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Abstract

This study comprises the use of both ngwreatedand existingarchaeologicaheriatsurvey

data(the latter accessed from Historic Englandlongsideother previouslyundertaken

forms of archaeological evidence (published and unpublished excavations, surveys and
palaeoenvironmentalvork) anda conceptual framework dandscapefrontier and identity

theory, to examine the northern frontier of Roman t&nnia. The project investigates wider

regional variations in landscapes across the length of the frontier: north and south of the
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southto the outposts beyond the edgef Roman controfurther north. It also assesses

differences to either side of the major natural boundary dividing the region (the Pennine
uplands).The aim is to show how aerial survey, rather than merely providing a contextual

backdrop to sitebased resarch, can be used to answer academic questions around the Iron

Age and Roman periods. Discussion includes the nature of the existing indigenous landscape
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Figure 65 Earthworksurvey plan of Bewcastle Roman outpémt, overlain by the medieval castle, church and modern buildings
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Figure & ¢ Earthworkd dzZNI3S & 2 F . | NG 628 &f Bawkabtls (indef) dnyl indp showing its inisibility with the outpost
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Figure 67 Antiquarian plan of Birrens outpoe$brt by Barbour, showing internal layout and extensive defences, trundagddein Water.
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Figure 6& Magnetometrysurvey of Broomholm fort showing internal structures, overlaid on the fort plan (Hunter 2019, .415)..118

Figure 69; Aeriatmapping of the Flavian/Agilan temporary camp, military road and Antonine fortlet at Raeburnfoot (Jones and
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Figure 71 Aeriatphotograph showing the mouth of the River Eden on the Solway Firth, with landscape of pasture, marsh, antstidal fla
Source: https://WWWw.ViSIitCUMBIia.COM/EVNP/TIVEIEUEN. ..........coiiii ittt ettt s aae e st e s sane e saneesneeas 122

Figure 72 Topographic map showing the urban environs of Carlisle and its relationship with the Eden, Petteril and Caldew rivarg, includ
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Figure 73 Aeriatphotograph (NMR 17712/18 #21IAR2002 ©HE) showing Carlisle Castle and Cathedvaklying the Roman fort and
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Figure 74 Plan of the excavated Romgeriod fieldsystem and later enclosure at Burgh Road (Kirby 2010,.105)..........ccccveennuee. 124

Figure 75 Aeriatsurvey mapping of southastern Carligl, showing surviving patches of lajgrehistoric/RomaneBritish rural
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Figure 108 Topographic map of NAIS projesntea showing overall distribution of lat@rehistaric/RomaneBritish sites (Oakest al.
B0 SV T T PP PPV S PO POV PPRTOPPTOP 160

Figure 109 Magnetometry and radar plots of Kitridding Hill enclosure, overlain by asui@ey mapping to show differences in form from
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Figure 11 - Photograph (left) and survgylan (right) of Ingleborough hillfort. Source: https://thesummitisiopal.com/guidedwalk-in-
yorkshireingleborough/; Bowdemt al. (1989, 268)..........ccicuiiiiiiiiiie ittt snee 162

Figure 12 - Processed L@lirectional lidar showing Warton Crag, aol&n by Historic England mapping (Grice and Martin 218,.26)162

Figure 113 Plan of Ribchester fort, showing known remains against the modern viagece:
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Figure 115 Excavation plans of the Waltde-Dale site, showing organised layout of two phases of differestihstructed rectangular
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Figure 116 Map showing the sample transect (line of named sitest ®f the Pennines, including Iron Age/Roman sites alongside-aerial
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Figure 118 Aeriatphotograph of the upland landscape nowtast of Redesdaléjigh Rochester fort in foregrourght, looking towards
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Figure 119 BGS superficialeposit mapping around Block 3. Yellow = fluvial/alluvial deposits; White = Devensian till; Brown.=.p@at.
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Figure 121 Mapping of the Birdhope Iron Age/Roman settlemenmplex, showing posv 2 Yy Wt 2y 3K2dza SQ & (G NHzO G dzNB a
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Figure 122; Aeriatphotograph of Evistones DMV and badtieuses west of the Rede, surrounded by ridge and furrow (TMG 1373/18
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Figure 123; Aeriatphotographof Roman Dere Street surviving as a linear earthwork (centre) and Petty Knowes Roman cemetery mounds
(bottom left), alongside postedieval coamining pits (centre right) (TMG 14741/51 ©TimM Gate@S)-.....ceeerverriueeiiieeaiieeiieenieeenns 177

Figure 124 Aeriatphotograph of the Redesdale Atrtillery Practice Camp in 1936, adjactre ®irdhope multiphased Roman temporary
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Figure 125 Map of latelron Age Stanwick: enormous boundaries enclose 300ha (interpreted as-st#tusing over defensive) with an
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Figure 126 The final route of Dere Street, showing deviations from initial Remameyed planning (Poulter 2009, 11).................. 182
Figure 127 Mapping Block 3, showing topography and sites mentioned in the.teXt............ccoieiiiiiie e 183

Figure 128 Map showing distributions of different Iron Age/RomaBatish settlementforms throughout Redesdale (Charlton and Day
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Figure 12; Aeriatphotogragph (top) of RomandBritish enclosedettlement at Woolaw and the moreomplex villageype site at
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Figure 130 Aerialsurvey mapping showing two rectilinear settlems and two unenclosed houses within a likebntemporary field
system of coaxial boundaries and ceid; with a further settlement in woodland to the east............c.ccoeiiiiiiiniiiii e 186

Figure 13X Surveyplan of Rattenraw native settlement (left), and wider fisldrvey of surrounding contemporary field systemHt)g
(TynedaleArchaeologYGrOUP 2018, 22,24)........cciui et eettee ettt ettt et she e et et e ahe e e e bt e e be e e hb e e s bt e e abb e e asbe e e be e e ke e e anbeeesnbeesnneeenn 187

Figure 132 Processed lidaimage of the multdl £ £  §S KAf € F2NI Fd /FYLI 1Attt 6SG6SSy hididSND dN
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Figure 133 Google Earth orthophotography showing the proposed Roman-regiork in Block 3 and surrounds (left); mapped
alignment of the western linear, possibly @ ROMan road (FGRL). .........oouiiiiiiiee et 190

Figure 134; Aeriatphotograph showing High Rochester fort (abaeatre), separated from the Birdhope temporary camps (foreground)
by the Sills Burn (NMR 20456/22-SEP2005 OHE)........cciuuiiiiiiiiiii ettt e e ettt e e e sabb e e e s sabeeeaessabbeeeesabeeeeaanbeeeeeaans 191

Figure 135 Aeriatphotograph showing High Rochester fort from the newhst, surviving as rectangular platform surrounded by
defensive and later agricultural earthworks (NMBAIB7/7 16SEP2005 ©OHE)........c..coiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt 192

Figure 136 Plan of Bremenivm fort, showing excavated barracks, stables, internal bathhouse, granaries, headquarters and praetorium
(1 aE=T g1 (o] o 1200 ) TP PP OUPROPR 193

Figure 13% Magnetometryresults west of fort alongside earthwesgurvey, left (Hancket al. 2004, 39); interpretation plan showing
position of the annexe(s) and earlier enclosure, right (Crow 2004, 216)...........ccueiiuiiiiitiiiiieniie ittt 193
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Figure 139 Aeriatphotograph of High Rochester fort from therth-east, showing potential settlement earthworks (directly above the
fort) and hints of the annexe (field to right) (TMG 14741/24MBY-1993 ©TiM GALES).......ceeiruriiriiiiiieaiiee it srre e 195

Figure 140 Aerialsurvey mapping showing the visible earthworks of High Rochester fort and surrounding fields, including theasvo are
of potential settlement (bottom left, DOOM FIGND)-.......coiuiiiii e bbb e e e ee e 195

Figure 141 Aeriatphotograph of Petty Knowes Roman cemetery from the west, with a large cluster of earthworkrbatiatls
(foregroundcentre), the line of Dere Street (centteft to top-centre) and the ston@® dzA G (i 2 Y 6 righit Zop)( V& 2TRR/11R Q &
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Figure 142 Plan of 1970surveyed tombs in relation to fort (left); photographs of circular mausoleum near Dere Street (above right) and
mound under excavation (below right) (Charlton and Mitcheson 1984, 2,3,7)........cciuutiiiiiiiei et reee e 197

Figure 143 Carved male deity from the roaiut shrine near Yardhope in the Otterburn Training Area, east of High Rochester (Charlton
Lo Y L (o] T TS T e o O Y N RO ERRPPRPRP 197

Figure 144 Aeriatphotograph of Dykehead Farm. The Roman road is visible as subtle lines in the field left of the modern buildings, while
the potential watchtower is immediately below the largest cluster of trees (below the farm), different in character toethtutflearth

boundaries (bottom) (TMG 14741/53 DMBAY-1993 ©TiM GALES)-....cuueerurreatrtateeeiteeeeiteesteeateeastreesiseeesbeeesnbeesbeeabeeessbeesanseeaseeens 198
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Figure 146 Excavatiorplan alongside outlines of earthwork perimeters, showing the multiple overlapping phases of roundhouses at
Hartburn, Northumberland (JODEY 19738, B0)-....ccuueiiriiiiie ittt ettt et e e rh et bt e et e e sab e e st e e et e e ran e e ebneenenes 201

Figure 147 Survey plans of rectilinear enclosed settlements from Northumberland, showing the common features at many such sites
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Figure 148§, Distributionrmap showing hillforts in the Cheviots, divided by form and size (Jobey 1965a,.56).............ccccocveeernnen. 204
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Figure 15@; Surveyplan of Yeavering Bell hillfort, showing the main perimeter defences and confirmegualdtédarms for timberbuilt
FOUNANOUSES (JODEY LOBS5@, 33)-...eeteeiuutiieiatiiieeeaiittee e e sttt ee e e sttbee e e e beeeeeaasebeee e e abeeeeaaabbeeeeeaanbeeeeeaabbeeeeaanbeeea e snbbeeeeannbeeeeaanbneeaeanns 205

Figure 152 Magnetometrysurvey of Risingham fort environs, showing the lack of eritaal settlement and complex reorganisation of
fort [ayout (BIGQIN®t @l. 2014, 54)... .o ittt ettt e oot e e e e tb et e e ekttt e e e aabb e e e e e ase e e e e aabe e e e e aabbbeee s sbbeeaeeabbbeeeeannreaeeane 208

Figure 153 The projectt NS £ &Addz2 6SR F ONRraa GKS I FRNAFyQa 21 ff 02NRSNIIFYyR F2NJ
aerial-survey areas and sites MeNtioNed IN the TEXE.........iiiiiiii et et ee e 210

Figure 154 NMP mapping of the native farmstead enclosures and external roundhouses on Gunnar Peak, showing their prox@ity.

Figure 155 NMP mapping of native farmsteads and fisllle 8 6 SY&a 0SG6SSy ONNAy3IdG2y 1 Aff FyR . Sdzlf Se
Wall (South) and D@ Stre@t (NOMTREAST)-.......eii it et e ettt e e e sttt e e e e sttt eaeesab b e e e e asbbe e e e e aabeeeessannbeeeesanteeeas 212

Figure 156; Aeriatphotograph of rectilinear enclosure at Errington Hill Head, Northumberland under lightsaeer (NMR 17768/17
05-FEB2003 OHE) (O@KEY 2009, L16).......c.vevetertetirteeseausesesesseaseaseaseastaseessesseste bt ateabeabeeseeseebeabeabeabeeb e aseeseestesbenbeabeabeebeaseennennens 212

Figure 157 NMP mapping of the curvilinear hilltop enclosure at Grindstone Law, illustrating its different form tért@iehge/Romano-
BIitiSH SEHIEMENT SITES..... . eiiiiie ittt b ettt b et e b et e eh e e e b e e e eab e e e be e e nan e e sbe e e et e e e nnr e e et e e e 213

Figurel58-b at Y LIJA Y3 2F (KS L-NBhistoric/BonanéBiitist sktffethénInaa®Wall §foR), ahd-thie $bjar
hillfort and later activity across the river at Warden Hill (DOtHQIM). ... ...c..eiiiiiiiiie e 214

Figure 159 NMP mapping of the mulphased fieldsystems and enclosures north and west of Cidide (green), along with gravel
quarries (orange), the Beaufront Roman bathhouse (centre, purple) and Shorden Brae mays@eintt (right, purple)................. 215

Figure 160 Map showing the longlistance planninglignments used to lagut Dere Street, alongside the substantial deviation to the
Tyne crossing at Corbridge used by the early road (Poulter 2009,.17).......ccccuiiiiiiiiiieiiiee e 217

Figure 161 Photograph of the extremely welluilt, potentially highstatus military bathhouse at Beaufront Red House (Daniels 1959, 86).
Figure 162 Plan of timber buildings at Beaufront Red House, their layout and form interpreted as an Agpeatzhsipply base

(HANSOTBL AL 1979, 7). ettt ettt e e et e ettt e h e 4ottt e bt e e bt e ekt e e eb e e s b et e ket e e e bt e e bt e e bt e e eab e e e naneenatreen 218
Figure163t f 'y 2F w2 Yl y [/ 2 Nb NA R 3 Sliar for(pgeNdh Tipod |&ter seftlgf@nt @are(Hbdys6r52008,560) | dzE A
[left]; and major phases identified from excavations, includingfRoenan settlement, elements of the auxiliary forts and later storehouse
and compounds (Birley 1954, 33) [FIGEL......cciuuieiiie ittt ettt ettt et et e e e sttt be e e ebb e e ea b e e enbe e e b be e e naaeennreeanaeas 219

Figure 164; Aeriatsurvey planning showing &ents of known settlement around the excavated fort(s) and urban core (Bishop and Dore
1988, 326). The Stanegate and Dere Street are visible, as amaite stripbuildings (houses, shops and workshops), gravel/sand pits, a

large corridofhouse, two apidal buildings (possibly bathhouses or townhouses), the central military compounds, and cemeterizkd
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heritage.org.uk/visit/places/corbridgeomantown-hadrians-wall/history-and-stories/collection/................occoveeiiiieeei e 220
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Figure 167 Earttwork fieldsurvey plan of visible surface remains of Haltonchesters fort, showing unusual shape (Blood and Bowden
1990, 57) . ttttteteeuteut etttk bt ae ettt bbb b a e s bbb bR R £ R £ R £ SRt e Re AR e AR e AR e AR e R e e R £ e R £ SR e AR e AR £ AR £ eh £ eh £ oA £ e R e e R e e eReeE e eE e e bt eh e e Reen e e n e b e nennes 222

Figure 168; Interpretation-plan showing the magnetometrsurvey of thevicusand earlier excavation, survey results from Haltonchesters
(TAYIOrEL @l. 2000, 42)....ceeiiieeeeeeieiee e e et teee e e st et e e st eee e e steeeaaasssteeee e steeeeaantseeeeaansseeeeeanseeeeeanssaeee e e saaeeee s sseeeeeansseeeeanssteaeneannneeaennnn 223

Figure 169 NMP mapping of the Wafbrt, bathhouse, vicus and bridggbutments over the North Tyne at Chesters...................... 224
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Chapter 1introductionc Wt dzZa KAy 3 GKS . 2dzy Rl NRA S:
Landscape, Frontier and IdentityNorthern Britannia

The northern frontier of the Roman province(s) of Britannia, located in modern northern
England and southern Scotlgrid one of the bespreserved and wellinderstood peripheries of the
Roman Empire. When one thinks of this boundarne imagines I R N& | yallam Aeliuthd 0
the fortified linear borderrdered bythe emperorin AD122 together with its associated fts,
milecastlesandturrets, strategicallyjocated onthe dramatic ruggedwhin SilFigure 1)In reality,
the Wall is one component of a complex network of features, stretching asarssd upland and
lowland landscapes icentral Britainfrom Yorktocentral{ O2 (i f  YR® ¢ KA-B2 g 8RB RS &I Y
seenmucharchaeological work ovgrastcenturies especially along thé/all, but is rarely
considered in its entirety.

The Roman politic-
military boundary is located
within broaderindigenauslater-
prehistoric landscape
developed ovemillennia of
human interaction with, and
adaptation ofthe NS 3 A 2 y Q™
naturalenvironment This T,
ongoing changing landscape of
human activity, environmental
processesand interaction
between them, is much moe
than justa backdrop tothe
Roman militar@ éstablishment

f a frontier. Indi Figurel-t K2 23N} LIK 2F | FRNAFYyQ&a 2 ff
ot a lrontier.Indigenous FaLSoia 2F WFNBYGASNR fFyRaol LIS
landscape$ormed dynamic

relationshis with Romanmilitary personneland civiliarg, viaan active native population that
developed in response to this external chargel also had its own effesbn the new arrivals

As a result of this complex network of relationships, sites and landscapes at play within the
ONR I RSNJ WT NP Y sthédIom thie& rhajor stadS Gt aréhaediial thought
concepts ofandscapea theme muchdiscussed in archaeology and developledughoutthe wider
RA&OALX Ay SQa ;frontiaradddi of thebri Whichi adNdrged partially-applied to
Roman peripheriefChapter 3] andidentity, applied throughout Romaarchaeology since lat20"
century postprocessualism and influencing both of the aboVlese will be combinedith a
primary aerialsurveydata-set to produce a framework investigag these relationships in the wider
frontier-zone [Chapter 4]. Thibeoreticaltriumvirate forms theacademiccontext defining this
project.

Thisregionbenefits from severalesearchframeworks, laying out current archaeological
knowledgefor each periodfollowed by agenda for further research North-West England
(Brennancet al.2006a; 2007)North-East Englan{Petts and Gerrard 200@nd the Scottish
Archaeological Research Framew(itkinter and Carruthers 20122012b) along withone for the
I F RNAFYQa 2 (nohds dhd MaSdRODIa209K)canimSn theme emerging
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from all ofthese isthe need for reassessment of existing and creation of new ttatcover large

areas to allow intraregional comparison and identify ned@aturesthat contextualise existing site

based archives. Oreffective approacHor largescale coveragevith a long pedigreesgionally is

aerial survey, evidenced lbganyprojectsoverseveraldecadesthe National Mapping Programme

(NMP) Agood exampleiSs KS | I RNBMPYIRE 25Ol f 6 KA OK O2@3SNBR (GKS 2
area(Oakey 2009)

Survey data is commonly used for mapping archaeological distributions or adding context to
excavated sites, rather than as a primary ds¢afor academic research in its own right. This thesis
thus aims to test whether such data can answer complex archaeological questions, applying the
above theoreticaframework tonewly-produced and existing aerialirvey dataconsideringthem
alongside ther forms of existing archaeological evidence to anssushquestions [Chaptex7/8].
Resultinglythe current project includes a collaborative agreement with Historic England, producing
new aerialsurvey datdor their national archive in return foacessto aerial imagery and survey
data from past projectdNew data created will thus have an ongoggrondaryuse in national and
local archivesa source for future research and heritage management.

Afurther key theme identified inheseresearchframeworks isdiscussion of the Roman
frontier in its widersouth-north context (hinterland, borderlandandouter-zone of influenci
Meanwhile, anotheunderstudiedsubjectis comparson ofdifferinglandscapseither side of the
centraluplandnaturalboundaryof the regionthe Pennindells. Therefore, two major resear@dims
of the current study are to examine survey data from acrossiggeh of the frontier zone (north
south) and to comparéhis data (andits implication$ east and west of the Pennigecrossing the
breadth of the regioiChapter7]. To achieve thigjatawill be assessed itwo parallel linear
sampletransects(Figure 2)the first following a line from Ribchester fort in Lancashire ntotthe
outpostF 2 NIi i bSGKSNbe o6Se2yR IFTRNAILyQa 21ttt Ay [ dz
the major Roman road of Dere Street from the frontier headquarters at York north to the outpost of
High Rochester in Northumberlafi@hapter 6].Thesetransects each covesrariousexisting aerial
survey projects of differingge andnumerous excavateRomanand indigenousites. They both
alsorange acrossipland and lowland landscapes.

With aerial survey as primagata, a theoreticalframeworkof landscape frontier and
identity, and the wider frontier between York and southern Scotlangragect area, this thesis will
therefore addressseveralresearch and methodological questions [Chapter 4ravide new
perspectivas onthe northern frontier of the Roman Empire. Whilst primary datdlectionfollows
existingapproactesfrom Historic Englan@Evans 2019and the three theornpodieshave seen
application to the periody academicsthe combination of thedesand thisdataset aims to be a
novel contribution to study of the frontier.

Establishment of borderszomplexitesof movement across and around theand what
constitutes such boundaries aoé significanceo the modern world as are issues around mobility
andmigration, including how thesenodernprocesses integrally lito how we study boundaries of
the past(Gardner 2017b)n turn, howwe study Roman frontiers can offer reflectiom phenomena
such as presentlay crossEuropean migration and reactionary national boraeaking(Hingley
2018) Researcling the establishmentfunctionand development of thifonglived frontier and its
impact on a broad region and large number of pedplgs haspresentdayresonancelnteraction
between different sociakultural,and economic groups arrésulting identities is something with
universal significanc&imilarly, impacof human action on the environment, and effects of
resulting environmental change on human populatiagesa twoway relationshigsignificant for
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ongoing debates around climatshange and humanature relationsTherefore, the thesis, though
looking at a pasimperial peripheryis relevant to both archaeological and modern debates.
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Figure2 - Map of the project area showing the wider regional contextatural topographyand major Iron Age
and Roman sites.
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While specificesearchquestions the thesis aims to address are described in the methodology
[Chapter 4, the main aims of this study can be summarised as:

1 To ascertain whether, and how, remesensed survey data can be applied alongside
theoretical models and other forms afchaeological data to answer academic questions;

9 To assess variability in archaeological survival ofdattehistoric/Roman remains for the
wider region, and how this affects any conclusions drawn;

1 To examine aeriadurvey data using a theoretical framervk to address specific questions

pertaining to archaeological themes of landscapentier and identityfor the period and
region under study.
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Chapter2: Landscap@érchaeology an@heory in the Region

This chapteexamine Yandscap€xas anarchaeologral concept together with how it
connects withddlentityQSection2.1focuseson broaderdefinitions [2.1a]theoreticaltrendsand
approachedt y Wt | y Ra& O [218b], hoNdDerietBozl< ugllised 18y th current project fit
into widerdisciplinarydevelopmens[2.1c], and howandscapeelates toidentity theory [2.1d].
Concepts of landscape applieéd Iron Age andRomanarchaeologyarethen addressed[2.2a], with
examples from the region under study and furtkedreld [2.2b]. Thisis then drawntogetherto
presentlandscapeapproactesfor the northern frontier[2.3a; 2.3b]including environmental studies
[2.3c]and relationshig between landscape anfdontier concepty2.3d)].

2.1 ¢ Theory and Landscape Archaeology
21lacDeh YAy 3 W[l yRaoOl LISQ

Pl yRaOF LISQ A desdribing geYerdheBdic ahdnmediodological approaches
within wider archaeologylt consequentlyneedsdefiningprior to undertakinganyWt I y Ra O LJS
F NOKF S2f 2 KE NRANR NI K @y Rem@GlermishMid@eNshglshafidschafta
denotingan identifiable measuredract of land(Cosgove 1998, 16anda unit of human occupation
(Schama 1995, 1®@mergng from the specificgeographical, social and cultural circumstances
postmedievalEurope(Cosgrove 1998 -2). Marx (see Foster 1999¢defined landscape by
suggestindabourasthe interaction between human and nature,need for greater surpludividing
peoplefrom the environment Sauer(1925)conceptualisedandscapeasaninteraction between
people and environmenf defhition subsequentlyusedin geography, history and archaeology.

Presentdayperceqions of landscapenust be used carefully when studyipgst people®
awarenes®f their surroundingshowever. In the contemporaryVestern world landscapes are
W LIS NaOGith Bughansformingthe originpointF N2 Y ¢ KA OK  {Banfes 199331¢s 2 O O dzNA
Thomag(1993, 20)argueslandscape in archaeology is not a definifistencompassingvay of
comprehendingthe word. The conceptasintegrallytied to ideas of commodity and tenuréater-
relatedto politics andarts (Thomas 1993, 22T herefore, gople ofdifferent periodsand cultures
did not necessarilperceive landscapesmilarly(Bradley 2000, 33)deas of landscapdurther
inform land-claims, conflict, construction of identities and variant historigalvs allneeding ehical
consideation (Stewart and Strathern 2003, 10)

Landscapés often oversimplifiedasa merebackdrop orcontextuatsetting forsites,
providing resourcesppportunitiesand riskdnfluencinghuman actiongKnagp and Ashmore 1999, 1)
andimpactingarchaeological distribution®©thers use landscape archaeologystody systerrbased
relationships between sitesnd groups, at various scal@arrettet al. 1991, 7) Emerging from
ideas oflandscape a®etting(s thewell-known analogy opalimpsesta parchmenmarked by each
generation(Aston and Rowley 1974, 14).G.S. Crawford 953, 51)priginally coined thisd ¢ K S
surface of England is a palimpsest, a docuriemtitten on and erased over and over agaand it is
0KS odzaAySaa 27F G§KS 7T A &htiRuous Nddsarmdinplidslaadscape RS OA L
are never complete or fullunderstandal.

Anotherdefinition oflandscape is @ | (i dzNJ f culfuialackivfyar&atiohshiNg
formed between humansndtheir surroundingphysical environmersi(topography, geology,
geomorphologyflora, fauna, and climate]2.3c] Humanlandscapegonsequentlyresult from
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culture modifying natural wild placgslough 1990, 2)Conversely, Houg{1990, 32)also suggests
Yy | (odBNSRihs iroppositionto, or association withW O dzf Natzif @ @ | dfirdngfofndatibn
into cultural \Placegbeganin earlyprehistoryo ¢ | 2 Yy \pdoglelidentifyingiotable
surroundingfeatures(mountains, caves, springis the frameworks givingmeaning to life(Crumley
1999, 270). NJ R {2@0@)An3rchaeology of Natural Placesamines theecomplex interactions
between humans andatural environmentsuggesting that natural featurese perceived
differently over timeand dependent owiewer, their significanceoverlooked into lateprehistory
due to increasindocus onsettlement and monumerdlity (Bradley 2000, 35,14./Mlature® influence
uponsocial evolutioralso informdVarxist materialism(Maurer 2006, 17)Therefore, natura
landscapés not onlyan environmental backdrop to archaeolggbhut activelyinformshuman activity
and perception

More recent ideas include landscapea mediumfor, and outcome ofindividual andvider
social practice¢Tilley 1994, 10; Tilley 2008, 27&pnstructed rather than merely perceived
(Cosgrove 1998, 13hhe European Landscape Convent{bandscapénstitute 2018)describes
fryRaOFLIS ay alby FNBIF LISNOSAOBSR o0& LIS2LX S 6K2aS8
AYGUSNI OGA2y 27F yI (dNhubte JagkIBOBIK dzi | v f BYaR & & NRIS ¢
synthetic space, a mamade systenfunctioning and evolving not according to natui@ik but to
aSNIBS | Omheyafalegnstiiutedddy historicallgrounded meaningassigned and addeid
by people(Lelong and McGregor 2004, Zid consequenthare valueladen(Lazzari 2008, 644)
Many suchargumensderivefrom. 2 dzNR(A9%7)la&bitus routine social practices ithin which
people experience and dwell in the world arourtnein, dependent orsocial, cultural and historical
situation(Knapp and Ashmore 1999,-2Q). Landscape itherefore culturally-definedand mediated
Pe2 L SQ& LIN} OiGA OF t défieds)Bdidlade/w@tsn ittBarretietkal 1091,82 NI R
Debates includd RS I & 2Z@neutwal hddisf@ activitypeing given meaning and thus
NI yaT2NYS Rasky2idg 49%rgited txSaDddBcapes are made up of plametsare also
themselves placesandscape itherefore an active (constantly changing) smcultural construcior
processused tocontrol world-viewsas opposed tanerely passivédy indicaing human activity.

