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Abstract;

Contemporary scholarship on amphitheatres, and those in Britain specifically, focuses heavily
uponeitherthese monuments individually fromstrictly architectural viewor amphitheatres
overall butwith particularemphasisupon their categorisationgdowever, hisapproachdoes

not allow for the combination of these issues relating to the emergence and spread of
amphitheatres through Britain during this period in relation to both individual and wider
provincial cultural changé&his thesis brings these issues together, allowing me to track the
spread of amphitheatres and the cultural chartbat they manifested from a chronological
perspective, including the transfer of knowledge and influence baimfelsewhere in the
empire and throughout Britain itselMy thesisdemonstrates why amphitheatres emerged in
Britain and how they differ individuallipoth architecturally but also as manifestations of a
new localised spectacle cultyreather than one that could be considered traditionally Roman
or British Crucially, this emerged organically without an agenda from the RorBaitish
governmentor asinglecentralised drive to build themVhile the local wealthy elite did have a
significant role in the eergence of these amphitheatres, engagement from those throughout
society was also crucial for this organic process of creolisation to occur on a localisethisvel.
is demonstratedthrough thecrucialsignificance of local choiagith the willing adoptian and
engagement with this aspect of traditionally Roman culture regardless of the activities of the
sodal and government eliteWhile this occurs on a localised level and these monuments are
primarily representations of the local spectacle culture withésociated settlements,
considering the emergence and spread of this cultural change chronologically, many
amphitheatres appear connected in relation to the transfer of culture, knowledge, and
capability behind their constructioy thesis concludes thawhile individually uniquethese
RomaneBritish amphitheatres come together to form what can be consideregw and

specificallyRomaneBritish spectacle culture
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Chapter 1¢ Introductory material:

1.1: Introduction to my project

The central focus of this project is the emergence and evolution of the amphitheatres of

Roman Britain. While a great deal of academic and archaeological research has already been
conduced into various aspects of spectacle culture and amphitheatres specifically, much of

this has been in the form of individual site reports or more general overviews of the
amphitheatres from an archaeol ogi Stajofthper spec
Roman Amphitheatr¢ 2013) and Futrell’'s (2001) researc
with the events held within amphitheatres are significant examples of thiss&herks

exemplify the academic interest in the form, symbolism, and potensak of these

monuments throughout the empire. There has been a notable level of focus into Britain
specifically, the most si gniTheRomam Amphithaatke f o r
in Britain(2008) which briefly covers all of the identifieddatheorised amphitheatres

spanning the province both architecturally and to some extent on an individual contextual

basis. Additionally, there have been a series of detailed excavations conducted at nsitiéiple
throughout Britain such as at Dorchest8rédley, 1976), London (Bateman, 1997) and

Silchester (Fulford, 1989There are even excavations being conducted at Richborough at the
time of writing of this project. Despite the significant academic and archaeological focus in this
area, these aspectppear to bemostlyconsidered separately. There has not been a

noticeable focus on how and why the amphitheatres and the culture surrounding them spread
not only to Britain but also through the province itself. In my view and within this thesis these
aspeds are intrinsically linked. The willingness to construct amphitheatres and the choices in
relation to their architecture can be considered a physical manifestation of both local and
perhaps empire wide cultural influences as well as the individual agdrtbgse behind their

construction.

Research has demonstrated that amphitheatres were constructed throughout the empire and
Britain specifically. Though through my own investigation it appéeisexamples within

Rome and Italy specifically have been the main subject of this area of research. This in my view
provides a perhaps problematic or singular representation of the cultural value and status of
amphitheatres. While there are certainly themesmore general aspects of these monuments
applicable to examples throughout the empire, the cultural and architectural significance of
amphitheatres should be looked at within their individual contexts. As | shall consider
throughout this project, this cabe broken down incrementally to some extent. | propose to

investigate these monuments as a part of the empire while considering the nature of Roman
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imperialism under which they were constructed, the political, social, and economic situation in
Roman Britan at the time of their construction overall and also the immediate context of the
settlement they were constructed in relation to. | shall discuss why this project is focused
specifically on Britain later in this chapter. A key aspect of this projestdsrsider to what

extent these monuments were meaningfully RomaBtish in comparison to those

constructed throughout the other provinces or Rome itself. It appears evident that the concept
of amphitheatres originated in Italy, though to what extent gmergence of these

monuments in Britain and the resulting form and status of them within the provincial context

is a result of the combination of these two cultures is central to my project. The vital concept
of these monumerdas ‘ R8maimbesht her demonstrated through the
model | shall be using throughout this project suggesting that they are the result of these two

cultures coming togetheorganically.

1.2: The nature of Roman Imperialism and the progression of the Rom&ioisd heory

The inarguably outdated theory of ‘Romanisation’
considered the process as a wave of Roman culture being imposed on Britons. Roman culture
expressly took the place ofi stedei.r Tohwmns hheyrpcoe hBrsiitsa
Haverfield has a plethora of issues, many of which were identified by J. Webster,(2001)

notably, the lack of engagement or focus placed upon the majority of people in Britain,

Haverfield seemingly insisted that Romanisatifithe elites represented society as a whole.

He failed to expand upon the reasons why the lower classes did not seem to accept Roman

culture to the same degree (Webster, 2001, 221). It is interesting in this case that Haverfield
clearly noted native Céltc r el i gi on especially “seemed to have
amongst the lower classes althoughfailed provide a suitable reasam much evidencéor

this (Haverfield, 1923, 21). Many ancient cultures and societies including the Romans were

essentidly dominated by religion, acting as a central belief system for every member of society

regardless of class or status. It appears that religion under Roman rule in Britain also

underwent a somewhat natural evolution with the emergence of Rora@stiic tenples

throughout the province (Goodman, 2013). Much like the amphitheatres while these temples

are still identifiable as such, they are essentially a product of the coming together of Roman

Gallicand British culture as well as a product of cultural sipfistconquest. Nevertheless,

one would assume that if strictly Roman culture was imposed upon Britons, this process of

religious evolution would not have taken place and manifested physically through these

temples. Furthermore, examples of these mugltitural temples such as those located within

the original hub of the Roman administration in Britain, Colchedfierckelroy, 1976) suggests
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this was not limited to the lower classes. The construction of these temples firstly required
more funding tharthat whichwas presumably available to the lower classes. Secondly, if there
was to be a grand mission of Romanisation perpetrated by the Roman administration, one
would think due to the importance and authority religion held, that allowing Britons to
essentialy integrate their own beliefs into those of the Romans to create this hybrid culture

would not have occurred.

I believe Haverfield’ s ori gi ndehondiratgssuesithats i s r
can be tracked throughnthé veegryeseptobgr elve
working chronologically through the progression and expansion of Romanisation and related
theories in her worlCreolizing the Roman Provin€@601) is of great use when considering

these issues. Notably, Caliwood did advance the theory regarding Britain somewhat, for the
first time introduciuhgutreé matihem a@fhaa ‘shynipid
Roman culture (Collingwood, 193Bowever, again the lack of focus placed upon the majority

of those living in Britain is noticeable. This | believe is the primary failing of early theories
surrounding the Romanisation of Britain. The seemicy &f care or interest surrounding

those within Britain outside of the wealthy native and Roman elite | propose was the main
academic shortcoming identifiable through the'2€entury progression of theories relating to

the Romanisation of Britain. This was to a certain extent brought to light with the Nativist

critique of the 1970s. This theory originated in relatiorNarth Africa due to its recent

colonisationby Europeang§Webster, 2001, 212) with notable and comprehensive works on the
theory by Laroui (1970) and Benabou (1976). This theory was still applicable to the Roman
empire, it focused on bringing the issue of the agency of the native population to the

forefront. Although it is important to consider the feelings and role of people within Britain at

the time of Roman occupation, | cannot align myself with this approach. The central aspect of

the Nativist theory was that Romanisation was simply a veneer, sugg#sstigehind closed

doors native Britons ignored Roman culture, not specifi@dteptingor denying it but rather

being indifferent to it (Webster, 2001, 212). Thzesvery much against the general theory of

this project consi deRomangBrtihe sseh’ampnh intaheuarter ess
lack of recognition regarding the role of the native population in the cultural changes that

occurred under Roman occupation presents a clear problem. A critical aspect of spectacle

culture is engagement from theopulation as a whole. Whether it be hosting or funding the

games, attendingvents,or even owning associated material culture. Public engagement is

vital regardless of class to a large extent.
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Foll owi ng up i mMheRbomanizat®rdod BritaiM an eksaytintarclseological

interpretations(199), presenting his own theories regarding Romanisation significantly

advanced academic understanding of the concept. Webster noted Milletigeevwo major

advances from Haverfield’s ori thatnativepebpleeor y, i ni ti
took an active role in the process and were not s
209). Millett accepts that this was largely a spar@aus process, with the main transfer of

culture coming down from connections between native and Roman elites. He further mentions

the motivations behind native elites working alongside Rome mostly through the desire to

advance their own positions withimis new society (Millett, 1992). | do agree to some extent

with Millett’s theories, however yet again it is
class minority. Undeniably the role of the wealthy elites within Britaimportantto my

proect The nature of spectacle culture as a ‘servic
leisure required at the very least wealthgblesto provide funding for such events.

Correspondingly the requirement for specific structures such as amphitheatresuongdo be

constructedto host events necessitates again, either very wealthy individuals or the

government to commission, fund and organise their construction.

However, this is not to say that these changes were entirely controlled by wedithy, or the

Roman government as alluded to earlier. TheaflBr i t ai n’ s i nhabitants, nat i v
otherwise will also be of paramount importance to my research, specifically, the role played by

those, not in positions of power or wealtRrogressindgrom Haverfield s pr opos al of the
Romanisation proceg4923)and the roleindigenouselites hadin simply implementing what

the Romans presentei them, more recent ideasuggest that people of the elite class can be

considered more dive agents in thiprocess of cultural change, making significant choices in

relation to the adoption of new culture (Mattingly, 2007,1%his is demonstrated kiye

necessity of government and elite involvement regarding the introductidch@Romane

British amphithatres especiallyn the realms of architecturand the allocation of funsland

materials Yet, the role of the lower classes and majority within Roman Biitaiglation to

the process of cultural change regard tothe emergence and integration of these

amphitheatress of critical importance throughout this projecthis postcolonial approach

and the creolisation model | plan to base my research upon appear especially valuable and

pertinent when investigating cultural change within the realms of spectacle culture. Before |

delve into the reasonsdhind this, it is important to lay out what | mean by creolisation,

especially since it will provide the primary theoretical framework for this project.
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The crucial aspect of creolisation is that rather than the replacement of one culture by
another, as ppposed by Haverfield (1923) describes the blending of two cultures resulting
in an ambiguous culture being created (Webster, 2001). Webstenalsal this processs

often centred around religion, positing that in the Western Roman provinaiganous

people were exposed to the Roman Pantheon. Especially due to the evolvement of Roman
religion already it is certainly possible a creole Rom@etiic belief system was developed
(Webster, 2001, 219). The creolisation model overall suggests spégifn the case of
‘“Romani sation’” that wupon the introduction of
extinguished the other. Rather they produced a new culture taking elements from kesitts
project,| am considering thatroduction and construction of these Romadoitish
amphitheatres as physical manifestations of this new spectacle culture formed in Britain

during this period.

A primarycriticism of this model biattingly suggestshat the emphasis on the lower orders
rather than the entire spectrum othe soci ety m
creolisation mode(2004,7).1 can see how this wid be a significant issue in relation to some

aspects of cultural chaegHowever, in relation to this projecthe focus is on RomaRritish
amphitheatres as results and physical manifestations of this prot#ksi | e ¢ 'hewi thi
Britain must have been responsible for the actual construction and planning of these
amphitheatres their success in relation to cultural integration and change was in my view

steered by the community at large and their reaction to the constaouctf these

amphitheatres Furthermore,| view these monuments specifically as a product of the

creolisation process both physically and culturally. While they are aluardcchitecturally,

contextually and culturally, they are all still recognised apltheatres ultimately. Their

individuality comes from the introduction of this traditionally Roman concept dividual

contexts and their associated cultutltroughan organic process of creolisatioimrespect to

the focus on the lower classelsam pirsuing a tempered version of theeolisation model,

retaining its essential insight thattaractions between Romans and provincials created new

forms of culture In this case | view these amphitheatres as physical manifestations of this new
culture, though takingMattingy ° s cr i ti ques into account | ar
classes and the elite within Britain. This is essential when considering the introduction of these

monuments specifically and spectacle culture.

Mat t i ngdpprdasho owndi screpant identities” places
and heterogeneity of experienagnder provincial Roman ruleven to some extenbn an

individual basigMattingly, 2004)1 agree withthisint hat t her e wad nad f“es't a
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Roman BritainNMattingly, 2007)It is important to consider the wide range of responses to the

Roman invasion and Roman rule in Britain, from eager integration anhyasion alliances to

resistance to the invasion itsethd ongoing Romaroatrol afterwards ldentity isimportant to

my researchbut it is not the focus dthis project howeverthis theoretical approach certainly

has its place within this projedn relation to the introduction of amphitheatres specifically,

the main way in which we can propose the success of their emergence both physically and

culturally is through their initiatonstruction, specific architecture and potential period of use

andmaintenance My primary focus is the culture surrounding these monuments specifically

as a prodict of creolisationDespite this, when considering tlexperience of groups and

individuals in relation to the introduction of and use of these amphitheatres evean

individual l evel Mattingly’'s apNyragpaachdoasi | | be use
place significant focus on the agency of indigenous and Roman people in relation to the

process of creolisatioand their role in the introduction of thisew spectacle culture

Regardless of potential motivations or consequences it is down to the agency of the individual

and groupof any class or status within Roman Britaihis is also touched upon by Mattingly

(201,293 0) when considering “discrepant experiences”
experience beyond the binary of the ruled and the rulétewever,it must be noted that in

relation to theemergenceandespecially thecongruction of RomaneBritishamphitheatres,

those within the elite and lower orders of society played significantly different rolegarisg

the process of cultural change that these monuments represented.

This is to some extent rcegadoa eniphagsaodfpoeri | | et t’ s ap
regarding the process of cultural change into the hands of indigenous pédmhever, it is

i mportant that | distinguish myself from Millett’
not purely focdewmg ofh Romanhtcialcklee from the el.i
(Millett, 1992). Furthermore, Millett’s proposal
emulation, those in Britain were trying to emulate Roman culture rather than combining it

with their own. More predely, my approach suggests the power capable of steering cultural

change does not only lie in the hands of the wealthy and powerful few within Britain, whether

Roman or native. But rather cultural change must be ushered in by popuatitmdifferent

groups and individuals taking on the roles necesddowever this is further necessitated by

their conscious decision to engage witiangebased on their motivations. While there are

other limiting factors such as capability and st&i circumstances that apply in differing

degrees to everyone within society the agency involved in even attempting to overcome these

is still significant. In relation to amphitheatres specifically the overcoming of these potentially
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limiting factors suclas funding, planning and the eventual knowledge in relation to the
construction of these mouments may only serve to emphasize their importance culturally and
the motivations that drove creolisation. It is also of paramount importance that we understand
RomaneBritish culture was not an emulation of Roman culture or just a continuation of British
culture, more accurately | will argue a creole culture was formed by the combination of both.
This occurred naturallgiuring the Roman occupation, rather thamgily an instantaneous
program led by local and Roman elites of introducing purely Roman cuMiaténgly notes

that a primary issue with Romanisation in emptsasg the role of native elites is that it
diminishes the influence of the state of Rome (Magflly, 2007, 15). However, in relation to
spectacle culture specifically, this is not the cad®ere was noidect purposeful influencer

an agendaehindthe introduction of amphitheatres to Britaimanaged by Rom@& his process
occurring organically, without interference or an agenda pushed by the Roman state is a vital

distinction for this project.

Furthermore, it is crucial to investigate what these differing motivations regarding

participation on any level in thinew culture were. These may be dependent on multiple
factors.Primarilyl believethesewould have been class, status and to a certain extent the

origin of the individual. The nature and motivation of the invasion of Britain as a whole is
something that need to take into account throughout this project. The nature of Roman

i mperialism is directly linked to theories s
developed theoretically. | will be investigating and clarifypagticularaspects of Bman

culture within Rome itself, specifically relating to the games and the military in the first

chapter and within the context of the invasion of Britain in the second chapter of this project.

At this introductory stage, | want to briefly lay out my otlmughts regarding Roman

imperialism and how it will work into mgreolisation framework. It seems somewhat clear

that the obsolete idea of “defensive i mperia
longer viable (Sidebottom, 2005, 31%). In more p to date models proposed by Mattingly

(2013), Morley (2010) and Gardner (2013), it is common now within academia to see Rome as
the aggressor. Mattingly speci fAepoeiddtadting ci t ed
bringing nations under Romanconb | t o “i mpose the ways of pec
apol ogies”™ for Roman dominance (Mattingly, 2
in detail in chapter two, | am inclined to agree with this theory, and within my project | view

Rome as amaggressive expansionist state. | do not view the Roman policy in a negative light for
this, rather it is a fact that must be acknowledged within the realms of Roman imperialism and

in the context of the invasion and occupation of Britain. This is espesighificant when
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investigating the motivations by Romans and the reaction of native people concerning cultural

changes within Britain.

It appears evident that Rome did not force this cultural change within Britain, as has been the

case with various forsof imperialism through history, especially after establishing control

over most of the province of Britain. Those who allied with Rome sufiireasllykings were

allowed to keep their power and influence, such as the famous king Tiberius Claudius

Cogidubnus, a client king of Silchester who allie
Rome during the Boudican revolts of A.D.60/1. For this, he was lavishly rewarded with power

and influence in Britain (Moorhead, Stuttard, 2016). Tacitusewennt i ons him as a “f ai t
ally” and says that some st at eAgricdlari4).Bhis t ai n wer e g
system benefitted both sides, meaning far less work and potential bloodshed for both the

Romans and Britons and perhaps even encauagagther tribes in Britain to surrender to

Rome with the promise that they may keep their current powers. However, outside of the

wealthy elite engaged in these decisions, it seems that the wider population were often left

down to their own agency to somextent in relation to their engagement with Roman culture

without specifically political motivations. In this case, their fate was afiecidedby their

tribal leaders and their reaction against the invading Roman fargtally.

Once the province haldeen brought into the Roman administration to a certain extent the
cultural change was set in motion. Yet it is vital to consider the events of the invasion itself and
how Rome treated the native people of Britain. Of course, | also neadkinowledgehe fact

that these original sentiments against or specifically in support of the Romans would
presumably change or become diluted over generations as the culture changed. One aspect of
Roman culture which was quickly introduced was its system of ruling@anernment. This

brings me back to my ideas surrounding Roman imperialism for this project. The fact that
native individuals were permitted to retain power and influence under this system of Roman
government suggests this was done for both conveniencednyeRand also to elicit control

through what they believed to be a superior and easier system. It also shows that Rome does

have the power to dictate systematic changes within Britain.

However, in the interests of keeping my creolisation model in mind,g$tem of government
and its implementation into Britain will have mainly affected the upper echelons of society.
Thelower-classmasses, principally those who lived outside of majower centresare

unlikely to have been directly affected by this new government. Yet, concerning those who did

live within cities and settlements where the Roman system of government was initially
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introduced (Millett, 1992) partaking in it for the average people withigiety was somewhat
optional. This comes back to a notion that status and reputation were the main reasons behind
the Roman expansion and specifically the invasion and occupation of Britain. Past invading,
taking control of and to a certain extent changiBritain through the introduction of the

Roman style of government, Rome compared to many other empires was relatively passive
when it came to the imperial government directly taking control. Although the reasons behind
the invasion and the nature of R@mn imperialism itself may not be considered honourable, it

is vital to understand the Romans sought to control, not conquer. | do not believe Rome made

a conscious effort to change the indigenous culture or practices, introducing their own and

thus providng this to some extent as an alternative all comes down to the agency of the

i ndividual s withi n BeprovirceincertaiRylimgievestheacagomr o a c h
that its own empire is championed above others throughout history. While thereaxieus

examples of Britain and its population being exploited, an issue | will also address further in
chapter two the creolisation framework does somewhat rely upon cultural changes and the
interaction between the naexttomeetsomdwhatfreelgs der s’
and fluidly, rather than one being forced over the other. One may be viewed as superior to the
other, yet this is down the individual to decide and not the government or ruling powers. It is

also significant that these changescarred over the course of the Roman occupation and over
multiple generations as cultural values, material culture and society changed and progressed

somewhat naturally.

1.3: An overview of the political and social significance of amphitheatres in the Rom

empire

Amphitheatres throughout the empire should be considered unique based upon their
individual contexts and then on a wider scale within their province. For example, while
RomaneBr i ti sh amphitheatres may beBriteshnd wiheget
compared to those constructed in Gaul or Itahey are also distinct on an individual level
compared to one another within the province. However, it seems apparent that these physical
representations of what may be considered originally Romdture appear almost

omnipresent throughout the provinces of the empire with excavatgdmples in Gaul (Lyons,
Nimes), Germania (Avenches, Xanten), Hispania (Tarragona) and Africa (El Djem) (Benario,
1981). In my view this must represent their sigrafice on an empire wide level. It cannot be
coincidence that this aspect of Roman culture was adopted and adapted by such a wide range
of differing cultures. This probable significance is magnified by the system of Roman

imperialism discussed in sectior21concluding that the introduction of these monuments was
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to some extent voluntary and even embraced by the local populations within the Roman

provinces. Progressing frothese conclusiond would propose that the political and social

significance of aniitheatres may have been one of the primary reasons for their adoption

throughout the empire. It is vital to examine their uses and the power and influence that they

held within Rome to consider this as a model of their intended us#in the provinces,

whilst accepting that there will certainly be significant differences between amphitheatres in

Rome and those in Roman Britain. It also worth considering amphitheatres originally are

viewed as solely an Italian invention and were not derived from Greakyprior culture. In

Wil mott’s view they Ronadiat® Rempred ettt ( Wixlamptd es 200
Of coursejf this was the casi will certainly diminish across the centuries of Roman

occupation as the process of creolisation takes ptaganically This view of amphitheatres as

an originally Roman invention and continuexpresentation oRomanitads also crucial to my

implementaion of the creolisation modelMhile the culturesurrounding Roman®ritish
amphitheatres is unique and a product of the meld
believe is not totally lost through this procegscrucial component to this processthat

neither culture igotally erasedRather, to what etent traditional Roman culture or the

“Romaness of these monuments is championed over
must be considered on an individual basis within the context of each RoBatsh

amphitheatre.Despite the unique architecture and culture of these monumeints not

believe that the motivations for constructing amphitheatres in Roman Britai any province

will have changed to a great degree over this time. Especially considering the apparent

freedoms and individual agency involved in their planning, funding and construction as shall be

discussed in detail later within this chapter.

Inthi s instance, the amphitheatres within Italy pro

Ro man ® Kspenigllyl wath the introduction of the Roman political system into the

provinces such as Britain to what extent the social and political significarmcepifitheatres

in Rome can be applied to those in Britain is certainly an issue that regeiresis

consideration. At this stage, the appearance of these monuments throughout the empire

alongside the Roman system of administration appears to exéntpgir significancewithin it.

I't is important tinportancemnma pofitigal amdrepltaral sehse m Rome s

itself. The origins of the games that took place in these buildings started mainly

commemoratively and had robust religious associations. A good example of this was recorded

by Pliny in his worklatural Historynaa i ng even | ate into the Republic

reason for hosting games in 65.B.C. was for his f
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beasts with all of their equipment made of silver (Pliny the Elder, 33.53). However,
transitioning intothe Imperial period it seems clear that political issues took over in terms of
motivation for organising games especially in Rome. The amphitheatre became a social and
political centre for elites and the emperor to display their wealth and power and &mtto
compete against one another (Hopkins, 1983, 12). Emperors and the elite classes were eager
to publicly celebrate military prowess, marriage or the dedication of building projects
(Edmondson, 2002, 9). This is an area in which the games in Romecsbkawe tdiffered from

those in Roman Britaiand potentially other provinces The | ack of the empe
presence in the provinces suggests that the amphitheatres and the spectacles held there took
on a different motive and meaning. Without the @eror, wealthy individuals, and elites able

to retain their power under the Roman administration would have taken on the role to gain

political status and popularity.

In Rome itself a sense of reputation was placed onto these structures because th@state,
later the emperor, was responsible for providing games and building amphitheatres as a duty

to the people. In the provinces it is evident that this sense of reputation and resulting

competition was rife between wealthy elites willing and able to spotise construction of
amphitheatres and events within them. The Magerius Mosaic fiamih Africa is a solid

example of this within the provinces.3¥ century mosaic in a private home displaying duels

between men and leopardepeatedly praises Magiis as the sponsor of the games. Futrell

further comments, rightfully in my viewhatthis®* capt ures t he meaning of
Roman society” (Futrell, 2006, 50), especi al

outside of Italy. Gladiatorial shows were knowrMignerame ani ng si mpl vy

“obligation” ( Wi |textentthese shécificdeyentdt@ok placeTiroBritairnvall

duty

be a consideration throughout this project. One may expect events within provinces, like the
amphitheatres physicallyo be a representation of individual or local cultures; though it is also
probable in my view that events just like the amphitheatres themselves were also products of

the natural combination of Roman and local culture.

Dio records that even though Vespasian was known to not enjoy gladiatorial figRtngaf

History65.15) , it was wunder his rule that Nero’' s G
amphitheatre The ColosseumBateman stated that Vespasian saw himself as a restorer of
Republican virtues and the amphithea@99 was

82). This principle is well illustrated by the surge of amphitheatre construction under the
Flavians (Bateman, 1997, 83)milarly, Hadrian, who Dioentioned as not personally

supporting amphitheatres, seems to have held games in many cities he visited (Dio, LXIX, 10.
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1). The concept of the amphitheatre being quintessentially Roman and essential to Roman

culture both as a physical structure and oaaietal and political basis is a common theme in

the primary sources who spoke about the games. The building itself promoted a display of

Roman virtues vital to society in Rome. Again, to what extent this may be transferred culturally

to provinces such &Britain is an issue that shall be considered throughout this project. This

was especially the case during tRex Romanahen the amphitheatrgrobably gave the

Roman people, specifically the lower class, an outlet for aggression or anger. At the time man

of the aristocracy perceived the games as a crucial aspect of society in relation to keeping

order (Hopkins, 1983). Games held in amphitheatres can also be seen in aég-psoduct

of war. Hopkins wrote at | engltekpamsibnthRtome’ s devoti o
allowed them to build and dominate their empire. The amphitheatre permitted theselikar

traditions and actions to be converted and preserved in mainstream society even during times

of peace as a “repl ayedt dTr a(mbo pKi g, uel 983, bd D)o.d K&
condemned criminals reinforced moral order and reminded the spectators of the fate of those

who committed crimes against the Roman state. D. G. Kyle stated that these executions

de monst r the lienits oftthe bunah versus the natural world in beast combats, the

l i mits of morality, | aw, and soci al order” ( Kyl e,
artistic events were described and detailed by authors such as Seneca in his letters, even going

asfar as statilg itis puremurdet ( Seneca, 7:8).

This brutal functin of the amphitheatres could have been very significant within the provinces
such as Britain when recently brought under Roman control. While it may be used to promote
pro-Roman sentiment through positive means by providing leisure and entertainment, the
other side of brutal spectacles and a display of power by those now allied with the Roman
administration would have also had a significant impact on those viewing them. The use of the
amphitheatresas a method of suppression was especially visible in Rigeié This was not

only symbolically but physically through the enforced classed seating system that had

been the case since 1BIC when senators first gained their own privileged seats. This
advanced in 6B.C with the introduction of theLex Rosciae.,laying down the first fourteen

rows of seats for the equestrian order. This was so entrenched in the Roman consciousness
that the official d e s i g n d@hode who hdvethe righeteitine r s of t hi s
t he e qu e s tquibusssededsireeguestribus locis ius ejgdEdmonson, 2002, 10). The
pressure placed upon individuals within Roman society surrounding their own class and status
was immense. Amphitheatres ahadi played a vital role inhis, especially within the Roman

elite and in part related to their ability to host the most extravagant games. This is reflected in
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primary Roman sourcesg.,.Suet oni us wr ot e r e ¢lagawkihapgblicTi ber i
shows at all, and very seldoattended those given by others, for fear that some request be
made of hi nTiberigs3119. Trasrappeass highly critical of the lack of games

hosted by Tiberius as he was not seen to be fulfilling this aspect of his obligations to the

people.

The games and the amphitheatres they were held in are mentioned frequently in primary

accounts and sources either as historical accounts or by proyitlit@sophicabbservations

e. g. Dio’s writings. We can assneasns eflriotne so't he
attitudes towards the games actually were. Pliny the Younger in his Letters to Calvisus was
discussing the Circensian games he attended and described thém astertainment | have

no taste for” cengratmattgbomegl Aisohahi $o0i ndi fferen
prefering books ov e rPlirg9.6. Howaver, theipditica implicatonsp at i o
and imagery used within the arena in my view is undenaible. Clastiiged the storming and

sackhg of a town “in the manner of real warfar
Britons and presided dr esGladusdl.6). Healgpeener al ' s
enacted a naval battle on the Fucine Lake consisting of 100 ships and 19660asathe

Rhodians and Sicilians (Suetoni@iudius21.6).In the 29 century A.Dincreasingly realistic
spectaclediave been documenteih the amphitheatrs, even extending to punishments

based on theecreaion ofthe story ofPariswith a wooden mountain, live goats and a stream

(Apuleius Metamorphoses, 10.34

This idea of control over the lower classes through these structures anghtness pertinent

to not only Rome but its provinces. One of the primary transferable aspects comes with the
structural significance and the impact that these amphitheatres hathe provincial
landscapeB 0 mg a r d n eThe Colosaeuns abnvéyed both majesty and might of the
Roman empire, it dominates the space” (Bomga
opinion the most tremendous example of an amphitheatre in the wholeiespeating

50,000 spectators (Hopkins, 1983, 16). As a demonstration of purely Roman architecture it
doestruly resemble ghysicalembodiment of the virtues and power exemplifed by Roman
spectacle culture. The idea of this transference of adtral, physical and consistent
representation of political status, wealth and power is especg&dipificantwhen considering

the amphitheatres of Roman Britain and the provinces. Especially in Britain due to a lack of
notableevidence in relation to tl specific uses of these amphitheatres, much of the focus in
relation to their significance socially and politically must come from their architecture and

place within the landscape.
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Newmyer sees the ancient emphapeifosnanzes t he technic

showing the Roman preference for artificial over
over nature (Newmyer, 1984:3). This may also be very much applicable to the actual
construction and planning of these monuments as a triumphamiy over nature but perhaps
as a representation of technical capability and resources. This is primarily true within Rome
itself and Italy where the amphitheatre represented a symbol of Roman authority and status
that the people of Rome itself could Ipeoud of and relate to, as well as being a physical
embodiment of orderpunishmentand the domination of othersThis was coupled with the
perceived necessity for emperors and members of the Roman elite to push the boundaries
constantly of whatould be accomplished within these spectacles by forever increasing their
scale and magnificence. Conversely within Roman Britain the early amphithestyelsave
provided the Britons with a physical and authoritative memento of their own subjugation

under Roman power.

This demonstrates thahere is also thejuestion of perception for those in Britain attending

events or even just viewing these structures. To what extent these monuments would be

vi ewed as Roman or a specflicafeby thenavemageipersonis f Roman po
certainly debatableand may depend on their conteahd individual experiencé his is where

Mat t i @094)appromcho fdiscrepant dent i t i es’ is especially releve
While it seems highly probable that those behind their construction would have been aware of

this aspect of amphitheatres, the vast difference in perception between wealthy elites

engaged within the politial system and the majority of the population essentially engaging

with and or acting as observers to the introduction of amphitheatres is crucralforoject.

Evenso,&8 Mat ti ngl y’' s wiletheseiraividualssandgopaps helsngedie

elite social and political class, their experiences, and perceptions of the Radnainistration

during this periodvere still highly diverséDespite thisthey were still villing and capable of

investing in amphitheatrespecifically over other monument$his aspect of agenay relation

to individual and group roles in theonstructon these monuments is essential oy

theoretical frameworkAs established, the adoption of amphitheatres in Britain appears to

have been primarily out of choice attte melding of traditionally Roman and British culture.

Despite the architectural freedom of those within the Romdrdish elite,it is hard to gnore

the reality of thethreat of Romandomination had British elites refused or fought back against
Rome as demonstrated by rebellions such as the Boudican revolt of AThé&8@gency and
continuation of power allowed by the Roman administration cannot be confused for kindness.

As notedthis system appears to have worked best for both Rome and the Britons, but this
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does not mearthat the threat of violence and displays ofywer by Rome were not present
also regardless of whether these were manifested by Romans or local elites and client kings

aligned with themMoorhead and Stuttard observed that due to the arguable success of the

shock and awe t aientofiBdtain ttey movel ento emhehris &nd migds i n v a
approach towards the population (Moorhead, Stuttard, 2016189).This most likely

occurred before and immediately after the initial conquest (Creighton, 20Q63 of

paramount i mportance to understand what i s m
that the Romans were particularly brutal towards their enemies. The focustn@syly upon

showing their dominance through architecture and acts intended to frighten natives into
submission. At the initiaColoniagounding at ColchestelGamulodunuryy which came before

London, the centre of the Roman administratjdris said tlat severed heads were displayed

on stakes beside the triumphal arch as a reminder of Roman domination (Crummy, 1997, 54).
Tacitus confirms this recording the reaction
hatred f or t heAnrds 1L481).Bverswhen(cansidering thiose, within Britain

of the elite classes and tribes that allied with Rome perhaps even prior to the invasion and
introduction of Britain to the Roman administration, Mattlgd2004, 22) rightfully points out

t hat Rdmamgal so involved being subjects”. Th
individual experiences, while some may have been willing to eagerly submit tmtharlkR

administration or ally alongside them, the neonsensual aspect of this relationship could

certainly influence individual’'s agency and 1

This is where | believe the main differences lie between amphitheatres in Rome and those in
the provinces. In many cases amphitheatres did wield entrenched socigladitidal influence

and throughout the empire were of paramount importance as representations of Roman
culture and virtuesHowever, their physical and symbolic presences within settlements which
they often dominated, even in Rome, often defined the difigrroles they played within
cultures. | wonder to what extent these structures and their spectacles were primarily there to
act as a control system and a violent outlet for the bloodlust of the surrounding populace.
Were they arenas of death to executeetbondemned or as an area of competition for the
political elite and even the emperor himsgdir even just as meeting placed believe that
amphitheatres could represent and function as a combination of all afeh@es. Depending

on the context or ladscape of the structure itself the issue of its primary use and reason

behind the introduction of amphitheatres could vary enormously.
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Chapter 2c Introduction to the Amphitheatres of Roman Britain

2.1:Why | have chosen to focus on RomBntain and its amphitheatres

As mentioned previously, there appears to be a significant gap within the academic sphere
when considering the origins of the amphitheatres of Roman Britain in relation to the
evolution of culture within the province during¢ Roman occupatiomMattingly (2007)

focuses heavily on the diversity of experience within Britain during the period of Roman
occupation and how culture changed on different provincial and societal I&Vlige his

“di screpant i de nificantandeuseful wahinpny pragedtie foéusis roti g
upon spectacle culture or amphitheatres. Furthermore, as noted in the previous chapter, |
believe thatthis focus hasnly alimited application to this project specificallybelieve this
evolution ofspectacleculture took place througkhe creolisationtheoryin Britain The
separation of thearchitectural side of amphitheatres and their pleaa facet of dtural

change within the provinces seems especially evident in BritainsVRamanaeBritish
amphitheatres have been well researched with individual detailed site reports at significant
sites such as Dorchester (Bradley, 1976), London (Bateman, 1993)lemester (Fulford,

1989) there is little focus on the actual introduction and culture surrounding these
monuments. While there has been speculation such as by Bradley (1976) and Bateman (1997)
as to what they may have been used,fibre cultural changesurrounding the construction of
these amphitheatres have not been considered significantly. As | have discussed at length thus
far, the character of Roman imperialism during the early Imperial period and the seemingly
natural blending of cultures within Bain would lead me to suggest that the monuments
constructed throughout the provincat that timemay offer a unique insight into the culture

that produced them.

Amphitheatresrepresent in my view the most pestigious, visible, and best researched

physical manifestations of spectacle culture. The funding, planning and technological

capabilities necessary for their construction in Britain display the willingness of those
responsible for their adoptiontoengag wi t h t hi s aspect of originally
make it their own. In someays | would propose that amphitheatres are a perfect example of

the creolisation model in relation to architecture due to their nature as mainly public

monuments vithout significant administrative roles. They represent not only the active

engagement of wealthy elites and groups behind their construction but also a possibility and

probability of the majority withirassociated RomanBritish settlementto engage with this

aspect of Roman®ritish culture actively through their own agency. This specific engagement

possibly across the class and status system within society | would propose makes
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amphitheatres especially useful when considering the precdsultural change and the
introduction of spectacle culture to Britain. Thesueof choice is especially significant
throughout this project; having established that this aspect of Ronritish culture was not
forced upon the people of Britajmne nust consider why thee peopleseemingly willingly

engaged with the construction and use of amphitheatres.

It is also for thiseason as well as in the interest of the length of my project that | shall be
focusing specifically on amphitheatrestiier than material culture in relation to spectacle

culture in Britain. Numerous examples of material culture relating to both amphitheatres and
the specific events held within them have been identified throughout Britain such as multiple
mould designs foimitation samian pottery from Colchester depicting gladiatorial combat
(Wilmott, 2008, 174), gladiatorial games depicted in a mosaic from Kent and a relief showing
a lefthandedretiariusgladiator from Chester (Wilmott, 2008). Howeviermy viev, these
examplesdo not explicitly exemplify active engagement with this aspect of spectacle culture. It
is impossibled accurately determine how the individuals who both owned and saw these
pieces of art interpreted them or to what extent they were awaf the culture surrounding

them. Many people would have come from settlements where amphitheatres had not been
constructed and wouldikely have never seen the architecture or the spectacles held within
them. Additionally, they are not necessarileflective of events within Britain and as such not
representative of the culture unique to the province and therefoos specificallyrelevant to

the process of creolisation that my project is modelled around. While it is significant that the
moulds fom Colchester appear to have been imitations there is no way of knowing who they
were used by. It could perhaps have been local people or Romans living in Colchester at the
time. Simply put, there are too many issues to consider when tackling the rolatefial

culture in relation to the cultural change through timroduction of spectacle culture within

this thesis, especially alongside the amphitheatres which in my view already provide significant

evidence for the population’s engagement wit
their own agencyTheunique natureof these amphitheatresvhen compared to examples

throughout the empire also reflects the process of creolisation on a larger architectural scale
through which the process and provenance can be tracked. This cannot be said for individual
pieces of art and materiaulture, with depictions of gladiators in material culture appearing

throughout the empire in a very similar manner.

One area of interest is how Britain is often viewed by Roman primary authors prior to and after
the Roman invasiorCaesar himself focudeon the distinct ot her nes s’ of Brita
“dye their bodies with woad, GalibWaMl4)pThisduces
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t heme i s al so menAgricolareed eirmr i Thagc ittou sB'r ivtoarikn a's wher
nat ur eTacdusAgiicold XXXIN This distinct cultural disconnect between the people of

Britain and the invading and settling Roman forces may have affected both structural but also

intended cultural aspects of amphitheatres. However, having considered the nature of

creolisation and how this influx and evolution of culture within the province occurred after the

Roman invasion, one also must consider to what extent the attitude of the Romans in regard

to Britain, especially prior to the introduction of the province itlhe Roman administration

would have really mattered. Rather, it may even demonstrate the natural process of

creolisation due to the freedoms that those within Britawere allowedduring the Roman

occupation It must also be noted that theseews are those of the Roman aristocracy

specifically and perhaps not representative of th
However, it must also be considered to what extent those within Rome would have access to

different sources or even experiences@lation to Britain during this period. Even so, if Iron

Age British culture is to be considered so strange and distinct from Roman culture, the

combination of these two cultures to form something that is so uniquely RorABaitish is

even more significarand worthy of study.

Having considered the Roman attitudes towards Britain and the nature of Roman imperialism
in relation to the invasion of the province, the transfer of knowledge in relation to
amphitheatres to Britain does not appear to me to haeeb purposeful. Tis aspect of
essentially accidental inspiration rather than the purposeful passing on or transfer of this facet
of Roman culture is a consideration key to my researhls is applicable to Britain specifically,
and the question of how individuals and groups in Britain were even capable of constructing
amphitheatres is &rucialquestion to consider throughout this project. My methodology

unlike the categonbased approde implemented by Wilmott (2008) shall focus on tracking

this aspect of the spread amphitheatres through Britain as they are constructed by various
groups and in a variety of contexts. There are essentially two probable options for each
amphitheatre in reltion to inspiration and knowledge. Either they were inspired by those
already constructed in Britain, or the knowledge and inspiration for their construction came to
Britain from outside the province. €ke two optonsmust be considered individually feach
example in Britain and appears fiee to have been a factor overlooked thus far in relation to

RomaneBritish amphitheatres.

A furtherissueto consider is the landscape of Britain amalv its topographical or
environmental limitations may have imp&d the construction of amphitheatres. Wilmott did

suggest the idea that amphitheatres would adapt to the agricultural and societal contexts in
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which they were constructed. In conjunction with this Wilmott mentioned that in many cases
function dictated theform of these amphitheatres (Wilmott, 20088). This consideration as

to what is actually possible in terms of the environment or resources is also thought provoking;
perhaps dictating the form and location of RomaBntish amphitheatres. However, ttability
throughout the empire to transport materials arnd transform the landscape must also be
considered again coming down to factors such as capability, funding, and resources. It is crucial
that both factors are explored in detail throughout this prdj. The idea proposed of the

intended function of these amphitheatres being a primary factor in dictating their form and
architecture is also certainly something to consider. However, due to the lack of significant
evidence in relation to the specific usef RomaneBritish amphitheatres considering the wide
range of possible events they may have been used for may hinge primarily on the related
architectural limitations of RomanrBritish amphitheatres; essentially what was possible with
specific examplesue to their size and architecture rather than what events they may have
been built precisely for. This exemplifies another area of Ronixitish amphitheatres that
requires significant further academéttention, andthis issomething | shall awsider

throughout this project. It may be reasonably assumed that just like the form of these
amphitheatres, their uses may have been unique to the changing RoBatigh culture

rather than simply mirroring events from Rome or elsewhere in the empire.

2.2: The Roman occupation of Britain and the architectural landscape under Roman rule

A defining question that this project attempts to answer is why amphitheatres were
constructed throughout Britain during the Roman occupation. A craoiaponent of this

question especially when considering the creolisation model as discussed preynimthay

element of choice behind public building projects throughout Britain of which amphitheatres
were a part.Thereforg it is worth considgng not just amphitheatres, but other public or

private building projects associated with them terms of their overall political, social, and
economic significance. As such, understanding the wider architectural landscape and situation
under the Romamdministration is crucial to contemplating the rdteat amphitheatres held

within RomaneBritish society including the motivations behind their construction as shall be

discussed in section 2.3.

The invasion of Britain under Claudius occurred in A.[548er, 20023lthough the Britons

had some connection to the Roman Empire prior to this date, especially when considering the
invasion attempt by Caesémat occurredalmost a century priorJoneshas proposed that

ur bani sati on “ mau dcleeda tbiyon ntcakeiamssg npgl ace”™ spec

the south-east occurreteforethe Claudian invasion; he even stresses that this perhaps
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st emmed f r omJoGeg2084al68).Ihere is significant archaeological evidarce

this proposathrough primarilymaterial culture indicatingthat there wassignificant trading

during the Late Iron Age at Chichester (Down, 1988, In relation to urbanisation though,

Jonesargues thaeven perhaps prior to the Claudian invastome “nati ve aristocracy’”
begun favouringthe Rooma st yl e of “urbanism” due to its secur
(Jones 2004, 169171). Thigssueis especially important when considering the introduction of

spectacle culture. While amphitheatres undoubtably served a physical purpose both in

appearance and use, they in many cases are not viewed as intrinsic to the running of a town

unlike structuressuch asvorkshops or street grids. It is also worth noting that the earliest

towns insouth-east England such as Silchester originated fnamn Age tribal centres, the

main constraints on the development of these settlements duringlftieentury B.C being

resources available but also and very significantly the motivations of individuals and groups

behind their constructionJones 2001, 1761). As discussed previously, urbanisation, including

amphitheatres throughout Britaivasnot part of a wider project by the Roman

administration. As shall be considered further in section 2.3, thheseumentsin my view

were mostly plannd, funded and built by individuals or groups not associated directly with the

administration, but rather local elites within the towns or from the surrounding areas investing

into urban development.

