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Bowls and dishes are both flat and plain-rimmed. 
True plain-rimmed dishes in South-East Dorset BB I 
seem first to occur c.JSO, with arcaded or 
intersecting-arc decoration (as represented in this 
group) becoming common from the late Antonine 
period. No examples of bowls or dishes with 
flat-grooved rims are present and this ties in with a 
lack of obtuse-angled lattice jars, the chronological 
association of which is well attested at the kiln site of 
Worgret in Purbeck, where the two types formed 
the last load of a kiln which produced an 
archaeomagnetic date of 150-230 for that firing 
(Heame and Smith 1991, 86). The lack of these two 
types would tend to place this group early in the third 
century. 

Discussion 
The recognition of groups truly representing supply 
at this time is problematic, and this is particularly 
well demonstrated by the fineware component, 
which is largely unchanged from CP 4. While 
residuality is a danger, no new fabrics have appeared 
to fill the gaps, and evidence from the Bath Gate 
cemetery (Sites CS/CT which have little residual 
material) would suggest a genuine time-Jag between 
the production and disposal of finewares (CEC 11, 
MF E03), which becomes more apparent in CP 6. 
This situation tends to find agreement with Going's 
( 1992, 99) idea of a Jag phase in the first half of the 
third century (second half of his second cycle). The 
maintenance of the BB I level at 25% is significant in 
this respect since study of the early to 
mid-third-century BB I at Alcester shows that in 
terms of proportions of dated types, the level should 
fall to around 9% (J. Evans 1995, fig. 66). 

CERAMIC PHASE 6 (c.250-300) (Tables 24-5; 
Fig. 199) 

Sample 
The supply pattern during CP 6 and 7 (c.250-350) is 
best represented by the groups from the Bath Gate 
cemetery (Sites CS/CT; CEC ll) which appears to 
have acted as a major rubbish disposal area for the 
town during this period, prior to its use as a cemetery 
(Site CS) and for building construction (Site CT) in 
the later third-fourth century. Groups from below the 
cemetery (earliest interments c.270+) and from 
below the building (CT Period I) constructed c.270 or 
soon after, reflect supply during the middle decades 
of the third century. However, the published 
quantification by minimum vessel count does not 
include samian or local coarsewares and so does not 
allow a proportionate assessment of the whole 
assemblage. Groups of comparable date suggest that 
the local wares would have made up about 30% of 
the assemblage, and so suitably adjusted figures are 
provided alongside (Table 24). 

During CP 6 the deposits from St. Michael's Field 
and elsewhere within the town walls are meagre by 
comparison, and lack the cosmopolitan feel and low 
residual content of those from CT Period I (CEC 11, 
MF DJ!). However, for comparison one has been 

included (Table 24) for, though small, it is relatively 
low in obviously residual content. The adjusted data 
from CT Period I (Table 25) has been used to 
compile the supply map (Fig. 199b ). 

Assemblage Composition 
Despite the skewed nature of the quantification from 
Site CT Period I (Table 25), the data serve to show 
the diverse and cosmopolitan range of sources then 
supplying Cirencester that are lacking from the rather 
small groups from St. Michael's Field. 

The problems regarding fineware supply have 
been alluded to above. The assemblage from CT 
Period I included large amounts of Central Gaulish 
plain samian post-dating 160 (stamp range 135-200) 
which formed a coherent and tightly dated group. 
The associated colour-coated drinking vessels are 
represented by a combination of ' Rhenish' wares 
(Fabrics 80A and B) particularly from Lezoux 
(Fabric 80A) and bag-shaped (with roughcasting 
and barbotine decoration) and folded beakers which 
Rigby placed under a general umbrella of Castor 
wares from the Lower Nene Valley, but which are 
probably all largely from Cologne with the 
exception of those locally produced (Fabric 85). 
The two significant additions to the colour-coated 
range during the second half of the third century are 
the products of the New Forest and Oxford 
potteries, but it is notable that beakers in these 
fabrics probably do not appear until the final 
decades ofthe century. 

The three major sources of mortaria comprise 
South-West white-slip ware (Fabric 88), Oxford 
white-ware (Fabric 90) and Mancetter-Hartshill 
(Fabric 91) but are supplemented by examples from 
Colchester and imports from the Rhineland (Soller; 
Fabric 93/4). The white-ware products of Oxford are 
probably not coupled with red and white 
colour-coated examples until the end ofCP 6. 

Flagons are supplied locally during the third 
century (Fabrics 88, 95, 96, 97), of which Fabric 88 is 
the most numerous, with Fabric 95 appearing to 
cease production by the middle of the century. 
However, despite showing innovative design and 
high quality all have probably ceased production by 
the end of CP 6, with the introduction of 
mass-produced alternatives from Oxfordshire and 
the New Forest. 

BB I is contributing between 40 and 50% of all 
pottery at this time, supplying all the platters, dishes 
and cooking-pots. This probably represents a peak 
market share which continues into CP 7, before local 
imitation (Fabrics I 02-4, 118-120) and late 
shell-tempered ware (Fabric 115) compete in CP 8. 
Conical flanged bowls just appear in CP 6 deposits, 
as would be expected, as the type seems not to have 
been produced until after c.250, and may not have 
become common until c.270. As would also be 
expected by this point, bowls and dishes with 
flat-grooved rims have become more common, but 
those with flat rims continue to be the most common 
form, suggesting that a proportion of them must be 
residual. 
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TABLE 24: CERAMIC PHASE 6, c.250-300./NSULA VI (SHOPS), PERIOD 2 (PIT DHXL F57: 177, 184, 
188, 193/7, 224). SAMPLE SIZE 6.92 EVE 

CERAMIC PHASE 6 c.250-300 St Michael's Field 

FABRIC EVEs %EVEs 
Imported Finewares 
154B CGS 0.69 1 0 

Amphorae 
40 Dr.20 0.22 3.2 

Mortaria local 
88SWWS 0.26 3.8 

Local Wares 
85 NWiltscc 0.2 2.9 
98 NWilts 1 .61 23.3 
102 lmBB1 0.16 2.3 
5 Early BB R 0.5 7.2 
6 Savernake R 0.12 1. 7 
Subtotal 2.59 37.4 

Non-Local British 
74 BB1 3.08 44.5 

TOTAL 6.84 98.9 

The North Wiltshire potteries (Fabric 98) have 
become the major local suppliers of (in particular 
reduced) kitchen wares, eclipsing those of Fabric 17. 
Although the products occasionally copy 
cooking-pots in BB I, as shown by the kiln evidence 
from Whitehill Farm (Anderson 1977), the two 
supplies are not directly competing and the range of 
Fabric 98 is more akin to the Severn Valley ware 
repertoire (i.e. flanged bowls, tankards and 
wide-mouthed jars). This similarity is confirmed by 
the fact that actual Severn Valley ware (Fabric 
I 06-11 0) hardly makes an impression in Cirencester 
at this time. 

Discussion 
With reference to the earliest material from Site CT 
(CP 6), the period appears to be one characterised by 
a diversity of supply at both the imported and 
local/non-local level which continues into the early 
part ofCP 6, before the expansion of the Oxfordshire 
industry. 

CP6SUMMARY 
Import 13.2 
Local 41.2' 
Non-Local 44.5 

CERAMIC PHASE 6 

Import 

Non-
Local 

Local 

The growing discrepancy between the chronology 
of the fineware component and the coarsewares 
during this Ceramic Phase is particularly notable. 
Apart from the newly introduced products of 
Oxfordshire and the New Forest, the remaining 
material has largely been out of production since 
c.200, giving a fifty year gap between manufacture 
and discard. 

This period represents the beginning of a low 
point in local pottery supply with non-local 
coarsewares in BB I reaching a peak and coinciding 
with the emergence of products of the rural 
nucleated industry of Oxford. This industry, which 
might be argued to be a local supplier as far as 
Cirencester was concerned, proceeded to put other 
more local concerns out of business (such as Fabric 
88 mortaria), and make other non-local British 
contacts unviable (such as Mancetter-Hartshill 
mortaria). 
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TABLE 25: CERAMIC PHASE 6, c.250-300. DEPOSITS BELOW EXTRA-MURAL BUILDING (SITE CT PERIOD I). 
SAMPLE SIZE: 253 MINIM UM NUMBER OF VESSELS (360 INCLUDING ESTIMATED NUMBER OF 
COARSEWARES). DATE OF GRO UP: MID-THIRD CENTURY. 
NOTE: 'OTHER COARSEWARES ' ARE THOSE NOT INCLUDED IN THE ORIGINAL QUANTIFICATION WHICH 
COLLECTIVELY CONTRIB UTED ABOUT 30% OF THE ASSEMBLAGE, eg. FABRICS 88 (FLAGONS), 951617 
(FLAGONS), 98 

CERAMIC PHASE 6 c.250-300 CT Period 1 (below building) 

253 Min.vessel count not including local coarsewares (est.360 inclusive) 

FABRIC MIN.VES %MIN.VES ADJ.% CP6SUMMARY 
Import 8.2 

Finewares Import/Local /Non-locM Local 32.4 
80A/8 Rhen. 7 2.8 2 Non-Local 60.2 
81/81A NV/C 1 6 6.3 4.4 
82 NewForest 2 0.8 0.6 
83 Oxrcc 2 0.8 0.6 
85 NWiltscc 1 0.4 0.3 
86 ?Import 3 1.2 0.9 
Subtotal 31 12.3 8.8 

Mortaria Import/Local/Non-Local 
88SWWS 7 2.8 2.1 
90 Oxww 1 0.4 0.3 
91 MH 8 3.2 2.4 
92 Colch 1 0.4 0.3 
93 Seller 1 0.4 0.3 
94 ?Seller 2 0.8 0.6 
Subtotal 20 8 6 

Local Wares 
88/95-98 107 Est. Not incl. 30 

Non-Local Wares 
74 881 202 79.8 56 

TOTAL 360 100 100 

CERAMIC PHASE 7 (c.300-350) (Tables 26-7; 
Fig. 200) 

Sample 
Material relating to this Ceramic Phase derives from 
Period 3 deposits above demolished building Vl.4 at 
St. Michael ' s Field. Evidence is again enhanced by 
looking at deposits outside the town walls postdating 
the building on Site CT (Periods IV-VI) which 
probably accumulated before 330, and do not contain 
material dating to the second half of the fourth 
century (CEC 11). Adjusted data from CT (Periods 
IV-VI) have been used to compile the supply map 
(Fig. 200a) 

CERAMIC PHASE 6 

Import 

Local 

Non-
Local 

Assemblage Composition 
Despite the skewed quantification, the groups from 
Site CT again exhibit a fuller range of fabrics than 
those from St. Michael's Field. The fineware pattern 
shows considerable change and is dominated by the 
products of the Oxford industry, although this is not 
apparent at all from the St. Michael 's Field group 
where Oxford red colour-coated ware is being 
recorded for the first time in these demolition 
deposits. Evidence from Site CT indicates that the 
red colour-coated products are limited to beakers and 
copies of samian forms 31, 38 and 45, the 
characteristic post-320 products not being present. 
Red colour-coats are supplemented by Oxford 
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TABLE 26: CERAMIC PHASE 7, c.300-350. BUILDING Vl.4 PERIOD 2 DEMOLITION (DUll 5-9, 12; 
DLIV 5, 7, 10, 12-14; DLVI 109). SAMPLE SIZE 14.205kg, 889 SHERDS, 17.96 EVE 

CERAMIC PHASE 7 c.300-350 St Mlchael's Field Period 3 

FABRIC EVEs %EVEs 

?Residual /m ports 
154A SGS R 0.27 1.5 
154BCGS R 1 .1 6 
35 Gallic Present Present 
40 Dr.20 Present Present 
Subtotal 1.37 7.5 

Non-Local Fine 
83 Oxrcc Present Present 

Mortaria Local/ Non-Local 
. 88SWWS 0.36 2 

90 Oxww 0.06 0.3 
Subtotal 0 .42 2.3 

?Residual Local 
9 EWiltsox 0.18 1 
17 EWiltsgrey 0.65 3 .6 
41 Wilts Grey 0.22 1.2 
5 Early BB 0.48 2.7 
6 Savernake 0.32 1.8 
Subtotal 1.85 10.3 

Local Wares 
88SWWS 0.1 0.5 
96/97 Wilts 1.63 9 .1 
98 NWilts 2.3 12.8 
101-4 lmBB1 1. 7 9.4 
106 svw 0 .36 2 
Subtotal 6 .09 33.8 

Non-Local Wares 
74 BB1 7.78 43.3 

TOTAL 17.51 97.2 

parchment wares (Fabric 155) while colour-coated 
wares from elsewhere (New Forest, Lower Nene 
Valley and ' Rhenish ' wares, the latter predominantly 
from Trier) make a uniformly small contribution. 

Mortaria are almost exclusively supplied in the 
white-ware and red and white colour-coated fabrics 
of Oxford, the other characteristic third-century 

CP7SUMMARY 
?Residual 17.8 
Local 35.8 
Non-Local 43.6 

CERAMIC PHASE 7 

Resid 

Non-
Local 

- Local 

suppliers having disappeared. However, the 
production of flagons in local white-slipped Fabric 
88 and burnished orange Fabric 97 (which may be 
related) appears to continue for a few decades into 
the fourth century. 

The occurrence of Severn Valley ware (Fabric 
I 06) noted in CP 5/6 continues into CP 7, but is 
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TABLE 27: CERAMIC PHASE 7, c.300-350. DEPOSITS ABOVE EXTRA-MURAL BUILDING (S ITE CT PERIODS 
IV-VI). SAMPLE SIZE 443 MINIMUM NUMBER OF VESSELS (NOT INCLUDING SAMIAN AND COARSEWARES 
EXCEPT BB I). DATE OF GROUP: FIRST HALF OF FOURTH CENTURY CENTURY (PRE-c.330). 
NOTE: 'LOCAL WARES' ARE THE FOLLOWING FABRICS OTHER THA N BB/, WHiCH WERE NOT ACCOUNTED 
FOR JN THE ORIGiNAL QUANTIFICATION AND WHICH PROBABLY ACCOUNT FOR c.JO% OF THE ASSEMBLAGE, 
TO iNCLUDE FA BRICS 98, 106, 102, ETC. 

CERAMIC PHASE 7 CT Period IV-VI 

FABRIC MIN.VES %MIN.VES ADJ.% 

Flnewares /m ort/Locai/Non-Loc CP7SUMMARY 
80AIB Rhen 4 0.9 0.6 lm ort 1. 7 
81/81A NVCo 1 2 2.7 1.9 Local 30.8 
82 NewForest 8 1 .8 1.3 Non-local 67.2 
83 Oxrcc 147 33 .2 23.2 
155 Ox w 4 0.9 0.6 
85 NWiltscc 4 0.9 0.6 
86 ?lm ort 5 1.1 0.8 

CERAMIC PHASE 7 87 ?Colch 1 1 2.5 1. 7 
Subtotal 195 44 30.7 

Mortar/a /m /Local/Non-local 
83 Oxrcc 1 7 3.8 2.7 

Import 

84 Oxwcc 3 0.7 0.5 
90 Oxww 30 6.9 4.7 Local 

88SWWS 1 0.2 0.2 
93 Seller 2 0.4 0.3 
Subtotal 53 1 2 8.4 

Local Wares Non-
98/1 01-4etc Est.190 Not includ 30 local 

Non-Local Wares 
74 BB1 194 43.8 30.6 

T TAL 443 100 100 

restricted to wide-mouthed bowl/jars, suggesting 
that the contents might be the traded item (CEC 11, 
MF E02). Other fine oxidised and reduced wares are 
now exclusively produced by the North Wiltshire 
potteries (Fabric 98) and the necked jars in particular 
are closely paralleled by those produced at the 
Whitehill Farm kilns near Swindon (Anderson 
1977). 

While BB I continues to dominate the supply of 
cooking-pots, bowls and dishes, the range of forms 
becomes more restricted with the almost total 
dominance of the cooking-pot with strongly 
outflaring rim and narrow band of obtuse-angled 
lattice, the conical flanged bowl and plain-rimmed 
dish. However, an important change occurring at this 
end of the repertoire is the appearance of a group of 
locally produced fabrics (Fabrics I 02-4), imitating the 

late forms of BB I. While occurring in small amounts 
in the Bath Gate cemetery (S ites CS/CT) (Fabrics 
I 02/3), Fabric I 04 in particular becomes more 
common during the middle decades of the fourth 
century on evidence from The Beeches (CEC Ill). 

Discussion 
The dominant feature of CP 7 is the increasing 
centralisation of supply from a single source, 
Oxfordshire, which collectively provides nearly 46% 
of all pottery (probably about 35% allowing for the 
skewed data from CT), and almost the entire fine and 
specialist repertoire. This level of saturation is not 
surprising given the proximity of Oxford, and a 
similar situation pertains in the immediate home 
market of the Lower Nene Valley industry (Cooper 
forthcoming). 
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TABLE 28: CERAMIC PHASE 8, c.350-400. PERIOD 3 OCCUPATION/DEMOLITION OVER THE 
FLOOR OF BUILDING VI.6, ROOM I (DHXL 110117 = DHXXX 1). SAMPLE SIZE: 2.92 EVE. 
DATE OF GROUP: AFTER 394 

CERAMIC PHASE 8 St Michael's Field Rm 2 Building Vl.6 

FABRIC EVEs %EVEs 

Residual Imports 
154B CGS 0.15 5.1 

Non-Local Fine 
83 Oxrcc 0.31 10.6 
155 Oxpw 0.21 7.2 
Subtotal 0.52 17.8 

Mortaria 
84 Oxwcc present [present 
90 Oxww 0.1 3.4 

Residual Local Wares 
5 Early BB 0.4 13.7 
6 Savernake 0.08 2.7 
Subtotal 0.48 16.4 

Local Wares 
98 NWilts 0.64 21.9 
117 Gritty present I present 
1191mBB1 0.2 6.8 
Subtotal 0.84 28.7 

Non-Local wares 
74 BB1 0.83 28.4 
115 Lateshell present [present 

TOTAL 2.92 100 

In consequence, local production appears to have 
reached a low point, being squeezed by Oxfordshire 
at the fineware end of the repertoire and BB I at the 
coarseware end. However, there is clear evidence for 
the beginnings of a resurgence of local coarsewares 
as BB I continues on a plateau, and a number of local 
imitations appear. While they contribute no more 
than I 0%, they herald a pattern of change that 
develops in CP 8. 

CERAMIC PHASE 8 (c.350-400) (Tables 28-9; 
Fig. 200) 

Sample 
Groups from St. Michael ' s Field are very limited in 

CP8 (EARL V} SUMMARY 
Residual 21.5 
Local 28.7 
Non-Local 49.6 

CERAMIC PHASE 8 
EARLY 

Resid 

Non-
Local 

Local 

size (Table 28), and are coupled with the assemblage 
from The Beeches (Sites DE/DF), dated to the 
second half of the fourth century (CEC Ill) (Table 
29). The Beeches group has been used to compile the 
supply map (Fig. 200b). 

Assemblage Composition 
Oxfordshire continues its domination of the fine and 
specialist repertoire, although its share of the entire 
assemblage (over 20% but possibly up to 40% 
allowing for the residual content of the St. Michael 's 
Field groups) may begin to decline in the final 
decades ofthe fourth century following a peak in the 
middle. Only two other colour-coated ware 
industries make an impression, although New Forest 
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TABLE 29: CERAMIC PHASE 8, c.3 50-400. THE BEECHES (SITES DE/DF). SAMPLE SIZE: WHOLE 
ASSEMBLAGE 72.2 EVE (70.52 EVE EXCLUDING RESIDUAL FABRICS AND SAMIAN WARE). 
FABRICS 5, 41, 95, ALSO OCCURED BUT WERE CONSIDERED RESIDUAL AND TOGETHER 
CONTRIBUTED LESS THAN 2% 

CERAMIC PHASE 8 Beeches Rd (DE/OF) 

FABRIC EVEs %EVEs 

Non-Local/Local Fine 
81 LNVCC 1.12 1.6 
82 New Forest Present Present 
83 Oxrcc 11 .58 16.4 
105 SW8S 1.53 2.2 
Subtotal 14.23 20.2 

Mortaria non-local 
84 Oxwcc 2.06 2.9 
90 Oxww 1.4 2 
Subtotal 3.46 4.9 

Local Wares 
88SWWS 0.12 0.2 
98 NWilts 5.18 7.3 
106-11 osvw 0.1 6 0.2 
117 Gritty 12.14 17.2 
122 Localshel 0.81 1. 1 
103/4 lm881 4.92 7 
118 lm881 0.89 1.3 
Subtotal 24.22 34.3 

Non-Local Wares 
74 881 14.48 20.5 
115 Lateshell 14.13 20 
Subtotal 28.61 40.5 

TOTAL 70.52 99.9 

wares are present. The first is Lower Nene Valley 
colour-coated ware (Fabric 8I ) the commonest 
products of which, the bead and flanged bowl and 
plain-rimmed dish (Howe et al. I980, nos. 79, 87), 
appear to have been preferred to the Oxford 
equivalents. The second is Fabric I 05, South-West 
Brown-Slip ware, a locally produced imitation of the 
red and brown colour-coated products of Oxford 
which is confined to CP 8 and is known from a 
number of sites in the South-West Midlands, 
including Alcester, Gloucestershire and Wiltshire 
(CEC Ill, 160). In discussion of the Alcester 
material, J. Evans ( 1995) has produced the most 
recent overview of the ware, which appears to have 

CP8 (LATE) SUMMARY 
Local 36.5 
Non-Local 63.4 

CERAMIC PHASE 8 LATE 

Local 

Non-
Local 

-

been produced in the vicinity of Wycomb, to the 
north of Cirencester where it makes up 35% of the 
fineware repertoire but falls off sharply beyond that, 
contributing about 1 0% at Cirencester. 