2.1b ¢ Ways of Studying Landscape in Archaeological Discourse

As shown by theevarieddefinitions the historicRS @St 2 LIYSy G4 2F Wt I yR& Ol LJ
has profoundy influenced waysin which thesub-discipline is practised todainformed byseveral
different theoretical frameworks and methodological approache®ritain,empiricalfield survey
has dominatednuchlandscape archaeolodBowden andMicOmish 2011, 20pbservationbased
I LILINE I OKS & o VLIS N2&ultihg izagh@ed@ahs ofeartifwik @ Isthdouilt
featuresinterpreted in the field by experienced surveygFigure3) or wider-scalemaps of
identified archaeologicasite distributions(Lilley 2017, 179see 2.1c]

In contrast to such qualitative methodologiespra-scientific pocessuast methodologes
analy® human adaptation tghysical environmentandthe impact of theseprocesse®n societal
development, resulting il O dzf (i dzNJ For inStéh@efo@iefes Bxpandr retreat alongside
environmentl improvementor decline(Muir 2000, 9)often assessed via changespiants, animabk
andother physicalenvironmentremains(Crumley 1994, 9; Rackham 2000,B)tzer(1982)thus
integratedgeoarchaeology, archaeobotargqoarchaeology and climatology indcosystemsased
spatial modelsillustratingthat people dynamically interact with, and are influenced the natural
environment.Suchviewsconsequentlystressthe importance of natural resources amdltural
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%0 metres

Figure3 - Earthwork plan of Kitridding indigenous settlemeiim the Lune
Valley,followingti KS W. NAGAAK GNIRAGAZ2YQ

2017, 35).

between people and over tim@ender 2006, 303)

adaption to surrounding&lohnson
1999, 103)Anothersystems
based American approactvas

. A Y T paliRdpaysisiof
settlement(David and Thomas
2008, 30)components in a
hierarchical system of places
linkingto social and economic
patterns(Aston 1985, 91)

In opposition tathe above
approachego landscapepost
processualisnmasdramatically
impactd landscape archaeology
since thel980s.Debate continues
to be heated seeresponsesto
W2 Ky §2B0r)deas of
LandscapéFleming 2007; Fleming
2008; Johnson 2007ayhich

arguesi NI RA (A 2 y vidws Ww2 Y I vy
of landscapeasnationalisticand colonialjgnoringmulti-culturalism and genderoles Another
argumentis thatby examiningwider patterns and processgesneloses sight of thepeople who
createdthoselandscapesConsequently, recent approaches prioritise individyralup perceptiors
informing landscapereationand previouslymarginalisedaspects of landscape.
Awell-knowntheoretical approachintroducedin ¢ A f {1$98)RRhenomenology of
Landscapgeexamiresexperiential, sensory understandingstbé materialworld through perceived
vistas and sitevisibility (Briick 2005, 46)andscapes created throudhlS 2 Léixgg@ace and
engagementBender 1993, 1Critiquesof this havancluded the problems of aundefined
methodolagy, relianceon poorly-characterizeditual ideology and ethnocentric biagBriick 2005,
54-62). It neverthelesseapprai®sandreinterprets prehistoriclandscaps, the broad concepts
allowingstudyof identities embedded iperception experience and engagemt with landscape
(Gardner 2007, 14¥lespiteongoingissues of intervening landscajpbange different cultural
backgrounddetweenpast and presentiewers (Thomas 2006, 5%)nd highlydiffering perceptions

Another postprocessual landscape technique is hypgerpretation (Edmonds 1999;

Edmonds and Seaborne 2081) SY LK aAdAy 3 AYI IAYFGASBS NBIFRAy3aA

analysis of fixed data, generally for egohehistory. While such poetic writingtyle moves away

from traditional landscape discussions and emphasises human experience, it suffers from similar

issues of ethnocentrism and lack of critiealalysis. Therefore, both this and phenomenology are

harder to apply tolhe Roman period, with substantial archaeological data which cannot be ignored.
A thirdapproachseeslandscaps as beingcreatedduringprocesses of daily é§fL y 32 f RQa

(1993, 158 (i | a 1 thuSdomjfisesactivities constituing procesgsof dwelling ina particular
environment Landscape isherefore anenduring record of lives, activities and works of past
generationgIngold 1993, 152)ameetingpoint for ideas and thingéCarver and Lel@n2004, iv)
Key limitationsincludethe focus ongeneralisingsociceconomic processesemoving people from
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Wi AGAY3IQ A ghdronkalticidng oflaba@u@Walsia18 pers.comm), ignoringast
hardship conflictand exploitation

Femini$ andgenderdynamicdan landscapestudieshavealsoadvanced the discipline
arguingthat women are often ignored in larggcale analyse&enderdynamicsgenerateW LJ2 ¢ S NB R
f I ¥y R &, 6datialfyexgesing social powesstructures including gender segregation or
integration, domination and resistan¢8penceiWood 2010, 343844) Suchcritiques alsohighlight
ISYRSNRa Ay T dhegesigzenturydisgipfrar®dliginiiSemphasisingrgelymale,
elite perceptiongJohnson 2007b, 31)andscapeare often equated tofeminine, naturalbeauty
(Rose 1993, 87yiewed by men as visual commoditieguable withwomen,an object of pleasure
(Thomas 1993, 24¥%uch gendered, elitist perspectives add inherent bias to landsuapeepton,
which needsddressing via discusgj varied past perspectives, offsetting larggrale landscape
aspeds.

More-recent approachesften fit between these variedrameworks Whilethe traditionalist
Fleming(2006, 26870)critiqued postLINE O S & alalzk df évidevit@verificationand laiddown
methodology he agreel (Fleming 2007, 96yith Johnsor(2007b)that empiricism is too prevalent in
wider landscaperchaeologytheory thus being importanfor interpretation. Walsh(2008, 547)
further contendsthat many postprocessual approa@s ignoreenvironmentlinfluence onpast
landscapesfavouring human experiencalone Bothaspecs needevaluaton when studyingany
archaeological landscap€&herefore, vith the major landscapearchaeologyapproachesiow
identified, the surveymethodunderlyingtK A &  LIN&ag&heringsad how it fits into wider
discourse will be introduced

2.1c ¢ The Place of Neimtrusive Archaeological Survey

Moving beyond the variousroadtheoretical frameworks utilised in landscape archaeology,
the disciplineuses a huge variety of data, from artefactual and stratigraphic evid@xavaed
from individual site} to geographicalpalaeoenvironmental and geochaeolgjicalsurveys
Meanwhile, pimary datagatheringin thisthesis emplogaerial survg as its main methodo assess
the wider landscapesinder study before relaing this data to otherarchaeologicaévidence fora
more-complete synthesiBeforespecific methodological componerdse introduced Chapterd], it
is first necessary tehowhow this technique fis within the wider development of landscape
archaeology.

The aforementioned, qualitativéBritishtradition<J2.1b] of landscape archaeologowden
and McOmish 2011, 20)ising experienced observation via Aotrusivemeasuredsurvey,has
shaped fieldworkn Britainthrough to the presentay. Thethapls key to understanding landscape
in this approackLilley 2017, 179Monument fieldrecording dates bacto 16"-century antiquarian
topographers John Leland and William Camd@rch dservational holisticapproaches were
further developedby landscapehistorianW.G. Hoskingl977) and fieldarchaeologistsaeriat
surveyors O.G.S. CrawfqiB53)and J.K. St. Joseph, culminating in the-disigipline termed
Yy R&aOF LIS | NOKI S2f 2 3@%24) Subseduentihaligtic langstapepacikesS &
combire fieldwork and aerial survey with excavation, documentary and cartographic squacds
geographicaadindgeological dataAerial and analytical field surveyFigure3) are championed by
both academics and nationhritagebodies(Historic EnglandHistoric Environment Scotland
Cadw. Of note are artificial divisions betwedheseBritish public bodiesyhichOK | Y LIA 2y WO dz { d:
landscapes, and separate organisations (Natural England, Scottish Natural Heritage) representing
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Wy | {laatkkEapeg@refiectingamodern false dichotomy betweethose studyindiuman and
natural environments.

0.G.SCrawfordpioneerd use of aerial photography for archaeological purpaseBritain
seeingsuchimagenQ a LJ2 (i $aptirkhdiahdschmskadistributionsand relationships with the
environment(Bowden 2001, 3@8). Following initiakexperimentation in aerial surveyhe mid20"
century sawextensivedata-collection takingand archivingf aerialphotographgBewley 2001, 76)
Amajor advantagén usingaerialphotographsn BritainA & § K dza { K-8eptNE@aingR Q &
features beforanodernagriculturalintensificaton and urbanisatioriCowleyet al. 2010, 1) Aerial
& dzNJodheér @aor advantage iis rapidy-generatedbut widescale coverag@Vilson 1982, 17)
Develojpng from Crawford andontemporarephilosophiesinformationfrom aerialimageryis
bestsynthesised and presentea$ archaeological mapwith associatedsite and landscape
descriptiongWinton and Hone 2010, 7)

The (former) National Mapping Programm@MP) undertaken by the Royal Commission on
the Historical Monuments of England (RCHME) and subsequemylish HeritagéEH)and Historic
EnglandHE) followed this methodologyconceivedn the 1980sasa systemconsistently classifying
and recordngfeaturesviamapping and associated recorfiigured), meetingthe needs of
academic, commercial or locauthority usergBewley 2001, 74)ts aimwasto provide primary
information and syntheses for all archaeological sites and lands¢ajithén its defined scope)
visible on aerial imagepassisting analysis of broader landscape pattditid., 78) Newer
technology such as airborne lasgranningl{dar) has been incorporated to increase coverageere
traditional aerialphotography is limitede.g.woodland)(Winton and Horne 2010, 15Fhough no
f2y3SNI I O2y OSNI SR LINE I Nhveéstigaton andiMagpihg (AM Yy dzS a
standards, directing ongoirlgrge-scalesurveyprojects.

[t o $ st
LI
L

——

Figure4 - National Mapping Programmstandard aerialsurvey data, with attached dataable (Block 1, this project).

Analytical field survegomprises close groursurfaceobservation detailedmeasurement
of significant featuresindrelationships betweethem, andthe production of ahachuredplan and
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written accountillustratingthe interpretation (Bowden and McOmish 2011,-20). Likeaeriat
surveyinterpretation, thisapproachh & 2 LISy f & WadzoaSOiAdSQ IyR Ay dSNL
archaeolog 4 1 Q& &1 Aff asz 2 diwd SyBiginiing withthe SrEnaiseNJursey O S
Archaeology Divisiaiit is still used by HBowden and McOmish 2011, 38} laidout in guidance
documents(Ainsworthet al. 2007; Jamieson 201 /denceproduced bysuchfield surveys are
fundamentalto the current studyused inconjunction with aerial survey tadd more detailed, site
based interpretations

Critiquesof such observatiofased surveppproachest y Of dzR S (2005 BIApBEErtd
that such methodologies anaherently subjedte, introducingbias.For aeriaburvey thisincludes
followingknown patternsof site-visibilityin flying for photographynstead ofrandomisedsampling,
while feature-identification and interpretatiomelieson LJK 2 2 3 NI LIKLILOS#NBedenfeR Y |
(Brophy 2005, 389). Quch sibjectivityisthus offset by alertnesso the issue, withstructured peer
reviewfacilitatingmore-robust interpretationviamultiple opinionsg(Brophy and Cowley 2005, 20)
Other factorsincludeweather, modern landuse and combination of soils and geology affegstite-
survival and visibilitas earthworksgcropmarksor soilmarkgOakey 2005, 145Analytical field
surveyhas enduredimilar broad criticismsnherent subjectivity ®surveyor§decisionmakingin
feature-recordingrather than complete topographisampling

Qrveysdivide sitesby broadperiod categoriedo organi® results occasionally obscuring
temporalrelationships between therfe.g.earlier sites remaiimg extart, influendnglater
landscapedevelopmenj and compresing features intorelativelylong timeperiods(Chadwick
2013, 14)Furthermore, monumentsre commonlyidentified byphysicaimorphology andnter-
featurerelationships alongrather than examining unditing processe@Chadwick 2013, 10r
socialandeconomicdynamicscreating them(Taylor 2000, 17 Chadwick2013, 2627) suggests
combiring suchmacro-scale approaches with detailedite-basedtechniques showing timeepth
and phasing, such as excavatitmcounter these issues: the approach taken in this study

Aerial and grounebasednon-intrusivesurveys thusepresentobservationalgempirical,and
relatively-atheoreticalapproactes, their main aim thgeneration ofarchaeologicatlataon a
landscapescale Use ofthematic frameworksare required for furtheinterpretation, anotherreason
for the currentprojedi Qa dzy RSNIi I { Ay 3

2.1d ¢ Identity in the Landscap@pproaching This Research

As discusseddhapter ], a majorproject-objective is toexaminesuchlarge-scalesurvey
data[2.1c]within a theoretical frameworknvolvingconcepts oidentity, landscapeand frontier.
The projectherefore alsodraws uponthe theoreticallandscapeapproaches above [2.1b], alongside
examininghumanenvironment interactionsisingpalaeoenvironmentatiata fromthe studyregion
[2.3c] Combined, this allows discussiofhow human and natural processes influence and impact
one another However, in order to assess landscapes more fully, one aisstinvestigatehe
people affecting, and in turn being affected, llyat landscape.
h vy SisedtityQnfluences how one peceives and interacts wit@ Y S@rdundingsand
identity (an important cornerstone ipost-processualisarchaeological theory) will thus be
introduced brieflyhereL RSy G A& OFry 6S RSFTFAYSR Fa GKS OF LI} OA
20KSNBRZ fft26Ay3 dzy RSNA G y RAJEKINS2H08,I15a A Y RA JA Rdzh f ¢
relationshipswith other people and things: embedded in, and inseparable f@ny, S@r@dundings
(Gardner 2007, 14)ThisW LJt | rév&ajs BaRidentity isintegral toconceptsof landscapeGardner
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(2007, 18¥urther argues that identity is the key medium through which the natural and cultural
worlds interrelate. All human actiemerive fromperception of2 Y S Qréidergitg. To function
within any group(family, community, natiojy onemustperceivehow onefitsinto that group and
how that group differs from others. Identity thusformsinteractionwith others(Wells 2001, 22)as

gStt a K2g 2ySQa aSt¥F IyR 20KSNBR AYyUSNIrOG ¢6A0K

Components ofdentity includegendersex, age, ethnicity, statuslass occupation beliefs,
group affiliationsand lessdefinable individualityFigure 5)all negotiated through similarities and
differences irdaily practiceandinteractions (Gardner 2004, 40T hese inform behaviouhowone
acts, dres®es eats/drinks, socialisesbuilds andor uses spacegGardner2007, 198)It is through
GYdzy Rl yS 3Sy S Ndo-tlay ihat iScdividilF ardiirficBcatédlwih the structures and
A0NY GSIASa ¢ KA OKetE 2983y 79)m vicS Néntities Gra Brinéddentity is
consequenthjintegralto definition of surrounding social, environmental, and cultul@hdscapes

Ethnicity Household-Position
- Class
Nationality EXterna”y Eamily
Defined
Sl Status Opportunity
Background
Wealth

_Geographical I D E NTITY Age Experience

Location
o Gender
Organisation Sex
Social Group Personal/y- Morality / Ethics
Profession  Habits / Hobbies Chosen Religious / Spirituality

Figure5 - Different facets of identity discussed, showing overlaps between internal and external identity concepti
ottt StSySyia Oly LRGSyiGAltte FAG SAGKSND® {2YS S§f
dependentonthecultuk f &SGidGAYy3IT Sdad WOAGAT SYQk WFNBSQk W&

Shanks and ey (1987, 5758) suggest identity comprises constantgnegotiated
relationships of difference, rather than listed attributes, whlenking2008, 56) arguesit isa
processi@entification) rather than static entityactivelyconstructedbut differently (in scale and
focus)over time(Insoll 2007, 6)Furthermore, identities are not necessarily chosen, but can by
ascribed by otherginsoll 2007, 4)Theytherefore exist in the mind of an individual regarding
themself, but also within the minds of those interacting with them, constitutirtgro-way process
Individualsalsoabsorbexternallyimposedcategoriestransformming suchclassifications through
their own actiongdGardner 2007, 199)dentity as a concefs therefore crucial to archaeology
providing structure andinderstanding opastinteraction(Gardner 2004, 40jransformedover time
and across spagqGardner 2002, 336and negotiated viandividual€placement in broader social
hierarchieqPitts 2007, 709)and landscape¥Vhilst identities are thus fluidnd can never be
comprehensively defingdheirformationnevertheles¢ F FSOdGa LI &ad LIS2 L)X SQa
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world, individually or as a groughese reldionships crucial to definition, understanding or
creation/construction of landscaysp.

WhileanyW A R S ificdrpoiiategnultiple categories or relationships/associations (Figure 5),
varying in precedence dependent on the context in which the identity is being used, some are more
applicable than others at the regional scale at which the current project operateh @minant
elements includdoroad affiliations such a¢ O dehii WitvicityQ >~  chélpitazéntre individuals in
geographical and cosmological sp&Petts 1998, 8QYyesultingfrom identification with a broader
groupor originregionin opposition to othersbased uporperceived differentiation anbr common
descent(Jores 1997, xiii)Again, this shows how identity indubitably links with landsc&jmevever,
as Hill(2001, 14xndJoneq1997, 13note, culturataffiliation andethnicity are situationallyspecific
andsubject to transformationThus, cultural or ethnic groupings recordatda given pointn past
literary sourcesnay not correspond directly to actual perceived identiti8ennan 1989, 15vith
such affiliations alsmorerelevant during times of particularly actigecial, political or
environmentalchange(Wells 2001, 28Nonetheless, they remain one of the most commenly
discussed aspects of identity when lookingldterences in activity across a region or landscape.

Affiliations with other groumgs also informidentities, includingoccupatiors, organisations
and sociabctivities some of which do leave traces at a landscpel Jenking2008, 10jargues
groups themselves are not redheir reality being members knowing they belonga@d NR dzLJQ a
associated hierarchies, rules and customith some groupsesultinglymore-heavily situatedn the
materialworld than othersand thusdifferently affectingtheir surroundingsClass and/or status are
further components of identitpotentiallyvisible at an archaeological landscagmle W/ f I 4 4 Q
comprisessocioeconomicrelationships oexploitaion, identifyingposition in wider systesof
economicproduction and relationshigvith those controlling that syster{Ste. Croix 1983, 43)

& | dza Q nakfdneradasitian/fank in society, nehecessarily economidefined. Weber
(cited in Ste. Croix 1983, &B) consequentharguesthat status is more useful due fts flexibility.
Class and statugpresentdifferent ways in which people relate to otheesd varyingopportunities
between peopleWhilst care must be used when applyimpdern interpretations of class and status
to pastidentities, givenindividualself-autonomy and variation in respong&ames 2001a, 20lthe
effects of these components upon archaeological landscapes are frequently discussed.

Other aspects of identity are less accessible from evidentdeeatwider landscaper
regional scales, though bear mention here as tgmatly informwider identity-construction. These
include sexgender, ageand family/householetrelations(Hill 2001, 15)whid all affectindividual
opportunities, actions, and wideativision of activities and labour, subsequeritiffuencing both the
aforementioned larger identity elements, arige varyingformation, perceptiorand changingof
landscapes. Anothémportant elementis spiritualism, faith and/or religigrevidence for which is
generally isible at a sitebased leve(particularly in the region and period under studght with
implications for wider landscapsudiesdue to itsimpacton world-view, seltperceptionandwider
societal relations

To summarisehowpeople understand and engage with theurroundingslepends not
only on the specificperiod andplace but also theiridentity, includingoerceptions of self and others,
personal experiencegroup-affiliations,sex/gender, age, clagsgtatus, andsociceconomicsituation
(Bender 1993, 2As stated in my unpublished MAesis(2012) & O 2 y & { ovEbfdrdereyit of
identities can beseen in certain circumstances to be a response to people beingdalatoea
situation with new surroundings, as would have been the case with nasilyed troops throughout
the Roman pek 2 .RRi example of this for the period under studyi of ethricity-influenced
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materiaktculture (Figure6) linking back to
distantW K 2 YarglScapesvhenin a new
setting(Swan and Mnaghan 1993)or
alternatively showing commaqmwider
military affiliation within the periad
context of the Roman Empire at a given
time (Pitts 2021)Identitiesalternatively
reflectresponse of people to new
changesmposed uportheir existing
landscaps, showing the tweway
relationship betweea landscape and
identity. It must however be
remembered thalandscapes operate on
a far larger scale than individual
identities, comprising large aggregates o
actions by many people and groups
(Gardner 2004, 3&)ver long periods of
time (Johnson 2004, 242Zyhis isvhy

_ - _ Figure6-ThirdOSy (i dzNEI2 ¥RSFRR2 Y | 2 NJ
identity is secondary to landscape in the  ethnic/cultural identity expressed in a new setting. Source:
current, regionakscopestudy. http://www.historyofyork.org.uk/timeline/roman/roman -head-pot

2.2 ¢ Landscape Studies for th®n Age Roman World

2.2a ¢ Applying Concepts of Landscape to the Later Iron Age and Roman Period

Broadertheoreticaltrends[2.1] have impactedstudies ofiron Age and Romadandscapsto
varying degreesFor instanceperceptionbasedphenomenologyhas hadfar-lessinfluencethan for
earlier prehistory. Romanperiodlandscape studies have progresdssignificantlyin Britainsince
Hoskin® M cp na thatipBedREndai dn@ Roman populatiohad little effect on®y | (i dzNJ- €
landscapeClHingley 207, 102102) Increased largescakxcavation, nofintrusive and palaeo
environmental surveys since ti®60s have greatlynprovedthe quantities and qualitiesf data
available foboth later-prehistoric and Romalandscapegibid., 106)

This has allowetton Agestudies, following wideprehistoric researcirajectories to assess
broader variations in landscape, drawingonboth environmental and settlement evidence. For
northern Britain, suchdiscussion revolvegroundupland-dominated topography isolating different
regions, affectinghe sociceconomic developments and idengitonstruction which creatthese
landscapes, albeit connected by natural routeways and coasi|i@@ses 2001a, 190)se of post
processual perceptual ideas has suggesfezhit timedepth to laterprehistoric landscpes via
persistenceof earlier monuments (1 K2 dz3K RSl OK$YR ENRBY UHKS ¥4 0S8Y
field-systemgBarrett 1999, 26€262)

Forthe Iron AgeRoman transitiont S {i(1988Rheoretical approactaddressepre-Roman
changes in landscagecus from symbolic monuments (barrows, henges) to agriculfn@duction
centred onoppida(higherstatus centralplaces). This is developed further by construction of Roman
towns connected by road$igure7), enabling soci@conomic change but alsmmprising
ideological landscapeomponents(below)(Petts 1998, 88)More widely Ripponet al. (2013, 35)
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B Lepionary forrcess suggest that traditional thematic
:Z‘,’::um categorisations (towns, military, trade,
® “Small town’ (ortified) industry, rural)continueto dominate
1 deaciiner Roman archaeology, at the expense of
examiningthe larger, holistic
landscape nowaddressed irstudies
of prehistory. This categorisation often
then leads to fragmented discussions
which fail to assess the interaction
between all typs ofsites indigenous
or newly-built under Rome,
relationships crucial to definitioand
investigationof the wider landscape.
Romanconceptions of, and
engagements with, landscape have
often been assessed via Graeco
Romantexts on agriculture,nature,
and environment oftenconcerring a
mythologisedransformation of
nature into cultureover time spatially
represented by symbolic landscape
ranging from(ungendered) pristine
rural wilderness to cultivated agrarian
e ey O % e e | hinterlands (genderetemale, i.e.
Figure7 - Map of the Roman road network, attesting the connectivii fertile productiveness) tehe fully-
and ideology involved (Mattingly 2007, 264). developed urban, culturalcentre
(gendered malewith associated
economt and political functiongCosgrove 1993, 293, 290)lassicalritingshave also been used
as sources for assessing Roman landi8a WR 2 Y A \statd diite-spéhZoredaiddivision
(centuriation,villa-estateg or control of water(aqueducts watermillg, suchcontrol of nature
embodied in link betweenW i 2 6y Q | Y(ThipleyQa@0azg)a deditrest, GraecRomanplaces
of worshipwere often modelled on, or associated with, natural featuéeg¢ I 2y WMishdhZ nno
Roman symbolism and landscaipepact has been heavilstudied forthe Mediterranean imperial
heartlands, butthe variability of moreperipheral provincial landscapes (natural and existialgural)
means they cannot be applied empingde.
Concepts of landscape and identity are connegtesith identity forming the basis from
which landscapes are perceivadd/or constructed [2.1d]Most identitiesduring the studyperiod
were created in locasedlandscape contextsyith onlythose of elitestatus or particularlymobile
social groupsible to draw upon the wider landscapes they ruled over, encounteredmerenced
Thus, persondtlentity can become associated with landscage¥ G K G LISNE2Yy Q& 2 NA 3IA
obvioudy-manifestedA y w2 YI Yy O 2&oCOyidiusTactusR €3 ONRA LIGA2ya 2F Wol
peoples of northern Europenherently connectedvith primordialforest environmentgSchama
1995, 15)Figure8). Few first-century AD ltalianbad seerii NHzS W 4 givierihé exenisioe
previousdevelopment of MediterraneafandscapegDelano Smith 2003, 17677), emphasising
metaphorical contragtto northern Europans and moreeasily defining Roman against rRBoman,

¥V Major garrison settlement

¥ Major garrison settlement (walleg)

ro, .’;.,f.,,:.éf‘.;z-fj
(e :7’9

4 thh
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Figure8-wS 02y & i NHzOli A2y 2F G(KS . FiGiGftS 2F ¢SdzizodzNH C2
heavily-integrated into Germanic identities (particularly following this defeat). Source: https://www.quora.com/

at least for theelite rulingthe empire (though notnecessarily the everydagitizenor other parts of
society) (Shipley 2003, 12)

It must be notecherethat the termWw 2 Yidpyblilematic.AsRevell(2009, x)states dwe
dza S G KS (S NI angbatyYoldsfite afoymioBadertallture, a timespan, a
3S23ANI LIKAOLFE f20F GA2TKSNBRSF ALIGRBDENT £ SA&KVIA OA REF 4
was differently understood and recreated in various places and t{id&s2001, 14)The termas
used in archaeologig inextricablylinked toconcepts o w 2 Y |y XReVeli 20@yxD) ie. the
influence of Roman tastes and values on patteof consumption and production in ndratin
provinces of the Empir@Voolf 1998, 111)Nontalian communities across the Roman Empire were
classifiedby researcheras more or lessRoman, with lack of Roman cultwadoption equating to
sociceconomicfailure (Fincham 2000, 38nd this extended to the various landscapes they
occupied and developments within them

The Romanisation paradigm dominated™2@entury Romasperiodarchaeology in Britain,
SYLKIFaAaAy3a w2Yly Odz G§dzZNBQa Ay fahddaBdé@mas? y Wdzy OA @A
summarised in the semin8Iritannia(Frere 1987p a A THe Kdmiarixation of Brita{th990)
shiftedfocusfrom Roman culture athe chiefcatalyst, focussing otihe indigenous elite as primary
agents of Romanisation, using it to assert and maintain their social s@busponents of idetity
(notably ethneO dzf (G dzNJ £ |y R Of F aakadldddza St SySyidao GKSNB
socioeconomic impacts upon landscap&netheless, morgecent studiehave attempted to
move beyond Romanisatipnotably throughapplication of pst-colonialor decoloniakheoryto
givesubjugated peoples a voice in the narratiexamininghow suchpeoples might haveidentified
themselvesrather than acceptingxternallyimposedClassical categorisations or modern concepts
or definitions2 T N®(MoSr@2011; Wells 2001Mattingly (2011)sees Romanisation as taooted
in the early20" century imperial westersEuropean contexts where it initially developed. Bis
Imperial PossessigMattingly 2007yejects Romanisation (and Romaative dichotomy) and
traditional chronolog O f FNJ YSé2NJ azX Ay Tl @2dz2NJ 2F RAFFSNBY
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civil and ruralFulford 2007)In looking athe effects of imperial colonialism rather than grand

narratives, postolonial studies move beyond binastudies of¥ Nzt S NB& Q
2R EAAY I WYl GAGAAGQ ONR {(Gaifiriz$6a13, Bendekgciid a/ 3

F Y R

WNHzf SRQZ

2y

spectrum of identities betwee(Mattingly 2011, 2729), together with their various impactaahe
landscapes in which they dwekhis is particularly pertinent for lateon Age and Roman Britain
given the rarity of Romanatumentary sourcegéstricted to a fewauthorsincludingTacitusand
Claudius Ptolemaeus (Ptolerpghd complete absence of contemporary indigenous chroniclers.

Additionally, while much has previousl$lsy Y I RS 2F W/ St GA0Q 2NJ W. NJF

Roman inhabitants of Britain, there is little evidence that such broad cultural groupings existed

(Gardner 2017a, ®

NAGEAY Q&

G2L123INILKe (SyRa

GBcald,a2fl (8§

local landscapesf interaction(James 2001a, 190)\Vithout modern commuication enabling true
W3 f 20 I (whichdoéshoRrgs@t in uniform identities anywaylocal preRoman identities and
resultant landscapes would have been highdyiable, as would any subsequémipactsof Roman
imperialism(Fincham 2000, 31Pnecommonlyapplied approach to this regionalisisiviaconcepts

2 T WEidlle @)Pditiesof
severalthousand people in
distinct territorieswith specified
leaders, often createdin response
G2 AYGSNI OlArzy
societies Such societiekave
traditionally been seen to have
fluid territorial and political
boundaries, lessigid hierarchies
and lessformalisedgroup
identities(Wells 2001, 3B2).
However, tribal definitiongor
late-Iron Age and Roman Europe
describedn Classical textwere
constructiorsA y G KS | dZ
mindsor wider Mediterranean
centred Roman cultural thought,
rather than necessarily real
distinctions used bthe people to
whom they were applied
Furthermore,conceps of tribe
are rooted in modern
conceptions of ethnigroupings
derived from 19-century
colonialism, and this term is thus
problematicwhenused
uncritically,particularlygiven that
the various groupings recorded

by Rome may not necessarily
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reflect earlier or indigenous
defined societl units (Moore
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to Roman literature (Mattingly 2007, 49).
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2011, 354). Whilst several such literary groupings are thus discussed in the following thesis, of more
interest to thelandscapes of theegion in question are the less easilgfinable societal distinctions
visible from archaeological evdce, only potentially affiliated witthe Roman definitions.

