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Abstract

The Germanic peoples and particularly soldiers, who came to Britain during the Roman
period have continued to attract considerable attention, and, in some cases, rather bold
conjectures, but a detailed assessment of the evidence available has never been compiled.
The Classical sources reveal that Roman Britain received Germanic peoples from both
Free Germany and from the Rhenish and Belgic provinces. Various forms of
archaeological material have been attributed directly to their presence in Britain, and it
has even been postulated that the incomers contributed to the fundamental social and
linguistic developments, which took effect in the Anglo-Saxon period — with the
importation of philologically Germanic languages, forerunners to the Old English
language spoken by the Anglo-Saxons.

The problems in the examination of these settlers in Roman Britain are, therefore,
extensive. Not only does the examination demand the evaluation of diverse forms of
material culture and archaeological evidence, both in Britain and in the regions from
which these Germanic settlers originated, it also requires dexterity in the linguistic
evidence for native languages for a period when Latin was the main medium for literacy
in the western empire. These distinct forms of linguistic and archaeological evidence are,
naturally, contingent on their own empirical methods of analysis, which are not often
appraised by the same specialists. Some of the central conceptual concerns raised by
these forms of data also impinge on the theoretical frameworks more or less specific to
the Anglo-Saxon period.

The objective of this thesis is to provide an assessment of the Germanic peoples in
Roman Britain in as much as depth as a preliminary study can afford. The thesis covers
the entire span of Britain’s occupation, conventionally dated to AD 43 to AD 410. It
examines whether the various Germanic settlers spoke philologically Germanic
languages, and it assesses the ways in which such migrants can be analysed and
understood for an era when Roman imperialism and forms of trade and material culture
mask provincial variability and the movement of people from one province to another. As
our own experiences would tell, however, broad similarities in material culture do not
necessarily conflate with cultural, religious and ethnic affinities as a whole; nor do they

imply that peoples necessarily speak the same languages.
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1. Germanic Migrants in Roman and Anglo-Saxon
Scholarship

1.1 Introduction

To enter into the fabulous accounts of monkish historians would be
lost time and labour. Their narratives relating to the affairs of Britain
are in many stances contradictory to the Roman historians, and very
often to one another. ‘Tis true that the venerable Bede is famed for his
learning, judgement and probity. He flourished in the beginning of the
eighth century; but since this was too late for him to have any
acquaintance with the Roman affairs from his own knowledge, or even
from any such authority as could be relied on; I don’t see that what he
affirms is to be any farther depended upon, than as it is supported by
classic authority.

John Horsley (1732, 1) in Britannia Romana:

or The Roman Antiquities of Britain.

The development of an academic discourse with regard to the Germanic migrants in
Roman Britain owes everything to the Humanist Renaissance and to the Enlightenment
of the eighteenth century. In Britain, there had been a longstanding fascination with the
Romano-British heritage and with the Anglo-Saxon communities who traced their
ancestral descent to Germanic migrants of post-Roman times. These two discrete
phases in Britain’s history were enshrined in the earliest insular manuscripts (Gildas de
Excidio 23; Bede Historia Ecclesiastica 15; Nennius Historia Brittonum 31), and they
were perpetuated in Geoffrey of Monmouth’s Historia Regum Britanniae, the chief
historical exegesis of the medieval period (Kumar 2003, 63). However, the re-discovery
of the classical sources during the Humanist Renaissance rattled the authority of these
insular manuscripts — showing that Britain had received a significant influx of
Germanic settlers during Roman times. The sources indicated that these settlers were
descended from Germanic communities in both Free Germany, as well as in the Roman
provinces of Germania Inferior, Germania Superior and Gallia Belgica. These sources
were, therefore, just as important for Continental research as for scholarship in Britain.

This meant, then, that Britain’s Roman and post-Roman past was no longer confined to



the insular and early medieval manuscripts. Instead, this past became part of an
international scholarly discourse, shaped increasingly by empirical investigations in the
fields of history, archaeology and linguistics, which, in themselves, were frequently
moulded by the changing social, political and ethnic allegiances of the time.

This chapter traces the evolution of academic thought with regards to the
Germanic migrants in Roman Britain. Then, it provides a break-down of the current
methods and attitudes, followed by an outline of the research undertaken in this thesis
in the light of previous research. Overall, the linguistic, archaeological and
geographical scope of the evidence in question calls for an inter-disciplinary approach,

taking into account the evidence available in other countries as well as in Britain.

1.2 The ‘Germanisirung’ of Roman Britain: a Literary Review

In current academic discussions, the most well-known research into the Germanic
settlers of Roman Britain concerns Anglo-Saxon specialists such as J. N. Myres (1956,
1969) and Margaret Gelling (1967, 1976, 1988). However, it has been largely
forgotten, perhaps because the experts drew no attention to this themselves, that a more
widespread debate had already been instigated on the same subject more than a century
before their own investigations. This debate also bore a rather more international tone.
For instance, the German scholar Johan Lappenberg (1834, 43) claimed in volume one

of his Geschichte von England (History of England) that in the Roman period there was
| already decisive evidence for the ‘Germanisirung Britanniens’ (Germanisation of
Britain). This evidence was based on the classical and epigraphic records indicating the
presence of Germanic settlers and soldiers in Britain in Roman times — sources which
were already understood through the works of such scholars as William Camden
(1586), John Hodgson (1820) and, particularly, John Horsley in his Britannia Romana
(see Horsley 1732, 86-97, 195-332, 472-488). However, Lappenberg’s confident
conviction about Britain’s premature reception to German stimuli — in anticipation of
the Anglo-Saxon migrations — was part of an ongoing dialogue between Britain and the
other countries instigated at a time when pro-Germanic sympathies amongst the
English-speaking nations had only recently gained ground.

In the medieval and into the early modern periods, the people of Britain had

instead taken more of an active and scientific interest in the philologically Celtic roots

of all its ancient ‘British’ inhabitants. Geoffrey of Monmouth’s Historia Regum



Britanniae had glorified King Arthur and the other British kings, whose realm only
eventually became enslaved under the yoke of the Anglo-Saxons (Hills 2003, 30).
Then, in 1582, these ancient narratives were verified through empirical research. The
Scotsman George Buchanan argued in his Rerum Scoticarum Historia that, before the
‘coming of the Anglo-Saxons’ the native language spoken throughout Britain was
Celtic in origin — the forerunner of the existing Welsh, Gaelic and Manx languages
(Evans 1999; Collis 1999, 2003, 37). Buchanan used the Celtic place-name elements
| (briga, dunum, magus and duro) in the recently rediscovered classical sources (Pliny,
Strabo, Ptolemy, Antonine Itinerary) to bolster his views, indicating that Celtic
languages were not only dominant throughout Britain, but that they were shared by the
Gauls and other peoples across much of southwest Europe (Collis 1999).

His scholarly and philological observations were to some extent politically
expedient at a time when Britain was moving towards unification under James I
(James VI of Scotland) (see Collis 1999). Nevertheless, from the eighteenth century
onwards the Germanic, the ancestral origins of the Anglo-Saxons, otherwise known as
the English, came to hold a special place in Britain’s history (Kidd 1999, 185-210;
Hingley 2000, 63-71; Hills 2003, 32; Kumar 2003, 174-205; Mandler 2006, 87). This
interest came at a time when the British realm was ruled by a line of monarchs from
northern Germany - the House of Hanover since 1714. It was also at a time when the
English-speaking nations, in addition to their Roman heritage (see Hingley 2000),
. were increasingly making use of their Germanic ancestry to justify colonial expansion
into other countries — this ancestry being used to legitimize their current wave of
wanderlust and territorial annexation. For instance, the ethnonym WASP (White
Anglo-Saxon Protestants) in the United States owes much to the fact that the Founding
Fathers and Whig Liberalists claimed that it was the ‘Saxon ancestry’ of the American
colonists which gave them the natural right to build for themselves a free and
independent state (Hall 1997; Sykes 2006, 40).

These pro-Germanic and political sentiments naturally influenced the tenor of
scholarship within the incipient discipline of the Anglo-Saxon period. Professional
research in this field began in the first part of the nineteenth century (White 1971, 586;
Kumar 2003, 204; Hills 2003, 34), and in accordance with the nationalist sentiments of
the times, the earliest scholars looked upon the Anglo-Saxons as their direct
forerunners, referring to Bede and the Anglo-Saxons as ‘our forefathers’ (Wright

1847, 50; Freeman 1871, 3) and ‘our ancestors’ (Guest 1851). However, the scholars
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held conflicting views over the Anglo-Saxons’ own ancestral origins. Edward
Freeman and Edwin Guest were rather traditional in their approach, sharing strong
Christian beliefs themselves, and placing total faith in the familiar, insular sources for
the diachronic stages of Anglo-Saxon development (see Guest 1851, 1860, 1883, 193—
218; Freeman 1871). Explicit in this regard is Freeman’s (1871, 33) statement when
he declares that:

our old Chronicle, then, the oldest English history, the book you

should reverence next after your Bibles and Homer, tells us that the

first Teutonic Kingdoms in Britain began in the year 449.
Conversely, John Kemble, Francis Palgrave and Thomas Wright were not only less
austere in their Christian beliefs, they were more inclined to make use of both
archaeological evidence and the classical records (Wiley 1979, 237; Hills 2003, 36;
Williams 2006). This made them less inclined to use the insular sources in isolation,
and they shared some of the attitudes towards the veracity of these sources as John
Horsley had maintained before them (see 1.1). Thus, this difference in perspective and
in the historical sources these scholars used equipped them with the empirical means
for tracing the roots of Anglo-Saxon societies to far earlier than the migrations of the
fifth century. As John Kemble (1849, 15) stated, for instance, in his Saxons in Britain:

The object of this rapid sketch has been to show the improbability of

our earliest records being anything more than ill-understood and

confused traditions, accepted without criticism by our first annalists,

and to refute the opinion long entertained by our chroniclers, that the

Germanic settlements in England really date from the middle of the

fifth century.
Instead, these scholars employed the classical sources to trace the earliest trajectories
of the Germanic settlements in Britain to two earlier phases. The second, and more
pervasive, phase dated to the Roman period, and it resulted from ‘Teutonic families’
(Kemble 1849, 10) and ‘Teutonic auxiliaries’ (Palgrave 1867, 16), who were ‘chiefly
recruited from Germany’ (Wright 1861a, 76). The earliest phase, however, dated to
the Iron Age when even the pre-existing ‘British’ tribes were thought to have shared
racial and philological Germanic roots (Palgrave 1867; Kemble 1849, 8-11; Wright
1852, 1861a & b). For instance, Wright (1852, 3) declared that ‘the Belgae were
themselves a Teutonic race,” and he implied the same for ‘the population of the North

of Scotland’ (Wright 1861b, 29). Scholars specialising in the Late Iron Age had
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already advanced similar views, such as James Macpherson (1737-1796) and John
Pinkerton (1758-1826) (Kidd 1999, 188-204). These views were also heavily
informed by the classical accounts. For instance, Tacitus (Agricola 12) claimed that
the people in Scotland were racially similar to the Germans, and Julius Caesar (de
Bello Gallico 2.4; 6.12) declared the Belgae in Britain were descended from the
Continental Belgae who were themselves of quasi-German derivation.

The continuing dialbgue about the Germanic and the suspected Germanic
settlers in Britain, therefore, owed much to the classical authorities. However, the
premise that these incomers spoke philologically Germanic languages — forerunners of
the languages spoken by the Anglo-Saxons — was more deeply indebted to ideas long

fostered about the Germani on the Continent.

1.2.1 The Germani in Linguistics and Archaeology

Whilst it was commonly assumed that Celtic languages were spoken throughout much
of western and central Europe (Augstein 1988), in line with the Scotsman George
Buchanan’s initial arguments (see 1.2), the notion that the Germani spoke primitive
versions of existing Germanic languages came to the fore during the Renaissance, and
this was very much boosted by the rediscovery and publication of Tacitus’ Germania
(Krieger 1975, 79-81; Kumar 2003, 91). In the earliest, modern preface to this
classical work, the Italian Humanist Aeneas Sylvius — later known as Pope Pius II
(1405-1464) — hailed the Germani as the cultural and linguistic antecedents of the
current inhabitants in the German Holy Roman Empire (Krieger 1975, 79). These
sentiments quickly gained popularity amongst the contemporary Dutch and German
inhabitants themselves, who increasingly exploited these claims to the disadvantage of
the Holy Roman Empire by promoting their own nationalist agendas (Schama 1996,
100-120).

The evidence provided about these Germanic peoples in the literary sources was
then bolstered by parallel research within the growing number of other types of
sciences. For instance, comparative philology became a recognised science in the first
part of the nineteenth century and German scholars played an important role in this
nascent field. In 1813, it was first proposed that many of the languages in Europe and
Asia were descended from a common ‘Indo-European’ source (Mallory 1989, 14-18),
and the German linguists August Schleicher (1821-1868) and Johannes Schmidt

(1843-1901) were particularly instrumental in continuing research. They showed that,
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whilst the Celtic languages were more closely related to the Italic languages in the
West, the Germanic languages shared closer similarities with the Baltic and Slavic
languages, thereby indicating a likely centre of linguistic development in the Northern
European Plain (Figs. 1.2a and 1.2b). The archaeological evidence was then used to
define the ancient distributions of the Germanic languages, as the Corded Ware (3200
BC-1800 BC), and Jastorf (500 BC-120 BC) Cultures corresponded with the parts of
northern and central Europe where the ancient authors claimed the Germani were
. situated (Schutz 1983, 309-317; Rives 1999, 2-6; Fig. 1.3). It therefore stood to
reason that the areas of the Rhineland and Danube were zones of intensive contact
between Celtic and Germanic speakers, and German philologists became particularly
adept in both Celtic as well as German philology (Schmidt 1986; Evans 1999).

It was because of these opinions about the Germani on the Continent that
scholars became interested in the Germanic peoples entering Roman Britain. The
strong political relations between the English and the German nations were also
conducive to the‘ dissemination of ideas, and John Kemble, for instance, made
extensive use of German scholarship in his Saxons in England, having both worked
and studied at Munich and Heidelberg, and being a lifelong friend of the German
philologist Jacob Grimm (Wiley 1971a, 1971b; 1979, 237; Hills 2003, 36).

This collaborative relationship with German scholars also, naturally, filtered into
the study and interpretation of the Roman inscriptions in Britain — many of which had
been set up by Germanic auxiliary units stationed on Hadrian’s Wall. Charles Roach
~ Smith and Thomas Wright were two of the earliest British scholars to draw attention to
these inscriptions, comparing the non-Roman deities recorded on the British frontiers
with the names of Germanic deities already extensively researched at such sites as
Cologne. The scholars thus claimed that the British specimens, such as Hveteri,
Alatervae, Viradesthis, Harimellae, Vitiris, were ‘adopted from Germanic terms’
(Smith and Wright 1847, 245), and they concluded from this that ‘a Teutonic
population was gradually intruding itself into this island in the later Roman period’
(Smith and Wright 1847, 250).

Collaborative research between German and British scholars to some extent
persisted into the latter part of the nineteenth century, and one of the most monumental
achievements of this partnership was the publication of the British volume of Corpus
Inscriptionum Latinarum (CIL 7) in 1873. The Koniglich—-Preuflische Akademie der

Wissenschaften (Royal Prussian Academy of Sciences) had initially set up this
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international compilation of Roman inscriptions in 1853, and Francis Haverfield was
the key figure responsible for bringing together the British collection (Schmidt 2001;
Freeman 2007). Haverfield was also interested in the Germanic deities recorded in
Britain’s inscriptions in general, and he wrote two important papers on the subject (see
Haverfield 1892, 1918).

However, from the latter part of the nineteenth century onwards, changing
political circumstances took their toll on the nature of academic research. This is
~ because pro-Germanic sentiments lost their popularity during the build-up to, and
culmination of, two World Wars (Jones 1997, 3; Legendre 1999; Hingley 2000, 62-74;
Sykes 2006, 39-43), and the German Reich had even made use of archaeological and
linguistic research on ancient Germanic expansions to legitimise the annexation of
other countries (Jones 1997, 16; Goffart 2002, 26; Markey 2001; Mees 2004). The
result was that the evidence for Germanic migrants in Britain was not traced back
further than was necessary, and the research into the Germanic migrants in Roman
times was effectively discontinued in the disciplines of both Romano-British and
Anglo-Saxon studies. In Germany, research in this field only mounted in strength, and
the philologists Georg Werle (1910) and Siegfried Gutenbrunner (1936) put the
recently completed CIL volumes to good use, collecting the Germanic personal names
and deities which seemed to be especially concentrated in Britain, Germany and the
Low Countries. In a paper published in the English journal Archaeologia Aeliana,
Gutenbrunner (1938, 294) even pointed out that ‘Germans must have been strongly
- represented among the population in the neighbourhood of Hadrian’s Wall’,
Nonetheless, these philological observations and opinions were no longer embraced by
scholars working in Britain. Robin Collingwood (1937, 268) epitomises the change in
British attitudes when he stated, in Roman Britain and the English Settlements, that the
Germanic names recorded in the British inscriptions were little more than ‘linguistic
curiosities” with ‘slender historical interest’. His sentiments represent a marked shift
from what Charles Roach Smith and Thomas Wright had concluded about the
inscriptions less than a century before. Some of these sentiments were certainly
shaped by cooler foreign relations with Germany. Nonetheless, on another level, the
physical evidence for a ‘Dark Age Britain’ following the collapse of Roman ruie,
allowed scholars in Britain to pay little attention to the Germanic settlers of Roman
times for understanding Anglo-Saxon developments. This perspective was bolstered

by intensified archaeological research since the general lacuna in material culture,
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coupled with major discontinuations in the occupation of the Roman towns, villas and
forts, pointed to an almost complete, cultural separation between the Roman and post-
Roman periods. This all meant that early medieval authors were once again restored
to an unrivalled position in understanding Anglo-Saxon developments (White 1971),
and the studies of the Anglo-Saxon period returned solely to the early medieval insular
sources for their historical guidance (Guest 1883; Chadwick 1907; Green 1916; Leeds
1913; Leeds and Hardens 1936). In these accounts, no heed was paid to either the

classical accounts or to the Germanic migrants of Roman times. However, the
| investigations initiated in the second part of the twentieth century paved the way for a

revival in some of the older attitudes.

1.2.2 Renewal of Research in the mid-Twentieth Century
The research kick-started in the 1950s and 1960s is certainly better remembered and
more commonly cited than the scholarship of earlier times. However, Anglo-Saxon
scholars were largely responsible for initiating this interest as opposed to Romanists.
Since many scholars specialising in the Roman army had seen service in the World
Wars (de la Bédoyére 2001, 17; James 2002), the evidence for Germanic soldiers on
their own soil was perhaps not at the forefront of their agenda. More importantly, as is
discussed shortly, there was no longer any certainty that the provincial, Germanic
soldiers spoke philologically Germanic languages (see 1.3).