The oxidised products of the Severn Valley and 
North Wiltshire industry, as well as the 
whiteslipped flagons (Fabric 88) have all but 
disappeared. The greyware products of North 
Wiltshire (Fabric 98) have also suffered a decline 
which coincides with a major drop in BBI 's share 
of the market to around 20%. The decline of both is 
linked, in part, with the continued production of a 
series of local imitation BB I fabrics (Fabrics I 03/4, 
118/ 120) contributing I 0% and also with the 
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appearance of a local gritty greyware. (Fabric 117) 
contributing up to 17%. The imitation BB 1 fabrics 
are used predomi'nantly for dishes while Fabric 117 
produces a similar range of vessel to Fabric 98, 
which is itself then confined to wide-mouthed jars 
with bead rims. 

However, the decline in BB 1 is more closely 
linked to the rise of late Roman shell~tempered ware 
(Fabric 115), which becomes widespread across the 
south of Britain in the second half of the fourth 
century, and particularly after c.370. While the 
vessel range of jars, bead and flanged bowls and 
plain-rimmed dishes covers that of BB 1 completely, 
the greatest proportion supplied are the characteristic 
hooked-rim necked jars. 

Discussion . 
CP 8 represents a major period of consolidation in 
the supply of fine and specialist wares and of 
change in the supply of coarsewares. The 
dependence on a single industry for the supply of 
fine and specialist wares during CP 7 and 8 is 
echoed elsewhere in Britain as production becomes 
centralised in a small. number of rural nucleated 
industries. The supply of coarsewares, in contrast, 
appears to have become more fragmented with the 
decline of the established industries (North 
Wiltshire and Dorset). and the appearance of a 
number of new local concerns. The production of 
late Roman shell-tempered ware is perhaps at odds 
with this, or is at least problematic, since it appears 
to be a non-local product. The kiln complex at 
Harrold, Bedfordshire (A. Brown 1994) in 
operation throughout the Roman period, appears to 
be the only major production centre known, and the 
distinctive nature of the forms and fabric tend to 
support the idea of a single source. 

SUMMARY OF THE POTTERY SUPPLY 
c.45/5~-400 (Figs. 197-200) 

CP 1 (c.45/50-75) (Fig. 197a) 
Typical pre-Flavian military assemblage split between 
imported fine and specialist wares, and locally 
produced coarsewares under military supervision or .. 
of pre-Roman tradition. Marked similarity with 
supply pattern at Kingsholm, Gloucester. 

CP 2 (c.75-100/120) (Fig. 197b) . 
Abrupt change in supply following departure of 
army. Marked decline in range of firte imports, now 
confined to small amount of samian; and 
disappearance of military coarsewares (Fabrics 
11/29). Locally, there is a · consolidation of 
wheel-thro~n industries of pre-Roman origin 
(Fabrics 5 and 6) and those geared to military supply 
but not under direct supervi$ion (Fabrics 9 and 17). 
No apparent demand for, or supply of, specialist 
wares. Marked watershed between Gloucester and 
Cirencester becoming apparent. 

CP 3 (c.100/120-160) (Fig. 198a) 
Samian importation increases and supply switches 
to Central Gaul but remains sole fine import until 
middle of the century. Non-local British element 
limited to first appearance of BB 1, which becomes 
established by c; 150-60. 

CP 4 ( c.150-160 /70) (Fig. 198b) . 
Supply of samian from Central Gaul continues and 
range of imported finewares increases. Non-local 
British mortaria more prevalent. Decline begins of 
coarsewares that characterised Cl,> 1-3 (Fabrics 5, 6, 
9/17) with consequent rise of North Wiltshire 
industry (Fabrics 95/98) and non-local element from 
BB t· becomes significant. · 

GP 5 ( c.200-250) (Fig. 199a) 
Problems of defining supply due to lack of 
typological change and fall in production (cf. Going 
1992). Fineware supply appears static apart from 
appearance of 'Rhenish' wares. Locally, a diversity 
of suppliers, particularly for flagon~ (Fabric 88). 
Non-local element still dominateq by BB 1. 

CP 6 ( c.250-300) (Fig. 199b) 
Gap between making and breaking of fine and 
coarseware assemblages is more marked. New fine 
and specialist products from Oxford and. New Forest 
appear towards end of the pha,se; North Wiltshire 
industry and BB! begin to reach peak supply. Local 
production beginning to be squeezed.by the: end of 
.the phase. · · · 

CP 7 (c.300-350) (Fig. 200a) 
Increased centralisation of supply of · fine and 
specialist produCts from Oxfordshire.· BB J. supplying 
almost half of all pottery. Local production reaches a 
low point, but resurgence with local imita~ions pfBB 1. 

CP 8 ( c.350-400) (Fig. 200b) 
Oxfordshire consolidates domination of fine and 
specialist repertoire. Major changes occur in 
coarseware supply with decline in North Wiltshire 
industry and Dorset BB 1 and corresponding rise in 
local gritty greyware. a!Jd imitatipn .aBI, and 
non-local · supply of shell-tempered ware from 
Bedfordshire. 

THR CATALOGUE (Figs. 201-3) 

The following catalogue is an attempt to ill_ustrate 
pottery from parts of the Roman period hot covered 
by reports in the three previous CECvolumes. Much 
of the pottery belongs to Ceramic Phases 2, 3, arid 4 
covering the later first and second century, and 
derives from . 'deposits sealed . beneath · Public 
Building Vl.l built c.IS0-160/70. However, the 
catalogue also includes a few vessels previously 
unpublished or unrecognized from the town and 
belonging to CP 1 and·cp 5-8. 
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CIRENCESTER EXCAVATIONS V 

Imported 67.5% 
British 32% 

CP2 c.AD 75- 1001120 

197. Sources of pottery supply to Cirencester in Ceramic Phases I and 2 

Local Wares 
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<1 1-2 2-4 5-9 10-24 25-39 40-60 

CP3 c.AD 1001120- 160 

<I 1-2 2-4 5-9 10-24 25-39 40-60 

CP4 c.AD 160 - 200/210 •• 

198. Sources of pottery supply to Cirencester in Ceramic Phases 3 and 4 
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<I 1-2 2-4 5-9 10-24 25-39 40-60 

CP5 c_AD 200/210-250 

<I 1-2 2-4 5-9 10-24 25-39 40-{)0 

CP6 c_AD 250 - 300 

'I Nene Valley 

199. Sources of pottery supply to Cirencester in Ceramic Phases 5 and 6 
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<I 1-2 2-4 5-9 10-24 25-39 40-60 

CP7 c.AD 300 - 350 . 

Nene Vall.ey 

<I 1-2 2-4 5-9 10-24 25-39 40-60 

CP8 c.AD 350 - 400 

Nene Valley 

200. Sources of pottery supply to Cirencester in Ceramic Phases 7 and 8 
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Flagons And Jugs 
Most examples are in North Wiltshire/Wiltshire 
fabrics (95/98) and have tanged handle-attachments. 

I. Fabric 95/98. Flagon, oxidized with white slip. 
Unstratified, but identical to example from DQ 168. 
CP4. 
2. Fabric 95/98. Flagon, oxidized. DQ 168. CP 4. 
3. Fabric 95/98. Flagon, oxidized. DQ 168. CP 4. 
4. Fabric 95/98. Flagon, oxidized. DQ 36. CP 3. 

Nos. 1-4 are broadly matched by examples from 
Wanborough, Wilts., (Greene 1976, fig. 2, 8-11 ). CP 
2/3. 

5. Fabric 95/98 (?88). Flagon, reduced with cream 
slip. DL VI 64. 
6. Fabric 95/98. Flagon, oxidized with white slip. DQ 
168. CP 4. 
7. Fabric 9. Flagon, oxidized with white slip. DM 94. 
As CEC Ill, fig. 159, 7 from site CC but more 
complete. CP 2/3. 
8. Fabric 95/98. Flagon, oxidized. DN 25. 
9. Fabric 9. Flagon, oxidized. DM 72. As Gillam type 
13 dated 80-130. 
I 0. Fabric 95/98. Flagon. DQ 11. CP 4. 
11. Fabric 98. Flagon. DKII 7. CP 4. 
12. Fabric 95/98. Flagon, oxidized with white slip. 
DQ 168. Cf. Greene 1976, fig. 2, 12 from 
Wanborough. CP 2/3. 
13. Fabric 9. Flagon. DM 94. CP 2/3. 
14. Fabric 9. Flagon. DKI 41. 
15. Fabric 95/98. Flagon or lagena, reduced with 
white slip. DQ 168. CP 4. 
16. Fabric 10, fine brown. Jug. DL VI 36. Similar to 
examples in Severn Valley wares (Rawes 1982, fig. 
2, 7). 
17. Fabric 9. Jug or lagena. DKI 35. 
18. Fabric 31 white-ware. Flagon DLVI 9. 
19. Fabric 31 white-ware. Flagon. 19801137 22, 
Period 2.2/2.3. 
20. Fabric 96. Flagon, oxidized with vertical 
burnished strokes on lower part of neck. DLIII 5. 
21. Fabric95/96. Flagon. DHXL 87/91, shops Period 3. 
22. Fabric 96/98. Flagon. Faint burnish on neck and 
shoulder DHXVII 1, unstratified. CP 5/6. Form 
similar to example in Fabric 97 (CEC Ill, fig. 104, 11 ). 
23. Fabric 98. Pinch-spouted flagon. Reduced fabric 
with reduced ?slip, and burnished zig-zag on lower 
neck. DQ 36, CP 3, with similar oxidized examples 
from unstratified contexts. Known to have been 
produced at the Whitehill Farm kilns (Anderson 
1977, fig. 15, 6). 
24. Fabric 32. Pinch-spouted flagon. DM 94. CP 2/3. 

Beakers And Other Tablewares 
25. Fabric 9/52. Globular beaker with corrugated 
shoulder and mica dusting. DKI 60/66. As Rawes 
1972, fig. 5, 64. CP 3. 
26. Fabric 52. Indented beaker with mica dusting. As 
Rawes 1972, fig. 5, 69. CP 3. 
27. Fabric 85 North Wiltshire. Bag-shaped indented 
beaker with cornice rim and clay roughcast 

decoration. Oxidized fabric, no colour-coat. DQ 56. 
?CP 3/4. 
28. Fabric 136 Gloucester Region colour-coated 
ware. Bag-shaped beaker with cornice rim and clay 
roughcast decoration. Fabric and colour-coat 
reduced. DQ 56. CP 3/4. 
29. Fabric 136? Upper part of indented beaker with 
cornice rim. Colour-coat reduced mauve. CP 3/4. 
30. Fabric 85 North Wiltshire or Fabric 141 Central 
Gaul. As no. 28, but very fine fabric and clay 
roughcasting. Colour-coat dark brown to black. DQ 
168. Similar to Greene 1973, fig. 2, 11. CP 4. 
31. Fabric 141 Central Gaul. As no. 30 but larger. 
32. Fabric 81 A Cologne. Indented beaker, cornice 
rim and clay roughcasting below shoulder groove. 
White fabric, black colour-coat. DHX 3, unstratified. 
CP 3/4. 
33. Fabric 85. Moulded imitation samian form Dr 30. 
Previously published as Anderson 1978, fig. 9.4, 24, 
dated 75-80. CP 1/2. 
34. Fabric 98. Closed vessel. Oxidized with white 
paint decoration. DQ 188. 
35. Fabric 51. Pompeian Red ware with mica 
coating. Lid. 1980/137 33. CP 1/2. 

Bowls, Jars, And Tankards In Oxidized Fabrics 
36. Fabric 27. Storage jar with collared rim. CP 1. 
37. Fabric 9/52? Closed vessel with internal ledge 
and mica dusted. DKII 20. 
38. Fabric 9/52?. Flanged bowl, with mica dusting. 
DHXL 227. As Rawes 1972, fig. 4, 43-4. 
39. Fabric 98 North Wiltshire. Flask in sandy 
oxidized fabric. DKII 6, Period 3 ?demolition. 
Similar flasks with ribbed external surfaces were 
made in small numbers at White Hill Farm, North 
Wiltshire from inspection of material excavated by 
A. S. Anderson in 1973-4, currently held at Leicester 
University. 
40. Fabric 32 Verulamium region. Honey Pot. DKI 
46. More complete example of vessel described as a 
necked jar (due to missing handles), published in 
CEC I, fig. 60, 352. CP 1. 
41. Fabric 98 North Wiltshire. Lid-seated jar. DQ 12. 
CP4. 
42. Fabric 98 North Wiltshire. Lid-seated jar. OH XIII 
1, unstratified. Stratified examples from CP 4. 
43. Fabric 10 Early Severn Valley Related. 
Narrow-mouthed jar, with vertical burnished lines on 
shoulder and possible grafitto. Similar to CEC I, fig. 
65, 497. 
44. Fabric 10 Early Severn Valley Related. Jar. DM 
124. Similar to Rawes 1982, fig. 4, 72. 
45. Fabric 106 Severn Valley. Jar. DM 94. 
46. Fabric 9/10. Bowl. 1980/137 23, Period 2.2/2.3. 
CP 1/2. 
47. Fabric 9110. Hemispherical bowl. DM 94. 
Similar to Rawes 1972, fig. 3, 18-19. Flavian. CP 1/2. 
48. Fabric 32? Cup, in oxidized fabric. DM 94. 
49. Fabric 106 Severn Valley. Tankard, vertical 
burnished lines. DHV 3. 
50. Fabric 106 Severn Valley. Tankard, upper zone 
burnished, central zone of vertically burnished lines. 
DHXL 219, Vl.6 Period 2 construction. For similar 
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tankards in the Severn Valley range see Rawes 1982, 
fig. 7, 137-54. 
51. Fabric ?, coarse sandy reduced grey fabric. 
Acute-angled burnished lattice. DHXL 234, Vl.6 
Period 2 construction. 
52. Fabric 98 North Wiltshire. Tankard, oxidized 
with vertical burnished lines. DLII 13, unstratified. 
Produced at Whitehill Farm during the second 
century (Anderson 1977, fig. 15, 14-15). 
53. Fabric 106/110 Severn Valley ware. Flanged 
bowl. DHXL 234, VI.6 Period 2 construction. 
54. Fabric I06/I10 Severn Valley ware. Flanged 
bowl, with handle scar. 1980/137 5, Period 3a. Cf. 
Rawes 1982, fig. 6, 121. 
55. Fabric IO. Dish. DQ 12. 
56. Fabric 26. Campanulate bowl in hard sandy 
oxidized fabric. DKII 7. CP 112. 
57. Fabric I47/98 with mica dusting. Dish. DKI 12. 
CP2. 
58. Fabric ?, hard oxidized. Dish. CP 3/4. 
59. Fabric 98 North Wiltshire, oxidized. Bowl or 
tazza with frilled rim. DHX 3 with similar examples 
from CP4. 
60. Fabric 98 North Wiltshire, oxidized. Dish, with 
oblique slashed decoration on rim top and flange. 
DN9. 
61. Fabric 98 North Wiltshire, oxidized. Lid. DHX 3, 
unstrati fie d. 

Jars, Bowls And Dishes In Reduced Fabrics 
62. Fabric I7 Early Greyware. Dish. DKI 35. 
63. Fabric I7 Early Greyware. Dish, burnished wavy 
line. DKII 7. 
64. Fabric 8 Fine Greyware. Dish, derived from 
samian Or 36, with burnished dark grey surfaces. 
DL VI 10, shops Period 2 demolition. CP 5. 
65. Fabric 5 Local Black-Burnished ware. Platter or 
dish. DKI 75, Period 2.2. 
66. Fabric 517 Local Black-Burnished ware. 
Carinated dish, with burnished wavy line. DKI 35. 
67. Fabric 517 Local Black-Burnished ware. Carinated 
dish, with burnished vertical lines. DL VI 120. 
68. Fabric 6 Savernake ware. Bowl OM 75, Period 3 
construction. CP 3/4. 
69. Fabric 6 Savernake ware. Devolved butt-beaker. 
OM 77, Period 3 construction. Similar to an example 
from the Oare mound (Swan 1975, fig. 2, 9). 
70. Fabric 6 Savernake ware. Devolved butt-beaker. 
1980/137 4, Period 3a. Again similar to the Oare 
example cited above. 
71. Fabric 98 North Wiltshire Greyware, very sandy. 
Bowl or wide-mouthed jar, with acute-angled 

burnished lattice. DHXL 234, VI.6 Period 2 
construction. CP 4? 

South-East Dorset BBl, South-Western BBl 
and Local Imitations 
72. Fabric 98 North Wiltshire Greyware. Jar 
imitating BB 1, with acute-angled lattice. DKII 7. 
73. Fabric 98 North Wiltshire Greyware. Jar 
imitating BB I, with acute-angled lattice. DHXL 
234, VI.6 Period 2 construction. CP 4. 
74. Fabric 5 Local Black-Burnished ware. Jar 
imitating BB I with acute-angled lattice. DL VI I 04. 
75. Fabric 5 Local Black-Burnished ware. 
Flat-rimmed, carinated dish imitating Gillam type 
308, with burnished lattice on base. DQ I2. CP 4. 
76. Fabric 5 Local Black-Burnished ware. Carinated 
dish loosely imitating Gillam type 308, with 
burnished wavy line. DQ 36. CP 3. 
77. South-Western BBI. Flat-rimmed bowl with 
groove above the chamfer (cf. Hot brook and Bidwell 
I991, type 57). This vessel was originally classified 
as Fabric 5, and this category may include a few 
other examples of South-Western BBI. DQ 12. CP 4. 
78. Fabric 5 Local Black-Burnished ware. Dish/bowl 
imitating Gillam type 3I6/318 with acute-angled 
burnished lattice. 1980/I37. CP 4. 
79. Fabric 25A Malvernian. Carinated bowl/dish 
imitating Gillam type 308, but with crude 
obtuse-angled lattice. DHXXIX 1, unstratified. CP 
4? 
80. Fabric 25A Malvernian. Lid with steamhole. 
DLVI 9/32. 
81. Fabric 74 BB I. Lid, near-complete. Acute
angled burnished lattice on upper surface, lightly 
scratched wavy lines on underside. DQ I68. CP 4. 
82. Fabric 74 BB 1. Lid. Larger but with similar 
decoration to no. 81. DQ 36. CP 3. 
83. Fabric 74 BB I. Lid, plain upper surface. DQ 100. 
84. Fabric I03. Local Late Imitation BBI, imitating 
Gillam 228 with burnished upside-down arcs. DLIV 
7, VI.4 Period 2 demolition. 
85. Fabric 74 BB I. Near complete plain-rimmed 
dish with incised trailing spiral on underside. DLI 
17, VI.4 Period 2 demolition. 
86. Fabric 74 BB I. Narrow-mouthed jar with 
lid-seating and acute-angled lattice. DLIV 7, VI.4 
Period 2 demolition. 
87. Fabric 74 881. Flanged-rimjar. Unstratified. As 
Farrar I977, fig. 14.3, 32-4 from Colliton Park, 
Dorchester. 
88. Fabric 74 881. Conical tlanged bowl. Large 
example. DLIV 5, shops Period 3 construction. 
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THE CERAMIC TILES 

Timothy Darvill _ 

All the ceramic tile fragments encountered during the 
course of excavations at 2-8 Chester Street (Site 
1980/137; p. 122) were retained, and then sorted 
according -to tile type and , fabric. The total 
assemblage comprised approximately 2100 
fragments, weighing I 02kg. Tables 30-1 summarise 
tile type and fabric incidence by site period. Seven 
fabric groups were defined on the basis of 
macroscopic characteristics, notably non-plastic 
inclusions, matrix texture, firing conditions, density 
and feel. Putative sources for some tile fabrics are 
suggested by macroscopic similarities with samples 
from known kilns, or by appraisal of the inclusions 
(see Darvill 1979; 1980; 1982 for details of local tile 
production). 

No stamped tiles were recovered, but maker's 
marks or 'signatures', were noted on a number of 
pieces. A pi/a tile from 137/8 had a ?dog paw-print 
on the upper surface .. · 

Tegula, imbrex and pi/a tiles were present in 
significant quantities in the Period I military levels 
(c.45/50-75). All the tiles from Period I were of 
fabric group 2, or 2a, whose source probably lies to 
the south of Cirencester at, or near, the known kiln 
sites at Minety, Wiltshire. It is notable that all the 
tiles in Period I were well finished. The exclusive 
presence of fabric group 2 tiles in Period 2.1 
(c.75/80-100/10) suggests residual accumulation of 
material from earlier levels. All the tile in Period 2.1 
contexts was abraded 'and generally very 
fragmentary; no pieces were typologically distinctive. 

