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FOREWORD
David J. Breeze

The first Pilgrimage of Hadrian’s Wall was held in 1849. It started with a visit
to Wallsend on Monday 25 June, followed at 4 o’clock by dinner (with eighteen
toasts!) in the Castle of Newcastle. The party left Newcastle at 8 am the next
morning for Benwell and points west. Each day when in Northumberland
the day started at that time, but once in Cumberland the timing was relaxed
and departure was at 9 am. They reached Bowness-on-Solway on 30 June,
and returned to Newcastle on 3 July. About 20 Pilgrims, which included
three ladies, undertook the whole excursion, but they were joined along the
way by members of the Society of Antiquaries of Newcastle upon Tyne (the
Cumberland and Westmorland Antiquarian and Archaeological Society had
yet to be formed), local antiquarians, and members of the gentry. Most of the
journey was done on foot, though a ‘brake’ drawn by two horses carried the
luggage. One hundred and seventy years on, this Pilgrimage will consist of
ten times the number of Pilgrims and we will travel by coach.

The first Pilgrimage was the brainchild of John Collingwood Bruce. A
Newcastle schoolmaster, head of the Percy Street Academy, he came late to
the study of Hadrian’s Wall. Bruce was 42 in 1848, when he was prevented
from going on his planned holiday to Rome because of the revolutionary
activities on the continent. So he turned to his own back-yard, journeying
along the Wall that summer. He took with him his son Gainsford, later his
biographer, and the brothers Charles and Henry Burdon Richardson, local
artists, the latter drawing master in Bruce’s school. The fifth member of the
group was the groom, alas only known to us as William. Bruce took copious
notes, Henry Richardson created 44 sketches of the Wall.

That autumn, Bruce lectured on Hadrian’s Wall to the Literary and
Philosophical Society of Newcastle. His audience was surprised at the state
of survival of the Wall on their doorstep and so Bruce offered to lead a
Pilgrimage the following summer to allow them to judge for themselves. He
followed this up with a book, The Roman Wall, published on 2 January 1851.
Two more editions followed, and, in 1863, a synopsis, The Wallet-Book of
the Roman Wall, subsequently renamed The Hand-book to the Roman Wall.
The fourteenth edition of the Handbook to the Roman Wall was published in
2006. So, we have much to thank Bruce for; what is probably the oldest tour of
an archaeological monument and the oldest guide-book to an archaeological
site continually revised and republished — in the world.

The second Pilgrimage was held in 1886 and was organised jointly by
the Society of Antiquaries of Newcastle upon Tyne and the Cumberland



and Westmorland Antiquarian and Archaeological Society. Bruce was now
80 and was hailed as the Chief Pilgrim. On this occasion an official report
was published, and this practice continued until the Centenary Pilgrimage
in 1949. In 1930, however, R. G. Collingwood introduced a handbook for
the Pilgrims, The Book of the Pilgrimage of Hadrian’s Wall, and after 1949
this type of handbook took over from the reports. For the 1999 Pilgrimage,
the organising committee decided to extend the remit of the handbook and
produce an extended review of work on Hadrian’s Wall over the previous ten
years and this has now become the accepted pattern. The 1999 handbook
edited by Paul Bidwell and the 2009 version compiled by Nick Hodgson
remain essential items on the bookshelf of anyone interested in Hadrian’s
Wall.

There are perhaps three main problems in organising each Pilgrimage.
The first is to find sites that reflect recent work on the Wall, bearing in mind
the difficulties in parking coaches and moving over 200 people across the
countryside. The second is to find a good balance between these new sites
and the traditional visits to sites such as Chesters, Housesteads, Birdoswald,
and Vindolanda. The third is to find a framework that does not simply repeat
the previous occasions. In 2009, for example, the daily visits were divided
into the Cumbrian coast, the Turf Wall, the central sector, the Stanegate, the
eastern sector, and Tyneside. This time two broad themes were chosen, the
evidence for the building of the Wall and its history in the Late Empire. Once
these issues were determined, the programme fell into place, the guides
invited, coaches booked, hotels chosen, and so on. The first meeting of the
organising committee was held on 17 October 2014, though Rob Collins and
Matthew Symonds had been invited to edit the handbook even before that.
Starting to plan five years in advance is not a luxury for this timescale allows
for reflection and changes.

The thinking behind the composition of the organising committee is lost
in the mists of antiquity. It consists of three members nominated by each
of the two societies and a representative each of Durham and Newecastle
Universities, with power to co-opt. It is an arrangement that has worked
well for the six Pilgrimages with which I have been involved. The organising
committee for the 2019 Pilgrimage has given careful thought to the
programme and the general arrangements and trust that the Pilgrims will
enjoy seven days exploring Hadrian’s Wall in the company of like-minded
students of this famous Roman frontier.



PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Traditionally, the Pilgrimage Handbook is not a guidebook to the Wall, nor
a synthetic account of the Wall’s history and interpretation. The Pilgrimage
Handbook is an account of new discoveries and research, both on general
themes and at individual sites, as well as providing an update on other
aspects that affect our understanding of the monument. The most recent
and scholarly up-to-date account of Hadrian’s Wall was published in 2017
by Nick Hodgson, Hadrian’s Wall: Archaeology and History at the Limit of
Rome’s Empire, which is recommended to readers alongside the fourteenth
revised edition of the Handbook to the Roman Wall (2006) by David J.
Breeze. By the time the 2019 Pilgrims board their coaches for the first time, it
is also anticipated that the Rhind lecture series given by David J. Breeze and
devoted to Hadrian’s Wall will have been published as a monograph (Breeze
2019a).

The Pilgrimage Handbook covers developments over the course of the last
decade, since the Pilgrimage of 2009. This book follows the style and format
established by Paul Bidwell for the 1999 Pilgrimage Handbook and further
refined in 2009 by Nick Hodgson. You will find that we have made some
minor changes (we hope improvements!) to formatting and illustrations.
Some of these are first-time occurrences, such as the production of a digital
bibliography and the addition of an index. The bibliography of research since
2009 is not comprehensive, and is primarily designed to support the text
of the book. We wish to signal other contributions from the past 10 years,
though, and so readers will find some sources in the bibliography that are
not cited in the text. Given the increasing importance of webpages and other
digital resources that are not always convenient to reference in text, we have
taken the decision to compile a distinct digital bibliography that separates
the digital resource, and provides the name and accompanying url or other
locational information. We found this to be the least cumbersome manner
in which to provide information with the least amount of disturbance to the
main text.

Readers wishing to reference this work should assume that the editors
have written the text, unless otherwise indicated. Where individual authors
have contributed sections, they are named directly underneath the relevant
heading or subheading. If a bold heading is not followed by a name or names,
it was compiled by the editors.

Some effort has been made to include plans and illustrations of sites to be
visited by the Pilgrimage in 2019, and following convention, Chapter 4 has
been organised so that sites are presented from east to west.



We are grateful to the organising committee for inviting us to compile this
volume and for their guidance, and particularly to David J. Breeze and Nick
Hodgson for their interest and support throughout the process of writing,
compiling, and editing. We would especially like to thank the contributors to
this volume, who responded promptly to requests for material, and skilfully
distilled a wealth of information into succinct accounts. Humphrey Welfare
and Bill Griffiths promptly and regularly helped to clarify points on heritage
and museum aspects of the Wall. Copy-editing support was gratefully
received from Sarah Collins. We are also indebted to David J. Breeze for
reading and commenting on the text prior to publication. Illustrations and
maps were supported and prepared by Dr Nicky Garland and WallCAP at
Newcastle University, as well as supplied by various contributors. Copyright
is indicated with each image as ‘Source’. The maps provided by WallCAP
were drafted using data from Ordnance Survey (GB), via EDINA Digimap
Ordnance Survey Service https://digimap.edina.ac.uk, downloaded 2019-
04-15, as well as data from An Archaeological Map of Hadrian’s Wall
(1:25000) published by English Heritage (2014). LiDAR images were
produced with data from the Environmental Agency.

The organising committee wishes to express its gratitude to Tyne Valley
Coaches, who have provided transport to Pilgrims for the last 50 years,
and English Heritage for providing free entry to their sites. Receptions are
graciously hosted by the Cumberland and Westmorland Antiquarian and
Archaeological Society, Newcastle University, the Society of Antiquaries
of Newcastle upon Tyne, South Tyneside Council, Vindolanda Trust, and
WallCAP.

R. Collins Pons Aelius — Newcastle, 5 May 2019
M.F.A. Symonds Londinium — London, 5 May 2019
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ITINERARY OF THE FOURTEENTH PILGRIMAGE

The Fourteenth Pilgrimage runs from 20th-28th July 2019, guided by Valerie
Maxfield and Tony Wilmott (Coach 1), Mike Bishop and Graeme Stobbs (Coach
2), Nick Hodgson and Erik Graafstal (Coach 3), and Rob Collins and Matthew
Symonds (Coach 4), with Lindsay Allason-Jones and Rachel Newman acting
as roving support drivers.

The following provides a simple list of the sites that the Pilgrims will inspect
and accompanying activities.

Saturday 20 July
Sunday 21 July

Monday 22 July

Tuesday 23 July

Wednesday 24 July

Thursday 25 July

Friday 26 July

Saturday 27 July

Sunday 28 July

Opening reception, Newcastle Civic Centre
The Vallum at Benwell and Denton

The Wall and Turret 7b

Turret 26b

Chesters fort

Reception hosted by Newcastle University,
Great North Museum

Housesteads fort and Turret 36b

Milecastle 37

Walk from Carrawburgh to Tower Tye
Reception hosted by the Society of Antiquaries
of Newcastle upon Tyne in the Royal Station Hotel
Newcastle

J. Collingwood Bruce’s memorial, St Nicholas’
cathedral, Newcastle

South Shields fort

Reception hosted by South Tyneside Council,
South Shields Town Hall

Wallsend fort and the Wall at Buddle St
Vindolanda fort

Hog roast reception hosted by Vindolanda Trust
Maryport

Swarthy Hill

Reception hosted by WallCAP, Tullie House
Walk from Poltross Burn to Birdoswald

Walk from Appletree to Birdoswald

Reception hosted by the Cumberland and
Westmorland Antiquarian and Archaeological
Society, Crown & Mitre Hotel, Carlisle
Burnhead camp

Milecastle 42

Walk from Turret 44b to Walltown

Carvoran fort and Roman Army Museum

End of Pilgrimage dinner, Crown & Mitre, Carlisle
Pilgrims depart

ix
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1. PREVIOUS PILGRIMAGES
Rob Collins and Matthew Symonds

The first Pilgrimage along Hadrian’s Wall was led by John Collingwood
Bruce in 1849, in order to demonstrate the monumentality and preservation
of the Roman frontier works on the ground and consider their purpose.
All subsequent Pilgrimages, from the Second in 1886 to the Thirteenth in
2009 have honoured these fundamental aims, sharing both exciting new
discoveries and the latest thinking. The history of these Pilgrimages has been
discussed elsewhere (E. Birley 1961; Hodgson 2009a, 1-3; for a bibliography
see Edwards and Breeze 2000), with the Fourteenth Pilgrimage aspiring to
follow in the august traditions of its forebears. As the Thirteenth Pilgrimage
traversed the Wall in a broadly west-east fashion, the Fourteenth Pilgrimage
will pursue an east-west course, following the tradition of alternating
direction of travel between pilgrimages.

Pilgrimage badges

Since 1886, every Pilgrimage has been accompanied with a badge, which
taken together presents an evolving assemblage of material culture. The
Society of Antiquaries of Newcastle upon Tyne holds a complete set of these
badges, thanks to donations made by previous Pilgrims. The 1886 and
1896 Pilgrimages featured a scallop shell, adopting the icon of traditional
Christian pilgrimage. The 1906 Pilgrimage featured an eagle with spread
wings resting on a plinth inscribed with SPQR. A simulated coin of Hadrian,
featuring his recognisable bearded bust facing right and bearing the
inscription HADRIANVS AVGVSTVS was the badge for the 1930 Pilgrimage.
The 1949 and 1959 badges were circular discs featuring the recreation of a
Roman coin reverse, Britannia seated left with spear and shield bearing the
inscription BRITANNIA SC and Mars advancing right with spear and shield
bearing the inscription SC, respectively. A replica of the dragonesque brooch
from South Shields followed in 1969, while 1979 brought a drawn portrait
of Hadrian (Fig. 1.1). The 1989 badge featured a simple outline of a fort in
plan, inscribed HADRIAN’S WALL PILGRIMAGE XI 1989, on a square
with rounded corners. A drawn silhouette of Hadrian in front of the Wall
was printed on a rectangle with rounded corners for the 1999 Pilgrims. The
2009 badge returned to a disc shape, featuring an eagle with partially folded
wings bearing the inscription ‘Hadrian’s Wall XIII Pilgrimage 2009’ all in
gold in a field of red enamel. Most badges have been created using some mix
of copper alloy, with the exceptions of 1979 and 1989, which were made in
plastic, while 1999 had a stainless-steel finish. From 1886-1956, the badges
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had a simple stud reverse to fit through a buttonhole or a simple pin fixed to
the back of the badge. From 1969, the more common hinged pin has been
featured. Since 1979, guides on the Pilgrimage have also had a badge with
a variant colour to distinguish them from the Pilgrims. The badge for the
Fourteenth Pilgrimage takes the shape of an altar. Pilgrims have received a
badge with red enamel, while guides have badges in blue enamel.

Figure 1.1: The badges for the 1969 (left) and 1979 (right) Pilgrimages. Source: Rob
Collins.

In memoriam

Sadly, over the past decade a number of students of the Wall have passed
away, and it is traditional to remember these friends and colleagues here.

Richard Bellhouse (1916-2012) was the doyen of the Cumbrian coastal cordon.
His explorations of these Roman frontier works were frequently published
in CW, shedding considerable light on a long-overlooked component of the
Wall.

Alan Biggins (1951-2017) is best known for the extensive geophysical surveys
he conducted of Roman military remains. These surveys revolutionised our
appreciation of the scale and complexity of extramural settlements at fort
sites, ushering in a new era of research into them.
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Robin Birley (1935-2018) was a founding member of the Vindolanda Trust
and directed excavations at the site from 1970 until 2001. His excavations
have transformed our knowledge of Vindolanda, with discoveries like the
Vindolanda Tablets that have led to an enriched understanding of the Roman
army.

John Casey (1936-2016) was a numismatics scholar who was employed at the
University of Durham from 1972 to 2000, retiring as Reader in Archaeology.
He excavated a series of key sites for the study of Roman Britain.

Brian Dobson (1931-2012) was a well known and respected Wall studies
teacher and scholar, as well as founder of the Hadrianic Society in 1971, and
a regular collaborator with David J. Breeze. Of these shared endeavours, the
most celebrated must be Hadrian’s Wall (1976; 2000, 4th ed.).

Barbara Harbottle (1931-2012) was a pioneering medieval archaeologist and
leading figure in the Newcastle antiquaries, whose excavations in Newcastle
revealed information about the Roman fort built on Castle Garth.

Jenny Price (1940-2019), formerly Professor of Archaeology at Durham
University. Jenny was an intentionally renowned expert on ancient glass,
a previous Pilgrim, and Member of the Hadrian’s Wall Management Plan
Committee.

David Smith (1924-2016) helped to establish and curate the Museum of
Antiquities from 1956 and was a lecturer at Newcastle University from 1972,
holding both posts until his retirement in 1987.

Percival Turnbull (1953-2016) co-founded Brigantia Archaeological Practice
in 1995 and excavated, among numerous other sites, milefortlet 21 on the
Cumbrian coast.






2. A ROUND-UP OF DEVELOPMENTS SINCE 2009
Rob Collins and Matthew Symonds

This chapter provides an overview of various developments pertaining to
Hadrian’s Wall that do not sit within the archaeological and research remits
of chapters 3 and 4, but are nonetheless important for shaping current
and future research and management of the Wall. Since 2009, some of the
most significant changes have not been related to archaeological fieldwork
at all, but are attributable to that more nebulous discipline of heritage. The
management of the Wall as a World Heritage Site has altered due to changes
in the organisations responsible for its curation, while every museum along
the Wall has been refitted in some fashion. Vindolanda has also become a
designated national museum collection. Importantly, the digital realm has
continued to evolve, and here too, there have been important contributions
to Hadrian’s Wall.

The Hadrian’s Wall Research Framework

A key development over the past decade has been the publication of the
Hadrian’s Wall Research Framework (Symonds and Mason 2009). This
document is primarily designed for professionals and researchers that are
actively engaged with the monument, but it has also been presented in a way
that is intended to make it accessible to a public audience. Published in two
volumes, the first provides a summary assessment of what is known about
Hadrian’s Wall, locating the key sites and archives, and providing site-based,
chronological, and thematic discussion and interpretation of the monument.
The second volume presents an agenda and strategy to identify where gaps
in current understanding of the Wall lie, and how we can build on existing
knowledge. At the time of writing, an attempt to update the Research
Framework is underway.

World Heritage and Management of the Wall

The Wall is a complicated beast, and significant changes to organisations
over the past decade have impacted on the way in which the Hadrian’s Wall
World Heritage Site (WHS) is managed. There has never been a single body
responsible for this, and it should be noted that there may be as many as 1000
landowners that hold some portion of the monument. Key stakeholders in
the World Heritage Site include Local Authorities (South Tyneside Council,
North Tyneside Council, Newcastle City Council, Northumberland County
Council, Northumberland National Park Authority, Carlisle City Council,
Allerdale District Council, Copeland District Council, and Cumbria County
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Council), governmental bodies (Historic England, Natural England), trusts
and museums (Tyne & Wear Archives & Museums, English Heritage Trust,
National Trust, Vindolanda Trust, Tullie House Museum and Art Gallery,
Senhouse Museum Trust), the research community, and innumerable
landowners, businesses, and local communities.

Between 2006 and 2011, Hadrian’s Wall Heritage Ltd (and thence
Hadrian’s Wall Trust until 2015) acted as a coordinating body for the
promotion and conservation of Hadrian’s Wall, including management of
the National Trail and employing the Management Plan Coordinator. The
closure of the Regional Development Agencies resulted in the demise of
the Trust, so a rescue package was devised that led to the reformation of
the WHS Management Plan Committee as a Partnership Board to provide
expertise and oversight. The Board is composed of representatives of the
Local Authorities, Historic England, and Natural England, and the Chairs
of five specialist Delivery Groups, covering Conservation and Planning;
Archaeological Research; Farming and Land Management; Marketing
and Tourism; and Learning and Interpretation. The Management Plan
Coordinator post is now hosted by Northumberland County Council.

Every WHS must have a Management Plan setting out why a place is
special, what will be done to conserve and enhance the site over a five-year
period, and how its significance will be explained to visitors. Hadrian’s Wall
— a pioneer in these matters — is currently in its fourth Management Plan,
with the next iteration due to be published in 2020. This is the responsibility
of the WHS Partnership Board, through its Management Plan Coordinator,
John Scott.