Nonetheless, Anglo-Saxon scholars became much more interested in the
: Gérmanic ‘mercenary’ soldiers who came to Britain in the late Roman period, and
there are two main reasons for this interest. One was the more sophisticated techniques
used in archaeology, which made these scholars once again sceptical about the
veracity of the insular narratives for tracing the ultimate origins of the English (White
1971). For one, the archaeological fecord could not fully endorse the threefold
settlement of ‘Anglian’, ‘Saxon’ and ‘Jutish’ peoples in distinct regions of the island.
Instead there was a bias of material evidence in the southern regions of the island,
whilst many of the pioneer settlements and burials were often adjacent to former
Roman settlements. This threw into doubt the supposed cultural and demographic
separation between the Roman and Anglo-Saxon periods (Leeds 1936, 41-78; Myres
1948, 1951; Hawkes 1956; Lethbridge 1956).

However, the second reason was that excavations underway on the Continent

led to a renewed interest in the subject of the Germanic soldiers in Roman Britain. In
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a seminal paper, the German scholar Joachim Werner (1950) argued that the dress
accessories of brooches and belt-fittings within the row graves of late Roman Gaul
were evidence for Germanic /aeti — that is mercenary soldiers stationed in Northern
Gaul in the third and fourth centuries and referred to in the classical sources (see 6.3).
This finding affected the tone of Anglo-Saxon research, not only for the fact that such
late Roman artefacts were recovered from both Anglo-Saxon contexts and burials in
addition to Roman ones, but also for the reason that the dress accessories were the
prototypes for certain Anglo-Saxon brooches and belt-fittings. This overlap and
 stylistic link in material culture consequently implied a demographic and cultural
continuity between, on the one hand, the Anglo-Saxons, and on the other, the
Germanic soldiers of late Roman times, who were referred to as laeti, foederati and
mercenaries (Kirk and Leeds 1953; Hawkes and Dunning 1961).

These interpretations of dress accessories filtered into other avenues of Anglo-
Saxon research. The ceramics expert J. N. L. Myres posited, _for instance, that certain
Germanic vessels in Britain dated to the Roman period. He attributed these wares to
Germanic soldiers accompanied by their families (see Myres 1956, 1969, 62-83;
Myres and Green 1973, 13-43; Myres and Southern 1974). Similarly, the place-name
scholar Margaret Gelling argued that Germanic soldiers were probably responsible for
coining many of the earliest Anglo-Saxon toponyms (Gelling 1967, 1976, 1988). One
of these toponyms was Old English ceaster ‘fort’ — in names such as ‘Buchecastre’
modern Bewéastle, ‘Henﬁecastre’ modern Hincaster — which is recognised as an
insular borrowing of the Latin castra (fort), singular to Old English, and not loaned
into the other Germanic languages. Gelling attributed this transmission to Germanic
mercenaries and Jaeti serving in the Roman army.

As a result, these new approaches in the study of Anglo-Saxon ceramics, dress-
accessories and place-names meant that, after more than a century, the Germanic
inhabitants of Roman Britain had once again been restored to a pivotal position in the
origins of the English. Myres’ (1986) revised edition of The English Settlements
dedicated an entire chapter to the significance of Germanic contacts in Roman times,
making good use of the classical sources, and bolstered by the archaeological
evidence. Little attention was drawn towards the Germanic auxiliaries, and Myres
(1986, 75) concluded that ‘there is little reason to suppose that they left any sharper
racial impression on the population of northern Britain than did the Pannonians or

Rhaetians at Great Chester or the Lusitanians at High Rochester.” However, the
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Germanic mercenaries of the late Roman period were deemed more significant. Leslie
Alcock (1969, 230) epitomises the confident assertions once perpetuated during this
time when he stated that:

an archaeologist must stress at once that the initial contacts between

the Britons and the Germanic ancestors of the English lie back in the

third century.

1.3 Current Arguments in Archaeology, Ethnicity and Linguistics

"In contemporary scholarship, the nascent phases of Anglo-Saxon development are
more tantalising than ever before. It is no longer the case that works such as the Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle are seen as providing objective facts about the earliest Germanic
settlements. Instead, the references to the three boats-full of Angles, Saxons and Jutes,
together with their north German commanders Hengist and Horsa (see Garmonsway
1990, 13; Bede Historia Ecclesiastica 23) are interpreted as ancient ‘myths of origin’
showing how the Anglo-Saxons’ own patterns of fictional descent were fixed around
the importance of Germanic ancestors (Hunter 1974; Yorke 1993; Moreland 2000;
Hills 2003, 25-8). These legends may well have been partially spawned by the pioneer
immigrants themselves, since they belong to a common genre of ‘Germanic
foundation traditions’, shared by the other Germanic peoples for which there are
records (Yorke 1993, 46), such as the Goths, tracing their descent via three ships from
Scandinavia (Jordanes Getica 17. 94), and the Vandals, who traced their lineage to a
~ pair of semi-divine brothers (Wolfram 1997, 43). Nevertheless, the eighth-century
context of the Anglo-Saxon records means that the original myths have been
significantly altered by more recent circumstances in the Anglo-Saxons’ history.
What now seems clear, for instance, is that many of the Germanic immigrants entering
Britain were unlikely to have referred to themsel?es as ‘Angles’, ‘Saxons’ and ‘Jutes’
as the origin myth suggests. Instead, the ‘Anglian’ ethnonym only came into popular
circulation in the sixth century. This was in the context of Christian conversion — when
‘Angli’ was used as a play on Latin angeli meaning ‘angels’ (Wormald 1983; Brooks
1999). Moreover, the native Britons were largely responsible for cultivating the
‘Saxon’ label as a generic and ‘etic’ term for any Germanic incomers from overseas.
It is in this context that the British cleric Gildas (c. 516-570) employs the term, and the

conviction that the Britons were routinely referring to the Germanic incomers in this
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way is known because the existing Welsh term for ‘English’ — Saesneg — stems
originally from the same word ‘Saxon’ (Dumville 1984; Wright 1984). It seems, then,
that the native Britons were responsible for calling the Germanic incomers the
‘Saxons’, as the incomers themselves were responsible for calling the native Britons
the ‘Welsh’ (see Faull 1975).

A more careful reading of the extant literature has, therefore, indicated to many
scholars that the Germanic ancestors of the English were much more heterogeneous in
their ethnic composition than has previously been supposed (see Hills 1979; Sims-
. Williams 1983; Williamson 1993, 53; Moreland 2000). These extant sources include
Procopius (c. 500-565), who refers to the presence of Frisians in Britain (Procopius
8.20), a medieval source mentions the arrival of pagans from ‘Germany’ in the fifth
century, ‘who have no name because their leaders were many’ (Moreland 2000, 37).
Moreover, Bede (Historia Ecclesiastica 5.9) even indicates, in a later passage of his
History, that the Angles and Saxons owed their descent to nationes ‘peoples’ in
‘Germany’, peoples whom the Britons referred to as the Garmani.

One might have thought that these nuanced and sophisticated approaches
towards the heterogenerous composition of the Anglo-Saxons would have made the
evidence for Germanic settlers in Roman Britain an even more intriguing source of
scholarly debate. However, this has not been the case. It is still highlighted frequently
that Germanic peoples had entered Roman Britain (Laing 1979, 28-30; Johnson 1980,
129; Arnold 1984; Nielsen 1989, 162; Williamson 1993, 50; Wolfram 1997, 246;
Moreland 2000, 32; Hills 2003, 12; Todd 2001, 85; Todd 2004, 206; Mattingly 2006,
168; Sykes 2006, 253-4). However, the overall importance of these settlers,
particularly for post-Roman developments, has come under heated criticism. For
instance, Simon Esmonde Cleary’s (1989a) The Ending of Roman Britain remains
categorically one of the most influential works of its time, and its post-script on
‘continuity and change’ attributed little consequence to the pre-existing Germanic
peoples for post-Roman circumstances (see Esmonde Cleary 1989a, 188-205).
Similarly, Margaret Gelling (1993, 55) retracted her viewpoints (about the importation
of Germanic languages in Roman times: see 1.2.1), stating that ‘we are no longer able |
to postulate the presence of a large number of Germanic people in Roman Britain so
the timescale cannot be lengthened in that direction’. The importance of these settlers
for post-Roman developments has, therefore, once again been dropped from the

agenda of Anglo-Saxon research, and as John Moreland (forthcoming a) points out,
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none of the papers in Nick Higham’s (2006) Britons in Anglo-Saxon England pay any
heed to the arrival of Germanic peoples or Germanic languages in Roman times.

Two principal reasons can be underlined for this change in affairs. One reason is
that much of the archaeological evidence for the Germanic migrants in Roman Britain
has not stood up to scrutiny. Scholars have, for example, rejected the Roman date of
certain Germanic items (see 6.4), whilst at the same time the ‘Germanic’ styles of
other dress-accessories and ceramics are shown to have employed innovative Roman
techniques, which were simply carried on into the succeeding Anglo-Saxon period.
This continuity in styles-is striking and would benefit from further enquiry, but as
Catherine Hills (2003, 90) contends, it is ‘upside down reasoning’ to suggest that these
widespread Roman techniques would have necessarily suggested a Germanic presence
in the Roman period.

The second problem, however, is that there is not even a clear understanding
whether or not the vast majority of Germanic settlers in Roman Britain would have
spoken philologically Germanic languages. This rather mitigates the importance of
the migrants for understanding Anglo-Saxon developments. These philological
uncertainties, naturally, stem from the conflicting opinions maintained on the
Continent about the languages spoken by the ancient Germani and by the Germanic
provincials in particular.

It is known that the Germanic peoples of the Migration Period spoke Germanic
languages, namely the Anglo-Saxons themselves, as well as the Franks, Saxons,
Frisians, Alamanni, Burgundians, Langobardi and Goths. This is confirmed by the
various records written in philologically Germanic languages, such as the runic
inscriptions, mainly concentrated in Denmark from the third century onwards, and the
manuscripts and glosses written in the languages of Old Frankish, Old Saxon, Old
Frisian, Old Alemannic, Old Bavarian, Langobardic and Gothic (Forston 2004; Todd
1992; Looijenga 1997, 2004).

It is also commonly understood that Germanic languages were spoken
throughout much of Free Germany by as early as the first century BC. The
philological evidence for this is discussed in greater depth in section 4.2, and it is
based on the lexis, deities, ethnonyms and place-names recorded for the people in
Free Germany exhibiting Germanic phonetic traits. For instance, the name of the
Marcomanni means ‘border men’, and they were a people situated on the basin of the
River Elbe (Wolfram 1997, 40). AsJ. B. Rives (1999, 3) also summarises in a recent

12



preface to Tacitus’ Germania, ‘we may be fairly certain, then, that many or even most
peoples whom the Romans called Germani did in fact speak Germanic’. Nonetheless,
the situation within the Roman provinces themselves remains the most complex issue.
There is no consensus whether or not the Germani within the imperial borders of the
Rhineland spoke such Germanic languages, and as Rives (1999, 9) himself admits in
regards to these philological concerns, ‘the situation in the north-west is hotly
disputed’. Another problem is that the way in which the German Nationalist Socialist
Party exploited linguistic evidence in order to justify territorial annexation has made -
the evidence for Germanic languages outside Germany an extremely sensitive issue
* (Toorians 2005, 1192). As a result, many scholars have simply alluded to the
Rhenish frontiers as zones of ‘linguistic contact’ between the various Germanic,
Celtic and Latin languages, without specifying whether any of the ‘tribes’ or peoples
within the provinces genuinely spoke Germanic languages (Schmidt 1980, 34;
Nielsen 1989, 145; Green 1998, 5; Eck 2004). Other scholars have contended that it
is simply not understood what languages were spoken in these areas (Hachmann
1971, 16-30; Wells 1999, 109). Rolf Hachmann (1971, 16) claims, for instance, that
‘the few Germanic personal names tell us little about the language, the few recorded
words even less’. _

Still popular in many publications is the hypothesis, initially proposed by Hans
Kuhn (1959; 1962), that the peoples spoke a native language neither Celtic nor
Germanic in derivation, commonly referred to as the ‘Nordwestblock’ (Griffen 1979,
191; Todd 1987, 33; Mallory 1989, 85, 274; Polomé 1990; Schrijver 2001;
Oppenheimer 2006, 277). But, in contrast to this, other scholars have maintained that
the Germanic provincials did speak philologically Germanic languages (Weisgerber
1968, 118; Neumann 1983, 1986; Nielsen 1989, 145; Carroll 2001, 118, 130), whilst
linguists in the Low Countries have been more inclined to insist that the provincials
within their own borders mainly spoke philologically Celtic languages (Schrijver
1995a, 1995b; Toorians 2000, 2005, 2006).

On a broader level, the significance of the native languages spoken by the
Germanic provincials is often downplayed by the rather untested assumption that
native languages played little part in their social and ethnic relations. For instance, as
Michael Kulikowski (2002, 69) claims in his paper about Germanic groups, ‘we know
that before the Carolingian era, language was not regarded as a sign of ethnic

distinction’. The implication of these lines of reasoning has been that the Germanic
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provincials Were unlikely to have maintained their native tongue as a structuring
component within their ethnic and kin-based personas. This situation would then have
paved the way for their rapid conversion to Latin out of perceived social and economic
incentives. Therefore, it has even been proposed that the Germanic provincials entirely
relinquished their native languages in favour of Latin, and that the only reason
Germanic languages gained ascendancy west of the Rhine was because of the
Germanic intrusions of the Migration Period. Otherwise, Latin-based ‘Romance’
languages would have béen dominant in these Rhenish regions too, on par with the
linguistic situation in France and Spain (see Derks and Roymans 2002, 2003; Schrijver
" 2002; Toorians 2006).

All in all, these conflicting dialogues in Continental philology, combined with
the problem of identifying the Germanic migrants in Britain through archaeological
remains, have resulted in no attempt to provide a holistic assessment of the evidence
for these groups in Britain. It is also not understood with any clarity whether the
Germanic auxiliaries entering Britain would have spoken philologically Germanic
languages, and James Adams (1995, 129) sums up some of these uncertainties when
he states that one of the Batavian prefects stationed at Vindolanda, Flavius Cerialis
(see 3.4.1), was possibly ‘a Germanic (or Celtic(?)) speaker’. Anthony Birley (2002,
59) similarly alludes to the possibilitylof a ‘Celtic and even a Germanic language’
spoken at the same fort.

Presently, geneticists as opposed to Roman or Anglo-Saxon scholars have voiced
the keenest speculations with regards to the early importation of Germanic languages
- to Britain. Stephen Oppenheimer (2006, 269-283) has gone full circle, to the opinions
popular in the nineteenth century (see 1.2), by arguing that the native, southern Britons
were already speaking Germanic languages in the prehistoric periods, and that these
languages were bolstered by the presence of Germanic soldiers in the Roman army.
His argument is not based on any linguistic evidence as such, but more recent papers
have argued that the native Britons in the southern part of the island were already
speaking a Germanic language, including the Belgae in Winchester and the Iceni in
Norfolk (Goormachtigh and Durham 2009; Nash Briggs forthcoming). This evidence
will undoubtedly have a significant impact in future debates, though it does not impact
directly on the linguistic backgrounds of the Germanic peoples entering Roman
Britain. Nevertheless, John Pattison (2008) is another geneticist to draw attention to

the Germanic soldiers in Roman Britain: he has attributed the influx of Germanic
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speakers to the ‘Belgic Gauls, Batavians and other Germanic tribes from north-west
Europe,” who served in the Roman auxiliaries. However, in his work, there is not even
the slightest recognition, maintained in the other disciplines, that soldiers raised from
Roman provinces, serving in the Roman army, might have been conversing in Latin,
let alone the other native vernaculars under consideration, as opposed to philologically

Germanic languages.

1.4 Methodology and Scope of Research

The scope of this research'is essentially two-fold and inter-disciplinary. It examines
- the evidence for Germanic settlers, and particularly, the Germanic soldiers in Roman
Britain. It also considers whether these immigrants spoke philologically Germanic
languages as has often been suspected.

The ‘Germanic’ groups under investigation are those referred to as Germani in
Roman ethnic discourse. These people résided in the Roman provinces of Germania
Inferior, Germania Superior, and Gallia Belgica, as well as in ‘Free Germany’ - a
territory which, according to ancient geography, ran from the mouth of the Vistula in
the north, to the regions of the Danube in the south (Wolfram 1997, 3; Fig. 1.1). In
Britain, the Germanic auxilia sent to the province in the first and second centuries
were primarily raised from the impérial provinces within the borders of the Rhineland.
However, the irregular, ‘mercenary’ forces, which were dispatched to the province in
the third and fourth centuries, were largely solicited from Free Germany itself.

In this research, an inter-disciplinary approach is essential in order to address the

social and linguistic cbmponents which have continually dogged the study of the
| GeﬁMc immigrants in Roman Britain. The inter-disciplinary nature of this thesis lies
in it taking stock of both British and Continental empirical research, not only in an
historical and archaeological point of view, but in regards with the linguistic evidence.

There are numerous pitfalls when one discipline seeks assistance from another,
and as Catherine Hills (2003, 13) points out, ‘despite sustained attempts, real inter-
disciplinary dialogue is rare because it is extremely difficult.” In order to overcome
some of these problems, the technical and linguistic terms have often been simplified
in this thesis, and the Latin and non-English terms provided with English translations,
so as to make the results of this research at least broadly accessible to a number of

disciplines. Moreover, in view of the ongoing controversies over the languages
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spoken by the Germanic provincials, the linguistic data is not discussed until chapfers
4 and S. This is so that the results of this research can be compared against the
historical and archaeological data discussed in chapters 2 and 3. Nonetheless, the
linguistic data for the later irregular and mercenary units is discussed holistically in
chapter 6. This is because there is greater assurance that irregular and mercenary
soldiers recruited from Free Germany in the late Roman period would have spoken

philologically Germanic languages.

The structure of the thesis is as follows. Notwithstanding this introduction in chapter

~ 1 and the conclusion in chapter 7, the thesis is divided into five other chapters:

Chapter 2 focuses on the Continental backdrop, that is the Germanic ‘tribes’ (peoples),
war-bands and military units, particularly those whose members came to Roman

Britain.

Chapter 3 looks specifically at the Germanic provincial soldiers and the Germanic
auxilia stationed in Britain, together with the units’ ongoing patterns of recruitment,
social and religious networks, as well as sustained connections with their ‘Germanic’

homelands.

Chapter 4 provides an overview of the linguistic evidence for Germanic languages
spoken on the Continent, especially for the provinces of Germania Inferior, Germania

Superior and Gallia Belgica.

Chapter 5 evaluates the linguistic data for the Germanic aquxilia stationed in Britain,
using both the Roman inscriptions and the writing-tablets, the latter being mainly

generated by the Batavian and Tungrian cohorts stationed at Vindolanda.

