terms of the former, occasional square
barrows are recorded as cropmarks as far away as North Nottinghamshire,
whilst the related high status cart burials have occurred immediately
outside the region at Ferrybridge and further afield at Newstead.
Similarly, the earliest historical mention of the Parisi was by Ptolemy in

the 2" century, which questions whether we can make any connection

16
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between the MIA and LIA-ER groups. Nonetheless, throughout these

periods the households and communities of rural producers at the heart

of this study operated in relation to some form of higher authority — be
that tribal or Roman. I therefore refer to the Parisi and other tribal

groups in the full knowledge of the geographical and historical

limitations of such usage.

Historiography of IA-RB research in eastern Yorkshire

In the late 19" and early 20" century, the overriding focus of research
into the Iron Age and Roman periods was on the most prominent physical
remains in the landscape: square barrows and ‘entrenchments’ (LBA and
later ditch-and-bank linears) in the former (e.g. Greenwell 1890;
Mortimer 1905) and forts, roads, towns, villas and potteries in the latter
(e.g. Corder and Kirk 1928; 1932; Corder 1930a and 1930b; Hornsby and
Laverick 1932; Richmond 1932; Corder and Romans 1938; Kitson Clark
1935). On sites such as Langton Villa, where a pre-villa enclosure with a
mixture of ER mass-produced ceramics and handmade coarsewares was
found, the excavators saw a military “fortlet” rather than a civilian
farmstead (Corder and Kirk 1932, 17). The presence of ‘native’
coarsewares was explained away as the expedient use of such material by
an army on the move — the possibility of LIA-ER continuity was too
‘left-field’ to be seriously considered. Despite such attitudes and the
dearth of AP evidence available at the time, Kitson Clark (1935, 16)

recognised that there had to be countless Romano-British rural

settlements waiting to be discovered.

Despite being very much of their time, Mortimer and Kitson Clark’s
publications remain important points of reference for their respective

subjects and both repay closer examination. Although archaeological

techniques and methods had advanced considerably from the pre-war
years, researchers attached to the British Museum and various earlier

incarnations of English Heritage perpetuated the periodic obsessions

outlined above throughout the 60s, 70s and 1980s. This is not too

surprising as ‘treasure’ and ‘monuments’ respectively remained the main

17
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interests of these institutions, although in the latter case at least this is
now changing. Thus, if anything, the British Museum intensified its
search for MIA high status burials during the 1960s, 70s and 80s (Stead
1976a; 1979; 1986, 1989, 1991). As a consequence of this the EY LIA,
like that of other regions, became defined in terms of the Roman period
and the more distinctive LIA of the South-east, and therefore lacked a

strong archaeological identity of its own.

Roman research had similarly remained stuck in its urban-military-elite

mindset. Given their location under modern urban centres, the continued
investigation of Roman towns and forts at Brough-on-Humber, (Wacher
1969), Malton (Wenham and Heywood (1997) and York — summarised in
Ottaway (2004) - was unsurprising. However, the resources devoted to
the excavation of rural sites in the shape of villas at Beadlam (Neal 1996)

and Rudston (Stead 1980) in the 1960s and Hayton Roman Fort (Johnson
1978) in the 1970s certainly reflect the research biases of the time. The

separation of material remains into those that were diagnostically ‘Iron

Age’ or ‘Roman’ reflected what was still an essentially culture-historical

approach to these periods. Similarly, the trajectories of LIA societies
continued to be addressed in terms of the growing influence of Rome,

thus perpetuating functionalist modes of explanation, which have until

very recently remained dominant in LIA-ER research.

After WWII there had been a growing awareness of the need for statutory
protection for archaeology in the face of a rapidly accelerating rate of
site destruction, which led to the development of a government-funded

rescue movement. Critically, this began the breakaway from a traditional
archaeology focused on monuments perceived to be periodic ‘type-

fossils’. During the 1970s this resulted in a series of large-scale, open-
area excavations, many preceding aggregates quarrying, which changed
forever our understanding of prehistoric and Roman rural landscapes. In

castern Yorkshire this was epitomised by work at West Heslerton (WH)
(Powlesland et al. 1986), Garton-Wetwang Slacks (GWS) (Dent 1978;
Brewster 1980), and Welton Wold villa (WWV) (Mackey 1999).

18
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Although landscape archaeology was yet to be established as a distinct
approach to the past, in scale and outlook these projects were heralding
its arrival and, since 1977, WH has developed into an exemplar of multi-
technique, multi-period landscape research. Importantly, the WH and
GWS projects both revealed multi-period landscapes with good evidence
for continuity, which began to challenge the traditional

compartmentalised view of the past.

Running in parallel with the above projects were two other landscape
studies of rather different character: on the High Wolds, the Wharram
Research Project (Beresford and Hurst 1990) responded to the

opportunities presented by an emerging landscape perspective to expand

from its medieval village core back into prehistory and out into the
landscape; whilst in the south-eastern VoY, Iron Age and Romano-
British settlement and industry was investigated in a research project
centred upon an 8km square covering Holme-on-Spalding Moor (HoSM)
and the Foulness Valley (Halkon and Millett 1999). This project
ultimately expanded to explore the Romano-British roadside settlements
at Hayton (Halkon et al. 1999) and Shiptonthorpe (Millett 2006), as well
as LIA-RB remains revealed during the construction of the Market
Weighton Bypass (Halkon and Millett 1999). The Humber Wetlands
Project (van de Noort and Davies 1993) provided a contrasting landscape
study that investigated the huge expanse of former wetlands in the south

of the region, thereby complementing the WH and HoSM work and

further increasing our knowledge of the palacoenvironment and human

exploitation of such areas.

The aforementioned Market Weighton Bypass excavation was just one of
many resulting from the implementation of PPG16 and the era of
developer-funded archaeology. PPG16 has proved a double edged sword
for researchers in that it has generated huge volumes of so-called ‘grey

literature’, but this is only available through Historic Environment
Records (HERs), and there can be a significant delay before the larger,

more interesting, projects become available. Having said all that, as
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shown below and in the Melton South Lawn (MSL) case study in Chapter

8, commercial fieldwork has added considerably to our understanding of

LIA-LR landscapes in the region.

A further massive injection of new data, in this case from aerial
photography, resulted from the national survey undertaken during the
Royal Commission/English Heritage’s National Mapping Programme
(NMP). This resulted in Stoertz’s (1997) seminal study of cropmark and
sollmark sites in and around the Wolds. Her publication single-handedly
altered the trajectory of prehistoric and Roman research in eastern

Yorkshire by encouraging a generation of researchers to use, challenge

and investigate further the settlement, communication, agricultural and
funerary monuments presented therein (Bevan 1997; 1999¢c; M Giles
2000; 2007; Atha 2003; 2005; Fenton-Thomas 2003a; 2005; Ferraby
20035). Many of these studies looked beyond the generalising, ‘top-down’
view of landscape presented in past regional syntheses (Wilson et al.
1984; Price and Wilson 1988; Ellis and Crowther 1990; Manby et al.
2003) and attempted to interpret the landscape from a variety of post-
modern ‘inside-out’ perspectives. Fenton-Thomas (2003a; 2005), in
particular, highlighted the importance of viewing settlement on the
Yorkshire Wolds in terms of long-term biographies within which

persistent features were inherited and rearticulated in successive

landscape reorganisations.

1.4 Research questions and structural responses

Research questions from the general to the specific:

1) In overview, between 100BC and AD200, how does the trajectory
of settlement and landuse in eastern Yorkshire compare with other

regions in what became the Roman province of Britannia?

2) Based on the combined analysis of remote sensing and excavation

data is it possible to characterise how the emergence of ladder

settlements related to wider changes in the structure and
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organisation of the agricultural economy from the LIA to ER

period?

3) The MIA square barrow inhumations of the so-called Arras Culture

are conventionally taken to express social status and
differentiation through the mortuary context but what evidence is

there for such hierarchical markers in the social landscapes of the

study period?

4) Can we approach a deeper understanding of the relationships

between large-scale landscape change and household-community

social action using the kinds of archaeologically imperfect data

sets that result from plough-truncated sites excavated as part of

undergraduate training or within the constraints of

Rescue/commercial archaeology?

Thesis structure

Chapters 2 and 3 respectively provide the landscape and period-based
theorisation underpinning the thesis. The former provides a critique of
both etic and emic approaches to landscape and then attempts to
transcend their limitations by adopting what I have termed a discursive
landscape approach. This is designed to facilitate the conceptual
Integration of spatial, temporal and social variables and is centred upon
the household as the key socio-economic unit underlying thé Spatiai,
temporal and social transformation of the landscape. Chapter 3 explores
the conceptual and contextual foundations of traditional and more radical
treatments of the process of cultural change or ‘Romanisation’ as it was
once known. The South-east, with is traditional role as the central region
In core-periphery models, is explicitly used as the basis for this overall
discussion so that it can then be used for general comparison with later
case studies. The agricultural economy and, more specifically, the

farming communities driving it forward, are repositioned at the heart of
my approach to the LIA-ER transition.
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Chapters 4 and 5 explore the issue of LIA regionality and ER trajectories

through the examination of four regional case studies: three in the

former chapter investigate the Upper Thames Valley (UTV), the Fenland
and Cumbria regions, and these are then compared and contrasted with a

synthetic discussion of the eastern Yorkshire study region. By traditional

reckoning, the three comparative regions are located at the core-

periphery interface (UTV), in the periphery proper (Fenland) and in the

outer zone (Cumbria), whilst eastern Yorkshire lies at the northern limit
of the periphery. Whilst the three smaller studies in Chapter 4 focus
mainly on the LIA-ER period, Chapter 5 is much more multi-period in

scope. This approach is designed to ensure that when detailed evidence

for multi-period landscape development is identified in the eastern

Yorkshire case studies, adequate larger-scale contextualisation will have

already been provided.

Chapter 6 takes the conceptual and contextual foundations established in

the earlier chapters and sets out a methodology that exploits the
potential of WGC data sets and the three supporting studies at GWS,

MSL and WH in order to answer the research questions.