Inscribed as a World Heritage Site in 1987, Hadrian’s Wall is only one
portion of a larger transnational WHS — the Frontiers of the Roman
Empire (FRE). At present, the FRE WHS consists of Hadrian’s Wall, the
Upper German-Raetian Limes (inscribed 2005), and the Antonine Wall
(inscribed 2008). Other parts of the Roman imperial frontiers in Europe
are currently working toward nomination and inscription as World Heritage
Sites. Representatives of each frontier meet regularly to share best practice
across the FRE. As many Pilgrims will appreciate, new knowledge and
understandings in one frontier often hold implications for the others, and
the FRE encapsulates this interconnectivity through WHS status. A spin off
has been the series of multi-language guides to the frontier, including one on
Hadrian’s Wall (Breeze 2011d). The series may be consulted on line at: www.
univie.ac.at/limes/html/brochure.php

Since the closure of the Hadrian’s Wall Trust the management of the
National Trail has been governed by a Partnership formed between Natural
England, the Highway Authorities, and Historic England, and its staff are



A ROUND-UP OF DEVELOPMENTS SINCE 2009

hosted by the Northumberland National Park Authority.

2015 saw the legal separation of two key aspects of the Historic Buildings
and Monuments Commission for England, commonly known as English
Heritage. The governmental advisory body is now known as Historic England,
while the English Heritage Trust is responsible for the curation of properties,
collections, and assets on behalf of the public through the Secretary of State.
In practice, this has little immediate impact on the public, and it makes the
separation of responsibilities clearer. The Inspector for Hadrian’s Wall and
the Regional Science Advisors are key positions in Historic England that
advise and provide oversight along the Wall.

Museums, Exhibits, and Interpretation
Bill Griffiths

The last ten years have seen considerable investment in the museums of
Hadrian’s Wall (Table 2.1 and Fig. 2.1).

There are 11 museums with Roman remains in the Hadrian’s Wall WHS,
managed by five different organisations: Tyne & Wear Archives & Museums
(running Arbeia — South Shields — and Segedunum — Wallsend — Roman
forts and the Great North Museum: Hancock), English Heritage (Corbridge
Roman Town and the forts at Chesters, Housesteads, and Birdoswald), The
Vindolanda Trust (Vindolanda Roman Fort Museum and the Roman Army
Museum), Tullie House Museum and Gallery (Carlisle), Senhouse Roman
Museum (Maryport).

In each of the Roman museums, interpretation is based on the unique
selling points of the sites and their collections, each revealing a different
aspect of the story of the frontier. This is illustrated by the approach taken
by English Heritage in their recent interpretations, where it is hoped that
by defining the differences at each site, visitors will see the value in visiting
more than just one on their trip to the area. A new range of guidebooks
for nearly every visitor attraction underscores this message, while visitor
signage is also appearing in new locations, such as the interperative panels
in Newcastle Central Station and Carlisle Railway Station.

In addition, 2017 saw the opening of The Sill: National Landscape
Discovery Centre (managed by Northumberland National Park Authority),
which interprets the natural environment and landscape of the frontier.
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Table 2.1: Museum refurbishments 2009-2018 in the Wall corridor from east to west.
An asterisk (*) indicates displays of excavations that took place within the last decade.

Year |Changes
2011/12 |Complete gallery refurbishment

Arbeia South Shields 2018 | Phase 1 redevelopment — new case

Roman Fort* redisplay — gateway refurbished and new
film in CO’s house

2011 Strong Place Gallery and wider gallery
refurbishment

Segedunum Roman Fort, 2015 Ee?uﬂggﬁ;(leg:onuer Gallery

*

Baths and Museum 2017 | Excavation and display of bathhouse
and Hadrian’s Wall, partial gallery
refurbishment

2009 | Complete refurbishment, with new

Great North Museum: Roman Gallery at centre — incorporating

Hancock collections from former Museum of
Antiquities, Newcastle University

Corbridge Roman Town 2018 | Complete refurbishment

Museum

Chesters Roman Fort 2016 Refurbishment (retaining Edwardian feel
of displays)

Housesteads Roman Fort 2012 | Complete refurbishment including new
film

2011 Full refurbishment of museum including
development of Hedley Centre and

Vindolanda Roman Fort* improved access to site

(collections received 2017 |Redevelopment of the open-air museum

designated status 2016) to include the Domus children’s area and
the Locus temporary exhibition space,

2018 | Wooden underworld gallery opens

2011 | Complete refurbishment including the
Roman Army Museum Edge of Empire 3D. film.

2012 |Roman classroom installed

2016 | ‘Who we were’ display opens.

Birdoswald Roman Fort 2018 Con}plete r.efurblshment — designed for
family audience

2011 | ‘The Roman Frontier Gallery: stories

Tullie House beyond Hadrian’s Wall’ permanent
gallery

Senhouse Roman Museum, 2013 | Full redisplay of Kirby Gallery

Maryport*
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Figure 2.1: The new gallery at Vindolanda focusing on wooden objects and materials
is one of the many museum refurbishments or expansions that have occurred along
the Wall in the past decade. Source: Vindolanda Trust.

Wall-wide Interpretation

Saturday 13 March 2010 saw the line of the Wall lit with 500 beacons set
at 250m intervals for the ‘Tlluminating Hadrian’s Wall’ project. Over 1000
volunteers took part, with the first beacon being lit at Wallsend. It was an
event which truly captured the public imagination, giving people a sense of
the Wall line in its entirety. The theme was returned to in a more high-tech
way in 2012 as part of the Cultural Olympiad with ‘Connecting Light’ — a
digital art installation.

2011 saw the publication of an interpretation framework for the Wall
(Adkins and Mills 2011), covering two themes:

- The North West Frontier of the Roman Empire;

- The natural and cultural landscape of Hadrian’s Wall.

The framework is available to all the bodies who have a responsibility for
interpreting Hadrian’s Wall, although it should be noted that no-one
is required to follow it. The framework calls for ‘interpretation that is
dynamic and people orientated, relevant (though potentially challenging)
to their views, understanding and interested in the world around them —
providing interpretation that is exciting, challenging, engaging, fascinating,
participative, enjoyable and fun’ (Adkins and Mills 2011, 9).

The decade has also seen a new level of partnership working between the
museums. In 2014, they came together to deliver Wall Face, a ‘dispersed’
exhibition. The exhibition featured portraits of antiquarians associated with
Hadrian’s Wall from the collections of the National Portrait Gallery. Each
of the 11 participating museums showed one portrait, with the whole set
being presented as one exhibition. This project was devised very much as a
test case to demonstrate that the museums of the Wall could work together
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to deliver significant partnership projects. The success of Wall Face in this
regard led to the development of a far larger project in scale: Hadrian’s
Cavalry (Anderson et al. 2017). This project had three purposes in mind:

1. To demonstrate that the partner organisations could work in

partnership;

2. To explore the often under represented role of the cavalry, in the

Roman army in general, and on Hadrian’s Wall in particular;

3. To deliver a stand-out exhibition that would attract new visitors to

the Wall.
The average visitor tends to imagine the Wall with lonely infantrymen
standing on top of it gazing north for signs of trouble. The reality was much
more complex, with approximately one third of the Wall garrison being
cavalry who would carry out wide-ranging patrol work. Roman cavalrymen
tended to have the best equipment, with their ‘parade’ armour including
highly decorated helmets, armour, and horse fittings. The project team drew
up a ‘wish list’ of the finest examples to borrow from museums, including the
British Museum, across Europe. It was thought that most potential donors
would say ‘no’ as this was a very different proposition to a regular inter-
museum loan. However, without exception, the organisations and individuals
approached were more than happy in principle to lend items, indeed one
private donor offered more objects than were originally requested — meaning
the museums were able to exhibit an exceptional group of artefacts.

Alongside the exhibition a comprehensive schools engagement programme
was developed, and a series of re-enactment events were delivered. However,
the project needed a stand-out event to truly capture the public’s imagination.

It was decided to recreate a full Roman cavalry turma, not seen in the
UK since the Roman period, and try to recreate elements of the Hippika
Gymnasia (the Roman cavalry drill display), not simply as a show, but also
as an archaeological experiment, something made very clear in descriptions
of the event, and which served to enhance its appeal to the public. This meant
bringing together 30 riders (some re-enactors, some professional stuntmen)
and training them in drill described almost 2,000 years ago by the Roman
author Arrian, and indeed by the Emperor Hadrian himself. The event was
also the catalyst for a one hour documentary about Roman Cavalry on British
television.

The project drew national attention to Hadrian’s Wall. It was regularly
listed in tourism articles and websites over the year, starting with one of the
UK’s major Sunday papers, the Sunday Telegraph, listing it as one of the
top 30 things to do in the world in 2017, the only UK based item on the list!
Hadrian’s Wall in 2017 saw an overall 12% increase in visitors compared to
2016. The Wall and its museums have also seen an increased engagement of

10
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stakeholders, vital at a time of declining public funding in the UK, and the
partners are still talking to each other and planning other projects, including
a joint publication of key objects in the museums along the Wall.

Community Interpretation
Hadrian’s Wall is seeing programmes developed that involve communities
in research and interpretation of the Wall. There is an active audience
that wishes to participate (Fig. 2.2). This has traditionally been through
learned archaeological societies and the Vindolanda Trust, but recent years
have seen the rise of community participation projects. Examples include
Wallguest, which saw members of the public join a programme to reveal
more of the Wall on urban Tyneside (Hodgson 2017b) and the Hadrian’s
Wall Community Champions project. Wallquest included research into, and
subsequent excavation and interpretation of, the bathhouse at Segedunum,
while Community Champions saw the piloting of a WallWatch community
monitoring scheme and installation of interpretation panels at Heddon-on-
the-Wall.

Two special exhibitions were mounted in 2019 as a result of the Pilgrimage.
These are: Borderline Funny: Hadrian’s Wall in Cartoons, at Segedunum

Figure 2.2: Volunteer Sarah Baker discovered a sword during excavations of cavalry
barracks at Vindolanda. Source: Vindolanda Trust.

11
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25 May-22 Sept 2019, curated by the Friends of Segedunum with funding
from the National Lottery Heritage Fund and the Fourteenth Pilgrimage;
and Hadrian’s Pilgrimage Community Textiles Project, at Tullie House
Museum 1-31 July 2019, curated by Wizzcraft local knitting group with Tullie
House Trust. Senhouse Museum has also mounted an exhibition of some of
the discoveries made by the Discovering Derventio excavations at Papcastle,
with support from Grampus Heritage and the National Lottery Heritage Fund.

Projects, Groups, and Events

A considerable amount of work is now completed by discrete projects that
are supported by various funding bodies, such as the Arts Council or the
Heritage Lottery Fund, and are often hosted or work in partnership with the
major stakeholder organisations named above. Wallquest (Hodgson 2017b)
and the Hadrian’s Wall Community Champions projects are examples of
this, both being hosted by Tyne & Wear Archives & Museums. A number of
projects have been based at universities, primarily Durham and Newcastle.
Richard Hingley led on the Tales of the Frontier project at Durham, which
explored issues around public perceptions and participation in heritage,
highlighting how the Wall is represented in a range of communities and
situations (Hingley 2010a; 2010b; 2011; 2012; Hingley and Hartis 2011;
Hingley et al. 2012; Nesbitt 2014; Witcher et al. 2010). Newcastle University
has also been active, with Ian Haynes and Tony Wilmott collaborating on
the Maryport Roman Temples project (see p.205) and Birdoswald Cemetery
Mitigation (see p.186). Ian Haynes and Rob Collins were also part of the
Frontiers of the Roman Empire Digital Humanities Project (FREDHI),
which was part of the production of the Hadrian’s Wall MOOC (see
below) and NU Digital Heritage, exploring methods of 3D-scanning and
digital acquisition of material culture from the Wall. Tan Haynes has also
undertaken extensive survey projects at Beckfoot and Corbridge (see p.201
and 146). Lindsay Allason-Jones is currently leading a British Academy-
funded project, Britain’s Most Elusive Roman Sculpture, which is capturing
stone carvings from the Hinterland of Hadrian’s Wall for the final volume
of Corpus Signorum Imperii Romani: Britannia. At the time of printing it
has catalogued over 500 decorated altars, tombstones, building inscriptions,
and architectural details, as well as freestanding sculpture, from south
Northumberland, Tyne and Wear, County Durham, Cumbria, Lancashire,
and Derbyshire. Most recently, Rob Collins is leading the NLHF-supported
Hadrian’s Wall Community Archaeology Project (WallCAP) to undertake
research and conservation related to sites and locations along the Wall that
are designated ‘At Risk’ as well as further researching where the stone fabric
that built the Wall was sourced, and how and where it was reused following

12
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the Roman period. As alluded to by Bill Griffiths above, many of these
projects have or continue to take community volunteers.

In addition to these projects, there are a number of organisations and
societies that undertake research, fieldwork, or other activities directly
related to Hadrian’s Wall or related aspects. The sister-societies that
host the Pilgrimage, the Cumberland and Westmorland Antiquarian and
Archaeological Society and the Society of Antiquaries of Newcastle upon
Tyne, remain healthy and active, with their journals regularly publishing
Wall research. The Arbeia Society also continues to hold events. Community
groups include Altogether Archaeology and the North of the Wall Tynedale
Archaeology Group (NOWTAG).

There are now three regular annual events for those interested in the
archaeology and heritage of the Wall. The Arbeia Society holds its annual
conference in November at South Shields, and David Mason of Durham
County Council organises the Hadrian’s Wall Archaeology Day in Hexham,
usually in July or August. February brings the Hadrian’s Wall Networking
Day, which is less focused on archaeology with more information about
current activities that support the heritage and tourism of the Wall.

A special one-off event dedicated to Roman women on the frontiers was
held at Maryport in 2018 to mark the centenary of the Representation of the
People Act 1918. An account of the proceedings was published in Current
Archaeology magazine (Greene et al. 2018).

Tourism, Agriculture, and Environment

Hadrian’s Wall is part of a working landscape, and the monument is
conserved and managed in a range of dynamic situations. The addition of the
National Trail has significantly improved access to the monument. Visitors
are essential to the Wall and support the attractions and organisations that
manage them as well as boosting the local economy. However, the increase
in visitors has added pressure to the monument in the form of wear and
tear to paths and facilities, though this visitor pressure also contributes to
continued investment in facilities and infrastructure.

The landscape also continues to change. In the urban areas of Newcastle
and Carlisle, as well as some of the villages along the Wall, development
has provided opportunities to investigate the monument in advance of new
housing and other buildings. This is now a major source of new information
about the Wall. Farmers have agreements in place regarding the management
of arable and pasture land pertaining to the Wall. It is clear from comparing
contemporary maps and satellite imagery with historic maps and aerial
photographs that many earthwork features of the Wall complex have been
degraded, with some having visibly deteriorated since the 1950s and 1960s.

13
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Such processes will continue, particularly as the effects of climate change
have increased in recent years, with examples of flooding and landslip
affecting the archaeological remains and/or facilities along the Wall. It is
anticipated that the Hadrian’s Wall case studies conducted by Newcastle
University for Hadrian’s Wall Community Archaeology Project (WallCAP)
and the international Cultural Heritage Through Time (CHT2) project will
produce qualitative and quantitative analyses of some of these changes and
challenges for the 2029 Pilgrimage.

Digital Resources

The profusion of digital technology, including the use of smartphones,
means that an increasing number of digital resources are being produced
for Hadrian’s Wall. In some cases, this means that hardcopy publications
have been digitised and made available via the internet, such as the journals
for both the Cumberland and Westmorland and Newecastle societies, the
Vindolanda Tablets online, and Roman Inscriptions of Britain (Online).
But there are also bespoke resources, such as the Hadrian’s Wall Country
website, which maintains minutes of the delivery groups that support the
Management Plan for the Wall and other essential documentation.

Projects that have received funding, regardless of their sector, generally
also produce project websites as a means of disseminating information. As
such, the projects mentioned above have a presence on the web, and this
sometimes provides access to further resources such as photographs or
videos, or downloadable digital publications.

A notable offering that appeared in 2014 was the massive open on-line
course (MOOC) for Hadrian’s Wall, provided by Newcastle University in
partnership with FutureLearn. The course is available for free worldwide,
allowing people to learn about aspects of Hadrian’s Wall at their own pace.
The course was designed and implemented by Ian Haynes and Rob Collins,
and features many of the leading lights of Hadrian’s Wall. Since its initial
appearance and through subsequent reruns, more than 30,000 people have
registered and participated in the course (Collins et al. 2018).

News and research about Hadrian’s Wall can also regularly be found on
various social network sites, like Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram. Social
networks have rapidly become a means of breaking news, with mainstream
journalists and specialist archaeology and heritage outlets posting stories
online. Discoveries made by the Vindolanda Trust are often shared globally
through social media posting, and the internet has become a viable means of
keeping pace with the latest discoveries and research.

While by no means definitive, the bibliography includes a special digital
section to direct the reader to these various sources (p.245).
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3. RESEARCH AND INTERPRETATION OF HADRIAN’S WALL
2009-2019

Rob Collins and Matthew Symonds

Introduction

Numerous interesting discoveries and incisive contributions to Wall studies
have emerged over the past decade. Perhaps the most notable trend since
2009 is a consolidation of research undertaken in the past 50 years or so, by
bringing together and reviewing the existing evidence. In some cases, this
has been used to develop new theories pertaining to the Wall, and in others
it has acted as a vehicle to identify gaps in existing knowledge. The Hadrian’s
Wall Research Framework (Symonds and Mason 2009) is one aspect of this
trend, but a number of other activities and publications can be included,
such as a series of papers examining various aspects of the Wall by Breeze
(2012a; 2014b; 2014c¢; 2015b; 2017a; 2018a) and the recent treatement of
Hadrian’s Wall by Hodgson (2017a). Publications of past excavations have
also made a key contribution, delivering an encouraging reduction in the
backlog of unpublished fieldwork along the Wall. Naturally, more remains to
be done, but many of these newly available data are summarised in Chapter
4. Alongside this consolidation-trend there have also been notable examples
of entirely fresh approaches, such as viewshed analysis (Foglia 2014) and
foregrounding the life of the monument in post-Roman centuries (Hingley
2012; Leach and Whitworth 2011; Whitworth 2012).

The majority of excavation work continues to be carried out via developer-
funded archaeology, with notable contributions and discoveries made
in the urban conurbations of Tyneside and Carlisle (see Chapter 4). The
nature of these works varies, sometimes involving no more than a watching
brief, though a number of evaluations (a limited form of excavation) have
been undertaken, while a handful of more wide-ranging excavations have
confirmed the course of the Wall complex and permitted investigation of one
or more of its elements, such as the ditch, curtain, or Vallum. New buildings
have also been discovered, while the environs of Benwell fort have been a
notable focus of work.

Research excavations have been undertaken at South Shields, Wallsend,
Vindolanda, Birdoswald, and Maryport, entirely outside the walls of each
fort with the exception of Vindolanda. These have contributed to our
understanding of extramural settlements, more popularly known as vici, and
to religious practice and burial.

Extensive geophysical survey along the Wall, a technique pioneered by the
late Alan Biggins and David Taylor, continues to reveal more of the Roman
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landscape. Ian Haynes of Newcastle University has led projects at Beckfoot
and Corbridge that rely on such survey work.

