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[bookmark: _Toc7690348][bookmark: _Toc8060312]Introduction 

This paper aims to quantify the developments and changes to agriculture before and during the Roman occupation of Britain and assessing the changes this made to the economy.  I will argue that late Pre-Roman Iron Age Britain was not a country of primeval forest and limited agricultural development but was evolving rather rapidly and dynamically throughout the conquest and indeed before in the late Pre-Roman Iron Age.[footnoteRef:1] Although Mattingly makes the point that change was slight in late century BC and that more considerable change occurred in the latter century AD and the later Roman period. I will challenge Mattingly’s view and examine opposing views in my research which make out that development slowed by the fourth century with the Roman decline. A central aim of this paper is to move away from traditional models of Pre-Roman and indeed Roman period Britain by looking beyond the ideas of highland-lowland Britain as beast and arable farming. Though much scholarship now has also reached this point, I aim to look beyond this and also beyond the idea that this was just how it was but instead into the reasons why this was. The highland lowland structure lacks the depth of analysis and seems to be viewed in a limited way. I aim to add some depth of analysis and discuss why this was the structure without applying the traditional idea of an underdeveloped ‘North’, as Virgil, sixty years before the invasion, described the peoples of Britain, sixty years before the invasion, as ‘entirely segregated from the whole world’.[footnoteRef:2]  [1:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 365.]  [2:  Virgil. Eclogues. 1.66.	De la Bedoyere, 2003. pg. 3.] 


This dissertation will engage primarily with the views of Mattingly and Millet who provide in-depth analysis of the agricultural economy but who are lacking in their relation to the peoples of Britain as humans and their knowledge of logistics regarding agriculture.  My goal is to establish realistic parameters for possible development and workload. I will aim to prove that villas although with great potential to be early large-scale farms, originally existed in Britain only as of the homes of the wealthy who were embracing a new Roman lifestyle, rather than as a centre for production. Eliminating their role as the most significant agricultural sites in Britain and thus exploring other avenues of agricultural surplus and prove that the villa was not an essential part of this.   

The most significant issue when discussing agricultural economy is that a considerable amount of archaeological evidence for agriculture, especially at military sites in the form of grain stores exists, but much data is usually ignored due to gaps in knowledge, for example, population size, the gaps are making it impossible to produce ‘reasonable and reliable results’.[footnoteRef:3] Population sizes are the most significant gap in the data in regards to the agricultural economy. The population can be guessed, and farms can be recreated, but the guessing of the population denies us reliable results and does not allow us to use the data in a meaningful way. For example, lack of population, knowledge means that although at Buster Hill a surplus is assumed[footnoteRef:4] we cannot say this for definite. Guesses of population effect how evidence is received guesses of exact population figures vary widely- a number of scholars in the early 20th century guessed at population ranges of as little as 400,000 to 500,000 to as high as 4 to 6 million (the upper figure being proposed during the 80s). It is argued here that the approximate figure probably lies somewhere between these upper and lower extremes. Mattingly considers 2 million a conservative estimate for the mid-second-century and Millet puts his guess at a reasonable three million.[footnoteRef:5] An important factor in the revised population numbers is the arising interest in rural settlement and from modern archaeology techniques such as aerial photography and field surveys.[footnoteRef:6] [3:  Bowman, Wilson, 2013. pg. 2.]  [4:  Reynolds, 1979. pg. 112. ]  [5:  Millet, 1990. pg. 181.]  [6:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 368.] 


I intend to move away from the simplistic view that villas represented high social status and therefore economic and cultural development. Exploring that there are many other factors which remain unexplored and that a simple lack of discovery in the North and West could be a reigning factor in the view that villas were southern and therefore arable farming took place almost exclusively in the South. Moreover, the fact that this implies poor socio-economic development in the North and West regions is dismissive of evidence which implies otherwise.  

When discussing agriculture there are different types of products that I will discuss such as meat, grain, vegetables, timber and herbs these are all primary products and then what comes of these are secondary such as leather, wool, milk, beer and then we move into manufactured goods such as textiles, tools, leather goods and pottery or furniture.[footnoteRef:7] Experiments taking place at Buster Hill, Hampshire showed high yield and a potential for a surplus period of production with kinds of wheat such as emmer, spelt and barley being the most extensive spread of the worse quality grain.[footnoteRef:8] As for livestock cattle, sheep and pigs were native to Britain, with cows being more common in highland areas and sheep less common in wetland areas, the traditional model seen as cows and beast farming in highland and the lowland areas being arable farming. The reason agricultural surplus is such a well worked and studied idea is in its role in feeding the Roman army in fact as Watts puts it ‘The vast numbers of the Roman people are evidenced by the extensive Provinces from which their food supply was drawn’.[footnoteRef:9] [7:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 505. ]  [8:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 356.]  [9:  Watts, Watts, 2016. ] 



[bookmark: _Toc6993439]
[bookmark: _Toc7690349][bookmark: _Toc8060313]Pre-Roman Iron Age Briton
Iron Age Britain in the modern and indeed Roman imagination conjures images of mud-huts and savage warriors. In this section, I aim to challenge this opinion and provide a discussion on the development of Pre-Roman late Iron Age Britain and early conquest and issues with development. Millets’ statement ‘The fundamentals of the agricultural economy should be seen as the continuation of patterns rooted in pre-history’[footnoteRef:10] here forms the basis for my discussion on Pre-Roman Iron age Britain, evidence for development Pre-Rome suggests that Britain was not stagnant but was developing throughout history.  [10:  Millet, 1990. pg. 9.] 


The evidence I will mention shortly suggests primarily well-developed agricultural regions in the highlands which conflicts to ancient sources and early scholarship.[footnoteRef:11] However it is also prudent to my point to highlight a lack of evidence for growth in the Roman period shows that development to have been put on hold, this is likely due to conflicts with the Roman army[footnoteRef:12] suggesting quite the opposite from usual discussion regarding the Romans bringing a period of growth. The primary reason that the highland region is discussed as being underdeveloped and not usable in agriculture is that the land was not suitable for farming. Although hill regions would have found it a struggle in parts to grow large scale crops, they would have found it no less of a struggle than very wet regions which would have struggled with Iron Age equipment. Though Roman ploughs for which much evidence exists[footnoteRef:13] suggests that issues in wetland could have been overcome with developments such as iron ploughs which allowed heavier and wetter soil to be made workable whereas Roman developments could not overcome issues with hills. [11:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 58. ]  [12:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 366. ]  [13:  Shaw, 1973-2007. ] 


Evidence of woodland clearance from in the Bronze Age over three-thousand years ago can be found through pollen records and shows us that clearance continues well into and throughout the Iron Age.[footnoteRef:14] Representing to us that the Britons themselves were working on and developing the island long before the Romans showed up and claimed to have inhabited an island of barbarians. While evidence for woodland clearance does imply the South-East were more developed than the North-West, there is, nevertheless, also evidence for cereal cultivation in the first millennium BC in the North-West which suggests the development did come, just slightly later than in the closer to the continent South. [14:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 365. ] 


Mattingly discusses that the regions of Roman Britain could be put into a few categories of territory. Mattingly phrases these as ‘landscapes of opportunity’ and ‘landscapes of resistance’ and of course some peoples in between[footnoteRef:15], what is meant by this is that the stout resistance of some British peoples concocted the idea that some of the areas and people of Britain were considered more worthy of opportunity than others. Caesar put it in his Gallic wars ‘By far the most civilised are the inhabitants of Cantium’[footnoteRef:16] what we can take from this is that those who submitted to the Romans more worthy and those who resisted less so. It is also not lacking in significance that the peoples mentioned by Caesar are from a southern and coastal area. The people of Cantium were therefore much more likely to have interacted with Roman peoples before, people from other provinces or the rest of Europe, therefore, more susceptible to Roman rule or at least aware of the opportunities it would bring to them.  [15: Mattingly, 2006. pg. 365.]  [16:  Caes. BG. 5.14.] 