Fabric group 2 continued to dominate the 
assemblage during Periods 2.2/2.3 (c.l 00/1 O~early . 

Antonine) when all the main types of tile are 
represented, although box-flue tiles are rare. Little or 
no tile appears to have been utilised in the 
construction of public building VI. I. The appearance 
of small quantities of fabrics 5 and 6 (less than 2%) 
in the infilling ofPeriod 2.2/2.3 features and Period 
3 construction (c.l50-160/70) highlights the diverse 
origins of material included in these deposits. T_he 
Period 3 demolition and robbing of building VI. I 
could have caused the few tiles represented ; in 
contexts of this period to be introduced from earlier 
contexts in the vicinity; certainly the fabric groups 
would be appropriate. 

The assemblage from Period 3a (fourth century) 
contain rather higher proportions of fabrics 1 and 3 

·than the earlier periods. It should not be as~umed, 
however, that these fabrics represent contemporary 
production; rather they were probably part of the 
debris deposited during Period 3a. If this is accepted, 
and the very fragmentary nature of the assemblage 
supports a residual origin, then the markedly
different fabric spectrum leads to the suggestion that 
the Period 3a debris was not derived from the -· 
immediate vicinity (where fabric 2 dominates earlier 
deposits) butwas introduced from elsewhere. 

Although the 'tile assemblage :from .this site ., 
represents a relatively small sample- of the tiles ' 
present in each successive period within the centre;· 
of Corinium, it is at present the only available sample·: 
in which all the tile from excavated deposits is · 
present. Of special interest .is th,e firm evidence for .. _:. 
the use of tile during the.-early military phase of' 
occupation in Corinium. ' 

TABLE 30: FRAGMENT COUNT OF CERAMIC TILE TYPES FROM CHESTER STREET BY SITE 
PERIOD. UNSTRATIFIED FRAGMENTS ARE EXCLUDED 

Period 

3a 

3 (demo) 

3 (const) · 

2.2/2.3 

2.1 

Total 

Tegula 

73 

3 

25 

47 

0 

4 

152 

Type 

Imbrex Pila 

68 35 

0 0 

7 4 

13 9 

0 0 

89 49 

Box ? 

11 1087 •, . 

0 14 
:.. 

I 27 

I 380-

0 12 

0 35 

13 1555 
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TABLE 31: PERCENTAGE OF FRAGMENT COUNT OF CERAMIC TILE FABRICS FROM CHESTER STREET BY 
SITE PERIOD. UNSTRA TIFIED FRAGMENTS ARE EXCLUDED 

Phase 1 2 2A 

3a 64.1 26.7 2.8 

3 (demo) 17.0 83.0 0.0 

3 (const) 15.4 79.8 1.0 

2.2/2.3 2.2 95.8 1.0 

2.1 0.0 100.0 0.0 

1 0.0 95.0 5.0 

The Fabrics 
Fabric I. Generally soft with soapy texture. Visible 
limestone, grog and iron-ore fragments. Red/orange 
colour. Slightly micaceous. Source: near Cirencester. 
Similar to the fabrics used for tiles stamped TPLF 
and ARVERI (for which see Darvill 1982). 

Fabric 2. Hard red to red/brown with visible quartz 
sand and iron-ore fragments. Grainy texture. The 
clay is often poorly mixed, and white streaks are 
usually present. Fragments of limestone, flint or 
chalk sometimes visible in the surface. Source: south 
of Cirencester in the vicinity of Oxford clay. The 
fabric is similar to the series from the Minety kilns 
(Darvill 1979). 

Fabric 2a. Like fabric 2 but fired very hard. Blue/grey 
colour. Source: as fabric 2. 

Fabric 3. Superficially similar to fabric 2, but a finer 

Fabrics 

3 4 5 6 

6.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

1.9 0.0 1.9 0.0 

0.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

texture and less visible iron-ore. Red/orange colour. 
Source: south of Cirencester, possibly in the area of 
outcrops of Oxford clay. 

Fabric 4. Soft, loose textured fabric, with abundant 
visible rounded fragments of oolitic limestone up to 
4mm across. Pinky-red colour. Poorly fired. Source: 
west of Cirencester on limestone areas. 

Fabric 5. Hard dense fabric containing angular 
fragments of flint up to 15mm across. Only noted as 
reduced fabric. Blue/grey colour. Some voids. 
Source: south-east of Cirencester near to outcrops of 
flint. 

Fabric 6. Hard, dense fabric characterised by 
presence of crushed limestone. Iron-ore and clay 
pellets also visible. Some voids. Red/orange in 
colour. Source: west ofCirencester near to, or on, the 
limestone areas. 

ANIMAL BONES FROM ROMANO-BRITISH DEPOSITS IN 
CIRENCESTER 

Mark Maltby 

THE SCOPE OF THIS REPORT 

This report is centred around the analysis of bones 
from the 1980 Chester Street excavations (Site 
1980/137; p. 122). The Chester Street assemblage 
has not previously been fully published and provides 
an important addition to previous studies of bones 
from the town. Its analysis has provided an 
opportunity to review the animal bone evidence from 

civilian sites in Roman Cirencester from excavations 
over the last 30 years. 

The Chester Street sites lies in insula VI. Previous 
investigations of assemblages from this insula have 
been carried out by Levitan ( 1990) on material from 
St. Michael's Field (Sites DG-DM) and comparisons 
between the two samples will be made. Where 
appropriate, reference will be made to other fauna) 
reports from excavations elsewhere in Cirencester. 
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These include assemblages from The Beeches (CEC 
III, 133-52), the cemetery (CEC II, MF E13), early 
military sites (CEC I, 211-27) and evaluations by 
Cotswold Archaeological· Trust at 33 Sheep Street
and Querns Road (Maltby 1990; 1992). 

Urban samples should not be considered in 
isolation and comparisons will be made with 
assemblages with other settlements in the region, for 
example Kingscote (Noddle 1984), Bishop's Cleeve 
(Maltby forthcoming), Frocester Court (Noddle 
1979), Wantage (Maltby 1996), and Bagendon 
(Reilly I 990). 

The report therefore aims to provide an assessment 
of the current state of knowledge of how Roman 
Cirencester was supplied with meat and, by 
inference, the nature of animal husbandry regimes in 
the area of the town. 

RECORDING METHODS 

Animal bones from the Chester Street excavations 
were recorded by the author using methods 
developed in the analysis of other Romano-British 
urban assemblages, particularly from Dorchester, 
Dorset (Maltby I 993) and Winchester (Maltby 
1994). Most bones were identified to species where 
possible including limb bone shaft fragments, 
diagnostic skull fragments and loose teeth. Ribs· 
were only recorded to species in cases 
where the dorsal articular surface was 

the system devised by Grant ( 1982). Epiphysial 
fusion data were recorded where possible on limb 
bones and vertebrae. Less detailed recording of 
maxillary teeth and loose teeth was also carried out. 

Metrical data were recorded using measurements 
recommended by von den Driesch (1976). Other 
observations such as pathological conditions and 
bones of the same animal found in association were 
also recorded in the animal bone archive. 

The complete animal bone archive has been 
deposited with the rest of the site records. It includes 
all the detailed records of measurements, butchery 
marks and ageing data. 

THE CHESTER STREET SAMPLE 

The bones were divided into four periods:-

Period 1: Military, c.45/50-75. Only 47 fragments 
were recovered from deposits of this date (Table 32). 
The sample therefore can add little to the results of 
Thawley (CEC I) from other military sites in 
Cirencester. It will not be discussed further: · 

Period 2: Late first to late second century (Site 
Periods 2.2/2.3). A sample of 802. fragments, 'of 
which 400 were identified, · was obtained · from 
deposits of this period (Table 32). This assemblage 

present. Vertebrae were identified to 
species if the body of the vertebra was 
represented. Bones not identified to 
species were assigned by size to large 

TABLE 32: ANIMAL SPECIES REPRESENTED IN CHESTER 

mammal (cattle; horse; red deer) or 
sheep-sized mammal (sheep; goat; pig; 
dog; roe deer) categories. 

Limb bones and mandibles · were 
assigned to one of five size categories 
representing (approximately) <25%, 
25-49%; 50-74% 75-94%; 95-IOO% of 
the complete bone. The parts of the bone 
present (proximal; distal; shaft; anterior; 
posterior; medial; lateral) were also 
recorded. 

Observations of any physical damage 
to the bones were noted. The most 
common modifications were caused by 
butchery and animal gnawing. In 
addition, some bones had been burnt 
and some showed evidence of surface 
weathering. Particular attention was 
paid to the nature and location of 
butchery marks. The types of butchery 
marks observed on cattle .bones were 
recorded using the scheme devised for 
summarising such evidence · from 
Owslebury and Winchester (Maltby 
I989). 

Two main types of ageing data were 
recorded. The state of eruption and wear . 
of premolars and molars of cattle, 
sheep/goat and pig was recorded using 

STREET (1980~137) ASSEMBLAGE . 

Cattle 
Sheep/Goat 
Pig 
Horse 
Dog 
Roe Deer 
Hare 
Domestic Fowl 
Greylag/Dom. Goose 
Mallard/Dom. Duck 
Duck cfWigeon 
Teal 
Woodcock 
Wader 
Uni. Large Mammal 
Medium-sized 
Mammal 
Unidentified 
Mammal· 
Unidentified Bird 
Total 

PI 
P2 
P3 
P4 
L2-6 

Counts are of total bone fragments and teeth 
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supplements the larger sample of second-century 
material from St. Michael's Field, which produced a 
sample of over 3,000 bones (Levitan 1990). 
Contemporary deposits from the 33 Sheep Street site 
produced a sample of over 2,000 fragments (Maltby 
1990) and the Querns Road site one of 856 fragments 
(Maltby 1992). 

Period 3: Late second to fourth century (Site Period 
3). Deposits associated with the large public 
building and possible shops constructed in this part 
of insula VI produced a sample of 196 bones, of 
which only 133 were identified (Table 32). This 
sample will not be considered in detail, although it 
should be noted that it has similarities with the 
much larger sample from Period 4. The largest 
sample of bones assigned to the third century 
consisted of2,612 fragments from the neighbouring 
St. Michael's Field site (Levitan 1990). Other 
roughly contemporary assemblages have been 
investigated from the cemetery sites (CEC 11), 33 
Sheep Street (Maltby 1990) and Quems Road 
(Maltby 1992). 

Period 4: Fourth century (Site Period 3a). Soil and 
refuse deposits associated with a late Roman timber 
building and its abandonment produced the largest 
assemblage from the Chester Street excavations. 
This assemblage was not included in Levitan's 
(1990) final report because of concerns about the 
dating of the material. However, although residual 
pottery was found in small quantities in the soils, it 
seems clear from the stratigraphy and the nature of 
this deposit that it largely derived from a series of 
dumps of bones from large-scale processing of cattle 
carcasses which took place in the fourth century. 
Assemblages from layers 3-6 are very similar in 
nature and can be seen to represent evidence of the 
same activity (Table 32). The most substantial 
accumulation was recovered from layer 137/5 (3,651 
fragments; 1,968 identified). Layer 137/2, consisting 
of topsoil above the dumps, also produced a similar 
assemblage dominated by cattle bones and can be 
included in this group. Altogether, 5,555 fragments 
were recorded in layers 137/2-6, of which 3,140 
were identified to species. 

Other fourth-century assemblages have been 
investigated from St. Michael's Field, from where 
2,442 bones were recorded (Levitan 1990) and also 
from The Beeches (CEC Ill). 

SPECIES REPRESENTATION 

Table 33 compares the counts of bones identified to 
species from the larger assemblages of the civilian 
settlement. None of the assemblages have been 
sieved. Counts from The Beeches exclude shaft 
fragments in the part of the sample analysed by King 
(CEC Ill, 144-52). Table 34 compares the 
percentages of the domestic species represented on 
these sites. Discussion of these results will be 
included in the following sections. 

Abundance Of Cattle Bones 
Cattle were by far the best represented species in the 
Chester Street assemblage (Tables 32-4). The Period 
4 sample in particular was totally dominated by 
cattle bones, which contributed 92% of the identified 
domestic mammal fragments. The area at some point 
in the fourth century was used for the disposal of 
large amounts of cattle butchery waste. Some 
indication of the number of cattle represented is 
given in Table 36, in which minimum number of 
individual estimates for different bones are given. At 
least 60 cattle were represented by metatarsals and 
54 by mandibles. The length of time of the formation 
of these dumps is uncertain. However the density of 
the accumulations and the lack of much in the way of 
contemporary artefacts would suggest that the 
deposits formed over a short period of time. 

It is probable that most of the dumping occurred 
when the timber buildings became disused. One can 
envisage opportunist disposal of waste in a derelict 
area. Similar dumping activities have been suggested 
in Dorchester in areas of an insula that were 
undeveloped or disused (Maltby 1993). 

Comparisons of species abundance with other 
Cirencester assemblages suggest that cattle bones 
were dumped in large quantities in a number of 
different areas at various times. Cattle have been 
well represented in all Romano-British assemblages 
from the town. In nearly all cases they have provided 
over 40% of the identified domestic mammal 
fragments (Tables 32-3). The second-century sample 
from Chester Street has one of the lowest 
representations of cattle (43%) from any of the 
civilian assemblages. Much higher percentages were 
obtained from the Period 4 layers (92%) and in the 
small sample from Period 3 (82%). This, however, 
does not necessarily mean that cattle became more 
important in the later Romano-British period. 
Indeed, results from the neighbouring St. Michael's 
Field site (Levitan 1990) where cattle percentages 
fell from 76% (second century) to 50% (third and 
fourth century) would suggest the opposite, if the 
counts are considered superficially (Tables 33-4). 

At present, the Cirencester assemblages fall into 
three types on the basis of species representation 
irrespective of period (Table 34). The first type 
contains cattle fragments ranging between 43-54% 
of the identified domestic mammal fragments; 
sheep/goat are ranked second and pig third, both 
usually represented by 20-30% of the assemblage 
(e.g. Chester Street Period 2; St. Michael's Field 
third and fourth century; 33 Sheep Street third-fourth 
century; The Beeches fourth century). 

The second type of assemblage has a much higher 
percentage of cattle, providing at least 75% of the 
identified sample; both sheep/goat and pig decline to 
below 15% and sometimes below 10% (St. 
Michael's Field second century; Chester Street 
Period 4; both cemetery samples). It is argued that 
these reflect the presence of large dumps of specialist 
cattle butchery waste. The Chester Street and St. 
Michael's Field sites are both in insula VI. These are 
not far away from the forum and, perhaps more 
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TABLE 33: ANIMAL SPECIES REPRESENTED IN MAJOR CIVILIAN ASSEMBLAGES FROM ROMAN 
CIRENCESTER 

Date · 1-2 1-2 

Site CS SMF 

Cattle 152 2262 

Sheep/Goat 105 361 

Pig 95 335 
Horse 2 10 

Dog 3 12 

Cat 

Red Deer 

Roe Deer 
Hare · 

Badger 

Shrew 

Vole 

MouSe 

Dom. Fowl 

Greylag* 

Mallard* 

cfWigeon 

Teal 

Woodcock 

·Moorhen 

Plover 

Wader 

Pigeon 

Swallow. 

.Redwing 

Buzzard. 

Raven 

Rook 

Salmon 

20 

1 

7 

3 

2 

3 

40 

3 

5 

2 

Chester Street · · 

1-2 

ss 

425 
349 
163 

5 

11 

3 

22 

6 

CS 
SMF = 

ss 
QR, 
Cem 
BR 

St. Michael's Field. 
33, Sheep Street 
Quems Road 
Cemetery Sites 
The Beeches 

2 

QR 

162 

168 

78 
10 
4 

2 

3 

2 

34 

2 

2-3 2-3 3 

SS -·cem SMF 

97 787 1044 
. 94 129 614 

37 59 445 

2 8 16 

12 2 33 

2 

13 

2 

21 

3 

2 

3 

1 

3 

10 

10 

14 

119 

5 

32 

5 

4 

2 

10 

CS Cem SS 

2869 381 170 
116 31 107 
123 30 75 

8 .8 

5 6 27 

15 3 

2 

3 

4" 

28 

6 

. Sheep/goat fragments include 75 bones from two skeletons from SMF 3rd Century deposits. 
Dog fragments include 19 bones from one skeleton from SS 3rd-4th Century deposits · 
All swill low bones are from one skeleton. 
* may include domesticated birds 

3-4 4 
QR SMF 

216 1074 

208 550 
84 472 

16 9 

13 30 

2. 

6 

2 

41 

3 

3 

2 

7 

67 
10 

9' 

3 

1, 

355 

4 

BR 

771 

335 
277 

35 
.. 23 

. 12 

8 

2 

5 

significantly, the possible macellum (meat market) in 
insula ll (p. 177). Pits in the vicinity of that building 
were described as being full of butchered bones, 
although unfortunately none were saved for analysis. 
The assemblages of bones. from insula VI may 
include those derived from large-scale slaughtering 
and processing activities centred on'the forum area. 
The Chester Street Period 4 deposits may post-date 

the active use of the possible macellum (p .. 1.86) but 
the -evidence • suggests that- the area may have been 
used for for processing- of cattle carcasses. for a 
substantiaL part of the Roman period. Areas in 
various parts of insula VI were used to deposit waste 
from this activity when opportunities arose. · 

Further evidence for the disposal of this sort of 
waste comes from.the fauna! assemblages obtained 
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TABLE 34: PERCENTAGE OF FRAGMENTS OF MAIN DOMESTIC SPECIES IN MAJOR ASSEMBLAGES FROM 
ROMAN CIRENCESTER 

Date 1-2 1-2 1-2 2 2-3 2-3 3 3-4 3-4 3-4 3-4 4 4 

Site CS SMF ss QR ss Cem SMF CS Cem ss QR SMF BR 

% % % % % % % % % % % % % 

Cattle 43 76 45 38 40 80 50 92 85 46 40 50 54 

Sheep/Goat 29 12 37 40 39 13 26 4 7 29 39 26 23 

Pig 27 11 17 18 15 6 21 4 7 20 16 22 19 

Horse <I <I <I 2 <I <I <I <I 0 2 3 <I 2 

Dog <I <I <I 5 <I 2 <I 2 2 2 

Cattle:Horse 99 100 99 94 98 99 98 100 100 96 93 99 96 

Cattle:SP 43 76 45 40 43 81 51 92 86 48 43 51 56 

S/G:Pig 53 52 68 68 72 69 55 49 51 59 71 54 55 

For site codes see Table 33. 
Percentages based on totals given in Table 33 of these species only (excluding associated bones). 
Cattle: Horse= percentage of cattle of total cattle and horse fragments. 
Cattle:SP =percentage of cattle of total cattle, sheep/goat and pig fragments. 
S/G:Pig =percentage of sheep/goat of total sheep/goat and pig fragments. 

from Price's Row in insula V (Site DA). These were 
scanned by the author. They again included a high 
percentage of cattle bones but were not well 
stratified and included a number of bones probably 
of post-medieval date. Because of these 
contamination problems, this assemblage was not 
analysed in detail but the nature of the majority of the 
assemblage is similar to that found at Chester Street. 

Three insulae adjacent to the forum therefore have 
evidence for the deposition of large quantities of 
cattle bones, which strongly supports the presence of 
a meat market and possibly abattoirs in the vicinity. 

The cemetery also produced high percentages of 
cattle bones (CEC 11). This may indicate dumping of 
large-scale butchery waste outside the town walls. 
Cattle may have been processed in this area too, 
although it is possible that the rubbish could have 
been brought from the centre of the town. 

The third type of assemblage is represented at the 
Sheep Street and Quems Road sites (Maltby 1990; 
1992). In these, cattle and sheep/goat fragments were 
found in roughly equal numbers (c.40%) and pig 
fragments formed 15-20% ofthe identified material. 
No evidence for large-scale dumping of cattle bones 
was found. These sites are situated just within the 
walled area of the town. These assemblages probably 
include a higher percentage of domestic refuse than 
the other two types. 

Subsequent analyses will probably reveal that such 
a tripartite division of assemblages based on species 
representation is too simple. However, the results do 
demonstrate how variable Romano-British urban 

assemblages can be and that investigations of several 
assemblages from different areas are needed to begin 
to understand the nature of rubbish disposal in such 
settlements. 

Cattle bones are generally well represented on 
Romano-British urban sites (A. King 1984) and beef 
was by far the most important source of meat. 
Assemblages with very high percentages of cattle 
bones (Type 2) have been found in most towns 
where a substantial amount of excavation has taken 
place (Maltby 1979; 1993; 1994 ). Samples from 
rural sites are rarely dominated by cattle bones to the 
same extent and often have higher percentages of 
sheep/goat (A. King 1984). This can be seen in 
several samples from the Cirencester region, for 
example, at Frocester Court villa (Noddle 1979), 
Bagendon (Reilly 1990) and Wantage (Maltby 
1996). The need to supply towns with an adequate 
meat supply seems to have led to this disparity with 
beef consumption in towns being more prevalent. 