New techniques are also making their mark! GPR (ground-penetrating
radar) is being used at an increasing number of sites, such as Corbridge, while
LiDAR (light detection and ranging) data gathered by the government, notably
the Environmental Agency and Natural England, are now freely available
to interrogate (https://environment.data.gov.uk/). A brief assessment of
these data identified features like roads and earthworks not visible in aerial
photographs and satellite images, as well as a number of new sites (Collins
2015b). Continued analysis of LiDAR, as well as the bespoke commissioning
of new LiDAR surveys for archaeological investigation, is certain to identify
new sites. The proliferation of cheap unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs),
popularly known as drones, has also made aerial photography and filming
achievable for most excavations. Whether acquired through laser-scanning
or traditional photography, these new tools are allowing archaeologists to
produce 3D-digital models of landscapes that were previously beyond the
technical capacities or budgets of most archaeological projects. 3D-scanning
is also increasingly common with artefacts and stone monuments, for
example with Newcastle University’s Frontiers of the Roman Empire Digital
Humanities Initiative (FREDHI).

These changes form the background for understanding many of the
advancements in Wall studies over the past decade. The rest of this chapter
provides an overview of the state of thinking and research on Hadrian’s Wall,
broadly separated into chronological ‘chunks’.

General publications

Many publications have appeared over the past decade, and where these
pertain to specific sites, themes, or chronologies, such works are referenced.
In addition to these specialist offerings, a range of publications relating to the
Wall or Roman armies and frontiers more generally have further informed
research. Due to current political circumstances, walls and mural barriers
are perceived to be an increasingly relevant topic, and Hadrian’s Wall is often
appropriated to support arguments acclaiming or disparaging the benefits of
a border barrier (Chaichian 2014; Frye 2018; Marshall 2018). Some works
of this nature, to be honest, exploit the Wall to reinforce a populist agenda,
or cherrypick the evidence to bolster an overarching grand theory. A small
number of new works, though, concentrate on the nature of Hadrian’s Wall
itself, and adopt a scholarly approach that is likely to satisfy Pilgrims (for
instance: Hoffmann 2013; Goldsworthy 2018; Hodgson 2017a; Southern
2016). As noted above, the Hadrian’s Wall Research Framework (Symonds
and Mason 2009) has provided a useful survey of known and unknown
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aspects of the monument, offering a convenient starting point for those
interested in understanding the evidence underpinning current knowledge.
The research framework has also highlighted, arguably for the first time, the
number of distinct but overlapping agendas for research, helping to counter
the familiar focus on the Hadrianic planning and erection of the monument.

The most comprehensive recent interpretation of Hadrian’s Wall is
that written by Nick Hodgson (2017a). He adopts a broadly chronological
approach, with historical overviews followed by discussion of the
archaeological evidence, supported by full-colour illustrations. The impact
of new excavations and data can be seen in both the placement and content
of his chapter on the function of Hadrian’s Wall. It is the penultimate
chapter in the book, and while the building order and initial intent for the
Wall are assessed, this is followed by a refreshingly extensive consideration
of the changing role of the Wall across the 2nd, 3rd, 4th, and 5th centuries,
creating the most chronologically balanced account to date. The importance
of this work may be judged by the number of references to it in the rest of this
chapter! A new monograph dedicated to Hadrian’s Wall by David J. Breeze
will be published this year, before the Pilgrimage commences (Breeze 2019a).
As he has kindly made his text available to the editors, some of the insights
contained within have fed into the review of research presented here.

Therole of historic artwork — pen and ink, watercolours and other paintings,
and historic photography — in the understanding and interpretation of the
Wall has also been more widely acknowledged in the past decade. There has
always been a tradition of using historic photographs, though technological
advances in publishing and related reductions of costs mean that archives of
historic artwork can now be reproduced more easily. Notably, such artwork
has been used as a substitute ‘condition statement’ of the monument at
particular times and places, allowing for comparison with contemporary
conditions and often enhancing interpretation (Breeze 2015a; 2016a;
Whitworth 2009; 2012). More modern data, including LiDAR, fed into the
production of the English Heritage Archaeological Map of Hadrian’s Wall
(2nd ed, 2014), which has accurately plotted the features of the entire Wall
complex, distinguishing the visible from non-visible, and the confirmed from
the unconfirmed.

Views on the Roman army and its soldiers have been shifting over the past
20-30 years, with the influential social archaeology approach to military
remains adding complexity and nuance to the traditional structural and
institutional organisation of the Roman army (Breeze 2016b). The role of
the army in shaping the Roman Empire and its provincial societies has been
emphasised in a reader-friendly volume by Simon James (2011), filled with a
number of perceptive observations concerning the interplay between Roman
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military and civilian society. Haynes (2013) has also offered a comprehensive
reconsideration of the history and archaeology of the Roman auxiliaries.
While the evidence from the Wall has been vital to both works, it is the
pan-imperial evidence and perspectives that most greatly benefit the Wall,
providing a better understanding of recruitment, pay, and cult practice, to
name just three examples.

As the Frontiers of the Roman Empire transnational World Heritage
Site has grown, so too has a desire to increase our understanding of the
phenomena that are Roman frontiers more generally. A significant popular
overview of Roman imperial frontiers (Breeze 2011a) distinguished the
various frontiers not by chronology or provincial geography, but by
environment and topography, drawing comparisons between Roman military
solutions in similar and contrasting environments. This is reflective of an
increased interest in the landscape setting of the frontiers (see p.38; Breeze
2013a). Symonds (2017a) also included a strong landscape component when
discussing fortlet use in the north-west provinces, which illustrates how
the adaption of such installations to create the Hadrian’s Wall milecastles
marked a radical departure from established practice. The arrival in 2016 of
a second edition of Luttwak’s influential, if contentious, The grand strategy
of the Roman Empire is also significant for those interested in comparison
studies of Roman frontiers.

A number of papers can be found that focus on the topic of Roman frontier
policies and practices in general in the three proceedings of the Limes
Congress that have appeared since 2009 (Morillo et al. 2009; Hodgson et al.
2017; Sommer and Mate$i¢ 2018). Many further edited volumes addressing
Roman frontiers have also appeared over the last decade (including Hanson
2009; Collins and Symonds 2013; Collins and McIntosh 2014; Breeze et
al. 2015). Among the edited volumes, three are of particular interest for
concentrating on aspects that have at times been neglected: Sanchez and
Guglielmi (2017) focus on theoretical perspectives on Roman frontiers,
while Collins and Allason-Jones (2010) assess 4th- and 5th-century material
culture, and Iveleva et al. (2018) include a section on gender matters.

The historiography of the Wall and its ongoing contribution to national
dialogues and creative endeavours is proving to be a rewarding field of
study. Various books and articles that have examined how our knowledge of
the Wall developed and its extraordinarily rich cultural afterlife (including
Hingley 2012; Breeze 2014a; Collins 2016; Breeze 2019a).
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The Iron Age in the Wall Corridor
Nicky Garland

Much of our current understanding of the Iron Age occupation of the
pre-Wall landscape comes from groundbreaking aerial survey of the Wall
corridor by Tim Gates, undertaken now more than ten years ago. This survey
(Gates 2004a, 2004b), and the later Hadrian’s Wall National Mapping
Programme survey by Historic England (Oakey 2009), remain key sources
for the identification of probable Iron Age and Roman sites across this rural
area. Despite the identification of many probable ‘indigenous’ sites during
these surveys, there has been little follow-up archaeological investigation to
test such interpretations over the last decade. This lack of further fieldwork
leaves pressing questions about overall structure and chronology, which
require urgent attention in order to advance our understanding of this period
across the World Heritage Site. A review of data from Historic Environment
Records (Northumberland, Cumbria, Tyne and Wear) across the Hadrian’s
Wall WHS, reveals limited investigation of Iron Age sites during developer-
funded projects along the Wall corridor over the last decade. Unsurprisingly,
the general distribution of such work has followed the pattern of regional
development, principally the growth of the urban area surrounding Newcastle
and Carlisle.

A revolution in understanding the Iron Age occupation of the Wall corridor
comes from the publication of a series of developer-led excavations on the
Northumberland coastal plain, to the north of Hadrian Wall and the city of
Newcastle upon Tyne. These sites, mentioned in the previous Pilgrimage
handbook, include three farmsteads excavated by Tyne & Wear Archives
& Museums Service at Blagdon Park 2, East Brunton, and West Brunton
(Hodgson et al. 2012), as well as the settlement at Pegswood Moor, Morpeth,
excavated by Pre-Construct Archaeology. The excavations at Pegswood Moor
wereundertakenin 2000 and published in 2009 (Proctor 2009). Investigation
of this site, located approximately 15km to the north of Newcastle, revealed
a 4th- to 2nd-century BC unenclosed settlement, represented by roundhouse
structures, which was dramatically altered in the later Iron Age. The resulting
settlement, constructed and occupied from the 2nd century BC to the 1st
century AD, consisted of a series of enclosures, defining areas of habitation,
livestock control, manufacturing/processing zones, and feasting. Additional
enclosures were added in the latest pre-Roman Iron Age, as well as a series
of new roundhouse structures, suggesting changing patterns of habitation at
the site over time (Proctor 2009, 29-35).

Three substantial Iron Age enclosure complexes were uncovered between
2002 — 2010 at Blagdon Park and East and West Brunton (Fig. 3.1). The
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three sites, located in relatively close proximity to one another, were
excavated ahead of development for residential and commercial properties
and surface mining. Investigation revealed that, in general, the Middle Iron
Age phases of occupation at each site were characterised by open settlements
defined by a series of roundhouse structures or modest enclosures created
by a palisade or perhaps a small ditch. These settlements were transformed
at some point around 200 BC by the construction of a large-scale enclosure
bank and ditch (single or multiple). These sites have been interpreted as
Iron Age farmsteads, potentially representing a continuation of agricultural
exploitation of this landscape dating back to the late Bronze Age or early
Iron Age, characterised here through pit alignments and the survival of
biological remains from the excavations themselves. The acidic clay geology
limited the survival of faunal remains, but the recovery of plant macrofossils
suggests that barley and spelt wheat were the predominant cereal crops
grown in the surrounding landscape, which were subsequently stored at
these three occupation sites. Taken together, the results of these excavations
suggest that Iron Age farmsteads may have been relatively common on the
Northumberland Coastal Plain.

As the artefactual assemblages from these recent excavations are sparse,
a detailed assessment of 62 radiocarbon dates and subsequent Bayesian
modelling was applied to six sites across the coastal plain. This scientific
analysis represents a stand-out achievement, providing for the first time a
detailed chronological sequence of Iron Age occupation activity in the vicinity
of Hadrian’s Wall. Based on this chronological model, and the results of the
excavations at Pegswood Moor (Proctor 2009), Hodgson (2012a, 213-214)
proposed that the long-term agricultural use of this landscape by indigenous
groups in the Iron Age and early Roman period, came to an end around the
mid-2nd century AD, coinciding with the construction of Hadrian’s Wall in
the AD 120s. A similar chronological sequence was noted at Pegswood Moor
and based on the limited number of sites excavated in this area provides the
most current interpretation for the pre-Wall landscape in the eastern sector.

There have been several recent attempts to understand the relationship
between the indigenous population and the Roman military in the north-
west, particularly in the area surrounding Carlisle and the Solway Plain
(Ross 2011; 2012). This research has argued that the Solway Plain was
relatively densely populated in the Iron Age, however, this analysis is
based predominantly on cropmarks visible through aerial photography of
the region. Over the last decade, a number of developer-funded projects
have been undertaken in Cumbria, particularly in and around Carlisle,
contributing to our understanding of occupation in this period. Recent
excavation at Durranhill, to the east of the city, revealed two possible
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Figure 3.1: A plan comparing a typical Iron Age British farmstead in the frontier
(excavated north of Newcastle) to the Roman fort at Wallsend, drawn to the same

scale. Source: TWAM.
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palisade enclosures that were interpreted as dating to the late Bronze Age
or Iron Age (Jackson 2016). Numerous undated pits, postholes, and gullies
were identified within the enclosure and may be associated features. While
no material of Iron Age date was recovered from the site, material remains of
this date are rare in this region. The excavators argued, based on morphology
and stratigraphic evidence, that these enclosures could be of Iron Age date
and may have continued to be occupied until the establishment of Romano-
British enclosures in the 2nd century AD (Jackson 2016, 152-154). This
sequence of occupation places the site at Durranhill alongside a number of
other previously investigated sites in the wider area, such as Cumberland
Infirmary, Botcherby Nurseries, Crosby-on-Eden, and Burgh-by-Sands,
which probably represent Iron Age activity (Jackson 2016, 154). Three
further sites in the vicinity of Maryport appear to have antecedents stretching
back into the prehistoric, with occupation continuing into the Roman period
(Breeze 2018b, 86-91).

As discussed in previous Pilgrimage handbooks, evidence for pre-Roman
agricultural activity, most notably as ploughmarks, has been found in
moderate numbers below a number of Roman-period forts in the WHS and
along the Wall itself (e.g. South Shields — Hodgson et al. 2001). Excavations
over the last ten years have continued to confirm this phenomenon, most
notably at Cumbria Institute of the Arts, Stanwix (Zant and Town 2013,
57-60), which was excavated in 2004 and recently published. The earliest
archaeological features uncovered during the excavation comprised a series
of ploughmarks, a buried turf line, and a probably contemporary ditch, all
of which have been interpreted as forming part of a system of arable fields
that pre-dated the construction of Hadrian’s Wall. This evidence builds
on previous investigations of this area in the 1970s, which also uncovered
evidence for agricultural systems that pre-dated the Wall (Smith 1978).
The agricultural activity uncovered during these recent excavations has
unfortunately not been dated with any degree of accuracy, but it does
stratigraphically underly the Wall system and therefore is likely to be of pre-
Roman, or at least pre-Hadrianic date (Zant and Town 2013, 62-63).

The recently completed Atlas of Hillforts project, which has produced a
map of more than 4000 hillforts and possible hillforts across the UK and
Republic of Ireland, has also highlighted an understudied resource of possible
Iron Age sites within the WHS (Lock and Ralston 2017). Although the focus
on Iron Age hillforts in this region usually lies further to the north in the
Cheviots (e.g. Oswald et al. 2006), there are a number of hillforts or hill top
enclosures located within the WHS that overlook the line of Hadrian’s Wall.
In Northumberland, these sites include Horsley Wood and West Wylam, to
the south of Rudchester Roman fort; Shildon Hill to the south of milecastle
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18, Warden Hill, Walls Crag, and Fallowfield, overlooking Chesters fort,
and Barcombe Hill and Greenlee, to the south and north of Housesteads
fort respectively. Hillfort sites in Cumbria are fewer in number but include
Grinsdale Camp, located on the bank of the River Eden outside Carlisle, and
Swarthy Hill along the coastline to the north of Maryport fort. The latter was
excavated in 1988 and produced a radiocarbon date of 450 +/- 50 BC (Breeze
2018b, 88), but both sites would benefit from further scientific dating and
modern investigation. They remain an important factor in understanding
occupation in the WHS prior to the construction of Hadrian’s Wall.

Similar national datasets provide insights into as yet under-represented
areas of possible Iron Age occupation. A review of metal-detector finds,
catalogued as part of the Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS) database
(British Museum 2019), generally provides information for very few Iron Age
artefacts uncovered within the Wall corridor. However, some concentrations
may reveal evidence of occupation in areas that have previously seen little
investigation. Against a general dearth of Iron Age metalwork in Northern
Britain more generally, a small group of artefacts has recently been recovered
via metal-detecting at Great Whittington, Northumberland, and recorded by
the PAS. This assemblage is diverse and includes a copper-alloy Nauheim-
derivative brooch as well as a terret, strap junction, and a miniature socketed
axe (Fig. 3.2; Collins and Biggins 2013, 239-240). Similar concentrations may
point to further areas of interest that, once investigated, would contribute to
our narrative of Iron Age occupation within the WHS.

In a recent article, Breeze (2018d) outlines current interpretations for
the interactions, whether passive or aggressive, between late Iron Age
indigenous groups and the Roman military within the frontier zone. Breeze
(2018d, 7-9) points to a lack of archaeological evidence for warfare in the
area to the north of the Wall including the presence of weaponry, warrior
burials or pathological evidence for wounding. Moreover, while the area
between the Tyne and the Forth has an extensive collection of hillforts,
current research suggests that these defensive settlements had fallen out
of use by the Roman period or had been appropriated by elite members of
society to demonstrate their status (Armit 2016, 49-72). While it is difficult to
demonstrate archaeologically the evidence for warfare, this lack of evidence
suggests that we should look critically at the Classical texts, on which most
of the argument for warfare in this zone relies. Moreover, Breeze (2018d, 10)
highlights the ‘significant change in agricultural practices’ in the 2nd century
AD, from arable to pastoral regimes, highlighted in part by the excavations
of sites on the Northumberland coastal plain (see above). Although these
changes are not limited to the Wall corridor, current interpretations suggest
that such developments occurred either to serve the requirements of the
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Figure 3.2: Objects found by metal detecting around Great Whittington that are of
probable pre-Roman date. Source: Rob Collins.

Roman Army (Proctor 2009, 83, 101) or as part of the deliberate clearance of
the Wall zone (Hodgson et al. 2012, 217-219). However, as stated by Breeze
(2018d, 10), while the evidence has grown in number, ‘the specifics still elude
us’ and further investigation is required to understand fully the interactions
between the Roman military and indigenous groups across this transition
period.

As demonstrated above, a clear chronology for the Iron Age across
the Tyne — Solway isthmus remains elusive. This lack of information
is significant, as our chronology currently rests on a number of sites
excavated from the 1960s-1980s, by George Jobey among others, whose
conclusions are challenged by the modern scientific dates secured from the
Northumberland coastal plain. This lack of dating precision makes it difficult
to differentiate between sites that are pre-Roman in date and those likely to
be contemporary with Roman military activity associated with the Stanegate
or the construction of Hadrian’s Wall, for example Milking Gap (Fig. 3.3).
As discussed above, this differentiation has dramatic consequences for
our interpretation of how indigenous groups and the Roman military
interacted during an era of dramatic social and physical upheaval. In part,
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this understanding must stem from a detailed assessment of these sites in
comparison to those north of Hadrian’s Wall (e.g. Hunter 2016), however, a
more detailed understanding of the chronology of these sites continues to be
a research priority (Symonds and Mason 2009, 2). The use of radiocarbon
dating for Iron Age sites across Britain has become more prolific in recent
years due to improved technologies and new national databases providing a
clear opportunity to refine the chronology of the northern Iron Age (Hamilton
et al. 2015). This has been demonstrated by the extensive and thorough
radiocarbon analysis and Bayesian modelling undertaken on the recent
excavations on the Northumberland Coastal Plain (Hodgson et al. 2012, 115-
132), as well as more generally later prehistoric sites between the Tees and the
Forth (Hamilton 2016). While dating future sites remains a priority, it is also
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Figure 3.3: The settlement excavated at Milking Gap in 1937, which contained
ceramics and other objects dating to the late 1st-2nd century (Kilbridge-Jones 1938).
Source: Rob Collins.
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necessary, given the wealth of data that have recently emerged for the Iron
Age occupation of Northern Britain (e.g. Stanwick — Haselgrove 2016 and
Scotch Corner), that we re-evaluate these past excavations based on current
knowledge. This reassessment, in conjunction with a robust scientific dating
programme addressing both past and future excavations may mean that by
the 2029 Pilgrimage we will be able to rewrite our understanding of the pre-
Hadrianic landscape of the WHS.

