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Abstract 
 

 

This study comprises the use of both newly-created and existing archaeological aerial-survey 

data (the latter accessed from Historic England), alongside other previously-undertaken 

forms of archaeological evidence (published and unpublished excavations, surveys and 

palaeoenvironmental work) and a conceptual framework of landscape, frontier and identity 

theory, to examine the northern frontier of Roman Britannia. The project investigates wider 

regional variations in landscapes across the length of the frontier: north and south of the 

well-ƪƴƻǿƴ ōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΣ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎƛƻƴŀǊȅ ŦƻǊǘǊŜǎǎ ŀǘ ¸ƻǊƪ in the 

south to the outposts beyond the edge of Roman control further 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 site-based research, can be used to answer academic questions around the Iron 

Age and Roman periods. Discussion includes the nature of the existing indigenous landscape 

ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ wƻƳŜΩǎ ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴ όŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōǎŜǉǳŜƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

occurred, assessinƎ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ wƻƳŀƴ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ 

ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜǊŜ όōƻǘƘ ƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƴŜǿƭȅ-

arrived). 
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Chapter 1: Introduction ς ΨtǳǎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ .ƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ wƻƳŀƴ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΩ ς 

Landscape, Frontier and Identity in Northern Britannia 
 

The northern frontier of the Roman province(s) of Britannia, located in modern northern 

England and southern Scotland, is one of the best-preserved and well-understood peripheries of the 

Roman Empire. When one thinks of this boundary, one imagines IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ όVallum Aelium) ς 

the fortified linear border ordered by the emperor in AD122; together with its associated forts, 

milecastles, and turrets, strategically-located on the dramatic, rugged Whin Sill (Figure 1). In reality, 

the Wall is one component of a complex network of features, stretching across varied upland and 

lowland landscapes in central Britain, from York to central {ŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ-ȊƻƴŜΩ Ƙŀǎ 

seen much archaeological work over past centuries, especially along the Wall, but is rarely 

considered in its entirety. 

The Roman politico-

military boundary is located 

within broader indigenous later-

prehistoric landscapes, 

developed over millennia of 

human interaction with, and 

adaptation of, the ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ 

natural environment. This 

ongoing, changing landscape of 

human activity, environmental 

processes, and interaction 

between them, is much more 

than just a backdrop to the 

Roman militaryΩǎ establishment 

of a frontier. Indigenous 

landscapes formed dynamic 

relationships with Roman military personnel and civilians, via an active native population that 

developed in response to this external change and also had its own effects on the new arrivals.  

As a result of this complex network of relationships, sites and landscapes at play within the 

ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎ ǳǎŜs theory from three major stands of archaeological thought ς

concepts of landscape, a theme much-discussed in archaeology and developed throughout the wider 

ŘƛǎŎƛǇƭƛƴŜΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅ ώ/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ нϐ; frontier, a body of theory which has only been partially-applied to 

Roman peripheries [Chapter 3]; and identity, applied throughout Roman archaeology since late-20th 

century post-processualism and influencing both of the above. These will be combined with a 

primary aerial-survey data-set to produce a framework investigating these relationships in the wider 

frontier-zone [Chapter 4]. This theoretical triumvirate forms the academic context defining this 

project. 

This region benefits from several research-frameworks, laying out current archaeological 

knowledge for each period, followed by agendas for further research: North-West England 

(Brennand et al. 2006a; 2007), North-East England (Petts and Gerrard 2006) and the Scottish 

Archaeological Research Framework (Hunter and Carruthers 2012a; 2012b), along with one for the 

IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ²ƻǊƭŘ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ {ƛǘŜ (Symonds and Mason 2009a; 2009b). A common theme emerging 

Figure 1 - tƘƻǘƻƎǊŀǇƘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΣ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀƳŀǘƛŎΣ ǊǳƎƎŜŘ 
ŀǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎΦ {ƻǳǊŎŜΥ ƘǘǘǇǎΥκκǿǿǿΦǾƛǎƛǘǎŎƻǘƭŀƴŘΦŎƻƳ 
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from all of these is the need for reassessment of existing and creation of new data that cover large 

areas, to allow intra-regional comparison and identify new features that contextualise existing site-

based archives. One effective approach for largescale coverage, with a long pedigree regionally, is 

aerial survey, evidenced by many projects over several decades: the National Mapping Programme 

(NMP). A good example is ǘƘŜ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ NMP ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƭŘ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ {ƛǘŜΩǎ 

area (Oakey 2009).  

Survey data is commonly used for mapping archaeological distributions or adding context to 

excavated sites, rather than as a primary data-set for academic research in its own right. This thesis 

thus aims to test whether such data can answer complex archaeological questions, applying the 

above theoretical framework to newly-produced and existing aerial-survey data, considering them 

alongside other forms of existing archaeological evidence to answer such questions [Chapters 7/8]. 

Resultingly, the current project includes a collaborative agreement with Historic England, producing 

new aerial-survey data for their national archive in return for access to aerial imagery and survey-

data from past projects. New data created will thus have an ongoing secondary use in national and 

local archives: a source for future research and heritage management.  

 A further key theme identified in these research-frameworks is discussion of the Roman 

frontier in its wider south-north context (hinterland, borderland, and outer-zone of influence). 

Meanwhile, another under-studied subject is comparison of differing landscapes either side of the 

central-upland natural boundary of the region: the Pennine fells. Therefore, two major research aims 

of the current study are to examine survey data from across the depth of the frontier zone (north-

south) and to compare this data (and its implications) east and west of the Pennines, crossing the 

breadth of the region [Chapter 7]. To achieve this, data will be assessed in two parallel linear 

sample-transects (Figure 2), the first following a line from Ribchester fort in Lancashire north to the 

outpost-ŦƻǊǘ ŀǘ bŜǘƘŜǊōȅ ōŜȅƻƴŘ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ƛƴ /ǳƳōǊƛŀ ώ/ƘŀǇǘŜǊ рϐ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ŀƭƻƴƎ 

the major Roman road of Dere Street from the frontier headquarters at York north to the outpost of 

High Rochester in Northumberland [Chapter 6]. These transects each cover various existing aerial-

survey projects of differing age, and numerous excavated Roman and indigenous sites. They both 

also range across upland and lowland landscapes. 

With aerial survey as primary data, a theoretical framework of landscape, frontier and 

identity, and the wider frontier between York and southern Scotland as project area, this thesis will 

therefore address several research and methodological questions [Chapter 4] to provide new 

perspectives on the northern frontier of the Roman Empire. Whilst primary data-collection follows 

existing approaches from Historic England (Evans 2019), and the three theory-bodies have seen 

application to the period by academics, the combination of theories and this dataset aims to be a 

novel contribution to study of the frontier. 

Establishment of borders, complexities of movement across and around them, and what 

constitutes such boundaries are of significance to the modern world, as are issues around mobility 

and migration, including how these modern processes integrally link to how we study boundaries of 

the past (Gardner 2017b). In turn, how we study Roman frontiers can offer reflection on phenomena 

such as present-day cross-European migration and reactionary national border-making (Hingley 

2018). Researching the establishment, function and development of this long-lived frontier and its 

impact on a broad region and large number of people thus has present-day resonance. Interaction 

between different social, cultural, and economic groups and resulting identities is something with 

universal significance. Similarly, impacts of human action on the environment, and effects of 

resulting environmental change on human populations, is a two-way relationship significant for 



21 
 

ongoing debates around climate-change and human-nature relations. Therefore, the thesis, though 

looking at a past imperial periphery, is relevant to both archaeological and modern debates. 

Figure 2 - Map of the project area showing the wider regional context, natural topography and major Iron Age 
and Roman sites. 



22 
 

 

 

While specific research questions the thesis aims to address are described in the methodology 

[Chapter 4], the main aims of this study can be summarised as: 

 

¶ To ascertain whether, and how, remote-sensed survey data can be applied alongside 

theoretical models and other forms of archaeological data to answer academic questions; 

¶ To assess variability in archaeological survival of later-prehistoric/Roman remains for the 

wider region, and how this affects any conclusions drawn; 

¶ To examine aerial-survey data using a theoretical framework to address specific questions 

pertaining to archaeological themes of landscape, frontier and identity for the period and 

region under study. 
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Chapter 2: Landscape Archaeology and Theory in the Region 
 

This chapter examines ΨlandscapeΩ as an archaeological concept, together with how it 

connects with ΨidentityΩ. Section 2.1 focuses on broader definitions [2.1a], theoretical trends and 

approaches ƛƴ ΨƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΩ [2.1b], how the methods utilised by the current project fit 

into wider disciplinary developments [2.1c], and how landscape relates to identity theory [2.1d]. 

Concepts of landscape applied to Iron Age and Roman archaeology are then addressed [2.2a], with 

examples from the region under study and further-afield [2.2b]. This is then drawn together to 

present landscape approaches for the northern frontier [2.3a; 2.3b], including environmental studies 

[2.3c] and relationships between landscape and frontier concepts [2.3d]. 

 

2.1 ς Theory and Landscape Archaeology 

2.1a ς DefƛƴƛƴƎ Ψ[ŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΩ 

 

Ψ[ŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΩ ƛǎ ŀ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄ ǘŜǊƳ describing several thematic and methodological approaches 

within wider archaeology. It consequently needs defining prior to undertaking any ΨƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ 

ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΩ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ΨƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΩ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀǘŜǎ from German/Middle English Landschaft, 

denoting an identifiable, measured tract of land (Cosgrove 1998, 16) and a unit of human occupation 

(Schama 1995, 10), emerging from the specific geographical, social and cultural circumstances of 

post-medieval Europe (Cosgrove 1998, 1-2). Marx (see Foster 1999) redefined landscape by 

suggesting labour as the interaction between human and nature, a need for greater surplus dividing 

people from the environment. Sauer (1925) conceptualised landscape as an interaction between 

people and environment; a definition subsequently used in geography, history and archaeology. 

Present-day perceptions of landscape must be used carefully when studying past peoplesΩ 

awareness of their surroundings, however. In the contemporary Western world, landscapes are 

ΨǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜdΩΣ with humans forming the origin-point ŦǊƻƳ ǿƘƛŎƘ ΨǎŜŜƛƴƎΩ ƻŎŎǳǊǎ (Bender 1993, 1). As 

Thomas (1993, 20) argues, landscape in archaeology is not a definitive, all-encompassing way of 

comprehending the world. The concept was integrally-tied to ideas of commodity and tenure, later-

related to politics and arts (Thomas 1993, 22). Therefore, people of different periods and cultures 

did not necessarily perceive landscapes similarly (Bradley 2000, 33). Ideas of landscape further 

inform land-claims, conflict, construction of identities and variant historical views, all needing ethical 

consideration (Stewart and Strathern 2003, 10). 

Landscape is often over-simplified as a mere backdrop or contextual-setting for sites, 

providing resources, opportunities and risks influencing human actions (Knapp and Ashmore 1999, 1) 

and impacting archaeological distributions. Others use landscape archaeology to study system-based 

relationships between sites and groups, at various scales (Barrett et al. 1991, 7). Emerging from 

ideas of landscape as ΨsettingΩ is the well-known analogy of palimpsest, a parchment marked by each 

generation (Aston and Rowley 1974, 14). O.G.S. Crawford (1953, 51) originally coined this: ά¢ƘŜ 

surface of England is a palimpsest, a documentΧ written on and erased over and over again; and it is 

ǘƘŜ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦƛŜƭŘ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛǎǘ ǘƻ ŘŜŎƛǇƘŜǊ ƛǘέ. Continuous transformation implies landscapes 

are never complete or fully-understandable.  

Another definition of landscape is as ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎΩ ŦƻǊ cultural activity: relationships 

formed between humans and their surrounding physical environments (topography, geology, 

geomorphology, flora, fauna, and climate) [2.3c]. Human landscapes consequently result from 
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culture modifying natural wild places (Hough 1990, 2). Conversely, Hough (1990, 32) also suggests 

ΨƴŀǘǳǊŜΩ only exists in opposition to, or association with, ΨŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩΦ Natural ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ transformation 

into cultural ΨplacesΩ began in early prehistory ό¢ŀ ƻƴ мфффΣ ооύ, people identifying notable 

surrounding features (mountains, caves, springs) in the frameworks giving meaning to life (Crumley 

1999, 270). .ǊŀŘƭŜȅΩǎ (2000) An Archaeology of Natural Places examines these complex interactions 

between humans and natural environment, suggesting that natural features are perceived 

differently over time and dependent on viewer, their significance overlooked into later prehistory 

due to increasing focus on settlement and monumentality (Bradley 2000, 35,147). NatureΩs influence 

upon social evolution also informs Marxist materialism (Maurer 2006, 17). Therefore, natural 

landscape is not only an environmental backdrop to archaeology, but actively informs human activity 

and perception.  

More recent ideas include landscape as a medium for, and outcome of, individual and wider 

social practices (Tilley 1994, 10; Tilley 2008, 271), constructed rather than merely perceived 

(Cosgrove 1998, 13). The European Landscape Convention (Landscape Institute 2018) describes 

ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŀǎΥ άŀƴ ŀǊŜŀ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƘƻǎŜ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 

ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘκƻǊ ƘǳƳŀƴ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΦέ To quote Jackson (1986, 68)Υ άŀ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ isΧ a 

synthetic space, a man-made system functioning and evolving not according to natural laws but to 

ǎŜǊǾŜ ŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΦέ They are constituted by historically-grounded meanings assigned and added-to 

by people (Lelong and McGregor 2004, 21) and consequently are value-laden (Lazzari 2008, 644). 

Many such arguments derive from .ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ (1977) habitus: routine social practices within which 

people experience and dwell in the world around them, dependent on social, cultural and historical 

situation (Knapp and Ashmore 1999, 20-21). Landscape is therefore culturally-defined and mediated. 

PeƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŀƭ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƻǊƭŘ defines their place within it (Barrett et al. 1991, 8). 

Debates include ƛŘŜŀǎ ƻŦ ΨǎǇŀŎŜΩ (a neutral medium for activity) being given meaning and thus 

ǘǊŀƴǎŦƻǊƳŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ΨǇƭŀŎŜΩΦ Casey (2008, 49) argues that landscapes are made up of places but are also 

themselves places. Landscape is therefore an active (constantly changing) socio-cultural construct or 

process, used to control world-views as opposed to merely passively indicating human activity.  

 

2.1b ς Ways of Studying Landscape in Archaeological Discourse 

 

As shown by these varied definitions, the historic ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ΨƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΩ 

has profoundly influenced ways in which the sub-discipline is practised today, informed by several 

different theoretical frameworks and methodological approaches. In Britain, empirical field survey 

has dominated much landscape archaeology (Bowden and McOmish 2011, 20), observation-based 

ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ όΨǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜύ resulting in hachured plans of earthwork or stone-built 

features interpreted in the field by experienced surveyors (Figure 3) or wider-scale maps of 

identified archaeological site distributions (Lilley 2017, 179) [see 2.1c].   

In contrast to such qualitative methodologies, more-scientific processualist methodologies 

analyse human adaptation to physical environments and the impact of these processes on societal 

development, resulting in ΨŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΩ. For instance, societies expand or retreat alongside 

environmental improvement or decline (Muir 2000, 9), often assessed via changes in plants, animals 

and other physical-environment remains (Crumley 1994, 9; Rackham 2000, 3). Butzer (1982) thus 

integrated geoarchaeology, archaeobotany, zooarchaeology and climatology into ecosystems-based 

spatial models, illustrating that people dynamically interact with, and are influenced by, the natural 

environment. Such views consequently stress the importance of natural resources and cultural 
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adaption to surroundings (Johnson 

1999, 103). Another systems-

based, American approach was 

.ƛƴŦƻǊŘΩǎ ǎpatial analysis of 

settlement (David and Thomas 

2008, 30), components in a 

hierarchical system of places 

linking to social and economic 

patterns (Aston 1985, 91). 

In opposition to the above 

approaches to landscape, post-

processualism has dramatically 

impacted landscape archaeology 

since the 1980s. Debate continues 

to be heated: see responses to 

WƻƘƴǎƻƴΩǎ (2007b) Ideas of 

Landscape (Fleming 2007; Fleming 

2008; Johnson 2007a), which 

argues ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ΨwƻƳŀƴǘƛŎΩ views 

of landscape as nationalistic and colonial, ignoring multi-culturalism and gender-roles. Another 

argument is that by examining wider patterns and processes, one loses sight of the people who 

created those landscapes. Consequently, recent approaches prioritise individual/group perceptions 

informing landscape-creation and previously-marginalised aspects of landscape. 

A well-known theoretical approach, introduced in ¢ƛƭƭŜȅΩǎ (1994) A Phenomenology of 

Landscape, examines experiential, sensory understandings of the material world through perceived 

vistas and site-visibility (Brück 2005, 46), landscapes created through ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ experience and 

engagement (Bender 1993, 1). Critiques of this have included the problems of an undefined 

methodology, reliance on poorly-characterized ritual ideology, and ethnocentric bias (Brück 2005, 

54-62). It nevertheless reappraises and reinterprets prehistoric landscapes, the broad concepts 

allowing study of identities embedded in perception, experience and engagement with landscape 

(Gardner 2007, 14), despite ongoing issues of intervening landscape-change, different cultural-

backgrounds between past and present viewers (Thomas 2006, 55) and highly-differing perceptions 

between people and over time (Bender 2006, 303). 

Another post-processual landscape technique is hyper-interpretation (Edmonds 1999; 

Edmonds and Seaborne 2001)Σ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎƛƴƎ ƛƳŀƎƛƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻǾŜǊ 

analysis of fixed data, generally for early prehistory. While such poetic writing-style moves away 

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

issues of ethnocentrism and lack of critical-analysis. Therefore, both this and phenomenology are 

harder to apply to the Roman period, with substantial archaeological data which cannot be ignored.  

A third approach sees landscapes as being created during processes of daily life. LƴƎƻƭŘΩǎ 

(1993, 158) ΨǘŀǎƪǎŎŀǇŜΩ thus comprises activities constituting processes of dwelling in a particular 

environment. Landscape is therefore an enduring record of lives, activities and works of past 

generations (Ingold 1993, 152), a meeting-point for ideas and things (Carver and Lelong 2004, iv). 

Key limitations include the focus on generalising socio-economic processes, removing people from 

Figure 3 - Earthwork plan of Kitridding indigenous settlement in the Lune 
Valley, following ǘƘŜ Ψ.ǊƛǘƛǎƘ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ όIŀǊŘǿƛŎƪ 

2017, 35). 
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ΨƭƛǾƛƴƎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΣ and romanticising of labour (Walsh 2018, pers.comm), ignoring past 

hardship, conflict and exploitation. 

Feminist and gender-dynamics in landscape studies have also advanced the discipline, 

arguing that women are often ignored in large-scale analyses. Gender-dynamics generate ΨǇƻǿŜǊŜŘ 

ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎΩ, spatially expressing social power structures, including gender segregation or 

integration, domination and resistance (Spencer-Wood 2010, 343-344). Such critiques also highlight 

ƎŜƴŘŜǊΩǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ concepts, 18th-century disciplinary origins emphasising largely-male, 

elite perceptions (Johnson 2007b, 31). Landscapes are often equated to feminine, natural beauty 

(Rose 1993, 87), viewed by men as visual commodities equable with women, an object of pleasure 

(Thomas 1993, 24). Such gendered, elitist perspectives add inherent bias to landscape-conception, 

which needs addressing via discussing varied past perspectives, offsetting larger-scale landscape 

aspects. 

More-recent approaches often fit between these varied frameworks. While the traditionalist 

Fleming (2006, 268-270) critiqued post-ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎǳŀƭƛǎƳΩs lack of evidential verification and laid-down 

methodology, he agreed (Fleming 2007, 96) with Johnson (2007b) that empiricism is too prevalent in 

wider landscape archaeology; theory thus being important for interpretation. Walsh (2008, 547) 

further contends that many post-processual approaches ignore environmental influence on past 

landscapes, favouring human experience alone. Both aspects need evaluation when studying any 

archaeological landscape. Therefore, with the major landscape archaeology approaches now 

identified, the survey-method underlying tƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ data-gathering, and how it fits into wider 

discourse, will be introduced. 

 

2.1c ς The Place of Non-Intrusive Archaeological Survey 

 

Moving beyond the various broad theoretical frameworks utilised in landscape archaeology, 

the discipline uses a huge variety of data, from artefactual and stratigraphic evidence (excavated 

from individual sites), to geographical, palaeoenvironmental and geoarchaeological surveys. 

Meanwhile, primary data-gathering in this thesis employs aerial survey as its main method to assess 

the wider landscapes under study, before relating this data to other archaeological evidence for a 

more-complete synthesis. Before specific methodological components are introduced [Chapter 4], it 

is first necessary to show how this technique fits within the wider development of landscape 

archaeology. 

The aforementioned, qualitative ΨBritish traditionΩ [2.1b] of landscape archaeology (Bowden 

and McOmish 2011, 20), using experienced observation via non-intrusive measured survey, has 

shaped fieldwork in Britain through to the present-day. The ΨmapΩ is key to understanding landscape 

in this approach (Lilley 2017, 179). Monument field-recording dates back to 16th-century antiquarian 

topographers John Leland and William Camden. Such observational, holistic approaches were 

further developed by landscape-historian W.G. Hoskins (1977), and field-archaeologists/aerial-

surveyors O.G.S. Crawford (1953) and J.K. St. Joseph, culminating in the sub-discipline termed 

ΨƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΩ ōȅ !ǎǘƻƴ ŀƴŘ wƻǿƭŜȅ (1974). Subsequent holistic landscape approaches 

combine fieldwork and aerial survey with excavation, documentary and cartographic sources, and 

geographical and geological data. Aerial and analytical field surveys (Figure 3) are championed by 

both academics and national heritage bodies (Historic England, Historic Environment Scotland, 

Cadw). Of note are artificial divisions between these British public bodies, which ŎƘŀƳǇƛƻƴ ΨŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭΩ 

landscapes, and separate organisations (Natural England, Scottish Natural Heritage) representing 
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ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭΩ landscapes, reflecting a modern false dichotomy between those studying human and 

natural environments. 

O.G.S. Crawford pioneered use of aerial photography for archaeological purposes in Britain, 

seeing such imageryΩǎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ capturing landscape site-distributions and relationships with the 

environment (Bowden 2001, 36-38). Following initial experimentation in aerial survey, the mid-20th 

century saw extensive data-collection: taking and archiving of aerial photographs (Bewley 2001, 76). 

A major advantage in using aerial photographs in Britain ƛǎ ǘƘǳǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘΩǎ ǘƛƳŜ-depth, revealing 

features before modern agricultural intensification and urbanisation (Cowley et al. 2010, 1). Aerial 

ǎǳǊǾŜȅΩǎ other major advantage is its rapidly-generated but widescale coverage (Wilson 1982, 17). 

Developing from Crawford and contemporariesΩ philosophies, information from aerial imagery is 

best synthesised and presented as archaeological maps, with associated site and landscape 

descriptions (Winton and Horne 2010, 7). 

The (former) National Mapping Programme (NMP), undertaken by the Royal Commission on 

the Historical Monuments of England (RCHME) and subsequently English Heritage (EH) and Historic 

England (HE), followed this methodology, conceived in the 1980s as a system consistently classifying 

and recording features via mapping and associated records (Figure 4), meeting the needs of 

academic, commercial or local-authority users (Bewley 2001, 74). Its aim was to provide primary 

information and syntheses for all archaeological sites and landscapes (within its defined scope) 

visible on aerial imagery, assisting analysis of broader landscape patterns (ibid., 78). Newer 

technology such as airborne laser-scanning (lidar) has been incorporated to increase coverage where 

traditional aerial photography is limited (e.g. woodland) (Winton and Horne 2010, 15). Though no 

ƭƻƴƎŜǊ ŀ ŎƻƴŎŜǊǘŜŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΣ ƛǘ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ŀǎ I9Ωǎ !ŜǊƛŀl Investigation and Mapping (AIM) 

standards, directing ongoing large-scale survey projects. 

Analytical field survey comprises close ground-surface observation, detailed measurement 

of significant features and relationships between them, and the production of a hachured plan and 

Figure 4 - National Mapping Programme-standard aerial-survey data, with attached data-table (Block 1, this project). 
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written account illustrating the interpretation (Bowden and McOmish 2011, 20-21). Like aerial-

survey interpretation, this approach ƛǎ ƻǇŜƴƭȅ ΨǎǳōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜΩ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛǾŜΣ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 

archaeologƛǎǘΩǎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΣ ƧǳŘƎŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ (ibid., 21). Originating with the Ordnance Survey 

Archaeology Division, it is still used by HE (Bowden and McOmish 2011, 35), as laid out in guidance-

documents (Ainsworth et al. 2007; Jamieson 2017). Evidence produced by such field surveys are 

fundamental to the current study, used in conjunction with aerial survey to add more detailed, site-

based interpretations. 

Critiques of such observation-based survey approaches ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ .ǊƻǇƘȅΩǎ (2005, 35) assertion 

that such methodologies are inherently subjective, introducing bias. For aerial survey, this includes 

following known patterns of site-visibility in flying for photography instead of randomised sampling, 

while feature-identification and interpretation relies on ǇƘƻǘƻƎǊŀǇƘŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǇǇŜǊǎΩ experience 

(Brophy 2005, 38-39). Such subjectivity is thus offset by alertness to the issue, with structured peer-

review facilitating more-robust interpretation via multiple opinions (Brophy and Cowley 2005, 20). 

Other factors include weather, modern land-use and combination of soils and geology affecting site-

survival and visibility as earthworks, cropmarks or soilmarks (Oakey 2005, 145). Analytical field 

survey has endured similar broad criticisms: inherent subjectivity of surveyorsΩ decision-making in 

feature-recording rather than complete topographic-sampling. 

Surveys divide sites by broad period categories to organise results, occasionally obscuring 

temporal relationships between them (e.g. earlier sites remaining extant, influencing later 

landscape-development) and compressing features into relatively-long time-periods (Chadwick 

2013, 14). Furthermore, monuments are commonly identified by physical morphology and inter-

feature relationships alone, rather than examining underlying processes (Chadwick 2013, 17) or 

social and economic dynamics creating them (Taylor 2000, 17). Chadwick (2013, 26-27) suggests 

combining such macro-scale approaches with detailed, site-based techniques showing time-depth 

and phasing, such as excavation, to counter these issues: the approach taken in this study. 

Aerial and ground-based non-intrusive surveys thus represent observational, empirical, and 

relatively-atheoretical approaches, their main aim the generation of archaeological data on a 

landscape-scale. Use of thematic frameworks are required for further interpretation, another reason 

for the current projecǘΩǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪƛƴƎ. 

 

2.1d ς Identity in the Landscape: Approaching This Research 

 

As discussed [Chapter 1], a major project-objective is to examine such large-scale survey 

data [2.1c] within a theoretical framework involving concepts of identity, landscape, and frontier. 

The project therefore also draws upon the theoretical landscape approaches above [2.1b], alongside 

examining human-environment interactions using palaeoenvironmental data from the study-region 

[2.3c]. Combined, this allows discussion of how human and natural processes influence and impact 

one another. However, in order to assess landscapes more fully, one must also investigate the 

people affecting, and in turn being affected by, that landscape. 

hƴŜΩǎ ΨidentityΩ influences how one perceives and interacts with ƻƴŜΩǎ surroundings, and 

identity (an important cornerstone in post-processualist archaeological theory) will thus be 

introduced briefly here. LŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŦȅ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎŜƭŦ ƻǊ 

ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ (Jenkins 2008, 5), via 

relationships with other people and things: embedded in, and inseparable from, ƻƴŜΩǎ surroundings 

(Gardner 2007, 14). This ΨǇƭŀŎƛƴƎΩ reveals how identity is integral to concepts of landscape. Gardner 
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(2007, 18) further argues that identity is the key medium through which the natural and cultural 

worlds interrelate. All human actions derive from perception of ƻƴŜΩǎ ƻǿn identity. To function 

within any group (family, community, nation), one must perceive how one fits into that group and 

how that group differs from others. Identity thus informs interaction with others (Wells 2001, 22), as 

ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ Ƙƻǿ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎŜƭŦ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜόǎύ. 