The idea of worthiness also forms a dialogue on the hybridisation of Britain and suggests elements of resistance nationwide and to live in a Roman way (by this I do not mean cultural habits but rather a resistance to Roman tax and law) as Tacitus says of the Britons willingness in parts to submit to Roman rule ‘in their innocence they called this civilisation when it was, in fact, part of their enslavement’.[footnoteRef:17] Which suggests a lack of resistance to Roman culture. Tacitus however in the same book says that ‘the whole island rose in arms under the command of Boudicca’[footnoteRef:18] Not only is this conflicting but suggests potential unhappiness from the Britons to accept all parts of Roman rule not only tax and law. Another reason Roman rule may have been resisted is brought up by Salway in that the introduction of Roman provincial structuring can be seen to have been much more beneficial to the provincial peoples such as traders and farmers of Britain rather than the nobility or wealthy who would have found the Roman lifestyle drained their funds.[footnoteRef:19] Especially as the rebellion mentioned above was led by Boudicca, a member of the nobility. Boudicca may have had noble intentions of preserving British culture but potentially also acted in rebellion of the issues she may have faced as a member of the ruling class, unexpected and unsubsidised cost of civic and provincial displays and the ‘depredations’ of Roman officials.[footnoteRef:20] Though the dismissal of the army in Britain would have affected the money-based economy but compared with the relief of imperial taxation would likely not have been preferred.[footnoteRef:21] [17:  Tac. Ag. 21.]  [18:  Tac. Ag. 16.]  [19:  Salway. 1981. pg. 662.]  [20:  Salway. 1981. pg. 662.]  [21:  Salway. 1981. pg. 662.] 


[bookmark: _Toc7690350][bookmark: _Toc8060314]Britain as a Province and Agriculture under the Romans
In ancient sources on Britain detailed accounts almost entirely compromise of military conquests and as it is suggested by Bedoyere that both politically and aesthetically Britain was irrelevant to the Romans and its primary function was to be a ‘stage on which great men might act out the military part of their great careers’.[footnoteRef:22] Though this opinion overlooks Britain’s role as an agricultural site, it does highlight issues with Britain as a province, its isolation as an island and due to its size, it could not have competed in grain supply with Egypt and North Africa. So, in its position as a province, it does make sense when Bedoyere describes Britain as ‘a trophy won, and held, for the sake of it’.[footnoteRef:23] Given the significance of Caesars first failed attempt at conquering it does seem to fit the Roman mindset to have tried once again to conquer it and then to hold the island to make a point. Despite the Roman forces in Britain having been large in number with sixteen thousand legionaries and the same again of auxiliaries, Britain did not contain the gold and riches expected by the Romans ‘it has also become clear that there is not a scrap of silver on the island: there is no prospect of booty’[footnoteRef:24] so it is worth discussion that Britain’s function as a province was as a career starting stage to the Roman elite.[footnoteRef:25] Contrary to Bedoyeres’ opinion this is very unlikely to have been the case as we know Britain was a consular province which required an experienced procurator to function, I discuss this role slightly later in my paper. [22:  De La Bedoyere, 2001. pg. 17.]  [23:  De La Bedoyere, 2001. pg. 3.]  [24:  Cicero. Letters to Atticus. 4.16.7.]  [25:  De La Bedoyere, 2001. pg. 17.] 


The port of Ostia in Italy was receiving an annual figure of half a million tons by the reign of Nero.[footnoteRef:26] Casson explains that the standard vessel transporting grain could carry 340 tons of grain and that the sacks used were of a size to be carried by one man making for 750 sacks per ship[footnoteRef:27] making for a simply vast amount of imported grain. Rickman explains that Britain began growing Rome’s preferred corn after AD 43 but that any grain grown in Britain would likely be required by the military garrisons there.[footnoteRef:28] This does not rule out exports of grain on an industrial level, just makes them less likely. The vast amount already being brought into Rome to feed civilians highlights that the strain of feeding the military was most likely taken on by the province itself.  [26:  Casson, 1965. pg. 31-39.]  [27:  Casson 1965. pg. 31-39.]  [28:  Rickman, 1980. pg. 83. 	Meiggs, 2005. pg. 286.] 

 
The presence of the Roman army in Britain must have had a significant impact on all aspects of life, but some scholars suggest the impact was not as significant as we imagine it to be. Though as discussed in the introduction to this paper, population guesses vary rather wildly for Roman Britain though even the most conservative estimates dwarf the number of Roman soldiers in Britain and though the number is significant at roughly 32,000 it still small compared to the pre-existing population even if one is to factor in military dependents.[footnoteRef:29] However, records of produce brought into the fort at Vindolanda shows us that the armies’ demands on the local peoples must have had an impact on communities.[footnoteRef:30] The import of grain to Vindolanda is significant as geographically Vindolanda falls into a 'highland zone', so following historic structures, it would follow that there was little to no arable farming in this area, I have already discussed however how this is false. Though there was not as much arable farming in the North, Vindolanda being in the Hexham area of Northumberland, it is a potential that the grain and other supplies needed at the fort came from further afield considering that the grain supply houses were vast, the horea at Richborough in Kent was 123ft. long and 26ft. wide, the post holes found there suggest grain storage due to the likeliness of the floors of these structures being raised to protect from damp and vermin.[footnoteRef:31] It is however likely that the grain at Vindolanda came from Britain and not from other provinces such as Gaul as this would have been very costly especially as Britain is an island requiring ships to be accessed, add the existence of a duty tax for imported goods making such a venture even more costly, therefore the possibility of food shipments into Britain was unlikely. Bedoyere suggests that there would have been resentment from Britons in providing this food to their conquerors and that proximity to a garrison may have made the amount of food required from locals in one place worse than another.[footnoteRef:32]    [29:  Bedoyre, 2001. pg. 105.]  [30:  Reece, 2002. pg. 187.]  [31:  Rickman 1971. pg. 215-217.]  [32:  Bedoyere, 2003. pg. 105.] 