The invasion under Claudius appears to have been vegesaful, Claudius himself only spent
16 days in Britain as his forces had advanced to the mouth of the Thames, most likely via
Richborough (Sauer, 2002, 340). After the initial crossing of the Thamesutieeast of the
province appears to have been ntiysbrought under Roman control. The Claudian triumphal
arch erected in A.D.5h Romeproclaimed the subjection of 11 British kings withoni/¢éoss

to the empire (Todd, 2004, 49). It is worth considering to what extent the foundation and
urbanisation ofsettlements within thesouth-east was reliant upon the subjection of local

elites and kings to Roman rule. As previously discussed there does appear to have been
evidence of this prior to the Claudian invasion. However, for the most part and especiafly whe
investigating the amphitheatres specifically none seem to have been constructed prior to the
Claudian invasiarOne could propose that this is principally due to the function of
amphitheatres physically and symbolically. However, as | shall discussHateategorisation

and origins of these monuments significantly impacted the contestjvations,and source of
their construction. In terms of amphitheatres separate from the Roman military none appear
to have been constructed until the assated settlement and surrounding areas were under

Roman control.
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Aswould be expected, urban amphitheatres first started appearing irsthuth-east after the

area had been brought into the Roman administration before spreading somewhat quickly
south-west (Fig.2.1). Over the course of th&and 2" centuries they spread furthevorth and

west (Fig.2.2). Most amphitheatres construciadhe province were in theouth. This is
understandable when considering the wklln o wn ¢ o n ¢ e p-estsbuth-ealste “ nor t |
divide” noted by Wi I mott (2008, 44). While t
urbanisation in general under Romauie the pattern is not simple, with areas of overlap, the

divide is centred on a line dividing the Highland and Lowland areas of Britain between the

River Tees and River Exe (Wilmott, 2008, 44). Wilmott has also, ratétaveproposed that

the area tothe southwest is more heavily urbanised with clear Roman influence and public

building works (Wilmott, 2008, 44). As one may expect, the north of the province especially

s wall was ext éorisgqWimett| 2008 M4).l i t ar i

past Hadri an
This area containfew RomaneBritish settlements and perhaps reinforces the importance of
the implementation of the Roman administration prior to the investment into the construction
of monuments by individuals and groups it these settlements. Nevertheless, there are
examples of amphitheatres constructed in the noviiest of Britain, the furthest northern
example being at Newstead (Wilmott, 2008). It should be noted that examples constructed
around the further northern fratiers such as Newstead come under the categorisation of
“military amphi tlshalbbe diseussgin detihinsectiom 8.4 t hat

At this stage, it is very much worth considering to what extent urbanisation spreading across
the province was directly related to the military or Roman authorities during this early post
invasion period. This is especially relevant when investigating the introduction of
amphitheatres specifically into Britain. As | have already highlighted, urbamidatioughout

the province appears to have been primarily led by individuals and groups not directly
associated with the imperial government, or at least not acting specifically on orders from the
Roman administration. It should be notétht this was also in mgpinionthe case with
amphitheatres constructed by the military, the funding for which shall also be discussed in
section 2.3. Importantly, | would propose that the construction of military amphitheatres was
just as every otherxample primarily voluntary even when associated with militarised
settlements such as the legionary fortresses at Caerleon and Chester. This is further
demonstrated by the | ack of ‘“military amphit
legionary ad auxiliary forts and settlements throughout Britain with osiyexamples in my

opinion of military amphitheatres located in Britain at this time.
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The spread of amphitheatres over Britain alongside urbanisation and plethora of potential
monuments avdable for individuals to invest in out of their own will introduces a further

guestion in rehtion to the categorisation of Romasiritish amphitheatresi-or the purpose of

this thesis it is necessary to consideotonly considering classifications suclts ur ban or
‘“military’ monument s, but which proposed exampl es
‘amp hi t hlerentainseamatter of opinionin relation to the categorisation of these

monuments also highlights the issaépotential limitations when considering certain

examples over otherg his is demonstrated in Figures 2.1 and 2.2, with exangsieblished

as “certain” aewbatif linewdthithe approachirapos&ldoyrivVilmott (2008)

I shall be focusing only on established examples of these amphitheatres throughout this

project.

This is not to suggest that those classed as “unc

The most thoughtprovoking and relevant examples of this is the structure at Frilfosd! us

this monument as arief case study to demonstrate the classification of amphitheatres | shall
be focusing on throughout this projecthe large circular monunmé wasdiscovered by aerial
photography in 1976lt was later subject to excavations and proposed to be an amphitheatre
by HingleyKamas et al,, 2010, 1067). However, it seems apparent that many present
authors cast some doubt on this interpretation. Wilmott (20@®pears very much tentative in

suggesting that this structure was an amphitheatre e s peci al l y i n a conventi ol
131).The monumenthgalsctb een descri bedl ialse™ adniRoid, e atr e

115) in relation to its structuré/hile the circular form of the monument is unusual, as shall be

discussed in detail in Chapter 3, Silchester Amphitheatre was also originally conswitbted

near circular aren@~ulford, 1989, 13). So, this does not sotigmisshe potential of the

monument at Frilford from being classified as an amphitheatre.

In my view, thé exposeghe main issue in the categorisation of these monuments as

“‘amp hi t Wearnnot eossider tha as such just due to their contexadone While

these monuments are a representation of their cultural and architectural contexts, all other
public buildilgsare also physical representations of these alongside amphithedktabe

same time, architectural features such as the shape of the monument itself, the shape of the
arena, seating capacity and size, or the methoidaccesslo not definethese monumats as
amphitheatres Alternatively a major focus throughout this project is the architectural and
contextual individuality of these monuments within Roman Britain and the wider eniffis.
calls into question what it is about these monuments that deditteem as amphitheatres

specifically despite a plethora of contextual and architectural differenes.simplest answer
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in my view would be the meaning of the word itself, coming fromdheient Greek

au @ | 6 ¢ gampghibheatror) meaningaroundor ‘ o n lamdtplace of vievant °
(Liddell, Scott1896).This is the main architectural feature that is necessary for the
classification of these monuments as amphitheatres, regardless okhki@pe,and contextlt
must beacknowledgedhat there is certainly some ambiguity throughout the empire,
amphitheatres were not necessary to hold games and evétisierafor example alsotook
placewithin the forum, as mentioned by Liv§=(om the Founding of the Ci§9. 46)andon a
larger and moreelaboratescale by Caesahnpldingthe celebrations for his daughter in 45.C.
(SuetoniusJulius Caesap6.1-3). At the earliest dated amphitheatran Pompeii (Bomgardner,
2013), the games appear to have been even moneortant that the structure itselfhence
the dedicatory inscription calling $pectaculgBomgardner, 2013), meaning shows or

spectacles.

The classification of the monument at Frilford based ujtearchitectureis still someavhat

dubious. Whilghere does seem to be a bank locatsdrrounding the structure, the original
interpretation of the feature on the eastern
unounddue t o the | ack of stairs or slwomphe down t
bankmaking it unsaf¢ Wi | mott, 2008, 131). This has been
vi ewpoint overl ooking t heAsigaificannissue aral coacarn i€ Wi | m
the layout of the bank itselind the low mound behind the wall of theclosure The

dimensions of this mound provide no spdoe seatingterracing or even a substantial area or

grassed surface which mightcommodatean audiencgWilmott, 2008) Furthermorg the

banks do not seerto surround thearena entirely ratherthey terminated to the northwest

and northeast(Kamastet al,, 2010, 11317).As notedthere are no traces of any seating in

the form of postholesandbeams for wooden superstructures terraces for standing crowds
(Kamastet al., 2010, 108110).

The monument has been Frlefkeer"r eadn dt ca sa sa “paonspshiibtl
amphi t l{kamasretal, 2010, 118) with comparable examples noted aulaPrior to

more recent excavation, excavators in 2002 p
classification such asrdual pool, formalising the spring outlet (Wilmott, 2008)seems even

now that present author&amash, Gosdeand Lock (2010) doubt the original interpretation of

this monument as an amphitheatré.h e pr oposal @afmpiht t fkmmasly ed *“ s
et al,, 2010, 118) is certainly possible though at the same time, the lack of notable seating
arrangements bothn terms of architectural evidence and the physical layout of the wall and

mound noted by Wilmott (2008)as some doubt on this rolelhis is the primary reasdrwill
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not be discussing the monument at Frilford in detail within this project alongside well

established and researched RomaBudtish amphitheatres.

This aspect of current research and available material isvitiiato the monuments | shall be
investigating within this project. Ehaim of thighesis is to consider the process of cultural
charge that resulted in the emergence of these Romd@ridish amphitheatres, not to consider
which propsed amphitheatres can be classified definitively as such. Furtheritiare,
information and research available in relation to each RomBAritish amphitheate

individually is something that | musbnsider.In thisthesisl shall discuss the majority of the
established amphitheatres displayedfigures 2.1 and 2.2dowever, some examples although
confirmed to be amphitheatres, are lackisignificant resources and specific evidence
especially architecturally to consider alongside those that have wuter significant

investigation and physical excavation.

Those | will not be discussing at lengfthoughout this project for this reason af@aistor St

Edmund Amphitheatre, Caerwent Amphitheatre and Canterbury Amphitheatre. The example

at Caistor St Edmunaas discovered in 1977 aitdvassubject to a geophysical survey in 1995

revealing a notable outline of the monument (Wilmott, 2008, 11 tside of this, the

monument does not seem to have undergone significant focus or excavatwlock(2009)in

the Noffolk Heritage Explorer in relation to the Norfolk Mapping Programme still referred to

the monument as a *“ futherbugdedtireg that the dmallisinecobthier e ”

monumentdoes not represent a typical amphitheatre, but rather a Rom@edtic theatre

(Horlock, 2009)Asnoted above,in relation to Frilford, | do not believe that thadoneis

enoughevidenceto suggest that this monument is han amphitheatre; rather the sources

and evidence available are severely lacking in relation to this montiiibis issue is also

not abl e at Caerwent Amphitheatre, with Wil mott al
amph t heatre” at Caer wetingtthat(th2 Dtérgretatichdfehp , f urt her st a
monument as an amphitheatre has not been provEhemonument was discovered during

excavations of the Roman tovin the early twentieth centurywith the excavators suggent

that the structure also appears possibly unfinished (Wilmott, 2008;119). here do seem

to be other ideas of what this structure may represent such as a livestock marketplace

(Wilmott, 2008, 119).

The monument discovered at Canterbulyring the pst-war excavations in the 1950s seems
to have originally been a Roman theatre in the classical-semlar style (Wilmott, 2008,

127).1t has been sugested that at a later date a total rebuild of the theatre took place, the
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excavator even proposed thatide curve of the structurés reminiscent of an oval
amphitheatre, perhaps of a Roma@eltic type such as at Verulamium (Wilmott, 2008, 127).
However, since thieriginal investigation, again it seems like this monument has not been
subject to academicraarchaeological focu&Vhile these interpretations made by the original
excavations conducted yrere(1970)are significant, information surrounding the monument
is severely lackingontextually architecturallyandin relation to dating the construction of

original theatre and amphitheatré\s such, | shall not be considering it in detail throughout

this projct. As not ed, I shall also not be dfrscussin
“possible” in figures 2.1 and 2. 2.
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Figure 21, amphitheatres of thesouth andeast of BritainChris EvanaVilmott, 2008, 45

It does seento be widely agreed upon that there was little coercion from the Roman

authorities in relation to the urbanisation of Britaidophes 2004, 1623). Tacitus even
mentioned that Britons wer eanddcnrcogasgle.tf( t o b
we are to trust Tacitus, this exemplifies the point of urbanisation being encousmalot

forced. Again, specific reasons for this shall be discussed in section 2.3. Though at this point, it
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provides a wider view of therbanisation process in Britain during the early years of Roman

rule and how the process may have been undertaken. dioisess alsdoes notappear to

have been I imited to what one could consider ‘pub
amphitheatresJoness peci fi cally mentions this, with “vast a
public buildings but also streets, drainage systems andfiftations Jones 2004, 175)Jones
suggests that theseorkswer e often the responsibilities of the

adds that private benefactions were obtained when possibtmés 2004, 175).
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Figure 22, amphitheatres of thenorth andeast of Britain Chris EvandVilmott, 2008, 47

Despite the lack of notable Roman coercion in relation to urbanisation and architecture within
towns, the very formation of settlements such as these would have been crucial for the
Romans to maintain control within the province. The imperial status ohois certainly
significant when considering their urbanisation. Towns knowocésniaeconsisted of retired
veterans or legionaries, having been given land for military service. These could be viewed as
the more Roman in a cultural sense perhaps, andiWWa¢1995) notes that these were

populated specifically by Roman citizens. The first exampleoloaiawas established at

Colchester in A.D.49 with more being founded later intfieentury such as at Gloucester
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between A.D.9@ (Wacher, 1995). Existig t owns ‘upgraded’ through
rights or only Latin rights would be rankedManicipia.The only town in Britain with evidence

to suggest the granting of a municipal charter, probably with Latin rights is at Verulamium. This
settlementofficially received a charter within thE' century, according to Tacitus it was a
municipiumat the time of the Boudiccan revolt in A.D.60 (Tacifrmals 14.3). While these
settlements were likely of paramount importance to the Roman administration, in relation to
amphitheatres specifically they were of little significance. While an amphitheatre was

constructed at Verulamium it does not appear to havemeenstructed until around A.D.140
(Wilmott, 2008, 1226) and does naseemto be directly connected to the status of the

settlement. However, it should be noted thete example atverulamiumis not typical to even

Roman Britainbut ratheriti s a *ATpdadattrhe atr e’ (-Mandl theconlt , 200

one of its category in Britain.

When considering the initial introduction of amphitheatres during the early period of

urbanisation within Britain in th&®' century they appear to have beassociated with towns

classed asivitascapitals( Fi g. 2. 3). There is no strict Ror
is used to describe general “fortified place
further notes that it is therefore wed to describe anywhere in the hierarchy below chartered

colonies omunicipia.ln a strictly legal capacity these towns would be classifiadcam the

Roman world (Wacher, 1995, 19). However, in terms of their role within the administration

socially politically, and economicallgivitascapitalsappear to have been far more significant

that vici. Millett seems to suggest thaticior avicuswas essentially smaller sadthents that

could eventually grow into towns if investment and local administrati@s introduced at the
settlement (Millett, 1992, 74). The application of this system in Britain would mean tribal elites
becomingdecurionef the civitascapitalsst o r et ain t heir power thr o
system of administration within these netowns (Millett, 1992, 74). Especially in terms of
architecture and the investment into the developing towns of Britain the legal status of the
settlements does not appear to have been important. Despite the similar official legal status of
viciand civitascapitalsthey are very different in terms of botsize and what architecture we

might expect to find at each/icimay be compared too villages or small towns in modern

Britain, withcivitascapitalsacting as larger administrative centrdgaugh the province for

local government for the surrounding argeiincluded. This is very similar to the situation in

Gaul (Wacher, 1995, 20).

This is especially relevant in relation to the introduction of amphitheatres and their

construction throughat Britain. As | have mentioned all the amphitheatres which were built in
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situ with towns in Britain were constructed in relationdivitascapitals Despite the same

status, without clear evidence of military presence such as at Charterfmubéendip there

are no examples of amphitheatres being constructed in the direct viciniticoT his is not to

suggest that those residing withiriciwere of low status or lacked the wealth to construct

monuments such as amphitheatres, rather it seems evidentyirview that investment into

the architectural landscape was focused on the larger administrative centres. In terms of who

would have been behind the construction of amphitheatres, it is important to consider the

wider trends of urbanisation in general dogi this period. Since most of thesiitateswere

still ruled over and formed by Iron Age tribal groups, Wacher highlights that the development

of these centres was “left to the inclinations of
t he ‘ mdtinwd ulree of wurbanisation throughout Britain
construction of amphitheatres. The correlation between the construction of urban

amphitheatres ativitascapitalsespecially during thés century is indicative of their

introduction primarily being down to the willingness and capabilities of those behind their

construction to adopt this aspect of traditionally Roman culture into the architectural

landscape of their own towns.

Despite this lack of overall coercion or purposefiaihpto introduce amphitheatres to Britain |

would propose that the military played a significant role unintentionally. The main afeas

studyin this instanceif we are to consider the construction of RomaRBdtish public buildings

and amphitheatres spafically, is the transfer of both the knowledge in relation to

construction techniques but also the awareness of these monuments as an option. This is also

very much reflective of the model which | intend to use wimrestigating Roman8&ritish

amphitheatres, considering the spread of the monuments as they are constructed

chronologicallyas well agracking possible influences and motivations behind the construction

of each example. In this instance, the first example of an amphitheatre being caestinc

Britain in my view is at Dorchester around A.D.50 (Putnam, 2007). The specific context and

situation surrounding the construction of Dorchester Amphitheatre shall be discussed in detail

in Chapter 3, though in my view it should be classed as aryiitmphitheatre. If Dorchester

Amphitheatre did influence those built subsequently overtfece e nt ury, the military’ s
the introduction of this form of monument to Britain would have been very significant.

However, it is vital to note that thisag not intentional by the Roman military, and rather

reinforces the willingness of local groups and individuals to adopt these new what could be
considered traditionally ‘Roman’ monuments and fo

own. This first examplwas also notably very close to the period in whichdtath-east of the
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province hacbeenbrought under Roman control, though this may be less important due to
the military origins of Dorchester Amphitheatre. The second known example and first
amphitheatre constructed in an urban context and by groups and individuals not associated
with the miitary was at Silchest. In my viewit was most probably constructed during the

reign of Cogidubnus araksuggested by Wilmott (2008, 100) to have been built between
A.D.5577. To what extent this was influenced by Dorchester Amphitheatre shall be sikstus

in Chapter 3. The over twdecade gap between the introduction of the Roman administration
of the region and the construction of this first urban amphitheatre is certainly worth noting. In
the case of Silchester specifically as mentiopegliouslythere is evidence of more general

awareness of Roman culture prior to the Claudian invasion.

However, this gap eveafter the south-west was brought under Roman rule can be noted in
relation to the process of urbanisation and the founding of towns in gemeBititain. Jones
(Jones 2004, 1624) rightly in my view describes the speed at which urbanisation took place as
impressive, though also that the majority of the effort took place from the start of the Flavian
period (around A.D.69)his explains thpossiblegap between the construction of Dorchester
and Silchester amphitheatres. It should also be noted thany view, the majorityirban
amphitheatres were constructed over this period, betneA.D.69 and the mi@™ century.
Understanding the connection between the process of general urbanisation and the
construction of monuments such as amphitheatres is of paramount importance when
considering their introduction to Britain and tlseemingly willing adoption of them by those
behind their construction. This introduces the critical question of the motivations and reasons
behind the construction of these amphitheatres. Looking past the capability to construct them,
primarily the motivaion to do so comes prior. As mentioned earlier, despite the different
contexts of urban and military amphitheatres, | would propose that motivations for their
construction and funding have several similarities. In essence, and as one may expect, despite
the initial construction of Dorchester Amphitheatre by the military, the introduction and initial
spread of amphitheatres through Britain relied upon the locally led process of urbanisation and
adoption of architectural forms. The situation in Britain esphginto the Flavian period was

ideal for this due to the lack of imperial Roman intervention into this proaadshe

significance politicallysocially,and economically of architectural munificence in relation to
amphitheatres. The lack of coercionaspecific plan by the Roman government to construct
amphitheatres was also crucial for the process of creolisdtiahl have based my

investigation on, allowing the groups and individuals behind the construction of amphitheatres
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to make them essentialltheir own, representative of the requirements and preferences of

them and the specific context in which the monuments were constructed.
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Figure 23, towns of Roman Britain, Wacher, 1975, 22

2.3: Theconstruction and funding of RomanBritish Amphitheatres

The political, social, and economic significance of amphitheatres within Rome and throughout
the wider empire haalready been discussed within this chapter. The question of why the
amphitheatres oRoman Britain were constructed as well as the origins of the funding for
these projects are of critical importance to their introduction to Britain. As discussed in the
previous section, there appears to have been a significant degree of freedom anduadlivi
choice in relation to the process of urbanisation through Britain under Roman rule. While the

foundation of towns was necessary for the Roman infrastructure and maintenance of order
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within the province, the individual nature and in some respects celaf each settlement did

not appear to be a concern for the Roman imperial government. This can be noted by the
spread of amphitheatres through Britain. There does not appear to be any connection
between the status in terms of size and importance of seténts and the construction of
amphitheatres within their vicinity despite the political and social significance of these
monuments. Certain themes can be established, for example all strictly urban amphitheatres
appear to have been constructed in relatitimcivitascapitalsrather thancoloniae As

discussed previously this could be indicative of the lack of any structured system behind the
introduction of amphitheatres. One would assume that settlements sucdomiaewith

imperial recognition and either full Roman or Latin rights would haenlmore likely to

invest into what had traditionally been architectural representations of Roman culture and
power. This would be further the case when considering those having been rewarded for their
military servicewvhowould presumably be already awapef t hi s aspect of ' Rc
culture. This is exemplified very well by tb@oniaeat Colchester (Camulodunum), thought to

be the provincial capital and focus of an imperial cult prior to Londonds 2004, 171).

Despite the status and eartievelopment of this settlement there has been no evidence of an

amphitheatre located here.

While it could just be a coincidence that no amphitheatre is known to have been constructed
in relation tocoloniaein Britain,as Blagg and Jones remind mmichof the variation in
architecture and public construction projects appears to have been down to the priorities of
sponsors and the preference of architects (Blagg 1991; Jones, 1999b). In my view the
construction of amphitheatres being primarily limitedgettlements lacking to some extent
imperial recognition in a legal sense is further indicative of the motivations of their
construction as well as the architectural landscape within Britain during this period. The
importance of architectural munificence ideen noted throughout the empire for political
and social gain even dating back to the era
Theatre. One proposal for the lack of investment into amphitheatres specifically within
coloniaesuch as Colchestes that elites within the settlements do not need to strive for
political or imperial recognition through investing into projects such as an amphitheatre.
However, it is evident that at Colchester investment was made into the landscape and
architecture ofthe town with structures such as the forums and multiple temples (Hull, 1958).
Especially contradictory to this proposal is the more recent identification of a circus at
Colchester; this monument was first discovered in 2004 and subject to targeted gatests

by the end of 2007 (Crummy, 2008, 15). While this does not discoastidgestiorthat
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striving for a place in the neRomano-Britishadministration and political system was not as
important in these settlements already granted Roman or Latinsighmakes the argument

appear a lot weaker in my view.

The introduction othis newadministration and political system into Britain is certainly a

significant factor in relation to the construction of amphitheatres specifically, especially when

consicering their prominence ativitascapitalsover other settlements. It appears that

indigenous elites and client kings were able to keep their power under Roman rule. A notable

example being Cogidubnusho on the topic of client kings especially is menéidrby Tacitus

(Agricola,14) and is identified within a notable inscription at Chichester (Todd, 2004). The new

system of government, as laid out briefly by Millett, was based orddwairionesthe ordo,

the curiaand annually elected pairs ofagistrates dquovir) (Millett, 1992,65-69). Crucially this

system, when implemented, permitted pfeoman tribal elites to take up these positions in

many cases and allowed them to maintain their own power. However, this does not mean that

there was no ned for these individuals and groups to compete and strive for more status.

Millett suggested that these rulers were unable to compete on a military level, and this,

combined with the introduction of Roman goods, made prestige goods more common place,

and cecreased their value. The natural progression regarding the display of power and status

would then take the form of supporting these urban projects rather than the possession of

prestige goods. This possibly followed the examples seen in other parts ednbiee, e.g.,

Gaul | believe, in the majority of cases, public buildimggeneral especially when funded by

individuals weresupportedf or per sonal gain and |l asting honour.
buildings would preserveroe ° s memory best for posterity rather

rings true in this respect (Ciceg Officiis2.17) and is especially apt here.

In terms of amphitheatres specifically, the actual function and utility of these monuments
certainly plyed an important role when considering why they were introduced. Despite the
symbolic or political nature of amphitheatres, their function in my view was one of the primary
reasons for their construction over other potential monuments. Specifically, iftiyealites

were striving for status or seffromotion, there are a myriad of potential monuments they

could have funded and constructed. The functional aspects of the amphitheatres such as
hosting events and their large capacity for an audience would hrengy view been a

significant factor for why these individuals and groups were keen to adopt them. This would
also assist in explaining the lack of connection with the status of a town and their capacity for
investment to a certain point. Of course, tliges not just apply to those behind the

construction specifically. The potential use of amphitheatres may also factor into the social or
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political significance of the amphitheatre over other possible monuments with the ability to
provide a place for citizes even outside of the elite within these settlements to attend a

mul titude of events. I n this instance, amphi
gi vi ng’ wh e randpaliticahfavaug from the population of a settlemerand

potentially, keepng that population in their placdndividuals or groups were willing to fund
events once the structure was constructed, even those who had not been behind its original
construction. The functional possibilities of amphitheatres in this ingappear to elevate
amphitheatresabove other options. Furthermore, without strict rules or a system of
implementation by the Roman authorities, those behind the construction of RorBaitish
amphitheatres appear to have been free to construct thenmhia tnanner and form they

wished. This iselfevident by the architecture of these monuments throughout Britain and is
an issue that is key to my research as a whlile these monuments will inevitably include
elements from throughout the empire such as from Gaul and Rome, itkelf are above all
RomaneBritish in form and perhaps also use. Physically and architecturally eactdiradi
amphitheatre represents in some ways the context andabmmunityin which it was

constructed. As was the case with other public monuments, the motivations behind the
construction of amphitheatres in my view were not only political in relatiomttividuals and
groups seeking wider recognition by imperial or provincial powers, but also and perhaps more

importantly on a small scale within their own region among other smaller settlements.

Having considered why, the main issuaneestigateand thatis applicable even at this early

stage to the majority of RomanrBritish amphitheatres is by whom these projects were

funded. | will consider how specific amphitheatres were funded investigating each monument
individually since it is primarily basedupprh e cont ext at the time of
construction within the settlement and surrounding area where less general statements can be
made. As | have argued, since urbanisation and the construction of public buildings including
amphitheatres in my view vgaprimarily handled and led by groups and individuals inhabiting

the growing towns and settlements throughout the province through their own accord, one
would assume that this was also the case with the finances behind this process. Unfortunately,
direct evidence in relation to the funding and construction of the amphitheatres of Roman
Britain is severely lacking both in terms of the probable amount spent on the monuments and
by which individuals and groups. In this instance the best option in my vievosk@cross

the empire for specific examples. Dunedmnes based primarily upon epigraphic evidence has
attested to this, citing the cost of a theatre Morth Africa easily up to 600,000 sesterces,

where a medium size temple in théZentury would haveost between 60,006 70,000
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sesterces (Duncadones, 1985). It is evident that these were building projects on a $zaje,

so the cost of an amphitheatre is bound to be very significant. An example from Dorchester for
instance, shows that constructirige arena and entrances would have involved excavating
7,000n? of chalk rubble weighing around 12,500 tqigilmott, 2008, 4756). This is however

not to suggest private individuals were unable to fund amphitheatres out of their own pocket.
The gift of alhieatre proscenium by M. Ulpius Januanuess donatedut of his own resources,

also announcing he held the office of an aedile of the vicus of Petuaria recorded on an

inscription found at Brouglbon-Humber (Blagg, 1990, 2@vidently there are examples dhe

civic benefaction of amphitheatres specifically

provincesQ. Naevius Cordus Sutorius Marco, prefect of the rigditich praefectus vigilum

and the praetorian prefect under Tiberius provided funds in hikfar the buildingof an
amphitheatre at Alba Fucens in Samnium as demonstrated by a monumental inscription on the
exterior AE,1957, 250).

Throughout Britain specifically Blaggs identified 81 examples of inscriptions in relation to

construction wor k; 79 of these include known

these examples there are no inscriptions that relate directly to the emperor or the imperial
government fuming these projects. dlvever, this must be accepted as an especially small
sample of inscriptions. Throughout Britain there are examples of corporate bodies and
individuals performing acts of architectural munificence. One example is the restoration of a
shrine to the Mother Goddesses in Londd®iB, 1700 an#), where the inscription bears no
names and therefore probably represents the munificence of a community rather than the
benefaction of wealthy nobles. There are also examples of what is essentialiy funding
through the towns, including the forubasilica at Verulamium and therum at Wroxeter
representing cities andivitatesin inscriptions (Blagg, 1990, -P2). This form of civic
community funding reported by Frezouls (1984, 32) makes upd 6f8uilding inscriptions

throughout Roman Britain. The maost prevalent form of funding attested to through

inscriptions is through the ‘notables’ such

These groups make up just less than 75% of insanip directly related to building projects
(Frezoul s, 1984, 32) . This is very much 1in
urbanisation and investment into the architecture of these new RorAntish towns. In

relation to other provinces such @drica as noted by Duncalones (1985) the balance

between private and public benefactions appears relatively even. In this instance he seems to

f

bene

as

refer to " Public’ as money from summa munici pal

honorariae(DuncanJones, 285) rather than private benefactions from individudibe
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reason behind this | theorise may be due to the fact that 33% of overall benefactions in Britain
came from individuals specifically associated with the military in the province. This is
significartly more than compared to other places such as the Gallic provinces which are so
often compared to Roman Britain, as Frezouls estimates this category of military benefaction

only made up around 13% in Gaul (Frezouls, 1334,

In relation to the role themilitary played with the construction and funding of amphitheatres
their involvement in my view is very much dependent upon the specific context of each
monument. This shall be considered throughout my project when investigating individual
examples. Althogh, at this stage, it is worth noting that | do not believe they playelitect

role in the funding of amphitheatres outside of specific military contexts. When considering
evidencefor funding and constructioim relation to this specific category of @mitheatres,

the case for certain legionary examples is strong. Wheeler has proposed that the construction
was carried out by various units of the legion, each being assigned to a separate portion of
work. Upon completion of the allotted portion the unitdcribed its name as a form of record
(Wheeler & Wheeler, 1928;B). For example, at Caerleon Amphitheatre a building inscription
in the west wall of the main north entrance (Entrance F) indicates it was constructed by the
ninth cohort (RIB, 342). Thesescriptions are thoughprovoking and appear to place Caerleon
in a unique position in the study of RomaBaitish amphitheatres. Whether this can be
expanded to amphitheatres othdegionary amphitheatres such as at Chester or even other
military monumens such aghe auxiliary amphitheatres at Newstead amdmeny-Mur is
questionable. Given their contexts | would suggest that they may also have been constructed

and fundedby the military.

This does not mean that the funds came directly from the imperial government for an
amphitheatre specifically. The element of local choice and preferences within even these
military settlements is still of paramount importance in relation to the constarctf
amphitheatres. A$ haveemphasized, the lack of amphitheatres associated with military sites
throughout Britain when considering the vast number of forts and military complexes would
suggest that the construction of these monuments was not commaepta a part of imperial
policy regardless of the size or status of the military settlement. Inscriptions relating to public
buildings often indicate primarily who or what group funded the project. A uniform example of
these inscriptions relating to murnignce comes from Gaul. There was an inscription located
on the arch of Saintes, constructed at the eastern edge of the bridge over the road from Lyon
crossing the Charente to Mediolanum, tbapital of the region. The inscriptiorecordsthe

title and doror, Caius lulius Rufus, son of Caius lulius Catuane asodistedare his grand
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and great grandfathex His political position as a priest of the Altar of Lyon is also recorded.

The arch announces him as one of the great benefactors funding thetraaotion of cities

within Roman Gaul (ILA, Santons, 18). The very simplistic legionary inscriptions at the Caerleon
Amphitheatre in terms of their content are hardly relatable to this more common type of
benefactor inscription. It is also notable that amphitheatres in Roman Britain possess these
inscriptions which would indicate the source of their funding. Le Roux suggests that military
involvement with building roads, aqueducts and overseeing mines is well attested to. He

further mentions that it woull require imperial authority to direct the legion to carry out these
construction works (Le Roux, 1990). The use of soldiers for construction work does appear to
have been commonplace. Le Roux specifies that this would probably not have been the case

for urban amphitheatres (Le Roux, 1990)

In my view strictly military amphitheatres were most probablp t s peci fically ‘“fundec
they were constructed by the military as a part of their expected services, for which they

would have probably been providewnith a usual wage. The only way in which a benefactor

could have contributed may have been funding the materials used for the construction itself,

but this is unclear. | believe in the case of the military amphitheatre at Caerleon evident use of

the legbnaries for their construction makes this the most probable case in terms of how they

were funded. Additionally, it is worth recognising that if this was the case, these military

amphitheatres were essentially funded by the Roman government through thitanyill

would not suggest that these funds were provided under the guise of an amphitheatre

specifically being built, but rather with the freedom for those behind the project to choose. It

seems highly probable that the imperial government was aware @itwiese funds were

eventually used for and may provide clear evidence that the Roman administration was aware

of and accepting of the introduction of the amphitheatre to Britain, even if in this case
specifically for t he -canabadNeverdhelgss, thisfartharl ement s known
differentiates these military amphitheatres such as Caerleon fitewsefunded and

constructedwithin urbansettingsduring this periodsuch as at Silchester and London. Even if

this was the case, the lack of amphitheatres in relation to the number of military complexes

including legionary fortresses such as those at York and Colchester would suggest the
construction ohfeaat rremi Iwatsa rsyt ialmplhgividuatsarr i | y down t o
groups governing the settlement may have been those behind this decision specifitzzsty.

RomaneBritish amphitheatres outside of a military context in my view were still probably

funded throughthe private investment of individuals or groups investing into both their

political careers and the wider status of their town as a result. The lack of evidence for military
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intervention in relation to the construction of amphitheatres outside of spediiigary
settlements only strengthens the possibility of this source of funding. This in my view is
especially evident when considering the individual architecture and forms of these urban

amphitheatres that shall be analysed and discussed in detail thimutgny project.

2.4: Analysis and categorisation of Roma#yitish amphitheatres

The question of the best way to approach the analysis of RorBaitish amphitheatres has
required much consideration throughotuetin this
Britain” (2008) which | have made great wuse
RomaneBritish amphitheatres. | have already demonstrated this in my wanby referring

to ‘urban’ and ‘military’ amprharlybasdupon¢the , wi t
context of the individual monumentg&ategorisation based on the form of these monuments

i s al so somewh attheatppppihci a bhleea,t rwei’tThe distindgerroll | a mi
theatre-amphitheatreis important in relation tahe example at Verulamium and others of this
category throughout the empirelhis architectural categorisation unique to the Verulamium is

due tothe cultural implication®f its architecture and this architecture itself being such a
definingcharacteristic of the monumenWWhile being classed as a theatmmphitheatre,

Verulamium also falls into the wider contextual category of urban amphitheatre.

This isue of subcategorieg® some extent display some of the issues with this approach. The
amphitheatres of Chester and Caerleonlagionaryamphitheatreswithin the wider and
general category of military amphitheatrefo some extentheir unique architecture,
especially in terms of thenplementation of complex masonry work (Wilmott, 2008) was
result ofspecifically legionary capabilities, especialyen compared to auxiliary
amphitheatressuch as Newstead and Tomgmur orcontemporary urban amphitheatres
The focus on categorisation outside of general context or specific defining aspects of
architecture such as at Verulamium shifts #gmaphasisaway from the cemtal questions of this
project It is important to respect these categories to some extéime, combination of a
theatre and amphitheatre at Verulamium is the definitive feature cultural of the monument
itself and should be recognisetlnlike other subcategories itfi®t representative of more
available resources, funding or technological capabllitig important to also ni, the
theatre-amphitheatre at Verulamium just like all RomaBdtish amphitheatres is still a
unique representation of its localised context and cultugéiimately, in relation to this project
the definingaspect of these mamiments is that they are amphitheatresd are fit for holding

events, games and spectacles.
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When investigating and comparing the RomaBidtish amphitheatres throughout the period

of Roman rule, in myiew considering the initial introduction ardter spreadand emergence

of amphitheatres over Britain requires a focus on their chronology. As discussed previously,
the spread of public monuments and urbanisation in general throughout Britain was pyimaril
left in the hands of individuals and groups within ttieitascapitalswithout imperial

assistance in terms of funding or the transfer of knowledge in relation to construction
techniques. As such, one must assume that the construction of amphitheds@svas not
purposefully assisted or influenced by the Roman authorities. Due tattsmsemsthat the

transfer of knowledge in relation to the construction techniques required to build
amphitheatres and even awareness of these methodsefom elsewhere. This depends

very much on the specific amphitheatre as | shall investigate in detail in Claapteeems
probable that the spread of amphitheatres during the process of urbanisation was somewhat
spontaneous as knowledge and influengeesad through the province. In this sense, the
construction of amphitheatres could be looked at primarily through chronology as | suggested
in the case of Silchester Amphitheatre and the possibility of it being directly inspired by the

first example consticted through the military at Dorchester (Putnam, 2007).

Within this model, the categorisations of these amphitheatres while important is less of a
concern in relation to how spectacle culture specifically spread through the province. For the
example of Bchester being directly inspired by Dorchester Amphitheatre, one must consider
whether the probable military construction of Dorchester Amphitheatre is relevant in relation
to the influence it may have had upon those at Silchester nearly two decadesThtsrin

essence encapsulates one of the primary questions | am attempting to answer throughout this
projecti.e.,to consider the view of those in Britain who invested specifically into this aspect of
spectacle culture. The context and construction ofddester Amphitheatre shall be discussed

in detail in ChapteB, but it is evident that the project was by no means small or even average
in scale (Bradley, 1976). This is a crucial aspect at Dorchester Amphitheatre due to the
monument being based upon eansformed Neolithihenge monument (Bradley, 1976). This
characteristic can however be applied to every amphitheatre across Britain to differing
degrees. As discussed earlier the presence of these monuments would certainly be noticeable
for all those pasag through or by the towns in which they were constructed. This may be

even more notable in a symbolic sense for amphitheatres constructed by the military
specifically such as Dorchester. The monunasplayed the power of the Roman military in a

logistical and physical sense as a primary architectural exam@iemwfnitasand the Roman

ways of |ife’”. This would in my view certainly

e
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importance of amphitheatres, especially for those eager to demonstrate their gvitiss to

invest into the new Roman administration. However, it is probable that as the awareness and
use of amphitheatres spread through Britain, their direct association with the military is likely
to have faded. Throughout this project, | shall be inigggingprimarilythe construction of
RomaneBritish amphitheatres chronologically. While the categorisations applied by Wilmott
(2008) are significant | shall nio¢ privileging the distinction between these such as military or
urban amphitheatres, but ther exploring their evolution chronologically and further based

uponthea mp h i t hirgigidual eohtexts.

This is not to suggest that there is a direct link between each amphitheatre, or that the spread
can be tracked chronologically as eastample is constructed. It would be surprising if the
introduction of amphitheatres was this simple and this also implies a specific connection to
some extent between all settlements in which amphitheatres were constructed. This is not to
say for certainhat this is not possible, though aside from influence within Britain itself, the
possibility of influence and knowledge being transferred from outside the province appears
very likely in my view. The strongest evidence in favour of this is the architexfture
amphitheatres throughout Britain. If the process was a simple as people learning from and
being influenced by only those constructed prior within Britain, it would not be possible to
account for the unique architectural techniques used within the cartgion of amphitheatres
such as the example at London. London Amphitheatre in my view was most probably
constructed after Silchester Amphitheatre chronologically, around the A.D.74 (Hingley, 2008.
76). However, as shall be discussed in detail in Ch&pthe monument was vastly different

from those at Silchester and Dorchester in relation to architecture and what can be confirmed
in relation to the planning of the building project. In my view it is not possible for the
architectural and construction teciique displayed at London Amphitheatre to have been

learnt or transferred from either Dorchester or Silchester. In this instance, the only other

option is the knowledge must have been brought from outside of Britain.

This may have been more probable doethe nature of London as a town over the post
Boudican period anthis very usefully demonstrates the importance of the context in which
these amphitheatres are constructed. The growth and redevelopment of London after the near
destruction of the towns byoudica in A.D.60/1 was dramatieemonstrated by the seemingly
widespread construction of public buildings in the A.D.70s including the amphitheatre (Perring,
2011, 261)The size and growth of London even prior to the Boudican revolt is noted in

relation to trade and industry most probably due to the towns location in relation to the River

Thames. By the time of theevolt, the town had grown to an estimated population of,000-
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15,000 (Perring, 2011, 253). Duethdis, individuals and groups from surrounding provinces or
indeed anywhere in the empirgeem tohave been motivated to travel to and inhabit London
during this post Boudican revitalisation of the towrhis can be demonstrated through the
“Bl oombet @ bwisidoteied ig Londodating from A.D.5@0, 90 of thesehave

been translated Tomlin, 2016). Those behind the transfetkkabwledge in this way are also

not necessarily the same individuals or growg® funded and consucted the amphitheatre

at Londonthey mayjust have beerinvolved in the planning process. This seems highly
probable in my view and reveals the intricacies behind the construction and wider context of

RomaneBritish amphitheatres in terms of their o, funding, and planning.

This issue of contextual change across the province is alsofadteybehind my
categorisation of amphitheatres astheyweeer!|l y” or
constructed before A.D.10@ primary reason behind this is the introduction and to a

significant extent mainstreaming of masonry construction of public buildings during this period

in the early second centumyithin urban contextsThe architet ur al di f f d ragreaé of
amphitheatres alongside the contextual changes throughout their associated settlements as

the RomaneBritish administration flourishes over this period makes their comparison to those
constructed initially very difficulnimy view. To some extérthis signifies a progression past

the initial introduction of these monuments and towards integration and intended

permanence of this aspect of RomaBaitish culture demonstrated by the choice of masonry
construction.As shalbe highlighted in Chapter 4, thist aperiod also in many cases such as

with London(Hingley, 2018and at VerulamiungNiblett, 2001 yepresentthese Romane

t

“

| a

he:

British towns prosperig economically and culturallf.hese ‘| ater’ amphitheatres

product of this During this period from the earlgecond centuryhe settlementsassociated
with these amphitheatres alWent through phases dérgescalearchitecturalre-development

and expansionincluding the construction of thesemphitheatreshemselvesAs such, | view

these periods of ‘' e asaddigtincthadifferent phaaasostextuallga mp hi t heatr e

economically and to some extent culturalijthin this period of Roman ruldhis was a result
of the further integraion of the RomandBritish administration, significant increase

cultural, political and economic interconnectivitythin Britain and advances in architectural
and technologicatapabilities, providing those behind the construction of these monuments

with even more options to express their engagement with this new culture.

It must be noted that mltiple amphitheatresthat were originally constructed prior to A.D.100
duringthe original emergence and spread of these monumemigerwentlater phaseof

constructionandsignificantmodificationswi t hi n t h i ,such ds bonden (Hingleye r i o d
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2018) and Silchester (Wilmott, 2008Yhile the first phases of these amphitheashall be
discussed at length in Chapter 3, dealing with tlegiginal construction and the impactely
had on theintroduction of amphitheatres to Britain and thésrly process of cultural change
their later phases shall be focused upon in Chaptditds allows me to consider the later
phases of these amphitheatredongside other examples within the same time period and
provincial contexas discussed previouslihis is also applicable to the monuments
categorised as ‘' outsideof stictly urbamepntextd hereilidaty weres ’
integral to this process of cultural change and thiegrationof the Roman administration to
Britain.As such, their settlements and amphitheatres also undervptrtseof vast
contextual and architecturalhanges during these later periods of Roman rule, seemingly for
many of the same reasottisat urban towns didTo what extent thenfluence of the miliary
even if unintentionatontinued to be so significant into these later periods of 2feand3
centuries is also a key issue to considafter the integration of the Roman administration

throughout the1st century.

Considering RomanBritish amphibeatres through this model, based primarily upon how and
by which groups they were constructég chronology and in comparisomo one another|

believe best allows me to consider them under the guise of creolisation. Despite the
probability of direct inspiration by previously constructed amphitheatres, even military
examples such as Dorchester, those constructed in urban environments aire rsiylview

both architecturally and contextually unique. This is primarily due to the freedom which those
behind these building projects had in relation to the form and architecture of amphitheatres.
They were able to design and build them based on thei preferences and needs, and this

is something | shall demonstrate throughout this project.
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Chapter 3¢ Early Amphitheatres of Roman Britain:

3.1:Introduction

This chapter deals with the initial introduction of amphitheatres into Britain. This includes
urban and military amphitheatres constructed prior to A.D.100 which can be considered

‘ e a THisygrouponsists of urban examples at Silchester, London anth€ster and
amphitheatres constructed by the military at Dorchester, Caerleon and Chester. | have elected
to investigate these in chronological order through the period of roughly half a century. This
has proven very useful when considering the transfdsath architectural knowledge as well

the motivationspromotinglocal groups to fund and construct these new amphitheatres
throughout this period. | shall continue to investigate all examples throughout this section
using this model, considering Wwahose behind their construction could have gained both the
knowledge required and the awareness of amphitheatres in general as a desirable monument.
This model also allows me to investigate the evolution of amphitheatres throughout this early
period. Thecomparison between early urban examples suchtailchester and later urban
amphitheatres such as at Chichester will further prove useful when examining this subject. A
key issue to consider throughout this chapter is what caused the evolution of dmaphi¢
architecture throughout this perigdvhich could be viewed as an improvement in terms of
architecture, technology, and construction capability. | will primarily be investigating to what
extent these amphitheatres are a product of their individuatleeents in terms of context,

culture and outside influences; additionally, how they transformed as Britain evolved under

early Roman occupation.

The analysis and comparison of these structures

level are vital vieen investigating the physical evidence of spectacle culture in early Roman

Britain. Through the | ens of creol i ssaalei on’ , it
physical examples of the integration of spectacle culture into RorBaitsh ®cieties during

this early period as discussed previously. This is especially relevant considering my proposed

theories surrounding who was behind their construction and fundiitan examples

constructed by those not affiliated with the military withihdse new settlements are

representative of a distinctly new Roma#uitish culture. One of the main aspects this

investigation aims to examine is to what extent this can be observed and confirmed by their

architecture and the construction techniques usédditionally,it is important to consider

what events may have taken place within this range of amphitheatres. Through the

examination of physical architecture and context | hope to explain the reasons behind their

construction and what or who they wermnstructed for. Both of these issues shall heavily
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factor into my theories relating to what events may have taken pleitiein these early

amphitheatres.

This investigation primarily relies upon my examination of excavation reports. However, this
introducesspecificissues that must be flagged up at this stage. Several of these reports and

their associated excavations were carried out close to a century ago. Prominent examples of
these include the preliminary report of the Chichester Amphitheatre (Wh886) and

excavations carried out by Wheeler & Wheeler at Caerleon (1928). Due to the age and nature

of these reports, it appears evident that there are some assumptions and theories suggested
which may not be academically viable anymore. The lack ohfisdir scale of the excavation

itself may also be an issue. White even mentions in her report relating to Chichester
specifically “owning to the meagre character
precise date” pr oviAD.70-90 (Whitey 193& 157Fdrtunately,inange o
manycasesmore recent work has been carried out which | will make use of such as Wilmott

and Garner's investigations into the amphitheatre Chester (2017). This example specifically

was crucial in overtuiing significant observations concerning the Chester Amphitheatre

originally made by Thompson in 1976, which | will discuss later. The lack of definitive examples
and artefacts is especially notable when considering what events may have taken place within
these amphitheatres. Although, there are some ideas that can be suggested, at this stage this
aspect ishighlytheoretical, and primarily based upon context, artefact and architectural

analysis and comparison to other contemporary amphitheatres throughweiempire.