Components of identity include gender/sex, age, ethnicity, status/class, occupation, beliefs, 

group affiliations, and less-definable individuality (Figure 5), all negotiated through similarities and 

differences in daily practice and interactions (Gardner 2004, 40). These inform behaviour: how one 

acts, dresses, eats/drinks, socialises, builds and/or uses spaces (Gardner 2007, 198). It is through 

άƳǳƴŘŀƴŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Řŀȅ-to-day that individuals are inculcated with the structures and 

ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŦƻǊƳ ǿƛŘŜǊ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅέ (Petts 1998, 79), in which identities are formed. Identity is 

consequently integral to definition of surrounding social, environmental, and cultural landscapes.  

Shanks and Tilley (1987, 57-58) suggest identity comprises constantly-renegotiated 

relationships of difference, rather than listed attributes, while Jenkins (2008, 5-6) argues it is a 

process (identification) rather than static entity, actively constructed but differently (in scale and 

focus) over time (Insoll 2007, 6). Furthermore, identities are not necessarily chosen, but can by 

ascribed by others (Insoll 2007, 4). They therefore exist in the mind of an individual regarding 

themself, but also within the minds of those interacting with them, constituting a two-way process. 

Individuals also absorb externally-imposed categories, transforming such classifications through 

their own actions (Gardner 2007, 199). Identity as a concept is therefore crucial to archaeology, 

providing structure and understanding of past interaction (Gardner 2004, 40), transformed over time 

and across space (Gardner 2002, 336), and negotiated via individualsΩ placement in broader social 

hierarchies (Pitts 2007, 709), and landscapes. Whilst identities are thus fluid and can never be 

comprehensively defined, their formation nevertheless ŀŦŦŜŎǘǎ Ǉŀǎǘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

Figure 5 - Different facets of identity discussed, showing overlaps between internal and external identity conceptions 
όŀƭƭ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ Ŏŀƴ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ Ŧƛǘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊύΦ {ƻƳŜ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ Ψ{ǘŀǘǳǎΩ ƻǊ ΨhǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅΩ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŜŘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƭȅ 

dependent on the culturŀƭ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎΣ ŜΦƎΦ ΨŎƛǘƛȊŜƴΩκΨŦǊŜŜΩκΨǎƭŀǾŜΩ ƛƴ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ wƻƳŀƴ 9ƳǇƛǊŜΦ 
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world, individually or as a group (these relationships crucial to definition, understanding or 

creation/construction of landscapes). 

While any ΨƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΩ incorporates multiple 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 operates. Such dominant 

elements include broad affiliations such as ΨŎǳƭǘǳǊeΩ or ΨethnicityΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ help to centre individuals in 

geographical and cosmological space (Petts 1998, 80), resulting from identification with a broader 

group or origin-region in opposition to others, based upon perceived differentiation and/or common 

descent (Jones 1997, xiii). Again, this shows how identity indubitably links with landscape. However, 

as Hill (2001, 14) and Jones (1997, 13) note, cultural-affiliation and ethnicity are situationally-specific 

and subject to transformation. Thus, cultural or ethnic groupings recorded at a given point in past 

literary sources may not correspond directly to actual perceived identities (Shennan 1989, 15), with 

such affiliations also more relevant during times of particularly active social, political or 

environmental change (Wells 2001, 28). Nonetheless, they remain one of the most commonly-

discussed aspects of identity when looking at differences in activity across a region or landscape. 

Affiliations with other groupings also inform identities, including occupations, organisations 

and social activities, some of which do leave traces at a landscape-level. Jenkins (2008, 10) argues 

groups themselves are not real, their reality being members knowing they belong to a ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ 

associated hierarchies, rules and customs, with some groups resultingly more-heavily situated in the 

material world than others and thus differently affecting their surroundings. Class and/or status are 

further components of identity potentially visible at an archaeological landscape-scale. Ψ/ƭŀǎǎΩ 

comprises socio-economic relationships of exploitation, identifying position in wider systems of 

economic production and relationship with those controlling that system (Ste. Croix 1983, 43). 

ΨSǘŀǘǳǎΩ ǊŜƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƻ more-general position/rank in society, not-necessarily economic-defined. Weber 

(cited in Ste. Croix 1983, 85-86) consequently argues that status is more useful due to its flexibility. 

Class and status represent different ways in which people relate to others, and varying opportunities 

between people. Whilst care must be used when applying modern interpretations of class and status 

to past identities, given individual self-autonomy and variation in response (James 2001a, 201), the 

effects of these components upon archaeological landscapes are frequently discussed. 

Other aspects of identity are less accessible from evidence at these wider landscape or 

regional scales, though bear mention here as they greatly inform wider identity-construction. These 

include sex, gender, age and family/household-relations (Hill 2001, 15), which all affect individual 

opportunities, actions, and wider division of activities and labour, subsequently influencing both the 

aforementioned larger identity elements, and the varying formation, perception and changing of 

landscapes. Another important element is spiritualism, faith and/or religion, evidence for which is 

generally visible at a site-based level (particularly in the region and period under study), but with 

implications for wider landscape studies due to its impact on world-view, self-perception and wider 

societal relations. 

To summarise, how people understand and engage with their surroundings depends not 

only on the specific period and place, but also their identity, including perceptions of self and others, 

personal experience, group-affiliations, sex/gender, age, class/status, and socio-economic situation 

(Bender 1993, 2). As stated in my unpublished MA thesis (2012), άŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ or reinforcement of 

identities can be seen in certain circumstances to be a response to people being placed into a 

situation with new surroundings, as would have been the case with newly-arrived troops throughout 

the Roman perƛƻŘέ. An example of this for the period under study is use of ethnicity-influenced 
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material-culture (Figure 6) linking back to 

distant ΨƘƻƳŜΩ landscapes when in a new 

setting (Swan and Monaghan 1993), or 

alternatively showing common, wider 

military affiliation within the period 

context of the Roman Empire at a given 

time (Pitts 2021). Identities alternatively 

reflect responses of people to new 

changes imposed upon their existing 

landscapes, showing the two-way 

relationship between landscape and 

identity. It must however be 

remembered that landscapes operate on 

a far larger scale than individual 

identities, comprising large aggregates of 

actions by many people and groups 

(Gardner 2004, 36) over long periods of 

time (Johnson 2004, 242). This is why 

identity is secondary to landscape in the 

current, regional-scope study. 

 

2.2 ς Landscape Studies for the Iron Age / Roman World 

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

 

 Broader theoretical trends [2.1] have impacted studies of Iron Age and Roman landscapes to 

varying degrees. For instance, perception-based phenomenology has had far-less influence than for 

earlier prehistory. Roman-period landscape studies have progressed significantly in Britain since 

HoskinsΩ мфрлǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƻƴ that pre-Roman and Roman populations had little effect on ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ 

landscapesΩ (Hingley 2007, 101-102). Increased largescale excavation, non-intrusive and palaeo-

environmental surveys since the 1960s have greatly improved the quantities and qualities of data 

available for both later-prehistoric and Roman landscapes (ibid., 106).  

This has allowed Iron Age studies, following wider prehistoric research-trajectories, to assess 

broader variations in landscape, drawing-upon both environmental and settlement evidence. For 

northern Britain, such discussion revolves around upland-dominated topography isolating different 

regions, affecting the socio-economic developments and identity-construction which created these 

landscapes, albeit connected by natural routeways and coastlines (James 2001a, 190). Use of post-

processual perceptual ideas has suggested great time-depth to later-prehistoric landscapes via 

persistence of earlier monumentsΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ŘŜǘŀŎƘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ΨƭƛǾŜŘ-ƛƴΩ LǊƻƴ !ƎŜ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ 

field-systems (Barrett 1999, 260-262).  

For the Iron Age-Roman transition, tŜǘǘǎΩ (1998) theoretical approach addresses pre-Roman 

changes in landscape-focus from symbolic monuments (barrows, henges) to agricultural production 

centred on oppida (higher-status central-places). This is developed further by construction of Roman 

towns connected by roads (Figure 7), enabling socio-economic change but also comprising 

ideological landscape components (below) (Petts 1998, 88). More widely, Rippon et al. (2013, 35), 

Figure 6 - Third-ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅ ΨƘŜŀŘ-ǇƻǘΩ ŦǊƻƳ ¸ƻǊƪΣ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ 
ethnic/cultural identity expressed in a new setting. Source: 

http://www.historyofyork.org.uk/timeline/roman/roman -head-pot 
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suggest that traditional thematic 

categorisations (towns, military, trade, 

industry, rural) continue to dominate 

Roman archaeology, at the expense of 

examining the larger, holistic 

landscapes now addressed in studies 

of prehistory. This categorisation often 

then leads to fragmented discussions 

which fail to assess the interaction 

between all types of sites, indigenous 

or newly-built under Rome, 

relationships crucial to definition and 

investigation of the wider landscape. 

Roman conceptions of, and 

engagements with, landscape have 

often been assessed via Graeco-

Roman texts on agriculture, nature, 

and environment, often concerning a 

mythologised transformation of 

nature into culture over time, spatially 

represented by symbolic landscapes 

ranging from (ungendered) pristine 

rural wilderness to cultivated agrarian 

hinterlands (gendered female, i.e. 

fertile productiveness) to the fully-

developed, urban, cultural centre 

(gendered male, with associated 

economic and political functions) (Cosgrove 1993, 293, 297). Classical writings have also been used 

as sources for assessing Roman landscaǇŜ ΨŘƻƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ Ǿƛŀ state/elite-sponsored land-division 

(centuriation, villa-estates) or control of water (aqueducts, watermills), such control of nature 

embodied in links between ΨǘƻǿƴΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩ (Shipley 2003, 8). In contrast, Graeco-Roman places 

of worship were often modelled on, or associated with, natural features ό¢ŀ ƻƴ мфффΣ плύ. This 

Roman symbolism and landscape-impact has been heavily-studied for the Mediterranean imperial 

heartlands, but the variability of more-peripheral provincial landscapes (natural and existing cultural) 

means they cannot be applied empire-wide.  

Concepts of landscape and identity are connected, with identity forming the basis from 

which landscapes are perceived and/or constructed [2.1d]. Most identities during the study-period 

were created in localised landscape contexts, with only those of elite-status or particularly-mobile 

social groups able to draw upon the wider landscapes they ruled over, encountered or experienced. 

Thus, personal identity can become associated with landscapes ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴΤ ǾŜǊȅ-

obviously-manifested ƛƴ wƻƳŀƴ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŀǘƻǊǎΩ (e.g. Cornelius Tacitus) ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ΨōŀǊōŀǊƛŀƴΩ 

peoples of northern Europe, inherently connected with primordial forest environments (Schama 

1995, 15) (Figure 8). Few first-century AD Italians had seen ǘǊǳŜ ΨǿƛƭŘǿƻƻŘΩ, given the extensive 

previous development of Mediterranean landscapes (Delano Smith 2003, 176-177), emphasising 

metaphorical contrasts to northern Europeans and more-easily defining Roman against non-Roman, 

Figure 7 - Map of the Roman road network, attesting the connectivity 
and ideology involved (Mattingly 2007, 264). 
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at least for the elite ruling the empire (though not-necessarily the everyday-citizen or other parts of 

society) (Shipley 2003, 12).  

It must be noted here that the term ΨwƻƳŀƴΩ is problematic. As Revell (2009, x) states: άwe 

ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨwƻƳŀƴΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŎƘangeably to define a form of material-culture, a time-span, a 

ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎŀƭ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴŀƭ ŜǘƘƴƛŎƛǘȅέΦ TƘŜǊŜ ǿŀǎ ƴŜǾŜǊ ŀ ǎƛƳǇƭŜ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨwƻƳŀƴΩ: it 

was differently understood and recreated in various places and times (Hill 2001, 14). The term as 

used in archaeology is inextricably linked to concepts of ΨwƻƳŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩ (Revell 2009, x-xi), i.e. the 

influence of Roman tastes and values on patterns of consumption and production in non-Latin 

provinces of the Empire (Woolf 1998, 111). Non-Italian communities across the Roman Empire were 

classified by researchers as more- or less-Roman, with lack of Roman cultural-adoption equating to 

socio-economic failure (Fincham 2000, 31) and this extended to the various landscapes they 

occupied and developments within them.  

The Romanisation paradigm dominated 20th-century Roman-period archaeology in Britain, 

ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎƛƴƎ wƻƳŀƴ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΩǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ΨǳƴŎƛǾƛƭƛǎŜŘΩ ƛƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎ and landscapes, as 

summarised in the seminal Britannia (Frere 1987)Φ aƛƭƭŜǘǘΩǎ The Romanization of Britain (1990) 

shifted focus from Roman culture as the chief-catalyst, focussing on the indigenous elite as primary 

agents of Romanisation, using it to assert and maintain their social status. Components of identity 

(notably ethno-ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ Ŏƭŀǎǎκǎǘŀǘǳǎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎύ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ wƻƳŀƴƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ 

socio-economic impacts upon landscapes. Nonetheless, more-recent studies have attempted to 

move beyond Romanisation, notably through application of post-colonial or decolonial theory to 

give subjugated peoples a voice in the narrative, examining how such peoples might have identified 

themselves, rather than accepting externally-imposed Classical categorisations or modern concepts 

or definitions ƻŦ ΨǘǊƛōŜΩ (Moore 2011; Wells 2001). Mattingly (2011) sees Romanisation as too-rooted 

in the early-20th century imperial western-European contexts where it initially developed. His An 

Imperial Possession (Mattingly 2007) rejects Romanisation (and Roman-native dichotomy) and 

traditional chronologƛŎŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪǎΣ ƛƴ ŦŀǾƻǳǊ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ΨǿƻǊƭŘǎΩ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΥ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅΣ 

Figure 8 - wŜŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ŀǘǘƭŜ ƻŦ ¢ŜǳǘƻōǳǊƎ CƻǊŜǎǘΣ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǿƻƻŘŜŘ ΨōŀǊōŀǊƛŀƴΩ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎ ƻŦ DŜǊƳŀƴƛŀΣ 
heavily-integrated into Germanic identities (particularly following this defeat). Source: https://www.quora.com/ 
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civil and rural (Fulford 2007). In looking at the effects of imperial colonialism rather than grand 

narratives, post-colonial studies move beyond binary studies of ΨǊǳƭŜǊǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǊǳƭŜŘΩΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ 

ƻǇǇƻǎƛƴƎ ΨƴŀǘƛǾƛǎǘΩ ŎǊƛǘƛǉǳŜǎ ŦƻŎǳǎǎƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǇǳǊŜ ǊŜǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ (Gardner 2013, 4), and exploring a 

spectrum of identities between (Mattingly 2011, 27-29), together with their various impacts on the 

landscapes in which they dwelt. This is particularly pertinent for late-Iron Age and Roman Britain 

given the rarity of Roman documentary sources (restricted to a few authors including Tacitus and 

Claudius Ptolemaeus (Ptolemy)) and complete absence of contemporary indigenous chroniclers. 

Additionally, while much has previously bŜŜƴ ƳŀŘŜ ƻŦ Ψ/ŜƭǘƛŎΩ ƻǊ Ψ.ǊƛǘƛǎƘΩ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ ǇǊŜ-

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

(Gardner 2017a, 7)Φ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΩǎ ǘƻǇƻƎǊŀǇƘȅ ǘŜƴŘǎ ǘƻ ƛǎƻƭŀǘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ǎƳŀƭƭ-scale, 

local landscapes of interaction (James 2001a, 190). Without modern communication enabling true 

ΨƎƭƻōŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩ (which does not result in uniform identities anyway), local pre-Roman identities and 

resultant landscapes would have been highly-variable, as would any subsequent impacts of Roman 

imperialism (Fincham 2000, 31). One commonly-applied approach to this regionalism is via concepts 

ƻŦ ΨǘǊƛōŜΩ (Figure 9): polities of 

several thousand people in 

distinct territories with specified 

leaders, often created in response 

ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ΨǎǘŀǘŜΩ ƭŜǾŜƭ 

societies. Such societies have 

traditionally been seen to have 

fluid territorial and political 

boundaries, less-rigid hierarchies 

and less-formalised group 

identities (Wells 2001, 31-32). 

However, tribal definitions for 

late-Iron Age and Roman Europe 

described in Classical texts were 

constructions ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ 

minds or wider Mediterranean-

centred Roman cultural thought, 

rather than necessarily real 

distinctions used by the people to 

whom they were applied. 

Furthermore, concepts of tribe 

are rooted in modern 

conceptions of ethnic groupings 

derived from 19th-century 

colonialism, and this term is thus 

problematic when used 

uncritically, particularly given that 

the various groupings recorded 

by Rome may not necessarily 

reflect earlier or indigenous-

defined societal units (Moore 

Figure 9 - ¢ƘŜ ΨǘǊƛōŀƭΩ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ .Ǌƛǘŀƛƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ōǊƻŀŘ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŜǎΣ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ 
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 the landscapes of the region in question are the less easily-definable societal distinctions 

visible from archaeological evidence, only potentially affiliated with the Roman definitions.  

 The Romanisation debate has influenced many archaeological studies of landscapes in late-

Iron Age and Roman Britain, focussing primarily on the variability in socio-economic landscape 

transformation informed by new Roman ideals (either externally-imposed or internally-emulated). 

Roberts (1996, 48-49) argues western-provincial Romanisation is linked to wider core-periphery 

landscape-models [3.1a], based in processualist theory: provincial landscapes becoming sources of 

raw materials, in return for manufactured goods and ideas from the central empire. Some more-

ideological dynamics underlying these landscape-changes can be drawn from historical colonial 

analogies, for instance YŜŀƭƘƻŦŜǊΩǎ (1999, 76) study of 17th-century Virginia which argued that newly-

created landscapes were not merely seen as economic commodities but also actively used to create 

and maintain colonial identities. This manipulation of both socio-economic and ideological aspects of 

landscape is integrally linked to status or class components of identity, both of which are under-

utilised in British Roman-period archaeology, partially due to difficulties in identifying such evidence. 

Historical-based studies frequently examine status, both civilian (Roman and native-British) and 

military (variation between legionary (citizen) and auxiliary (provincial-recruited), and later 

comitatenses (elite field armies) and limitanei (low-status frontier-militia)). However, such studies 

rely heavily on documentary evidence or broader parallels elsewhere and thus need critical 

assessment before application to Britannia. Furthermore, long-standing focus on urban and high-

status rural settlemŜƴǘ όΨǾƛƭƭŀǎΩΣ ŦƻǊ ǿŀƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǘŜǊƳύ ƛƴ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ǎƪŜǿ 

perspectives in favour of elites. Though such bias is less pronounced in late-Iron Age studies, there 

has still been a focus on elite material-culture and high-status sites.  

The resulting major issue therefore, when using these broader socio-economic models for 

Roman-period landscapes, is a lack of archaeological or documentary evidence for the perspectives 

and actions of non-elite people (both indigenous and Roman) living in those landscapes, generally 

only assessable through inference (Fincham 2002, 78). This neglects the lower-status people 

comprising the majority of Romano-British populations, including undoubtedly-important identity-

groups (slaves, merchants, farmers). Aforementioned post-colonial theory has been used to access 

possible ΨŘƛǎŎǊŜǇŀƴǘ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜǎΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ όǇŀǎǎƛǾŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ƻǇpositional) to offset 

Romano-ŎŜƴǘǊƛŎΣ ΨŎƻƭƻƴƛŀƭΩ ǾƛŜǿǇƻƛƴǘǎ for certain British landscapes (Fincham 2002, 1-4; Mattingly 

2007). However, Rogers (2007, 113) and Roskams (2004) emphasise the need for consideration of 

ideological alongside economic aspects within these viewpoints, whilst also accounting for local 

landscape variations. In terms of this study however, whilst ideological components of landscapes 

are considered for northern Britannia, aspects of status and class remain inferential (except where 

epigraphic site-based evidence allows) due to the nature of the survey data forming the primary 

evidence. 

 In terms of broader Roman impacts on British landscapes during the period, most 

archaeological studies emphasise increasing scales of communication facilitated by Roman 

infrastructure, providing wider connectivity within and beyond Britain [Chapter 7]. As Hingley (2007, 

102) states, άǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƭŀǎting influence of the Roman occupation in the landscape was 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘǎΣ Ǿƛƭƭŀǎ ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƴŀƭǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƭŜŦǘ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΦέ Communication was key 

for the Roman Empire, given its size (Adams 2001, 1), resulting in largescale transport systems 

newly-linking many diverse landscapes together. This model, developed in response to particular 

Mediterranean maritime-terrestrial connectivity requirements, was subsequently applied to 
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surrounding provinces (Laurence 

2001, 67). Worth noting here is that 

Roman maps and itineraries (Figure 

10) focussed on built-places and the 

connections between them, rather 

than the natural environment 

(excepting coastlines), showing a 

major difference between Roman and 

modern conceptions of landscape. 

Though road networks served 

imperial administrative and military 

needs, they also impacted ordinary 

people (Adams 2001, 4), though to 

differing degrees. Roads provided new 

opportunities for communication and 

interaction between wider identities 

and landscapes, though it is debatable 

whether they were actually used by 

local people day-to-day (Petts 1998, 

87-88). They also comprised 

ideological landscape-components, 

familiar features for newly-arrived 

Romans or those emulating them 

(Petts 1998, 88). Witcher (1998, 60) 

takes this further, suggesting that 

roads embodied structures of Roman 

power, status and identity, constructed across existing cultural spaces. Millett (2006, 305-307) 

argues that new settlements thus created interfaces between these corridors of Roman influence 

and existing landscapes, connecting new and indigenous routeways, and facilitating interaction and 

exchange. By reorienting pre-existing social landscapes and creating cohesive regional identities via 

more-rapid, intra-regional travel (Martins and Millett 2006, 322-323), roads therefore had further 

ideological landscape influence.  

Water-borne transport is cheaper and easier for long-distance supply and thus was also 

crucial to Roman landscape-development. The ŜƳǇƛǊŜΩǎ reputation for hydraulic-engineering and 

control of water originated in adapting to the varied environments of the Mediterranean region, 

creating an important ideological role for water-management in Roman culture (Purcell 2003, 180). 

This was exported to their conquered territories, control of water in the landscape both of economic 

importance and also a symbol of Roman power (ibid., 189) (Figure 11). Evidence for water 

management in the study-region is therefore crucial to understanding Roman environmental impact 

and landscape-perception. 

Another aspect of both identity and landscape in the ideological spectrum is that of religion 

and/or spiritual belief. These form key evidence for the wider socio-cultural changes associated with 

ǘƘŜ wƻƳŀƴ ŀǊǊƛǾŀƭΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ŘƛǾƛŘŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ΨwƻƳŀƴκƛƳǇŜǊƛŀƭΩΣ ΨƴŀǘƛǾŜκ/ŜƭǘƛŎΩ ŀƴŘ 

ΨŜŀǎǘŜǊƴ ƳȅǎǘŜǊȅΩ Ŏǳƭǘǎ (Revell 2009, 110). Evidence for worship of pre-Roman indigenous deities in 

the landscape is primarily drawn from Roman-period adoption of such belief-systems (Figure 12), 

Figure 10 - The Tabula Peutingeriana: a medieval copy of a Roman road 
ƛǘƛƴŜǊŀǊƛǳƳ όΨƛǘƛƴŜǊŀǊȅΩ ƻǊ ǊƻŀŘ ƳŀǇύΦ {ƻǳǊŎŜΥ 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tabula_Peutingeriana 
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often assuming worship (and resultant impact on identity) was unchanging between the two periods 

(ibid., 113). Webster (1997, 331) has studied the subtleties of mixed resistance and adaptation in 

Romano-Celtic religious syncretism, a topic returned to in the evidence presented below [Chapters 5 

and 6]. The Roman-period introduction of mystery cults, often linked to other aspects of identity 

ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ƎŜƴŘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ όŜΦƎΦ aƛǘƘǊŀƛǎƳΩǎ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛǾƛǘȅ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƳŀƭŜΣ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΤ or preference 

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

¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǘǊǳŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ /ƘǊƛǎǘƛŀƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŀǊrival in late-Roman provincial contexts. As with the 

landscape impacts of class/status identity above, belief-based ideological impact is covered in this 

thesis through existing site-based and epigraphic evidence, rather than the primary survey data. 

There are many other elements of identity 

applicable to people living in late-Iron Age and Roman 

Britain and, consequently, the landscapes they 

perceived and created. For instance, Hill (2001) 

discusses how gender is overlooked in archaeology of 

this period, particularly given the likely-substantial 

changes associated with new cultural and socio-

economic ideas arriving under Roman occupation. 

Allason-Jones (2005) has shown that archaeological 

evidence in Britain can reveal much about women and 

their differing status, perceptions and roles between 

Iron Age and Roman societies and landscapes, 

including several women with political power and 

independence (e.g. Cartimandua, particularly 

important in the current study-region). Roman society 

privileged the elite, wealthy male perspective, making 

this the normative experience: a bias followed in 

much archaeological study, rather than considering 

further possible identities (Revell 2009, 152). With 

women forming significant proportions of most 

populations, this is thus clearly a vital aspect to 

consider when studying both identity and landscape 

Figure 11 - The Pont du Gard near Avignon, France: an exemplar of Roman landscape-control, exerting imperial power 
over water-sources. Source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pont_du_Gard 

Figure 12 - Roman-period sculpture of British deity 
Cocidius, Yardhope (Northumberland). Source: 

https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/list -
entry/1018943 
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for the period. However, the nature of the primary evidence (large-scale survey and site-level 

overviews) utilised in the current thesis limits their discussion here, alongside the role and presence 

of children, and further aspects of identity such as dress, language and cultural aspects of food 

production and consumption (for instance /ƻƻƭΩǎ (2006) work on ceramic assemblages in southern 

England or faunal comparison of diet between military and civilian, and upland and lowland 

communities (Stallibrass 2000; King 2001)). This is not to detract from the vital importance of these 

aspects but is due to the nature of the data available and is offset (where possible) by existing 

published evidence from the region. In contrast, further elements of identity and landscape which 

have seen less archaeological study also emerge from the primary evidence [Chapters 5-7], including 

more-local affiliations (kinship or familial groupings) which have commonly been neglected in favour 

of wider, regional social or cultural units. 

 

2.2b ς Different Archaeological Approaches to Landscape for the Roman World  

 

Landscapes around the Roman Empire have been studied in many different ways, 

dependent on the topography, terrain, climate and accessibility of each region, and also the varied 

theoretical frameworks and methodological preferences favoured across Europe, Asia, and Africa. 

These different landscape approaches are far too numerous to describe, so informative examples 

pertaining to frontier landscapes and Britain have been selected. 

Roman military, particularly frontier, landscapes have been a particular focus for developing 

analytical field and aerial survey techniques. Building upon earlier antiquarian monument-recording 

[2.1b], the Roman landscapes of northern Britain were surveyed by General William Roy, culminating 

in the 1793 Military Antiquities of the Romans in North Britain (Bowden and McOmish 2011, 25). 

Various antiquarians added to this, with field survey and excavation focussing upon Roman military 

features, ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ /ǊŀǿŦƻǊŘ ŀƴŘ {ǘΦ WƻǎŜǇƘΩǎ ŜŀǊƭȅ ŀŜǊƛŀƭ ǎǳǊǾŜȅs of Roman sites across the region 

(Jones 2005, 86-90). Despite a longstanding focus on Roman landscapes for archaeological aerial 

photography however, the resultant aerial survey mapping more recently has been under-utilised 

for their study (James and Millett 2001, 2). 

Other 20th-century 

pioneers of archaeological 

aerial survey also focussed on 

Roman frontier-development, 

in desert landscapes of the 

Near East (Figure 13) and 

North Africa (Jones 2000, 50), 

ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜ tƻƛŘŜōŀǊŘΩǎ 

(1934) Syrian surveys. Such 

studies continue through to 

modern Geographical 

Information Systems (GIS) 

projects, e.g. WŜŘŘƻǳΩǎ (2008) 

assessment of the agricultural 

exploitation of landscapes via 

archaeological and palaeo-

environmental data in Tunisia, 

Figure 13 - 1939 aerial photograph taken by Sir Aurel Stein, of the Roman fort at 
Qasr Khabbaz in the Near East. Source: https://www.thebritishacademy.ac.uk/ 
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comparing Roman and French colonial landscape-ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘƛǎ ΨŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩ. This use of 

varied datasets to address region-wide transitional landscapes has strong resonance with this thesis. 