Anatomical Representation Of Cattle 
Specialist carcass-processing activities often result 
in spatial separation of different parts of the anatomy 
as waste is discarded at various stages. For example, 
a large assemblage dominated by cattle skull, 
mandible and foot bones has been found in an early 
Roman context in Exeter representing bones 
discarded after primary butchery (Malt by 1979, 11 ). 
Romano-British assemblages with high percentages 
of upper limb bones have been found in the northern 
suburbs of Winchester (Maltby 1994). Many of these 
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bones had been subjected to specialist processing to 
remove marrow and the bones were probably also 
used as raw material for boneworking. 

Uneven representation of anatomical parts can 
therefore be indicative of large-scale processing. 
This type of analysis is made more complicated by 
the activity of scavengers, which are more likely to 
destroy bones of low density. Ends of bones are 
particularly susceptible to canid gnawing. Three 
hundred (12%) ofthe cattle bones from Period 4 bore 
evidence of gnawing damage. This percentage was 
lower than in Period 2 (17%) and Period 3 (29%). In 
all periods damage to upper limb bones was 
particularly prevalent. 

Table 35 summarises the anatomical representation 
of cattle bones from Periods 2-4 by fragment counts. 
The Period 4 assemblage has the following 
characteristics:-

a) loose teeth and bones of the head and jaws were 
very well represented; 

b) metatarsals and scapulae were well represented; 
c) upper limb bones were moderately represented; 
d) phalanges, carpals and tarsals were poorly 

represented; 
e) vertebrae were very poorly represented. 

TABLE 35: NUMBER OF CATTLE FRAGMENTS 
FROM CHESTER STREET ASSEMBLAGES 

Horn Core 
Maxilla 
Other Skull Frags. 
Mandible 
Hyoid 
Loose Teeth 
Scapula 
Humerus 
Radius 
Ulna 
Os Coxae 
Femur 
Patella 
Tibia 
Carpals 
Calcaneus 
Astragalus 
Centroquartal 
Other Tarsals 
Metacarpal 
Metatarsal 
Metapodial 
1st Phalanx 
2nd Phalanx 
3rd Phalanx 
Sesamoids 
Ribs 
Atlas 
Axis 
Other Cervical Verts. 
Thoracic Vertebrae 
Lumbar Vertebrae 
Sacrum 
Caudal Vertebrae . 
Sternebrae 
Total 

Period 2 
·N % 

3 2.0 
4 3.0. 
8 5.0 

10 7.0 

4 3.0 
12 8.0 
9 6.0 
6 4.0 
3 2.0 
9 6.0 
9 6.0 

0.6 
10 7.0 
3 2.0 
4 3.0 

0.6 
0.6 

'I 0.6 
6 4.0 
7 5.0 

13 9.0 
4 3.0 
4 3.0 

10 7.0 
4 3.0 

0.6 

2 1.0 

152 

Period 3 
N % 
I 0.9 

0.9 
11 10.0 
10 9.0 

Period 4 
N % 

33 1.0 
84 3.0 

242 8.0 
443 15.0 

13 0.5 
7 7.0 582 20.0 
4 4.0 229 8.0 
7 7.0 112 4.0 

10 9.0 102 4.0 
0.9 32 1.0 

5 5.0 98 3.0 
9 8.0 153 5.0 

0 
9 8.0 116 4.0 

13 0.5 
0.9 33 1.0 

25 0.9 
2 2.0 15 0.5 
I 0.9 12 0.4 
3 3.0 86 3~ . 

10 9.0 227 8.0 
I 0.9 21 0.7 
2 2.0 36 1.0 

0.9 28 1.0 
0.9 20 0.7 

2 2.0 18 0.6 
0.9 7 0.2 

I 0.9 10 0.3 
3 3.0 21 0.7 
2· 0.2 35 1.0 

5 0.1 
0.9 • 7 0.2 

8 0.3 
2 0.1 

107 2869 

Counts in Table 35 do not take · into account 
differential fragmentation nor variations in the 
numbers of the different elements in the skeleton. 
Consequently, high percentages of skull fragments 
and loose teeth are not unusual in fauna) 
assemblages. However, much higher. numbers of 
vertebrae and phalanges should be present based on 
their numbers in the body. A high percentage of 
metatarsals was represented despite the fact that the 
metapodials were less fragmentary than the upper 
limb bones. · 

Comparisons with Chester Street, Periods 2-3 are 
handicapped by the small samples from those 
deposits. However, the characteristics listed above 
are more prevalent in the Period 4 assemblage than 
the earlier ones. The Period 4 assemblage contains 
higher percentages of head bones and metapodials 
and lower percentages of upper limb bones, 
vertebrae and phalanges. Unfortunately direct 
comparisons cannot be made with· other Cirencester 
assemblages because of differences in recording 
methods. 

Table 36 compares counts from selected elements 
of cattle. This method decreases the :biases of 
differential fragmentation but tends to highlight the 
problems of differential preservation, sin~e only 
specimens with surviving articular surfaces were 
counted. These effects can be seen particularly on the 
humerus and femur. The late-fusing, less dense 
proximal ends of these bones were recovered much 
less frequently than the early-fusing, denser distal 
ends. · 

TABLE 36: MINIMUM NUMBER OF CATTL:E 
REPRESENTED BY MAJOR ELEMEN1'S IN CHESTER 
STREET PERIOD 4 DEPOSITS 

Horn Core 
Mandible ramus 
Mandible body 
Scapula glenoid 
Humerus proximal 
Humerus distal 
Radius proximal 
Radius distal 
Acetabulum 
Femur proximal 
Femur distal 
Tibia proximal 
Tibia distal 
Calcaneus 
Astragalus 
Centroq uartal 
Metacarpal proximal 
Metacarpai distal 
Metatarsal proximal 
Metatarsal distal 
I st Phalanx prox. 
2nd Phalanx prox. 
3rd Phalanx 

9 
54 
51 
34 

I 
15 
21 
14 
5 
4 
5 
4 

27 
11 
10 
11 

'17 
13 
59 
18 

Mandible ramus = articular surface 

21 
50 
49' 
25 
4 4 

21 4 
22 
17 
8 
5 32 
3 10 
2 I 

25. 2 
21 
14 
4· 

10 
12 
52 8 
12 5 

36 
28 
20 

] 
.o. 
!-< 

30 21 
104 54 
100 51 
59 34 
9 5' 

40. 21 

43 '22 
. 31 . 17 

13 8 
41 21, 
18 9. 
7 .,4 

54 27 
. 33 21', 

24 14 
15 4 
27 17 
24 13 

119 60. ' 
35 18 
36 9 
28 .7 
20 5 
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The results do confirm the high levels of 
mandibles, metatarsals and scapulae. Curiously, 
there is a large discrepancy between proximal and 
distal metatarsals, with the latter found much less 
frequently. This may partly be the result of 
differential preservation, as the distal epiphysis of 
the metatarsal is less dense. However, such a large 
discrepancy was not observed in the metacarpal - a 
bone with a similar structure. The proximal and 
distal ends of the metacarpal were found in relatively 
equal numbers, although both much less frequently 
that the proximal metatarsal. This suggests that 
deposition of proximal metatarsals was unusually 
high on this site in this period. Intriguingly, 
fourth-century assemblages from the St. Michael's 
Field site included unusually high numbers of distal 
and low numbers of proximal metatarsals (Levitan 
1990). Nearly all the metatarsals in the Chester 
Street assemblage had been broken open for marrow 
extraction. However, it seems that subsequent 
processing and disposal methods may often have 
resulted in the spatial separation of the two ends of 
the bone. 

The distal ends of the metatarsals may have been 
still attached to the phalanges, as these are poorly 
represented in the Period 4 deposits but much more 
common in the late Roman St. Michael's Field 
assemblage. They were also much better represented 
in earlier deposits from Chester Street (Table 36). 

The composition of the Period 4 assemblage from 
Chester Street has some similarities with the 
second-century assemblage from St. Michael's Field 
(Levitan 1990; Table 36). Both have unusually high 
numbers of mandibles and proximal metatarsals and 
scapulae are also well represented. There are some 
differences in the relative representation of major 
limb bones but both have low numbers of phalanges 
compared with other samples. Both assemblages are 
dominated by cattle bones (Type 2) and may include 
a high percentage of bones that were deposited 
directly after processing by specialist butchers. 
Although all parts of the skeleton are present and all 
stages of carcass processing are represented, such 
dumps tended to include higher quantities of skull, 
mandibles and proximal metatarsals than others. 
After the removal of the cheek-meat, brain, horns, 
tongue and perhaps marrow (from the mandibles), 
many bones of the head and jaws may have been 
discarded by the butchers. Similarly, the proximal 
metatarsals were routinely disarticulated from the 
upper limb bones and broken in two to remove the 
marrow before deposition. The distal ends of the 
bones may have been still attached to the phalanges 
and perhaps the skins and more often discarded at a 
later stage. Some of the upper limb bones may also 
have been kept for further processing and are 
therefore found less frequently in these dumps. They 
may also have been subjected to greater destruction 
by canid scavenging. The same explanation may 
account for the poor representation of vertebrae. 

The cattle assemblage from the cemetery also 
included high numbers of mandibles and metatarsals 
(CEC 11) and this again supports the theory that the 

assemblage was also largely derived from specialist 
butchery waste. 

Large dumps dominated by cattle bones 
characterised by discrepancies in anatomical 
representation suggest that specialist butchers were 
directly responsible for a great deal of the bone 
deposition in insula VI and perhaps in some of the 
town's suburbs. This is supported by the evidence of 
the butchery of the bones, which shows a great deal 
of consistency. 

Cattle Butchery 
Butchery marks on cattle bones from Chester Street 
were examined and recorded in detail. Evidence for 
butchery marks was prolific. At least 882 of the 
cattle bones bore evidence for butchery and closer 
scrutiny may well have revealed more. Damage by 
canid scavenging will have destroyed a substantial 
amount of butchery marks. Most (790) were found in 
the Period 4 assemblage, representing 35% of the 
cattle bones (excluding loose teeth). Earlier 
assemblages also included high percentages of bones 
with butchery marks. Observations of butchery 
marks were made on 41 ( 41%) of the Period 3 and 51 
(34%) of the Period 2 cattle bones. 

Detailed analysis of the butchery marks from the 
Chester Street site are forming part of a wider 
research programme into butchery methods in 
Roman Britain being undertaken by the author. It is 
not proposed to reproduce detailed figures bone by 
bone for this report. Instead, a summary of the main 
characteristics of butchery practices will be given. 
Examples of more detailed summaries of butchery 
marks are provided in Tables 37-8 for the humerus 
and tibia respectively, to illustrate the types of 
recording carried out and to compare the results with 
those from other sites. 

A) CARCASS DISARTICULATION 
Cattle carcasses were broken into component parts in 
a consistent manner. This was nearly always carried 
out with a heavy cleaver which left clear chop marks. 
The use of a cleaver is characteristic of 
Romano-British butchery and generally replaced the 
use of knives, particularly in urban sites (Maltby 
1989). 

The most frequent observations of carcass 
disarticulation were found in the following locations 
(numbers of observations refer to the Period 4 
assemblage only):-

!) Mandibular ramus: chop marks located mainly on 
the posterior and medial aspects of the jaws below 
the articular surface made during the detachment of 
the mandibles from the skull (38 examples). 

2) Articular surface of scapula: axial chops through 
the glenoid cavity made during disarticulation from 
the humerus (eleven examples). 

3) Distal scapula: horizontal superficial chop marks 
in and around glenoid cavity also made during 
disarticulation from the humerus (ten examples). 

4) Distal humerus: horizontal or oblique chop 
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through distal surface of medial epicondyle made 
during the separation of the humerus from the radius 
and ulna (nine examples). 

5) Distal humerus: axial chop thrqugh distal 
articulation particularly if located towards the lateral 
(22 examples). ·sometimes difficult to distinguish 
such butchery from the practice of splitting the bone 
for marrow (see below) and it may have served a 
dual purpose. · 

6) Proximal radius: axial chop through proximal 
articulation, particularly if located towards lateral 
(26 examples). Again some of these could be 
regarded principally as evidence for marrow 
extraction as well as disarticulation marks. 

7) Sacro-iliac joint: chop marks on the iliac 
tuberosity where pelvis separated from vertebral 
column (sixteen examples). 

8) Ilium shaft: shaft of ilium chopped through during 
separation from hind limb (nineteen examples); 
superficial· chop marks in same area indicating 
similar processing (seventeen examples). 

9) Acetabulum: chopped through_during separation 
from femur. (34 examples); other superficial. chop 
marks around acetabulum indicative of the same 
process (thirteen examples). 

1 0) Ischium shaft: superficial chop· marks or shaft 
completely chopped through during removal of hind 
limb (fourt~en examples). · 

11) Proximal femur: head and-. neck chopped 
through during removal of pelvis (see also 9) (40 
examples). 

12) Distal femur: horizontal chop through distal 
articular surface made during separation from the 
tibia (eleven examples). 

13) Distal femur: axial chop through lateral and 
medial condyles running in medio-lateral direction 
again probably made during separation of the knee 
joint (ten examples). 

14) Calcaneus: superficial chop marks around distal 
end indicating separation ofthe upper limbs from the 
ankle joint (twelve examples) .. 

15) Astragalus: superficial or more substantial chops 
through proximal part of astragal'us made during 
separation from the distal tibia (eleven examples). 

16) Proximal metatarsal: superficial medio-lateral 
chop marks on posterior aspect of proximal end 
made 'during separation from· the tarsals (52. 
examples). 

17) Vertebrae: horizontal chop across body of 
vertebrae made during segmentation of the vertebral 
column (not quantified). 

18) Vertebrae: axial chop through body Usually 
located towards lateral ·processes · made during 
dividing trunk into two roughly equal halves (not 
quantified). 

19) Vertebrae: chops on lateral processes made 
during removal of flanks from the vertebrae 
corresponding with marks· on some rib heads (not 
quantified). 

B) FILLETING . 
Cattle bones from Romano-British urban sites .often 
display distinctive evidence of filleting, in which a 
heavy blade was used to scrape axially along the 
surface of the upper limb bones, scapulae and 
occasionally other bones. This had .the effect of 
removing protuberances of bone along with t)le meat 
and leaving distinctive blade marks on .the bones 
(Maltby 1989). In· the. Chester Street J>eriod 4. 
deposits, the most common .sites for these marks 
were the spine of the scapul~ (74 examples); femur 
shaft {38)~ tibia shaft _ (30); scapula .blade . (27); 
humerus shaft ( 15) and radius shaft ( 15). 

C) MARROW PROCESSING 
Axial splitting of the limb bones by the use of a 
cleaver is another distinctive type of butchery that is 
found commonly on urban sites of Romano-British 
date (Malt by 1989). As discussed above some of the 
axial chops through the lateral parts of the distal 
humerus and proximal-radius may have been made 
during disarticulation ratherthan further processing 
for marrow and grease. However, most of the bones 
had been split centrally. and sometimes repeatedly in 
an axial direction, which would have released 'the 
marrow. The most common bones from the Pe.riod·4 
assemblage split in this way were. radius (71 
examples); tibia (47); humerus (46); femur (23) and 
metatarsal (18). Seven astragali had also been ·splh 
axially, presumably whilst still attached to the:distal · 
tihla . 
· Horizontal breakage of bones to extract maFrow 
also took place but was not usually performed with a 
cleaver.. Nearly al_l of the metapodials had peen 
broken across the.shaft by striking the bone across a 
stone or similar sharp object. There is some evidence 
that upper limb bones were sometimes also broken in 
this manner. · 

D) SKINNING _ 
Skinning .marks made with knives were found more 
rarely,-although a number of cuts on -phalanges were 
observed made where a knife was inserted to release 
the skin from the bone. 

E) BONE AND HORN WORKING , ·. . 
No clear evidence of saw marks associated with 
boneworking. were ·obseryed .. There were a number 
of cases where horn cores bore marks near their 
proximal ends made when the horns were· detached 
from the skull. · . 

The butchery evidence from the Period 4 
assemblage gives an ·impression of. intensive 
utilisation of. the cattle. carcasses, which . were 
processed. systematically in a consistent ·manner. 
Similar· butchery marks were also observed on bones 
of earlier date from-this site. Tables 37-8 show that 
many of the marks were identical to those obserVed 
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TABLE 37: BUTCHERY MARKS ON CATTLE HUMERI FROM CHESTER STREET AND SITES IN WINCHESTER 
AND OWSLEBURY 

Sample 
Chester St. 
Winchester 
Owslebury 

c 
HI 
22 
66 

c 
2 
9 

48 
2 

c 
3 
9 

15 

c 
4 

13 
23 

c 
5 
2 

25 

c 
6 

2 

c 
7 

4 
I 

c 
8 

c 
9 

7 
6 

K B 
10 ll 
3 15 

14 101 
34 

HI axial chop through distal articulation (trochlea) running in anterio-posterior direction 
H2 horizontal/oblique chop through distal surface of medial epicondyle 
H3 axial/oblique chop through proximal articulation 
H4 repeated axial chops through distal articulation running in anterio-posterior direction 
H5 axiaVoblique chop through shaft running in anterio-posterior direction 
H6 repeated axial/oblique chops through shaft 
H7 oblique/anterio-posterior superficial chop marks -medial aspect of distal end 
H8 superficial chop marks -proximal end 
H9 axial/oblique chop through medial or lateral aspects of distal end 
HI 0 knife cuts - distal end (mostly on medial aspect) 
H 11 superficial axial blade/chop/saw marks on shaft 
H 12 other superficial chop marks on shaft 
H 13 knife cuts on shaft 
H 14 knife cuts - proximal end 
H 15 horizontal chop marks through proximal end 

C = chop mark; K = knife cut; B = blade mark 

Chester Street = 
Winchester 
Owslebury 

Period 4 only 
Northern Suburbs and City Defences sites Late Roman 
Romano-British 

Method and data based on Maltby ( 1989) with additions 

c 
12 
I 
7 
3 

K 

13 

4 
20 

K 
14 

7 

c 
15 N 
5 112 

478 
486 

TABLE 38: BUTCHERY MARKS ON CATTLE TIBIAE FROM CHESTER STREET AND SITES IN WINCHESTER 
AND OWSLEBURY 

Sample 
Chester St. 
Winchester 
Owslebury 

c 
Tl 

2 
3 

c 
2 
6 

21 

c 
3 

3 

c 
.4 

5 
29 

c 
5 

5 

c 
6 

36 
42 

c 
7 

10 

Tl superficial horizontaVoblique chop marks -proximal end 

c 
8 

K 

9 
K 

10 
3 

16 

T2 axial chop through proximal usually running in a anterio-posterior direction 
T3 repeated axial chops through proximal 
T 4 axial chop through shaft 
T5 repeated axial chops through shaft 
T6 axial chop through distal usually running in a anterio-posterior direction 
T7 repeated axial chops through distal 
T8 superficial horizontal chop/saw marks - distal end 
T9 knife cuts -proximal end 
Tl 0 knife cuts on shaft 
T 11 knife cuts - distal end 
Tl2 superficial axial blade/chop/saw marks on shaft 
T 13 other superficial chop/saw marks on shaft 
Tl4 horizontal/oblique chop through distal 
Tl5 horizontal/oblique chop through proximal 

C =chop mark; K = knife cut; B =blade mark 

Chester Street = Period 4 only 
Winchester= Northern Suburbs and City Defences sites Late Roman 
Owslebury = Romano-British 

Method and data based on Maltby ( 1989) with additions 

K B 
11 12 

30 
107 

2 2 

c 
13 

5 
2 

c 
14 

c 
N 

116 
530 
465 
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from assemblages from another Romano-British 
town, at Winchester. In particular axial splitting of 
upper limb bones and filleting with a heavy blade are 
methods of processing found on urban sites but not 
encountered on rural sites such as Owslebury. There 
was no detailed discussion of butchery from the St. 
Michael's Field site (Levitan 1990) but the Sheep 
Street and Querns Road sites both produced 
evidence of similar butchery methods in material 
deposited elsewhere in Cirencester (Maltby 1990; 
1992). Significantly, Thawley (CEC I) noted 
axially-split limb bones in military deposits from 
Cirencester and this distinctive style of butchery may 
well have had military origins. Thawley (CEC Il) 
also describes butchery marks on bones of the 
cemetery assemblage that are very similar to those 
observed on the Chester Street assemblage. Axial 
splitting and blade butchery were only observed on 
scapulae at Bagendon, although cleavers were often 
used for dismemberment (Reilly 1990) and they 
were not found at Wantage nor at Bishop's Cleeve 
(Maltby 1996; forthcoming). It seems that such 
specialised butchery was restricted to certain sites 
where butchers trained in such methods carried out 
their operations on a large scale. The centre of 
Cirencester appears to have been the location of such 
an enterprise for a considerable period. 