3.2: Dorchester Amphitheatre

3.2.1 Context, Construction and Funding:

The site at Dorchest er Hhasbeenknowndo the Argiqudridha u mb u r
from the 17" century and was used as a public execution site un6D1(¥ilmott, 2008, 104).

It was described with “ grleywhoewmrdrewiasuppasedd ent h
reconstruction of the monument (28). Interest in the amphitheatre anits origins gew

through the 19' century andexcavation funding was raised by the British Archaeological
Association and the Dorchester Field Club (Wilmott, 2008, 104). The work was undertaken by
Gray, though he was unable to publish his regdivilmott, 2008) as suh a final report of the
excavations was published by Brad{@975).This is the main report that | shall be using

throughout my own investigation of Dorchester Amphitheatre. Despite its age there does not
appear to have been more recent excavation or efiled consideration of the monument.

Bradley’s report i s alreagdedl gtoneaualandlarehdectertal d pr ov
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information surrounding the amphitheatré-urthermore, he provides his own insight into the

reasons behind thimo n u meconstruction and specific architectural features well as

acknowledging the wider debates surrounding the Dorchester Amphitheatre in the 20

century.While more modern published materials on this amphitheatre are lacking, the detail
provided by Bradley’'s report is excellent and of

throughout this thesis.

Similar tomultiple other settlementsin Britain Dorchesterprior to the Roman invasion, was
an lron Age tribal centre of the Durotriges. Wacher identified th&tiiibe put up significant
resistance against Roman forces (Wacher, 1995, @28eat Silchester and Chichesterwas
recorded that thirty lattles were fought, two warlike tribes were conquered, and twenty
oppida were captured (Suetoniugespasian4).Regardless of whether these numbers are
strictly true, they indicate that the Durotriges were not openly welcoming to the invading
Romanslt has been theorised by mamsgholarsuch as Wacher (1995), Putnam (2007) and
Bradley (1976) that there was a significant military fmectupying the sitat Dorchester before
theRomant own’ s devel opment. Bradley | gthes out the thr
alignment of the Roman road from Weymouth harbour, the righgledsouth-west corner of
the later defences and the amount of military equipment located within the walls (Bradley,
1976, 759). Much of this isunproven, and no fort has actuallgén identified however,there
aremanyissues which may point towards the hypothesis surrounttegDorchester

Amp h i t h mibtdryroBgins

Dating and investigating who funded and constructed the amphitheatre at Dorcherster
issues that arespecally reliant upon tre question of the possible military origins of the
amphitheatre The majority of the dating evidenda the form of pottery and coinage offea
very wide range of datesiowever, Wilmott places the date of construction of Dorchester
Amphitheatre around themid-Flavian period (Wilmott, 2008, 5%ased upon one of the
possibilities suggested by Bradley (1976). Tésertially discounting the possibility of military

constuction and planning. woul d di sagree with Wi I mott’s propos
considering how one might explain the presence of the earlier dated examples at the site of

this amphitheatre if we are to believbat it was constructed during thenid-Flavian period. A

notable example would be the datable items located in the lowest silts onoinérern

entrance these consisted dbase of projectile poirg made from ironcommonaroundnearby

forts, andtwo Claudian coins (Bradley, 1976, 74). Akide these seven coimgere found on

the site, three being Durotrigian and foheingClaudianthree of which are imitations,

although still of the Claudian date (R.C.H.M, 1970, 5&8)can disregard examples found
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such as pottery and coinagéter the terminus ante quenof the mid-2" century, due to the
amphitheatre being abandoned around this tinddl pottery found within the pits of the
amphitheatre itselfconsised of largely unmodified Durotrigiapottery forms, possibly

associated with one sherd of Corfe Mullen ware, a type produced also in the Claudian period
(Bradley, 1976, 78). A thoughiprovoking amount of the material evidence relating directly to

the amphitheatre at Dorchester appears te bf a very early postonquest date but also

related although sometimes tenuousty the military. The beststratified material throughout

the site appears to be from a surprisingly early date, and Bradley has suggested due to filling of
the postholes and posttrenches the site cannot have been constructed after the early Flavian
period (Bradley, 1976, 73). However, this is further complicated by the presence of

unmodi fied’ Durotrigian pottery alongside R

Bradley suggests two main viewsating to the origin of the amphitheatre. Either, the

structure was built in the early years of the Roman conquest, likely prior to the town of
Dorchester, or it was built purposefully to serve the town and likely as a part of a construction
policyrelatiy t o t he town’ s dev e9).dmafiesintheoryiBobed| ey, 1
believed it would also be indicative of the
the very early material evidence the amphitheatre was likely constructed ikibe50s

specifically to serve the army stationed in Dorchester at the time, fuithelyingthat

Dorchester may have been the headquarters of ltegioll Augusta(Putnam, 2007, 282).

Frere also proposed Dorchester as one of the probable badesgidll Augusta until the

regrouping of the legions following the departurelafgio XI\from Britain in A.D.67 (Frere,

1987, 7493).1t is not precisely known wheDorset was conquered by the Romati®ugh it

has been proposed that it occurregrlyinto the invasion around A.D.44he townitself

perhaps beingstablishedA.D.6570 (Redfern, DeWitte, 2011, 2-B). Wacher also proposed

the development of the RomanBritish town to have begun around A.D.60 (WeaGH995).

This would suggest the area in the meantime, although likely still containingRqmman Iron

Age settlement was under Roman military occupation acting as a temporary frontier.

If Dorchester had acted as the headquarters of this legion ddhiaigtime as indicated by
Putnam and Freré& would notexplainthe civil phasef the amphitheatre. Althouglif a

starting date of the amphitheatre construction of around A.D.70 is adopted it would be hard
to explain some of the stratified items on tlsée. Spears and arrows may, of course, be found
in a civilian arena, but it would be difficult to explain the Claudian coins or account for the
other items common in a Roman military context (Bradley, 197&)76 is understandable

that after the iniial conflict and apparent military activity in the area surviving examples of
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artefacts from a military context may be expected. It may even be the case that some were left
over from events which took place within the amphitheatre during its civil phaseekker, it

is apparent as Bradley pointed out that they appear especially numerous and furthermore
have been found in the deepest part of the site. Likewise, the lack of a road toward the town
from the amphitheatre itself may be indicative of the amphittre&ds military useand it

originally notbeingconstructed specifically for the town (Bradley, 197696

It would be very strange if the amphitheatre was constructed prior to the town at Dorchester.
I n Bradl ey’ s (I©%haseant to emphasize the fact that this amphitheatre
was not constructed or designed for long term use. The constructiorgilsmewhat careless
and exposing chalk walls to the elements may have been a sign of this. droisablewhen
consideringhe amphitheatrés proposedearly date of abandonment, suggested to have been
in the mid2" century (Bradley, 197673-9). The structure therefore appears not to have been
constructed as a permanent monument. The lack of evidence relating to maintenance and the
lack of a later masonry phase of constructionestainly notable The masonry reconstruction

of timber amphithedres can beseen as the normal progression within Britain, and Bradley
identifies the lack of this sequence at Dorchester to signify a lack of interest (Bradley, 1976).
However, Dorchestemphitheatre is unique architecturally in multiple ways. In pattcuthe
structure appearso be based on a renovateNeolithichenge monumentvhichsuggess an
opportunistic construction. This renovati@gmvolved a huge reconstructioduring whichthe
interior of the enclosuravasremoved to a depth 08m, resulting in 227,000 cubic feet of

chalk rubbleadded to the new stump of the Neolithic bank, the estimated weigbtld be
11,350 tons (Bradley, 1976, -8 Due to the Durotriges evidently putting up harsh resistance
to the Roman forces, this traformation of the Neolithic henge may also have beganded

asa display of Roman power by the military. Even though the Neolithic henge may not have
still been in use, it was certainly still a large and noticeable landmark during the IroscAge,
the owertaking and refurbishment into an amphitheatre disgdyhe power of the Roman
military in a logistical and physical sen$be amphitheatre at Dorchester could igarded as

a primary architectural example &omanitaas nd t he Ro ma ndoéswagpgasthiof | i f e

practice wascertainly a possibility when investigating tmphitheatreat Dorchester.

There are multiple factors here to consider; the early material evidence, possibility of the early
legionary base and the architecture of the amplaiaitre itself. | shall discuss the architecture
specifically in section 3.2.2, although it is worth considering at this point that the amphitheatre
at Dorchester appears indicative af antentionallytemporary structure (Bradley, 1976).

Bearingthese issesin mind it is hard to see how this amphitheatre could have been
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constructed purposefully for the town of Dorchestéris apparent that there are multiple

factors which clearly point towards a more military origin for this amphitheatge,the lage

number of artefacts linked to the military, and the widely suggested theory of a fort being
present at Dorchester prior to the towilt.is also vital to consider the fact that if this was the
case, Dorchester would be the first amphitheatre in Britdithé point. This introduces the

issue of the transfer of knowledgeopnsideringalso the evidently colossal task of transforming

the Iron Age Henge in a pragmatic sense. How may the Iron Age tribes in Dorchester during
this very early period have been capable of this? Or why would they wish to do so, especially if
this was constructe before the Romandritish settlement. Of course, this does not role

local construction as a possibility, but it does certainly strengthent nam’ s t heory o
origin. This hypothesis reliagpon the amphitheatre being constructed prior toethown, to

serve the Roman army occupying the area and then later incorporated into the town of

Dorchester shifting towardsraurbanrole (Putnam, 2007).

Workingfromt hi s t heory, what can be assumed rel at
funding ar then construction? It is perfectly possible that this amphitheatre was funded and
constructed by the Roman military. As | mentioned in the preface of this thesis, military
benefactions especially relating to encampments &tk are common in B&ain, often

identified through inscriptions as noted by Blagg (Blagg, 199@21However,other

examples of military amphitheatres such as at Caerleon and Chestaviaaa compared to
Dorchesterfar grander in terms of construction and decoratioheTmain answer to this |

would argue is the seeming lack of permanence of the Dorchéstghitheatreas | indicated
earlier relating to the structure’”s early mi

the 2" century (Bradley, 1976, 73).

In terms ofplanning and constructigrthe main issues that must be addressed are the

irregular construction patternglthough these may be explained by the apparent temporary
nature of the structureas well as thdéargely unmodified Durotrigian potterpfms located in

the lowest silts of the site. If there was Iron Age activity in this location before this time, the
area was likely already somewhat occupied prior to the town itself before the abandonment of
Maiden Castle nearby in A.D.70 (Bradley, 1968). It is likely that once defeated the

remaining members of the tribe were absorbed into $eeRomaneBritish settlements as
soldierscitizensor likely slaves (Scheidel, 1997, 1B#).The presence of the original
Durotrigian pottery forms indicatd simply that these forms were still in use, possibly by the
Romans or remaining members of the Durotriges. It does not have a direct impact relating to

who constructed the amphitheatre itself, rather that these forms were present at the time of
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the origira | construction. However, it is also notable
continued in popularity through the Roman periffeutnam, 2007, 19). In my opinion, the

arguments suggesting military construction and funding are significant and individgiadu

benefactions from members of the Roman militang probabljthe most likelymethod of

fundingas noted by Blagg relating to military construction in general (1980grms of

planning and construction, the lack of grandeur displayed by the Dsteh@mphitheatre,

especially when compared to other amphitheatres with originally military orjgvay be

explained by the temporary nature and unusually early construction of the monument.

Al t hough the majority of tthe®wnsotDorchedtedtsearlys | i f e was
abandonmeniin the 2 century A.D. along with the lack of refurbishment or even a masonry
reconstructionappeaedto portray a lack of interedty the population of the RomanrBritish

settlement(Bradley, 1976).
3.2.2The Architecture of the amphitheatre at Dorchester:

The context and origin of the Dorchester Amphitheatre are certainly unique. This section aims
to investigate to what extent the architecture of this amphitheatre further reflects its context.
Looking into the evidence of planning through the dimensionthisfamphitheatre again
exemplifiests unique nature in terms of construction and context. The arena was one of the
largest in Britain measuring 58.2 x 48.6m (Bradley, 1976, 52). However, this was probably due
to the size of the henge the amphitheatre waased upon rather than a purposeful choice.

The arena appears to have been the first feature of the amphitheatre to be laid out, primarily
due to the fact that the banks already existed due to the henge. It is notable that those behind
the construction othe DorchesteAmphitheatre went to the tremendous task of transforming

the arena shape, converting the circular henge into a large oval arena (Bradley, 1976, 38),
arguably forcing a more ‘' R3dlnahebvalshapepfe ont o t he st

Dorbester’s arena appears to have been based on th

circular shape of the henge) as shown in figure 3.2.
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This use of this technique and the will to transform the arena into this shape may further be

due to the theorised military construction of the Dorchester Amphitheatre. Despite this
amphitheatre’s architecture appearestihspmepur posef ul |
identifiable basic construction techniques. A solid example of this is the formation of the

banks. These were constructed as the arena was excavated and hollowed out; the spoil used to
construct these surrounding banks for thavea.Of @urse, at Dorchester this spoil was piled

over the banks of the Neolithic henge totally burying the Neolithic bank (Bradley, 1976, 38).
This same basic technique is identifiable at both legionary amphitheatres such as Caerleon
(Wilmott, 2008, 144) and earlurban examples such at Silchester (Wilmott, 2008908n this

case, perhaps Dorchester served as inspiration and an example for these amphitheatres to
some extent, especially when considering the distinct probability of the amphitheatre at

D o r ¢ h<rala as the first constructed in Britain.

In this respect Dorchester Amphitheatre falls more in line with urban amphitheatres as it does
not appear to have possessed an outer wall. This is a notable architectural difference when
compared to the other amhitheatres constructed by the military at Chester and Caerleon.
Unlike these, the architecture of Dorchester Amphitheatre is indicativesohaewhat
purposefullytemporary structure This appearslsewhere throughout the empire veim
consderingamphitheatres associated with auxiliary settlements, forts and encampmehts
auxiliary amphitheatre discovered at Micia (Romania) hadrg short period of use in the
Severan period before being destroyed by a fire and not rebuilt (Sommer, 32D9
Amphitheatres constructed isimilar seemingly temporary militagontexts toDorchester
Amphitheatre throughout the empirgarely seem to go through aitiple phases of
constructionand havesignificant periods of us¢he only examplenoted by Sommer (2009)

being atPorolissum (Romania)

It has been suggested that initially, the amphitheateDorchesteonly hadone entrancethe
southern entrance not being a part of the original design (Bradley, 1974).4this nothern
entrance did provide access to the arena, but not to ¢hgea Access for the spectators was
presumably obtained over the bank itself; this may explain the lack of an outer wall (Bradley,

1976, 52). Bradley further noted that the layoutand placginff components appear err
(Bradley, 1976, 54). The layout suggested for the arena is barely matched by the course of

trench-posts with their irregular alignment. Furthermore, the structure is not aligned correctly

along the northern entrance or thehg axis. This is accentuated due to the recesses on the

short axis not aligning properly either (Bradley, 1976, 54). There is similarly little evidence of its

upkeep or maintenance. The exposed chalk of the northern entrance was left vulnerable to
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erosionand the sidewalls of the east recess were reduced by the erosion of the arena edge

(Bradley, 1976, 480). All of this suggests that the monument was intended to be temporary.

However, despitehis the structure possesses some particularly unique architacelements.
One of the most significant and thoughtovoking features at Dorchester is the two
concentric post trenches around the circumference of the arena, with the outer trench

breaking for the west and south recesses but not the east. These tbrma gangway' 0
corridor between 61 and 91cm wide at different points (Bradley, 1976, 46). Bradley has put
forward several possible interpretations for the role of this feature. It may have been a safety
barrier for the audience during animal shows adssed by Jennison (1937, 155ff); the best

known similar example of this would be at the Roman Colosseum (Bradley, 1976, 53). Another
explanation posited by Bradley is the wuse of
could be obtained througthe north entrance without going through the main gate and

entering the arena. The size of the corridor would not have permitted larger scale public use

and certainly would not have allowed access to seating (Bradley, 198, #his theory does

seem smewhat unlikely, since the width of the corridor would not allow individuals to carry
anything significant through it and it is certainly not large enough to lead animals through to
access the arena. The fact that it broke for the west and south recesats® mysterious,

possibly indicating that they possessed a different role than the east recess. However, it does

little to help identify the use of the corridor itself.

Although we do not know the purpose of this corridor for certain, in the contetttisfproject,

the component itself is still extraordinarily significant. No other amphitheatres in Britain

appear to have possessed this feature. The best comparison would be the timber

amphitheatre at Birten, Xanten in Germany where the arena was eadivaith two concentric

rows of posts. These were arranged at intervals of 2m and formed a 1.5m wide passage

(Lehner, 1910, 25960). This amphitheatre was located 70m south of a Clauédideronian

military camp (Lehner, 1910, 258). Lehner further suggkstat the amphitheatre was
constructed at about the same time as the ca
entertainment (Lehner, 1910, 258860). If this was the case, then its similarities to the

amphitheatre at Dorchester go further than justet concentric post pits around the arena
circumference. The amphitheatre at Dorchester, as | have already attempted to establish, was

al so probably built to serve a military camp

with Dorchester than any amphieatre located in Britain in terms of contextual similarities.
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3.2.3 Conclusions:

The probable military origins and context of the Dorchegt@phitheatre appear to make it
unigque in the realms of early Romafuwitish amphitheatres. Its role dingthe first
constructed suggests that it may have paved the way for the other early amphitheatres
constructed during this perioddditionally, thestructure is certainly unigue when compared

to other early Romandritish amphitheatres; evidenced through aitefctural elements such

as the “service corridor” (Bradley, 1976) and the
(Wilmott, 2008, 64). The impact Dorchester Amphitheatre had can be perceived through the

similar simplistic architecture and construction teddues used at the early urban

amphitheatres constructed soon after such as Silchester. All the amphitheatres constructed

after Dorchester during this period were either urban or legionary examples, signifying a

significant divide. Both types are somewlaiggtinct from DorchesteAmphitheatre in context

and construction. This is primarily due to the na
appears to have been originally constructed as a temporary amphitheatre to serve the army,

and later took on a civible when the town was established around A.D(8acher, 1995).

The amphitheatre at Dorchester uniquely bridged the urban/military architectural divide due

to it being the only RomanBritish amphitheatre which served both roles. It is hoteworthy

that it served both of these roles in this very early period before A.D.100.

A vital issue to take away from this is the role

to the transfer of spectacle culture and the introduction of amphitheatres to Britain.
Cansidering the probable construction of the amphitheatre prior to the development of the
town, it is the only example where individuals from the associated settlement were not behind

the amphitheatre

di stinctly Roman’', especially when viewed by
have embodied Roman power and architectural capability, particularly if we consider the fact

that it was constructed from a transformed Neolithic hen¢n my view, this amphitheatre,

due to its early date of construction, is likely to represent where and when the transfer of early
knowledge and the initial interest in this aspect of spectacle culture occurred. If this was the

case, Dorchester served imspiration structurally but also culturally during this period by

influencing, and perhaps inspiring, the construction of other early urban amphitheatres.

s constructi onrceivddlad s amphitheatrtr

t ho
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3.3: Silchester Amphitheatre

3.3.1 Context, Construction and Funding:

Silchester Amphitheatre was first identified by Stukeleg7@) thoughhis original poposals in
relation to the form of the monument compared to Dorchester Amphitheategeninaccurate
(Wilmott, 2008, 98)The site was not excavated until it was taken @instate guardianship in

1979 (Wilmott, 2008), with the report being publishied Fulford in 1989. Wilmott (2008) has
commented that Silchester is the single most extensively excavated and best published site in

amphitheatre (2008,

Britain, and that it is the best understoddu r b a n
this sentiment in 2008 when Wilmott proposed this. More recently, Silchestessattlament

has been the focus of a number of significant excavations and publications that are of great
use and interestFrom 19972014 theUniversity of Reading has conducted The Town Life
Project at Silchester. This was Hiyearexcavation of one block of the Roman town known as
Insula IXMultiple reports from 2014019 considering the individual features and structures
throughout this area have been published, including the bailesy, and temples. While none

of these focus on the amphitheatre specifically, understanding its immediate context and the
town itself is very usefuh relation to the culture the monumenepresents. It should be
recognised that Fulford has been at the forefront of publications and research into the Roman
town at Silchester throughout this perioHlis booki { A f OK S & (i (8021) ha®\&dedf SR ¢
vital information relating to thdounding and evolution of the town over the Roman

occupation in BritainHowever, it should be emphasised ttdgspite this great deal of

academic interestharely1% of theearly RomaneBritishtown has been investigatedrulford,

2021) The information &ailableremainsvast thoughto what extent findings in this small

section can be extrapolated is still debatddespitethe fact thatthe amphitheatreitself has

not beenthe direct focus of recent work, the excavation report by Fulford (188B)rovides

a great deal of useful and accurate information relating the monument specifically. Alongside
the recent work and research into the tovaur understanding of this monument contextually

also appears to be improving rapidly.

Silchester prior to the Roman invasion was already a place of some political importance, acting
as the tribal centre of the Atrebatdfulford, 2021, 42)Givenh e si zeneof t he *
e ar t h,amendosed area of 83 acres, it has been assumed thaettiersent was

significant in the Iron Agdgased orwin amphoras and Iron Age coins occupation seems no
earlier than 20.BC (Fulford, 2021, 3@). Theleader of the Atrebates the late 2 century B.C

was Commiuswho was originally an algf Rome, though later escapdédm Roman forces

Gaul n 50.B.C (Fulford, 2021, -83. Examples ofoinage produced during his reigarrying
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Commius have been found in small nuenlin central Southern Englanthesenfluences

appear to have lastedater coins struck are known naming three individuals who claimed to
be his sons Timmius, Eppillus and Veriadingfrom 10.B.C to A.D.20 (Fulford, 2021;Z3.
Within the later Roman walls there are Roman materials, Iron Age coins and artefacts
predating the conquest. These include distinctive pottery sherds from the Roman world such
as Arrentine from lItaly (Fulford, 20232-6). Boon suggested evidence of continental imigor
such as pottery and a small series of Gaulish {pastl coins are linked with prRoman trade
(Boon, 1974, 4@1).

Thespecificreasons behind the founding of Silchester are unkngwough the geographical
importance of the settlement of the city offers some insight (Cunliffe, 2012, 19). Silchester

o0 ¢ c u p limendlz a nbétiveen three power blocks, the communities of Wessex chalklands

to the south, those of the Upper Thames and Cotswolds to the west and the newly

empowered elite of the Lower Thames and what is now Essex to thé@asliffe, 2012, 19).

This was perhaps done purposefully due to the changes occurring within Britain during the 1
century B.C highlighted by Cunliffe (2012118 ) . The settl ement’ s own

hi

nt e

especially fertile, but it was alplre maao i‘ltyhrdiuvee tmn

location (Cunliffe, 2012, 19n relation to trade,Strabo Geographica4.5)writing around
20.B.GnentionsBritainbears graincattle, gold, silver anidon. Fulford (2021, 34) suggests
that Silchester was possiblys@nificant hub to which these kinds of goods wereugtat,

traded and exported via the Thames or off the south coadtitionally, Silchester was located
10 miles from the rivers Thames and Kennet, offering the possibility and ease of moving

further into Southern Britain (Fulford, 2021).

In relation to Romandritish Silchestetthe military presence seems to have besort lived,
there is no trace of a formally organised Roman fort. It is thought that the soldiers would have
made use of the existing timber framed buildings and infrastructitdford (2@1, 515) also
suggests that during this brief pesbnquest ped the population would have fled or been
enslaved, returning once the Roman military had movedItere appears to have been
multiple significant phases of development over ttfecentury during the reign of Nero and
up until the death ofCogidubng, wih the town absorbed into the administration of the
province. His death is believed to have occurred arofirial. 70- 85, although it is possible, he
died around A.D.78 (Boon, 1974 -4p The pattern of construction at early Silchester while
under the rule of Cogidubnus is especially noteworthy and somewhat uniigrieg this early
period. There appeato havebeen an intense period of construction during thHéckentury

A.D. (Wacher, 1995, 272). Most notably, there does seem to have been an imperial link to
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Silchester through Nero. Fragments of tiles stamped with his rthatevere produced at the
brickworksat Little London 1.5miles south have been found across the town but nowhere else

in Britain (Fulford, 2021, 58). The reason for this is unknown, though Fulford (2081) 58

proposes that perhaps Silchester after the Boudican revolt acted as a tempokyueeters

of the provincial administration; and it must be noted that Nero sent a senior member of his
secretariat, Polyclitus to enquire into the rebellion. He may have used the stamp for
construction of buildings t hiéd, 202 5%1p mmi ssi on

Regardless of the reasons behind the use of this imperial stamp, the tiles spread over the town
and architectural evidence suggests that there was a significant building program over this
period as noted by Watcher (1999)his includedhe bathhouse the amphitheatre,and

numerous domestic and commercial buildinggny constructed witldistinctive, redtiled

roofs (Fulford, 2021, 72fulfordr e f er s t o t hi s as the “Nero pr
it took pl ace (2021,r72).Hgweler thisdoes nat sugggshthat Nero was
responsible for this development in Silchestespecially considering that the client

Cogidubnus waseeminglyrewarded withthese lands (Fulford, 2021, 28. However, asoted
earlier,barely 1% bthe early RomaneBritish townhas been investigated, arourid5 hectares

(1.2) acres (Fulford, 2021, 72he use of these Neronian stamped tiles does not indicate that
Nero was responsible for commissioning or funding this building program directigr ridiat

these resources were made use of by thed® potentially did.The development during this
period should not be confused with a strictly Roman taavchitecturally or in terms of

material culture For the firsd0 years after the invasigithis wa noted through the continues

and ubiquities use of Iron Age looking handmade pottery for storage and cooking (Fulford,
2021, 735).

Wachermentionsthat during the1st century A.D. thelisorganised Iron Age settlement was
transformed with theintroduction of a street grid (Wacher, 1995, 221 Fox identified the

now widely acceptedheory of an earlier street grid than the one previously recognised (Fox,
1948, 172)Dating evidence for thfirst and earliesstreet grid points to around A.D.85
(Fulford, 2021)However, a number of significant buildings across the town did not align with
this grid.In Insula Xl and the western boundaries of the central compound containing a lat
Iron Age hall and its mi#f' century successor remained unchangedil the 39 century.The
north-west to southwest alignment of the new group of residential buildings, arguably the
successors to the earlier halls, corresponds very closely with the sunrise at tseimider
solstice and sunset at thmid-winter solstice. Thigvas also the case with a small group of

dwellings to the south (Fulford, 2021,-88). Fulford suggests that those houses that
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perpetuated these earlier alignments maave been of descents of Late Iron Age people.
Furthermore that the lack of conformation in the central area of Silchester may even suggest a
slip between old residents and incomes to the town (Fulford, 2@280). This is hintedt by

a group of fragmentary inscriptions in Purbeck marble from a small templastihal XXXV to
thesoutheast forum, recording gifts by a gquild
(Fulford, 2021, 80)

Boon suggested thatp to onethird of the buildings did not conform to the Flavian Street grid
while some of the most significant examples such asphielic baths appear to have been
adapted after their initial constructio(Boon,1974, 429). The original construction of the
public baths at Silchester appear vearlg around A.D.5468 though it is not known if they
were finishedbefore being replaced in the Flavian period (Fulfetdl., 2019).Cotton dates

the laterstreet grids construction having been between A.B-9@20 (Cotton, 1947, 121Jhe
date of theFlavianstreet grid furthercoincides with the construction of the first forum basilica
at Silchestem A.D.85 (Fulford, 2021)he construction the forum basilica alongside the laying
out of street grid represent the setting up of the structure of the administration in Silchester.
This development further associated with the breakup of the client kingdom of Cogidubnus

after his death noted earlier (Fulford, 2021).

Without a street grid or an official rank, it is hard to see why the imperial Roman government
would have been the eiiy behind the construction or fundingf @ublic buildings during this
period at Silchester. This includes all examples that did not appear to conform to the later
street grid noted by Cotton (1947) including the aforementioned bathhouse andraso

forum identified by J. Joyce (Hingley, 2012), possibly the amphitheatre and more recently a
collection of three Romangeltic temples believed to have been possibly completed in the
early A.D.70s imsulaXXX (Fulforét al., 2017).Le Rowhas suggested thahe primary
featuresof RomaneBritish towns which the imperial governmeptobablyfunded, were

usually the street grid and other necessary structures (Le Roux, 1BB&)Roux is corredt,
would bevery bizarre that these public buildings were coasted prior to the street grid if

the Roman government were responsible for this building programme duringtberitury
A.D.It stands to reason that the street grid would be amongst the very first additions to the
city of Silchester. This would sugg#Hsit this first building programme was more likely funded
through local patrons not connected to the imperial governméntrthermore the early
construction of these public buildings may be representative of wealthy benefactors funding

the construction pogramme, displaying their own needs and intere#itss worth considering

of

per
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thatthey may have been pushed towards funding t

Cogidubnus and other nobles.

Wilmott has identifiedand rightfully so in my view, that the comgttion of theamphitheatre
itself is not suggestive of professional “Ro
This is an issue that | will discuss in specific detail in section 3.3.2, although in relation to who

may have constructed and fundéide amphitheatre the evident simplistic architecture is a
contributing factor to my own hypothesish& unsophisticatecand somewhat unique
architecturalaspects of the construction of this amphitheatre gartainlybe taken as

suggestive olocalconstruction.Though it must be noted that this relates to the outdated view
ofSihester acting as a Roman -Broiltoinsyh 'r astpheecri ftihce
location of Silchester highlighted previously especially may have been a contributing factor to

an influx of people as well as potential knowledge in relation to consomdechniques during

this early periodConsideringhe amphitheatre specificallgt Silchestein terms ofcapability,

it is highly probably that local peoples within Silchester involved in this program of early
construction pojects may have been responsiblie terms of the motivations behind the

amphitheatre’s construction the group or ind
inspiration from the earlier amphitheatre at Dorchester as | suggested in section 3.2 However,

this also begs the question of who was able and willing to fund such a project at Silchester.

When it comes to identifying who funded the construction of this amphitheatre, there are two
issues of paramount importance to consider. Firstly, the likelihood of it being constructed

under the reign of Cogidubnus and secondly, the fact that it was rikedy constructed prior

to the installation of the new phase of the street grid. It is apparent that Cogidubnus was

heavily in support of the Romans. Eeentook the nameTiberius Claudius Cogidubnus,

appearing to have beegranted Roman citizenship (BaatB74, 42). It can be argued that
Cogidubnus willingly and purposefully pursue
would have been possible for Cogidubtimselfto have funded the entire programme of

public building evident during the*ertury. The immense cost of public buildings makes this

highly unlikely an alternative is provided through thescription of the temple to Minerva and
Neptune at Chichestawhichs peci fi es t hat temple was funded
(Bogaers, 979, 243)1 would hypothesize that it is likely Cogidubrmmouraged wealthy

individuals within his kingdom to fund these projects, especially due to his close affiliation with

the Romans and their *“way of [|ife’
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Down suggests it is doubtful that Cogidubnus actually received masses of funding as a reward
for his loyalty. However, he did control one of the main early Roman ports at Chichester,
controlling a heavy flow of goods and money from Gaul and Italy. Furthermore, the industrial
development of the area at Chichester, mineral and agricultural resourceg &/gald in

Sussex and Kerandthe coastal plain would have contributed largely to the wealth of
Cogidubnus and other nobles (Down, 19882%7.1t has furtherbeenproposed thatsome
Atrebaticnobles borrowed heavily from Gallic moneylenders at hinglrest rates, to finance

their villas and possibly public building projedack 1987). There is notable evidence for
significant industrial activity at Silchester in relation to primarily tile production but also traces
of iron smelting (Fulford, 22). Consideringhe vast evidence demonstrating nobles and
wealthy benefactors often funding public buildings throughout Britain, my own theory is that
the amphitheatre as well as other early public buildings such as the bathhougeraptés
investigatedby Reading Universitgonstructed prior to the official Roman street grid, were
funded through the benefactions from wealthy individuals who resided in Silchester under the

reign of Cogidubnus.
3.3.2The Architecture of the amphitheatre &tichester

Silchester in my view was t he-Bfitishramphitheatret i ct 1l y ‘“urb
the construction datevasplaced between A.D.5575 by Fulford (Fulford, 1989, 17). The

structure as a whole was possibly inspired by the amphitheatre at Bsteh This may also be

the case for specific architectural featuresm example being the method of access to the

caveaas | referenced in section 3.2.1 (Wilmott, 2008, 100). Although looking further, Silchester

exemplifies| would arguethe first instance of what may be considered a culturally Romano

British amphitheatre, not constructed by the Roman military as | laagaedwas the case

earlier at Dorchesteln relation to this, the significance of tmaultiple unique architectural

features of the amphitheatre at Silchest@ust be consideredAs at Dorchester, the first

feature constructed chronologically was the arena; the primary timber phase at Silchester

unusually had a very nearly circular arena measuring 43.4m (Fulford, 1989, 13) (Fig. 3.3).

In line with Dorchester, the common practice of excavating the arena and forming banks from

the spoil was used. However, at Silchester this does not appear to have been enough, and a

large amount of extra materialthd t o be i mported to finish the bank
2008. 989). This could be for several reasons, from the limits of the landscape to the lack of

proper or accurate planning by those behind the a
indicative of an imitation or transfer of knowledge relating to the construction of this

amphitheatre, although with a somewhat different resiimilarly to Dorchester, the
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amphitheatre at Silchester did not possess an outer wall, but this isadlectheme with all
strictly urban amphitheatres in Britain (Wilmott, 2008,-82 Additionally, there are the two
recesses provided on the easkst axis (Fulford, 1989, 13), which were also noted at
Dorchester as indicated by figure 3.2. It has beemtised that these recesses at both
Dorchester and Silchester may have servedeasesegWilmott, 2008, 18Q)the rooms
serving as afsine to the goddess Nemesis (Deniger, 199f)fortunately, there is no
conclusive evidence of this. Silchester Amphitheavas constructed originally with two
entrances, north and soutfrig.3.3) (Fulford, 1989, 125). Thesouthern entrance during the
primary timber phase was 10.35m long and 3.3m wide (Fulford, 1989).ZDomparatively
the northern entrance passage Bbrchester Amphitheatravas 26.8m long (Bradley, 1976,
40-3). Howeverthis may have been due to the thickness of banks of the Neolithic henge
Although, everat other early urban amphitheatres such as London the single excavated
entrance passage wasound 17m long and 5m wide at the gateposts (Bateman, 1997, 54).
Silchester may appear notably smaller in general compared to the average of 2700m
proposed by Golvin for arenas in thesternEmpire (1988, 357), since the Silchester arena

from my own catulations has an area of 1424.2m

Figure 33, plan of the first timber phase of Silchester Amphitheatre, Wilmott, 2008, 99
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The near circular arena and plan is one of the most significant architectural features of the
Silhester Amphitheatre. RomanBritish amphitheatres during this early stage and throughout
the Roman period possessed oval or elliptical arenas; the only exception is the earliest timber
phase at Silchester. This introduces the question of why the arenplaased like this.

Wilmott has identified that the construction overall, including this bizarre near circular plan is
certainly not suggestive of professional Roman construction (Wilmott, 2008, 64). | agree with
this theory, as | outlined in section 3.3However, a further suggestion Isglford that the
near-circular arena plan was due to the ignorance of the builder (Fulford, 1982 )180pears

to me somewhat misguided. This suggests the idea that those behind the construction of the
amphitheatre weresimply unable to construct the oval which they desired, a notion based
entirely on presumption and on the traditional sense of a Roman amphitheatre. Those behind
the construction must have possessed a certain level of knowledge relating to construction
techniques in order to plan and build these monuments even if they are to a less impressive
architectural level. As | suggested, there are notable comparisons to the Dorchester
Amphitheatre, and it is hard to see why those planning and constructing the Siche
Amphitheatre would be incapable of even attempting to form an oval arena if they wished. It is
certainly worth considering the theory that the simple construction may be indicative of what
the surveyor desired out of the structure, seeing no neecafooval arena; rather than

suggested constructing an oval area was outside their capabilitisisnptydown to
“ignorance” (Bulford, 1989, 181

3.3.3 Conclusions:

The amphitheatre of Silchesteeemsto be relativelysimplein terms of conguction and

planning. This appears to be the result of context the monument being constructed

alongside the RomanBritish settlement of Silchestefhe early construction projects and
architectural munificence under Cogidubnus were vital formgatitical participation and
expression during this period. The Silchester Amphitheatre may simply be another example of
this. k appears that the architecture and evident planning of this amphitheatre were not of
what could be considered professional Rontamstruction (Wilmott, 2008, 64). This structure
has several notable architectural features, primarily the circular plan of the arena as gll as
smaller size compared tmanyother RomaneBritish amphitheatres. These unigéeatures

and construction techniques further demonstrate the theory of Silchester representing the
first di stBrmicttilsyh’ Rommmiot heatre in a cultural sen:
acts as a physical representation of the transformation @icsgcle culture within Roman

Britaineven at this very early stagRather than being constructed by the Roman military, the
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Silchester Amphitheatre appears to be more of a reflection of the needs and desires of the
surveyor and or those who hired them. ditlonally, representing the needs of those within
the settlement at Silchester, in this sense exemplifying the idea of creolisation even during this

very early period.

It is also worth considering that during this period of construction the only othegatétimeatre

in Britain was at Dorchestdlt. appears likely that the amphitheatre at Silchester could have
been inspired by the Dorchester amphitheatre. This is mainly owing to the simplistic
architecture and construction of both examples: notably the sane¢hod of access to the
caveaover the bank and the way both lacked an outer wall, but additionally more common
place construction techniques such as the formation of the banks from the spoil excavated
from the arenas. The attempt to make use of this teigue at Silchester and the need to
import spoil to finish the bank (Wilmott, 2008. 83 may be an example of a lackcapability

or a precise transfer of knowledgelated tothis technique specifically. A further issue that |
shallconsider hrough the following sections is to what extent Silchester may have acted as
further inspiration to Romandritish urban amphitheatres during this period. Its place as the
first of this type constructed is significant, and | believe is reflected throughtls t r uct ur e

simplistic architecture.

3.4: London Amphitheatre

3.4.1. Context, Construction and Funding:

The London Amphitheatre was discovered during brief excavations in 1987 during the
redevelopment of the area, this project located fragmentary Romegmains at the bottoms of
various trenches that formed parts of a single buildithgs was identified as the amphitheatre
(Bateman, 1997, 51)n 1992 excavation of the amphitheatre specifically began, sponsored by
the Corporation of LondarThelast mapr period ofexcavation of the amphitheatre
specificallytook place in 196 (Bateman, 1997Bat eman’' s report (1997)
of excavation has provided a huge amount of information related to the amphitheatre
contextually and architecturallyhe primary limitation in relation to the first phase of the
monument is the lack of evigee due to its demolition before the reconstruction in masonry

in the 29 century.Many of the timbers from the original amphitheatre survive only as post
holes or robbeebut slots, though due to waterlogging on site there are also some well
preserved examles (Bateman, 1997, 53). More recentigademic interest and publication

has focused on the widely debated issue of the origins of Roman London as a settlement.
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Again, on this issue there is vast amount of available published maasrgdall be

demonstated throughout this section.

The origin of Roman London has been an issue debated by scholars for over a century and
remains asubject of keen interest.would argue as many others such as Wallace (2015) have
suggested that London was a unique settrhwithin Roman Britain in terms of origin and
form. A key aspect to consider here is to what extent this was also reflected through the
amphitheatrethat wasconstructed around three decades after the initial founding of London
(Hingley, 2018, 76). Theemppears to be little evidence of Iron Age occupation at the site and
Iron Agekings did not taken interest in this area of théater settlement (Wallace, 2015, 4).
This highlights an importantifferencefrom other Roman settlements in treuth of Brtain

that were based on the foundation of Late Iron Age Brit3ppida,supposedly acting as
power-centres of the Iron Age tribes prior to the Roman invasion (Hingley, 261@),<ich as
Silchesteand DorchesterHowever, prehistoric finds are common and material evidence
suggests that London was occupied in the Bronze Age with a noticeable hiatus in local activity
during the Iron Age (Holder and Jamieson, 20D8hdrochronological evidence, coinage and
pottery prove the site was inhabited during the A.D.50s (Wallace, 2015, 2Q); e.g.
dendrochronological evidencat OnePoultry suggests that the main eastest road was
constructed during or after the winter of AD 47/48 (Tyer9&0and ceramic evidence

suggests omupation beginning around AD 50/55 (Davies and Tyers 1983; Daviesl604l.
Tyers 1996)The layout and construction of the early town additionally allows us to provide

further theories relating to the groups responsible for its founding.

The earliestown was split up into three main communities of people: those at Ludgate Hill,
Cornhill between the northern side of Cornhill and Road 1, and those living beyond the burial
area along Cornhill Road 2 (Wallace, 201526(Fig. 31). These areas are végdifferent

from each other and may be indicative of different cultures within these areas of early London.
The presence of round buildings constructed near Ludgate Hill Road 1 supports the idea of
there being indigenous people. Whereas the dense settlemérere nearly all buildings and
roads shared the same alignment on Cornhill emulateginental towns and Roman military
installations in Britain (Wallace, 2015,-81 This is represented through the symmetry and
orthogonality of Road 1 and Road 3 onjunction with the settlement boundaries (Wallace,
2015, 151)Wecan be confident thatentre of London a€ornhill was founded no later than
A.D.48 due to thelatingof the timbers used in the construction of the roadside drains of the
west bank of théaValbrook an early bridge over the Thames possibly constructed by A,Bs52

well as road surfaces associated with structures evigatgktroyed in A.D.60/1 (Perring,
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2011, 2523). Thetimber wharf, likely constructeth A.D.52 straightened the line oftte

riverbankand provided a terrace for loding and unloading ships. Evidence of Waterfront 1

found on 12 Arthur Streetvith a post and plank revetmentvas dated by treging analysis to

A.D.556 (Hingley, 2018, 28). Thissuggestshat thesewharveswere set up swiftly after the
settlement’s initial foundation as an integr
and commerceTher e are cl ear archaeol ogical exampl
shop at the Ticket Hall, asellas a larg@umberof tiles that wereincorporated in early

Roman deposits. THatter suggests that kilnsould have been in operation, althoughis

essential to note thagoods such as this werlso imported from sites across southern Britain
(Hindey, 2018, 45).

Wallace has suggested that it is likely that Cornhill was formed by individuals with significant
power and resources, although not associated with the Roman military or imperial
government (Wallace, 2015, &). She provides a compellingpothesis here, the most

probable theory that Cornhill at least was founded by individuals from the continent looking to
recreate the familiar (Creighton, 2006) or the indigenous elite adopting characteristics of the
urban form to forge and substantiate éir relationship to imperial authority (Woolf 1998,
2000).This is seen as somewhat common place in Gaul, with those in power abandoning
ancestral sites and founding new towns making use of significant amounts of resources. Gallo
Roman settlements moved #te wish of the local elite and new towns were founded to fit
roads and networks betweenaroundB0. C and A. D.50 such as “Aug!
1998). The lack of structural or artefactual evidence to support military origins of the
settlement through arearly Claudian camp or military supply base further make this theory
proposed by Wallace more probable in my view. Furthermore, the lack of structural, spatial or
artefactual similarities to other settlements constructed by civilians with the aid of tliearng

such as at \Wldgirmesin Germany (Wallace, 2015, 151) further adds weight to this proposal.
Wallacesuggestshat London was originally founded by Rom&aallic citizens, with official
support or permission from grocurator;perhaps priotto or during the original construction

of the bridge over the Thames and road networks primarily driven bydias groups

forming a new Romanallic town (Wallace, 2015, 155). Tiygpothesisdescribes a model

and style of town somewhat unique withBritain. The building techniques especially at

Cornhill further demonstrate the fact that these individuals were already somewhat

accustomed to ' Roman’ style construction and
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Figure 34, Roman roads andssociated draiagefeatures showing the different areas of early Roman
London Wallace, 2015
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A key aspect to investigate here is to what extent the unique origins of this settlement may

have correlated to the form of the amphitheatre and tbelture surrounding it. As | have

mentioned the importance of trade and industry within London even during the Boedican

phase is evident through building practices. This may answer the questimwahose behind

the funding could afford to financeush a largescale project; the grandeur of whietill be

examined during section 3.4.Zhe amphitheatre does not appear to have been under

construction until around A.D.7Zhis date was established through traag analysis and
topographical changes the area, such as the tipping of topsoil that occurred earlier in A.D.70
(Hingley, 2008. 76). Notably this was over a decade after the near destruction of the

settlement during the Boudican revolt of A.D.60/1. This introduces a further issue, to what

extent the origins of London affect this peBbudican revival of the towim which the

amphitheatre was constructedy the time of theevolt, the settlement of London had grown

to an estimated population of £25,000(Perring, 2011, 253). It appears estid that by this

time London had grown and evolved on a larger scale, perhaps more than the original

founders intended. Wallace has proposed that the original building work within the settlement
was undertaken in a tent aarlyplaes natkegpinf ypiwithc e me a |
the “explosion” in population (Wallace, 2015
redevelopment of London after the Boudican revolt, the town had essentially transformed
culturally and physically. As | have demonstthtthe population increased at a dramatic rate,

with indigenous people and those from around the empire appearing to have flocked to

London due tdts importance relating to trade and industry.