TheRomanisation debatbas influenced many archaeological studies of landscapes in late
Iron Age and Roman Britaifocussingprimarily on the variability insociceconomicdandscape
transformationinformed bynew Roman idealsejther externallyimposed or internallyemulated.
Roberts(1996, 4849) argueswesternprovincialRomanisations linked towider core-periphery
landscapemodels[3.1a], based in processualist theory: provindedscapedecoming sourcgof
raw maerials, in return formanufactured goodand ideagrom the central empireSome moe-
ideologicaldynamic underlyingtheselandscapechanges can be drawn frohistoricalcolonial
analogies, for instanceY S | f K@9$ ReRtady of 11-century Virginiavhich argued thahewly-
createdlandscapesvere not merelyseen asgconomic commodities but alsactivelyused to create
and maintain colonial identitie§ hismanipulation of both soci@conomic and ideological aspects of
landscape is integrally linked ttasus or classcomponents of identity, both of whicare under
utilised in British Romaperiod archaeology, partially due to difficultizsidentifying suctevidence.
Historicatbasedstudies frequently examine status, both civilian (Roman and n&iitesh) and
military (variationbetweenlegionary(citizen) andauxiliary(provinciatrecruited), and later
comitatensegelite field armies) antimitanei(low-status frontiermilitia)). However, sich studies
rely heavily ordocumentary evidence or broader parallels elsewhanelthus need critical
assessment before application to Britanrfraurthermore, dbng-standing focus omrban and high
status rural settler8 y i 0 W@Af f 1 aQ> F2NJ gl yd 2F | 06S0GG§SNI GSNY
perspectives in favour of elites. Thougiichbias is lespronounced in latdron Age studies, there
has still beerafocus on elite materiatulture and higkstatus sites.

The reslting major issue thereforayhen using theséroader socieeconomic modelor
Romanperiod landscapessalack of archaeologicalr documentaryevidencefor the perspectives
and actions of noselite people(both indigenous and Romalying in those landscapes, generally
only assesable throughinference(Fincham 2002, 78T his neglects the lowestatus people
comprisingthe majority of RomandBritish populations, including undoubtedipportant identity-
groups (slaves, merchants, farmeijorementioned postolonial theoryhas been used taccess
possibleW RA 8 ONB LI yi SELISNASYyOSaQ A posiibaBto bffsey R& O LIS 06 L.
RomaneOSy i NA O3 WO 2 forzeftairt Britidh lahds&apeEidchayh 2G02,-2; Mattingly
2007) However,Rogerg2007, 113pand Roskam$2004)emphasisdhe need for consideration of
ideologicalalongsideeconomic aspects within these viewpoinmighilst also accounting folocal
landscape variationgn terms of this study howeyr, whilst ideological components of landscapes
are considered for northern Britannia, aspects of status and class remain inferential (except where
epigraphic sitebased evidence allows) due to the nature of the survey data forming the primary
evidence.

In terms of broader Roman impaatn British landscapes during the periodosh
archaeologicastudiesemphasisencreasing scales of communication facilitated by Roman
infrastructure providngwider connectivity within and beyond Britai@hapter 7] AsHingley (2007,
102)statesa 4 KS Y2 & 0 thyinflzehch of §idi Rofan &ccupation in the landscape was
LINE GARSR 08 GKS NRIR&azZ @Affl a COghinunkhtignvdskey 6 KA OK
for the Roman Empire, given its siZedams 2001, 1jesulingin largescaldransportsystens
newly-linking many diverse landscapes togethEnis modeldevelopedin response tgarticular
Mediterraneanmaritime-terrestrial connectivityequirements wassubsequently applied to
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Romanmaps and itinerariegFigure
. 10) focussedon built-places andhe
1 — e T connections betweetthem, rather
s =t o o
7 g L s i Cor Bt s
s b Caact S K
S o

S

surrounding provincef_aurence
2001, 67)Worth notinghereis that
S SAaX XMLt a X v,
M‘\
] R

thanthe naturalenvironment
b= | (excepting coastlinesyhowinga
major difference between Roman and
modern conceptionsf landscape
Though roadetworks served
imperialadministratve and military
needs they also impactedrdinary
people(Adams 2001, 4though to
differingdegrees Roads provided new
opportunities forcommunication and
interactionbetweenwider identities
and landscapeghough it is debatable
whethertheywere actuallyused by
localpeopleday-to-day (Petts 1998,
B E018CT VL L 87-88). They also comprised
dogum e wnerid o, g G : ideological landscapeomponents,
Lt e e e e e el famiiliar features for newharrived
= Romans othose emulating them

Figurel0- The "I'abulaAPeutingeriana: a medievgl copxof a Roman (Petts 1998, 88)Witcher (1998, 60)
AGAYSNI NRdzZY O6WAGAYSNI NEQ _ ,
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tabula_Peutingeriana takes this further suggestinghat
roadsembodied structiresof Roman

power, statusand identity, constructed across existing cultusgacesMillett (2006, 305307)
argues thainew settlementthus createdinterfaces betweenthesecorridors of Roman influence
and existing landscapgeconnecting new and indigenous routewagsd facilitating interaction and
exchangeBy reorienting pre-existing social landscagend creatingcohesiveregionalidentitiesvia
more-rapid, intraregional trave(Martins and Millett 2006, 32323), roadstherefore had further
ideologicalandscapenfluence

Water-bornetransportis cheaper and easidor long-distancesupplyand thuswas also
crucial to Roman landscagevelopment TheS Y LIA nddsit@xiédn for hydraulieengineering and
control of water originated in adapting tothe variedenvironmens of the Mediterranean region
creatingan importantideological roldor water-management in Roman cultufurcell 2003, 180)
This was exported to their conquered territories, contwbwater in the landscape bothf economic
importanceandalso a symbol dRomanpower (ibid., 189)(Figurell). Evidence forwater
management in thetudy-regionistherefore crucial to understanding Roman environmerntapact
and landscapgerception

Another aspect of both identity and landscape in the ideological spectrufaisof religion
and/or spiritual beliefThese form key evidence ftre wider sociecultural changes associated with
GKS w2YFy FNNAGIEX addzOK SPARSYOS dzadz-fte oSAy3
WS &40GSNY YRedel 08I0 OdExice fér worship of pieoman indigenous deéds in
the landscape is primarily drawn from Romaeriod adoption of such beliefystems (Figure 12),
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Figurell- The Pont du Gard near Avignon, France: an exemplar of Roman landsmagteol, exerting imperial power
over watersources. Source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pont_du_Gard

often assuming worship (and resultant impact on identity) was unchanging between the two periods

(ibid., 113) Webster(1997, 331has studiedhe subtleties of mixedesistance and adagtion in

RomanaCeltic religious syncretisna topic returned to in the evidence presented below [Chapters 5

and 6] TheRomanperiod introduction of mystery cults, often linked to other aspectaehtity

ddzOK a4 3ISYRSNI YR adGl (idzA 6S®3d aAi ofpiederandey Qa SE Of

for worship of Isis among women) has generated much academic interest but needs further study.

¢CKAA& A& |faz2 GNYzS T 2MNalinKtSRoman pibviddial corfextdskvidth® G A | y A { &

landscape impacts of class/status identity above, bddafed ideological impact is covered in this

thesis through existing sitbased and epigraphic evidence, rather than the primary survey data.
There are many other elements of identity

applicable to people living in lateon Age and Roman

Britain and consequentlythe landscapes they

perceived and created. For instance, (2001)

discusses howencer is overlooked in archaeology of

this period, particularly given the likegubstantial

changes associated with new cultural and secio

economic ideaarrivingunder Roman occupation.

AllasorJoneq2005)has shown that archaeological

evidence in Britain can revealuch about women and

their differing status, perceptions and rolbstween

Iron Age and Roman societiesd landscapes

including several women with political power and

independence (e.g. Cartimandua, particularly

importantin the current study-region).Roman society

privilegedthe elite, wealthy malegperspective making

this the normative experience: a bias followed in

much archaeological study, rather than considering

further possible identitiegRevell 2009, 152With

women forming significant proportions of most

Figure 12 - Romanperiod sculpture of British deity
Cocidius, Yardhope (Northumberland). Source ) - i
https:/historicengland.org.uk/listing/the -listlist- ~ populations, this ishusclearly a vital aspect to

entry/1018943 consider when studying both identity and landscape
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for the period. Howeverthe nature of the primary evidendgargescale survey and sievel
overviews) utilised in the current thesis limits their discussion halmmgside the role and presence
of children, and further aspects of identity such as dress, language and cultural aspects of food
production andconsumption(for instance 2 2 (R0Q&work on ceramic assemblag@ssouthern
England ofaunal comparison of diet between military and civilian, and uplamnd lowland
communities(Stallibrass 2000; King 20QI0hisis not to detract from the vital importance of these
aspects buts due to the nature of the datavailable ands offset (where possible) by existing
published evidence from the regiolm contrast, further elements oflentity and landscape which
have seen less archaeological study also emerge from the primary evidence [Chaptarskiding
more-local affiliations (kinship or familial groupings) which have commonly been neglected in favour
of wider, regional socialraultural units.

2.2b ¢ DifferentArchaeologicalpproaches thandscape for the Roman World

Landscapes around the Roman Empire have been studiednydifferent ways,
dependent orthe topography terrain, climateandaccessibility of each region, and atke varied
theoretical framework@nd methodological preferencéavouredacrossEurope Asia,and Africa.
Thesedifferent landscapeapproachesre far too numerous to describeoinformativeexamples
pertaining to fontier landscapes and Britatmve beerselected

Roman military particularly frontier landscapesave been garticularfocusfor developing
analytical fieldand aerialsurveytechniques. Buildingupon earlierantiquarianmonumentrecording
[2.1b],the Roman landscapes obrthern Britainwere surveyedby General William Rgyulminating
in the 1793Military Antiquities of the Romans in North BritgBowden and McOmish 2011, 25)
Various antiquarianadded tothis, with field survey and excavation focussing ugeamanmilitary
features, LINKA 2 NJ G2 / NI 6 F2 NR | YR s¢f Romarnvgted &ctodragios | NI &
(Jones 2005, 860). Despitea longstandingfocus onRomanlandscapse for archaeologicaherial
photographyhowever,the resultant aeriasurvey mappingnore recentlyhas been undeutilised
for their study(James and Millt 2001, 2)

Other 20"-century
pioneers ofarchaeological
aerialsurveyalso focussed on
Roman frontierdevelopment
in desert landscapes of the
Near East (FigurE3) and
North Africa(Jones 2000, 50)
F2NJ Ayall yos tf
(1934)Syrian surveysSuch ?:1,
studiescontinuethrough to e
modernGeographical
Information System§GIS)
projects, e.gWS R RRaDR) &
assessmenof the agricultural
exploitationof landscapesia

archaeological and palaeo Figure13- 1939 aerial photograph taken by Sir Aurel Stein, of the Roman fo
environmental data in Ttisia Qasr Khabbaz in the Near East. Source: https://www.thebritishacademy.ac
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comparing Roman and French colonial landsegpé LJ- O i

2y (KA WIHikeME Yy YSy il

varied datasets to address regigride transitional landscapd®as strongesonaicewith this thesis.

ForRomanBritain,modernlandscapeapproaches includé I NJ

I y(EO9BTheNd Q &

Landscape of Roman Britaimtilisinglandscape theoryClassicditerature, anddata from
archaeobgicalsurvey, rescu@rchaeology angalaesenvironmentalsamplingto assess
environmentaland culturaimpacts of the Roman occupatio. A YA f | NI @0D1)§hess®®e Q &
faunal evidencealiscussedhe links betweerRomandietary choice andhe landscapefocussing on
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landscaperegions (Rippon et al. 2013, 36).

economics anthumanenvironment
interaction. Recentdrgescale
syntheses oéxisting datgcommercial
WYrey literatureexcavation reports,
Historic Environment Record collections
palaecenvironmentalsurvey) have
reassessed broader landscapends
(Chadwick 2013, 17yheFields of
Britannia Projecassessethte-Roman
into earlymedieval regionadlandscaps
200 welldated pollen sequences to
categorise landscagénto broad types
(Figureld) (Ripponet al. 2013, 37)
creatng smaller,more-specific regional
categorieghan simple Romanisatien
based military/civilian or native/villa
distinctions(Ripponet al. 2015, 1722).
¢tKAA LINP2SOGQa ¥F20dz
early medieval changes means that it is
of leseneduse to the current study,
which aims to look at the Iron Age
Roman transition.

2y

Meanwhile, he Rural Settlemendf Roman Britaiprojed (Smithet al. 2016; Alleret al.
2017; Smitket al. 2018)hasexamired publishedand unpublishe@xcavation and surveyatafor
England and Walds discusgegionalvariation inthe settlementlandscapes of Roman Britain
outsideof the majorurban centresand military sitesevaluating the contribution madey

developmentled excavations in particula¢ K A a

RIF G F

SEGSYR& AyGateali KS OdzN.

(though does not cover Scotlanaid period of interest, and thusoth summary results and specific
records from it are discussed beloRorindigenous landscapethe Atlas of Hillforts of Britain and
Ireland compiled fromnational and locatauthority databasegre-examined a particular landscape

and morphologyinformed sitetype nationally There are however differences in the nature of this
data collecteckither side of the national border between England and Scotland, and its coverage is
limited for much of the current project area. Nonetheless odthese modern syntheses offer useful

comparisos and contexitto this study.
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2.3 ¢ The Northern Frontierdndscape
2.3a¢ Iron AgéRomarand Subsequemhiandscapesf the StudyrRegion

Romanperiod northernEnglandsouthernScotlanchave commonly been identified as
WY At AQl NEthe oppbsitedn®dw 2351 y A 4 SR WO isfd.Rrdoktbwyigandbillay R& O LIS
estatesfurther south Thew 2 Y I y | N & Q& 0o I a &racorsgqientlithfidiNio AaveNdzO ( dzNBS
hinderednative elite-led adoptionof Romansite-types and materiatulture, withindigenous
landscapecomponens continuingalongprevious IrorAge trajectories Suchbroad, sweeping
regionalgeneralisatios continued into recent scholarshipith 5 I NJ I y(R9975 111R)reQ &
identification2 ¥ (G KA & y 2 NI KesSWNyI YA 3 aaf itnyddRian e ip&cOrrent
projectis moving beyond suchgeneralising models

Further souththe army acktd asthe catalyst for Romadevelopmens andthen mowedon,
leaving local elitego organise changdownssubsequentlyfformed nuclei for interactions between
landscape, society and empif@/illis 2007, 14347), greatlyinfluencing their surrounding$iven
the lack of extensive urbanisation and ongoing military occupation in the frorgigion, this model
does not apply for the studgrea. Gardner(2002, 338kuggestshat similar processes occurred at
forts, their architecture, layout and relationship with their environs providing an alternative to
indigenousrun towns. Millett (2001, 64¥urther argues that forts andssociatedsicifit many
definitions of urbanismMany krger settlementsithin the projectarea includingYork, Catterick,
Piercebridge, Corbridge and Carljsiave often beerassessed via military dynamics, despisaing
substantial civilian populations and resultant social, cultural, and economic dyné@vhilett 2001,
66) (Figurel5). Other sites such as AldborouffBhapter 6)were seen as isolated examplet
southward patternsBroadideas ofthe army'Romarisinghe regionby introducing materiatulture
and socieeconomicsupplynetworks or opposigacademiciiewsofthe Y A £ A temaiih@idsitu
throughout the periochinderingindigenousorganisedculturaladoptionare, however, overly
simplistic Quch sveeping generalisatiorsboutthe NE 3 A 2 Y Q& Mrdsta@p&srednicagdols R
of analysinghe resultantcomplicatd interactiors between people and environmenfdditionally,
the many facets ofhe countless identities at playand differing scales of interactidretween these
affected bothlandscapegperceptionand development

Previous work on
indigenousrural settlements
regionally [3.3ahttestslater-
prehistoric b earlymedieval
continuity of form(enclosed
farmstead withenduringuse
of roundhouses)Such studies
focuson constructiontypes
and sitemorphologies rather
than the people who built
them, the activities
undertakenthere, or wider
interactionswith the
landscap€limited by poor

Figurel5 - Digital reconstruction of Roman York and its varied urban civilial
materiakculture survival inhabitants. Source: https://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archives/
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andor recovery)(Taylor 2001, 49Extensive remotesensing but relativeHittle excavation has thus
created regioAwide spatial distributionsf sitesand good understanding sfte morphology but ha
not investigated what they mean and how they relédepast landscapereation This has recently
been offsetin lowland parts of the region (e.g. the Northumberland and Solway coastal pigins)
nation-wide surveg of published and unpublished excavations (up to 2013), looking at Roman
period rural settlenent characteristics for widezomparison, and using material evidence to
investigate the identities of inhabitants and their relationship with surrounding landsq&@eshet
al. 2016; Alleret al. 2017; Smitlet al. 2018) There have also been maerecent, localised
excavation studies giving new insights into the occupalistories of lowland southeastern

b2 NI KdzYo SNI I yRQa iHodRdoRty2R1@aHovTeveN Meielrnaifsa
discrepancy in the nature of evident@nd what it can tell archaeologists) betwegpland and
lowland landsapes inthe region.

Post-Romandevelopmentsalso profoundy affect modernLIS NOS LJi A2y a 2F GKS
landscapesin turninfluendng our preconceptions of the Iron Agad Roman periodNorth-easern
England50%o0f the study areajvassubsequentlyidentified withthe politicaly-unified AnglaSaxon
kingdom ofNorthumbrig medievalAnglo-Scottishborder-warfareandlater heavyindustries a
K2Y23SySAade 27F Iy khichlikesdidit@ust oevidadsiyGaulkn@riaddA 2 y Q
Gregory 2010, -3). The northwestsimilaty formsadistinctregion,affectedby medieval conflict
butalsoposty SRA S @I f  Ww2 Y I. Thél Al CRINAND il &a/isSishiallyconsidered
inLJdzZNBS f & tethwg2ndingihGhe early5™ century AD,andignoring 1,500 yearsf landscape
developmentsince(Hingley 2011, 41However, nilitary elementscontinue to dominatewider
perceptions of the regiofWitcheret al.2010, 106) TheW! { dofiduinglandscapenfluenceis

= - ~—r=

Figurel6-! NI AAGA O NBO2yadNUzOGA2Y 2F | I RNAI Yy QANRBAVICA IS
landscapes full of activity [right], and dark, shadowy lands beyond [left]. Source: Alan Sorrell.
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attestedby Bede and Gilda@sa mythological feature associated with local gidrits lateruseas
medieval/postmedievalbuildingmateriak, andartistic (Figurel6) and poetianspiratiors, revealng
its continuing importancéHingley 2011, 436). Contemporary cultural and economsignificance
through heritagetourism (ibid., 51)showsits persisingimpact upon landscapes of modeday
northern England.

The nmodern contextin which we study a landscape affects perceptions of that area in
the past.Thestudy:NXB 3 Alghdscaps havetraditionally beenO2 y 8 A RS NB Rartyaue thBA y I £ QX
its frontier nature under Romgbut also because of environmental characteristeeg.(itsupland
topography andvetter climate)and landuse (predominantly rural pasture or moorland). These
together with the above longer regional histopgusebiasesin our own perceptions of such
f I YyRAOI LISA D A ik Br@mivte and ruggedWhilst such ethnocentric influense
must be carefulleritiqued however, they do potentially have some relevance when examining
identities and perspectives of people in the period under study (for instance, revwed Roman
troops and Roman writers), givéis position on the edge of the known Roman imperial sphere and
the natural landscapes involved.

2.3b ¢ Landscape Archaeologythe Current Approach

In summarywhile developments in wider landscapechaeologyhave embraced diverse
theoretical frameworks ranging from empirical, observatlmasedapproaches through to human
environment ecological systems theory and ppsbcessual perceptichased tudies,landscape
studiesfor the late-lron Age and Roman periodsBritain have predominantly focussed on secio
economic and political imperativéwith environmental impact and interactiomith nature then
related to these wider systems). Thasgely resuls from the dominant 20'-centuryRomanisation
paradigm.Manyrecent theoretical developmestin wider landscaparchaeology, including
landscapesepresentng conceptual spacdimked to identity experientialemphass of
phenomenologyand application of postolonialdecolonialtheory havebeenrelativelylittle -
utilised in landscapstudies for thelron Age and Roman period3ecent exceptions to this include
the Roman Rural SettlemeRtojectQa S E | Y Xoyfis &f seRtlgmedamd economyalongside
identity andwider landscapeconceptgSmithet al.2016 Allenet al.2017, Smittet al. 2018)and
alsomodernreS @ f dzZ GA2ya 2F (GKS yI (dz2NB fronfeR fodussngo® i 2 F |
Romanindigenous interactions and symbolic aspects of the bofHedgson 2017; Symonds 2021)
In contrast post-processuahpproaches to pastentity [2.1d], have madegreaterheadway in
Roman studies for Britaithan contemporary development in landscape theoNevertheless
identity haslargely been applied to smallegcale, sitebased studiesiaartefactual and ecofactual
evidence, rather than broader landscagsearch.

As showr{2.1d, nonintrusive archaeological techniques, including aerial and analytical field
survey methods used in the primary degathering phase of the current studgre heavily based in
almostatheoretical, empirical contestof the soO | f Bri§aRK Y& NJARnajdraing of this project
isthereforeto utilisevarioustheoretical approabesto study northern Britanni@ Bon Age and
Romanlandscapescombiningthe observationbasedapproaches of conventionarchaeological
survey withmoretheoreticalconceps such asiumanenvironment relationshipand concepts of
landscape perception arexperiencelt will alsoassesson-intrusive surveyalongsidesvidence
from other forms of landscaparchaeology (including palaemvironmental and excavation data)
The following section will introduce one of these datts
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2.3c¢ TheEnvironment and Natural Landscapes in the Iron Age and Roman Period

Consideration of palaeenvironmental data requires thahe state ofcurrent knowledge
around theregiomQ @atural environmenbe introduced As argued by Philpott and Brenna(&D07,
66), Symonds and Masdq@009b, 16and Hunter and Carruthe2012a, 113)n the studyl NB I Q&
research frameworks, sites need consideration withigir wider landscapeontext, both cultural
and natural(includingclimate, topography, geologyegetation,andresources)Indigenous
landscapdeatures are often placed in the same chaptetlasnatural environment, as with the
I FRNRFyQa 2 ff (NBtES009JdHchiF talingobits geldptioby Roman
(particularly militaryspecialistiarchaeologistsa backdrop to be utilisedndexploited, rather than
of ongoinginfluence(a situation only gradually changiilgarchaeology As discussef2.2),y I (i dzNB Q &
importance in definindgandscape throughout human history mesthat evidence for the natural
environment needs discussing alongside othethaeologicaflata. Thissectionwill therefore
examine palaeenvironmental work conducted in northern England/southern Scotléomkingat
datatypes issuesandpatterns, before moving onto key themes emerging from the datathei
relationship to other archaeolgg

Many different sources of evidence fdine past environment are availablegionally for the
study-period, giventhe substantial environmentadrchaeology work conducted over past decades,
at both regional and sitbased scalefHall and Huntley 2007 ;8, Hingley 2007, 106Jable llays
out many of these sourcegand issuewvith them.

Tablel - Sources of evidence for past environment and issues with data for stacsa.

PastEnvironment Possible Uses for Data Somelssues with the Evidence
Evidence Source
Palynological (Pollen] 1 Vegetational reconstruction for | 1 Variablecapability in identifying

EvidenceDark 2000b, an area over time; species;
4-7: Dumayneet al. 1 Identification ofagricultural 9 Differentialpollensurvival,
1995, 122; Wilmott developments 9 Difficulties ascertaining catchment
2009, 170) I Evidence for dietary choice;, area/ distance travelled
1 Investigating human actionin/ | § Different forms/amounts of pollen
relationships with the betweenspecies
landscape. 1 Lack ofatingprecision(broad

ranges needingalibration)
1 Fewer late/postRomansequences.

Charcoal Evidence | {1 Identification ofbotanical 1 Difficulty in ascertaining precise
(Dark 2000b, 9) species; source/distance travelled;
1 Examining natural and human | § Non-site-based samples cannot be
landscapeprocesses; directly attributed to humaraction;

1 Radiocarbordating of deposits. | § Rarely studiedvith regard to
potential non-humancauses
Macroscopic Plant 1 Reconstructiglocal vegetation; | § Difficultyidentifying sourcdocation
RemaingDark 2000b, | 1 Identification of floral species | 1 Needscomparison with offsite

10; DumaynePeaty and within area/site evidence(e.g. pollen sequences)
Barber 1997, 244; Hall
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and Huntley 2007,490,
54, 93)

Discussion of human economic
processegdietary choice,
supply, trade) and
environmental change
(woodlandmanagement
agriculture)

Differential preservation, dependen
on charring/waterlogging;
Differential recovery based on
excavation practice andate;

Focus on human action (e.g. diet)
rather than environmental relations
General bias towardilitary/urban
sites over indigenous settlements.

Faunal Remains
(hand-collected and
sieved)(Dark 2000b,
10; Hall and Huntley
2007, 910; Price and
Petts 2009, 142;
Stallibrass 2000, 66;
Stallibrass 2018, 51)

Identification of faunal species
at sitesandwithin hinterlands;
Reconstructig surroundings
(domestic vs. wildpecie};
Discussion of humaaconomic
processes (dietary choice,
supply, trade) and
environmental changépastoral
agriculture).

Issues with preservatiofregional
acidic soil¥

Lack of pecisesourcing of material;
Focus on aspects of human action
(e.g. diet) rather tharenvironmental
relations in many cases
Differential recovery based on
excavation practice and datkack of
smaller fauna or smablones

Focus on main large domesticates,
overother species

General bias towardsiilitary/urban
sites over indigenous settieents

Soil / Sediment / Pea|
EvidencgDark 2000b,
11).

Discussion of natural processes
impactindinfluencing human
action e.g. soil fertility
influencing laneuse,woodland
clearancecausing erosion
Impact on aerialisibility.

Hard to attribute to specific human
actiondue to broad dateranges
Ongoing processes of human and
natural changderosion acidity,
improvement).

Geomorphology /
Geology

Discussion of factaraffecting
landscape potentigle.g.
agriculture, mineral veins and
stone for extraction, water
course formation and drainage,
communication routel

Impact onaeriatvisibility.

Data generallyat muchlarger scale
than archaeological evidence;
Precise elationship between this
humandecisionmakinghard to
definefor period (prior to geological

mapping)

Past Climate Data
Alpine/Scandinavian
Greenland icecores,
tree-rings, peat
growth variation(van
der Veen 1992; Dark
1999, 264; Dark 2000b,
19).

Broader patterns of dry/wet,
warm/dry weather and how this|
impacted naural landscape
(vegetation) and human action
(agricultural potential).

Much-larger spatial and temporal
scale than archaeological evidence
Precise relationship between
climatic change and weather difficu
to define;

Evidence not generally gathered
within study-region.

River Systems,
Coastlines and Watel
SourcegDark 2000b,
33; Passmoret al.

Assessment of communicatiohg
traderoutes, and movement
barriers

Understanding of settlement
sitingand other activities

Issues comparing past navigability
today for rivers/coastlines (locally
variable isostatic uplift, sedevel,
erosion, silting, land reclamation,
river-course changes
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1992, 145; Passmoedt |  Evidence of human impact (e.g.| 1 Lack of previous research on water

al. 1993, 225227) erosion due tovoodland movement in landscape.
clearancg.
Contemporary 1 References to marshes, woods | T  Difficultlinking tospecific modern
Literary SourceDark FYR W/ IFESR2YyAlL places;
2000b, 12; Dumayne Tacitus and Plinyprominent 1 Time-specific, failing to account for
1994, 222) environmental features in wider periodchange
Roman perceptio; 1 Very limited for Britain;

7 References to climate/weather | 1 Only show Romarelite perspective.
throughout Roman Empire;

1 Placenames hining at local
factors (e.g. EboracusatV LI |
GKS ,S¢ (NBSaQ

b Y "
Berwick upon Tweed SIMPLIFIED MAP Taphonomy .
Lindisfarne OF NORTH EAST represents a major issue
GEOLOGY )
Farne Islands affeCtI ng the pal aeo
burgh Castle IGNEOUS environmental material
(Volcanic) .
available for study
Dunstanburgh Igneous rocks
Castle o Converselythe
Great Whin Siil environmentalso affects
and other igneous
Warkworth ! T the visibility and

CARBONIFEROUS preservation obther
archaeological evidence.
Forthe regionsizedproject-

Coal measures

Upper, middle and

o areain question large
Tt scremerston environmenal variations
coal grou, . .
Marsden s create widelydifferent
Cementsones. . .
Sunderland preservat|0n SkeW|n@ny
‘ Fell sandstones i i i
\ interpretation. Geological
herbir PERMIAN AND d soil condit
. stanhope purhamg” 2R TRIASSIC and soil conditions vary

River Wear

<3

Bishop Auckl

greatly(Figurel?), as do

‘ Magnesian Limestones
climate and its resultant

High Force

Sandstones and Marls

& Mudstones weather. North-western
JURASSIC Englancandthe many
upland areashushave

Figurel17 - Map showing differing underlying geologies in NorfBast England, witt  predominantlydamp, acidic

potential resultant taphonomic variation. Source: : : : :
https://englandsnortheast.co.uk/2020/10/15/rockingthe-regionshistory/ soils hlnfjenng pr.es-:trvatlon
of organic materiatulture

andradiocarbondatableobjects(AllasorJones 2009, 217; Dark and Dark 1997, 10; Stallibrass 2018,
44-45)whilst conversely offering gréar opportunity than the drier easern lowlandgfor plant
macrofossipreservatiornviawaterlogging Such aspects of environment alaffect the visibility of
archaeological features from both air and ground, enabling or hindering formation of cropmarks or
masking geophysical signatures. Eaasdgessible stonfor construction(as opposed to organic
materials elsewhere) increases preservatfgotential asstructures or earthworks, particularly in
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upland areasvherethe topography further limits modern activityhich would otherwisanask,
damagg, or destroy earlier remains.