For Roman Britain, modern landscape-approaches include 5ŀǊƪ ŀƴŘ 5ŀǊƪΩǎ (1997) The 

Landscape of Roman Britain, utilising landscape theory, Classical literature, and data from 

archaeological survey, rescue-archaeology and palaeo-environmental sampling to assess 

environmental and cultural impacts of the Roman occupation. {ƛƳƛƭŀǊƭȅΣ 5ƻōƴŜȅΩǎ (2001) synthesis of 

faunal evidence discussed the links between Roman dietary choice and the landscape, focussing on 

economics and human-environment 

interaction. Recent large-scale 

syntheses of existing data (commercial 

Ψgrey literatureΩ, excavation reports, 

Historic Environment Record collections, 

palaeo-environmental survey) have 

reassessed broader landscape-trends 

(Chadwick 2013, 17). The Fields of 

Britannia Project assessed late-Roman 

into early-medieval regional landscapes 

(Rippon et al. 2015, vii-viii), using over 

200 well-dated pollen sequences to 

categorise landscapes into broad types 

(Figure 14) (Rippon et al. 2013, 37), 

creating smaller, more-specific regional 

categories than simple Romanisation-

based military/civilian or native/villa 

distinctions (Rippon et al. 2015, 17-22). 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ƭŀǘŜ wƻƳŀƴ ƛƴǘƻ 

early medieval changes means that it is 

of lessened use to the current study, 

which aims to look at the Iron Age-

Roman transition. 

Meanwhile, the Rural Settlement of Roman Britain project (Smith et al. 2016; Allen et al. 

2017; Smith et al. 2018) has examined published and unpublished excavation and survey data for 

England and Wales to discuss regional variation in the settlement-landscapes of Roman Britain 

outside of the major urban centres and military sites, evaluating the contribution made by 

development-led excavations in particular. ¢Ƙƛǎ Řŀǘŀ ŜȄǘŜƴŘǎ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ-area 

(though does not cover Scotland) and period of interest, and thus both summary results and specific 

records from it are discussed below. For indigenous landscapes, the Atlas of Hillforts of Britain and 

Ireland, compiled from national and local-authority databases, re-examined a particular landscape- 

and morphology-informed site-type nationally. There are however differences in the nature of this 

data collected either side of the national border between England and Scotland, and its coverage is 

limited for much of the current project area. Nonetheless, all of these modern syntheses offer useful 

comparisons and context to this study. 

 

Figure 14 - aŀǇ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨCƛŜƭŘǎ ƻŦ .ǊƛǘŀƴƴƛŀΩ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƴŜǿ 
landscape-regions (Rippon et al. 2013, 36). 
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2.3 ς The Northern Frontier Landscape 

2.3a ς Iron Age/Roman and Subsequent Landscapes of the Study-Region 

 

Roman-period northern England/southern Scotland have commonly been identified as 

ΨƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅΩ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜs, the opposite to the wƻƳŀƴƛǎŜŘ ΨŎƛǾƛƭƛŀƴΩ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜs [2.2a] of towns and villa-

estates further south. The wƻƳŀƴ ŀǊƳȅΩǎ ōŀǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ are consequently thought to have 

hindered native elite-led adoption of Roman site-types and material-culture, with indigenous 

landscape-components continuing along previous Iron-Age trajectories. Such broad, sweeping 

regional generalisations continued into recent scholarship with 5ŀǊƪ ŀƴŘ 5ŀǊƪΩǎ (1997, 11-12) re-

identification ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ ΨƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ȊƻƴŜΩ as ΨƴŀǘƛǾŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΩ. Of importance for the current 

project is moving beyond such generalising models.  

Further south, the army acted as the catalyst for Roman developments and then moved on, 

leaving local elites to organise change; towns subsequently formed nuclei for interactions between 

landscape, society and empire (Willis 2007, 143-147), greatly influencing their surroundings. Given 

the lack of extensive urbanisation and ongoing military occupation in the frontier-region, this model 

does not apply for the study-area. Gardner (2002, 338) suggests that similar processes occurred at 

forts, their architecture, layout and relationship with their environs providing an alternative to 

indigenous-run towns. Millett (2001, 64) further argues that forts and associated vici fit many 

definitions of urbanism. Many larger settlements within the project area, including York, Catterick, 

Piercebridge, Corbridge and Carlisle, have often been assessed via military dynamics, despite having 

substantial civilian populations and resultant social, cultural, and economic dynamics (Millett 2001, 

66) (Figure 15). Other sites such as Aldborough [Chapter 6] were seen as isolated examples of 

southward patterns. Broad ideas of the army ΨRomanisingΩ the region by introducing material culture 

and socio-economic supply networks, or opposing academic views of the ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅΩǎ remaining in-situ 

throughout the period hindering indigenous-organised cultural adoption are, however, overly-

simplistic. Such sweeping generalisations about the ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ƳŀƴȅΣ ǾŀǊƛŜŘ landscapes are incapable 

of analysing the resultant complicated interactions between people and environment. Additionally, 

the many facets of the countless identities at play, and differing scales of interaction between these, 

affected both landscape perception and development.  

Previous work on 

indigenous rural settlements 

regionally [3.3a] attests later-

prehistoric to early-medieval 

continuity of form (enclosed 

farmsteads with enduring use 

of roundhouses). Such studies 

focus on construction-types 

and site-morphologies rather 

than the people who built 

them, the activities 

undertaken there, or wider 

interactions with the 

landscape (limited by poor 

material-culture survival 
Figure 15 - Digital reconstruction of Roman York and its varied urban civilian 

inhabitants. Source: https://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archives/ 
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and/or recovery) (Taylor 2001, 49). Extensive remote-sensing but relatively-little excavation has thus 

created region-wide spatial distributions of sites and good understanding of site morphology but has 

not investigated what they mean and how they relate to past landscape-creation. This has recently 

been offset in lowland parts of the region (e.g. the Northumberland and Solway coastal plains) by 

nation-wide surveys of published and unpublished excavations (up to 2013), looking at Roman-

period rural settlement characteristics for wider comparison, and using material evidence to 

investigate the identities of inhabitants and their relationship with surrounding landscapes (Smith et 

al. 2016; Allen et al. 2017; Smith et al. 2018). There have also been more-recent, localised 

excavation studies giving new insights into the occupation-histories of lowland, south-eastern 

bƻǊǘƘǳƳōŜǊƭŀƴŘΩǎ ƛƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ ŦŀǊƳǎǘŜŀŘǎ (Hodgson et al. 2012). However, there remains a 

discrepancy in the nature of evidence (and what it can tell archaeologists) between upland and 

lowland landscapes in the region. 

Post-Roman developments also profoundly affect modern ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ 

landscapes, in turn influencing our preconceptions of the Iron Age and Roman period. North-eastern 

England (50% of the study area) was subsequently identified with the politically-unified Anglo-Saxon 

kingdom of Northumbria, medieval Anglo-Scottish border-warfare and later heavy industries: a 

ƘƻƳƻƎŜƴŜƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ΨŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩ which likely did not exist previously (Faulkner and 

Gregory 2010, 3-5). The north-west similarly forms a distinct region, affected by medieval conflict 

but also post-ƳŜŘƛŜǾŀƭ ΨwƻƳŀƴǘƛŎΩ ǊŜƳƻǘŜƴŜǎǎ. The IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ borderland is usually considered 

in ǇǳǊŜƭȅ ΨwƻƳŀƴΩ terms, ending in the early-5th century AD, and ignoring 1,500 years of landscape 

development since (Hingley 2011, 41). However, military elements continue to dominate wider 

perceptions of the region (Witcher et al. 2010, 106). The WŀƭƭΩǎ continuing landscape-influence is 

Figure 16 - !ǊǘƛǎǘƛŎ ǊŜŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΣ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛǎƛƴƎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ wƻƳŀƴ-ǇǊƻǾƛƴŎƛŀƭΣ ΨƭƛƎƘǘΩ 
landscapes full of activity [right], and dark, shadowy lands beyond [left]. Source: Alan Sorrell. 
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attested by Bede and Gildas (as a mythological feature associated with local giants), its later use as 

medieval/post-medieval building-materials, and artistic (Figure 16) and poetic inspirations, revealing 

its continuing importance (Hingley 2011, 43-46). Contemporary cultural and economic significance 

through heritage-tourism (ibid., 51) shows its persisting impact upon landscapes of modern-day 

northern England.  

The modern context in which we study a landscape affects our perceptions of that area in 

the past. The study-ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ landscapes have traditionally been ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ΨƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭΩΣ partly due to 

its frontier nature under Rome, but also because of environmental characteristics (e.g. its upland 

topography and wetter climate) and land-use (predominantly rural pasture or moorland). These, 

together with the above longer regional history, cause biases in our own perceptions of such 

ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎ ŀǎ ΨƭŜǎǎ-ŎƛǾƛƭƛǎŜŘΩ, militarised, remote and rugged. Whilst such ethnocentric influences 

must be carefully critiqued however, they do potentially have some relevance when examining 

identities and perspectives of people in the period under study (for instance, newly-arrived Roman 

troops and Roman writers), given its position on the edge of the known Roman imperial sphere and 

the natural landscapes involved. 

 

2.3b ς Landscape Archaeology in the Current Approach  

 

In summary, while developments in wider landscape archaeology have embraced diverse 

theoretical frameworks ranging from empirical, observation-based approaches through to human-

environment ecological systems theory and post-processual perception-based studies, landscape 

studies for the late-Iron Age and Roman periods in Britain have predominantly focussed on socio-

economic and political imperatives (with environmental impact and interaction with nature then 

related to these wider systems). This largely results from the dominant 20th-century Romanisation 

paradigm. Many recent theoretical developments in wider landscape archaeology, including 

landscapes representing conceptual spaces linked to identity, experiential emphases of 

phenomenology, and application of post-colonial/decolonial theory have been relatively little-

utilised in landscape-studies for the Iron Age and Roman periods. Recent exceptions to this include 

the Roman Rural Settlement ProjectΩǎ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ forms of settlement and economy alongside 

identity and wider landscape concepts (Smith et al. 2016, Allen et al. 2017, Smith et al. 2018) and 

also modern re-ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ frontier, focussing on 

Roman-indigenous interactions and symbolic aspects of the border (Hodgson 2017; Symonds 2021). 

In contrast, post-processual approaches to past identity [2.1d], have made greater headway in 

Roman studies for Britain than contemporary development in landscape theory. Nevertheless, 

identity has largely been applied to smaller-scale, site-based studies via artefactual and ecofactual 

evidence, rather than broader landscape research.  

As shown [2.1c], non-intrusive archaeological techniques, including aerial and analytical field 

survey methods used in the primary data-gathering phase of the current study, are heavily based in 

almost-atheoretical, empirical contexts of the so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨBritiǎƘ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴΩ. A major aim of this project 

is therefore to utilise various theoretical approaches to study northern BritanniaΩǎ Iron Age and 

Roman landscapes, combining the observation-based approaches of conventional archaeological 

survey with more theoretical concepts such as human-environment relationships and concepts of 

landscape perception and experience. It will also assess non-intrusive survey alongside evidence 

from other forms of landscape archaeology (including palaeo-environmental and excavation data). 

The following section will introduce one of these data-sets. 
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2.3c ς The Environment and Natural Landscapes in the Iron Age and Roman Period 

 
Consideration of palaeo-environmental data requires that the state of current knowledge 

around the regionΩǎ natural environment be introduced. As argued by Philpott and Brennand (2007, 

66), Symonds and Mason (2009b, 16) and Hunter and Carruthers (2012a, 113) in the study-ŀǊŜŀΩǎ 

research frameworks, sites need consideration within their wider landscape context, both cultural 

and natural (including climate, topography, geology, vegetation, and resources). Indigenous 

landscape features are often placed in the same chapter as the natural environment, as with the 

IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ (Huntley 2009), which is telling of its perception by Roman 

(particularly military-specialist) archaeologists: a backdrop to be utilised and exploited, rather than 

of ongoing influence (a situation only gradually changing in archaeology). As discussed [2.2], ƴŀǘǳǊŜΩǎ 

importance in defining landscape throughout human history means that evidence for the natural 

environment needs discussing alongside other archaeological data. This section will therefore 

examine palaeo-environmental work conducted in northern England/southern Scotland, looking at 

data types, issues, and patterns, before moving onto key themes emerging from the data and their 

relationship to other archaeology. 

Many different sources of evidence for the past environment are available regionally for the 

study-period, given the substantial environmental archaeology work conducted over past decades, 

at both regional and site-based scales (Hall and Huntley 2007, 8-9; Hingley 2007, 106). Table 1 lays 

out many of these sources, and issues with them. 

 

Table 1 - Sources of evidence for past environment and issues with data for study-area. 

Past Environment 

Evidence Source 

Possible Uses for Data Some Issues with the Evidence 

Palynological (Pollen) 

Evidence (Dark 2000b, 

4-7; Dumayne et al. 

1995, 122; Wilmott 

2009, 170). 

¶ Vegetational reconstruction for 

an area over time; 

¶ Identification of agricultural 

developments; 

¶ Evidence for dietary choice; 

¶ Investigating human action in/ 

relationships with the 

landscape.  

¶ Variable capability in identifying 

species; 

¶ Differential pollen survival; 

¶ Difficulties ascertaining catchment 

area/ distance travelled; 

¶ Different forms/amounts of pollen 

between species; 

¶ Lack of dating-precision (broad-

ranges needing calibration); 

¶ Fewer late/post-Roman sequences. 

Charcoal Evidence 

(Dark 2000b, 9). 

¶ Identification of botanical 

species; 

¶ Examining natural and human 

landscape processes; 

¶ Radiocarbon-dating of deposits. 

¶ Difficulty in ascertaining precise 

source/distance travelled; 

¶ Non-site-based samples cannot be 

directly attributed to human action; 

¶ Rarely studied with regard to 

potential non-human causes. 

Macroscopic Plant 

Remains (Dark 2000b, 

10; Dumayne-Peaty and 

Barber 1997, 244; Hall 

¶ Reconstructing local vegetation; 

¶ Identification of floral species 

within area/site; 

¶ Difficulty identifying source-location; 

¶ Needs comparison with off-site 

evidence (e.g. pollen sequences); 
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and Huntley 2007, 9-10, 

54, 93). 
¶ Discussion of human economic 

processes (dietary choice, 

supply, trade) and 

environmental change 

(woodland management, 

agriculture). 

¶ Differential preservation, dependent 

on charring/waterlogging; 

¶ Differential recovery based on 

excavation practice and date; 

¶ Focus on human action (e.g. diet) 

rather than environmental relations; 

¶ General bias toward military/urban 

sites over indigenous settlements. 

Faunal Remains 

(hand-collected and 

sieved) (Dark 2000b, 

10; Hall and Huntley 

2007, 9-10; Price and 

Petts 2009, 142; 

Stallibrass 2000, 66; 

Stallibrass 2018, 51). 

¶ Identification of faunal species 

at sites and within hinterlands; 

¶ Reconstructing surroundings 

(domestic vs. wild species); 

¶ Discussion of human economic 

processes (dietary choice, 

supply, trade) and 

environmental change (pastoral 

agriculture). 

¶ Issues with preservation (regional 

acidic soils); 

¶ Lack of precise sourcing of material; 

¶ Focus on aspects of human action 

(e.g. diet) rather than environmental 

relations in many cases; 

¶ Differential recovery based on 

excavation practice and date: lack of 

smaller fauna or small-bones; 

¶ Focus on main large domesticates, 

over other species; 

¶ General bias towards military/urban 

sites over indigenous settlements. 

Soil / Sediment / Peat 

Evidence (Dark 2000b, 

11). 

¶ Discussion of natural processes 

impacting/influencing human 

action e.g. soil fertility 

influencing land-use, woodland-

clearance causing erosion; 

¶ Impact on aerial-visibility. 

¶ Hard to attribute to specific human 

action due to broad date-ranges; 

¶ Ongoing processes of human and 

natural change (erosion, acidity, 

improvement). 

Geomorphology / 

Geology  

¶ Discussion of factors affecting 

landscape potential (e.g. 

agriculture, mineral veins and 

stone for extraction, water 

course formation and drainage, 

communication routes). 

¶ Impact on aerial-visibility. 

 

¶ Data generally at much-larger scale 

than archaeological evidence; 

¶ Precise relationship between this 

human decision-making hard to 

define for period (prior to geological 

mapping). 

Past Climate Data ς

Alpine/Scandinavian/ 

Greenland ice-cores, 

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 natural landscape 

(vegetation) and human action 

(agricultural potential). 

¶ Much-larger spatial and temporal 

scale than archaeological evidence; 

¶ Precise relationship between 

climatic change and weather difficult 

to define; 

¶ Evidence not generally gathered 

within study-region. 

River Systems, 

Coastlines and Water 

Sources (Dark 2000b, 

33; Passmore et al. 

¶ Assessment of communications/ 

trade routes, and movement-

barriers; 

¶ Understanding of settlement-

siting and other activities; 

¶ Issues comparing past navigability to 

today for rivers/coastlines (locally 

variable, isostatic uplift, sea-level, 

erosion, silting, land reclamation, 

river-course changes; 
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1992, 145; Passmore et 

al. 1993, 225-227). 
¶ Evidence of human impact (e.g. 

erosion due to woodland-

clearance). 

  

¶ Lack of previous research on water-

movement in landscape. 

Contemporary 

Literary Sources (Dark 

2000b, 1-2; Dumayne 

1994, 222). 

¶ References to marshes, woods 

ŀƴŘ Ψ/ŀƭŜŘƻƴƛŀƴ CƻǊŜǎǘΩ ƛƴ 

Tacitus and Pliny: prominent 

environmental features in 

Roman perception; 

¶ References to climate/weather 

throughout Roman Empire; 

¶ Place-names hinting at local 

factors (e.g. Eboracum= ΨǇƭŀŎŜ ƻŦ 

ǘƘŜ ¸Ŝǿ ǘǊŜŜǎΩύ. 

¶ Difficult linking to specific modern 

places; 

¶ Time-specific, failing to account for 

wider period change; 

¶ Very limited for Britain; 

¶ Only show Roman, elite perspective. 

 

Taphonomy 

represents a major issue, 

affecting the palaeo-

environmental material 

available for study. 

Conversely, the 

environment also affects 

the visibility and 

preservation of other 

archaeological evidence. 

For the region-sized project-

area in question, large 

environmental variations 

create widely-different 

preservation, skewing any 

interpretation. Geological 

and soil conditions vary 

greatly (Figure 17), as do 

climate and its resultant 

weather. North-western 

England and the many 

upland areas thus have 

predominantly damp, acidic 

soils, hindering preservation 

of organic material culture 

and radiocarbon-datable objects (Allason-Jones 2009, 217; Dark and Dark 1997, 10; Stallibrass 2018, 

44-45) whilst conversely offering greater opportunity than the drier eastern lowlands for plant-

macrofossil preservation via waterlogging. Such aspects of environment also affect the visibility of 

archaeological features from both air and ground, enabling or hindering formation of cropmarks or 

masking geophysical signatures. Easily-accessible stone for construction (as opposed to organic 

materials elsewhere) increases preservation-potential as structures or earthworks, particularly in 

Figure 17 - Map showing differing underlying geologies in North-East England, with 
potential resultant taphonomic variation. Source: 

https://englandsnortheast.co.uk/2020/10/15/rocking-the-regions-history/  
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upland areas where the topography further limits modern activity which would otherwise mask, 

damage, or destroy earlier remains. 

Varied environment-related data can therefore assist in reconstructing Iron Age and Roman 

landscapes, alongside identifying issues affecting archaeological surveys. Meanwhile, they also offer 

insight into the potential reasoning behind past human decisions and landscape-interactions, 

influencing past perceptions [2.1d] and resulting in different activities and occupation-patterns (e.g. 

construction material, settlement location, food-production availability, and exploitation of other 

resources). 

Some key environmental features influencing this study are geology, geomorphology, and 

soils. IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ itself crosses various geologies, its route notably influenced by the central-

sectorΩǎ Whin Sill dolorite intrusion and the scarp/dip topography of the western Pennines, which it 

follows (Symonds and Mason 2009a, xiv). This defensive, imposing landscape-choice shows clear 

relationships between the Roman army and the natural environment. Mineral exploitation 

(lead/silver, iron) in Weardale (Mighall et al. 2004) and the north Pennines (Price and Petts 2009, 

120) represents either new or greatly-expanded environmental-use, with associated landscape 

impacts (increased settlement, erosion, vegetational-change). Geology and soils are also key to 

cropmark formation, aiding or hindering archaeological investigation. 

Climate has a profound influence on the local environment and resultant human activity. 

Studies (e.g. van der Veen 1992; Dark 1999, 264; Dark 2000b, 19) suggest that a cooler, wetter 

early/mid-Iron Age climate gave way to warmer, dryer conditions from c.150BC, a potential factor in 

agricultural intensification and increased settlement (below). A return to cooler, damper climate in 

the late/post-Roman period also potentially influenced wider cultural and agricultural changes 

(evidenced by woodland-regeneration). Weather (resulting from climate) furthermore influences 

human perception of a place, impacting the mental construction of landscapes (adding to this 

ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜƳƻǘŜκǊǳƎƎŜŘ-feeling) [2.3a]. 

Flora are another major environmental component, indicating clear human interaction with 

the landscape. Regional vegetational studies are divided between palynological (pollen) surveys 

(commencing with Turner 1979), investigating wider natural vegetation patterns and cultivated 

ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎΩ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ (Dark and Dark 1997; Dumayne 1993; Dumayne 1994; Dumayne and Barber 

1994; Dumayne-Peaty 1998; Dumayne-Peaty and Barber 1998; Manning et al. 1997; Tipping 1997; 

Tipping 2010; Tipping 2018), and plant-macrofossil analysis from waterlogged or charred 

archaeological assemblages (Hall and Huntley 2007; Tipping 2010; van der Veen 1992), revealing 

local environments and socio-economic uses (human/animal food, bedding and construction-

materials) at specific sites.  

The region has better-than-average (for the UK) coverage of pollen sequences spanning the 

period (Figure 18), ǿƛǘƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ нлƪƳ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ (Dark 2000b, 58). 

Regarding broader vegetational patterns, general consensus is for small-scale, localised woodland-

clearance from the Neolithic to early-Iron Age, accompanied by increased heath, grassland, or arable 

agriculture (dependent on local environment and human decision-making) (Dark 1999; Tipping 1997; 

Tipping 2018). Mid/late-Iron Age intensified clearance resulted in largely unwooded landscapes 

regionally (Dark 1999, 253, 264). Tipping (2018) attributes this to centrally-organised region-wide 

processes replacing locally-determined landscape-change, terming this the ΨBrigantian landnamΩ, 

increasing agriculture supporting wider socio-economic changes (Tipping 2018, 64). Further 

intensive clearance under the Roman occupation is limited (Tipping 1997, 243-245), suggesting the 
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process was indigenous (rather than 

Roman) in origin (Dumayne-Peaty 1998, 

212; Hunter and Carruthers 2012a, 15; 

Tipping 1997, 242; Tipping and Tisdall 

2005, 443).  

Contrasting broader trends, 

palynology ƛƴ ǘƘŜ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ central-

sector (Dark and Dark 1997, 33-35; 

Dumayne 1993, 29-33; 1994, 221-222; 

Dumayne and Barber 1994, 165, 172; 

Dumayne-Peaty and Barber 1997) has 

been argued to suggest Roman-dated 

woodland-clearance paralleling the new 

boundaryΩǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƳŜƴǘ (hypothesised 

as meeting requirements for construction-

timber, clearance for surveillance and/or 

communication, or need for new 

agricultural land). Elsewhere, the military-

zone may have put agricultural land out of 

use (Tipping and Tisdall 2005, 443; Yeloff 

et al. 2007, 527), e.g. geomorphological 

and palaeo-environmental sampling from 

Butterburn Cƭƻǿ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ 

postulated as evidence of local farmers 

moving south (Yeloff et al. 2007, 534). This 

palaeo-environmental data mirrors 

findings of Hodgson et al. (2012, 213-214) 

from radiocarbon-dated settlement evidence north of Newcastle, which appears to show 

ŀōŀƴŘƻƴƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎƛǘŜǎ Ƨǳǎǘ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ second-century AD (Hodgson 2017, 130, 

133). Nevertheless, region-wide environmental evidence for sixth-century AD forest-regrowth in 

northern England and Scotland suggests that agricultural and other requirements remained stable 

for some time after occupation (Hunter and Carruthers 2012a, 15).  

Archaeobotanical studies (e.g. Hall and Huntley 2007; van der Veen 1992; van der Veen et al. 

2008) augment understanding of regional vegetation change. Seed assemblages were thought to 

show that different cereals were cultivated north and south of the River Tyne, mirroring differing 

settlement patterns and forms [Chapter 6], and suggesting difference between subsistence-

agriculture (north) and expanding cereal-cultivation (south), possibly revealing socio-cultural 

divisions (van der Veen 1992). More-recent work (Hodgson et al. 2012) has shown this division (both 

cereal and settlement evidence) to be moved further north, to the lowland-upland margin. Van der 

±ŜŜƴΩǎ (1992) ŀƴŘ IƻŘƎǎƻƴΩǎ όнлмтύ studies ƻǾŜǊǘǳǊƴŜŘ tƛƎƎƻǘǘΩǎ (1958) longstanding late-Iron Age 

Ψ{ǘŀƴǿƛŎƪ 9ŎƻƴƻƳȅΩ (pastoral, semi-nomadic agriculture dominant regionally), by proving 

widespread mixed-agricultural systems existed, also overturning aŀƴƴƛƴƎΩǎ (1975) assertion that the 

Roman armyΩǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ resulted in the need for new arable land. Nonetheless, new Roman-

period consumer groups (i.e. military and urban), alongside the need for surplus produce for tax, 

likely impacted agriculture regionally (van der Veen et al. 2008, 11). Synthesis of excavated plant-

Figure 18 - Map showing the locations of major palynological 
sequences regionally (Tipping 2018, 61). 
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macrofossil assemblages (Hall and 

Huntley 2007; Thomas and Stallibrass 

2008, 4) show spelt wheat (the Iron 

Age regional staple) remained 

dominant through the Roman period, 

alongside emmer wheat, barley and 

lesser amounts of rye and oats. 

Increasing use of bread wheat and 

imported ΨexoticΩ plant-foods remain 

the most-obvious Roman changes, 

suggesting a general continuation of 

later-prehistoric agricultural landscape 

forms locally. 

The final large body of Iron 

Age/Roman environmental evidence 

are faunal assemblages from 

archaeological sites, commonly utilised 

to discuss diet and associated socio-

economic changes. Cattle comprise the 

majority of identified specimens at 

almost all sites in the frontier region 

(Stallibrass 2000, 66), with varying 

lesser amounts of sheep/goat and pig 

(Figure 19). North-European patterns of 

animal domestication seem to have 

generally been adopted by the Roman 

military, cattle and sheep consumed 

after working-life (providing traction, 

milk and wool) and pigs produced 

primarily for meat (with younger 

animals consumed) (Dobney 2001, 36-

37; Stallibrass 2018, 46-48). Stallibrass 

(2009, 103; 2018, 50) identified that 

most long-term Roman garrisons 

regionally are located in upland, 

damper landscapes suited to livestock 

production. While warmer, drier 

climate likely opened upland valleys to 

greater mixed-agriculture than today, 

long-distance supply chains for both 

plant and animal foods probably also 

impacted the landscape. Stallibrass 

(2009, 101) proposes regional stock-

movement, modelled on known post-

medieval local parallels and indigenous 

Figure 19 - Example-diagram showing the main three domesticates of 
cow, sheep/goat, and pig (and their ages at consumption) from 

Carlisle (Stallibrass 2018, 46). 