British exports were not limited to grains, somewhat popular in Rome were British oysters, and evidence shows British hooded wool cloaks, known as a birrus, being imported to the continent.[footnoteRef:33] Other evidence shows imports of Roman wine and fish sauce from the Mediterranean from before the invasion even dating back to 2nd century BC[footnoteRef:34] and indeed the introduction of over fifty new food plants seen through fossilised evidence from wetland resulted in a new diet, and the ability to show wealth through food and a gradual diversification of agriculture.[footnoteRef:35] Mineral exports were the most valuable and considerable effort was put into mining gold, silver, lead and perhaps tin. The lead mines at Mendip produced ingots weighing just over fourteen stone; evidence shows that some of this lead made it into Italy with pipes in the miraculously preserved Pompeii having been analysed showing they came from Mendip.[footnoteRef:36] It seems as though the economy did not boom until the third century when British craftsmen had learned the skills to compete with imported goods.[footnoteRef:37] Although it is also important to note that the British economy during the Roman period did not rely on imports and exports the way it does now, this is not to say there were no imports in fact items as exotic and as expensive as pepper were found in the Hoxne Horde in Suffolk in the iconic silver empress pepper pot.[footnoteRef:38] Additionally, in Southwark three mineralised peppercorns were found dating to the first century AD, a peppercorn from waterlogged site in a cemetery in east London was also found,[footnoteRef:39] the find of an item such as pepper from India suggests considerable wealth. The conquest connected the Britons to the rest of the empire and the presence of the soldiers allowed for a good market at home[footnoteRef:40] it is suggested that the spending power from the Britons was almost exclusively due to the Roman army having introduced coins to the British economy.[footnoteRef:41] The sale of goods and services to the army who were not insignificant in number and would have had no choice, especially in the early days of the conquest and those in isolated areas of Britain, but to have spent their money on locally produced goods.[footnoteRef:42] As previously mentioned it was beneficial to buy locally as imports from the empire were subject to a duty tax of about two and a half per cent when entering a British port.[footnoteRef:43] Additionally, there was a duty tax of a rather large twenty-five per cent put in place by the Romans.[footnoteRef:44] However, the demand for status symbol goods from the empire meant that pottery and trinkets made it beyond the wall though there is the potential that these goods were snuck beyond the wall or even taken there by someone travelling beyond.[footnoteRef:45]  [33:  Brannigan, 1980. pg. 143. Humfrey, 1947. pg. 1-13.]  [34:  Peacock, 1984.	 pg. 37-42.]  [35: Van der Veen, 2008. pg. 83-103. ]  [36:  Costen, 1992. pg. 28.]  [37:  Brannigan, 1980. pg. 143.]  [38:  Johns, 2010. Williams, Friell, 1994. pg. 34-41.]  [39:  Cowan, et al. 2009. pg. 102.]  [40:  Brannigan, 1980. pg. 143.]  [41:  Peacock, 1984. pg. 37-42]  [42:  Brannigan, 1980. pg. 143.]  [43:  Brannigan, 1980. pg. 143.]  [44:  Brannigan, 1980. pg. 143.]  [45:  Brannigan, 1980. pg. 143.] 


The discussion of Villas forms a perhaps essential part of my essay, in much of the earlier scholarship on Roman Britain villas are described as utterly essential to agriculture and production of surplus. The countryside was fundamental not only in its role in agriculture but to the ‘settlement system and the organisation of the social system and the organisation of social and political power’.[footnoteRef:46] It was not long after the conquest that Romanised buildings and villas are added to this pattern primarily in the South-East centred around towns.[footnoteRef:47] A huge issue with villas is the use of the word itself, the ambiguity of the term being a Latin word which has no strict definition. The Latin implies a country house not necessarily a farm through several country homes owned by the Roman elite did have farms attached.[footnoteRef:48] The primary way of growing wealth and power in the Roman world was to own land hence those with land and power in the Roman court would have many estates to which they would withdraw periodically,[footnoteRef:49] though to the owner the estates were more of a retreat from the city, taking on a summer house role. The role of the villa as a summer house does not mean there was no farm aspect to the estate. There are many archaeological sites we would consider to be a Romano-British villa such as Fishbourne or Bignar both with either mosaics or baths[footnoteRef:50] which we would consider Roman features. Many villas, though with traditional Roman features, were in the British style the mosaics often taking the form of ‘Celtic’ gods or hybrids of the two and being in the British style of art.[footnoteRef:51] Many of the villa sites found represent luxury; excavations at Suddern Farm, a large enclosed site (the encasement does not necessarily make it a villa) revealed Roman wine amphorae suggesting high status,[footnoteRef:52] Most significantly however these early period full-size luxury villas represent a connection to the Roman world; my theory regarding these villas is that they were gifts for the British client kings. This has several implications one being Roman intervention into the culture of Britain and the need of the Romans to have at least elite or noble Britons on the side especially in the early stages of the conquest, though figure one shows a villa which built up in the ‘traditional’ way, which was most common, at Rockbourn Hants.[footnoteRef:53] Although as Millet explains it is impossible to say which of these if either a ‘‘Roman’ would have considered a villa’ as there is no way of undeniably saying what a Roman villa was or even looked like as there is no definition of the word.[footnoteRef:54] Equally, villas, as we know from ancient sources, frequently had lands attached but there is no way of identifying if the Romano-British Villas had land today.[footnoteRef:55]  [46:  Millet, 1990. pg. 19.]  [47:  Millet, 1990. pg. 92.]  [48:  Millet, 1990. pg. 19.]  [49:  Millet, 1990. pg. 92.]  [50:  Scott, 1993. pg. 182-184.]  [51:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 366.]  [52:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 58.]  [53:  Millet, 1990. pg. 190.]  [54:  Millet, 1990. pg. 92.]  [55:  Millet, 1990. pg. 92.] 


The earliest villas emerged were built large and complete, rather than the traditional view which is of rural sites which have Romanised aspects added at various points such as the use of stone floors, mosaics and bath complexes.[footnoteRef:56] These early period large villas are assumed by Millet to have been built with pre-existing funds, thus existing as a show of wealth and status with the intention perhaps of appearing Roman or at least in favour of Roman rule or lifestyle.[footnoteRef:57]  [56:  Millet, 1990. pg. 92, 94.]  [57:  Millet, 1990. pg. 94.] 


In my attempt to move away from villas as a primary model of agricultural development there are several other settlement sites which show that though villas may have formed part of the agricultural economy they were actually outnumbered by other settlement types 25:1, I believe this is primarily due to the elitist nature of villas as they would have been a luxury few could afford. Military forts brought market economies which represented the emergence of Roman townships in the form of vici, small settlements which surrounded military forts. The British iron-age roundhouse represents the cornerstone for British housing at this time, Mattingly discusses a supposed desire from the Britons to stay in their roundhouses which although in the South are increasingly replaced by the rectangular style house, the roundhouse remained equally popular in others. The hillfort settlement type, however, does fall out of favour which according to Mattingly implies urbanisation and a rise of other settlement types.[footnoteRef:58] Mattingly equally forms a discussion that the evidence showing villas as vastly outnumbered is mostly ignored and that scholarship suffers from an overemphasis on villas as a primary agricultural model. The method of using villas as a primary agricultural model limits the scope of evidence, and the inclusion of other settlement sites also allows us to look at the types of people who were not of status or in a position to afford a specialised construction of this type.[footnoteRef:59] [58:  Ritchie, 1971. pg. 91.   Mattingly, 2006. pg. 667, 58.   Hogg, 1975. pg. 82.]  [59:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 667.] 