The Roman North before Hadrian

Publication of the Carlisle Millennium Project (Zant 2009; Howard-Davis
2009) shed considerable light on the earliest phase of military activity in
the west. As is well known, the earliest timber fort was constructed c. AD
72/3 — on the strength of dendrochronological dates — and occupied the
commanding position subsequently exploited by the medieval castle. The
founding of the fort therefore occurred during the governorship of Petillius
Cerialis, in the aftermath of Cartimandua’s loss of control over the Brigantes,
costing Rome a compliant ally in the north. Discovery of the west line of
the first fort rampart during the Millennium excavations allowed its overall
footprint to be calculated as c. 3.2ha. Although the primary unit or units
remain unknown, the size of the fort and the presence of possible stable
barracks points to a wholly or part-mounted unit, perhaps a quingenary ala
or milliary cohors equitata. Such a unit would be an appropriate reflection
of the site’s strategic importance, at a key river crossing on a major north —
south routeway. The form and fabric of pottery manufactured at the site is
suggestive of a link with the lower Rhineland. As Cerialis brought Legio IT
Adiutrix to Britain from Nijmegen, it is possible that the Carlisle fort was
occupied by one (or more) of its associated auxiliary units, or even elements
of the legion itself (Zant 2009, 435).

In the east, geophysical survey at Red House and Corbridge is furnishing
important new information about Roman activity from all periods. The
results are outlined in more detail elsewhere in this volume (p.146), but
it is worth noting that survey adjacent to structures dating to the mid 70s
at Red House, which have been interpreted as part of a fort or supply base
(Hanson et al. 1979), did not clearly detect the defences. While it is possible
that ditches were obscured by their fills, considered alongside the character
of the structures, this must strengthen the case for the presumed fort lying
on a different site nearby. By the mid 80s the military focus had shifted a
short distance east to Corbridge.

The first fort at Vindolanda was established in the mid AD 8o0s, and a
summary of the latest discoveries relating to early military activity there can
be found on p.177.
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The ‘Stanegate system’

Debate continues about whether the configuration of military posts on the
Tyne — Solway isthmus following the evacuation of Scotland by AD 105
should be judged a frontier system in its own right or simply a response to the
need for highway security (Fig. 3.4). A valuable summary of past discourse is
provided by Hodgson (2009b). One factor that may be relevant is a seemingly
unique quirk in the design of the fortlets at Throp and Haltwhistle Burn,
which placed gateways along adjacent lengths of rampart. This is suggestive
of a measure to ease traffic circulation. If so, a logistical role seems to be
implied, with these depots perhaps easing the supply of units mobilised
for combat in the region, or even building the Wall. Parallels can be drawn
between the Stanegate system and security measures on east — west Pennine
highways further to the south. It has also been argued that the absence of
convincing fortlets and towers to the west of Carlisle and east of Corbridge
‘remains a serious obstacle to the notion that a formal attempt was made to
establish a Trajanic frontier across the breadth of the Tyne — Solway isthmus’
(Symonds 2015a, 94-97; Symonds 2017a, 98-104).

Forts are also scarce in or near the Tyne valley east of Corbridge. The
proposed installation at Gateshead remains unproven (see Bidwell and
Snape 2002, 256-259), leaving the undated site at Washing Wells as the
only positiviely identified candidate for an eastern ‘Stanegate’ fort currently
known. Geophysical survey and fieldwalking of the apparent fort site are
remarkable for the paucity of detected features and finds, though (Casey
and Howard 2010). No artefacts were recovered from a 20,000m?2 area
after examinations following deep ploughing, harrowing, and rain. The
geophysical survey also revealed little within the ditches, bar probable gate
structures, and a handful of other suggestive anomalies. Although traces
of post-built internal buildings might have been obliterated by the plough,
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Figure 3.4: A map of the Stanegate system, showing forts and fortlets connected by
the road. Source: WallCAP.

27



HADRIAN’S WALL 2009-2019

the absence of material culture is notable. Casey and Howard (2010, 137)
suggest that one possible explanation for the oddities presented by the site is
if ‘Washing Wells represents a practice camp’.

Hodgson believes that seeking Stanegate system posts east of Corbridge
on the Tyne — Solway isthmus itself may be to look in the wrong place. He
notes a proposal that has been floated intermittently since the 1930s, which
holds that the military line of control turned north-east at Corbridge, making
for Tweedmouth via Low Learchild along the Devil’s Causeway. This would
allow the system to envelop settled and ‘friendly’ farming communities on
the Northumberland coastal plain, protecting them from malignant groups
populating the upland region. One complication is that the fort at Low
Learchild is the only certain military installation on the Devil’s Causeway,
but Hodgson is content that ‘others must await discovery’ (Collingwood and
Myers 1936, 127; Hodgson 2012a, 212-213; 2017a, 33-37). One intriguing
installation near the Devil’s Causeway is the fortlet at Longshaws, which has
recently been discussed by Welfare (2011). He identified Low Learchild as a
potential source of the fortlet garrison, and convincingly, though tentatively,
assigned it to the Flavian period on morphological grounds. Although this
means the fortlet predated the Stanegate system, it seems probable that it
secured a crossing on the adjacent River Font, providing an indication of the
route used prior to the construction of the metalled highway.

Although the nature of any ‘Western Stanegate’ system beyond Carlisle
remains highly controversial, Hodgson is satisfied that undated traces of a
possible roadway associated with discontinuous stretches of clausurae would
fit with expected Roman activity. Given these potential means of completing
the cordon in the east and west, Hodgson feels that the system is best viewed
as ‘a preclusive cordon that would detect any attempt at infiltration, raiding
or invasion, and which would be able to trigger a response in strength:
effectively a line of military defence’ (Hodgson 2017a, 34-36).

One area where consensus does appear to be emerging concerns the
contribution — or lack thereof — made by the engineered Roman highway
known as the Stanegate, which lends its name to the wider system.
Examination of LiDAR data suggests there are local variations in the course
of the Stanegate that attest to multiple repavings, although dating these
episodes remains challenging. Concerning the highway in general, Hodgson
noted in 2000 that when considering the military deployment, ‘the Stanegate
road may be a red herring’, as a comparable cordon in Germany was enacted
without an associated highway (Hodgson 2000, 18). This followed Poulter’s
observation that the course of the road suggested it was added after the
fortlets at Throp and Haltwhistle Burn were already in place (Poulter 1998,
53-54). More recently, Birley has suggested that a milestone found near
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Vindolanda was erected during Hadrian’s reign. While this could have been a
sycophantic gesture to please the emperor during his inspection, it is judged
more likely to reflect genuine road building or roadworks of some form (A.R.
Birley 2017, 11-13). Although an acceptable unsurfaced track must have
existed since at least the mid 80s to service Vindolanda, it looks increasingly
likely that the ‘chain of sites along the isthmus...were probably in place before
the road itself was built’ (Hodgson 2017a, 35). Given the modern name of the
system, the situation is somewhat ironic.

An area of uncertainty with a longer pedigree is the question of where the
Stanegate crossed the North Tyne or Tyne. A solution to this was recently
proposed by Hodgson (2017b, 71), after two temporary camps were included
on the 2010 English Heritage Archaeological Map of Hadrian’s Wall. These
camps lie on the east bank of the Tyne at Howford, directly south of both the
confluence of the North and South Tynes, and a 19th-century ford. It seems
a strong candidate for the lost crossing place.

Design and construction of the Wall
Matthew Symonds

Valuable accounts of the twists and turns in evidence and interpretation that
have led to our current state of knowledge are presented by Breeze’s (2014)
Hadrian’s Wall: A History of Archaeological Thought and his paper (2018)
on The Building of Hadrian’s Wall: a review of 50 years. The former also
offers a salutary lesson in how few archaeological theories stand the test of
time, while demonstrating the degree of attention that has been lavished on
understanding the initial construction phase of Hadrian’s Wall since the late
19th century. Given the frustratingly durable belief among some observers
that Hadrian’s Wall has been “done”, it is gratifying to note that study of the
building programme is still capable of springing surprises. As this is by far
the best understood period in the Wall’s history, the existence of key gaps in
knowledge can be considered illustrative of just how much remains unknown
about the wider story of this remarkable monument. Because this phase has
attracted sustained interest over the last decade, the topic will be reviewed
in some depth.

Perhaps the most significant development for perceptions of the
construction programme concerns a suggestion once floated by C.E. Stevens.
He proposed that building commenced before Hadrian’s visit in AD 122,
with initial work beginning mid-season in AD 120 (Stevens 1966, 39). This
conjecture did not prove influential, and in recent decades the case for a
pre-122 date has generally — though not universally — been either politely
ignored or branded doubtful. An argument recently advanced by Graafstal
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(2012, 149-151, 159; 2018), means that the possibility of an early date must
now be taken seriously. Graafstal’s interpretation relies on several strands of
evidence, which are not conclusive, but cumulatively make for an intriguing
case. Two suggestive elements concern dendrochronological dates from
Upper Germany demonstrating that trees for its frontier palisade were
felled in anticipation of the emperor’s visit, and an inscription found near
milecastle 47 (RIB 1852; Fig. 3.5). It has been proposed that this was one
of the very first milecastles to be completed (Hooley and Breeze 1968, 109;
Symonds 2005, 73-76), and Graafstal suggests that the unusual absence of
a governor’s name on the inscription can be attributed to it being installed
before Platorius Nepos arrived in Britain — with Hadrian — in 122. As well as
giving the emperor something to inspect, the putative early start is significant
for allowing a new chronology to be devised for the earliest phase of building.
This could help unravel the knotty matter of what the fort decision signifies
and even whether we should be thinking of a Hadrianic war or wars in Britain.

Figure 3.5: RIB 1852 found near milecastle 47, which names Hadrian as emperor but
does not name a governor. Source: SANT.

How many Hadrianic wars?

The previous handbook summarised ongoing debate about whether there
was a second war in Britain during Hadrian’s reign, providing a sequel to
the conflict recorded in the Historia Augusta. This states that among the
challenges facing Hadrian upon his accession was that ‘the Britons could not
be kept under Roman sway’ (Hadrian 5, 2). Coin issues referencing Britain
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or Victory have traditionally been seen as dating the successful suppression
of this insurrection to AD 119. Other signs of unrest on the northern frontier,
such as the tombstone from Vindolanda commemorating a centurion killed
‘in the war’, can plausibly be linked to hostilities at this time (A.R. Birley 2017,
8). The case for a second war primarily rests on inscriptions documenting the
careers of Maenius Agrippa and Pontius Sabinus, who were involved in an
expeditio Britannica (Dobson 1978; Maxfield 1981; Breeze 2003). It is hard
to reconcile the details of Sabinus’ career with his presence in Britain during
an AD 117-119 conflict, implying that the expeditio was mounted in response
to a later irruption of warfare. Since 1948, when Eric Birley advanced the
concept of a second war, most of the years between AD 122 and 135 have
been nominated by someone as the possible date of the expeditio. One recent
proposal, for instance, dates the conflict to the aftermath of Hadrian’s visit
in 122, with London being sacked during its closing stages in 125/6 (Perring
2017, 61). This draws some support from an earlier attempt by Casey (1987)
to narrow the options by inferring that Nike coin issues from Alexandria in
AD 121/2 and 124/5 to 125/6 might reference events in Britain.

A heavyweight contribution to this debate arrived in 2014, when Anthony
Birley took British frontier scholars to task for failing to engage with an
observation made in 1988 that the term expeditio was only used when the
emperor was personally present (A.R. Birley 2014, 249; Syme 1988, 166).
This immediately restricts the years when the expeditio Britannica may
have been conducted to one: AD 122, when Hadrian was in Britain. On the
strength of this, Birley rejected as ‘unfounded’ the traditional reading of the
coin issues suggesting that an AD 117 war concluded in 119 (A.R. Birley 2014,
251). Instead, he prefers to envision one British war, which Hadrian took
the credit for suppressing, regardless of ‘whether or not there was really any
serious fighting still going on...in summer AD 122’ (A.R. Birley 2014, 252).
Birley’s contribution could easily be taken as fatal to any notion of a second
war. Problems remain, however, especially given Graafstal’s demonstration
that work on the frontier could have commenced prior to AD 122. Is it really
plausible that combat troops would be redeployed to the lengthy process of
planning, surveying, and constructing the Wall while conflict still raged? The
alternative, that hostilities had ceased long enough prior to the emperor’s
arrival for a show stretch of frontier to be completed — with all of the wider
preparatory work this implies — must make it questionable that Hadrian
could credibly claim to be part of an expeditio that vanquished the enemy.

One simple solution would be to accept the traditional construction date:
the one and only Hadrianic war in Britain culminated with an expeditio in
122, with the emperor’s subsequent order to construct the Wall serving as a
denouement. An alternative way to square this particular circle is suggested
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by another proposal that has been periodically mooted: work on Hadrian’s
Wall was interrupted by — or even the catalyst for — a second round of fighting
(Stevens 1966, 50-53; Casey 1987, 70-71; Hodgson 2009a, 16; Symonds
2017a, 116). More than one outbreak of violence would certainly seem a better
fit with the Historia Augusta statement that the Britons ‘could not be kept’
under control. Indeed, Hodgson suggests ‘a backdrop of continuing warfare’
extending into the 130s (Hodgson 2017a, 69). Allowing for (at least) two
phases of hostilities would permit the first bout of fighting to conclude in AD
119, with planning, surveying, and construction work on the Wall following
afterwards. Further conflict once elements of the frontier works were in
place, perhaps in AD 121, could explain some evidence for a cessation of work
noted at various sites along the Wall, and allow Hadrian’s expeditio in 122
to take credit for restoring order (Hodgson 2017a, 40-41, 65-66; Symonds
2019). Naturally, this is only one of many potential readings of the evidence,
and Graafstal has already muddied the water of Birley’s case by arguing that
the expeditio need not coincide with Hadrian’s visit, as exceptions to the rule
that the emperor should be present are known (Graafstal 2018, 98-99). For
now, the one certainty seems to be that the case for a second war has not
been routed.

Turf measures

Inevitably, questions of warfare colour interpretation of the design and
construction programme for Hadrian’s Wall. If — as seems likely from the
Vindolanda centurion’s tombstone (A.R. Birley 1998) — there was at least
one outbreak of combat in the north during the early part of Hadrian’s reign,
this would surely have influenced relations between the occupying force and
the local population (that is the groups already living in the region when the
Roman army arrived). Indeed, Hodgson emphasises that the fragmentary
inscriptions from Jarrow imply that the Wall’s origins lay in the immediately
post-conflict stage ‘after the barbarians had been dispersed’ (RIB 1051a-b;
Hodgson 2017a, 160). If so, the Roman army would presumably have been
mindful of the reaction that unilaterally dividing previously open land might
trigger. This possibility has been seized upon to explain the longstanding
mystery of why the western third of the frontier — bar the turrets — was
originally constructed of turf, earth, and timber, rather than stone.

Two important contributions have come from Graafstal and Hodgson. The
former emphasised the advantage in terms of speed that choosing turf and
timber permitted. He argued that ‘the Turf Wall can hardly have taken more
than a few months to build’ and that it was ‘designed to bridge the exposed gap
in the west within the first full season’ of building work (Graafstal 2012, 137-
138). Indeed, the possibility that there was greater resistance to the Roman
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presence in the west, or that it was a cause of concern for some reason, seems
to be gaining traction (Graafstal 2012, 124; Hodgson 2017a, 66-69; Symonds
2017a, 146; see also Reid 2016). Hodgson also favours the Turf Wall being a
response to ‘the urgency of having a functional Wall in the west’, but suggests
a marginally lengthier construction period of ‘a single year’. He favours a
construction schedule for the overall frontier that distilled maximum effort
into erecting the Turf Wall when work commenced, possibly alongside work
on the Stone Wall in the Tipalt — Irthing gap, east of the North Tyne, and
west of the planned or actual bridge at Newcastle (Hodgson 2017a, 64-67;
for the bridge see Bidwell and Snape 2002, 256-259). These stretches of the
Stone Wall are a close fit with the locations where it has been proposed that
milecastles were prioritised for construction to control key positions within
the landscape (Symonds 2005, 77). Hodgson notes a problem thrown up by
the Turf Wall for the notion that work commenced prior to Hadrian’s visit: a
fragment of a timber inscription from the Turf Wall version of milecastle 50
(RIB 1935; Hodgson 2017a, 65). This can be plausibly reconstructed to name
the governor Platorius Nepos, who arrived in Britain with Hadrian. If the
Turf Wall was so constructed because it was urgently needed, and if it could
be raised in a year or less, why would it still be incomplete when Hadrian and
Nepos arrived in 122, if work had started in 120 or 121?

One solution is Breeze’s observation that turf and timber was the Roman
army’s building material of choice in Britain during this period, removing
any need to view this stretch as an emergency measure (Breeze 2006a, 59).
The alternatives are to accept a 122 start date, or confront the question of
when the decision to erect a Turf Wall was taken. It is generally assumed
that the plan to build the eastern two thirds in stone and western third in
turf and timber was in place before construction began. That must seem
the most likely explanation (Graafstal 2012, 137), but it is not certain and
the decision to build the Antonine Wall of turf rather than stone certainly
seems to have been taken after construction began. If Graafstal is right about
the inscription from milecastle 47 pre-dating the arrival of Nepos, then it is
the earliest complete — or very nearly complete — Wall structure currently
known. The striking similarities between milecastles 47 and 48 make it
reasonable to infer the latter installation was built at the same time. To
push the inference from this reading of the inscription further, if it is also
correct that RIB 1935 from milecastle 50 TW names Nepos, then the stone
milecastles 47 and 48 have to be built before the turf-and-timber milecastle
50. There would be a logic to the army starting work with milecastles 47 and
48, and in the Tipalt — Irthing gap more generally, as this natural junction
was essential to controlling the wider region and a focus for military activity
during both the Stanegate and Wall phase (see p.40; Hill 2002, 94; Symonds
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2017a, 123-125; Symonds 2019). If early work in the gap revealed the scale of
resistance in the west to the imposition of a barrier — or that progress was too
slow for comfort when using masonry in a turbulent region — it could have
prompted the decision to install a ‘quick fix’ Turf Wall. Naturally, though,
this is heaping speculation upon speculation.

All of this raises the question of what completion of the Turf Wall would
achieve. Graafstal emphasises that he is not suggesting a need ‘to complete
a defensive barrier under continuous Pictish assault’, and that the pre-fort-
decision frontier offered ‘a basic, essentially interceptive, anti-raiding shield’
(Graafstal 2012, 160-161). Would, though, the army fast-track a Turf Wall
simply to curtail raiding? Hodgson prefers to view the Turf Wall making a
more robust contribution, asking ‘if there was an immediate threat from
the north-west, would the Roman army not have marched north to defeat
it?” His answer is that it is ‘possible that the Roman army did not have the
leeway to launch an aggressive campaign instead of protecting the province
by building the Turf Wall’ (Hodgson 2017a, 67). This seems to envision a
conventional threat that needed to be met in battle, but the pre-fort-decision
Turf Wall may be poorly configured to neutralise such a force. The manned
posts were simply milecastles — small fortlets — and turrets — towers — with
earlier examples of comparable cordons explicable as a means to frustrate
low-intensity threats. When it comes to genuine enemy activity, fortlets and
towers seem best calibrated to counter what is often popularly referred to
as guerrilla warfare (Symonds 2017a, 225-227). If constructing the Wall
stimulated a surge in such resistance in the west, it is easy to see how fast-
tracking a Turf Wall might be deemed a desirable countermeasure.

