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The nature of the Homano~Br;tish economy has been the centre of some
discussion in recent years. Sﬁfficient is known of the history and axrchaeology
the period to ask some interesting gquestions. ‘Was there ever a fully developed

. market system in Roman Britain? What inf}uen;e did the Roman army have on such
developments? Why and in what way did thé economy change in the later Roman
period? What roles did the inhabitants of the various typeg of settlement known
from the period play'in the system?

‘This paper will review briefly some of the theories currently held about

the nature of the Romano~British economy and examine some of the ways faunal

analysis may be able to égﬁist in resolving some of the questions involved.

In the past mo;t‘discussions of the cconomy of the Rpman Fupire as a vhole
accepted the existence of a fully developed market economy. More recently .
v . . authors such as Finley (1973) «nd Carncy (1975) have argued that markets
were of mucn less significance than had gonerally been"ékcepted. In the caze of
Roman Britain thé dcebate has moved along similar lines..

It does appear to be generally accepted that the Roman invasion forces and
the subsequent army of. occupation wexwe impoptant fac£ofs in the development of
the Romano~British econémy; T1 has ﬁeen argued that the demand by these forces
for food and other supplies would hive imposéd a burdon on 1ocai communitics and
created both leng and short-distance supply networks (Rivet, 1969: 189-198;
Davies, 1971; Mamning, 1975; Middleton, 197S). It appears less certain whether
outside these military dewands, a fully develcped market eccnomy ever developed.
On the one hand, the traditional view would seem to be that the developnenis of
the firs# two centuries A.D. created such an economy.

"..;. first under Agricola and again under Hadrian,bofficial encouragement

. was given to the adoption of Roman ways, and so the numerous towns of

Raman Britain came into full exiszience. It was these towns that
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provided the new marﬂets for British agricultural produée. Here was no
forced levy, but free exchange ~ at the least, a market controlled by the
tribal notables themselves — and as the urban population grew, so did the
profitability of British agriculture. Thus it was thal a situation was
reached in which capitalist farming becauwe a reasonable propopition, and
this accounts for what wve way call the firaé wave of Romano~British villés,
vhich flourished especially in the second half of the second century"
(Rivet, 1969:200),
| Salway (1981: 236~7) also emphasises the impa;t of the Roman system on the natlvc
occﬁpants of Britain., '

"Byen in the most remoie or stubborn communities the imposition of taxes,

the search for recruits, and perhaps most of all the appearance of a

" money economy, new markets, and the availability on a large scale of

cheap manufa;tured goods must have made their mark, even if families

and their traditiohs;bersisted in the same homesteads they had occupied

before the Romans came".

Reviewing the evidence foxr the existence of a market economy, Gillam:& Greene.
(1951) have concluded that there was an extensive monetized price-fixing market
in late Roman times and, by implication, the early Fmpire must have possessed a

more'thoroughly market~orientated economy.

bgrRA P R i e R EE T e seirerl:. . Hopkins ({980:102)fég;é~accept:the
-existence of money-based market economy in the Romen provinces. He argues that
during the first and second centuries A.D, peasant taxpayers in economically
backward regions of the.Roman Empire (inc]u@ing Britain) would have increasingly
sold some of thejp priﬁary produce in local markets in order to raise money to
pay taxes. The cumulative effects of such itransactions would have created
significant increases in agricultural production, in the division of labour,

in the.number of artisans and administraters and in the size of the towns wnere

many of them lived. At the same time there would have been 2 development of
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local markets aﬁd long-distance commefce. On the other hand, he adds a note of
caution,

"The economy of the Roman empire, in spite of its sophistication in
some respecis, was predominantly a subsistence economy. The:monetary_
economy constituted a thin veneer of sophistication s Bpread over and
tied to the subSistence‘economy by the liens of taxes, trade and rent
.;.. The bulk of the labour force in the Roman empire, perhaps 80-90
per cent, were ﬁrimarily peasants vwho produced most of what they
themselves consumed and consumed most of vhat they produced. The
golid mass of self-sufficient production always stocd outside the
money economy" {(Hopkins, 1980: 104),