This leads directly into Chapter 7, which examines a diverse group of
raw fieldwork archives and published reports, working from the remote
sensing overviews of landscape structural development down through the
surface collection data and into the stratigraphic and assemblage-based
detail of the excavation archives. Then, in each trench/area my focus
expands back out from the analysis of artefactual material, especially
pottery, in order to refine chronologies, identify function and explore the
evidence for patterns of landscape exploitation and the reproduction of
elite authority. Finally, Chapter 8 presents discussions of the evidence
embodied in the three supporting case studies. In contrast to Wharram’s
High Wolds’ location and focus on training and research, the others are
located within different environmental zones and represent ancient (GWS)
and modern (MSL) approaches to rescue archaeology, and a more remote

sensing-based emphasis in landscape research (WH). My approach with
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the four case studies was to summarise each individually and then draw
together all the strands of evidence in my concluding discussion in

Chapter 9. I begin, then, in the landscape and with an exploration of its

importance as the conceptual foundation for a study of the LIA-ER

transition in eastern Yorkshire.
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CHAPTER 2

Theorising the social circumstances

of landscape change

2.1 Introduction

The extensive enclosed landscapes and settlement complexes, which
characterise the LIA-ER period in eastern Yorkshire, embody the results
of human interactions with the physical environment that operated across
a diversity of spatial and temporal scales. As a consequence, their
collective investigation demands a similar degree of flexibility which, I
will argue, is best served by the application of a discursive landscape
approach. Such an approach must embrace the materiality of landscape,
from artefacts to entire settlements and field systems whilst, at the same
time, considering the social contexts of their creation and use through
time. This is not as straightforward as it might seem because, in my view,
it foregrounds the dualism of landscape’s physical and conceptual
embodiment, which has enjoyed radically different treatment In
processual-influenced landscape archaeology and its postmodern
alternatives. Both, individually, are incapable of providing what I need
and both, therefore, are deconstructed in an attempt to overcome their

limitations. The result is what I have termed a discursive archaeology of

landscape.

With this in mind, I begin in Section 2.2 with a brief examination of the
origins and development of the conceptual separation of nature and
culture in landscape research. This discussion highlights an important
issue linked to these conceptual divisions of the world: that of the
objectification of landscape through ‘outside-in’ or etic analyses (2.3),
versus the subjectification of landscape promoted by ‘inside-out’ or emic
viewpoints (2.4). These divergent positions are closely allied to culture-

historical and functionalist-processual paradigms in the former case and
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hapter 2 Theorising the social circumstances of landscape enclosure

postprocessual theorising within a broadly postmodern approach to

landscape in the latter.

On a fundamental level my theorisation of landscape is shaped by a need
to conceptualise my research around specific questions, which address
the relationships between social, spatial and temporal variables. These
relate to: households, communities and regional polities; enclosed
farmsteads — which I will argue accumulatively resulted in larger
agglomerations, ladder settlements and the wider productive landscape;
and daily, seasonal and longer-term cycles of inhabitation. My critique
of established landscape conceptualisations brings into question the
relationships between different theoretical models, methodological
approaches and associated analyses. These sections on the origins of and
archaeological responses to Modernist conceptions of the world are

brought together in a synthetic discussion in Section 2.5.

Section 2.5 develops the general theoretical position of the thesis,
beginning with the creation of a more unified conception of human-
landscape interaction in line with the approach advocated by Lesley
Head (2000). Such an approach acknowledges the desirability of viewing
the remains of past human interactions with the physical environment at
a landscape level. This takes into account the need to conceptualise such

Interactions operating across a wide range of scales, with varying

Intensity across space and time.

Once established, this unified but overarching conception of human-
landscape interaction demands a deeper exploration of sociological
1ssues surrounding the relationship of structure, agency and practice and
their roles in this interactive process. Giddens’ structuration theory and
Bourdieu’s theory of practice are taken as a starting point in Section 2.6.
This i1s then developed further in Section 2.7 through a discussion of

John Barrett’s pioneering fusion and application of these theories in

what have come to be known as social archaeologies of landscape. The

household is identified as a crucial archaeological unit of analysis which,
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unlike the biological and gendered basis of families, is widely applicable
as a fundamental socio-economic unit in agricultural societies. It thus
forms the fundamental social unit of analysis in the thesis which, when

aggregated, forms the basis of agricultural communities and, ultimately,

tribal polities.

In Section 2.8 I foreground people’s capacity for collective agricultural
production, in defined social groups, as a critical factor in the
structuring of household-community relations and their material residues.
Of course, relative intangibles such as ideological and religious concerns
would also have influenced past social practice, hence the need for, and
obvious value of, Hill’s (1995a) Ritual and rubbish and similar research.

Nonetheless, members of agricultural communities would have had to

work cooperatively; perhaps routinely in household groups but,
periodically, as entire communities. This therefore makes household

‘collectivities’ an extremely useful theoretical and analytical category in
terms of their interactions within, and between, the spaces they created
and 1nhabited. However, if we are to approach an understanding of the
socio-economic and political circumstances of settlement and landscape

enclosure, we have to address the question of power relations embodied

in such changes.

Finally, section 2.9 provides a concluding review of the basis for, and

development of, the theoretical position employed in this project.

2.2 Separated but not divorced: reconciling nature and

culture

Many recent publications discussing landscape perception and
conceptualisation have noted the nature-culture dichotomy in modern,
Western notions of landscape and some have explicitly set out to

challenge it (e.g. Bender 1999, 31; Head 2000, 4-5; Thomas 2001, 167).

This so-called ‘Western Gaze’ has been associated with gendered notions

of a female, passive nature, actively viewed from a male cultural
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perspective (Bender 1999, 31; Thomas 2001, 169). As will be shown in

2.4 below, the problematisation of such viewpoints by Bender and others,

contrasts sharply with, and is a reaction to, the more prosaic theoretical
1ssues raised in what might be termed ‘traditional’, empirical approaches

to landscape (e.g. Hoskins 1970; Aston 1985; Bowden 1999; Muir 2000b;
Rippon 2004).

The important point to recognise is that all these approaches, whether
openly championing objective reasoning, tacitly implying it or explicitly
denying any possibility of it, were written in a world still heavily
influenced by a philosophical framework established in the 18'"-century
Enlightenment. This philosophical movement placed science, reason and
progress as the cornerstones of an increasingly anthropocentric view of
the world (Thomas 2001, 167). It encouraged an essentialist view of a
‘real world’, whose properties existed beyond subjective analyses and

could therefore be measured and, given their supposed fixity of meaning,

could also be understood (Johnson 1999, 163).

Significantly, the emphasis on progress through the application of reason
suggested movement in relation to an underlying grand process towards a
“perfect ‘scientific’ knowledge of the natural world” and a Utopian
future (Johnson 1999, 163). Enlightenment thinking was therefore
evolutionary and promoted “cultural progress as the dominant feature of
human history” (Trigger 1989, 57-8). Thus the division of science,

nature and culture in academic discourse, and for that matter in modern

life more generally, is also a direct consequence of Enlightenment

scholars’ disciplinary separations of the world into physical, chemical

and biological components (Johnson 1999, 164).

The Modern era strongly reflects Enlightenment ideals, characterised by

the rise and fall of European colonialism and the pre-eminence of

science and technology (Cosgrove 1990, 351; Plachter and Réssler 19985,

15). Such ideals found material expression in a capitalist system, where

those controlling production positioned themselves outside the process in
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order to modify the relationship of nature and culture. As a consequence
of this objectification, the modern era 1is indelibly marked by the
solidification of nature as culture’s ‘other’. Landscape, lying as it does
at the intersection of culture and nature, is the battleground upon which
this conceptual division is presently being fought (von Droste et al. 1995;
Ucko and Layton 1999; ICOMOS-UK 2001). My own attempt to address

this issue is outlined in the remainder of this chapter.

According to Heidegger (1977, 129-30), the philosophical replacement of

God by humans as the sole arbiters of reality created an ‘objective’
separation which allowed people to observe, conceive and understand

their world in a remote, analytical manner. This fundamental shift has

had some important theoretical consequences:

“...vision has become the dominant metaphor for the acquisition of
knowledge, and observational science has gained a pre-eminent
position in the definition of reality and truth...[and it is this]
combination of the conception of the world as image and object,
and that of human beings as external observers, that provides the

conditions for the creation of the modern western notion of
landscape” (Thomas 2001, 167).

In archaeology the postmodern (postprocessual) backlash to such an
essentialist viewpoint argued for a more fluid subject-object relationship,
the mutability of meanings and pasts that emerged from the interplay of
competing texts (Johnson 1999, 166). The deconstruction of modernist
grand theories and meta-narratives in postmodern writing in the
Humanities raised the spectre of extreme relativism and caused what
Moore (1999, 5) termed a “crisis of representation”. In anthropology,
this led some researchers to retreat from the inherent complexities of the
subject and turn instead to the more empirical, practical pursuit of
fieldwork (Moore 1999, 5) - if in doubt, gather more data.

Archaeological texts on landscape are similarly polarised between

pseudo-objective ‘readings’ of the landscape based on fieldwork and
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‘hard’ data, and openly subjective and highly theoretical postprocessual
treatments of the subject. In simple terms these might respectively be

termed landscape from the outside or etic approaches and landscape from

the inside or emic approaches.

The Enlightenment project continues to have far-reaching and long
lasting impacts on archaeological research and, despite the ongoing
criticism of its principles in postprocessual 9nd, more prominently, In
postmodern literature, nature and culture remain disunited concepts.
Moreover, the arguably false detachment of landscape theory from
archaeological theory adds a further unnecessary level of conceptual
obfuscation. The remainder of this chapter will review existing
theoretical approaches to landscape and explore how the diverse strands

of theory presently in use might be drawn together to create a more

united conceptualisation of human-landscape interaction.