Variedenvironmentrelated data cantherefore assist imeconstructng Iron Age and Roman
landscapesalongsidddentifying issues affectingrchaeological survey®eanwhile, they also offer
insight intothe potential reasoning behind past human decisiansl landscapenteractions,
influencing pasperceptions [2.1dand resuling in differentactivities and occupatiopatterns(e.g.
constructionmaterial settlement location, fooebroduction availabilityand exploitation of other
resources)

Some kyenvironmental featuresnfluendngthis studyare geology geomorphologyand
soils.| | RNX | ys@lfcrogsds/ribusgeologiesits route notablyinfluenced bythe centrat
sectoiQ Whin Sill dolorite intrusion anthe scarp/dip topography of the western Pennineghich it
follows (Symonds and Mason 2009a, xiMis defensive imposing landscapehoiceshows clear
relationships betweenthe Romararmy andthe naturalenvironment.Mineral exploitation
(lead/silver, iron) in Weardal@Mighallet al.2004)and the rorth PenninegPrice and Petts 2009,
120)represents either new or greatigxpandedenvironmentatuse with associatedandscape
impacts (increased settlement, erosion, vegetatiecladnge) Geology and soils are also key to
cropmark formation, aiding or hindering archaeological investigation.

Climate has a profound influence tme localenvironment and resultant human activity.
Studiege.g. van der Veen 1992; Dark 1999, 264; Dark 2000lsut@esthat a cooler, wetter
early/mid-Iron Ageclimate gave way to warmer, dryer conditioinem c.150BCa potential factor in
agricultural intensification and increased settlement (belofvyeturn to cooler, damper climate in
the late/ postRoman periodilso potentially influenced wider cultural amagyriculturalchanges
(evidenced byvoodlandregeneratior). Weather (resulting from climatgfurthermoreinfluences
human perceptiorof a place impactingthe mentalconstruction of landscapgadding to this
NBEIA2Yy Qi NEdim)i[B3NHzZZ ISR

Floraare anothermajor environmenal componentindicating cleahumaninteraction with
the landscapeRegional ggetational studies ardivided between palynologicgbollen)surveys
(commencing with Turner 1979hvestigating wider naturalegetation patternsand cultivated
ALISOASAQ (Rakand¥ark IE7ADuyiayne 1993; Dumayne 1994; Dumayne and Barber
1994; Dumaynd”eaty 1998; DumayrBeaty and Barber 1998; Mannirgal. 1997; Tipping 1997,
Tipping 2010; Tipping 201&nd plantmacrofossianalysifrom waterlogged or charred
archaeologicahissemblage@Hall and Huntley 2007; Tipping 2010; van der Veen 18&&aling
localenvironmens and socieeconomicuses(human animal food, bedding and construction
material9 at specific sites

The region habetter-than-average (for the UKgoverage of pollen sequences spanning the
period (Figurel8), s A 0 K LJ- NI A Odzf I NJ O2 y OSy (i NI (Dakk2000bg5B)i KA Y H n i
Regarding broader vegetational patterns, general consensus is forsradd| localised woodland
clearance from the Neolithic to eaflyon Age, accompanied by increased heaggtas$and,or arable
agriculture (dependent on local environment and huntstisionrmaking (Dark 1999; Tipping 1997;
Tipping 2018)Mid/late-Iron Ageintensified clearanceesulted in largelyinwooded landscape
regionally(Dark 1999, 253, 264Tipping(2018)attributes this to centrallyorganisedegionwide
procesgsreplacing localideterminedlandscapechange terming thisthe BrigantianlandnanQ
increasing agriculture supporting wider sogiconomic changeflipping 2018, 64Jurther
intensive clearancanderthe Roman occupation is limite@ipping 1997, 24245), suggesting the
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process wa indigenougrather than A
Roman)n origin(DumaynePeaty 1998, Ze :
212; Hunter and Carruthers 2012a, 15; § - .
Tipping 1997, 242; Tippy and Tisdall Y x
2005, 443) 4
Contrastingoroader trend,
palynolog Ay G KS | | deid&kl v .
sector(Dark and Dark 1997, 35; 3 A .t
Dumayne 1993, 2383; 1994, 22222; o ' N
Dumayne and Barber 1994, 165, 172; s 4 *3
DumaynePeaty and Barber 199%ns A
been argued to suggeRomandated
woodlandclearanceparallelingthe new A
boundaryQa S a i I @ypdihedicads y A
as meeting requirements faronstruction A
timber, clearance for surveillancand/or A
communicationor need for new
agriculturalland). Elsewherethe military-
zone may have pugricultural land out of
use(Tipping and Tisdall 2005, 443; YElof
et al. 2007, 527)e.g.geomorphological
andpalaeaenvironmental sampling from N
ButterburnCf 2 ¢ Y2 NI K 2 F |s=c=== “@u
postulated as evidence of local farmers 3
moving south(Yeloffet al. 2007, 534)This Figure18- Map showig the locations of major palynological
palaeoenvironmental data mirrors sequencesegionally (Tipping 2018, 61).
findings of Hodgsoat al. (2012, 213214)
from radiocarbordated settlement evidence north of Newcastle, whaghpears toshow
FolyR2YYSy il 2F aAldSa 2dza secohdedlitufyg AR (HoddsonRMLEK, 130,Qa 2 | f
133).Nevertheless, regiowide environmental evidence for sixttentury ADforestregrowth in
northern England and Scotlasdggess that agricultural and otherequirements remained stable
for some time afteloccupation(Hunter and Carruthers 2012a, 15)
Archaeobotarical studieqge.g. Hall and Huntley 2007; van der Veen 1988;der Veeret al.
2008)augmentunderstanding ofegionalvegetationchange Seed assemblagesere thought to
showthat different cerealswere cultivated north and south of thRiverTyne,mirroring differing
settlement patterns and formgChapter 6] and suggesting difference between subsistence
agriculture (north) aneéxpandingcereatcultivation (south) possiblyrevealing socieultural
divisiors (van der Veen 1992More-recent work (Hodgsoast al.2012) has shown this divisighoth
cereal and settlement evidenc®&) be moved further north, to the lowlandplandmargin.Van der
+ SSUMAI YR | 2 RT3 styties® & NI dzNgy S(Fo58)lohgdtardlitgia@iton Age
W{ G yg A OilpafoaR sédndrdadic agriculturelominantregionally, by proving
widespreadmixed-agricultural systemexisted also overturinga I y Yy A(39#&Jassertion thathe
Romanarm@d NBXB |j deashBdvrehg neédfor new arable landNonethelesspew Roman
period consumer groups.e. military andurban), alongsidethe need for surplugproducefor tax,
likelyimpacted agricultureegionally(van der Veert al. 2008, 11)Synthesis ofexcavatedlant-
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Figurel9 - Examplediagram showinghe main three domesticates ¢
cow, sheep/goat, and pig (and their ages at consumption) from
Carlisle (Stallibrass 2018, 46).

Flgure20 Aerial photograph with overlaid plan of Bewcastle outpo:
fort, showing its unusual form. Source:
https://www.u3ahadrianswall.co.uk/wordpress/northern-roman-
frontier/bewcastle-roman-fort-2/
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macrofossil assemblagédall and
Huntley 2007 Thomas and Stallibrass
2008, 4)showspelt wheat (thelron
Ageregional staple) remaged
dominant through the Roman period,
alongside emmewheat, barley and
lesser amounts of rye and oats
Increasinguse ofbreadwheatand
imported ¥xoticplant-foods remain
the mostobvious Roman changes
suggesting general continuation of
later-prehistaric agriculturallandscape
formslocally.
The final large body dfon
Age/Roman environmentavidence
are faunal assemblages from
archaeological sitegommonly utilised
to discuss diet andssociatedocio
economicchangesCattle compris¢he
majority of identified specimens at
almostall sites in the frontieregion
(Stallibrass 2000, 66)ith varying
lesser amounts of sheep/goat and pig
(Figurel9). North-Europearpatterns of
animaldomesticationseem to have
generallybeenadopted by the Roman
military, cattleand sheepconsumed
after workinglife (providingtraction,
milk andwool) and pigs produced
primarily for meat with younger
animals consumedPobney 2001, 36
37; Stallibrass 2018, 48). Stallibrass
(2009, 103; 2018, 5@entified that
most longterm Roman garrisons
regionallyare located in upland
damperlandscapes suited to livestock
production While warmer, drier
climatelikely openeduplandvalleys to
greater mixedagriculture than today
long-distance supply chains for both
plant and animal foodprobably also
impactedthe landscapeStallibrass
(2009, 101proposesegional stock
movement modelled on known post
medievallocalparallelsand ndigenous



sites beyond the German frontier linked to networks of militagyply. Fornorthern Britain,
outpost-forts such aBewcastlgFigure20) perhapsoperated asentral stockgatheringnetwork
nodes alongsidéheir surveillancgunctions(aneed for additional space for animal pens and
livestockorganisatiorpotentially explaining th& 2 NifiuSua) nonrectangularform) (ibid., 104,
109). Thereforethe naturalS y @ A N2 yaftuéngelo@griculturalpotential clearlyimpacied the
frontier landscapefor both local people and the Roman military.

Relating environmental evidence theory, debates over levels of logatoduction
(agriculturaland other resources) versus losdistance importshows howLJS 2 LifleBtifes
impacted andwere influenced by, landscapAccess to nobnly local resources but also wider
trade-routes andsettlementnetworks underline the environmed A Y LJ& dikBcting @ S
hindering both indigenous and Romkamdscapeusesand choices regardg the frontier. Londerm
environmental change alsgifected humartlandscapeelationsby alteringthe resources available;
important whenexaminingthe long-lived northern frontiersystemover time In turn, human actions
and choices within this environmental context subsequently impacted#tarallandscape,
influencing the variety and distribution of flora and fauna, and causing changes such as erosion or
woodlandmanagementOne understudied apect ofthe environmentregionally arédeological
approaches tamature (both Roman and indigenous) [2.2&]cio-cultural views on nature influenced
humantenvironment interactionsperspectivesand identities of those living within these
landscapesThoughthis review synthesisepalaecenvironmentalwork and its implications
regionally amore-detaileddiscussiorof suchdata-typeswill be presentedn each surveyi N> y 4 SO0 Qa
analysidChapters 5 and]6

2.3d ¢ Landscapes of Frontier

CKAA OKIFLIISNI KIa 0KSNBTF2NBE AY(INRRdIdzOSR 02y OSLJ
have been studiedvithin archaeology (including the nentrusive survey methodology used in the
current research) and holandscapes NB Ay G S3aINIffe fAy]1SR (G2 A&aadzsSa
concepts have then been discussed in the context ofliae Age and Roman ldacape studies
generally{2.2], andfor the specific studyegion of northern England and southern Scotland,
introducingexisting approachessed projects and results (archaeological and pataeo
environmental)[2.3]. Thus, havingliscussed th&lJ5 3 Ahgmamcdnstructedlandscapes andatural
environment, ondurther aspeciof the projectareaneeds addressingts contextas a frontier
region, on the periphery oboth Romanand ongdngIron Age nativeworlds. Theseandscapes
therefore need assef®y usingfrontier theory[Chapter 3] Both identity ancdconnectediandscape
perceptions are often reinforced peripheral regionsThis is mor&ommonly investigatedfor
Romarfldentities and concepts of landscape, giveattmore is known about Roman padil and
culturaldynamisl Yy R G4 KSA NJ O2 y OS LIiAg#ngt thid isnkré&asedisténSeNtdm 6 S8 2 Yy R®
Rome potentially weakening such wordews although frequent movement of both individuals
(soldiers, merchants, etc) and whole or partial miltanits within the wider empirenay have
reinforoed Roman ideas and perceptions, mitiget somewhahgainst such distanc&eing in a
frontier-zone alsanfluences perception of natural and human landscapes encounteredg]2and
thus interactions and divities within these What is lessisually examinedre effects of being
within a newlycreated frontierzone for local indigenous peopkend the impact of thé 2 NR S NI &
creation onthe lessdefinableculturesand socieiesof Iron! 3S LIS2 LK S 06Se@ 2R | F RNA |
projecttherefore aimgo assess this dichotomy of viewpoiritsthe wider context othe frontier.
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Chapter 3Frontier Theory and its Application to Roman Archaeology

As describegbreviously the studyl NB I Qién orf tie Qériphey of the Roman Empire
deeplyaffectsthe ways in which identity and landscape would have been perceivetbandlised
here. Additionally,the regionalso representshe boundary ofareasto the north and west which
were not permanenthoccupied by Romeontinuingalong latelron Age trajectoriesbut with
major impacts undoubtedly brougtgtbout by Roman actions in northern Britalhis therefore
important at this juncture to bring iathird conceptual themefrontier theory. Though frontier
studies are importanin variousdisciplineggeographypolitics, history, anthropologyarchaeology,
each hasts own approachegParker 2006, 780ther boundaly-typesneed consideratiomlongside
geographica(Mullin 2011, 9)Within archaeology,ancepts and definitions of boundaries fluctuate,
dependent on regional and temporstudy-criteria. However although any frontier emerges &
specific historical context, certaforces andorocessesre common to manyNaum 2010, 126)

Section 3.1 wilintroduce widerarchaeologicatheorising and modelling of frontief8.1a],
before movingonto definitions forthis thesis[3.1b]. Section R will investigatehow the Roman
9 Y LJA i€ sihave been researchg8.2a], before examiring links betweenron-Age Roman
boundaries andidentity [32b] and landscape [3d. Qurrent understandingof 2 NIi KSNY . NAGF Ay
Roman frontier will be discusséa Section 3.3.

3.1 ¢ Frontier Theoryn Archaeology
3.1a ¢ Theorising, Modelling and DefiniBgrders andFrontiers

Frontierand or bordertheory and largescale models for social peripheries have kuegn
used inother disciplinesparticularlyfor politicalcultural, military, and economic boundarie©ther
dynamics guch associalor environmental)have been lessvell integrated.

FrontierQas developed in NortAmericancontexts are integrallylinked to concepts of
expansiorld S @ 2 y R (i Krfflits hsgoziated Socianplications commendéng with¢ dzNJ/ S N &
(1893) theorisationof this processContinually-expandingl 8"/19"-century Americanfrontiers thus
affectedthe identities of those undertaking that expansiand eventually thabf the United States
itself (Turner 1893, 20@01)CN2 Y GASNI t AGSNI t £ & YSI ygoupF NRy G GASH
military deployment(Kristof 1959, 270; Green and Perlman 198%efdue 2005, 27¢omprisng
outward-looking, centrifugal expansigiMcCarthy 2008, 203A parallelfeature of suchmodern
expansion, often compared withpast imperialisnm{because it was derived from such views)
symbolismarounda dzLJS NA 2 NA (& 2 &S NRieBde Z0G3N28) £ WOl NDF NA | y & Q

QubsequentNorth Americandiscussion around frontiezhallengedt dzNJ/cSniidtion
raisingissuewith ethnocentrism and westerbias(Latimore 1962, 490; Feuer 2016, 38%ing post
colonial debates aboute role ofindigenous societies ifmontier-formation. Impact of frontier-
contact run in various directions rather than merely outward from colonial pe\&ron 2005, 176
177) Although mst-colonial theory emerged from the aftermath of British imperialism, centred on
modern experiencéMignolo 2011, xxviandis consequentlynot universallyapplicable, it does
identify social and ideological dynamics operatargundfrontier situationswhich areusefulfor
examining past examplebnpact of a frontierQ @stablishment orthe identitiesof those within its
region of influencelfoth existing populations and coloniseegke thus integral to any such study, as
are perceptions and worldviews derived from and influenced by them.
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In contrast traditional Europearborder-theory concerndinear political boundaries between
organised stateglerived from the historical contexs of the Roman Empi@ & afddIsibsequent
medieval postmedievalstate-formation and warfargPerdue 2005, 28YPN2 Y (hére8sNiked to
reference moregeneral boundariegMcWilliams 2011, 14; Parker 2006, ,/A®)thout American
socetal connotations®82 NR S N A asedd@ fonnaliget! Boundas linear divisiors defined
for political,economicor cultural purposesarising irthe context of modern, capitalist nation
states. However, it can be utiliseddrefully) when definingearlier, clealy-linear, imperialdivisions
adzOK & | F RNAIFyQaofching f 2NJ 6KS DNBFG 2 f¢

Mid-20" century borderconceptsrelate to power, boundaiesboth dividingand connecting
different territorial power-structures(Jones 195%253) Borders dividing territories of similar
homogenous peoples are different frotinoseemphasigng clear culturalethnic divides (Baud and
Van Schendel 1997, 2372he éhnicity ofpeopleS A § KSNJ a A RS I&efyremdin®dNA | Yy Q &
contiguous éxceptingRoman military and political personngfie border thus emphasési political
andcultural divides. Borders,forming barriers,alsocontainsymbolic meaningaroundinclusion

and/or exclusior(Pohl 2005, 257, 265Newman(2003, 22notesY ¢t S NK | Lddporéark S Y 2 a

guestion concerning borders is the ert to which they function as barriers to movement and
interaction, or as an interface where meeting places and points of contacd &t& | ReésdRE P
discussions around mobility and migration comparing the modern world and Roman Empire
(Gardner 2017h34-36, Hingley 2018, 886,90) would suggest that they were botiarrier and
interfacesimultaneouslyoperating flexibly depending on eeé or situation Thesepolitico-military
and ideological componegathave greathinformedthe study of Romafamperial peripheries [3.2a]
Widerarchaeological theorfiasalso impactedhe study of past peripherieS.he20"-
centuryprocessualist focus ogeneralising socieconomicmodels includedhe use ofWorld
economic systes{YWallerstein 1974%0
discusdarge imperial polities
cultural political materials movinfrom
cores out to peripbries,andraw
materiak/economic surpluseturning
(Figure21). World-systens expand Semi-
outwards untilreachingd G K S LJ2 A V| Periphery
wSO02y2YA06 f2aa Aa
(Wallerstein 1974, 338Buch systemare
selfcontained resultinglyneedng defined
boundariegto function (ibid., 347)
However, fothe Roman Empirghe edge

‘0‘.‘{ Consumph,o
<

of directimperialcontrol was not Wallerstein's World System Theory Model
necessarily ta maximumextent of Figure21 - Coreperiphery model, showing the direction of
influence an issue needing consideration surplus flows (Wallerstein).

These generalising models are problemaiie totheir scales of operation losing sight of
mostpeople livingwithin the system Suchstudiesoften take a centralised viewpoin{Baud and Van
Schendel 1997, 21)iewing frontierregions as passive recipients of core innovations and ignoring
agency of existing indigenous populatidhgyhtfoot and Martinez 1995, 471, 478 issue common
with ¢ dzNJ/(S8B@ieory. Associatd assumptiors includethe corebeingsuperior tothe
periphery, andafocus oncore/peripherydifferences(Feuer 2016, 5)Subsequent critigeirequires
peripheryfocussed discussiogjventhat socid-changeis often mostprevalentat the edges of any
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grouping aswith identity [3.2b]. Boundaries
arefocifor interaction between digrent
peoples and cultures, resultingwider-ranging
potential socialoutcomes(Feuer 2016, 1)
Contrastingly, Cohe(2000, 1112)arguesthat
while peripherainteractionimplies diversity,
EL ’ TE the edges osomethingare still integral to that
/ /1‘: i larger construct and connectivitp the coreis
PEOCPLE crucial Issues of perlpherles versu; co.res, and
‘ the need to study various perspectivesill
inform this researchgivenits discussion of
identity and worldview(further embodied in
- landscapg
As with identity and landscape theory,
raising ofissues aroun@thnocentrism and
imperiaifocuswhen applying frontier/border concepts to the past initial@sulted in binary
YIENNI GAGSas £221Ay3 Llz2NBfe FT2NI NBarAadlyos
simplify the process, continuing subordination of indigenous pexdpfereducing them to simply
reacting to colonial action@.ightfoot and Martinez 1995, 483)jowever, esistance is complex in
reality, resulting fromvarying opinions and actiorisom multiple agentgGiven 2004, 110neway
of overcoming these problems is by looking at such regmmmultiplescales€.g.individuds,
communiies, largerorganisedesistancegroups and imperial strategy assessing broader
processes alongside smaller, local adaptions and deviagomghasising how people interacted
with both widerperipheral contextand alsaheir everydaysurroundings
Paynter(1985, 171and Baud and Van Schend&997, 29)approachel this complexity via
three-way networks of interaction and poweelations between state(the borderQ @riginators),
regional elite (supportingporder-conceptsusingthem for personalagenda) and local people
(adapingto andcreating new interactionforms) (Figure22)® t I RDOSNDAY (G A Y dzdzY 2 F
02dzy RI NB Re@ y I nolleDassessl differenyfyscalkdSaNddaryprocesses common to
many frontiers Alinear scale of boundasypesT NB Y &Gl GA O W6 2 NRS NHsQ
applied to separate processaeographical, political, economic, demographic and cult(Fajure
23), aimingto addresghe nuances okachboundarysituation(Parker 2006, 81Yhough these
models are simplifications
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Figure22 - Threeway interaction of periphery power
dynamics: state/local elite/people (Baud and Van Schen
1997, 219).
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Figure23 - Continuum of boundary dynamics (Parker 2006, 82).
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boundariesdistinct groups interactingesultsin a vague areassumingraits from each(Naum
2010, 101; Ylimaunet al. 2014) Other terms for thesaew sood-cultural grougngsinclude

Wthnogenesi§{Chappell 1993, 267¢NB 2 f A 4 (G A 2 y Q (LightPoot Bhid BAGiMeA IRIGA | G A 2y Q

474) Contrastinglygroupscanfragment due to peripherdbrces pulling people in different
directions(Ylimaunuet al. 2014) Crossborder perspectives are thus needed to view society s&€ro
the wider region, rather than just as separate grolgmsatedto either side.

Peripherakocietiesdevelopunique characteristicand interactionnetworksdue to distance
from KS Yn@ighrshBy2@inatefrom. Differences between open, dynamic frontiers and closed,
static bordersaffectthese processeaccordingly offeringdifferent opportunities for collaboration
and adaptation, subversionr unexpecteduses €.g.hidingfrom authorityin one societyaccessing
different servicesavailable across the bordesr exploitation of tax/price differentialspr open
arenas of resistancBaud and Van Schendel 1997, 211)

Aclear issuavith muchfrontier theory s its derivation fronstate-based societies wht
centralised politicabystems For this projectywhilstthe Roman Empire fits this definition, other
major grougsinvolved in. NJA § I ngrihdrrt frariiierwere the lesseasilydefinable later-prehistoric
societies. Thus, models based on interactionsiaetn equivalentcore-periphely systems
(politicalcultural, sociceconomic military) are muchless applicable. Lattimor@d 962, 469argues
for two distinct types of frontier throughout historyhose between similar groups and those
dividingdifferent types ofsociety Hard boundaries such as the Hadrianic and Antonine Walls,
understood conceptuallfrom Roman perspectivesvould have been perceivaakry differently by
indigenouspeople in Britain. FeugR016, 67) defines boundariebetweennon-state, Wi NA 0 I f Q
societies as flexible buffexonessurroundingsmallcore-areas. Asymmetry in forms and perceptions
of peripheryacrosshe frontier under study therefore needsonsideration

A finalcomplicationis that the naturefunction,and perception of any frontier changes over
time. Longlived frontiers compriseeverchangingelationships, diachronic processes and
intersecting forcegRodseth and Rier 2005, 16)rather than stable, synchronic enésof colonial
occupation.Theyarethustransitory spaceszones ofxpandingnteraction and transition. This fits
late-Republicari early-imperial Romanfrontiers (constantlyexpandngthrough political economic,
and military processg@sMeanwhile bordersrepresentattempts to fix boundaesin place,as with
early-secondcentury ADRoman developments in Britai@ontrastinglythe variable (spatially and
temporally)and differentlyperceived (dependent on perspectivgloupterritories north of
I I RN I yikelysaw doristanthghangingzones of interaction and periphgr

3.1b ¢ Defining Boundaries, BordeBorderlands and Frontiers in the Current Study

As showr{3.14, variousterms are usedor peripheralregions ofcultures/societiesoften
AYGSNOKIy3aSFofte o6FyR O2yFdzaAy3dfteod W. 2NRSNAQX
modern terms describg nominallysimilar phenomenalong human peripheries, but wittiffering
connotations Archaeologists haveng-been concerned witlsuch boundariessinceearly 20'-
centuryculture-history theoryQ @mphasis a identifying bounded, homogenous sodialtural units
(Mullin 2011, 2)Terminologytherefore need defining priorto usage irthis study.

W. 2 dzy R ager@eral @&rm-oNdBmarcation, referring to any division betwésn
things They occur at various levels of human existence, froj A Yy R pefsanBisizhce tQle
divisions between dwellings, edges of comrniti@s or their territories and larger politicdtultural
peripheries(Feuer 2016, 13Boundaries can be natndefined(e.g.rivers mountains) largescale
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Figure24 - Map of the study-region, showing the definitions around boundaries used in this project.

Preston e

features dividinggeographical regionserritories, or polities.They are alstnumanconceived
demarcatiors referring to inclusion into something (exdimgother things), ranging in scale from

the individual persorto larger concepts associated with power, belief, mythol@md culture.
Consequentlyini KA & (KSaAasz WYaoalenarede atl eripbekyfattanyscdindiza S R
with regard to any dynamicsndividual, political, military, social, cultural, economidgeologicalor
environmental
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Drawing uporaforementionedtheory [3.1a]B2 NRSNID gAf f NBFSNJ aLISOAFA
perimeterworks defining the2 T F Zedgd df dmpit® 0 (0 K2 dz3 K Y 2 {dgey6fSnp&iala I NA £ &
influence)as delineatecdby Roman state policies.g.the{ G yS3F §SZ | I RNAIyQa 2| -
Wall). These are similar in nature tarrentday polity-definitions, usually associated with soeio
economic, politial, military, or ideolodcal processedf borders areihearterritorial demarcatiors,

GKSYy GKS GSNY WwWo2NRSNI theiRbeiateddnegs located adalind anl a8 SR G2 N
either side of the formal linea zoneof interactionor limitation, where the bordeteavily influences

people living nearby. This definitionused inlater Europearhistory, examining interaction and

conflict zonedetweendefinable kingdomand territories Baud and Van Schend&b97, 216)

RSTAYS 062 NRS NiditofidnatiorithatidiskgriificanNtlp &fecgd by an international

0 2 NRW.NapR S Nihdrefor @ferdakttie immediate hinterland of thaebovedelineated

boundaries, incorporating thperimeterline itself and forts and other infrastructure assdeidwith

thesocOl f £ SR WY RINA 0 H NONRATF3\QHQ 2 | £ £ T {-dayg Northurdberlardd (i dz G S R
and Cumbria along the Tys&olway isthmus.

WCNE Y (i A theNddstahrhonlyugederm, as is usual in Romaeriod archaeological
studiesanrR SPARSYOSR Ay (KS ylFIYAy3a 2F (KS WCNRYyi{ASNA
referring to the wider zone encompassing the entire projacta, from York in the south to the
Scottish borders in the north. This is the broad transitibpatipheralzone at the edge of the
Roman imperial systenbut alsothe region of continuedor interrupted) interactionalongthe
southernedge ofenduringand changing (but not permanently Romaccupied)ate-lron Age
indigenous societieiln modernday Scotlandlt isalsoapplicable to a range of peripheries,
encompassingrocesses and dynamics beyond merely political or secamomic.Though Roman
occupiedBritannia as a wholis often referred to asafrontier province(or provinces), in this study
the frontier-zone will refer to thaegionnorth of York(Figure24), different incharacter toRoman
periodlandscapes further soutf2.2].