The view that Roman Britain had acquired a fully developed market: economy
by 200 A.D. is not, however, universal, Hodder (1979) has suggested that it
was not until the later Roman period that we should envisulise such an econony.
Prior to that, he argues that trading may have been lergely constrained by
existing tribél social relations, although the provision of the army may have
encouraged local exchange which moved out of the social sphere. Millett (in
préss) aleo stresses the restricted naturé of the erhange systems in the
earlier Roman period., IHingley (in press) contends th;;?during the first and
second centuries A,D. a "primitive economy" prevailed , dominated by a few majos
towns that acted as the economic and social centres for thei? regions. These
towns had a moqopoliséic.conﬁrol of the flow of goods into and out of the triba.
territories of which they were the focus. They also acted as the centres of
control of administration, taxation and the money supply. Hingley then contras
this to the situation in the later Roman pefiod, which he c¢laims saw the
breakdown of the monopolistic control of the major towns to be replaced by a
mpre Yevolved market system", in which there was a development of minor towns.
These acted chiefly as lower order_market centres for agriculﬁﬁral produce. i
the séﬁe time there were breakdowns of the social, political and economic

barriers to trade and accordingly the creation of more efficient trade nelworks

[}



. bascd on the videspread use of money as a means of exchange.

Reece (1980) also emphasiges the contrast between an urban deminated
economy in the carly Roman period and a villa and village-based economy in the
later Roman period, during which, he claims that many of the férmer major
markets were by-passed as the tans suffered a major decline.

It can be scen, therefore, that there is gome divergence in views of how
the Romano-British economy operated at various times. Several classes of -
archaeological evidence have been used to support the various arguments. These
include detailed studieé of settlement patterné (e.g. Bodder & Hassall, 1971;
Hodder, 19723 Hodder, 1975; Rodwell, 1975; Hoddexr & Millett, 1980), pottexy
distributions (e.z. Peacock, 1967; Fulférd,1973; Hodder,1974a; Hoddexr, 1974b;
Dore & Greene, 1977; Fulford 19773 Gillam & Greene, 1981), coinage (Crawford,
1970; Reece, 1973) and other artefacts, for_example, tiles (MoWhizre & Vinﬁr,_1973:
It is unfor?unate'that other potentially valuable sourées of information have
' been.given less consideration. Food was probably the major good that was traded
or redistributed during this period and ye} little aktention has been paid to
envirdnmental data, in oxder to obscrve possidle flows in the supply or
marketing of pfoduce. Millett (in press) has lamented the fact thail bone and see
dafa have not been used to their full pateﬁtial. He correctly points out that,
although we can assume that the majority of the agricultural produce brought to
the larger toums was brought from the surrounding COuntfyside, it is as yetl
difficult to assess the degree of sophistication and the orgenisation of the
" exchange meéhanisms in@qlved because of the lack of the relevant studies.

Both aacient historians and archaeologists have traditionally paid little
regard to the study of animal bones from Roman Britain. One reason for this
presumably has been the belief that the farming practices in thig province on the
fringe of the Roman Empire differed litile from those described in Italy by
classical authors;, Secondly, there has been a lack of appieciation of the type
of information faunal samples can ppovide and, as a result, the.study of these
and. otﬁer environmental material has itself been considered to be outside the

painstream of’ Romano~British research.
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Consequently it is no£ suprising that few excavators of Romano-British sites
have until recently considered that the collection 6f faunal data was of any
value. Although over 100 excavation reports have included specialist analysis
of such material, these mainly have been based on small colleétions of bones,
many of which have been sampled and analysed inadequately (King, 1918; Maltby,
19813 157). Nevertheless, despite the haphazard nature of data collection, we
have at least obtained a basic background knowledge of Romeno-British animal
husbandry. This is not. to say that all periods, geographicai areas and
gettlement types are adequately studied; there-are still many gaps in our
knowlédge{ On the other hand, we have now obtained a much beﬁtér selection of
late prehistoric material (at least from southern England)} with which to make
realistic comparisons with Romano-British assemblages (Mal&b&, 19813 155~6).
| _ Thus far the questions asked by archaeozoologists have mainly been concerned
with the quantification of the species represented, the ages at which they were
| killed and the size of thé demestic stocke. 'The same type of analyses could
easily be adapled to investigate topics of more general interest to Romano—
British'scholaxs.' This includes reéearbh into the organisation and mechanisms
Iinvolved in the distribution of animal produce., There is a tendency sometimes
for faunal analysts to view their samples in Esolatioﬁj:h?oo often there is an
implicit assumption that the bones deposited at a settlement belonged exclusively
to animals hexrded or hunted by-the inhabitants of that settlement or, conversély,‘
that the animal bones represent a cross—section of the_herds kept by the
inhabitants of that settlement. It is clear; however, that if any of the
theories discussed above are valid, animal produce must have been commonly
exchanged during the ROmaho—British period. Can we monitor such exchanges of
meat, hides and other ﬁastoral commodities? Recent discoveries indicate that
the study of faunal remains may be of some assistance.