The idea of London entering a new phase of life after thvelteevolvesheavily around the
sudden evident focus on the construction of public buildings in the A.DThisis in stark
contrast to the settlement before the revolt which possessed little in the way of lavish
architectural munificence. The main example during this period prior to the revolt is believed
to be -aor @Mmlade,®015,163). Thismape suggestive of a mor
stronger power structure during this new phase of London. Wallace commented relating to
PreBoudican London that the settlement laazkthe monuments that would demonstrate the

i n h a b I'uhderetangirig of, accepta@e of, and desire to emulate the models of Roman
towns in southern Gaul and Itdl{Wallace, 2015 1062). There are multiple reasons for this,
possibly the building was halted due to the Boudican revolt, or perhaps the primary focus
within London during tis period was industry, trade and economic worth. This was evidently

demonstrated by the early construction dates of buildings relating to these practices.
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In terms of this new phase of Londohgtcity acquired most of its earliest public buildings
during the Flavian periodncluding the amphitheatre in A.D.74 (Hingley, 2008. 76).
Additionally, a forurrbasilica is suggested to have been constructed around A-E805a
riverfront bath complex at Huggin Hill and quays dating from A.D.72 onwards (P2fiyg,
261).The construction of the amphitheatre startipgior to the forum ighought-provoking
sincethe forum is frequently viewed as the most important political structure within Roman
cities and often referred to as the heart of the city. Watkin iéddally referredto the forum

as the structure which the stability of the state was believed to depend on. The structure
seemingly held societyide importance acting as a place of exchange, a marketplace, a public
meeting hall and even the setting ofligious ceremonies and sacrifices (Watkin, 2009, 11).
However, again this only further focuses on the question of which individuals or groups were
behind these construction programmes, especially during this period of redevelopment; were
they the same grops responsible for the founding of the town? It could be argued that over
this period of redevelopment the town took

comparable to other continental towns.

This second phase of Londo msalsoaenecedtothene nt

arrival of Vespasian’'s governor -3).Parng | | i us
suggested the sudden emphasis on the construction of public buildings can be attributed to a
coordinated programme designed to consolidahe political authority of the new imperial
regime in LondonThisfurther impliesthat early buildings such as the amphitheatre were
closely associated with administration and the army (Perring, 2011). The idea of imperial
funding and construction of #tnamphitheatre is somewhat understandable, especially when
considering the use of imperially stamped timbers. Bateman suggests the eight tiles or bricks
with the procuratorial stamps found in the immediate vicinity of the amphitheatre may prove
the structure was built through state initiative (Bateman, 201R&rring notes that it is also
significant that there is no trace of imperially sourced materials identified in the remains of the
forum, further suggesting that the two structures may have had diffesemirces of patronage
(Perring, 2011, 262). Ifiliwas the casdhe fact that the amphitheatre was constructed prior

to the forum may not be as significant as originally thought. Although it is possiblehibat t
order of construction was due to priority placed upon the amphitheatre, it is also perfectly
possible that it was coincidental, or just due to different priorities by the individual patrons
who funded the construction programs. Howevigis importantto understand that the use of

imperially stamped materials such as timbers in the amphitheatre is not proof of imperial or

on a m

foll owi

Cer eal
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government patronage, rathéhan just the possible purchase and use of these resources by

the builders or patron.

It may also be warth consideringhe construcion of the Colosseum in Rome during this

period. This is also significant due to the
the second phase of construction at London, which included the first phase of the

amphitheatre. The Colosseum was under construction in Rome by A.D.72, under Vespasian
(Hopkins, 2011, 2). The Colosseum’'s construc
emperors during the Flavian period. This monument could be seen as a definingduildin

project during this period; perhaps so much so that it encouraged local elites throughout the
empire to emul ate it. The iohmaysalsobgcomnéctedthbe Col o

thebuildngof London’s primary amphitheatre, altho

Due to the very close dates of the construction of both the forum and the amphitheatre, the

order in which they were constructed may have simply been down to a lack of resourges o
workforce necessary to construct both simultaneously. Another theory is that the

amphitheatre was deemed more of a hecessity due to its religious and ritual significance,
evident by the structure’s | ocatteddghe i n a | ik
amphitheatre actedasal i mi n al space’ woven into the exi
London, having been constructed on the margina ofortuary landscape in the upper

Walbrook Valley (Bateman, 2009. 1560). This further introducsthe idea that the

amphitheatre was constructed in a space already of religious and ritual signifigsdtieaugh

before A.D.70 there is no evidence of significant building work in the vicinity of the

amphitheatre, Hingley has proposed people may have beertingebere perhaps around the

pond at 30 Gresham Street, and that the amphitheatre may have officially monumentalized a

location which was already an area of ritual importance (Hingley, 20180Y.9

The possibleultural and religious necessity promptirfietconstruction of the amphitheatre

prior to the forum may suggest at least, individuals actually residing within London at the time
were responsible. The forumascertainly of greater political and administrative significance,

though in my view not as iportant in relation to the vider culture, religion, and leisuref
London'"s popul ation. Hi ngley’s contribution,
woven into existing religious and cultural landscapes (Hingley, 2018) is especially relegant. It i
possible the Walbrook Valley was a place of religious significance before A.D.70. The
amphitheatre could have been constructed the

importance not only regarding the ability to host assemblies and festivals but alsinglsy
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stated, the Londommphitheatre symbolized and contained the boundaries between life and
death (Hingley, 2018, 780).A structure believed to have been a temple from the I&te

century, found at 30 Gresham Street, that was destroyed in theibfaidrfire of the A.D.120s,
raises the possibility dhe southernbanking of the timber amphitheatre being lowered to
provide a view of this temple. This is important when combined with evidence of a second
small templ e, with aingpertico) dightly'todhe eaktarhis appeats sur r ound
by Hi egjrhatoyns tshave aligned radially with the curve of the amphitheatre and

formed part of the religiouprecinctof the south (Hingley, 2018, 7D). Ritual deposition of
human remains associadevith water and marshlands across London have been identified.
Excavations at 2030 Gresham Street revealed human burials along with redeposited and
disarticulated bones from ponds, streams, pits, demolition surfaces and a road sUrfése.
suggess that a small cemeteryaslocated close to the amphitheati@lingley, 2018, 780),
perhaps even specifically for those who fell victim to the bloody games held within it. A total of
39 partial or complete human skulls have been located; deposition of rentadrk place

possibly as early as the A.D.40s and continued until around A.D.200. Further investigation
suggests these body parts had been collected from elsewhere in the settlement and ritually
deposited in the Walbrook Valley (Redfern, Bonney, 2014, 22®se findings add significant
weight to the religious and ritual significance o
e v i d e ractambrtemdnd perimortemtrauma indicating ritualised violence, Redfern and
Bonney putting forward the idea thesmiman remains may have been defeated gladiators or
victims of execution in the amphitheatre (Redfern, Bonney, 2014, 224), although it must be

acknowledged that this is merely a theory.

| would hypothesize that the amphitheatre surfaced as the ideal structure to be constructed
within the area andocalbuilding possibly explains the early date of its constructitmre
amphitheatre is possibly even more significant regarding Londonduehtee ci t ¥y’ s ori gi ns.
would argue that by this period of redevelopment after the Boudican revolt Londdn ha
become far larger and prosperous than ever originally intended. The-maje construction
projects during this period reflect this and may haesb an attempt to transform the

landscape of the town to better suit its significance to the administration within Britain as a
cultural centre. London drew in wealthy individuédsm around the empirelongside

merchants, Romanitizens,and probably indjenous people as well; alith the amphitheatre
acting as the first large scale structure dedicated to assembly, entertainment and in this case
the amalgamation of this variety of cultures. Overall, | believe the funding and construction of

the primary imber phase of the amphitheatre in London was part of the public building
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projects during this posBoudican construction phase. Specifically, the amphitheatre was
possiblyconstructed prior to other examples such as the forum out of cultural and religious

necessity Those behind its constructpdue t o London’s origins and
settlement relating to business and tradaayhave already been accustomed to Roman

practicesreligion,and entertainment.
3.4.2The Architecture of the anhtheatre atLondon:

As | have established, a defining el ement of
To what extent is the unique nature of Roman London represented architecturally through the
amphitheatre there? Unfortunatelymuch of the timber phase of this arjpheatre has been

lost within the archaeological record, although Hingley (2018) has provided to some extent,
plans for the structure. Yet this example has placed a lot of emphasis upon the drainage and
surrounding area (Fig.®. Furthermore, due to thenasonry rebuild, the primary timber

phase in London appears to have been mostly deconstruateddncorporated into the

rebuild, somewhat shrouding the timber phase aside from what can be identified through the
dating of timbersThe site chosen for thengphitheatre wason the eastern side of the
brickearthcapping on the western hill of London. To #wst the ground fell away towards

the Walbrook stream 200 metres away and to swuth, the ground sloped down to the

Thames. The amphitheatre was orientgge north to south, and so was noticeably discrepant
from the street grid (Bateman, 1997, 53). This may have been due to the Roman preference of
posi ti otibunalig (raisbdeseating platforms known as the seat of judgemeht)
amphitheatres due arth to south, and in support of this Golvin cited 23 examples of
amphitheatres where this is a clear preference (Govlin, 1988, 357). Another significant factor
relating to the site of the amphitheatre itself is how the structure makes use of the local
topography of the landscape; the structure waslt into the hillside taking advantage of a
natural depression in the landscape (Hingley, 20183)/&his is common throughout the

empire, with significant examples found in Spain such as at Meipecificlly discovered at
Badajozand thought to have been constructed in the very latecéntury B.Cthe southern

end and western side of the monument were cut into a hill slopéélaet al., 2009).The

“

amphitheatre made maxi mum” use of the topog
that these topographical featuredefined how each are of the areas of the monument were
constructed and use(Cabellcet al., 2009, 1719).The later enlarged phas of this

amphitheatre were even attached to the Roman walls of the settlement, noted by Cabello

al. to not be too unusualvhen compareavith similar buildings at Arleés Gaul as well as later

Gallic amphitheatres by the“®entury at Mets and Trier (Cabebo al., 2009).
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This was never the case even with the later phases of London Amphitheatre as shall be
discussed in Chapter 4. This practise of attaching amphitheatres to the city walls has not yet
been discovered in Bain at all.At Londonthe topography and position of the monument
within the existing landscape was also of critical importafibés decisionto make use of the
topography of the lanadould be due to multiple reasonsf whichthe two most probable in

my view are that this would assist in the construction, providing a natural depression for the
arena;andor that this site specifically was chosen duetsplace within the ritual zone. If this
was the casebuilding the amphitheatre into this depression was the best possible choice in
order to keep the structure level due to the terrain. Wilmott has suggestddting to the use

of natural depressions in the landscatpat, in some cases, withn arena started already
naturally below ground level there would be lewsedto build up seating banks (Wilmott,

2008, 62).
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Another architectural aspect that is somewhat notable despite the insufficient evidence
relating to this primary timber phase at London is the sheer size of the amphithddtiheugh
excavations cover only approximately ofiieh of the structure, it is sti possible to at least

theorise about the structure’s overal/l S i
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the area of the arena must have been between 189a8nd 2190 (Bateman, 1997, 73). This

is notably larger than the average Bf00nt suggeted by Golvin (1988, 357) and of course

significantly larger than the arena of Silchester as noted in section 3.2 (1424 T2 size of

this arena will become more notable when compared to later examples of both urban and

legionary amphitheatres throughu this chapter At this stage we can see that it ia both

cases

of Bateman’'s estimati ons

significant]

amphitheatre at London may not be all that surprising. It is evident that there was plentiful

free space to construct the amphitheatre as demonstratedt®yositioning in relation to the

developing town (Fig. 8).
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The layout of London as the city redeveloped after Beudican revolt would have provided

enough space for those behind the amphitheatre’s
large as they wished or as large as they were capable due to techno)digiaatial and or

topographical limitations. The size dfis amphitheatre may also be explainable when

considering the context of its construction relating to the redevelopment of London in the

early A.D.70Considering the influx of wealth and other notable building projects during this

period itwould appeathat in this case there was little in the realms of limitations relating to

the free space and wealtiivailableto construct this amphitheatre.

Having established the notable size of the arena at London, the question arises of how this
arena was plannedConsidering the previous examples at Dorchester and Silchester already
reflecting prominent differences relating to planning techniguiehas been shown that the

layout of the amphitheatre was based upon a surveyed ellipse or on arffiga.7) derived

from the arcs of eight circles (Wilmott, 20083). This is the only example of the technique
identified throughout this period in Britaifhe use of thisechnique at London introduces a

lot of new issues to reflect ot stands to reason what whoevetanned the structure must

have already been accustomed to the practice and logistics of amphitheatre construction to
some extent to be aware of the more complex method for the arena layout. Especially due to
the lack of prior use of this method, one mastsume that whoever or whichever group was
behind the planning of London Amphitheatre must have gained this knowledge from a place
outside BritainGaul or perhapfRome itselfThe largescale redevelopment of London and the
seemingly somewhat eordinated building program must have attracted individuals familiar

with these building techniques. There are a range of possibilities when investigating the reason
behind the use of this technique at London. One answer could be limitations relating to the
topography of the landscape as referenced by Wilmott (2008), perhaps making thiscieat
method preferable. This method may have been the one best known to the surveyor or those
behind this amphitheatre’ s c omsigleristhecpbssilmlity. Al t hough
of this method further simply reflecting the preference of the surveyor, similar to the case of

the unusual architecture of the near circular arena at Silchester.

Additionally, excavations at London Amphitheatre have pnbduced a single passageway
(Wilmott, 2008) (Fig. 3.7presumed to be the entranceway. Although of course this may be

due to the lack of excavation, the presence of a second entrance passage on the opposite side
is purely theoretical at this stage. Thagsageway found at London is significantly larger than
that found at Silchester due to the notable difference in overall size. In terms of related

architectural techniquedn his reconstruction of Silchester Amphitheatre N. Sunter has
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suggestedhat the paired posts were braced apart at the top and that the seating tiers may

have continued over the top. Bateman mentions that a similar style of construction may

perhaps be envisaged at London Amphitheatre, although the extra width may make this

difficult (Baeman, 1997, 62). | would be hesitant to suggest that London, architecturally was

inspired by the construction of the amphitheatre at Silchester primarily due to the massive

architectural differences including the size and more complex architecture abhond

Amphitheatre. It is possible that in a cultural sense, Silchester and prior to it Dorchester

inspired those who were capable and wealthy enough in Britain to construct these

amphitheatres. However, taking into account theique contexiof London | woud view this

as unlikely. It may also be worth considering the importance of the Colosseum as | referenced

in section 3.4.1 in terms of inspiration

##fi.'.%j__q—ﬁh'x
- - o I:"FI = __'
|I - ':8
i Y -
- gl: k ) \
ra o ,
/ ﬁ -
’ als
¢ .a
K g
# - /-'/ m":ﬂ.\‘
! -3 \‘\_ k
! e %
s
/ K “\
! ! %
! ! \
! ! 3
I ! \
I f |
I I
i i ;
| I !
1 i [
A \ {
\ \ !
L] i1 !
\ \ i
)
! 5 P
% Y -
% e -
L -~ =
\ e
h &
~
s
‘\\ P
it &
" -
. -~
xhh -
o 50 matras

Figure 37, the plan of the primary timber phase of London Amphitheatre, Wilmott, 2008, 94
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3.4.3 Conclusions:

| would argue that it is evident that to a large extent this amphitheatre is a representation of
its context achitecturally, although the lack of specific detail available due to the

incorporation of much of this timber phase into the later masonry rebuild as well as the lack of
total excavation makes the investigation somewhat problematic. As | establishedytioot

this section, London as a RomaRdtish settlement appears notably unique. Firstly, in terms

of origin the settlement was seemingly founded®glloRomansettlers already familiar to

some extent with Roman practices (Wallace, 2015)08@ly London as a settlement appears

to have been founded chiefly due to its location in relation to the Thames and subsequently it

importance relating to trade and industry.

However, this evidence is from around two decades prior to the construofitime
amphitheatre, and thesettlementsnear destruction by Boudica. The rapid redevelopment of
London in the A.D.70s and the building prograsfiwhich the amphitheatre appears to have
been a pardemonstrates that a significant amountwealth was present in London during
this period. Additionally, this may indicate that the settlement was still a place of great
importance within the province. This would be the simplest explanation in relation to the
funding of the amphitheatre. The sinéthe amphitheatre appears to reflect the sheer amount
of funding and space available. In terms of the identifiable architecture itself, the most
significant feature in my view is the arena, not onlyifsisize but also the apparent technique
used b lay out the oval shape. The implication of the use of the eigiste technique

(Wilmott, 2008)cannot be understated, especially due to the complexity of such a method
during this early period. It does not appear possible that the technique couldbemre
transferred from Dorchester or Silchester. It in my view is probable that those behind the
planning of this amphitheatre arrived in London after the Boudican revolt, taking part in the
large-scale building and redevelopment, possibly from Rome itggbfovinces already
accustomed to amphitheatres. Nevertheless, this is the only use of this technique in.Btitain
is evident that thimmphitheatre reflects both the cultural needs of the settlement, as well as

the economic draw and wealth presentteer The structure’s placement
certainly significant. Although, from the available evidence relating to this primary timber

phase, this ritual or religious worth is not clearly represerdechitecturally.
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3.5: Caerleon Amphitheatre

3.5.1 Context, Construction and Funding:

Caerleon Amphitheatre remairgsthe most accessible and complete legionary amphitheatre
excavated in Britain. As lomble ampth@Wilhatpdt r &l |
2008). In 1909 the Liveool Committee folExcavation and Research in Wales and the

Marches carried out the first formal excavations. In 1926 funds made available by the Daily

Mail ard the Loyal Knights of the Round Table of America were used to excavate the whole site
(Wilmott, 2008, 143). Work was overseen by W, WhedliershWilliams, Myers and

T.V.Wheeler over the significant period of excavation (Wilmott, 2008, T4&ye has been a
significant amount of published material on the amphitheaspecifically the site report by
Wheeler and Wheelegirom 1928.Sincethen, there has been a great deal of published work

and academic interest in Caerleon as a whole, the legionary fortress and the atyging

settlement This includes analysi$ the fortress by NasiWilliams (1940) and Booi472).
Morerecen | y Evan’'s (2010) analysis of Caerl eon
development of the settlement architecturally and certually,considering the founding,

expansion and evolutioof Caerleoras a wholeAlthough as with other examples, the
amphitheatre itself does not appear to be the focus of current academic interest or

publications, though as displayed by Wilmott (2008) the information avaifaire Wheeler

and Wh e eihakexcavatiororeporis is still foundational to our understanding of the

monument.

The context of the amphitheatre at Caerleon is vastly different from those | have already
discussed. Constructed alongside a legionary fortress the amphitheatre servBdinen

military through its entire period of use. It is one of the tleggionaryamphitheatres that |

shall be investigating through this early period prior to A.D.B@avations indicate that the

fortress itself at Caerleon was laid datthe A.D.70sto replace an earlier establishment at the

River Usk A series of rectangular timber buildings and beam slots outside the western

defences have been identifiexs belonging to the construction canfipvans, 2010, 162). At

this this time the legion present within the settlemerst believed tchave consistedf around

50006000 infantrymen in the usual Roman fashion (Wheeler & Wheel@8,1%). Evidence

from the site suggests it acted as the base forthfe®u gust an Legi on. This
appeared on many of the stamped tiles found during excavationshtMalliams, 2016, 1).

Most notably,due to a bronzdrulleusb e ar i ng t he stamp ALA | TH f
in Insula X(Evans, 2010, 161)ashWilliams has even advocated that the arrival of this legion

to Caerl eon “mar kleel Rdmarmr ud om qquag stonofofSdut he
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Furthemore, identifying the establishment of this military settlement acted as the first step of
the overall organisation of Wales as part of the imperial frontier (NAdhams, 2016, 1).
Occupation of the area cebe traced back to the Iron Age as evidenced by the substantial
remains of the hillfort at Lodge Héfound Xmile north-east of the amphitheatreThis hillfort
was one of the largest of its type in South Wales. Evidence relating tabdredonment of this
hillfort suggests the date to be roughly contemporary with the construction of the Roman
fortress The introduction of this Roman settlement effectively ceased the use of this nearby
hillfort (Pollard,et al., 2006). This may be attesteto as a show of Roman dominance to some
extent perhapssimilair to the transformation of the Neolithic henge at Dorchestéhe
abandonment of thigron Age hillfort andhe construction of anilitary fortressin its vicinity

could have been an acf physical and architectural dominance by the Romans

Outside the defences, to the southest, a considerable settlement graakingthe form of a
canabae As Mason suggested this would greatly impact who was permitted or rather
encouraged to reside within this settlement. The population would have been primarily those
closely associated with the military bobuldalso be expanded tmcludecivilians engaged

with commercg(Mason, 2002, 58). Thesystem of government within these settlements
appears to have allowed a considerable degree of freedom and independence relating to the
administratonMuch | i ke Mill et’
wielded by appointedlecurionesThese individuals oversatve construction and upkeep of

vital systems and construction. This included projects such as roads, streets and the water
supply (Mason, 1987, 144). The settlement vas developed further after A.D.80 with the
construction of a bathbuildingsoon after the amphitheatre. Both of these public buildings

were situated outside the fortress itself near the soutiest gate; they are believed to be the

first stone structurs within the legionary settlement (Naskilliams, 2016, 4)This may

illustrate a distind divide between the legionary fortress itself, and the extensive suburbs
outside its walls. These occupied the level ground between the fortress and the Riv&ioUsk.

the southwest of the legionary fortress around the road towards the Rial; there were

the legionary brickyards and pottery kilns. Alongside these there were also temples and places
of recreation like batkbuildings and the amphitheatre itself (Na®¥illiams, 1940, 2:5).
Furthermore, the existence of legionary tileries and potteries is attested to by the plethora of

tiles displaying the legionary stamp (Nashlliams, 1940, 22).

There is further evidence of construction identified through inscriggitound at Caerleon. An
inscribed stone | ocated in this area of civilian

other inscriptions imply the presence of shrines dedicated to the Persian Mithras, and the

s td utb@nScénjres, powerpvass a | in rel at
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Syrian Dolichenus (Nasfilliams, 1940. 22). Another example is the inscription dedicated to
Mithras located in the batibuilding outside the fortress to the east (RIB, 322). The inscriptions
relating directly to the construction of the amphitheatre itself are especially remarkable. | shall
analy® these indepth later within this investigation into the amphitheatre at Caerleon.
Relating to this, it is particularly interesting to see the wealth of inscriptions located at
Caerleon compared to other RomaBritish settlements. Bladgas identified that out of the

10 dedicatory inscriptions by military personnel in the South of Brigaiwere from Caerleon,

includingtwo legionary prefects and the thrgarimipilares(Blagg, 1990, 20).

Mason has suggestdtat thesecanabaewere setlements of considerable wealth and size
(Mason, 1987, 14%). In the case of Caerleon specifically, the wealth of the settlement is
apparent from the clear evidence of benefaction and building work. Howevenuhkty of
structures and architaccur e at Caerl eon is also indicati Ve
i mportance. It is apparent that this Roman s
legionary fortresswas constructed as a lorigrm settlement. This also appearsiiave been

the case for the amphitheatre itsekéspecially when compared to the earlier example
constructed by the military at Dorchestérhe first phase of the structumgas unique within

Britain at this point; itvas made up of a stone outer wall, vadtentrances and a timber

framed stand for theeavea(Wilmott, 2008, 1434). In its earliest phasdhe fortress was

provided with earth and timber defences and timber internal buildings. One of the earliest
structuresthat have been excavatedere the baths at Insula ¥6bnstructed out of concrete. A
precise date of construction is unknown, though it seems work was still being carried out when
a largebasilicawas added around A.D.{Evans, 2010, ¥65). Additionally, the principia

complex hach monumental entrance projecting across tia principalisscant dating

evidence from théasilica principiorunsuggests an early to miglavian date soon after the
founding of the fortress (Evans, 2010, i&¢¥ From excavations, it has been determined that

the amphitheatre was probably constructed around A.D@@se to the fortress betweerhe
south-west gate and southwvest corner (Wilmott, 2008, 143vidence of the use of masonry

for construction around this time extends beyond the just the amphitheatreriinus post
quemfor the replacement of the defences in stone has been suggestethtedA.D.86 (Evans,

2010).

Relating to the question of who constructgaannedand fundedthe Caerleon Amphitheatre,
the answer @apears relatively cleafThe case for legionary construction and planning is very
strong(2.3)lt i s evident through Blagg’s work that

general, asignificant numbepf public buildings were funded through individual higimking
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military benefactors (Blagg, 1990, 2Bpwever, he available inscriptionot naming a specific
benefactor, rather stating that the monument was constructed by3Heohort (RIB, 342)
perhaps makes this less likely in the case of Caerleon Amphith€aitermore the

potential cost of Caerleon Amphitheatre must also be considdbemhcanJones has estimated
atheatre in North Africa cost easily up to 600,000 sesterces in'theedtury (Duncarlones,
1985, 29). This appears to be referencing an urban exgmaanwhilethe amphitheatre at
Caerleon due to theotablyimpressive architecture, size and decoration probably cost

significantly moredespite being costructed in the T century.

This is not tesayit is impossibléhat an individual or a groupould haveaffordedto fund this
project, ratherdue to the amphitheatreconclusivelypeing constructed by the legionaries it
stands to reason that they received the usual wamgearry out the workThis introduces
another vital aspect to consider when investigating the construction and funding of these
military amphitheatres. Those in charge of tH€ Rugustan Legion must have been aware of
the construction of this amphitheagroutside thefortressand were the mostly likely
individuals to have ordered its construction L e (E090)statensent relating to the need

for the imperial gover nment ' autcertaimbuldiaggsi on t o use |
projects further implies that the imperial government must have been aware of and accepting

of the construction of these military amphitheatres. This may only be the case with military

amphitheatres due to the context in which they are constructéallowing the theory that the

amphitheatreat Caerleon did carry some military importance it is even more likely that they

were not specifically *“funded’; rather they were
expected servicefl.e Roux, 1990 he only way in which a benefactor could have contributed

may have been funding the materials used for the construction itself, but this is unclear.
3.5.2The Architecture of the amphitheatre @erleon

Due to the context and probable military construction of the amphitheatre at Caerleon some

assumptions surrounding t he Psimarilyaetwauldde'' s architect
expect this amphitheatre to be of better architectural quality th&woese constructed at urban

RomaneBritish settlements. Although this was not necessarily the case at Dorchestiien |

have argued was also constructed by the military, Caerleon does not appear to have been

planned and builas a temporary momment. The CaerleoAmphitheatreseemsto have been

abandoned along with the settlement as a whole in the Biteentury (Wilmott, 2008, 150). It

could also be argued that thiatended permanence of the amphitheatre at Caerleon can be

seen through the structure’'s architecture and the
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construction. Additionally, one may expect the amphitheatre at Caerleon to be more
traditi onal | sofits &anitectune, due toit beiry canstructed by the Roman
legionaries and placed in a Roman military context. However, again this could also have been

suggested at Dorchester Amphitheatre

The examples | have discussed thus far were all construttedhie existing topography of the

| and, or in Dorchester’s case taking advanta
distinguishing feature with the legionary examples is that they were constructed as free

standing structures. Due to this the amgiettre at Caerleon possessed a masonry outer wall;

this set out a distinct boundary for the structure so that the engineers did not have to rely on

the banks themselves to do so. At Caerleon, it has been suggested that the arena was laid out
first becauseof the outer wall not being regular in width and possessing irregular curves which

were not parallel to those of the arena wall (Wilmott, 2008, 144). It is notable that despite this,

the spoil from the arena was still used in all these examples to constredanks for the

cavea.The arena was excavated and levelled off with the spoil being mainly used to build up

the seating bank of the southern quadrant (Wilmott, 2008, 1Z4E use of this method

forming the banks at both military examples discussadstfar may further legitimise it as a

traditionally Roman technique in relation

Aside from the use of this technique, architecturally Caerleon had little in common with other
amphitheatres in Britain at this time. The argtture is certainly more complex and grandiose
overall; a most notable aspect is the fact that even during its primary phase the amphitheatre
was of masonry constructioilingley suggesbn relating tothe constuction of Romane
Britishamphitheatres duringhe 1% centurythat building in stone would be very suggestive of
imperial involvement due to codiabourand resource requirementseems applicable here
(Hingley, 2018, 74). Another thoughtprovoking feature distancing the Caerleon

Amphitheatre from those constructeduring this peiod in Britain is the presence of an outer
stone wall(Wilmott, 2008, 144). Additionally, the monument had eight entrances, a clear
system of access to theveaand significantdecoration. The complexity of the amphitheatre

is most notable when compiag the later plan (Fig. 8) to those available for Dorchester (Fig.
2.1) and Silchester (Fig.3). While that is a plan of the final phase of the amphitheatre at
Caerleon, most key features remain somewhat unchanged, such as the number of entrances,

arena layout and access method to thavea.
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Figure 38, plan of Caerleon Amphitheatre, final phaséc@ntury, Wilmott, 2008, 145

The arena of Caerleon Amphitheatre measured 56.08 x 41.6m (Wilmott, 2008, 144). It should
be noted that this is smaller than Dorchester, measuring 58.2 x 48.6m (Bradley, 1976, 52) and
smaller than the other legionary amphitheatre at Chester that shalldver®d in Section 3.7.
However, this may be primarily down to the limitations of the site chosen. The Caerleon
Amphitheatre lay in the soutlvest corner of the legionary fortress site; the structure was
limited in order to squeeze the amphitheatre in. Tetress ditch had to be filled partially and
the rear of an existing bathhouse was modified (Wilmott, 2008443 his may be a further
indication of the importance of the inclusion of the amphitheatre within this legionary fortress
site. The planningechnique use to form the oval area at Caerleon is also significant,
representing f-dirrsd!| a’'s eme eddthod usedBorg@t buathen .
shape at Caerleon was worked out by Wright (1929). He concluded that due to the spatial
limitations of the site the optimum size could only be achieved by first laying out the short,

eastwest axis. Threguarters of the length of the short axis gave the radius of two lateral
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curved centred at focal points. The same measurement provided the poivitiah the curve

ended. Two further focal points were used as centres for the curves at the narrow ends of the
arena. The creates an oval through two pairs of segmental arcs based upon four focal points
(WilsonrJones, 1993, 395) (Fig98.The' f @itdre’ techni que used to fo
arenas can be observed throughout the empegamples include themphitheatre of El Djem

in Tunisia (Lezine, 1960,-64 and the amphitheatre of Purpaincely in Toulouse, France
(Domergueet al., 2006).Additionally, the use or theorised use of this technique has been
identified at multiple Roman®ritish amphitheatrs constructed after the example at

Caerleon. The two most prominent in my vigfthist e ¢ h n implemeritasion in Britain

are Cheter Amphitheatre (3.7), Chichester Amphitheatre (3.6), and the later phases of
Silchester Amphitheatre (4.6). The role Caerleon Amphitheatre may have had as an inspiration
for these later examples and in the transfer of this technigue through Britaith ls@al

considered when investigating these monuments individudlhyough at this stage, it is

notable that it may have been used at both urban and strictly military examples. Furthermore,
as | shall demonstrate gdpite the common occurrence of this gendethnique, the exact

method and proportions clearly change from site to site. This may be either due to a
preference by those planning the structure or more likely due to restrictions within the site

such as the spatial restrictions at Caerleon.

Figure 39, reconstruction of the planning scheme for the amphitheatres at Caerleon using the four
circle method. Wilmott, 2008, 83
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Evidently both oval and elliptical methods were known to the Roman miktiamyeyors

(agrimensore®r gromatic) during this period. The construction of arenas using four circles is

mentioned by the surveyor Balbus in his manual of geometryEtt@ositio et ratio omnium

formarum(10.5.1), where he wrote about thearenae ex quatior circulis(arenas out of four

circles) (Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 150). In a sample of seven amphitheatres in the Rhine and

Danube studied by Hallier (1990) both layouts have been identified with no exact model used

twice (Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 148). This technique may be more representative of the more

‘“Roman’ form and traditional architecture of the
‘“feumcle’ techniqgue was probably used -to form the
Jones, 1993, 398). Furthemore, the probability that this amphitheatre at Caerleon was

constructed by the Roman military may cement this idea even more, with this method of arena

planning appearing to be a staple of Roman military engineering in terms of amptinéthea

This is further represented through the specific architectural features at Caerleon

Amphitheatre. Especially during this early period, the construction and architecture certainly
represent a far grander and pfecenstruchionthatcanr e tr adi t i
be identified at other legionary amphitheatres throughout the empire. The seating itself at

Caerleon was reliant on the outer wall and the seating bank was cut, &weying a flat

terrace. On this terrace was a system of timifrermed seating, and slots were then cut into

the terrace, radiated from the arena wall. Additionally, unlike any amphitheatres constructed

in Britain up to this point, Caerleon had apparent exterior decoration. The bzatdied

entrances were built of tufand banded with tile and stones. There were traces that the walls

were rendered and picked out with false ashlar joints highlighted with red paint. The coping

stones for the parapets of the arena wall were made in a similar fashion to the piers of the

entrances, with fine oolitic sandstone (Wilmott, 2008, 148). The outer wall at Caerleon was

provided with outer and inner buttresses equally spaced (2.94m), which continued as narrow

pilasters around the entire circuit of the wall (Wilmott, 2008, 1428erleon Amphitheatre also

appears to have its ownemeseunoutside the structure but connected to the outer wall on

the left of Entrance F (Fi8.8). The position corresponds to that of a small shrine to Nemesis in

the legionary amphitheatre at Carnuntum ini@any. However, the report by Wheeler &

Wheeler (1928) suggests this was not added to the
in the 3 century (Wheeler & Wheeler, 1928, 119). It has been suggested that the recesses on

the short axes at the urbaamphitheatres of Silchester and Dorchester may have served as

nemesa also, (Wilmott, 2008, 180) but unfortunately, there is no conclusive evidence.
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The entrances situated on the long axis slodednwards to the level of the arena and did

not serve aaccess to the seating (Wilmott, 2008, 145). The entrances on the short axis were
notably different. The outer part was formed by a ramp, sloping steeply from the outside and
possibly even furnished with steps. From the base of the ramp above the ldhel afena

opened three brick arches. The centre one gave access to the arena through a square, brick
faced, barrelvaulted chamber (theorised to have beewracer,or beast pen). The other two
arches led to stairs which broke at right angles around tredser. In both of these

entrances, the northern stair was wider than that to the south, and it has been suggested that
the wider stairway led to boxes over the chamber, while the narrower stairs led to the general
seating (Wilmott, 2008, 147). Consideritg methods of access identified at Silchester and
Dorchester this is certainly far more architecturally impressaggin, elevating the

architecture and construction of Caerleon above other examples during this period.
3.5.3 Conclusions:

The amphithetre of Caerleon was the first of its kind introduced to Britain. It appears evident

that the architecture of the structure reflected its construction and context within the military
settlement of Caerleon. Unlike any other amphitheatres in Britain, thengka at Caerleon

provides concrete evidence relating to the groups behind its funding and construction. This

again alsseemsvery much apparent from the architecture of the monument as | have
demonstrated throughout section 3.5.8specially when compared to contemporary examples

at London and Silchester. Although Dorcheste
amphitheatre, thetemporary and simple nature of the structure clearly separates it

contextually and architecturally from Caerleon Amphitheatre.

One of the most notable issuesctioctcensieehni
relating to the planning of the Cdeon arena. This may have influenced the later employment

of t h-ei f ¢ lo @' totoastructranddraneform later amphitheatres in Britalihe

relative simplicity of this method may have made it ideal for those wishing to construct their

own amphtheatres,Wilmott suggests that the simplest oval can be constructed using the arcs

of four circles (Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 147). The first example of Caerleon Amphitheatre

perhaps provided those behind the later constructions in Britain with an easigtovi@arm

oval arenas rather thaamore complex method employed at London. Using this theory, the
importance of thesdegionary Amphitheatres relating to the transfer of knowledge involved in

the construction of Roman8ritish amphitheatres is paramat The transfer of these specific

andar guably more Roman’ | ayout and construct
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considering the nature of creolisatipdemonstrating the freedom of choit¢kat comes with

the blending of these cultures. Evenf t hi s monument can be considered
architecturally and contextually, this does not mean that itimmune to or separated frorthe
cultural change throughout B&tn during this periodit is still a result of creolisationccurring
organically over this periodThe amphitheatre of Caerleon remains distinct and impressive in
terms of size and the complexity of its construction even when compared to later stone urban
amphitheatres. It is possible that it served as further influence asplifation for those behind
either the initial constructioras well aghe later rebuilds othe stone urban amphitheatres

that | shall consider in Chapter Zhe possibility that the influence of this legionary
amphitheatre may have extended to the construction techniques and cultural or architectural
ideals of the2" centurymay also serve to aid the idea of the creolisation progesarning

again to theprimary point that this was not the intention of those behind the construction of
Caerleon Amphitheatre. This is supported further by the fact that these later stone
amphitheatres are still distinctly different in form and construction than legionary @iesn

As creolisation emphasizes, they were introduced as a new and unique aspect of Romano

British culture, specifically in this case architecture.

3.6: Chichester Amphitheatre

3.6.1 Context, Construction and Funding:

The site at Chichester has not lpegubject to a significant amount of excavatamd some
significant aspects of the monument are still very much speculation. In 1935 a potential
location of an amphitheatretaChichester washownby G. White who commenced excavation
(Wilmott, 2008, 108yvith her preliminary report published in 1936. This report did provide
useful information relating to the monumenrdjthough since thigublication,focus on the
amphitheatre specifically within published works seems to be significantly la¢katlger, a
great deal of information has been provided relating to the founding and cultural evolution of
the settlement at Chichesteas a whole. Most significantly this includes published works by
Down (1988) and work atine excavations at Fishbourne Pagaby Manley and Rudkin (2005).
It must be noted, compared to previous examples analysed throughout this pregatdless

of categorisation, Chichesté&xmphitheatre is significantly lacking in relation to published
material and excavatioWilmott (2008)has provided an analysis of this monument

architecturallybus eems t o mainly rely on White’'s preliminail

An issue that is especially relevant in relation to the development and growth of Chichester is

to what extent there were connectionsith the Romans and to some extent possible exposure
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t o Roman culture’ prior to the invasion.
under the rule of Cogidubnuand towns in his kingdom such as Silcheptissessed clear
evidence of preconquest contact with Rome through coina@f@oon, 1974, 4@1)as |

mentioned in section 3.hichestemay have evemacted as the capital of the kingdom of
CogidubnusBy the late F century B.C., the area of later RoneaBritishChichester was
occupied byiron Age tribes, yetinderstandingheir actual distribution is very much

dependent on the analysis of coinage of various tribal rulers. The settlement was also highly
likely to have had trade contact with Rome prior to the invasion of A.D.43. Some of the
surrounding areas, as well as areas further north in Britain, were occupied by tribes which
emigrated from Gaul in the early'tentury B.C. A prime example of this was Commius who
came to be ruler of the Atrebates (Down, 1988)1 Two early coins weffeund at Chichester,
one of Vericdthe son of Commiugnd one believed to have been a memorial coin of
Commius (Down, 1988;3). We know that Verica, the son of Commiuad contact with the
Romans before A.D.43he political situation during the reigof Augustus appears to have

been a catalyst settinlpn mot i on Ver i ¢caadWachér méntokthat Augustti® 0 me
even earliehadshown clear favour to Verica as the leader of the Atrebates (Wacher, 1995,

255-260).

Roman trade with Britain, specifically at this titoethe Atrebate is evident at Chichester and
at Fishbourne. Down has theorised trade during the-gmaquest Late Iron Age consisted of
goods coming from the Seine estuary to Chichester. A gaathple is one amphora found in
Chichester at Chapel Street, which contained wine and was dated to the®laenfury by a
stamp on the handle (Down, 19886%. Further excavations into the p#D.43 ditch at
Fishbourne have also yielded interestimgults. The site is believed to have been occupied
firstin the Late Iron Agaround10.B.C—A.D.25, before beintater developed into Fishbourne
Palace towards the end of the reign of Cogidubnus (Manley, Rudkin, 2005, 55). Especially
thought-provokingwithin the finds are several finewares made by potters near Arezzo in
central Italy this Arrentine potteryalso found at Colchestghas been suggested by Dannell to
be exclusively preonquest (Dannell, 1979, 1:84). He did counter this idea, introdag the
possibility that the Arrentine at Fishbourne may have come with the invading army with
provisions of older dating pottery (Dannell, 1979, 34j. However there is a substantial
amount of preA.D.43 material located at Fishbourne, including 286quequest vessels
discovered at Fishbourne and Chichester (Manley, Rudkin, 2085, B5square ditch located
by Downin Fishbourne revealed an assemblage of potianyging from10.B.C—-A.D.25

originating fromthroughout the empire. Animal bones foumldiring the excavation of the Late

Li
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Iron Age ditch at Fishbourne may also be indicative ofgorequest Roman culture present

within the settlement. Pig remains make up 72%taf animal bones at the site@ndit is often

presumed that pigs would have beesgarded as luxury animals linked to high seonomic

class (Manley, Rudkin, 2005,-83 Creighton has demonstrated that members of the Late Iron

Age elite often travelled to Rome, gained knowledge of Ropraatices,and exported them

back to Britain, incorporating them into Iron Age traditions (Creighton, 2000). As proposed by

Manley and Rukin, the higher status population was expressing social and group identity

through new Roman foods and customs (Manley, Rudkin, 2005, 86). In many aspects this

desire to display allegiance and social status through the adoption of new culture, Roman or

‘epl e’ could also be seen partly impacting the re

amphitheatres of Roman8ritain in general.

This issue of Roman influence within fo@nquest Chichester is especially significant when
investigating the context duringnd prior to the Roman invasion. This situation appears
somewhat comparable to the beginnings of Silchegterhaps due to being under the rule of
Cogidubnusandappearing to have welcomed the Romans to some extent. Thisgrgquest
involvement with Romés evident through these material remaitdowever, there seems a
distinct probability ofmilitary originsin relation toChichesterlt has been proposed that the
first main military base camp of the Roman foreessat Chichester, as once the Catuveliau
had been defeated the next move was to take the Isle of Wightvn pointed out that
Chichester would have served as a perfect area as
Additionally, it possessed a good harbour for supplies from Gausemmirgly was already
allied with the Roman forcg®own, 1988, 6). Although the dating is somewhat unclear,
excavations have uncovered ephemeral traces of a tinfitzaned structure believed to be a
barracks below properties on Chapel, Crane and Tower streetgn Bommented that due to
the regularity of the plan and associated military artefacts there is little doubt that the
structure was a barracks. Military artefacts from the Chichester excavations éraniombur,
javelins, spears, ballista bolt heads andmplete legionangladiusfound in Chapel Street
beneath a building of later Flavian construction (Down, 198B4)7 There is little doubt that
Chichestepost-conquestat first served as a major base camp for the Roman military. The
troopshadmovedon by A.D.445, leaving some military structures and port installations
behind (Down, 1988,16)he harbourspecificallywould have probablycontinued to serve the

later town under Cogidubnus.

Unlike Dorchester, the amphitheatre was not constructed during pleriod of military

occupation. The early military origin of Chichester did influence the population and
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urbanisation of the townbut the amphitheatre was nobuilt until at the earliest A.D.70

(Wilmott, 2008, 10910). Although much is unknown, we dookm industrial activity at Chapel
Street dates to the reign of Nero (A.D568), as does the earliest public bathhouse, and the
temple to Neptune and Minerva referred to by the famous inscription at the junction of Lion
Street and North Street. This ingaion mentioned that the benefaction was under the
authority of Cogidubnus specifically (Down, 1988,RIB91). Timberframed houses on

Chapel Street are also believed to date to the reign of Cogidubnus, furthermore a dedicatory
inscription was foundtethe corner of East Street and St. Martfiszet which may have come

from an imperial statue dated between A.D-68 (Down, 1988, 21).

There is clear evidence that Chichester did develop under Cogiduomdhe town likely

served as the capital d&iis kingdom (Wacher, 1995, 288). His palace at Fishbourne was
constructed between A.D0-90 (White, 1936)with Cunliffe finding evidence of imported
marble from Italy and Greece as well as general finer masonry details at Fishi§Guniife,
1971). However, this may have been completed after his ded@tiere was also evidence at
Fishbourne of masonry structures pdating the palaceThis introduces thguestion ofunder
which periodsome of these building projects were undertakétrstands to reason that
FishbournePalace was at least under construction prior to the death of Cogidubnus since it is
believed to be his intended residencie date of construction does appear somewhat
dubiousd e s pi t e Whi t, &’'Dewn statdtthis moadlusian steould rightly be treated
with caution since these were trial excavations uncovering relatively sparse dating evidence
(Down, 1988, 51)At the site of the Roman baths in Chichester, excavations have uncovered
evidence of very similar masry and marble workmanship to that which Cunliffe indicated at
Fishbourne (Down, 1988, +722). Down indicates that this evidence is very much
symptomatic of largescale building programmesuggestingnintense period of building
probably spanninghree decades, from the late A.D.5680s (Down, 1988, 180). Evidently,
there was large scale development under Cogidubnus, especially if we are to accept the theory
that Chichester was his capital. However, in terms of the amphitheatre specificallewe a
presented with a problem. After the death of Cogidubnus it is widely accepted that the re
planning of the town would be necessary. This is somewbted at Silchester alsayhich
developed a later more uniform Roman street grid betwéeD.90and 120 Cotton, 1947,

121). The town after the death of Cogidubnus being absorbed fully into the Roman
administration, the mass reorganisation and implementation oéw street grid may have

been indicative of this type of fplanning.
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This introduces aignifi@antissue regarding when this amphitheatre was constructed, although
it may not specifically affect the source of funding itsBlbwn indicated, although with

caution that alikely date of construction for the amphitheatre would be A.D.70 (Down, 1988,
51). Wilmott suggested the date may be anywhere from the l-afdavian to the Trajanic

period up to A.D.117 (Wilmott, 2008, 110). Due to this wider range of plausible dates,
apparent that the amphitheatre at Chichester may have been constructed eitivang the

reign of Cogidubnus or as part of the latesplanning and construction programmes soon

after his death under the Roman administratidrhose living under the reign @ogidubnus

appeared to beware of the possibilities in relation fublicb ui | di ngs syt é&d'e ‘ Roman

andamphitheatresIn my viewt is apparent at Silchester that the amphitheatre, as well as
other public buildings like the forum, were originally constructed during his reign. As |
previously mentioned, the masonry workmdmg and imported Greek and Italian marble at
Fishbourne and Chichester (Down, 1988-22) indicate Cogidubnus was awareaofl

possibly a fan of Roman urban architecture, or at least was keen to demonstrate his status
within the Roman administration tbugh architecture. It is perfectly possible that the
amphitheatre at Chichester was constructed under his reign, especiaititke the

suggested date of his death the latest around A.D.8@oon, 1974, 4®). This gives 8 years

after the earliest posible date of construction of the amphitheatseiggested by Wilmott

(2008) Considering the construction or at least start of construction of Fishbourne palace also
during this period it may be indicative atargerscale building programme as indicated by
Down between A.D.58 80 (Down, 1988, 1&0). If this was the case, as with Silchester

funding for this amphitheatre would most likely come from wealthy benefactors in Chichester,
likely encouraged by Cogibnus. Fishbourne beingnderconstrucion very close to, but still

before Cogi dubnus’'s death displayed high | evels of
imported marble, as did the public baths dower street of which the earliest part dated to

the reignof Nero (Down, 1988). In a similar vein, the masonry structures such as the forum at
Silchester constructed before this period and during the reign of Cogidubnus are clear

examples that it was possible for large scale masonry and complex structures tbdeve

built priporantno ntgh issenturytEhiewas raateceveth more likely at

Chichester by its role as the first main military camp and the evidence of industry and trade

which brought wealth as well as wealthy individuals into therorery early into Roman

occupation.