2.3 Landscapes from the outside

Etic views of landscape are employed by landscape historians focused on
surviving surface remains of past human activity — ‘the look of the land’
or its essential character — and landscape archaeologists concerned with

assessing loci of interaction or ‘sites’ in relation to longer-term
processes of landscape change as evidenced collectively in buried and
surface remains. Interestingly, given their veneer of objectivity and

empiricism, it is perhaps unsurprising that etic approaches have been
deeply implicated in debates, legislation and policy on heritage in
general and cultural landscape in particular — a situation increasingly

being challenged in print (Plachter and Réssler 1995; Fairclough 1999;
ICOMOS-UK 2001).

The idea of “landscape” as a natural area, within which human actions
left distinct “cultural” traces, can be strongly associated with the

eminent cultural geographer Carl Sauer (Head 2000, 14). Sauer is

synonymous with the term “cultural landscape” and his conceptualisation

below has influenced much 20"-century writing on landscape:
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“The cultural landscape is fashioned from a natural landscape by a
cultural group. Culture is the agent, the natural area the medium,

the cultural landscape the result” (Sauer 1925 in Leighly 1969, 343).

Here, Sauer is actively challenging environmental determinist

standpoints, which suggested that people had gradually adapted to their

particular environments rather than playing an active role in their
transformation (Head 2000, 15). In many ways, though, his definition
was as misguided as the environmentally deterministic models of human-

landscape interaction he was criticising. It implies the existence of an
entirely natural, ‘virgin’ landscape which, when exploited by a particular
cultural group, produced a landscape identifiable with those people.
Admittedly, Sauer may have had the first peopling or colonisation of
landscapes in mind when he wrote the above definition. Yet, even here,

such landscapes were not static, inert backdrops to human action but,

rather, they existed as physically dynamic phenomena.

Landscape archaeology emerged as a reaction to a perceived site-
focused myopia in the discipline and provided a way of examining the
operation and development of entire ‘cultural systems’ across multiple
sites and wide geographical areas through time (Thomas 2001, 165).
Given its development during the scientific revolution of the New
Archaeology, landscape archaeology emerged as inherently processual

and materialist, privileging the identification of overarching social

structures through the analysis of patterning in the archaeological record.

Thus, from a systems standpoint, processual approaches sought to

“discover how the interaction of human subsistence systems and

environmental systems is reflected in the organization of archaeological
remains” (Rossignol 1992, 5).

There is a strong thread of environmental determinism in such

approaches in that human behaviour is seen as an adaptive response to

environmental constraints (Brumfiel 1992, 551-2). An emphasis on
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Chapter 2 Theorising the social circumstances of landscape enclosure

biological evolution allowed the balance between human subsistence and
natural resources to be assessed in terms of “optimal foraging theory”
(Johnson 1999, 103) or the “carrying capacity” of a landscape (Kelly
1995, 227-9). Thus landscape archaeology evolved under the influence of

a burgeoning environmental archaeology that was concerned with
examining relationships between people and ecosystems (Evans and
O’Connor 1999, 5-8) — hence the term widely used in North American
archaeology: “ecosystem approach” (Brumfiel 1992, 551). This approach

routinely overlooked human agency. Consequently people were

subsumed within notional societies operating almost as a subset of
Childe’s cultures. Landscape archaeology therefore developed within a
functionalist-processual school of thought whereby generalisation,

description and the objectification of landscape were promoted.

These early theoretical influences on landscape archaeology have
resulted in a strongly etic investigative approach, which privileges
external observation and ascription of meaning (Melas 1989, 137-39).
Archaeological projects applying such an approach place the study
region at the top of an analytical hierarchy, cascading down through
inter-site to site level analyses, targeted excavations being used to test
specific hypotheses (e.g. Flannery 1976; Gaffney and Tingle 1989, Van
de Noort and Ellis 1995, 1999, 2000). Unfortunately, many such studies
progress little further than descriptive overviews of human exploitation

of the landscape supported by “dots-on-maps” periodic distributions.

However, an emphasis on the material remains of society-level political,
social and economic changes, results in reports which, as Barrett (1999a,
26) put it, “describe the landscape as a history of things done to the
land”. Thus the complex and dynamic processes of landscape
exploitation across space and through time are fossilised in static
cultural layers. Moreover, the veneer of objectivity created by those
employing such an approach belies their inherently modern, Western

1deological perspective, which they inadvertently project onto the past

(Melas 1989, 141). This criticism of processual landscape studies can
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equally be applied to the more descriptive approach employed by

landscape historians.

Using an etic perspective, landscape historians have conceived the

landscape as an artefact of millennia of human interactions with the
environment; a palimpsest of superimposed ‘texts’ that can be ‘read’ and
interpreted by skilled landscape investigators (e.g. Hoskins 1970, 10-16;
6-27; Allison 1976; Muir 2000a, 5-7, 2000b, xiv-xv). The textual
metaphors dominant in the writing of these, and other, authors clearly
reflect the pre-eminence of visual apprehension in Enlightenment-
influenced epistemology, as noted above by Thomas. I find the

‘readings’ of surface remains in such approaches deeply problematic,
particularly when empirical data are discussed as ‘facts’ beyond
theoretical discourse (Johnson 1999, 160). Hoskins’ (1970, 298-303)
readings in The making of the English landscape, for example, are
couched in terms of a remote, objective appreciation of the landscape but
he patently felt an intensely emotional and personal (i.e. subjective)
connection with the English countryside. Reading is, of course,
inherently subjective and I would maintain that the use of such
metaphors in discussions of landscape is unhelpful, inappropriate and
misleading, particularly if those using them claim a clinical objectivity
in their observations. Indeed, the idea of remotely, impartially and
accurately ‘reading the landscape’ (Muir 2000b) is a problematic enough
concept when referring to the surface remains of past activity in modern
landscapes, never mind when the landscapes in question are buried and

only visible through their partial and atemporal remote sensing
signatures.

The ambiguities in the concept ‘landscape’ provide a means of engaging
with the complexities and challenges of drawing meaning from the

spatio-temporal interactions of people and their environment. They do
not, however, provide the scope for an interpretive free-for-all — on the
contrary, I would emphasise the opportunities presented by a landscape

approach for a more rigorous and effective integration of data and theory.
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It is interesting to note that the aforementioned ‘readings’ by landscape
historians might easily be deconstructed in postmodern critiques,
however, visual, textual and linguistic analogies are also central to

postprocessual writing on landscape and archaeology (e.g. Thomas 1993;

Tilley 1994; Johnson 1999, 105-6). The important difference is that the

subjectivity of the latter accounts is more overt and not left

unacknowledged or, even worse, passed off as something approaching

objectivity.

2.4 Landscapes from the inside

Postprocessual and postmodern archaeologies of landscape developed

from a deep dissatisfaction with the totalising, evolutionary and
deterministic models of human-landscape interaction promoted by
functionalist-processual archaeology, where people were only
represented as anonymous constituents of societies reacting to ‘external’
pressures against a passive backdrop — the landscape (Barrett et al. 1991,
6). Researchers have attempted to address social aspects of landscape
development by positioning human agency at the centre of an emic or

‘inside-out’ avenue of enquiry (e.g. Barrett et al. 1991; Hirsch 1995;

Barrett 1999a; Cooney 1999; Ucko and Layton 1999; Head 2000, 58-635;
Thomas 2001).

Such an approach seeks to understand past landscapes from the
perspective of the people who inhabited and interacted with them (Melas
1989, 137-9). Further, individual and collective knowledgeable action is
privileged over concepts such as ‘late Iron Age society’ evolving in
response to external influences such as population growth, economic
changes or a shift to Roman hegemony. This then allows questioning of
why people’s relationships with their kin, community and landscape
changed, how this was materially expressed and what such changes might
have meant — not in terms of over-arching, archaeologically invisible

‘pressures’ but rather in terms of changing social dynamics within
communities.

33



hapter eorising the social circumstances of landscape enclosure

The material remains we encounter as archaeologists reflect activities
occurring at a human scale and, although such remains represent an
incomplete ‘record’ of accumulated moments and longer-term processes,
we diminish their value further by conflating them into generalised

periodic overviews. Further damage is done if such overviews are then
situated within a landscape that is presented as nothing more than a
cartographic, spatial backdrop. Landscape, on the contrary, i1s a
phenomenon constituted within specific socio-historic circumstances and
generalised overviews arguably represent a fundamental failure to
engage archaeologically with the material expressions of past human-
landscape interactions. Admittedly, establishing social contexts and
settlement chronologies in prehistoric landscapes which, iceberg-like,
hide most of their true extent beneath the surface is, both practically and
theoretically speaking, a difficult task. Hence, perhaps, the
postprocessual emphasis on theorising the social landscapes of major
megalithic monuments rather than those of the largely invisible
settlements of their builders (e.g. Bender 1998; Tilley 1994). In well-
studied blocks of landscape such as Cranborne Chase (Barrett et al. 1991)
and around Avebury and Stonehenge (Barrett 1994a) more holistic, emic
archaeologies of landscape have been attempted. Nonetheless, my

criticism of Bender and Tilley is a little unfair, in that there has to be
something physical upon which to base interpretation; otherwise we are
arguably departing from archaeology and entering the realm of creative
writing. Edmonds (1999) addressed this issue head on, combining in
Ancestral Geographies sections that explored‘ the archaeological
evidence for Neolithic social landscapes with more imaginative

‘sketches’ — stories woven around that more ‘rigorous’ academic core.

An acknowledgement of the importance of an emic manner of enquiry
logically points toward experiential and perceptual archaeologies,
particularly the embodied approaches central to phenomenology. It
should be noted that the phenomenology of postprocessual writing is not
that of Husserl’s philosophy, which sought to describe the world in the

existential moment of apprehension and explicitly avoided “recourse to
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explanation, metaphysical assumptions, and traditional philosophical
questions” (HarperCollins 1994, 1168). In archaeology it has a clear

interpretive dimension, which attempts to transcend the divide between

the modern and past observer of the same phenomena.