There is evidence from several early Romano~British major .towns for tbe .
largescale distribution of cattle carcasses, Although they vary in detail, these
asscmblages typically consist of a dense and discrete concentration of certain

elements of the skeleton, particularly skull, mandidle and metapodia fragments
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butchered in a very system&tic mannefﬂ’ Three examples.of this vholesale yprimary
butchexy waste have been discovered recently In major early Roman towns, 'Tho
primary butchery waste from at least 50 cattle was recovered during the Rack St.
excavations in the city of Exeter, Devon, These had béen dumped into a section
of the legionary ditch that was infilled during. the late first century A.D.
(Maltby 19792 11).

A smaller example of the same process has been discovered near the city wall
at Silchester, Hampshire. In this ihstance the bones thrown away during the
primary butchexry of at least 10 cattle were récovered from the small area of a
1ayei that was not completely excavated. 'The,density of the accumulatioh and
the almost complete lack of animal gnawing and weathering on the bones suggesis
that they were dumped and buried over a shoxri period of timé. This assemblage
has been dated to the middle of the firsi céntury A.D. (M, Fulford, pers. comm,),
only a few years éftor the Roman invasion and is thus a very early example of
this type of assemblage, which provides evidence for a system of bButchery alien
to native Iron Age practices (Maltby, n.d.).

Another close parallel of this type of asséhblage has been discovered in the
Al@gate area of London. Pit 15 on the S{, John Cass Primary School site, datled 1
110~120 A.D., produced a concentration of catile bones in its lowest layers.
Skull, mandiblerand metapodia fragments dominated the collection (Vatson, 1973;
Armitage, hud.). Details of the cattle bones recorded in this and the other two
deposits are given in ?able 1. Cattle fragments gréatly outnumber those of sheep
and pig, which are much better represented iﬂ contemporaxry erosits in these
towns, The major meal bones of catile are poorly represented. There are
variations, however. A.much greatexr proportion of skull fragmenis was recovered
frem the London assemblage than from the other two., This may be a reflection of
differential preservation and recovery, or perhaps simply the result of different
methods of recording., The totals from the London assehblage include very small
fragments of skull (Armitaée, n.d,). Counts f¥0m the skull) material from Ixeter
excluded many small, often recently broken f{ragments. 'This may explain the

discrepancy. It is clear, however, that the skulls from all three assemblages verc
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Number of Cattle Fraggnen'l;s Recorded in Early Romano-British Primary Bﬁtcherx

Waste Assemblases

Exeter RS F,363 Silchester 78 T 26  Iondon St.John Cass .15

F % F % F %

Mandible 258 36,9 35 15,2 198 16,9

Maxilla 30 4¢3 & 2.6 .48 4.1

Skull 87  12.4 - 48 19,7 604  51.6

Loose teeth 148 21.1 18 7.9 134 11.5

Scapula g 1.3 2% 10,0 1 0.1

Humerus 1 0.1 6 2.6 4 0.3

Radius 6 0.9 1 0.4 8 0.7

Ulna - ~ 2 0.9 2 0.2

Os coxae i5 2.1 11 4.8 8 0.7

Femur 11 1.6 2 0.9 1 0.1

Tibia T 1.0 5 2.2 1 0.1

Carpals : 1 0.1 : - -

Astragalus .- - 2 0.9

Calcaneus T2 0.3 "3 13 .-

Other tarsals - - - - 6. 0.5

NMetacarpus . 26 3.7 21 9,2

Metatorsus 86 12.3 27 11,8 .