The other possible scenario is that the amphitheatre was constructed later, after the death of

Cogidubnus and was a part of theplanning of Chichester. Excavations of timeth-west
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quadrant of Chapel Street andWer Street site between 19691974, show that the earliest

timber buildings of the %century were covered by a large gravel spread extending south to

the centre of the townEvidence from pottery found, including@entury Samianvare

suggested thathis remodelling was still occurring in the riide 2'¥ century possibly up to 70

years after the death of Cogidubnus (Down, 1988;-28). During this time the main streets

were likely laid out. Down theorised that this occurred towards the lateehtury after the

death of Cogidubnus, since early streets from the military period did survive altliibagh

werelikely also remodelled and incorporated into the official street grid (Down, 1988).47

There is still the possibility the amphitheatre wals constructedduring this periodafter
Cogidubnus’'s death, most Ilikely still throug
Roman government have not evidently funded any amphitheatres directly in Britain. If this was

the case, it may have beencans uct ed as a cel ebration of acec
ownership undethe Roman administration. An amphitheatre or forumay have been

considered an architectural indication of Roman rule. Down has suggested that during this

period after the death o€ogidubnus, it is likely that public buildings such as a forum were
constructed in the centre of the town. However, little is known about them aside from

fragments and foundations uncovered beneaibrth andeast streets indicating the presence

of “ maskuivledi ngs. Moreover, he also clarifie

of the town prior to this period were built of timber and clay (Down, 1988, 29).

Even with the evidence of masonry construction projects during this period at Chichbste
amphitheatre was probablgartly constructed in timbefWhite, 1936, 15®). However,

Wilmott points out that the original arena wall was constructed of stone and latikya

timber predecessor (Wilmott, 2008, 54&hough again due to the notable evidence of

masonry work in relation to other projects, this does not suggest any government or military
involvement in the construction of Chichester Amphitheatre. Especially in relation to the
notable evidence of construicin under Cogidubnus and a highly probable awareness of
amphitheatres as an option exemplified by the construction of Silchester Amphitheatre during
his reign] believethe monumentwas at least commissioned and funded late into the reign of
Cogidubnusand the funding sourcethrough wealthy benefactors within Chichest&here-
planning periodafter his deathappeared to have lasted until around A.D.150 during the
Antonine periodit has also been suggested that around this time the amphitheatre was
abandoned (Down, 1988) . Down suggested durin
under the Roman administratiofihis transformation took place mainly around the centre of

the sdtlement, including the erection of the forum and other unidentified masonry structures
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(Down, 1988, 21). The preliminary excavations of the amphitheatre show the structure was
robbedout soon after the midate 2" century, possibly for building materia reinforce the

city walls or erect the bastions (White, 1936, 196 One theory is that this surprisingly early
abandonment of the amphitheatre may have been due to the urban development and cultural
shifts within the town itself. It seems highly unlikehat the amphitheatre was constructed

during the redevelopment under the Roman administration after death of Cogidubnus, just

to be abandoned so soon. Although, the lack of physical evidence from the amphitheatre itself
makes this difficult to disea. By contrast at Dorchester physical attributes and dating

evidence relating to the amphitheatre itself makes its abandonment more understandable.
3.6.2The Architecture of the amphitheatre @hichester:

An especially important architectural aspecathmust be considered throughout this section is
the masonryconstruction of Chichester Amphitheatrhe arena wall and entrances passage
were originally of masonry construction, specifically of flint and mortar (Wilmott, 2008, 109).
Architecturally, Chiwester lacked an entirely timber predecessor in the way we have come to
expect at all the other strictly urban early RomaBotish amphitheatresThe reconstructions

and masonry enhancements at London and Silchester both occurred after A.D.100.

In terms of planning, Chichester is somewhat mysterious in terms of what we know from
limited excavationsThe arena is notably large, measuring 56.3 x 45.72 (Wilmott, 2008))108
which comes to around 2021.6rhy my calculationsThis would place the &na of Chichester
Amphitheatre either comparable to or larger than the arena of Londimphitheatre as

estimated by Bateman (Bateman, 1997, I fortunately, the precise techniques used for

the formation of the amphitheatre at Chichester are not knowne Ppreliminary excavation
report mentioned that the arena is oval, rather than elliptifalhite, 1936) and the
measurements do appear somewhat comparable to those of Chester (57.9 x 48.7m) and
Caerleon (56.08 x 41.6m) (Wilmott, 2008). Due to the compardinensions, one may
hesitantly suggest that the fotaircle method may have been used at Chichester. While it is
notable that the amphitheatre at Chichester is larger than the legionary example at Caerleon,
as mentioned previously (3.5) Caerleon Amphitht r e’ s si ze was | imited due

space available on the site (Wilmott, 2008, 144).

This possi bl-ei us & e b &tChichdstars ofjdarannount importance, as
although it is purely theoretical this would raise again the goesof how the knowledge of
this construction technique was present in Chichedttawever, gven the period proposed by

BoonaroundA.D.70-85for the death of Cogidubnu®8oon, 197442-9), it cannot be
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preciselydetermined if Chichester Amphitheatre was constructed before or after the example

at CaerleonUnlike contemporary settlements such as London and Silchester, there is little

doubt that Chichester in the very early pasginquest period served as a majorskacamp for

the Roman military. Chi c-$caenilimry énsampmentmayns as
further explain the possible transfer of knowledge relating to the construction of this
amphitheatre in BritainThere are several notable comparisonstie amphitheatre at

Caerleon that are not shared by other urban amphitheatres during this pantdte during
preliminary excavations noted that the measurements of the arena wall at the Chichester
Amphitheatre* compar e c¢cl osel y t ql986h1&56). Thetmaso@mye r | eon”
construction and possible use of the “four ¢
direct us to suggest a later date of construction than the amphitheatre at London, placing it to
some extent more in line with the lenary examples in this specific respect. Given the

military origins of Chichester, perhaps individuals associated with the military remained in
Chichester after the town took on a more urban role; those who possessed and perhaps

passed along the knowledgee | at i ng to the construction of

fashion.

Chichester is also the only urban amphitheatre in this period that appears to have been
decorated. Evidence of materitilat has collapsed into the arena from the wall suggestaé h
been originally painted in colours which included light and dark red, pink, purple, orange,
yellow, green and grey (Wilmott, 2008, 208 This internal decoration, specifically painting
the arena wallalso provides another interesting parallel witrethmphitheatre at Caerleon,
where the internal face of the arena wall may have been painted red (Wilmott, 2008, 148)
(Section 3.5.2). Chichester Amphitheatre is theorised to only have possessed two entrances.
Although the second has not been located, Withproposes it is likely at the opposite narrow
end of the oval (Wilmott, 2008, 16810). This is similar to the amphitheatre of London, where
only a single entrance has beeonfirmed though another is suspectddection 3.4).
Additionally, the é&ments of masonry construction and planning methods used at Chichester

may again act as evidence of the individuality of these amphitheatres.

The proposition that the Chichest@mphitheatre was probably constructed after the example

at London based priarily on the masonry construction of the arena wall, the probable use of
the ifoal e’ met hod and some architectur al S i
makes sense in theoryrhis mainly appeals to the ided chronologicahrchitectural and
technologicalprogression However, these are still two very different settlements and

contexts, and the available knowledge, materials and preference of the surveyors behind the
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construction will certainly have also differéethe masonry constructionf €hichester, the

mor e compdierxc | e’'i gthechni que of planning used at
are representative of their contexts, both culturally and in terms of the possible knowledge

available to those behind their constructiofustas noted at military examples likeaerleon

and Dorchesterurban examples are also heavily representative of their individuality in

relation to planning and constructio®omewhat regardless of thdérect source of inspiration

and knowledge for the conasiction ofthe Chichester Amphitheatre, it is evident that the

monument is a manifestation of the desires and cultural preferences of the community in

Chichester. Evendirectly inspired by Caerleon Amphitheatre @adthe result of preferences
andknowedge passed from the settlement’s early mi
noticeably unique architecturally, especially

during this early periodfurther demonstrating the localisation of spectacl@ture in Britain.
3.6.3 Conclusions:

The two primary aspects that need to be considered when investigating the amphitheatre at
Chichester are the structure’s possible | ater
examples, and the seemingly more golex construction represented through masonry work.

The possibility of a construction date towards the end of the reign of Cogidubnus around the

late A.D.70s to early A.D.80s appehighlyprobable This perhaps even plasthe

amphitheatre more chronalgically in line with RomanBritish legionary examples also

possibly constructed around A.D.80. The extraordinary architecture and identifiable masonry

work pointed out by Wilmot{Wilmott, 2008, 109) are certainly notable within this period and
especiltwhen compared to cont e mpGonsideringhe‘early ban’
masonry work of the Chichest@mphitheatre, it is evident that at the time of the death of
Cogidubnus his palace at Fishbourne was under construction demonstrating that ldeye sca
masonry work during this period was possible. In this case, | see no reason why this is not also

applicable to the amphitheatre at Chichester.

Furthermore, architectural similarities to Caerleon Amphitheatre and the significant military

origins of thetown both provide probable sources of inspiration and knowledge in relation to

the complex construction of the Chichester Amphitheatre. WAilgite clainsthat the

amphitheatre at Chichester arena wall compares closely to that of Caerleon (White, 1936, 156

7) this may be coincidence, especially if we <c
altered and essentially squeezed into the settlem@ffilmott, 2008, 144)Although

inspiration from Caerleon and the transfer of knowledge and preferencestierearly

it

wi t

dat

amphith

ons
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military origins of Silchester are not mutually exclusive. It is perfectly possible that these were

both significant factors in the choices those behind the construction of Chichester

Amphitheatre made aestheticallywould suggest that the amjtheatre at Chichester may

represent a very useful example relating to the evolution of Rorvritish architecture, as it

is the final urban example constructed prior to A.D.100, after whiakiiple amphitheatres |

have covered here are reliuin stone. The complex construction at Chichester, including

masonry work as well as internal decoratiomay r epr esent some more trr
architectural features and techniques. However, the inclusion and use of these was primarily

down to preference and awareness of the urban elites within Chichester behind the

construction of the amphitheatreThis further demonstrates that even when capable to draw

on these more traditionally Roman fisor ms of
during this early period before A.D.100 still chose to construct these monuments as
manifestations of their own preferences and the localised spectacle culture of their

community.

3.7:Chester Amphitheatre

3.7.1 Context, Construction and Funding:

Cheser Amphitheatre was discovered by W. J. Williams in 1929, the initial interpretation of
the monument as an amphitheatsmgas confirmed by excavations carried out in the following
years after by Newstead and Droop (Wilmott, 2008, 136). Excavation betw&enl 989 by

Thompson and his report seem somewhat flamed, t h “ whol esal e clear a
destroying postRoman evidence (Wilmott, 2008, 136). In 2@dxcavations funded by

English Heritage and Chester City Council, directed by Wilmott and Gaought our

understanding of Chester Aphitheatre to an impressive levelheir published reporThe

Roman Amphitheatre of Chest@017) has provided a comprehensive examination of the

monument specifically throughout its origins and period of Wentexually, Chester is not as

well understood as the settlement and fortress at Caerleon and has not been as significant

within published vorks.

Chester Deva Victrixjvas primarily a military centremuch like Caerleqgrexemplified by the
largelegionary fortress occupying the centre of the settlementsTdrtress was established
A.D.745,with anearly garrison believed to have been Legiokdiutrix. Soon after this date,
the civilian settlementdanabag was developeavith the excavations arried out suggesgit
was mainly concentrated to the west of the legionary fortress. Additionally, the evidence

indicates notable civilian and industrial activity to the south and east (Mason, 1984,6B35
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It stands to reason that theanabaesurrourding the legionary fortress, of which the
amphitheatre was an important structure, was probably developed very early after the

l egi onary f or tinrADs/45’ The earl@est structuteswvietie oonstructed mainly
of timber but were replaced in thearly 29 century by more substantial masonry structures
(Mason, 2002). Theanabaesettlement plans have been recreated, including notable
structures surrounding the fortress itself as well as the settlements relation to the River Dee
(Fig.3.10).

Much ke chartered Romand&ritish towns, thecanabaepossessed a substantial bathhouse
and 102ould102n. A notable military paradground in theeastern sector seemingly cemented
the settlements military origins and continued usEhe civilian activity was concentrated

either along the edge of the plateau, such as #82ould102n or along the river frontage
(Mason, 1987, 164). To thesouth-east of the legionary fortress the land was largely occupied
by the military amphitheatrénitially discovered in 1929. The earliest phase of the
amphitheatre was believed to have been constructed soon after the fortress (Mason, 2002,
54). The amphitheatre was constructed on high ground on the banks of the River Dee, in a
commanding position wére it wasseen by anyone approaching from the South or West and
from the river (Wilmott, 2008, 135). Preliminary excavations took place in the 1960s, but new
and seemingly more fruitful excavations were carried out more recently in-B004ese were
directed by Wilmott and Garner and produced a lot of nawdvaluableinformation (Wilmott,
2008, 135140). Significantly, these recent excavations determined the earliest structure was
made of stone as well as timber. The evidence for dating the structurstlymmoming from

rubbish dumps in the primary bank suggests that the settlement was well established before

the amphitheatre’s construction. A r-80asonabl

(Wilmott, 2008, 135140). However, it is evident th#te structure was further radically
alteredsoon after. The specifics of these alterations will be discussed in sectionThé.2.
dating of this mass refurbishment was well established because a coin of A.D.96 was located in

the foundation of one of the radigimbers (Wilmott, 2008, 13740).

As to be expected due to the context of this examglbesterAmphitheatremirrors the
construction technigues of the military amphitheatre at Caerleétiimott has further

suggested the appearance of these structuresefdr and Caerleon) may have been similar to
the depiction on Trajan’
(Wilmott, 2008, 145)Comparable to the amphitheatre at Caerleoy hypothesis is that the
construction and planning of thengphitheatre at Chester was done by members of the legion

stationed there andy Roman military engineers. Thigeory becomesconvincingespecially

est

s Column of the amphithea
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when comparing this amphitheatre to others throughout Roman Britaimstructedduring

the same period, paitularly investigating specific features which display the complex nature
of the construction of the military amphitheatre at Chest&he similarities in form and in
context cannot be overlooked, especially since as discussed, the evidence in the form of
inscriptions confirming the source of construction of the Caerleon Amphitheatre apfmebes

very strong.

Canabae Legionis:
Late First Century

-—
-
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“Baths? ot
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Figure 310, the plan of thecanabaeat Chester during the late®icentury A.D.Mason,2002, 55
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It is worth considering to what extent one could extrapolate the evidence present at Caerleon
to Chester Amphitheatre which lacks the clear inscriptions. The notable similarities between
the amphitheatres in terms of context, dating and architeetaannot be overlooked. These

are also the only two examples of legionary amphitheatres in Britain during this period. With
both amphitheatres being constructed within the military context of these settlements, it

would be difficult to suggest a differepplanation relating to their funding and construction,
especially when considering the restrictions relating to who could live within these
settlements. Although there are architectural differences between the amphitheatres at
Chester and Caerleon, whighll be discussed in section 3.7.2, the forms of both

amphitheatres even in their primary phases are far grander than any urban examples even
later during their stone reconstructions after A.D.1P0imarily based on the context of this
monument as well as the architecture that shall be discussed in section 3.7.2, | would propose
Chester Amphitheatre was funded and constructed in the same manner as the other legionary
example at Caerleon. Althoughete are the only two legionary amphitheatres discovered in
Britain, thiswould indicate that the Roman administration was aware of and subsidizing the
introduction of these legionary amphitheatres in Britain. Although, this does not mean that the
Romans prposefully influencd a RomaneBritish culture, more probably they intended these
monuments to primarily serve those within the military settlements at Caerleon and Chester
only, perhapstheyweren ot expecting this cul twayiteidt o ‘* spread’

through the creolisation process.
3.7.2The Architecture of the amphitheatre @hester

If we are to consider Chester and Caerleon Amphitheatres to be contextually similar or even
the same, architectural disparities between the two amphithreatmay provide some useful
further insight. As | have stressed thus far, it is vitdbt@ into accounto what extent the
preference of the surveyor or those behind the construction is evident within the architecture.
It is also worth considering topogphical or environmental differences relating to the position
of the amphitheatre and layout of the settlement as a whole. In terms of the architecture of
the Chester Amphitheatre, as is the case with Caerleon Amphitheatre when compared to the
amphitheates withincivitascapitalsit certainlystands out in terms of architecture and
construction. This is exemplified by the construc
both stone and timberWilmott, 2008, 135140). Thigs particularlyunusual when

investigating these early amphitheatres in Britain prior to around A.D A&@ointed out by

Wilmott, the first phases of these amphitheatres were probably constructed with a timber
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frame with theouter supports embedded within the fabric of the outer wall (Wilmott, 2008,

145)

One aspect that needs to be addressed at this point with regadhting are the

refurbishments made in A.D.q8Vilmott, 2008, 13740). The first phase of Chester

Amphitheatre was noticeably more simplistic than at Caerleon. This consisted of a stone outer
wall, probably a stone arena wall (although no evidence of one has been uncovered) and an
earthen seating bank. Access to the seating was probably through one of therftvances
(Wilmott, 2008, 137). To some extent this stage of the Chestgrhitheatre seems like an
unfinished structurehowever, there is some evidence of usage during this period. To the
south-west beyond the wall of the later amphitheatre is what legn theorised to be the

latrines used during this early phase for those who visited the amphitheatre. A second large
cesspit was also located adjacent to the northern entrance deemed to belong to this period
(Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 89). This phase wasry shortlived prior to the refurbishments

noted by Wilmott transforming the amphitheatre in Phase 1B. Due to these changes being
made so shortly after the initial construction and their dating falling prior to my A.D.100 cut off
point | shall be primaly discussing this slightly later stage of the amphitheatre at Chester. This
may be regarded to some extent as the completion of the Chdstahitheatre around

A.D.96. At this time, it became more comparable to the legionary amphitheatre constructed at
Cerl eon. Although, from Chester Amphitheatre
larger than the example at Caerleon, the arena measuring 57.9 x 48.7m (Wilmott, 2008, 137).
However, as notegreviously the smaller size of Caerleon was primadile to the limited

space available within the settlement (Wilmott, 2008, )3

One of the largest alterations made to Chester around A.D.96 was to the seating bank; this
helped to elevate it to the standard of the architecture present at Caerleonotitex wall
remained but the seating bank was cut away forming a flat terrace. On this terrace was a
system of timbeiframed seating. Slots were cut into the terrace, radiated from the arena wall;
this was the same system presumed to have been used fasg¢hting at Caerleon (Wilmott,
2008). Again, these laregeale alterations do appear to bring the amphitheatre at Chester
more architecturally in line with the earlier example at Caerleon. The planning of the
amphitheatre at Chester is also comparable te timphitheatre at Caerleon, both making use
of theiftctlbar method to form their arenas ( Wi
noticeable differences from the outset; unusually, the outer wall was probably constructed
first at Chester (WilmottGarner, 2017, 77). At the early stages of the investigation into the

amphitheatre at Chester, it was presumed that the arena was elliptical. However, as the
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excavations progressed this was proved to not be the case (Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 149). The
width of the caveais constant, the outer and arena walls being concentric to each other.
Analysis by Wilmott and Garner has proved conclusively that the first amphitheatre at Chester
was laid out using the fotzircle method to form an oval (Wilmott, Garner,22Q 150).

Comparing the precise technique used (FiglBitlappears certainly different from that

employed to form the arena at Caerleon (Fi§)3.

Figure 311, reconstruction of the planning scheme for the anthbatre at Chester using the fouwval
system, Wilmott, 2008, 83

Again, there could beultiple reasons for this, from the space available, the landscape or

simply the preferences of the surveyor or those who commissioned them. However, it does

highlight alditionally the fact that despite the very similar context and likely same sources of

funding and construction, these amphitheatres are far from structurally identical. Both

structures did show evidence of some exterior decoration; the main traces of almolare

from phase 1B (A.D.96) and appear to have been introduced as a part of this overhaul amongst

other elements. Three projections each 0.9m in width, one located at each end of the

foundations and one in the centre are believed to be buttresses@&s decoration.

Excavations in 1931 and in 1965t Chester further indicated that the arena wall had been

rendered and possibly “colour washed’ (Thompson,
anemeseuntfar prior to the example included atChee o0 n, suggested by Wil mott

recent report to have been during phase 1B (A.D.96) (Wilmott, Garner, 201-7)156
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While the radical alterations made to the Amphitheatre of Chester in A.D.96 elevated the
monument architecturally in line with Caede Amphitheatre; they further introduced

architectural features that differentiate it, such as themeseunduring this early period. An

especially interesting example has been identified with the introduction of the decorative
buttresses. Initially duringhase 1A at Chester, it is thought access todiesawas obtained

through one of the four entrances (Wilmott, 2008, 137). During the alterations of phase 1B, an
external staircase was built along the face of the outer wall; it stood to a height of drisan

virtually identical to the amphitheatre &aestim in Italy (Wilmott, 2008, 139). During this

time also a service corridor running around the circumference of the structure was moved

away to create a concentric zone around 1.7m wide. This new stairway was to provide access

to the new upper timber seatin (Wilmott, 2008, 13-B). This further provides some

interesting differences architecturally between these two amphitheatres, the method of

access to theaveaat Caerleon appears more complex in this case. A further example is that

the Chester Amphitheatr only possessed four entrances (Wilmott, 2008) while Caerleon had

eight entrances demonstrated in FigBe3. In this case again thtould be down to the
preferences of those behind the amphitheatre
and numler of entrances at Chester were constructed due to the specific needs of the

population in the surrounding settlement. Looking at the position of Chester Amphitheatre in
relation to the settlement (Figg.10) i f t he structure mad’ ' ei ght e
entrances would run straight into the fort. Perhaps the architects realised this also and did not

construct them to preserve symmetry.
3.7.3 Conclusions:

These significant architectural differences do not call into question the groups behind the
congruction or planning of the amphitheatres at Caerleon and Chester. However, i
demonstratesanother interesting point that is vital to my project. They appear to have been
the result of two separate localised projects, not a cookie cutter program ordeyrekeb

Roman state. The differences relating to architecture and the periods of construction reflect
independent actions by two legions and their generals. The stark differences represent the
individuality relating to the needs and wants of the legionargieeers and groups who

funded and commissioned these two projects. The reasons behind their distinct forms are
unknown for certain. They may be due to the limited space, resources or funding, restrictions
of the chosen site, formed according to the needshe military settlement, or simplipecause

of the preferred aesthetics of legionary engineers who planned them. Nonetheless these
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disparities embody the individuality and control those behind their construction had over their

appearance and placement.

One aspect that is especially thougtrovoking relating to the amphitheatre at Chester
specifically are the later refurbishments in A.D.96 (Wilmott, 2008, 137). This essentially
appears to have brought the structure more in line with the architecturahdeur of Caerleon
Amphitheatre. However, this does introduce the question of why Chester Amphitheatre was
not originally as architecturally impressive as the example at Caerleon. Of course, the reason
for this is not known for certain, but one distinctgsibility could be the lack of funds at the

time during the original construction of Chester Amphitheatre. Additionally, as noted,
Caerleon Amphitheatres appears to have been almost forced into the settlement (Wilmott,

2008, 1434) suggesting that it wasgiority; this was not as evident at Chester.

As with the case of Caerleon, the amphitheatre at Chester provides us with what could be
considered a more ‘ Roman’ example of architecture
of funding and constructionComparing this amphitheatre at Chester to contemporary urban

examples such as London and Silchester is very useful in identifying hovctmesgtually

more' Roman’ examples compare t o iBfitishsefttmrerdsnstructed w
However, conparing Chester Amphitheatre to the amphitheatre at Caerleon further allows us

to identify the differences within tHhhkis more ‘ Roma
highlights their individuality despite both being ctmsted by legionaries andithin

specifically military contexi@mphasiing the aspect of construction preferences and to what

extent these structues are more than just a reflection of their contexts, but perhaps a

manifestationof the specific needs and preferences of the surveyor behind their construction.

3.8: Early RomandBritish Amphitheatres in use
Investigating the uses of these early Romdridish amphitheatres and the events which may

have taken place is reliant on three main sources of information:

- Artefact analysis.
- The use of architecture and the structure of the amphitheatre.

- Events recordé within other amphitheatres throughout the empire during this period.

However, this highlights some notable issues when investigating the use of amphitheatres
within Roman Britain, especially during this initial period of cultural change. Firstly, tite mos
obvious problem is the lack of remaining material and structural evidence for some of these

amphitheatresFor example, the timber phase at London has been mostly robbed
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deconstructedandincorporated into the later masonry phases. Investigating events that took
place within amphitheatres throughout the empire during this period could be a useful avenue
to take. However, this does not assist in understanding the cultural differences andeh
within Britain at this point. It would be unwise to presume that the events and mextivhich
took place in RomaGaul could be extrapolated to those within Silchester for instance due to
the notable cultural differences. This is especially the aalsen it comes to events within the
amphitheatres; these events to some extent represent a manifestation of cultural geacti
However, it must be considered that it is more than probable that those of high status and
notable wealth would have hosted ardnded these events throughout Roman Britain during
this period perhaps taking on further Roman influence in this sense. Millett noted relating to
Londonthat local elites who sought great political and social status adopted Roman culture
and ideology(Millett, 1990). The events within these early amphitheatres could further be an
example of this practice. This again may be represented through the available material
evidence; the amphitheatre as well as the games held within are considered vital syfibols

RomanitagWilmott, 2008, 1612).

One would also expect a notable divide between the events which took place within the

legionary amphitheatres at Chester and Caerleon, compared to those within urban centres.

This is primarily due to the context aimlividuals who would have funded and even attended

the events. Wilmott has suggesteldie to the miltiary audience, experiences with weapons

and the horrors of war a different kind of spectacle may have taken place (Wilmott, 2008, 57).
However, as | havmentioned canabaewere inhabited by family members of the miltiary as

well as those linked to industy such as traders and merchifason, 2002, 55). All of these

groups may have also attended these events within the amphitheatres of Chester and

Caerl®n. There has long been a noticeable connection between amphitheatres and the

displays which took place within them to the military throughout the empiitee games and
events are often associated cl osel yunweirtahh t he
(gladiatorial games) were used to train and teach soldiers. Boon has stated, specifically

regarding military amphitheatres, it is doubtful the element of military training entered

strongly into the activities within amphitheatres or the reason fogit construction (Boon,

1972). The training of gladiators was understandably fundamentally different from that of

|l egi onari es. However, [ di sagree to some ext
context of these military amphitheatres in BritaimB e man suggested the ro
was to inculcate virtues into the spectators but also a place where soldiers could learn as

spectators watching various types of combat (Bateman, 1997, 82). This could certainly have
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been a possibility when considerittge events within the military amphitheatres of Britain at

Dorchester, Caerleon and Chester.
Dorchester Amphitheatre: 3.8.1

Very little is evideoefrom the architectural remains of Dorchester Amphitheatre relat the
events which may have taken place. This is further complicated by the differing uses of the
amphitheatre priorto A.D.100. As discussed in detail in sec8d) the amphitheatre served
both military and urban audiences throughout this early peribdere are some theories
related the architecture of the structur@he lack of a second phase or even apparent
maintenance of the amphitheatre during this period as discussed in section 3.2 through
analysis provided by Bradley (1976) is suggestive imteliest. It is probably also indicative of
a lack of overall cultural change in relation to the amphitheatre at Dorchester, or even a
significant movement away from it in terms of cultural relevance and significance for the
people of Roman Dorchester. Rbis reason, evidence after A.D.100 may be more relevant
when investigating the events which took place within this amphitheatre throughout its urban

phase overall.

One of the interpretations of the inner trench of the areasa safety barrieis also sipported

by evidence from other sites, discussed by Jennison in the context of animal shows, (1937, 155
ff.). The bestknown examplas at the Roman colosseumt anumber of stone built and
theatre-amphitheatres these screens were for temporary use andctbe removed, a view

which would not be appropriate here. The besimparison architecturallwould be withthe
amphitheatre aBirten(Lehner, 1910&s | mentioned in SectionZ.This would suggest the

use of animals in shows, although it does not gixg insight into the specific of these events.

There has been a well conducted investigation and analysis into the material remains and
artefacts excavated throughout the site of the amphitheatre by Bradley (1976). Projectile
points found may have beloed to the earliest phase of the amphitheatre. Bradley has
suggested that their presence may support the use of the site as a training centtaudua
(Bradley, 1976, 70). There have been three human burials found on the site of the

amphitheatre, twoofren wi t h “good muscul ar devel opment and
“slender proportions” (Bradley, 1976, 71). Gray'’s
amphitheatre was the towicemetery, suggesting that it appears to have impinged upon the

site. Two posts assiated with these burials belong to ti#9 century A.Dand the dates for

the recorded graves in this cemetery are almost all in agreement with this (Bradley, 1976, 73

4). Burial A, a middiaged maleis described by Wright as having a greatly developed right
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upper extremity. Ths has led to the suggestion that he may have been a gladiator (Bradley,

1976, 72). This is a contentious debate; Brafi®y6)has put forward his own theory on this

matter stating thatfrom other valuable dating evidence it is unlikely gladiatorial events ever

took place at Dorchester. Rat her , the man’ s
of agricultural work or forestry. Little of significance has been said abeudther male burial

(Burial C) in relation to what events he may have been involved in. Overall, | would be inclined

to agree with Bradley concerning the man from Burial A, there is certainly not enough

evidence to suggest he was a gladiator. Howevés,apparent that this does not mean

gladiatorial events never took place. The significance of these types of events in relation to the
military in my view make it more probable that they may have taken place during the early

years of the amphitheatredurig i ts ‘military’ period. 't mu:
of evidence for this means it remains primarily theoretical. One must also consider to what
extent the types of events may have changed
periodsof use. Dorchester acting as the first example of an amphitheatre in Britain may have

also been influential in relation to the events held within them. It is possible that the events

held within Dorchester Amphitheatre during its time as an urban examptle wot that

different from the earliest periods. This may also show a lack of interest and cultural
engagement with the amphitheatre by the popu

early abandonment.
Silchester Amphitheatre: 3.8.2

A central apectthat must be considereth relation to the use of Silchester Amphitheatse

the unique layout of this amphitheatre; the structure beicgnstructed with a near circular
arena measuring 43 x 42.4m (Fulford, 1989, 13) (E3). Bhe majority of animaemainscome
from silts and dumps raised in the arena of the stone phatthough small deposits were
found from both timber phases also. Horse bones located in the first timber phase include a
probable jaw and skull (Fulford, 1989, 18%m® of the fads within the layers including horse
remainswhichmay have originally been deposited outside the arena, but then taken and
dumped over the arenduring the levelling process (Fulford, 1989). It has suggested that the
first primary timber phase with a @& circular arena was probably a response to needing a
circus like structure to accommodate horses (Fulford, 1989, 193). Additionally, the use of
horses within the arena has also been significantly linked to the military. Fulford correctly
notes that thisshould not overshadow or cancel out the importance of events such as beast
fights (Fulford, 1989, 1891). The importance of the military in relation to these games is

certainly an issue worth considering, especially during the first phase of the Stichest
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Amphitheatre. While | would argue that the military did not play a notable role in the
construction of this amphitheatre, there is still the question of to what extent they may have
inspired the events held within. This is a possibility, if we areltovicthe theory that

Silchester Amphitheatre was somewhat inspired by Dorchester; or at least those responsible
for the Silchester Amphitheatre were made aware of these structures by the example at
Dorchester. Events continued from the military period oféhester Amphitheatre may have

inspired similar events at Silchester, manifesting as these displays using horses.

Humphrey has suggested the possibility of chariot racing also taking place within the
amphitheatres of Britain, citing pictorial evidenc®86, 4317). It is possible as Fulford has
suggested that this early phase at Silchester due to the asestepe partly served as an
alternative to a circus, with no examples of these found in Britain (Fulford, 1989389

However, it is worth notingircuses are long and thin in shape, not near circular as the arena

at Silchester was. It is evident that the recesses around the arena were probably used in
relation to events involving animals. There was no way of entering these from the rear to force
animals out, but it has been suggested that they could have been accessed from above,
although there is no evidence to support this from any phase (Fulford, 1989). It is possible that
through the primary timber ph abeserecessesdctead er
as ‘Cult Rooms’. Other possibilities raised
have been used as refuges or waiting rooms for participants during games or to store essential
equipment (Fulford, 1989, 19P). These exphations to me appear far more probable than

the use of the recesses as beast pens; yet the lack of material evidence to prove this theory
provides plenty of room for the further speculation. In relation to when events may have taken
place at Silchesterubbish retained from the neighbourhood of the amphitheatre implies a

fair degree of use between the laté“and mid3 century(Fulford, 1989, 193).

London Amphitheatre: 3.8.3

Considering the uses of the first timber phase of the London Amphitheatre is especially
problematic. As discussed in section 3.4, this phase of the structure was largely robbed out or
incorporated into the later stone phases of the structufhe later stme phases of the London
Amphitheatre provide stronger examples architecturally and structurally in relation to what
events may have taken place there. Even during the original timber phase, it is certainly worth
noting the impressive size of the monument@&n considering what events could have taken
place thereThis timber phase of the building is estimated to have had a capacity for up to

7,000 spectators (Hingley, 2018, 76). We can make suggestions as to what could possibly have

phases

by

Fu
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taken place there relatigto the architecture. For example, the original entrance was 17m long

and 5m wide (Bateman, 1997, 53; this makes the introduction of larger animals into the

arena perfectly possible. Additionally, the religious importance as discussed in section 3.4 in
relation to the placement of the amphitheatr
the uses of the structure, perhaps introducing the possibility of the monument being used for
religious festivalsDirect evidence of gladiatorial games in Londosparse. Some have

referenced a bronze helmet found in the either the Walbrook or Thames that is now in the
British Museum. However, the style of this h
(Brailsford, 1951, 17), not totally dismissing the possililitgladiatorial use, but preventing

this helmet from being by any means conclusive evidence of gladiatorial games

Thetheoryin r el ation to London’s origins that the
influenced by GalldRoman settlers, already somewHamiliar with Roman style towns as

evidenced by the structural and architectural layout at early Cornhill (Wallace, 2015) may have
influenced the uses of the amphitheatre as well. But it does not bring us closer to identifying

the specific uses of the moment during this period.
Caerleon Amphitheatre: 3.8.4

| have discussed in section 3.5 to what extent the Caerleon Amphitheatre can be considered
‘“traditionally Roman’ in form and architectu
place within this Bucture were also a representation of this. In terms of what we can theorise
when examining architectural features of the structure the entrances appear especially useful.
The outer half of entrance D consisted of a steep ramp which may or may not haeel ca

steps. Above this there was believed to be a barrel vault although no evidence survives, which
would place entrance D structurally in line with entrances B, C and F (Wheeler & Wheeler,

1928, 135). From the base of the ramp above the level of thezaogened three brickeaded
archways; the centre of these formed a small chamber arountiv@mch opened into the

arena, originally roofed with a barrelvadltt has been suggested that
used as waiting rooms for those involved withperforming in the games, or temporary cages

for animals (Wheeler & Wheeler, 1928, 135). | have discussed throughout this thesis the
importance and relevance of animal shows or beast hunts within the amphitheslieh are

thought to have been far more commonplace throughout the empire due to the lower cost
compared to gladiatorial displays. These evenrtsrecorded to have taken place in Rome

itself, in thel* century(Dio, 66.25.35, Loeb; cf SueTitus.7.3), with theseanimals

transported all over the empire for entertainment purpog@&omgardner, 1992).
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The evidence of events within the Caerleon Amphitheatre are noticeably lacking, especially

when considering the evident work and engineering that went into the monumers

construction. Though, it would not be unwise to provide some theories of what events may

have taken place based primarily upon the evident military context of this amphithéldee.

animal remains located at Caerleon may not back up this hypothestspWaommented that

the majority of the bones found are broken pieces of fadmals, horse and dog being rare

(1928), with 5 horse bones being located. However, as discussed relating to Silchester the use

of horses appears somewhat commonplace withindnena, especially in relation to the

military. One could argue that due to Caerleon’s
toaCanabaet hose behind the spectacles would place sig
or training aspect of theraphitheatre, rather than impressive events for leisure. As Bateman
suggestedmuneramay have played an important role in demonstrating different types of

combat or instilling certain virtues into soldigBateman, 1997, 82)f this was the case at

Caerleon Amphitheatre, there would be little need to spend vast amounts of money importing

exotic beasts to use in the arena. Though, it must be stressed that this is not confirmed or

evidenced specifically through the artefactwalarchaeological record at Caerleon either. In

terms of the finds within the amphitheatre, there appears to be very little that would be
suggestive of certain events. Tools have been fou
footings of the inner sie of the amphitheatre walls and therefore, discarded

contemporaneously with the building of the amphitheatre (Wheeler & Wheeler, 1928, 169).

Part of an iron spearhead has also been found within a slit socket, the blade having an ogee

profile (Wheeler & Wheler, 1928, 169), although the use of this is unknown.

Chichester Amphitheatre: 3.8.5

The lack of excavation at the Chichester Amphitheatre is certainly a notable issue when
attempting to investigate and understand events which may have taken place. thgeén,

this may result in a reliance upon examining the origins and context of the amphitheatre to
provide some theories relating to events. As discussed in section 3.6, the masonry construction
of Chichester and apparent structural similarities to th#itary amphitheatre at Caerleon
Amphitheatre may provide some insight into this issue. It appears evident as | proposed in
section 3.6 that the Chichester Amphitheatre may have taken some architectural inspiration
from these mor e t lkaofdamphitheatras| such as‘atfCaereom Perhaps y
this could further translate into similar events taking place within the example at Chichester.

Although again, the lack of significant structural evidence is certainly problematic.
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In terms of artefactdocated at the site there are some of nateg.,an arrowhead was found
in cutting B the blade was leashaped, and the socket broken, and White has proposed that it
probably Roman in date” (White,inglo® 36, 15

s
beast fighting events. The context of Chichester is also important to consider, with the town

taking the role of the capital of the kingdom of Cogidubnus; it is believed to eveontact

with the Romans even prior the invasion in A.D.43. Artediaetlysis as discussed in section, 3.6

would further suggest some evidence of at least some familiarity with Roman material culture
(Down, 1988, B). Perhaps in this instance the events which took place within the
amphitheatre were more ‘traditionally’ Ro man
or displays, and on rarer occasiansinera.This is purely assumption based on the form of the
amphtheatre structurally, similar to military examples such as Caerleon and the context in

which it was constructed. However, as with the case of Dorchester, the abandonment date of

this amphitheatre is surprisingly early, around rate 2" century (White, 1936, 1569).

Notably, this is after the largscale replanning of the centre of Chichester after the death of
Cogidubnus in the lat&* century (Down, 1988). This, as in the casPaifchesteris probably
representative of a lack of cultural engagemant public interest during this new phase of
Chichester. White mentions that the stone of the structure was robbed out around the mid

late 2" century, possibly for building material to reinforce the city walls or erect the bastions

(White, 1936, 15). This further indicates differing priorities for the people of Chichester,

choosing to negate the maintenance and upkeep of the amphitheatre. In this case and with

the lack of notable evidence, one may propose that the amphitheatre was seldom used.
Cheste Amphitheatre: 3.8.6

It stands to reason that the theories relating to events which took place at Caerleon
Amphitheatre may also be applicable to the legionary example at Chester. However, as |
mentioned relating to notable architectural differences betmethe two structures in section
3.7; it is evident that theseuamephitipeatgrasm.
a clear sense of individuality and preference noted in the architecture of both these structures
and all other Roman®&ritishamphitheatres. Based on this premise, one cannot assume that
the events which took place within these amphitheatres was not subject also to individual
preference by those hosting and funding them. The additionrmdraeseunduring the radical
alterations nade around A.D.96 may be indicative of gladiatorial gafébnott, Garner,

2017, 1567). It has been propostthat during the Roman period Nemesis was predominantly
the goddess of gladiators and other slavidsihum, 1934; Schweitzer, 193Animal bone

remains from both phase 1A and 1B of the amphitheatre appearclude predominantly
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““mellae¢ ar i ng” (Winote Ganert 2017, 87). They are made up of 50% cattle
followed by sheep and pig (Wilmotgarner, 2017, 385). There has been a notable amount of
military equipment found dated to the Phases 1A and 1B at Chester. A small, knobbed ferrule
was found in a seating bank deposit for amphitheatre 1B. The addition of a small knob at the
tip distinguisles this from small conical ferrules and suggests they had been possibly used
when practising and drilling fighting techniqu@gilmott, Garner, 2017, 314). This may be
suggestive of military training, or perhaps gladiatorial training within the amphiteediring

this period. This structures association with the military | would argue makes the idea of this
spacebeingused for drills and practice far more probable than at other urban amphitheatres
throughout Britain. Pieces of broken iron and copp#ioybody armour have also been
recovered the majority datingto the last quarter of the Stcentury in areas A and B, outside

the amphitheatre (Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 316). However, due to being located outside of the
amphitheatre, they cannot be linked events which took place within it. It does appear that
direct evidence of events and activities within these first phases of the amphitheatre at
Chester is somewhat scarce. Though, as in the case of Chester one could theorise which events
may haveaken place primarily based on the context of the amphitheatre. However, it is vital
to consider theuniquenature of this monument at Chester and contemplate how this
individualitychamacterisedin its architecture may be represented throutite events which

took place there.
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Chapter 4c Later Amphitheatre of Roman Britaiand the Reconstruction of earlier

amphitheatres in late Roman times

4.1: Introduction

As a continuation from Chapter 3, this chapt
RomaneBritish amphitheatres. These are examples constructed after A.D.100. As with the
previous chapter, during this period a wide variety of amphitheatres wenstcocted

originally with urban examples at Cirencester and Carmarthen as well as in my view an original
military amphitheatre at Richborough. Additionally, this chapter will deal with the

reconstruction and maintenance of multiple amphitheatres includioth legionary examples

at Caerleon and Chester as well as major urban monuments such as those at London and
Silchester; somexampleseven going through multiple stages of rebuilding over this later

period. Additionally in my viewthe examie | shall discuss at Verulamium introducesaw

‘ ¢ at evightn thig thesis, the monumeriieinga theatreamphitheatre(Wilmott, 2008,

122-7). As with Chapter 3 these shall be investigated chronologiwéi a focus on probable
inspirations and motivations in relation to the construction of these amphitheatres from both

within Britain and potentially the wider empire.

Much of what was considered in the previous chapter in relation to the early amgttrgseof
Britain is still applicable here. iBhincludes thestructure and main considerations for the later
amphitheatres The main aspects to consider are who constructed these amphitheatres, how
they attained thiknowledge andow theywere capable of doing so, and what motivated
groups and individuals to invest into this aspect of RorABritish spectacle culture. There are
two primary areas in which the majority of these later amphitheatres differ. Firstly,itheny

view appeato be architecturally superior and more complex to those considered in Chapter 3,
apart from perhaps the second phase at Silche8taphitheatrethe legionary examples. The
introduction and to some extent mainstreaming of masonry construction in relation to the
construction of amphitheatres over this period not only makes these monuments very difficult
to compare to edier examples but further implies a degree of permanence and commitment
to this aspect of officially Roman culture by those who constructed them. Withirthisy

view, advancement in architecture and building techniques, it is worth considering the scope
for further variety and architectural freedom in relation to the construction of these
amphitheatres. As they become better established and Britain is further connected to the
wider empire, architectural limitations in terms of knowledge, resources aed awareness

of what is possible may decreageoviding further avenues for those behind their

construction to represent their own vision of the amphitheatre architecturally.
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Secondly, it is certainly significant that amphitheatres continued to be cacte throughout

this period with the latest at Richborough in my view being constructed duringtentury.

The focus now shifts away from the original introduction and uptake of amphitheatres to

Britain and their spread throughout the province, towarwhy this aspect of culture continued

to be represented in such a grandiose, expensive, and intended permanent manner. By this

period to what extent, they may be considered ‘RO
becomes even more questionable. Over tha@eations under the RomanBritish

administration, to what extent even military examples as suggested in the previous chapter
specifically in relation to Dorchester could be v
(Wilmott, 2008) is unclear. As | havegliighted throughout this investigation, the notion of

these monuments bei ng -Brointsii dle'r eand ta ircaprye s eRrotmatnio
province but also and more specifically their individual settlements is of paramount

importance throughout tis chapter also. The possibility of amphitheatres losing their original

connection to Rome and perhaps becoming recognised as a part of ReBniéish culture

throughout the province is certainly worth considering.