It is also worth noting here that the substantial building of roads and bridges presented the possibility of movement as it had never been before, connecting the country meant that people were no longer as isolated, it could be argued that this created an increase in trade through simple connectivity.[footnoteRef:60] It is more likely that this made trade more accessible and more centralised around the road systems of Britain, when discussing movement an important mention goes to the rivers of Britain interlinking civitas and tribal region alike.[footnoteRef:61] Figure two showing villas and their average sizes throughout the time it shows that the biggest villas built during the Roman occupation were at the very beginning of the Roman period.[footnoteRef:62]  Millet does not consider what could be considered a significant possibility for the erection of the villas in the early years of the conquest. The possibility of the Roman state either funding entirely or partially Roman-style villas for loyal client kings[footnoteRef:63] or prominent Roman officials to reside in especially, as figure two shows villas of the original size are not built again. [60:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 366.]  [61:  Bagshawe, 1994. pg. 13.   Branigan, 1987. pg. 62.]  [62:  Millet, 1990. pg. 94.]  [63:  Frere, 1987. pg. 53.] 


Thus if villas are a symbol of status and wealth as it appears, and not of production, we should not presume that their purpose was agricultural.[footnoteRef:64] The role of villas in agriculture cannot be proved at all sites, and therefore it is safe to assume that they did not play a significant role in the agricultural economy of Roman-Britain. Another significant aspect would be that the market economy seems to have thrived rather than a large scale trade system which would have made farms which did not mass produce, as villas by reputation did.[footnoteRef:65] Villas seem to have been a side of Roman life that was accepted at least by the wealthy and/or British elite/nobility. However, Tacitus mentions how the Britons reacted to Roman rule by being both accepting of the rule ‘in their innocence they called this civilisation when it was, in fact, part of their enslavement’[footnoteRef:66] and also being viciously against ‘the whole island rose in arms under the command of Boudicca, a woman of royal descent’.[footnoteRef:67] Though the statements seem to contradict one another the implication should be clear, that as mentioned previously some Britons rebelled viciously, and some accepted Roman rule and in turn saw long term benefits to the conquest. Though client kings and accepting nobility saw benefits to Roman rule primarily the Romans conquered to take advantage of new land and to exploit the resources of said land, Mattingly discusses the attendance of the military at most profitable trade works of ‘metals and specie’.[footnoteRef:68] There is also nothing to say that the villas could not be both centres of status and those of agriculture even if not on the scale that was once assumed.   [64:  Millet, 1990. pg. 97.]  [65:  Painter, 1980. pg. 16.  Johnston, 1998. pg. 8.]  [66:  Tac. Ag. 21.]  [67:  Tac. Ag. 16.]  [68:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 366.] 


It is essential when discussing Roman Britain to note that not all of Britain changed at all, in Chysauster in Cornwall the people seemed to have lived in roundhouses from the Bronze Age into the medieval period. Despite geographically being West, Cornwall is also in the South and could defiantly have been developed more than it was which suggests elements of choice in remaining as they were.[footnoteRef:69] The administration of a new province was no short task especially in an isolated place such as Britain. Britain was a consular province which meant it must be governed by an ex-consul, therefore coming to the job of the governor with other experience.[footnoteRef:70] Agricola expected that his next posting would be in Syria, a most opportune posting, which suggests that Britain was no ‘starter province’ as Bedoyere suggests but was a province with a significant Military force and importance to the Roman state.[footnoteRef:71] The local people were essential to the running of the province though as Salway states it was not the intention to ‘confer to local autonomy as a political principal’ but the goal more to unburden the Roman government and to transfer the collection of taxes to the local government as quickly as possible.[footnoteRef:72] The local government in Britain was known as the Ordo and was made of one hundred wealthy citizens, and in Roman inscriptions of Britain numbers 145-146 we see the Ordo in action with building work and even the rebuilding of Hadrian’s Wall.[footnoteRef:73] [69:  Bewley, 1994. pg. 136. ]  [70:  Salway, 1981. pg. 524.]  [71:  Tac. Ag. 40.	De La Bedoyere, 2001. pg. 17.]  [72:  Salway, 1981. pg. 535.]  [73:  RIB 145-146.] 


[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc7690918][bookmark: _Toc7691145][bookmark: _Toc7691478][bookmark: _Toc8051029]Figure 1.  Showing Traditional gradual building of villa structures.[footnoteRef:74] [74:  Millet, 1990. pg. 190.] 

[image: Silver pepper pot in form of hollow silver bust of Imperial lady of late Roman period, with gilded details on clothes and jewellery. The pot has a disc in the base which could be turned to three positions, one closed, one with large openings to enable the pot to be filled with ground pepper, and a third which revealed groups of small holes for sprinkling.]
[bookmark: _Toc8051030]Figure 2. Empress pepper pot from the Hoxne Horde.[footnoteRef:75] [75:  PEPPER POT HOW TO REF? ] 
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[bookmark: _Toc8051031] Figure 3. Graph showing contrast of villa sizes in the early conquest to late.[footnoteRef:76] [76:  Millet, 1990. pg. 94.] 


[bookmark: _Toc7690351][bookmark: _Toc8060315]Subsequent Changes to Agriculture
This chapter aims to give clear examples of Pre-Roman agriculture and how much development was in place or happened. I will also assess whether there was more of a need than before to produce a surplus due to taxes, feeding the army or even competing in the market economy. Was the new need for agricultural produce and products enough to warrant changing methods, risking trying a new method or planting larger volumes of crops for these to then fail?  