Metapodial - - 2 0.9 85 .20
© First phalanx 10 1.4 11 4.8 27 2.%

Second phalanx 1 0.1 & 2.6 - - 14 1.2

Thinmd phalanx - 1 0.1 - - o 24 2.1

Vertebrae (128) (19) | (165)

Ribs B (102) (173 (45)

Total cattle - 700 78,0 229 69.5 2 1170 93,5

Total sheep/goat 149 16.6 84  23.9 39 3.1

Total pig - 49 5,5 23 6.6 43 3.4

' Data adapted from Maltby (1979), Maltby (n.d.) and Armitage (n.d.). F = total

number of fragments. a = all carpals and itarsals. b = metacarpi and metatarsi,

Totals of cattle, sheep/goat ang pig i‘rag;men‘ﬁs exclude ribs and vertebrae,
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usuglly smashed to remove the brain and the horn cores were detached and removed
elsewhere. Despite the la;ge number of skull fragments, only one horn core was
recovered from the Rack St. ditch in Exeter, two small fragmenté from the
assemblage in Silchester and none at all from the London pit. These were removed
for hornworking and it is significant that a dump of a large number of horn cores
dated to the late first cehtury A.D, had previously been discovered in
Silchester (Boon, 1974: 290). |

The large number of metapodia in these'assémblages had usually been
broken transversely into proximal and distal portions for the removal of the
marrow before disposal. Another consisteﬁt feature is the relatively low
number of phalanges, particularly from Exeter.and Silchester. One possibility
;s that they were removed with the hides during skinning. Another is that they
had been removed for glue production. A few features of the assemblages are
‘more difficult to explain. There is no obvious reasbn why metatarsi fragments
s0 greatly outnumbered metécarpi in the Execter assemblage, for example. The
Silchester assemb}age included a greater n&mber of scapula and os coxae fragments,
perhaps indicating some disjointing of fhe carcasses took place at the same time.

However, generally it appears that the majority of the meat-bearing carcasses
. S

N

were vaken elsewhere for further butchery. -

These assemblages provide good evidence thaf cattle.slaughtering vias
performed in thecse towns on a large scale. The carcasses were butchered in a
Standardised manner and the meat, hides and horns distributed elscwhere.
Exactly how great the operations. were is uncertain. Although the density of
bones and their good preservation suggest that they were buried over a short
period of time, it is not clear if they were dumped en masse after a single
slaughtering episode or accumulated over a longer period of time during which
several smaller operationstook piace. In addition itwas possible s at both

o excovala .
Exeter and Silchester,only part of the total assemblage.

A

Another unresolved question concerns whether the meat and other products taker

away were ultinately intended for sale in an open market or destined to be
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more strictly distributed by the administration to ensure Buppiies'for {he
military forces, for example, Similarly vas this slaughtering and butchery
prrocedure organised centrally or werec a number of independent slaughterers
operating in these towns? 1t is possible that such a system was originally
deyeloped foﬁ the provision of the Roman legions and was then adapted as these
major urban centres developed. Certainly if one éccepts that the system of
towms was imposed upon Britain,.it is logical to argue that, at least iniﬁ%lly,
the prbvisiohing of towns would have been admipistered;centrally. Vhatever the
solution the assemblages do confirm that the‘major ﬁOWné did act as centres for
substantial inflows of animals driven there for slaﬁghter from t£e early.part
of the occupation.

There is evidencé too that some of these towns contigued to be significant
cehtfeg for the distribution or marketing of animal produce later in the Roman
peridd. For'exampie, the excavalions a} Tower S5i., Cirencester sampled an
extensive midden dated to the third century or later (0. Darvill pers, comm,), Wi
has produced a very large quantity of systématically butchered cattle bones.