Fort indecision

Discussing the military capabilities available directly on the Wall line
inevitably brings us to the question of the fort decision. Acceptance that the
series of forts anchored into the curtain derives from a change in plan rather
than a clumsy implementation of the original concept remains widespread,
though not universal (Fig. 3.6). Hodgson seemingly sails close to querying
the existence of a ‘fort decision’ when he states that ‘urgency also explains
the absence of forts at the outset, whether through oversight or deferment’.
Ultimately, though, he comes down firmly in favour of an ‘original design
for a fortless Wall’ (Hodgson 2017a, 68). This notion that excluding forts
from the initial concept was an ‘oversight’ — in so much as their subsequent
addition was simply remedying an obvious and somehow overlooked defect
rather than anything more meaningful — is often found in Wall literature and
worth considering. Earlier examples of dispersed garrisons in fortlets and
towers being used as probable lines of control rarely coincide perfectly with
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the forts containing concentrated forces better suited to projecting power
outwards. On this basis, the addition of forts to Hadrian’s Wall was the
departure from the norm, and it is therefore important to assess what could
have prompted it (Symonds 2017a, 106-107).

Graafstal offers a relatively benign explanation that has its roots in the
emperor Hadrian’s complex personality. He sees an echo of the fort decision
in Cassius Dio’s (69,9,1-2) claim that ‘some [forts, Hadrian] removed to
more desirable places, some he abolished, and he also established new
ones’. To put it another way: ‘if Hadrian left a fingerprint on the Wall, here
it is’ (Graafstal 2012, 149). Attributing the fort decision to an imperial whim
certainly fits with a growing acceptance following a paper by Breeze (2009)
that Hadrian may have been personally responsible for some of the Wall’s
more outlandish conceits (for instance Hodgson 2017a, 68; Symonds 2017a,
113-114). Graafstal argues that Hadrian’s intervention with the forts occurred
while the emperor was inspecting progress in 122. This thesis anticipates the
putative second war occurring afterwards, from 123 to 124/5 (Graafstal 2012,
161; 2018, 22). An alternative perspective is that adding the forts and thereby
enhancing a capability for what Luttwak (2016, 77-78, 156) has termed
‘forward defence’ would be a natural corollary of an outbreak of fighting with

rh\‘”‘\Nf\
S e
Stanegate
1 4
L’F[’— )
\
N
I e Vs
Stanegate
o ]
{1 Milecastle » Turret 3 Fort #— Vallum

Figure 3.6: An idealised plan of Hadrian’s Wall, showing how it was initially
conceptualised (1) compared to its revised state following the addition of forts and the
Vallum (2). Source: WallCAP.
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its epicentre to the north of the Wall (Symonds 20174, 116). Birley’s assigning
of the expeditio to 122 would now allow this — hypothetical — scenario to be
merged with Graafstal’s contention that Hadrian was responsible for making
the fort decision on the ground.

Although Hodgson floated the idea in the previous handbook that the
impetus for the fort decision could lie in a second Hadrianic war (Hodgson
20094, 16), in his 2017 book he prefers to see the forts as integral to the
security of the Wall line. He advances a strategy in which the small milecastle
and turret garrisons could fight from the Wall top in order to delay sizable
enemy groups until reinforcements arrived from the forts. Although it is
noted that the Wall could hardly have functioned in this fashion prior to the
fort decision, Hodgson observes that ‘the introduction of the forts to the Wall
was almost instantaneous...and surely the simplest explanation is that this
did not denote a major change in the principle of how the Wall should work...’
(Hodgson 2017a, 165-166). Even so, if — as seems probable — the addition
of forts was a change of plan, it must be questionable whether the original
concept was one that depended upon their presence. Of course, the fort
decision may have been intended to modify the capabilities of the Wall along
the lines Hodgson outlines. When considering the utility of the milecastles,
he employs an ostracon (O.Krok. 87) from a fortlet in Egypt to illustrate
the vulnerability of small garrison posts to marauding bands of barbarians.
The ostracon tells a subtly different story, though, as it implies the besieged
soldiers were secure while sheltering within the fortlet defences overnight,
and that the garrison sallied forth at dawn to fight off their attackers.

Breeze views the addition of the forts as a considered ‘Plan B’. Assuming
the outpost forts were part of this rethink, implementing it would have seen
21 auxiliary units — a third of those in Britain — on the move, increasing the
number of soldiers in the frontier zone from 3,500-4,000 to 15,000. Breeze
notes this is close to what Mark Corby has calculated the modern army would
consider an appropriate defence force (Breeze 2019a, 70, 74-77). Alongside
this addition of concentrated forces in forts, there may have been a sharp
reduction in the number of soldiers earmarked for dispersal along the Wall
line in milecastles and turrets (Symonds 2015b, 305). If the double barracks
suitable for approximately 32 soldiers in milecastles 47 and 48 represent
the initial intention, and the single blocks capable of holding about 8 men
in milecastles 9, 35, 37, and 50TW are a product of the post-fort-decision
arrangement (see also p.50), then the total manpower dedicated to operating
the milecastles may have been cut from something in the region of c¢. 2,592
to c. 648 soldiers (Breeze and Dobson 1972, 188-189; Symonds 2017a, 118).

A survey of Wall fort locations has emphasised that they represent
compromises between distances that could be marched in about half a
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day and the reality of the local terrain (Breeze 2017a). Although — as is the
way with Hadrian’s Wall — it is the regular spacing that has been viewed
as the essential factor, numerous forts occupy significant positions within
the landscape. Chesters — in the North Tyne valley — would have to be the
example par excellence. While the cavalry units based within it would have
been a potent deterrent to raiders or warbands planning to strike via the
valley, Breeze notes that the potential of the forts to support aggressive
actions to the north has received surprisingly little attention. In the case of
Chesters, the resident unit commanded a natural thoroughfare leading into
the heart of the uplands beyond (Breeze 2017a, 34-35). Such a position could
suggest that at least some Wall fort garrisons were primarily intended to ease
interventions to the north. Naturally, though, once attached to the Wall, the
fort garrisons would permit a flexible response to problems brewing both
locally and well to the north (or south). Indeed, there are indications that
important pre-Roman routeways, including the natural passage presented
by the North Tyne valley, exerted significant influence on the construction
programme for and eventual distribution of force along the Wall (Symonds
2019).

Placing forts on the Wall is usually seen as only one of a set of changes
that occurred at around this point in the building scheme. The enigmatic
earthwork known as the Vallum is traditionally viewed as another eye-
catching addition, but recent survey work at Shield-on-the-Wall has called
this into question (see p.158. Welfare has argued that a temporary camp
positioned adjacent to a quarry opened to win stone for the Wall indicates
that ‘the Vallum was a part of the initial concept of the frontier’ (Welfare
2013, 95). If so, the implications are far reaching for existing models of how
the Wall evolved during construction. Welfare’s analysis is based on the
location of the temporary camp respecting the corridor through which the
Vallum would run, thereby displaying knowledge of its future existence. As
the camp was presumably constructed to house workers quarrying stone for
construction of the Wall, the Vallum must have been planned and surveyed
before this juncture. None of this can be refuted, but it is worth noting that
the adjacent milecastle, number 33, is one of only a handful on the Stone
Wall likely to be almost entirely Narrow Wall in execution (Symonds 2005,
table 1). Some stone structures along this stretch were evidently completed
unusually late, making it probable that even if the Vallum was a secondary
decision, work on masonry elements was still ongoing near Shield-on-the-
Wall after the Vallum’s course was fixed.

So how long did Hadrian’s extraordinary and changeable construction
project take? One striking facet of ongoing debate is the wide variation in
proposed timescales. Hodgson argues that ‘the basic elements of the work
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could have been executed over four years’, with ‘the effective completion of
the Wall by about 126’ (Hodgson 2017a, 63, 69). Graafstal selects a similar
end date, arguing there is ‘little formal objection to having the emperor’s
favourite, Aulus Platorius Nepos, deliver the Wall from head to tail’, perhaps
in 127 (Graafstal 2012, 155). Graafstal does, though, favour an earlier
start date. Rapid construction has previously been championed by Hill, a
professional stonemason, who calculated that the existing Broad Wall
elements could have been created in ‘three or four months’ (Hill 2006, 125).
Breeze (2014a, 59-62), however, notes evidence for ‘slow progress’ following
the fort decision, and has entertained the possibility that the Wall was not
complete by the time of Hadrian’s death in 138. One pointer to a post-127
completion date comes from a dedication found at Great Chesters, which
refers to Hadrian as Pater Patriae, a title he did not accept until 128 (RIB
1736). Graafstal (2012, 154-155) has stressed that some inscriptions jumped
the gun and included this accolade ahead of time, but Tomlin (2018, 114)
describes it as a ‘crumb of chronological comfort’. In the absence of strong
evidence to the contrary, it seems reasonable to take the Great Chesters
inscription at face value. Another hint of a prolonged construction phase
may come from the pragmatic character of the Walltown stretch, which
could suggest it was delivered towards the very end of the Stone Wall
building programme (Symonds and Breeze 2016, 10-12). Construction of the
nearby stone fort at Carvoran can be dated to c. 136-138 (RIB 1778, 1818,
1820). Could this work have followed completion of the neighbouring and
potentially final stretch of Stone Wall? Several inscriptions associated with
the fort display an unusual interest in recording the length of curtain built
by individual work parties, perhaps marking a step towards the subsequent
Antonine Wall distance slabs.

Dividing a landscape

One new suggestion over the last decade is that a further refinement to the
monument’s format following the fort decision concerned the relationship
between the Wall and the local physical — and presumably human —
geography. The awkward consequences of the collision between the regular
spacing system and the irregular terrain at sites like milecastle 42 are justly
famous (Woolliscroft 1989, 7). During the Narrow Wall phase of construction,
though, there are signs of enhanced flexibility to offset milecastles and
turrets from their measured locations, when a compelling reason existed for
doing so. Perhaps the finest example is turret 44b, tucked onto a level shelf
of ground on Mucklebank (Fig. 3.7). It lay far from its theoretical position,
but commanded a striking view over both an adjacent defile and a swathe of
territory to the north, west, and south. Even the curtain displays heightened
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sensitivity to the topography along the neighbouring Walltown crags, by
pursuing an unusually sinuous course. As the generic milecastle and turret
plans also appear more variable during the Narrow Wall phase, it seems
reasonable to infer that there was a heightened — if belated — interest in
maximising the local impact of these garrisons. By this reading, the original

4

Figure 3.7: Turret 44b (Mucklebank) is positioned at the edge of a crag with striking
views to the north, west, and south. Source: Matthew Symonds.
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spacing system was judged too rigid and superseded by a more flexible
approach that was closer to Roman military norms (Symonds 2013a, 57-60;
Symonds and Breeze 2016; Symonds 2017a, 118-121).

This is symptomatic of a wider interest in the landscape that has developed
over the last few decades. Woolliscroft (1989) blazed a trail when he argued
that subtle variations in milecastle and turret spacing were calculated to
establish a visual link with southerly Stanegate posts. Achieving this would
have depended on a detailed understanding of the landscape that appeared
at odds with the casual disinterest in the terrain implied by implementing
a fixed spacing system. It was subsequently suggested that early Broad
Wall milecastles were fast-tracked at locations where natural or artificial
communications routes crossed the line of the Wall, implying that the
construction programme was influenced by a desire to tighten control of
these points (Symonds 2005, 77). If so, it could be inferred that ‘those
responsible for building the frontier were never blind to the importance of
the landscape’, and they acted on the basis that ‘it would be desirable to be
in a position to minimise unsupervised north-south transit across the Wall
zone as soon as possible’ (Symonds 2010, 15; 2005, 77). These concepts have
since been developed by Graafstal (2012).

A growing acceptance that different stretches of the Wall faced different
challenges (Gillam 1961, 63-64; Graafstal 2012, 124-126; Symonds and
Breeze 2016, 12; Hodgson 2017a, 63-67), has focused attention on how
pre-existing conditions on the isthmus influenced frontier development.
Apparently early construction of posts plugging the topographical bottleneck
created by the Tipalt — Irthing gap (Fig. 3.8; Symonds 2005, 72-74) has been
interpreted by Graafstal as a consequence of this stretch being selected for
inspection by Hadrian. The reasoning is that the proximity of the Stanegate
to the Wall facilitated a tour, and it was also possible to see the intersection
between the Stone and Turf Walls, while the Irthing valley presented a point
of weakness (Graafstal 2012, 151; 2018, 97-98). Securing the gap has been
nominated as ‘the priority for efforts to supervise the Wall curtain’, because
it is critical to achieving control over regional movement (Symonds 2017a,
123-125). As unusual military activity in and adjacent to the gap occurs over
a longer timescale than could be justified by preparations for an imperial
inspection, the anomalies and innovations along this stretch may reflect a
need to respond to episodes of low-intensity pressure during the Stanegate
phase and periodically throughout the operational life of the Wall (Hill
2002, 94; Symonds 2017a, 123-125; Symonds 2019).

An innovative study by Foglia (2014) assessed the viewshed of five test
groups of milecastles and turrets. Rather than simply presenting the totality
of the terrain visible from these Wall installations, Foglia subdivided the
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Figure 3.8: A map of the Tipalt — Irthing gap, from Carvoran to Birdoswald,
highlighting the natural bottleneck created by the topography. Source: WallCAP.

viewshed into bands, which focus attention on how much detail an observer
would be able to discern. Some turrets enjoy views of over 2,000m, for
example, but this range can be deceptive, as battlefield recognition distances
cited in the article suggest that individuals cannot be distinguished with the
naked eye at distances of over goom. That said, your reviewer has been able
to make out silhouetted individuals wearing bright clothing and moving
c. 1,400m distant. Even so, Foglia convincingly contends that ‘the spacing
was probably to mainly provide “high resolution” short-range cover, rather
than the long-range early warning system’ (Foglia 2014, 37-38). Foglia also
challenged the increasingly prevalent view that the turrets and milecastles
enjoyed a superior view to the south, rather than the north. Three of the
five test groups had a greater area of view to the north from all potential
observer heights, while a fourth achieved this once the observer was raised
to the presumed Wall curtain height. Only one of the five groups benefitted
from a superior view south at all observer heights (Foglia 2014, 41).

Hadrian’s vision

So, what can the implementation of Hadrian’s Wall reveal about its intended
purpose? When it comes to assessing the role of the frontier, Breeze (2015b, 1)
notes that ‘in spite of the rhetoric, little divides those who discuss the function
of Hadrian’s Wall; some put more emphasis on defence, but in the main the
focus is on the prevention of raiding and the control of movement’. One
group that deserves further prominence in Wall discourse is practitioners of
guerrilla warfare or insurgents, as resistance to the frontier could easily have
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included low-level, sporadic violence (Symonds 2019). There also seems to
be some movement at present towards seeing the addition of the forts, and
the other changes in plan that probably or potentially occurred during the
building programme — such as adding the Vallum, loosening the spacing
system, and paying more attention to local needs — as symptomatic of a
rethink concerning the scope of what the border was intended to achieve. The
notion that the version of Hadrian’s Wall that emerged from the construction
programme had a dual function has a long pedigree. In 1863, Bruce referred
to the frontier as ‘a great fortification intended to act not only as a fence
against a northern foe, but as the basis for military operations against a foe on
either side of it’ (Bruce 1863, 16; Breeze 2014a, 110-111). This view, essentially
that the milecastles and turrets contained dispersed forces creating a line of
control, while the forts held concentrated units capable of projecting power
outwards, has been recently restated by Graafstal (2012, 161). Considering
the former component, Luttwak is damning about spreading forces along a
static line: ‘the voluntary adoption of a cordon, with its resultant dispersal of
strength, can only signify a failure of generalship — or so the argument goes’.
He notes, though, that the approximate number of soldiers in the milecastles
and turrets ‘is comparable to the proportion of manpower that a mobile field
army would alocate for security duties in the rear’ (Luttwak 2016, 78-82).
Seeing the milecastles and turrets as a line of control certainly helps explain
the short and comparatively rigid distances between posts: ‘small, garrisoned
installations every 495m may simply have been seen as a reasonable balance
between the available manpower and the sort of proximity needed to
minimise the chances of small groups slipping across the frontier undetected’
(Symonds 2010, 12). This is supported by Foglia’s view that the spacing
between turrets and milecastles was determined by the acuity of human
eyesight (Foglia 2014, 37-38). If so, the fort decision strongly implies that
this comparatively lightly held security cordon was rapidly found wanting. In
a stimulating contribution, McCluskey (2018) has applied modern military
analytical tools to debate about the functions of Hadrian’s Wall. He suggests
that distinguishing between ‘military defence’ and ‘access control’ is ‘a false
dichotomy’, with both soldiers and infrastructure being calibrated towards
a complementary end goal: delivering provincial security. He notes that the
Wall, once the forts were in place, would be well suited to delivering the four
core components — find, fix, strike, and exploit — of the Tactical Framework
employed by the modern British army. Such co-ordinated action leads us to
an important question posed by Edwards (2009): ‘who ran Hadrian’s Wall?’
He concluded that the answer was ‘nobody’, in the sense of no one person,
although this could blunt a capability to mount effective integrated activity
(Symonds 2017a, 115). Naturally, understanding whether the Wall posts were
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co-ordinated by a single individual, or subject to the whims of multiple unit
commanding officers based in the forts, is critical to perceptions of how the
Wall was used once operational, and therefore understanding what happened
next (a formal commander for the Wall is only known from the 4th century,
when its garrisons came under the command of the dux Britanniarum).

The Wall and its constituent parts
Matthew Symonds

The components that collectively make up Hadrian’s Wall have received
varying degrees of attention over the last decade. Excavation, survey, remote
sensing, viewshed analysis, publication of archive material, and reassessment
of existing data have all contributed to our understanding of the anatomy of
the Wall.

Temporary camps

The camps are not generally viewed as a formal Wall component, in part
because most cannot be securely assigned to this phase rather than earlier
or later periods of activity. Even so, many camps are surely artefacts of the
convoluted construction programme, later rebuilding work, or, conceivably,
outbreaks of violence. As such, they are highly relevant to our conception of
the Wall. Over the least decade, the tally of temporary camps has been boosted
thanks to LiDAR survey with certain or possible ‘new’ examples at Shield-on-
the-Wall (Fig. 4.30), Wall Fell farm, south of milecastle 47, Lanerton, and
south-east of Bewcastle. More traditional forms of aerial survey also bore
fruit, with a cropmark betraying the presence of a camp near Guards Mill,
in the vicinity of Birrens. All of these feature in the ‘Survey, Excavation, and
Publication’ chapter, with the particularly pertinent implications of Shield-
on-the-Wall discussed on p.37 and 158.

Another important development is Jones’ (2014, 178-179) publication of
internal details, once again visible as cropmarks, from temporary camps at
Moss Side in Cumbria. Pits within Moss Side 2 and what is either an attached
annex or smaller camp, form a series of neat rows. These appear to line
passageways within the camp, providing a sense of how the internal space
was organised.

The curtain

A major contribution to knowledge of the curtain, and in particular its
maintenance, is presented by the publication of a volume focusing on
excavations directly west of Wallsend fort in Buddle Street (Bidwell 2018).
Issuing the report in this format demonstrates just how far study of the Wall
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curtain has come. Such meticulous recording and analyses are a far cry from
the clearance and consolidation of stretches from the 1930s to 1970s, with
surviving information from that era being largely thanks to the personal
interest of Charles Anderson. The results of the Wallsend excavations are
discussed in more detail on p.122, and easily demonstrate that the curtain
repays this level of scrutiny. One significant discovery is that analysis
of mortar used to repair the Wall curtain, and to build the Hadrianic fort
bathhouse, reveals the lime did not come from the nearest source — at South
Shields — but was probably brought from the central sector. If the army
had not realised a more convenient local supply was available, it could help
explain why the Hadrianic curtain was designed to use mortar sparingly, if
at all (Laycock 2018, 216-218 and accompanying CD; Bidwell 2018, 38-39).