Figure 20 - Aerial photograph with overlaid plan of Bewcastle outpost-
fort, showing its unusual form. Source: 

https://www.u3ahadrianswall.co.uk/wordpress/northern-roman-
frontier/bewcastle-roman-fort -2/  
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sites beyond the German frontier linked to networks of military-supply. For northern Britain, 

outpost-forts such as Bewcastle (Figure 20) perhaps operated as central stock-gathering network 

nodes alongside their surveillance functions (a need for additional space for animal pens and 

livestock organisation potentially explaining the ŦƻǊǘΩǎ unusual, non-rectangular form) (ibid., 104, 

109). Therefore, the natural ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ influence on agricultural potential clearly impacted the 

frontier landscape, for both local people and the Roman military. 

Relating environmental evidence to theory, debates over levels of local production 

(agricultural and other resources) versus long-distance imports shows how ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ identities 

impacted, and were influenced by, landscape. Access to not only local resources but also wider 

trade-routes and settlement-networks underline the environmentΩǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ in directing or 

hindering both indigenous and Roman landscape-uses and choices regarding the frontier. Long-term 

environmental change also affected human-landscape relations by altering the resources available; 

important when examining the long-lived northern frontier-system over time. In turn, human actions 

and choices within this environmental context subsequently impacted the natural landscape, 

influencing the variety and distribution of flora and fauna, and causing changes such as erosion or 

woodland-management. One under-studied aspect of the environment regionally are ideological 

approaches to nature (both Roman and indigenous) [2.2a]. Socio-cultural views on nature influenced 

human-environment interactions, perspectives, and identities of those living within these 

landscapes. Though this review synthesises palaeo-environmental work and its implications 

regionally, a more-detailed discussion of such data-types will be presented in each survey-ǘǊŀƴǎŜŎǘΩǎ 

analysis [Chapters 5 and 6]. 

 

2.3d ς Landscapes of Frontier  

 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ŀƴŘ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ΨƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΩΣ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ 

have been studied within archaeology (including the non-intrusive survey methodology used in the 

current research) and how landscapes ŀǊŜ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀƭƭȅ ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǘƻ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƻŦ ΨƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΩ ώнΦмϐΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǿƛŘŜǊ 

concepts have then been discussed in the context of late-Iron Age and Roman landscape studies 

generally [2.2], and for the specific study-region of northern England and southern Scotland, 

introducing existing approaches used, projects and results (archaeological and palaeo-

environmental) [2.3]. Thus, having discussed the ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ human-constructed landscapes and natural 

environment, one further aspect of the project-area needs addressing: its context as a frontier-

region, on the periphery of both Roman and ongoing Iron Age, native worlds. These landscapes 

therefore need assessing using frontier theory [Chapter 3]. Both identity and connected landscape-

perceptions are often reinforced in peripheral regions. This is more-commonly investigated for 

ΨRomanΩ identities and concepts of landscape, given that more is known about Roman political and 

cultural dynamics ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ΨǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊΩ ōŜȅƻƴŘΦ Against this is increased distance from 

Rome, potentially weakening such world-views, although frequent movement of both individuals 

(soldiers, merchants, etc) and whole or partial military units within the wider empire may have 

reinforced Roman ideas and perceptions, mitigating somewhat against such distance. Being in a 

frontier-zone also influences perception of natural and human landscapes encountered [2.3a], and 

thus interactions and activities within these. What is less-usually examined are effects of being 

within a newly-created frontier-zone for local indigenous people, and the impact of the ōƻǊŘŜǊΩǎ 

creation on the less-definable cultures and societies of Iron-!ƎŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ōŜȅƻƴŘ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΦ This 

project therefore aims to assess this dichotomy of viewpoints in the wider context of the frontier.  
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Chapter 3: Frontier Theory and its Application to Roman Archaeology 
 

As described previously, the study-ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƭƻŎŀǘion on the periphery of the Roman Empire 

deeply affects the ways in which identity and landscape would have been perceived and/or utilised 

here. Additionally, the region also represents the boundary of areas to the north and west which 

were not permanently-occupied by Rome, continuing along late-Iron Age trajectories, but with 

major impacts undoubtedly brought-about by Roman actions in northern Britain. It is therefore 

important at this juncture to bring in a third conceptual theme: frontier theory. Though frontier 

studies are important in various disciplines (geography, politics, history, anthropology, archaeology), 

each has its own approaches (Parker 2006, 78). Other boundary-types need consideration alongside 

geographical (Mullin 2011, 9). Within archaeology, concepts and definitions of boundaries fluctuate, 

dependent on regional and temporal study-criteria. However, although any frontier emerges in a 

specific historical context, certain forces and processes are common to many (Naum 2010, 126). 

Section 3.1 will introduce wider archaeological theorising and modelling of frontiers [3.1a], 

before moving on to definitions for this thesis [3.1b]. Section 3.2 will investigate how the Roman 

9ƳǇƛǊŜΩǎ frontiers have been researched [3.2a], before examining links between Iron-Age/Roman 

boundaries and identity [3.2b] and landscape [3.2c]. Current understanding of ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΩǎ 

Roman frontier will be discussed in Section 3.3. 

 

3.1 ς Frontier Theory in Archaeology 

3.1a ς Theorising, Modelling and Defining Borders and Frontiers 

  

Frontier and/or border theory and large-scale models for social peripheries have long-been 

used in other disciplines, particularly for political/cultural, military, and economic boundaries. Other 

dynamics (such as social or environmental) have been less-well integrated. 

ΨFrontiersΩ, as developed in North American contexts, are integrally-linked to concepts of 

expansion ΨōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƪƴƻǿƴΩ and its associated social implications, commencing with ¢ǳǊƴŜǊΩǎ 

(1893) theorisation of this process. Continually-expanding 18th/19th-century American frontiers thus 

affected the identities of those undertaking that expansion, and eventually that of the United States 

itself (Turner 1893, 200-201). CǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ ƭƛǘŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƳŜŀƴǎ ΨŦǊƻƴǘ ǘƛŜǊΩ ƻŦ ŀ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΣ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ group or 

military deployment (Kristof 1959, 270; Green and Perlman 1985, 4; Perdue 2005, 27), comprising 

outward-looking, centrifugal expansion (McCarthy 2008, 203). A parallel feature of such modern 

expansions, often compared with past imperialism (because it was derived from such views), is 

symbolism around ǎǳǇŜǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ƻǾŜǊ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ΨōŀǊōŀǊƛŀƴǎΩ (Rieber 2003, 28).  

Subsequent North American discussion around frontier challenged ¢ǳǊƴŜǊΩǎ conception, 

raising issue with ethnocentrism and western bias (Lattimore 1962, 490; Feuer 2016, 38), using post-

colonial debates about the role of indigenous societies in frontier-formation. Impacts of frontier-

contact run in various directions rather than merely outward from colonial powers (Aron 2005, 176-

177). Although post-colonial theory emerged from the aftermath of British imperialism, centred on 

modern experience (Mignolo 2011, xxvi) and is consequently not universally-applicable, it does 

identify social and ideological dynamics operating around frontier situations which are useful for 

examining past examples. Impacts of a frontierΩǎ establishment on the identities of those within its 

region of influence (both existing populations and colonisers) are thus integral to any such study, as 

are perceptions and worldviews derived from and influenced by them. 
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In contrast, traditional European border-theory concerns linear political boundaries between 

organised states, derived from the historical contexts of the Roman EmpireΩǎ Ŧŀƭƭ and subsequent 

medieval/post-medieval state-formation and warfare (Perdue 2005, 28). ΨFǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩ here is used to 

reference more-general boundaries (McWilliams 2011, 14; Parker 2006, 79), without American 

societal connotations. ΨBƻǊŘŜǊΩ ƛǎ ŎƻƳƳƻƴƭȅ used for formalised boundaries: linear divisions defined 

for political, economic, or cultural purposes, arising in the contexts of modern, capitalist nation-

states. However, it can be utilised (carefully) when defining earlier, clearly-linear, imperial divisions 

ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ DǊŜŀǘ ²ŀƭƭ of China. 

Mid-20th century border concepts relate to power, boundaries both dividing and connecting 

different territorial power-structures (Jones 1959, 253). Borders dividing territories of similar, 

homogenous peoples are different from those emphasising clear cultural/ethnic divides (Baud and 

Van Schendel 1997, 232). The ethnicity of people ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ likely remained 

contiguous (excepting Roman military and political personnel); the border thus emphasised political 

and cultural divides. Borders, forming barriers, also contain symbolic meanings around inclusion 

and/or exclusion (Pohl 2005, 257, 265). Newman (2003, 22) notesΥ άtŜǊƘŀǇǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ-important 

question concerning borders is the extent to which they function as barriers to movement and 

interaction, or as an interface where meeting places and points of contact are ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘέΦ Recent 

discussions around mobility and migration comparing the modern world and Roman Empire 

(Gardner 2017b, 34-36, Hingley 2018, 85-86,90) would suggest that they were both barrier and 

interface simultaneously, operating flexibly depending on need or situation. These politico-military 

and ideological components have greatly-informed the study of Roman-imperial peripheries [3.2a]. 

Wider archaeological theory has also impacted the study of past peripheries. The 20th-

century processualist focus on generalising socio-economic models included the use of Ψworld 

economic systemsΩ (Wallerstein 1974) to 

discuss large, imperial polities: 

cultural/political materials moving from 

cores out to peripheries, and raw 

materials/economic surplus returning 

(Figure 21). World-systems expand 

outwards until reaching άǘƘŜ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǿƘŜǊŜ 

ώŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎϐ ƭƻǎǎ ƛǎ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ Ǝŀƛƴέ 

(Wallerstein 1974, 338). Such systems are 

self-contained, resultingly needing defined 

boundaries to function (ibid., 347). 

However, for the Roman Empire, the edge 

of direct imperial control was not 

necessarily the maximum extent of 

influence, an issue needing consideration. 

These generalising models are problematic due to their scales of operation, losing sight of 

most people living within the system. Such studies often take a centralised viewpoint (Baud and Van 

Schendel 1997, 212), viewing frontier-regions as passive recipients of core innovations and ignoring 

agency of existing indigenous populations (Lightfoot and Martinez 1995, 471, 475), an issue common 

with ¢ǳǊƴŜǊΩǎ (1893) theory. Associated assumptions include the core being superior to the 

periphery, and a focus on core/periphery differences (Feuer 2016, 5). Subsequent critique requires 

periphery-focussed discussion, given that social-change is often most-prevalent at the edges of any 

Figure 21 - Core-periphery model, showing the direction of 
surplus flows (Wallerstein). 
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grouping, as with identity [3.2b]. Boundaries 

are foci for interaction between different 

peoples and cultures, resulting in wider-ranging 

potential social outcomes (Feuer 2016, 1). 

Contrastingly, Cohen (2000, 11-12) argues that 

while peripheral interaction implies diversity, 

the edges of something are still integral to that 

larger construct and connectivity to the core is 

crucial. Issues of peripheries versus cores, and 

the need to study various perspectives, will 

inform this research, given its discussion of 

identity and worldview (further embodied in 

landscape). 

As with identity and landscape theory, 

raising of issues around ethnocentrism and 

imperial-focus when applying frontier/border concepts to the past initially resulted in binary 

ƴŀǊǊŀǘƛǾŜǎΣ ƭƻƻƪƛƴƎ ǇǳǊŜƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǊŜǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƭƻƴƛŀƭƛǎƳΦ {ǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ΨŘƻƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǊŜǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜΩ 

simplify the process, continuing subordination of indigenous peoples by reducing them to simply 

reacting to colonial actions (Lightfoot and Martinez 1995, 483). However, resistance is complex in 

reality, resulting from varying opinions and actions from multiple agents (Given 2004, 11). One way 

of overcoming these problems is by looking at such regions on multiple scales (e.g. individuals, 

communities, larger organised resistance groups, and imperial strategy), assessing broader 

processes alongside smaller, local adaptions and deviations, emphasising how people interacted 

with both wider peripheral contexts and also their everyday surroundings.  

Paynter (1985, 171) and Baud and Van Schendel (1997, 219) approached this complexity via 

three-way networks of interaction and power-relations between states (the borderΩǎ originators), 

regional elite (supporting border-concepts, using them for personal agendas) and local people 

(adapting to and creating new interaction-forms) (Figure 22)Φ tŀǊƪŜǊΩǎ (2006) ΨŎƻƴǘƛƴǳǳƳ ƻŦ 

ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ŘȅƴŀƳƛŎǎΩ ƛǎ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ model, assessing differently-scaled boundary processes common to 

many frontiers. A linear scale of boundary-types ŦǊƻƳ ǎǘŀǘƛŎ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊǎΩ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƻ ŦƭǳƛŘ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊǎΩ is 

applied to separate processes: geographical, political, economic, demographic and cultural (Figure 

23), aiming to address the nuances of each boundary situation (Parker 2006, 81). Though these 

models are simplifications, 

they are nonetheless 

useful for identifying the 

different dynamics 

underlying frontiers.  

Defining a 

boundary lays out a 

strategy and expectations, 

but cannot determine all 

the resulting social-forms 

(Barth 2000, 30). One 

post-colonial concept is 

that of ΨǘƘƛǊŘ ǇƭŀŎŜǎΩ: along Figure 23 - Continuum of boundary dynamics (Parker 2006, 82). 

Figure 22 - Three-way interaction of periphery power-
dynamics: state/local elite/people (Baud and Van Schendel 

1997, 219). 
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boundaries, distinct groups interacting results in a vague area assuming traits from each (Naum 

2010, 101; Ylimaunu et al. 2014). Other terms for these new socio-cultural groupings include 

ΨethnogenesisΩ (Chappell 1993, 267), ΨcǊŜƻƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ŀƴŘ ΨƘȅōǊƛŘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩ (Lightfoot and Martinez 1995, 

474). Contrastingly, groups can fragment due to peripheral forces pulling people in different 

directions (Ylimaunu et al. 2014). Cross-border perspectives are thus needed to view society across 

the wider region, rather than just as separate groups located to either side. 

Peripheral societies develop unique characteristics and interaction networks due to distance 

from ǘƘŜ ΨŎƻǊŜǎΩ which they originate from. Differences between open, dynamic frontiers and closed, 

static borders affect these processes accordingly, offering different opportunities for collaboration 

and adaptation, subversion or unexpected uses (e.g. hiding from authority in one society, accessing 

different services available across the border, or exploitation of tax/price differentials), or open 

arenas of resistance (Baud and Van Schendel 1997, 211). 

A clear issue with much frontier theory is its derivation from state-based societies with 

centralised political-systems. For this project, whilst the Roman Empire fits this definition, other 

major groups involved in .ǊƛǘŀƴƴƛŀΩǎ northern frontier were the less-easily definable later-prehistoric 

societies. Thus, models based on interactions between equivalent core-periphery systems 

(political/cultural, socio-economic, military) are much-less applicable. Lattimore (1962, 469) argues 

for two distinct types of frontier throughout history: those between similar groups and those 

dividing different types of society. Hard boundaries such as the Hadrianic and Antonine Walls, 

understood conceptually from Roman perspectives, would have been perceived very differently by 

indigenous people in Britain. Feuer (2016, 6-7) defines boundaries between non-state, ΨǘǊƛōŀƭΩ 

societies as flexible buffer-zones surrounding small core-areas. Asymmetry in forms and perceptions 

of periphery across the frontier under study therefore needs consideration. 

A final complication is that the nature, function, and perception of any frontier changes over 

time. Long-lived frontiers comprise ever-changing relationships, diachronic processes and 

intersecting forces (Rodseth and Parker 2005, 16), rather than stable, synchronic entities of colonial 

occupation. They are thus transitory spaces: zones of expanding interaction and transition. This fits 

late-Republican /  early-imperial Roman frontiers (constantly expanding through political, economic, 

and military processes). Meanwhile, borders represent attempts to fix boundaries in place, as with 

early-second century AD Roman developments in Britain. Contrastingly, the variable (spatially and 

temporally) and differently-perceived (dependent on perspective) group territories north of 

IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ likely saw constantly-changing zones of interaction and periphery.  

 

3.1b ς Defining Boundaries, Borders, Borderlands and Frontiers in the Current Study 

 

As shown [3.1a], various terms are used for peripheral regions of cultures/societies, often 

ƛƴǘŜǊŎƘŀƴƎŜŀōƭȅ όŀƴŘ ŎƻƴŦǳǎƛƴƎƭȅύΦ Ψ.ƻǊŘŜǊǎΩΣ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘǎΩΣ ΨōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊǎΩ ŀǊŜ ŀƭƭ 

modern terms describing nominally-similar phenomena along human peripheries, but with differing 

connotations. Archaeologists have long-been concerned with such boundaries, since early 20th-

century culture-history theoryΩǎ emphasis on identifying bounded, homogenous socio-cultural units 

(Mullin 2011, 2). Terminology therefore needs defining prior to usage in this study.  

Ψ.ƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎΩ ŀǊŜ a general term of demarcation, referring to any division between two 

things. They occur at various levels of human existence, from ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ personal-space to the 

divisions between dwellings, edges of communities or their territories, and larger political/cultural 

peripheries (Feuer 2016, 13). Boundaries can be nature-defined (e.g. rivers, mountains): largescale 



54 
 

features dividing geographical regions, territories, or polities. They are also human-conceived 

demarcations referring to inclusion into something (excluding other things), ranging in scale from 

the individual person to larger concepts associated with power, belief, mythology, and culture. 

Consequently, in ǘƘƛǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎΣ ΨōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅΩ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ to demarcate any periphery at any scale and 

with regard to any dynamics: individual, political, military, social, cultural, economic, ideological, or 

environmental.  

Figure 24 - Map of the study-region, showing the definitions around boundaries used in this project. 
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Drawing upon aforementioned theory [3.1a], ΨbƻǊŘŜǊΩ ǿƛƭƭ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƻ ƭƛƴŜŀǊ 

perimeter-works defining the ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ Ψedge of empireΩ όǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ǘƘŜ Ŝdge of imperial 

influence) as delineated by Roman state policies (e.g. the {ǘŀƴŜƎŀǘŜΣ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ !ƴǘƻƴƛƴŜ 

Wall). These are similar in nature to current-day polity-definitions, usually associated with socio-

economic, political, military, or ideological processes. If borders are linear territorial demarcations, 

ǘƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘǎΩ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǳǘƛƭƛǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ the immediate zones located around and 

either side of the formal line: a zone of interaction or limitation, where the border heavily influences 

people living nearby. This definition is used in later European history, examining interaction and 

conflict zones between definable kingdoms and territories. Baud and Van Schendel (1997, 216) 

ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻn in one nation that is significantly affected by an international 

ōƻǊŘŜǊΦέ Ψ.ƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘΩ ǿƛƭƭ therefore refer to the immediate hinterland of the above delineated 

boundaries, incorporating the perimeter-line itself and forts and other infrastructure associated with 

the so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ȊƻƴŜΩ. FƻǊ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǎƛǘǳŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƳƻŘŜǊƴ-day Northumberland 

and Cumbria along the Tyne-Solway isthmus.  

ΨCǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ the most-commonly used term, as is usual in Roman-period archaeological 

studies (anŘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŀƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ΨCǊƻƴǘƛŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ wƻƳŀƴ 9ƳǇƛǊŜΩ ²ƻǊƭŘ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ {ƛǘŜύ, 

referring to the wider zone encompassing the entire project-area, from York in the south to the 

Scottish borders in the north. This is the broad transitional/peripheral zone at the edge of the 

Roman imperial system, but also the region of continued (or interrupted) interaction along the 

southern edge of enduring and changing (but not permanently Roman-occupied) late-Iron Age 

indigenous societies in modern-day Scotland. It is also applicable to a range of peripheries, 

encompassing processes and dynamics beyond merely political or socio-economic. Though Roman-

occupied Britannia as a whole is often referred to as a frontier province (or provinces), in this study 

the frontier-zone will refer to the region north of York (Figure 24), different in character to Roman-

period landscapes further south [2.2]. 

 

3.2 ς Researching Prehistoric and Roman Frontiers 

3.2a ς Wider Approaches to Iron Age and Roman Frontiers 

 

 Having examined wider archaeological frontier-theory, specific studies of the Roman 

9ƳǇƛǊŜΩǎ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊƛŜǎ (and, where possible, the late-Iron Age that preceded them) will now be 

discussed. Roman frontiers have traditionally had greater academic attention than boundaries of 

later periods; they have also seen less influence from wider-disciplinary frontier-theory (Mattingly 

2017, 152), though this is slowly-changing. The many Roman-frontier syntheses and conferences all 

ŀǘǘŜǎǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǊƛǘȅΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ the lack of theoretical discussion is noteworthy. As identified 

by Hingley (2017, 12), there has been a dichotomy between studies of actual people living on the 

frontier and research on Roman fortifications and infrastructure (which emphasise politico-military 

strategy and socio-economic aspects). Although Roman frontiers are often perceived as extensive 

linear defensive-ǿƻǊƪǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǿŜǊŜ rare, with natural features (rivers and 

deserts) forming most boundaries, and cultivated relations with external peoples the major 

mechanism for controlling peripheries (McCarthy 2008, 204-207). The following summary reviews 

key approaches to investigating ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΩǎ frontiers, contextualising the current thesis, rather than 

comprehensively evaluating the myriad different Iron Age and Roman peripheries. 
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Approaches to later-prehistoric boundaries are generally more theoretical, utilising broader 

zonal definitions and discussing longer-term processes of movement and landscape-interaction. This 

contrasts with traditional Roman frontier-studiesΩ precise chronologies (Barrett and Fitzpatrick 1989, 

1) and politico-military dynamics. Core-periphery models [Chapter 2; 3.1a] are less-applicable to 

prehistoric societies with fewer (at least archaeologically-visible) central-places, resulting in greater 

theorisation of boundaries via geographic factors and socio-cultural differences (De Atley and 

Findlow 1984, 1-3). Emphasising kin-based social-cohesion rather than politically-organised control, 

such groups have less-uniform and less-definable territories, despite some having elite leadership 

(Feuer 2016, 45). Nonetheless, archaeological and historical evidence for free movement and 

political/economic agency of Germanic peoples either side of the Rhine and Danube suggests that 

so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨōŀǊōŀǊƛŀƴΩ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎ operated similar, centrifugal societal frontiers to those of Rome, at 

least on a broad archaeological scale (Whittaker 1994, 241-242). Ethnography (often used when 

analysing prehistoric societies) habitually identifies ΨǘǊƛōŜΩ ŀǎ the primary study-unit: larger than 

ΨcommunityΩ, with geographical- or linguistic-defined boundaries; whilst period archaeologists 

generally deal with individual sites (evidence for community rather than wider affiliations) (Ericson 

and Meighan 1984, 143). Crellin et al. (2016, 1) note that distinction of wider socio-cultural groups 

across the current study-region, though presumably present, remains difficult to identify. Societies 

ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǘȅǇŜ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǳƴŘ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ƳŀƴȅΣ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ wƻƳŀƴ 9ƳǇƛǊŜΩǎ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊƛŜǎ (notable 

exceptions being the Parthian/Sasanid-Persian empires). 

Regarding Roman frontiers, the Latin term limes is frequently used to denote defended 

military-frontiers linked by roads (Isaac 1988, 125). However, Classical texts όŜΦƎΦ ¢ŀŎƛǘǳǎΩ Germania, 

discussed in Isaac (1988, 126)) use the term to describe road-construction during military advances 

rather than defined boundaries, and it has never been found in-reference to the British frontiers 

(McCarthy 2008, 203). The term limes is thus problematic and will not be utilised here. Despite 

Roman culture ascribing importance to boundaries: e.g. wƻƳŜΩǎ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ-myths tied to the 

pomerium, the terminalia festival, and defined divisions between order/chaos and culture/nature 

(Fentress 1979, 1), it was not until Augustus that frontier defensive-systems were first-considered, 

utilising natural features (Jones 1959, 246). What is more obvious from literary sources are imperial 

peripheries as perceived moral barriers separating civilisation from ΨbarbariansΩ (Curta 2005, 1-2; 

McCarthy 2008, 204). This historical context became subsequently embedded (via modern imperial 

ŀƴŀƭƻƎȅύ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ focus on military, political and socio-economic aspects of Roman 

frontiers. 

Broader Roman conceptions of frontier during the period were divided between early focus 

on outwards-expansion (with military garrison locations forming muster-points for ongoing / future 

advance), and later imperial reliance on static outer-edges (following several short-ƭƛǾŜŘΣ ΨŦŀƛƭŜŘΩ 

expansions) (Hanson 1989, 55-56; Drivjers 2011, 14). Richardson (2011, 2) notes that Roman 

concepts of imperium identify a cultural group, rather than territory. Therefore, the change to static 

boundaries represents situationally-specific reactions (Whittaker 1994; Hanson 2014, 4-6), possibly 

due to ongoing expansion being unsupportable by natural and existing cultural landscape dynamics 

(Hanson 2002, 30) or incidents such as the Varian defeat (AD9) and Batavian revolts (AD69-70). Lack 

of expansion led to establishment of linear control- and observation-zones along natural boundaries 

(e.g. tower-chains at Wetterau and the Gask Ridge, Figure 25) and eventually formalised barriers 

(Hanson 1989, 57-58). This shows the broader context for understanding the establishment and 

ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ. 
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Modern Roman-frontier studies (e.g. Whittaker 1994) often cite [ƻǊŘ /ǳǊȊƻƴΩǎ (1907) 

Romanes lecture as the sub-disciplineΩǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴ. Using British colonial experiences from India, Curzon 

(1907, 8) suggested Roman imperial-frontiers were places of both division and negotiation, 

impacting the world-view of all those involved. Contextualised within this modern-imperial analogy 

(with inherent political biases), military and political dynamics (historically-attested campaigns, 

emperors/generals, and typological studies of fortifications) dominated much 20th-century research. 

Such approaches continue, as far afield as eastern Europe όŜΦƎΦ /ŇǘŇƴƛŎƛǳ мфумύ, Syria (Dabrowa 

1986) and Jordan (Killick 1986), often overlooking other dynamics (e.g. social, environmental, 

cultural, economic), which connect with concepts of identity and landscape. 

Another major influence on Roman-frontier research stems from Romanisation concepts 

[Chapter 2], with distributions of Roman material-culture across frontiers being seen in terms of 

Roman socio-economic processes (e.g. Wheeler 1954a). Similar ΨŀŎŎǳƭǘǳǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ models have been 

applied to Roman frontiers in the Netherlands (Brandt and Slofstra 1983), southern Numidia 

(Fentress 1979) and Arabia (Eadie 1986), originating with systems-theory [3.1a]. Major discussions 

revolve around frontiers forming barriers to Roman/non-Roman interaction or representing 

controlled movement. That rivers (Rhine, Danube, Euphrates and Tigris) were chosen as imperial 

borders: easily-definable but more-useful for supply and communication than as barriers (Curzon 

1907, 21; Hanson 1989, 59), supports this. Even artificial barriers (e.g. the Raetian limes and 

Hadrianic / Antonine Walls) are located along and/or between rivers, facilitating water-borne 

transport (Figure 26). 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 the outer provinces, 

keeping Roman troops busy and symbolic edges providing intimidation externally and closure 

internally (Jones 2021, 122). Examination of these varied socio-economic processes remains useful 

to the current study, alongside consideration of other aforementioned dynamics and smaller-scale 

evidence which assist in discussion of identity or landscape. 

Within this theoretical context, non-intrusive archaeological survey, particularly aerial 

photography, was integral to developing studies of Roman frontiers (Breeze et al. 2011, 40). Aerial-

survey thus became a major aspect of Roman-frontier research (Riley 1986, 667). Early aerial 

reconnaissance in Britain [2.1b/2.1c/2.2b], alongside field-recording, thus identified much of the 

northern-British frontier (Crawford 1949; Crawford 1953; Frere 1983; Bowden 2001), the basis for 

Figure 25 - Reconstructions showing development of Roman linear-boundaries: the Gask Ridge, Scotland [left] and 
Upper Raetian Limes, Germany [right]. Sources: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Fxy2Ukv8W4w 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Limes_Germanicus 
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resultant widespread-survey and mapping (Kennedy and Riley 1990, 17) and ongoing site-based 

research. As a result, IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ-understood frontier of the Roman Empire, though 

many studies still follow traditional approaches, hindering alternative research topics and agendas 

(Hingley et al. 2012, 760).  