Chapter 6 evaluates the various sources of evidence available for the Germanic
irregular units sent to Britain in the third and fourth centuries, who were largely

solicited from Free Germany.

The purpose of this thesis is, therefore, to contribute to the existing body of literature

about Roman Britain, the Roman army, as well as about Germanic peoples on the
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Continent. The overall results of this research are essentially heuristic, intended to
stimulate further research and academic debate. The importance of this material for
later developments would also have to be addressed in studies more specific to the
post-Roman period. However, it remains plausible that the evidence for Germanic-
speaking immigrants in Britain in Roman times would throw new dimensions on the

ancestry of the Anglo-Saxons and on the origins of the English language.
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2. Germanic Peoples, Provinces and Auxiliary Units

2.1 Introduction

One of the most significant moments in the Rhineland’s Roman history was the
Batavian Revolt (AD 69). This was when Germanic groups — often referred to as tribes
— mounted a concerted insurrection against the Roman government because of
excessive demands for peregrine soldiers to be recruited into the Roman army (Tacitus
Historiae 4.13-14). The Batavians were the leaders in this insurrection, and they were
joined by many Germanic auxilia and Germanic tribal groups from both sides of the
River Rhine. Epigraphic sources reveal that the Empire did not interpret the episode as
a ‘Batavian Revolt’ as such, but as a conflict (adversum) against the Germani (Alfsldy
1968, 166; CIL 11. 5210, 5211).

This chapter focuses on the literary and archaeological backdrop to the emergence
of these Germanic groups, beginning with the earliest attestations of the Germani, and
moving on to consider the uneven consolidation of some of these groups in the Roman
Empire up to the mid-third century AD. The peoples receiving principal discussion are
those whose members and military units are known to have entered Britain: the Batavi,
Tungri, Frisiavones, Texuandri, Condrusi, Marsacii, Baetasi and Sunuci in Lower
Germany, the Vangiones, Mattiaci and Suebi in Upper Germany, the Belgic Menapii,
Morini, Treveri and Nervii in Gallia Belgica, and lastly, the Usipi and Frisii in Free
Germany.

In this chapter, particular attention is also paid to the responses of these groups
and their auxiliary units to the processes of acculturation and military mobilisation
brought about through Roman rule. The key factor highlighted by this evidence is the
extent to which these Germanic groups differed from the non-Germanic ones in spite of
the level of cultural homogeneity brought about by Roman rule. This evidence can be
used to facilitate the identification and interpretation of the Germanic migrants entering
Roman Britain. It also provides an important benchmark for assessing ‘migrant’
behaviour amongst these Germanic groups in general. This is in view of the fact that

the Germanic provincials were partially a by-product of migration, which is
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documented in the classical sources, the archaeological record, and in some of the

Germanic groups’ reported origin myths.

2.2 The Germani in the Period of the Late Republic (¢c. 113-40 BC)

In Antiquity references to the Germani begin in the opening decades of the first century
BC. Before this, the classical world was oblivious to the existence of a name for such
people. To the Greek historian Ephorus (350 BC), for instance, whose Historiai
supplied later historians with much of their own material, the world was divided into
four main peoples: the Ethiopians, Indians, Scythians and the Keltoi (Celts) in the west
(Tierney 1960, 195; Gregor 1980, 1; Wolfram 1997, 5; Wells 1999, 112). Hecataeus
and Herodotus were the first authors to mention the Keltoi in the sixth and fifth
centuries BC (Griffen 1979, 191; Wells 1999, 101), and the term ‘Gaul’ also came to be
used by the fourth century (Gregor 1980, 7; Wells 1999, 111), which was considered to
be a synonymous term (Polybius Histories 2.17; Diodorus Siculus 5.32.1; Caesar de
Bello Gallico 1.1; Strabo Geographika 4. 1. 1).

In contrast to this, the earliest surviving reference to the Germani occurs around
90 BC — when the Syrian philosopher Posidonius stated in book 30 of his Historiai, that
the ‘Germanoi drank milk and ate roasted meats’. Although these Historiai are now
lost, the citation is preserved in the works of two other authors (Athenaeus
Deipnosophists 4. 153; Eustathius Iliadem 13.6). Apart from mentioning their name,
then, and some specific dietary habits, Posidonius’ surviving citation provides neither a
geographical situation for the Germani nor suggests the name referred to more than one
tribe.

The earliest tribal groups to be equated with the Germani were the Cimbri and
Teutons. The Cimbri were reported to have been situated in a ‘peninsula in the
outermost limits of Gaul’ from as early as the fourth century BC (Strabo Geographika
7.2.1-4), an area which is generally taken to refer to the Jutland peninsula of Denmark
(Carroll 2002). The earliest references to the Teutons date to the fourth century BC,
when Pytheas (c. 310-306 BC) claimed that they were situated in an estuary of the
Ocean (Pliny Naturalis Historia 37.35), an area which is generally equated with the

Baltic Gulf in the Northern European Plain (Simpson-Housley 2006, 18). Nonetheless,
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it was not until the period when migrating factions of both these groups invaded Roman
protectorates at Arausio (Orange), Aquae Sextiae (Aix-en-Provence) and Noreia (in
Austria) in 113 - 101 that they received much attention in the accounts of classical
historians (Wells 1999, 48; Carroll 2002). In view of the ethnographic traditions of the
time, it was natural for these invaders from the west to be initially vfewed as Keltoi
(Appian lllyria 4), and such traditions persisted in Greek ethnographic accounts for a
long period. Strabo (Geographika 7.1.2), for instance, writing in the first century AD,
occasionally referred to the Cimbri as the Keltoi. Nevertheless, others classed these
western raiders not as Celts but as Germans (Plutarch Marius 11.3). More information
about these Germanic peoples was also released to the classical world during the Gallic
Wars (58-52 BC), when Julius Caesar annexed the territories up to the River Rhine and
exposed the peoples of the west to much greater Roman scrutiny. In his account of the
Gallic Wars, Caesar reported that members of the Cimbri and Teutons, together with
the Eburones, Segni, Condrusi, Paemani, Caerosi, were situated on the left bank of the
Lower Rhine and they were known as the Germani cisrhenani — ‘the Germani on this

" side of the Rhine’ (de Bello Gallico 2.3.4; 2.4.10; 2.29.1; 6.2.3; 6.32.1; Fig. 2.1). The
majority of the Germanic groups were, however, situated on the right banks of the
Danube and the Rhine, up to as far as the River Elbe: the Cherusci, Suebi, Usipi,
Tencteri, Sugambri, Vangiones, Ubii, Marcomanni and Nemetes. Clearly by this time,
then, the Cimbri and Teutons, a people allegedly originating in Northern Europe, were
residing on the fringes of annexed Gaul as well. They were also numbered as only a
small fraction of the known Germanic peoples.

In the de Bello Gallico, Caesar makes a number of generic comments about the
Germanic peoples. He states that the Germani were tall, blonde and brave (de Bello
Gallico 1.39; 2.30; Strabo Geographika 7.1.3), that their social organisation was
relatively less stratified than the government of the Gauls (de Bello Gallico 4.23), and
that they depended upon cattle as their main source of livelihood (de Bello Gallico 4.1;
4.22; 6.36). Such information is substantiated in other classical sources, as well as in
the archaeological record, and it can be entertained on a general level (see Rives 1999).

~ Nevertheless, one of the most significant issues upon which Caesar raises concerns
impinges on the topic of migration. Caesar noted that a considerable amount of tension

existed amongst the Rhenish Gallic and Germanic inhabitants and this was not so much
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caused by the groups’ social and cultural differences as by the fact that the cisrhenine
Germanic groups had supposedly migrated into Gallic territories. Rome’s initial
involvement in the Gallic Wars had even been justified by the Germanic migrants’
actions (Drinkwater 1983, 22; de Bello Gallico 1.28-33; Tacitus Histories 4.73), and
the migrations onto the western bank of the Lower Rhine fell into two diachronic
phases. The most recent phase was commensurate with Julius Caesar’s activities in
Gaul, when Germanic groups located on the eastern bank of the Rhine were attempting
to cross over into the western side. For instance, in 58 BC a Suebian named Ariovistus,
titled ‘king of the Germani’ (rex Germanorum) had settled 24,000 of his peoples into
the territory of the Sequani, which was a region lying in the vicinity of the River Arar
(Saone) (de Bello Gallico 1.31, 1.53). Then, in 55 BC the Tencteri and Usipi invaded
Menapian territory located next to the Rhine delta and were repelled in battle (de Bello
Gallico 4. 1-4).

The second phase referred to the Germani cisrhenani. As Maureen Carroll
(2002) also emphasises, what sets the reports of these migrations apart is that they lack
- the temporal precision provided for the recent incursions made by the Suebi, Tencteri
and Usipetes. The incursions of these later groups were, for instance, fixed according
to consular dates and Roman methods of reckoning time. However, the lack of such
precision for the earlier migrations suggests that the reports were gathered from second-
hand, ancestral memories from the native groups themselves. The dependence on such
oral narratives was because these earlier migrations antedated the Roman government’s
direct involvement with the peoples of this area. Such sources of second-hand
information were not only applicable for the migrations of the Germani cisrhenani, but
the Belgae in Norfhem Gaul, whose presence on the western bank of the Rhine was
similarly traced to a series of imprecisely dated migrations:

He discovered that most of the Belgae were of Germanic origin and

had been brought over the Rhine a long time ago and had settled in

their present abode.

Caesar de Bello Gallico 2.4
In the de Bello Gallico, the movement of the Germani cisrhenani is only recorded in
retrospect as subsequent to the arrival of thc Belgae from the same region. For

instance, the Belgae were described as the one people responsible for preventing ‘the
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Cimbri and Teutoni from entering their borders’ (Caesar de Bello Gallico 2.4). This
implies that their movements over to the left bank of the Rhine were earlier than those
of the Germani cisrhenani. Included in the Belgic confederation were the Menapii,
Morini, Treveri and Nervii, the latter being described as the fiercest of the Belgae.

That Julius Caesar col‘lected some of his reports from second-hand sources seems
unsurprising in view of the fact that he liaised with Gallic traders (de Bello Gallico
1.39), Germén prisoners of wars (de Bello Gallico 1.50) and Germanic envoys (de
Bello Gallico 6.32), and he also employed Germanic auxiliary units in his own Roman
army (see below). Nonetheless, what remains most extraordinary about the reports of
these migrations is that they contradict what has been occasionally claimed about
Germanic peoples on the Continent in the Migration Period, who supposedly
maintained few ancestral recollections or origin myths concerning their own migrations
(Goffart 2000). This perspective cannot be as readily sustained here since the classical
accounts imply that some of their information had been gained second-hand from
ancestral memories and narratives traditions.

Out of the peoples mentioned above, a faction of the Belgae had settled in
southern Britain by the late Iron Age (see 1.2), but the other Germanic and Belgic
groups whose members entered Roman Britain are the Condrusi, Menapii, Morini,
Treveri and Nervii from the western bank of the Rhine, and the Suebi, Vangiones and
Usipetes from the eastern bank of the river. Three other groups whose members came
to Britain may already have evolved by this period, and they are the Frisians, Tungrians
and Batavians.

The Frisians were a people located along the entire coastal fringe north of the
Rhine delta as far as Denmark (Germania 34), and since Caesar was ignorant of the
peoples inhabiting these regions (de Bello Gallico 6.31), the Frisians may already have
been present. The earliest mention of Frisians was when Drusus defeated them in an
offensive mission in 12 BC (Dio 54.32). The second report was for the year AD 28
when the Frisians led a revolt against Rome because of excessive imperial demands for
cattle hides to be given in tribute and taxation (Tacitus Annales 4.73).

The Tungrians’ emergence on the western bank of the Lower Rhine has
occasionally been attributed to post-Caesarian circumstances (Carroll 2001, 29;

Roymans 2004, 25). However, this is far from certain. The Tungri are another group
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not mentioned explicitly in de Bello Gallico, though Tacitus claims the ancestors of the
Tungri were the earliest ‘Germans’ to have crossed over into Gaul:
The first tribes in fact to cross the Rhine and expel the Gauls, though
now called Tungri, then bore the name Germans.
Germania 2
It is more than probable, then, that the Germanic ancestors of the Tungri were no one
other than the Cimbri themselves. As mentioned above, the Cimbri were hailed as the
principal group to have invaded Gaul whilst bearing the German name (de Bello
Gallico 2.4; Livy Periochae Librorum 63). Furthermore, the tribal capital of the Tungri
was called Atuatuca (Ptolemy Geographika 2.9.5), and the Atuatuci were a people
mentioned by Julius Caesar as having claimed their descent directly from the
migrations of the ‘Cimbri and the Teutons’ (see de Bello Gallico 2.29). Helmut
Birkhan (1970, 191) and Hermann Reichert (2000) suggest, therefore, that the Atuatuci
and Tungri were one and the same people, and Caesar simply referred to the Tungri by
the name of their capital as opposed to their ethnonym. On etymological grounds, the
~name Atuatuci is indeed likely to have originated as a place-name (see 4.3.1). That the
Tungri would have traced their descent to the Cimbri, the earliest Germanic people
crossing over into the western bank of the Rhine, is also compatible with what Tacitus
states about the Tungrians in his Germania.
The chronological origins of the Batavians are somewhat ambiguous, although
. again they probably came into being in the late Iron Age. The people were located in
the Rhine-Meuse delta, and they were another group supposedly maintaining ‘origin
myths’ about their own migration, tracing some of their ancestors to a splinter-group of
the Chatti in central Germany, who had (during an unspecified time period) migrated
into the insula Batavorum (island of the Batavi) (Tacitus Historiae 4.12; Germania
29.1). The Batavians are not directly mentioned in the Bellum Gallicum, and Caesar
claimed that this part of the Rhine delta instead belonged to the ‘Belgic’ Menapii (de
Bello Gallico 4. 4) as well as the ‘Germanic’ Condrusi (de Bello Gallico 6.31).
Nonetheless, Caesar also referred to ‘fierce barbarians’ (feri barbari) situated in the
~insula Batavorum (de Bello Gallico 4.10), and it is feasible that some of these ‘fierce’

and ‘barbaric’ islanders were already referring to themselves as Batavians by this time.
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Nico Roymans (2004, 56) also posits that the immigrations of the Chattian
splinter group into this part of the Rhineland date to the time of Julius Caesar. He
suggests that the settlement of this group was even facilitated by the favour and
patronage of Julius Caesar himself. As background to this hypothesis, one must
appreciate. that the recruitment of Germanic auxiliary units into the Roman army
initially began under the direction of Julius Caesar. These units, referred to as auxilia
Germanorum (auxilia of Germani), were intended to provide auxiliary support for the
Roman legions, and some of them were mobilised from the peoples, whom Julius
Caesar had recently defeated in Free Germany as part of the terms of surrender he
imposed upon these people (de Bello Gallico 2.35; 7.65-70; 8.10; 8.13). This type of
recruitment was an effective method of conciliation and containment, since it converted
these recently conquered enemies into allies of Rome, obliged to provide military
assistance. Nico Roymans (2004, 55-58) reasonably argues, then, that the antiqua
societas (ancient alliance) between the Batavian people and Rome - for their cohorts to
be raised into the Roman army in lieu of paying taxes — was an alliance forged under
the patronage of Julius Caesar himself. The general may also have been responsible for

introducing the Chattian immigrants into the Rhine delta, who were perhaps the same
migrants as the auxilia Germanorum solicited from Free Germany under the terms of
his ancient alliance. Roymans (2004, 27) argues that the Chattian splinter group may
not have been overly demographically significant, perhaps consisting of a prominent
‘Chattian leader together with his kinsmen and warriors’. This implies that the Chattian
incomers would have integrated with the pre-existing inhabitants of the Batavian island.
Nonetheless, the posthumous bust of Julius Caesar found at Nijmegen points to the
importance of this general in the construction of the ethnic identity of the ‘Chatto-
Batavians’ (Roymans 2004, 212). The fact that Caesar made an alliance with the
Batavians is also bolstered by the claims of Dio (54.32) and Lucan (Pharsalia 1.431)
that Caesar initiated the custom of recruiting Batavian cohorts into the Roman army,
and that these units even fought alongside Julius Caesar during the Civil Wars.

In summary, this all shows that the Germanic groups who came to Britain owed
their descent to c'omplex social and ethnic relationships originating in Free Germany

" and the Rhineland. Moreover, the literary sources show how migration was a key

factor in both the ethnic relationships and origin myths of the Germani cisrhenani
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situated on the western bank of the Rhine. Nonetheless, the importance of migration to
these Germanic groups is also demonstrated by the archaeological evidence and cultural

remains.

2.2.1 Migi'ants and Material Culture

Archaeological material evidence for migration is attested on both sides of the Rhine, in
the areas which classical sources claim were populated by Germanic groups and
migrants. The way in which this evidence was manipulated by the German National
Socialist Party in order to justify territorial annexation in the first part of the twentieth
century (see 1.2.1) has often led to it being described in rather dry and muted terms in
current academic works. Scholars, for instance, simply use the material evidence to date
the migrations, and they briefly refer to such items as a ‘Germanic pot’, a ‘Germanic
burial’ or ‘Germanic settlement’ without explaining the significance of such items for
the new or ‘host’ environment (see Whittaker 1994, 160; Wigg 1999). Nonetheless, we
must not forget that the ‘foreign’ and ‘intrusive’ cultural elements, which stand out in
the archaeologicél record, are likely to have been equally apparent to the ancient
" societies, and we should consider the role of these objects in structuring social networks
as well as ethnic boundaries. Scholars in Anglo-Saxon studies are, for example,
increasingly stressing the significance of the Germanic cultural remains, which were
used by self-perceived migrant communities in Britain to preserve cultural and religious
links with their former homelands (Williams 2001; Moreland 2003, forthcoming a).
The same argﬁment might equally be applied to the Germanic cultural remains in parts
of the Rhineland itself. This means that such evidence should not be seen as a passive
reflection or chronological guide of the migration process. Instead, this evidence
should be seen as an emphatic commentary on the everyday habits of migrant
communities, which shows how these groups structured social relationships with
themselves as well as others through their dialogue with material culture.

In order for the Germanic migrant groups in the Rhineland to be contextualised, it
is essential to appreciate the pre-existing cultural environments the Germanic groups
were moving from, as well as into, so that intrusive elements can be assessed. Cultural
" backgrounds of this kind can only ever be sketched in the most basic of terms, and

scholars appreciate that a plethora of different social structures were manifested across
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much of temperate and northern Europe in the late Iron Age (Collis 2003, 142 — 94).
Nonetheless, it is understood that the territories in much of Gaul are characterised by
greater numbers of stratified settlements and nucleated towns (oppida) than are found
in Scandinavia and in the Northern European Plain. In addition to this, most of the
mortuary rites are not overly diagnostic, but fhe more visible ‘warrior graves’ include
weapons and metalware decorated according to the La Téne style of abstract, geometric
designs and spirals (Derks 1998, 49). The pottery is also mostly wheel-turned, and the
houses shelter humans only, not animals (Wells 1972; Wells 1997). By contrast, the
settlements in Scandinavia and the Northern European Plain exhibit less evidence for
nucleation and their longhouses (Wohnstallhduser) and sunken-floored huts
(Grubenhduser) include stables for the husbandry of animals, which, judging from the
phosphate and zooarchaeological analysis, were predominantly cattle (Zimmermann
1999; Bazelmans et. al. 2004). Large-scale ‘urnfield’ cremation cemeteries are also
much more common, and the ceramics found within the settlements and cemeteries of
these areas are invariably hand-made.