Two further aspects of the Buddle Street work command attention from
connoisseurs of the curtain. Its original height is usually estimated to be
c. 4.3m, as this is where the estimated outer wall height at milecastle 48
— calculated using the internal flight of stairs — and the platform capping
the north gateway at milecastle 37 — calculated using the arch — intersect.
Bidwell challenges this, noting that the milecastle 48 steps are consistent
with the internal face of the rampart standing only 3.7m high. This, he
believes, ‘should correspond to that of the milecastle walls and presumably
that of the Wall itself’. Where the arches of the milecastle gateways stood
higher, they were ‘secondary concerns, easily solved by inserting steps at the
appropriate points’ (Bidwell 2018, 157-158). The modern equivalent of the
12ft measurement reported by Bede as the Wall height in the 8th century
is often given as 3.7m (including Symonds 2017a, 128), but allowing for the
vagaries of the Anglo-Saxon foot produces a height of 3.4m (Bidwell 2018,
159). This leads us from the Broad Wall construction at milecastle 48 and the
milecastle 37 north gateway, to the Narrow Wall that Bede was presumably
observing near Wallsend. When reconstructing a stretch of Wall at Buddle
Street (Fig. 3.9), a height of 3.55m to the wall-walk was ultimately chosen,
which would give a height to width ratio of 12 to 8 pedes monetales (Bidwell
2018, 159). Although the reconstructed curtain was not devised as a piece
of experimental archaeology, one element of the construction process is of
interest. There has been discussion about when and how the scaffolding
required to complete the curtain and manned posts would be employed
(see p.52). At Wallsend, though, the reconstruction was achieved without
the use of scaffolding, as platforms set on trestles were sufficient for the
task (Bidwell 2018, 162-164). Could Roman curtain builders have come to a
similar conclusion?

The last decade seems to have brought us closer to consensus concerning
the previously polarising question of whether the curtain carried a wall-walk.
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Figure 3.9: A reconstruction of the Wall curtain at Buddle Street, just west of Wallsend
Roman fort. Source: TWAM.

Bidwell published a compelling case in favour of one in 2008, prompting
Breeze (2014a, 124; see also 2018a, 13-15) to write ‘Hadrian’s Wall may
have had a wall-walk in its primary phase. However, I [maintain] that such
a feature was not necessary on a Roman frontier, a position which many
will regard as trying to square a circle’. One reason for this stance is that
a wall-walk was demonstrably absent from the Hadrianic frontier palisade
in Upper Germany. The apparently sparse local settlement immediately
beyond the barrier in Germany, though, is a far cry from the populous
communities severed by Hadrian’s Wall in Britain. This difference in context
could potentially explain why a wall-walk was deemed desirable in Britain
and unnecessary in Germany (Symonds 2015b, 305). That said, Stobbs (cited
in Breeze 2018a, 15), has recently wondered whether the apparently more-
flexible positioning of the turrets during the Narrow Wall phase (see p.53)
means that a wall-walk was unnecessary.

Away from Buddle Street, there are numerous further traces of repair
and/or reconstruction being carried out along the Wall during the Roman
period. RIB 1389 has emerged as perhaps the most famous, thanks to an
ingenious piece of detective work by Hodgson, who demonstrated that this
inscription is likely to have come from the curtain and cannot be assigned to
a fort. As it dates to AD 158, it surely attests to refurbishment of Hadrian’s
Wall in preparation for the abandonment of the Antonine Wall (Hodgson
20094, 30; 2011a).
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A distinctive set of building stones recording work by various British
civitates, has also been under discussion. Sadly, these stones do not
provide information that can be used to date them directly, but C.E. Stevens
influentially associated them with repairs following the AD 367 “barbarian
conspiracy” (Stevens 1941, 359). Mann subsequently advocated a date when
southern and northern Britain were in the same provincial administration,
i.e. in the 2nd or 4th century (Mann 1974). In the 1999 handbook (p.25),
Bidwell preferred the idea that they belong to 3rd-century Severan work,
while Fulford has since suggested that they should be assigned to original
construction work or the rebuilding of the Turf Wall in stone (Fulford 2006,
70; see also Hassall 2010). Breeze (2012a) has also assessed the situation,
and cast doubt on a Hadrianic date for reasons that include stylistic
differences with accepted inscribed building stones of that era and the
presence of civitas stones in areas that do not seem to have been rebuilt in
masonry until after the return from the Antonine Wall. The observation that
one inscription (RIB 1673) was cut into a reused altar is certainly consistent
with them belonging to a later date. Beyond that, though, Breeze emphasises
the difficulty of finding a period where they seem a natural fit. The issue has
wider ramifications, not least because Bidwell (2018, 225) proposes that
an apparently 3rd-century set of altars erected by legionary soldiers reflect
their presence because ‘they had building skills which were in short supply
amongst the auxiliary units’. In addition, inscriptions on the quarry faces at
Gelt confirm that Severan-period soldiers were involved in the extraction of
masonry, presumably for repairs to the Wall (RIB 1009). What, then, are the
implications for the presence of civilian work parties?

Regarding the maintenance demands of the Wall in general, Bidwell (2018,
219) observes that ‘over its entire length, especially in areas with unstable
subsoils, there must have been frequent minor collapses’. He also notes that
only 0.5% of the curtain has been excavated to modern standards, which is
‘unsatisfactory’, but still in excess of the equivalents for the ditch, berm, and
Vallum (Bidwell 2018, 229).

The ditch and berm obstacles
The berm obstacles and their relation to the ditch to the north of the Wall
curtain remain a focus of research (Fig. 3.10).

Breeze (2014b) has discussed a small bank or mound tracing out the
northern lip of the Wall ditch along certain stretches. Possible explanations
include it acting as a marker to ensure construction teams dug to the correct
dimensions, a revetment for the counterscarp bank, and a measure to
increase the defensive potential of the ditch. As well as drawing attention to
the complexity of the surviving vestiges of the Wall, it is appropriate to echo
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Figure 3.10: A digital reconstruction image of the berm obstacles, relative to the
curtain and the ditch. Source: TWAM.

Breeze’s observation that such a subtle feature ‘emphasises the necessity for
a proper, published survey of all elements of Hadrian’s Wall’.

Another subtle feature associated with the ditch has been observed at a
couple of sites towards the eastern end of the Wall: a narrow ledge, created
by a small “step” near the southern edge of the ditch. One example was
excavated at Buddle Street, and Bidwell has proposed that it served a similar
purpose to small clay banks found in comparable positions, namely to
prevent access to the lowest — and presumably least spiky — portion of the
berm obstacles. When discussing the ditch profile in the easternmost three
Wall miles, Bidwell also proposed that variable dimensions may relate to the
potential utility of the substrata. In essence, where sandstone lay close to the
surface the ditch was bigger, as the material won from the digging could be
used in the Wall. By this reasoning, in areas of clay the ditch may be smaller,
as the spoil was less in demand (Bidwell 2018, 45-46).

Publication of the Buddle Street work also permits close scrutiny of two
different phases of obstacles arranged on the berm between the curtain and
ditch (Fig. 3.11). These are of particular interest for the different styles of holes
in evidence. The western set are the earliest, and most irregular, consisting
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of individual postholes positioned with only haphazard attempts to create
order. To the east lie later, larger, and more regularly set pits. Given that the
eastern set commences exactly adjacent to where the western set terminates,
it would be tempting to suppose that the pits are contemporary, despite the
differences in approach. Nevertheless, the evidence that the western set
existed before the berm was terraced, while the eastern set was installed
afterwards is convincing. In terms of chronology, there are no grounds to
believe that the first obstacles ‘were not part of the original building plan for
the Wall’, while the second belong to the earlier 3rd century and protected
the fort vicus (Bidwell 2018, 86).

The recent detection of berm obstacles at Heddon-on-the-Wall (see p.140)
using magnetometry is of particular importance. It holds the promise of
providing a ready means to answer the question of whether such features
existed along the entire length of the Wall, or were concentrated in the
east. Further surveys to capitalise on this potential in Wall miles 48 and 49
revealed possible and probable pits respectively (see p.186). If the presence
of obstacles there can be confirmed, it will mark a highly significant addition
to our knowledge of the Wall.

Figure 3.11: Two phases of pits for the placement of berm obstacles have been detected
in excavation at Buddle Street, Wallsend. The more irregularly positioned postholes
towards the top of the photograph seem to be an earlier phase relative to the more
regularly placed pits lower in the photograph. Source: TWAM.
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The milecastles

Your reviewer is perhaps a little biased when it comes to milecastles. Over the
last decade it has been argued that these adapted fortlets should not be seen
as purely fortified gateways, because milecastle 35 seemingly lacked a north
gateway from the beginning, while the corresponding portal at milecastle 37
was apparently blocked before construction of the installation was complete
(Haigh and Savage 1984, 36; Crow 1999, 127; Symonds 2013a, 54-57; 2018a,
153-155). Despite the absence of facilities permitting north — south transit
through the Wall curtain, both milecastles appear to have been garrisoned
in the usual fashion. Equally, while the milecastle gateways seem to have
decreased in significance over time, with many reduced to posterns in the late
2nd or early 3rd century — at around the time that most Wall ditch causeways
opposite milecastles were probably eliminated (Welfare 2000) — the general
trend is apparently for the quantity of internal barrack accommodation to
increase during this period. This suggests that milecastle garrisons had a
utility that extended beyond securing and operating gateways through the
Wall curtain. There is also growing acceptance that the milecastle gateways
were primarily intended as a military convenience, rather than a means to
regulate ‘civilian’ movement into and out of the province (Dobson 1986,
12; Welfare 2000, 13; Hodgson 2005, 186; Breeze 2011a, 65; Symonds
2013a, 68; Hanson 2014, 8-9). This conclusion is supported by Altogether
Archaeology’s recent geophysical surveys at six milecastles, which only
showed potential — and undated — traces of a track or tracks north at one:
milecastle 47 (see p.185). If movement by groups that did not form part of
the military community was restricted to where the major highways crossed
the Wall, it would have presented an appreciable barrier to north — south
movement.

Keppie (2017) has critically appraised the notion that the presence of
Hadrian’s name in the genitive case on the monumental inscriptions found
at some milecastles means that the Wall was consciously presented as the
work of the emperor. Only one inscription — RIB 1638, from milecastle 38 —
certainly features Hadrian’s name in this style, and Keppie favours it being
an experiment in word order, rather than a statement commemorating the
emperor’s personal involvement in the project. Bidwell (2013) has turned his
attention to another monumental aspect of the milecastles: their gateways.
He notes that at least two milecastle gateway types have portals that are taller
than those known in the forts, but comparable to an example at the legionary
fortress in Regensburg.

An analysis of fortlet use, which includes an assessment of Hadrian’s Wall,
has explored how the milecastles differ from their counterparts elsewhere
(Symonds 2017a, 220-221). One feature of this exceptionalism concerns the
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milecastle interiors, which are unusual for seemingly comprising large areas
of empty space during the primary phase (Fig. 3.12). It should be stressed
that in most cases our evidence relies upon early excavations, and milecastle
50 TW is the only post where the Hadrianic internal arrangement has been
securely identified. Even so, it was proposed that if the known buildings really
doreflecttheinitial internal arrangement, then the large paired barrack blocks
in milecastles 47 and 48 could represent the original intention, while the
single, small barrack blocks elsewhere may reflect the decreased significance
of these posts following the fort decision (Symonds 2005, 78). Hodgson
(20174, 88) has challenged this, suggesting the distinction may be ‘illusory’,
with milecastles containing single barracks also holding additional buildings
that are hard to detect archaeologically. He states that this is ‘certainly the
case’ at milecastle 9, even though the excavators only securely identified a
single posthole (E. Birley 1930, 156), and in all cases the evidence remains
ambiguous. While it is unquestionable that internal buildings similar in style
to the southern range in milefortlet 21 on the Cumbrian coast would be hard
to detect, the mode of construction utilised there is unusual and may be in
part a response to building on sand.

Elsewhere in the Empire, the rule of thumb is that sufficiently well-
preserved small fortlets contain traces of two or three clearly defined ranges
of buildings, primarily comprising barrack accommodation (Symonds 2017a,
216-217). According to that model you would expect buildings constructed in
a similar fabric and style either side of the internal milecastle roads, just as in
47 and 48. The prevalence of single, small barrack blocks in other milecastles
— even if slighter buildings fulfilling a different role really did exist in some
cases — is an anomaly suggestive of a change in plan, which can be readily
explained by the addition of forts. Even so, given the increased interest
in local context arguably apparent during the Narrow Wall construction
phase, it would not be surprising if it transpires that some post-fort-decision
milecastles also originally received paired barracks, where the circumstances
justified it.

One illustration of the decreased status of some milecastles in the
immediate aftermath of the fort decision may be provided by the Narrow
Wall milecastle 40. There, a change in direction of the Wall curtain occurs
within the installation at the junction with the north gateway. This strange
arrangement is best explained as a means to improve lines of sight from the
gate tower (also a feature of some Narrow Wall turrets, see below), suggesting
that surveillance was considered an important facet of the milecastle’s role
(Symonds and Breeze 2016, 8). Such a reading dovetails with Hodgson’s
view that some milecastles ‘may simply have been used by a small group of
soldiers manning the tower and gate...” (Hodgson 2017a, 88), which fits with
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Figure 3.12: A composite image of six milecastles, showing proposed original internal
layouts: (A) milecastle 9; (B) milecastle 35; (C) milecastle 37; (D) milecastle 47; (E)
milecastle 48; (F) milecastle 50 TW. Source: Matthew Symonds.
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a decrease in status. Elsewhere, though, the rebuilding of the turf milecastles
directly west of the Irthing in stone to unprecedented internal dimensions
suggests that these posts not only retained, but increased their importance
following the fort decision. It is a fine illustration of the complexity obscured
by the veneer of uniformity presented by the overarching frontier concept.

Following Breeze’s (2002) compilation and analysis of inscriptions from
milecastles, possible signs of varying forms of ritual activity in these posts
have been discussed. An increase in the incidence of altars near the Tipalt —
Irthing gap would fit with this being an area of particular concern (Symonds
2018b, 78-81). As many of these altars were dedicated to Cocidius, it could
be countered that this was simply a product of the proximity of his probable
shrine at Bewcastle. If so, though, one might expect concentrations of altars
to, say, Coventina or Antenociticus in milecastles proximal to those cult
centres; there is currently no sign of any such distribution. Bidwell (2018,
224-225) has suggested that most of these Cocidius altars were instead a
product of rebuilding work on the Wall curtain, although Hodgson (2017a,
89) is content that they were originally associated with milecastles.

The huge holes driven into the south gateways at milecastles 51 and 52
(see Simpson and Richmond 1935, 252-256), may indicate that timbers were
installed to keep the gateways serviceable during the late period (Symonds
2019). Replacing previously masonry features in this fashion is well known in
forts (see Collins 2012, 85-86), but such hybridisation is less apparent in the
milecastles. The choice of milecastles 51 and 52 once again draws attention
to the vicinity of the Tipalt — Irthing gap.

The turrets

Foglia (2014, 34-37) assessed the conflicting evidence for the nature of turret
roofs, concluding that either ‘different legionary gangs may have favoured
different types of roof’, or new styles could have been retro-fitted to some
earlier structures. He also notes that a ‘happy medium’ between stability and
visibility will have varied according to the local terrain, making it possible
that individual turret heights varied accordingly. On this basis, Foglia’s
general recommendation that ‘each turret should ideally be regarded as a
separate structure when using evidence to reconstruct elevations’ is sound
advice. For Foglia’s important viewshed analysis, see p.40 and 64.

Graafstal (2012, 129-131) has subjected the contention by Hill and Dobson
(1992, 40) that the majority of turrets (and milecastles) were started but
not completed during the Broad Wall phase to detailed scrutiny. Hill and
Dobson’s argument is that ‘it is frankly impractical to consider building any
part of the Wall as an isolated structure to a height of more than about five feet
without exceptionally good reasons; the unnecessary haulage of scaffolding
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from site to site is alone sufficient to rule it out’. Essentially, the turrets would
be started in order to mark their position, but would not be carried above
the height that could be constructed from ground level. It was only when
the requisite scaffolding arrived, that the curtain, turrets, and milecastles
forming any given block would be completed together. Graafstal queries this
arrangement by appealing to a range of evidence. This includes the length
of most turret wing walls implying an intention to build to a greater height
than 5ft (1.5m), and the Narrow Wall detouring to embrace the Broad Wall
turret 43a suggesting that it was well advanced or complete. Cumulatively,
this leaves the strong impression that many turrets were built in advance of
the curtain, something Graafstal (2012, 131) notes ‘may point to a desire to
have the observation screen up and running as soon as possible’.

The distinctive forms and placement of turrets 44b and 45b have
been interpreted as a consequence of greater flexibility concerning both
installation design and engagement with the landscape being permitted later
in the construction phase, following the reduction to the Narrow Wall. One
feature of this rethink appears to be a greater interest in placing turrets at
changes in direction of the Wall curtain, thereby improving surveillance
along it (Symonds and Breeze 2016, 7-11). It is possible that this overhaul
was sufficiently wide-ranging to extend to matters as esoteric as door
fixtures, with greater use of hinges instead of pivots perhaps being made. If
so, additional alterations to the upper elements of these turrets would not be
surprising.

The large quantity of nails unearthed in the uppermost surviving layer at
turret 44b in 1892 may indicate that the replacement of previously masonry
elements with organic materials underway in forts during the late period also
occurred at select turrets (Gibson 1903, 15; Symonds 2013b, 307).

The Cumbrian coast
By far the most significant work on this sector has been the excavations at
Maryport, the geophysical survey at Beckfoot, and the publication of the
Beckfoot cemetery evaluation. These are outlined on p.205 and 201-204,
respectively. Although a wealth of valuable new data have come from these
projects, it is appropriate to single out the demonstration that the Maryport
altars were not interred in ritual pits, as this has disproven what was
previously one of the most famous examples of cult activity in the frontier
zone. The realisation that the altars had been relegated to mere packing for
the substantial timber posts of a massive structure or structures has now
concentrated attention on what this edifice was.

The smaller structures set along the Cumbrian coast have received less
attention, although it has been proposed that they were less rigidly spaced
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than is sometimes stated. The identification of milefortlet 5 has also been
queried, raising the possibility that the course of the cordon along the western
edge of the Cardurnock peninsula remains unknown (Symonds 2017b).