Catde Ageing And Metrical Data 
It is clear that there was a high demand for beef in 
Cirencester and this leads to the question of whether 
cattle of a particular age and sex were selected for 
slaughter. Ageing evidence was available from tooth 
eruption and epiphysial fusion data. Analysis of· 
mandibular molars from Chester Street adapting the 
recording system of Grant (1982) was handicapped 
by the fragmentary nature of the mandibles, 
relatively few of which contained all the molars. 
Nevertheless 66 mandibles from Period 4 were 
sufficiently complete to estimate the numerical wear 
value of the mandible (Table 39). Thirty two (48%) 
had values of 41-45. These belonged to adult cattle 
with all permanent premolars and molars in wear but 
which probably had not attained very old age. 
Estimates of the ages of older cattle are problematic 
but the majority of the cattle represented in this 
group were probably over four years old and 
probably under seven years old. About 25% of the 
mandibles had numerical values of over 45 and 
probably belonged to older animals. 18% had values 

TABLE 39: SUMMARY OF WEAR STAGES OF 
CATTLE MANDIBLES FROM CHESTER STREET 
PERIOD4 

Numerical Value of Wear 
1-5 6-10 11-15 16-lO ll-15 l6-JO 31-35 36-40 41-45 46+ Total 

Chester Street 
% 

2 
3 2 

Method adapted from Grant (1982) 
Totals include estimated numerical values 

12 32 16 66 
18 48 25 

TABLE 40: SUMMARY OF CATTLE EPIPHYSIAL 
FUSION DATA FROM CHESTER STREET PERIOD 4· 

V J F %F 

Early Fusing Epiphyses 
Radius, proximal 43 100 
Scapula, glenoid process 59 100 
Humerus, distal 2 37 93 
Phalanx I, proximal 34 94 
Phalanx 2, proximal 28 100 

Later Fusing Epiphyses 
Tibia, distal 7 2 44 83 
Metacarpal, distal I 24 96 
Metatarsal, distal 2 33 94 

Late Fusing Epiphyses 
Femur, distal 3 7 70 
Radius, distal 10 3 18 58 
Humerus, proximal 4 I 4 
Femur, proximal 4 3 34 83 
Calcaneus, proximal 2 11 85 
Tibia, proximal 2 I 

U = unfused; J = fusing; F = fused; %F = percentage fused 
For discussion of fusion ages see Grigson (1982) 

of 36-40 and belonged to cattle probably a little 
younger than those in the main group. Only six 
(I 0%) specimens were from immature cattle ·and 
none of the mandibles belonged to calves. The 
mortality pattern seems therefore to show a marked 
peak of slaughter ofadult but not elderly cattle. 

The 'less reliable epiphysial fusion data broadly 
supports these observations. Unfused early-fusing 
diaphyses were only very rarely recorded (Table 40). 
Nearly all the distal metapodials were fused, 
indicating that most cattle were over two years old. 
Evidence from the late-fusing , diaphyses . was 
restricted by preservation problems and few of them 
survived. The limited evidence did, however, 
indicate a greater proportion of.unfused specimens. 
Although fused bones were . in the majority, 
indicating thaf most of the animals were probably 
over four years old, a number of unfused and fusing 
specimens showed that some animals were 
slaughtered prior to old age~· This supports the 
mandibular tooth ageing data. 

The mortality pattern from Chester Street Period 4 
appears to be broadly similar to that from the 
second-century assemblage from St. Michael's Field 
(Levitan 1990). It is . also . typical of other 
Romano-British urban assemblages, many of which 
have a high percentage of adult cattle killed at 
similar stages of dental development to those at 
Cirencester. Examples include Exeter (Maltby 1979) 
and Winchester (Maltby 1994). A similar peak of 
slaughter was observed in the sample from 
Greyhound Yard, Dorchester but deposits there also 
included a relatively large number of calves (Maltby 
1993). Animals of this age have· only rarely been 
recovered in Cirencester and Winchester. Variations 
in standards of preservation - may be· partly 
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Chester Street 
Period 4 
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Maximum Proximal Breadth (mm) 
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204. Maximum proximal breadth measurements of cattle metatarsals from Roman deposits in Cirencester 
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3rd - 4th Century A.D. 
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205. Maximum proximal breadth measurements of cattle metatarsals from Roman deposits in Winchester and 
Owslebury 
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responsible. However, it may be that the Dorchester 
deposits included waste from domestic households 
whose occupants sometimes obtained veal calves, 
perhaps as a luxury food. Calves do not, however, 
seem to have been commonly processed by those 
involved in the large-scale butchery operations in 
Cirencester. 

Limb bones of steers and bulls tend to be broader 
than those of cows (Grigson 1982). Variations in 
length/breadth ratios of metapodials can be 
particularly useful as a means of analysis. 
Unfortunately as nearly all the metapodials from 
Cirencester had been broken, estimates of this ratio 
could not be made. In general, however, there was a 
tendency for more metapodials of smaller breadths 
to be represented. From this it may be implied that 
most of the cattle represented belonged to cows. A 
similar pattern can be observed in other limb-bone 
breadth measurements from Chester Street (Table 
41) and in samples of earlier date from Cirencester 
(Levitan 1990). The distribution of measurements of 
the proximal breadth of the metatarsal (Fig. 204) was 
similar to that follnd in another urban assemblage 
from Winchester, in which most of the specimens 
fall in the bottom half of the range (Fig. 205). This 
can be contrasted with results from a rural· 
Romano-British settlement from Owslebury, 
Hampshire, in which larger specimens were more 
common, presumably implying the presence of a 
greater number of male cattle on that site (Maltby 
1994). . . 

It has been suggested that most Romano-British 
urban assemblages .. have produced a higher 
proportion of female thlm male animals. Examples 
can again be cited from Exeter (Maltby 1979), · 
Dorchester (Maltby 1993) and Winchester (Maltby 
1994). Uncertainties about the effects of castration 
on bone growth make this interpretation a tentative 
one, as it is possible that some bones of castrated · 
animals may be represented in the smaller size 
group; as Levitan (1990) has suggested with regard 
to the results from St. Michael's Field. Nevertheless, 
it does seem that the sex as well as the age of cattle 
was a determining factor in decisions about which 
animals were supplied for the urban markets. The 
selection of cows may imply that male plough cattle 
were required for use on rural settlements beyond the 
age that cattle were usually slaughtered in towns. 
There is no strong evidence that dairy production 
was an important component of cattle husbandry 
during the Romano-British period. Cows surplus to 
breeding requirements may have been available for 
slaughter once they had attained full size. It is not 
known whether the towns relied mainly .on herds · 
owned by some of the inhabitants for their meat, or 
whether the majority was obtained from a variety of 
rural settlements. Unfortunately, there are few large 
rural assemblages in the Cirencester region to make 
comparisons of ageing and sexing data. However, at 
Bagendon, a greater percentage of sub-adult cattle 
were represented and there were less pronounced 
peaks of slaughter of a~:timals aged between four and 
six years (Reilly 1990). Noddle (1984) also noted the 

presence of a higher percentage of immature cattle 
from Kingscote. The evidence supports the view that 
there was a greater degree of selectivity of cattle· for 
slaughter in Cirencester. 

Comparisons between the sizes of cattle 
represented from Chester Street Period 4 and earlier 
assemblages from St. Michael's Field (Levitan 
1990) indicate no significant changes in cattle size. 
The ranges in size of cattle were similar (Table 41 ). 
Variations in size of cattle limb bones will often be 
dependent upon the relative frequency of males and 
females represented. The lack of complete limb 
bones is a major problem in assessing the overall 
size of cattle in the town. 

The Abundance Of Sheep/Goat And Pig 
A total of241 sheep/goat bones were recovered from 
the Chester Street excavations (Table 32). Skeletal 
similarities mean~ that not all bones of sheep and 
goat could be differentiated. Of the bones diagnostic 
of species from the Chester Street site, 33 were 
assigned to sheep and only one - a metatarsal from 
Period 3 - to goat. It can be assumed that the vast 
majority of the remaining sheep/goat bones also 
belonged to sheep. Levitan ( 1990) identified only 
two goat bones compared with 188·of sheep· in the 
St. Michael's Field assemblage. 

The abundance of sheep/goat and pig in relation to 
cattle has been discussed above. Compared with 
cattle, both species provided a relatively small 
amount of the total meat consumed. Direct 
comparisons between the three species are, however, 
made difficult by the presence of some deposits 
dominated by cattle butchery waste and . by 
differences in the size of the skeletons of the species. 
More small bones of sheep/goat and pigs are likelyto 
have been overlooked during the excavations. 

Direct comparisons between sheep/goat and pig, 
however, should be less affected by such problems, 
as the species are closer in size and may well have 
been processed in similar ways. The abundance of 
sheep/goat and pig from various sites in Cirencester 
is listed in Table 33. Table 34 includes the total of 
sheep/goat fragments expressed as a percentage of 
the total sheep/goat and pig bones only (counts of 
other species were excluded from these 
calculations). In most samples, sheep/goat bones 
narrowly outnumbered those of pig. Most 
assemblages, including all of the largest samples, 
contained between 49% and 59% sheep/goat. This is 
a relatively low percentage of sheep/goat. A. King 
(1984) showed that most Roman urban assemblages 
tended to have high percentages of pig in comparison 
with less Romanised sites. This is probably due to a 
combination of dietary preference and perhaps .the 
practice of keeping pigs in towns (A. King 1984; 
Maltby 1994 ). · · 
. In addition, in a situation where the supply of meat 
was of paramount importance in the exploitation of 
animals, pigs may have been preferred as they 
provide more meat per carcass than sheep of a 
similar age .and are not required. for secondary 
products su.ch as wool ·an·d milk. Their ,fecundity 
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TABLE 41: SOME COMMON CATTLE MEASUREMENTS FROM CHESTER STREET AND ST. MICHAEL'S FIELD 

Bone/ 
Measurement 

Horn Core/OL 

Horn Core/Max:D 

Scapula/GLP 

Scapula/LG 

Astragalus/GLI 

Astragalus/Bd 

Metatarsal Bp 

Metatarsal Bd 

Bone/ 
Measurement 

Horn Core/OL 
Horn Core/MaxD 
Scapula/GLP 
Scapula/LG 
Astragalus/GLI 
Astragalus/Bd 
Metatarsal/Bp 
Metatarsal/Bd 

OL 
GLP 
GLI 
Bp 

Chester Street Period 4 

95 105 110 120 125 125 125 130 

36.8 40.0 41.9 42.8 43.7 47.1 47.1 47.3 

52.3 54.5 56.0 57.5 58.5 58.5 58.8 59.5 
64.2 64.4 64.4 64.8 65.0 66.0 66.8 67.4 

44.4 48.6 48.8 49.3 49.3 49.7 49.8 50.1 
52.2 52.7 53.5 53.9 53.9 54.2 54.4 55.8 
60.1 60.6 63.2 

55.9 58.2 58.4 59.4 59.8 61.4 61.6 62.2 

34.5 35.2 37.2 37.3 37.5 37.8 37.8 38.8 

38.8 39.1 40.4 40.6 40.8 41.5 41.7 41.8 
42.4 42.6 42.7 42.7 42.7 42.8 42.9 42.9 
43.4 43.7 43.9 44.0 44.1 44.1 44.2 44.3 
45.6 45.7 45.7 45.7 45.7 46.0 46.0 46.0 
47.6 48.0 48.9 49.4 49.4 49.7 51.6 51.8 

46.3 46.7 46.9 47.2 47.2 47.7 48.0 48.0 
52.2 52.6 55.0 56.1 56.2 58.2 58.6 62.1 

Chester Street Period 4 
N Range Mean 

12 95-155 126.9 
15 36.8-62.2 . 47.9 
27 52.3-71.9 62.1 
30 44.4-63.2 52.7 
ll 55.9-64.8 60.7 
ll 34.5-40.0 37.7 
72 38.8-51.8 44.4 
24 46.3-62.1 51.3 

length outer curvature; 
greatest length glenoid process; 
greatest length lateral side; 
greatest proximal breadth. 

s.d. 

18.1 
6.7 
4.7 
3.6 
2.6 
1.7 
2.7 
4.3 

MaxD 
LG 
Bd 

All measurements in millimetres. 

138 

47.7 

59.6 
68.4 

50.2 
56.1 

62.4 

38.9 

42.0 
42.9 
44.4 
46.2 

48.8 

145 150 155 

47.8 50.2 50.9 54.9 57.6 62.2 

59.7 59.7 60.5 61.2 61.2 61.9 
70.9 71.9 

50.7 51.2 51.8 51.8 51.8 52.0 
56.2 56.5 59.6 

63.3 64.8 

39.5 40.0 

42.1 42.1 42.1 42.2 42.3 42.3 
43.0 43.1 43.1 43.1 43.2 43.3 
44.7 44.9 45.0 45.1 45.2 45.2 
46.3 46.7 46.8 47.3 47.5 47.5 

49.9 50.1 50.2 50.4 50.6 50.8 

SMF 2nd Century 
N Range Mean 

32 110-205 145.0 
37 32.6-69.9 48.7 
33 53.3-76.2 63.0 
35 45.4-61.9 52.4 
9 52.9-66.4 60.7 
9 34.7-41.7 38.1 
43 37.2-52.3 43.5 
30 43.3-61.3 49.7 

maximum basal diameter; 
length glenoid; 
greatest distal breadth; 

s.d. 

24.7 
7.6 
5.7 
4.4 

3.0 
3.8 

Measurements follow von den Driesch (1976); Data from St Michael's Field from Levitan (1990). 

62.6 

42.3 
43.4 
45.4 
47.6 

52.2 
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allows them to tolerate a high level of immature 
slaughter. The high levels of pig from Cirencester 
are comparable to sites near the centres of towns 
such as Dorchester (Maltby 1993) and some of the 
samples from Exeter (Maltby 1979), York 
(O'Connor 1988) and Colchester (Luff 1993). 

Contemporary rural sites generally produce much 
fewer pig.bones in comparison with sheep/goat. In 
the area around Cirencester, for· example, the 
percentage of sheep/goat of the total sheep/goat and 
pig fragments was over 70% in assemblages from 
Bagendon (Reilly 1990), Kingscote (Noddle 1984 ), 
Frocester Court· (Noddle 1979), Bishop's Cleeve 
(Maltby forthcoming) and Wantage (Maltby 1996). 

Some samples from Cirencester have, however, 
produced higher percentages of sheep/goat, notably 
from 33 Sheep Street, Querns Road and the cemetery 
sites. Figures of around 70% sheep/goat fragments 
were recorded in several samples from these sites 
(Table 34). These sites were situated towards the 
periphery of the town and thus display a trend also 
observed in Winchester and Dorchester (Maltby 
1994) for higher percentages of pig bones to be 
found on sites near the centre of the towns. This may 
imply that the centres of the town acted as the focal 
point for the consumption or distribution of pork 
(possibly through processing by specialist butchers 
in some cases). The possibility that there were 
significant variations in the meat diet between 
residents in different parts of the towns should also 
be considered. 

Anatomical Repr~sentation ·Of Sheep/ Goat 
And Pig 
The elements of sheep/goat and pig represented from 
Chester Street show some similarities (Tables 42-3). 
The samples from Period 3 were too small to merit 
detailed discussion. The sheep/goat and pig 
assemblages from Periods 2 and 4 were consistently 

TABLE 42: NUMBER OF SHEEP/GOAT FRAGMENTS 
FROM CHESTER STREET ASSEMBLAGES 

Period 2 Period 3 Period 4 
N % N N % 

Skull Frags. 6 6.0 9 8.0 
Mandible 16 15.0 16 14.0 
Loose Teeth 3 3.0 17 15.0 
Scapula 6 6.0 2 2.0 
Humerus 2 2.0 8 7.0 
Radius 13 12.0 5 4.0 
Os Coxae 3 3.0 4 3.0 
Femur 6 6.0 3 3.0 
Tibia 15 14.0 4 23 20.0 
Calcaneus 4 4.0 5 4.0 
Astragalus 1.0 0.9 
Metacarpal 4 4.0 14 12.0 
Metatarsal 7 7.0 8 7.0 
1st Phalanx 3 3.0 
Ribs 12 11.0 0.9 
Atlas I 1.0 
Lumbar Vertebrae 3 3.0 

Total 105 12 116 

biased towards larger bones. Phalanges, carpals, 
tarsals and, in the case of sheep/goat, ulnae were 
either absent or found in only small numbers. This 
bias is mainly the result of differential recovery from 
normal excavation methods. · 

For both species, ribs and vertebrae were better 
represented in the Period 2 contexts, although they 
were .. not particularly abundant in either. Both 
samples included a higher percentage of loose teeth 
in Period 4. Both observations may be used to argue 
that the sheep/goat and pig assemblages in Period 4 
were less well preserved than those in Period 2. 
Teeth are more robust than bones and tend to form a 
higher proportion of poorly preserved assemblages. 
Vertebrae and ribs are among the more fragile parts 
of the skeleton and would have been more 
susceptible to destruction in the Period 4 dumps. A 
similar trend was observed in the survival of limb 
bone articular surfaces. These survive less well than 
shafts, being particularly susceptibl~ to dog 
scavenging. To take sheep/goat tibiae as an example, 
seven out of 15 (47%) fragments from Period 2 
contexts included one of the articular surfaces 
compared with only 4 (17%) out of 23 fragments 
from Period 4. Similar decreases in the survival of 
articular surfaces of other limb bones of sheep/goat 
and pig were also noted in the Period 4 assemblages. 

Although the sheep/goat and pig assemblages were 
less well preserved in Period 4 layers, it is not 
thought that differential preservation alone can 
account for the much higher percentage of cattle 
bones in this assemblage. Some of the sheep/goat 
and pig bones may have been redeposited with. the 

TABLE 43: NUMBER OF PIG FRAGMENTS FROM 
CHESTER STREET ASSEMBLAGES ' 

Period 2 Period3 Period 4 
N % N N % 

Skull Frags. 13 14.0 16' ,13.0 
Mandible 8 8.0 2 21 17.0 
Loose Teeth 3. 3.0 I 11 9.0 
Scapula 9 10.0 15 12.0 
Humerus 4 4.0 11 9.0 
Radius 5 5.0 4 3.0 
Ulna 2 2.0 2 2.0 
Os Coxae 3 3.0 7 6.0 
Femur 5 . 5.0 7 6.0 
Tibia 6 6.0 5 4.0 
Fibula 3 3.0 
Carpals 2 2.0 
Calcaneus 2 2.0 2 2.0 
Astragalus 1.0 I 0.8 
Metacarpal 2 2.0 2 5 4.0 
Metatarsal I 1.0 I 0.8 
Lateral Metapodial 2 2.0 3 2.0 
1st Phalanx I 1.0 3 i.o 
2nd Phalanx 2 2.0 0.8 
3rd Phalanx 1.0 
Ribs 10 11.0 4 3.0 
Atlas 2 2.0 0.8 
Other Cervical 3 3.0 
Verts. 
Thoracic Vertebrae 7 7.0 
Lumbar Vertebrae I 0.8 
Total 95 11 123 
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soils used to cover the butchery waste, which would 
account for their poorer preservation. 

Mandibles of both species survive well and were 
well represented, although pig mandibles from 
Period 2 were lower than in most other samples from 
Cirencester. Taphonomic and retrieval factors 
therefore seem to account for most of the uneven 
representation of the medium-sized mammal 
skeletons at Chester Street. Levitan (1990) also 
argued that the same factors were important 
considerations in the formation of the St. Michael 's 
Field assemblages. He also suggested that a possible 
explanation for an unusually large number of 
sheep/goat mandibles in the second-century sample 
from that site was that they may have been associated 
with cattle mandibles dumped in a make-up layer, in 
which primary butchery waste from both species was 
deposited. However, all of the variations in the 
sheep/goat and pig assemblages from Chester Street 
and 33 Sheep Street (Maltby 1990) can be mainly 
explained by taphonomic and retrieval biases. 
Mandibles were the best represented elements of the 
sheep/goat assemblages from both these and The 
Beeches site (CEC Ill). 

Sheep/ Goat And Pig Butchery 
Butchery marks were observed much less frequently 
on bones of these species from the Chester Street 
site. Their smaller carcass sizes mean that less 
butchery is required and they were less important for 
the acquisition of marrow, although it does seem that 
marrow was regularly extracted from their bones. No 
quantitative analysis was carried out but both chop 
marks and knife cuts were observed on both species. 
The bodies of several pig vertebrae had been 
chopped near to the midline when the carcass was 
split into sides. At least two similar examples of 
butchery were observed on sheep/goat vertebrae and 
this method of segmentation was similar to the many 
examples observed on cattle vertebrae. 

Other observations for the use of a cleaver to 
segment pig carcasses were noted on the shafts of 
two radii; on the proximal ends of a tibia and a 
calcaneus; on the acetabulum of four os coxae; on 
two mandibular rami and on the glenoid cavity or the 
neck of four scapulae. Cleaver marks made during 
segmentation were less common on sheep/goat 
bones but were observed on three os coxae; the 
shafts of at least three tibiae and a humerus; and on 
the distal end of a femur. 