Aerial ǎǳǊǾŜȅΩǎ ƪŜȅ ǊƻƭŜ ƛǎ found along other Roman imperial peripheries suited to the 

technique, with work in Syria by Poidebard (1934; also see Jones 2005), Jordan by Stein (Riley 1986, 

661; Kennedy and Riley 1990, 11) and North Africa by Baradez (Breeze et al. 2011, 40), the latter 

ongoing (Mattingly et al. 2013). Meanwhile, continental-European research into the Rhine and 

Danube riverine-frontiers, with landscapes less-conducive (for instance, urbanised or forested) to 

aerial photography, saw differing approaches. Issues with extensive frontier-surveys include 

sampling bias (flights and fieldwork following known Roman roads and well-preserved sites) (Riley 

1986, 661-674) and modern political influences (colonial mandates affecting Near Eastern and 

African research (Hull 2006, 26), mid-20th century nation-state ideologies impacting continental-

Europe). These need assessing for any study. 

Figure 26 - Map showing the changing second-century AD boundaries of the Roman Empire. Source: 
https://www.antoninewall.org/a bout-the-wall/roman-frontiers 
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Modern understandings of the Roman frontier-system draw-upon all of these differing 

ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜƳǇƛǊŜΩǎ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅΦ {ȅƴǘƘŜǎƛǎƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΣ Luttwak (1976) theorised the 

changing nature of the frontiers from early political-oriented dynamics (threat of force and client-

states) to fixed, static borders (emphasising territorial-control) and later defence-in-depth (more-

reliant on military aspects). As described [3.1a], all frontiers are dynamic phenomena requiring 

diachronic analysis (Lerner 1984, 67): discussion of temporal change is thus vital to understanding. 

Subsequent critiques include the lack of evidence for empire-wide, centralised policy (Millar 1982, 2; 

Whittaker 1989, 64), under-stating of localised variation in frontier dynamics and environments 

(Mann 1979, 180-181) and an elite, male, Romano-centric focus over alternative perspectives. 

9ƭǘƻƴΩǎ (1996) volume addressed this by investigating other forms of boundary involved in Roman 

frontier-regions (cultural, administrative, ethnic, linguistic, religious), defining overlapping zones of 

influence for different social-groups (but still relying on historical sources).  

It has long-been argued (Fulford 1989, 81), that the development of fixed frontier-systems 

with regularly-disposed garrisons encouraged contact with indigenous groups through promotion of 

trade and settlement, stretching either side of the border (Hanson 1989, 55). More recent 

ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ΨŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩΣ discussing military-civilian dynamics (Gardner 2017b, 66), 

and ƛŘŜŀǎ ƻŦ ΨƘȅōǊƛŘƛǎŀǘƛƻƴΩ or ΨǘƘƛǊŘ ǇƭŀŎŜǎΩ ώоΦмŀϐ, extending these across multiple regions (Gonzalez 

Sanchez and Guglielmi 2017, 7). Moving beyond these broader-regional discussions and fort-vici 

communities however, rural indigenous populations (and their settlements, existing or new) within 

the frontier-zone have seen little focus, a situation that is only recently (and slowly) beginning to 

change for the Roman frontier in northern Britain. Such groups have been approached primarily 

through artefact-based identity-studies, e.g. /ƻƭƭƛƴǎ ŀƴŘ aŎLƴǘƻǎƘΩ (2014) ŀƴŘ tŀǊƪŜǊΩǎ (2017) edited 

volumes discussing themes such as women, children, and local community. This recent theoretical 

development forms immediate context for this thesis, which attempts to examine varied identities 

through landscape-survey data. 

Symbolic and ideological 

components of frontier are a final 

theoretical strand of importance. Pohl 

(2005, 259) argues that monumental 

fortifications created a highly-

ΨwƻƳŀƴƛǎŜŘΩ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ ȊƻƴŜ, attracting 

people from all-around to facilitate 

exchange-networks and cultural-

transfer. Additionally, construction of 

extensive defensive-works, manifested 

most-ŦŀƳƻǳǎƭȅ ƛƴ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ 

forts, is symbolic ƻŦ wƻƳŜΩǎ topographic 

domination, cutting-through existing 

routeways (controlling new access-

points, Figure 27) and consuming large 

volumes of stone and timber (and land 

for ongoing food-supply) from local 

environments. These ideological 

frontier aspects have been further 

developed in recent discussion around 

Figure 27 - Digital-reconstruction of the curtain-wall and Poltross 
.ǳǊƴ ƳƛƭŜŎŀǎǘƭŜ ƻƴ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΣ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ 

the boundary. Source: English Heritage. 
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ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ (Hodgson 2017, Symonds 2021), looking at the impact of the 

boundary as both a unifying influence (particularly for 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-

research. Given arcƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΩǎ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀƭ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ sub-discipline, use of 

aerial survey here builds upon a long history of research. Furthermore, with theoretical focus on 

social, economic, cultural, ideological, and environmental impact of boundaries applied to a wide 

zonal frontier, it aims to build-upon modern academic trends examining the people who lived and 

worked in landscapes on the edges of both Roman and surviving Iron Age worlds, rather than 

focussing on fortifications and politico-military strategies. 

 

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

 
As ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ ƻŦ ƻƴŜΩǎ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎǎ, ǘƘŜ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ 

the study-region would have profoundly affected how people within northern Britannia constructed 

and perceived their own identities, and also how they were in turn viewed, from elsewhere in both 

the Roman Empire and wider Iron Age northern-Europe. Themes of identity have thus been a major 

influence on recent Roman frontier-studies development (Collins and McIntosh 2014; Gardner 2007; 

Gardner 2017a; Gardner 2017b; Hingley 2017). 

Northern Britannia remained a frontier-zone for the entire Roman period, with military 

infrastructure and permanent garrisons greatly influencing the identities of people both already-

there and new to the area. This differs from traditional ΨRomanƛǎŜŘΩ landscapes further south in 

Britain and the wider empire [2.2]. Identities were therefore constructed in different interaction-

contexts (forts, associated vici, and indigenous rural sites) from those elsewhere, with different 

identity-components correspondingly emphasised.  

One major debate has been around relationships between military personnel and civilians 

(and all variations therein), used by archaeologists (e.g. Gardner 2007) to investigate identity along 

the Roman frontiers. Perceptions of the Roman army in 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 1999). Indeed, James (1999, 14) ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ΨwƻƳŀƴ ŀǊƳȅΩ ŀǎ ŀƴ 

entity is a modern concept only. There was no equivalent Latin term for the whole organisation, 

Romans instead referring to groups of individuals organised from the lower ranks upwards (James 

2001b). Gardner (2007, 241) Ƙŀǎ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ŀǘ Ǉƭŀȅ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ΨƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΩΣ ǊŀƴƎƛƴƎ 

from the individual through to associations including place, gender, age, status, community, religion, 

kin-group and unit/profession, and then larger, macro-scale identities such as the army-profession, 

ethnicity or belonging to the Roman world (Figure 28). Consequently, the military did form a well-

defined, self-aware group, with structures imposed from above, but with individual agency 

developing this into more-complex identities (James 1999, 16-18). Modern studies (Collins 2001; 

Gardner 2001; Gardner 2007) therefore attempt to look beyond an army comprising automata, by 

examining diversity of practice, relationships with civilians and the landscape, and status. Roman-

ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ƻŦ ΨŀǊƳȅΩ ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ŦǊƻƳ ƳƻŘŜǊƴ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ 

the identities involved, and needing critique for potential ethnocentrism. 
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In re-ŜȄŀƳƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƛǾƛƭƛŀƴΩ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎȅ Ƙŀǎ 

questioned the distinct natures of these identities. James (2001b, 84) argues that definitions of 

ΨƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅΩ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƴƻƴ-combatants, associates and dependents. Re-analysis of evidence for 

different activities between ŦƻǊǘǎ κ ŦƻǊǘǊŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ΨŎƛǾƛƭƛŀƴΩ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ όvici / canabae) 

has revealed less-definable boundaries between military and civilian than expected, examples from 

Wales and northern England also showing considerable change over time, from more-clearly 

segregated first- and second-century activities to later hybridised, locally-oriented communities 

(Gardner 1999; Gardner 2017a, 15-17). Military-civilian dynamics are therefore one crucial aspect of 

identity in this frontier region. 

On a broader scale, cultural or ethnic components of identity (though constantly shifting) are 

primarily ways of centring oneself in the world. Being on a particular cultural or socio-political 

periphery therefore differently-influences ƻƴŜΩǎ identity: potentially strengthening ties back to a 

cultural-core given unfamiliar surroundings, adapting existing perceptions to new environments, or 

embracing opportunities and influences from the Ψother sideΩ to create a new, ΨhybridΩ identity 

(Naum 2010, 101; Ylimaunu et al. 2014) (below). Thus, άconstruction or reinforcement of identities 

can be seen in certain circumstances to be a response to people being placed into a situation with 

ƴŜǿ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎǎέ (my MA thesis, 2012, unpublished). For example, monumental architecture and 

spatial organisation of Roman forts enforce military, status-ōŀǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ΨwƻƳŀƴΩκ ƛƳǇŜǊƛŀƭ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻf 

identity for the occupants (and those in attached external settlements), via the clearly-defined 

perimeter, networks of straight, ordered movement, central foci of sanctified authority 

(headquarters/principia ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜκpraetorium) and hierarchical 

accommodation (Figure 29) ς these mark the community off from the outside and discipline the 

space within (Gardner 2002, 338).  

However, alongside the over-arching ƛƳǇŜǊƛŀƭ ŎƻǊŜΩǎ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ ώǎŜŜ нΦнŀ ŦƻǊ 

ŎǊƛǘƛǉǳŜ ƻŦ ΨwƻƳŀƴΩ as a term], the varied ethnic and/or cultural origins of the soldiers involved in 

manning those frontiers (and the merchants and tradespeople supporting them) adds more 

Figure 28 - CŀŎŜǘǎ ƻŦ wƻƳŀƴ ΨƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅΩ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΥ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƎǊƻǳǇ-affiliations (different scales, statuses) and other 
highly-variable aspects. Source: Author, derived from Gardner (2007) and others. 
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complexity to such identities. 

Furthermore, these ethno-cultural 

influences on identities in the 

Roman frontier regions changed 

over time, for instance, troops 

with initially largely-Italian origins, 

then wider-Mediterranean and 

eventually more-widespread 

(north-western and central 

European, near-Eastern, north 

African) identities; such varied 

troops moving back and forth 

across the empire alongside later 

local recruitment (Dobson and 

Mann 1973, 200-205). Epigraphy 

and written sources have long-

been primary to such studies 

(Jones 1997, 35), only recently 

greatly augmented by material-

culture studies.  

Mobility and interaction 

ōŜȅƻƴŘ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƛƳƳŜŘƛŀǘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴǎ 

are therefore also crucial to the 

formation of identity, linking to 

other landscapes regionally and 

empire-wide, and creating identities with a range of wider affiliations: for instance, troops or 

merchants with specific ethno-cultural origins moving through (and thus exposed to) different 

cultural- and ethnicity-areas before arriving in northern Britain (with its own local influences). 

However, ancient communication-speed (despite new Roman inter-connectedness) means care is 

needed not to introduce ethnocentric globalising-concepts (Gardner 2017b, 34-35), particularly 

given recent European focus on mobility and migration along Roman frontier-sites tied to associated 

international tourism (Hingley 2018, 86). Also, such levels of mobility were not unprecedented 

(Wells 2001, 8), wider movement and interaction being present throughout later prehistory, a topic 

returned to in Chapters 5-7. Nevertheless, the scale and diversity of movement under Rome was 

unprecedented, offering new opportunities for interaction and identity-construction. 

Alongside the various newly-arrived ethno-cultural identities appearing in northern Britain 

with Roman occupation were the ongoing social and/or cultural affiliations informing indigenous 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎΦ LƴŘŜŜŘΣ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜƴŜǿ ƻǊ ǎǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴ ǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ƻƴŜΩǎ existing surroundings and 

affiliations in the face of externally-imposed change. The impact of pre-Roman local traditions and 

cultural landscapes in northern Britannia thus needs consideration. Given that local environments 

affect perceptions of ƻƴŜΩǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ and can constrain or enable displays of identity (for 

instance, availability of food constraining dietary choices), local influences and relationships further 

inform and impact ƴŜǿ ŀǊǊƛǾŀƭǎΩ conceptions. As identities were primarily formed in local landscape 

contexts due to smaller scales of daily experience, interaction between indigenous and varied 

ΨwƻƳŀƴΩ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ is thus vital to discussion. 

Figure 29 - Standard plan of a Roman fort, showing clearly-delineated, 
ordered axes of movement and defined zones of activity. Source: 

https://romanforts.org/study/study_sectors.php 
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The Rhineland in continental Europe forms a useful parallel for examining such interactions, 

with non-urbanised pre-Roman societies, mixed wooded and cleared agricultural landscapes and 

less-definable indigenous groupings and activities (Carroll 2001, 16-17) similar to Britain. Much work 

has been done in Germany and the Netherlands on interactions between Roman and indigenous 

identities and resultant socio-cultural forms. Indeed, the Roman Rhine frontier seemingly followed a 

potential existing ethno-cultural divide between peoples identified by Rome ŀǎ ΨDŀǳƭǎΩ/Ω/ŜƭǘǎΩ 

όŎŜƴǘǊŜŘ ƛƴ ƳƻŘŜǊƴ CǊŀƴŎŜύ ŀƴŘ ΨDŜǊƳŀƴǎΩ όŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ƴƻǊǘƘ-east) (Carroll 2001, 13-14). Such re-use of 

existing societal boundaries has been previously hypothesised for northern Britain also [Chapters 

5/6]. However, complexity is shown by the blending of different indigenous pre-Roman material-

culture, activities and other socio-cultural forms on both sides of the Rhine (Roymans and Gerritsen 

2006) which undermines Roman categorisations of Gallic and Germanic (Carroll 2001, 112-113) 

showing evidence of interaction and mobility which undoubtedly changed identities locally. Such 

mobility (both on an individual scale (such as military recruitment), and wider group migrations) 

resulted in a constantly-changing situation of politically-defined ethnicities, rather than long-

standing, separate cultures with major associated changes to settlement patterns (Roymans et al. 

2020, 287-288). We must also be careful when discussing ethnic identities derived from Roman 

writing, which served Roman political, administrative and judicial functions rather than relating 

necessarily to actual self-determined cultural or ethnic affiliations (Gardner et al. 2013, 1-2). 

The ongoing developing nature of such identities along the Roman Rhineland periphery is 

shown in the creation of new collective-identities such as the Batavians in the first centuries BC/AD 

(Brather 2005, 140-141; Roymans 2004, 251-253), politically-created by and affiliated with (via 

mutual military support) Rome. Together with other Germanic groups transplanted by Roman 

authorities across the Rhine, this resulted in new ethno-cultural identities directly informed by 

Roman interference (Carroll 2002, 111-112). These Rhineland examples are now seen as socio-

cultural ethnogenesis combining elements and identities from both Roman and Germanic societies 

(Carroll 2001, 10), resulting from Roman political, military and cultural influence associated with 

establishment of the frontier. This then laid the foundation for later Roman civitas organisation (e.g. 

Nijmegen for the Batavians) to further secure the frontier (Roymans 2004, 251-253). Meanwhile, the 

later ΨCǊŀƴƪƛǎƘ /ƻƴŦŜŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩ (Miller 1993, 277) and Alamanni in Germany (Carroll 2001, 114) and 

the equivalent ΨtƛŎǘǎΩ ƛƴ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ .Ǌƛǘŀƛƴ ōŜȅƻƴŘ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ (Hunter 2007, 1) are usually 

interpreted as external responses ǘƻ wƻƳŜΩǎ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ presence. This complexity of responses and 

interactions, changing spatially and over time, therefore has important resonance for the influences 

acting upon identities on the northern British frontier. 

Alongside broader culture or ethnicity, further components of identity such as gender, age 

or religion/spirituality [2.1d] might be affected by distance from a ŎƻǊŜΩǎ societal norms and 

proximity to alternative standpoints on those aspects. As discussed in 2.2a however, such aspects of 

identity will only be addressed briefly via site-based evidence in this project, due to the large-scale 

survey nature of the primary data used. Class and status are highly-stratified in imperial-states and 

exposure to differing, less-obviously hierarchical societal structures (for instance, late-Iron Age 

northern Britannia) would impact such conceptions. Conversely, the military context of many sites in 

this imperial frontier region would reinforce aspects of rank and status.  

Peripheries of large cultures/states are potentially more important than cores for the 

ongoing development of identities. Gardner (2017a, 3) thus argues that cultural identities (e.g. 

ΨwƻƳŀƴΩ ƻǊ Ψ.ǊƛǘƻƴΩύ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ-often defined in peripheries than those politiesΩ central areas due to 

greater opportunity for the integration of differing perspectives and identities which help define 
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them, Green and Perlman (1985, 9) also suggesting that wider social-change is more-visible on 

frontiers. Hekster and Kaizer (2011, 11) further argue that as people moved back and forth across 

the frontier, they would switch between exhibiting different aspects of their identity, dependent on 

where in the borderland they were. Recent studies have thus emphasised boundary-zones as places 

of transformation and creativity, enabling varied connectivity and encounters (Hingley 2018, 85), all 

influencing the nature of identities constructed there. 

Alongside weakening or strengthening existing identity affiliations and components derived 

from the socio-political or ethno-cultural cores to either side, frontiers additionally give rise to 

ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ΨōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘŜǊΩ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘies: ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴΩǎ peripheral location in the world directly-affecting how 

they see themselves and are in turn seen. Frontier people can define themselves in relation to the 

frontier itself, emphasising that peripherality in construction of their identity. As argued by Turner 

(1893, 226-227) during early American frontier-theory, traits of rugged coarseness, inquisitiveness, 

quick-thinking and restlessness, taken from the frontier itself, become embedded in personal (and 

group) identities (Figure 

30). Another defining 

characteristic is the 

ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ ΨƻǘƘŜǊƴŜǎǎΩ 

(Baud and Van Schendel 

1997, 213), relating to 

those from beyond the 

boundary (varying 

ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻƴ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ 

perspective). For the 

period in question, an 

obvious example would 

ōŜ ƛŘŜŀǎ ƻŦ ΨōŀǊōŀǊƛŀƴΩ 

[2.2a] defined by Roman 

writers. Relationships 

between people defining 

themselves in relation to 

one group, and those 

they perceive to be from 

the boundaryΩs other 

side, are thus crucial frontier dynamics.  

As with identity, we must be careful when applying modern definitions of frontier to past 

situations. Thus, our own definitions (with potential ethnocentric associations from modern borders 

and identities) must be applied carefully. Furthermore, there is very little contemporary written 

evidence about concepts of frontier from Roman imperial viewpoints, and these would also have 

been very different to those of existing local peoples and groups (and to those living on the frontier 

itself, regardless of affiliation); each conception of boundary-making undoubtedly distinct and 

complex. Finally, it must be remembered that frontiers are highly-variable in nature along their 

extent (spatially and temporally), resulting in need to study small-scale interaction, perceptions, and 

responses against broader characterisations. 

 

Figure 30 - Depictions of northern-Ψ.ǊƛǘƻƴǎΩ ώƭŜŦǘϐ ŀƴŘ Ǉƻǎǘ-medieval border-reivers 
[right], attesting attributes of ruggedness and frontier-living. Source: 

http://www.thetimetravellers.org.uk/brigantes -group.html http://reivers.info/reiver  
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3.2c ς Concepts of Frontier Applied to Iron Age and Roman Landscapes 

 
The frontier-nature of these landscapes affects not only their contemporary observation, but 

also environmental, economic, and societal/cultural opportunities afforded by the peripheral 

context. Though boundaries appear in nature, defining of borders and frontiers is anthropocentric, 

as with landscape-conception (Kristof 1959, 276-277). Nonetheless, many Roman frontiers were 

defined according to environmental considerations (rivers, deserts, mountains) [3.2a]. Franconi 

(2017, 85) argues that alongside transport, communication and defence opportunities, rivers like the 

Rhine also had active roles in local societies. While the Roman frontier under study was not riverine, 

rivers played a role in its operation, and other natural features had similar dynamism, affecting both 

its role as a barrier and connectivity through and along it (Symonds 2021) [3.3b]. 

Frontier concepts influence both past and modern-day perceptions of such regions. 

Borderland landscapes are often thought marginal, both in relation to ŀ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊȅΩǎ core but also 

economically, socially, and culturally. As with identities [3.2b], connotations including ruggedness, 

remoteness, bad weather and untameable nature influence landscape-conceptions around these 

peripheries (for the Roman northern frontier, this corresponds with the highest uplands in England). 

Related ideas include activities and processes in the landscape being concentrated in a few key 

places (e.g. forts/vici), whilst other components such as local settlements are traditionally seen as 

more-dispersed and smaller-scale than those closer to core-areas. A resultant issue in the study-area 

is the archaeological focus on ΨwƻƳŀƴΩ sites, at the expense of indigenous features (something this 

thesis hopes to address). Interactions of forts with surroundings are primarily assessed via economic 

processes (presence of fort hinterlands, systems of food-supply). Frontiers also add connotations of 

opportunity or adaptation to unfamiliar environments, or alternatively imposition of ideas, practices, 

and perceptions from central-regions onto remote landscapes. 

Movement as social-action is crucial to landscape construction, facilitating perception and 

interaction. In borderland situations, boundaries hinder existing forms of landscape interaction by 

functioning as barriers or permeable filtersΦ CƻǊ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΣ ǘƘƛǎ includes the main ΨŎǳǊǘŀƛƴ ǿŀƭƭΩΣ 

the Vallum (linear earthwork banks and ditch behind the Wall, postulated as demarcating the 

ΨƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ-ƻƴƭȅ ȊƻƴŜΩ) and also fort perimeters. Conversely, roads and other infrastructure offer new 

modes and alignments of travel (connecting military installations to one another and further afield). 

Travelling through an imperial frontier landscape was thus highly-controlled (Given 2004, 51). Forts 

were also sited strategically on natural routeways (valleys, passes, river-crossings or oases) to both 

control indigenous movement and protect Roman communications (Fentress 1979, 112; Hanson 

2014, 6). Rivers, whilst forming natural boundaries, also acted as communication-lines, controlled by 

carefully-positioned installations (Hanson 2014, 7). While frontiers have aspects associated with 

remoteness, their nature as part of larger systems (Hudson 1969; Wallerstein 1974) [3.1a] means 

they are inherently-connected to landscapes near and far within the socio-economic, cultural or 

political spheres they define [3.1a/3.2a], to either side.  

Therefore, frontiers/borders directly and indirectly affected creation of both identity and 

landscape in the Iron Age and Roman periods for the study-region, and frontier-theory thus 

comprises the third major component of the thesis theoretical framework. 
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3.3 ς The Northernmost Frontier of the Roman Empire 

3.3a ς Archaeological Research on Northern Britain: A Historiography 

 

Having discussed wider frontier-theory and Roman peripheries more-generally, disciplinary 

approaches to studying Iron Age/Roman dynamics for the particular frontier comprising this project-

area can now be examined. Current understanding of these periods within the region is summarised 

in the regional and IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ research-frameworks [Chapter 1]. The World Heritage Site 

comprises a 1-6km wide buffer-ȊƻƴŜ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ Roman coastal-defences 

of Cumbria, largely based-upon visibility (Breeze et al. 2011, 82). The WHS area and research-

framework were not designed to cover Iron Age activity, nor the wider frontier-region (Symonds and 

Mason 2009b, 2,16), which are therefore covered by the regional-frameworks. 

 ²ƘƛƭŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ŦƻǊ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩs Wall has a long pedigree (Figure 31), the surrounding 

borderland and wider frontier-region have less-intensive histories of research. A detailed 

historiography is not necessary, given excellent summaries in the research-frameworks and regular 

syntheses by leading experts (see Breeze 2019, Hodgson 2017 and Symonds 2021 for the latest). To 

summarise therefore, following initial reporting of the Wŀƭƭ ƛƴ ²ƛƭƭƛŀƳ /ŀƳŘŜƴΩǎ мрфф Britannia, 

antiquarians continuously added to overall-understanding through survey and excavation, including 

19th-century purchase aƴŘ ΨŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ƭŀǊƎŜ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ōȅ WƻƘƴ /ƭŀȅǘƻƴ. More-ƳƻŘŜǊƴΣ ΨǎcientificΩ 

investigations began in the 1890s. Early-20th century research excavations at key Roman military and 

urban sites were undertaken by both local interested amateurs and academics from Durham and 

Figure 31 - !ƴǘƛǉǳŀǊƛŀƴ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ōȅ IƻǊǎƭŜȅ ώƭŜŦǘϐ ŀƴŘ aŀŎ[ŀǳŎƘƭŀƴ ώǊƛƎƘǘϐΣ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ 
features. Source: https://perlineamvalli.wordpress.com/2011/10/04/mapping-hadrians-wall/  
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Newcastle, before many borderland-features entered state-stewardship in 1945. Longstanding 

intervention, consolidation and survey included research at Housesteads, Wallsend, South Shields 

and Birdoswald, alongside the famous, ongoing Vindolanda research-project (Symonds and Mason 

2009a, xvii-xix). Carlisle and Newcastle (and more-recently their suburbs) saw much development-

led archaeology. Ascertaining phased-development of sites, such excavations also added extensive 

artefactual and ecofactual assemblages allowing analysis of Roman-period daily life. However, there 

has been notable focus on Roman military sites (and attached settlements) rather than indigenous 

landscapes in which they were situated (Figure 31). 

Non-intrusive survey has been important to this frontierΩǎ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ. Following 

antiquarian plans and comprehensive 1850s surveys by Henry MacLauchlan (Figure 31), analytical 

field survey [2.1c] has been integral to many studies by the Ministry of Works and subsequent 

heritage-bodies. As mentioned, [3.2a], aerial survey has also been fundamental, commencing with 

Crawford and St. Joseph (Hunter and Carruthers 2012b, 6), followed by regular seasons of flying for 

specialist archaeological purposes by heritage-bodies, local professional and amateur fliers, and 

academics. North-west England/south-west Scotland saw extensive aerial photography by 

Manchester University (Higham and Jones 1975), Cumbria County Council, and RCHME over both 

upland and lowland landscapes (Brennand et al. 2006b, 16, 19). North-eastern England has seen 

large aerial surveys commissioned by Northumberland National Park and flown by Tim Gates (1997; 

2004) and others, complementing widespread field-surveys and excavations by George Jobey (1960; 

1963; 1964b; 1970; 1973a; 1977; 1978b) on indigenous rural settlements (Petts and Gerrard 2006, 

38-39; Symonds 2009, 9). For the Roman borderland, aerial-mapping has taken place via the 

IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ NMP (Oakey 2009), while other NMP projects are dotted through the wider frontier-

region [Chapter 4] (Figure 32). Largescale landscape-projects comprising aerial and ground-based 

surveys ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘŜŘ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩǎ uplands (e.g. Discovering Our Hillfort Heritage in the 

Cheviots (Oswald et al. 2006); Miner-Farmer Landscapes in the North Pennines (Oakey et al. 2012; 

Went and Ainsworth 2013)), though such surveys are less-common in lowland landscapes. Surveys of 

Iron Age and Roman-period sites in southern Scotland also have a long history, building upon the 

Ordnance SurveyΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ (Hunter and Carruthers 2012a, 116), though integration of site-based 

studies into holistic, wider-landscape research has only-recently begun (Hunter and Carruthers 

2012b, iv,10).  