On the right bank of thé Rhine, the infiltration of cultural influences typical of the
north Germanic regions are detectable in the regions of the Lahn, the Main and
Wetterau during the first century BC. In ancient ethnographic terms, these regions
correspond with the areas belonging to the Vangiones, Nemetes and Suebi (Wells 1999,
82; Carroll 2001, 31). Previously, the areas had been typified by oppida, whéel-thrown
pottery and La Téne metalware. However, the subsequent settlements characterising
these areas consisted of longhouses, hand-made pottery, and an intrusive burial rite
sharing strong parallels with the cremation cemeteries or ‘urnfields’ in the regions
surrounding the Elbe River (Wells 1972, 19; Wigg 1999, 39, 43). It would be too
simplistic to attribute these changes in settlement patterns to the movement of
Germanic peoples entirely since societies can adapt to new circumstances through
contact with other groups, as well as through trade, without there being a mass
migration (Jones 1997, 25). Nevertheless, Germanic migrations have been regarded as
. one of the main stimuli behind these alterations in the configuration of settlements
(Wells 1972, 19; Todd 1987, 53; 2004, 80; Schutz 1994, 3; Wilson and Creighton 1999,
- 24; Wigg 1999, 39, 43; Wells 1999, 83; Carroll 2003a, 23, 28). The changes point to

marked alterations in economic, domestic, and mortuary norms of behavior associated
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with groups such as the Vangiones and Suebi. Tacitus also provides an intriguing
insight into the personal appearance of the Suebi, a guise perhaps as applicable to
Caesar’s era. Tacitus indicates that the hair-knot, tied over one side of the face, was a
marker of free birth among the Suebian males, which differentiated them from their
slaves (Germania 38). The discovery of the same coiffure on the bog bodies at Ditgen
and Osterby (c. AD 100 ) reveals thai it was also worn by men in northern Germany
(Todd 2004, 112; Fig. 2.2). It seems, then, that this prestigious hairstyle was an
ancestral custom utilised by the Suebi’s earliest ancestors, which was perpetuated by
subsequent generations of the ethnic group. The hairstyle can therefore be interpreted
alongside the fibulae and belt-hooks excavated from the Suebian regions of central
Germany, which took their inspiration from forms of personal appearance utilised back
home.

On the left bank of the Lower Rhine — in the terrain of the Germani cisrhenani —
evidence for Germanic immigrants is in certain respects less overt. One of the reasons
for this is that late Iron Age burials have rarely been recovered (see Roymans 2004,
10). Even more importantly, however, pre-existing similarities in the house-styles of
the Lower Rhine area hamper the recognition of transrhenine migrants through
innovations in architecture. Longhouses had been the major house-type since the
Bronze Age, not only as far south as the Cimbrian and Atuatucian/Tungrian zones of
the River Meuse, but north of the Rhine delta, in the coastal regions of the historically
attested Frisians (Vanderhoeven 1996; Derks 1998, 57; Wigg 1999, 38; Bazelmans er.
al. 2004). Nonetheless, signs of transrhenine movement into the Lower Rhine area are
suggested by small finds dating to the first century BC. These finds include hoards of
rainbow staters in the *Eburonean’ settlements of Niederzier and Berigen, coins which
were originally produced in central Germany (Roymans 2004, 32). However, most of
the other finds suggestive of transrhenine movement have been recovered from the
areas around Nijmegen. In ethnographic terms, this region falls into the insula
Batavorum of the Menapian or Eburonean polity recorded in the Bellum Gallicum (see |
~ see 2.2; de Bello Gallico 4. 10). The intrusive finds in this island can also be dated to
two phases. One dates to éﬁer the time of Julius Caesar’s Gallic Wars and includes
hand-made ceramics recovered from places such as the Kops Plateau in Nijmegen,

whose bipartite forms have stylistic equivalents with the vessels manufactured in Free
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Germany (van den Broeke 1987; Taajke 2002). Furthermore, the triguetrum coins (c.
40 BC) in the areas around Nijmegen have direct parallels with the rainbow staters
produced in the recognised ‘Chattian’ domains of central Germany. Nico Roymans
(2004, 68, 89) thus connects the evidence for these ceramics and coins with the arrival
of the Chattian splinter-group into this part of the Lower Rhine. He also surmises that
the coins were a means of paying Chattian soldiers in Free Germany, whose method of
payment was transferred over to the Lower Rhine once the splinter group had migrated
into this area.

Nonetheless, the other phase of movement into the Batavian island dates to before
the activities of Julius Caesar in Gaul and in the Rhineland. Gold triskele coins (c. 60—
30 BC) are, for instance, modelled on the same rainbow staters produced in central
Germany, and these coins appear to pre-date or be contemporary with Caesar’s arrival
(Royrhans 2004, 33-44). Even earlier than the coins are the belt-hooks and brooches
(130-90 BC), which conform in style to dress accessories in both northern and central
Germany. Some of these items had been imported, but others were local imitations
(Roymans 2004, 114— 21), which suggests that the inhabitants made use of alien forms

' of material culture as welll as replicated them locally according to foreign styles. The
accessories also suggest the presence of immigrants of both sexes, since men are
betokened by the fixtures for swords identified on some of the belt-hooks, whilst
analogous brooch types have often been identified in female graves in Free Germany
(Roymans 2004, 118; van Driel-Murray forthcoming).

In view of this evidence, it seems plausible, then, that Germanic groups had
settled into this part of the Lower Rhine even before the activities of Julius Caesar, and
that some of these settlers may have similarly derived from the ‘Chattian’ regions of
central Germany. Whilst Nico Roymans equates the arrival of the Chattian splinter
group as part of an ‘ancient alliance’ devised by Julius Caesar (see 2.2), one might wish
to underscore a more protracted settlement encompassing a number of generations. It is
possible that any Chattian arrivals coterminous with the Gallic Wars were facilitated by
an existing knowledge of the terrain and relationship with the inhabitants already
present. Current case-studies also show that migrations often take place over a long

time-period (Castles and Miller 2003), and the longevity of the phenomenon in the
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Rhineland can be resolved through a detailed appreciation of the archaeological
evidence.
Lastly, the two late Iron Age sanctuaries at Empel and Kessel near Nijmegen have
also yielded important remains regarding the subject of migration. Many of the
aforementioned Germanic dress accessories have been uncovered from the river beds
close to these sanctuaries, together with cauldrons (130-90 BC) also conforming to the
styles of central Germany, as well as swords, spearheads and helmets, albeit of La Téne
type. Nico Roymans (2004, 16, 103) uses the La Téne weapons in these sanctuaries to
suggest that the communities of this period were still mainly aligned with the Celtic
South as opposed to the Germanic North, in spite of the Germanic coins, cauldrons and
dress accessories. However, one point to make clear is that Germanic communities in
Free Germany or Scandinavia did not employ an independent stylistic technique in
manufacturing weapons during this time and they frequently made use of La Téne
imports. What is more, communities in Scandinavia in particular preserved a strong
ancestral custom of depositing La Téne objects in lakes, bogs and rivers (Hedeager
1992, 45, 68, 162-170). As Malcolm Todd (1987, 34) points out, for instance, ‘some of
the finest of all tf\e products of Celtic metalworkers have been found in Danish votive
“deposits’. Such Danish sites include Bré, Dejbjerg and Gundestrup, where the famous
'La Téne cauldron was recovered', as well as Hjortspring, where twenty mail garments
were excavated together with shield bosses, spearheads, short swords and brooches of
La Téne types II and III (Todd 1987, 35). Structured deposition of war-gear is found,
sporadically, across much of Iron Age Europe (Collis 2003, 140), but the other La Téne
objects in Late Iron Age Gaul are mostly found in graves (Derks 1998, 49). So, the
context of deposition — within the waters at sanctuaries such as Kessel — stands out
against cultural norms perpetuated in other parts of Gaul. The deposition could,
therefore, have been a repetition of cultural rites carried out in self-perceived ancestral
homelands. As already seen, cisrhenine groups such as the Cimbri, Teutoni, Atuatuci

and perhaps the Tungri may have traced their geographical origins to Denmark. The

' The cauldron was manufactured in south-east Europe in the second or third century AD, and it has been
argued that it may have appealed to Germanic tastes. It portrays scenes of suspected human sacrifice,
which recalls the sacrifices recorded by Strabo Geographika 7.2.3) to have taken place at bogs in the
Cimbrian homelands of Scandinavia (Todd 2001, 20). '
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archaéological evidence perhaps compliments the classical sources, then, in
demonstrating the importance which migration played as a structuring principle within
the ethnic identities of these Germanic groups.

In summary, it has been argued that the members of the Germani cisrhenani
situated on the western bank of the Rhine had already developed complex histories by
the late Iron Age, and the importance of migration to some of these groups is
" manifested in both the archaeological and literary sources. Out of the Germanic
groups that have been discussed so far, members of the east-bank Vangiones and Suebi
are known to have entered Roman Britain, as well as the cisrhenine Condrusi and the
Belgic Nervii, Menapii, Treveri and Morini. It is also probable that the Frisii, Batavi
and Tungri may have already emerged in the Lower Rhine area in the late Iron Age.
Nonetheless, the bulk of the other Germanic groups whose members came to Britain
emerged during the fundamental transformations which were commensurate with the

Rhineland’s incorporation into the Roman Empire.

2.3 Germanic Peoples of the Roman Empire (¢. 30 BC —¢. AD 260)
Augustus’ regime (27 BC — AD 14) marks the era when the Roman state truly

" consolidated its hold over the Rhineland. All diagnostic forms of material culture one
would equate with Roman rule date to no earlier than this time, such as the Roman
towns, permanent forts, cemeteries and inscriptions (Bloemers 1990, 75; Derks 1998,
44; Wilson and Creighton 1999, 17; Wigg 1999, 42; Sommer 1999, 176; van Enckevort
and Thijssen 2003, 59, 63—4). The regime also marks the era when any serious
pretensions to consolidate further Germanic territories as far as the Elbe were
effectively abandoned (Drinkwater 1983, 23; Wells 1999, 91, 230-31; Roymans 2004,
196). In 16 BC — AD 9, Augustus had made serious forays towards achieving this
mission, and the military and legionary bases at Nijmegen, Xanten, Neuss, Bonn,
Cologne and Mainz had all been established as staging posts into Free Germany
(Maxfield 1987; Kuihlborn 2009). However, the mission ended in unprecedented
humiliation in AD 9, when the Cherusci (between present-day Osnabriick and
Hanover), under their leader Arminius, revolted at an ancient site known as saltus

Teutoburgiensis (Teutoburg Forest). This site has been located at Kalkreise, which lies
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thirty miles north of the river Ems (Schliiter 1999). The battle resulted in the complete
annihilation of three legions and nine auxiliary units (Tacitus Annales 1.60-2; Dio 56.
18.3; Velleius Paterculus 2.117). It also meant that the Rhineland became the
permanent frontier more through default than design, resulting in military affairs
playing a key role in the lives of the Germanic peoples assimilated within the Empire’s
stagnant borders.

By AD 9 the tribal geography of the Rhineland had become significantly different
from what had been the case in Caesar’s time (Fig. 2.3). Groups such as the Eburones
had been exterminated in the Gallic Wars (see 2.2) and most of the other members of
the Germani cisrhenani did not survive into the first century AD: that is the Cimbri,
Teutoni, Atuatuci, Segni and Paemani. Instead, their areas were given over to other
Germanic groups with new ethnic labels (Drinkwater 1983, 61; Schutz 1985, 19;
Heidinga 1997, 15; Wigg 1999; Sommer 1999; Carroll 2001, 39, 43). In Lower
Germany, we find the Ubii, Cannanefates, Frisiavones, Sunuci, Cugerni, Marsaci,
Baetasi and Texuandri, as well as the Batavi and Tungri, who, as already mentioned,
may have survived from Caesar’s time (see 2.2). Moreover, the Germanic peoples had
extended to the western banks of the Upper Rhine, and the Germanic peoples in
Germania Superior consisted of the Vangiones, Nemetes and Triboci, as well as the
Mattiaci and a splinter group of the Suebi, who were both incorporated into the Agri
Decumates lying between the Middle Rhine and the Upper Danube.

The histories behind the emergence of many of these groups can only be partially
reconstructed. This is partly down to the fact that ethnographic enquiries took an acute
downturn in the civil wars following the assassination of Julius Caesar in 44 BC. These
enquiries only resumed once Augustus had established the Principate, and they show
that, like the Vangiones, who once belonged on the right bank of the Rhine during
Caesar’s time (see 2.2), the vast majority of the other Germanic groups had post-
Caesarian, transrhenine origins.

For instance, the Ubii had been located near to the Lahn river during Caesar’s
time (de Bello Gallico 4.3; 4.8; 4. 16), but then, during Augustus’ reign, they were
allocated land in the Cologne area (Strabo Geographika 4.3.4; Tacitus Annals 4.27).
The Marsacii had similarly been located on the right bank of the Rhine (Strabo
Geographika 7.1.3), but they were later settled around the mouth of the Scheldt
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(Tacitus Historiae 4.56). The same situation applies with the north-bank Cannanefates
(Velleius Paterculus 2.106), who came to occupy the western fringe of the Batavian
island (Tacitus Historiae 4.15), and the Nemetes (de Bello Gallico 1.51; 6.25) and
Triboci (Strabo Geographika 4.3.4), who subsequently inhabited the province of Upper
Germany. Another group who may have shared transrhenine origins is the Mattiaci in
the Agri Decumates since their name shares some similarities with Mattium, which was
the ancient capital of the Chatti in central Germany (Tacitus Annales 1.56; Neumann
1998a).

One might suppose that a population decline resulting from six years of Gallic
wars and genocide (see Bazelmans et. al. 2004) had opened up many areas to incoming
Germanic migrants. However, the imperial records provide only two reasons for the
arrival of these peoples, both sources suggesting that Augustus’ regime had officially
endorsed their arrival as a means of bolstering the Rhine frontier against more hostile,
transrhenine incursions (Carroll 2001, 29-31; Roymans 2004, 24, 58).

The most explicit source in this respect concerns the Ubii, who were allocated
land in order to provide frontier protection. Tacitus (Germania 28) declares of the Ubii
that:

since they had given proof of their loyalty to Rome they were

stationed close to the west bank in order to keep out intruders, not to

be kept under surveillance themselves.

The second source refers to the transplantation of a significant number of
Sugambrian people, who, like the Ubii, had formerly been located on the east-bank of
the Rhine (see de Bello Gallico 4.16-19; 6.35). The military stratagem behind their
resettlement was somewhat dissimilar from the Ubii’s admittance, however, in that
Augustus’ adopted son, Tiberius, had forged a peace treaty with the Sugambrians
following their defeat in 8 BC. This resulted in ‘forty thousand prisoners of war’ being
transported over to the left bank of the Rhine (Tacitus Annales 12.39; Suetonius
Tiberius 9), and they were settled in the areas around Xanten (Heinrichs 2001; Bridger
2006, 2007b). This type of incorporation mirrors the way in which Julius Caesar had
brought over defeated enemies from Free Germany (see 2.2).

The general consensus is that the other Germanic groups with transrhenine origins

were also admitted into the Empire as part of frontier tactics and military manoeuvers
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(see Saddington 1982, 81; Wolters 1990; Wightman 1995; Carroll 2001, 29). This
suspicion is strengthened by the knowledge that Augustus re-introduced Caesar’s
custom of employing Germanic auxilia and that these units were extensively utilised
both in frontier defence and in operations in Free Germany. Augustus enlisted
Batavian corps into his own personal bddyguard (Saddington 1982, 79; Dio 54. 32),
and in AD 17, an auxiliary unit of Batavians was reported to have fought a campaign in
Free Germany under its dux (leader) named Chariovalda (Tacitus Annales 2.11).
Cohorts of Frisians and Nervians are also known to have been raised as early as
Augustus’ time, and they similarly participated in campaigns in Free Germany (in 12—
10 BC) (Livy Periochae 141; Dio 54. 32). Whilst epigraphic material for auxiliary
cohorts is scarce before the Flavian period (Holder 1980, 110; Saddington 1982, 3),
meaning that we are more or less solely dependent on the literary sources for the names
and titles of the units raised, it seems likely that Augustus similarly raised units from
the peoples he had recently admitted into the Rhenish frontiers. The earliest reference
to Sugambrian quxilia dates to the reign of Tiberius (in AD 26) (Tacitus Annales 4.47),
and it is feasible that these Sugambrian units originated from the same ‘Sugambrian
prisoners of war’ whom Tiberius had solicited from the transrhenine Sugambri in §BC.
The first mention of a Cannanefatian unit dates to Tiberius’ reign as well (in AD 28),
and since the unit suppressed an uprising in Frisia (Tacitus Annales 4.27), it seems
likely that it was stationed at one of the forts within its own polity, perhaps at Katwijk-
Brittenburg (Lugdunum), Valkenburg (Praetorium Agrippinae), or Leiden-Roomburg
(Matilo). The earliest Vangionian auxiliary cohort is not recorded until the time when
it repelled a Chattian incursion in Upper Germany in AD 50 (Cheesman 1914, 72;
- Tacitus 4nnals 12.29), and we have direct confirmation that this cohort was stationed at
its own hometown at Mainz (Ptolemy Geographika 8). This all shows that many of the
transrhenine tribes were exploited in order to control the frontiers of the Upper and
Lower Rhine, as well as to fight against other peoples in Free Germany.