Most of the segmentation of carcasses on Iron 
Age settlements in southern England was usually 
carried out with a knife. Wilson's (1978) analysis of 
the butchery marks from Ashville, Oxfordshire 
demonstrates this well. Knives were sometimes 
used for such purposes in Roman Cirencester. 
Examples on sheep/goat bones were found on the 
proximal ends of a femur and a tibia. Knife cuts on 
the distal end of two pig scapulae were also possible 
examples. However, most of the segmentation was 
done using cleavers. A few limb bones of 
sheep/goat and pig bore knife cuts probably made 
during filleting and there was evidence that the 

skulls of both species were sometimes split open to 
remove the brain. 

Although there is some consistency in the butchery 
of sheep/goat and pig carcasses from the Chester 
Street site, there is no conclusive evidence that 
specialist butchers were commonly involved with 
their processing, although this is likely to have 
occurred. However, the use of a cleaver does not 
necessarily indicate the work of a specialist and 
household butchery of sheep-sized mammals could 
have been more common than in the case of cattle. 

Sheep/Goat And Pig Ageing And Metrical 
Data 
Because of the poorer preservation of limb bone 
articular surfaces and the size of the overall samples, 
detailed analysis of epiphysial fusion data of these 
species was not carried out on the Chester Street 
material. Only nineteen sheep/goat mandibles were 
sufficiently complete to provide ageing data using 
Grant's (1982) method. Eleven came from Period 2. 
These gave numerical values (nv) (including 
estimated values) of 9, 8-10, 11, 11-13, 18-20, 20, 
21, 31, 31, 34 and 42. The other eight specimens 
from Period 4 had values of 8-10, 24-25, 30, 31, 33, 
35, 35 and 36-37. These very small samples would 
suggest that more lambs of about six months to a 
year old (nv 8-13) were represented in the Period 2 
deposits. The Period 4 deposits mainly contained 
mandibles belonging to animals which had all three 
molars in wear but which did not display heavy wear 
(nv 30-35). Most of these animals were probably 
aged between 30 and 48 months old. 

Poorer preservation of the Period 4 sample may 
partially account for the lower number of mandibles 
of lambs. However, it is interesting to note that 
Levitan ( 1990) observed a similar contrast between 
larger samples of second-century date and those of 
later Roman date on the St. Michael's Field site. 
Changes in the mortality rates of sheep have been 
observed on a number of Romano-British sites. 
Generally, there seems to have been a trend towards 
the culling of fewer lambs in the later Roman 
period. Culling of lambs at about a year old appears 
to have been common practice in the Iron Age and 
some early-Roman urban samples also have a good 
representation of lambs culled at this age, for 
example at Exeter and Dorchester (Maltby 1979; 
1993). Generally, however, samples of later date 
have peaks of culling between 18 and 48 months of 
age, with late Roman samples tending to have a 
greater proportion in the older end of that range. 
The increased importance of meat production and, 
possibly subsequently wool production (Noddle 
1987), combined perhaps with better husbandry 
methods resulted in immature or sub-adult sheep of 
a larger carcass size to be slaughtered for meat in 
the towns. Animals killed between 24 and 48 
months would have provided a number of fleeces 
and as such their slaughter between those ages 
could be regarded as a compromise between the 
conflicting demands of wool production and the 
urban meat supply. 
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Even fewer pig jaws were available for ageing 
analysis from· Chester Street. The 15 mandibles, in 
which some molars survived, included three of pigs 
that died under a year old; most of the others appear 
to have been slaughtered in their second and third 
years. Mandibles from old animals were not 
encountered. These findings supplement those from 
St. Michael's Field, where Levitan's (1990) results 
indicate that about a third of the pig mandibles had 
Grant (1982) numerical values of around 30. These 
would belong to animals about three years old, using 
Bull and Payne's (1982) comparisons with Turkish 
wild boar. A number of younger pigs were also 
represented in the St. Michael's Field assemblage 
but very few were from older animals. 

Culling of high numbers of immature pigs is to be 
expected, as they are good suppliers of fresh and 
preserved meat and can tolerate high rates of 
immature slaughter. Other Romano-British towns 
have produced similar results with an emphasis on 
second and third year mortalities (Maltby 1994). 
Samples that have produced significant numbers of 
finds of suckling pigs are comparatively rare. This 
may be due to preservation factors or variations in 
the status of the inhabitants, from whose properties 
the pig bones derive. The low numbers of neonatal 
mortalities from any of the Cirencester sites does not 
support the idea that pigs were kept in the town. 
However, it is unlikely that their bones would have 
been deposited and survived in most of the contexts 
investigated. 

Metrical . data for both sheep and pig were 
extremely limited from Chester Street. Only 30 
sheep/goat bones could be measured, of which 17 
were from Period 4 layers. Four complete 
metapodials from Period 4 layers provided estimates 
of withers heights of 55.3, 59.0, 60.1 and 62.9cm. 
All ·were within the range recorded from 
Romano-British sites. All the sheep/goat 
measurements are stored in the archive. 
· Levitan (1990) showed that the sheep represented 
on the St. Michael's Field site were of a similar size 
to those from Chichester and slightly larger than 
those from Exeter. There were also indications that 
there may have been a slight increase in the average 
size of sheep in the later periods. The Chester Street 
sample can add little to this conclusion. 

Only twelve pig bones were . measured from 
Chester Street. None of the pig bones are large 
enough to be considered to be from wild boar. 
Detailed analysis of the sizes of pigs in Roman 
Cirencester must await the acquisition of a muc;h 
larger database. 

Other Mammals 
Bones identified to other mammals accounted for 
only 24 fragments of the Chester Street assemblage. 
Only horse, dog, roe deer and hare were identified 
(Table 32). Ten bones of horse were recorded, two 
from Period 2 and the remainder from Period 4 
deposits. These contributed less than I% of the 
identified mammalian fragments in both periods 
(Table 34). They have usually formed less than 4% 

of the total cattle and horse fragments in Roman 
samples from Cirencester (Tables 33-4). Very low 
percentages of horse are to be expected in material 
derived mainly from urban butchery' waste. Horses 
do not seem to have been utilised for meat very often 
and, unlike cattle, they were not . intensively 
processed in large numbers by specialist butchers in 
the town. 

Similar very low percentages of horse have also 
been recorded in Dorchester (Malt by 1994) and 
near the centres of other urban sites in Britain. 
Samples from contemporary rural sites tend to 
contain relatively more horse bones. For example, 
horse provided 12% of the total horse and cattle 
bones from Wantage (Maltby 1996), 14% from 
Bishop's Cleeve (Maltby forthcoming) and 9% from 
Kingscote (Noddle 1984). Horse bones were, 
however, relatively rarely recorded at Bagendon 
(Reilly 1990). 

The variations between urban and. rural sites 
reflect more the greater importance of beef in the 
towns than differences in the relative number or 
importance of horses at those settlements. Horse 
remains form a less significant part of assemblages 
in which cattle butchery waste predominates. It is 
interesting to note that horse bones are slightly better 
represented in some of the samples from Querns 
Road situated towards the periphery of the walled 
town (Table 34). This is similar to results from the 
Northern Suburbs of Winchester, where horses were 
better represented than in some samples from the 
centre of Roman towns such as Dorchester. In both 
cases, however, such figures were generally lower 
than those from contemporary rural sites in their 
region (Maltby 1994). 

The nine horse bones from Chester Street 
produced little further information about . the 
exploitation of horses. A superficial chop mark on 
the lateral aspect of a sac rum from a Periqd 4 context 
was the only evidence of butchery. No major limb 
bones were recovered irt this sample. No bones could 
be measured. 

Eleven dog bones were identified from Chester 
Street (Table 32) forming a very small percentage of 
the assemblage. This is typical of results from other 
sites in Cirencester (Tables 33-4). Three left 
forelimb bones in layer 137/4 (Period 4)·may have 
belonged to the same· small dog. ·Articulated dog 
skeletons have only been rarely encountered in 
recent excavations in the town, although a partial 
skeleton was recovered from. 33 Sheep Street 
(Maltby 1990). This may simply reflect the nature of 
the archaeological deposits. ·In Dorchester, ·for 
example, most dog skeletons· have been found in 
deep pits or disused well shafts (Maltby 1,993). Few 
comparable deposits have been excavated recently in 
Cirencester, All the dog bones from Chester Street 
may have belonged to dogs originally deposited as 
complete carcasses. However, subsequent 
destruction, disturbance and redeposition have 
reduced these remains to·isolated bones. 

No evidence for skinning or .butc,hery was 
observed on any of the bones. Several bones 
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belonged to adult dogs but a mandible from Period 2 
belonged to a puppy. No metrical data were obtained. 

The best indication that the Roman town had a 
substantial dog population lies in the abundant 
evidence of gnawed animal bones in all the 
assemblages investigated in Cirencester. A dog 
coprolite was also recovered in the Chester Street 
Period 4 layers. Dogs would have been attracted to 
the substantial dumps of butchery waste created by 
the town's butchers. 

Two bones of roe deer and one of hare were the 
only wild mammal bones identified in the Chester 
Street assemblage (Table 32). No bones of red deer 
were identified on this site, although they have been 
recorded in small numbers along with roe deer and 
hare on other sites in the town (Table 33). Although 
it is possible that bones from hunted species may not 
have been brought to the town, if filleting was 
carried out at the kill site, there is little evidence to 
suggest that meat from any of these species formed 
more than a very occasional meal for the inhabitants 
of the town. 

Other mammal bones found in very small numbers 
on some sites in Cirencester include domestic cat 
and badger (Table 33). Bones of small mammals 
were recovered from third-century deposits from St. 
Michael's Field (Levitan 1990). However, very little 
sieving for bones has been carried out in the town 
and environmental evidence that can be derived from 
the analysis of such remains has not been recovered. 
As yet, no evidence for the presence of black rat has 
been found in Cirencester. This species has now 
been recorded in several Romano-British towns, for 
example York (Rackham 1979; O'Connor 1988), 
London (Armitage et al. 1984) and Dorchester 
(Maltby 1993). The species appears to have been an 
accidental introduction by the Romans and would 
have been attracted to a number of urban habitats. Its 
presence in Roman Cirencester could be expected. 

The Bird And Fish Remains 
Only 51 bird bones were identified in the Chester 
Street assemblage. Only 17 were recovered from the 
Period 4 deposits. They were better represented in 
the Period 2 deposits (32 bones). The lack of sieving 
is one factor in their poor representation in all the 
assemblages. In addition, the nature of the Period 4 
dump layers was not conducive to the disposal and 
survival of large numbers of bird bones. The earlier 
deposits contained a more diverse assemblage that 
probably included more food waste. The slightly 
better representation of bird bones in these deposits 
is perhaps to be expected. 

Domestic fowl have been the most commonly 
identified avian species on all sites in Roman 
Cirencester (Table 33). The largest bird bone 
samples were obtained from the St. Michael's Field 
site (Levitan 1990). Domestic fowl formed between 
66% and 77% of the bird bones in the three 
assemblages involved. Smaller samples from other 
sites in the town were dominated by the same species. 

Domestic fowl tend to be better represented in 
Romano-British urban samples than on contemporary 

rural sites (Maltby 1997). This probably reflects a 
number of factors including differential preservation 
and recovery. However, it may also reflect dietary 
preferences of inhabitants of different settlements 
and probably the keeping of domestic fowl in towns. 
Domestic fowl do not appear regularly before the 
Romano-British period, although they have now 
been recorded in a number of late Iron Age 
assemblages. 

The Chester Street sample was too small to carry 
out detailed analysis of anatomical elements of 
domestic fowl. No butchery marks were observed on 
any of the bones, although there is little doubt they 
were exploited for meat. Examination of femur and 
tibiotarsus shafts revealed medullary bone in one 
specimen, indicative of a hen in Jay. Four other 
specimens had no medullary bone. Four 
tarsometatarsi had no spurs and probably belonged 
to hens. One specimen possessed a spur. 
Measurements were taken on 17 bones and form part 
of the metrical archive. These indicated that there 
was quite a large range in size but most birds were 
similar in size to those represented on other 
Romano-British sites. The shafts of a humerus and 
femur had evidence for thickening of the bone and 
exostosis. 

Domestic duck/mallard was represented by only 
one bone at Chester Street but was the second best 
represented bird species in several other samples 
from Cirencester (Table 33). Teal bones were 
recorded in the Chester Street and St. Michael's 
Field assemblages. Five of the teal bones from 
Chester Street Period 2 may have belonged to the 
wings of the same bird found in the same context. A 
humerus in this group had knife cuts on the shaft. 
Chester Street also produced the only record to date 
of a medium-sized duck, comparable in size to a 
wigeon. 

Ducks of various species have been recorded quite 
commonly on Romano-British sites (Parker 1988). 
They have been relatively well represented on 
several urban sites in southern England, for example, 
Dorchester (Maltby 1993). They would have been an 
occasio,ml supplement to the diet. 

Bones of greylag/domestic goose have also been 
recorded in small numbers from several sites in the 
town (Table 33). Their presence in low frequencies 
is again typical of Romano-British sites (Parker 
1988). It is not until the Anglo-Saxon period, 
however, that goose bones are found consistently in 
greater numbers in English archaeological 
assemblages. 

The only other species identified in the Chester 
Street assemblage was woodcock. This species was 
also recorded in small numbers from the St. Michael's 
Field, 33 Sheep Street and Quems Road sites (Table 
33). It has been recorded on a large number of 
Romano-British sites (Parker 1988) and seems to 
have been the most common game bird exploited on 
some sites. Other waders recorded on other sites in 
Cirencester include moorhen and plover. 

A single bone of pigeon was recorded from St. 
Michael's Field (Levitan 1990). It cannot be 
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determined whether this was from a domestic or wild 
bird. Bones of pigeons and doves have been found 
on several Romano-British sites (Parker 1988) albeit 
usually represented by one or two bones only. They 
were found in slightly greater numbers in the early 
Romano-British deposits from Greyhound Yard, 
Dorchester, where it has been suggested they may 
have been kept in the town (Maltby 1993). 

Bones of the ~row family have been found 
occasionally in Cirencester. Bones of raven have 
been recorded on three sites and rook on one (Table 
33). A buzzard bone was found on the St. Michael's 
Field site. The presence of these species in the town 
is to be expected, particularly as rubbish tips would 
have attracted scavenging species. 

Ten bones from a swallow skeleton and a single 
record of a redwing (Levitan 1990) complete the 
avian species list from Romano-British sites 
excavated to date in Cirencester. 

A salmon bone was recorded from the St. Michael's 
Field site (Levitan 1990). This is the only record of 
fish from Roman Cirencester. Although the 
exploitation of fish may not have been important, the 
virtual absence of fish must also reflect the lack of 
extensive sieving programmes in the Cirencester 
excavations. In Romano-British towns where such 
sieving programmes have been carried out, fish bones 
have been found, for example in York (O'Connor 
1988) and Dorchester (Maltby 1993). It is likely that 
fish bones would be recovered from Cirencester, if 
similar recovery methods were utilised. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Fauna! assemblages from several sites in Cirencester 
have now been investigated. Their analysis has 
begun to provide information about how the Roman 
civilian settlement obtained its meat supplies and 
other animal products. Information has also been 
obtained about the exploitation of the domestic stock. 

Cattle were by far the most important source of the 
town's meat. There is abundant evidence that their 
processed bones were often dumped in large 
quantities on suitable sites near the centre of the 
town and sometimes outside the walls of the town 
throughout the Roman period. Specialist butchers 
processed many of the carcasses using techniques 
identical to those found in other Roman towns in 
Britain and elsewhere in the Empire. There was very 
systematic and intensive processing for meat, 
marrow, skins and horns. 

Cattle bones have been well represented in all 
Roman assemblages from Cirencester, although their 
dominance has been less marked on sites where it is 
believed that household waste has provided a greater 
proportion of the finds. Comparisons with rural 
assemblages suggests that beef probably provided a 
greater proportion of the meat consumed in the town. 

Anatomical analyses showed that the major dumps 
of cattle bones usually included large numbers of 
mandibles, metatarsals and, to a lesser extent, 
scapulae. Such analyses were, however, 
handicapped by the biases created by dog gnawing. 

It is argued that there was a deliberate policy for 
selecting cattle of particular ages and sex for the 
urban meat market. Adult, but not elderly, cattle 
were preferred and most of these appear to have been 
female. There appears to be less variation in the ages 
of cattle represented in Cirencester than in 
contemporary · rural samples, which suggests a 
greater degree of selection. 

Sheep were the second most common species 
represented by their bones, although in terms of meat 
provided, pigs may have been more important, at 
least in some areas of the town. Sheep/goat bones 
were also less well represented in Cirencester than 
on several contemporary rural settlements. 
Differential preservation and recovery appear to be 
the main factors in the uneven representation of 
sheep/goat elements. 

Ageing data for sheep/goat are limited but there 
appears to have been a trend away from the culling of 
lambs at about a year old in the later periods. Most 
sheep appear to have been slaughtered between 18 
and 48 months of age. This would have enabled the 
animals to have been exploited for wool as well as 
meat. 

Pigs were well represented compared with most 
British Iron Age sites and contemporary rural sites. 
The Cirencester evidence supports A. King's (1984) 
contention that pork consumption was more 
important in Roman towns. It is possible that some 
pigs were kept in Cirencester itself. Pig bones tended 
to be less well represented on sites situated at some 
distance from the centre of the town. Most pigs 
appear to have been slaughtered in their second or 
third years. 

Other species appear to have contributed only 
occasionally to the diet, although domestic fowl 
were probably kept for meat and eggs. There is no 
evidence that horse meat was regularly consumed. 
Wild species of mammal, bird and fish were very 
poorly represented, although the lack of sieving may 
give a slightly misleading picture with regards td 
birds and fish. 

These results should be regarded as the first stage 
towards understanding the uses of animals in Roman 
Cirencester. There are many opportunities for further 
research should samples become available from the 
town or its hinterland. 

There are already indications that fauna! 
assemblages in Cirencester probably vary 
significantly in different parts of the Roman town. In 
particular, patterned variations in species 
representation may be expected. Variations in diet 
between different sectors of an urban community 
should be expected and it would be interesting to 
compare variations in the fauna! assemblages with 
other archaeological evidence pertaining to the status 
and wealth of the inhabitants of different parts of the 
town. It would also be interesting to discover 
whether dumps of specialist butchery waste were 
restricted to certain areas of the town. 

In order to obtain a fuller picture of the breadth of 
the diet and the species exploited in Roman 
Cirencester, a programme of sampling for sieved 
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material is strongly recommended for any future sites 
that are excavated in the town. The results of such a 
programme would provide a better indication of the 
importance of fish and birds in the diet. Sieving 
experiments would also test whether discrepancies in 
anatomical representation of the medium-sized 
mammals was largely the result of biases created by 
normal excavation methods. Environmental evidence 
could also be obtained from the analysis of any 
amphibians and small mammals retrieved from the 
sieving programme. 

Although metrical and ageing data have been 
carefully recorded from several sites in Cirencester, 
small sample sizes currently hinder analysis and their 
interpretation. Metrical and ageing data for pigs, in 
particular, are very limited and further ageing data for 
sheep/goat and cattle are also required to investigate 
possible chronological changes in their slaughter 
patterns. A reasonable sample of measured cattle 

bones has now been obtained and could repay further 
detailed study, particularly if supplemented by other 
well dated samples. Similarly, possible changes in 
the sizes of sheep during the Romano-British period 
in Cirencester and its region require further well 
dated samples. 

The importance of Cirencester in the organisation 
of animal husbandry in the region can only be 
understood by comparisons with other settlements. 
There are already indications that there were 
significant variations in meat diet and ages of 
slaughter of stock on different sites. Methods of 
carcass processing also appear to have been 
different. The size and quality of stock may also have 
varied. Clearly, it is important that assemblages from 
as many settlements as become available are 
compared, if we are to develop more detailed 
insights into animal exploitation in the Cirencester 
region during the Roman period. 



URBAN STRATIGRAPHY AND ROMAN 
HISTORY 

Neil Faulkner 

INTRODUCTION: 
WRITING URBAN HISTORIES 

This chapter uses archaeological data to write a 
history of Roman Cirencester. Many archaeologists 
would eschew such a task. Some, indeed, would see it 
as a lamentable fall from grace, a descent from the 
scientific purity of material data into a den of wicked 
historical speculation. The result of these sentiments 
we know well: it is 'the driest dust that blows': those 
great, fat, self-satisfied catalogues of stratigraphic 
and artefactual minutiae that sit on the shelves of 
university libraries unread, unloved and unwanted. 
Were this stuff to be put where it belongs- in the local 
archive - the protective fog of undigested data would 
be dispersed, and the emperor would be found to have 
no clothes. Those who dig up the past but fail to 
explain it would be exposed in the glare of critical 
enquiry. The futility of empiricism would be 
apparent, and progress could begin. Archaeology 
could become more interesting, accessible and 
popular. It is not coincidence that Wheeler peppered 
even his most high-brow writing with vivid historical 
speculation and was also perhaps the greatest 
populariser the discipline has known. Lives are 
enriched by knowledge of the past. Society's ability 
to act in the present may be enhanced. Certainly, 
whether mere entertainment (justification enough) or 
something more serious, archaeology's funding 
depends on public support. The rationale of the 
discipline and the opportunity to practise it both 
demand good popularisation. Archaeologists who 
will not write history do neither themselves nor 
anyone else any favours. 