The limitations throughout this chaptere also very much comparable to those noted in
Chapter 3 (3.1). My research is heavily reliant upon excavation reports for these specific
amphitheatres with some examples such as Richborough and Carmarthen lacking the
significant attention paid to othenwithin the subject. However, | am hopefagmore recent
worksarebeing carried out at Richborough as noted in The Guardian (Sherwood, 2021) and at
Silchester by Reading University. An area in which detail is significantly ladckimgasential

uses of these amphitheatres as highlighted in sectionAgfin,this isprimarily reliant upon
theoretical analysis of the context and architecture of specific amphitheafigs.issue may

be compounded by the later dates of the monuments édesed throughout this chapteas

the process of cultural change continues to take place over generations under Roman
occupation The events within them may further represent the individual nature of Romano
British spectacle culture specifically as amphitheatres become established within society.
However, this idea may further suggest that thosestaucted later through the Romanro
British period could be therefoBeitbseabhidehaed thes
constructed prior to A.D.100. This is certainly an issue that requires attention throughout this

chapter.
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4.2: Cirencester Amphitheatre

4.2.1 Context, Construction and Funding:

The monument at Cirencester was first identified as an amphitheatre by S. RoddR90, the

first excavations took place in 1824 by J. Skinner (Wilmott, 200811100rganised
excavatimsbeganunder J. Wacher in 196and were continued byA. MAVhirrin 1966

(Wilmott, 2008). These culminated in the excavation report by Holbrook in T988is a
comprehensive and useful report providing a great deal of information surrounding the
archtecture and construction of the amphitheatre specifically. Additionadlyibrook has

continuedto publish a great deal of work d@irencester as a whole includiimg2008 and

2015.Again, the amphitheatre is not the main focus of these later wor¥isileour

understanding of Cirencesteontinuesto evolve,information relating to the form and

construction of Cirencester Amphitheatre specifically dti mai nl'y deri ves fro

original excavation report (1998).

Like many RomanBritish settlements theivitascapital at CirencesteQorinium appears to

have originated from early military activity in the area. A fort and possible military eanpg
established around a year or so after the invasion, with a new fort constructed around A.D.50
(Wacher, 1995, 29No conclusive evidence of pRoman activity within the walled area of

later Cirencester has been identified (Holbrook, 2008, 304). Hexvavound 4km to the north

of the settlement on the west bank of the River Churn lay a series of Late Iron Age sites
referred to as the Bagendon Complgiolbrook, 2008)Prior to this, Bagendon was believed

to have beerthe capital of the Dobunr(Wacher, McWhir, 1982, 64). Wacher has proposed
that excavations by Clifford (1961) have sho
capital of the eastern half of the Dobunni, whose king Bodocus was one of the first to
surrender to Plautius in A.D.43 (Wacher, 198®),. Dioindicates that at least part of the

Dobunni sided with the Romans from the early stage ofatiequest Roman History60.20).
Althoughhow long activity continued at Bagendon is unknown, artefacts found in the
excavations by Clifford (1961) inde pre-Flavian finewares and Claudian mortagat samian
assemblage do not contain a significamimberof ClaudiarNeronian waregHolbrook, 2008).
This continued activity and the lack of forts located in the ®Wold region seem to support the
proposal of this early alliance (Holbrook, 2008)th this in mind Holbrook suggests thahe
notable presence of the military &irencester may be better interpreted asranifestationof

support for the preRoman elitevho controlled trade through the area (200811).
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This early surrender arglipportshown towards the Dobunni by the Roman invaders may be
represented during the emergence of Cirencester as a town from its military origins. This is
perhapsmost comparable to the emergence of the Romaritish town at Chichester from a
large-scale military encampment, even showing evidence ofqaequest connections with

the Romans as | considered in the previous chapter (3.6). One could draw a similarisomp
to the settlement and military origins of the amphitheatre at Dorchester. However, this
process at Cirencester and perhaps also at Chichester appears to have been a fluid
development, almost as if it was intended from the beginning. The developaighée

settlement at Cirencester appears to be focused around the fort constructed there. Whereas
at Dorchester, no fort has been located; the encampment and perhaps the amphitheatre itself
were seemingly constructed for temporary use. A key issue iglastonstruction date of the
CirencesteAmphitheatre. More in line with Chichester and differing from the Dorchester
Amphitheatrg the example at Cirencester was constructed only after the town was well

established.

Investigating how the military settlement transformaddgrew into a fullyfledged town may
shed some light on this, especially when considering the motivations behind and planning of
the construction of the amphitheatrdn terms of dating the developmewf the town,a street
identified beneath the courtyard of théorum wasassociated with pré-lavian and Flavian
pottery and anotherin the southern district \aswith pottery datable to A.D.785 (Holbrook,
2008, 312)In both cases the streets weomvered in dumps containing Flavian pottery and
buried beneath the rampart of the"2century town defencesWacher hasuggested that fort

was evacuated around A.D.70 and thus the construction otiitaswould have followed

“i maneately” with the town | aid out within two or
pattern (Wacher, 1995, 304). During this period
haste” (Wacher, 1995, 30); thougrdionithe i s worth not
amphitheatre specifically as part of thig/hile it seems that there wagrban development

during the F century A.D., the Flavian streets and other features suggests that it was replaced

by the later town in the ' century (Holbrook, 2008, 312). Excavations of the public

buildings, shops and houses at Cirencester suggest that the main infrastructure of the town

was not laid out until around the first two decades of tH& @&ntury A.D. (Holbrook, 2008,

312).However limited developer excavations atinity Road suggests that findings previously

adduced as evidence for an annexe amisassociated with the midirst century A.D. fort

might fit better as elements of a slowly developing Flavian town (Holbrook, 2015, 101). These
challengegshe origind notion presented by Holbrook (2008)nd t he *“f ami |l i ar t own

a

T

p I
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which in large part was based on the early second century development of Cirencester
(Holbrook, 2015, 101). Somewhat regardless, the construction of these structures as well as
others suchas a market separate from the forum are clear indicators of wealth (Wacher, 1995,
304-5) and highlight a conscious effort by those within the settlement to enhance the

settlement both aesthetically and functionally into a proper Rom&nibish town

The clear effort tday out the new town in a new regular grid formation (Fig. 4.1) (Hurst, 2005)
including presumably specific prior planning for the placement of the forum and basilica

indicates an evident willingness tound and develop aivitascapital at Cirencester. A

comparison focused upon by Hurst (2005) is the RorrBnitish town of Gloucester. Both

settlements had somewhat similar military origins, though Gloucester retained the shape and
layout of the legionayr fortress that preceded the town (Hurst, 2005, 296), and became a

coloniafor retired veterans. It is hard to believe that the decision at Cirencester to transform

the settlement into ecivitaswhen the military presence was no longer necessary was made o

a whim. Perhaps the location of the settlement as discussed earlier played a significant role in

this decision; the roads meeting here can be clearly observed in Figure 4.1. The wealth present
within Cirencester is well attested to through the presenteighty known mosaics and

tessellated pavements (McWhirr, 1986)23f century dates. Importantly, Clarke proposed that

due to the location of the settlement and the founding within a single generation of the

invasion, it seems likely that this socialgnad | i t i c al power w@onquestt gani
|l ines” (Clarke, 1996, 81). This may be conne
the Dobunni andaccordingto Wachet hei r rapid investment i n “F
30).
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Figure 41, plan of Roman Cirencester, highlighting the roads and public buildihgst, 2005, 297
after Holbrook, 1998.

Originally, at the time of excavation the construction date of the basilica was proposed to be
the mid-Flavian period, very much in line with the period suggested by Wacher soon after the
abandonment of the fort around A.D.78D. However, the presence oftafacts such as a
“poppyhead” beaker may be evidence of a slightly
1998, 104). Holbrook has identified that this specific type of pottery did not appear in the

“ceramic record” unt inioreadmmadonénahet cerAuryHol®rok,and bec ame
Timby, 1998, 103), suggesting a latef century date at the earliest. Unfortunately, the first

period of the forum lacks any significant dating evidence and as such has been ascribed to the

same date as the bdiga (Holbrook, Timby, 1998, 113).

Another public building of specific interest is a series of shops, though we only have a partial

plan. The building according to Holbroapears noticeably architecturally complex and may

have beerf i n e x c e eng and b6f2m Wider(Holbrook, 1998, 1B6 More precisely it

has been suggested that the building may have besraeellum(covered market) (Wacher,

1962, 9)lf this was the casehe example at Cirencester would be an exceptionally large

macellum* o nr pvai t h maj or Mediterranean towns” and in c

Wroxeter measured 25 x 21m (Holbrook, 1998,-886The lack of a full plan does make this
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categorisation of this building somewhat dubious. However, if this categorisation was correct

the sheer size of thimmacellumwould again suggest that Cirencester was a town of significant
status, additionally showing the willingness of those behind its construction when

transforming the settlement architecturally into a RomaBdtish town. There ino useful

evidence in relation to the date of the first phase of this structure due the destruction caused

by | ater rebuilding. Hol brook has proposed t
Antonine period idolbrook, 1998, 181).

A structure @ significant interest when considering the importance and origins of the
amphitheatre at Cirencester is the theatre, marked on Figure 4.1. The plan, when restored is
made up from two walls forming concentric sectors of a circle. The diameter of the facter

of the outer walls is around 66rthough there is no significant dating evidence (Holbrook,
1998, 1434). | would suggest that it was most likely constructed afterdivéaswas well
established and it would certainly be surprising if such a bgldias funded and planned prior

to the construction of the forum and basilica. Additionally, when consulting Figure 4.1, the
placement of the theatre close to the walls would suggest that a space within the centre of the
town was not reserved for the monume However, this position is not uncommon regarding
theatres, the location would have made it more accessible for people coming into the city to
attend shows. Furthermore, this location would essentially show off the theatre to those
visiting the city, alisplay ofthe wealth present within the city. Dating the theatre in

comparison to the amphitheatre unfortunately is not possible. Nevertheless, the presence of
the theatre further demonstrates a willingness by those residing within the settlement to
delvei nt o di fferent aspects of *“Roman’ culture,
visiting groups with a wider variety of entertainment. The construction of both a theatre and
an amphitheatre may be indicative of a wider range of competition for lelitals; putting on
shows and events being a key aspect of political and social rivalry even far prior to this period
(Hopkins, 1983)The construction of both a theatre and amphitheatre relating to the same
settlement is very rare inrain, though has lso been discovered in other provinces such as at
Badajoz in Merida, Spa{abellcet al., 2009, where theAugustaramphitheatre lay

immediately east of the theatre (Cabebltal., 2009).

Based on the proposed construction dates of the main putlildings analysed at Cirencester
there was a clear period of development at the town. The construction of the forum, basilica
and amphitheatre all took place from the very ldféto the early2" century and the latest
operational date of the shop oaplex appears to be around the rligte 15 century (Holbrook,

1998, 181). Additionally, the supposed market or shop complex being operational by this time
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would further suggest the town itself was somewhat well established. One may also presume

that thiswas the case with the amphitheatre. Wacher has mentioned that stone construction

for private buildings appears to have begun at Cirencester far before other towns such as

primarily due to-1®Vhasi | ability” (V

raises a point that shall be discussed later and in depth in section 4.2.2; the presence of the

Verulamiumin the southe a s t

guarry and its transformation into an amphitheatr
point is somewhat exemplified through a masonry house in theewoofinsula xxiiwhich

cannot have been constructed later than the first decade ofaMeentury (Wacher, 1995,

310-15).

The major period of architectural and one would assume cultural development of Cirencester
and its transformation into aivitasappears to have taken place between the late first and
mid-2"? centuries. | would suggest that the amphitheatre was constructed as a part of this
large-scale construction project that also included the forum and basilica. The issue of who or
which groups funded these construction projects especially the amphitheh#i e

expanded upon in section 4.2.2 when investigating the architecture of the amphitheatre
specifically. The use of masonry for the construction of the Cirencésiphitheatre may be
suggestive of military engineering and construction, especiallyhdhe origins of the

settlement. It is worth considering the influence from the period in which the settlement was a
fort and potential vicus it should be further noted that the military presence did not disappear
from Cirencester during the transformatiomf the settlement into a fulifledgedcivitas.There

is a considerable amount of material to suggest that a mounted garrison was established in
Cirencester between A.D.5065. The earliest pieces of evidence range from around the
TiberianClaudianped d t hough they are “unprovenanced” (Holb
While most of the evidence does come from the military period of the settlement, two cavalry
harness strap loops seem to be of later dates. Theifista Neronian date, however the

secand dates to the earlg"™ century perhaps suggesting that this presence was somewhat
continuous (Paddock, 1998, 306). Additional finds dating t@theentury such as open work
studs, a pendant, a scabbard chape and a bone buckle according to Paddgest $higt there
must have still been a substantial military presence at Cirencester throughout this period
(1998, 306). Bishop (1991,-2} also concludes that there was a significant troop presence
within the town throughout the second and third centuriess | proposed at Chichester, it is
certainly possible that architectural knowledge and techniques required to construct the

amphitheatre may have been passed on from the earlier military origins of the settlement.



125

However by this period and considerirthe other building projects at Cirencestenasonry

work is not enough to suggest that the Roman military were involved in the project.

The use of primarily masonry work in the construction of this amphitheatre would suggest that
it would have required aotable amount of funding. However, the quarry that would

eventually be transformed into the amphitheatre would remedy this issue. This is not to say
that the example at Cirencester would have not required a substantial amount of funding and

is still a sigificant display of wealth and status; though making use of both the quarry in terms

of its resources as well as a base structure for the amphitheatre itself would have been helpful.

By contrast, at Silchester extra spoil was imported to finish buildiad#nks due to a lack of
local resources (Wilmott, 2008. 95. At Cirencester the convenient supply of stone, the
military origins of the settlement in terms of construction knowledge, and perhaps manpower
as well as the wealth present there seeminglyategl an ideal opportunity for a masonry
amphitheatre to be constructed. This would also have been tremendously useful when
considering the upkeep and maintenance of the amphitheatre and the multiple other public
buildings. This is evident with many of theblic buildings such as the forum, basilica and
amphitheatre going through consistent stages of reconstruction and maintenance. The
amphitheatre specifically, after its original construction in the eatycentury was soon

modified in the mid2" century with the arena wall being rebuilt in stone and the neetst
entrance being totally rebuilt (Holbropk 998, 157). This pattern clearly indicates a consistent
and longlasting effort by those within Cirencester to support and maintain the architecbf

their town. The amphitheatre is an especially interesting example of this, the monument being

modified as late as the"scentury (Holbrook1998, 146).

When considering who or which groups specifically may have funded and planned this,project
| would propose that similar groups of people who were behind the construction of the forum,
basilica and possibly market were also those behind the construction of the amphitheatre. In
essence | would suggest that groups of wealthy elites were behiagthcess, perhaps those
who had previously been involved with the military or had family members who had settled in
the potential vicusoriginally at Cirencester. Additionally, the settlememay have beemade

up of members of the Dobunni afténeir capital moved from Bagendon (Wacher, McWhirr,
1982, 64) perhaps providing elites with a political motivation to cement their status within the
Roman administration. By this period in the e&@1§century, it seems somewhat apparent

that amphitheatres are well established in Britain as a reflection of status, wealth and

‘ R o ma mmhetamphitheatre could be just another example of wealthy elites at Cirencester

wanting a physical manifestation of their status through architegturei n | i nes wi t h

W
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observations about the forum and basilica (Wacher 1995, 30). While the specific origins of
those behind the funding is unclear, the three most probable groups | propose would be those
descended from members of the military from thieus members of thddobunni or

individuals moving to Cirencester due to the social and political power present there (Clarke,
1996, 81). However, by this point in Cirencester these groups may well have interlinked into
the “elite’ c¢class, as slicbuiidingsimay aetualfy bethehesutt r e and
of this amalgamation. This would further an idea which | have highlighted throughout this
project, the unique aspects of these amphitheatres as a representation of the culture within
the towns and settlements in wtl they were constructed. By this period amphitheatres

appear somewhat well established in Roman Britain, however the use of masonry is certainly
interesting in the case of Cirencester. The knowledge of how to construct the amphitheatre
may have come frorthe military origins of the settlement or perhaps was brought by

residents from around the empire. This issue shall be considered further in section 4.2.2 when

considering the architecture of the monument in greater detail.
4.2.2The Architecture of the amphitheatre @trencester

Cirencester Amphitheatre is the first to be constructed in 2fecentury and the first example

of an urban amphitheatréo be constructed originallyully inmasonry. Due to this, there is a

lack of anphitheatres that are architecturally and contextually comparable. Furthermore, the
consistent maintenance and rebuilding of the amphitheatre and surrounding public buildings is
indicative of an architecturally conscious and motivated community overadl.iJlespecially
interesting when investigating the architecture of the amphitheatre specifically ethibr

examples in Britain seemingly being abandoned or disused within one hundred years after
their original construction. The motivations behind thegimal construction and the notable
amount of maintenance throughout the period of use of the amphitheatre may become

clearer when investigating the architecture of the monument. At this stage, repairs and
rebuilds are most probably due to either necessityperhaps further competition between
wealthy elites. These two may not have even been exclusive motivations; the need for repairs
would have provided a perfect opportunity for wealthy elites to display their status through
architecture. However, it is with noting that the active rebuilding and modifications to the
amphitheatre have distorted and, in some cases, erased original features of the monument. |
shall be primarily considering and investigating the first three phases of construction, spanning
from the original building of the monument in the earR}f 2entury to phase 3B in the laté®?
century (Holbrook1998).
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As mentioned previously, the proposed date of construction for the amphitheatre was around

the early2" century. The site chosemas across the line of the soutirest extension of the

decumanus maximusf t he town r epr es ¢Holbreok 1988yl147).Ale “ Fo s
side emerging from the Bath Gate cfigara4l,y “re
further suggesing that it was a later diversion from the original road (Holbrot®98, 149).

However, this should perhaps be more noted as the road respecting the quarry due to the date

of construction of the amphit hesodrcessaround The “ e
Cirencester had begun earlier during the military period of occupation. By the time of the
construction of the amphitheatre the southast sector of theaveawas placed against the
“suitably scul ptur ed?”1998a1d479). Holbrook teefurthper ar ry ( Ho
suggested that this technique of placing this sector of the cavea against the quarry face was
copied from amphitheatres in Gaul such as those in Frejus and Trier (Holbhasi 1479).

This may be especially relatadue to Cirencester being the first RomaBdtish urban

example originally constructed in masonry. Additionally, it is one of the few examples in Britain
constructed based on a previously marade feature, other examples being at Dorchester and
Charterlouse; it is the first example | have come across so far that was constructed based on a
quarry specifically. This choice could simply be out of convenience due to the stone supply and

to take advantage of the topography the quarry and the surrounding &edhermore, the

position of the monument in relation to the Bath gate and road may have contributed to this

choice; thidocationseems to have been idefmr an amphitheatre.
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Figure 42, plan of the amphitheatre based upon a survey in 1974 by the Department of Environment,
also showing excavation trenches. Contours at 0.5m intervals, Holpt98I8, 148

Quarry waste was used for a significant amount @f tonstruction process to level the arena
floor down to around 1.6m below the surrounding ground leasedito build the core of the
north sectorcavea(Holbrook 1998, 149). The soudastern part of thecaveawas constructed
against the face of thquarry (Wilmott, 2008, 11-P). Even with the ready supply of stone, the
size and architectural features of the first phase are certainly impressive, again perhaps

representing the significant amount of wealth and knowledge within Cirencester during this
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period. The original banks were around 30m in width and appear to have been constructed as
a series of terraces. These were created by pressing flat stones into the bank makeup
(Wilmott, 2008, 1112) and three bands of slabs running laterally through theldsamere

found. The banking was continuous around the elliptical arena aside from at the two opposing
entrances to the nortkeast and southwest sides. The remains currently stand at a maximum

of 8.2m high (Holbrogki998, 149151). During excavatianformation was obtained from

trench CAlwhich was located on the sou#ast side of the arena and extended over the full
width of the mount and down the reared face of the bank (Fig.4.3). This showed that the upper
surface of the bank had been terracedtained by drystone walls on the surface. Holbrook
further identified 16 possible terr,d®&s of *
151-2). Examples of terracing have been identified at earlier amphitheatres, most prominently
that | havediscussed so far was at the military example at Caerleon (Wilmott, 2008, 148).
Holbrook has further suggested that these terraces would have supported timber framed
seating; the 16 rows that survived in trenCilhad an average spacing of 0.9m there ddou

have been enough space to have up to 28 rows of seats (Holbdf88, 1715). The terrace

length adjacent to the arena was around 72m and the upper and outer terrace measured
around 120m (Wilmott, 2008, 11P13).

Figure 43, amphitheatre trenchCAl,showing the terraces over theaveg Holbrook 1998, 151
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The earliest evidence discovered in relation to the nagéist entrance is a drystone wall on
either side of the passage thattained the core of the seating bank, defining an entrance
passage 6.7m wide (Holbrook998, 153). Unfortunately, traces of the original arena wall are
lacking, but it is represented by the cobble footings whiesbelow the construction trent

from period 2. The lack of evidence probably due to the rebuilding of the arena wall in period
2, though Holbrook has suggested that equally the original wall could have been constructed
out of timber and therefore no trace has survived (Holbrook, 1993). However, deposits

from the arena would suggest that the wall was even during this first phase still externally
plastered. Having established the nature of the arena wall it is even more noticeable just how
large of an area the seating bank coverelde Tatio of the area of the bank compared to the
arena is roughly 2:1, giving a similar ratio to RomBnitish examples at Dorchester and
Chester (Holbroak1998, 171) (Fig. 4.4). The fact that those with a comparable ratio are of
military origin maybe significant when considering the inspirations of the amphitheatre at
Cirencester, especially when considering the military origin of the settlement. However, it is
worth noting that the size of Cirencester Amphitheatre may have been dependent upon the
size of the quarry before; this is comparable to the ratio at Dorchester being primarily due to

the henge which the amphitheatre was based upon (Holbyd&io8).
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Figure 44, diagram showing the ratio of the area of theena to the area of the seating bank in
multiple RomaneBritish amphitheatres, after I. Wheeler, 1992

Holbrook has provided some we&lbnsidered calculations when deliberating the possible
capacity of Cirencester Amphitheatre during this ph&3ensideingthe length of the seating

bank and height mentioned previously, allowing 0.6m seating width gives a capacity of around
8000 people. Additionally, if the rear part of the terracing (11 terraces) were for standing and
spectators stood two deep on eachrtace, the capacity is raised to around 11,500 (Holbyook
1998, 1723). Wilmott has further commented that the rake of the terracing is consistent with

a standing ground, standing two deep on the broader terraces. This is based on the terracing
varying from 25 degrees for the front seven and 20 degrees for the rest (Wilmott, 2008, 112
4). The possible capacity of Cirencegtaphitheatre is certainly significant compared to other
examples constructed prior from a@étegories The military amphitheatre at Chester had a
capacity of around 7000 (Thompson, 1976, 184) as did the early urban amphitheatre of London
(Hingley, 2018, 76). Holbrook (1998) has even highlighted that the later stone phase of the
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amphitheatre at Silchestanly had a capacity of 3000 (Fulford, 1989, 1Especiallywhen
considering examples throughout the empire these RomBriish monuments seem to pale

in comparison in terms of capagito those constructed in Gaul and Hispania. An especially
notable example wadiscovered aCoérdoka, Spain. Thesicentury B.C. amphitheatre is
thought to have a potential capacity of 30,0080,000 spectators (Cabelkd al., 2009). In
Britain, these smaller monuments may also simply be scaled to suit the population of these
individual settlements and hinterland$/hen considering the architectural features of the
amphitheatreat CirencesterHolbrook draws direct comparisotesthe military amphitheatres
at Chester and Caerleon due to external plastering of the arena walls (Hold@@®, 172),
these military amphitheatres may have acted to some extent as inspiratamygside the
settl ement’ s s iimmudhiike at Ghichestehld size and grchivecturegof
even this first phase of Cirencest@mphitheatre seem to reflect the importance and wealth
represented within the settlement after this its growth and architectural transformation from

earlier miltary beginnings.

Hol brook (1998) has suggested that this first pha
lasted more than 50 years before some significant rebuilding in phase 2. The main dating

evidence for this is provided through the layers saalihe construction trench of the arena

wall rebuild which accumulated during the use of the amphitheatre. These provide a Hadrianic

or possibly early Antonine date and suggest that the second phase of the amphitheatre was in

use by the mie2" century (Hdbrook, 1998, 161). Modifications made during this phase

include the entire arena wall being rebuilt in stone and the na#st entrance being rebuilt

including the addition of “a number of metalled s
(Holbrook 1998, 157). The nortbast entrance was rebuilt with six large stone imposts

supporting a vault which carried the seating over the passage; the full length of the passage

was around 30.1m. Additionally, large blocks which are believed to have sexyauhlas for

the gate were added at either side of the entrance. Behind each of these there was a flight of

steps which provided access to the terracing. This method of access can be most likened to the

example at Caerleon (3.5) and to some extent the dsancexternal stairway at Chest€s.7)

to allow access to theavea(Wilmott, 2008). However, in earlier urban examples such as

Silchester theeaveawas accessed simply over the top of the seating bank (Wilmott, 2008),

though it is worthbearing in mindhat this example was constructed nearly a century prior to

the second phase of the Cirencester Amphitheatre. As masonry architecture in relation to

amphitheatres became more common place, one might expect further attention to be paid by
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those behindtheseno nument s construction towards spec

decoration and precise more ordered methods of access.

The other major alteration was a total rebuild of the arena wall. At this stage it measured 49 x

41m and was constructed out ofasonry and survived to a height of 1.37m with a maximum

height of around 1.8m (Wilmott, 2008, 143). The surviving masonry had been coveretivin

coatings of plaster painted in red fresco decoration with black, yellow and white imitation

marbling. Holbook has commented that the wall appeared to have been plastered multiple

times with large quantities of fragments and trampled plaster painted light red with dark red
“splashes”, black, green g10e8, Iwth) Despietheiciedr bl ac
work that went into rebuilding and further decorating the arena wall, Wilmott has further
commented that the height of the wall appear
possibly wrongly interpreted. The decorative plaster cettais reminiscent of earlier military
amphitheatres like those at Chester and Caerleon. However, it was also noted at the

amphitheatre of Chichester (Wilmott, 2008, 148); the origins and context of which | would

propose are very similar to the amphitheatat Cirencester.

The motives for this period of rebuilding are not known for certain, though the forum and
basilica also appear to have been subject to significant alterations during this same period in
the mid-2" century Holbrook 1998). It is possible that this was a significant period of
architectural alteration within the town, perhaps providing further opportunity for groups or
individuals to contribute and make a physical mark on the development of the settlement. In
terms of he amphitheatre, the rebuild of the arena wall may have been due to the need for
repair, though this cannot be confirmed. The work that has gone into the decoration of the
arena wall rebuild and touches such as the metalled surfaces around the entranges ma
perhaps be indicative of an active effort to improve the physical appearance of the monument.
The rebuilding and modifications made to other public buildings during the same period such
as the basilica appear to have been made due to it needing repdiesinstability of the
backfilled ditches and the “inadequate found
crack (Holbrook1998, 1048). Holbrook (1998) has further proposed that the repairs and
modifications that occurred in relatiotthe forum as well during this period were associated
with the reconstruction of the basilica. These modifications to the forum are also significant
during this period and the inner portico totally rebuilt and new surfaces laid in the courtyard in
the mid-2" century (Holbrook1998, 1134). The reconstruction of features of the

amphitheatre | would propose was associated with the mass building and repair projects of

this period in the mieR" century. The active effort to seemingly improve the moramn
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architecturally further highlights the importance of the amphitheatre during this period and
the fact that wealtly individuak or groups were still willing to fund the projects in relation to

the amphitheatre.

Cirencester seemingly continued to develarchitecturally throughout th@" century. The
amphitheatre specifically is a solid example of thisen considering a structure that is not
involved in the administration of the town yet is still heavily invested in architecturally. This is
further reflected through the next phase of modifications. Holbrook has split phase three of
the amphitheatre into two smaller phases (3A and 3B) due to different but very close dating.
However, Wilmott (2008, 118) does not appear to give a distinction here ddsog this just

as phase 3 of the amphitheatre. 3A according to Holbrook primarily comprises a rebuild of the
passage wall of the northast entrance almost from the foundation level. This seemed to be
undertaken around the midate 2" century primarily baed on a coin of Antoninus Pius
(Holbrook 1998, 162). These masonry walls were rebuilt perhaps due to needing repair,
Wilmott proposed that this may have been due to a collapse caused by the pressure from the
piled bank material. However, hecontes t o expl ain that this i
strength of the barrel vault “shoul d”"-4have
This task seemed to be undertaken with no other modifications to the amphitheatre
suggesting that it was due twecessity or for a specific reason; Wilmott (2008) and Holbrook

(1998) both propose that this needed to be repaired at this time, which seems reasonable.

Later modifications suggested by Holbrook to be around the Rfecentury focus on a pair of
sidechambers added the nortkast entrance, one on the norWestern side and another on
the southeastern side of the arena entrance (HolbroaR98, 1624) dating fromperiod 3B.
The soutkeast chamber was 2.4m long and 2.1m wide and hddaaway through the arena
wall and also opened into the entrance passage (Wilmott, 20084)18he northwestern

side chamber was only partially uncovered and is 2.6m Rea$t to southwest internally. A
slots were 0.2m wide and placed 0.3m apdhey appear to have been left by timbers set into
white mortar which overlay the arena floor (Holbrqdk®98, 1634). This gives a potential
place for timber di-beams for a door or as Holbrook suggests a drop gate (Holpi®S8,
163-4). The pottery evidence from the chambers suggests their use continued after tH&“mid
century (Holbrook1998, 166). Side chambers such as these are present at multiple other
amphitheatres around Britain. At this point the main example | have investigated was at
Caerleon (Wilmott, 2008, 147).
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After the addition of these side chambers in the laté&ntury (Holbrook, 1998), the
amphitheatre was not altered again significantly until around the last quarter o8'the

century. Unlike the previous modifications made in phase 2 of the amphithdghtre,
monumentappears to have been modified and workedindividually,not as part of a wider
project of construction or architectural improvement within Cirestas; this may indicate that
the reconstruction of the walls was more probably due to it being in need of repair. However,
the repairs and subsequent addition of the side chambers during this period reflect the
importance of the amphitheatre and suggesatht was culturally significant within

Cirencester throughout th@" century.
4.2.4 Conclusions:

The evolution of the settlement at Cirencester from its military origins as a forviendwere
certainly significant when considering the constructard perhaps funding of the

amphitheatre. The most comparable town contextually is ¢hatasat Chichester as discussed

in the previous chapter, the amphitheatre there also displaying what could possibly be
considered military influence when investigatitige architecture. It does appear that
architecturally the amphitheatre of Cirencester is more comparable to earlier legionary
amphitheatres rather than any urban examples constructed inlfheentury A.D. due to the

use of masonry and the evidence ofémal decoration. The architecture of Cirencester
Amphitheatre is impressive and, in my view certainly an advanceteehnologicallyfrom

earlier urban examples. The quarry located right beside the settlement, which the
amphitheatre was based upognertainly enabled the notably early masonry construction of

both private and public buildings at Cirencester. Despite this, without the proper knowledge
and capability the supply of stone would be essentially meaningless. Amphitheatres by this
period appear wélestablished throughout many provinces including Britain. However, the use
of masonry in relation to the amphitheatre’s
Cirencester primarily the result of military construction. The amphitheatre itself may septe

a noticeable step forward architecturally.

However, it is notable that even when compared to the earlier legionary examples it appears
less complex architecturally. Certain aspects such as the formation of the banks are certainly
impressive as is these of plaster and paint as decoration of the arena wall as noted by
Holbrook(1998, 1661). This may have been inspired by earlier legionary examples such as at
Caerleon. Again, this was also noted at Chiche&tgphitheatre,though despite these

similarities and possible inspirations, Cirencegtephitheatre is still architecturally unique at
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the time ofits construction in Britain. | would argue that the architecture represents both the

military origins of the town and its tatively rapid evolution into aivitasof significant status

4.3:London Amphitheatre

4.3.1 Context, Construction and Funding:

The later phases of London Amphithesatvere subject to the same period of excavation as the
original monument and reported by Bateman (199%3.addressed in Chapter 3, the original
monument was essentially rebuilt from scratch in masonry (Baterh@®7), allowing for a
significant amount ofmaterial from this later phase being preserved and noted during the
excavations) from 1992996, sponsored by the Corporation of Londbtuch about the
monument is still unknown, theuter limit of the monument does not appear to be known for
certain AsWilmott (2008) notesthe excavations revealed a variety of differifegtures
occupying the area where the outer limit may have heEnhere does not appear to have been
any significant excavation since those in the lat& @éntury. Academic focus is still seemingly
on the town as a whole and its evolution over the Roman period culturally and architecturally.
Published works relating to London as a whsil# provide a great deal of information relating
to the development bthe town during the later period after A.D.100, most naiaa full
biography of London from its origins to the fifth cent018).

Having investigated the unusual origins of London and its amphitheatre in the previous

chapter, this sectiomilc over the second phase of London’

amphitheatre was dismantled around A.D.120, the monument essentially being rebuilt from
scratch in stone and timber around A.D.1:2%30. HowLondonmay have evolveds a

settlement overthis period and how mathis have impacted the amphitheatre? Hingley has

S

amph

referred to the period between AD.122 00 as London’s peak, specifical

A.D.125-150 (Hingley, 2018, 169). This seems somewhat apparent as London was
progressing. Mrsden and West in their article examining the water and food supply, as well as
the quantity of136ubish in the archaeological record, suggest prior to A.D.150, the London
population was on a steady increase with a decline starting in the 28teentury (Marsden,

West, 1992). Additionallyhte r e ar e vari ous archaeol ogical
and technological developmeetrly into the 29 century. Most houses constructed up until
A.D.120 appear to have been made of dirt and wood. Though recent excavations show some
houses built of stonén thelate 1 and early 2¢ century (Hingley, 2018, 830). In my view
theseareindicative of higher status individuals or elites in need of suitable housing. The

construction of these masonry domestic structures may be due to an influx of higher status

ndi

c a
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individuals, people who expected this standard of housing. Though they Is@ap&a result of
the wealthy inhabitantof London possessing the funding and capability to build grander
homes for themselved he permanence of stone bees perhaps further displays wealthy

peopl es inclination to mark their individua

Furthermore the settlement perhaps was given the rank afaony during the early™

century. The primary evidence for this comes fransmall fragment of an inscription in

Purbeck marble found in a context pasating the Roman period west of Huggin Hill

BathhouseThis inscriptiormight have been an imperial dedication to Trajan, Hadrian or

Antoninus Piudi kel 'y dur i ng Ha dThe batmhousenseripteon possibyn A. D. 1
belongedto another public building in the vicinitgince the bathhouse was not in use at this

time (Hingley, 2018, 122). A further proposal from Tomlin, primarily based upon this

inscription, is that.ondon finally achieved its rank Gbloniaas a consequenagf a Hadrianic

gant made on t he visitcoBataniind.D122(Tomlid,2006)Howvever s

unl ess a more compl et e i ns désHlocatedthiodebats shallr o un di
continue. In the context of my own investigation, inddon had achieved the prestigious rank

of Coloniait may have been a contributing factor when considering the motivations behind the
funding of the impressive building projects of this period, including the amphitheatre. The
elevation of London to this stias in relation to the largecale construction programs may

have been a -dndag p'f ias s weh.i clkteni s al so possi bl
advancement and beautification of the city contributed to the decision to award the

settlement this new situs; the motivations behind the construction projects themselwes

unrelated to this.

The construction of a fort at Cripplegate in the vicinity of the amphitheatre during this period
demonstrates evident military presence within the settlemertisTmay explain to some

extent where the knowledge, funding and manpower required to construct the masonry
amphitheatre came from, though this shall be discussed in detail later in this section and 4.3.2.
Perring proposed tht the fort was used to house kliers on secondment duties in London,
including serving as the Goverf®guards (Perring, 2011, 263je fort was constructed soon

after the Hadrianic firesometime between A.D.120130. Hingley has proposed that as with

the burning of London in A.B0, this could also have been a result of a deliberate attempt to
destroy London. However, he rightly discusses the lack of notable fire damage to public
structures such as the amphitheatre and bath houses at Cheapside and Hugging Hill. It is highly
unlikely rebel forces would target these domestic properties rather than large public buildings

(Hingley, 2018, 120). It is possible that the reconstruction or repairs after this fire contributed
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to construction of public buildings, though it cannot be compauethe total rebuilding of

London after the Boudican revolt of A.D.60/1.

Notable and grandiose building projects within this early period were not limited to the
amphitheatre, fort and domestic rebuilding. A further example waseaktensive rebuilding of

the palace complex at Winchester Palace in SouthwefkD. 125 (Perring, 2011).
Additionally,Hingleynoted a large area in the urban centre was cleared for the construction of
a new forum in the ' century; this structure is believed to have been five times larger than

the original (Hingley, 2018, 123). This new forum appears to have been carefuiypéd,

with the entrance at the head of the nortsouth road running from the Thames bridge. The
construction of the basilica commenced around AD2@02 0, f ol |l owed by the forul
and east ranges from around A.D.12030 (Hingley, 2018, 128). Ifthis was the case the
construction of this new foruntasilica would have been complete at a very similar date to the
new amphitheatre. The new forum was the largest in Britain and the basilica was the largest in
the north-western provinces (Hingley, 20183). This forum basilica and the palace complex
are very much representative of the status of London during this period. As | have discussed
throughout this project the act of architectural munificence throughout Britain can be viewed
as representative aftatus and wealthThe reconstruction of various public buildings including
the amphitheatre indicates a larggeale program of rebuilding during this period.

Furthermore, it displays the notable wealth available for these projects in London alongside
the clear willingness by those behind these projects when it comes to funding and displaying

this wealth in a permanent monumental form.

It appears evident that a larggcale building programme was occurring throughout London

during this period, not jusirhited to the reconstruction after the Hadrianic fire but also

including the reconstruction of several notable public buildings, together with the

amphitheatreHi ngl ey al so provides an updated version of
infrastructural buitlings (Fig. 4.5). This map demonstrates the additional infrastructure that

was constructed after A.D.120 seemingly focusing on the waterfronts (Hingley, 2018, 124).
Furthermore,nany o f L o natboildingswere enlargediamd improved in the

Hadriaric period Perringpositedthis may bedue tocoordinated patronage inspired by the

emperor's visit andhe elevated status of the citylhe suggestion by Perring (2011) that these

buildings programmes and the amphithedseeconstruction wee a product of local

patronage, rather than direct imperial fundinlge e ms pl ausi bl e. The el evation
status and the imperial visit could further persuade rich local benefactors to donate substantial

funds to improve their city, perhaps makinguorthy of its new imperially recognised rank. |
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agree with Perring’s suggestion here, especi
masonry rebuilds and general architectural improvements occurring in the A.D.120s. It is
evident through these priects and the context within London at the time duritg)* p e a k ”
(Hingley, 2018) that those within the settlement were keen and willing to investli@o

architectural landscape in this way.
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I n terms of planning and construction, the Crippl
has led to the assumption that the fort and ambteatre were connected (Hingley, 2018,
126). Hingley rightfullyin my view dismisgs this idea but does further mention that the

probabilitythatt he sol di ers stationed there were
amphitheatre” 26). e magdnrg ghase & helaBnphithkatre at London did

engaged
share some characteristics of ‘“military amphithea
presence of internal decoration, the specifics of which shall be discussed in section 4.3.2. The

structure gill seems to me to be community and religion orientated. It is possible that the

military were involved in the monument’ s planning
this time being less turbulent than at any time before, allowing the army to be insése

construction projects rather than being constrained by military duties. While the sheer fact

that London Amphitheatre was rebuilt in stone is not enough to suggest military involvement,

the close vicinity of the fonnakes the use of military maower probabk. Considering

architectural inspiration, the only recent example constructed during this period was at

Cirencester (4.2). This is significantly simpler in an architectural sense andiemmgould not

have served as the source of the knowledge required to construction the masonry

amphitheatre at London. Discounting the military examples at Chester and Caerleon, London
Amphitheatre’s masonry rebuil dadvameemesnitint o some ext e
terms of amphitheatre architecture in Britain. In terms of urban examples, Chichester and

Cirencester may be somewhat comparable but are still notably less complex from what has

been investigated through excavatiosseems thathe military were not involved in the

funding or the motivation behind the rebuilding of the amphitheatre, but it is possible that

they were involved with the planning of the project and as useful manpower for the

construction itself.

On the other hand, ithe military were not involved the issue of where the technological and

logistical capability for the masonry reconstruction of the London Amphitheatre came from

may be answered through the&tatus and prowess of LondoAs | highlighted in the previous

chapter, London appears to have gained significant prominence early on which seems to have

continued throughout this period, more than likely increasing if we consider the suggestion of
London’s “peak” (Hingley, 201periodad@entamountt i s evi de
of complex masonryorktook place, these projects were under construction simultaneously,

around A.D.106-130. | am doubtful that one fort at Cripplegate would be able to supply

enough manpower for the military to be sty responsible when it came to the construction of
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these projects. Thus, there must have been others capable of working on these vast and

complex building projects.

The status and prominence of London caused a notable influx of residents as the papulatio
evidentially increased as noted by Marsden and West (Marsden, West, 1992). It is possible that
individuals brought the knowledge and capability required relating to masonry construction

from elsewhere within the empire. Or locals with sufficient monegt aonnections paid for

these individuals to be brought in for these construction projects. This may be even more

plausible at London than otherRomaBor i t i sh settl ements due to t
and size. Additionally, as long as there were pegpksent with the knowledge needed

regarding masonry construction then even a simple workforce may be instructed and trained

to do so; further discounting the requirement for the military to be involved. This appears to

be the most probable explanation wh considering how the complex masonry work of the

London Amphitheatre rebuild was possible.

The amphitheatre itself was not just a monument to display wealth or reflect the imperial

status of LondonThe religious nature of the amphitheatreotably itsposition within the
‘“temple zone’ as | pr ovpsocsHlsgdificantluring bhis pepiadEhg i o u s
continued ritual significance of the Walbrook Valley is demonstrated thrgegiple of

London devel opicg’' ' Wwo trihsestablysied ondhe margins of the
settlement. Further evidence of burial pramts and human remains have been located,
especially in the Walbrook Valley and on the south bank of the Thames in Southwark. The
Walbrook evidence showesdistinct burial pactice of plaéingthe dead into drainage ditas

and the subsequent erosion of the remains by waldris may have been a custom of those

from Northern Gaulperhaps deriving from Iron Age funerary customs continuing inéoZ¢

century. This is hardly surprising considering the origins of London as discussed in the previous
chapter (Section 3.4), though it is certainly notable that this tradition continued into this

period of the 29 century despite the significant transfmation the settlement had gone

through over the centuryThe continued ritual significance of the monument may be further
evident through the identification of a small building to tbmuth-ead of the amphitheatre,

possibly actings aRomaneCeltic shrie (Hingley, 2018, 123).

The masonry phase o éppeargaobd @produst ofalre pnfej withhtleea t r e
city going through mass rebuilding and general architectural improveni¢émmasonry
rebuild may have been due to the first timber phase of London Amphitheatre falling into

disrepair.Yet there is no solid evidence for this, and motivations may have also been related to
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the largescale construction programs of which the amphitheatvas a part and the probable
advancement of L onageawitsPeirim@0El)thatahe furalingeof thes .
amphitheatre originated through wealthy individuals or groups within the town. These people
were probably prompted by multiplefacter i ncl udi ng t he emperor’'s visit
recognition of London’s new status. This inspired
transformation of their settlement and the ‘beaut
prominence during tig period. Nonetheless, the fact that it was rebuilt is also indicative of the

importance of the amphitheatre and shows that it remained relevant during this period of

London’s peak.
4.3.2The Architecture of the amphitheatre labndon

It appears that tle second phase of the amphitheatre at London was essentially rebuilt from
scratch.New ragstone walls were constructed that are believed to have been between 2.5
2.7 metres high (Bateman, 1997,-6%). There is no trace of a masonry outer wall which is
unsurprising. As | have mentioned throughout this project, the lack of outer walls relating to
urban amphitheatres is a common theme and is to be expected to some extent at London.
However, thdack of an outer wall contributes to the issue of identifying buter range of

this monument. Additionally, there is a survivirange oflarge stonepacked posholeswhich

do not share the same alignment and the north entrance differs from the south, making it
difficult to set an outer limit to the structure. (Bathan, 199758). Wilmott has addressed this
to some extentashe noted thatexcavations revealed a variety of differifegaturesoccupying
the area where the outer limit may have bedfthe seating rake was 25 degrees and the
caveawas 21m deepthiswould imply an internal elevation of 98 (Wilmott, 2008, 927), this
dataproviding a proposed height and outer limit of thavea though the exact size of the
monument is not certain. The arena and the east entranceway were enlarged by datikg
into the bank behind it, and the revetment of the bank was refashioned with brick and
ragstone walls to a height average 1.2m (Bateni®9,7, 556). This may reflect the larger

population within London during this peripds noted previously.

The entire arena wall and some of the entrance ways were rebuilt at least once, though not
necessarily at the same time. The walls were only arowadthirds the thickness of the
originals (Bateman, 1997, 56), probably since they were reconstructed with stone.
Additionally, two coping stones were located within the arena, representing the arena walls
eventual decay. These were hatfunded with lead mountings for an iron railing or grill at the

crest of the curve (Fig.4.6). Other cuts in the stones could have connected with timber beams
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behind the wall, or they may have been to support the protective netting held above the arena
wall to protect spectatrs (Bateman, 1997, 56). Wilmott further mentions that use of wall top

railings was also identified at Caerleon and Chester (20084112

Aside from the obvious significance of the overall masonry retihidde are twoespecially
notablefeatures of tht masonry phase at London. The first was the system of drainage and
use of the local waterscape. The rebuilgstjaswith the timber phasemade clear use of the
local topographydue to the location oflie masonry amphitheatre, specifically the narrow
stream in the Walbrook valley. InitiaJlthe timber drain followedhe natural topography of

the land and led down southast. The mamry rebuilds radically changekis layout; the

central drain led off due easind successive modifications led the watdf wards the north
east(Bateman, 1997, 561). Bateman suggests the reasons for this are twofold; firstly, the
beginning of the2" century, the drainage system seems to have failed and the area to the east
became something of a boggy rubbish tip. Seltprevidence from the south and east
regarding increasing pressure to frep land forbuilding may have also caused a need for
change in drainage to allow the use of this land to the east (Bateman, 19%1,) 5bhis seems
somewhat likely, as outside tremphitheatre to the soutkeastthe fragmentary remains of
small buildings have been foun@ihey pssiblyacted agemporary structures that may have
been associated whitthe provision of refreshments onaintenance or security of the
amphitheatre and eves. Fuither south-east a small building may have been a Rom@edtic
shrine revealed at 566 Gresham Street, indicating the sacred nature of the amphitheatre

environment continuing in th@" century (Hingley, 2018, 128).