The number of Germanic immigrants settling within the Rhineland’s borders up
until Augustus’ time, is, naturally, difficult to quantify, and a current trend in
archaeological thought is to estimate low figures for former waves of migrations (see
Hirke 1998). Nonetheless, some of these movements may have been demographically

significant. For instance, the Sugambri and Ubii were settled in the regions of the
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Eburones, whose own population had been severely reduced by Caesar’s bout of ethnic
genocide (Carroll 2001, 29; Roymans 2004, 24), so it is possible that the movements
were considerable in order to compensate for this shortfall. Moreover, ‘forty thousand
Sugambrian prisoners of war’ were reported to have been settled within the Rhineland’s
frontiers (see above), and whilst Roman historians perhaps exaggerated the scale of
Rome’s victory over the Sugambrian people, the demographic impact of the
Sugambrian settlers was most probably spread out over several generations. The
Sugambri had after all penetrated the Eburones’ territories since at least the time of
Julius Caesar (de Bello Gallico 6. 35). Additionally, an entire tribe is estimated to have
been in the range of one hundred thousand people altogether (Wolfram 1997, 7), and
whilst only factions of the Sugambri moved over from Free Germany, in view of the
numbers of entire tribes reported to have migrated into the Rhineland, such as the Ubii,
Cannanefates, Vangiones, Marsaci, Frisiavones, Nemetes, and Triboci, the overall
demographic contribution might not have been inconsiderable  Additionally, it is
important to note that, whilst these entire tribes retained the same names within the
Empire as they had possessed when they lived on the right bank of the Rhine, the
dislocation of the Sugambrian splinter groups resulted in the adoption of new ethnic
affiliations and titles. For instance, the name and the bulk of the Sugambrian polity
remained on the non-Roman bank of the Rhine, but the arrival of the Sugambrian
migrants appears to have resulted in the ethnogenesis of as many as three other tribal
groups — the Cugerni, Baetasi and possibly the Sunuci — inhabiting the areas into which
the Sugambrian prisoners of war and their families had settled (Carroll 2001, 29, 107,
Roymans 2004, 24; Bridger 2006, 149; 2007b, 321). These immigrants most probably
coalesced with the surviving members of the obsolete Eburonean polity. It should be
also borne in mind, however, that the remaining Sugambri on the non-Roman bank of
the Rhine were among the key supporters of Arminius in AD 9. They were led by
Deudorix, brother to Melo, whom Tiberius had defeated less than twenty years
previously in 8 BC (Strabo Geographika 7. 1. 4). The classical sources provide no
details about the reasons why the Sugambrian immigrants on the western bank of the
Rhine altered their ethnic identity, though it seems that the memory of Sugambrian

ancestors played a key factor in the construction of some of the new ethnonyms. For

34



instance, the name of the Baetasi recalls Baetorix, who was the father of Melo and
Deudorix — the leaders instrumental in the two Sugambrian wars against Rome.

In summary, then, it must be acknowledged that Augustus’ policies of allocating
imperial land to transrhenine immigrants, as well as soliciting the Germanic units to
operate in frontier defence, dates to the period when the conquest of Free Germany was
still anticipated. Whether the Emperor would have as freely endorsed, let alone
encouraged, groups such as the Sugambri to settle within the fragile borders of his
newly administered Empire, had he known what would occur in AD 9, remains a
thought-provoking issue. His mobilisation of Germanic cohorts — allegedly under the
terms of safeguarding Rome’s imperial interests — must have also been treated with
some disdain and concern when one recalls that Arminius had even been a former
commander of his own Cheruscian auxiliary unit (Tacitus Annales 2.10). This type of
recruitment must have surely been rather unpopular since it gave Arminius and his men
inside knowledge in how to stage an effective attack (see Wells 2003, 108). Needless to
say, then, that Augustus’ initiatives of both social integration and military recruitment
amongst the Germanic peoples in Free Germany and the Rhineland are not the policies
by which he is best known.

Out of the Germanic groups discussed in this section, the importance of the
Batavi, Tungri, Menapii, Frisii, Morini, Condrusi, Vangiones and Nervii in Britain has
already been underlined, but in addition to these, cohorts of all the
Sugambrian/Eburonean coalitions — the Baetasi, Sunuci, Cugerni — together with the
Frisiavones, Marsaci, Texuandri, and members of the Mattiaci, were sent to the
province between the first and third centuries AD. That migration played an important
role within the ethnogenesis of these groups as well as their ethnic parameters is again

indicated by a variety of sources, which are discussed in the following subsections.

2.3.1 Archaeology and Pioneer Phases of Immigration

There is a variety of evidence to support the case that, during the initial phases of the
Principate (beginning in Augustus’ reign), migration played as much a part within the
ethnic identities of Germanic groups as had been the case with the Germani cisrhenani
of Caesar’s time. The movement of all these groups within the Roman frontier appears

to be signalled in the archaeological record, again in the form of house structures, coins,
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ceramics and burial practices conforming to the traditions of northern and central
Germany. The Ubii’s presence in the areas of what are now Cologne, Neuss, Bonn,
Dormagen and Remagen are signalled by sunken-floored huts (c. 30 BC) and grey-ware
flanged bowls of Augustan date, which have parallels with those of their homelands in
the Neuwied basin near Wiesbaden (Gechter 1990, 100; Carroll 2001, 126). The arrival
of the Sugambri is heralded by cemeteries at Mehrum and Ténisvorst-Vorst, which
consist of 21 and 213 burials respectively containing Elbe-Germanic features in the
form of fibulae and drinking horns (Bridger 2007a). The burials date to after the time of
Tiberius, and Clive Bridger (2006, 144) sees them as ‘evidence for a Germanic
settlement of the first generation following Tiberius® withdrawal from the east bank’.
Finds belonging to this same ‘Elbe-Germanic culture’ have also been uncovered in
" Speyer and Worms dating to the last decade of the first century BC, and they are
equated with the intrusion of the Nemetes and Vangiones (Carroll 2001, 31).

Evidence for migration is also concentrated along the mouths of the Rhine,
Scheldt and Maas rivers. The ceramic and numismatic evidence for the post-Caesarian
‘Chattian’ settlements into the Batavian island has already been outlined (see 2.2.1).
However, the Frisian ceramics in the territories of the Cannanefates and Frisiavones
which date to around the turn of the first century AD are linked with the colonisation of
Frisian immigrants (Derks 1998, 38; Roymans 2004, 205). Moreover, the
establishment of an enclosed settlement of thirty longhouses in the domain of the
Texuandri (at Hoogeloon) dating to the first part of the first century AD is connected
with yet more north-bank settlers (Bridger 2006, 144). Thus, archaeology appears to
provide a testimony for migration into areas which the classical sources do not reveal
were populated by transrhenine migrants. One could argue that the visible signs of
difference asserted by the migrant communities were used in the structuration of their
ethnic relations in a manner already discussed in the case of the earlier Germanic
immigrants (see 2.2.1). The maintenance of foreign burial rites is a well-known custom,
which is linked to the reproduction of certain ethnic personae for the dead as well as the
performance of cultural rituals for the living and family members (Parker-Pearson
1998). Burial rites can be emulated for a series of reasons (Burmeister 2000), although
migration is still often seen as the catalyst for some of these changes (Crawford 1997,

Hirke 2003; Hills 2003). Moreover, pottery is recognised as a vehicle for conveying
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information about identity, whether the pots in question are part of the grave-good
assemblage, or were used in the home (Wells 1999, 155). Carol van Driel-Murray
(forthcoming) even links hand-made vessels in particular with the domestic sphere of
female migrants, who perpetuated foreign eating customs and styles of presenting foods
in their new environment. This argument agrees with Stefan Burmeister’s (2000)
model that the elements of the migrants’ familial habitat are often maintained because
the behavioural norms do not come into such sharp contact with the host communities’
social and economic institutions.

However, in many cases, the process of Roman consolidation in the Rhineland
often eroded the material signatures of migration manifested by the initial migrant
groups. By the time of Tiberius, for instance, native and so-called ‘Celtic’ coins were
discontinued in favour of Roman currency (Aarts 2000, 56). Many hand-made
ceramics were similarly superseded by mass-produced, Roman pots, and the intrusive
mortuary customs mentioned above also fell out of fashion (Wells 1999, 83).
Nonetheless, in spite of these factors, the provinces populated by Germanic groups did
remain distinct from the other Roman provinces in certain ways. The effects of
migration are paramount in some of these social developments and they are discussed

in the remaining subsections.

2.3.2 ToWns, Homes and Agriculture
In the Roman world, both towns and country estates were seen as principal arenas for
the signification of Roman norms and values. Towns were founded as a means of
maintaining effective control over the rural populace, and Roman ‘colonisation’ was
often accompanied by fundamental changes in agriculture — in terms of particular villa-
based economies including prestigious, stone residences and normative horticultural
and husbandry practices (Francovich 2002; Dyson 2003; Albarella et. al. 2008). It
should also be borne in mind that the English term for ‘colony’ stems from the Latin
colonus (plural coloni), which, in addition to meaning ‘migrant’, also means ‘farmer’.
Roman conquest was, therefore, intended to be accompanied by major transformations
in both rural life and civic governance.

In the Rhineland, Roman towns were founded in some of these Germanic

territories. For instance, the oppidum Cugernorum was transformed into a veteran
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colony named Colonia Ulpia Trajana at Xanten in AD 98 (Schutz 1985, 143); the
oppidum Batavorum was upgraded to civitas and later municipium status by the end of
the first century AD (van Enckevort and Thijssen 2003; van Rossum 2004); the
Vangiones’ castra at Mainz (Mogontiacum) became the capital of Upper Germany, and
the same privilege was conferred on the Ubii’s nucleated settlement at Cologne
(Colonia Claudia Ara Agrippinensium), which became the capital of Lower Germany
(Schutz 1985, 19; Wilson and Creighton 1999, 18; Roymans 2004, 196). However, an
urban core has not been identified in the regions of the Cannanefates, Frisiavones,
Texuandri, Baetasi, Triboci and Nemetes (Vanderhoeven 1996, 191; van Enkevort and
Thijssen 2003, 65; van Rossum 2004). Additionally, the economic basis of those
planned towns, which were bolstered by imperial patronage, did not always thrive. For
example, many of the insulae (areas) within the town at Xanten remained empty
(Miiller 2009), and the Batavian settlement at Nijmegen is identified as ‘a town that
never quite made it as such’ (Willems 1986, 428). When considering this evidence, one
must also remember that towns were often regarded as quintessential instruments for
the signification of ‘Roman’ identities, which is emphatically demonstrated when the
town at Cologne was vilified and set alight during the Batavian revolt (Tacitus
Histories 5.18). Additionally, one should also recall the general observation (see 2.2)
that Germanic settlements in northern and central Germany were not as stratified as
some of their Gallic counterparts. Thus, it is plausible that the lack of social acceptance
towards towns in parts of the Germanic provinces was partially related to pre-existing
cultural values, and partially related to a rejection of Roman methods of imperial
supervision and control.

That these factors were at play is also strongly supported when one examines the
Rhineland’s agricultural basis. Approximately 90% of all persons in Roman provinces
inhabited the countryside (rather than the towns and forts), and this figure was even
higher in the case of the Germanic groups since urban cores were not as highly
developed. One of the most diagnostic aspects of the Rhineland’s rural development is,
therefore, that many of its locales remained essentially unchanged in their forms of
accommodation and comestibles. Nor did the Roman villas gain full acceptance.
Instead, the regions remained dominated by longhouses and sunken-floored huts, which

were firmly integrated into pre-Roman attitudes towards animal husbandry (Derks
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1998, 58, 65; Wigg 1999). Villas were implanted in some parts of the Tungrian and
Ubian civitates as well as in the Agri Decumates, but longhouses and sunken-floored
huts continued to be built alongside them (Vanderhoeven 1996; Wigg 1999, 44).
Research carried out by the Romanisierung Project (on behalf of the Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft) has even indicated that there was often little appreciable
difference between the majority of these rural communities and those situated in Free
Germany. This phenomenon has been highlighted by comparing the abodes in the east-
bank sites, such as Graukonigshofen, Marktbreit and Gerolzhofen, Borgen, Dortmund
and Leverkusen (in the territories of the Sugambri, Suebi, Usipetes, Chamavi and
Tubantes) with those incorporated within the Roman frontier, such as Rockenberg-
Oppershofen and Wolfersheim-Wohnbach (Wigg 1999; Wilson and Creighton 1999,
24). There is no reason to suspect that the Roman state actively prohibited the
introduction of a villa-based economy to its Germanic peoples. Instead, the habit of
building Roman-styled villas simply did not catch on, and it may even have been
actively resisted by migrant communities. This is suggested by the settlement at
Hoogeloon (see 2.3.1) in the terrain of the Texuandri, where a villa (c. AD 100) was
built over the top of one of its longhouses, but rather than stimulating further
architectural innovations amongst its neighbouring households, the villa itself was
replaced by another longhouse within a few generations (Slofstra 1991, 184; Carroll
2001, 67). It should be noted that in case-studies outside the Rhineland, the persistence
of non-Roman architectural traditions has been linked with native resistance to Roman
imperialism and cultural values (Hingley 1997). Such an interpretation might work
equally well with the conservative architectural traditions manifested in the various

provincial regions of the Upper and Lower Rhine.

2.3.3 Germanic Cults: Hercules Mégusanus and the Mother Goddesses

Although the values of human societies habitually manifest themselves in all spheres of
their daily existence, many scholars agree that they are particularly explicit in the field
of ritual and religious observances (Leach 1976, 37; Hedeager 1992, 28; Derks 1998,
22). This principal is particularly applicable in the case of the peoples within the
provinces of the Roman Empire. One of the most striking ways in which the provinces

differ, for instance, is in their divergent responses to the epigraphic habit, often utilising
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a variety of stylistic motifs, and venerating a plethora of localised, non-Roman deities
not belonging to the regular pantheon (Henig 1984, 37-67; Sauer 2007).

In the Rhineland, the introduction of the epigraphic habit was largely down to the
Roman legions (Derks 1998, 88). However, the first point to mention is that Lower
Germany exhibits one of the poorest densities of stone inscriptions in the Roman
Empire, and groups such as the Cannanefates, Frisiavones, Texuandri, Cugemi,
Triboci, Nemetes and provincial Suebi demonstrate a marginal, if not non-existent,
interaction with the epigraphic record (Woolf 1998, 83). Derks (1998, 88) attributes
this paucity to the lack of available stone outcrops in many areas, but even if the
availability of stone had not been a problem, the production of stone inscriptions would,
in any case, have not been overly high. This is in view of the fact that the epigraphic
habit was by and large a non-rural phenomenon, which, besides the permanent camps,
was mainly restricted to the towns and trading centres (Woolf 1996; 1998, 48—106). As
we have already seen, many of the Germanic polities did not invest in much of an urban
core (see 2.3.2).

As a result, the adoption of stone inscriptions and the construction of temples
according to Roman trends of stone architecture, is largely restricted to the Roman
towns at Nijmegen, Xanten, Tongeren, Cologne and Mainz, which in ethnographic
terms fall into the polities of the Batavians, Cugerni, Tungri, Ubii und Vangiones. The
native cults worshipped in some of these areas are discussed in greater depth in section
4.4.3. However, two of the most popular cults in the Rhineland are connected with
ancestral myths and legends about migration, and they are consequently given
particular attention here.

The first cult surrounds the worship of Hercules Magusanus. The earliest
inscription dedicated by a person of probable Germanic origin, which has so far come
to light, was set up in honour of this deity, and this altar was set up by the ‘summus
magistratus’ (town magistrate) of the ‘civitas Batavorum’ around the mid-first century
— before the town received municipal status (Fig. 2.4). The local magistrate was called
‘Flavus son of Vihirmas’, and the absence of the tria nomina, coupled with his father’s
non-Roman cognomen, indicates that he was a native magistrate without Roman

citizenship (Roymans 2004, 200-2).
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This altar was recovered from a temple site at Ruimel, and the other inscriptions
in honour of Hercules Magusanus are concentrated in Germania Inferior, in the regions
of the Batavi, Tungri, Ubii, Cugerni and Marsacii (see Fig. 2.5; Roymans 2004, 238).
Hercules Magusanus remained an important tutelary figurehead until at least the latter
part of the third century, since, when the governor of Lower Germany, Marcus
Cassianius Latinius Postumus, effected an usurpation against the imperial regime
known as the Gallic Empire (AD 260-74) (see 6.2), Hercules Magusanus was figured
on the usurper regime’s coins (Simek 1993, 141; Stolte 1986).

No literary records for the myths and rituals surrounding Hercules Magusanus
have survived, but conflating a native deity with a homologous member of the classical
pantheon was a common practice in the Roman world, and it tells us something about
the attributes the native counterpart Magusanus probably possessed. Classical
mythology reveals that Hercules was renowned for being a wanderer, warrior and cattle
raider. Nico Roymans (2004, 244-6) suggests that the Rhineland’s militarised
background, juxtaposed with the region’s diversification in cattle husbandry, makes it
plausible that the syncretised cult of Hercules Magusanus was imbued with these types
of qualities. Roymans (2004, 248) even argues that the various sanctuaries dedicated to
this military hero in the area of the Lower Rhine were used in the initiation ceremonies
which recruited soldiers into the Roman army (see also 2.4.1).

Nonetheless, an additional possibility is that the Rhenish inhabitants were
attracted to Hercules Magusanus because of the heroic wanderings and itinerant
tendencies which were also attached to the mythological narratives of Hercules. That
Hercules Magusanus was indeed valued as a figure offering protection to people on far-
off travels is suggested by an altar dedicated to him at Rome, which was set up by a
Batavian cohort in thanks for emperor Elagabalus’ safe return to the City in AD 219
(CIL 6. 31162). In the Rhineland, it is noteworthy that the two temples dedicated to
Hercules Magusanus at Empel and Kessel overlie the same sanctuaries in the Batavian
island, which were in use, if not founded, by Germanic migrants in the late Iron Age
(see 2.4.1). Since the sites reveal no hiatus of ritual activity during this time,
Magusanus could have been the principal cult figure during the sanctuaries’ foundation,
who was then conflated with Hercules during the Roman period (Roymans 2004, 83,

148-9). However, what is most extraordinary about the forms of ‘ritual continuity’
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practised at these sites is that they continued to be used for the structured deposition of
Roman weapons until the third century, when they had been previously used for the
deposition of the Téne military gear (see 2.2.1). Nico Roymans (2004, 248) connects
the votive acts at these temples with their martial functions, as they were deeply
involved in supplying soldiers for the Roman army. However, could this level of ritual
persistence also suggest a cultural and ancestral link with former migrants, which
survived well into the Roman period (see 2.2)? If the foundations of the cult of
Magusanus/Hercules Magusanus had been laid as early as the late Iron Age, then the
attributes of this ancestral cult figure might have recalled the same nomadic and martial
qualities which had been claimed for the Germani and even the Cimbri in the classical
sources (see 2.2; Livy Periochae 63). But Hercules Magusanus would have been
framed within a much more mythical commentary on the migration process, which
heroized the journeys, destinations and founding ancestors to a far greater extent than
had the classical historians.