 Traditional narratives of the Roman border focussed on construction and development of 

military installations, attempting to connect these with wider historical events and particular named 

Romans (Hingley and Hartis 2011, 81; Hodgson 2009a, 1) [3.2a]. While this detail around chronology 

ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƛƴǘŜǊǊŜƭŀǘŜ ƳŀƪŜ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ-understood Roman periphery, 

Figure 32 - 9ȄǘǊŀŎǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ bat ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎΣ нллн-2008. Source: 
https://historicengland.org.uk/research/methods/airborne-remote-sensing/aerial-investigation/ 
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Hingley et al. (2012, 760) suggest this may actually constrain modern reinterpretations. Indeed, few 

new questions have been investigated regarding the nature of interaction between groups, local 

economy (beyond military-supply) and environment (Petts and Gerrard 2006, 146; Philpott and 

Brennand 2007, 57). The focus on Roman fortifications led to a knowledge disparity between Roman 

and native sites (and military and indigenous landscapes) for much of the region, with the two often 

studied separately. Many Roman-frontier syntheses thus continue to focus on forts, vici, and 

associated infrastructure, leaving wider-regional studies ǘƻ ŘŜŀƭ ǿƛǘƘ ΨƴŀǘƛǾŜΩ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜs. 

Much discussion involves ǘƘŜ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩǎ operation in contexts of imperial socio-economic 

systems: for instance, the function of milecastles and gateways, controlling cross-border movement 

and trade (Hodgson 2009a) and networks of supply and communication [2.3a, 3.2a]. Debate around 

the broader frontier-zone is dominated by definition as a distinct ΨƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ȊƻƴŜΩ (Millett 1990) 

and/ƻǊ ΨƴŀǘƛǾŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΩ (Dark and Dark 1997), lacking evidence for Roman socio-economic 

developments similar to those in southern Britain (Higham 1989). Together, these show the ongoing 

influence of 20th-century ideas of Romanisation. Post-processual and post-colonial theory have 

influenced recent frontier-study (Mattingly 2011) via discussions of identity and landscape, including 

ideological aspects of the border affecting landscape-perception, control of interaction affecting 

identity-creation, and re-evaluation of substantial artefactual and ecofactual assemblages to address 

previously-overlooked elements of frontier-society (e.g. Collins and McIntosh 2014; Hingley and 

Allason-Jones 2009). Nonetheless, these elements need further research. 

As mentioned above [2.2b, 2.3b], more-recent excavations at several sites in south-east 

Northumberland, just ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘ (Hodgson et al. 2012), together with 

broader synthesis of the full excavated settlement record up to 2013 (generally lowland sites in 

northern England) as part of the Roman Rural Settlement Project (Allen et al. 2017; Smith et al. 2016; 

Smith et al. 2018) have contributed greatly to discussions. They have somewhat upended traditional 

narratives of small, stone-built farmsteads and widespread pastoralism (with limited arable) north of 

the Tyne, based largely upon upland aerial and field surveys and limited excavations mentioned 

above. These new investigations have enabled renewed discussion around the nature and density of 

indigenous settlements (particularly in the lowlands) and the mixed-agricultural landscapes in which 

ǘƘŜȅ ŜȄƛǎǘŜŘΣ ƴƻǊǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǎƻǳǘƘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴ ŜƴŀōƭŜŘ ōƻǘƘ ǿƛŘŜǊ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 

the interaction of upland and lowland communities regionally, and also re-assessment of the 

ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²all (Breeze 2019; Hodgson 2017). Such evidence has suggested 

initial Roman military activity in the region facilitated further economic-growth, ongoing from the 

late Iron Age, but ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳŀƭƛǎƛƴƎ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ŎŜƴǘǳǊȅ !5 resulted in substantial 

socio-economic changes (at least in the lowlands), with abandonment of settlements and changing 

life-styles (Hodgson et al. 2012, Hodgson 2017, Symonds 2021). 

In summary, the development of study of ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΩǎ Roman frontier has paralleled, 

and often led, wider trends in Roman-frontier understanding, due to extensive archaeological 

archived and ongoing research across the region. However, as has been shown by recent work, 

alternative aspects to military and provincial-level socio-economic dynamics need further 

investigation, to understand the peripheral area in its entirety. 

 

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

 

Having summarised the historiography of regional investigation [3.3a], this section will 

assess current understanding of the Roman EƳǇƛǊŜΩǎ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅ ƛƴ ƴƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΣ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀǎ ŀ 
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military-frontier from the late-first to early-fifth centuries AD, occupying an enduring, but also 

changing, indigenous landscape. 

Historical-based accounts suggest first-century northern Britain between the Humber and 

southern Scotland to have been the territory of the Brigantes (generally-agreed to comprise a 

confederation of smaller socio-cultural groups), centred in North Yorkshire (Breeze 2008, 63-65) and 

surrounded by several, more-distinct ΨǘǊƛōŜǎΩ. After decades of Roman interaction with the Brigantes, 

permanent military occupation in the region began c.AD71 under Governor Cerialis, with founding of 

Eboracum (York) as a legionary headquarters and establishment of a network of forts and roads 

across northern England (Ottaway 2013, 93-94). Material-evidence from Ribchester, Lancaster and 

Carlisle suggest a contemporary Roman military arrival in the north-west (Philpott 2006, 63), fort-

locations either side of the Pennines suggesting naval supply and communication as key to this 

invasion and ongoing occupation. 

As discussed [2.3], military-expansion took place into pre-existing landscapes of mixed 

pastoral and arable agriculture, accompanied by settlement-hierarchies of varied form. Hingley 

(2004) defines differing indigenous rural-settlement patterns regionally: Yorkshire/County Durham 

(similar though less-intensive settlement forms to southern Britain); upland areas and north-western 

England (mostly enclosed settlements with little hierarchy); and further north (similar, but with 

hillforts and other site-types revealing potential social-stratification). Communities would have 

experienced a series of locally-distinctive but not necessarily clearly-bounded landscapes (Crellin et 

al. 2016, 8; James 2001a). Some researchers previously postulated an existing frontier-zone 

reflected in differences in settlement-form, material-culture and agricultural-practices south and 

north of the Tyne-Eden Valleys (Allason-Jones 2009, 219-220; van der Veen 1992), often attributed 

to boundaries between the (Roman-defined) aforementioned Brigantes and tribal-groups further 

north (Symonds and Mason 2009b, 2). This area, reoccupied by the later-Roman borderland (below) 

is generally devoid of indigenous central-place sites or hillforts (Symonds 2009, 5).  

Extensive work by Jobey, aerial-surveyors and others [6.2] provides the foundations 

underpinning understanding of indigenous settlement distribution and morphology in upland parts 

of the region (Allason-Jones 2002, 823), ubiquitous site-assemblages comprising limited ceramics, 

quern-stones and occasional ornaments 

(Allason-Jones 2009, 217; Collins 2014). 

The most-common settlement-forms here 

are enclosed farmsteads with 

roundhouses, pens, and yards (Figure 33), 

constructed in stone or timber (likely-

dependent on local resource-availability) 

and representing single family-units (Dark 

and Dark 1997, 80-82; Hingley and Allason-

Jones 2009, 148). Other identified 

indigenous landscape-features in areas of 

good earthwork preservation include 

coaxial rectilinear field-systems, trackways 

and cord-rig fields (narrow, uneven 

cultivation-ridges from small-scale crop-

growing) suggesting localised subsistence 

cultivation (Huntley 2009, 110). An issue  
Figure 33 - Aerial photograph of typical indigenous rural-
settlement at Gillsmere Sike, Lune valley (Oakey 2015). 
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with understanding 

these upland 

landscapes is the 

general lack of 

material-culture, 

resulting in inference 

from settlement 

morphology being 

relied-upon to 

interpret both 

settlement activities 

and processes (Taylor 

2001, 49), and also 

problematic for 

dating of sites, thus 

providing long date-

ranges for potentially 

short-lived phases 

(Hodgson and 

Brennand 2007, 51). 

There is thus a need 

for better-dating at 

most sites (Collins 

2014, 166; Hodgson 

and Brennand 2006, 

51; Huntley 2009, 

108; Symonds and 

Mason 2009b, 16). 

Another problem is 

that less-well 

preserved site-types 

(such as unenclosed 

roundhouses) are 

hard to identify from 

remote-sensing alone 

(Symonds 2009, 7), 

Figure 34 - Distribution 
maps of different types of 

settlement from the 
Roman Rural Settlement 

Project, showing two of its 
regions: lowland north-
east England (top) and 

upland northern England 
(bottom) (Smith et al. 

2016, 246,316). 
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methods which make up much of the landscape investigation in these remote uplands.  

The bias towards well-preserved upland settlement evidence has been somewhat offset by 

the aforementioned [3.3a] recent focus on lowland excavations, many resulting from development-

led work. The Roman Rural Settlement Project (RRS) offers broader regional insights into settlement 

patterns, examining excavated artefactual, structural and ecofactual evidence for topics such as 

architecture and site form, agriculture, indǳǎǘǊȅΣ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘΣ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƭƛǾŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǎǇƛǊƛǘǳŀƭ 

beliefs and burial practices (Smith et al. 2016, xx-xxi,9). Thƛǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎΩ study region is split between two 

of the RRS regions ς the north (the uplands of northern England and much of the north-west lower-

lying valleys and 

coastline) (Smith et al. 

2016, 308) and north-

east (lowlands of the 

east Midlands, 

Yorkshire, Country 

Durham and southern 

Northumberland) 

(Smith et al. 2016, 

242), divided by natural 

environment character 

and Roman settlement 

dynamics (Figure 34). 

Though both regions 

show long-lived late-

Iron Age landscape 

organisation 

(compared to areas 

further south), 

persisting into the 

third/fourth centuries 

AD (ibid. 280,314-315), 

indigenous settlement 

patterns differ more 

considerably, with 

enclosed farmsteads 

(82% of sites) 

containing circular 

structures (95%) in the 

north (ibid., 311,320) 

and more complex 

settlements, including 

Roman forms of 

building, in the north-

east (Figure 34). 

Meanwhile, Hodgson et 

al.Ωǎ όнлмнύ ǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ 

Figure 35 - Morphology of different indigenous settlements excavated across lowland 
ŀƴŘ ǳǇƭŀƴŘ bƻǊǘƘǳƳōŜǊƭŀƴŘΣ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ŦƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ǎŎŀƭŜΥ ǊŜǾŜŀƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
size and complexity of the lowland examples in comparison to upland sites (e.g. Tower 

Knowe) (Hodgson et al. 2012, 190). 
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south-east NorthumberlandΩǎ coastal plain shows a similar lowland pattern extending further north 

than previously thought. Excavation of several complex farmstead sites (East and West Brunton, 

Blagdon Park, Burradon) with important radiocarbon-dated chronologies has shown a late-Iron Age 

predominance of regularly-spaced (c.1km apart) enclosed settlements from around 200BC, with 

open settlements also present between these showing potential site-hierarchy (Hodgson et al. 2012, 

186-189). These sites are larger than the earthwork and stone-built upland examples (above) and 

more complex in both form (Figure 35) and surviving material-culture, preserving evidence of a 

mixed-agriculture of cereal-cultivation and pastoralism (ibid., 193-205). This pattern survives largely 

into the mid/late-second century (Hodgson et al. 2012, 213-214; Hodgson 2017, 130), which has 

allowed re-analysis of the impact of the Roman frontier (below). Indeed, Roman materials including 

ceramics and glass indicate many sites across the frontier region survived into the period of military 

occupation (Allason-Jones 2009, 218-219), with particular site-types suggestive of more-intensive 

Roman landscape-influence in discrete parts of the region, particularly from County Durham 

southwards and in the Eden valley [5.4/6.4]. More-substantial Iron Age sites include hillforts 

(generally isolated examples across much of northern England, excepting areas of greater density in 

parts of the Pennines and Cheviots [6.2b]) and unique sites [5.4/6.4], such as Stanwick in lowland 

North Yorkshire, interpreted as a late-Iron Age central-place for the Brigantes, with high-status 

occupation, craft-working and pre-occupation Roman material-culture (Haselgrove 2016). 

Following the Roman occupation of northern England, Governor !ƎǊƛŎƻƭŀΩǎ ŜȄǇŀƴǎƛƻƴ as far 

as north-eastern Scotland (AD80s), described by TacitusΩ ōƛƻƎǊŀǇƘȅ (translated in Birley 2009), 

prototyped linear-boundaries (roads lined with forts and watch-towers) along the Highlands-fringe 

and Gask Ridge (Woolliscroft and Hoffman 2006, 14), followed by withdrawal to southern Scotland 

and then northern England by AD90. First suggestion of a Roman politico-military south-north 

division in the study-region is the so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ Ψ{ǘŀƴŜƎŀǘŜ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩ όCƛƎǳǊŜ ос, top): a military-road along 

the isthmus between the River Tyne and Solway Estuary (along the above potential native 

Figure 36 - Map of the Tyne-{ƻƭǿŀȅ wƻƳŀƴ ōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ψ{ǘŀƴŜƎŀǘŜΩ ŀƴŘ IŀŘǊƛŀƴƛŎ ǇƘŀǎŜǎΦ {ƻǳǊŎŜΥ 
http://www.civilization.org.uk/the -golden-age/empire/britannia/  
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boundary), connecting first-century forts and fortlets between Corbridge and Carlisle, established 

after the withdrawal from Scotland (Hodgson 2009b). Frontier-scholars suggest ǘƘƛǎ ΨŘŜŦŜƴŘŜŘ ǊƻŀŘ-

systemΩ is the first phase of the northern frontier, although whether it was intended as a permanent 

boundary or merely represented the furthest-extension of the expansion-oriented military 

communications-network at that time remains unclear. Recent evidence for ongoing thriving 

first/early-second century AD lowland settlement on the Northumberland coastal plain has been 

ƘȅǇƻǘƘŜǎƛǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǾƛƭΩǎ /ŀǳǎŜǿŀȅ ǊƻŀŘ όŀƴŘ its attendant military sites) being a 

north-eastward extension of the Stanegate (which is only known as far east as Corbridge), the 

former following the lowland-upland boundary, encircling and protecting a pro-Roman landscape 

(Hodgson et al. 2012, 212; Hodgson 2017, 47).  

Whether or not the Stanegate was perceived as a border by the Roman military or local 

indigenous population, it was nevertheless consolidated as-such during the AD120s, with the 

constructed linear defensive-workΣ ǿƛǘƘ ΨƳƛƭŜŎŀǎǘƭŜΩ ŦƻǊǘƭŜǘǎ and two turrets between each, today 

ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨIŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΩ (Figure 36, bottom). The new border-line moved north of the Stanegate to 

better command local landscapes, atop the imposing Whin Sill and westward scarp-dip topography 

[2.3c], sited with south-facing aspects prioritised, potentially for signalling (Bidwell 2009, 36-37). This 

linked the Tyne and Solway estuaries, extending west along the Cumbrian coastline via a series of 

free-standing towers and fortlets (Bidwell 2009, 34). Communication-networks linking components 

of the Roman frontier-zone include major south-north roads from York to Corbridge and thence 

Newstead (Dere Street [6.1a]), and Chester to Birrens via Carlisle [5.1a]. Other roads linked these 

across the Pennines: the Stanegate and ΨaƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ²ŀȅΩ όǇŀǊŀƭƭŜƭ ǘƻ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘe Stainmore 

Pass further south, with further roads connecting new sites to the network (Hingley and Allason-

Jones 2009, 164-165). Coastal and river-located forts attest the importance of water-borne transport 

to this network (ibid., 166). 

Previous research has focussed on ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊΩǎ phasing, including the delayed-decision to 

move forts from the Stanegate onto the Wall (Bidwell 2009, 34), the establishment, nature and 

longevity of vici (Crow and Mason 2009, 63-65), various re-buildings of the Wall itself (initial use of 

turf in the western half, different breadths of stone-construction, etc) (Bennett 2002; Hingley et al. 

2012, 763; Hunneysett 2017)Σ ŀƴŘ ΨŀōŀƴŘƻƴƳŜƴǘ ǇƘŀǎŜǎΩΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǎƘƻǊǘ-lived (AD140s-160s) 

northward-advance ǘƻ ǘƘŜ Ψ!ƴǘƻƴƛƴŜ ²ŀƭƭΩ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ CƻǊǘƘ-Clyde isthmus in central Scotland (Bidwell 

2009, 34-35) and early-third century campaigning under Emperor Septimius Severus. Recent 

research has examined the changing nature of sites into the late/post-Roman periods (Wilmott 

2009, 167-169). The other academic focus has been ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅΩǎ purpose and 

function (see Hanson 2009), varying between a manned military barrier keeping less-peaceful 

northward native-groups out of the province; a way of controlling movement and trade along the 

ŜƳǇƛǊŜΩǎ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅ region (the ƳƛƭŜŎŀǎǘƭŜǎ ŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ΨŎǳǎǘƻƳǎΩ ŎƘŜŎƪǇƻƛƴǘǎύ; and/or an ideological 

statement of Roman military and political power (to those both within and outside) (Hingley and 

Hartis 2011, 84). All of these remain debated, with Breeze (2019) taking the view that the form and 

purpose of the boundary changed over time, according to circumstance and need. 

Nevertheless, widespread abandonment or reduction of settlement sites in both lowland 

ŀƴŘ ǳǇƭŀƴŘ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎǎ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŀ ǿƛŘŜǎǇǊŜŀŘΣ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ 

landscape, scientifically-dated in lowland Northumberland to around AD200 and extending further 

than just a local military-ŜƴŦƻǊŎŜŘ ŎƭŜŀǊŀƴŎŜ ōŜȅƻƴŘ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ (Hodgson et al. 2012, 215-217; 

Hodgson 2017, 131-132). Further beyond ǘƘŜ ōƻǊŘŜǊΣ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ΨƻǳǘŜǊ ŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩΣ ǎǘǳŘȅ Ƙŀǎ relied 

upon largely-theoretical models (given lack of both permanently-occupied Roman sites and 
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extensive material-culture on upland indigenous sites) ranging from the periphery having little to no 

impact on indigenous landscapes through to Rome being used in native socio-political 

transformations (as either ally or threat) (Hunter 2007, 2-5).  

Academic study of the frontier itself has therefore generally focussed on the narrow 

ōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ƛǘǎŜƭŦΣ with major sites in the hinterland (York) seeing 

extensive work on an individual basis (generally referencing but not-really discussing their role in the 

wider periphery). Where larger landscapes are studied, networks of military communication and 

supply have dominated discussion, rather than wider interactions between the differing identities 

and social-groupings at play, something only more-recently considered (e.g. Breeze 2019; Hodgson 

2017; Symonds 2021). Given historiographical bias towards military and urban sites, and issues with 

indigenous settlementǎΩ site-based evidence for much of the project-area (above), this study 

therefore investigates wider landscape-patterns when examining the people and environments 

operating within the frontier-ȊƻƴŜ ŀǎ ŀ ǿƘƻƭŜΣ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛƴƎ ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƴƻǊǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǎƻǳǘƘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ 

Wall, and east-west across the region (as proposed by the research-frameworks).   
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Chapter 4: Theoretical Framework, Research Questions and 

Methodology 
 
 Three bodies of archaeological theory: landscape [Chapter 2] and frontier [Chapter 3] and 

identity [Chapters 2/3], framing the data-analysis in this thesis, have been introduced, alongside 

current archaeological understanding of the Roman frontier region and northern BritainΩǎ ƭŀǘŜǊ-

prehistoric and Roman landscapes. This chapter will therefore draw these concepts together as a 

framework for discussing ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ research-questions [4.1], before outlining the methodological 

approaches for collection and analysis of the data [4.2]. The data newly-created or reassessed here 

comprises that from largescale aerial survey [2.1c]: monument-based polygonal and line data 

following Historic England (HE) Aerial Investigation and Mapping (formerly National Mapping 

Programme) standards. What is novel here is combination of this data with other forms of existing 

evidence, such as excavated evidence from individual site records and the broader regional 

overviews (Smith et al. 2016, 242-281,308-330) of the Roman Rural Settlement Project and also 

palaeo-environmental research, to address the theoretical-informed questions in an academic 

context. 

 

4.1 ς Drawing Together A Theoretical Framework 

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

 
 These three areas of theory are important when discussing northern Britain, the Roman 

frontier, and its impact on existing late-Iron Age landscapes. Indeed, the aforementioned research 

frameworks [3.3a] all suggest that existing archaeological evidence be used to develop wider 

theoretical perspectives for topics such as identity, social interaction and landscape (over time), 

integrating different data-sets such as topographic, aerial-photographic, lidar and geophysical 

surveys alongside metal-detected finds, field-walking and excavation (Hunter and Carruthers 2012b, 

iv). Each theoretical body (identity, landscape, and frontier) plays a part in researching northern 

Britannia, though they are not-often deployed for examining aerial- or field-survey data, which is 

generally used to provide a backdrop or context for site-based, intensive investigations. 

 Figure 37 suggests some of the major connections between the three bodies of theory, 

creating the various dynamics at play in the frontier landscape, and drawing-upon concepts 

identified in Chapters 2 and 3. This is the framework in which the survey data was assessed. These 

interlocking themes vary in scale and importance at any point in time, but also change over time. 

Frontiers by their very nature are transitional, ever-changing places, both spatially and temporally, 

operating on several levels, from individual interaction to grander political and military strategies. 

Four major dynamics have been identified due to their role in all three theoretical bodies, each with 

various sub-themes, and landscape-connectivity common to all.  

Movement is integral to identity: defining, connecting, and placing people throughout their 

lived experience, also facilitating interaction. Landscape and boundaries both influence (constrain 

and enable) movement and provide physical and ideological contexts for its undertaking. Interaction 

is how identity is constructed and maintained, with landscape the medium in which that occurs and 

frontiers weakening and/or strengthening ties to wider cultures and societies (via enforcement of 

social norms, opposition, creation of new opportunities, and hybridisation). Situation is crucial, 

defining ƻƴŜΩǎ ǇƭŀŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƭŘ όƛΦŜΦ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘȅΣ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ on the frontier via ideas of peripherality to 
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larger systems or cultures and weakening or strengthening of this connection, or alternatively 

creating new opportunities for adoption or opposition), and integral to concepts of landscape. 

Environment constrains or facilitates activities or actions [2.3c], defining identities of those within it 

(and subsequent landscape-perceptions) and shaping frontiers 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 aerial-survey mapping was augmented with other forms of evidence 

(Figure 38). While many of the themes can be addressed by largescale spatial-distributions and 

examination of landscape-connectivity and divisions (natural or human), existing published palaeo-

Figure 38 - Flow-cƘŀǊǘ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ Řŀǘŀ-analysis stage, including data-sources used and how they were 
deployed to answer the research-questions, stated below [4.1b, 4.2a]. 

Figure 37 - Tripartite theoretical-framework for the research, showing major connections between identity, landscape, 
and frontier theory. 
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environmental evidence was needed to ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǎƻƳŜ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΣ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ψ9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΩ 

dynamic, whilst artefactual and ecofactual assemblages from published excavations, surveys and 

syntheses were consulted to investigate more identity-focussed elements. Results from site-based 

surveys and excavations were also required for smaller scales of activity and interaction. 

 

4.1b ς Theoretical Themes and Questions 

 
 Having introduced the tripartite theoretical framework underlying the current study, specific 

research-questions asked of the data must now be presented. A major driver for this research was 

the need to bring theory and practice together for a regionally-important type of data (non-intrusive 

survey) which had little past theoretical investigation. This was then applied to the northern frontier 

of Roman Britain, focussing on larger-scale patterning and what it tells us about daily-life, moving 

from landscape to site (as opposed to ΨsiteΩ being the object of study, contextualised by landscape). 

Theoretical contexts of identity, landscape and frontier were used (via the research-questions listed) 

to assess primary and secondary data analysed during the project, examining how effectively aerial-

survey data (and other sources used) could be utilised for academic research. 

 

Research-questions are divided into the three theoretical themes: 

¶ Identity ς  

o Did ways in which people in the late-Iron Age and Roman periods perceived 

themselves (and others) affect the way they viewed and interacted with their 

surroundings? 

o Is there clear vŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ΨƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅΩ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƛǾƛƭƛŀƴΩ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΚ !ǊŜ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŜǾŜƴ 

valid for such an analysis? 

o Did this change over time and if so, was this transformation gradual or sudden? 

¶ Landscape ς  

o How did the ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ natural environment affect activities and actions of people 

within it during the period under study, and how did they in turn affect their 

environment? 

o How did existing settlements, field-systems and other features (such as symbolic 

places) of the late-Iron Age cultural landscape affect Roman developments in the 

frontier zone? 

o How did this landscape (and thus interactions with it) vary across the wider region? 

¶ Frontier ς 

o How did the Romans perceive the frontier region? 

o How did the frontier impact the existing landscape, natural and cultural? Did this 

change over time? 

o Lǎ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΣ ƻǊ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 
east and west of the Pennines? 

 

4.2 ς Methodological Concerns and Questions 

4.2a ς Data Sources in the Current Study 

 
 Having identified ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜǎƛǎΩ theoretical underpinnings and the framework for qualitatively 

investigating the data, the methodology for data-gathering and analysis will now be discussed. Aerial 
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survey was chosen as the primary data-collection method given its rapid, efficient coverage of wide 

areas, allowing identification of as many sites and features as possible in a given region (Petts and 

Gerrard 2006, 138; Symonds and Mason 2009b, 33). This technique also provides evidence around 

natural and cultural landscape-dynamics influencing this data, through examining the wider 

landscape (modern and past) visible in aerial imagery, and consultation of historic land-use, 

environmental and geological mapping to assess influences upon site-visibility and preservation. It is 

also a technique with a long pedigree researching the period and region in question [3.3a]. This 

means that in addition to new and updated data directly created by the project, there was an 

extensive archive of different projects across the wider project area which were also assessed. Given 

project time and funding constraints, follow-up ground-based fieldwork was restricted to 

observational visits, addressing difficulties in archaeological interpretation and aiding understanding 

of landscape-topography. This improveŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΩǎ accuracy, addressing some of the issues 

involved when using such data remotely. 

Existing past aerial-survey projects (Table 2) cover large areas of the region, though one 

major issue has been variability in the nature of results due to their collection over decades (with 

consequent improvements in technology and understanding). Early surveys such as the Yorkshire 

Dales National Mapping Programme (NMP) project and Howgill Fells NMP, while extensive, consist 

of raster-data scanned from hand-drawn transcription (with associated issues of accuracy and 

consistency when compared to computer-drawn vector data) and thus were only utilised for 

contextual information. Initial digitally-mapped surveys (Vale of York / Thornborough Henges NMPs) 

had less attached written data complementing the line- and polygon-mapping, only-partially offset 

by examination of associated reports. IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ batΩǎ ƭŀǘŜǊ mapping 

onwards, spatially-accurate vector-data was available alongside associated data-tables and reports. 

 

Table 2 - Existing aerial-ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΩǎ ŘŀǘŜǎΣ ǿƘƻ 
undertook it, and the nature of data produced. 

Aerial Survey Project Dates Undertaken Author(s) Data Type Produced 
Yorkshire Dales NMP Pilot 1989-1992 RCHME Raster, no attached data 

Howgill Fells NMP 1992-1993 RCHME Raster, no attached data 

Vale of York NMP 1998-2000 RCHME/EH Vector, limited attached data 

IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ bat 2002-2008 EH Vector, attached data variable 

Thornborough Henges ALSF 2004-2005 EH Vector, limited attached data 

Durham Limestone ALSF (2 Phases) 2006-2007 ARS Vector, attached data 

Yorkshire Henges NMP 2008-2016 External Vector, attached data 

Cumbria Minerals ALSF 2013 External Vector, good attached data 

NAIS Upland Pilot: Lakes and Dales 2013-2014 EH/HE Vector, good attached data 

Pennine-Dales Fringe NMP 2014-2015 External Vector, good attached data 

Eden-Petteril-Caldew Transect AIM 2015-2019 External Vector, good attached data 

NMP = National Mapping Programme; NAIS = National Archaeological Identification Survey; ALSF = Aggregates Levy Sustainability Fund; AIM = Aerial 
Investigation and Mapping Project; RCHME = Royal Commission for Historical Monuments of England; EH = English Heritage; HE = Historic England; ARS = 

Archaeological Research Services Ltd. 