3.2¢ Researching Prehistoric and Roman Frontiers
3.2a¢ WiderApproaches to Iron Age and Roman Frontiers

Having examined widerchaeologicalrontier-theory, specifistudiesof the Roman
9 YLIA NB Qa (ad8, MbetaigdSditile, She lateon Age thaprecededthem) will now be
discussedRoman frontiers haveaditionally had greater academic attention than boundaries of
later periods;they havealso seedess influencdrom wider-disciplinaryfrontier-theory (Mattingly
2017, 152)though this is slowhkghanging ThemanyRomanfrontier synthesesnd conferencesll
FGdSad GKS adzo 2 Stoeladkof thelrdidaldiscussiois & dEewaortiy2 Atk mtified
by Hingley(2017, 12) there has beem dichotomy between studies @fctualpeople livingon the
frontier and research oRRomarfortificationsandinfrastructure(whichemphasig politico-military
strategyand socieeconomicaspect$. Although Romarrontiers are often perceived as extensive
linear defensivas 2 NJ & & dzOK | & | | R e lwigh@aturat féafuresS(riverkadda S 4 S NB
deserts) forming most boundaries, and cultivated relations with external peoples the major
mechanism for controllig peripherie{McCarthy 2008, 26207) The followingsummaryreviews
keyapproacheso investigatingl K S LIJ8dwfler®, Bodtéxtualisng the current thesis, rather than
comprehensivly evaluatingthe myriad differentiron Ageand Romanperipheries
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Approaches tdater-prehistorichoundaries are generglimoretheoretical utilisingbroader
zonal definitionsanddiscussindongerterm processes of movement amahdscapenteraction This
contrasts with traditional Roman frontiestudie<precise chronologie@Barrett andFitzpatrick 1989,
1) and politico-military dynamicsCore-periphery model§Chapter 2 3.19 are lessapplicable to
prehistoric societiesvith fewer (at leastarchaeologicallyisible) centraplaces, resulting in greater
theorisation ofboundariesvia geographic factors arsbcb-cultural differencegDe Atley and
Findlow 1984, 13). Emphasisingin-based sociatohesion rather than politicBt-organised control,
such groups havkessuniform ard lessdefinableterritories, despite some havinglite leadership
(Feuer 2016, 45Nonetheless, archaeological and historical evidencé&éermovementand
political economic gency of Germanic peoplegher sideof the Rhir and Danubsuggestshat
soOF f f SR Wo I Ndpérathisimifa cemtiBugalsibcidtalfrontiers tothose ofRome at
least on a broad archaeological sc@ihittaker 1994, 24242) Ethnography (often usedhen
analysingrehistoric scieties)habituallyidentifiesW (i NJ& the$@mary siudy-unit: larger than
WommunityQwith geographicalor linguistiedefinedboundaries; whilsperiod archaeologists
generallydeal with individual sites (evidence for communiggher thanwider affiliatiors) (Ericson
and Meighan 1984, 143Crellinet al. (2016, 1)note that distinction of widersocicculturalgroups
across thecurrent study-region, thoughpresumablypresent, remais difficult to identify. Societies
2T GKA& G(GeLlS INB FT2dzyR 60Se@2yR YIlyes (notkbedzZaK y20 |
exceptions being the Parthian/Sasafidrsian empires)

Regarding Roman frontiers, the Latin telimesis frequently used to denotdefended
military-frontierslinked by roadglsaac 1988, 125However, Classicaxtso S @ 3 & Germahia (i dza Q
discussed in Isad&988, 126)use the term to describe roadonstructian during militaryadvance
rather than definedooundaries, and it has never been found@ierence to the British frontiers
(McCarthy 2008, 203The termlimesis thus problematic and will not be utiliséxére. Despite
Roman culture ascribing importance to boundaregtw 2 Y S Q&  T-fhythg el i the v
pomeiium, the terminaliafestival, and definedlivisions between order/chaos and culture/nature
(Fentress 1979, lit was not untilAugustughat frontier defensivesystemswere firstconsidered
utilising natural feature¢Jones 1959, 246\Vhat is more obvioufrom literary sourcesare imperial
peripheriesasperceivedmoral barriers separating civilisation fra#arbarian§lCurta 2005, 2;
McCarthy 2008, 204 hishistorical contexbecamesubsequently embedded (via modemperial
FylFf2380 ¢ A0 Kokugonlmilidank paBtizal ehdsec@cdnomic aspects of Roman
frontiers.

Broader Romagonceptiors of frontier during the period werdividedbetweenearlyfocus
on outwardsexpansgon (with military garrison location$orming muster-points forongoing / future
advance, and laterimperialreliance orstatic outeredges followingseveralshortf A 3SR> WFI A f SR
expansiony(Hanson 1989, 556; Drivjers 2011, 14Richardsorf2011, 2hotesthat Roman
concepts ofimperiumidentify a culturalgroup, rather than territory Therefore the change to static
boundaries represemstsituationallyspecific reactiong§Whittaker 1994; Hanson 2014-6), possibly
due to ongoingexpansion being unsupportable by natbeend existing cultural landscapgnamics
(Hanson 2002, 3@r incidents such as the Varian defeat (AD9) and Batavian revolts (AD)6Sack
of expansion led testablishment of linear contrend observatiorzones along natural boundaries
(e.g. towerchains at Wetterau and the Gask Rigggure25) and eventualljormalised barriers
(Hanson 1989, 5%8). This shows the broader contefdr understandinghe establishment and
RSOPSt2LIYSyd 2F GKS TFTRNAFyQa 2Fff FNBYGASNI
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Upper Raetian Limes, Germany [right]. Sourch&ps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Fxy2Ukv8W4w
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Limes_Germanicus

Modern Romarfrontier studies(e.g Whittaker 1994pftencite[ 2 NR / @20d) 2 y Qa
Romanedectureasthe subdisciplin€f2 a 2 UsihgBritish coloniakxperiencegrom India Curzon
(1907, 8suggestd Roman imperiafrontiers were places of both divisioand negotiation
impacting the worldview ofall those involvedContextualised withithis moderrimperialanalogy
(with inherent political biass), military and political ghamicghistoricallyattested campaigns
emperorshenerals, and typological studies of fortificatipdeminated much 20-century research
Such approadscontinue as far afieldiseastern Europ® S @3 &/ N { SyyiafDébkoda ™M by m 0
1986)and JordariKillick 1986)often overlookingother dynamics €.g.social, environmental,
cultural, economig)which connect witltonceptsof identity and landscape

Another majorinfluence on Romadfrontier researchstemsfrom Romanisatiorconcepts
[Chapter2], with distributions of Roman materigulture acrossrontiersbeing seen in terms of
Roman socig@conomic processgg.g. Wheeler 1954a%imilar¥ | O O dzf inddbld hiave Begrh
applied to Roman frontiers in the Netherlan@randt and Slofstra 1983jouthern Numidia
(Fentress 1979nd Arabig Eadie 1986)originating with systemtheory[3.1a] Major discussions
revolve aroundrontiers formingbarriers toRoman/norRoman interactioror representing
controlled movement That rivers(Rhine, Danube, Euphrates and Tigsigsje choseras imperial
borders:easilydefinablebut more-usefulfor supply and communication thaasbarriers(Curzon
1907, 21; Hanson 1989, 59)pports thisEven artificiabarriers(e.g. theRaetianimesand
Hadrianid Antonine Wallyare locatedalongand/or between riversfacilitating water-borne
transport (Figure26). Debate around the purpose of the various frontiers of the Roman Empire thus
continues, with ideas ranging from defence against external threats, control of raiding, oversight of
transhumant pastoralism and movement across the boundary, protection of ttex puovinces,
keeping Roman troops busy and symbolic edges providing intimidation externally and closure
internally (Jones 2021, 122fFxamination ofthesevariedsociceconomic processremainsuseful
to the current study, alongsideonsideration obther aforementioneddynamicsand smallerscale
evidencewhich assist in discussion of identity or landscape

Within this theoretical contexton-intrusive archaeological survey, particijaaerial
photography wasintegral to developing studsof Romanfrontiers (Breezeet al.2011, 40)Aeriat
survey thus became a major aspecRamanfrontier research(Riley 1986, 667Early @rial
reconnaissance Britain[2.1b/2.1c/2.2b], alongside fieldecording thusidentified much of the
northern-British frontier(Crawford 1949; Crawford 1953; Frere 1983; Bowden 2@é4 pads for
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Figure26 - Map showing the changing secorzkntury AD boundaries of the Roman Empire. Source:
https://www.antoninewall.org/a bout-the-wall/roman-frontiers
resultant widespreadsurveyand mappingdKennedy and Riley 1990, I&f)d ongoing sitdased
researchAsaresultl F RNA I y Qa 2understoodl fontiériofShe Rd@narimpine, though
many studiestill follow traditional approaches, hindering alternative reseatapics and agendas
(Hingleyet al.2012, 760)

Aeriald dzNJJ S & Q & foundatbng NiBei Fomanamperial peripheries suited to the
technique, with work in Syria by Poidebdi®34; also see Jones 200K)rdan by SteifRiley 1986,
661; Kennedy and Riley 1990,) and North Africa by BaradeBreezeet al. 2011, 40)the latter
ongoing(Mattingly et al. 2013) Meanwhile, continentaEuropean research intine Rhine and
Danuberiverine-frontiers, with landscapslessconducive(for instance urbanisedor forested)to
aerialphotograpty, saw differing approachesssues with extensive frontiesurveys include
sampling bias (flights and fieldwork following knoRmmanroads and welpreserved sites{Riley
1986, 661674)and modern politicainfluences (coloniainandates affecting Ned&asern and
African research(Hull 2006, 26)mid-20" century nationstate ideologies impacting continental
Europe). These need assessing for study.
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Modern understandings of the Roman frontigystem drawupon all of these differing
fIyRaOlFLISA | NRPdzy R (KS SYLA NS QaattwhbSlBze)thkotsbidte { & y (i K S
changing nature of the frontiers fromady politicatoriented dynamics (threat of force and client
states) to fixed, static bordefemphasising territoriatontrol) and later defencén-depth (more
reliant on military aspectsps described3.1a] dl frontiers are dynamic phenomemaquiring
diachronic analysid_erner 1984, 67Hiscussion ofemporalchangeisthusvital to understanding
Subsequent critiques includbe lack of evidence for empireide, centralised policgMillar 1982, 2
Whittaker 1989, 64) understating of localised variation in frontier dynamics and environments
(Mann 1979, 18a.81)and anelite, male Romanecentricfocusover alternative perspectives.

9 f i ALY9ENDIume addressd this byinvestigatingother forms of boundary involved in Roman
frontier-regions(cultural, administrative, ethnic, linguistic, religioyslefiningoverlapping zones of
influence for different sociagroups (but still relying on historical sources).

It has longbeen arguedFulford 1989, 81)thatthe development of fixed frontiesystems
with regularlydisposed garrisons encouraged contact with indigenous groups through promotion of
trade and settlementstretchingeither side of the borde(Hanson 1989, 55More recent
I LILINR I OKS&a T2 0dza digcussingdlifad-ciWlianayvariyGardner261005 66)
andA RSt a 27 UYoKURIOKNIANR AlLlfekteiyiginesesanrdss inwdiple regioi@onzalez
Sanchez and Guglielmi 2017, Mpving beyondhesebroaderregionaldiscussionsind fortvici
communities howeveryrural indigenous populationgand their settlements, existing or newjthin
the frontier-zone have seen little focua situation that is only recently (and slowly) beginning to
change for the Roman frontier in northern BritaBuch groupbkave beenapproached primarily
throughartefactbasedidentity-studies,e.g./ 2 f f A ya | @2R4)a YR vt IR2AIKSENNG &
volumes discussing themesuch asvomen, children,andlocal communiy. Thisrecenttheoretical
development forms immediate context fahis thesis, which attempts to examinariedidentities
through landscapeurveydata.

Symbolic and ideological
components of frontieare afinal
theoretical strand of importancePohl
(2005, 259prgues thaimonumental
fortificationscreated a highly
Yw2 Yl yAaSRQattfabdtiRgy (i
peoplefrom all-aroundto facilitate
exchangenetworks and cultural
transfer.Additionally, onstruction of
extensive defensivavorks, manifested
mostF I Y2dzafte& Ay | IR
forts, issymbolic2 T w 2opdgraghic
domination, cuttingthrough existing
routeways (controlling new access
points, Figure27) and consurimg large
volumesof stoneandtimber (and land
for ongoingfood-supply) fromlocal
environmens. These ideological
frontier aspectshave been further

Figure27 - Digitalreconstruction of the curtairwall and Poltross
; ) ) .dzNY YAESOFradtsS 2y 1 FRNAFyYyQa
developed in recent discussion around the boundary. Source: English Heritage.
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GKS yI Gdz2NB | yR NadgSon 207, SymdrRd$RU2GpKIry atzhk impact of the
boundary as both a unifying influence (particwaidr people living to its south, for whom it offered
perceived security) and a division affecting existing society and interaction across the region.

To summarise therefore, the present study comes from a long history of Roman frontier
researchGivenar& | S2t 23A 0l f adzNIWSe& Qa A ysusdsdighng, ude®fit S Ay R
aerialsurveyhere builds upon a long history eésearch Furthermore, \ith theoretical foeison
social, economic, cultural, ideologicahd environmental impact of boundasepplied to a wide
zonal frontier, it aims to buildipon modernacademic trend examiimgthe people who lived and
worked inlandscapes on the edgeslodth Roman and surviving Irokge worlds, rather than
focussing orortificationsand politicemilitary strategies

(@p))

3.2b ¢ Concepts of Frontier Applied to Iron Age and Roman Identity

ASARSYGAGASE I NB O2yaiNUHzOGSRIRY WKNR WENINIE Gy 12
the studyregionwould have profoundly affectedow peoplewithin northern Britannia constructed
and perceived their own identitieandalso how they were in turn viewed, from elsewhere in both
the Roman Empire and wider Irée northerrEurope.Themesof identity have thus been a major
influence on recent Romanontier-studies developmen{Collins and Mcintosh 2014; Gardner 2007;
Gardner 2017a; Gardner 2017b; Hingley 2017)

Northern Britannia remained a frontiezone for the entire Roman period, with military
infrastructure and permanent garrisons greatly influendimgidentities of people both already
there and new to the area. This differs from traditiod®bmark a &uRiszapes further south in
Britain and the wider empire [2.2]. Identities welteerefore constructed in different interaction
contexts (forts, associatedci, and indigenous rural sites) from those elsewhere, with different
identity-components corresponditg emphasised.

One major debate has been around relationships between milggargonneland civilians
(and all variationsherein), used by archaeologists (e.g. Gardner 2007) to investigate idexhbibyg
the Roman frontiersPerceptions of the Roman awrin Britain as a homogenous, monolithic
institution tied to grander narratives of Romanisation of the province [2.2a] have now been heavily
critiqued (Haynes 2016; James 199B)deed, Jamed 999, 144 dz33Sada GKF G WwYw2Yly |
entity is a modern concémpnly. Therewvas no equivalent Latin term for the whole organisation,
Romans instead referring to groups of individuals organised thentower ranks upwardg§James
2001b) Gardner2007, 241K+ & SEF YAYSR RATFSNBy G tS@Sta i LXx |
from the individual through to associations including place, gender, age, status, community, religion,
kin-group and unit/professiopandthen larger, macrescale identities suchs the armyprofession,
ethnicity or belonging to the Roman world (Figure 28). Consequently, the military did form-a well
defined, seHaware group, with structures imposed from above, but with individual agency
developing this into moreomplex identities (James 1999, 168). Modern studiegCollins 2001;
Gardner 2001; Gardner 200therefore attempt to look beyonénarmy comprising automatdy
examining diversity of practice, relationships with civilians and the landscape, and status.-Roman
LISNA2R O2yOSLJia 2F WIN¥Y¥eQ GKSNBF2NB RAFTFSNI FNRBY
the identities involvedandneeding critique for pagntial ethnocentrism.
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highly-variable aspects. Source: Author, derived from Gardner (2007) and others.
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guestioned the distinct natures of these identities. Jarf®301b, 84 prguesthat definitions of

0SU6SSY WYAfAGEFNEQ

WYAEAGENEQ

a-commrbiRs adsofidtéaddriEpendentg. Ranalysis of evidence for

different activitiesbetweent 2 NJia k T2 NI NBKaasSa

Iy R viti Bcanab@ | (SR WO

has revealed lesdefinable baindaries between military and civilian than expected, examples from

Wales and northern England also showing considerable change over time, frorcleary
segregated firstand seconetentury activities tdater hybridised, localhpriented communities
(Gardner 1999; Gardner 2017a,-18). Military-civiliandynamics areherefore onecrucialaspect of
identity in this frontier region.

On a broader scalepttural or ethnic componentsf identity (though constantly shifting) are
primarily way of centring oneself in the worldeing on a particular cultator socicpolitical
peripherytherefore differenty-influences? y Sderitity: potentially strengthening ties back to a
culturalcore givenunfamiliar surroundingsadapting existing perceptions to new environmeris
embracing opportunities and influensdrom the\dther sidelo createa new, HybridQdentity
(Naum 2010, 101; Ylimaumt al. 2014)(below) Thus,éconstruction or reinforcement of identities
can be seen in certain circumstandese a response to people being placed into a situation with
Y Sg & dzNNEBEngdARthegis] 2042, unpublishedhor example, monumental architecture and
spatial organisation of Roman forts enforce military, staius 8 SR I YR Ww2 Y| y dk
identity for the occupants (and those in attached external settlements), via the cléefilyed
perimeter, networks of straight, ordered movement, central foci of sanctified authority
(headquartersprincipiak Y R 02 Y Y | Yy RA y Jpratdritind abcShiedarghicl 2 dza S
accommodation (Figure 29)these mark the community off from the outside and discipline the
space within(Gardner 2002, 338)

However, alongside the ovarchingh YLISNA I £ O2NB Qa
ONX (0 A |j dzS as Ternjdtive ¥ariédétbnic and/or cultural origins of the soldiers involved in
manning those frontiergéand the merchants and tradespeople supporting them) adds more
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complexity tosuchidentities.
Furthermore theseethno-cultural
influences on identities in the
Romanfrontier regionschanged
over time for instancetroops
with initially largelyltalianorigins,
then wider-Mediterraneanand
eventuallymore-widespread
(north-westernand central
European, neaEastern, north Gate ke Principalle

-----------------------

Via Praetoria
Intervalium

African)identities, such varied : ; | | | B
. |
troops moving back and forth 3 b= b p : o g EE
across the empiralongside later g 15 : bd  House §§
local recruitmeniDobson and . RNl | s
. L d 1
Mann 1973, 20@05). Epigraphy : ' 4 HRNN| ;
and writtensources have long § Via Quintana i
been primary tosuchstudies < Workshop g Storeroom i
E
(Jones 1997, 35pnly recently g @
greatlyaugmented by material Barrochs 3 ],dl,mls !
H |
culture studies Via Sagularis |
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aretherefore alsacrucialto the Figure29 - Standard plan of a Roman fort, showing cleadglineated,
formation of identity, linkngto ordered axes of movement and defined zones of activity. Source:

: https://romanforts.org/study/study_sectors.ph
other landscapes regionaldnd P 9 Yy y_ php

empirewide, and creatimg identitieswith a range otwider affiliations: for instance, troops or
merchantswith specific ethnecultural origins moving through (and thus exposeddifferent
cultural- andethnicity-areasbefore arrivingn northern Britain (with its owtocalinfluences)
However, ancient communicatiespeed (despite new Roman inteonnectedness) means care is
needed not to introduce ethnocentric globalistagncepts(Gardner 2017b, 385), particularly
given recent European focus on mobility and migrattong Roman frontiesitestied to associated
international tourism (Hingley 2018, 8@Iso,such levels of mobility were not unprecedented
(Wells 2001, 8wider movement and interactiobeingpresent throughout later prehistorya topic
returned to in Chapters-3. Nevettheless, the scale and dirsity of movement under Rome was
unprecedented, offering new opportunities for interaction and identigpnstruction.

Alongside the various newhrrived ethro-cultural identities appearing in northern Britain
with Roman occupatiowere the ongoing sociand/or culturalaffiliations informing indigenous
LIS2LX SaQ ARSRENVUASERSD OL WRIUSHS ¢ eXiblihgauirdlBdiig@aink Sy G A S
affiliationsin the face of externalymposed change. The impact of grRoman local traditions and
cultural landscapes in northern Britannia thus neednsiderationGiven that dcal environments
affect perceptions o2 y S Qa LJ I O&ndcantonstriirSor eaBldNdisRays of identitgfor
instance, availability of food constraining dietary chojckxal influences and relationshijpsrther
informand impacty’ S ¢ I NebhBegtiorfs As @entities wereprimarily formed in local landscape
contexts due to smé#dr scales of daily experiendateraction between indigenous and varied
Yw2 Yl yQ idthuSwial th discuBsion
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The Rhineland in continental Eurofmsa useful parallel foexaminingsuch interactions,
with non-urbanised preRoman societiesnixed woodedand clearedagriculturallandscapes and
lessdefinableindigenousgroupings and activitie@arroll 2001, 14.7) similar to BritainMuch work
hasbeen done in Germany and the Netherlands on interactions between Roman and indigenous
identitiesand resultant socieultural forms. Indeed, th&oman Rhiné&ontier seemingly followed a
potential existing ethnecultural divide between peoples identifidey Romd: & WD Sdizt (134 Q
OO0SYUNBR AY Y2RSNY CNJI Yy @8st (CarsdiF001VIBIRININEg-@s@of 6 F dzNIi K S
existing societal boundashas beemreviouslyhypothesisedor northern Britain alsgChapters
5/6]. However, complexity is shown by the blending of different indigeqradkomanmaterial
culture, activities and othesociocultural forms on both sides of the RhiffiRoymans and Gerritsen
2006)which undermines Roman categorisations of Gallic and Gernf@aicoll 2001, 11-213)
showing evidence of interaction and mobility which undoubtedly changed identitizdly. Such
mobility (bothon anindividual scalésuch as military recruitmehtandwider groupmigrationg
resulted in a constantighanging situation of politicalglefined ethnicitiesrather than long
standing, separate cultures with majassociatecdchanges to settlement patterf®oymanst al.
2020, 287288) We must also be careful when discussing ethnic identities derived from Roman
writing, which served Roman political, admtragive and judicial functions rather than relating
necessarily to actual seffetermined cultual or ethnicaffiliations(Gardneret al.2013, 12).

Theongoingdevelopng nature ofsuchidentities alonghe Roman Rhineland peripheiy
shown inthe creation ofnew collectiveidentities such as the Batarisin the first centuries BC/AD
(Brather 2005, 141.41; Roymans 2004, 2253), politically-created by and affiliate with (via
mutual military support) Romé& ogether withother Germanic groups transplanted by Roman
authoritiesacrosghe Rhinethis resultedin new ethnocultural identities directly informed by
Roman interferencéCarroll 2002, 11-112) These Rhineland exampleare now seen asocic
culturalethnogenesigombiningelements and identities from botRoman and Germanic societies
(Carroll 2001, 1Qyesulting from Roman politicamilitaryand cultural influencesssociatedvith
establishment of the frontierThis then laid the foundation fdater Romancivitasorganisation €.g.
Nijmegen foithe Batavians) to further secure the frontier (Roymans 2004;2Z5).Meanwhile, the
later @ NJ Yy 1 A & K / @wier SORS NFpidRlamamnin GermanyCarroll 20Q, 114) and
the equivalent¥t A OGaQ Ay y2NIKSNY HNMErROOX Tareussidl® YR | I RNR |y
interpreted asexternal responsedl 2 w2 Y S Quiiesevice This domplekity of responses and
interactions, changing spatially and over time, therefore has important resonance for the influences
acting upon identities on the northern British frontier.

Alongsideébroaderculture or ethnicity further componentsof identity such as gender, age
or religion/spirituality[2.1d] might be affected by distance fromO 2 N$8dk#al norms and
proximity to alternative standpoints on those aspeds.discussed in 2.2a however, such aspects of
identity will only be addressediefly via sitebased evidence in this projeatue to the largescale
survey nature of the primary data usedlass and status are highdtratified in imperialstatesand
exposure tadiffering, lessobviously hierarchicaocietal structuresfér instane, late-lron Age
northern Britannia) would impacuch conceptionsConversely, the military contegt many sitesn
this imperial frontier regionwvould reinforce aspects of rank and status

Peripheries of large cult@s/statesare potentiallymore important thancores forthe
ongoingdevelopment of identitiesGardner(2017a, 3thusargues that cultural identities (e.g.

Yw2 Yl yQ 2N WY-oftéh defhgdiperiphdes thag tNdSe polit@sentralareasdue to
greater opportunity fotthe integration of differing perspectives and identitietich help define
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them, Green and Perlmaf1985, 9alsosuggesingthat wider socialchange is moreisible on
frontiers. Hekster and Kaiz€2011, 11¥urther argue that as peple moved back and forth across
the frontier, they would switch between exhibiting different aspects of their identigpendent on
where in the borderland they wer@&ecentstudies have thus emphasisbdundaryzones as places
of transformation and cretdvity, enabling varied connectivity and encounters (Hingley 2018 a85)
influencing thenature ofidentitiesconstructed there

Alongside weakening @trengthening existing identity affiliations and componedtsived
from the sociepolitical or ethnacultural cores to either side, frontiers additionadjive rise to
ALISOATAO Wo 2 NSRS NS NERphdaacatidh $1yhaé woild diredy-affecting how
they see themselves and are in turn seen. Frontier peopledefine themselves in relation to the
frontier itself, emphasising that peripherality in construction of their iden#ty.argued by Turner
(1893, 2B-227)duringearly American frontiettheory, traits ofruggedcoarseness, inquisitiveness,
quickthinking and restlessnestken from the frontier itselfbecome embedded in personal (and
group) identities (Figure
30). Another defining
characteristids the
02y OSLIi 27
(Baud and Van Schendel
1997, 213)relatingto
thosefrom beyondthe
boundary(varying l
RSLISYRSy( 2 \
perspective) For the i
period in question, an &
obvious example would
0S ARSIFa 27
[2.24] defined by Roman
writers. Relationships
betweenpeopledefining

themselves in relation to :

onegroup, and those Figure30- Depictions of northern& . N G2yaq -m_é(_:iié\iﬁlibcﬁdeﬂreyod?s
. [right], attesting attributes of ruggedness and frontieliving. Source:

they perceive to be from  pp:/mww.thetimetravellers.org.uk/brigantes -group.html http://reivers.info/reiver

the boundan@other
side arethus crucial frontierdynamics

As with identity, we must be careful whepplying modern definitions of frontier to past
situations. Thus, our own definitionwith potential ethnocentric associationsom modern borders
and identities) must be applied carefully. Furthermdbere is very little contemporary written
evidence &out concepts of frontier from Roman imperial viewpanand these would also have
beenvery different to those of existing local peoples and groups (and to those living on the frontier
itself, regardless ddiffiliation); eachconception of boundarynaking undoubtedly distinct and
complex. Finally, it must be remembered that frontiers are higfalgable in nature along their
extent(spatially and temporallyyesulting in need to study smatale interaction, perceptionand
responses against broaderarfacterisations.
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3.2c¢ Concepts of Frontier Applied to Iron Age and Roman Landscapes

The frontiernature of theselandscapes affects nainly their contemporary observatigrbut
also environmental, economiand societdlcultural opportunities affordedby the peripheral
context. Though boundaries appear in nature, definioigoorders and frontiers is anthropocentyric
as with landscapeonception(Kristof 1959, 27€77). Nonetheless, many Roman frontiers were
defined according to enronmental considerations (rivers, deserts, mountains)4B.Branconi
(2017, 85)rgues that alongside transport, communication and defemggortunities riverslike the
Rhine also had active ra@@ local societiesNhile the Roman frontier under study was not riverine,
rivers played a role iits operation and other natural features had similar dynamisaffecting both
its role as a barrier and connectivthrough and along it (Symonds 2023)3b].

Frontier concepts influenceoth past andnoderndayperceptiors of suchregiors.
Borderlandandscapes are oftethought marginalpoth inrelation tol (i S Nbukeilb@ b Q &
economically, social\and alturally. As with identities [3.2b], connotations including ruggedness,
remoteness, badveather and untameable nature influence landscagpmceptions aroundhese
peripheries(for the Romannorthern frontier, this corresponds with the highest uplands mgl&and).
Related ideamcludeactivities and processes in the landscdygéngconcentrated in dew key
places €.g.forts/ vici), whilst other components such as local settlements are traditionally seen as
more-dispersed and smallescale tharthoseclose to coreareas Aresultant issuen the studyarea
is the archaeological focus dihw 2 Ysiteg & the expense of indigenofisatures(something this
thesis hopes to addresdhteractions offorts with surroundingsare primarilyassessed via economic
processegpresence of forhinterlands,systems ofood-supply) Frontiers also add connotations of
opportunity or adaptation to unfamiliar environments, or alternatively imposition of ideas, practices
and perceptions from centrakgions onto remote landscape

Movement as sociaction is crucial to landscapenstruction facilitating perceptiorand
interaction In bordedandsituations, boundaeshinderexisting forms ofandscapénteractionby
functioning asarriersor permeale filterse C2 NJ | | R NJntluded &he rhab G dzNJidF KAAya & | £
the Vallum (linear earthwork banks and ditch behind the Wpbstulated aslemarcating the
WY A -2 Vifl &NJBEdn@ afs8 forperimeters Converselyroadsandother infrastructure dfer new
modes and alignments of trav@onnectng military installations tane arother and further afiell
Travelling throughanimperialfrontier landscape was thusighly-controlled(Given 2004, 51forts
were alsosited strategically on naturabuteways (valleys, passesjer-crossings or oases) to both
control indigenous movement and protect Roman communicat{@emntress 1979, 112; Hanson
2014, 6) Rivers, whilst forming natural boundaries, also acted as communicdiiws, controlled by
carefullypositioned installationgHanson 2014, 7Whilefrontiers have aspects associated with
remoteness, their nature as part of larger systefidsdson 1969; Wallerstein 197i8.1a]means
they are inherentlyconnected to landscapes near and far within the segonomic, cultural or
political spheres they defing.1a/3.24, to either side

Therefore, frontierg¢borders directly and indirectly affeeti creationof both identity and
landscape in the Iron Age and Roman periods forsthdy-region and frontiertheory thus
comprises the thiranajor component of thethesistheoretical framework
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3.3¢ The Northernmost Frontier of the Roman Empire
3.3ag Archaeological Research on Northern Britain: A Historiography

Havingdiscussed wider frontietheory and Roman peripheries mogenerally disciplinary
approaches to studyingon Age/Romarynamics fothe particular frontier comprising thproject
areacan now be examineurrentunderstandingpf these periodswithin the region s summarised
inthe regionalandl | R NJA | yeSearchfraiméwiorks[Chapter 1. The Wrld Heritage Ste
comprisesa 1-6km widebuffer-l 2y S | N2 dzy R { KS  AROBancdabtaldeferiRé$h | y Q& 2
of Cumbria, largely basedpon visibility(Breezeet al. 2011, 82)The WHSarea and research
framework were not designed to cover Iron Age activity, nor thdewfrontier-region(Symonds and
Mason 2009b, 2,16which aretherefore covered by theegionalframeworks.