" The relative number of diffexent{ cattlé bones iecovered vas notably different

frém the earlier examples since, although skull, mandible and metapodia fragment

vere abundant, the major meat-bearing limb bones are much betier represented.
(Table 2).. These mainly had been split akxially t§ remove the marrow and many
shaft fragments also had evidence of meat-stripping on them. Excluding ribs and
vertebrae, catile contpibuted over 94% of the domestic stock fragments identific
A provisional cbnservativé estimate suggesfs that at least 50 catlle are
represented ahd the midden was possibly'much larger. .The assemb}age again
consists almost exclusively of cattle primary butchery waste and, in addition,
the waste from disjointing, filleting and marrow extraction from ﬁhé vhole
carcass., The two operations, therefore, seem to have been combined, in contras-
{o the examples described above., Does this imply that a different system of
meat HistributiOn was in operation? The location of the Cirencester assemblags
close to the south edge of the Basilica and Forum (Insula VI) suggesis that the

meat butchered here may have becn intended for sale in the markets oxr shops at




. Table 2 10

lumber of Cattle Frarments Recorded in Iater Romzno-British Butchery Wasioe

Azzenmblares

Cirencester London Angel London Angel Gloucester
1980/137 5 Court T Court 9 1 Weslmte Bt.
. Fooo% FoOOY% O F % FoooO%
Mandible 605 23,1 ' 24 16.3 54 9.8 9 4.3
Maxilla - 140 5.3 2 1.4 10 1.8 1 0.5
Skull 552. 21.0 11 7.5% 125 22,47 6 2.9
Loose teeth 330 12.6 17 1.6 38 6,9 6 2.9
Scapula 143 5,5 5 3.4 . 32 5.8 81 38.6
HAumerus 89 3.4 10 6.8 26 4.7 9 4.3
Radius T 2.7 4 2.7 T 26 4.7 6 2.9
Ulna 21 0.8 - - 8 1.5 3 1.4
Os coxae 65 2.5 - - 4 0.7 3% 15,7
Perur 119 4.5 2 1.4 6 1.4 20 9.5
 Tibia -108 4.1 - - 18 3.2 6 2.9
 Astragalus 14 0.5 - | e -
Calcaneus 24 0.9 5 1.4
Carpals - 7 0.3 ‘ - 1 0.5
Other tarsals 19 0.7 g 6.,4% 1 2,0° 1 0.5
Metacarpus 71 2.7 24 16.3 : T 12,9 3 1.4
Metatarsus 190 7.2 38 25.8 115 20,9 12 5,7
First phalanx 27T 1.0 1 0.7 =% 0,5 8 3.8
Second phalanx 16 0,6 - - 7 0.4 2 1.0
Third phalanx 12 0.5 - - % 0.5 - -
Vexiebrae (230) (5) . (34) - {29)
Ribs | (536) Tarse no, (42) (68)
Total cattle .. 2623 94,2 147 84,5 550 92.6 210. 82,0
Total sheep/goat 80 2.9 22 12,6 29 4.9 30 1.7
Total pig 82 . 2,9 5 2,9 15 2.5 16 6.5

Date adapted from Maltby (in prep.), Tintson~Brock & Armitage (1977) and
Maltby (1979b). P = total nmurber of {ramments. & = all horn cores. D =
includes 98 horn cores. c¢ = «ll carpals and tersals. Totals of cattle, sheep/

goat and pig fragments exclude ribs and veriebrae,




tha'heart‘of the tovm. Significantly, perhaps, the primary butchery deposits at
Silchestier, Exefer and London were all located some distance from the centre of
the towns and it is possible that the carcaéses wvere taken fo a more central
location before further butchery, Previous excavations in Cirencester have
produced earlier examéles of similar bone waste.

"Cirencester was'providad with a market-hall in Hadrian}s principate;...

A number of pits, which vere packed with bones, had been dug in and

around this building; the bones had been sawn and cut and would

appeaxr to have come from butchers: shops, implying pe;haps that this

part of the building was a meat market,"(Wacher, 1975: 60).
Meat marketing in Cirencester appears to have continued into the third century
and possidly later.