In postprocessual texts, phenomenological meaning is described as being
drawn from the experience of moving through a landscape, during which
material features act as referents, reminders of narratives that re-connect
the observer to people, places and activities (Tilley 1994, 27-28; Bender
2001, 4-5). A phenomenological approach also advances the idea that
landscapes are reified during the relational experience of “being in the
world” (Tilley 1994, 11-12; Thomas 2001, 172). Thomas (2001, 173)
stressed the importance of distinguishing between the external
objectification of landscapes and the internal relational view of
landscapes or “conceptual ordering” (Tilley 1994, 34) as experienced by
those dwelling therein. This ‘dwelling perspective’ is perhaps best
attested through the day-to-day lives of people within ‘traditional’
cultures who exhibit a deeply embedded connection with and draw a

multiplicity of meanings from their landscapes (Thomas 2001, 174-177).

The links between movement, time and meaning in phenomenology are

closely related to Ingold’s idea of temporality. While Daniels and
Cosgrove (1988, 8) effectively clothed the landscape in layers of
iconographic meaning, in some ways reiterating the culture-history
‘landscape as palimpsest’ idea, Ingold (1993, 171) suggested that
meaning was revealed by physical clues in the landscape through the
temporal experience of dwelling. Temporality stresses how dwelling

provides the necessary time frame and perspective for meaning to be
visually absorbed (Ingold 1993, 172).

Phenomenological discussions of landscape are intrinsically framed
within the perspective of the individual and, as such, are perhaps less

easily applied to the wider interpretative framework of landscape when

viewed as socially (i.e. collectively) constructed space, as perceived by
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Barrett (2001, 158-159). Moreover, phenomenology overlooks the
fundamentally different material conditions and socio-historic context of

the past and is, in effect, ahistorical.

Both modernist and postmodern approaches to landscape fail to address
the underlying disunity of culture and nature in their conceptualisations.
Furthermore, the opposition between etic, modernist views of the world
and emic, postmodern alternatives is, I would suggest, a fragile one.
Landscape, whether viewed from an etic or emic standpoint, is at once a
means of exploring the materiality of human-environment interaction and
of conceptualising the world in abstract perceptual terms. The conflict
does not, therefore, reside in landscape per se but is more a construct of
our making, relating to ways of looking, research emphases and our

processes of conceptualisation. As Ashmore (2004, 259) commented:

“Most archaeologists consider landscape a product of human

interaction with the environment. It is in the nature of that

Interaction, and of its results, that scholars differ along theoretical

lines. This is the crux for recognition of social archaeologies of
landscape™.

The social archaeologies discussed at the beginning of this section
appear to provide the means of transcending these conceptual divisions.
It i1s therefore to these conceptions that I now return as a means of

reuniting culture and nature, theory and practice in landscape research.

2.5 Discursive approaches and the reunification of

landscape

Debates over the relationship of people and landscape have taken in a
broad sweep of archaeological theory: from that accepting, often tacitly,
the separation of nature and culture espoused in Enlightenment

philosophy, through to approaches explicitly designed to subvert what,
for this thesis, is an unhelpful and false division. This is not simply a

question of theoretical stance though, as archaeological remains,
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particularly when viewed from a landscape perspective, present complex
challenges in terms of their physical relationships which, in turn,
influence the ways archaeologists interpret them. In particular,

archaeological landscapes are re-constructed from data gathered and

analysed at many scales and often with widely varying resolutions. In
landscape research, the relative costs of investigating large geographical
arecas using remote sensing techniques, versus the smaller-scale but more
detailed results offered by targeted excavations, have almost inevitably
led to an over-interpolation of data from the former and an over-
extrapolation of that from the latter. In ensuing chapters, most of the
problems associated with earlier interpretations of LIA-ER enclosed

landscapes stem from a failure to fully acknowledge these confounding
factors.

In bringing these threads together, we are apparently faced with
something of a dilemma: a choice between functionalist-processual
conceptions of landscape as a series of static cultural layers, upon which
meanings are almost paternalistically ascribed, or a postprocessual
alternative, which presents a past peopled with social actors dynamically
Interacting with their environment but identifiable only at a sub-

landscape or site level. It would clearly be of enormous benefit if these

analytical and interpretive ambiguities of landscape research could

somehow collectively be addressed.

Such an approach would require that data gathering, analysis and
Interpretation be integrated conceptually from the outset. In other words,
landscape projects must be created and designed around specific

questions, answerable using data sets gathered at many scales and with

varying qualities and resolutions which, nonetheless, can be drawn
together within a common analytical and interpretive framework. Far
better perhaps to view the whole landscape as a valid unit of study,

characterised by activity zones of varying function, intensity and

meaning through space and time.
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Lesley Head (2000, 6) helpfully outlined such a notion of human-
landscape interaction in her “recursive conceptualization of landscape”,
- which forms a central thread in what follows. She envisages zones of
activity that are loci of interaction between human actors and their

physical environment; such interactions operate recursively through time
and the underlying relationships are intrinsically organic, socially

embedded and transformational. This is fundamentally so 1f one accepts
that agency functions through recursive interactions between different
cultural components and natural processes. Human agents knowingly
seek to modify and reorder the landscape to suit their needs but do so
under the influence of, and with reference to, social structures and

environmental factors. Thus, although landscapes may appear stable for
long periods within archaeological timescales, they were in a state of
more or less flux depending upon the relative influence of human and
environmental factors. The disparity between this observation and the
fossilisation of landscape evidenced in cropmark transcriptions (e.g.

Riley 1980; Stoertz 1997) cannot, I would suggest, be over—emphasised.

For this project, then, landscape is seen as a phenomenon constituted and
modified through the ongoing interaction of natural processes and
cultural agency operating across a wide range of spatial and temporal
scales. Notionally such scales might be temporally associated with the
‘daily round’, seasonal cycles and periodic events, or, in socio-political
terms, with the activities of individual households, communities and
tribal polities. The relationships of these interlocking scales of analysis
are explored more fully in section 2.7. This is somewhat akin to Braudel
(1980, 27-8) and the Annales School’s notion of overlapping cycles of
momentary events, conjunctures or generational occurrences and the
longue durée spanning centuries or more. Knowledgeable human actors,
living and working in past landscapes, brought this agency into being
and, whilst so doing, were both influenced by, and had impacts on, their

physical environment and the processes at work within it — thus creating
a “social landscape” (Gosden and Head 1994, 113).
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Those researching social landscapes have viewed “the environment as a
space in which human skills are deployed” (Layton and Ucko 1999, 8)
and the materiality of landscape as socially constituted and shaped by

human agency (Gosden and Head 1994, 113-4). Gosden and Head (1994,

113) summed up the value of such an approach in their comment, “the
notion of landscape...can help give the social a geomorphological
timescale”. This conceptualisation therefore explicitly acknowledges
natural processes in the landscape, thus obviating the need to exorcise

the “ghosts of environmental determinism” (Head 2000, 54) — from this

perspective, they are no longer an issue.

Such notions of human-landscape interaction reflect a wider theoretical
movement in the humanities away from the slavish adherence to the
‘rules’ of particular paradigms and towards more inclusive
conceptualisations, based on the identification and combination of
strands of theory appropriate to the questions at hand (Moore 1999, 5).
In this case I aim to elucidate the social circumstances of landscape
enclosure through the analysis of a spatial hierarchy of evidence -
residing in archaeological contexts, sites and landscapes, and in the
social entities of households, communities and tribal polities. Thus I
began above by theorising the role of culture and nature in notions of
landscape and then explored the diversity of ideas surrounding the
complex interactions of people and landscape. It now remains to take my
notion of a social landscape and explore its underlying relationships of

structure, agency and social practice. One such approach has gained

particular favour in archaecological research and it involves the

combination of the key theoretical developments of Anthony Giddens
(1971; 1979; 1984) and Pierre Bourdieu (1977).

2.6 Structuration theory, habitus and practice

This section proposes that the material transformations of the eastern
Yorkshire landscape had their basis in the constitution of LIA society:

its social structures, the human agents interacting with them, and the
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practices underlying them. Whilst a combination of environmental and

social factors is implicated in these changes to landscape and settlement

architecture, they were effected by the recursive interaction of human
agency with socially embedded structures during the habitual practices

of daily life. This point catches the essence of the connection between
Giddens’ (1984) notion of a social interaction between structure and
agency as laid out in his “theory of structuration”, and Bourdieu’s (1977)

complementary emphasis on the material expression of such relationships

embodied in the habitus.

Agency provides the transformative impetus in both Giddens and
Bourdieu’s projects; however, the use of agency theory has not been
without its critics. Dobres and Robb (2000b, 3), for example, suggested
that “agency in archaeology is not a theoretically sophisticated paradigm,

but rather a lingua franca — an ambiguous platitude meaning everything

and nothing”. That depends, I feel, on how notions of agency are applied
to the past and, despite such negativity, they quite correctly went on to
suggest that if we are to realise agency theory’s potential to illuminate
the contribution made by past people to “large-scale processes of

cultural change” then “we must integrate theoretical discourse,
archaeological practice, analytic methodologies and concrete case

studies” (Dobres and Robb 2000b, 4). Indeed, this is precisely the

integrated approach used in this project, as is outlined more fully in
chapter 6. I

Giddens’ (1971) seminal critique of the writings of Durkheim, Weber
and Marx provided the basis for what became his theory of structuration
(K Giles 2000, 9). Despite his efforts to deconstruct the grand narratives
of classical sociology, Giddens acknowledges his debt to Marx through
his use of the statement “Men (sic) make history but not in circumstances
of their own choosing”, as a core notion in the development of his theory

(Cassell 1993, 4-5). The original version of Marx’s statement reveals the

deeper resonances of his thinking in Giddens’ and Bourdieu’s writing

and this carries through into my theoretical position developed below:
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“Humans make their own history, not on the basis of free choice,
but rather on the basis of circumstances encountered, given, or
inherited. The traditions of all previous generations weigh like a

nightmare on the brains of the living. And if they appear to be busy
changing things, busy creating something that has not existed
before, it is, in particular, in those periods of revolutionary crisis
that, in fear, they summon the ghosts of the past to do their bidding.