Though the ancient sources of Roman Britain are small in number compared to most subjects and indeed on other provinces, we get an idea from these of what the Roman perceptions of Briton were. Caesar gives us an idea of the Roman perception of Pre-Roman Late Iron Age Britain and some of this information relates quite specifically to trade and agriculture. A particularly exciting part of this suggests that some areas of Britain did not grow any crops at all but only raised cattle ‘Those inhabiting the interior do not grow corn but live on milk and wear skins’[footnoteRef:77] and that the ‘cattle are numerous’.[footnoteRef:78] This reference to agriculture by geographic location could be of significance to our understanding of a highland vs lowland structure of the country though as previously stated this lacks the intent as is often implied by earlier scholarship, as with modern scholarship, and so with ancient, we must be aware of bias in the works as anything of Caesars would have been written within the framework of the Roman culture. To acknowledge that this would have an impact on the truthfulness or guarantee of the accuracy of the work, Braund says of Caesar's writing that ‘any awareness of Caesar's campaigns in Gaul or Britain requires not so much an appreciation of his military strategies as an awareness of his literary ones’.[footnoteRef:79] Braund here implying Caesars literary work served a purpose which was not likely to be that of serving a genuine account of the goings on of a Pre-Roman Britain; despite what Braund says we should not to assume that what Caesar says is wrong or incorrect but may well be a reductive view and we should acknowledge that any written source would be influenced in similar ways regarding the intentions or aims of the author whether intentional or not. Strabo who wrote roughly thirty years after Caesar and adds to the account given says that the Britons ‘do not make cheese though no shortage of milk’[footnoteRef:80] which does imply a presence of animal farming and a lack of arable. Yet in that same section contributes to the idea that there was little farming in Iron Age Britain by saying that the land was ‘flat, thickly wooded, though many districts are hilly’[footnoteRef:81] and that the Britons were ‘unskilled of horticulture or farming in general’.[footnoteRef:82] We know there were farms in Britain Pre-Roman conquest, the question this paper seeks to answer was how the Romans shaped agriculture in Britain and what, if any changes did they seek to make.  During the first millennium a rise in numbers of sheep are found in bone deposits suggesting a rise in the farming of sheep rather than cattle though this does not disprove the presence of milk as a foodstuff[footnoteRef:83] but rather that sheep may have been raised for meat rather than for their wool and milk.[footnoteRef:84] Bone collecting’s from Eldon’s Seat, Dorset shows that between the seventh and fifth centuries BC that numbers of cattle decline form 50 percent to 28.3 percent[footnoteRef:85] so perhaps cattle were not as prolific as we imagine though these figures are not reflected in the North where cattle remain the dominant livestock. [77:  Caes. BG. 5.14.]  [78:  Caes. BG. 5.12.]  [79:  Braund, 1996. pg. 49.]  [80:  Strabo. Geog. 4.5.2.]  [81:  Strabo. Geog. 4.5.2.]  [82:  Strabo. Geog. 4.5.2.]  [83:  Jay, Richards, 2007.]  [84:  Cunliffe, 1991. pg. 380. ]  [85:  Cunliffe, 1991. pg. 380.] 


A British farmer or landowner following the conquest would now have state taxes to pay; Kehoe discusses the various legal and administrative policies that the state developed concerning private land but also in the exploitation of public land which would now belong to the Romans.[footnoteRef:86] He argues that there were laws and legal institutions within Roman law which protected property rights and encouraged investment in techniques such as irrigation and new ways of cultivating the land.[footnoteRef:87] Despite the preservation of land and protection of the poor, Salway discuses that almost all industry which traded out of Britain by the fifth century was controlled by the state rather than by private individuals[footnoteRef:88] despite the traditional assumption that the Roman state withdrew control of Britain during the fourth century AD the Roman state may have maintained some business in Britain but this seems unlikely. It appears to have been necessary to follow Roman law to ensure the success of business and indeed the Roman legal system could be used in one’s favour.[footnoteRef:89] Kehoe also adds that the law was to protect not only the wealthy and well connected but also to those at the lower end of the social scale.[footnoteRef:90] As mentioned in the previous chapter ‘Britain as a Province and Agriculture under the Romans’ wealth and power in the Roman Empire was gained through the ownership of land and thus in the growth and productivity of agriculture[footnoteRef:91] but the success of agriculture was dependant on several crucial factors such as population and access to technology[footnoteRef:92] things Britain lacked in rather heavily before the Roman conquest.   [86:  Kehoe, 2013. pg. 42.]  [87:  Kehoe, 2013. pg. 33.]  [88:  Salway, 1981. pg. 536.]  [89:  Czajkowski, Eckhardt, 2018. pg. 3-32. ]  [90:  Kehoe, 2013. pg. 48.]  [91:  Millet, 1990. pg. 92.]  [92:  Kehoe, 2013. pg. 34.] 


Thus the agricultural economy should be looked at as an epiphenomenal thing which is dependent on external factors such as social changes, legal and political institutions and factors.[footnoteRef:93] Kehoe surmounts that there are two sides to economic change, those which are formal and state maintained such as property rights and courts and the informal changes contributed by social values and ideologies.[footnoteRef:94] This model can then be applied to the agricultural economy. For an example the addition of military forts in Britain meant that the small settlement style of the vici sprung up around them, fostering a basis for market economy[footnoteRef:95] and then creating a need for agricultural surplus in Britain and so, in order, state involvement, leading to a social change which leads to a change in agriculture and the agricultural economy. Without technological changes advancements could still be made through obtaining more land and using that to its fullest potential, though with Roman Britain the changes were made, as seen in figure three we can see that agricultural advancements occurred regardless of Roman intervention and also regardless of the invasion.[footnoteRef:96]  [93:  Kehoe, 2013. pg. 34.]  [94:  Kehoe, 2013. pg. 34.]  [95:  Evidence for military sites contributing to local market economy can come from Vindolanda tablet 192 where we see a shopping list and account from ‘Gavo’ who lists the purchase of secondary products such as a coverlet and wool but also of primary agricultural products such as beans. ]  [96:  Jones, 1981. pg. 95-128. ] 


One of the most significant changes in the rural landscapes involved farming onto different soils which indicates a range of agricultural improvements but primarily an advance in the sheer number of crops able to be grown through fields becoming larger and more land becoming available for farming than ever before. Roman improvements to agriculture were mostly to do with scale and specialisation, according to Tacitus the ‘soil is productive of crops … slow to ripen but quick to grow due to the abundant moisture the land and sky yields’[footnoteRef:97] so there was no issue with the soil quality in the majority though the landscape of the North and West due to hill areas being so predominant were not so desirable as flat areas of the South and East. The building of larger storage buildings, mechanical cattle driven mills and corn drying ovens which served a dual purpose and could be used for the production of secondary products such as the malting of barley and the brewing beer.[footnoteRef:98] These provide evidence of surplus food stuffs, and Bowman refers to the villa system having played a large part in this with Roman methods a large surplus could be created by one family owned estate. The surplus could also have been suitable for ‘market-oriented production’.[footnoteRef:99] Though on a smaller level the production and introduction of iron tools such as rakes and hoes would have made an enormous difference to soil qualities and improve labour times. An essential tool, the bow-ard plough had a new shape and turned over more soil at once but also deeper which protects seeds from birds or from being damaged and trampled in early stages. The plough could also treat heavier soil in wetter areas more efficiently which would have given the potential to allow farmers to use land which was previously not worth the time or effort involved.[footnoteRef:100] The corn dryers were found at Fox Holes Farm Hereford and were dated to the fourth century AD;[footnoteRef:101] which is late in the Romano-British period. The scale and size of the driers (a group of four dryers, measuring 4-5 metres across) suggest much more than domestic production thus providing evidence for manufacturing on a large scale and the goods producible by such a device to be being produced for a market or even a more substantially sized economy.[footnoteRef:102] It cannot be overlooked that Fox Hole Farm also sits conveniently close to the Roman road Ermine street, which would allow for easy transportation to the nearby Londinium or Verulamium (modern-day London and St Albans respectively).  [97:  Tac. Ag. 11.]  [98:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 499.]  [99:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 499.]  [100:  Shaw, 1972-2007.]  [101:  Langley, Reynolds, 1979. pg. 24-42.]  [102:  Langley, Reynolds, 1979. pg. 24-42.] 