The Vallum

Breeze (2015b) provides an assessment of excavation and interpretation of
the Vallum (Fig. 3.13). He describes it as ‘assuredly the most difficult element
of Hadrian’s Wall to understand’, a statement echoed by Humphrey Welfare’s
summation following a session on the Vallum at a Hadrian’s Wall conference
in 2016: ‘if you are totally confused by the Vallum, then you are on the right
track’ (cited in Selkirk 2016, 63). Hodgson (2017a, 173) agrees, stating
‘ultimately the function of the Vallum remains unknowable’. The explanation
for this state of affairs primarily concerns the absence of parallels for this
enigmatic earthwork on other Roman frontiers. A potentially important
breakthrough, though, followed excavations of a possible Caesarian
beachhead at Ebbsfleet, Kent. After seeing a report in Current Archaeology
magazine (Fitzpatrick 2018), John Poulter (pers. comm.) circulated his
observations about similarities between the 5m wide, flat-bottomed ditch
unearthed at Ebbsfleet and the Vallum. This possible Caesarian ditch was
described as ‘similar in size and shape to the Roman siege works at Alésia’
and ‘it would have been a defence that, as at Alésia, was used to protect a
large area’ (Fitzpatrick 2018, 30-32).

Figure 3.13: The Vallum at Down Hill, east of Halton Chesters, captured in profile as
it crests a rise. Source: Rob Collins.
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Demonstrating that comparable — if not identical — earthworks were a
feature of some other long Roman fortifications illustrates that the Vallum
could have served a useful defensive purpose. This potentially strengthens
the argument advanced by Woolliscroft (1999, 61) that it acted as a means to
block access by hostile groups on horseback. McCluskey (2018, 162) has also
reinvigorated the notion that the Vallum created a secure corridor for military
activity with the observation that it allowed the military to ‘manoeuvre east
and west at greater speed than that possible had troops been required to
provide their own flank protection’. One other alternative, proposed by
Bennett (1998, 33-34), is that the Vallum was used as a temporary measure
to secure the Wall line as the construction process dragged on.

Breeze’s analysis of the Vallum emphasises the heightened control over
north-south movement it delivered. He also stresses the lack of uniformity in
its various elements and singled out the marginal mounds that sometimes lie
between the ditch and the more substantial mounds running to its north and
south as ‘perhaps the greatest problems’ (Breeze 2015b, 17). The apparently
inconsistent nature of the relationship between the marginal mounds and
their substrata complicates interpretation of them, with Wilmott (2009,
135-136) favouring them being contemporary with the south Vallum mound.
Breeze demurs, preferring the view that the marginal mounds are a product
of the Vallum being reinstated following evacuation of the Antonine Wall.
This scepticism is shared by Hodgson (2017a, 102) who emphatically states
that ‘the marginal mound is structurally later than the Antonine slighting of
the Vallum - it is never cut by the crossings in the way that the north and
south mounds are’. A sobering feature of Breeze’s paper is the observation
that elements of this remarkable earthwork have been severely degraded
over the last century, prompting him to call for a new survey ‘before other
elements disappear’ (Breeze 2015b, 25-26).

Welfare’s (2013) important observations concerning the Vallum at Shield-
on-the-Wall, and its place in both the conceptual and construction framework
are discussed further on p.37 and 158. Graafstal (2012, 154) links the Vallum
with the fort decision and favours it being constructed piecemeal, with it
usually forming one of the later elements to be inserted, as it ‘would cut off
all supply and communication from the south’. Poulter (2009, 76) offers the
tantalising suggestion that part of its course was surveyed from turret 49a,
indicating both that this structure was completed to its full height, and that
the laying-out process occurred before the turret was demolished to make
way for a fort at Birdoswald.

The past decade has also brought Heywood’s 1950 excavation of the Vallum
causeway at Great Chesters to publication (Heywood and Breeze 2010). This
crossing is still used by the modern farm track, and excavation revealed that
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the undisturbed boulder clay creating the causeway is an original feature. No
trace of a monumental gateway comparable to that at Benwell was detected,
but like its counterpart the Great Chesters causeway featured a masonry
revetment wall. The adjacent portion of ditch seems to have gradually silted
up over ‘a considerable length of time’.

More recently, a near-complete section through the Vallum was secured in
Wall mile 67. This is now nearing publication, but a summary of the findings
can be found on p.197.

The forts and extramural settlements
Rob Collins

The forts of Hadrian’s Wall remain its most frequently investigated and most
thoroughly understood element. In the past decade, a number of excavations
have been published in full, drastically adding further quantitative
and qualitative information about the construction, occupation, and
abandonments of the forts and their populations. The publications include,
from east to west: Wallsend (Rushworth and Croom 2016); Halton Chesters
(Dore 2009); Housesteads (Rushworth 2009); Vindolanda (A. Birley 2013b);
Birdoswald (Wilmott et al. 2009); Carlisle (Zant 2009; Howard-Davis 2009)
and Bowness-on-Solway (Austen 2009). Site-specific summaries for these
sites can be found in Chapter 4. To these can be added excavation reports
from forts south of Hadrian’s Wall, such as Bowes (Frere and Fitts 2009),
Bainbridge (Bidwell 2012) and Binchester (Ferris 2010). The outpost forts at
Risingham and Bewcastle have been subjected to geophysical survey (Biggins
et al. 2014; Taylor and Biggins 2012).

While the increased refinement of dating at each site is to be applauded,
the most significant contributions of these publications has been to enhance
our understanding of building forms and the way of life of their inhabitants.
There is a clear template that the Roman army adhered to when building a
fort in the later 1st or 2nd centuries, but the internal arrangements varied
in detail. The principia at Wallsend, for example, had a forehall extending
across the via principalis, while excavations at Birdoswald have revealed the
presence of a roofed drill-hall in the praetentura across the via principalis
from the granaries, and a temple to Jupiter-Dolichenus was constructed
inside the north rampart of the 3rd-century stone fort at Vindolanda.

Variation in the form of construction in specific buildings can also be
seen, even where these still broadly conform to a recognisable template.
Multiple phases of barracks from excavations at Wallsend, Housesteads, and
Vindolanda, provide further examples to build on previous work by Hodgson
and Bidwell (2004), further testing their observations in regard to dating the
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change to chalet-style barracks and the potential reduction in the size of the
century. Granaries, for example, have varied subfloor structures — on pilae,
dwarf walls, or even compacted earth — in addition to different dimensions
or plans that may or may not include buttresses or a loading porch (Collins
2015a). In this regard, forts provide the best evidence for understanding
the architecture that could be found in the frontier. Significantly, the
refurbishment of buildings, and their outright demolition and replacement is
also a recurring feature spanning the 2nd to 4th centuries at all the fort sites.

The location of forts has been the focus of a recent review by Breeze
(2017a), in which he has assessed the location of each fort, relative to its
position in the spacing system of the Wall, to facilitate deployment north
of the Wall, and the unit in residence.The de facto assumption, as Breeze
points out, is that the auxiliary units on the Wall were intended to have a
defensive function, and that the forts were located to better secure potential
weak points. However, the addition of further forts after the initial Hadrianic
addition to the monument underscores that a defensive role alone is not
suitable. Cavalry units along the Wall are located at key points to support
deployment and patrol to the north, as Breeze has observed.

The last decade has brought significant new work on the fort extramural
settlements, or vici, at numerous sites, and discussion of new — or newly
published — evidence will be found in the next chapter for South Shields
(p.109), Wallsend (p.115), Benwell (p.131), Vindolanda (p.164), Bowness-on-
Solway (p.200), Beckfoot (p.201), and Maryport (p.205). Of these, ongoing
work at Benwell is especially notable for demonstrating activity to the
north of the fort, and therefore the Wall, where a pre-existing indigenous
settlement was situated. The nature of life in the vici, and what happened to
the inhabitants following the abandonment of these settlements is discussed
below (p.66). For work in the cemeteries at Birdoswald and Beckfoot, see
p-186 and 204.

Outposts and hinterlands
Rob Collins

Sites investigated to the north and south of Hadrian’s Wall further contribute
to our understanding of the monument, underscoring the connections
between the Wall and the frontier at large. The geophysical surveys at
Risingham and Bewcastle are summarised in Chapter 4 (see p.214 and 213,
respectively). Recent publication of excavations at Bainbridge (Bidwell 2012)
have revealed important evidence about metalwork production, but there is
an important on-going body of work that has been undertaken in the past
decade, some of which is still in progress. Geophysical survey and limited
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excavations have been undertaken at Lanchester focusing on extramural
areas and the aqueduct that fed the fort (ASDU 2009). Excavations
undertaken at Binchester in the 1970s and 1980s have been published
(Ferris 2010), and new excavations were undertaken by Durham University
in partnership with Durham County Council from 2009-2015 (Fig. 3.14).
Both campaigns have yielded important results, though post-excavation
analysis is still being completed for the more recent work. Similarly, the final
season of excavations in the current campaign at Ribchester occurred this
year. Excavation of various locations of a substantial villa estate at Ingleby
Barwick have provided the most recent evidence for establishment and
expansion of non-military elite settlement in the frontier zone, with artefacts
revealing the elite status of the owner, such as imported painted Egyptian
glass and a type 6 crossbow brooch (Willis and Carne 2013). The ambitious
programme of archaeology completed in advance of the expansion of the A1
in Yorkshire and Co Durham is in a post-excavation phase (Fell, in prep; Ross
and Ross, in prep.). While results are not finalised at all sites, this large-scale
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Figure 3.14: The extramural baths at Binchester were preserved due to the raising
of the exterior ground level of Dere Street relative to the interior spaces, which were
filled with rubbish in the 4th century, allowing the walls to survive to a height in
excess of 2m. Source: ASDU.
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developer-funded project has prompted the excavation of rural settlements,
villas, and more of the town at Catterick. It is anticipated that these sites will
further reveal information relating to Roman military supply.

The Portable Antiquities Scheme (PAS) has continued to contribute further
data in the form of objects found by members of the public (Collins 2010b;
2014a). Not only does this dataset provide a comparison for the artefact
assemblages recovered archaeologically, but fantastic discoveries are made.
The last Pilgrimage saw the reporting of the Staffordshire Moorlands or Ilam
pan, which may provide a contemporary Roman name for Hadrian’s Wall. In
the past decade, perhaps the most exciting discovery from the frontier zone
is the Crosby Garrett helmet — a decorated cavalry helmet with mask that was
discovered in hundreds of fragments and carefully restored prior to its sale
at auction (Fig. 3.15). Pilgrims in 2009 were able to view the helmet at Tullie
House. Subsequently, the findspot has been archaeologically investigated,
and it can be confirmed that
the helmet was placed in a pit
(Healey 2018).

To the north of Hadrian’s
Wall, PAS data has contributed
to the discovery of a new type
of site in the Wall corridor.
Substantial scatters of artefacts
around the village of Great
Whittington, just east of Dere
Street and to the northeast of
Halton Chesters, may reveal
a potential caravan or market
exchange site immediately
north of the Wall (see p.145).
With thisin mind, itisintriguing
to note the proximity of Great
Whittington and the site where
the later Stagshawbank Fair
was held.

Figure 3.15: The masked cavalry
helmet found at Crosby Garrett
by a metal detectorist in many
fragments, as restored by Christies.
Source: PAS.
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The Antonine interlude
Matthew Symonds

The nature of the debt that the design of the Antonine Wall owes to its
Hadrianic precursor has been a source of vigorous debate over the last
decade. Poulter’s analysis of how it was surveyed threw up challenging
implications for established readings of the monument, and was initially
met with considerable scepticism. Doubts about the accepted interpretation
were also expressed elsewhere, ultimately feeding into a collaborative paper
calling into doubt the literal foundations supporting the model — known
as the ‘Gillam hypothesis’ — for the development of the frontier (Gillam
1976; Poulter 2009, 121-123; Symonds 2008, 128-156; Graafstal et al.
2015; Symonds 2017a, 133-151). Gillam’s argument holds that the initial
plan for the Antonine Wall borrowed liberally from the post-fort-decision
version of Hadrian’s Wall. By this reading, the 41-Roman-mile long frontier
would consist of milefortlets at intervals of c. 1.1 Roman miles, interspersed
with six forts and a cordon of towers. A set of smaller secondary forts was
then appended following a change of plan. There is not scope to recap the
arguments for or against the Gillam hypothesis in the depth or detail that
they deserve here. To summarise, evidence for Gillam’s interpretation
primarily took the form of the stone foundation rafts that supported the turf
superstructure for the fortlets and most forts. All of the fortlet foundation
rafts proved to either predate or bond with the base of the Wall curtain base.
Some forts, though, had rampart foundation rafts that butted against that of
the Wall curtain, encouraging the view that a number of these installations
were secondary rather than primary in intent.

Poulter’s assessment of the surveying raised doubts about whether the
secondary forts really were planned at a later date. He also questioned
whether the Antonine Wall fortlets were originally positioned at mile (or
so) intervals (Poulter 2009, 121-123). Legitimate questions can be asked
about whether the presence of a stone installation raft butting up against the
foundations for the Wall curtain is a secure means of determining secondary
construction. Fundamental to this are two cases — the east rampart at Rough
Castle and Bonnyside East — where the stone foundations abut the curtain,
but the turf superstructure appears to be bonded into it (Graafstal et al. 2015,
56-57). Some fortlet foundations also appear to be reworked at the point of
junction with the curtain to allow them to bond, creating the illusion that they
were laid simultaneously (Symonds 2008, 138-139). Such lines of thinking
are rejected by supporters of the Gillam hypothesis, who argue that some
inconsistencies are only to be expected in a complex building project. Fresh
evidence is required to resolve the matter one way or the other, but moving
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away from the Gillam hypothesis would arguably show the Antonine Wall
developing two important changes in approach seemingly initiated during
the later phases of constructing Hadrian’s Wall:

- Placing fortlets (and any towers) more thoughtfully in the landscape
and at less rigid intervals would fit with the heightened flexibility for
milecastles and turrets arguably apparent during the Narrow Wall
phase on Hadrian’s Wall.

- The extensive use of smaller forts on the Antonine Wall was potentially
signposted by the provision of a small fort at Drumburgh on Hadrian’s
Wall. If the size of this post has been accurately established, it may be
another example of an innovation that occurred late in the construction
phase.

Examining the predominantly Narrow Wall stretch of Hadrian’s Wall between
Great Chesters and Carvoran does produce a number of themes that reach
fruition on the Antonine Wall: smaller, closer forts; more sensibly positioned
smaller installations; a sinuous curtain following the grain of the landscape.
From that benchmark, it is only a short step to seeing the Antonine Wall as
a frontier that was formulated from the accrued experience of building and
operating Hadrian’s Wall, coupled with innovations tailored to the strengths
and weaknesses presented by the local populations and terrain unique to the
Forth — Clyde isthmus (Symonds 2017a, 135-136). It certainly seems to be the
case that some of the supposedly jarring differences between the Antonine
Wall and Hadrian’s Wall, which first prompted Gillam’s theory, simply
take developments that emerged later in the Hadrian’s Wall construction
programme to their logical conclusion.

Concerning life on Hadrian’s Wall during this period, Allason-Jones
has noted that the south vicus at Housesteads may not have been entirely
abandoned, perhaps because ‘there was a feeling that the move north was
likely to be a temporary measure’ (Allason-Jones 2013a, 83). This might fit
with the apparent absence of ritual deposits comparable to those arguably
undertaken in some forts on the Antonine Wall when they were abandoned.
Although the milecastle gateways appear to have been removed, the failure
to decommission Hadrian’s Wall ritually when the soldiers advanced north
might just reinforce this sense that the military suspected they would be
back (Symonds 2018b, 75). As for the Wall forts themselves, it has been
suggested that some ‘may have been manned and maintained on a care-and-
maintenance basis’ (Bidwell and Hodgson 2009, 17).

If the military policy was to keep its options open, this approach was
vindicated. Hodgson’s demonstration that reconstruction work was
underway on Hadrian’s Wall by AD 158 reveals that the army did not even
tactfully wait for the death of Antoninus Pius in AD 161 before making
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preparations to abandon his Wall (Hodgson 2011a). Indeed, Sommer has
linked this development and the broadly contemporary construction of an
artificial frontier line in Raetia with the growing influence of Marcus Aurelius
(Sommer 2015, 29). If so, it is a fine illustration of how much could depend
on the whims of individual emperors and their inner circle. A variation
on this theme is the suggestion that the retirement of Pius’ long-serving
praetorian prefect Marcus Gavius Maximus prompted a review of imperial
commitments, leading to the abandonment of the Antonine Wall (A.R.
Birley 1993, 112-114). One further consideration that may have been a factor
is the turf fabric of the Antonine Wall. The eastern end of the Turf Wall on
Hadrian’s Wall was rebuilt in stone before Hadrian’s death in 138, suggesting
that it stood for around 16 years. By 158, some turf elements of the Antonine
Wall were probably also about 16 years old, presumably putting the question
of rebuilding in turf or stone on the agenda. If so, it would have helped focus
military — and imperial — minds on whether it was worth committing to the
Antonine Wall for the long-term.

The post-Antonine return
The period following the return from the Antonine Wall has been described
as the ‘richest in archaeological information’ (Hodgson 2017a, 101). Despite
the wealth of evidence, this phase of the Wall’s existence rarely attracts the
intricate arguments associated with attempts to untangle developments
during the Hadrianic period. This is perhaps in part because a rudimentary
sense of the wider military situation can be gleaned from the surviving
ancient histories. The Historia Augusta records that ‘war was threatening
in Britain’ early in Marcus Aurelius’ reign and that ‘against the Britons,
Calpurnius Agricola was sent’ (Marcus Antoninus 8, 7-8). We also meet
Calpurnius Agricola on inscriptions from the Wall and its hinterland,
emphasising that he was intimately involved in refurbishing the frontier
system. Another historical episode that may have left archaeological traces
comes from the reign of Commodus, when ‘the tribes in the island crossed
the Wall that separated them from the Roman legions, did a great deal of
damage, and cut down a general and his troops....” (Dio Cassius 72,8,1-6).
In the last handbook, Hodgson (2009a, 32) tentatively linked this disaster
with apparent destruction deposits at Halton Chesters and Corbridge, an
idea that was proposed previously by John Gillam. This suggestion has
been favourably, if cautiously, received by others (e.g. Hoffmann 2013, 159;
Goldsworthy 2018, 69), and if accurate indicates that the Wall was probably
crossed in the vicinity of its intersection with Dere Street.

An incursion along Dere Street would fit with Hodgson’s view that the
principal enemy to the north shifted during this period. He interprets the near
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total abandonment of the milefortlets and towers along the Cumbrian coast
following the return from the Antonine Wall as symptomatic of the threat
being posed by groups living directly north of the Solway lessening. The doubt
recently expressed about whether the structure conventionally referred to as
milefortlet 5 really was a milefortlet (Symonds 2017b, 208-209), potentially
leaves milefortlet 1 as the only example of a smaller structure along the
coast to have produced compelling evidence of post-Antonine occupation
(see Turnbull 1998, 105). If the obsolescence of the coastal cordon can
indeed be attributed to the risk posed by those inhabiting the further shore
being neutralised, it would mark the resolution to a problem that seems to
have complicated securing the region for decades. Hodgson attributes this
significant reversal of fortune to the possibility that Calpurnius Agricola
campaigned in south-west Scotland. In the aftermath, south-east Scotland
emerges as the new trouble spot, with the forts extending north along Dere
Street as far as Newstead allowing ‘a projection of military strength from the
eastern side of the Wall’ (Hodgson 2017a, 102-104).