Other examples of cattle butchery in towns include the assemblaggs dated
%; the fourth century A.D, from ditches excavated on the Goldsmith St. excavatic
in Eﬁeter. Thesé consisted of smaller concentrations of cattle primary butchery
vaste in association with probabie stockyard enclosures attached to large
townm=-houses, 'This could imply that at least some df the meat distridution
in the late Roman town Qas in the hands of independent stockowners at that time
(Métltby, 1979:? 14). BExcavations at Angel Cou:ct, Walbropok in Iondon produced two
layers of stream silt dated to the late fourth centuﬁ&i&.D. These contained
a very dense concentrstion of cattle boneé dominated by horn cores.and
metapodials., Layer 9 contained a minimum of at least 40 aniTals (Clutton~Brock
Armitage, 1977) (Table 2), The Roman assekblages from this site were interprete:
és bone waste tﬁat was discarded at all stages from "slaughﬁerer, bone worker,
cook and dinexr" (Clutton-Brock & Armitage, 1977: 93). Given the density and
composition of the samples in these layers, it seems likely that mugh
of the material there derived from the primary butchery of cattle, The types
of fragment represented (Table 2) do not include a large quantity oﬁ\cattle ke
that were not tabulated (Clutton-Brock & Armitage, 1977: 90).
F;nally, the excavations atl 1 Qestgate St, Gloucester produced evidenca o7

catile carcass trimming in deposils dated to the late fourth century A.D.

L]




(Maltby, 1979b). In this instance the assemblage was dominated by acai;um; o8
coxae and femur fragments.(Table 2). The femur fragments consisted almost
entirely of the proximal articulations which had been severed during the
detachment of the hindlimb from the pelvis., At least 18 animals were represente
In this case the primary butchery waste was not present in any quantity. Unlike
the example from nearby Cirencester, therefore, if appears that the primaxy
butchery and this secondary carcass disjointing were séparate operations, as
indeed the cxamples from the early Roman examples also impliéd. This assemblage
was associated with a timber booth that had replaced a large public building tha-
had been converted to domestic or industrial use before destruction by fire
(Heighway et al., 1979:163). In spite of some decline in Gloucester from its
role as a flourishing colonia , it does seem that some distribution and probably
marketing of beef continued until the late fourth century,

Tndeed the ewidence suggests that despite thelr relative decline, the major
towns continued to perform a function as markets for animal produce until the
late fourth century at least. Whether such activity was as extensive during this
late period remains to be established through éomparisons with other faunal
mat?rial at these and other towns. It does appear, however, that they did not
have a monopoly in such activity. Similar butchery wgsie has been discovered
at Smaller'settlcments. Concentrations of limb %%remities and mandibles of both
sheep and cattle have been discovered in the Park St. excavations at Towcester
in deposits-dated main}y to the second century A.D. {Payne, %980). Thisg
discovery gives'support to those theories which see the development of minor
(small) towns as related to the marseting of agricultural produce. We may
expect to discover other examples of such activities from similar_settlements.

Some 6f the more imporiant villas may also have served as local distribution
centres for agricultural produce, A% Gatcoube, Soﬁerset, one fourth century A,D,
building has been interpreted as a slaughterhouse on the ba§is of the abundance of
cattle ‘waste bones and the layout of the building (Branigan, 1977: 184). It is
possible; however; that this served only the requirements of the.inhabitanﬁs of

the villa estate. There does not scem to be any strong cvidence, as yet, to



refute the agsumption that the majority oﬁ‘sufplus animals raised on sﬁch
estates were destined for the various major and minor urban oi ﬁilitary centres
either as tribute or as a marketable commodity. There is, however, precious
little recently analysed material from villa end other rural settlements,
The above discussion has centred upon the evidence for the merketing of be

and other cattle products. Faunal evidence hezs, as yet, proved no more than V}
many theories had assumed. Marketing, or at least the largescale administered
redisﬁxibﬁtion of meat was performed in bulk at certain centres during the
Romano-British period. Examination off similar materiél discovered at the.same
and other centres may provide bvetter data 4o assess the scale of such aétivitie
Most of the isolated deposits descrgbed provide evidence merely that the systen
’;&isted, no# its scale or organisation, although aspects.of these can poscibly