They borrow their names, their slogans and costumes to add in this

disguise, a new scene to the play called world history” (Marx and

Engels 1961, 115 as cited in Giddens 1984, xxi, translated by Sven
Grabow).

In essence, whilst change is initiated by human agency, be that in the
form of elites’ power over resources or subordinate groups, or such
groups’ power to act relative to such demands, legitimation is found in

the established institutions of the habitus, which draw ideological

support from the past.

In bringing together structure and agency, Giddens actively sought to
overcome what he saw as their misleading treatment in functionalist

writing, which situates structure as an external social constraint on the
agency of human subjects (Giddens 1984, 16). This was a direct critique
of functionalist sociologies such as that of Talcott Parsons (1949), which
saw 1nstitutions as all-pervasive mechanisms that restricted human
choice. Contrastingly, in structuralist and post-structuralist conceptions,
structure 1s typically seen as occurring “as an intersection of presence
and absence” where “underlying codes have to be inferred from surface

manifestations” (Giddens 1984, 16). For Giddens (1984, 17), then,

“structure” and “system” are conceptually separate, such that structure
refers to the:

“...structuring properties allowing the ‘binding’ of time-space in
social systems, the properties which make it possible for

discernibly similar social practices to exist across varying spans of
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space and time and which lend them systemic form™.

This brings us to the central tenet of Giddens’ theory of structuration —

“the duality of structure”, where:

“..the rules and resources drawn upon in the production and

reproduction of social action are at the same time the means of

social reproduction” (Giddens 1984, 19).

This provides a means for the reproduction and maintenance of habitual
social practices but what of the possibility for change in such
conceptualisations? Giddens (1984, 15) sought to avoid the subject-

object dualism evident in many sociological discussions of power and he
consequently defined power neither as the intent, will or capacity to act
purposively, nor simply as “a property of society or the social
community”. Instead, power resides in the ability of knowledgeable

agents to exploit and reproduce “structured properties of social systems”

or resources, during social interaction (Giddens 1984, 15), and logically

following from that:

“Power within social systems which enjoy some continuity over
time and space presumes regularized relations of autonomy and

dependence between actors and collectivities in contexts of social
interaction” (Giddens 1984, 16).

As QGraves pointed out, power is not a given but rather is negotiated

through social discourses such as those surrounding authority, age,

gender and status. Moreover, she suggested that:

“...all social interaction involves the negotiation of power, the
capacity to mobilise resources as a ‘means’ to achieve outcomes.
The analytical recognition of human agency prevents the relegation

of the subject to a helpless cultural dupe, whilst at the same time

avolding overemphasis of the individual” (1989, 298).
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Giddens (1984, 118-9) described the physical contexts of social
interactions as “locales”, these being bounded, socially meaningful
spaces within which “institutionally embedded social encounters and
practices” occurred. According to Giddens (1984, 110), such locales are
subject to “regionalisation”, dependent on the spatio-temporal zoning of

social practices within them. For example, depending on the time of day,

or perhaps the stage of the agricultural cycle, the social meaning of

particular spaces would vary.

Unfortunately, ‘regions’, ‘regionality’ and ‘regionalisation’ are widely
use concepts in studies of socio-political organisation and material

culture patterning in the LIA and, more particularly, Roman period (e.g.
Cunliffe 1991, 60, 94; Millett 1990a, 11). To avoid confusion, these
terms will only be used in their conventional geographical sense, as
exemplified in the title of this thesis, and instead Bourdieu’s concept of
the “field” will be used to describe the social dimension of inhabited
practices in time-space. The inhabitation of spaces by different groups at
particular times also affects the structuration of social systems by
creating ‘front’ (public) and ‘back’ (private) zones (Goffman 1959, 109-
40; K Giles 2000, 10). In terms of this project, a hierarchy of locales
might be envisaged within the landscape, moving from the public arena
of trackways and fields, to the increasingly more private arenas of
household enclosures and individual roundhouses. The architecture of
such spaces thus provides a resource, which might be exploited by

different groups in the enforcement and/or negotiation of socio-political
control.

Giddens has been criticised for failing to explore these material
consequences of structuration through space and time (Barrett 1988, 9;
Graves 1989, 299; K Giles 2000, 10); although, to be fair, his was a
sociological project. However, at around the same time as Giddens was

formulating his theory of structuration, Bourdieu (1977) was already

developing his connected notions of “habitus” and “practice”, which

more effectively address the materiality of social practice. Bourdieu
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described habitus as:

“...systems of durable, transposable dispositions....as principles of

the generation and structuring of practices and representations
which can be objectively “regulated” and “regular” without in any

way being the product of obedience to rules” (Bourdieu 1977, 72).

Thus habitus does not reflect an adherence to social rules but rather is
based on strategies, or knowledgeable decision-making, which creates an
habitual state of knowing how to proceed in life and deal with situations

as they arise (Bourdieu 1977, 72). There is a fundamental difference

between individual and group habitus in that:

“The first is acquired through personal experience and socialisation,
and reflexively adjusted over the individual’s lifetime in relation to

objective reality. The second is a shared body of generative

schemes and cultural dispositions which form a collective

homogenous phenomenon uniting particular groups in society” (K
Giles 2000, 10-11).

This sets up “a dialectical relationship between collective history
inscribed in objective conditions and the habitus inscribed in
individuals” (Jenkins 1992, 80). In this sense habitus is both “socially
constituted and materially continuous” (Graves 1989, 299), such that it
provides a means of “theorising the materiality of social practice” (K
Giles 2000, 10) as fostered by enculturation during daily routines.
Habitus is thus reproduced by, and produces, social practices (Jenkins
1992, 80), and Bourdieu’s notion of social practice, like that of Giddens,
1s fundamentally positioned in time and space, such that “time is both a
constraint and a resource for social interaction” (Jenkins 1992, 69). The
temporality of practice is thus brought into being through the social
‘construction’ or appropriation of natural cycles such as days, seasons
and lifetimes (Jenkins 1992, 69). Bourdieu uses his metaphor of the

‘tield’ to describe social arenas within which power relations are played
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out in the struggle over material and cultural resources (Jenkins 1992,
85). Thus “the constitution of society is spatial and temporal, [and]

social existence is made concrete in geography and history” (Soja 1989,
127).

The recursiveness inherent in Giddens® duality of structure and
Bourdieu’s interrelationship of habitus and practice is also, as suggested
by Head (2000), at work in the landscape. Thus, the transformational

relationship of people with their physical environment brings about both

material alterations to landscape and the reinforcement and monitoring

of social practice. There is, thus, a clear conceptual link between

Giddens’ and Bourdieu’s social theory and Head’s (2000, 6-7) “recursive
conceptualisation of landscape”. Importantly for archaeological
application, Bourdieu’s emphasis on the materiality of social practice

serves to balance and ground Giddens’ valuable, but more abstract, ideas

on the nature of social reproduction.

Given the upsurge in interest in agency theory, it is perhaps not
surprising that the interrelated aspects of Giddens’ and Bourdieu’s
theories have increasingly been combined and applied in archaeology to
questions of social reproduction and its material outcomes: in relation to
the social use of buildings (Graves 1989; Johnson 1993; K Giles 2000);

landscape and identity (M Giles 2000); and agency theory and landscape
(Barrett 1988, 1991, 1994a; 1999a; 1999b; 2001). '

2.7 Social archaeologies of landscape

As 1s evident in the foregoing discussion, Giddens and Bourdieu’s
theories have a particular relevance for archaeologists concerned with

theorising the social circumstances underlying material transformations
to buildings, settlement and landscape. The first archaeologist to
recognise the interpretive potential of their ideas was John Barrett, who

has since gone on to develop and apply them in a series of publications

spanning more than a decade (Barrett 1988; 1991; 1994a; 1999a;: 1999b:
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2001).

In his paper, Fields of Discourse, Barrett outlined how such a
combination of theories might be used to overcome the limitations of a
functionalist archaeology that placed the forces of social change outside
“the material conditions and the control of social agency” (Barrett 1988,
7-9). Instead, he argued that material remains might more productively
be viewed as “evidence for particular social practices” (Barrett 1988, 6:
italics in original). When faced with Giddens’ lack of engagement with
the material implications of his theories, Barrett (1988, 9) turned to
Bourdieu who, through his ethnographic work with the Berbers, had

explored the powerful influence of the material world on social practice
(Bourdieu 1973). Thus bounded spaces associated with structures, those
in the wider landscape, as well as more portable material culture,
function through time to define material “locales within which
meaningful and authoritative forms of discourse can be sustained”
(Barrett 1988, 8: italics in original). For Barrett (1988, 11), such locales
provide the physical spaces which, when occupied in time-space during
the practice of particular discourses, are transformed into fields (of

discourse). Thus the materiality of the landscape was actively involved

in the reproduction of social discourse — and in the making of history.

In the prehistoric and early historic landscapes of eastern Yorkshire, as

elsewhere, a significant proportion of landscape features were
inheritances from beyond living memory. Barrett (1999a) addressed the
issue of landscape inheritance and reanimation in his paper Chronologies
of landscape, in which he questioned the archaeological treatment of
features used, or at least acknowledged, for centuries, perhaps millennia,
beyond their period of primary use. In particular, he noted that, by
attempting to situate successive landscape developments on a rigid
timeline, archaeologists invariably privilege the date of monuments®

creation over the period of their use/reuse (Barrett 1999a, 22). Similarly,
in his discussions of prehistoric Ireland, Cooney (1999, 52) stressed how

megalithic structures, through their long-term occupancy of the

46



Chapter 2 Theorising the social circumstances of landscape enclosure

landscape, may have contributed to an enduring “sense of place” for
successive generations of people. In their study of late prehistoric and
early historic Downland communities, Gosden and Lock (1998, 4-6)

suggested the co-existence of genealogical histories, reinforced through

strong lineage-landscape affiliations and mythical histories relating to
more impersonal, distant pasts. They thus provided a useful means of
theorising the socio-ideological contexts of material changes to past
landscapes based on the cyclical nature of human inhabitation and
remembrance all set within the multi-generation timescale of the longue

durée. These ideas have subsequently been explored in more general
terms by Bradley (2002).