That the native cults in the Rhineland were centred around former migrations is
also strongly supported by the cult of the Mother Goddesses. The Mother Goddesses
are the most popular native cult to be manifested in epigraphic form in the Rhenish
areas, and they are represented by more than 500 votive monuments recording
approximately 70 different epithets (Fig. 2.6). Some of these epithets are highlighted in
section 4.4.3 because of the linguistic data they supply about the non-Latin languages
which were once spoken in these areas. Most of the inscriptions dedicated to the
Mother Goddesses date to the second and third centuries AD, and whilst they are
concentrated around the capital of Lower Germany at Cologne, the cult seems to have
been important to many other Germanic groups as well. One temple to the cult has
been identified in the Cugerni’s domain at Xanten, possibly in honour of the Aufaniae
(Freigang 1995; Schalles 2000). Many of the other epithets of the Mothers are even
named after Germanic ethnonyms: Frisavae, Marsacae, Euthunge (i.e. luthungi),
Cannanefates, Suebae, Hamavehae (i.e. Chamavi), Cantrusteihia (i.e. Condrusi), and
the Vanginehae (Neumann 1987; Derks 1998, 119-20; Carroll 2001, 119; Shaw
forthcoming). This evidence points to the importance the cult played in the
signification of ethnic identities and associated religious beliefs of the Germanic

- groups.
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However, one of the most important points to recognise about this cult is that it is
believed to have been instigated under the influence of transrhenine migrants
(Neumann 1987; Simek 2004, 51-6; Shaw 2003, 52-4). The reasons for this are
persuasive. The classical sources reveal, for instance, that the Mother Goddesses were
worshipped amongst the Germanic groups on the east-bank of the Rhine from an early
period. The earliest source dates to the mid-first century BC, as the aforementioned
Suebian/Germanic leader Ariovistus (see 2.2) consulted the mothers of his clan (marres
Sfamiliae), who were responsible for ‘drawing lots’ (sortes declarerent) (de Bello
Gallico 1.50). This passage may attest to a primitive form of literacy used in
divination, though it cannot be proven whether the lots included letters in the shape of
the Germanic runes (Mees 2006). Another reference also mentions various groups in
Denmark — Angli, Aviones, Varini, and Eudoses — who worshipped another Mother
Goddess called Nerthus (Germania 40). This goddess has often been connected with
the masculine fertility god Nj6rOr, who is mentioned in various Old Norse sources
(Simek 1993, 230; Lindow 2001, 237). If such a connection were to be believed, it
provides another example of Germanic oral legends entering the classical sources.

On the votive monuments within the Roman frontiers, Mother Goddesses with
names such as Nerthus do not survive, but some of the epithets reveal Germanic
connections lying well beyond the Rhine frontier. The Matronae Aumenae, for
instance, most probably invoke the ancient river in Free Germany near Ems an der
Lahn, which survives today as the river Oumena (Neumann 1987; Simek 1993, 23).
However, the fact that the cultural focus of these Mothers was linked to migration is
indicated most of all by the style of their garb and personal appearance. As Maureen
Carroll (2001, 119) points out, depictions of these Mothers in and around the Ubii’s
capital at Cologne, where they are mostly found, often illustrate voluminous
headdresses and cloaks not following Italian precedents. Funerary reliefs also reveal
that the Ubian women wore the same outfit, suggesting that the Mother Goddesses’
apparel had been modelled on the native women’s traditional costume (Wild 1968,
1985). However, an important point to add to these observations is that the supporting
arm brooches, fastened onto the cloaks of these mythological and native women,
compare with those found in the graves of the Elbe-Weser regions of Free Germany

(Bruns 2003, 13; Fig. 2.8). The reliefs might lead us to suspect, then, that the
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Germanic, provincial costume was modelled on the adornments worn by the earliest
female immigrants. This suggests that, whilst the literary sources record the
importance of immigration in the Ubians’ provincial origins, the votive and funerary
monuments reveal that the blend of Roman and Germanic cultural traditions remained a
vital component of both their ethnic relations and religious beliefs well into the third
century.

In summary, the various types of literary, archaeological and even epigraphic
material all imply that migration had been an important factor within the ethnic
identities of Germanic groups incorporated into the Roman Empire. This importance
was not simply restricted to the pioneer phases of penetration, but the votive
monuments and religious sanctuaries in the Rhineland lead us to suspect that it endured
into at least the third century. In Antiquity, the Ubii were singled out as the main
Germanic group who distanced themselves from their Germanic heritage, through their
pro-Roman sympathies and reception of civilised, Roman codes of behaviour (Tacitus
Historiae 4. 28, 63). Since the Roman altars and other sculptural reliefs reveal that
Germanic and migrant identities remained important to the Ubii, one can only assume
that other Germanic groups retained even closer ancestral ties with Germanic migrants,
although they might not have disseminated them using Roman types of media. It has
been suggested here that the non-Roman architectural, agricultural and municipal
configurations manipulated by the Germanic groups may have been used in order to
emphasise such ancestral, Germanic links (see 2.3.2). At times, these Germanic and
migrant personae seem also to have been manifested by the Germanic soldiers recruited

into the Roman army.

2.4 Germanic Soldiers in the Rhineland

Rather than in the towns or in the countryside, the Roman army was the principal arena
where most men and their families came into sharp contact with the operational
workings of the imperial regime. Large numbers of soldiers were enlisted from the
Rhineland, and whilst some of these served in both the Roman legions and the non-
Germanic cohorts (see 3.3.1), they made a greater impact in their own Germanic

auxiliary units. The way these units operated is, naturally, of paramount importance to
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this thesis. The Germanic auxilia have a protracted historical development, beginning
at the time of the Gallic Wars (58-51 BC) (see 2.2), and continuing up until the fifth
century (see 3.3.5).

Table 2.1 provides a list of the Germanic units which are known to have been
raised up to the reign of Diocletian (AD 284-305). The table is collated from John
Spaul’s (2000) gazetteer of cohorts, and it is based on the full range of literary and
epigraphic data, including the military ‘diplomas’ or certificates of the soldiers’

retirement.

Table 2.1
Germanic cohorts and the provinces in which they were stationed
Data collected from Spaul 2000
j VBée}alvf())'uh? cR ‘ Britain |
I Batavorum Britain

I Batavorum milliaria pia fidelis ' Britain, Pannonia, Porolissensis

11 Batavorum milliaria equitata Britain, Pannonia Superior, Noricum

III Batavorum milliaria equitata Britain, Pannonia Inferior

VHH Batavorum milliaria

1C dnnane_fa;ium

1 Ulpia Ti raianar Cugernorum c. R.
i F risiavonum

1 Germdnorum civium Romanorum
1 Grermanorlrlm civium Romdnofum
1l Mattiacorum

I Menapiorum Naturum

} Morinbrﬁrﬁ V

1 Augusta Nérﬁha Gerrincrznbrrﬁ)hr 7
1 Nerviorum
j]}’NervrioruM

VI Nervioruth

f C laudia Sugambroum veterana equitata
j V.S;z;gamrbrorrum fironum

111 Sugambrorum

Britain, Raetia

Dacia (Porolissensis)
Britain

Britain

Germania Superior

' Moesia Inferior

Moesia Inferior

| Britain

Britain
Britain

Britain

Britain

Britain

' Moesia Inferior

Moesia

Africa (Caesariensis)
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I Sunucorum Britain

I Tungrorum milliaria civium Romanorum  Britain

1l Tungrorum milliaria equitata civium Britain

liberorum

1II Tungrorum milliaria Raetia, Noricum, Tingitana
111 Tungrorum milliaria Moesia Inferior, Dacia Inferior
1 Vangionum milliaria | Britain

From this table, it is clear that auxilia were raised from nearly all of the Germanic
peoples incorporated into the Roman Empire: the Batavi, Baetasi, Sunuci, Cugerni,
Nervii, Sugambri, Frisiavones, Tungri, Ubii, Frisii, Cannanefates and Vangiones. Most
of these units were raised by the end of the first century AD, by which time they were
largely stationed away from the Rhenish frontiers. Britain was the largest recipient of
Germanic cohorts, with seventeen different units altogether. The next was Moesia, but
with only four units. Then Dacia with three units, two units apiece in Pannonia,
Noricum and Africa, and Raetia with only one unit. The Rhineland itself was largely
manned using cohorts drawn from Pannonia, Spain and Greece (see Tables 2.2 and
2.3). No auxilia of Germanic origin were stationed in Lower Germany, but one such

cohort remained in garrison in Germania Superior: the / Germanorum civium.

Table 2.2
Cohorts stationed in Upper Germany
Data collated from Spaul 2000

I Aquitanorum veterana equitata (then Britain)

! Aqititanorum Bituﬁgum

11 Aquifdnorum Biturigum equitata pia fidelis

11 Aquitanorum equitata c. R.

I V/Viquri’tanorum equitata c.r R. Equitata

IA;st?uru;n (first Noricum, then éritain)

1 Asiuﬁzm equitata piaﬁdelis. (tﬁen Britain)

1 civriumeomanorum Ingenvorum

I F lc;viaﬂDamascenarrum milliaria sigittaria equitata

V Delmatarum

1 Germanorum civium Romanorum (Ohringen, Oberburg, Jagsthausen)
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VI Raetorum
VII Raetorum
[ Sequanorum et Ravracorum

1V Vindeliciorum

Table 2.3
Cohorts stationed in Lower Germany
Data collated from Spaul 2000

[ Brevocorum equitata civium Romanorum V(aleria) Victrix) bis toquata
ob virtutem appellata (then Raetia) (provenance Pannonia)

111 Brevocorum

VI Brevocorum

[ civium Romanorum (then Numidia)
[11 Hispanorum equitata

VI Ingenvorum voluntariorum c. R. (before Dalmatia) (probably
disbanded AD 69), Xanten, Efes, Cologne 34

I Lucensium, provenance Spain; Asberg, Britenburg (probably
disbanded in the second century)

I Pannoniorum

Il Thracum equitata pia fidelis

II Treverorum

I Varcianorum equitata

XXVI Voluntarium civium Romanorum

XXVI Voluntarium civium Romanorum

The manning of these two frontiers contrast emphatically with how the Rhine frontiers
had been organised in the first part of the first century AD. Some Germanic units had
already been sent abroad, such as the Sugambrian cohorts in Dacia (in AD 26) (Tacitus
Annales 4.47), and the Batavian cohorts used in the conquest of Britain (AD 43-66)
(see 3.2.1). However, as already noted, the Vangionian, Nervian, Cannanefatian,
Frisiavonian and Frisian auxiliaries had all been stationed in the Rhineland in the mid-

first century, and one of the main conditions for endorsing the transrhenine immigrants
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in the first place was in order for them to contribute to frontier defence and to fight

- against Germanic groups more hostile to Rome (see 2.3).

What is known to have brought about this reversal in military affairs is the
Batavian revolt of AD 69 (Cheesman 1914, 68; Bellen 1981; Urban 1985; Driel-Murray
2003, 215). This monumental uprising, highlighted at the start of this chapter, arose
because of Rome’s demands for Germanic soldiers to be enlisted in their Germanic
auxilia had become increasingly difficult for them to bear. Moreover, the reason why
these units could make such a concerted impact was because most of them were still
stationed on the Rhine frontier. For instance, units of ‘Batavi and Cugerni’ were
reported to have fought on the right-hand side of the main leader of the revolt, Julius
Civilis (Tacitus Historiae 5.16), and in the Rhineland, cohorts of Tungri, Nervii,
Baetasi, Triboci and Vangiones were reported to have capitulated to Civilis (Tacitus
Historiae 4.16; 4.33, 56, 70), and the general received the military assistance of the
Cannanefates, Frisii, Sunuci, Marsacii, Mattiaci, Tencteri, Ubii, Chatti, Chauci, and
Bructeri as well, the latter three groups being mobilised from the east bank of the Rhine
(Tacitus Historiae 4.27, 32, 37, 56, 64-6; 5. 19-20).

Neither should one underestimate the sheer devastation, which this revolt brought
to the Rhineland, since this desolation is amply demonstrated via the documentary as
well as the archaeological evidence. The insurgents were reported to have attacked the
legionary forces at Bonn, Nijmegen, Xanten and Mainz, which housed the First Legion,
Second Legion Adiutrix, the Fifth Legion, Fifteenth Legion Primigenia, Fourth Legion
Macedonica and the Twenty-Second Legion Primigenia (Tacitus Historiae 4.19-36).
The physical signs of this destruction have also been identified at Tongres, Hofheim,
Seltz, Rheingénheim, Strasbourg, Aislingen, Unterkirchberg, Wiesbaden, Risstissen,
Augsburg, Kempten and Bregenz. The fortress at Nijmegen and the two legionary bases
at Xanten were even razed to the ground (Schénberger 1969, 153-5; Slofstra 1991, 168;
Bridger 2006; Schmitz 2009). Overall, the rebellion tested the loyalties of the
Germanic cohorts towards the Roman state compared to their relationships with each
other, and even more disturbingly, with the unconquered peoples of Free Germany.
The rebellion undermined the policy of having Germanic units controlling imperial
affairs in the Rhineland, and this is the main backdrop to the Germanic auxiliaries

serving in the British frontiers as opposed to remaining on their own Rhenish borders.
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As a result, the revolt raises two important issues about the Germanic auxilia, which
- have important implications for both the patterns of recruitment and ethnic personae of
the Germanic units stationed in Britain. These issues of recruitment and ethnic identity

are evaluated in the following subsections.

2.4.1 Patterns of Recruitment

One of the most important arguments brought to the fore about the Germanic auxilia in
recent years, is the manner in which they were raised and controlled by their own native
leaders (Roymans 1990; 2003; Slofstra 1991; Haynes 2001; van Driel-Murray 2003;
van Rossum 2004). Arminius had been one such commander of his own Cheruscian
auxilia (see 2.3), and the best known commanders were Julius Civilis, Julius Paulus,
Julius Briganticus, Claudius Victor and Claudius Labeo, who controlled the Batavian
cohorts during the time of the Batavian revolt (Germania 29; Tacitus Historiae 2. 22; 4.
12, 13, 18, 32-3, 70). The commanders allegedly belonged to a stirps regia (royal line)
(Tacitus Historiae 4.13). Additionally, Chariovalda had been an earlier native
commander (dux) of a Batavian cohort in AD 17 (see 2.3). Whilst only Roman citizens
of equestrian rank were generally permitted to command auxiliary units (Cheesman
1914, 90; Bowman 1994, 67), exceptions were certainly made for the Germanic units.
As we have also already seen, the establishment of Germanic auxilia was even spawned
out of the native Germanic warbands, which then became allies of Rome as their native
commanders either surrendered to Rome or agreed to form alliances or peace treaties
(see 2.2). The socially stratified basis of the Germanic peoples meant that their native
leaders were capable of raising war-bands through a system of asymmetrical
patron/client relationships where the dependent clients were obliged to commit
themselves as warriors (Will 1987; Roymans 1990, 34; Green 1998, 122). The
classical sources also represent the concilium (tribal assembly) as the major institution
where the Germanic soldiers and their leaders pursued their military affairs. The
concilium was, for instance, the venue where the principes (leaders) themselves would
be appointed and initiated (de Bello Gallico 4.23). It was also the locale where the
principes would enlist the iuvenes (young men) into the warrior fraternity through

initiation ceremonies of a rather martial nature:
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then in the concilium one of the chiefs (principes) or his father or his

relatives equip the young man (iuvenis) with shield and spear: this

corresponds with them to the toga, and is the youth’s first public

distinction
Germania 13

Bearing these factors in mind, the likelihood that the commanders of Germanic auxilia
units made use of these types of native and pre-Roman mobilisation strategies is made
explicit during the time of the Batavian revolt. Julius Civilis, a member of the ‘royal
line’ (regis stripe) and main protagonist of the Batavian revolt, called together a
meeting at an ‘assémbly’ (concilium) for the ‘tribal leaders’ (primores gentis) where it
was decided that Rome’s demand for their soldiers had become excessive (Tacitus
Historiae 4. 13-14). The source suggests, therefore, that the native concilia played an
instrumental role in the recruitment strategies of auxiliary soldiers.

Other passages reveal that, at the time of the revolt the Cannanefates and Ubii
held similar meetings and that Civilis himself even organised the Sunucian iuvenes
- (young men) into operational cohorts (Tacitus Histories 4. 13-14, 63-66). We should
consider, then, the types of location where these assemblies and recruitment ceremonies
took place. |

The Batavians’ concilium was convened at a nemus (sacred grove), and whilst
historical portraits have always portréyed this as a rather thickly wooded and
uncultivated landscape (Fig. 2.9), one should remember that ‘sacred groves’ were
attached to Roman temples (Carroll 2003b, 69). This leaves us with the possibility that
the Batavian’s assembly was staged in a much more Roman milieu than has been
commonly supposed. Roymans and Derks (1994, 195) conjecture that one of the
temples dedicated to Hercules Magusanus might have been a suitable venue for
initiating the Batavian revolt. Nico Roymans (2004, 248) goes on to argue that the
temples dedicated to Hercules Magusanus, at places such as Empel, Ruimel and Kessel,
might have even operated as tribal assemblies (corncilia), which initiated adult men into
Roman service. The high number of Roman Weapons recovered from these venues (see
2.2.1) reveal that they were rooted in important rites of passage relating to the soldier’s
life-cycle. As already noted, Hercules Magusanus was something of an anti-Roman
hero during the Gallic Empire (AD 260-274) (see 2.3.4), so it would not seem
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implausible that he had been one before. In any case, the main point to observe is that
“native Germanic leaders are often thought to have been prominent in the recruitment
strategies of auxiliary soldiers, at least up to the first century AD. Often, these leaders
administered the Germanic auxilia on the behalf of the Roman army, but they could use
their power and influence to the disadvantage of the Roman state when mounting an
insurrection of this kind.

A second issue raised by the Batavian revolt is the extent to which soldiers from
Free Germany were mobilised into the Germanic auxiliary units. As J. A. van Rossum
(2003) points out, this type of mobilisation would explain why the people in Free
Germany also participated in the revolt concerning these recruitment issues in the
Rhineland. The literary sources are otherwise silent on this type of matter, and with the
exception of the Cherusci (see above) and Usipi (see 3.2.2), it is not until the third
century that the literary or epigraphic records refer to Germanic units being raised from
Free Germany let alone individual recruits (see 6.2). HoWever, the probability that the
enlistment of Free-Germanic soldiers did persist is strongly supported by the wealth of
. Roman weapons and military insignia recovered from Scandinavia and Free Germany,
which are interpreted as the possessions of returning soldiers (Rausing 1987; Axboe
and Krénman 1992; Todd 1987, 124; 2001, 74-5; Bishop and Coulston 1993, 122).
Tracing the presence of such immigrants within the Empire itself is more challenging,
though we should bear in mind the possibility that the auxilia, including the Germanic

ones, might have admitted soldiers from Free Germany.