The secon@specially notable featusadded to this rebuild are thehambers ¢arcere} on

either side of the entrancetachmeasurel1m? and have two doorways 1.6m wide; one led

into the arena and the other into the entrance passage (Bateri887, 5561). These can be
identified alongside other features figure 4.7 In the southern chambeitwo substantial re

used rectangular stone blocks formed a thresHeladingout into the arena. In the upper

surface of these were two sets of paralebrtises on each side of the doorway. Thesem to
represent the footings foupright timber postswith a narrow gap of 40 mm between each

pair. They are interpreted as the frame of a vertically sliding timber trap(®ateman, 1997,

58). It is possible that these indicate the use of animals in the LoAdgohitheatre; this may
explain the need for the protective netting possibly indicated by the presence of coping stones

(Fig.4.6).
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FromBatemans and Hi ngltehyw’ snasomawntrsebui l d of Lond
appeasto have been far more ornathan the first timber phaserhe arena wallgiere

coated with plaster anttada decorative green and red scheme on the sidenfatihe open

space of the arenéHingley, 2018, 127). The more ornate style and clear effort put into the

aesthetic qualities of this amphitheatre can be considered purposeful as a reflection of
London’s prominence and st behulifeatichofthecity t hi s p
Evidence of materidhat has collapsed into the arena from the wall suggests it has been

originally painted in colours which included light and dark red, pink, purple, orange, yellow,
greenand grey (Wilmott, 2008, 168). | would maintain as | concluded in section 4.3.1 the
architecture and decoration of the London Amphitheatre and perhaps the other building

projects during this period was probaldyproduct of the knowledge and wealévailable in

London through the influx of wealthy individuals. This may have included individuals from
elsewhere throughout the empire such as Gahkre amphitheatres of this calibre have also

been constructedguch as afrier (Kuhnen, 2009nd AugstSichelengraben ({Hschmid,

2009).

Thearchitecture of thdater rebuild of Cirencester Amphitheatre around A.D A1%® brought
some notable similarities to London Amphitheatre; specifically, the painting of the interior
arena wall with imitatiormarbling in black, yellow and white (Wilmott, 2008, 13)2

Additionally, this phase of Cirencester Amphitheatre perhaps included coping stones within
the arena like those at the amphitheatres of London. In this instance, one could suggest that
London Amphheatre actually inspired the architecture of the second phase of the example at
Cirencester, rather than the other way around. If this was the case, this further displays the
notable technological and architectural prominence of the masonry amphitheat®ndon,
even inspiring changes to the earlier amphit
amphitheatre was evidently rebuilt from scratch and appears to have been adagie

project making use of complex masonry work. It is notable when deriag the context of

this amphitheatre that the arena and eastern entranceway were enlarged (Bateman, 1997, 55
6), probably to compensate for the larger population during this period. This may indicate that
the amphitheatre was rebuilt with certain everts uses in mind, demonstrated by the

possible uses for thearcaresand coping stones.
Conclusions: 4.3.2

It seems apparent that thi s reflectedtimedhambsdaos e of

the settlement as a whole during this period. | am verychinclined to agree with the
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proposal by Hingley (2018, 169) that the town of
and the amphitheatre appears to represent this. The construction of the amphitheatre falls in

line chronologically with the other notdb building projects over this period such as the

forum, basilica and palace. These projeats certainly indicativef a city undergoing a

transformation architecturally and perhaps in a cultural sense. It could be proposed that these

were constructedimr der t o ref |l ect dolongdaievéddo havelbeenst at us as a
grant ed ar owvsihtdBritdia idArDil22 (T ondin, 2006)However, examples such as

the construction of the basilica appears to have begun around A.D.106canpleted by

A.D.120 (Hingley, 2018, 123). If this was the case, this project had been completed at the time

of or even ppotendatelevation th therahk oColania(Tomlin, 2006)This was

followed by thef or um’ s w eanges aadthk dismargling of the timber amphitheatre

from around A.D.120 (Hingley, 2018, #23lt is certainly interesting that both of these

projects appeared to begin at the same time. The fort at Cripplegate may have also been

constructed during thisame short period (Hingley, 2018, 120). This indicates a larger scale

program of architectural advancement and transformation within London during the e#rly 2

century, of which the amphitheatre was a part.

The architecture of the Londolimp h i t h eeeohdrpleasess nat only a reflection of the
prominence and status of London, but also directly representative of thegasig

preferences of those behind its planningnd construction Despite being totally rebuilt, the
London Amphitheatre still share®table resemblances to the original amphitheatre in certain
areas, particularly the shape of the arena, orientation andriiigious context. As |

maintained, the new amphitheatre appears to be representative of the state of London during
the early2" century alongside the new forurbasilica and various other masonry building
programs representing a town at its peak. This idea of London reaching its peak may further
motivate wealthy individuals and groups to improve the town aesthetically to reflectithss
evident especially due to the short period in which these projects were undertaken that those
behind them did not lack wealth for funding. The laggale investment into the construction

of public monuments, especially going to the trouble of mstouction and improving these
monuments would suggest a conscious effort to ‘be

the wealth and prosperity available within London during this period.
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4.4: VerulamiumTheatreAmphitheatre

4.4.1 Context, Congiction and Funding:

The Verulamium theatramphitheatre was first excavated in 184y the antiquary R. Grove

Lowe, though these were we l | conducted” for
chronological sequence for the monument (Wilmott, 2008, 1Z2}al excavation was carried
out in 19934 by KKenyon Kenyon 1935)There doesiot appear to have been any significant
excavation of the amphitheatre specifically sincestieport in 1935. However, it does appear
that there is an especially significant amount of material recovered from the total excavation
by Kenyon establishing tlechitecture and chronologicakéquence of the theatre

amphitheatre as shall be demonstrated throughout this sectitre individuality of this
theatre-amphitheatre in Britain does mean that there is not published work relating to
comparable Roman8ritish examples. Howevethere has been significant focus on the
comparableheatre-amphitheatres of Gaulby Klee (1975) and more recently in Augst by
Hufschmid (2009)ncreasinglyacademidnteresthasbeen directed towards the settlement as
a whole and itplace within BritainrAnd the lasting effects of the Boudican revolt. Niblettal.
(2006)have published extensively surrounding the excavations of the town froré-8988

providing both a plan of the towas well aspeculating about its origins and evolutibath

culturallyandeconomicallyunder the Roman administration

Thetheatre-amphitheatre at Verulamium despite being constructed in an urban context has
beencategorised notably by Wilmott separately from other urban examples. This is primarily
due to the architecture and proposed- functio
amphitheatre’ 7YV his miwotuces the i€sedow this 2év far

monument was constructed in Britain; both in terms of knowledge in relation the construction
itself but also where the inspiration for such a monument originated. The context in which the
amphitheatre was constructed as well as which groups or indiléduare responsible for its
planning and construction may provide an insight into these issues since one would expect
that the form of this monument was a distinct choice by those behind its construction. Since
there are no other confirmed examples of tligtegory of amphitheatre in Britain, when
considering inspiration or the transfer of knowledge in relation to the construction of the
theatre-amphitheatre at Verulamium, | would propose that it came from elsewhere in the
empire. This is not to suggest tithe idea or inspiration behind constructirgheatre-
amphitheatre at Verulamium was not influenced by them being established as a worthwhile
project and representation of status within Britain throughout the century since the initial

invasion. It is ertainly notable however that this type of monument, namely the combination
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of amphitheatres and theatres have been identified and excavated in Gaul both prior to and
after the construction othe VerulamiumTheatreAmphitheatre (Klee, 1975). One could
suggest that this category of amphitheatre was to some extent well established in Gaul with
notable examples constructed at Senlis, Sanxay and Lutéce (Klee, 1985, B&&uch, | will
primarily be relying on theatramphitheatres from Gaul when considegidirect architectural

comparisons tdhe VerulamiumTheatreAmphitheatre

The location chosen for the settlement itself may have been a contributinigrfacthe type

of amphitheatre constructed there. The town was only 20 miles to the north of Lometn

the course of Watling Street, the main road through the town leading to London directly (Klee,
1975). Considering both the notable examples of theamphitheatres constructed in Gaul

and the importance of London in relation to trade and communication with Gaul as | discussed
in the previous chapter, this could provide a potential avenue of inspiration or transfer of
knowledge. This is further predit upon whether there was indeed a significant connection
between London and Verulamium, an issue | shall consider throughout this investigation. The
simplest answer when considering why this combination of an amphitheatre and theatre was
constructed at ¥rulamium is the preference of those behind its construction. In this case, a
critical question is to what extent the context within Verulamium or the nature of the
settlement itself could have influenced this decision in relation to the constructioneof th

unique theatreamphitheatre there.

It should be noted that th¢heatre-amphitheatre at Verulamium was not constructed until the

early-mid-2" century. The proposed date from Frere (1983) was between A.B-180 and

Wilmott (2008, 122) hasuggested it was constructed no later than A.D.140. However, the

settlement itself was established far earlier in the A.D.40s soon after the initial invasion. The

region of “Verlamion” prior to the invasion even
remained, according to Wacher, the “principal set
1995, 214). Despite this, Wacher (1995) proposes that the military occupation of the site does

not appear to have lasted more than a year or two after the region waguered. Niblett

(2001) has also concluded that there is little evidence of military occupation at the site.
Furthermore, that it woul d athepwealthandbta@us” nati ve ar.i
and that the Catuvell aruwriouirm btltye rbegitchre WRermant r e
administration (Niblett, 2001, 54). An especially telling quote from Nilretelation to the

impact the initial invasion had on the regiogads* as f ar as Verul amium i s conc
not for references in classical textge might not realise that Claudius conquered the area at

a | (Niblett, 2001, 60)
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This is not to suggest that the town itself did not develop during this early period. However, in

a somewhat similar fashion to London, the Boudican revolt was a veificaghevent when
considering the growth and development of Verulamidoe to the town being attacked and
destroyed.The settlement prior to this evearnwvas relatively small and simple making up-10
l12ha “cl ust er evdst/rorth@astghougihoad os theinorthwest side of the
centr al (bdiblett|2004,66) @Y. 4.8) does not appear that the settlement was as

well developed or established as London by the time of its destruction by Boudica. Aside from
the central enclosure that wasot yet completed there was little more than workshops and
stores. A possible masonry structure has been identified on the east side of Insula XIX. Though
the dating is somewhat dubious the structure has been somewhat tentatively identified as a

bath houseand seems to have been used until the end of thedntury (Niblett, 2001).

Both Wacher (1995) and Niblett (2001) have mentioned that the towns redevelopment after

t he Boudican revolt was a sl ow procWacke, t he
1995, 224). Critically, the forum basilica complex was also not constructed until A.D.79 and
west of the shops a Romar@eltic temple was constructed by the end of tttecentury

(Wacher, 1995, 22Q025). The dating of the forum is based on evidefrom an inscription

from the opposite side of Watling Street dated to A.D.79 during the governorship of Julius
Agricola appearing to commemorate a major building project (Niblett, 2001). Though it does
not specifically mention the forum, it is assumeathhis is the project the inscription is

referring to. It seems that once underwathe reconstruction and eventual expansion of the

town was undertaken rapidly. Niblett has quite rightly linked this to the swift and {acgée
redevelopment of Londonfat er t he settl ement’s destructior
period. Two major routes from London to the north and west diverged at Verulamium with
Watling Street running straight from London to the ports at Richborough and Dover and
continuing to Chestei(Niblett, 2001, 761). The large project of building and development of

the Neronian and Flavian period is evident through the construction of buildings | have already
mentioned as well as a largeacellumdating to A.D.85 northwest of the forum in Ins{& Il
covering 400rhas well as further logistically improvements such as the cambering and
metalling of the streets by the late'tentury (Niblett, 2001, 7B). By the end of thés

century the town emerges as having many of the public buildings onddvassociate with a
fully-fledged Romandritish town. (Fig. 4.9) During this period religious life in the settlement
also becomes well represented architecturally, with two temples on the south side of the
forum courtyard and another five identified thughout the town. All of these templese

RomaneCelticin form, consisting o& central square or rectangulaellasurrounded by a
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portico or verandaThe form of the temple in Insula VIl is notable, so called by Niblett as the

triangular temple; this appears to have been due to the diagonal course of Watling Street
(Niblett, 2001, 758).

I ; - ]
ﬁ Oecupation CE  Central enclosure \- £y /1
= :

{/J/; TRitual site T1 [imber tower FD;]}' J;Lal'le /;?H
% Roads known e y v

O,
:“"-C‘.L‘.‘:, Roads presumed 4 v

“

\ Bank/Diich 4

v

o~ O Cemetery ,;’ N

L7
/
I Theatre/ ._/'\// 2 x.f/; b
/ temple site {/‘/ XS 4
A
XXVl ,?;//” NS
g -
. ’,;; CE ///
W Y
™~ . ‘\*F!a’&- N’
=3 N
\ \\ A
N /,/ \“:"-.
\ '\\ . /!,f -~
' SK
™~
\ o
. s
\\ !:/ \ . Triangular
A . temple site I
s 2y
A o z
f;’ i / J
' .
r N .
4 7
,,’f-' \{o“kl . e |
ki . ’ ':?C"- Verulam Hill
/ ing Harry .
\\q}% . Cemetery
N ~
N> P Q
\\ -
—

Palisade

Wheeler ditch St Stephen’s

Cemetery

Entrance O

Track (seen 1934)

Mayne
Avenue

Figure 48, pre-Boudican Verulamium, drawn by T. Hunns, Niblett, 2001, 63.



151

Roman buricl
excavated building
building oncir phote :
rood " " or excavated
rood, prasumed course

existing eorthwork

butied

town wall, existing, excovated .,...; photo
" pretumed courre

[

- modern  boundary
0 500
T e e

Feet

Figure 49, 3" century Verulamiumafter Niblett, Wacher, 1995, 218.



152

Construction did not stop at the end of thé& century, and by the mi@" century much of the
area along the street frontages was closely packed with early Antonine domestic buildings.

These showed considerable variety” in plan and
workshops (Niblett, 200189-90). Prior to the construction of the amphitheatre, the area
immediately northeast of insula XVI was an open gravelled area seemingly purposefully
maintained throughout thetstand early2" century. Niblett (2001) has suggested that this was
perhaps used for public gatherings prior to the construction of the amphitheatre there. This
may explain the later construction date of the amphitheatre itself, as to some extent this
gravelled area may have served perfectly well for public gatherings ardssiuring thisl®
century. Though this also highlights another unique aspect oftthatre-amphitheatre at
Verulamiumthe monument was constructed within the town walls beside the forum basilica
complex as demonstrated figure4.9. Ths also raises the issue of whether this space may
have been maintained or preserved for the theatmmphitheatre. Perhaps the monument was
constructed when deemed necessary or when individuals were willing to fund and plan such a
project, rather than beinghe intention for the area nortkeast of insula XVI through tHé'

and mid2™ centuries. Of course, we cannot be sure of the answer to this issue, but it seems
unlikely that the open gravelled area could provide the same facilities and potential fimdpos
events and gatherings as the theatenphitheatre could. It also seems unlikely that the space
was reserved specifically for the amphitheatre for such a long period. The construction of the
amphitheatre may represent a cultural shift with the expeaiator motivation of different

kinds of public displays, and local groups or an individual sefermpportunity to enhance

their own status through the construction of such a monument. It is also worth noting that
despite the later date of constructiaof the amphitheatre, the overall development of the

town did not pause during the ear®® century. In essence, the construction of the
amphitheatre may be considered even despite the later date than other public buildings such
as the forum basilica compt as a part of the overall project of development of the town after

the Boudican revolt.

This introduces the issue of which groups or individuals were behind this period of
architectural development and expansion of the town during this period. Nib&ttrightfully
noted that there is a specific absence of houses that display a high level of wealth within the

town itself, despite there being clear exampl es

(0]

financed by “weal t hyOOL86&.&ue todhe griman namne ofthe ” ( Ni bl et t |,

amphitheatre and the context especially the evident lack of military presence at Verulamium, |

would be inclined to agree with Niblett’s suggest
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individuals funded the amphittegre. Rather than residing within the city, many seem to have
invested into villas throughout the hinterland of Verulamium over 2fecentury. Of the 16
examples of known villas within 15km of Verulamjwh of those excavated appear to have
flourishedduring the Antonine period (Niblett, 2001, 98). The town acted a centre of sort for
the surrounding region with the buildingsainly densely built down the main roads, the town
never built up in a comparable state to larger Rom&nriishsettlements such as London. The
position of Verulamium as a centre with many of the roads directing towards it can also be
noted in figure 4.10. It is further worth considering to what extent those behind these groups
investing in the architecture of thewn from the hinterland would consider Verulamium as

‘“theiuog’ t own

In relation to the wealth present within Verulamium, there are signs that the town may have

been a site of ageultural significance, though this does not appear as clear as the industry
present around Verul ami um. Ni bl ett has sugge
regul ar markets “essential ” -b)olrhesegsriddifiabled t ur al
evidence of the sale of meat and the-pyoducts of butchery, though this is somewhat

confined to discarded shows and leather-oidits found in a lated century filling of the

Central Encl osure ditch i nggdstiosisirhoatnotidedble ( Ni bl
when considering the grain supply to Verul am
been recorded at the settlement or itemediate surroundings. The construction of the

granary at Gorhambury Villa in thé&2enturyfor storing 39,900kg of grain would suggest that
Verul amium was under “ ar ab8).Additiondllyt, threessmadlles n” ( N
granaries within the town were destroyed by the Antonine fire in Insula XIII. Niblett has also
rightfully commaented that it is difficult to say to what extent those inhabiting Verulamium

specifically farmed the surrounding area (Niblett, 2001). However, it seems apparent that it

was a centre for agriculture within the region.

Additionally, the town relied on indtigal activity through this period, though Verulamium did
not reach its peak until th@8™ century (Niblett, 2001, 120). Multiple industries have been
identified at Verulamium and the surrounding region, Wacher (1995) has proposed that the
shops reconstrued after the near destruction of the town by Boudica seem to have been
used by metalworkers. This idea is mirrored by Niblett, who further notes that there is ample
evidence in relation to bronze working at the settlement from the +ificcentury onwards
(Niblett, 2001, 1063). A great deal of pottery was produced within the region of Verulamium
as well the industry seeming to have begun in the-tidentury in more rural areas around

the town itself.By the beginning of th@" century examples of kilrsppear even closer to the
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town of Verulamium itself with five kilns located just outside the south gate (Niblett, 2001,

102-5). The position of the kilns within Verulamium itself would suggest that the economy and
industry within the town was again linkgakrhaps to London or other settlements connected

to Watling Street. At Brockley Hill almost exactly in between London and Verulamium twenty
kilns lay on Watling Street (as marked in Fig. 4.10); Niblett has proposed that the pottery
industry probably conibuted to those occupying the area close to Watling Street rather than

the town specifically (Niblett, 2001, 103). The pottery producabierulamiumappears to

have been one of the staple areas of industry behind the economy and prosperity of the town
over this period; the pottery production reaching its peak in the2fftcentury as these
products “fl oodedd ordrsd om &Had ( Nampd leitaval 200 1,

The peak of the pottery industry could perhaps also explain the later date of construction of
the amphitheatre around the mi@" century. The connection between London and
Verulamium is of paramount importance in relation to botie development of the town itself
and the potential wealth there. The funding needed for the amphitheatre could have been a
result of the thriving pottery industry around Verulamium, especially considering the peak
according Niblett appeared to have bearound the same time in which it was constructed.
Due to the connection between London and Verulamium it is also possible that wealthy elites
from London could invest their funds into the settlement considering the amphitheatre at
London had already bearconstructed in masonry by this period. However, one would expect
that it is more likely that individuals from the rural region around Verulamium would be those
behind the development of the town architecturally, especially after investing in luxurious

villas in the area.

103) .
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Figure 410, Verulamium in relation to major Roman roads and settlements, Drawn by Philip Dean,
Niblett, 2001, 30
It has been further suggested that the role of Verulamium as a centre in the region also

extends to the marketplace there. Again, relying on the position of the settlement from
London and on Watling Street as well as the surrounding hinterland (Niblett, 200)10Be

artefacts seemingly imported here are especially pertinent when considegrangossible
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influences and origins of the amphitheatre with notable quantities of wares from Gaul
identified by the end of théds! century. The Roman@eltic temples referenced earlier are
typical of those in Roman Britain and Gaul as well. | would pegag Gaul was the probable
source of both the inspiration for the amphitheatre as well as the transfer of knowledge in

relation to the construction techniques used.

Thecommunity at Verulamiumvere evidently not lacking in wealth during this period, neais

the construction of the amphitheatre an anomaly; the town was going through a period of

large-scale development during this century after its near destruction by Boudica. The

construction of this theatremphitheatre in Britain is especially significayet again

emphasizing the amount of choice and freedom the wealthy elitesimaelation tothe form

of the monuments they wished to invest into. One can also understand, due to the importance

and positioning of the settlement aferulamium both within the region and on Watling Street

specifically, why these wealthy individuals and groups, despite seemingly not living directly in

the town itself, would be motivated to invest int
monumentwascortsr uct ed at a ti me of prosperity for Verul
would have certainly provided the wealth needed and perhaps also the motivation. | do not

believe that the area for the monument beside the forum was reserved specifically for the

amphitheatre, though it simply appears like the best place for it, especially if it was specifically

a public gathering area prior to the monument’'s ¢
change in culture within the settlement, a change in taste for thdewpopulation or perhaps

just those behind the construction of the theatemphitheatre; spurring them to construct a

venue capable of hosting specific events.
4.4.2 The Architecture of théheatre-amphitheatre atVerulamium

The VerulamiunTheatreAmphtheatre isthe only example of a theatramphitheatre in

Britain. | would propose that those behind its construction took inspiration from other
examples constructed in Gaul such as at Senlid at&te(Klee, 1975, 51-8). However, this is
not to sugget that the monument was not also representative of local tastes and choices of
those behind its construction, funding and planning. The amphitheatre went through multiple
phases in terms of its form, the most prominent and | would argue important begng th
modifications undertaken between A.D.15060 quickly after its original construction around
A.D.140 (Wilmott, 2008, 128). Further minor modifications were made in tB% century and
later in the4™ century (Wilmott, 2008, 126). Wilmott has commedtthat the first structure

more closely resembled the form of a traditional amphitheatre, whereas the second phase
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around a decade later placed more emphasis on the theatre (Wilmott, 2008, 122). Unusually
the monument was built within the city walls besittee forum basilica complex as
demonstrated irfigure 4.9. It is still important to compare tlieeatre-amphitheatre at
Verulamium to others constructed earlier in Britain when considering the inspiration for the
monument. However, due to the categorisatiand the form of this amphitheatre,

comparison to other theatreamphitheatres from Gaul may prove especially useful.

The first phase of the monument was still relatively unique architecturally (Fig. 4.10), since the
arena was circular and 24.34m in diaere(Wilmott, 2008, 122). The only other example of a
circular or very nearly circular arena constructed in Britain the first phase of Silchester
Amphitheatreas discussed in the previous chapter between A.B.55 (Fulford, 1989, 17).

Larger scale archdttural differences as well as the long period in between the construction of
these two monuments would to me indicate that the Silchester arena did not provide
inspiration for the example at Verulamium. Like every other amphitheatre | have discussed,
the gravel excavated from the arena, presumably the same that was preserved as the previous
area for public gatherings as proposed by Niblett (2001) was used as the basisdaveiae
(Wilmott, 2008, 1223). The earliest element of the structure was a fstanding stone outer

wall measuring 1.14m wide at the foundations and narrowed to 910mm at the top. The
presence of an outer wall is especially unusual here and would more oftersbeiat®ed with
military amphitheatres, Wilmott comparing this feature specifically to Chester Amphitheatre
(2008, 122). Furthermore, it appears to have been raised up first before the arena was
excavated, which allowed the gravel to be piled against ibtmfthe basis of theavea

(Wilmott, 2008, 122); this is again very comparable to the construction of the military
amphitheatre at Chester. Of course, tinstself is not proof of military involvement in the
construction of this amphitheatre. It does gmwshow the unique nature of this amphitheatre
architecturally, but | would not propose that this feature was directly inspired by the military

amphitheatre at Chester.

The spoil from the arena was retained by the outer wall and the arena wall whichtweest

1.22m high (Wilmott, 2008, 122). When considering the method of access to the seating during
this phase, two large buttresses 1.75m wide projecting 1.67m from the face of the outer wall
have been interpreted as supports from a wooden externalcasgie (Wilmott, 2008, 122).
Interestingly, this is also comparable to phase 1B of the amphitheatre Chester as discussed in
the previous chapter (section 6.2) aside from the use of timber for the construction of the

stairs at Verulamium. The arena hadahrentrances on the west, north and south sides as

shown infigure 411 with the north and south measuring 2.91m wide and the west being
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smaller at 2.28m. The surviving height of the side wall near the arena of the south entrance
survived to a height of 28m (Wilmott, 2008, 124). There is no evidence of this entrance being
vaulted, though Wilmott has suggested that the whole passage may have been vaulted due to
the seating being carried over it (Wilmott, 2008, 124); this is also represented in the
reconstuction by Lowther (Figl.12). The stage was positioned to the east of the arena, and
the curve of the arena was carried around the front of the stage (Wilmott, 20085124 the
reconstruction by Lowther (Fig.12) the stage seems to have been linkedhe arena by a

small set of stairs. The stage itself was 14.38m wide at the front and thehptet seem to

suggest that it was constructed out of timber (Wilmott, 2008, 624

Figure 411, plan of the first phase of Verulamiuimeatre Amphitheatre,Chris Evans, afté¢enyon
1935- Wilmott, 2001, 123.
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Figure 412, reconstruction of the VerulamiumheatreAmphitheatre by ALowther, Wilmott, 2001,
123.

The layout appears to suggest that the majority of spectators would be concentrated on the
arena, or that the arena rather than the stage was the focus of the seating arrangement. Those
sitting on the northeastern half of théuilding would have either no view or a very much
impeded view of the stage (Wilmott, 2008, 8% This idea of the theatre aspect of the
monument being somewhat secondary to the arena and the amphitheatre also appears in
Gaul. A more prominent exampletige theatreamphitheatre at Senlis. Klee had described the
“rudi mentary” stage as being “unobtrusively”
commented that sightlines especially from the Southern tiers would have been poor (Klee,
1975, 517). The theatramphitheatre constructed at Lutece appears to have more in common
structurally with the example constructed at Verulamium (Big3). It seems that there is

more focus placed upon the stage at this example, Klee stated the performers had exclusive
use of dmost onethird of the building and the stage was more approximate to that of a

common Roman playhouse (Klee, 1975, 519).
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Figure 413, plan of Lutéce theatramphitheatre, Klee, 1975, 518.

The theatreamphitheatresat Senlis and Lutéece are described as rputpose facilities (Klee,

1975). Klee comments on the form of these two Rom@&ailic examples putting the specific

f orms of each down to the “I| ocal taste” (KI ee, 19
portion of thecaveawas devoted to the stage. At Sertlie theatre appears a secondary

aspect, and the stage only made a minor incursion into the seating of the amphitheatre (Klee,

1975, 520), whereas at Lutéce the stage was a major element of the monument as shown in

figure 4.13. Klee further mentioned th#tis was due to the nature of the settlement in a

cultural sense. The population of Lutece by the end ofiffieentury would have been

accustomed to a separate playhouse, thus the stag
amphitheatre (Klee, 1975, 520).

The sane could be suggested at Verulamium when deliberatiregreasons behind the
incorporation of the theatre, and the degree to which the arena or stage were the focus of the
seating and the monument. This introduces the question of why the amphithessealtered

to seemingly place more emphasis onto the stage within ten or twenty years of its original
construction around A.D.150160 (Wilmott, 2008, 126). It is possible that the modification of
the amphitheatre was due to repairs after the theatressdamaged by the Antonine fire

around A.D.155-160. However, neither the nearby temple nor the amphitheatre itself appear

to have been damaged by the fire. The fire ravag
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seems to have destroyed the forum Has complex and thenacellum(Niblett, 2001, 122).
Furthermore, even if the modifications were due to necessary repair, the changes in form
would still need to be considered. There does appear to have been some rapid rebuilding
within Verulamium at thesame period in which the amphitheatre was modified including the
workshops at insula XVIII and theacellum though the replacement of this was less than two
thirds the size of the originahacellum(Niblett, 2001, 123%). The modification to the
amphithedre may have been part of this larger scale project of rebuilding. It is notable that
the forum did not seem to have been reconstructed until the last quarter oRtheentury.
Niblett draws a parallel here to the Silchester forum, which remained uhéxdigor more than
a century (2001, 122). The amphitheatre appears to have been transformed before this,
perhaps demonstrating the importance of the monument. Taking advantage of this period of
reconstruction and redevelopment to implement these changethe amphitheatre perhaps

displays a change in local expectations and taste regarding events and performances.

The second phase of the amphitheatre was notably different from the first. The western half of
what had been the arena behind the lateral emice was covered with timber framed seating
(Wilmott, 2008, 126). The stage also brought forwards, and the space between the front of the
wooden seating and the stage now became a dedicated space of the orchestra. Wilmott has
commented that this bringsirhte t rue sense architecturally
2008, 126), a sentiment that | would agree with. This phase dfhibatre-amphitheatre at
Verulamium appears more comparable to the example constructed at Lutéce. Additionally,
1.6m inside lhe back wall three stage piers were built 1.45m square, flankadbypilasters.

These further supported columns around 5.79m high surmounted by Corinthian capitals. This
has been interpretated as the classic architectural backdragraenae frongwWilmott, 2008,

126). The stage was still wooden in construction but the access toatieawas modified; the
side walls of the passage were “breached”,
seats on both sides (Wilmott, 2008, 126).

This phase ahe amphitheatre evidently placed far more emphasis onto the theatre aspect of
the monument, significantly reducing the size of the arena. | would propose that the main
reasons for this was a change in taste, the theatre productions at the original martume
perhaps proving more popular within the town than the more violent events often displayed
within amphitheatres. Also, the connection by Watling Street directly to London, a town also
equipped with a large functional amphitheatre during this period mayehallowed those at
Verulamium to branch out to other areas of public entertainment and spectacle culture. |

would expect these changes, so soon after the original construction of the amphitheatre to be
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primarily dictated by choice and tast€his can ats be potentially noted through the
transformation of other theatreamphitheatres throughout the empirén Switzerland, faer
A.D.170Qhe theatre-amphitheatreat AugstNeun Turmdocated in the centre of the towmas
demolished and replaced withe fully fedgedamphitheatre of Augs8chelengraben with a
potential capacity of 13,00€onstructedin a natural depression right inside the city wall
(Hufschmid, 2009, 11415). Themonument was not a modification in this case, but a total

replacement.

Those behind the reconstruction or rather modifications to theatre-amphitheatre at
Verulamiumduring this period may have taken advantage of the period of redevelopnreht a
reconstruction after the Antonine fire in order to make these architectural changes. Of course,

the changes during this phase also represented another opportunity for individuals or groups

to display their status and wealth within the town; this motiat should always be

considered. Considering the inspiration for these modifications, this does not necessarily need

to have originated from another theatramphitheatre. This series of architectural changes are
emphasi zing the ‘ tihabn@obumentandaceufd decirispiredf t he or i g
architecturally from any classical theatre within the province. Although theatres are somewhat

rare in Britain there are a number of examptamstructed throughout thast century. The
bestknownappear to be those at Canterbury, Colchester
worth noting the vicinity of these three sites around London; with Verulamium they essentially

form a triangle around London.

“

Dunnett has suggested that the theatres®Bf i t ai n can be broadly” divi de:q
remini scent of “ tarchitecyureRldchmaetypically vhasonry builtiwahra)

large stage organically connected to ttevea,or the other more extensive category of

RomaneCdtic theatres in which the stage is smaller with the focus primarily on the orchestra

(Dunnett, 1971,43)T he examp |l e a tsugdestesblp \&achetohavd adso baen a

theatre of religious significancdue to the temple 150m south of the theat(@995, 127)may

provide a useful comparison to Verulamium contextually due to its close association with the

temple in Insula XVI. Architecturally however, Dunnett has proposed that the theatre at

Gosbeck’”s Farm does not neitherlVitruvianmor RomanGelttemr cat egor y
form (1971, 43). This further highlights the issues of attempting to strictly categorise these

monuments based upon seemingly jtiseir architecture. My research has emphasized to me

that local preference and the wedvariety of architecture present within these public

monuments makes this extremely difficult; cont ext

certainly Romandritishin my view. Architecturally it seems far removed from the example at
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Verulamium. The momaent was certainly more simplistic architecturally during its first phase
(Fig. 4.14). It was reonstructed in masonry and turf around A.D.15200 (Sear, 2006. 196)
though it still does not appear comparable to the example at Verulamium. It is ditficsdty if

the theatreamphitheatre at Verulamium may have drawn inspiration from theatres already
constructed in Britain. Even after it appears that these structures are concentrated within the
vicinity of London the stark difference between these theato# both designations by

Dunnett and the theatreamphitheatre at Verulamium makes direct architectural inspiration

difficult to believe.

Figure414, f i r st t h e karm, 8eara2006,39%6s bec k' s

This is not to say for certain that phase 2 or later iterationhefVerulamiumTheatre
Amphitheatre were not inspired bgxamples in Gaul such as at Lutéce since they are similar in
an architectural sense. The examplastiucted between the late first and ear®® century at
Derventum (Drevant, Cher) appears noticeably similar to the later phagks Uerulamium
TheatreAmphitheatre (Figures 8 and 9). Rather that unlike the original construction of the first
phase atverulamium, the knowledge in terms of architecture and the inspiration for the form
of the monument did not necessarily have to originate from another similar monument. As |
have highlighted throughout this section, | would propose that it reflects am@allahange,

favouring the events that the theatre could provide.

The second plan of the VerulamiuFheatre Amphitheatre remained until around thg“

century according to Wilmott (2008, 126); at this time the stage was rebuilt and brought
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further forwards This would have reduced the size of the arena even further, placing more
emphasis on the theatre function of the monument. It has been proposed that the changes
were due to the erection of an amphitheatre in the area of St Albans, though no traiclasf
ever been found (Wilmott, 2008, 128. There were also further modifications and a rebuild
made in the4™ century (Wilmott, 2008). This long period of use or at least maintenance
suggests that it was a significant monument within the minds o$¢éhat Verulamium, at least

architecturally but also perhaps as a representation of local taste and spectacle culture.

Figure 415, plan of VerulamiunTheatreAmphitheatre in the # century,Chris Evans, afté¢enyon
1935—Wilmott, 2001, 124.
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Figure 416, plan of the Derventum theatre, Sear, 2006, 201.

4 4.3 Conclusions:

As | have established from the outset of this section,theatre-amphitheatre at Verulamium

is unigue architecturally within Britaibeing the only monument within this category. The
physical context of the monument is also distinctive since it was constructed within the town
itself, close to the forurbasilicacomplex and the large temple in Insula X®bY. 49) However,

the motivations behind the construction of this theataenphitheatre and the funding of the
project are seemingly similar to other examples within an urban context throughout Britain.
The amplitheatre | would propose was financed by wealthy elites and individuals who
inhabited the surrounding villas within the Verulamium region. | would suggest that
motivations behind the funding and construction of the theatm@phitheatre at Verulamium
were rot notably different from other urban examples in Britain, despite the unique form. The
construction of the amphitheatre originally appears to have been part of the large scale and
substantial period of redevelopment at Verulamium after the town sufferedrrdestruction

by Boudica. The position of the settlement in relation to Watling Street and London was of
paramount importance during this period of redevelopment and the construction of the
amphitheatre itself. The wealth generated by the pottery, metading and agricultural
industries surrounding Verulamium and on Watling Street would have sustained the financial
needs for the construction of various public monuments within the town over thel&&nd

mid-2" centuries. The peak tfie pottery industry during the mi@™ century seemingly
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facilitated by the towns direct link to Londd@Niblett, 2001, 103) lines up chronologically with

the construction of the first phase of the theatenphitheatre.

While there are multiple examplas theatres in Britain, there are no other theatre
amphitheatres. When considering the inspiration for the construction of the Verulamium
TheatreAmphitheatre | would conclude that it was inspired by similar architectural examples
in Gaul such as the Luttheatre (Klee, 1975). While the idea or inspiration to constauct
theatre-amphitheatre at Verulamium may have been influenced by the establishment of these
types of monuments throughout Britain since the invasion; the specific choice to construct it i
this way was probably inspired by examples in Gaul. The Gallic influence in Verulamium is
noticeable due to the theatramphitheatre itself as well as several wares identified around

the end of thel® century. There are numerous Romaieltic temples ashave mentioned,
though these have been identified at sites throughout Britain. Again, the connection to London
may have been significant, due to the multicultural nature of the town as well as its role in
trade with Gaul. Furthermore, in the previousagiter (3.3) | discussed the possible Gallic

origins of London.

One of the most important issues to take away from theatre-amphitheatre at Verulamium

is the display of individuality and architectural freedom. The inspiration and construction of
amphitheatres throughout Britain was not a simple chronological system. Individuals and
groups were seemingly free to construct these monuments as they wished. There currently
only being one theatr@amphitheatre implies the form of these monuments was simply down
to choice and more widespread awareness of this type of monument throughout Britain. The
further development and architectural changes to VerulamilineatreAmphitheatre a mere

decade or so after its ariginal construction may be further illustrative efthmo nu ment ' s
representation of its context and the wishes of those behind its construction. The
transformation of the amphitheatre during this second phase with focus now being placed
primarily onto the stage (Wilmott, 2008) appears demonstrative of th&irds of the

community, again highlighting the freedom of these people to construct these monuments as

they wished and for specific uses.
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4.5: Caerleon Amphitheatre

45.1 Context, Construction and Funding:

Information published relating to the later phases of Carleton Amphitheatre are reliant on the

work conductedn 1926, specifically the site report by Wheeler and Wheeler from 1928. While

it is a shame that more recent work on the monumb@as not been coducted, the site is very

well understood both contextually and architecturaBboon’ s (1972) work on
settl ement has provided a great deal of info
report on Caerleon as a whotentributes to somextent an updated look at the settlement

and fortress throughouits period of use The amphitheatre is mentioned in more recent
publications but these all seem to mainly rely upon the original excavations and report

published by Wheeler and Wheeler (82

The military context and nature of the second and third phases of Caerleon Amphitheatre are
unique so far during this later period. One may not expect the changes within the settlement
to be similar or comparable to those within the larger civil RomBritish towns considered

thus farin this chapter.The settlement went througharge scale redevelopment during t2&¢
century. Even during the turn of the centulgvelopment seemed to continue, a monumental
marble inscription dated to A.D.100 indicates that a major piece of construction work was
completed in that year, though what exactly this relates to is unknown (Evans). Zirihg

the 2" century a series ddlterations were made to the fortress baths and a new tribunal
constructed in thebasilica principiorunm the first quarter of the ® century.All the barracks
blocks on the Roman gates were rebuilt in ezondhalf of the 29 century and the adjacent
buildings behind the rampart also rebuilt to a different design. The officers house in Insula X
was also reroofed and provided with a bath suite in A.D.140, appears to have been
demolished in A.D.200 (Evans, 2010,-654Building work under Severus Isawell attested

too, with a monumental inscription recording reconstruction during this period (A.D2193

of an unknown structuréEvans, 2010, 16@). The amphitheatre itsélalso underwent

multiple stages of modification and reconstructiower this period until it and the wider

settlement appear to have been deserted in the l&8tcentury (Wilmott, 2008, 150).

Therewasd r e c e s s i o -militaryiriflueRce im&ales during the lat&2entury

(Phipps, 2016, 19) evidenced architecturally through the disappearance or abandonment of
military installations over this period. This is more applicable to auxiliary forts and installations
as shalbe discussed in the next chapter concerning the amphitheatr@®aterry-Mur and

Newstead. The original construction of the legionary fortress and the settlement as discussed
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in the previous chapter (3.5) are certainly not characteristic of a settlenfexttwas

constructed under the guise of being temporary. The original masonry construction of the
amphitheatre further demonstrates this. A key issue to consider throughout this investigation
into the later phases of the Caerleon Amphitheatre is the sitaifie of the settlement as a

whole after the invasion of Wales during tB& century; especially considering the wider
recession of Roman forces. There were two main periods of modification and reconstruction at
Caerleon after the initial construction tfe amphitheatre. The monument underwent

modi fications around A.D. 140 considered as
final period of reconstruction is then dated to A.D.21322 (Wilmott, 2008, 150). This later

signi

date may suggest that themphitheatre was a monument of significance throughout the
inhabitation of the legionary fortress and settlement at Caerlezspecially considering the

desertion of the entire settlement within the same century (Wilmott, 2008, 150).

The first period ofeconstruction and modifications to the amphitheatre shall be the primary
focus of this section due to the comparable dates with other amphitheatres throughout this
period. In a similar fashion to urban settlements throughout Britain there was certainly a
general period of rebuilding and architectural modification through the early ane2ffid

century at CaerleonThe modifications to the amphitheatre may have been a part of this wider
project throughout the settlement. An especially significant event in relation to the masonry
building projects during this period waswidespread fire within theanabaein late T or early

2"d century.This appears to have nearly destroyted extramural settlement as well as

severely damaggthe amphitheatre itself, burning down the wooden seating and damaging
some of the entranced he rarity of tile debris according to Bosuggestshat the buildings
destroyed had been covered in tl@ditor shinglegBoon, 1972, 35)This would assist in dating
the fire to before the majority stone reconstruction of multiple buildings and explains one of
the reasons behind the notable spread of the fire. Reports have suggested that the
amphitheatre waseconstructed soon after this event around A.D.125. However, the dating
evidence is based primarily upon an early coin of Hadrian. Boon has suggested if the filling that
this coin was located in was correctly ascribed to the second phase of the amphéthesadi if
other alterations are grouped togethghe work on the monument cannot have begun until
A.D.140 (Boon, 1972, &). Evans (2010) has also suggested that the first phase of
modifications to the amphitheatre were most likely carried out in eeond quarter of the™
century.Boon hadurther commented that manyuilding projectdhat have been ascribed to
theearly2lc ent ury original ldy muws-2cenmrywintherstbnas si gne

form. It is further emphasised that this applies to both extramural and internal buildings
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const rdeegovde dor* “restored” (Boon, 1972, 45).
of the amphitheatre appearothave been a part of this wider project of rebuilding. In this
instance, one could suggest that the rebuild was out of necessity due to the damage by the
fire. However, the alterations made to the amphitheatre and the fact that it was reconstructed
at all, would suggest that it was a monument of public significance throughout this later period

at Caerleon.

An additional question to consider is why despite the fire occurring in the 28rbentury, the

rebuilding and modifications made to the amphitheadid not occur until around A.D.140.

Boon has suggested that the | egions committe
which in turn brought about the “decay and c
surrounding settlement. The conitment by the three legions (Second Augustan, Sixth and
Twentieth) to the building work throughout the province as well as between the fire in the

early 2" century and wider scale projects of reconstruction and laying out of the parade

ground around A.D40,i s a “strong indication” that the
this period (Boon, 1972, 46). As such, the reconstruction of the settlement was necessary not

only due to the fire itself causing widespread destruction, but also a lack of maimte

throughout the fortress and extramural settlement due to the prioritisation of forces

elsewhere in the province. Boon has further proposed that the distribution of forces through

the “profitless zone beyond Hraedwdrean’' s wal |
significantly limited (Boon, 1972, &. This again could have contributed to the lack of rapid
rebuilding or maintenance at Caerleon. Not only does it appear that the resources and
manpower power were not available ftére amphitheatres' repar and reconstruction, but it

may not have even been viewed as necessary due to decrease in military personnel stationed
there over this period between A.D.122140.Thisis also demonstrated through the lack of
building during this time frameAsnoted by (Evans, 2010}here were a series of alterations

and construction projects conatted in the first quarter of th&" century. Then it was not

until around A.D.140 that construction resumaslexemplified by thealterations made to the

o f f ihouse (Evans, 20103eemingly lining up with the second phase of the amphitheatre.

The sudden focus back on the repair and reconstruction at Caerleon may further indicate the
lesser commitment of the legion to the Antonine wall and other constructionggtejfurther

north during the second half of th& century (Boon, 1972); allowing them to redirect

attention and resources back to the legionary fortress and extramural settleribid.is also
indicative of the importance of the settlement and forteeat Caerleon over this period. It

seems that after a significant almost tvdecade interval, the legionaries returned to Caerleon
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and begun a largscale project of reconstruction and repair. The legionary fortress, as
mentioned earlier was maintained tbugh the second and most of 18 century and as such
must have played an important role within Wales. Investment into the reconstruction, repair
and even addition to the architecture of the settlement certainly embodies this, especially due
to the majoity of this construction work through the mig® century having been done in
masonry, adding a notable level of intended permanence to the monuments and

administrative structures.

When considering which groups or individuals were responsible for therfgrahd

reconstruction of the amphitheatre one may assume that just as with the original construction
of the monument discussed in the previous chapter, the legionaries stationed at Caerleon
seem responsible. Due to the apparent return of the legions téedseeminghining up
chronologically with the repair of the amphitheatre and other major administrative structures
within the settlementin the midlate 2' century, this seemshe most appropriate answer.
However, wunlike at the time of the amphitheatre’s
constructed during this period in th#& century such as those at Cirencester and the second
phase of London Amphitheatre, were als®ing constructed out of masonry and were
somewhat comparable in form the example at Caerleon. Nevertheless, the context of the
amphitheatre, the wider restoration of the settlement and the timing of the modifications in
conjunction with the return of thdéegionaries to the fortress suggest to me that they were

responsible for this.