Data from previous analytical field surveys of earthwork sites and geophysical surveys were 

utilised to add contextual detail to the aerial-survey results. Extensive magnetometry has been 

undertaken on fort and vici sites across the region (e.g. Binchester, Castlesteads, Haltonchesters, 

High Rochester and Lanchester) (Petts and Gerrard 2006, 7), adding site-level phasing detail and 

settlement-patterning. Lack of precise chronological evidence (either absolute-dating or detailed 

stratigraphy) or phasing with aerial-survey alone (Crow and Mason 2009, 64), required use of 

excavation archives, published reports/articles and unpublished Historic Environment Record (HER) 
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Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŎƘƛǾŜŘ ΨƎǊŜȅ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜΩΦ Palaeo-environmental data was predominantly accessed via 

published literature and syntheses. These sources were also used to address aspects of the 

theoretical questions [4.1b], particularly those pertaining to identity, past environment, and 

interactions between the two [4.1a]. Figure 38 shows how each type of data was used. 

Modern political, administrative boundaries affect archaeological research-projects in ways 

not reflected in the past they study. Variations in county-based, regional and/or national heritage 

policies and investigation methods influence the evidence recovered from different areas, affecting 

our perspectives on the periods in question (Hazelgrove et al. 2016, 16,23). This shows the 

importance of applying frontier theory, not only for the Iron Age/Roman period but also 

historiography of previous data collection. Most obviously, the frontier-region extends across two 

countries (England and Scotland), each with its own heritage policies, research frameworks and 

methods (past and present) of data-collection and archiving [3.3]. Given ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ partnership 

with Historic England (below), newly-created data is limited to modern-day England, Scottish 

evidence being restricted to published materials. The main impact here is therefore less-defined 

distributions for indigenous settlements north of the modern border, with site-based detail 

informing discussion less-affected. Whilst the Hadrianic borderland, hinterland and much of the 

ƻǳǘŜǊ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊȅ ŀƭƭ ƭƛŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΣ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ had to 

take this variation into account. Similarly, smaller-scale differences between modern county-based 

(and National Park) archives across northern England affected the data available. 

Finally, the regional research frameworks had already identified historiographic and 

taphonomic issues which needed considering for this regional-scale project. For instance, less 

previous largescale-survey in lowlands than uplands, resulting from reduced surface-preservation 

and visibility due to geology, topography, modern land-use, and research interests (Brennand et al. 

2006b, 10; Petts and Gerrard 2006, 146). For aerial survey, variability in geology and soils alongside 

resultant farming practice has created major differences in site-visibility regionally. The lowlands of 

north-western England and south-western Scotland thus contain less records due to clay subsoils 

and pastoral land-use hindering visibility, extensive urbanisation further south, and areas of survey-

flight exclusion caused by major airports at Manchester and Liverpool (Brennand et al. 2006b, 19; 

Hunter and Carruthers 2012b, 10). Meanwhile, even upland landscapes of the north-west have seen 

less modern archaeological fieldwork due to lack of development threat and academic focus, 

compared to the north-east (Hodgson and Brennand 2007, 31; Philpott and Brennand 2007, 57). In 

contrast, lowlands east of the Pennines have greater arable agriculture and more conducive geology, 

resulting in more cropmark sites identified from the air and subsequently investigated (Petts and 

Gerrard 2006, 36-38), together with academic interest from Newcastle and Durham universities. 

Therefore, due to the type of data generated and re-examined in the project, additional 

research questions pertaining to methodology have also been addressed by the current study, in the 

hope of testing the methodology for future use and application of such data in wider archaeology. 

 

Methodological research-questions addressed in this project are therefore: 

¶ Can aerial survey alone provide enough data for this type of theory-based research study to 

be effective? 

¶ How well can the data be related to existing data from other archaeological and palaeo-

environmental investigations in order to answer the research questions? 

¶ How significant is variability of archaeological survival across the different landscapes 

studied, and how does this impact the conclusions drawn? 
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4.2b ς Methodology of Primary Data Collection 

 

The IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ Research Framework (Symonds and Mason 2009b, 33) calls for updates 

to, expansion upon, and analysis of existing remote-sensed survey data to quantify the existing 

resources and target future investigation. The primary data-gathering phase of the project meets 

this, with creation of new aerial-survey digital mapping, together with reassessment and updating of 

existing NMP data [4.2a]. The aim of this is to assess broader patterns and changes in the varied 

landscapes of the frontier, contextualising but also offering new insights into previously-studied sites 

and other (e.g. palaeo-environmental) records. 

 The IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ Framework also calls for larger studies covering transects 

across the wider frontier zone (Symonds and Mason 2009b, 40), examining the Stanegate/IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ 

Wall military zone in relation to landscapes further north and south, examining broader relationships 

and networks at play. Therefore, two north-south study-transects (Figure 2 [Chapter 1]) were 

utilised in this project, following lines of known Roman sites (Figure 39), narrowing-down the vast 

quantity of archaeological evidence for the Iron Age and Roman periods in northern England and 

southern Scotland.  

Figure 39 - Map showing the major Roman sites defining the eastern and western transects (see Figure 
2) of the project (as far as the Scottish border). 



81 
 

Furthermore, comparative work is needed on Iron Age-Roman transitions between regions 

to east and west of the major natural boundary of the Pennines (Petts and Gerrard 2006, 147), 

especially given differing quantities of previous studies and available data (Symonds and Mason 

2009b, 9). The eastern transect therefore followed the major Roman road of Dere Street, while the 

other transect utilised a broadly-parallel route west of the Pennines along military roads to south 

and north of HadǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΦ Though this focus biased the transects towards Roman military sites 

and infrastructure, impacting discussion of wider, less Romano-centric indigenous landscapes, these 

surrounding areas have been assessed at a regional level of detail, informing each part of both 

transects in Chapters 5 and 6, to counter this bias. Each transect covers both upland and lowland 

landscapes. Following Roman roads thus allowed greater examination of relationships between 

military infrastructure across the wider frontier-region and the landscapes and sites within it. 

 

Each transect covered the breadth ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ ȊƻƴŜΩΥ 

¶ The immediate military borderland ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ ƛts environs (largely covering 

ǘƘŜ ¦b9{/h ΨCǊƻƴǘƛŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ wƻƳŀƴ 9ƳǇƛǊŜΩ ²ƻǊƭŘ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ {ƛǘŜύ: reassessment of 

IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ bat where the transects crossed it, updating mapping using post-NMP 

aerial-imagery in the west; 

¶ The outpost-forts, associated military infrastructure and indigenous landscapes 

surrounding them north of IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΣ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ wƻƳŀƴ 

occupation: two new aerial-survey mapping blocks covering the environs of Netherby 

ŀƴŘ IƛƎƘ wƻŎƘŜǎǘŜǊΩǎ ƻǳǘǇƻǎǘ-forts; 

¶ The large hinterland behind the military boundary, extending south to ̧ ƻǊƪΩǎ legionary 

fortress and settlement (the frontier and later-provincial headquarters), and the 

latitudinally-equivalent fort at Ribchester further west: reassessment of various different 

aerial-survey projects [Table 2] of varying date and scope. 

 

New aerial-

survey mapping-

blocks of 24sq.km (1) 

and 15sq.km (3) were 

created to assess each 

outpost-fortsΩ 

environs, while a 

larger 50sq.km area 

(2) updated the 

ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ 

Wall NMP around 

Carlisle, assessing the 

impact of new aerial-

imagery (particularly 

lidar) unavailable to 

the original NMP 

(Figure 40). Similar 

areas of new (4) and 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

4 

Figure 40 - Map of initially-proposed new/updated aerial-survey mapping-blocks. Map 
Background ©Ordnance Survey. 
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updated (5) mapping around Corbridge were planned but dropped to Covid19-related disruptions. 

New mapping was undertaken to HEΩǎ !ŜǊƛŀƭ LƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ aŀǇǇƛƴƎ (AIM) guidance and 

archiving standards (Horne 2009; updated and revised in Evans 2019), as per the collaborative 

agreement with HE for access to existing mapping-Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ !ǊŎƘƛǾŜΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ 

and specialist aerial-photography collections. This included mapping of all features from periods 

within the AIM scope (Neolithic through to 20th-century military and industrial sites), designed for 

use alongside Ordnance Survey mapping (from First Edition (mid/late 19th-century) through to most-

recent). Although much of this data is thus not directly-relevant to the research for the thesis, it 

provided landscape context for the work [5.1b/6.1b] and was a requirement of the agreement with 

HE. The level of detail in such mapping results from the decades-long development of data-creation 

processes, balancing a sufficient complexity of data with analytical usefulness at the scales used. 

 

Figure 41 - Various lidar visualisations for Block 3, showing those used in the project for comparison: (L-R, top) ς 16-
direction lit Digital Surface Model (DSM), the most efficient approach; Local Dominance Model; Openness ς Positive; (L-

R, bottom) ς Principal Components Analysis; Slope Gradient; Simple Local Relief. Data source = LIDAR Environment 
Agency 1m FIRST RETURN 20-FEB-20-MAR-2009 
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Sources for the aerial-survey mapping include: 

¶ Historic vertical aerial photography held by the Historic England Archive: Royal Air Force (RAF), Ordnance 

Survey (OS), and commercial companies (Meridian Air Maps Ltd and Hunting Surveys Ltd); 

¶ Specialist archaeological oblique photography held by the HEA: Royal Commission for the Historic 

Monuments of England (RCHME), English Heritage, Historic England, Cambridge University Collection of 

Aerial Photography (CUCAP), and individual local fliers (Tim Gates, Barri Jones, etc); 

¶ Freely available online imagery from Google Earth TM and Bing Maps; 

¶ Modern high-resolution orthorectified vertical photography from Air Photos Great Britain (APGB), 

accessed through Historic England; 

¶ Freely-available lidar imagery of varying resolutions (0.25-2m) from the Environment Agency, downloaded 

as ASCII data and processed in various visualisations (Figure 41) using Relief Visualisation Toolbox 1.3 

software (available from Institute of Anthropological and Spatial Studies at the Slovenian Academy of 

Sciences and Arts). Definitions for visualisations can be found in Kokalj and Hesse (2017, 16-29). 

 

Sources were examined for archaeological features, cross-referenced with existing 

monument-data from the National Record of the Historic Environment (NRHE) and local Historic 

Environment Records (HERs), historic and modern Ordnance Survey mapping, and geological data to 

improve interpretation and accuracy. Once identified, requisite images were imported directly into 

the mapping software if already georeferenced and spatially-accurate (orthophotography and lidar). 

For conventional aerial photography, specialist AERIAL 5.35 software was used for rectification, using 

control points on an already spatially-accurate map-base with topographical height-data included to 

remove lens angle, distortion, and other inaccuracies in the image, creating a rectified, geospatially-

accurate source to map from. Once imported, archaeological features were mapped using mouse-

drawn vector lines and polygons to AIMΩǎ ŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ (Table 3). Mapping was done in ArcMap 10.3 

Geographical Information Systems (GIS) software at HEΩǎ ¸ƻǊƪ Regional Office (due to the need to 

keep aerial photographs in-house at HE). Alongside spatial vector-mapping, relevant textual data 

was attached in a table within GIS (again, per AIM scope) (see Table 4 for the data-entry fields). 

 

Table 3 ς Aerial survey mapping ς layers and conventions. 

LAYER DESCRIPTION MAPPING CONVENTION 

Bank Embanked earthwork features, whether 
extant or plough-levelled 

Red polygon 

Ditch Sunken earthwork features, whether 
extant or plough-levelled 

Green polygon 

Extent of Feature Used to surround large sites, such as 
military complexes or quarries 

Orange polygon 

Structure Stone, wooden, or concrete buildings or 
structures within AIM scope 

Purple polygon 

Ridge and Furrow Area Polygon to mark extent of an area of 
medieval / post-medieval ploughing 

Cyan polygon 

Ridge and Furrow Alignment Line to mark predominant alignment in 
an area of med / post-med ploughing 

Cyan line 

T-Hachure Used to denote length and direction of a 
single-directional earthwork slope 

Dark Blue line 

Monument Polygon Area of extent of a recorded feature / 
site within the National Record of the 
Historic Environment (NRHE) database 

Black polygon 
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Table 4 ς Aerial survey mapping ς attached data in GIS. 

ATTACHED DATA - FIELD NAME DESCRIPTION 

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

Period Broad chronological period the feature is assigned (e.g. Iron Age / Roman) 
 

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

Broad Type What type of broader site the feature belongs to (e.g. Field-system / 
Settlement) 

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

Initial Source Source-image the feature was mapped from (e.g. photo reference /  lidar) 
 

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

Latest Source Source-image providing the latest evidence (e.g. photo reference /  lidar) 
 

Text Description Longer text-description with further relevant information on the feature, 
site and context 

HER UID Unique identifier number, if already-recorded in local Historic 
Environment Record (HER) 

Layer The AIM/NMP layer the feature was mapped on 
 

 

!ƭƻƴƎǎƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎΩǎ ŀǘǘŀŎƘŜŘ-data, longer text-records for each feature or site were 

created for HEΩǎ NRHE database, giving further detail where necessary. The resulting mapping and 

attached data is held by the Historic England Archive, exported as shapefiles for use in ArcGIS Pro 

software for the analysis part of the doctoral research. They were supplied as line and polygon 

shapefiles and attached data / text-records to the relevant HERs (Cumbria, Northumberland) for 

further archiving. This therefore will hopefully assist plans to create a comprehensive GIS for the 

IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ²I{Σ requiring precisely-located spatial evidence moving beyond site-specific 

studies, and embracing broader, more holistic approaches to the frontier region, as identified in the 

research framework (Huntley 2009, 108). 

There are some issues with this data-type, although they are outweighed by the benefits: 

e.g. scale of coverage, ease of processing for analysis and efficiency of process. Chadwick (2013, 14) 

suggested that although survey-mapping in this format is convenient for organising results, it 

reduces levels of phasing-interpretation and ignores the potential for earlier features being reused 

or influencing later development. Implications of this are something discussed in the following thesis 

discussion. A second issue is that (particularly for the existing projects being reassessed) the analysis 

relied on the accuracy of initial data-creation. For new data created especially for the project, this 

was addressed by 100% quality-assurance checking of the data by specialist aerial-surveyors from 

HE, whilst for existing mapping, interpretation has already been through I9Ωǎ internal QA 

procedures prior to the current project acquiring the data. 

 

4.2c ς Methodology of Data Analysis 

 

Though not all of the data created as part of the aerial mapping were directly-relevant to the 

PhD, features of earlier and later date are important for understanding archaeological landscapes in 

their entirety. Earlier features may have still been extant and informed the late-Iron Age and Roman 
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landscape, while later features reflect developments from the period under study, and later land-use 

and topography provide insight into ways in which the landscape has been viewed, used and altered 

through time. Nonetheless, the primary features of interest within the aerial survey were those 

dating to the periods under study: late-Iron Age and Roman. All features and sites identified from 

those periods were included in analysis. This is particularly pertinent given regional focus on Roman 

military features within previous archaeological research [3.3]. Incorporating indigenous rural 

settlements, field-systems and other features has provided greater understanding for civilian and 

military landscapes during the Roman period, but also the existing cultural landscapes which 

informed the development of the later frontier.  

Though the chronological focus is on the Iron Age-Roman transition and development into 

the mid-Roman period for the region, in order to assess the landscape-impact of the frontier, the 

later-prehistoric and late-Roman periods were also included in the ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ scope. This is partly due 

to a lack of clearly-definable chronology (particularly from non-intrusive survey alone [4.2a]) for 

many non-military sites, given continuities in rural settlement form and landscape use. It also 

reflects the ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΩǎ ǊƻƭŜ in influencing the frontier, and later landscape 

developments in 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 

(Hodgson et al. 2012, Hodgson 2017, Symonds 2021) [see 3.3] and it is such discussions that this 

thesis aims to contribute towards. Another predominant focus has been on late/post-Roman 

trajectories for landscape and identity in recent research on the northern frontier (e.g. Collins 2001; 

Collins and Allason-Jones 2010; Gardner 2002; 2004; 2007), a further reason for ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ focus 

on ǘƘŜ wƻƳŀƴ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜΩǎ earlier development, attempting to discuss landscape and identity for this 

previous period of change. 

In terms of data-analysis methodology, ArcGIS Pro software was how data was accessed, 

visualised and spatially-analysed. Aerial-survey data created at HE was exported as shapefiles with 

associated data-tables [4.2b]. This was augmented with similar files for existing aerial-mapping 

projects (Table 2), where vector data was available. Within ArcGIS, aerial-survey data was examined 

alongside other spatial data-sets: the Rural Settlement of Roman Britain Project (available online 

from the Archaeology Data Service), data from requisite HERs (supplied as point, line and polygon 

shapefiles) and historic-mapping and other sources (Ordnance Survey, geological data, topographic/ 

environmental data) downloaded from Edina Digimap. Limited field-observation [4.2a] of mapped 

areas (Netherby in Block 1, Redesdale for Block 3) enabled better-understanding of local topography, 

vegetation, climate and inter-site visibility and relationships, assessing the condition and context of 

mapped sites. Review of published and ΨgreyΩ literature from previous excavations, analytical field 

surveys, geophysical work and palaeo-environmental research for each transect and its environs 

provided further contextual depth and scientific dating for the regional studies. For note in the 

following discussions, due to the variability of radiocarbon dates in the various sources consulted, a 

common model is used for reference henceforth, taking into account calibration curves (where 

available) and standard deviations in the age ranges, and therefore referring to such dates as cal.BC 

or cal.AD where a calibrated radiocarbon date is present. 

 By investigating multiple different landscapes regionally, broader evaluations have been 

made pertaining to the research-questions derived from the theoretical framework [4.1] and 

methodological hypotheses [4.2a]. This has enabled comparison across the entire frontier-zone, 

from York and the inner periphery south of the border, to the outer frontier around outpost-forts. It 
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further allowed comparative evaluation of evidence and methodology between the very-different 

landscapes east and west of the Pennines. 

 

4.2d ς Ethical Issues and Data Management 

 

Ethical issues did not arise during this research: no interaction with living persons or 

processing of data pertaining to such was conducted, and ethical approval was thus not sought. In 

terms of archive-management, aerial-mapping data (exported as shapefiles and also saved as a 

geodatabase) and associated textual records (recorded in the National Record of the Historic 

Environment) were archived with Historic England, as per the collaborative agreement signed at the 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ commencement. Spatial records and database entries were also provided to local HERs (in 

formats suitable to their own GIS systems), available for the services they provide in their particular 

regions. 

/ƻǇƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ tƘ5 ǘƘŜǎƛǎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƘŜƭŘ ōȅ ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ¸ƻǊƪΩǎ ƭƛōǊŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ²ƘƛǘŜ wƻǎŜ 

eTheses Online repository. The remaining data, in the form of ArcGIS mapping files and associated 

supporting geodatabases, will also be digitally-archived and backed-up by the author. Though 

Historic England has provided a personal license to use the aerial-survey data for analysis in the 

current PhD, this does not ŜȄǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎΩǎ archiving for purposes beyond this. 
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Chapter 5: The Roman Frontier West of the Pennines: Transect 1 
 

5.1 ς Introducing the Western Transect: An Overview 

5.1a ς The Setting of the Western Transect and its Aerial Survey Projects 

 
The western transect of this 

project covers a linear sample-zone 

immediately west of the Pennines, 

running from the major Roman fort 

of Ribchester (Lancashire), along 

Roman military-roads (coinciding 

with natural landscape routeways in 

the Lune and Eden Valleys) to 

Carlisle (Cumbria), the modern city 

overlying an important Roman 

military site and town close to 

IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ, and thence beyond 

the Roman border to the outpost-

fort at Netherby in the Esk valley 

(Figure 42). The study will also 

examine evidence from surrounding 

regions which informs discussion. 

Past archaeological study 

and levels of current knowledge 

regarding northern England and 

southern Scotland during the late-

Iron Age and Roman period have 

been discussed [3.2/3.3], as has 

regional palaeo-environmental 

evidence for general trends of 

woodland-clearance alongside 

increasing pastoralism and arable 

cultivation throughout later-

prehistory, culminating in the late-

Iron Age [2.3c]. Discussion of how 

this transects fit into the wider 

project aims and methodology has 

also been covered [4.2b]. This 

section therefore provides more 

specific spatial and temporal 

introductions to this transect, prior 

to presenting evidence. Section 4.2a 

discussed the data under study, 

listing existing survey projects within 

Figure 42 - Map showing the sample transect (line of named sites) west of 
the Pennines, including major Iron Age centres and Roman sites alongside 

new (orange) and existing (purple) aerial-survey mapping. 
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both transects (Table 2) and identifying issues affecting the data regionally. Chapter 4 also 

introduced other forms of evidence complementing the aerial-survey data. 

As discussed [4.2b], new mapping undertaken for this project (Figures 40/42) covers a gap in 

IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩǎ (HE) aerial-survey coverage: north of the existing IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ NMP project 

around Carlisle, running up to the modern Scottish border and covering the environs of Netherby 

ŦƻǊǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƴŜǿ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǊŜŦŜǊǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎ Ψ.ƭƻŎƪ мΩ (24sq.km) and will be discussed within the wider 

setting of southern Scotland and northern Cumbria [5.2]. Furthermore, a segment of the existing 

IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ bat (originally undertaken 2002-2008 (see Oakey 2009)) was updated, utilising new 

sources of aerial-data unavailable during the initial project (including orthophotography and 

Environment Agency lidar) to test whether new features might be identified. This updated mapping 

(50sq.km: 5km east-west, running for the full 10km north-south width of NMP), ŘǳōōŜŘ Ψ.ƭƻŎƪ нΩΣ 

Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ wƻƳŀƴ /ŀǊƭƛǎƭŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊ Wall-fort 

ƻŦ {ǘŀƴǿƛȄ ώрΦоϐΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǘǿƻ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ōƭƻŎƪǎ όCƛƎǳǊŜ пнύ ŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ΨƴŜǿΩ Řŀǘŀ components for 

the transect.  

Southwards, the wider hinterland of the Roman frontier includes three recent HE-funded 

aerial-survey projects (purple, Figure 42), each using historical and modern photography alongside 

processed lidar-imagery [5.4]: 

 

¶ Ψ/ǳƳōǊƛŀƴ ¢ŜǊǊŜǎǘǊƛŀƭ aƛƴŜǊŀƭǎ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩΣ ŎƻƳǇǊƛǎƛƴƎ ŜƭŜǾŜƴ sample aerial-

survey blocks across Cumbria (totalling 102sq.km) in areas threatened by extractive 

industries. Four fall within this transect ς three just east/south of Carlisle (south of 

HadriaƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ batύΣ ƻƴŜ c.65km south at Roan Edge astride the M6 motorway 

between Kendal and Sedbergh (Deegan 2013a, ii,1-4,18);  

¶ Ψ9ŘŜƴ-Petteril-/ŀƭŘŜǿ ¢ǊŀƴǎŜŎǘΩ ό9t/ύ ŀŜǊƛŀƭ-survey, covering 317sq.km in a block 

crossing the lower reaches of these three rivers (Deegan 2019, 1), connecting the first 

three blocks from ΨCumbria MineralsΩ above; 

¶ Ψbŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ !ǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ LŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ {ǳǊǾŜȅ όb!L{ύΥ ¦ǇƭŀƴŘ tƛƭƻǘΩΣ ŀƴ ŀŜǊƛŀƭ- and 

ground-based survey project covering a 174sq.km swathe of landscape from the central 

Lune valley westward to Kendal (Oakey et al. 2015). 

 

The EPC and Cumbria Minerals aerial-surveys thus cover the transect south of Carlisle within 

the lower Eden Valley, while numerous ground-based investigations have examined Iron Age and 

Roman archaeology further south in the valley, including forts at Old Penrith and Brougham, and 

major indigenous features around Penrith [5.4a]. The road south from Brougham traverses the 

upland Orton Fells, another area of archaeological interest, to reach the upper Lune valley. The 

transect follows Lunedale south to Burrow-in-Lonsdale [5.4b], with the NAIS providing excellent 

recent survey-data for middle reaches of the valley, including numerous later-prehistoric/Roman 

settlements. Older survey projects (Howgill Fells NMP and Yorkshire Dales NMP) cover uplands east 

of the transect but the raster nature of their data hinders spatial-analysis, so they will only be used 

for contextualisation. The transect then crosses the Bowland upland-fringe (Lancashire), terminating 

at Ribchester, with several site-based studies locally. 

CƻǊ ŜŀǎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘƛǎ ǘǊŀƴǎŜŎǘΩs discussion is divided into sub-sections assessing 

different areas within the broader Roman frontier-zone. Whilst this could be argued Romano-centric 

(given use of imposed Roman divisions for definition, rather than earlier/contemporary native 

landscape-organisation), 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 6]) are assessed north to south, primarily because areas of new data should be 

ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƻƴƎΣ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΦ !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘƛǎ ƘƻǇŜŦǳƭƭȅ 

removes some Romano-centrism (past narratives often progressing in the direction of Roman 

expansion: south-north), whilst still focussing on areas of higher Roman-native interaction [4.2b]. 

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

of rural settlement and features (given longevity and persistence of indigenous settlement 

forms/sites in the landscape), communication routes (and their development across the Iron Age-

Roman transition), and new Roman sites (predominantly military but also urban and new industrial 

or agricultural site-types). For better-known Roman sites, with more-substantial research-histories, 

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 discussion-flow. 

 

5.1b ς Archaeological Landscapes of the New / Updated Survey Areas 

 

Figure 43 - Map showing the area north of the Roman borderline of Hadrian's Wall, including major Iron Age and Roman 
sites and aerial-survey mapping areas. 
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Prior to discussing Iron Age and Roman evidence for the transect, general results from the 

aerial-survey of Mapping Blocks 1 and 2 will be addressed to provide wider contextual information 

for the period-specific results of the new survey areas. The first mapping block completed (Block 1, 

Figure 40) comprises the northernmost section of the western transect within modern England, 

ǳƴŘŜǊǘŀƪŜƴ ǘƻ IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘΩǎ AIM standards [4.2b]Φ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŀǊŜŀ ŜȄǘŜƴŘǎ ƴƻǊǘƘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ 

Wall borderland around Carlisle, along the River Esk valley, to the border with Scotland. Block 2, 

immediately southward, consists of existing NMP updated for the current research, in and around 

modern Carlisle within the Roman borderland [5.1a]. Regional research-frameworks for north-

ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ 9ƴƎƭŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ²ƻǊƭŘ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ {ƛǘŜ (Brennand et al. 2006a; Brennand et al. 

2006b; Symonds and Mason 2009a; 2009b) identify need for further research north of Carlisle, which 

Ƙŀǎ ǎŜŜƴ ƭŜǎǎ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀƴ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ŎƻǊǊƛŘƻǊ ƻǊ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ƭƻǿƭŀƴŘ 

landscapes elsewhere. 

The area discussed (Figure 43) covers lowland areas of the Solway Plain and lower Esk and 

Eden valleys, surrounded by higher ground of the Scottish southern-uplands to the north and Border 

Moors ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǎǘΣ ǘƘŜ wƻƳŀƴ ōƻǊŘŜǊƭŀƴŘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ όŘŜǎŎŜƴŘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ²Ƙƛƴ {ƛƭƭ 

escarpment to Carlisle) to the south, and the lowlands of southern Dumfriesshire and the Solway 

Firth to the west. In terms of the known Roman landscape, the main military site is the first outpost-

fort north from Carlisle, postulated as Castra Exploratorum όΨCƻǊǘǊŜǎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ŎƻǳǘǎΩύ ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ wƻƳŀƴ 

documentary sources [5.2a] and located beneath Netherby Hall (Oswald et al. 2015; Oswald et al. 

2017). Little evidence of later-prehistoric or Roman settlement and landscape features had been 

previously-identified within the project area. 

The whole survey-area comprises low-lying terrain (Figure 44) predominantly east of the Esk 

and north of the Eden, rising to higher ground to north and east (Natural England 2015a, 3,9). The 

Esk itself is largely natural in course and riverine structure, slow-flowing and stable as far as the 

uplands north of Netherby (ibid.). 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 around Stanwix (the line taken by 

IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΣ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ /ŀǊƭƛǎƭŜύ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻǳǘƘ ƻŦ bŜǘƘŜǊōȅΣ ŀ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭ ōŀǊǊƛŜǊ ǘƻ 

terrestrial movement prior to modern drainage. Local soils (predominantly tills, with alluvium and 

sand/gravel fluvio-glacial terraces 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 cropmark-visibility in the past.  