2 KAES OFRSYAO 4&Wal Babdléng pedigéBigute BIRNTSUrrgliting
borderlandandwider frontier-regionhave lessntensive histories ofesearch A detailed
historiography is not necessary, given excellent summaniése researchframeworksandregular
syntheses by leading expefsee Breeze 2019, Hodgson 2017 and Symonds 2021 for the.l&test)
summariseherefore, bllowinginitial reportingof thewt £ £ Ay 2 A f f A Brivannial YRSy Q&
antiquarianscontinuously addedo overaltunderstandinghrough survey and excavatipmcluding
19"-centurypurchag &y R WO2y aSNII GA2Yy Q 27T .MordWRSR SANBfiifioi2ay & 0 @
investgationsbeganin the 1890sEarly20" century esearch excavations at key Roman military and
urban sites were undertaken Hpoth local interesed amateus andacademics from Durham and
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Figure3l-! yiAljdzZ- NAFyYy LXFya 2F | FRNAFyQa 21+ttt o6& | 2NRtS
features. Source: https://perlineamvalli.wordpress.com/2011/10/04/mappirbadrianswall/
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Newcastle, beforenanyborderlandfeaturesentered statestewardshipm 1945.Longstanding
intervention, consolidation and survaéycluded researctat Housesteads, Wallsend, South Shields
and Birdoswald, alongside the famowosigoingVindolandaresearchproject (Symonds and Mason
2009a, xviixix). Carlisleand Newcastle (and moneecently their suburbs3aw much development
led archaeologyAscertainingohaseddevelopmentof sites suchexcavationslso added extensive
artefactual and ecofactual assemblag#l®winganalysis oRomanperioddaily life. Howeverthere
has beemotablefocus on Roman military sites (aattached settlementsrather thanindigenous
landscapes in which theyese situated(Figure31).

Norrintrusive survey haseen important tothisfrontierQa A y @ Sraliovikirg | G A 2 v
antiquarian plans andamnprehensivel850ssurveys by Henry MacLauchl@igure3l), analytical
field survey [2.1chas been integral to many studies the Ministry of Worksand subsequent
heritagebodies Asmentioned,[3.2a], aerial survey haslsobeen fundamentalcommencing with
Crawford and St. Josef§Hunter and Carruthers 2012b,, &@llowed byregularseasons of flyinfpr
specialist archaeologicpurposeshy heritagebodies,local professionadndamateur fliers and
academicsNorth-west Englandéouth-west Scotland saw extensieerialphotographyby
Manchester UniversityHigham and Jones 197%umbria County Council, and RCHME&r both
upland and lowland landscapéBrennandet al.2006b, 16, 19)North-easern England has seen
large aeriaburveys commissioned by Northumberland National Park and flown by Tim GE€3';
2004)and others complementing widespread fielsurveys and excavatiors by George Jobe{1960;
1963; 1964b; 1970; 1973a; 1977; 1978h)ndigenousrural settlementgPetts and Gerrard 20086,
38-39; Symonds 2009, For the Roman borderlandgriatmappinghas taken placgiathe
I I RNR I YA Oakely 2009)while other NMP projects are dotted through the wider frontier
region [Chapter 4] (Figui@?). Largescale landscapggrojects comprising aerial and growbased
surveysh Y S A0 A3l SR yiaNds € FSDiEYoveding Bir HilfdR Bléritage the
CheviotgdOswaldet al.2006) Miner-Farmer Landscapés the North PenninefOakeyet al.2012;
Went and Ainsworth 2013)thoughsuchsurveys are lessommon in lowland landscapeSurveys 6
Iron Age and Romagperiodsites in southern Scotlaralsohave a long history, building upon the
Ordnance Surveya  gHaitdr and Carruthers 2012a, 11@)ough integration of sitdvased
studies into holistic, widelandscape research has oflycently begur(Hunter and Carruthers
2012b, iv,10)

https://historicengland.org.uk/research/methods/airborneremote-sensing/aerialinvestigation/

Traditioral narratives othe Roman bordefocussed on constructioand developmenbf
military installations attempting to connect these witkvider historical events and particulanmed
RomangHingley and Hartis 2011, 81; Hodgson 2009&.2x] While this detail around chronology
FYR K26 YAfAGENE FSI Gdz2NBa A yuidddrstdddRbrhad geripidry] S
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Hingleyet al. (2012, 760kuggest this may actually constrain modeeimterpretations Indeed, few
new questiondhave been investigated regarditige nature of interactiorbetween groupslocal
economy(beyond militarysupply)and environmen{Petts and Gerrard 2006, 146; Phifpand
Brennand 2007, 57The bcus on Roman fortifications led sknowledgedisparity between Roman
and nativesites (andmilitary and indigenous landscapdsr much of the region, with the two often
studied separatelyMany Romanfrontier synthegsthus continueto focus on fortsvici,and
associated infrastructurdeaving widerregionalstudiesti 2 RSIFf A G K sWyl A 3SQ f Iy
Much discussion involveés K S T Napeyaiioh B biditéxts of imperiaocioeconomic
systems for instancethe function of milecastles and gatewayspntrolling crossorder movement
and trade(Hodgson 2009agnd networks of supply and communicatifth3a, 3.2a]Debate around
the broader frontierzoneis dominated bydefinition as a distinc Y A A (i (MNI&t 199@)y S Q
and/2 NJ Wy I (i A &BarkfahdyDRri& 10971rdKiry evidence for Roman soeitonomic
developments similar to those in southern Britéitigham 1989)Together, tleseshow the ongoing
influence of 2@-centuryideas ofRomanisationPost-processual and postolonial theoryhave
influenced recent frontiesstudy (Mattingly 2011 )yiadiscussions of identity andndscape, including
ideological aspects of the bordaffecting landscapg@erception control of interaction affecting
identity-creation, andre-evaluation ofsubstantialartefactual aad ecofactual assemblagésaddress
previouslyoverlooked elements of frontiesociety(e.g. Collins and Mcintosh 2014; Hingley and
AllasonrJones 2009Nonethelessthese elements need further resedrc
As mentioned above [2.2b, 2.3b], merecent excavationat several sitefn southeast
Northumberland, jusy 2 NI K 2 F G KS | I R{Hbdgs6retal.201R)f tdgetie 2R S NI | v R
broader synthesis dhe full excavated settlement record up to 20(dgenerally lowland sites in
northern England) as part of ttRoman Rural Settlement Projé€éilenet al.2017 Smithet al.2016;
Smithet al. 2018)havecontributed greatly to discussion§hey havesomewhat upended traditional
narratives of small, stonebuilt farmsteads and widespread pastoralism (with limited arable) north of
the Tyne pbasedlargelyupon uplandaerial and fieldsurveys and limited excavations mentioned
above These new investigationsave enabled renewed discussion arouhd nature and density of
indigenous settlements (particularly ithe lowlands) and the mixedgricultural landscapes in which
GKSe SEA&GSRT y2NIK yR a2dziK 2F | FRNAFYyQ&a 21 ¢f¢fd
the interaction of uplandnd lowland communities regionally, and alseagsessment of the
Fdzy Ot A2y | YR A Yal@Bréeie 2813HodgsoRA0N7 SutiDekidehce has suggested
initial Roman military activitin the regionfacilitated further economiegrowth, ongoingirom the
late lron Agebuti KS F2NXIFfAaAy3a 2F | | RNR testi@din substaritial Ay G KS
socioeconomic changes (at least in the lowlands), waittandonment of settlements and changing
life-styles(Hodgsoret al. 2012, Hodgson 2017, Symonds 2021).
In summarythe development of study oy’ 2 NIi K S NJRomaNJoitier/hgs Qatalleled,
andoften led, wider trends irRomanfrontier understandingdue toextensivearchaeological
archived andngoing researchcross the regiorHowever,as has been shown by recent work,
alternative aspects to military anglovinciallevelsociceconomic dynamics need further
investigation, to understand the peripheral area in itgiesty.

3.3b¢ The Roman Northern Frontier: The State of Current Knowledge

Having summarised the historiograpbiregionalinvestigation[3.3a], this section will
assesgurrent understanding of th®oman B LJA NE Q& LISNRA LIKSNE Ay y2 NI KSNYy
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military-frontier from the latefirst to earlyfifth centuriesAD,occupying an endurindutalso
changingindigenous landscape

Historicatbased accountsuggest firscenturynorthern Britainbetween the Humber and
southern Scotlantb have beerthe territory of the Brigantes(generallyagreed tocomprisea
confederation of smaller socicultural groups), centred in North Yorksh(ireeze 2008, 685)and
surrounded by severamore-distinct W (i NJMbeSdc@desof Romarinteractionwith the Brigantes,
permanent militaryoccupationin the regionbeganc. AD71 under Governor Cerialigvith founding of
Eboracum(York) as legiorary headquarters and establishment of a network of forts and roads
acrossorthern EnglandOttaway 2013, 934). Materialevidence fronRibchester, Lancaster and
Carlislesuggest contemporaryRoman militanarrival in the northwest (Philpott 2006, 63)fort-
locationseither side of the Pennines suggesting naa@bply and communication as k&ythis
invasion and ongoing occupation

As discusse®[3], military-expansiortook place into preexisting landscapeof mixed
pastoral and arable agriculture, accompanied by settler@atarchiesof varied form Hingley
(2004)defines diffeing indigenousural-settlementpatternsregionally YorkshiréCountyDurham
(similar though lesintensive settlemenformsto southern Britain)upland areas andhorth-western
Englandifiostlyenclosed settlements with little hierarchyand further north (similar, but with
hillforts and other siteypes revealing potentiaociatstratification). Communities would have
experienced a series of locatljstinctivebut not necessarily cleadyoundedlandscapegCrellinet
al. 2016, 8; James 2001&me researcherpreviouslypostulated an existing frontieizone
reflected in differences in settlemetfiborm, materialculture and agriculturapractices south and
north of the TyneEden ValleygAllasorJones 2009, 21220; van der Veen 1992)ften attributed
to boundaries betweeithe (Romandefined)aforementioned Briganteand tribalgroupsfurther
north (Symonds and Mason 2009b, Zhis area, reoccupied bie later-Romanborderland(below)
is generally devoid ahdigenous centraplace sites or hillfort§Symonds 2009, 5)

Extensive work by Jobggeriatsurveyorsand others [6.2providesthe foundatiors
underpinningunderstanding ofndigenoussettlement distribution and morphologiyn uplandparts
of the region(AllasonJones 2002, 823)biquitous siteassemblagecomprising limited ceramics
guernstonesand occasionadrnaments
(AllasonJones 2009, 21 TCollins 2014)
The mostcommonsettlementforms here
are enclosedarmsteadswith
roundhousespens,andyards (Figur&3),
constructed in stone or timbetikely-
dependet on localresourceavailability)
and representing single familynits (Dark
and Dark 1997, 882; Hinglg and Allason
Jones 2009, 148pther identified
indigenous landscapkeatures in areas of
goodearthworkpreservationinclude
coaxialrectilinearfield-systems, trackways
and cordrig fields(narrow, uneven
cultivationridges from smalscalecrop-
growing suggestindocalisedsubsistence

Figure33- Aerial photograph of typical indigenous rural
cultivation(Huntley 2009, 110An issue settlement at Gillsmere Sike, Lune valley (Oakey 2015).
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with understanding
theseupland
landscapess the
generallack of
materiakculture,
resulting ininference
from settlement
morphologybeing
relied-upon to
interpret both
settlement activities
and processeéTaylor
2001, 49)and also
problematic for
dating of sies, thus
providing long date
ranges for potentially
shortlived phases
(Hodgson and
Brennand 2007, 51
There is thus aeed
for better-datingat
most sitegCollins
2014, 166; Hodgson
and Brennand 2006,
51; Huntley 2009,
108; Symonds and
Mason 2009b, 16)
Another problem is
that lesswell
preserved sitetypes
(such asunenclosed
roundhouses) are
hard to identify from
remote-sensing alone
(Symonds 2009, 7)

Figure34 - Distribution
maps of different types of
settlement from the
Roman Rural Settlement
Project, showing two of it
regions: lowland north
east England (top) and
upland northern England
(bottom) (Smith et al.
2016, 246,316).



methodswhich make up much of the landscape investigatiotheseremote uplands.

The bias towards wefireserved upland settlement evidence has been somewhat offset by
the aforementioned [3.3a] recent focus on lowland excavations, many resulingdevelopment
led work. TheRoman Rural Settlement ProjéBRRSdffers broader regional insights into settlement
patterns examining excavateaktefactual, structural and ecofactualidence forttopics such as
architecture and site form, agriculture, idgi G NBE >~ (G NJ yalLR2 NI > LIS2 L)X SQa
beliefs and burial practices (Smithal.2016, xxxxi,9).ThA & (i KuByadgiana split between two
of the RRS regiorgsthe north (the uplands of northern England and much of the navist lower
lying valleys and
coastline) (Smittet al.
2016, 308) and north 4
east(lowlands of the e
east Midlands, ) _‘f*- ~ () ™~
Yorkshire, Country ( ;
Durham and southern \NC
Northumberland) 4 ¢
(Smithet al. 20186, Waest Bruntoa -
242), dvided by natural
environmentcharacter
and Roman settlement (
dynamicqFigure 34) | , _
Though bothregions o' N R : £ ele
showlongived ate- \  oha) i
Iron Age landscape S e
organisation
(compared to areas
further south),
persisting into the | & | -
third/fourth centuries Co [ L]
AD (bid. 280,314315), 12y}
indigenous settlement  [fower Koowe Welhaugh | i 4
patterns differ more
considerably, with / e
enclosed farmsteads R~ N 1
(82% of sites) {
containing circular [ ac

structures (95%) in the = > ) o B — [
north (ibid., 311,320) ’; e ‘1 ' [L}mg b |
and more complex \ ‘ P ,t - = —1
settlements, including } m——\ . N
Roman forms of ;

building in the north

east (Figur4). Figure35- Morphology of different indigenous settlements excavated across lowlar
Meanwhile, Hodgsoet FYR dzLX ' YR b2NIKdzZYo SNI I yRZ (G23SGKSNJ ¢

. , , size and complexity of the lowlad examples in comparison to upland sites (e.g. Tow
alQa oHAMHU Knowe) (Hodgsort al. 2012, 190).
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south-east Northumberlan éoastal plairshows a similalowlandpattern extending further north
than previously thoughtExcavation o§everalcomplexfarmsteadsites(East and West Brunton,
Blagdon Park, Bradon)with important radiocarbondated chronologiefias shown a latéron Age
predominance of regulartgpaceal (c.1km apartgnclosed settlemergfrom around 200BQyith
open settlements also present between these showing potentiallsgearchy (Hodgsn et al. 2012,
186-189) These sites are larger than the earthwork and stbndt upland examples (above) and
more complex irboth form (Figure 35) and surviving mater@llture, preserving evidence of a
mixed-agriculture of cereatultivation and pastralism (bid., 193205).This pattern survives largely
into the mid/late-second century (Hodgsaet al.2012, 213214; Hodgson 2017, 130), whichs
allowed reanalysis of the impact of the Roman frontier (belolmjieed,Roman materials including
ceramics and glass indicate many sdesoss the frontier regiosurvived into theperiod of military
occupation(AllasonJones 2009, 21819), with particular sitetypes suggestive of mofiatensive
Roman landscapmfluence in discrete parts of the regipparticulaty from County Durham
southwards andn the Eden valey [5.4/6.4]. More-substantiallron Agesites include hillforts
(generally isolate@xamples acrossiuch of northern England, exceptiageas ofgreaterdensity in
parts of thePennines and Cheviots [6.2lB)d unique site$5.4/6.4], such as Stanwick lowland
North Yorkshire, interpreted as a lal®n Age centraplace for theBrigantes with highstatus
occupation, crafworking and preoccupation Roman materigulture (Haselgrove 2016).
Followingthe Roman occupation of northern England, Governd NA O2 f | aafarSE LJ y & A
as northeasternScotland ADBO0s), describethy Tacitu€2 0 A 2 (Hawdlatedia Birley 2009)
prototypedlinear-boundaries(roadslined withforts and watckhtowers)along theHighlands-fringe
and Gask Ridg&Voolliscroft and Hoffman 2006, 14pllowed by withdraval to southern Scotland
and thennorthern England bADO0. First suggestion of a Roman politicolitary southnorth
divisionin the studyregionis the seO £ £ SR W{ G I y S 3| (top): afiliBryrdadl Bod2 6 CA I d
the isthmus between the River ig and Solway Estua(glongthe above potential native
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boundary) connecting firstentury fortsand fortletsbetween Corbridge and Carliskestablished
after the withdrawal from ScotlangHodgson 2009b)rontierscholarssuggesti KA & WRSFSYyRSR
systentls thefirst phase othe northernfrontier, although whetheit was interded as apermanent
boundary or merelyepresentedthe furthestextension othe exparsionoriented military
communicationsnetwork at that time remains uncleaRecent evidence for ongoing thriving
first/ early-second century AD lowland settlement on the Northumberland coastal plain has been
KelLR2iGKSaAaSR a SOARSyOS iwsatadanknBlitaty Stesitdeitgda / | dza S o |
north-eastward extension of the Stanegate (which is only known asafstras Corbridge), the
former following the lowlaneupland boundary, encircling and protecting a ffoman landscape
(Hodgsoret al.2012, 212; Hodgson 2017, 47).
Whetheror notthe Stanegate was perceived ab@der by the Roman military or local
indigenous population, it was nevertheless consolidategsash during theAD120s,with the
constructed linear defensiveorkz ¢ A (0 K WY A f aBddwoduirdétsderweerPebich, toSay &
OF f £ SR WI HARYNA I6yotban). Bhé rfew drdetine movednorth of the Stanegate to
better commandocallandscaps, atop the imposingWhin Sillandwestwardscarpdip topography
[2.3c], sited with soutkfacing aspects prioritised, potentially for signall{i@gdwell 2009, 3@7). This
linked theTyne and Solwagstuaries extendng westalong the Cumbrian codste viaa series of
free-standing towers and fortletéBidwell 2009, 34)Communicatiometworks linking components
of the Roman frontiezoneinclude major soutkinorth roads from York to Corbridge and thence
Newstead (Dere Stre¢6.1a)), and Chester to Birrenga Carlislg¢5.1a] Otherroads linkedhese
across the Penninethe StanegateanPa A f A (6 NENF t B Qf (2 | & Rdilnore/ Qa 2 | ¢
Pasdurther south with further roadsconnecting newvsites to the networkHingley and Allasen
Jones 2009, 16465) Coastal and rivelocated forts attesthe importance of watetborne transport
to this network(ibid., 166)
Previous research has focussedibiK S 6 PhaFngjNdudingthe delayeddecision to
move Prts from the Stanegatento the Wall (Bidwell 2009, 34)he establishment, nature and
longevity ofvici(Crow and Mason 2009, &5), variousre-buildings of theWallitself (initial use of
turf in the western halfdifferent breadths of stoneonstruction, et (Bennett 2002; Hinglegt al.
2012, 763; Hunneysett 2017) | YR Wl o YR2Yy YSy (i divkd @DBI@sDebs) a4 dzOK | &
northwardadvancel 2 (0 KS W! y i 2y A yCydelisthinds (& cehtyal StolafBid@e NI K
2009, 3435)andearly-third centurycampaigning under Emperor Septimius SeveRexzent
research has examined the changing nature of sites into the latefRostan periodgWilmott
2009, 167169). The other academifocushas beerh Yy @S & G A 3 ( A 2 ypupdsealddK S 6 2 dzy R |
function (see Hanson 2009yarying betweem manned militarybarrier keeping lespeaceful
northward native-groupsout of the province a way of controlling movement and trade along the
SY LA NB Qa4 rediof B LIKISNGBI 2 Gf S& F2 NI A y ahd/e¥ andedealogicala Q@ OK SO
statement of Roman military and political power {tmseboth within and outsidefHingley and
Hartis 2011, 84)All of these remain debatedyith Breeze (2019) taking the view that the form and
purpose of the boundary changed over time, according to circumstance and need.
Neverthelesswidespreadabandonmentor reductionof settlement sites in both lowland
FYR dzLX FyR aSidAy3aa y2NIK 2F | FRNAFyQa 21Ftf AYyRA
landscape, scientificaligated in lowland Northumberland to around AD280d extending further
than just a locamilitary-Sy F2 NOSR Of SI NI y O§HodgSciepay. 12| 2HRINA | y Q& 2 |
Hodgson 2017, 13132).Further beyondi KS 02 NRSNE 6AGKAY (rlisd W2 dzi SNI ¥
upon largelytheoretical models (given lack bbth permanerily-occupiedRoman sites and
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extensive materiatulture on upland indigenous sitgsanging from the periphery having little to no
impact on indigenous landscapes through to Rome being used in nativepssitical
transformations (aither ally or thred) (Hunter 2007, 25).
Academic studyf the frontieritself hastherefore generallyfocussed on the narrow
02NRSNI YR 20 4GSR ith tngfcl sitésh tReNinteriir@d(orkeseéeind A G &St FX
extensive work on an individual basis (generally referencing buteaily discussing therole in the
wider periphery) Wherelarger landscapeare studied, networks ofmilitary communication and
supplyhave dominated discussiorgther thanwider interactions between the differing identities
and sociagroupingsat play, something only moreecently considered (e.g. Breeze 2019; Hodgson
2017; Symonds 2021Given historiographical bias towards military and urban sdedissues with
indigenoussettlement $ke-basedevidencefor much of the projecarea(above) this study
therefore investigateswider landscapgatternswhen examininghe people and environments
operating withinthe frontied 2y S +a | K2t SY O2YLI NAYy3I G NRFGA2Y
Wall, and eastvest across the region (as propodeyithe researb-frameworks)
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Chater 4: Theoretical Framework, Research Questions and
Methodology

Three bodies oarchaeologicatheory: landscape [Chapter 2] and frontier [ChapteaBH
identity [Chapters 2/3]framingthe dataanalyssin this thesishave beenntroduced alongside
currentarchaeologicalinderstanding of the Roman frontier regiandnorthern BritairRa £ I G S NJ
prehistoric and Roman landscap&#is chapter will therefordrawtheseconceptstogether as a
frameworkfor discussingi K S LIN@&e2uShquiesiiéns [41], before outliningthe methodological
approaches for collection and analysis of the dat8][4.he datanewly-createdor reassessetiere
compriseghat from largescale aeriaurvey [2.1cJmonumentbasedpolygonal ad line data
followingHistoric Englan@HE)Aerial Investigation and Mapping (formefational Mapping
Programmé standards. What is noveereis combination of this data with other forms of existing
evidence such as excavated evidence from individital secords and the broader regional
overviews (Smitket al. 2016, 242281,308330) of theRoman Rural SettlemeRtojectand also
palaeeenvironmentalresearchto addresghe theoreticatinformed questions in an academic
context.

4.1 ¢ Drawing Together A Theoretical Framework

4.1a ¢ The Tripartite Theoretical Framework of Identity, Landscape and Frontier

Thesethree areas oftheory areimportantwhen discussingorthern Britain the Roman
frontier, and its impact on existing lateon Age landscapesndeed, the aforementioned research
frameworks B.34] all suggest that existing archaeological evidence be usddvelopwider
theoretical perspectivefor topics such as identity, social interaction and landscape (over time),
integratingdifferent datasets such as topographic, aefmiotographic, lidar and geophysical
surveys alongside metdlketected finds, fieldvalking and excavatiofHunter andCarruthers 2012b,
iv). Each theoretical bod(identity, landscapeand frontien playsa part inresearchinghorthern
Britannia, thoughhey are notoften deployedor examiningaerial or field-survey datawhichis
generallyused toprovide abackdrop or context for sitbased, intensive investigations.

Figure37 suggess some of themajor connections between the three bodies of theory,
creatingthe various dynamics at play in the frontier landscape, and drawpan concepts
identified in Chaters2 and3. This is the framework in whithe survey datavasassessed. These
interlockingthemesvary in scale and importance at apgint in time, but als@hange over time.
Frontiers by their very nature are transitionaljerchangingplaces, bottspatially and temporally,
operatingon severallevels from individual interaction to grander political and military strategies.
Four mgor dynamics hae been identified due tdheir role in all three theoretical bodiegachwith
various sukthemes, andandscapeconnectivity common to all.

Movement is integral to identitydefining,connectingand placing peopléhroughouttheir
lived experiencealsofacilitating interaction Landscape and boundaries both influence (constrain
and enable) movement and provide physical and ideological contexts for its undertaking. Interaction
ishow identity is constructed and maintained, with landscape the medium in which that occurs and
frontiersweakening and/or strengthening ties to wider cultures and societieseefiforcement of
social norms, opposition, creation of new opportunitiaad hybridisation). Situation is crugial
defining2 y SQa LJ I OS Ay (KS onathéfforitier vidide&s of pdriphdrglity foii @ > RS T
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Figure37 - Tripartite theoreticatHframework for the research, showing majaonnections between identity, landscap
and frontier theory.

larger systems or cultures and weakening or strengthening of this connection, or alternatively

creating newopportunities for adoption or opposition), and integral to concept landscape.

Environment constrains or facilitates activities or acti¢gas3c], definingidentitiesof those within it

(and subsequentandscapeperceptions)andshapingfrontiers constructed upon it.

To assess these various dynamics at play in the region, the spatial data produced by analysis
of existing and creation of new aersilirvey mappingvasaugmented with other forms of evidence
(Figure38). While many of the themes can be addressed by largescale spiati@butions and
examination ofandscapeconnectivity andlivisions(natural or human), existing publishgdlaec

Published Environmental Evidence
(Palynology, Ecofacts, Geology

New and Reassessed Published Reports, Articles and
Aerial Survey Data Grey Literature for Past Surveys
Geomorphology)

\ / and Excavations \

Spatial Distribution / Contextual Information /
Regional Variation / Analogies for Chronological
Inter-Site Relationships Refining and Material Culture

Tripartite Theoretical

Framework \

Addressing of Research
Questions

Methodology Evaluation

Further Work / Future
Directions

Figure38- Flow-cK | NIi

AK2 gAYy 3 {afalsislsihge, 8uifiglasolrRdesiusedind how they were

deployed to answer the researehuestions, stated below [4.1b, 4.2a].
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environmental evidencevas neededo RRNB&da a42YS AadadzSasx LI NIAOdz I NJ
dynamic, whilst artefactual and ecofactual assemblages from published excavations, surveys and
synthesesvere consulted tanvestigae more identity-focussed elementdesults from sitebased

surveys and excavationsere alsorequiredfor smaller scales of activity and interaction.

4.1b ¢ Theoretical Themes and Questions

Having introduced the tripartitéheoreticalframework underlying the current study, specific
researchquestions asked of theada must now bepresented A majordriverfor this researctwas
the need to bring theory and practice together foregionallyimportant type of data (norntrusive
survey) which had littipasttheoretical investigation. Thiwas thenappliedto the northern frontier
of RomanBritain, focussing on largescale patterning and what tells usabout dailylife, moving
from landscape to site (as opposed4iteCbeing the object of study, contextualised by landscape).
Theoreticalcontextsof idertity, landscape and frontiewere used (via the researepuestions listed)
to assess primary and secondary data analyhethgthe project examininghow effectively aerial
surveydata(and other sourcesised couldbe utilised for academic research.

Resarchquestionsare divided into the three theoretical themes:
1 Identityg
o Did ways in which people in thate-lron Ageand Roman periods perceived
themselves (and others) affect the way they viewed and interacted with their
surroundings?
0 IsthereclearW NA I GA2Y 06S0G6SSy WYATAGINEQ yR WOA
valid for such an analysis?
o Did this change over time and if so, was this transformation gradual or sudden?
1 Landscape
0 How did theNB 3 Angtyfddénvironment affecactivities and actions of people
within it during the period under studyand how did they in turn affect their
environmen®
0 How did existing settlement$ield-systens and other featuregsuch as symbolic
places)f the latelron Age cultural landscapefaét Roman developments in the
frontier zone?
0 How did this landscape (and thus interactions with it) vary across the wider region?
1 Frontierg
o How did the Romans perceive the frontier region?
o How did the frontier impact the existing landscape, natural amtucal? Did this
change over time?
o La GKSNB I Ot SIFNJ RAFFSNBYOS G2 SAGKSNI &AR
east and west of the Pennines?