be inferred,

Is it feasibig to examine the meat distribution system further? It should
be possible to use other énpects of faunal analysis to investigate the nature
of the system, In certain circuﬁstances it is possible that the demands for
animal producé by‘the.non—producingA(or part—timewﬁroducing) consumers - be the
legionary forces, tax collectors and other administrators or towndwellers
engaged in non-farming activities -- would have resultédfin {he acquisition of
animals for sléughter biased towards stock of particngg ages, sex or type.
ACcordingiy the examination of ageing and metrical dala may reveal some
interesting patterns and contrasts between predomiﬁantly conswmer and
.predominantly producer settlements. Analysis of this scrt is at an early stage
but some results do seem promising,

Variations in the ages of sheep represented on certain types of Romano-
British settlement have been noted. It has been suggested that urban and
military settlcments may have attracted a higher proportion of animals raised
principally for their meat for slaughter at such centres (Maltby, 1981: 175).
Similar variations in the ages of cattle represented on different sites are als
gpparegf (Maltby, 1981: 182), However, the saomples available for analysis are

thinly spread over a wide geographical and chronological range. What are
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required are a number of contemporary samples from various types of settlement

,"A

in a réstricted region of, and including, én urban or military centre in order
to investigate this topic further. Bintliff (1981: 43) has suggested such 2 study
to observe the relationship between villas in the Chilterns and the town of
Verulamium (St, Albans). It is encouraging to note that Imff (1982) has becn
able to demonstrate significant differentes in kill-—off patﬁerns of cattle and
sheep in contemporary deposits.(43—60 A.D.) by comparing toothwear patterns éf
mandibies recovered from the legionary ditch in Colchester and from several pits
at a settlement occupied by Roman metalworkers at Sheepen Hill only'1.é km away.
Although we have to be careful about compéring'ageing data from.a restricted
range of deposits fromAdifferent settlements (Maltby, in press), it does seem
that we can expect variations in slaughter patterns on different sites and that
éome of these variations are dus to the differential marketing or distribution

- of certain age classes of stock.

4 similar approach céﬁ be made with reéard to metrical data. Tt has been
shown fhat there were regional variations in stock size in Roman Britain .
(Ma1tby, 1981: ‘185—192). In centrai Europe, BBkBnyi (1974: 130) found variations
in. the numbers of larger cattle recovered from different types of settlement in
the Roman provinces. Two aspccts of metrical analysiéi6f Romano~3ritish animal
bones would repay detaiied study. The overall size differcences of stock found
on different settlements in the same region may indicate the distribution of
improved stock within the area. Secondly, there may well have been variations
in the relati&e proporfions of the different sexes slaughtered at certain
settlements., Metrical andlysis of distal metacarpi from Exeter indicated the
slavghter there of a greater numper of females than castrates or bulls
according to the author's interpretation (Maltby, 1979: 32-4). Iuff (1982) has
claimedl that there was an even heavier predompnance of female cattle at both
Sheepen and Colchester, although_the netrical analyses used in support of this

claim ‘appear far from conclusive. The same criticism could be raiged against the

previous example, since it is not easy to differentiate females and castrates

using metapodia measurcmenls, particularly from incomplele speclinCns.



Nevertheless, although we may argue about the classification of certain
specimens, potentially such sexing studies should prove rewarding. It is
probably more than coincidence that a greater proportion of bulls appear to be
represented in samples from villa and other rural settlemegts than from urban
centres. It may reflect the difficulties of drivihg bulls for slaughter. Onée
again, hovever, such studies aré penerally hampered by the lack of contemporary
assemblages from closely related settlements. I+{ is only when detailed regional
studies are carried out that significant patterns will.become obsexrvable., We

~ should then be in 2 much better position %o supplement our knowledge on the
“marketing aﬁd redistribution of animals,

‘ Archaeozoologisfs potentially can acquire the data té fiew fhe Roméno—
B?;t;;h pastoral economy both regionally and locally, not only to further their
own particular fields of resecarch, but alSd to incorporé%e their findings with
settlement studies and stﬁdies of artefact and coinage distributions, to produce
" a more comprehensive understanding of trading and marketing practicijhnd of the

working of the Romeno~British economy in general.
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