Figure 44 - Aerial photographs (NMR 20951_11 (left) / NMR 20951_15 (right) ©HE) showing lowland landscapes of Block 
1 (pasture, arable, tree plantations, and modern Longtown). 
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Historical sources 

indicate small-scale, subsistence 

pasture dominated the area prior 

to 18th-century enclosure, 

extensive improvement, lime-

extraction, and coal-working 

under the land-holding Graham 

family (Mawson 1980, 137-140; 

McCarthy 2002, 24). 

Consequently, the project-area is 

under modern land-uses of 

limited arable, improved-pasture 

and extensive tree-plantation 

(Figure 44), offering lessened 

potential for substantial 

earthwork-survival. However, 

much of the area had one metre-

resolution lidar and it was hoped 

that previously unseen, low-lying 

earthworks might be identified.  

 Combination of historic 

vertical-photography (RAF, OS, 

etc [4.2b]), specialist oblique-

photography (RCHME / Historic 

England and local fliers) and lidar-

imagery was thus applied to this 

previously little-studied region. 

Results from this (Figures 46 and 

47) confirmed previous 

perceptions that visibility of pre-

modern archaeological features on aerial sources is relatively-limited across the area, both levelled 

features visible as cropmarks (likely because of geological and land-use factors mentioned above) 

and upstanding earthworks (due to modern land-use and improvement).  

The most extensive feature mapped was ridge and furrow ploughing, largely post-medieval 

improvement as opposed to medieval open-field systems and mapped in open areas extending into 

the urban extent of Carlisle. This may further account for lessened visibility of earlier features. There 

are some smaller areas of earthwork survival, including parkland around Netherby Hall (mostly 

ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DǊŀƘŀƳ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩǎ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŜǎǘŀǘŜ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴύ (Birley 

1953a, 18-19) and the floodplain either side of the river: predominantly medieval or post-medieval 

banked/ditched field-systems (Figure 48-F/G/H/J) overlain by ornamental tree-stands (described 

Oswald et 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 ways also survive 

across the area.  

Other than Carlisle, the main medieval settlement is Longtown, located at the lowest 

bridging point on the Esk, though obscured by the 18th-century planned estate town (Masser 2005, 

Figure 45 - 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. 



92 
 

249). Other, recent land-uses identified include peat-cutting on Scaleby Moss (UID 1378221: 

National Record of the Historic Environment (NRHE) identifier, bracketed-numbers henceforth refer 

to bwI9 ǊŜŎƻǊŘǎ ǳƴƭŜǎǎ ƭŀōŜƭƭŜŘ ΨI9wΩ ŦƻǊ IƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ wŜŎƻǊŘ) and Rockcliffe Moss 

(1379305), and brick/tileworks at Sandysike utilising fluvio-glacial deposits along the River Lyne. 

Visible in southern Carlisle and extending into the EPC Transect project (Deegan 2019) are small 

areas of further gravel extraction.  

Modern transport infrastructure is dominated by the A7 road from Carlisle to Longtown (and 

thence up the Esk Valley), with the M6 motorway and Caledonian Railway both leading north-west 

from Carlisle to cross the mouth of the Esk into Annandale in Scotland. A now-derelict branch rail-

line (the North British Railway to Hawick - Figure 48-Yύ ŎǊƻǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ƴƻǊǘƘ-western 

corner. Most features surveyed therefore date to more-recent periods. 

¢ƘŜ ŀǊŜŀΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƻ-called medieval/early-ƘƛǎǘƻǊƛŎ Ψ5ŜōŀǘŀōƭŜ [ŀƴŘΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

Scotland and England (Natural England 2015a, 13) has a clear impact on the landscape, apparent in 

Figure 46 - aŀǇǇƛƴƎ .ƭƻŎƪǎ м όƴŜǿύ ŀƴŘ н όǳǇŘŀǘŜŘ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ batύΣ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǿƭȅ-created aerial-survey data 
alone (left) and new data alongside existing NMP data (right). See Figure 47 for mapping conventions. 
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the defended enclosure and 16th-century bastle-house at Kirkandrews (across the river from 

Netherby, Figure 48-I), and other tower-houses at Millees, Netherby itself (forming the core of the 

Figure 47 - bŜǿ ŀƴŘ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŀŜǊƛŀƭ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ Řŀǘŀ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΦ {ŜŜ [ŜƎŜƴŘ ŦƻǊ 
mapping conventions [described fully in Table 3]. 
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later hall and possibly constructed of re-used Roman masonry (Oswald et al. 2015, 2,7)), and 

Arthuret. Later military sites include the Battle of Solway Moss (1542, Figure 47), 16th-century Scots 

Dyke earthwork, 19th-century rifle ranges in Carlisle, and 20th-century armaments depots and 

airbases (Gretna, RAF Longtown and RAF Carlisle), bomb-craters and anti-invasion measures. 

Alongside direct post-medieval border conflict, large military sites are often situated in areas 

ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ƭƛƳƛƴŀƭ ƻǊ ǇŜǊƛǇƘŜǊŀƭ ǘƻ ƳƻŘŜǊƴ ǎƻŎƛŜǘȅΣ ǘƘǳǎ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊΩ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

area under study beyond the Roman period. 

 Relatively limited coverage on aerial sources, and the urban nature of Carlisle in the south, 

ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ Ǿƛǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎΣ ƘƛƴŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ focussed upon 

later-prehistoric/Roman landscapes, frontier, and identity [5.2b]. This has implications for the 

methodological hypotheses, especially whether remote-sensing data can answer such questions 

alone. With only pockets of survival visible from the air, other existing data-sources are needed. In 

terms of significance of survival and visibility impacting archaeological conclusions drawn [4.2a], this 

impact is clearly quite severe here, particularly in contrast to better-preserved landscapes of this 

period elsewhere in the region. Figure 46 does however show that addition 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 includes new later-prehistoric and Roman features, discussed below [5.2/5.3]. 

 

5.1c ς North-West England and South-West Scotland in the Late Iron Age and Roman Period 

 
Broader landscape-dynamics for northern Britain [2.3a], and environmental evidence [2.3c] 

have already been introduced; what follows is an introduction to the particular landscapes of the 

western transect. While natural environment is important in any landscape, influencing and affected 

by human activity [Chapter 2], it has a crucial impact here given the mosaic of very-different 

Figure 48 - aŀǇǇƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴǎ ƻŦ bŜǘƘŜǊōȅ Iŀƭƭ όΨ!ΩύΣ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ŀƭƭ ŀǊŎƘŀŜƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƳŀǇǇŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀŜǊƛŀƭ 
sources during the project (key features lettered and described in-text). 
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topographies, geologies, resultant soils, and weather-systems within north-western England and 

south-western Scotland. This range of landscapes, west of the major upland-range of the Pennines, 

includes upland topographies (the western Pennine foothills, South Cumbria Low Fells and southern 

Scotland), broader, settled upland valleys (Ribble, Lune, Eden, Esk and Annan), and larger low-lying 

areas (Lancashire and Solway Plains).  

The upland areas form natural obstacles filtering movement, influencing societal boundaries 

ŀƴŘ ΨŦǊƻƴǘƛŜǊ ȊƻƴŜǎΩΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŀǊŀōƭŜ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜΣ ŘƛǾƛŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴ ƛƴǘƻ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜǎ 

separated by physical boundaries before human-created divisions are even considered. While much 

of the region is less-suited to arable agriculture because of climate and topography, this does not 

mean society was necessarily politically or culturally marginal (Hodgson and Brennand 2007, 54); we 

must be careful when defining areas of subsistence production, particularly pasture, ŀǎ ΨƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭΩ in 

comparison to large arable surpluses elsewhere, as this is an ethnocentric viewpoint centred on 

modern capitalist economics. The subsistence nature of later-prehistoric/Roman landscape-activity 

likely results from environmental and existing social dynamics of the region rather than any position 

in the subsequently-established Roman frontier. Most settlement (past and present) is concentrated 

in low-lying coastal and estuarine plains or larger river valleys, as would be expected. Water-borne 

communication thus likely played an important role, connecting areas divided by mountain and hill 

ranges (Jones 2009, 28). Terrestrial routes in the study-region also generally follow natural valley 

and coastal conduits. 

Regional palaeo-environmental evidence predominantly comes from upland mires, with 

relatively-little environmental sampling in lower-lying areas, excepting urban Carlisle (Wells 2003, 

67). The general picture nevertheless is one of largescale woodland-clearance beginning in the 

Bronze Age, accompanied by settlement, mixed agriculture in lowlands and pasture in higher 

uplands (Dark 1999, 258; Dark 2000b, 57; Wells 2003, 72). This will be discussed further for specific 

parts of the transect. 

There have been many attempts to ascertain the development of later-prehistoric 

settlement, e.gΦ ǘƘŜ ΨIƻǿƴŀƳ {ŜǉǳŜƴŎŜΩ: unenclosed settlements developing into palisaded 

enclosures, followed by univallate and then multivallate earthwork sites (Piggott 1949; 1950). This 

has proven overly-simplistic, such developments varying by site (Kokeza 2008, 4). A broad range of 

unenclosed and enclosed settlements, often with field-systems, have been identified from 

cropmarks in lower-lying areas, excavations indicating many continued into the Roman period 

(Bewley 1994; Jones and Woolliscroft 2001, 7-8; Oakey 2009, 13-14). In uplands, sites survive as 

earthworks or stone-structures (Oakey 2009, 12-13). Larger ǎƛǘŜǎ όCƛƎǳǊŜ пнύ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ΨƘƛƭƭŦƻǊǘǎΩ ŀǘ 

.ǳǊƴǎǿŀǊƪ Iƛƭƭ ŀƴŘ /ŀǎǘƭŜ hΩŜǊ ƛƴ 5ǳƳŦǊƛŜǎǎƘƛǊŜ (Keppie 2009, 241; McCarthy 2002, 65) and a large 

enclosed site at Clifton Dykes in Cumbria (Ross 2012, 62), discussed below. 

Archaeological evidence for the late Iron Age appears to show relatively little diversity in 

material-culture regionally, hindering differentiation of social-groupings (McCarthy 2002, 66). Much 

discussion has thus concentrated on social-units attested in Roman literature and epigraphy, often 

applied backwards to pre-Roman groupings with little evidence. The main group discussed in these 

sources are the Brigantes [3.3b]. Other groups within the western transect include Carvetii (centred 

around the Solway and Eden lowlands based on epigraphy, possibly a Roman sub-division of the 

wider federation), Setantii (less archaeologically-evidenced but thought centred in Lancashire) and 

Anavionenses (postulated from literary sources including a Trajanic census and place-names, 

occupying southern Dumfriesshire) (Breeze 2008, 65, 68; McCarthy 2002, 66; Ross 2012, 55). 

Whether such named-groups have any bearing on regional socio-cultural organisation in the Iron 
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Age is consequently debatable (Moore 2011, 354), given the potential for tribes to first be defined in 

this way by Rome, or tribal-ƎǊƻǳǇƛƴƎǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ wƻƳŜΩǎ ŀǊǊƛǾŀƭ ώ2.2a/3.2b]. 

Ongoing settlement and landscapes across the Iron Age-Roman transition in the region are 

often studied separately from traditional discussions of military installations and infrastructure, 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƛŜ ƛƴ ǘƻ ΨwƻƳŀƴΩ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛǘƛŜǎ [3.3]. Debates include routes of 

initial Roman incursion, north from Chester to Lancaster, with close coastal contact vital (Jones 2009, 

28, 47; Shotter 2000a, 39-40), or inland via Manchester/Ribchester to Carlisle using the Lune and 

Eden valleys (Philpott 2006, 87; Wild 2002, 268), connecting to trans-Pennine roads including the 

Stainmore Pass and Ψ{ǘŀƴŜƎŀǘŜΩ ǊƻǳǘŜǎ (Hingley and Allason-Jones 2009, 165). What is no-longer 

contested is that the Roman military arrived in north-western England by the early AD 70s, verified 

by earliest levels of Roman activity in Carlisle (McCarthy 2002, 51; Shotter 2000a, 35). Whether 

early, rapid advances were due to easy expansion into pro-Roman territory or alternatively a military 

push to control a known hostile area is debatable (Ross 2012, 61), and important for discussion of 

identities locally.  

First-century auxiliary forts and temporary camps are found throughout the region (Figure 

42), located along major roads and the coastline/estuaries as far north as Annandale and Nithsdale 

in Dumfriesshire (McCarthy 2002, 52-53; Philpott 2006, 86). Forts controlling specific areas (e.g. the 

Lake District) were added following the initial expansion, alongside increasing infrastructure (with 

production sites at Scalesceugh, Brampton and Quernmore, discussed below). Further garrisons 

were added in the early-second century along the Stanegate, running across the Pennines from 

Corbridge to terminate at Kirkbride on the Solway (Shotter 2000a, 48-49).  

However, it was not until the formalised border-ƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ 

the AD 120s, initially of turf in this area but later rebuilt in stone, that a man-made obstacle 

interrupted long-established patterns of movement across the region (ibid.) [3.3b for discussion 

ŀōƻǳǘ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΩǎ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ], together with Cumbrian coastal-surveillance posts controlling 

maritime movement. New sites included the major Wall-fort constructed at Stanwix, 1km north of 

Carlisle (ŀƴŘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŀƴǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ŀǘ /ŀǊƭƛǎƭŜΩǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊǘ-site). Following semi-abandonment during the 

Antonine advance northwards, the Hadrianic line was fully reoccupied and garrisoned (with some 

local variation) until the end of the fourth century. The overall distribution of military sites thus 

continued throughout the period, ranging from outposts at Birrens, Netherby and Bewcastle south 

to hinterland forts such as Ribchester, identified archaeologically and supported by third to seventh-

century Italian geographic sources: the Antonine Itineraries (Roman road-maps [2.2a] divided by 

routes along specific Iters or routes, mentioned below), Notitia Dignitatum and Ravenna 

Cosmography; with much-debated attributing of listed place-names to sites identified 

archaeologically (Smith 1997, 372). 

wƻƳŀƴ ΨŎƛǾƛƭƛŀƴΩ ǎŜǘǘƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ directly-related to forts, with vici located near many 

(ranging greatly in size and form), and the major urban-centre in the region developing at Carlisleς 

civitas Carvetiorum, proposed from milestones and a tombstone at Old Penrith as the seat of local 

Roman government (Breeze 2008, 63, 67; McCarthy 2002, 62). Rural settlement appears to remain 

morphologically-similar to that of later-prehistory, limited artefactual and environmental evidence 

(compared to military or urban assemblages) hindering comparison (Philpott 2006, 69). Nonetheless, 

the arrival of Rome undoubtedly impacted existing landscapes, with military occupation disrupting 

existing indigenous activities, communications and land-uses and likely killing large numbers of 

people (whether across the region or in discrete areas) (Hingley 2021, pers.comm). Longer-term 

impacts include exploitation of great amounts of natural resources (timber, turf, stone, etc) for 
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construction and maintenance of new 

sites, large numbers of military 

personnel (though varying 

substantially over time) not 

contributing directly to agricultural 

production but requiring sustenance, 

substantial infrastructure connecting 

topographically-separated areas on a 

scale not previously seen, and new 

boundaries created, both physically 

όIŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭύ ŀƴŘ ǎƻŎƛƻ-

economically/culturally. The nature of 

this impact will thus be investigated 

for each part of the transect in the 

following discussion, beginning with 

ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΦ 

 

5.2 ς North of the Roman 

Border: Outposts and 

Indigenous Society 

5.2a ς The Iron Age and Roman 

Period in the Study Area: New 

Aerial Survey Mapping Results and 

Previous Research 

 

 Despite issues with visibility 

of Iron Age and Roman-period 

features in the lowlands north of 

Carlisle [5.1b], features of this 

landscape (Figure 49) are identifiable 

from aerial sources, informing this 

research. Isolated enclosures and 

small areas of extended field-system 

are detectable as cropmark ditches in 

improved-pasture and arable. The 

enclosures are morphologically 

similar to others across lowland 

Britain given later-prehistoric or 

Romano-British dates (though with 

issues of dating precision and 

occupation longevity for each site), 

while the fields appear on completely 

different alignments from modern (or 

medieval) land divisions, suggesting 

Figure 49 - Later prehistoric and Roman Sites mentioned in the text, 
located within and around Mapping Blocks 1 and 2. Background shows 
the natural topography and river systems, with modern urban areas in 

Ǉƛƴƪ ŀƴŘ ƭƛƴŜ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ƛƴ ōƭŀŎƪΦ 
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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. As mentioned [2.1c/3.3b], issues of chronology from survey data alone 

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

of phasing or other temporal changes. Sources such as the Roman Rural Settlement project add little 

to the picture hŜǊŜΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘǎ ƻƴƭȅ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ǎƛǘŜ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ²ƛƴŘǎƻǊ ²ŀȅ 

farmstead [RRS-41027] in the urban environs of Carlisle, dated by in-situ finds to the Roman period. 

 Nonetheless, by examining sites known from existing sources, the rural Iron Age-Roman 

landscape of the region Ŏŀƴ ōŜƎƛƴ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘΦ {ŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǎƛǘŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ 

²ŀƭƭ bat ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ hŦ ǘƘŜǎŜΣ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǇǊƻƳƛƴŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ΨƘƛƭƭŦƻǊǘΩ ŀǘ 

Cargo (10572) north-west of Carlisle (Figure 49-106; left, Figure 50), cropmarks revealing multivallate 

ditches and at least one substantial bank enclosing an area atop the eastern scarp-bank of the River 

Eden, with associated boundaries forming fragments of a potential field-system. Without excavated 

evidence, the occupation hisǘƻǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ όŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǘƻ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΣ 

located south-ǿŜǎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊƛǾŜǊ ŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘύ ƛǎ ǳƴŎƭŜŀǊΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ ƳƻǊǇƘƻƭƻƎȅ ǎƘƻǿǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ 

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

by single ditches (with no visible surviving banks). The usual debates around multi-vallation equalling 

defensive purpose or capability are now out-dated, given the fact that many excavated multi-vallate 

sites across Britain appear purely domestic in character and are not located in highly-defensible 

topographic positions; nevertheless, this example does stand out from other rural settlements due 

to its form. 

 The excavated farmstead at Windsor Way (Figure 49-105) comprises ditches, post-holes, and 

ŀ ƳŜǘŀƭƭŜŘ ǘǊŀŎƪǿŀȅ мΦоƪƳ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ {ǘŀƴǿƛȄ ŦƻǊǘ όCƛƎǳǊŜ пф-12), with at least one 

phase of activity during the mid-Roman period based on limited ceramic evidence (the majority of 

the site being undated). Whilst this shows that the landscape immediately north of the border was 

not completely abandoned upon the ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΣ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŀǊǘŜŦŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ 

for site function and wider chronology from the site hinder further interpretation.  

Other rural sites include those visible as cropmarks in and around northern CarlisleΩǎ 

suburbs, comprising enclosures of varying form (circular, curvilinear and rectilinear) and size (Figure 

50), generally detectable as ditches. These sometimes survive as isolated settlements (as with a 

rectilinear enclosure containing a single visible roundhouse (927783) (Figure 49-108; Figure 50, 

right): the only site identified north of Carlisle by Higham and Jones (1975, 34)); and occasionally 

with associated complexes of ditched boundaries, likely field-systems, as with curvilinear enclosures 

Figure 50 - Iron Age/Romano-British rural sites, visible as cropmarks on aerial photographs, and mapped by the 
IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ bat όŎƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ŀōƻǾŜύΦ 
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near Holme View (927375) 

(Figure 49-107; Figure 50, 

centre). A relatively extensive 

complex of curvilinear and 

rectilinear enclosures with 

associated field boundaries 

(1383241) located near the 

Eden north-west of Carlisle 

(Figure 49-109/110), though 

undated, is interesting given 

that it incorporates two ring-

ditches interpreted as Bronze 

Age round barrows (based on 

morphology and size) ς the 

only potential funerary 

monuments identified in the 

entirety of the study area. The field-system likely post-dates the barrows and thus interesting 

questions exist as to whether the barrows were 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; Figure 49-111) north of Harker Park and ditch complex 

of less defined morphology (1383198) are less-easily attributed to the later-prehistoric or Roman 

periods, but may represent further fragments, as do excavated square enclosures (Figure 49-152) in 

modern Stanwix. This all reveals a complex rural agricultural landscape of scattered settlements, 

associated enclosures and field-systemǎΣ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻǳǘƘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ {ƻƭǿŀȅ tƭŀƛƴ 

(Bewley 1994). At least one settlement remained in use into the Roman period, despite lying 

immediately north of the formalised boundary 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-systems extend northwards up the Esk Valley, comprising ditched boundaries and enclosures 

where modern land-use and underlying geology enable formation of cropmarks in isolated patches 

(e.g. Figure 51). The most apparent examples are a pair of rectilinear, sub-divided enclosures (with 

potential roundhouse) and fragmentary ditched field boundaries with possible embanked trackway 

(Figure 49-115; Figure 52, right); and a more complex, multi-phased system of rectilinear fields 

including potential trackways, pits and at least one ring-ditch, likely a roundhouse (Figure 49-116; 

Figure 52, left). These represent the best evidence for non-military landscapes in Block 1. Other 

cropmark features include fragments of rectilinear ditched field-systems south of Longtown (Figure 

49-118) and north of Stanwix (Figure 49-112), two sinuous ditches suggesting a trackway east of 

Netherby (Figure 49-119), and large curvilinear enclosures just north of Carlisle (Figure 49-120), all 

potentially offering further insight into this landscape, though needing further dating evidence. A 

rectilinear enclosure (1572145) (Figure 49-122) identified previously from aerial photography and 

attributed as Iron Age or Romano-British based upon form, just north of Block 1, indicates this 

settlement pattern continues up the Esk Valley towards higher ground in Scotland. The only other 

ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ΨƴŀǘƛǾŜΩ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ activity from the project area is a bog burial discovered in peat at 

Scaleby Moss in 1845 (875505) (Figure 49-123) but since lost: a man with a deerskin cloak and staff, 

Figure 51 - Cropmark ditches in arable fields near Longtown on specialist 
oblique photography (NMR 28069_044 ©HE). 
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likely Iron Age and the only evidence aside from the two barrows described above for later-

prehistoric funerary activity within the project area. 

Evidence of enclosed settlements, with accompanying agricultural activity in rectilinear field-

systems (likely contemporary, given relationships between sites and boundaries, paralleled 

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 Tyne-Solway isthmus in an 

existing occupied and permanently-settled landscape. Whether or not all sites remained in use at 

the time does not change the likelihood that people were living and moving within the landscape, 

given contemporary indigenous sites in surrounding areas [5.2c]. The distribution of surviving sites 

(Figure 49) reveals they are generally located close to rivers, on slightly-higher terrain above 

floodplains. If this visibility is not merely due to such terrain suiting modern improved-pasture and 

arable, with underlying, well-drained soils, facilitating increased cropmark production, this suggests 

later-prehistoric and Romano-British rural settlements and enclosures were clustered within a 

liminal zone between flat, alluvial soils subject to seasonal flooding and better-drained farmland. 

This would provide a variety of potential land-uses, connectivity provided by rivers or valley-floors. 

Eskdale connects easily (topographically) with lowlands to south and west, and various valleys 

leading into adjacent uplands north and east (Figure 58), as well as 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 RomeΩǎ ŀǊǊival, terrestrial communication between sites was likely via trackways and 

droveways integrated within formalised field-systems and broader pasture areas, fragments of 

which have been identified in the cropmark evidence above but with insufficient clarity over the 

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 man-made communications infrastructure in the project area 

ŀǊŜ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ wƻƳŀƴ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ǊƻŀŘǎ ŎǳǘǘƛƴƎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿƭŀƴŘǎ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ όǘƘƻǳƎƘ 

precise phasing is unclear) (Figure 53). One wide, straight earthwork bank heads south-west from 

Netherby towards modern-day Longtown, following the scarp edge above the floodplain for much of 

its length (Figure 48-C; Figure 54, right). This likely turned southwards, linking with the road north 

Figure 52 - Two examples of mapped cropmark archaeological sites, both located south of Longtown and comprising 
fragments of probable Iron Age/Romano-British settlement and field-system (blue = later ridge and furrow ploughing). 



101 
 

from Carlisle (followed by the straight modern A7/Harker Road (HER No.186) to Westlinton). The 

latter was presumed to divert north-west, crossing the lower reaches of the Esk and thence 

traversing Annandale to the outpost fort at Birrens, but can now also, or alternatively, be extended 

to Longtown and a further river crossing north-west (Figure 53). A further Roman routeway, newly 

identified from modern imagery in Block 2, projects north-west from a presumed crossing point on 

IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ƴƻǊǘƘ-east of Stanwix, visible as an earthwork bank in places and cropmark flanking 

ditches in others (Figure 54, left). 

Another potential road agger extends for several hundred metres from the eastern side of 

Netherby fort (Figure 48-B), slightly obscured by later earthworks (H), though no known further road 

sections nor Roman military sites (other than the outpost fort at Bewcastle and central sector of 

IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ƛǘǎŜƭŦύΣ ŀǊŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƪƴƻǿƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƛƻƴΦ ! ōǊƻŀŘ ōŀƴƪ ŜȄǘŜƴŘƛƴƎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŘǊȅ 

valley north of the fort (Figure 48-D), heading towards a modern meander in the Esk and previously 

postulated as a Roman road (Wilson 2017, 339-341), 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 north-east into Liddesdale. Finally, it has been hypothesised (Birley 1953a, 28-30) that the 

Figure 53 - The network of known (solid red), probable (dashed red), possible (dashed dark pink) and proposed 
(dashed light pink) Roman roads along the Roman border-line and further north. 
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fort at Netherby guarded a further river crossing westward to Birrens (argued via Iter II of the 

Antonine Itineraries); no evidence for this was found in aerial or field surveys (below). 

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 network might also provide social and economic opportunities 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 environs of Roman forts is based upon morphology and alignment, due to lack of 

excavation. However, when combined, these convincingly comprise a road network connecting 

ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ƳƛƭƛǘŀǊȅ ǎƛǘŜǎ ƴƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭΥ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ŜȄŎŀǾŀǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳ ǘƘƛǎΦ ²ƛǘƘ ƭƛǘǘƭŜ 

surviving evidence for later-prehistoric routeways (beyond likely use of the river), it is difficult to say 

whether this network over-rode previous movement patterns or was utilised beyond military 

personnel.  

 Moving on to Roman military sites connected by these networks, the main site north of 

IŀŘǊƛŀƴΩǎ ²ŀƭƭ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǊŜŀ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊǘ ŀǘ bŜǘƘŜǊōȅ όCastra Exploratorum), identified on 

Iter II of the third-century Antonine Itineraries (Wilson 1999, 18) (Figure 49-49). Birley (1953a, 6) 

argues this name implies an important role within the frontier zone. A potential alternative could be 

Brocara όΨŦƻŀƳƛƴƎ ǎǘǊŜŀƳΩ ς the nearby Carwinley Burn?), from the Ravenna Cosmography (ibid., 31-

32; Richmond and Crawford 1949, 26); more recently assigned by Frere (2001, 287) to Broomholm, 

further north along the Esk, and Fitzpatrick-Matthews (2013, 46) further north still, to around Ervine. 

bŜǘƘŜǊōȅΩǎ ŦƻǊǘ ƛǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ Cƭavian origins, given its intermediate position on routes north 

from Carlisle to early forts at Birrens and Broomholm. The first epigraphically-attested date is 

Hadrianic, Netherby being (re)constructed by Legio II Augusta as an outpost for the new frontier, 

while an altar from AD177 shows auxiliary occupation by cohors I Nervana Germanorum (a 500-

strong infantry cohort, originating in northern Gaul/western Germania) (Oswald et al. 2015, 6). The 

third century has greater clarity afforded by inscriptions, with cohors I Aeliana Hispanorum in 

occupation (a 1000-strong, part-mounted unit (Jones and Woolliscroft 2001, 142), supported by 

Figure 54 - Two surviving earthwork lengths of probable Roman road in the area north of Carlisle and east of the Esk. 






































































































































































































































































































































































