Barrett was instrumental in the development of a social archaeology of
landscape; as outlined in his collaborative work on the prehistoric
landscapes of Cranborne Chase (Barrett et al. 1991, 6) and further
explored in Fragments from antiquity (Barrett 1994a). In the former he
addressed a range of historical issues surrounding social reproduction
and practice: how people’s interactions with their environment
influenced the reproduction of their material conditions; how the
maintenance and negotiation of social discourse reproduced the social
system; and how people situated and understood their social practices
through their habitus (Barrett et al. 1991, 7). When viewed together,
these 1deas constitute an extremely useful example of structuration

theory and practice applied to real archaeological situations.

The role of power relations and associated ideological formations in the
social transformation of landscape were similarly well conceived. They
argued that, to meet demands and obligations during social practice,
people use what authority they have to ensure that their actions are both
meaningful and effective and “thus social practices reproduce structures
of authority” (Barrett et al. 1991, 7). On ideology it was suggested that,
whilst practical knowledge is open to subversion, ideologies reflect

discursive knowledge and thereby preserve cultural values embedded in

daily practices and thus “serve the interests of dominant groups” (Barrett
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et al. 1991, 7). These ideas were then applied to the landscape which,

with “its form constructed from natural and artificial features, became a
culturally meaningful resource through its routine occupancy” (Barrett et

al. 1991, 8). Thus landscape, for Barrett, rather than being a passive

backdrop to human action, becomes an active component in the
constitution of society and the enforcement of power relations. This
recursive relationship between human agency, social practice and the
materiality of the landscape can equally be applied to my smaller

analytical categories of ladder settlements and farmsteads and the

communities and households inhabiting them.

For Melanie Giles (2000, 21), the communal effort of working on the

excavation of ladder enclosure ditches helped to cement people’s

connection with their household group, the wider community and the

land. Such agency occurred within the “political constraints and material

conditions of their life-world” and “identity is constituted through a
network of relations between people...places, things and times” (M Giles
2000, 21). She thus proposed that “the household” was at the core of the

construction of identities, indeed the “close knit — open weave” of her

thesis title respectively implicates the roles of household and community
affiliations in this process (M Giles 2000, 202). Useful though her

theorisation of communal work and identity may be, it rather glosses

over the critical issue of asymmetrical power relations, within which
such work took place. Nevertheless, the relationship between households

and larger social formations, both in terms of agricultural production and

socio-political interactions, is central to this project.

2.8 Households, communities and the productive landscape
Thus far, for a variety of reasons, ‘the household’ has been carefully
identified as the focus of my theorising and analyses rather than ‘the
family’. This choice reflects the acknowledgement of both the

soctological and archaeological implications of these terms. Donald

Bender (1967, 493) outlined what for him were the key social

48



Chapter 2 Theorising the social circumstances of landscape enclosure

distinctions between the two by suggesting that ‘the family’ is a strictly
kin-based and gendered grouping, whilst ‘the household’ also relates to
propinquity or co-residence. An alternative view might see families in
socio-biological terms and households as socio-economic groups. Such
socio-economic household groups might usefully be termed

collectivities — by which I mean discrete social units living, working and

negotiating as a group within their community and tribal society as a
whole. Whilst household as an analytical category could, in theory, be

further reduced, for my purposes there are no practical reasons for doing
SO.

This avoids the need to overcome such problematical issues as the
assessment of the size and gendered composition of ‘the average Iron
Age family’. If assessments based around families require prior

knowledge of their kin-based constitution, those formulated around

households do not; this distinction is critically important to the
development of a meaningful social archaecology of ladder settlements.
Whilst, in general terms, we can quite safely assume that kin-based
affiliations were important in Iron Age families and households, only the
latter provides a conceptual bridge between social practice,
archaeological analysis and interpretation. Thus individual enclosures
and entire ladder settlements might be analysed in terms of households
through the residueé of their collective actions and production. Even if
such households remain of indeterminate constitution, they arguably

form the most meaningful way into the social landscapes of late Iron Age

and Roman eastern Yorkshire.

While Mel Giles (2000, 182) saw Iron Age household identity being
reproduced through the communal effort involved in the excavation of
enclosure ditches, Briick (1999, 153) went further to suggest that
enclosures “created and defined the co-resident group” and such acts

also defined the function and meaning of spaces. Both Briick (1999, 153)
and Mel Giles (2000, 192), however, acknowledge that such

independence of enclosed households was largely illusory as the
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inhabitants would periodically have been economically reliant on their
wider agricultural communities. In contrast to Mel Giles and Britick, I do
not believe that household enclosures were consciously dug to define and
identify those within — indeed, group definition, identity and solidarity
facilitated their excavation. Briick’s (1999, 149) important examination
of middle Bronze Age houses and lifecycles proposed that single-phase
houses related to the generational cycle of their occupants and marriage-
residency practices within the wider communities. She further suggested
that the placed deposition of querns, animals and grain within houses,
household enclosures and their peripheral ditches was similarly linked to

the reproduction of the household and its economic activities (Brilck
1999, 153-4).

Barrett (1994a, 147) drew on Bell’s (1983) study of human impacts on

chalkland erosion rates, to suggest that the second millennium BC

evidenced a significant intensification of arable production. He went on
to posit a model in which, contrary to the movement-monument foci of
earlier, more mobile groups, fully sedentary “households or household
clusters” (Barrett 1994a, 147) envisaged their abodes as the private core
of a domain, the boundaries of which became loci of religious
significance. This represents an important change of emphasis within
communities, from the marking out of key locations in a mobile

landscape to the reinforcement of domestic space in more permanent,
nucleated settlements.

This embedding of socio-political significance within the structure of the

agricultural landscape is worth exploring further. Rapoport (1969, 80)

has written about the critical architectural importance of thresholds as

points where public space gives way to more private space. The location
and patterning of such thresholds in the architecture of enclosed LIA-ER

settlements appear to have been radically different to earlier unenclosed
examples. Based on the surviving evidence, it would appear that, in open

settlements, private space was confined to the interiors of roundhouses.

This does not deny, for example, that slight wattle fences may have
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existed between houses but these seldom survive to be recognised during
excavations. Moreover, it should also be acknowledged that, on the
Wolds, such ‘open’ settlements existed within large enclosed spaces
bounded by dykes, ditches and trackways, as at Wetwang Slack (Dent
1978; see also Chapter 8 below). In contrast, in LIA-ER enclosed
settlements a hierarchy of thresholds may have existed. These might
notionally be identified as: a settlement threshold where, for example, a
trackway entered the enclosed settlement zone, a household compound
threshold at the edge of individual enclosures, and a household domestic
threshold at the door of dwellings. Thus three basic tiers of privacy can
be envisaged within the architecture of ladder settlements. If we add to
that the potential for household enclosures to form the core of larger
groups of enclosures of variable function, effectively farmsteads within
larger settlements, we have a further intermediate tier of socilo-
economically significant space. Moreover, it seems extremely likely that
the morphological category ‘ladder settlement’ is in fact a composite of

multiple household enclosure clusters added at different times. In the
context of this project, there is thus a particular imperative to chart
structural changes evidenced across households, settlements and

productive landscapes in the LIA and ER periods, in order to

differentiate each from the other, and from the MIA and LR periods.

Beyond settlement foci, the wider landscape would have contained for its
inhabitants the economically important, but archaeologically less visible,

productive zones of arable in-fields and grazing land. These were inter-

connected by trackways which, as persistent long-lived features,

provided the framework about which multiple landscapes developed.

Households are thus one, albeit central, component to our understanding

of the social processes underlying the LIA-ER transformation of the
landscape. However, what many social archaeological perspectives seem
to lack when discussing the interactions of households, communities and
regional polities is any useful theorisation of the relationship between

material resources and power relations. Whilst commenting on recent
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debates in anthropology regarding cultural relativism and its reaction to

the apolitical nature of much postmodern theorising, Henrietta Moore
observed:

“In order to understand what is happening to people’s lives, it is not
enough to focus on fragmentation and particularism, there has to be
some acknowledgement that hierarchical relations of power and

domination set a larger context within which the particularities of

lives are lived. If individuals and collectivities are to challenge the

relations of power, they cannot do so by asserting that each

situation is unique and that there are no common discourses or

understandings to link experiences and situations” (Moore 1999, 13-
14).

In other words, if social factions were to have had any influence in

political negotiations they had to be part of and engage with the

dominant discursive formations of their day. This is important, as in
some respects the postprocessual focus on local, small-scale issues such
as the internal dynamics of households and the relationships between
materiality, ideology and identity can appear decidedly disarticulated

from larger-scale analyses and broader questions concerning the inter-

relationships between socio-political and landscape change.

In contrast, my theorisation of the circumstances of LIA-ER landscape
change has placed household collectivities socio-economically and
politically at the heart the matter. They collectively constitute and
politically interact with the larger social groupings of communities and
regional polities. They also correlate with and inhabit the spatial
category farmstead which, when aggregated, create communities
Inhabiting ladder settlements and local polities reproducing themselves

through the exploitation of the landscape and the productive output of

that most basic but essential of groups — the household.
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2.9 Conclusions

This chapter has sought to develop a theory of human-landscape
interaction compatible with both the physical remains and the supposed
historical social context of the study region. The absence of such a
unified theoretical position in landscape research was shown to have
originated in the separation of culture and nature, people and landscape
during the Enlightenment. It was argued that all discussions of landscape,
of whatever theoretical stripe, were written under the influence of, or as
a reaction to, this dominant modernist paradigm. Despite claims of
‘difference’, the positivist, etic approaches of landscape archaeology and
landscape history, and postmodern, emic reactions to them, have both
failed to effectively integrate landscape’s material and interpretive
dimensions. As a consequence of this, many landscape researchers have
either presented data as ‘facts’ beyond theoretical discourse or

theoretical models as abstractions disarticulated from their material basis.