Millet said that ‘agricultural production formed the economic basis of society and its understanding is fundamental to the appreciation of the regional variation in the settlement pattern’[footnoteRef:103] which highlights the idea that although the agricultural economy was not necessarily the most profitable part of the economy it is at its most fundamental the most important. Increasing population which would have come gradually from the local populace and rather quickly from being part of the Empire. Rapid population increase according to Millet would have made exploitation of existing lands rather vital.[footnoteRef:104] The introduction of the Roman social system - primarily the growth of towns as a model of residence and lifestyle for the people of Britain - implies a rising number of people not primarily engaged in agricultural production yet, naturally would still be consuming agricultural products from Britain.[footnoteRef:105] The lack of people working in agriculture means that the view of the agricultural surplus being required only for tax is a limited one as with the number of people living in towns and becoming engaged with new and growing trades would mean that more and more food was needed to be grown by fewer people. Buster hill experiments indicate large yields with emmer wheat grown there averages at two tonnes per hectare which is much more than traditional estimates would have placed the estimates and as implied by Strabo creating a surplus[footnoteRef:106]. Though Fentress suggests, a much lower yield was taken in the iron-age which makes grain levels seem much smaller.[footnoteRef:107]   [103:  Millet, 1990. pg. 10.]  [104:  Millet, 1990, pg. 11.]  [105:  Millet, 1990. pg. 11.]  [106:  Strabo. Geog. 4.5. Millet, 1990. pg. 11. Reynolds, 1979. pg. 61.]  [107:  Fentress, 1979. pg. 125. ] 


In the late Roman period sheep seem to have fallen out of popularity, and an increase of hunting is evident from animal bone findings.[footnoteRef:108] Perhaps the cost of farming sheep was not worth the cost, though wool was valuable during this period it is only obtainable on an annual basis, where a wild animal could be caught, eaten and provide a wearable skin without the cost of losing one's livestock for meat.  [108:  King, 1978. pg. 207-232. Millet, 1990. pg. 202.] 


The residents themselves may have even hindered agricultural advancement it is fair to assume that communities would be conservative in new production methods as they may have disturbed current levels of productivity and in turn affect the farmer not only in potential earnings and taxation issues but in feeding their own community or family.[footnoteRef:109] As millet puts it ‘increased production should not be seen as the result of experimentation resulting in increasing demand on the system’ as experimentation was somewhat unlikely and would only initially have been tested on a small scale or figured out gradually over time.[footnoteRef:110] As Millet suggests and what I find to have been a very likely possibility the introduction of Roman lifestyle comes with a leisure class,[footnoteRef:111] though wealthy or noble Britons existed before the invasion, villas suggest a new style of living with all the Roman conveniences and luxuries. This leisure class would have had the time and money spare to conduct these ‘experiments’ allowing for innovations in agriculture to come through this method without those involved jeopardising their livelihood or the need to produce food purely for survival. Though this theory has merit there is no concrete evidence for such a theory; Millet also presents that the villas formed what we can recognise as similar to country estates from the Victorian period where tenants pay rent to private landowners in return for housing and work. Per this tradition, these people then become tied to the land and estates by law – though due to the comparison I have made, it should also be pointed out that the association of estate dwellers with poverty does not apply to the Roman period as there is no evidence to suggest low economic status as the class and status of these people was unclear.[footnoteRef:112] The income from rent may have made wealthy landowners even less reliant on making their income, and they could solely focus on careers within the oppida. Alternatively, (and more importantly for my point) they could have focused on experimenting with Roman agricultural techniques.   [109:  Millet, 1990. pg. 202.]  [110:  Millet, 1990. pg. 203.]  [111:  Millet, 1990. pg. 202.]  [112:  Millet, 1990. pg. 203.] 


[bookmark: _Toc8060316] Development: from the Iron Age to Surplus 

A large number of beehive querns were found in the North-East of Yorkshire dating to the Iron Age, the presence of organised bee farming can be associated with arable farming – this evidence indicates widespread agricultural activity which was seemingly not only limited to Iron Age patterns.[footnoteRef:113] The beehives form the basis for fairly substantial evidence suggesting the presence of arable farming in the North of Britain, and though this does not clarify that all of the North and East had arable farming, it shows that there was most definitely the potential even if evidence does not always remain.[footnoteRef:114] There is also however the potential that the bees were collecting pollen from wild plants or woodland though the cost of such a set up suggests that if arable farming were taking place nearby, there would be less risk involved and therefore the more likely. Manning has argued in favour of areas of arable production in Wales and in the North-East, where archaeologists have found seed assemblages suggesting arable farming similar to that in the South, further emphasising the presence of arable farming in the North.[footnoteRef:115] [113:  Hayes, Hemingway, Spratt, 1980. pg. 297-334. Cunliffe, 2005. pg. 277.]  [114:  Haselgrove, 1984. pg. 9-26.  Cunliffe, 2005. pg. 277.]  [115:  Manning, 1975. pg. 37-42.] 


Development of agriculture took off around the first century AD in Britain, and by the fourth century AD, Britain is making a vast surplus of grain and related products. The four large corn dryers at Fox Holes Farm[footnoteRef:116] and later Roman sources describe Julian constructing ships to collect exports of grain from Britain to support the army on the Rhine frontier.[footnoteRef:117] Though this sounds impressive there are some variables which cannot be overlooked nor can we find the answers to them such as how typical this fleet size was and how big were these ships? Moreover, keenly for evidence of agricultural advancements and surplus production in Britain, how long was this traffic of import sustained? Another critical element for the subject of this essay is the question of if this grain was state-owned or raised through taxation?[footnoteRef:118]   [116:  Reynolds, Langley, 1979. pg. 112-116. ]  [117:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 505.  Zosimus, 3.5.2.  Marcellinus, 18.2.3–4.]  [118:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 505.] 