Nor is this any sort of debasement. Contempt for 
popularisation is the most misplaced snobbery. 
Anyone- with a British Academy cheque - can sit at a 
terminal totting up figures and drawing distribution 
maps. Far more demanding is effective synthesis- the 
essence of all good popularisation - since this 
requires the weaving together of all relevant data and 
their interpretation in the light of a multiplicity of 
intermeshing and often conflicting social theories. 
Writing good history is not an easy option. Yet it is 
the key to advancing archaeological knowledge. 
Interpretive hypotheses drive research forwards. 

They prevent the waste inherent in empiricism: the 
accumulation of data for its own sake. They direct 
research to the testing of historical claims, so that 
knowledge of the past advances either by confirming 
and refining existing accounts, or by refuting them 
and generating alternative hypotheses. History 
disciplines archaeology against irrelevance and 
futility. 

What sort of history should be written? Not 
'thematic' history which breaks the past up into a set 
of disconnected topics: administration, public 
buildings, private houses, craft and industry, religion, 
and so on. History is an unbroken web of social 
phenomena, a highly complex network of tensions 
and interactions which produce constant flux, 
process and change. The identification and definition 
of discreet phenomena are necessary in analysis. But 
this is not an end in itself. The parts, once 
comprehended, must be reassembled in a coherent 
narrative, where each acts on and alters every other. 
History, many times the sum of its parts, is the result 
of all interactions. That is the reason all really good 
historical writing is narrative: only in this way can all 
the parts and their contradictions been seen as a 
single, integrated, dynamic process. 

Whatever the current state of our knowledge, we 
should aspire to write histories of the towns we 
excavate. The prototype for urban archaeologists was 
Wheeler's summary history of Verulamium in the 
report of the 1930-33 excavations, his story-telling 
approach encapsulated in the choice of title: 
Verulamium, A Belgic and Two Roman Cities (1936). 
Not only were the bare bones of the stratigraphic 
record fleshed out with interpretive meaning and 
brought to life, but a highly influential model of 
Romano-British urban development in general was 
created. Wheeler's bubbling self-confidence carried 
him easily to great heights of interpretive kite-flying; 
many quieter souls have lacked the courage to 
follow. Most excavation reports fail to transcend the 
telephone-directory drudgery of stratigraphic and 
artefactual catalogue. Often, too, synthetic accounts, 
trapped in a framework of thematic chapters, turn out 
to be nothing more than summary catalogues 
themselves. It would be ungenerous to cite examples; 
they are easily found. Thankfully, there are also many 
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exceptions. The much richer corpus of well-stratified 
urban sequences now available has recently begun to 
yield a crop of good summary accounts which 
interpret the archaeology and offer narrative urban 
histories. London has been particularly productive: 
Dominic Perring's Roman London (1991) is perhaps 
the best of the crop, with the material evidence 
presented in a series of chronological chapters, and 
the finely sequenced narrative laced with a 
sophisticated analysis of cause and effect. 

There is, though, a danger here. Towns are not 
themselves historical agencies with their own 
dynamics of development; they are cultural products 
of social forces. Strictly, towns cannot 'rise and fall'; 
rather, growth and decay are things done to towns, 
not by towns, or better still, events which occur on 
town sites as a result of the decisions and actions of 
human social groups. To understand the history of a 
town, we must identifY who controls it and why, with 
what means at their disposal, and how these things 
change over time. There is not one London, but 
many. There is not even one Roman London, but 
again many. So often synthetic accounts miss this 
self-evident truth and produce urban histories in 
which the town itself, acquiring a character and 
trajectory of its own, assumes the role of historical 
actor, subsuming those who live and work in it 
within some mystical essence. This reification of the 
city is the danger facing all attempts to write urban 
histories. This is especially true of archaeological 
histories, relying, as they must, on the mute stones of 
material evidence, enlivened by only the rarest 
documentary whisper of the babble and bustle of the 
town-makers. Archaeologists must write histories of 
their towns, but they must remember that our 
citizen-forebears, not the towns themselves, made 
that history. · 

This chapter, then, is a contribution towards a 
history of Roman Cirencester which rests on three 
principles. First, that archaeological data can and 
must be used to write histories of the sites we 
excavate, and tha. ;his, indeed, is the proper way to 
organise our data for public presentation. Second, 
that the history we write should be a chronological 
narrative, to ensure that the multi-faceted appearance 
of the past is comprehended as a single process of 
complex interaction and dynamic change. And third, 
that explanation should be in terms of the real social 
forces represented by successive generations of 
town-makers, not through some mystical elevation 
of an urban 'essence'. 

METHODOLOGICAL PROBLEMS: 
VALIDATING THE SAMPLE 

What archaeological data should be used? 
Cirencester is one of seventeen Romano-British 
urban sites for which gazetteers have been compiled 
of almost all excavated buildings with usable dating 
evidence. These data have then been analysed in 
three ways: first, to show the extent and duration of 
occupation; second, to estimate expenditures on 
different types of construction work in successive 

periods; and third, to illustrate changes in the size 
and refinement of residential buildings. Quantitative 
analysis of this kind represents a major advance on 
the selections of anecdotal and circumstantial 
evidence which have tended to dominate interpretive 
discussion in the past. The latter sorts of evidence are 
usually either unrepresentative or open to radically 
different interpretations. Frere's Building XXVII.2 
at Verulamium, for instance, on which such a 
mountain of interpretive claims for the longevity of 
classical urbanism in Britain came to rest, turned out 
to be the anomalous exception in a decayed 
townscape (Faulkner 1996). Similarly, burgeoning 
fourth-century extra-mural cemeteries, often used to 
support claims for populous and prosperous towns, 
provide only the most tenuous circumstantial 
evidence. The 400-odd skeletons recovered on the 
Bath Gate site in the 1970s, Cirencester' s largest 
Roman cemetery excavat:on so far, would, if they 
were townspeople, repre ;ent only a tiny fraction of 
the I 00,000+ who must have lived in the Roman city 
during its 350 or so years' existence (McWhirr 1993, 
48). This miserable sample is, in any case, 
hopelessly distorted, partly by the much lower 
visibility of first and second-century cremation 
cemeteries, and partly by the unknown numbers of 
rural people buried in town cemeteries (though, as it 
happens, detailed analysis of the Cirencester 
skeletons showed them to be predominantly those of 
male manual labourers, and perhaps therefore 
peasants (CEC 11, 135-202)). 

A quantitative analysis of occupation levels, 
construction work, and housing stock should, then, 
put the discussion on a firmer footing. There are, 
however, methodological problems. Distortions and 
errors are certain. We must assess the likely scale of 
these and thus the overall reliability of the statistical 
analysis. Firstly, how representative is the sample of 
sites? In the case of the all-towns totals, we can be 
confident, since these result from the evidence of 
around 1500 buildings on more than 300 excavation 
sites in seventeen Romano-British towns 
(Brough-on-Humber, Caerwent, Caistor-by-
Norwich, Canterbury, Chichester, Cirencester, 
Colchester, Dorchester, Exeter, Gloucester, 
Leicester, Lincoln, London, Silchester, Verulamium, 
Winchester, and Wroxeter). The results for 
individual towns are bound to be less certain. The 
Cirencester figures are derived from five public 
building projects (Appendix I) and 77 private 
buildings (Appendix 2) on 30+ excavation sites. 
This is not a bad total, but it represents less than 4% 
of the town, and our picture may be skewed by a 
preponderance of evidence from a handful of large 
sites. Eight of these account for two-thirds of the 
private-buildings sample; they are Parsonage Field 
1958-63 (IV. I -4), Ashcroft Road 1961 (XXI.l ), 
Leaholme Gardens 1961 (V.I-5), New Police Station 
1962 (XVIII. I, XXIII. I), The Avenue 1968 
(XIV.2-3), Beeches Road 1970-73 (XII. I -2), Price's 
Row 1972-73 (V.6-7), and St. Michael's Field 
1974-76 (V1.3-6). A number of specific concerns 
arise. Some excavated sites could not be included at 
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all, because the stratigraphic sequence was 
incomplete, the dating evidence inadequate, or the 
information actually published insufficient. Other 
sites which have been included still leave cause for 
doubt. The complex sequence on Parsonage Field 
could not be fully understood from the evidence of 
hurried rescue work in 1958-59 (McWhirr 1976c, 
85-6; CEC II, 245-6). The earliest levels at Beeches 
Road were not as fully explored as the later (CEC Ill, 
45). At the New Police Station site there is 
uncertainty about the dating of two final-phase 
mortared floors in Building XVIII. I: they could be 
mid-late third or late fourth century (Wacher 1963, 
16-19; CEC Archive Site AR). Such examples could 
be multiplied. In general, the Cirencester sample 
seems to lack sufficient low-status housing for the 
plebeian population (Me Whirr 1988, 83-5). This 
may reflect the unrepresentative character of the few 
large sites investigated. It may also reflect a wider 
problem: that many modest timber buildings have 
left no detectable traces, or, where they have, such 
evidence has been destroyed by later activity, missed 
by insensitive excavation, or ignored by indifferent 
recording and publication. 

METHODOLOGICAL PROBLEMS: 
DATING THE DEPOSITS 

Many excavated features are insecurely dated, and in 
some cases new information, either in 
post-excavation or from further fieldwork, has led to 
radical amendments. The problem lies both in the 
identification of discrete phases and in the attribution 
of dates to them. The defences are a case in point. 
Only about 1.5% of the enceinte has been sampled 
by excavation, and modern summaries of the phasing 
remain highly provisional. There is uncertainty on all 
the following matters: the existence of a late first to 
early second-century earth-and-timber circuit; the 
existence of timber gateways and interval towers 
prior to the later stone ones; the chronological 
relationships between the earth rampart, the masonry 
gateways, and the masonry circuit; the respective 
dates of the narrow and wide walls; the date of the 
external towers; the date of late modifications at the 
Veru/amium Gate; and the association between 
various additions to the height of the earth rampart 
and other construction work (p. 94; Holbrook 1994, 
65-71; Wacher 1995, 310-12). Moreover, in relation 
to town defences and many other types of 
monumental public building, most attempts to 
impose order on the archaeological data are gross 
oversimplifications. As the corpus of excavation 
data increases, the impression grows of 'stop-go' 
construction programmes lasting many decades. 
Wacher has suggested that work on the Cirencester 
defences must have been 'nearly continuous' over a 
period of two hundred years or more ( 1995, 31 0). 
Construction work on London's civic centre appears 
to have continued from c.A.D. 75 to 140, with 
periodic repairs and refurbishments in the hundred 
years or so thereafter, followed by decay and 
demolition around the end of the third century 

(Marsden 1987; Brigham 1990; Milne 1992). In the 
past there has been too much rationality attributed to 
monumental building programmes in antique cities; 
critically read, the evidence suggests many 
half-finished, jerry-built and under-used buildings, 
some of them the result of successive spurts of 
construction work, with the public town having a 
rather ramshackle, improvised and incomplete 
appearance (e.g. Pliny the Younger, Letters, X, 37, 
39). No doubt, too, many private-building sequences 
tend to oversimplify by resolving matters into a 
small number of of discrete phases, especially where 
the excavated area is limited and the temptation is to 
extrapolate from here to the whole structure. A 
particular difficulty is assessing whether continuing 
occupation in one part of a house is representative 
of the whole - a matter bearing heavily on the 
interpretation of so-called 'squatter-occupation' in 
parts of decaying Late-Roman buildings. 

This brings us to the second part of the problem: 
attributing dates to the phases we have identified. 
The existence of three periods for which there are 
more or less contemporary ceramic and numismatic 
lacunae is now well established: we Jack diagnostic 
artefacts for dating stratigraphic contexts in the late 
second to mid-third century, the late third to 
mid-fourth, and most of the later fourth century, 
especially the period from c.A.D. 390 onwards 
(Casey 1984, 34-48; Going 1992). Structures built in 
these periods may often have been allocated by past 
excavators to earlier date bands (not later, of course, 
since dating would be done from residual material). 
Once known, however, the problem can be 
compensated for; Going (1992) has advocated the 
calibration of ceramic dates, and Niblett (1987) has 
shown how the dating of early excavations can be 
suitably revised through research in the primary 
records. In this survey, though I have not adopted a 
systematic calibration procedure, I have made 
occasional slight adjustments to the excavatprs' 
dates, either by reference to material held in the 
Cirencester Excavation Committee archive, or by 
simply taking account of the artefactual lacunae 
when entering data from early excavations. 

The lacunae lead to dates too early. Other factors 
skew results in the opposite direction. The central 
issue here is the adoption of a long chronology for 
Romano-British towns by postwar excavators: the 
'Verulamium effect' (Faulkner 1996). Emergence 
from the Dark Ages of 1914-45 into the Great 
Boom of 1945-68 created a climate of opinion 
hostile to the apocalyptic visions of chaos and 
collapse in which Late-Roman towns were 
'bombarded cities' and 'i.minhabited wastes of 
empty land and ruined houses' (Collingwood 1936, 
201-7). The Grandeur That Was Rome shone again. 
The longevity of classical· urbanism became an a 
priori assumption. One consequence was that 
certain sequences were favoured in interpretive 
discussion - Building XXVII.2 at Veru/amium (and 
the succeeding water-pipe), mentioned above, was 
the supreme example - without any attempt to 
assess how representative they may have been of 
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the general picture. Another was that the latest 
material found on a site was frequently taken as 
evidence for the end of occupation. At best, this 
might be material which had accumulated on a 
terminal floor, though the likelihood is that 
occupation had ended once rubbish was no longer 
cleaned up: the 'Fishboume effect', where there is 
artefactual deposition associated with construction 
and decay, but, due to regular cleaning of living 
surfaces, none associated with actual occupation 
(Reece 1971 ). But the 'Verulamium effect' went 
further: artefacts in demolition deposits, dark 
earths, and even in overlying plough-soils were 
used to estimate the latest occupation of Roman 
urban buildings (e.g. Frere 1983, 156-7). This 
should be stratigraphically invalid in any 
circumstances, but here there are additional 
considerations. First, intrusion is likely to be a 
major problem with regard to the loose demolition 
and rubbish deposits overlying abandoned Roman 
buildings; concentrations of downwardly mobile 
artefacts can be expected on the solid floor-surfaces 
beneath. Secondly, abandonment may long predate 
the earliest accumulations of material, if, as seems 
likely, many structures were boarded up and fenced 
off, perhaps even getting some minimal 
maintenance, before being allowed to decay. End of 
occupation occurred, then, at some unknown time 
between the latest construction event and earliest 
post-abandonment deposit. The 'Veru/amium 
effect' has been to push all termination dates not 
only to the end of this range, but often well beyond 
it. 

Finally, word must be said about general errors in 
dating which derive, on the one hand, from 
inadequate evidence, poor excavation, and the 
interim nature of much publication, and, on the 
other, from the somewhat subjective character of an 
analytical method which involves forcing excavation 
data of widely varied quality into arbitrary date 
bands. To this must be added the further error likely 
to occur in the initial recording of data, in 
transferring data from written notes onto 
computerised lists, in analysing the data 
mathematically, and in transforming lists of figures 
into graphic displays. To test the extent of such 
errors, I subjected the Cirencester private-buildings 
gazetteer to a second data capture and analysis. This 
included the use of some new draft reports 
(published in this volume) which had now 
superseded the interims. The result is a crude 
estimate of the margin of error inherent in my 
methodology: there is, on average, on the evidence 
currently available, a 75% chance that any date is 
correct to within+/- 25 years. (It must be emphasised 
that the margin of error is for data capture and 
analysis only. Possible errors in the data sets 
themselves are intrinsically unknowable.) This error 
has almost no significance in relation to large 
samples, since it could operate in either direction and 
will therefore cancel out with sufficiently high 
numbers. Small samples, as when looking at just one 
town, are more doubtful. 

METHODOLOGICAL PROBLEMS: 
QUANTIFYING DATA 

The data have been logged in two ways (Appendices 
I and 2) and analysed in three. First, occupation 
levels are represented in a count of all rooms 
(excluding public buildings) presumed to have been 
occupied in successive periods (Fig. 206). This 
method does not, of course, give direct access to 
urban population levels - we know virtually nothing 
about the use of domestic space in Roman Britain in 
any period- but it is perhaps the single best indicator 
we have. Differences and changes in room size, 
incidentally, are an irrelevance, precisely because the 
relationship between numbers within a household 
and domestic space is unknown. 

Secondly, the construction work carried out in 
successive periods has been recorded and measured 
(Fig. 207). This has necessitated extrapolation from 
foundation-level evidence to hypothesised recon
structions, sometimes using contemporary parallels, 
otherwise commonsense assumptions. Then cost 
estimates have been calculated by Mr Jack Newman, 
a professional quantity surveyor, based on modem 
assumptions. His original units of measurement were 
pounds sterling, but these have been transformed 
into arbitrary 'construction-units' by dividing all 
results by ten, thus producing more manageable 
figures and avoiding a false impression of precision. 
It was therefore possible to measure all types of 
construction work in the same units, making direct 
comparison possible. That modem cost estimates 
bear no relation to actual ancient costs is irrelevant. 
What matters is the comparison between 
construction totals in different periods, and these 
relativities are unlikely to have changed very much. 
Equally irrelevant are changes in the organisation of 
the labour process. Whether construction work is 
done by slaves, convicts, serfs, forced labour, paid 
labour, or whatever, it still represents surplus labour 
of some kind: a consumption, that is, of the reserve 
of social labour which remains after all work 
necessary for basic subsistence has been done. It is, 
then, the consumption of surplus labour, not the 
actual status of the productive worker, that 
constitutes the basis of the costing. 

Several categories of building have been 
distinguished. Private buildings have been divided 
into four arbitrary groups, in order to show changes 
in the distribution of surplus labour between 
high-status town houses of variable grandeur and 
more plebeian residences and commercial premises. 
Some distortion occurs here because excavation is 
more likely to recover the complete plan of a small 
building than that of a large one. On the other hand, 
evidence for many modest timber-built structures 
may have been lost or missed, and this, of course, 
will skew things the other way. Public buildings 
have been divided into the following groups: official 
buildings (the forum-basilica complex); civic 
amenities (the amphitheatre, the possible 
market-hall in insula 11, and the unidentified 
Building VI. I); and the town defences. The totals 
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have been weighted to take account of the 
differential evidence we have for the various 
categories, with town defences best known (because 
of the possibility of extrapolation from a limited 
excavation sample to the entire circuit), civic public 
buildings second (again because extrapolation from 
a small sample is possible, but also because these 
more prestigious structures have traditionally 
attracted far more attention from archaeologists), 
and with private buildings last - without weighting 
these would hardly show at all on Fig. 207. It should 
be noted, however, that the evidence is often 
incomplete and that weighting can exaggerate such 
anomalies. For instance, whereas the whole of the 
forum-basilica can be extrapolated from the 
evidence we have, no such confident reconstruction 
of the ?market-hall is possible, so the latter building 
remains under-represented. 

Finally, the average size and richness of private 
buildings has been measured for successive periods 
(Fig. 21 0). This has been done using the 
construction-unit value of each house. The 
difference between Figs. 207 and 210 is that, 
whereas Fig. 207 records each construction-unit 
value only once as a measure of surplus-labour 
consumption, Fig. 210 records it for each period that 
the structure remains part of the occupied housing 
stock. 