4.2 ¢ Methodological Concerns and Questions

4.2a ¢ Data Sources in the Current Study

Having identifiedi K S  (ilfeBeitidalauserpinnings and the framework for qualitatively
investigaing the data, the methodology for dagatheringand analysisvill now be discussed\erial
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survey was chosen #se primary datacollectionmethod given its rapigefficient coverage of wide
areas allowing identification of as many sitasd featuresas possible in a givaegion(Petts and
Gerrard 2006, 138; Symonds and Mason 2009h, 3} techniqualsoprovidesevidencearound
natural and cultural landscapdynamic influencing tis data, through examining the wider
landscapgmodern and past) visible in aerial imagery, and consultation of historieuaed
environmental and geological mapping to assess influences upowisibdity and preservationt is
also a techniquevith a long pedigreeesearchinghe period and reipn in question 3.34. This
means that in addition to new and updated data directly created by the project, tivasean
extensive archive of different projects across the wider project area wingh alsoassessedGiven
projecttime and funding constraints, followp groundbased fieldworkvas restricted to
observational visitsaddreseng difficulties inarchaeologialinterpretation and aiding understanding
of landscapdopography This improv® (i K S  @cdzid&idr€sdng some of the issues
involvedwhenusing such dateemotely.

Existing past aeriasurvey projectgTable2) cover large areas of the regiaimoughone
major issuehas beenvariability in the nature of results due to their collection odexcadeqwith
consequenimprovements in technology and understandinggrly surveys such as the Yorkshire
DalesNational Mapping Programm@&MB) projectand Howgill Fells NMPRwvhile extensive, consist
of rasterdata scanned from handrawn transcription (with associated issues of accuracy and
consistency when compared to compugrawn vector datapnd thuswere onlyutilisedfor
contextual informationInitial dgitally-mappedsurveys (Vale of York / Thornborough Henges NMPs)
hadlessattached written datacomplementinghe line- and polygoamapping only-partially offset
by examirtion ofassociated reportd. 2  SASNE FNBY GKS | méppidgl y Qa 2 | f f
onwards, spatialhaccurate vectodata was available alongside associated datdes and reports

Table2 - Existing aeriafi dzNJS & YIF LAYy 3 LINR2SOGa dzASR Ay GKS OdzNNBy i
undertook it, and the nature of data produced.

Aerial Survey Project | Dates Undertaken| Author(s) DataTypeProduced
Yorkshire Dales NMP Pilot 19891992 RCHME Raster, no attached data
Howgill Fells NMP 19921993 RCHME Raster, no attached data
Vale of York NMP 19982000 RCHME/EH Vector, limited attached data
I RNALFyQa 2| f 20022008 EH Vector, attached data variable
Thornborough Henges ALSF 20042005 EH Vector, limited attached data
Durham Limestone ALSF (2 Phase 20062007 ARS Vector, attached data
Yorkshire Henges NMP 20082016 External Vector, attached data
Cumbria Minerals ALSF 2013 External Vector, good attached data
NAIS Upland Pilotakes and Dales 20132014 EH/HE Vector, good attached data
PennineDales Fringe NMP 20142015 External Vector, good attached data
EdenPetteritCaldew Transect AIM 2015-2019 External Vector, good attached data

NMP = National Mapping Programme; NAIS = National Archaeological Identification Survey; ALSF = Aggregates Levy SusEindbilityl = Aerial

Investigation and Mapping ProjecRCHME = Royal Commission for Historical Monuments of EnglgRid= English HeritagelE = Historic Englan&RS =
Archaeological Research Services Ltd.
Data from previousnalytical field survesof earthworksites and geophysical surveyere

utilised to add contextual detail to tha@erialsurveyresults. Extensive magnetometryasbeen
undertaken on fort andicisites across the regioe.Q.Binchester, Castlesteaddaltorchesters,
High Rochesteand Lanclester)(Petts and Gerrard 2006,,@ddingsite-level phasingletail and
settlementpatterning. Lack of precise chronologicavidence(either absolutedating ordetailed
stratigraphy)or phasingwith aerialsurveyalone(Crow and Mason 2009, g4®quired use of
excavation archives, published reports/articles and unpublished Historic Environment Record (HER)

78



RFEGE FyR | NOKA @&decetwibNdtedtal data s Nikdordiddiipabcessed via
published literature and syntheses. These sources wereuslsdto addressaspects of the
theoretical question$4.1b], particularly those pertaining to identitypast environmentand
interactions between the tw§4.1a]. Figure38 shows how each type of dat@asused.

Modern politica] administrative boundaries affect archaeological resegrabjects inways
not reflected in the pasthey study Variations ircounty-based, regional and/or nation&kritage
policies and investigation methods influence the evide recovered from different areaaffecting
our perspectives othe periods in questioHazelgrovest al.2016, 16,23)This shows the
importance of applying frontier theory, not only for tten Age/Romarperiod but also
historiography of previous data collectiddost obviousy, the frontier-regionextendsacrosswo
countries (England and Scotland), each wglown heritage policiesresearch frameworks and
methods (past and present) of datallection and archivinf8.3. Givenli KA & Londde@sip (i Q a
with Historic Englan(below), newly-createddatais limited to moderaday England, Scottish
evidence being restrted to published materiald he main impact herestherefore lessdefined
distributionsfor indigenous settlements north of the modern border, with ditesed detail
informing discussion lesaffected. Whilst theHadrianicborderland, hinterland and muabf the
2dz0 SN LISNALIKSNE Fff tAS GAGKAY 9y 3Ifl yidto lj dzSad A2y
take this variation into account. Similarly, smaeale differences between modecounty-based
(andNational Parkarchivesacrosanorthern Englad affected the data available

Finally, the regional research frameworksllaready identified historiographiand
taphonomicissues which neestl consideringor this regionatscaleproject. For instancdess
previous largescalsurvey in lowlandshan uplands resulting from reduced surfagareservation
and visibilitydue to geology, topographynodern landuse,and research interest@8rennandet al.
2006b, 10; Petts and Gerrard 2006, 14&)raerial survey, variability in geology and soils alongside
resultant farming practice haseated major differences irsite-visibility regionally The bwlands of
north-western Englandnd southwestern Scotlandhus contain lessecords due to clay subsoils
and pastoral landisehindering visibility extensive urbanisation further soutand aeas of survey
flight exclusion caused by major airports at Manchesiga Liverpoo(Brennancet al. 2006b, 19;
Hunter and Carruthers 2012b, 10)eanwhile, even upland landscapes of the nentast have seen
less modern archaeological fieldwork due to lack of development ttardtacademic focus,
compared to the nortkeast(Hodgson and Brennand 2007, 31; Philpott and Brennand 2004n57)
contrast, lowland®ast of the Penninesavegreaterarable agriculture and more conducive geology,
resultingin more cropmark sitesdentified from the air and subsequently investigat@ktts and
Gerrard 2006, 3@8), together withacademic interest from Newcastle and Danh universities

Therefore, due tohe type ofdata generatecandre-examinedn the project, additional
research questions pertaining toethodologyhave also beeaddressed by the current study, in the
hope of testing the methodology for future use angpdication of such data in wider archaeology.

Methodological researcljuestions addressed in this project are therefore:
1 Canaerial surveyalone provide enough data for this type of thedygsed research study to
be effective?
1 How well can the data be r&led to existing data from other archaeologieald palace
environmentalinvestigationsn order to answer the research questions?
1 How significant is variabilityf archaeologicasurvivalacrosshe different landscapes
studied, and how does this impattte conclusions drawn?
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4.2b ¢ Methodology of Primary Data Collection

Thel I RNXR I Ré&&arch Rraméwoymonds and Mason 2009b, 33)ls for updates
to, expansion upon, and analysis of existing rerrs#ased survey data to quantifiye existing
resources and target future investigatiofhe primary dategathering phase ahe projectmeets
this, withcreation of new aeriasurvey digital mapping, together with reassessment apdating of
existingNMP datg4.2a]. The aim othisis to assess broader patterns and changes in the varied
landscapes of the frontier, contextusihg but also offering new insights irpoeviouslystudiedsites
and other (e.gpalaecenvironmenta) records.

Thel  RNR I y Qa FranfeworkvalSoic&ls fokBufger studmseringtransects
across the wider frontier zongymonds and Mason 2009b, 46xamininghe Stanegate/ I RNA | y Q&
Wall military zone in relation to landscapes further north and spexaminngbroader relationships
and networks at play. Therefore, two nofiouth studytransects(Figure ZChapter 1) were
utilised in thisproject, following lines of known Roman sit@s§gure39), narrowing-down the vast
quantity of archaeological evidence fdre Iron Age and Roman perisih northern Englandand
southernScotland.
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Furthermore, comparative work is needed on Iron ABe@man transitios between regions
to east and west of the major naturbbundaryof the PenninegPetts and Gerrard 2006, 147)
especially givediffering quantitiesof previous studies and available dg¢fymonds and Mason
2009b, 9) The eastern transec¢herefore followedthe major Roman road of Dere Street, while the
other transectutiliseda broadlyparallel route west of the Pennines alomglitary roadsto south
and north of HatlA |y QEhoughtHigbcdsbiaseal the transects towards Roman military sites
and infrastructure impactingdiscussion of wider, less Romagentric indigenous landscapégbkese
surroundingareas have beerassessed at a regional lewdldetail,informingeach part of both
transectsin Chapters 5 and 6, to counter this higsch transect coveboth upland and lowland
landscapes. Following Roman roalags allowedgreaterexamination of relationshipbetween
military infrastructureacrossthe wider frontierregion and the landscapesd siteswithin it.

Each transectoveedthebreadth2 ¥ (G KS NBIA 2y ARSYGATFTASR o6& GKS

f  The immediate militarporderland2 ¥ | | RNX | ys@nviroasliafgély coveriRg A
GKS 'b9{/ h WCNRYIGASNRE 27T (K:S3ecassesdmenfof9 YLIA NBQ
I I RNR Iy Q avherelthe frandectsrossed itupdating mapping using podtMP
aeriakimageryin the west

1 The outpostforts, associated military infrastructurandindigenoudandscapes
surrounding themmorthofl F RNA I yQa 21 ftf>X 6Se2yR (GKS
occupation two new aerialsurvey mapping blocksovering the environs of Netherby
FYR | A3K w2 Offoisi i SNRa 2dziLkai

1 The large hinterland behind the militabpundary extending south to 2 Nlggréary
fortressand settlement (the frontier and laterprovincial headquartersandthe
latitudinally-equivalent fort at Ribchestdurther west reassessment ofarious different
aerialsurvey projects [Table 2] of varying date and scope.
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updated(5) mappingaround Corbridgevere planned butdroppedto Covd19-relateddisruptions
Newmappingwasundertaken toHEQ & ! SNA I f Ly @S &AMIM)guiddndeayd YR al

archiving standardéHorne 2009; updated and revised in Evans 2049 per the collaborative

agreement with HE for access to existingmappig i I YR G KS [ Aad2NRO 9y 3t

and spealist aerialphotography collections. Thiscludedmapping ofall featuresfrom periods

within the AIM scope Neolithic through ta20"-centurymilitary and industrial sités designedor

usealongside Ordnance Survey mapp(from FirstEdition (id/late 19"-century) through to most

recenf. Although much of this data iBus not directly-relevant to the research for the thesis, it

provided landscape context for the wofl.1b/6.1b]landwas a requirement of the agreement with

HE.The level of detail in such mappirgsults fromthe decadedongdevelopment ofdata-creation

processesbalancinga sufficient complexity of data with analytical usefulness at the scales used.

e

Figure41- Various lidar visualisations for Block 3, showing those used in the project for compariseR; fbp)q 16-
direction lit Digital Surface Model (DSM), the most efficient approach; Local Dominance Model; Openriassitive; (L
R, bottom)¢ Principal Corponents Analysis; Slope Gradient; Simple Local Relief. Data soukdBAR Environment
Agency 1m FIRST RETURMNE®20-MAR-2009
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Sources for the a@l-survey mapping include:

1 Historic vertical aerighhotography held by the Historic England ArchiRReyal Air Force (RAF), Ordnance
Survey (0OS), and commercial compairidsridian Air Maps Ltd and Hunting Surveys Ltd);

1 Specialist archaeological obligphotography held by the HERoyal Commission for the Historic
Monuments of England (RCHME), English Heritage, Historic Englambridge University Collection of
Aerial Photography (CUCARN individual local flierélim GatesBarri Joneseto);

1 Fredy available online imagery from Google Eaitand Bing Maps;

1 Modern highresolution orthorectified verticaphotography from Air Photos Great Britain (APGB),
accessed through Historic England;

1 Freelyavailablelidarimageryof varying resolutions (0.28m) from the Environment Agency, downloaded
as ASCII data and processed in various visualisattigsr€41) using Relief Visualisation Toolbox 1.3
software (available from Institute of Anthropological and Spatial Studies at the Slovenian Academy of
Sciences and Artd)efinitions for visualisations can be found in Kokalj and H@E7, 1629).

Sourceswere examined for archaeological featuresossreferenced with existing
monumentdata from the National Record of the Historic Environment (NRHE) and local Historic
Environment Recos{HER), historic and modern @nance Survey mapping, and geological data to
improve interpretation and accuracy. Once identified, requisite insaggre imported directly into
the mapping software if already georeferenced and spatadigurate (orthophotography and lidar).
For convenibnalaerial photograply, specialist AERIAL 5.35 softwai@sused for rectificationusing
control points on an already spatiathccurate magbase with topographical heigitataincludedto
remove lensangle,distortion, and otherinaccuraciesn the image, creating a rectifiedyeospatially
accurate source to map from@nce imported, archaeologictatureswere mappedusing mouse
drawn vector lines and polygons to AIMi O 2 y @T'8bje @)ANBagpingasdone inArcMap 10.3
Geographical Information Sgshs(GISkoftware atHE2 & RegjidldaDffice(due tothe need to
keep aeriaphotographs irhouse atHB. Alongside spatial vectenapping, relevant textual data
wasattached in a tablevithin GISagain, pelAlM scope)(see Table 4 for the datantry fields).

Table3 ¢ Aerial surveymappingc layers and conventions.

LAYER DESCRIPTION MAPPING CONVENTIO
Bank Embanked earthwork features, whethel Red polygon
extant or plougHevelled
Ditch Sunken earthwork features, whether Green polygon
extant or plougHevelled
Extent of Feature Used to surround large sites, such as | Orange polygon
military complexes or quarries
Structure Stone,wooden,or concrete buildings or| Purple polygon
structures withinAIM scope
Ridge and Furrow Area Polygon to mark extent of an area of | Cyan polygon

medieval / postmedieval ploughing

Ridge and Furrow Alignment | Line to mark predominant alignment in | Cyan line
an area of med / posted ploughing

T-Hachure Used to denote length and direction of { Dark Blue line
singledirectional earthwork slope
Monument Polygon Area of extent of a recorded feature / | Black polygon

site within the National Record of the
Historic Environment (NRHE) database
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Table4 ¢ Aerial surveymappinggq attached data in GIS.

ATTACHED DATRIELD NAME DESCRIPTION

NRHE UID Unique identifier number, linking to the NRHE database (e.g. 43117)

Period Broad chronological period the featureassigned (e.g. Iron Age / Romal

Narrow Type What the feature is (e.g. Field Boundary / Roboase)

Broad Type What type of broader site the feature belongs to (é=eeldsystem/
Settlement)

Initial Evidence Form the feature was visible as on tBeurce it was mapped from (e.g.
Earthwork / Cropmark / Structure)

Initial Source Sourceimage the feature was mapped from (e.g. photo referehtidar)

Latest Evidence Form the feature was visible as on the latest aerial evidence examined
(e.g. Levelld Earthwork / Cropmark / Ruined Structure)

Latest Source Sourceimage providing the latest evidence (e.g. photo referehtidar)

Text Description Longer textdescription with further relevant information on the feature,
site and context

HER UID Unique identifier number, if alreadsecorded in local Historic
Environment Record (HER)

Layer TheAIM/NMP layer the feature was mapped on

l'f2y3aARS (KS -Wdtal lidgeyteddeaordsial éneh @ekt&dRor sitevere
createdfor HE) MRHHElatabase, giving further detail where necessary. The resulting mapping and
attached datds held bythe Historic England Archive, exported as shapefiles for usedalSPro
software for the analysis part of the doctoral researtheywere suppliedas line and polygon
shapefiles and attached dataéxt-records to the relevanHER$Cumbria, Northumberland) for
further archiving Thistherefore will hopefullyassis plans to create a comprehensive GIS for the
I I RNX& Iy Q dreqiingptecistlylocated spatial evidenomovingbeyond sitespecific
studies, and embraig broader, more holistic approachés the frontier region, as identified in the
researchframework(Huntley 2009, 108)

There are some issues with this ddyg@e, althoughthey are outweighedby the benefits
e.g.scale of coverage, ease of processing for analysis and efficiency of p@cadaick2013, 14)
suggestd thatalthough survg-mapping in this format is convenient for organising results, it
reduceslevek of phasinginterpretation andignoresthe potential for earlier features being reused
or influencing latedevelopment Implications of thisare somethingliscussedn the following thesis
discussionA secondssueis that (particularly forthe existing projects being reassessed) the analysis
reliedonthe accuracy of initial datareation. For new data createzbpeciallyfor the project, this
was addressed by 100% qualagairance checking of the data by specialist aesialveyosfrom
HE whilst for existing mapping, interpretation has already been through @térnal QA
procedures prior to the current project acquiring the data.

4.2c ¢ Methodology of Data Analysis
Though not albf the data created as part of the aeriasdappingwere directly-relevant to the

PhD, features of earlier and later date are importfortunderstanding archaeological landscajoe
their entirety. Earlier featues may have still been extant and informed the laten Age and Roman
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landscapewhile later features reflectievelopments fronthe period under studyand laterland-use
and topography provide insight into ways in which the landscape has been vieseethnd altered
through time.Nonetheless, lte primary features of interest within the aerial surwagre those
dating to the period under study late-Iron Age and Roman. All features and sites identified from
those periodswvereincluded in analysis. Thsparticularly pertinent giveregionalfocuson Roman
military featureswithin previous archaeological researgh3]. Incorporating indigenous rural
settlements field-systens and othelfeatures has providedreaterunderstanding for civilian and
military landscapes during the Roman period, but also the existing cultural landscapes which
informedthe development of the later frontier.

Thoughthe chronological focus is on the Iron ABeman transition and developmeintto
the midcRoman periodor the region in order to assesthe landscapempact of the frontier, the
later-prehistoricand lateRoman periodsvere alsoincluded in theLINE 2 s8dpél Dhis is partly due
to alack of clearlydefinable chronology (partidarly from nonintrusive survey along.2a]) for
manynon-military sites, given continuities in rural settlement form and landscape ltiatso
reflectstheSEA &G Ay 3 Odzt G deNdflfencihg thé Rent@fand$@dands@apeS
developmentdn the period.This influence of existing indigenous trajectories, and their interaction
with the new changes brought about by Rome, have been a focus for recent studies of the frontier
(Hodgsoret al.2012, Hodgson 2017, Symonds 2021) [see 3.3] andutlmiscussions that this
thesis aims to contributéowards Another predominant focusas beeron late postRoman
trajectories for landscape and identity in recent reseavoithe northern frontier(e.g. Collins 2001,
Collinsand AllasonJones2010; Gardner 2002; 2004; 200@)furtherreason fori K A & LiidBs2 SO0 Qa
oni KS w2 Yl y dalieydBaldpbmédSateinpting to discuss landscape and identity for this
previous period of change

In terms ofdata-analysiamethodolog, AcGISProsoftwarewas howdatawas accessed
visualisecand spatiallyanalysed. Aeriadurvey data created aiEwasexported as shapefiles with
associated dat@ables[4.2b]. Thiswasaugmented with similar files for existing aermahpping
projects(Table2), where vector datavas availableWithin ArcGlSaeriatsurvey datavasexamined
alongside othespatialdata-sets the Rural Settlement of Roman Britain Projéotailable online
from the Archaeology Data Servicdata from requisittHERgsupplied as point, line and polygon
shapefilesand historiemapping and other sources (Ordnance Survey, geologicaltda@graphic/
environmental data) downloaded from EdiigimapLimited feld-observation[4.2a] of mapped
areas(Netherby in Block 1, Redesdale for Blockr&blal better-understandng oflocal topography,
vegetation climate andnter-site visibility and relationshipassesmgthe condition and contexof
mapped sitesReview ofpublished andgreyQiterature from previous excavationanalytical field
surveys, geophysical work apdlaecenvironmentalresearchfor eachtransectand its environs
provided further contexual depthand scientific datindor the regional studiesFor note in the
following discussionglue to the variability of radiocarbon dates in the various souomessulted a
common model is usefbr referencehenceforth, taking into accourmalibration curves (where
available) andtandard deviations in the age rangemnd therefore referring to such dates as cal.BC
or cal.ADwhere acalibratedradiocarbon date is present

By investigating multiple differenéandscapesegionally broader evaluationkave been
made pertaining tdhe researchquestionsderived from the theoretical frameworld[1] and
methodological hypothesdd.2a]. Thishasenablal comparison across thentire frontier-zone
from York andhe inner peripherysouthof the border, to theouter frontier aroundoutpostforts. It
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further allowed comparative evaluation of evidence and methodology between the-défgrent
landscapes east and west of the Pennines.

4.2d ¢ Ethical Issues and Data Management

Bhical issueslid notariseduringthis research no interaction with living persons or
processing of datpertaining to suchvasconducted, and ethical approvafas thus not soughtn
terms of archivemanagement, aeriaapping data (exportedsshapefilesand also saved as a
geodatabasgandassociated textual records (recordadthe National Record of the Historic
Environmentwere archived with Historic England, as per the collaborative agreement signed at the
LINE 2@onieficémentJatial records and database entria®re alsoprovidedto localHERSin
formats suitable to their own GIS systenesjailablefor the services they provide in their particular
regions.

/ 2LIASa 2F GKS tK5 GKSaira AdasStF gAatt oS KSER
eTheses Online repository. Themainingdata, in the form of ArcGIS mapping files and associated
supporting geodatabases, wdllsobe digitallyarchived and backedp by the author Though
Historic England has providegersonal license to use the aerglrvey data for analysia the
currentPhD, thigloesnotSE G Sy R (1 2  @rgh&ingYdr puitpbsgs Beyand this
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Chapter 5: The Roman Frontier West of the Pennines: Transect 1

5.1 ¢ Introducing the Western Transect: An Overview
5.1a ¢ The Setting of the Western Transect asd\erial Survey Projects

The western transect of this '
projectcoversa linear sampleone @ -
immediately west of the Pennines,
running from the major Roman fort - E"'"'J”.‘,h"'m
of Ribchester (Lancashire), along : &

Romanmilitary-roads (coinciding
with naturallandscapeoutewaysin -
the Lune and Eden Valleys) to -

Carlisle (Cumbria), the modern city . ('“;’“‘ ‘
overlying an important Roman

military site and town close to o 4 2}
| I RNX I yacdihertce bieyiond
the Roman border to the outpost
fort at Netherby in the Esk valley N A2

(Figure 42). Thetudy will also a At ik
examine evidence from surrounding A g W ® .
regionswhichinformsdiscussion. [ AN

Pastarchaeological study e
andlevelsof current knowledge '
regarding northern England and
southern Scotland during the late - /
Iron Age and Roman period have o ‘ ' 3
been discussed [2/3.3], as has ! . '
regionalpalaeo-environmental = — /'
evidence for general trends of
woodlandclearancealongside
increasing pastoralism and arable
cultivation throughout later .
prehistory, culminating in théate- o m-anastel
Iron Agef2.3c]. Discussion of how > P
this transects fit into the wider
projed aims and methodology has
also been covered [4.2b]. This
section therefore provides more
§pecific spatial angl temporal . 0 10 - :
introductions to this transect, Prior | kilemetres Contains OS data © Crown Copynght &nd database right 2013
to presenting evidence. Section 4.2

letherby a

Old Penrith
o

: . '\ \Lolx Bonowbndge
‘l. . it

a  Industiial Site : -
: Eurrow in Lonsdale
Toan

Civitas Capital

m Rt
. Fortress
@ HilFfart
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Tiibal Cartre

Ribchester
=]

] Figure42 - Map showing the sample transect (line of named sites) wes
discussed the data under study,  the Pennines, including major Iron Age centres and Roman sites alde:

listing existing survey progs within new (orange) and existing (purpleeriaksurveymapping.

87



both transects (Table 2) and identifying issues affecting the data regionally. Chapter 4 also
introduced other forms of evidence complemamg the aerialsurvey data.
Asdiscussed4.2b], new mapping undertaken for this projetigures 40/42%overs a gap in
I A ad2 NR GHERsrid$ulvey RaRetage: north of the existihngr R NR& | WKIRprojedt f f
around Carlisle, running up to the modern Scottish border and covéragnvirons of Netherby
F2NIP® ¢KAA ySg6 YI LILA@EBqkinand NBGE SistdsBRwithiethelwier ¥. f 2 O
setting of southern Scotland and northern Cumbria [5.2]. Furthermore, a segment of the existing
I I RN Iy Q &origirally inddstakn 20022008(see Oakey@9) was updated, utilising new
sources of aeriatlata unavailable during the initigkoject (including orthophotography and
Environment Agency lidar) to test whether new features might be identified.upldiatedmapping
(50s0.km 5km eastwest, runring forthe full 10km northsouth width of NMP)Rdz0 6 SR W. f 2 01 H
O2y il Aya w2YlLy [/ FNIA&AES FYyR AG& adzZNNE dmaFokty 3ax (K
2F {GFLYSAE wpPoBd ¢KSaAS (62 YI LILIAY TonpdnenBfod o6 CA I d
the transect.
Southwards the wider hinterland of the Roman frontier includégsee recentHEfunded
aeriaksurvey projects (purple, Figure 42ach using historical and modern photography alongside
processed lidaimagery [5.4]:

T W/ dzYyb NASNNBAGNAFE aAySNIfa wSagadmpldesriall 33aSaayY
survey blocks across Cumbria (totalling 102sq.km) in areas threatened by extractive
industries Four fall within tls transectc three just eastsouth of Carlisl¢south of
Hadrig/ Q& 2 | f f c.@blartsauth at RoaArSEdgastride the M6 motorway
between Kendal and Sedber@beegan 2013a, i-4,18)
T WORRRgeriH/ I £t RSg ¢ NI y a-SudvéyQcoverm@l17sq.kmhinSaNbck
crossinghe lower reaches of these three rivef®eegan 2019, 1ronnecting thdirst
three blocks from€umbria Mineral@bove;
f Wbl GA2Yy It | NOKFS2f23A0Ff LRSYyGAFardOF GA2Y { dzN
groundbased survey project covering a 174sqg.km swathe of landscape from the central
Lune valley westward to Kend@akeyet al. 2015)

TheEPC and Cumbria Minerasriatsurveys thugover thetransect south of Carlisle within
the lower Eden Valley, while numerogoundbasedinvestigations have examined Iron Age and
Roman archaeology further south in the valley, including forts at Old Penrith and Brougham, and
majorindigenoudeatures aroundPenrith[5.4a] The road south from Brougham travershs
upland Orton Fells, another area of archaeological intetesteach the upper Lune valley. The
transectfollows Lunedale south to Burreim-Lonsdald5.4b], with the NAISproviding excellent
recent surveydata for middle reaches of the valley, including numerous fatehistoric/Roman
settlements.Older survey projectdHowgill Fells NMBndYorkshire Dales NNileover uplands east
of the transectbut the raster nature of th& data hinders spatighnalysis, so they will only be used
for contextualisationThe transecthen crosses the Bowlangplandfringe (Lancashirg terminating
at Ribchester, with severaite-based studies locally

C2NJ SIasS 27F 02 YY dz/disCssivriidiitled inté dabictioishssgssirg O (i Q
different areas within the broader Romdirontier-zone. Whilst this could be argued Romarentric
(given use of imposed Roman divisions for definitrather thanearlier/contemporarynative
landscapeorganisation), synthesis of the transect [5.5] will attempt to transcend these artificial
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divisions, and analysis will only utilise such boundaries where appropriate. This transect (and that to
the east[Chapter §) are assessed north to south, primarilychese areas of new data should be
LINBaSyidSR FANRG YR (KSaS INB y2NIK 2F3 FyR |2y
removes some Romarngentrism (past narratives often progressing in the direction of Roman
expansionsouth-north), whilst stil focussing on areas of higher Romaative interaction [4.2h]

Each section will cover both Iron Age and Roman settlereeidience, discussion split into themes

of rural settlement and featuregyivenlongevityand persistencef indigenous settlement

formg/sitesin the landscape), communication routes (and their development across the Iren Age
Roman transition), and new Roman sites (predominantly military but also urban and new industrial
or agricultural sitetypes).For betterknown Roman sites, with meisubstantialresearchhistories,

only evidence pertinent to the wider debate has been kept in Chapters 5/6, detailed discussion
removed into the Appendix so as not to interrupt the discussiow.