The production of grain surplus in Britain would have been crucial in feeding the army stationed there. Ancient sources suggest Britain was instrumental in feeding the army on its frontier ‘he cut timber from the woods on the banks of the river, and built eight hundred small vessels, which he sent into Britain for a supply of corn and brought it up to the Rhine. This was so often repeated, the voyage being short, that he abundantly supplied those who were restored to their cities with sufficiency for their sustenance, so likewise for the sowing season, and what they needed until harvest’[footnoteRef:119] this implies vast amount of grain to have been found in Britain during any period of the occupation at Rhine.[footnoteRef:120] Briton and Huntley estimate that it would have taken thirty-three tonnes of grain to feed the army at its absolute height in the third century AD.[footnoteRef:121] Granaries at military sites were large structures and at some sites could hold as much as two years of grain supply.[footnoteRef:122] Botanical remains from faecal matter form valuable archaeological evidence allowing for the reconstruction of dietary habits and food preparation methods letting us view the Northern eating habits further, allowing us to ascertain the eating of barley as a staple of the diet. Though this does not guarantee that large quantities of grain were being grown locally there is the potential that this grain was being brought from elsewhere in the country and Thomas and Stallibrass give evidence for imported grain via non-native plants and insects.[footnoteRef:123] Imports are evident at London[footnoteRef:124], Carleon[footnoteRef:125] and as late as the third century in South Shields.[footnoteRef:126] It also does not rule out that at least some of the grain was being grown local to the forts as we know barley to have been an essential Iron Age crop in Britain. Though the botanical evidence from Britton and Huntley suggests that the barley was eaten widely by Roman soldiers and civilians in Britain, Polybius in his histories says that barley was fed mostly to horses and used as a punishment ration for soldiers.[footnoteRef:127] Despite the apparent lower prestige of this food crop suggested by Polybius, other ancient evidence such as the Vindolanda tablets, list incidents in which barley is reported separately from animal feed which heavily implies that barley was also for consumption by people.[footnoteRef:128] [119:  Zosimus, 3.5.2.  Marcellinus, 18.2.3–4.]  [120:  Elton, 1996. pg. 81-82.]  [121:  Britton, Huntley, 2011. pg. 41-52.]  [122:  Rickman, 1980. pg. 83. Britton, Huntley, 2011. pg. 41-52.]  [123:  Stallibrass, Thomas, 2008. pg. 1-17. ]  [124:  Stracker 1984. pg. 323-329. ]  [125:  Helbaek 1964. pg.158-164.]  [126:  Stallibrass, Thomas, 2008. pg.1-17.  Van Der Veen,1988. pg. 353-365.]  [127:  Pol. Hist. 6.38.]  [128:  Britton, Huntley, 2011. pg. 41-52.  Tab. Vindol. 185. ] 
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[bookmark: _Toc7690920][bookmark: _Toc7691147][bookmark: _Toc7691480][bookmark: _Toc8051032] Figure 4. Evidence of agricultural developments in the early millennia BC and AD.[footnoteRef:129] [129:  Millet, 1990. pg. 97.] 



[bookmark: _Toc7690352][bookmark: _Toc8060317]Benefits and Disadvantages of Being a Province
The benefits of being a Roman province though seemingly in the long run being beneficial would perhaps not have been apparent as quickly to the natives as the negatives - issues with exploitation and taxation which were necessities for Roman ways of life. The benefits of being a province would have appeared small at first and even then, only to the nobility and client kings such as the gifting of villas. When looking at advancements overall, we can see a great benefit from the growth of industry and the overall economic situation and infrastructure put into place could be provided by Roman input. Though it is crucial not to ignore that Iron Age production was already in place. The lead mines at Charter House and the salt works at Droitwich Spa[footnoteRef:130] show us that at times all the Romans did was take these under the influence of the state or state possession and develop those using skills and tools not yet in place with the ancient Britons. The influx of soldiers should not be seen as the only addition to the population, being part of the Empire gave Britain access to trade which would have seemed much more possible and also more worthwhile, as a result of this new trade, people other than soldiers would have migrated to the island. Tombstones give us evidence of civilians who were not native to Britain having lived here, especially due to some of these individuals such as Aufidius Olussa having died aged seventy we can assume she was not travelling but indeed was an Athenian woman settled in Roman Britain[footnoteRef:131], another example is Flavius Helius the Greek who also died in Britain[footnoteRef:132]. Aside from tombstones, the Vindolanda Tablets offer another very interesting account of a suspected merchant who claims to be no ‘Brittunculus’ heavily suggesting he is not native nor Roman, the tablet shows him complaining of mistreatment by soldiers and that they disposed of his goods unlawfully.[footnoteRef:133] We can assume that in the south any goods for sale would go to a market economy. In the North, however, we can assume that due to the significant military presence that, a number of goods could be sold not only in towns in this area but also to the soldiers in the vici surrounding the forts. However, evidence from tombstones and the aforementioned tablet suggests that we should not assume that this was always to the benefit of the local peoples but benefited merchants from abroad, the tombstone of Phillius a Sequanian is suggested to be that of a merchant as he died so far from his home,[footnoteRef:134] though this is said of many who were not born in Roman Britain but died there, it does not rule out the existence of an expat community. If these individuals are merchants, it shows us evidence of trade throughout the Empire and if they were residents it reflects emigration throughout the empire.  [130:  Rivet, 1964. pg. 152.]  [131:  RIB 9.]  [132:  RIB 251.]  [133:  Tab. Vindol. 344. ]  [134:  RIB 110.] 


Mattingly suggests there is evidence of increased wealth in the fourth century AD, yet other scholars would argue that there is actually a decline in this period.[footnoteRef:135] Increased wealth implies success in economy and mobilisation of traditional products, Mattingly suggests this was a time period when the garrison sizes of the Roman army were reduced in Britain which would imply goods had the potential to move beyond Roman Britain and into a broader economy within the Empire.[footnoteRef:136] At this time the cost of running Britain as a province would have significantly reduced, and for the first time, the revenue would have exceeded this.[footnoteRef:137] The withdrawal of the Roman state from Britain can be attributed to Magnetius Maximus who was thought to have who removed the armies from Britain following his successful conquest of the island and being recognised as emperor by Theodosius.[footnoteRef:138] Dictated in the ninth century source the Historia Brittonum[footnoteRef:139] yet modern scholars assume this was to fight in his other conquests in Europe, rather than with the intention of liberating the Britons.[footnoteRef:140] Yet if there is no increased wealth in this period the point could also be made that the economy of Britain was subsidised or at least helped by the presence of the army in Britain.  [135:  Neal, 1978. pg. 33-58.]  [136:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 505.]  [137:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 505.]  [138:  Matthews, 2012.]  [139:  Historia britonum 27. ]  [140:  Scullard, 1979. pg.173. ] 


A crucial part of being a province of the Roman Empire was exploitation in this context meaning that the Romans would take what they needed from the land ‘exploitation of land and Labor by the state, and civilian elite went hand in hand’.[footnoteRef:141] As development increased over the years and as towns sprung up rents would have begun to come into place, and Roman grain tax would have seen any surpluses creamed off. Ancient evidence in the Agricola, Tacitus says of Agricola ‘he eased the levy of grain and tribute by distributing the burden fairly and put an end to the tricks of profiteers that were more bitterly resented than the tax itself’.[footnoteRef:142] The suggestion of fair practice is not strictly a good thing as it shows the system allowed for ‘profiteers’ to take advantage of those in the province in the first place, provincial corruption ‘spread like a plague’[footnoteRef:143] in Rome  and the use of bribes and abuse of power allowed those in power to steal resources and money for personal gain.[footnoteRef:144] Rotaru surmounts that soldiers forced Britons to produce for army granaries no matter the distance from the farm and then in turn charge them money in return for the security of the transport provided by the soldiers.[footnoteRef:145]  In the realm of taxation as a colonised province, there would have been the resentment of the taxation itself much less if it was considered ‘fair practice’ or not. Though as time went on more and more of the Britons would have become Roman citizens and for the majority, they would have seen little benefit from the tax personally but communally the building of Roads and civic buildings would have been beneficial.   [141:  Mattingly, 2006. pg. 505.]  [142:  Tac. Ag. 19.]  [143:  Rotaru, et al, 2016. pg. 239-249.]  [144:  Rotaru, et al, 2016. pg. 239-249.]  [145:  Rotaru, et al, 2016. pg. 239-249.] 