CIRENCESTER IN THE HIGH EMPIRE:· 
THE RISE OF THE MUNICIPAL GENTRY 

We are now in a position to trace the history of the 
town. The origins are still murky. The first Roman 
activity on the site appears to have been military. 
There is good evidence for a cavalry fort at 
Cirencester, and this may have existed from around 
A.D. 50155 to 65170 (CEC I; McWhirr 1988, 74-80; 
Darvill and Holbrook 1994, 53-5). A garrison Of 
Roman soldiers - 'overpaid, oversexed and over 
here' - would have acted as a magnet to traders, 
artisans, prostitutes, lovers, and others on the make, 
who would have formed themselves into· the vicus 
settlement which developed on the north-west side 
of the fort under military supervision. Little is known 
as yet about the size and character of the vicus at 
Cirencester, but a fair assumption is that population 
was gradually drained from the old Dobunnic 
oppidum at Bagendon - and from eisewhere in the 
local countryside - so that by the time the fort was 
shut down the civilian settlement was already 
substantial. Demilitarisation was one side of a coin; 
the other was state-sponsored, Roman-style urbanism. 
Roman provincial administration depended on ~he 
creation of romanised towns .. The reasons were 
essentially three. First, Rome was a state-controlled, 
tribute-based, arms economy, and the towns were the 
places at which tax collection, the lifeblood of empire, 
was organised. Second, as a state-controlled 
economy, sophisticated infrastructures were 
necessary to guarantee governmental power: towns 
were the local central places where vital official 
functions were ·rooted, such as ~he maintenance of 

the roads and motels of the public post, or the 
policing of the rural hinterland and the imposition of 
law and order. Third, and not least important, towns 
were centres of romanised public life and luxury 
consumption, places where the quisling aristocracy, 
on which successful local administration depended, 
could be shaped into compliant creatures of Rome. 
Tacitus is explicit about this process in his biography 
ofFiavian governor Agricola: 

Agricola had to deal with men who, because they lived in 
the country and were culturally backward, were 
inveterate warmongers. He wanted to accustom them to 
peace and leisure by providing delightful distractions ... 
He gave personal encouragement and public assistance 
to the building oftemples, piazzas and town houses ... he 
gave the sons of the aristocracy a liberal education ... 
they became eager to speak Latin effectively ... and the 
toga was everywhere to be seen ... And so they were 
gradually led into the demoralising vices of porticoes, 
baths and grand dinners. The naive Britons described 
these things as civilisation, when in fact they were 
simply part of their enslavement~ (Agricola, 21) 

It is a passage rich in lessons. The setting • is a 
townscape filled with classical architecture. The aim 
is the cultural romanisation of the native aristocracy· 
- the pacification of a warrior caste and its meta
morphosis into a class of- Roman provincial·: 
gentlemen. The orders came from the' top:. 
Roman-style urbanisation was_-official policy. The. 
famous Greek orator Aelius Aristides spelt out the · 
obvious benefit to the conquerors in his speech To 
Rome delivered around A.D. 150: 'You have no need 
to garrison their [the·native people's] citadels; the 
greatest and most influential men everywhere 'keep 
watch over their own native places for you' (quoted 
in Lewis and Reinhold 1955, -136). It was to fulfil 
these official functions, then,:, that a new civitas 
capital developed out of the military vicus at 
Cirencester in the Flavian period. 

The laying out of the streets and the construction 
of the principal public buildings appear to have been 
the work of the first fifty years· or so of the town's 
existence (p. 22). Fig. 207~·shows this activity 
concentrated in .the 25 years either side of A.D. 100, 

· though the scale of the work almost certainly· means 
rather longer· construction programmes than this 
implies, with some work spilling into preceding and 
succeeding periods. Certainly, though, it was around 
this time that the forum-basilica, the amphitheatre 
and the ?market~hall were .first built (Appendix 1 ), 
and we might guess, though the evidence is entirely 
lacking, that the possible theatre in insula XXX, the 
public baths which must have existed, and some of 
the:temples and shrines implied by the fine sculpture, 
architectural fragments and inscriptions recovered 
from the town were all features . of this p.eriod 
(McWhirr 1988, 83; Wacher '1995, 305-8). 
C_omparison with Fig. 209, which gives the totals for 
all towns and thus provides an average by which to 
judge the Cirencester results, show~ the, . 
Romano-British towns in the 'period c.A.D. 15-150 
dominated by large-scale public construction 

. projects of this kind. 
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Private buildings are less well represented in the 
Cirencester corpus, and the occupation results for the 
early town shown on Fig. 206 are undoubtedly an 
understatement. The most typical private buildings 
at this time were the strip-houses with street-front 
shops and workshops in insulae V and VI. The 
picture begins to fill up around A.D. 150, when 
Cirencester moves closer to the average shown in 
Fig. 209. Moreover, it is clear in both Figs. 207 and 
210 that from c.A.D. 175 the quality of the housing 
stock rose sharply; the large, stone-founded, 
elaborately-decorated town houses of the municipal 
aristocracy, which had begun to appear in the second 
quarter of the century, had probably come to 
dominate the townscape by its end. The Dyer Street 
house (XVII.l) is the best example - many of its fine 
mosaics date to the later second or early third century 
(Me Whirr 1976c, 88-90; CEC III, 249-51 ), but others, 
certain or probable, are known at Parsonage Field 
(IV.l-4), Cirencester Grammar School (X.3), Ashcroft 
Road (XXI. I), New Police Station (XVIII.l, XXIII.l ), 
Victoria Road (XI.l ), and Watermoor Road (VII. I). 

THE THIRD CENTURY CRISIS AND THE 
DECLINE OF THE MUNICIPAL GENTRY 

Towns are the material expression of complex and 
dynamic social interactions. Social change produces 
urban change. As the interests, hopes, plans and 
resources of the town-makers alter, so do the layout, 
structures and activities within towns. But some 
things are more static, like the material fabric 
inherited from previous generations, the town's 
established institutions, its networks of social 
relationships, and the custom and practice of 
everyday life. These elements constitute a set of 
pre-existing conditions which constrain and delimit 
the new. It is for this reason that concrete reality 
never corresponds with conceptual ideal-types. It is 
also the reason that conceptual ideal-types are still 
useful: they abstract the essential dynamic forces 
from the clutter of material reality, and thus make it 
possible to define these forces sharply. Let us pursue 
this by constructing an ideal-type of the Late-Roman 
town, and then· matching it against the reality of 
Late-Roman Cirencester. 

Hollywood dated the start ofthe fall of the Roman 
Empire to the reign of Marcus Aurelius. This is 
accurate. There was a brief moment of equilibrium: 
after the dynamic of Roman military imperialism 
had finally exhausted itself in Trajan's Dacian and 
Parthian Wars, the frontiers were stabilised under 
Hadrian, and remained secure under Antoninus Pius. 
Then, in the 160s and 170s, on the Rhine, the 
Danube and the eastern front, they burst apart. 
Likewise, only a little later, the defences on the wild 
north-west frontier collapsed, and the Roman army 
in Britain was embroiled for a generation in bitter 
struggles against the highland tribes. The Pax 
Romana, it turned out, was an historical blip. The 
transformation of the Roman Empire, from a 
community of self-governing towns ruled by 
prosperous country gentry into a total-war economy 

tightly controlled from above by state apparatchiks 
and top brass, began in the later second century A. D .. 

In the archaeology of Romano-British towns two 
tendencies, or ideal-types, overlap. The country town 
of the municipal gentry with its grand civic buildings 
and numerous rich town-houses continued into the 
third century. At Cirencester, construction work on 
town-houses continued to rise from the late-second 
into the early-third century (Fig. 207), and 
occupation levels climbed to a temporary peak in 
c.A.D. 250 (Fig. 206). On the other hand, as early as 
c.A.D. 150, resources began to be diverted into the 
construction of a defensive circuit around the town, 
with ditch, rampart and palisade, and, very soon 
afterwards if not in fact at the outset, stone-built 
gateways and interval towers (Appendix 1 ). In the 
third century there was work on an even greater 
scale: the rampart was cut back to receive a masonry 
wall around the whole circuit, originally just over a 
metre thick, but subsequently rebuilt to twice that 
thickness or more. In the years around A.D. 250 and 
275, work on the defences dominated the whole urban 
construction programme, and in this Cirencester 
was typical of the Romano-British towns as a whole 
(Fig. 209). The forum-basilica had been partially 
reconstructed in the Hadrianic-early Antonine period, 
the ?market-hall was probably still being worked on 
around this time, and another grand public building of 
uncertain function (possibly a temple complex) was 
constructed in the insula south- east of the forum in 
c.A.D. 150-170. Thereafter, however, there was little 
civic construction work for a century. 

To argue that urban defences were essentially 
prestige projects is not convincing. What literary 
evidence there is (from elsewhere in the empire) 
does not support such a claim, and the absence of 
epigraphic evidence (from Roman Britain and in 
general) is probably highly significant. Where are 
the proud benefactors trumpeting their largesse -
advertising themselves as wall-builders on 
monumental inscriptions as once they did for town
halls, theatres and bath-blocks? We should not be 
surprised that they do not, for the decline of the 
municipal gentry is a feature of the Third Century 
Crisis well-attested in the literary and documentary 
sources. The absence of epigraphically-recorded and 
politically-potent civic construction work in the third 
century can be taken as archaeological corroboration 
of this. No more convincing is the objection that the 
length ofRomano-British town-wall circuits- 3.6km 
in Cirencester's case - argues against a military 
imperative. This is to misunderstand the tactical 
significance of urban defences. There was no 
expectation that the whole circuit would need to be 
fully manned at the same time; rather, the defenders 
would rely on the comprehensive intelligence 
afforded by their circuit of watch-towers, and the 
advantage of interior lines, to enable them to move 
adequate forces promptly to meet any enemy effort 
against a part of the walls. A shorter circuit, on the 
other hand, would have left valuable property 
outside the defences, providing enemy raiders with 
useful cover in approaching the walls, and soft 
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targets to be plundered at will. It seems highly likely, 
then, that the fortification of the Romano-British 
towns reflected the demands of the embattled Ronian 
state, no doubt imposing the cost of construction on 
the civitates themselves,, and necessitating the 
mobilisation of massive amounts of forced labour. 
Furthermore, the intensification of the construction 
programme seems' to mirror the march of events. 
Economic and social decay became more advanced, 
popular resistance more intractable, barbarian and 
Persian attacks . more lethal, imperial governments 
less stable, and the threat of Civil war more endemic. 
The nadir . came in the mid-late third century, 
precisely the time when .the fortification of the 
Romano-British towns was at a peak. We Jack good 
third-century literary sources, of course, but when 
the historical evidence ·improves in the fourth, we 
sometimes have quite explicit references to the 
fortification of towns as military construction by the 
state rather than prestige building by the 
municipality or its benefactors. Ammianus, for 
instance, tells us that in A.D, 369, '[Theodosius] 
completely restored towns and forts which· had 
suffered a series of calamities, but which were now 
strengt~ened to secure a long period of peace ... He 
restored cities· and garrison towns .... and protected 
the borders with guard-,posts and defence works' 
(28.3). The context makes quite .clear that it was the 
town walls which were receiving attention as part of 
a general programme to restore the military defences 
of the province after a large-scale-barbarian invasion. 
There is no good· reason for thinking the role of the 
state any less central a century before. Third-century 
Cirencester was being fortified as a strong point of the 
military-bureaucratic •complex which increasingly 
dominated the life of the beleaguered empire. 

CIRENCESTER IN THE LATE EMPIRE: 
THE RULE OFTHEMILITARY
BUREAUCRATIC COMPLEX 

In the fourth century Cirencester's results diverge 
sharply from the average. Occupation levels reached 
a new peak in c.A.D. 350 (Fig. 206), while most 
towns were experiencing steep decline from c.A.D. 
325 ·(Fig. 208). Likewise, the .early to mid-fourth
century civic building programme was on a par with 
that of the mid-second to early-third (Fig.· 207), 
whereas the fourth-century average was down to 
well under half the rate for ·the High Empire (Fig. 
209). Against the trend, fourth-century Cirencester 
boomed. Why? Presumably because it was indeed 
the provincial capital of Britannia. Prima. Let us 
review this possibility. Cirencester was the largest 
town in the west; in fact, after London,. it was the 
second largest in. the whole of Britain, with the 
second-largest forum-basilica complex to match. 
The latter appears to have .remained in use until the 
end of the Roman · period, with large~scale 
reconstruction work on the basilica probably in the 
Jate.,third/early-fourth century, various modifications 
and refloorings in the forum-ranges after c:A.D. 335 
(and probably after: c.A.D. · 360), and . a final 

construction phase~ perhaps around A.D. 375, in 
which a new range blocked off the street to the 
south-east of the complex (Appendix 1 ). It is 
noteworthy that many other civic-centres, so far 
from being added to, were wholly or partly in ruins at 
this time. Caerwent basilica was largely dismantled 
in A.D. ?325-350 (Brewer 1990, 81-3); Gloucester's 
forum lost its paving stones and .. filled up -with 
rubbish and debris in A.D. ?300-350 (Hurst 1972, 
58); parts of the Leicester complex were in decay, 
and rubbish and rubble were accumulating in the 
courtyard, as early as A.D. ?225-275 (Hebditch and 
Melior 1973, 17-9, 26-32, 40-I, 64-7); the _Lincoln 
centre saw only crude. renovation and . othen:vise 
decay in the years A.D. ?7300-375 (Gilmour and 
Jones 1980, 73-5); London's huge complex had been 
almost completely demolished by c,A.D. 300 (Milne 
I 992, 287 32); .. metal-workers tQok over the Silchester 
basilica in the late-third century (Fulford 1985, 53-5, 
59-60); parts of the Winchester complex became 
degraded probably in the second half of the third 
century, and decay was apparently general by the 
mid-fourth (Biddle I 969, 313-6); Wroxeter had 
burnt down and was never rebuilt in c.A.D.· 275 
(Atkinson I 942, ·I 08-13). The only civic.,centre 
which seems to have been as heavily redeveloped 
and well. maintained as that of Cirencester in. the 
fourth century was. Exeter's (Bidwell 1979, 67~,I 14). 

The strength of fourth-century Cirencester is 
further attested by its housing stock. Although grand 
houses were characteristic of late Romano-British 
towns generally (Fig. 299), Cirencester's showing is 
particularly strong (Figs; 206 and 2 I 0), It was large 
private residences rather than town-centre public 
buildings which enjoyed the luxuries of. mosaic 
floors, painted walls, fine architectur;tl de~oration 
and sculpture, and ·even . domestic _bath-suites. 
Luxury became privatised .. euilding XII. I, -one of 
two smart houses on, ~be Beeches Road site, perhaps 
begun in the late thirq or early f<;mrth c~ntury and 
reaching its full~st extent _around A. D. 350, had I 6 
rooms, I 2 decorated with mosaic floors, and its. own 
private bath-suite. Other large houses believed to 
have been built or refurbished or just continuing in 
high-status occupation after the mid-fout:th century 
include those at Bingham Hall. Gardens (QC3-4), 
Parsonage Field (IV. I -4), Cir~ncester . Grammar 
School (X.3), Ashcroft Road (XXI. I), Ash croft 
House (XX.2), Victoria Roa~ (Xl.J ), and . St. 
Michaei:S Field (VI.3). In. addition, the final phases 
of Buildings V.3, V.5, V.6 and VI.6, o~iginally 
simple strip-houses, also showed considerable 
enlargement and elaboration in this period. It should 
therefore occasion nosurprise th~t(:irencester's coin 
profile shows very high_fourth-century loss (p. 247), 
and that one of the major .. Jat.e Romano~Britisj:l 
mosaic industries was based in the area. 

Were we to. view this eyidence in .isoiation, we 
might conclude that the romanised;Dobunnic gentry 
had continued its· social ascent from the ·second 
century to the fourth, and was now enjoying 
unprecedented prosperity in its Indian summer. But 
Cirencester must be .c.ontextualised to be under~tood_; 
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its urban history cannot be written from within its 
own walls. In two respects the town was anomalous 
in the fourth century - in the vitality of the 
civic-centre and in the strength of its town-houses -
but the most likely explanation of this is that it was a 
Late-Roman provincial capital. Let us view the 
matter from another angle: what was· the 
Late-Roman military-bureaucratic complex like, and 
what sort of towns did it need to maintain its control 

over imperial territory? The Third Century Crisis 
and the Late Roman 'Revolution under Diocletian 
and Constantine appear to have effected a decisive 
shift of power within the Roman ruling class. The 
minor gentry, those with more modest.landholdings 
and little influence within the imperial hierarchy, 
became less prominent in public life and spent more 
time on their country estates, partly perhaps through 
impoverishment by state- impositions, though more 
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likely through simple choice once public life had 
become more a financial burden than a career 
opportunity. The high aristocracy, on the other hand, 
wielded the influence necessary to protect their own 
interests by dumping on their poorer neighbours, and 
could enrich themselves further by elevation into a 
state bureaucracy increasingly bloated with wealth. 
They became part of an empire-wide class of 
administrative aristocrats. The total-war economy 
they administered was syphoning upwards. to the 
central state a rising proportion of the social surplus. 
Those who belonged to this class·· shared in the 
distribution of this surplus and.,could thus amass 
dazzling fortunes. They owed their rise as a class to 
the desperate need of the Late-Roman state to 
centralise surpluses - in the form of both tribute and 
conscript labour - to sustain the military struggle 
against foreign invaders, usurper emperors and, 
popular rebels. The administrative aristocrats were,· 
in short, a personification of Roman military 
imperialism in crisis, and their private enrichment 
was a by-product of their public role .. · 

This military-bureaucratic complex required urban 
central places for four essential military functions. As 
before, the towns were places where the levying of 
surpluses was organised. Here was where tax records 
were kept, demands for payment issued, enforcement . 
agencies based, and tax revenues stored . prior to 
forward transit (now, with many taxes taken in kind, a 
logistical nightmare). Here, too, stat.e direction of 
labour was co-ordinated, to. maintain the transport. · 
network, for. instance, or to strengthen urban defences. 
Secondly, and again as before, the towns were places 
from which the countryside could be policed . and 
Roman law and order enforced. Control of the rural· 
hinter lands, the sine qua rton of successful ·.state 
surplus accumulation, was becoming increasingly 
problematic in the Late Empjr~ with ,mounting· 
resistance to state demands from both gentry and 
peasantry. Thirdly, the towns; al~eady fortified 'from 
the late-second century· onwards, ,.received ever more 
robust defensive works as they were turned into 
military strong points ofthe embattled Late Empire: 
elements both of a system of defence-in-depth against 
increasingly powerful enemy. penetrations of frontier 
defences, and of a militarisation of internal security in
response to growing brigandage and rebellion. 
Fourthly, the internal co.hesion ofthe ruling class and 
its ability to win a variable measure of consent and' 
support from other sodill groups depended upon the 
successful deployment of an affirmative 'ideology. 
The administrative aristocracy of the Late Roman . 
Empire, a reactionary- rather than a rising class, 
promoted an archaic classicism; laced with. 
conservative Christian theology, to bin.d itself and its 
supporters together; legitimacy was claimed as heirs 
and defenders of the Roman imperial tradition, and 
this was expressed · in classical styles of 
town-planning, architecture, art, religion, and so on -
new (but reactionary) content masquerading behind 
archaic forms. The cities of the Late Roman Empire 
were the powerhouses, and showcases · of this · late 
antique ideology. They had to be: since Graeco-

Roman culture had been quintessentially urban, any 
attempt to claim it would necessitate an attempt to 
maintain and beautify its urban infrastructure. But 
polarisation of wealth and power within the elite was 
matched by a polarisation among the old provincial 
towns. Less fortunate centres, like Colchester 
(Faulkner 1994) and Verulamium (Faulkner 1996), hit 
by the decline and withdrawal from public life of the 
municipal gentry, without compensating inflows of 
state apparatchiks and surpluses, decayed: civic
centres were half-abandoned, baths and theatres 
became derelict, most of the grand old town-houses 
were boarded-up and deserted or colonised by the 
poor. Other towns enjoyed favour: as the major 
central places of the Late-Roman state, they benefited 
from inflows of imperial wealth and through-flows of 
rich patrons: official buildings were refurbished, 
public amenities were kept open, many grand urban 
mansions were constructed, and there was heavy 
demand for the luxury goods and services supplied by 
artisans and traders, as well as work for an urban 
proletariat. 

This· provides a model for fourth-century 
Cirencester. The defences were maintained and 
developed, notably with the addition of projecting 
tower$, Finds of Late-Roman military equipment 
may attest the presence of soldiers (p. 306). The 
refurbishment and further use of the forum-basilica 
complex suggest continuity and perhaps even 
enhancement of administrative functions. The 
activities of the Late-Roman state may also be 
~videhced in the provision perhaps made for the 
movement and . accommodation of bulk 
commodities. The amphitheatre was substantially 
modified , in the mid-fourth century, after which 
heavy-wheeled traffic appears to have been using the 
former north-east entrance (Appendix I; p. 166). The 
presumed market-hall in insula 11, which included a 
large,' open, gravelled area, was reconstructed on a 
similar or Il)odified plan probably in the third quarter 
of the . fourth century; it has been interpreted as a 
meat-market, largely on the basis of the large 
numbers of. butchered animal bones recovered from 
pits (Appendix I). Activity of a comparable kind 
may be represented in the fourth-century changes 
south-east of the forum, where a new range blocked 
ciff the main street, the old public building in insulti 
VI was demolished, a new timber structure was 
erected over part of this, and otherwise there appears, 
as in insula 11, .to hav_e been a large, open area under 
gravel _(Appendix 1). Yet another large, late, open, 
inetalled area is known .in insulae XIIIXIII on the 
Gaumont Cinema and Purley- Road sites (p. 23). A 
number of other Late-Roman urban sites have 
produced 'evidence. for market-halls' and covered 
ar.cade~, ~asilical store~tiuildlngs, · ari~t large open 
spaces. Notable examples . include the timber 
baths-portico on the Marlowe Car Park site at 
Canterbury (Biockley et al. 1995), the large 
store-building (Building 127) on the Culver Street 
site at Colchester (P. Crummy 1992, 112-6), the 
levelling of much of Gloucester's forum-complex to 
create a large, metalled, open space (Heighway and 