In contrast, the recursive conceptualisation of structure and agency and
human-landscape interaction in social landscapes, as conceived by Head
and Barrett, provides a theoretical approach in which multiple scales of
analysis are possible. It also encourages connections to be made between
the social hierarchy of household, community and tribal polity, the
spatial dimensions of enclosure, settlement and the productive landscape,

and the temporal cycles of days, seasons and periodic events. Household
collectivities constitute the ideal social unit for interconnecting spatial
and temporal scales in the available data, and thus provide the basic
analytical unit for this project. Moreover, it was hypothesised that the
aggregation of multiple household enclosure clusters through time

produced the features that have come to be known as ladder settlements.

In sum, landscape provides a conceptual tool with which to approach the

Investigation of LIA-ER enclosed landscapes and the socio-political

relations underlying their creation and transformation through time.

What this chapter has not addressed, however, is the specific socio-
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historic context within which the landscapes studied in this thesis were
created. That is a job for Chapter 3, which provides the necessary
periodic context by examining the nature of LIA societies in Britain and
the process of cultural change resulting first from contact with Rome,
then conquest and, ultimately, consolidation within the province of

Britannia. Crucial to this process was the agricultural economy whose

productive output guaranteed the reproduction of LIA hierarchical

societies, but also indirectly ensured the successful incorporation of

Britain within the Roman imperial system.
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CHAPTER 3

Ancient Britons becoming Romans?

Shifting notions of socio-cultural change.

3.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a periodic focus for the general theoretical
approach set out in the previous chapter. It compares and contrasts
‘traditional’ and more recent accounts and models concerning the nature
of LIA societies in Britain, the character and impact of Roman
imperialism, and the diversity of response to contact, then conquest and,
finally, consolidation of Roman rule. The south-east of England, the

supposed ‘core zone’ of LIA Britain, has traditionally formed the basis

of much of this debate and is therefore almost unavoidably foregrounded
in this chapter. Despite the geographical, elite, and materialistic bias
inherent in such an approach it does, nonetheless, allow the general
conceptual 1ssues of cultural change to be explored against a sizeable
and well-explored data set. Moreover, a conscious focus on the south-
east as the basis for this chapter’s main discussion of cultural change

then establishes a baseline model and sound justification for my

complementary focus on regional case studies outside the perceived core
in the following chapter.

I begin with a brief historiography of the last 25 years of archaeological
debate on the process formerly known as Romanisation or, in present
parlance, LIA to ER cultural interaction and change. This leads into a
critical discussion of the Iron Age-Roman transition, in particular
drawing on the wealth of recent publications challenging the received
wisdom concerning the nature of late Iron Age society in Britain and its
transformation under Roman influence, conquest and rule (3.2). This
demonstrates that much that is supposedly new in archaeological theory

owes significant debts to earlier developments, particularly with respect
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to the period studied here.

Section 3.3 then draws on the pivotal work of Colin Haselgrove and
Barry Cunliffe to examine and critique their models of LIA society and
the ways in which pre-existing social structures were exploited by Rome.
In essence they suggest that LIA societies in south-east England were
characterised by increasing social complexity, a changing political
economy and core-periphery relations within which the trade in prestige
goods became increasingly pivotal to the reproduction of elite authority.
Importantly, rather than attributing cultural change to an homogenous,
progressive, one-directional process of Romanisation, my aim 1is to
present Roman imperialism as one, albeit significant, factor influencing
longer-term socio-political and economic trajectories in Britain. The
regional diversity. of late Iron Age tribal societies is seen as a
fundamentally important factor that must be acknowledged in our
attempts to explain the diversity of response to Rome before, during and

after the conquest; hence Chapter 4°’s exploration of regional trajectories
in LIA-ER society.

Section 3.4 then discusses the importance of agricultural production

during the study period and considers its role in the maintenance and
reproduction of social hierarchies in LIA and Roman Britain. This
iIncludes a discussion of the possibilities for the socio-political
organisation of LIA-ER tribal groups with respect to centralised and
decentralised societies and their reliance on reciprocal, redistributive
and tributary systems in the control of resources and power relations.

The archaeological implications of such systems are then explored in

terms of the ecofactual, artefactual and structural evidence.

The chapter is rounded off with a short concluding discussion (3.5),

which reviews the key messages regarding the nature and value of
‘traditional’ and more recent versions of the Iron Age-Roman transition.
These over-arching conceptual issues are then contextualised in terms of

the more detailed models for the control of resources and power relations
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and their corresponding range of material markers, which might be
evidenced in the regional (Chapters 4 and 5) and intra-regional (Chapters

7 and 8) case studies. These material markers are, of course, explored in

greater detail 1n Chapter 6’s methodology.

3.2 Conceptualising the socio-political transition to Roman

hegemony

Traditional viewpoints and recent theoretical trends
The last decade has seen archaeological theorising become increasingly
influenced by social theory and postmodern, interpretive approaches to

the human past (e.g. papers in Hodder et al. 1995; Thomas 2000; Hodder
2001a). This has been strongly reflected in late Iron Age studies (e.g.

papers in Hill and Cumberpatch 1995; Gwilt and Haselgrove 1997a;
Bevan 1999a; Haselgrove et al. 2001; Woodward and Hill 2002a;

Haselgrove and Moore 2007a) and is having a growing influence on

Roman research directions (see papers in Webster and Cooper 1996;

Mattingly 1997a; James and Millett 2001a; Keay and Terrenato 2001a;
Merryweather and Prag 2003a).

Of course, any meaningful discussion of cultural change during the late

Iron Age and early Roman periods should reflect on the more traditional

models of the transition (e.g. Bradley 1984; Darvill 1987; Frere 1987;
Cunliffe 1988; 1991; Salway 1993); not simply as an opportunity for
deconstructive ‘cheap shots’ at the established consensus but, rather, as
a useful means of contextualising the development of more recent ideas.
As an archaeologist trained under the influence of postmodern theory I
am duly sceptical of the received wisdom cleverly repackaged in the
grand, predominantly, functionalist narratives of cultural change.
However, despite such reservations, works such as Cunliffe’s Greeks,
Romans and barbarians (1988) and Iron Age communities in Britain
(1991) remain important contributions based on decades of careful

scholarship and, even if the interpretive frameworks used seem rather

dated, they deserve better than dismissive caricature.
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We should not be surprised nor particularly disappointed to find that the

established historical narratives of LIA and Roman Britain concern
themselves with, amongst other things, the relations and mechanisms of
elite power, the spread of civilisation, militarism, conquest, colonialism
and the expansion of trade and so-called market economics (Frere 1987;
Cunliffe 1991; Salway 1993). That is what the classical histories
themselves largely promoted — the reinforcement of particular socio-
political narratives important to the maintenance and growth of the
imperial system. Thus Roman historians, ancient and modern, wrote the
idea of a unified, homogenous empire into existence as a means of
reifying the division between Romans and barbarians. This process was

widely highlighted and critiqued during the postmodern review of Roman

studies begun in the 1990s. (Hingley 1996, 35ff; Barrett 1997, 59;
Freeman 1997, 28; Hill 2001, 12).

The title of this chapter refers to the deconstruction and reconfiguration
of the notion ‘Romanisation’ and its changing conceptualisation with
respect to issues of identity and ‘Romans’ and ‘Natives’ (Webster 2001;
James and Millett 2001; Mattingly 2004; Pitts 2007), post-colonial
theory, domination and resistance (Webster and Cooper 1996; Mattingly
1997a; 2004; 2006), and core-periphery models, world systems theory
and globalisation (Woolf 1993; Rowlands 1998; Hingley 2003; 2005).
The content of these volumes owes much to Martin Millett’s (1990a)
seminal book The Romanization of Britain which, as the title suggests,
was a critical review of and response to Haverfield’s (1912) earlier
exploration of the subject. As Grahame (1998, 1) noted, Millett’s book
presents views of the process of cultural change that “have come close to
becoming the orthodoxy in Romano-British studies”. The irony of this
statement cannot have been lost on Millett (1990, xv) whose express
Intent was to avoid such an outcome. Many younger Roman
archaeologists of the “TRAC generation” (James and Millett, 2001, 3)

have sought to challenge this perceived Romano-centrism by exploring

the possibility of alternative histories drawing, for example, on the post-

colonial theories of Scott (1990, 1ff) and Said (1993, xi-x1i1), which
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heavily influenced Mattingly’s (2006) recent volume on Roman Britain.
Underpinning the academic discourse on Romanisation is a fundamental
dichotomy of viewpoint between those who envisage cultural change

resulting from an interactive process between an indigenous population
and imperial power (e.g. Millett 1990a; 1990b; Woolf 1995; 1998) and

those seeing Roman intent and interventionism writ large in the
historical records of the Empire (e.g. Frere 1987; Salway 1993; Hanson
1997; Whittaker 1997). Woolf (1995, 339) added further definition by
suggesting that even attempts to revise the agenda by Millett and others
retained, in some sense, a culture-historical view of imperialism as an
interaction between two ethnic cultures. Instead, Woolf presented
“Roman imperial culture as a structured system of differences that was
highly differentiated, by region, class, social locale, age and gender

among other dimensions of variability” (Woolf 1995, 339-41).

Woolf’s (1998) Becoming Roman represents a signal contribution to the

discourse on cultural interaction. His exploration of the cultural
transformation of Gaul under the late Republic and early Empire drew on
almost a decade’s worth of research during which he had come to
question the grand theories of La Téne society and Roman imperialism

(Woolf 1993; 1995). He distilled such theories into three central themes:

“first the idea of Europe as an economic hinterland of the

Mediterranean before the Roman conquest, second the idea that late
La Téne societies were organised around prestige-goods economies

dependent on the supply of Mediterranean imports, and third the
thesis that Roman expansion was limited by the extent of late

prehistoric social complexity in Europe” (Woolf 1993, 18).