On the topic of exploitation, it has been suggested by Salway that Hadrian, upon seeing the success of small scale British enterprise following the conquest at the end of the first century BC he took advantage of this and turned smaller scale industry into large scale opportunities for the Roman state.[footnoteRef:146] Evidence for this can be seen at Stonea Grange where a unique collection of buildings appear to form an administrative centre. A similar building found in Ostia the Piazza of the Corporations is assumed to have been an office building with sixty-one rooms rented to different enterprises suggested by the mosaics on the floor, the small rooms assumed to have been offices due to their size and was thought to have been under imperial control.[footnoteRef:147] The presence of administrative buildings suggests large scale enterprise and state control, meaning Britain's exports and potential for trade were large enough to warrant this.   [146:  Salway, 1981. pg. 460.]  [147:  Bedoyere, 2010. pg. 42-43.] 


The Military presence in Britain is often referred to as the start of the market economy, though I find it much more likely to have been already in practice but popularised by the addition of civitas and vici; vici being directly related to military sites. Millet remarks that the market system would have suffered from the difficulty that the same crop is ready at the same time and with the market economy the prices are fixed by demand and therefore becoming depressed at the peak of the season of a crop.[footnoteRef:148] The deflation of prices was a drawback of the market economy though mostly a successful model. I do find that this would have led to those who lived further in isolated areas not travelling to sell a surplus and likely kept their levels of agricultural production to a self-sustaining level as the costs of travel would not have made journeying to a deflated market worthwhile, when compared with the number of towns in the south this could also explain a lack of agriculture in the North and Wales (figure 4).   [148:  Millet, 1990. pg. 204.] 


The Roman taxes now forced on the peoples of Britain were adjusted at a rate according to the needs of the state, not the reasonable amount a land mass could produce.[footnoteRef:149] Millet discusses a complete failure of revision of the census at regular intervals and that there was a lack of levying a tax on land which was no longer in use agriculturally due to the failure to revise the census.[footnoteRef:150] The additional tax would likely have caused some resentment, naturally being taxed on land which was no longer in use would be ridiculous, and the failure of this process would likely have been a burden on rich and poor alike.   [149:  Millet, 1990. pg. 204.]  [150:  Millet, 1990. pg. 204.] 


Buster Hill having shown large yields of grain could imply that the ten per cent taxation was not an overwhelming number under the rates shown at Buster Hill.[footnoteRef:151] High yields with Iron Age methods could suggest that the current methods were sufficient for producing the levels required for tax. Millet suggests that the conservative farmer may have intensified existing systems rather than introduce something new, as mentioned previously there are many risks associated with new agricultural methods.[footnoteRef:152] [151:  Millet, 1990. pg. 98.]  [152:  Millet, 1990. pg. 98.] 


I find Millet here does not examine the individual circumstance. The Buster Hill experiments were conducted in the South-West this does not account for the farmers in the less favourably weathered North or those on wind battered coasts, Different locations across Britain may have found this amount to have been overwhelming as particular weather and terrain may not have allowed for the production of a surplus for tax. Furthermore, it is doubtful that although Buster Hill showed a bountiful yield, it is doubtful that before the Roman period grain would have been grown to have been wasted therefore the idea of a surplus Pre-Roman period was likely at all.  
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[bookmark: _Toc7690921][bookmark: _Toc7691148][bookmark: _Toc7691481][bookmark: _Toc8051033]Figure 5. Map showing concentration of towns in Roman Britain.[footnoteRef:153]  [153:  Millet, 1990. pg. 70.] 
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[bookmark: _Toc7690922][bookmark: _Toc7691149][bookmark: _Toc7691482][bookmark: _Toc8051034]Figure 6.  Chart showing the dependence in the early empire on the provinces.[footnoteRef:154] [154:  Millet, 1990. pg. 132.] 




[bookmark: _Toc7690353][bookmark: _Toc8060318][bookmark: _GoBack]Conclusion
Britain did not form the epicentre of the Roman agricultural economy, its contributions were modest by comparison to some other provinces, yet by the time the Roman army withdrew from Britain the people of Rome and the people of Britain would have known no different, the resentment of early years seemingly all but disappeared.[footnoteRef:155] [155:  Scullard, 1979. pg.173.] 

As with much work on Roman Britain, the debate on Romanisation should still be mentioned, which although treated now with much greater distinction is still important and valid, as much well-respected scholarship such as that of Millett though now dated uses the phrase consistently. There is the tendency to assume a level of intent from the Romans to make provinces ‘Roman’ this which simply doesn’t exist and is a much debated part of much work on the Roman Provinces, and a much more important question of what ‘motivated the individual to initiate – consciously or not – sociocultural change’.[footnoteRef:156] The economy of Britain was indeed intentionally taken advantage of by the Romans, pre-existing mines and trades taken over to provide for the empire. Although when considering the issue of development, it is important to note that there would have been no development for the sake of development; indeed, the Romans did not provide the province of Britain with new technologies intentionally, for these things are a very gradual process taking place over years and generations. [156:  Haeussler, 2013. pg. 22.] 

The idea that Britain was a primeval Forrest landscape belittles the work and development of the Britons themselves and the significance of Pre-Roman deforestation and the complexity of the hillfort settlement structure. Evidence such as the archaeology from military structures in the North suggests again that the highland lowland structure theory of looking at Britain has some truth to it, the evidence suggests that arable farming was present though perhaps not on the same scale as in the South this should not eliminate the North as agricultural producers as even today the landscapes of the North and Wales are much better suited to the farming of animals.
The discussion on villas ultimately leads to a moot point, evidence of villas in Britain does not show us one way or another if the primary function was agriculture. I do think it likely that villas produced agriculturally on a large scale, but the early luxury villas would not have produced beyond the point of self-sufficiency in the early years of the conquest and perhaps not at all even in later years when the market economy was on a larger scale. Villas surrounding a civitas also seem to have been least likely to have produced agriculturally and perhaps those in the country received foodstuffs from tenants on their land as part of rents before the money economy became fully integrated in Britain.
So the final question being this: was it better to have the ‘enforced’ development the British people had or would it have been better for the people to have been left to their own will? The development of Britain was after all a gradual process but the development of Britain was surely sped up by the presence of the Roman army, it is impossible to say where Britain would be without the presence of the Romans though perhaps it would have developed similarly but a few hundred years behind. Yet, the presence of the Romans has shaped our society today and the impact of the Romans on our agriculture still remain in the form of field drains and the foods and grain we grow variants of what the Romans brought over. The matter of treatment and exploitation of the British people by the Romans was extensive but this was no more than what was done to other conquered provinces. While the introduction of the Roman ways of life and of new and better (more versatile) food groups would have vastly improved quality of life and life expectancy.[footnoteRef:157] To answer if it would have been better one way or the other is impossible as the variants are too vast but it is true that the Romans developed Britain agriculturally weather they intended to or not but to say that they brought civilisation and farming itself over to the mysterious island is an overestimation of the Romans intentions. [157:  Cool, 2006. pg. 29. ] 
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