2.4.2 Ethnic Personae and Ethnic Signalling

Finally, we turn to the ethnic allegiances and social networks of the Germanic peoples
and soldiers situated in the Rhineland. There is some evidence suggesting that the
Batavian revolt not only aroused anti-Roman sentiments, but intensified Germanic
affiliations and migrant identities. The rise of such ethnic signalling amongst the
Batavian elite is, for instance, demonstrated by Julius Civilis growing his hair and
dyeing it red ‘in accordance with a vow these barbarians frequently make’ (Tacitus
Histories 4. 61). Other sources reveal that this same coiffure was popular amongst
people in Free Germany, and particularly, the Chatti (Pliny Naturalis Historia 28. 191;
Martial Epigrams 8, 33, 20; 14. 26-27; Green 1998, 188). We may presume, then, that
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this style would have been worn by some of the Batavian’s earliest Chattian ancestors
and that it held some of the same social and ethnic nuances as the Suebi’s own coiffure
“and ‘knot’ (see 2.2.1). The coiffure also provides further corroboration that cultural
elements of the Batavians’ migrant past were still being drawn upon into the Roman
period, in addition to the ritual observances already discussed at temples such as those
dedicated to Hercules Magusanus (see 2.3.4).

It is a commonplace that signs of ethnic distinction are asserted more prominently
in times of social and economic duress (Jones 1997, 110, 124). We can surmise that the
Batavian revolt was one of these times. In general, however, rﬁen and soldiers in the
Rhineland tended to assimilate more fully to orthodox, Roman styles of clothing and
coiffures than their female counterparts (Carroll 2001, 119). On funerary reliefs, for
instance, the men are typically depicted according to Roman fashions, even when the
women next to them are portrayed in the more Germanic and non-Roman styles
discussed earlier (see 2.3.4). This type of gendered difference may also find parallels in
the contemporary world where, for instance, males are more commonly dressed in

Western clothes than female immigrants. In such contexts, these asymmetrical modes
of acculturation might be dependent on a series of factors, such as the men’s greater
share in the job market, bringing them into sharper contact with the cultural traditions
of their host communities (Chamberlain 1997), whilst the values of the immigrant
communities themselves might also expect women to play a conservative role in
preserving certain ancestral traditions (see van Driel-Murray forthcoming). Both of
these types of explanations could be used to inform our understanding about the
engendered acculturation practices amongst men and women in the Rhineland.

In any case, whatever the reasons, the implications of this development for the
Germanic migrants in Britain is that, with only some exceptions (see 3.6.1), the men
and soldiers would not have dressed overly differently from men originating from many
other part of the Empire (see also James 1999). However, these men may have
expected their women to conform to different standards, whether the women
accompanied them to Britain or not. The ethnic referents used by the men themselves
might have also been particularly pronounced in periods of social, economic or political

tension.
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i he most controversial and complex issue surrounding the ethnic identities of the
. ..manic peoples and soldiers relates, however, to their supposed pan-Germanic
 affiliations and ‘German’ ethnicity. Roman historians had, for instance, presented the
Batavian uprising as having been instigated by a group of people affiliated under the
emic name of the Germani, and because of this fear of pan-Germanic allegiances, the
Emperor Nero had disbanded the Germanic soldiers recruited into his own personal
bodyguard (Tacitus Histories 2.5; Suetonius Galba 12). In the Rhineland itself, one of
the most unequivocal testimonials of the peoples’ pan-Germanic sentiments was when
the Ubii agreed to participate in the revolt by holding a concilium (assembly) in
Cologne. The assembly was attended by various Germanic groups, and one of these,
the Tencteri, claimed that the Ubii had been ‘returned to the body of the German
peoples and the German name’ (Tacitus Historiae 4. 63).

This concilium was dedicated to ‘Mars’ and other native gods (Tacitus Histories
4.63), and we might assume, then, that it was convened at another Roman temple. Such
a temple in Mars’ honour is even identified for Cologne, which allegedly contained a
prized sword belonging to Julius Caesar (Suetonius Vitellius 7-8). The importance of
such assemblies in the ethnic identities and religious habits of Germanic groups raises
no theoretical concerns to scholars (see 2.3.4, 2.4.1), but the groups’ supposed pan-
Germanic sentiments are treated with much more concern and distrust. Scholars are in
agreement, for instance, that, whilst Roman outsiders might have entertained misguided
fancies over pan-Germanic affiliations, the Germanic groups themselves neither
recognised pan-Germanic associations nor even thought of themselves as Germans
(Hachmann 1971, 16; Meid 1986, 210; Wolfram 1997, 4; Wells 1999, 102; Pohl 2000;
Roymans 2004, 29).

One example of this type of argument is found in Malcom Todd’s (2004, 8-9)
Early Germans, which insists that: |

the Germani....had no collective consciousness of themselves as a
separate people, nation or group of tribes. There is no evidence that

they called themselves ‘Germani’ or their land Germania.

Walter Goffart (2006, 5) also claims that:
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the peoples surveyed by Tacitus or those of the Migration Age were
fragmented; they did not call themselves Germans but bore particular

names.

In usual circumstances, one might have found it odd for scholars to insist from the
outset of their works that no genuine relationship exists between the people forming the
object of their own research. The reason for this circumstance in the case of the
Germani is most probably because pan-Germanic interpretations have been consciously
downplayed since they were exploited for political ends during the lead up to the
Second World War (Wolfram 1997, 10). Evidently, these peoples were fragmented, in
a modern, nationalistic understanding of the term, and their social divisions are borne
out by the types of rifts highlighted throughout the course of this chapter — such as
those between the Usipi and their Suebian invaders (see 2.2), and those between the
Ubii and other Germanic groups (see‘ 2.3.3). Tensions even existed amongst different
factions and family members of the Batavi (see Tacitus Histories 4.56). Nonetheless,
such episodes of conflict and of violence are still part of the underlying cultural and
- historical trajectories pertaining to these people, and they cannot be used in isolation to
suggest that they recognised no common ground. Conflicts often run alongside peoples
sharing considerable physical, cultural and economic similarities, who, although
operating under different factions, still recognise that they are socially and historically
intertwined.

In spite of undisputed ethnic tensions, I have recently proposed that Germanic
groups expressed more pan-Germanic identities than scholars generally accept. This
evidence has simply been ignored or is open to different interpretations from those
which have generally been proposed (Clay 2008).

For instance, Nico Roymans uses the funerary inscriptions set up by the German
bodyguard in Rome to argue that, in the lead up to the Batavian revolt, the soldiers
professed no such pan-Germanic allegiances warranting their dismissal. He states that
‘in their grave inscriptions...they emphasised only their tribal identity’ (Roymans 2004,
28). The tribal names (nationes) referred to in the inscriptions are ‘Batavus’,
‘Baetasius’, ‘Suebus’ and ‘Ubius’ (Bellen 1981, 36), and they point to the central

importance of ethnic distinctions within this immigrant, soldiery community.
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Nonetheless, one should not lose sight of the fact that the guild to which these soldiers
belonged was entitled the collegium Germanorum — the society of the Germani (Fig.

2.10). This was in reference to their own burial club, which the soldiers themselves
were probably responsible for both founding and naming (see Goldsworthy 2003, 50).
Neither did these types of collegia simply exist in order to bury the dead, but their
living members would have used them as a basis to hold meetings and to partake in
collective worship (Bellen 1981, 60; Carroll 2007, 48). This leads us to concur then,
that, if the members of the German collegium held meetings at temples equivalent to
those suspected at Cologne and Nijmegen (see above and 2.3.4, 2.4.1), there might have
been adequate grounds for dismissing the unit. Rather than using the monuments to
claim the absence of pan-Germanic fraternities, one could envisage them as recording
tribal members who were coalesced under a society of the Germani.

What is more, twenty other gravestones in Rome cite Germanus as an emic
definition (Noy 2000, 216). This contradicts assertions that this type of usage never
occurred in the epigraphic record (see Carroll 2001, 113). However, the other context
where the term is recorded epigraphically is in inscriptions in Britain (see 3.4.2). The

. records we find for both the Germanic foreigners in Rome as well as the Germanic
soldiers and inhabitants in the Rhineland should, therefore, be kept in mind when

examining the Germanic migrants in Britain.

2. 5 Conclusion

An overview of the Germanic migrants in Roman Britain would have been insufficient
if it dealt simply with the evidence for them in Britain. Much of the world-views of
these Germanic immigrants would have originated in their native homelands, and, as
chapter three shows, their connections with these places were far from severed once
they had crossed overseas.

In this chapter, it has been demonstrated how the Germanic migrants who came to
Britain were descended from rather complex social, ethnic and military relationships in
Free Germany and the Rhineland. Some of the Germanic ethnic groups had emerged in
the late Iron Age, but the emergence of others dated to the time when the emperor

Augustus permitted Germanic groups to settle onto the western bank of the Rhine as
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part of state policy. Often, the literary and archeological sources for these migrations
have been discussed in rather basic terms, as a chronological guide of the migration
process, but it has been afgued here that the classical and archaeological records point
1o the importance which migration served in the ethnic identities, world-views and
origin myths of the cisrhenine Germanic groups. The literary sources suggest that the
Germanic groups had built their own ancestral narratives around previous migrations,
and the physical evidence for these movements is attested in the pioneer phases of
settlement, as well as in the Roman inscriptions, which show how migration remained
important to the ethnic and religious identities of these groups into the third century.
The background to the mobilisation of many of the Germanic auxiliary units to
Britain must be also surely attributed to a change of policy following the Batavian
revolt. In the first instance, the Germanic auxilia had been mainly raised in the
Rhineland in order to provide frontier defence and to participate in punitive and
retaliatory missions in Free Germany. Nonetheless, the Batavian revolt called into
question the efficacy of using the Germanic cohorts in this manner, showing how these
cohorts, together with the Free-Germanic groups, could coalesce in opposition to the
 Roman state. The revolt also showed how the organisation of these Germanic quxilia
depended upon the power and influence of local leaders, who utilised the native
concilia (assemblies) in order to recruit soldiers and to control martial affairs. The
organisation of the Germanic soldiers and auxiliary units stationed in Roman Britain is

discussed in the next chapter.
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3. Germanic Auxiliary and Legionary Soldiers in
Britain

3.1 Introduction

The incorporation of Britain in the Roman Empire (conventionally dated to AD 43)
resulted in a significant influx of persons of Germanic origin from the Rhineland. This
influx was initially a by-product of the military man-power mobilised from the Rhine
frontier in order to stage the annexation of Britain. The frontier was not an altogether
successful staging post when it came to the annexation of Free Germany (see 2.3), but it
proved to be an effective infrastructure when it came to Britain’s conquest. The three
legions involved in the annexation — II Augusta, XIV Gemina and XX — had all been
mobilised from forts on the Rhine border — at Strasbourg (Argentoratum), Mainz
(Moguntiacum), and Neuss (Novasesium). Precise details are sketchy, but the legions
probably set sail from Boulogne and the Rhine delta, landing at either Richborough or
Chichester (Mason 2003, 81). Some of these legions may have included soldiers of
Germanic origin, but the bulk of the Germanic strength came in the form of Germanic
auxilia attached to these legions, which, at this point, were still routinely quartered on
the Rhine frontier.

This chapter traces the introduction of the Germanic guxilia to Britain, and the
ways in which the units were both commanded and maintained up until the final phases
of imperial rule. Scholars have tended to envisage the Germanic auxilia as ‘Germanic’
in name only — in that the units were invariably replenished with non-Germanic and
British soldiers once they were stationed in Britain (see 3.4). This chapter casts doubt
on these long held assumptions and it underlines the forms of evidence — both
archaeological and epigraphic — which suggest genuine social and ideological
relationships between these cohorts and the Rhineland. One of the implications of this
material is that the Germanic migrants in Roman Britain formed a much greater

demographic presence than has often been assumed.

3.2 Away from Home in the First Century

What the Germanic peoples themselves thought about vast numbers of their own
members being ‘trafficked’ elsewhere in the service of the Roman army was beneath

the concern of classical commentators. Tacitus (Germania 29.1) simply states of the
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Batavians that they were ‘reserved for employment in battle, like our weapons and
armour, only to be used in war’. The Germanic cohorts were thus treated like a
transferable commodity, expected to reproduce specific ethnic and tribal personas, even
when they were severed from the localities and civic institutions which gave meaning
to their individual, tribal names.

The trafficking of Germanic soldiers to Britain dates to the initial phases of the
island’s conquest. Surviving inscriptions record only the ala I Thracum and ala
Hispanorum as part of the auxiliary back up (Holder 1982, 15), and since the units had
been withdrawn from the Rhineland, some of their cavalry included Germanic recruits.
This is the case with the Frisian soldier (cives Frisiaus) Sextus Valerius Genialis, who
was attached to the ala Thracum, and commemorated on a memorial at Cirencester
(Corinimum) (RIB 109; Fig. 3.1). The soldier is likely to have belonged to the original
invasion force (Jarrett 1994), and his funerary relief affords the earliest portrait of a
Germanic migrant in Britain. The soldier is dressed in a typical military uniform, and
his tria nomina indicate that he was a Roman citizen. Since, during this period, the
imperial franchise was only allocated to soldiers of particular military distinction
(Hassall 1970; Roymans 1993), one suspects that Genialis’ own citizenship was granted
for outstanding service in Britain’s subjugation. Indeed, the relief depicts Genialis
riding down a fallen barbarian, which could even be interpreted as an allegory of the
conquest of Britain itself. However, the tombstone is a reminder that, on a superficial

level, a Germanic soldier would often seem no different from any other type of recruit.

3.2.1. The Arrival and Departure of the Germani and Batavians (AD 43-66)

Apart from the one inscription mentioned above (see 3.2), the remainder of the details
about the Germanic soldiers involved in the pacification of Britain are provided by the
classical sources. As early as AD 39, auxiliaries of Germani were being especially
trained for this mission, and Caligula was reported to have encouraged them to grow
their hair long and dye it red according to their own Germanic customs (Suetonius
Gaius 47). The Batavians were known for this type of coiffure (see 2.4.2), and it may
well have been the Batavian cohorts who were mobilised here since other records
reveal that the Batavian cohorts played an instrumental role in Britain’s pacification.
These Batavian cohorts were also the same ones who participated in the Batavian

revolt,
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For instance, Tacitus (Historiae 4.12) stated, in his commentary on the Batavian
revolt, that the Batavians had formerly ‘increased their renown through service in
Britain’. Whilst the section of Tacitus® Annales covering the invasion is, regrettably,
lost, the fact that the Batavians’ reputation was earned during this pilot campaign
receives support from Cassius Dio (60.20), who, in his commentaries on the conquest,
alludes to the aptitude of the Keitot (Keltoi) in swimming fully armed across two
unnamed rivers, probably the Medway as well as either the Avon or Thames (de la
Bédoyere 2001, 27). From the time of Julius Caesar’s records, the Germani were
deemed experts in amphibious warfare (see de Bello Gallico 8.13; de Bella Civile
1.83.5; de Bella Alexandrino 29.2), and the Batavians were later admired for this same
quality (Tacitus Annales 2.8). Although Dio refers to Britain’s swimmers as Keltou
(Keltoi), this must be seen in the perspective of different ethnographic and linguistic
traditions espoused by Greek geographers. Strabo (Geographika 7.1.2; 4.4.3) had, for
instance, interchangeable referred to the Cimbri as both the Kelrov and I'eppavor
(Germanoi) even though his Latin contemporaries would certainly have categorised
them as the Germani (see 2.2).

It seems plausible, then, that Dio’s Keltot should be seen as synonymous with
Tacitus’ Batavian units. Eight units of Batavians are known to have been evacuated
from Britain in AD 66 (Tacitus Historiae 1.6), and these units were most probably part
of the original invasion force, stationed permanently in the province since at least AD
43 (van Rossum 2004). These were also the same units who later participated in the
Batavian revolt from their new base at Mainz, but Tacitus (Historiae 4.15) adds that
other Batavian cohorts still supported the rebellion whilst still stationed in Britain. This
suggests that more than eight Batavian cohorts were stationed in the island originally
and that not all of them were withdrawn from the province in AD 66. It also suggests
that the long tenure of the units in Britain did little to dampen their allegiances to the
Batavian core, when mounting the rebellion of AD 69.

In addition to the Batavian cohorts themselves, however, it seems that rather
exceptional Batavian commanders spent a percentage of their military career in Britain.
It is known, for instance, that the main ringleader of the Batavian revolt — Julius Civilis
— was at one time stationed in the province (Tacitus Historiae 4.12-13), and that he had
previously formed a acquaintance with Vespasian (Tacitus Historiae 5.26). As Mark
Hassall (1970) suggests, this relationship could only have been forged at a time when
Vespasian had commanded the legio II Augusta in Britain (AD 43-7) (Hassall 1970). In
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AD 69, Julius Civilis had also completed more than twenty-five years of regular
service, which confirms that his incipient military career was commensurate with
Britain’s pacification. It seems likely, then, that Civilis had been sent to Britain during
the principal phases of the campaign.

The other Batavian commanders who are likely to have been based in Britain are
‘Claudius Victor’, ‘Claudius Labeo’ and the father of Julius Civilis’ nephew — Julius
Briganticus’. These premises are based more on the commanders’ nomenclature than
any specific statements made in the literary reports. The Claudian gentilicum (family
name) of both Victor and Labeo, for instance, suggests that the commanders received
their franchise directly through the emperor Claudius. As Mark Hassall (1970) also
suggests, this franchise may have been because of the commanders’ involvement in
Britain’s conquest. ~ Additionally, the cognomen of Julius Briganticus, meaning
literally ‘having defeated the Briganti’, parallels ‘Britannicus’ (having defeated the
Britons), which was awarded to Claudius’ own son. This more certainly reveals that
the father of Julius Briganticus was involved in the conquest of Britain (Hassall 1970).
The Brigantes were a people of Northumberland and Yorkshire, not annexed officially
until after AD 70 (Tacitus 4gricola 17; Braund 1996), but their name in antiquity was
often synonymous with the Britons (Breeze and Dobson 1991, 86).

All this simply goes to show that the majority of the Batavian units, as well as
their commanders, had previously been stationed in Britain up until the second part of
the first century. Britain was witness to paramount levels of military mobility up until
this period, so this means that only general deductions can be drawn concerning the
approximate whereabouts of these units. Auxilia were largely expected to provide
back-up for legions, so it is likely that the Batavian ones were divided amongst the four
legions involved in Britain’s pacification. By AD 66, the legions had pacified Wales
and England, up to as far north as the Humber, and they had constructed bases at
Colchester, Great Chesterton, Longthorpe, Alchester, Cirencester, Winchester,
Wimborne, Dorchester, Axminster, Exeter, Ilchester, Kingshom, Gloucester,
Manchester, Leicester, Lincoln, Wall, Wroxeter and Usk (Henderson 1991; de la
Bédoyere 2001, 27-30; Mason 2003, 80; Mattingly 2006, 134).

Thus, it is probable that the Batavian cohorts were quartered in some, or perhaps
all, of these same areas. One legionary base in particular giving shelter to the Batavian
units was probably the fortress at Exeter. This was the main base of the II Augusta

between AD 55-67 (Manning 1997), and barracks built for quingenary auxiliary units
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have been uncovered (Henderson 1991). The reasons for believing that Batavian
cohorts were also probably quartered together with this legion are twofold. One is that
the II Augusta was the same legion commanded by Julius Civilis’ old acquaintance
Vespasian. The second reason is that the /] Augusta was the same legion supported by
the aforementioned Kelfoi, who forded the two rivers during the initial stages of the
advance. In view of these associations, the barracks at Exeter may well have one of the
various sites in Britain giving residency to the Batavian units and even to Julius Civilis
himself.