This questioning has developed into a major research focus structured
around attempts at a redefinition and clarification of the geographical
and chronological diversity of cultural change under the influence of the

Roman Empire (e.g. Creighton 2000; Burnham e? al. 2001; James 2001;
Taylor 2001: Slofstra 2002).
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Woolf and Millett’s influence on a generation of postgraduate -

archaeologists is well attested in the proceedings of the Theoretical
Roman Archaeology Conferences (TRAC), which are now in their 17
year. As a consequence, Romanisation has been widely discussed and

deconstructed at TRAC. Yet the conferences have also helped to move
debates in other, more interesting, directions (e.g. Chadwick 2004; Pitts
2005a), broadening debate to include, for example, the study of non-
elites 1n rural, civilian contexts and the troublesome relationship

between material culture and identity. This is part of a long overdue

expansion of Roman research beyond traditional emphases (see papers in
James and Millett 2001a). Despite such moves, and Taylor’s (2001, 46)

specific call for a refocusing of attention on rural settlement, the role of

agricultural producers in the development of the Roman province has

remained an under-studied arena for archaeological research.

In much the same way as feminist archaecology went through a phase of
searching for the ‘missing’ women in traditional accounts of the past
(Conkey and Spector 1998), Iron Age-Roman studies have, in similar
vein, begun to seek out the ‘hidden’ masses of the rural landscape. The
focus of feminist archaeology subsequently switched from the
deconstruction of the ‘androcentric edifice’ and on to a search for
diversity and difference (Moore 1994; Gilchrist 1999, 2-3). With the
‘Romano-centric edifice’ similarly identified and, to some degree at
least, disassembled, the way is open for alternative histories of the Iron
Age-Roman transition. Indeed, the time is now ripe for a major new
synthesis focussed specifically on this period in Britain, which draws on
the diverse material evidence and wide ranging theoretical discourse on
cultural change. Creighton’s (2006) Britannia represents a useful first
step in this process, although it further reinforces the focus on south-east
England. A further important contribution has just been published by
Richard Bradley (2007), which draws upon the huge volume of data

generated by commercial fieldwork to challenge and reconfigure the

underlying chronologies of cultural change.
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Archaeologists, myself included, are drawn to transitions as periods of
change and interaction, occasions when we might hope to recognise in
the material record the socio-political and economic expressions of a
‘clash of cultures’. The incorporation of Britain within the Roman
Empire has, not without reason, been viewed as an exemplar of this

process. Whilst the word ‘Romanisation’ is laden with interpretive
baggage, the 1ideas behind it are fundamental to formulations of culture
change and guide the ways we conceive and interpret the diversity of
response possible when different socio-political structures and
ideologies interact. The main paradigm shift in such debates, which I
find of particular value, concerns this diversity of response, its
propulsion through human agency and creative expression in the use of
material culture. The passages below aim to provide a conceptual and
contextual bridge between the established models of LIA to ER Britain
and recent theorising on culture change, which draws upon the material

evidence and questions of regionality and diversity of response to Roman

economic, political and ideological formations.

3.3 Modelling the LIA-ER socio-political transition
The British LIA, ¢.100BC-ADA43, is conventionally modelled in terms of

“the evolution of ‘Celtic society’ on the periphery of an expanding
Roman world” (see Fig.2) where “communities were more developed and
politically evolved the closer they were to the Roman world” (Creighton
2000, 11). This notion of increasing social complexity, a changing
political economy and core-periphery relations within which the trade in
prestige goods became increasingly important was cemented as the

periodic orthodoxy through its repetition and reinforcement in the

writings of influential researchers of the period (Haselgrove 1982; 1984a:

15989; Bradley 1984, 144-56; Collis 1984; Darvill 1987, 163-70; Cunliffe
1988; 1991).

Darvill’s (1987) influential and widely used text book Prehistoric

Britain, which drew mainly on Cunliffe (1978) and, to a lesser degree,
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Haselgrove (1982; 1984a), portrayed the British LIA in terms of three
zones: a ‘core zone’ in the southeast of England, a ‘peripheral zone’ east
of line stretching from the Severn to the Tees and an ‘outer zone’

comprising the remainder of mainland Britain (see Fig.3). The core zone

was characterised by its evidence for continental contact and trade,
unenclosed and enclosed villages and farmsteads, lowland oppida, wheel-
thrown pottery production, the use of coinage, imported luxury goods
linked to prestige, feasting and display and high status richly furnished
burials (Darvill 1987, 167-71). The periphery and outer zones were then
defined by their relative lack of evidence for such socio-economic
markers and interpreted in terms of the more progressive, dominant core.
For example, in areas adjoining the core, the refortification of hillforts
and enclosure of settlements and farmsteads was tentatively linked to the
threat of raiding for food and slaves to fuel trade from the core with
continental Europe and the threat of direct intervention by Rome (Darvill
1987, 173). Such a model is quite explicitly built around the idea that
Iron Age tribes and, in particular, their elites were more or less

‘prestigious’ and powerful dependent on their access to and control of

Mediterranean/Roman goods (Haselgrove 1982, 81).

The expansion of the Roman Empire to the Continent’s western coastline

created new opportunities for display and aggrandisement using imported
exotics, in particular Italian wine, which may have been paid for through
reciprocal trade in, for example, slaves, cattle, hides, metals and corn -
all of which were listed by Strabo as British exports (Geog. 4.5.2 as
cited in Haselgrove 1982). Additionally, the coastal salterns of eastern

and south-eastern England would have produced another extremely

valuable tradable commodity (see Fenland in Chapter 4).

Beneath such synthetic overviews of LIA Britain, Cunliffe’s benchmark
volume, Iron Age Communities (1991, 541ff.), offers a more detailed

examination of some key changes of cultural trajectory. Cunliffe’s
emphasis on core-periphery modelling and the centrality of inter-

regional trade and exchange in late Iron Age social systems is, needless
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to say, a direct reflection of his processual viewpoint. Moreover, his
reliance on extra-systemic factors, such as long-distance trade, to
explain the transformation of society is pure functionalism — the social
system remains in balance until disturbed by external forces. There is,
however, a growing body of evidence which, when examined from

alternative theoretical positions, is challenging traditional narratives, but

first 1t 1s Cunliffe’s turn.

Cunliffe divides the LIA into three periods which, for the south-east at

least, seem to hold good: the “contact period” (c.120-60BC); the

“Caesarean episode” (c. 60-50BC); and the “impact period” (c.50BC-
AD43) (Cunliffe 1991, 541f1).

The contact period relates to the decades during which the southern
Gallic colonies were established and began to funnel Roman and
Mediterranean goods north into barbarian Gaul and Britain creating a
“bow-wave effect of Romanization” (Cunliffe 1991, 543). During this
period the main flow of trade seems to have been between Armorica via
the Channel Islands to ports on the south of England at Poole and
Hengistbury Head (Cunliffe 1991, 543). This intensification of trade is
situated “within existing social systems” but it is argued that the
imported Mediterranean wine and exotic goods provided “an entirely new

means of displaying prestige” (Cunliffe 1991, 543).

Cunliffe (1991, 543-4) linked the abandonment of southern hillforts and
the establishment of lowland oppida during this period to a new form of
aristocratic display based not on warfare but negotiated through access
to prestige goods. The positioning of oppida at key communications loci
in the landscape, often where roads and navigable rivers coincide,

certainly suggests an emphasis on inter-regional trade.

The increasing use and evident social significance of Mediterranean

goods during the 1%-century BC has been termed “*Romanization’ before

the conquest” (Haselgrove 1984a, 5). One has to be careful not to equate
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Haselgrove’s use of this term with his acceptance of the notion of a one-
directional, uniform process of Romanisation - purposive, directed and

managed by Rome. In reality his central argument is that:

“Rome not only exploited indigenous political divisions and

tendencies to the full in the immediate process of conquest and
incorporation, but looked to adopt intact whatever of the existing

structure she could, and to alter or abolish only those features

which ran counter to her long-term interests. The nature of

indigenous society was therefore a key factor in the Roman
expansion, and also in the occasional check she experienced, as in

Germany.” (Haselgrove 1984a, 6, emphasis mine).

Furthermore, Haselgrove (1984a, 6) was also at pains to explain that he
was against the idea “that Roman involvement ever amounted to anything

approaching social engineering, as her expansion was inherently erratic,

the product of individual warlords’ aspirations as much as of economic

necessity”. It is nevertheless interesting to consider how different social
groups 1n Britain might have responded to the process of Roman
expansion, initially in terms of socio-economic contacts and, later, as a
political and ideological phenomenon. Certainly, contacts between the

Roman world and south-eastern England hugely intensified following
Caesar’s campaigns of 55-54BC.

The second of Cunliffe’s periods covers the decade within which Caesar
conquered much of Gaul and carried out his two incursions into south-
eastern Britain. As in Gaul, it would seem that society in LIA Britain
revolved around personal, perhaps kin-based, alliances and gift-exchange
between tribal leaders. Low-level inter-group conflict is assumed to have
perennially, if sporadically, occurred and only when faced with the
possibility of a permanent disruption of such socio-political formations

did tribes unite against a larger foe — Rome. Caesar’s campaigns are
Increasingly being considered not in purely military terms but, rather,

for their impact on longer-term socio-political trajectories relating to the
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creation of client kingdoms at that time (Creighton 2000). In the period
between Caesar’s subjugation of Gaul and his establishment of treaties
with the tribes of south-eastern England, the axes of trade and exchange
between the Roman continent and Britain were fundamentally altered.
Quite suddenly, in archaeological terms, the Armorica-Hengistbury trade

route went into decline as the flow of Roman-style goods into Britain

was ‘redirected’ via Belgic Gaul.

Cunliffe’s ‘contact period’ deals with the decades before the Claudian
conquest and explores the consequences of Caesar’s alliance building in
Britain and the Augustan consolidation of Gaul. The dramatic cultural

changes evidenced in southeast England in the decades after Caesar’s
campaigns of 55-54BC have justifiably received a great deal of attention
(e.g. Haselgrove 1982; 1984a; 1989; Creighton 2000; 2006; Hill 2007).
The early date and intensity of socio-political and economic contacts
between Belgic Gaul and the southeast, both before the time of Caesar
and, 1n particular, afterwards is taken to indicate cross-channel kinship
ties between tribal groups (James 2001, 195a). Additionally, as
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