Despite the mobility implied by a highway system best explained as a
measure to allow concentrated military force to strike far to the north, this
period is also seen as a turning point when the distribution of units along
Hadrian’s Wall began to fossilise: many units moved into the forts that they
would continue to occupy for centuries. This process is often believed to
start in earnest in the 170s and 80os (Breeze and Dobson 2000, 135, 146-8),
though there are signs that certain units commenced what would prove to
be a long residence some decades earlier. In the southern hinterland, for
instance, the cohors I Aelia classica may have been at Ravenglass by AD
158 and still in residence in the 4th century (Holder 2004, 56-59). Hodgson
(2017a, 102) accepts that the cohors I Tungrorum could have occupied
Housesteads from the 150s/60s. When Rushworth (2009, 283) assessed
the evidence for its presence at Housesteads, he noted that while this unit’s
movements in the 2nd century are far from ‘clear and unambiguous’, a case
can be made for it forming the primary fort garrison. Other contenders for
the Hadrianic home base of the cohors I Tungrorum include Birdoswald and
Vindolanda. Even so, Allason-Jones’ (2013a, 83) contention that the south
vicus at Housesteads may have remained occupied in anticipation that the
reoccupation of southern Scotland would prove temporary (see p.61), could
reflect an expectation that the original unit — whatever it was — would return.
Elsewhere, Breeze (2019a, 102-106) argues for late-2nd-century unit changes
being a consequence of a review conducted following the 180 invasion. He
points out that by the early 3rd century, if not earlier, this reconfiguration
resulted in three cavalry units based on the road north in the west, and two
more on roads in the east. While this fits with Hodgson’s concept of a military
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strike force in the east, the measures in the west suggest that this region had
not been entirely tamed.

It is not just in the Wall forts that the foundations for the future were being
laid. The late 2nd or early 3rd century brought changes to the surveillance
capabilities of the milecastle and turret cordon, as well as the ability of the
former to act as gateways through the Wall. It has long been appreciated
that many milecastle gateways were narrowed or even blocked during this
period, while Welfare (2000) has argued that most ditch causeways opposite
their north portals were eliminated at this time. If, as is now widely accepted,
the milecastle gateways were intended as a military convenience, this would
not constitute a material change in the access arrangements for the local
population. Indeed, it is possible that this development is ultimately a
product of changes that occurred while the army was operating the Antonine
Wall. There, too, there are signs that fortlet gateways were narrowed and
causeways opposite them removed during the lifespan of the frontier.
Equally, while many milecastle gate pivot stones dating to the Hadrianic
period appear well worn, those traditionally dated to the post-Antonine Wall
refurbishment seem to have received less use. A tentative conclusion, then, is
that the Hadrianic model for operating the monument made more use of the
milecastle gateways than the refined technique developed on the Antonine
Wall. By this reading, the changes to the milecastle gateways in the late 2nd
or early 3rd century simply reflect their reduced role following the return
from the Antonine Wall (Symonds 2013a, 63-64; Symonds 2018a).

Foglia’s viewshed analysis provides a new insight into the consequences
of the marked reduction in the overall number of turrets during this period.
This cull was clearly targeted rather than random, with some stretches of the
Wall more severely effected than others. Famously, the central sector was
the hardest hit, with no turrets known to survive between turrets 33b and
44a inclusive (Breeze and Dobson 2000, 136). Such an extreme reduction
would seem likely to have held significant implications for the way the Wall
operated, but Foglia has stressed that the overall reduction in surveillance
coverage was not as marked as might be expected. Even though most stretches
of the Wall retained at least some turrets, Foglia tested the view provided by
the milecastles alone, and found that in four out of five test groups adding
the turrets only increased visibility by 20% or less; in one case it was just 9%.
The exception was his test group 3, between milecastles 37 and 40, where the
increase was 34.5%. Perplexingly, this is also within the area of the central
sector where all turrets appear to have been demolished. In general, though,
and somewhat surprisingly, ‘having turrets did not improve the observable
area to the north by much’ (Foglia 2014, 44). It is an observation that makes
the elimination of the turrets far more explicable.
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The problem of the 3rd century

Traditionally, the 3rd century is regarded as a period of uneventful peace
on the northern frontier. Recently, though, this perception has come
under increasing doubt. In 2008, Hodgson noted signs that some military
vici received defences, while the presence of legionary detachments from
Germany at Piercebridge in 217, was also hard to square with ‘the idea of
the 3rd-century frontier being a quiet backwater’. Inscriptions by incoming
Germanic soldiers at various locations along the Wall, in conjunction with
the occurrence of Housesteads ware at a number of sites further indicates
troop movements into the frontier. Subsequently, a valuable survey by Roach
(2013) has looked at the matter in more detail, memorably referring to the
period as ‘the lost century’. He agrees with Hodgson’s diagnosis, observing
that there is evidence for three rebellions and one conflict involving Britain
in the mid to later 3rd century. Roach also provides a useful summary of the
varying processes playing out in this period, including the emergence of the
so-called “chalet” barracks, the collapse of the epigraphic habit (Fig. 3.16),
the general shift to regional rather than long-distance pottery supply, and
evidence for the abandonment of fort extramural settlements soon after AD
273. The subsequent publication of an important pottery assemblage from
South Shields now dates the abandonment of that extramural settlement to
the 260s (Snape et al. 2010). For another notable 3rd-century development
— the sizable bathhouse at Stanwix — see p.192.

Regarding wider Roman frontier strategy, Breeze (2019a, 105) has argued
that the changes from the late 2nd to early 3rd century represent ‘a down-
grading of the Wall itself’. By this reading, the forces assembled in the wider
hinterland, to both the north and the south of the barrier, had assumed a
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Figure 3.16: Epigraphy from Hadrian’s Wall during the 3rd century has peaks of
activity, for example in the later Severan period, but declines in the mid-later 3rd
century. Source: Lucien Roach.
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greater significance. While the military bases to the rear of the Wall provided
a mobile strike force, the garrisons holding the advance forts to its north
included a screen of scouts to keep a watchful eye on activity. The physical
presence of military units was not the only means by which Rome meddled
in the affairs of those beyond the border, though. Breeze (2019a, 104) notes
the Empire ‘deposed kings and appointed new ones at will’ in such zones. An
important element of this coercion was the use of subsidies or bribes, and
Hunter (2015) has discussed the suggestive distribution of denarius hoards
in Scotland and the potential disruption they caused in the 3rd century.

Along the Wall itself, valuable contributions to understanding life in the
extramural settlements at Housesteads and Vindolanda have come from
Allason-Jones (2013a) and A. Birley (2013a), respectively. The situation at
Housesteads is of especial interest, as two vici exist there. One lies to the
south of the Vallum, while the other lies to the north, embracing the fort
itself. The southern vicus appears to have been abandoned in the late
2nd and early 3rd century, with the northern one serving as the successor
settlement. This switch was once thought to be a consequence of the —
hypothetical and now discredited — barbarian invasion of 197, which was
evocatively described as a ‘flood of destruction which swept over northern
Britain’ (Collingwood and Myres 1936, 156). Allason-Jones (2013a, 72-73),
though, observes that the root cause might be flooding of another kind, with
increased rainfall following a drop in average temperature of c. 1°C, around
the mid 2nd century AD. The rising water table could easily have made an
elevated location more appealing.

Of the buildings in the northern vicus at Housesteads, the so-called
“murder house” is arguably the most famous. This is known more prosaically
in the archaeological literature as building VIII, which opened onto the
road leading to the south fort gate and contained two bodies concealed
in a shallow grave. One had received a stab wound to the chest, showing
that life in the settlement could be ‘sordid and dangerous’ (Allason-Jones
2009¢, 149). Allason-Jones (2013a, 75) deduces that despite the passage of
almost two millennia, the solution to this cold case is entirely elementary:
‘only the owner of the building could have deliberately raised the tavern
floor by several feet to conceal the crime’. Criminality of another kind is
demonstrated by the recovery of two moulds for producing counterfeit coins,
while a further possible tavern produced dice that may not have fallen true
(Allason-Jones 2013a, 73, 79). All told, the evidence points to a settlement
where varying degrees of lawlessness were only to be expected. It would
be a mistake to view the inhabitants as homogeneous, though, as Allason-
Jones believes that there is evidence for the families of members of the cunei
Frisiorum, Germ(ani) cives Tuihanti, and numerus Hnaudifridi living in a
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specific area and in effect setting up “ex-pat compounds”. She is unconvinced
that families lived with the soldiers inside the fort during this period, and has
raised the possibility that another part of the hillside was occupied after the
investigated vicus was abandoned in the 270s (Allason-Jones 2013a, 82-83).

At Vindolanda, A. Birley (2013a) has examined patterns of artefact loss in
the extramural settlement and the adjacent fort during both the 3rd and 4th
centuries, in order to establish the degree to which the fort rampart acted
as a great divide. He focuses on loom weights and spindle whorls, weapons,
military kit, beads, bracelets, and hairpins, to build up a fascinating picture
of changes in deposition over time (see Fig. 4.36). Of the 248 beads from 3rd-
century contexts, for example, only 13 were found within the fort. A similar
picture is produced by the hairpins, which can perhaps be most securely
associated with the presence of females. In this case, 76 intact hairpins can
be associated with 3rd-century activity, but only 9 occurred intramurally. In
essence, this supports Allason-Jones’ view that families were living in the
3rd-century vicus at Housesteads: ‘although women were present inside
the 3rd-century fort, their numbers were far fewer than in the extramural
settlement’ (A. Birley 2013a, 101). This 3rd-century pattern is in contrast
to 4th-century life at Vindolanda. The distribution differences are so stark
that Birley concludes that if they are not a product of fashion or deposition
practices shifting, then ‘demographic changes took place between the 3rd
and 4th century (A. Birley 2013a, 101).

The overall conclusion that females were present in modest numbers within
the 3rd-century fort at Vindolanda seemingly chimes with studies pointing
to the presence of women and children in 1st- and 2nd-century military
installations elsewhere in the Empire (Allison 2013, 327). Hodgson has
queried this, though, using finds assemblages from various forts on Hadrian’s
Wall to argue that there is ‘no support for the routine accommodation of
women in barrack contubernia or in centurion/decurions’ houses in the
2nd century’. He contends that women could be resident in centurions’ and
decurions’ quarters from the 3rd century, while women and children might
have been living elsewhere in the barracks during the late 4th century, but
not earlier (Hodgson 2014a, 24-25). If so, though, it raises the question of
where the women and children associated with ordinary soldiers were living
for the century or so between the late-3rd-century disappearance of the
extramural settlements and the belated late-4th-century tolerance for them
setting up home in barracks.

The 2009 Pilgrims were treated to a further example of the fort rampart
at Vindolanda proving porous in an unexpected way. A temple to Jupiter
Dolichenus was found against the north curtain, presenting a second
intramural shrine in addition to the principia aedes, which is often considered
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the only dedicated ritual space typically encountered within a fort. As the far
end of the pair of barracks running south of the temple terminated with a
gate structure, creating something of a compound, this arrangement may
tell us something interesting about how elements of different units could be
brigaded within the same fort during this period (for further details about
3rd-century Vindolanda see p.169).

The late and post-Roman frontier
Rob Collins

The ‘long 4th century’

The 3rd century was a period of significant change across the Roman Empire,
and Hadrian’s Wall was no exception. A number of more general works
provide more detailed history of this period (Christie 2011; Esmond Cleary
2013; Heather 2005), but there are a number of fundamental changes that
are implemented by the start of the 4th century that mean the late Roman
period must be seen as something quite different, if directly descended, from
the Empire of the 1st and 2nd centuries. The changes were formalised by
Diocletian following his accession in 284 and subsequent emperors, notably
Constantine, further refined and continued these reforms. By the 4th century,
the Empire had been administratively divided into an eastern and western
half; the army had been separated from the civil service, such that they were
separate career paths and professional services that were supported by
distinct branches of imperial government; the army was also split between
the comitatenses consisting of field armies and the limitanei that consisted
of fixed frontier commands. In this regard, it is often useful to consider the
period from the accession of Diocletian in 284 to the end of Roman Britain c.
410 as the ‘long 4th century’.

Despite the scholarly attention lavished on the Hadrianic phases of the
Wall’s construction, textual sources reveal more persistent conflict in the
northern frontier of Britannia in the ‘long 4th century’ than at any other
period, though it has been argued that purported military conflict in 4th-
century Britain can be understood as pertaining to imperial politics more
than a true barbarian threat (Gerrard 2013, 19-26). As part of the breakaway
Gallic Empire, Britain was returned to the unified Empire in 274, and an
inscription from Ostia (CIL XIV.126) indicates imperial campaigning under
Carinus c. 282-284, presumably north of the Wall though this can only be
speculated. Constantius Chlorus restored the breakaway ‘British empire’ of
Carausius to the imperial fold in 296, and returned to Britain in the early
4th century to campaign north of the Wall, before dying at York in July 306.
Constans visited Britain, making a winter crossing of the Channel in 343,
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which has been attributed to trouble in the frontier, but without any direct
indication of the motivation for the trip. A general named Lupicinus was
dispatched to Britain to deal with northern barbarians in 360, and there are
further attacks in 364, culminating in the Barbarian Conspiracy of 367. The
early 380s saw further campaigning in the frontier by Magnus Maximus,
prior to his usurpation and continental adventure from 383-388. Finally,
Stilicho, generalissimo of the emperor Honorius, is credited with directing
campaigns in Britain in 398/9. More detailed discussion of each event and
the sources can be found in A.R. Birley (2005) and Gerrard (2013).

These specific episodes and campaigns are difficult, if not impossible, to
detect in the archaeological record, and it may be inappropriate to expect
these conflicts to have left widespread material traces in the Wall corridor.
What can be detected, however, are a series of changes that begin to occur
in the forts along the Wall at various dates in the 4th century. Notably, the
pace of change to the internal arrangements of forts accelerated in the later
4th century.

A fire in the fort at South Shields in the later 3rd century, for example, is
followed by a substantial replanning of the fort and its internal structures
in which the numerous granaries are replaced with barracks and a new
high-status courtyard house, presumed to be the praetorium, is built in the
eastern corner of the fort (Bidwell and Speak 1994).

Refurbished barracks still broadly follow the established pattern of a
row of accommodation for a single century or turma, but consist of fewer
contubernia (as at South Shields) or are built in smaller detached or semi-
detached structures (as at Housesteads) (Hodgson and Bidwell 2004). This
suggests that a century in the 4th century was approximately 50-75% of the
size of its Hadrianic predecessor. That said, Hodgson (2017a, 143) points out
that ‘the maintained area’ of Wall-forts in the 4th century is larger than the
small late forts or fortlets found on the Danube and compare favourably with
those larger forts like Dionysias, Drobeta, and Altrip.

Commanding officers’ houses, praetoria, seem to have been refurbished
or built de novo around the start of the 4th century at a number of sites,
demonstrating the continued investment in traditional habitation for the
commanding officer, based on patterns of the high status Mediterranean
domus that commanding officers traditionally would have occupied as
civilians. However, the praetorium also seems to have had expanded bathing
facilities added to compensate for the loss of the extramural bathhouse, as
at Chesters, Vindolanda, and Binchester, in contrast to the more standard-
sized baths in the courtyard house at South Shields. By the end of the century,
the praetoria no longer seem to be high-status residences, diminished in
size and status, and perhaps not even occupied by the commander and his
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household, as seen at South Shields and Vindolanda (Collins 2017¢).

The extramural settlements outside the forts of the Wall corridor were
abandoned by the later 3rd century, perhaps as early as the 2770s, and there
is evidence at Vindolanda to suggest that the residents moved inside the
walls of the fort (A. Birley 2013a). The location of residences for the civilian
elements of each fort’s military community in the 4th century, however, is
not resolved. It is notable, for example, that the publication of the chalet-
style barracks at Housesteads (Rushworth 2009) did not provide evidence
for occupation by women or children.

One development probably related to the abandonment of the extramural
settlements is that some forts have produced evidence for what appears to
be marketplace activity inside the fort walls in the mid-later 4th century,
evidenced by dense concentrations of 4th-century coinage: at Wallsend,
inside the minor west gate (Hodgson 2003, 166-167), at Newcastle on the
via praetoria and via principalis in front of the principia (Bidwell and
Snape 2002, 275), at Vindolanda on the via principalis inside the west gate
(R. Birley 2009, 150), and at Carlisle in front of the principa on the via
principalis (Zant 2009, 463). The fort at Carlisle, situated at the north end of
the town, seems an oddity in this pattern, as it would be expected that such
marketplace activity would occur within the urban spaces of the town rather
than inside the fort. It is also notable that despite the interesting late Roman
sequence inside the west gate at Birdoswald, a similar coin distribution was
not detected. Furthermore, while these putative market sites inside forts
may relate to the abandonment of extramural settlements, there are still
several decades between the abandonment of these settlements and earliest
evidence for the markets.

Though many of the buildings inside the forts of the Wall had changed
from their 2nd-century antecedants, the soldiers of the Wall were still
participating to some degree in the military practices and fashions found
across the wider Empire (Fig. 3.17). Crossbow brooches, widely seen as an
object carrying a symbolic association of imperial authority, are found at
many sites in the Wall corridor (Collins 2010a), and the metalwork typical
of military belts was being made in the frontier itself (Coulston 2010; Collins
2018).

It is more difficult to ascertain the degree to which the Wall curtain, its
turrets, and milecastles were still essential to the system in the long 4th
century. The number of extant references to conflict in the frontier, and
the fact that the Wall garrison was maintained both indicate that the entire
Wall complex was still perceived to play a valuable function in the defence
of northern Britannia. A number of excavated milecastles have provided
ceramic and / or numismatic evidence for occupation extending into the
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Figure 3.17: A brass
replica of the complete
crossbow brooch found at
South Shields. Crossbow
brooches were worn by
Roman officers across
the Empire. Source: Rob
Collins.

late 4th century, such as milecastle 48, while milecastle 35 was used for
metalworking in the 4th century. Excavation of the curtain at Buddle Street,
Wallsend, has indicated repair and maintenance of the curtain that probably
extended until at least the end of the 4th century, with collapse occurring
at different dates in discrete sections in the post-Roman centuries (Bidwell
2018, 136).

The 5th century
The notion that Roman soldiers were withdrawn from Hadrian’s Wall to fight
on the continent ¢. 408-410, either for the legitimate emperor Honorius or
the British-raised usurper Constantine III, is a contested narrative. Certainly,
there are no historic sources that corroborate such a story. Rather, the notion
of military withdrawal is a convention of modern scholarship based on the
presumption that Constantine III ‘must have’ withdrawn the soldiers from
the Wall and elsewhere in Britain, itself drawing on a tradition of accepting
the ‘historic narrative’ of Gildas written in the 6th century, despite its errors
about the date of construction for Hadrian’s Wall. It has been argued that
while it is possible some units were withdrawn from the Wall, the Notitia
Dignitatum and other 5th- and 6th-century sources provide more evidence
for the withdrawal of units from Wales and the commands of the Count of the
Saxon Shore and Count of the Britains (Collins and Breeze 2014). If soldiers
were not officially withdrawn, then what happened to them?

As reported during the previous Pilgrimage, there has been increasing
evidence published since the 1990s of activities, including occupation,
dating to the 5th century at many forts along Hadrian’s Wall. This includes
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the forts at South Shields, Newcastle, Housesteads, Vindolanda, Birdoswald,
and Carlisle. The model proposed by Dark (1992) for a reoccupation of
the Wall (with a presumed Roman abandonment) does not seem to match
the stratigraphic record at many fort sites, where occupation seems to be
continuous from the 4th-5th centuries, though of course it remains possible
that short-term abandonments occurred or did not leave a significant
archaeological trace. Rather, the warband model proposed by Casey (1993)
and