Wherever these units were stationed in Britain, there is also little doubt that their
presence represented a severe demographic loss to the Rhineland’s adult male
population. It can be estimated, for instance, that at least nine Batavian cohorts were
stationed in Britain up until AD 66 (see above), providing a nominal force of 4500
soldiers. This figure does not take into account the other Germanic dependents
regularly accompanying the Germanic units (see 3.4.1), nor the additional manpower
used to sustain the units once the original recruits had died. Given the fact that the
entire Batavian polity is argued to have consisted of no more than 40, 000 people, only
8, 000 of whom would have been adult males (Willems 1984, 234-7), the number of
Batavian soldiers stationed in Britain would have amounted to more than half this
figure of available men.

There is no equivocation that the Germanic units of this period were still being
maintained by Germanic soldiers. The extreme levies placed on the Batavian polity are
recognised as one of the main stimuli in sparking the Batavian revolt (see 2.4).
However, the statistics confirm the supposition, already outlined in chapter 2, that the
Batavian units must have been sustained with soldiers recruited from beyond their own
civitas. Nico Roymans (2004, 207) posits that some of these recruits were drawn from
the neighbouring civitates — the Cugerni, Marsacii, Texuandri, and Cannanefates.
However, recruitment from Free Germany seems to be another likely source (see 2.4.1).
In summary, then, it is perhaps more of an accurate description to refer to the recruits —

serving in Britain up to this time — as Germani or Keltoi, as opposed to the Batavians.

3.2.2 After AD 71: the Batavians, Tungrians and Usipi
After the Batavian revolt, the nine Batavian cohorts previously in existence were
reduced to only four. The circumstances surrounding their arrival are dogged with

uncertainty, but it is clear that all four units were stationed in Britain within a decade of
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the Batavian revolt being suppressed. The diplomas also reveal that the names of these
units were the First, Second, Third and Ninth cohort of the Batavians.

The general consensus is that these four Batavian cohorts had been raised after
the Batavian revolt and that the previous Batavian cohorts had all been disbanded
(Holder 1980, 111; Birley 2002, 44). However, the one anomaly with this premise is
that the numbers of the four cohorts run from one to three, then skip to the number nine.
Van Rossum (2004, 118) posits that this incongruity could be removed if the Ninth
Cohort of the Batavians had been one of the units raised before the revolt, which was
not disbanded like the rest. As already seen, a ninth Batavian unit participated in the
revolt from its base in Britain (see 3.2.1), and this could have been the same Ninth
Cohort of the Batavians of later repute.

In any case, it seems likely that all four units were reorganised and refurbished
with troops once the revolt had been crushed. The diplomas also reveal that these units
were not quingenary, but milliary in strength, representing a nominal sum of 3600
soldiers (van Rossum 2004). One cannot expect the Batavian polity itself to have fully
met this levy for the reasons already outlined in section 3.2.1. Instead, some of the
‘new’ recruits were perhaps taken from the Batavian cohorts recently disbanded (Birley
2002, 44), whilst other soldiers were probably solicited from assorted Germanic
peoples involved in the insurrection in the first place: the Cugerni, Nervii, Baetasi,
Triboci, Vangiones, Cannanefates, Frisians, Sunuci, Marsacii, Mattiaci, Tencteri, Ubii,
Chatti, Chauci, and Bructeri (see 2.4). As Ian Haynes (2001) reminds us, Rome’s
reasons for levying these Batavian units were partly punitive, so this makes it very
likely that the Batavians’ partisans were also pressured into joining these new units.

The most likely date for the entry of these new Batavian levies and units into
Britain was in AD 71. This was when Petillius Cerialis, instrumental in crushing the
Batavian revolt, was appointed as the new British governor. It is believed that the
Batavian cohorts probably came over to Britain together with the II Adiutrix, which had
also been instrumental in crushing the Batavian revolt along with Cerialis (Holder
1980, 111; Birley 2002, 44; van Rossum 2004).

A certain amount of information can also be gleaned as to where these units were
stationed in Britain. It seems likely, for instance, that I7 Adiutrix maintained a watchful
eye over at least some of the Batavian cohorts during the period it was stationed in the
province. This is suggested by the fact that cohors I Batavorum was transferred from
Britain to the Danube along with the II Adiutrix in AD 85 (Wade 1970). It seems
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probable, then, that this Batavian cohort had been garrisoned alongside II Adiutrix in
Britain up to this time. It should be noted, therefore, that this legion was sent to Lincoln
when it first arrived in Britain, and it then spent the rest of its tenure at Chester
(Carrington 1994, 27; Mattingly 2006, 90, 115). This second base is 20% larger than
any of other British fortress (Mason 2001, 52), so it could have certainly
accommodated a number of auxiliary cohorts. Moreover, the likelihood that Batavian
cohorts were indeed stationed in this area is bolstered by Tacitus’ allusion to the
military assault on Anglesey in AD 77, as this once again demanded the expertise of
soldiers trained in fording rivers fully armed, ‘according to the manners of their own
country’ (Tacitus Agricola 18). This may be another allusion to the Germanic and
Batavian units (see 3.2.1).

However, the other literary sources for the first century indicate that the
Germanic auxiliary units were increasingly being concentrated on the northern British
frontiers. For instance, the four Batavian cohorts, together with two cohorts of
Tungrians, inflicted a victory over the Caledonians at the elusive site of ‘Mons
Graupius’ in AD 79 (Tacitus Agricola 36). This passage attests to the early arrival of
other Germanic units in Britain, in addition to the Batavians, and the most recent
suggestions for the site of this battle have been the Moray Firth near Inverness
(Mattingly 2006, 118) and the Milther Tap of Bennachie in Aberdeenshire (Birley
2004).

Other sources reveal that a cohort of Usipi was sent to the frontier in AD 82, and
the Usipi originated from the non-Roman bank of the Rhine (see Fig. 2.1). This cohort
did not remain in Britain for very long, however. In the same year of its arrival, the
cohort rebelled on the north-western coast of Scotland, seized three warships and
became shipwrecked on the Frisian coast (Cassius Dio 66.20; Tacitus Agricola 28.1).
This probably indicates that here we have another Germanic cohort in Britain, which, in
one way or another, managed to make its way home.

In summary, during the first century, a considerable number of Germanic units
came to Britain, and whilst some of them remained in the province, the vast majority
were withdrawn, disbanded, or had made their way back home. However, with the
establishment of the northern areas as the permanent frontier, the numbers of Germanic

units in Britain grew, and to a certain extent, became more permanent.
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3.3 The Northern Frontiers and Positions of Germanic Units

The consolidation of Britain into a province only partly subdued naturally led to the
emergence of a linear system of fortifications on a par with the Rhineland. The reason
why the whole of Britain was never conquered is a deeply perplexing issue, and this
can only be partially related to the problems of subduing the natives (Breeze and
Dobson 1991, 15). Nonetheless, despite the alleged victory at Mons Graupius, all
camps were evacuated to as far south as the Tyne-Solway isthmus by as early as the
90s. This frontier was fossilised in stone through the construction of Hadrian’s Wall in
AD 122, and whilst it was shifted temporarily forward to the Forth-Clyde isthmus in the
AD 140s — with the construction of the Antonine Wall — the new frontier was soon
evacuated probably around AD 158-169 (Breeze and Dobson 1991, 1993; Daniel 1991;
Fig. 3.2). As a result, Hadrian’s Wall remained the official marker of imperial
jurisdiction until the end of the Roman occupation, although some installations on the
Antonine frontier appear to have been briefly manned during the reign of Septimius
Severus (AD 193-211) (Hassall 1976; Breeze and Dobson 1991, 1993; Daniel 1991;
Mattingly 2006, 150-2).

Aside from Wales, these two frontiers were the main hub of military activity in
Britain, and they were the areas where most, though not all, the evidence for the
Germanic soldiers is found. The relations once existing between the soldiers and
civilians are poorly understood, though the former played an undisputed role in
supervising and taxing the British province, as well as providing a ready reserve to be
be re-deployed on the Continent when the time arose. It is also seems clear that the
soldiers maintained their strategic position in the island until the end of Roman
occupation (Allason-Jones 1991; Breeze 1991; Mattingly 2006, 128, 158).

3.3.1 Germanic Legionaries

There are a handful of inscriptions revealing that the three legions permanently
stationed in Britain included soldiers of Germanic origin. All of these inscriptions are
concentrated on the northern frontiers, where, it seems, levies of Germanic legionaries
were used in order to assist in the frontiers’ construction. One building inscription at
Newcastle, for example, records how the Sixth, Twentieth and Second Legion Augusta
were topped up with Germanic levies from the German Rhineland (R/B 1322). An altar
at Castlecary records a soldier of the Sixth Legion belonging to the Mattiaci (RIB
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2151), who were a Germanic people situated in the Agri Decumates of Upper Germany
(see Fig. 2.3), and a graffito at the site of an ancient quarry at Wetherall Cells
(Cumberland) records a soldier of the Twentieth Legion as having the cognomen
(nickname) ‘Condrausius’ (R/B 1006). The soldier’s name has been most probably
dubbed after his own geographical origins; the Condrusi were a Germanic people in
Lower Germany, situated in the areas of what is now Li¢ge and Namur (see 2.2).

Based upon the small amount of epigraphic data available, the numbers of
Germanic legionaries in Britain are, naturally, impossible to quantify, but Breeze and
Dobson (1991, 70) suggest that the Sixth Legion included a good number of German
legionaries with provincial citizenship since the legion had been previously stationed in
Xanten until AD 122. However, with the exception of the altar mentioned above, none
of the other inscriptions pertaining to the Sixth Legion in Britain refer specifically to a
soldier of Germanic origin.

Three inscriptions referring to centurions from Upper Germany have also been
identified at Piercebridge (RIB 1022, 1026, Britannia 1986, 438). One of these
inscriptions claims the centurion belonged to legio XXII Primigenia (R/B 1022) — a unit
officially stationed in Upper Germany — and it is likely that the other Germanic
centurions at Piercebridge belonged to this legion as well. A vexillation of legio XXII
Primigenia was, therefore, most probably transferred to Britain in order to assist in the
construction of the Antonine Wall (Jarrett 1976; Frere et. al. 1992, 318), and this is
supported by building inscriptions of legio XXII uncovered from an unknown location
in Scotland (RIB 2216). Another building inscription has also recently come to light at
Birrens naming both the XXII Primigenia as well as the VIII Augusta (Britannia 1992,
318), and this was another legion nominally based in Upper Germany, mainly at

Strasbourg.

3.3.2 Germanic Auxiliaries

The bulk of the evidence for Germanic soldiers in Britain is in connection with the
Germanic auxiliary units, and this data is far from negligible. As noted in the previous
chaptér, Britain was host to more Germanic units than any other province (sce 2.4). As
Table 3.1 also shows, more units of Germanic origin were stationed in Britain than the

units drawn from any other people or province:
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Table 3.1
Provenance of auxiliary units stationed permanently in Britain
Data collected from Breeze and Dobson (1991)

Provenance Number of Cohorts
Germani 28

Galli 10
Hispania 8
Thrace 3
Dalmatia 2

Raetia 2
Pannonia 2

Africa 1

Dacia 1

Syria 1

Britain 1

Alps 1

Fifty-nine infantry units are recorded for Britain altogether. Twenty-seven f these were
Germanic in origin, which accounts for nearly half of the full sum. Whilst this figure
includes the twelve Batavian cohorts, which had either been disbanded or withdrawn
from Britain by the second century (I-VIII, I-IIl and VIIII Batavorum), this still leaves
fifteen units remaining. The next in line are the auxilia raised from Gallic peoples
(distributed in the provinces of Gaul and Germania Superior), who contributed ten units
in total. Following these, is Spain with eight units. Nevertheless, little more than one
or two units were drawn from the other provinces — Africa, Dacia, Syria, Raetia,
Pannonia, Thrace and Dalmatia.
The names of these Germanic auxilia in Britain are as follows:

1 Vangionum

I Batavorum

I and II Tungrorum

I Frisiavonum

1 Sunucorum

I Baetasiorum

I Cugernorum

I Nervana Germanorum

II 111, 1V and VI Nerviorum

Included in this category are also the two Belgic units with supposed Germanic

associations:
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I Menapiorum

1 Morinorum

Besides these auxilia, two more Germanic units should be mentioned, a cavalry unit
(ala) and a vexillation:
ala I Tungrorum

vexillatio Marsacorum

With the exception of the vexillatio Marsacorum, which is attested solely by
inscriptions at Old Penrith (RIB 919, 926), Britain’s military diplomas or ‘discharge
certificates’ reveal that the remainder of the units had been sent to the province by AD
122 (see Table 3.2). Furthermore, since the diplomas only name auxilia whose soldiers
were eligible for discharge, one can presume that all of the Germanic auxilia had been
in Britain for a good twenty years prior to their earliest citation. All of these units seem
also to have been posted to Britain directly from the Rhineland, which suggests that
they were comprised of freshly raised Germanic recruits when they had initially
arrived. In some small support of this is the diploma issued to a soldier of the /
Sunucorum in Britain who was himself of Sunucian nationality (‘Sunucus’) (R/B
2401.6).

It should be further appreciated that Britain was the sole recipient of the auxiliary
units raised from the Vangiones, Frisiavones, Sunuci, Cugerni, Morinii, Menapii, and
Nervii. Whilst the Batavian cohorts were sent to other provinces apart from Britain,
such as Pannonia, Britain received the full share of the auxilia raised from these other
Germanic peoples. Five auxilia were raised from the Nervii, but the Vangiones,
Frisiavones, Sunuci, Cugerni, Morinii, Menapii were only responsible for contributing

one auxiliary regiment apiece during the entire Roman period.

Table 3.2
Germanic and Belgic units listed in Britain’s diplomas

Data collected independently and references of relevant diplomas are given below

Year Germanic auxilia Belgic auxilia Reference

AD 98 II Nerviorum CIL 16.43
I Tungrorum (ala)

AD 103 1 Baetasiorum I Morinorum RIB 2401.1
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AD 105

AD 122

AD 124

AD 135

AD 145
AD 146
AD 178

I Cugernorum
I Tungrorum

1 Vangionum

1 Frisiavonum
I Nerviorum

I Tungrorum

I Baetasiorum
I Batavorum

1 Cugernorum
1 Frisiavonum
1 Nerviorum
1I Nerviorum
111 Nerviorum
VI Nerviorum
I Sunucorum

I Vangionum

I Tungrorum (ala)

I Tungrorum

[ Baetasiorum
I Batavorum

I Cugernorum
I Frisiavonum
1I Nerviorum
III Nerviorum
VI Nerviorum
1 Sunucorum

1 Vangionum

I Baetasiorum
1 Batavorum

111 Nerviorum
IV Nerviorum
VI Nerviorum
I Tungrorum
1 Vangionum

1I Nerviorum
I Tungrorum
1 Batavorum
1 Frisiavonum
I Nerviorum

I Menapiorum
I Morinorum

I Menapiorum

I Menapiorum

I Morinorum

RIB 2401.2

RIB 16.69

RIB 2401.6

RIB 2401.8

RIB 2401.10
RIB 2401.9
RMD 184
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I Vangionum

N.B. Units underlined indicates when they are first attested on Britain’s diplomas

3.3.3 The Fort at Vindolanda

Over the past thirty years, the excavations carried out at the fort at Vindolanda have
dramatically improved current understandings of how the Germanic cohorts were
organised in Britain. The fort at Vindolanda was built on the newly emerging Tyne-
Solway frontier in the AD 80s, and the tablets date to between AD 85-150 (Bowman
1994), thereby cross-cutting the periods before, and after, Hadrian’s Wall and the
Antonine Wall were both built.

The excavations and tablets uncovered from Vindolanda have signalled that as
many as four Germanic units were based at the fort within the space of fifty years: III
and VIIII Batavorum, I Tungrorum and I Menapiorum. The Batavian and Tungrian
units were the same ones who fought together at Mons Graupius. Whilst the /
Tungrorum and I Menapiorum remained in Britain into the third century, the Batavian
cohorts were evacuated from Vindolanda for the Danube c. AD 105 (Birley 2002).

Based upon the stratigraphic sequence obtained from the tablets and from the

other finds excavated at the fort, the chronology for the units stationed at Vindolanda is

as follows:

Cohorts AD 85 95 105 115 125 135 145 155

I Tungrorum --=-e-mmememmemv (c.85-¢.92-7)

VIIII Batavorum —eemeeeeee- (c. 92-7 - ¢.105)

III Batavorum -- (c. 100)

I Menapiorum -- (c. 100)

I Tungrorum (c. 105-150)

As the above time-line shows, there is no distinct hiatus of occupation by the various
cohorts, and it seems likely that the Ninth Cohort of the Batavians arrived at the fort
when it was still at least partly garrisoned by the First Cohort of the Tungrians
(Bowman 1994, 25). Once the Tungrian cohort was withdrawn, the Ninth seems to
have shared the fort with detachments from both the Third Cohort of the Batavians, and
the First Cohort of the Menapians. This is revealed by letters addressed to soldiers of
the III and VIIII Batavorum uncovered at Vindolanda (7V 263 and 311), whilst a
military tent possibly belonging to the Menapian unit (with the abbreviation CIM) has
also been identified from the fort (c. AD 100) (RIB 2445.1). However, after AD 105,
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these units had probably been evacuated, and the I Tungrorum returned to its old base
(TV 295). Although tablets are scarce during this time, the I Tungrorum probably
remained in garrison at the fort into the mid-second century. This is suggested by three
additional finds discovered from the fort: a spearhead with the abbreviation ‘TUNG’ (c.
AD 120-40) (Britannia 1988, 502; Birley 2002, 76); a diploma (AD 146) issued to a
Tungrian soldier named Amandius (R/B 2401.9); and lastly, a tombstone
commemorating the death of Titus Annius, then a commanding centurion to the

Tungrian unit (Birley 1998).

3.3.4 Additional Bases of Germanic Cohorts

Vindolanda provides a microcosm of how the other Germanic auxilia were likely to
have operated in Britain during the periods before and after the two northern frontiers
were being constructed. Noteworthy is the fact that four Germanic auxilia were
barracked at this one site simultaneously. Nonetheless, it should be emphasised that we
are still more or less in the dark concerning the nominal bases of the other Germanic
auxilia in Britain, let alone their networks of communication. In spite of the diplomas
revealing the units® presence, it is not until the late second, and mostly, third centuries
that inscriptions were set up by the Germanic units at particular forts. Only the cohors
VI Nerviorum and I Nerviorum set up inscriptions earlier than this, at the forts of Great
Ches