5.1bc¢ Archaeological Landscapes of the Mé&pdatedSurvey Area
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Figure43 - Map showing the area north of the Roman borderline of Hadrian's Wall, including major Iron Age and R
sites and aeriakurvey mapping areas.
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Prior to discussing Iron Age and Roman evidence for the transect, general results from the
aerialsurvey ofMapping Blocks 1 and 2 will be addressed to prowdker contextual information
for the periodspecific results of the new survey ared@ke first mapping block completed (Block 1,
Figure 40) comprises the northernmost section of the western transebtimihodern England,

dzy RSNI I {1 Sy (2 AVs@ardaddAD0 o ¢yRABYRRBBI SEGSYR& y2NIK

Wall borderland around Carlisle, along the River Esk valley, to the border with Scotland.,Block 2
immediately soutlvard, consistof exiging NMP updated for the current researdh and around
modern Carlisle within the Roman borderlajtdld. Regionatesearchframeworks for north

6SAGSNYy 9y3ftyR YR | | RIEBlhngnteial 2006&;BrednandthlR | SNA G | =

2006b; Symonds and Mason 2009a; 20d€bhtify need for further researchorth of Carlislewhich

KFa a8Sy tS8aa | NDKFS2t23A0Ft Ay@Satiadaridrzy (KLY

landscapeglsewhere
The area discussed (Figure 43) covers lowland areas of the Solway Plain and lamer Esk
Edenvalleys, surrounded by higheground of the Scottiskouthern-uplands to the north andorder

Moorsii 2 G KS Slads GKS w2YFy 062NRSNIFYR 2F | I RNRAIFYCG

escarpment to Carlisle) to the south, atid lowlands of southern Dumfriesshire and the Solway
Firthto the west. In terms of the known Roman landscape, the main military site is the first outpost

fort north from Carlisle, postulated &astra Exploratoruda WC2 NINB&da 2F (GKS { O2 dzi 2

documentary source$[24 andlocatedbeneath Netherby Hil (Oswaldet al. 2015; Oswalét al.
2017) Little evidence of lateprehistoric or Roman settlement and landscape features had been
previouslyidentified within the project area.

The whole surveyarea comprises lovying terrain (Figure 44) predominantly east of trekE
and north of the Edejrising to higher ground to north and eddtaturalEngland 2015a, 3,9The
Esk itself isargely natural in course and riverine structure, stfbewing and stable as far as the
uplands north of Netherbyibid.). Flood risk mapping (British Geological Survey 2019) shows low
lying, floodable land throughout the lower valleys of the Esk, Eden and their tributaries, including
around the River Lyne north of Westlinton, dividing higher ground maidstanwix (the line taken by

I'FRNAFYQa 21ffx y2NIK 2F /NI A&tS0 FNRY GKIF

terrestrial movement prior to modern drainage. Local soils (predominantly tills, with alluvium and
sand/gravel fluvieglacial teraces along rivers, and small areas of lowland peat), overlying Triassic
sandstones and mudstones (Figure 45, British Geological Survey mapping 2019) have not been
known to produce good cropmankisibility in the past.

Figure44 - Aerial photographs (NMR 20951_11 (left) / NMR 20951_15 (right) ©HE) showing lowland landscapes ¢
1 (pasture, arable, tree plantations, and modern Longtown).
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Figure45- BGS bedrock mapping for the area. Purple/Blue/Green =
Sandstones; Light Pink = Mudstones; Dark Pink = Igneous Intrusions
Yellow/Grey = Limestones. Points = sites of archaeological interest.

Historical sources
indicate smalcale, subsistence
pasture dominated the area prior
to 18"-century enclosure,
extensive improvement, lime
extraction,and coaiworking
under the landgholding Graham
family (Mawson 1980, 13740;
McCarthy 20Q, 24)
Consequently, the projeedrea is
under modern laneuses of
limited arable, improvegasture
and extensive treglantation
(Figure 44), offering lessened
potential for substantial
earthwork-survival. However,
much of the area had ornmetre-
resolution lidar and it was hoped
that previously unseen, lodying
earthworks might be identified.

Combination of historic
verticalphotography (RAF, OS,
etc[4.2b]), specialist oblique
photography (RCHME / Historic
England and local fliers) and lidar
imagery was thus applied to this
previously littlestudied region.
Results from this (Figures 46 and
47) confirmed previous
perceptions that visibility of pre

modem archaeological features on aerial sources is relatilnaifed across the area, both levelled
features visible as cropmarks (likely because of geological andianthctors mentioned above)
and upstanding earthworks (due to modern lanse and improvement).

The most extensive feature mapped was ridge and furrow ploughing, largelyraséval
improvement as opposed to medieval opéald systens and mapped in open areas extending into
the urban extent of Carlislehis mayfurther account for lessergevisibility of earlier features. There
are some smaller areas of earthwork survival, including parkland around Netherby Hall (mostly

StSySyida 27
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1953a, 1819)andthe floodplain eiher side of the riverpredominantly medieval or poshedieval
banked/ditched fieldsystems (Figure 48/G/H/J) overlain by ornamental tregands(described

Oswaldet al. 2015, 18)Boundary earthworks associated with the deserted settlement of Arthuret, a
potential moated site south of Longtown, and small fragments of relict hollow aiggssurvive

across the area.

Other than Carlislehe man medieval settlement is Longtown, located at the lowest
bridging point on the Esk, though obscured by 1i8#-century planned estate tow(Masser 2005,
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Figured6-a | LILIAAYy 3 . 2014 M 6ySs0 FyR H 06 dzIR| -Gr&RdabrialBuN®yHayac
alone (left) and new data alongside existing NMP data (right). See Figure 47 for mapping conventions.

249) Other, reent landuses identified include peatutting on Scaleby Moss (UID 1378221
National Record of the Historic Environm@dRHE) identifieracketednumbershenceforth refer
tobwl 9 NBO2NR& dzyt Saa € 0SSt SRandRoSkdiE@MoFs2 NJ | A & (0 2 NA (
(1379305), and brick/tileworks at Sandysike utilising fhglaxial deposits along the River Lyne.
Visible in southern Carlisle and extending into the EPC Transect fidgamgan 2019re small
areas of further gravel extraction.
Modern transport infrastructure is dominated by the A7 road fr@arlisle to Longtown (and
thence up the Esk Valley), with the M6 motorway and Caledonian Railway both leadingvwasith
from Carlisle to cross the mouth of the Esk into Annandale in Scotland. Aemafict branch rail
line (the North British Railway tdawick- Figure 48y 0’ ONR d4Sa (G KS-wes® 2SO0 | NBI
corner. Most features surveyed therefore date to maezent periods.
¢CKS I NBF Qa L2 acallddimedievafearikKkKAAaylt 20NRSO a425 So G ot S [ |
Scotland and Englar{@laturalEngland 2015a, 138)as a clear impact on the landscape, apparent in
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mapping conventions [described fully in Table 3].

Figured7-b S &

the defended enclosure antb-century bastlehouse at Kirkandrews (across the rifimm
Netherby, Figure 48), and other towethouses at Millees, Netherby itself (forming the core of the
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Figure48-a | LILIAY 3 2F (GKS SygAaNeRya 2F bSGKSNpBe | Fff oW
sourcesduring the project (key features lettered and describedext).
later hall and possibly constructed ofused Roman mason(Pswaldet al. 2015, 2,7), and
Arthuret. Later nilitary sites include the Battle of Solway Moss (1542, Figurelé¥jcentury Scots
Dyke earthwork19"-century rifle ranges in Carlisland 20"-century armaments depots and
airbases (Gretna, RAF Longtown and RAF Caltiskap-craters andanti-invasion measures
Alongside direct postnedieval border conflict, large military sites are often situated in areas
0K2dza3KG fAYAYLFE 2NJ LISNRALIKSNIE G2 Y2RSNYy az20AaSite:s
area under study beyond the Romaerd.
Relatively limited coverage on aerial sourcasd the urban nature of Carlisle in the south,

I FFSOG SOARSYOS OAarAoAfAlGE 2F S| NI A Doubsddpod dzNB & =
later-prehistoric/Roman landscapes, frontier, aigntity [5.2b]. This has implications for the
methodological hypotheses, especially whether remsémsing data can answer such questions
alone. With only pockets of survival visible from the air, other existing-slatizces are needed. In
terms of sigrficance of survival and visibility impacting archaeological conclusions drawn [4.2a], this
impact is clearly quite severe here, particularly in contrast to bepreiserved landscapes of this
period elsewhere in the region. Figure 46 does however showatidition of recent aerial sources,
particularly lidar and recent orthophotography, to areas covered previously by NMP, has increased
the number of features identified, with features of past landscapes identified across the whole
project-area. This includenew laterprehistoric and Roman features, discussed below/5.3].

5.1c¢ North-West England and Soutlest Scotland in the Late Iron Age and Roman Period

Broader landscap&lynamics fonorthern Britain [2.3a]andenvironmental evidencg.3c]
havealready been introducedwvhat follows is an introduction tthe particular landscapes of the
western transect. While natural environment is important in any landscape, influencingffeaded
by human activity [Chapter 2], lias a crucial impact hegiven the mosaic of verdifferent
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topographies, geologiesesultant soils, and weathesystems within northwestern Englandnd
south-western Scotland. This range of landscapes, west of the mpjandrange of the Pennines,
includes upland topographiesh@ western Pennine foothills, South Cumbria Low Fells and southern
Scotland), broader, settled upland valleighble Lune, EderEskand Annal), and larger lowying

areas (Lancashire and Solway Fain

The upland areas form natural obstacles filtenmgvement,influencingsocietal boundaries
FYR WFNRYGASNI T 2ySaQr FyR NBRdAzOS LRGSYyGALFE F2NJ |
separated by physical boundaries before huntaeated divisions arevenconsidered. While much
of the region is lessuited to aralke agriculture because of climate and topography, this does not
mean society was necessarily politically or culturally mardiatigson and Brennand 2007, 54
must be careful when defining areas of subsistence producparticularly pasture, a WYY FHINBAY I f Q
comparisorto large arable surplusesdsewhere as this is an ethnocentric viewpoint ¢eed on
modern capitalist economicThe subsistence nature of latgrehistoric/Roman landscapactivity
likely results from environmental and existing social dynamics of the region ratheathgosition
in the subsequenthestablished Roman frontieMost settlement (past and present) is concentrated
in low-lying coastal and estuarine plains or larger river valleys, as would be expected-tiater
communication thus likely played an important role, connecting areas divided by mountain and hill
ranges(Jones 2009, 28Yerrestrial routes in the stuelyegion also generally followatural valley
and coastal conduits.

Regionapalaeoenvironmentalevidence predominantly comes from upland mires, with
relativelylittle environmental sampling in lowdying areas, excepting urban Carli@leéells 2003,

67). The general pictura@everthelesss one of largescale woodlafudearance beginning in the
Bronze Age, accompanied by settlement, mixed agriculture in lowlandipasture in higher
uplands(Dark 1999, 258; Dark 2000b, 57; Wells 2003, T8 will be discussed further for specific
parts of the transect.

There have been many attempts to ascerttiie development of latesprehistoric
settlemente.gp (0 KS WI 2 gy ingncl¢sé&disetenfedtS developing into palisaded
enclosures, followed by univallate and then multivallate earthwork gRéggott 1949:1950) This
has proven overhgimplistic, such developments varying by $kekeza 2008, 4\ broad range of
unenclosed and enclosed settlements, ofteith field-systems, have been identified from
cropmarks in lowelying areas, excavations indicatimg@nycontinued into the Roman period
(Bewley 1994Jones and Woolliscroft 200187 Oakey 2009, 134). In uplands, sites survias
earthworks or stonestructures(Oakey 2009, 123). Larged A 1 S& O CA IdzNBE nHO Ay Of dz
.dzNyasl Ny I Aff YR/ (Keppie 2089, MO MoDarthy 200 dafjifalaigs a & K A NB
enclosed site at Clifton Dykes in Cumi§Rass 2012, 62)iscussed below.

Archaeological evidence for the lat®en Age appears to show relativéitfle diversity in
materialculture regionally hindering differentiation osocialgroupinggMcCarthy 2002, 66Much
discussion hathus concentrated on socialnits attested in Roman literature drepigraphy, often
applied backwards to prRoman groupings with little evidence. Timaingroupdiscussed in these
sources are th@riganteq3.3b]. Other groups within the western transect inclu@arvetii(centred
around the Solway and Eden lowlands based on epigra@ssibly a Roman stdivision of the
wider federation) Setantii(less archaeologicatgvidenced buthought centred inLancashire) and
Anavionense§postulated from literary sources inclind) a Trajanic censasd placenames
occupying southern Dumfriesshir@@reeze 2008, 65, 68; I@arthy 2002, 66; Ross 2012, .55)
Whethersuchnamedgroups have any bearing @agionalsociccultural organisation in the Iron
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Ageis consequently debatabl@oore 2011 3549, giventhe potential for tribes tofirst be defined in
this way by Rome, ortrib@ NB dzLJA y 3& 2y f & T2 N¥A y22a/228§0F dzaS 2 F w2

Ongoing settlement and landscapes across the IrorRRgman trangion in the region are
often studied separately from traditional discussions of military installations and infrastructure,
GKAOK GAS Ay (2 WYw2YlyQ YAt A[4.3] Débatds yaéudd ddufesioll A OF £ |
initial Roman incursion, mth from Chester to Lancaster, with close coastal contact {dtates 2009,
28, 47; Shotter 2000a, 340), or inAnd via Manchester/Ribchester to Carlisle using the Lune and
Eden valleygPhilpott 2006, 87; Wild 2002, 26&)onnecting to trandennine roads including the
Stainmore Pass arl{ G I y' S 3 I (HiggRy aN®AdzSEBanes 2009, 165)Vhat is nelonger
contested is that the Roman military arrived in nowtestern England by the ear®yD70s, verified
by earliest levels of Roman activity in Carl{deCarthy 2002, 51; Shotter 2000a, 38jhether
early, rapid advances were due to easy expansion inteRwman territory or alternatively a military
push to control a known hostile area is debatafi®ss 2012, 61and important for discussion of
identities locally.

Firstcentury auxiliary forts athtemporary camps are found throughout the region (Figure
42), located along major roads and the coastline/estuaries as far north as Annandale and Nithsdale
in DumfriesshirédMcCarthy 2002, 583; Philpott 2006, 86)-orts controlling specific areas g.the
Lake District) were added followgrthe initial expansion, alongside increasing infrastructure (with
productionsites at Scalesceugh, Brampton and Quernmore, discussed below). Further garrisons
were added in the earlgecond century along thBtanegaterunning across the Pennines from
Cotridgeto terminate at Kirkbride on the Solwaghotter 2000a, 439).

However, it was not until the formalised borderA yS 2F | F RNALFyQa 21 tf gl
the AD120s, initially of turf in this area but later rebuilt in storleat a manmade obstacle
interrupted longestablished patterns of movement across the redfiid.) [3.3b for discussion
I 62dzi | I RN&R I Fd@egedidr gt Cumbrian coastalrveillance posts contratig
maritime movement. New sites included the majtfall-fort constructed at Stanwix, 1km north of
Carlislell YR NB adzt dF yid OKI y 3iaFollowing sdrebbbniicomedt@dringkhg A G A |- £
Antonine advance northwards, the Hadrianic line wdly fteoccupied and garrisoned (with some
local variation) until theend of thefourth century.The overall distributiof military sites thus
continuedthroughout the period, ranging from outposts at Birrens, Netherby and Bewcastle south
to hinterland fots such as Ribchester, identified archaeologically and supported by third to seventh
century Italiangeographicsourcesthe Antonine ItinerariegRoman roaemaps[2.2a]divided by
routes along specifiltersor routes, mentioned belowNotitia Dignitatumand Ravenna
Cosmographywith muchdebated attributing of listed placeames to sitesdentified
archaeologicallySmith 1997, 372)

w2Yly WOA@GAT Al ydrectylatadtdofts§ withvicllobdtedd nediEnany
(ranging greatly in size and form), and the major urbantre in the region developinat Carlisle,
civitas Carvetiorunproposedfrom milestones and a tombstone at Old Penrith as the seat of local
Ranan governmen{Breeze 2008, 63, 67; McCarthy 2002, &)ral settlement appears to remain
morphologicallysimilar to that of laterprehistory, limited artefactual ashenvironmental evidence
(compared to military or urban assemblag@idering comparisoPhilpott 2006, 69)Nonetheless,
the arrival of Romeindoubtedly impacted existing landscapes, witllitary occupation disrupting
existing indigenous activities, communications and taeds and likely killing large numbers of
people (whether across the region or in discrete areas) (Hingley 2021, pers.chonggsterm
impacts include exploitation of great amounts of natural resources (timber, turf, stone, etc) for
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construction and maintenance of ne\AE:" :
sites,large numbers of military »\'\
personnel (though varying "L
substantially over time) not
contributing directy to agricultural
productionbut requiring sustenance
substantial infrastructure connecting |
topographicallyseparated areas on a
scale not previously seen, and new
boundaries created, both physically
Ol I RNAFYyQa -2Fffo
economically/culturallyThenature of
this impact will thus be investigated
for each part of the transect in the
following discussion, beginning with
GKS | NBI y2NIK 271/

5.2¢ North of the Roman
Border: Outposts and

Indigenous Society L N e

5.2a¢ The Iron Age andoman
Period in the Study Area: New
Aerial Survey Mapping Results an
Previous Research

Despite issues with visibility
of Iron Age and Romaperiod
features in the lowlands north of
Carlisle [5.1h]features othis
landscape (Figured} areidentifiable
from aerial sourcegnformingthis
research. Isolated enclosures and
small areas of extendefield-system |
are detectableas cropmark ditches in '
improvedpastureand arable. The
enclosures are morphologically
similar toothers across Mland

123

&y

Britain giverlater-prehistoricor

RomaneBritish dates (though with
issues of dating precision and S
occupation longevity for each site),

PhD Project Ar

NMP Projects

oes

while the fields appear on completely Figure49 - Laterprehistoricand Roman Sites mentioned in the text,

different alignments from modern (or
medieval) land divisions, suggesting LIA ¥ 1
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located within and around Mapping Blocks 1 and 2. Background shi
the natural topography and river systems, with modern urban areas
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earlier date. Therefore, although overall visibility is low, the lowlands north of Carlisle were

definitively occupied and farmed during this period. Limitations of local evidence do not indicate a

genuine dearth of activity. Amentioned[2.1¢/3.3b], issus of chronology from survey data alone

are pertinent especially given the fragmentary nature of the evidence, which hinders identification

of phasing or other temporal changeurces such as the Roman Rural Settlement project add little

tothe picture SNE X 3IAQPSYy GKIFIG AGa 2yfeé NBO2NRSR aAidsS y2i

farmstead [RR81027] in the urban environs of Carlisle, dated bgitn finds to the Roman period.
Nonetheless, by examining sites known from existing sources, the rural IreR@xgan

landscape of the regio® 'y 6 S3AAYy (2 06S NBO2yadNHzOGSR® { SOSNI f

2 ff bat LINRB2SOOl YR 20KSNJ Ay@SaidAaardizyad h¥ (K

Cargo (10572) nortlvest of Carlisle (Figure 496; left, Figure 50), croparks revealing multivallate

ditches and at least one substantial bank enclosing an area atop the easterrbscérpf the River

Eden,with associated boundaries forming fragments of a potert@t-system Without excavated

evidencethe occupationhid 2 NB | YR FTdzy OGA2y 2F GKS aAdS o0FyR A

locatedsouthg S& G 2F GKS NAGSNI G (GKAa LRAYdGo Aa dzy Of St

from others in the lowlands north of the Eden (discussed below), which are predatty defined

by single ditches (with no visible surviving banks). The usual debates aroungrafiation equalling

defersive purpose or capabiligre now outdated,given the fact that many excavated multllate

sites across Britain appear purelyndestic in character and are not located in higtifensible

topographic positions; nevertheledhis example does stand out from other rural settlemedtse

to its form.

Figure50- Iron Age/RomaneBritish ru;al sites, visible as cropmarks on aerial puhotogrgpAhs, e}nd mapped by the
I'FRNAIFYyQa 21t bat 602y@Syiliizya Ia
Theexcavatedarmstead at Windsor Way (Figure-495)comprises ditches, postoles, and
F YSGFEESR NIXO1sle mdo|Y y2NIK 2%, withlathehshdng/ Qa 2 | f
phase of activity during the miBoman period based on limited ceramic evidence (the majority of
the site being undated). Whilst this shows that thedscape immediately north of the border was
not completely abandoned upae O2 y & 4 NHzOG A2y 2F | I RNAIFIyYyQa 2| ff3x ¢
for site function and wider chronology from the site hinder further interpretation.
Other rural sites includthose visible as cropmarks in and around northern Catlisle
suburbs comprising enclosures of varying form (circular, curvilinear and rectilinear) and size (Figure
50), generally detectable as ditches. These sometimes survive as isolated settlemevits éas
rectilinear enclosure containing a single visible roundhd@2&783 (Figure 49108; Figure 50,
right): the only site identified north of Carlisle by Higham and J§h885, 34), and occasionally
with associated complexes of ditched boundaries, likelg-systens, as with curvilinear enclosures
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near Holme View (927375
(Figure 49107; Figure 50,
centre). A relativelgxtensive
complex of curvilinear and
rectilinear enclosures with
associated field boundaries
(1383241) located near the
Eden northwest of Carlisle
(Figure 49109/110), though
undated, is interesting given
that it incorporates two ring
ditches interpretedas Bronze
Age round barrows (based on

morphology and size)the Figure51 - Cropmark ditches in arable fields near Longtown on specialis
0n|y potentia' funerary oblique photography (NMR 28069 044 ©HE).

monuments identified in the

entirety of the study area. Thigeld-systemlikely postdates the barrows and thus interesting
guestions exist as to whether the barrowsre still extant in the landscape or levelled prior to
agriculture, with implications for the identity of local people [discussed Chapter 7]. Other features
such as a small circular enclosure (1379316; FiguEL4P north of Harker Park and ditch complex

of less defined morphology (1383198) are fessily attributed to thdater-prehistoricor Roman
periods, but may represent furthdragments, as do excavated square enclosures (Figudéb2pin
modern StanwixThis alkeveals a complex rural agricultural landscape of scattered settlements
associated enclosures afigld-systerd = &A YA€ NJ 2 GKIFIG &a2dziK 2F | RN
(Bewley 1994)At least onesettlementremained in use into the Roman period, despite lying
immediatelynorth of theformalisedboundary of the Roman Empire and garrisons at Carlisle (Figure
49-10) and Stanwix.

Aerial mapping from the project shows probable Iron Age/Roman rural settlements and
field-systens extend nortlvardsup the Esk Valley, comprising ditched boundaries and enclosures
where modern lanelse and underlying geology enable formation of cropmarks in isolated patches
(e.g. Figure 51). The most apparent examples are a pair of rectilineadj\ddéd enclosures (th
potential roundhouse) and fragmentary ditched field boundaries with possible embanked trackway
(Figure 49115; Figure 52, right); and a more complex, mpitased system of rectilinear fields
including potential trackways, pits and at least one +iliigh, likely a roundhouse (Figure-426;

Figure 52, left). Thegepresent the best evidence for nemilitary landscapein Block 1. Other
cropmarkfeatures include fragments of rectilinear ditchéeld-systens south of Longtown (Figure
49-118) and north 6Stanwix (Figure 4212), two sinuous ditches suggesting a trackway east of
Netherby (Figure 4919), and large curvilinear enclosures just north of Carlisle (Figut@@? all
potentially offeringfurther insight into this landscap#&oughneedingfurther dating evidence. A
rectilinear enclosure (157214%igure 49122) identified previously from aerial photography and
attributed as Iron Age or Roma#Rritish based upon form, just north of Block 1, indicates this
settlement pattern continues up the E¥alley towards higher ground in Scotland. The only other
SOARSYOS ¥ 2 NJ akiityfioln@hs grojectlargaRssa®aglhiBial discovered in peat at
Scaleby Moss in 1845 (8755@bigure 49123) but since lost: a mawith a deerskin cloak anstaff,
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Figure52 - Two examples of mapped cropmark archaeological sites, both located south of Longtown and compri
fragments of probable Iron Age/RomanBritish settlement andfield-system(blue = later ridge and furrow ploughing;

likely Iron Age and the only evidem aside from the two barrows described abovel&ter-
prehistoricfunerary activity within the project area.

Evidence of enclosed settlements, with accompanying agricultural activity in rectiliakar
systens (likely contemporary, given relationshipetween sites and boundaries, paratidl
elsewhere [5.2c]), and limited evidence for monumental and ritual funerary rites, show that the
Roman army established its frontier zone on the western part of the -Batway isthmus in an
existing occupied and peranentlysettled landscapeWhether or notall sites remained in use at
the time does not change the likelihood that people were living and moving within the landscape,
given contemporaryndigenoussites in surrounding areas [5.28he dstribution of suviving sites
(Figure 49) reveals they are generally located close to rivers, on slitlgr terrain above
floodplains. If this visibility is not merely due to such terrain suiting moaeprovedpastureand
arable, with underlying, wellirained soilsfacilitating increased cropmark production, this suggests
later-prehistoricand RomaneBritish rural settlements and enclosures were clustered within a
liminal zone between flat, alluvial soils subject to seasonal flooding and kdrtdéred farmland.
This would provide a variety of potential langes, connectivity provided by rivers or valfeors.
Eskdale connects easily (topographically) with lowlands to south and west, and various valleys
leading into adjacent uplands north and east (Figure 58)edisas regions further afield via the
Solway Firth and then Irish Sea. It is consequently likely to have been a zone of movement as well as
settlement, both of which were truncated upon construction of the Roman frontier to the south.

Prior to Rom® a ival, téiktrial communication between sites was likely via trackways and
droveways integrated within formalisdikld-systens and broader pasture areas, fragments of
which have been identified in the cropmark evidence above but with insufficient ctesdtythe
mapping blocks to suggest the complete network. Water courses are another option for transport
within this landscape, valleys forming natural conduits through the wider landscape. The first
comprehensive evidence for extensive maade communicatins infrastructure in the project area
INE K2gS@OSN) 6KS w2YlFy YAtAGFENE NRBFRa OdzidAy3
precise phasing is unclear) (Figure 53). One wide, straight earthwork bank headsvestifrom
Netherby towards modenuay Longtown, following the scarp edge above the floodplain for much of
its length (Figure 4&; Figure 54, right). This likely turned southwards, linking with the road north
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Figure53- The network of known (solid red), probable (dashed red), possible (dashed dark pink) and prop
(dashed light pink) Roman roads along the Roman bortiee and further north.

from Carlisle (followed by the straight modern A7/Harker Road (HER Nacl\8&stlinton). The

latter was presumed talivert north-west, crossing the lower reaches of the Esk and thence
traversingAnnandale to the outpost fort at Birrens, but can now also, or alternatively, be extended
to Longtown and a further river crossing tiomwest (Figure 53). A further Roman routeway, newly
identified from modern imagery in Block 2, projects nenbst from a presumed crossing point on

I I RNX Iy Q &east of Sthnwiy, giditile Ks an earthwork bank in places and cropmark flanking
ditchesin others (Figure 54, left).

Another potential road agger extends for several hundred metres from the eastern side of
Netherby fort (Figure 48), slightly obscured by later earthworks (H), though no known further road
sections nor Roman military sitegtfer than the outpost fort at Bewcastknd central sector of
I FRNAFYyQa 2Fff AGASETFOIT INB LINSOGA2dzat e (1y26y
valley north of the fort (Figure 4B), heading towards a modern meander in the Esk and previously
postulated as a Roman rog@ilson 2017, 33341) may represent a route into the uplands,
following the eastern side of the Esk at least as far as Broomholm, with a secondary, proposed
branch northeast into Liddesdale. Finally, it has been hypotheg(Bétky 1953a, 280)that the
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Figure54 - Two surviving earthwork lengthsfgprobable Roman road in the area north of Carlisle and east of the E

fort at Netherby guarded a further river crossing westward to Birrens (argudtkvidof the
Antonine Itinerarie¥} no evidence for this was found in aerial or field sur{&gbw).

Taken together (along with riverine routes), these roads show a major Roman impact on the
low-lying region. Offering interconnected, efficient lines of movement through the existing rural
landscape, the new networkightalso provide social and econ@rropportunities to locals (and
incomers), also representing ideological, cultural expressions of Roman imperial power [2.2] beyond
the official edge of Roman rule. It should be noted that much of the evidence for such roads beyond
the immediate environsfoRoman forts is based upon morphology and alignment, due to lack of
excavation However, when combined, tseconvincingly comprise a road network connecting
G NRA2dza YATAGIENE aAdSa y2NIK 2F I FRNRAFyQa 2ffy
surviving evidence fdater-prehistoricrouteways (beyond likely use of the river), it is difficult to say
whether this network overode previous movement patterns or was utilised beyond military
personnel.

Moving on to Roman military sites connecteglithese networks, the main site north of
I FRNALFY QA 2Fff gAGKAY GKS CaspEgp®Gioruppidediiedond G KS F2
Iter llof the third-century Antonine ItinerarieéWilson 1999, 18(Figure 4949). Birley(1953a, 6)
argues this name implies an important role within the frontier zone. A potential alternative could be
Brocarad W¥ 2 | Y A y¢Fhe deartydEarwirtey Burn?), from the Ravenna Cosmogrépiby 31-

32; Richmond and Crawford 1949, 2@)ore recently assigned by Fref2001, 28710 Broomholm,
further north along the Esk, and Fitzpatrilatthews (2013, 46¥urther north still, to around Ervine.
bSGKSND&Qa T2 NI aviadoriging, idel i& Rteringdiat pogit®n od foutes north
from Carlisle to early forts at Birrens and Broomholm. The first epigraphatédisted date is
Hadrianic, Netherby being (re)constructedl®gio I Augustas an outpost for the new frontier
while an altar from AD177 shows auxiliary occupatiodiyors | Nervana Germanoryja 500
strong infantry cohort, originating in northern Gaul/western Germafggwaldet al. 2015, §. The
third century has greater clarity afforded by inscriptions, veitthors | Aeliana Hispanorum
occupation (a 1008trong, partmounted unit(Jones and Woolliscroft 2001, 148upported by
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