This is almost certainly the case when considering the groups or individuals behind the
modifications made in th8™ century between A.D.213222 (Wilmott, 2008). These dates

were obtained through tiles stamped LEG Il AVG ANTQattikee representing the title
“Antoniniand awar ded by €47 toalbtbfanitg(Wimbtt, 20081150. This
stamp according to Wil mott t deammatiosmmenomep edf being use
Elagabalus in A.D.222, providing the proposed dates (Wilmott, 2008, 150). The stamping on
these tiles, as discussed in the previous chapter, can be viewed as a confirmation that this
building work was carried out by the legionariesslpossible that the modifications made

the early-mid-2" century (Evans, 201®ere made by auxiliaries or groups from outside the
settlement, due to a lack of direct evidence such as this. However, the construction originally
and these moditations made in th& century are the only examples of this type of direct
evidence for amphitheatre construction in Britain and the lack of this cannot be viewed as
unusual. Direct inscriptions or stamps not being attributed to ¢lhey-mid-2" century second

phase of the amphitheatre may be unusual specifically at Caerleon, however for the reasons
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expressed earlier | would still propose both the second and third phases of modifications were
funded in the same manner as the origicahstruction of the monument discussed in the

previous chapter (3.5).
The Architecture of the amphitheatre &aerleon4.5.2

The second phase of Caerleon Amphitheatre cannot be considered a complete rebuild.
Although it is significantly different fromme original construction, most of the modifications

were made to the entrances and barehulted passages, while the general form of the
amphitheatre seems to have remained consistent through phase 2 of the monument. Wilmott
has noted the addition of btresses 1.2m x 1.8m in size, which were constructed on the north
west quadrant to replace the original pilasters (Wilmott, 2008, 149). It has further been
suggested that these modifications may have been put in place to counter strains upon the
timberframed seating where it was keyed into the
an excited crowd” (Boon, 1987, 64). This is
significant amount of use of the amphitheatre itself over its first phase of construcliois is

certainly more of a practical modification, rather than an expression of changes in tastes or
aesthetics. Regardless of the specific circumstances that necessitated these modifications, it is
evident that those behind them intended for the ampigtatre to be used once again, with

detail paid to the reinforcement of the seating bank structure.

Levels in the entrances wer-el absongaiaed, r &p
of the steps. Wilmott has commented that it is odd that in lea¢ the short axis entrances the

northern stairs were filled in and walled up, this suggesting that the boxes were no longer in

use (Wilmott, 2008, 150). The demolition of the barrel vaults within the chambers beneath the
boxes and their subsequent rep&oent with flat wooden ceilings may further confirm this

with the walls also being heightened with reused brick voussoirs (Wilmott, 2008, 150).

Caerl eon appears to be the only example with
for audience merhers. The reason for the modifications to the boxes are unknown, though it

may be due to a lack of use of the boxes due to interest from audience members or perhaps

even a lack of higher status individuals willing to use them. If we are to consider later
amphitheatres to have been influenced by Caerleon, the disuse of these boxes may also

explain why this feature is also not replicated at these later RorBuitesh amphitheatres.

Additionally, this modification could have been for structural reasons; ewetine removal of

the boxes would indicate that the potential structural change was deemed more important

than their use. Wheeler has provided an unusual interpretation of a large stone reused
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voussoir placed by the angle of the southern stair in the wasemtrance (Wilmott, 2008).

The final change during this period was the blocking of the main ramp to the arena through
the eastern entrance due to the insertion of a cupboard into the doorway of the chamber
(Wilmott, 2008, 150).

I would agree with Wilmdatthat these modifications were certainly significant; they appear to
have been for the most part practical in nature. This signifies in my view interest towards the
structure and intention to make considerable use of the amphitheatre now that attention

could be paid to the architectural revitalisation of the settlement as a whole and the return of
its inhabitants. The primarily functional nature of these modifications may be somewhat
representative of the settlement and the context in which the amphitheatas constructed.

If the theory of military construction is to be believed, perhaps motivations such as personal
status and political gains may be to some extent discounted in relation to the alterations to the
amphitheatre. However, the collective statasprestige associated with the Roman military
would have been advanced by these modifications; perhaps for the legion who made it evident
that they were responsible for the later alterations in tB€ century, assuming the same

legion wasalsoresponsible for the earlier period changes

This was not the final phase of the amphitheatre at Caerleon with further considerable
modificationsmade in the earlg™ century dated between A.D.213222 (Wilmott, 2008,
150).Entrances A, D, E, G and H (Fig. 4.17) were all filled to the level of the exterior ground

“

surface, allowing a horizont al approach for spec
constructed into the northern half of entrancea@d a block of seats was added to the east of

entrance B (Wilmott, 2008, 150). At this point it appears that the majority of these additions

revolved around the access to the amphitheatre for spectators. These modifications are still of

a practical naturehowever by increasing the flow of spectators into the amphithegtre

monuments overall significance and impact within the settlement was enhanced perhaps

allowing more people to view events giving it a wider reach within Caerleon and the

surrounding rgion. The buttresses were replaced yet ag#iough these new additions were
highlighted with the “lavish use” of hard white m
relatively minor detail, it may demonstrate a level of attention paid beyond fumetion.

Even from the original construction of Caerleon Amphitheatre, it was evident that the form

and aesthetics of the monument were deeply important, primarily due to its context and the

capability of those behind the project. The evident focus orcfimm and practicality when

investigatedn both later phases of the amphitheatre do not detract from this. The form of the

amphitheatre in terms of decoration or grandeur is not compromised by these later
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modificationsand giventhe addition of these nevibuttressest appears evident that this was

still somewhat important to those behind the later refurbishment projects.

A major modification during thi3“ century period was the construction of a small oblong

room on the east side outside entrance FisTinay have been emeseun{Wilmott, 2008,

150), bringing the monument perhaps more in line with the example far earlier at Chester
when considering the physical manifestation of the religious importance of these monuments.
The example at Caerleon hadtarse bench on the west side and a square platform in the

corner. The room was built in an anal ogous
which is confirmed to have beem@meseun{Wilmott, 2008, 150). As sugis certainly

possible that the dom functioned as one at Caerleon. The probable existencenefreeseum

at Chester constructed over a century prior (Wilmott, Garner, 2017-A%®uld add to the
probability that the room at Caerleon served a similar function. The far later additidnsof t
possiblenemeseunexhibits the amount of choice that was present when constructing even
legionary examples of amphitheatres. The reason for this late addition is not known

specifically, yet this earl§® century period of renovation does indicate ththe Caerleon

Amphitheatre was still a monument of significance at this time.

Figure 417, plan of Caerleon Amphitheatre, final phase, Wilmott, 2008, 145
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Conclusions: 8.3

Rather than total rebuilds, the second and third phases of the Caerleon Amphitheatre were
modifications to the surviving monument. As | have highlighted, the majority of the works
carried out over these two later periods of modification appear to have lfeethe most part
functional and practical. The first, around A.D.140 seemingly coincides with the return of the
legion to the fortress and extramural complex. The amphitheatre and many other monuments
within the settlement at this poinseem to haveneededsignificant repair due to both the fire
(Evans, 201(ndin my view geriod of neglect. The modifications made to the amphitheatre
during this period resulting in the second structural phase of Caerleon Amphitheatre are
certainly significant anthe alterations made that differ from the original structure would
suggest that the changes were necessary in the mind of those behind the project. These
repairs and modifications represent in my view a revamping of the monumettt; ieing
repaired as well as improved structurally for intended use by those returning to the fort

complex.

This was a similar case when investigating the later series of modifications of the third phase of
the amphitheatre. Many of the alterations th&tok place between A.D.213222 (Wilmott,

2008, 150) in my view centre around making the access to the amphitheatre acd\ibe

easier for spectators. However, the addition of what is possilbigraeseun{Wilmott, 2008,

150) is certainlynteresting, especially considering another example at the other legionary
amphitheatre in Britain at ChesteThis further highlights the religious component to spectacle
culture and amphitheatres specifically. Furthermore, the notably late additionisftinther
demonstrates the freedom of those behind the construction of even legionary monuments to
construct them in the form' s representative of t
considering the inspiration for these changes, in many casepéaap very unlikely that

outside influence in a cultural sense was necessary, due to the functional nature of the
changes. However, it is certainly possible that the addition ohtreeseunwas an idea

sparked by outside influences, perhaps from the exlnap Chester.

4.6: Chester Amphitheatre

4.6.1 Context, Construction and Funding:

The later phases of the amphitheatre at Chestere also subject tohe 20046 excavations
funded by English Heritage and Chester City Cogihoted in section 3.7, Mhott and
Garner’'s report (2017) on Chester Amplkdtheatre i

accounts of any Romarsritish amphitheatre in relation to the immediate context and
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architecture of the monumentEspecially of note is the attemptedaenstruction of the
Chester Amphitheatre that has been implemented throughout this section, perhaps providing

a unique visual insight into the potential scale dedtures of the monument.

Despite the multiple phases of construction considered in the previous chapter at Chester (3.7)
the work on this amphitheatre appears to have continued during the-latiel2"® century

(Wilmott, 2008,137-40). There seems to be a lot of emphasis pldon the architectural
magnificence of this amphitheatr@his second phase is considered by Wilmott and Garner to

be “the | argest and most el aborate”exdmphtedeo
suggesting the amphadthweradlr ec lwaass” nb eyo rfdrtctha
Britain, though it does still share features with many urban and military examples (Wilmott,

Garner, 2017, 162). Considering the extent of the modifications made through the s2tdnd

would agree with thisentiment. Even when compared to the most suitable contextual and
architectural comparison in Britain at Caerleon, Chester is notably more extravagant in an

architectural sense.

In a very similar manner to Caerleon, Chester also remained seemingly aradnigegionary

settlement throughout the2" century.This is despite of the apparent recession of Roman

forces in Wales noted by Phipps (2016, 19) which appears more applicable to auxiliary forts.
Neither Chester nor Caerleon were dismantled gibglly or permanently abandoned. This

could have been for a multitude of reasons, despite the larger reconciliation of Wales, these
legionary fortresses more than any auxiliary settlements would still be viewed and act as

physical manifestations of Romand military power throughout th@™ century, though this

could to some extent fade through generations. Even considering the removal of many

auxiliary forts through Wales as the frontier was pushed up further north, it is understandable

that the region vas not entirely ungarrisoned. Despite this, as discussed in the case of

Caerleon in the previous chapter the settlement and fortress seemingly did suffer a period of
neglect as the legions were moved north to assist with various construction projects, (Boon

1972, 456). The bulk of dating evidence for the modifications made to the amphitheatre of
Chester from artefacts indi-dadreisaniha (2@®1 d,u
Additionally, they appear t o thegajoetgofthd t h Boon
legionary garrison being absent for the middle two quarters ofZeentury while

undertaking building projects to the north; further stating that it was only after the campaigns

of Severus that the fortress was recommissioned fW§imott, Garner, 2017, 208). In this

instance, the situation at Chester contextually may have been similar to that at Caerleon. To
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what extent this was related to the reconstruction of the amphitheatre is an issue that | shall

consider throughout thisection.

Mason (2012, 175) has further suggested that over this period i2¥heentury the fortress as

a whole was equipped with a wide range of buildings one might expect in a settlement. At this

stage the amphitheatr e’ixludedewitiinnhe Seperaawogks i s “t ent at i
(Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 208). This would place the date of this second phase of the

amphitheatre to the same period as the general refurbishment of the legionary fortress itself

(Wheeler, Wheeler, 1928, 154). The worlng life of the amphitheatre suggested to be around

80 years. This is primarily due to the dark soil and patch stone flooring laid over the top

identified by Thompson (1976) which would indicate the abandonment and change of use. If

this was the case, theecond phase of the amphitheatre may have been a part of an overall

revamp of the fortress as a whole, similar to the example at Caerleon and many other urban

settlements over this period.

There is a suitablamount of archaeological evidence to confirmsttheory in relation to

other building projects around the fortress and settlement at Chester during this period.
Mason (1987, 16®) does make it clear that there was a significant improvement in the
“qual ity of cahabatspetifically owvethe earlyttoméd2™ century. This is
represented architecturally by the emergence of stone or partially stone houses specifically,
rather thanpublic monuments during this ear®“ century period. There does appear from

the record to be a lapse iroostruction at Chester between around A.D.13050. One that is
especially noteworthy in relation to the possible period in which the fortress was lightly
garrisoned was thdansio.A stone phase of this monument was begun around A.D.120
though work did ot progress past the laying of the foundations with the site being seemingly
used as a rubbish dump between A.D.1308B0. The monument was finally completed around
A.D.180 and remained in use until the I&&century (Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 14550). Tle
refurbishment and modifications made to the amphitheatre and other public buildings such as
the Mansioappear to have been more in line chronologically with the works later i2the

century as outlined earlier.

It is worth considering if this wake case, why the modifications made to the amphitheatre at
Chester seemingly occurred perhaps half a century later than those at Caerleon if the reasons
behind this process were the same at each settlement, being the return of the legionaries after
a perbd of absence. These two fortressdsspite being legionary in nature, were not

intrinsically linked as to some extent demonstrated by the differing architecture present within
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each settlement. There is no reason to assume both those stationed at Caarlddbhester

would have been assigned to the exact same projects and would have been able to return to

their respective stations at the same time. As | discussed in the previous sect@af the

main worksthat the legion stationed at Caerleomere assignedtowa s Hadr (Baon,” s Wa
1972),the construction of which begun around A.D.122 (Breeze, Dobson, 2000). While the
legionaries appear to have returned to Caerleon around A.DHd®@ever, thignay have not

been the case with the legionaries from Chester. Boon (1972) noted that the seeming return of
the legion to Caerleon indicated a lesser commitment of the legions to the Antonine wall

which was under construction by A.D.142 (Robertsk960). However, this is only really

indicativeof a lesser commitment by that group specifically, those stationed at Chester could

have been called to continue this other project later into #&century or others, explaining

the later periodof absences at the legionary fortress there. Specifically, the Twentieth Legion

also noted by Boon to have been committed to the building work throughout the province

during this period (Boon, 1972, 45, may have been present at Chester as well andrlate

working on the Antonine Wall. Swan (2000) notes studies of utilitarian pottery from the
Antonine Wall found a small quantity of “1Il oc
similar to those found at Chester at the Holt waté&pot made by the Tentieth Legion (Swan,

2000, 399).

When considering the motivations for the second phase of Chésgrhitheatre, one could

somewhat safely assume that due to a supposed period of neglect or lack of use through the
mid-2"? century, the monument would be in need of a certain level or repair or maintenance.

This as | argued was very much the case with the amphitheatre in a similar situation at

Caerleon, perhaps the main difference contextually at Chester being the lacklehtfiie

damage to the amphitheatre. The modifications made to the amphitheatre at Chester are

certainly more significant in my view. The monument was extended and enlarged

considerablya new outer wall was added measuring almost 2m thick and coctstd 1.8m

outside the first structures outer wall (Wilmott, 2008, 141). The 4 entrances were retained,

while the upper part of the auditorium could be accessed by the additiaowiitoriaand

vaulted stairways within the structure led spectators to thee of thecavea(Wilmott, 2008,

141-2). The second phase of the Chesteitp hi t heatre was constructed
its predecessor” and appears to have been pl
monument (Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 195. Additionally, various features were incorporated

into the second phase, similar to Caerledmphitheatre, rather than being a total rebuild such

asLondodMmp hi t heatr e. The arena and arena wall
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nemeseumincorporated inb the second phase at Chester. The main new elements according
to Wilmott and Garner are the outer wall and the 12 entrances created by the addition of the

vomitoria(Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 162).

This is certainly comparable to the example at Caerleanntbdifications made seemingly to
increase capacity, the ability of spectators to accesctweaand the overall functionality of

the monument. It appears that this was to a more significant extent than at Caerleon,
especially when considering the ovdrahlargement of Chester Amphitheatre during this

phase. If the amphitheatre was remodsdiduring the wider Severan construction works at the
fortress and chronologically lined up with the return of the legionaries to the settlement it may
be viewed asn attempt to repair and further renovate the amphitheatre for a new period of
use over the lat@" and 3" centuries. The elevation architecturally of Chegdphitheatre

even more so than the example at Caerleon is more revealing oféeddm of those behind

the remodelling of these monuments. There is a myriad of possibilities when considering why
ChesterAmphitheatre was transformed to such a significant extémigxcess ofvhat could be
seen as just necessary repairs and remanig]lthis again shall be analysed in specific detail in
section 4.5.2. The motivations for these changes may indicate the importance of the
amphitheatre specifically to those behind the reconstructidhis is demonstrated thoughe
sheer amout of resourceghese individuals or groups willingly allocated to these

modifications of the amphitheatre

The issue of which groups were behind the funding, planning and construction of the second
phase of the Chestekmphitheatre is perhaps not as clear cut as at Caerleon due to a lack of
specific inscriptions at Chester. One could suggesttti@nature of the modificationsas well

as the overall form of the amphitheatreould be heavily suggestive of military, more
specifically legionary construction. Considering my earlier conclusions in relation to the first
phase of the amphitheatre (1&nd 1B) as discussed in the previous chapter (3.7), the second
phase using the same centres and initial layout as the first may suggest a similar source of
construction by legionaries and members of the military. Wilmott and Garner have furthered
this proposal, suggesting that the surveyors could have worked back from the form of the first
phase of the amphitheatre to work out the original survey method (Wilmott, Garner, 2017).
Furthermore, Mason has proposed that the calculations may have been origimadsded as

an archive (2000a, 123). Perhaps more convincing is the chronology of the second phase of the
amphitheatre, seemingly lining up with the apparent return of the legionaries and the wider
Severan construction works at the fortress. Again, these fectors are not necessarily

separate. The timing of the modifications, context of the amphitheatre, the architecture itself
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and with significantly convincing evidence of legionary construction at the most comparable
example at Caerleon Amphitheatre wowdl lead me to suggest that the second phase of

Chester Amphitheatre was also constructed by members of the military.

When considering the funding for the second phase of the Chester Amphitheatre, following
from the probability of legionary or at leastilitary constructionlogically it could be assumed
that the same was the case for the funding, similar to Caerleon Amphitheatre. The only other
realistic possibility is that the modifications could have been funded by individuatduigimg
members of tle military stationed at Chester out of their own pockets, rather than through a
general military budget or by the stat@he magnitude of the work that took place at Chester
would have cosa significantly larger amount than at Caerle@his again may have simply
come down to choice and how much individuals were willing to allocate to the amphitheatre
specifically or even how much was available overall at the time of the projects. However, due
to the context of the monument | would stpropose funding was sourced through the

military; the allocation of these funds and the architecture of the amphitheatre display the
freedom involved with the construction of public buildings even within primarily military

settlements.
4.6.2 The Architeture of the amphitheatre aChester

The complexity and grandeur of the architecture of Chester Amphitheatre has been
emphasized thus far thouglut this section as well as by Wilmott and Garner (2017). The
transformation architecturally of Chester Amphéthtre during this lat@" century period was
dramatic, in my view more so than Caerleon. | think Che&tgshitheatre over this period can

be considered the most elaborate and impressive in Roman Britain. One of the major
modifications that | have mentiad is the overall enlargement of the amphitheatre, both
physically outwards with the new outer wall and seemingly in terms of the audience capacity
(Wilmott, Garner, 2017). The enlargement of the Chester Amphitheatre as well as the
transformation of the etrances with the addition ofomitoriawere the most significant
alterations when considering the motivations behind this project. These modifications appear
primarily designed to enhance the experience of the audiehoth allowing more people to

view the events and spectacles on display and easing the methods of accessavehtor
people. However, the enlargement and enhanced capacity of the monument should not be
misconstrued as purely functional or practicdeedtions. The physical enlargement of the
monument alongside further aesthetic architectural modifications would have still represented

status and prowess of the military to those in the surrounding region or passing through the
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settlement. Thigs perhags even more significant due to the exceptional nature of Chester
Amphitheatre architecturally. Even through this later period the monument, due to its cantext
may still have been viewed by those in the surrounding region and communities as a
representation of the Roman military administration. Though it is worth noting even though
the amphitheatre was arguably the most complex architecturally in Britain, the transformation
into the secord phase is not as dramatic as total masonry rebuilds elsewkaoh as the

second phase of the London Amphitheatre.

A great deal of the modifications as mentioned revolved around the experience of the

spectators, including the manner in which they entered into the monument. It has often been

assumed that there wasmaajor entrance on the western side of the building to match the one

l ocated on the east. However, it has been pointed
Souters Lane ravine” makes thi svomtopowasi bl e archit
substituted for the gate in this position (2017, 183%. It should be noted that this is not

seemingly that unusual, with multiple amphitheatres throughout the empire having a similar

plan. A prominent example is Pompeii amphitheatre, also having multiptareses to the

caveaon one side of the long axis without one mirroring it to the other side due to the

monument being constructed into the cliffside (Fig. 4. 18) (Bomgardner, 2013). In relation to

the capacity of the amphitheatres well as the accessthie spectators, changes were made

directly to thecaveaand the addition of thezomitoria. There were 8 seatingraduseach

410mm high and 790mm deep, the angle of the seats fronptiiiumbeing 26.43 degrees. It

has been further identified thatthearggl of t he seating praackittd i s “project
and that the cross section of ttemaveac ont ai ned a “near perfect isoscel

Garner, 2017, 204). | would agree with Wilmott and Garner who have further proposed that

it i surlhiilghlly” that this was coincidental, this s

calculations of the original architect (2017, 200).
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Figure 418, plan of the Pompeiamphitheatrefeatures below thecaveg Bomgardner, 2018, 45

A good deal of investigation has been dedicated to the seating and audience experience at
ChesterAmphitheatre. The amphitheatreasboth asumma caveandima caveaseparated

by thepraecintio.Thesumma caveavas on the samangle as théma caveaconsidering the
height of the outer wall provides enough space fgr@dusand a narrow ambulatory at the

top of the cavea(Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 200). Bomgardner (2000) has however suggested the
possibility of a steeper seatingk®, therefore going higher than the outer wall. His suggestion
isthat this may have been provided improve the view of those seated there. Wilmott and
Garner rather have suggested the presence of a parapet around the ambulladdmyasl.2m
high. This would supposedly be high enough for any safety required while simultaneously
allowing a vantage point to view the “river
2017, 200). One especially useful aspect that comes from this detailed irmatestigf the

caveaof ChesterAmphitheatre is the possible capacity of the monument. The reconstruction

of this second phase at Chester gives a seating space of 3166.87m. Wilmott and Garner (2017,
200) use an approximate average shoulder width for malesddern statistics of 450mm.

According to thee authorsthis would give a potential capacity for 7037 spectators.
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Bomgardner (2000) meanwhile used a proposed measurement of 400mm giving an even larger
possible capacity of 7917. A further allowance do the arguable function of the rear parapet
ambulatory allowing individuals to stand and watch, again using the 450mm unit results in a
further possible 620 people. (Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 2061 would agree with Wilmott and

Garner (2017) that an apppriate rangefor its capacityof between 7500- 8000 seems

probable.

Ima cavea

Figure 419, representation of the seating back on the second phase of Chester Amphitheatre,
identifiying theSumma Cavea, Praecintio, Ima Cased Podium Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 199.

Figure 420, reconstruction of a section through tlraveaand avomitorium, identifying the
measurements including the basal isosceles triangle, Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 199.
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The main northern entrance (entrance 12) (Fig.4. 21) was a broad funnel shaped passage

leading directly into the arena at a downwards gradient of 1.8m. This passage ran beneath the
summa caveand would have probabljada barrel vault perhaps endiran the line of the

low balustrade defining theraecintio(Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 200). Considering the

experience of the audience a feature identified by Wilmott and Garner (2017) in line with the
arena end of this entra@af Ppambamgeg2wEwe” a( 301
measuremenbf this gate measathat when it was open each leaf was the right size to block

the podiumstairs. This would provide a barrier for the audience while animals were brought

into the arena (Wilmdt Garner, 2017). At this stage it is certainly interesting and somewhat
impressive, demonstrating the complex nature of the architecture and engineering that went

into the construction of the second phase of Chester Amphitheatre.

Entrance 3, the main atern entrance of the amphitheatre was vastly different; it comprised

of three passages; the middle was similar to entrance 12 leading into the arena. However, the
outer edge was “flanked by two doors” qgpenin
2017, 2023). These side passages did not seem to open into the arena but allowed people to
access th@odiumwithout having to climb (Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 28p These have been

identified as additionalomitoriaaccess to just thepodium,and as sue considered to be
“privileged” seat i mossiherfoospécifically thosea ofilegh dpaas t v i e w
status. This may even provide a contrast to the example of Caenlbere the boxes (used by

the higheststatus spectators) seem to have beercdmmissionedEntrance 3 is considered to

be the main entrance point for higher ranking spectators who could be viewed from all parts of

the building (Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 208. Similar style entrances have also been noted at

the AmphitheaterSichelengaben, Augst (Hufschmid, 2009, 114), the military amphitheatre at

Carnuntum(Marr, Roring, 2016) and at Avenches (Bridel, 2004, 213).
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Figure 421, reconstructed view of the main north entrance (Entrance 12) by Wilmott and Garner, view

from the arenaNemeseundoor noted to the right of the main entrance, Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 201.

Figure 422, reconstructed view of main eastern entrance (Entrance 3) by Wilmott and Garner. This
shows the side passages leading to ploglium Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 203.
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Figure 423, reconstructed view of the exterior of Entrance 3 showing the side doors connecting the
main and side passages, Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 203.

The modifications made to the entrances do not appear to be just functional. The pilasters at
the entrances have eggially deep foundations and as such have been proposed to also

function as buttresses. Three pilasters between each pair of entrances do not appear deeply
founded and have been suggested to have nmgiegjedas decoration (Wilmott, Garner, 2017,

204). The specifics of the decorations appear based primarily on the most recent

reconstruction of the amphitheatre by Wilmott and Garner, suggesting overall rather simplistic
decorations to the monument. Proposdnotg t hat
especially elaborate such as heduind pilasters and Corinthian capitals (Wilmott, Garner,

2017, 204). While not strictly considered decoration, two coping stone inscriptions have been
identified very close to the arena wall which they presumaéllyffom close to the east

entrance. The more complete example readBIgRANO LOVEIB lll, 3157) (Fig. 4.24).
Wright (1976, 186) has propodeadet"hdtn tththiags da
specific seat. However, the fact that thisrisaribed on a coping stone rather than a bench has

led it to be recently questioned (Tomlgt al., 2009, 159). Nevertheless, coping stones

inscribed with names often combined with the wdatushave been identified throughout the
empire at Arles, TrieNimes, Sicily and Syracuse (Wilmott, Garner, 2017-8207his may

suggest that this inscription was in fact commemorating notable individuals, perhaps
benefact or s an daveallkeisecond ipscriptorefound (RIB 1, B164) may

even givesome weight to this proposition asitreal§ FECr ans | at i ng t oo “ an«
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(Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 207). This has also besfedinto question by the editors of the RIB,
proposing that this was a quarry inscription with the rest being lostwihavas formed into a
coping stone. However, Wilmott and Garner have also provided an interesting parallel at the
Pompeii Amphitheatre, coping stones bearing the inscriptions commemorating benefactors

who paid for the construction of parts of the seati®@)17, 207).

It is difficult to know for certain which of these cases is true, especially due to the partial
nature of the inscriptions. The parallels across the empire are somewhat convithcingh

the individual nature of these amphitheatres mustdensidered. In my view, the first
inscription is more convincing in relation to its purpose, marking out and commemorating an
individual. This is mainly due the survivingvordingbeing more suggestive tffie intention

of the inscription than the second example®T FEQRIB IIl, 3154). Additionally, the lack of
convincing alternatives in relation to the first inscription (RIB Ill, 3157) only makes its
intentions as propsed by Wilmott and Garner (2017) more convincing. The second could still
be referring to Seranus, another individual or even a legion as was the case at Caerleon,
though due to the incomplete inscription the possibility of it being a quarry inscriptiowires
very possible in my view. Wilmott and Garner have rightly added that the location of these
coping stones close to the east entrance only reinforces their earlier interpretation of the

entrance providing important spectators access to ploglium(2017, 208); perhaps making a

favourable interpretation of both inscriptions more attractive.

Figure 424, coping stone inscribeGERANO LOCGW®Imott, Garner, 2017, 190.
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4 6.3 Conclusions:

While the amphitheatre at Chester is comparable to the legionary example at Caerleon, the
architectural complexity and individuality of the amphitheatre, especially in Britain makes it
stand out as one of the most magnificent examples of the provinaenlyfbelieve that this
second phase at Chester was the result of legionary construction and military funding due to
the context and complexity of the monument, but also due to the incorporation of many of the
same features of the original military consttad amphitheatre into this redesign. While |

accept that due to the standardisation of masonry construction in relation to RofBaitish
amphitheatres in the" century one could suggest that individuals outside of the military or
without legionary engiaering knowledge could have been responsible for this later phase at

Chester, | woulghroposethat the architecture of the monument makes this unlikely.

The remodelling of the monument in the |a2&" century seems to have been a part of a wider
project during the reign of Severus. Though this dating is uncertain as pointed out by Wilmott
and Garner (2017, 208) it lines up well seemingly with other projects within the settlement

and fortress itself ad explains the apparent period of absence of the legion from Chester. This
was in a similar vein to the example at Caerleon, thaghwaslater in the2" century. The
legionaries from Chester perhaps wedon later projects throughout the provinge

specifically the Antonine WalEspecially aftethe suggestion that the legions fro@aerleon

wor ked on Hadrian’s wall and then | ess so on
motivations behind the remodelling of botadionary amphitheatres | would suggest are very
similar, with many of the alterations based on the capacity of the amphitheatre and then the
experience of the audience, both when seated and assisting individuals in entering into the
monument. The nature ahe modifications would further indicate an intention of use, while

the overall physical enlargement of the monument would also be indicative of the status and
engineering prowess of the military to those visiting or inhabiting the surrounding area of the
legionary fortress. The improvements in the entrances and seating would have surely not gone
unnoticed by those who experienced events and displays at the amphitheatre whether visiting
the settlement or from the surrounding area. In this instajmmntraged to the most

comparable amphitheatre at Caerleon, the modifications focused on the higher seating banks

at Chester appear to focus upon enhancing the experience of spectators of higher status.
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4.7: Silchester Amphitheatre

4.7.1 Context, Construction and Funding:

Original excavations by Fulford (1989) still seem to be the primary source of knevitedg
relation to the later phases of the Silchester Amphitheatre. As noted in section 3.3, more
recent attention paid to the townsa whole has provided fruitful research and analysis of the
development of the settlemenduringthe Roman occupatiolsu |l f or d’ s recent
2021 Gilchester Revealgtas provided an in depth and comprehensive view of the evolution
of the townculturally,politically, and economically over this later period after A.D.100. The
settlement as a whole and the amphitheatre specifically have Isedect to significant
academic interest especially by Fulford since the laté@htury, with a solid @mount of

available information and publicatiorlowever, it must be noted that ath of this is still

theoreticaland must be extrapolated from the excavated areas of the town.

The amphitheatre at Silchester was subject to multiple phases of modificatimhsebuilding
duringthe 2"¢ and 3" centuries. Unlike other amphitheatres both originally constructed and
subject to rebuilding over this period, the second phase of Silchester Amphitheatre continued
to be primarily of timberconstruction (Wilmott, 2008. 100). In terms of sgdle

modifications made during the second phase of Silche&tgphitheatre are comparable with
those of the military amphitheatres at Chester and Caerleon. The amphitheatre was later
rebuilt entirely inmasonry for a third phase (Wilmott, 2008, 18L Some of the primary

issues to consider throughout this section are the reasons behind what | would consider as a
choice to continue the use of timber despite the wider spread of masonry work for the
constrwction of amphitheatres during this period, and the further reasons behind the eventual
‘upgrade’ to masonry c othird phasa. As discussedfindhe t h e
previous chapter (3.2), it seems apparent that those behind the original constnuatithe

amphitheatre were not afraid to deviate from what was considered a more traditional Roman

type of monument.

The proposed date seemingly accepted for the second phase of Silchester Amphitheatre is the
mid-2"¢ century (Fulford, 1989, 167). The towappears to have been undergoing a period of
urbanisation and perhaps architectural transformation during this perdter the death of
Cogidubnus iad the construction of the first forum basilica and the implementation of the

street grid (Fulford, 2021 xhangesvere still being made well into th2" century. This

includedthe metaling of peripheral lines under Hadrian around A.D.130 (Boon, 1974) 54

andthe mammoth task of constructing the inner defencesnsisting of a bank and dit¢hat

publ i ce

monumen
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seems to have been undertaken about A.D-A60 (Boon, 1974, 680). Even lateat the end

of the 2 century a new defensive circuit was construct€dilford, 2021, 130X he scale of

the deferces is impressivé, has been calculated that the volume of material needed was
around 40,000rhand building the wall aloa would have taken perhapsH years (Fulford,

2021, 134)One explanatiorfor this is that these defences were a responsevhatFulford
describes as the greatest war in the reign of Commd@u.176193) (Fulford, 2021, 130).
Another may have been the assassination of Commodus in A.D.193, creating a struggle for
control of the empire. The exact dating of the defences is not known, but the nature of them is
consistent with “a rapid respoWlstthigionotan e mer
directly related to the remodelling of the amphitheatre it does damtrate the capabilities of
those within Silchester in terms of construction. Furthermore, there is no sign of assistance
from the provincial government according to Boon (1974) confirming the capability of those

within Silchester.

Economically the impdance of Silchester irelationto trade, as noted in Section 3.80es not
seem to have diminished over tH& century.The wealth of the towrandits peopleseemto

have been mainly derived from country estates, rather than occupations developed thi¢hin
town itself (Fulford, 2021120). Silchester during tH# century was a greatonsumer of

pottery, most of the towns drinking vessels and tableware were imported, chiefly from the
workshops at Lezoux in the centre of France. Alongside this, beddéensated with hunting
scenes were imported from the Argonne region of northern France and from Cologne on the
Rhine.There was also a vast amount of local pottery from Alice Fuistl5 miles to the
south-east of the town(Fulfod, 2021,121). This indstry developed around or just before the
conquest of A.D.43, becoming Silchesters main domestic supplier by the end &fdbptary
(Fulford,2021, 121). This mix of domestic and imported goods is thought to have also been the
case wih other forms ofmaterial culture such as glasswawith itswide-reaching
communicationsthe town was also a place where estate owners would come to sell their
harvest Fulford, 2021, 12-P).

The2" century seems to have allowed Silchester to flourish within the RorBaitish
administration.The apparently consistent period of construction over #&century at
Silchester may have been a result of the change in administration after the death of
Cogidubnusand the town reaching itspeak (Fulford, 202} Those now in control of the town
having their own preferences and ideas of how the settlement should be urbanised and
maintained. The remodelling of the amphitheatre may have been a part of thceps and

Ful ford (1989) suggests t he fneedesrepaitsbyttiser pha
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period. He bases this proposal on the species of timber used, concluding that even if a more
durable species was used such as oak, byithe of the modificationsrepairs would still be
needed (Fulford, 1989, 167). Work was carried out by the Princes Risborough Laboratory
considering the decay rate of various wood species (Farmer, 1972, 8). If we extrapolate the
findings from these workBulford has proposed that oak posts of 2Gauuld last between 60
and 100 years before failing. As such the arena posts bei2@2dcould have lasted around

120 years at most (Fulford, 1989,187 . As such it is “not wunreasonabl
monument in need of repair by the mig" century (Fulford, 1989, 168). | would agree with

this proposal, especially considering the nature of the other construction projects around
Silchester during this period. Compared to other RomBritish towns duringhis period in

the early2"® century prior to the construction of the defences, little is known about Silchester
(Clarke, Fulford, 2011;8. However, it does seem evident that construction continued
through this period, perhaps furthering the processidbanisation after the death of

Cogidubnus.

The proposal of the modifications and remodelling of the amphitheatre being the result of
necessary repairs is convincing. Even if this was the case, as for the amphitheatres at Chester
and Caerleon the alterains made were still a significant choice and act as an expression of
the desires and needs of those behind the project. The monument being in need of repairs
provided a perfect opportunity for these modifications to be made. The alteratiegsiredin

order to create the second phase of the amphitheatre primarily centred around the arena of
the amphitheatre (Fulford, 1989, 29). The circular plan of the arena was modified into a more
common place oval shape measuring 37.5m x 44.4m (Fulford, 198®)29te oval or

elliptical shape of the arena during this period provides the monument with many structural
parallels throughout Britain and the empire as a whole. One must question the reasons behind
this modification specifically and the choice of using timdgain despite the wider spready of
masonry construction during this period. It should further be noted that due to this
transformation of the arena multiple other aspects of the monument needed to be altered to
accommodate it. This involved a new retamwvall outside the line of the original version

from the first phase, significant modifications made to the arena wall and the remodelling of
both the north and south entrances (Wilmott, 2008, 100 It is evident that this period of
modification was by @ means a sma#icale project and | would maintain that the main

objective of this project was the reshaping of the arena, the other modifications made appear
to have occurred aa result of this. The choice to transform the shape of the arena in this way

and the evident work put into the project reflect a change in both aesthetic preferences and
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the intended uses of the monument. | discussed previously how Silchester Amphitbtaice

out due to its unique almost circular arena and whilst an oval is a more traditional and
widespread choice when it comes to the form of amphitheatres, it is further worth considering

to what extent this would still have been the case by this peirothe mid2" century. One

must consider to what extent by this period

behind the second phase of Silchester Amphitheatre.

SILCHESTER The Amphitheatre
T, TIMBER PHASE 1i

Figure 425, plan of the timbeiphase 2 of the Silchester Amphitheatre, Fulford, 1989, 28.



192

If we accept that the central goal of this series of modifications, asige from the seemingly

necessary repairs, to transform the shape of the ar¢ne question of motivations is very

important. The method used over the course of both the second and third phases of Silchester

Amphi t heat fomc was | ¢ hereitibtneddn the pravious chapter (Fig. 4.26)

(Wilmott, 2008). The other two main examples in Britain that we can be somewhat sure made

us of this technique even in their early phases were the military examples at Chester and

Caerleon. If these indeed &t as direct influence for the transformation of the arena at

Silchester, it may give further credence to this idea that this was carried out because it was
considered more traditionally *Roman’. This may a
recognsed as a legitimate local government after the death of Cogidubnus with this specific

project providing such a wide range of structural parallels with other amphitheatres

throughout Roman Britain and the empire. Of course, this hinges entirely on thelglibpaf

the second phase at Silchester being influenced by these military amphitheatres which cannot

be proven. The main other plowgcibdél étmet mod'eliad i o
individuals from outside Britain or perhaps other sattients within the province were

responsible for the transfer of knowledge making the transformation of the arena at Silchester
possible. The idea of the amphitheatre now being
relevant hereregardless oWwhere the knowledge originateilom when considering the

nature of cultural change and the provincial preferences towards amphitheatres. Due to the

probable normalisation of this arena shape throughout Britain during this later period, this

could simplybe viewed still as RomarBritish and no longer reflect traditionally Roman

architecture in the minds of those behind the project.

The wider context within Silchester during this period provides a useful insight into the funding
of this amphitheatre. Té lack of governmental assistance is highlighted by Boon (1974) in
relation to the defences as mentioned earlier. One would assume that if a project such as

those, arguably more necessary’ in certain terms
did notobtain provincial government assistance, neither would public projects. Furthermore,

the urban context and motivation discussed throughout this section would lead me to suggest

the modifications were funded and carried out by individuals or groups lwitign Silchester

at the time. The necessity of repairs as discussed earlier as well as the evidence of other large

scale construction projects within the context of Silchester after the death of Cogidubnus

provides a perhaps ideal situation for those mdl to invest into the architecture of the town

especially in terms afainingpolitical status now thathe town as fully absorbed into the

Roman administration.
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(] 59 metres

Figure 426, Three phases of tha@rena at Silchester from circular to oval, Wilmott, 2008, 64.

The scale of some of these projects over #ecentury, especially the defences as described
earlier, would suggest that those within responsible were perfectly capable of funding smaller
projects such as the modifications to the amphitheatre if they wished. Additionally, the
prominence of Silchester over thé' century as highlighted by Cunliffe (2012;19) primary

based on its locatiorperhaps continued into th@™ century, meaning thathe funding for
widespread building projects throughout this period may have been readily available to those
within the town. Furthermore, the choice to use timber again as the primary building material
could have beemore costeffective depending on # supply of wood or alternatively

masonry. The example at Cirencester Amphitheatre having been constructed into a quarry
(Holbrook, 1998, 147) demonstrates this to a more extreme extent thast in Britain.

Fulford (1989) has proposed that the seconditimr phase at Silchester
mar ginally” | ess ti mb e rl70). AdditonatlyhFelford suggests thath a s e
that it is likely secondhand timbers were also used (1989), most probably those still

salvageable from the fitphase. It seems that it would be far more cost effective and
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convenient to maintain the timber construction of the monument, rather than a total masonry
rebuild such as at London. It is also worth examining the notion that masonry construction was
‘"t oexopeect ed’ or in some way required even during t
the majority of amphitheatres by this stage were either constructed originally in masonry or

rebuilt as such, the continued use of timber for the Silche8taphitheatre appears to have

been primarily down to a choice. Just as with the original phase of the monument and its

unusual near circular arena, the use of timber does not necessarily represent a lack of skill or

capability, but rather a deliberate choice byode behind the project.

The masonry phase of the monument was not constructed until around A.D.250 according to

Wilmott (2008, 100). Again, this may have been due to the decay of the timbers from the

second timber phase, especially if some of the originabers were reused. The masonry
reconstruction even under the guise of ‘repairs’
during this stage may very much represead | have suggested with other examples

implied permanence to the monument, espally if the required repairs were due to a similar

reason as the last phase of the amphitheatre. This is especially significant at Silchester due to

the much | ater date of use than previous exampl es
i nt er miupto thenmiddycéntury (Wilmott, 2008, 103). The choice of masonry may also

be due to a further normalisation of stone construction throughout Silchester during this even

later period. Work by Fulford and Clarke (2011) relatintnsula IX4n a centré position close

to the forum-basilica between the™ and 3¢ centuries (2011, 326) has provided much needed

insight into the construction projects of later Silchester. However, to what extent the

construction and cultural items located here are represgive of the town as a whole is still

in question. They do seem to place significant fo
within this insula over the later periods between A.D.35Z60 (Clarke, Fulford, 2011).i$h

estimated increasés around 70%including both masonry and timber structures (Clarke,

Fulford, 2011, 349). If this was extrapolathdoughout the town, it would represent a massive

increase in building work and general urbanisation. Furthermore, it has been suggested that

over this period in the ® and 3¢ centuries, the period of stability at Silchester seem to be

represented with this increase in building within timsulaand assuch may be more

applicable to other areas within the town.

If this period of construction and urbanisation had continued through theéhtury the
remodelling of the amphitheatre may have been very similar contextually to the second timber
phase withmdividuals or groups taking advantage of the works going on throughout the

settlement as an opportunity to also repair and remodel the amphitheatre. Furthermore,
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somewhat like the second phase of refurbishment there does not seem to be much notable
evidene of other modifications being made to other public buildings such as the forum and
basilica at this time. Again, even if this phase of the amphitheatre was undertaken due to the
need for repairs, the modifications made go far beyond just that. Espeicitahgsting is the

fact that the shape of the arena was further modified, becoming more oval in shape and
measuring 45.5 x 39.2m (Wilmott, 2008, 1B))(Fig. 4.26). It is notable that tlsaveawas
heightened during this phase as shown in the recreatiothisfphase by Nigel Sunter

(Wilmott, 2008, 1023). This may represent the intent to increase the potential capacity of the
amphitheatre somewhat similar to the modifications at the amphitheatres of Chester and
Caerleon. It appears that this third phasaisore complete rebuild than the previous timber
phase, though again this may also be due to opportunity. The entire monument being
reconstructed in stone would provide further opportunities for modifications. The possible
heightening of thecaveaexemplfies this well Wilmott has proposed that this was probably
partly due to the excavation of the foundation trenches for the stone walswould have
provided the materials dumped onto theveain order to heighten it (Wilmott, 2008, 162).

This perhaps further highlights the opportunistic nature of the modifications to the

amphitheatre in relation to this later stone phase.

There are multiple probable contributing factors to the choice of rebuilding Silchester
Amphitheatre in masonry. As | digssed in relation to the timber phase, there would likely

have been the matter of funding and convenience. Wilmott mentions that the arena wall
appears to have been constructed from naturally available local stone, incllidingreen

sand and brown onstone which created a distinctive string cou(géilmott, 2009, 106B).

This further would have acted as internal decoration for the monument to be seen by those
attending events from the arena and seating. In relation to available stone, the earlier
construction of the defensive stone wall around the town (Boon, 1974746bdemonstrates a

very substantial supply of stone as well as experience in masonry construction to some extent.
Due to the modifications to t megfoaheswme’ s shap
monument those behind this phase at Silchester could have been inspired and influenced by
the military examples at Caerleon and Chester. However, masonry construction throughout
Britain during this later period would have been well e$itdied. The main connection to the

military examples is the use of theur circle method similar to the second timber phase.

The use of stone for this project | would propose was motivated by intended permanence of
the monument, learning from the pasivo phases and their eventual need for repairs and the

evident availability of stone. Considering the transfer of knowledge in relation to the capability
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of those behind this project is not as clear at such a late date in the8thagntury due to the
spread of this knowledge through Britain concerning the construction of specifically masonry
amphitheatres. It is also worth considering the matter of the amphitheatre as a reflection of
the settlement itself architecturally. If the focus on masonry and timtglding identified at

insula IXcan be extrapolated to the town in general as mentioned by Fulford and Clarke
(2011), the choice of masonry for the amphitheatre project could further represent this focus
on urbanisation and building up the town physlgaGiven the lack of government assistance
noted at Silchester in relation to construction, | would propose the amphitheatre was probably

funded by local people.
4.7.2 The Architecture of the amphitheatre at Silchester:

The first phase of modifications to the amphitheatre in € century centred primarily

around the arena. The further alterations t

seating bank, were consequess ofthis (Fulford, 1989, 29). Tmodifiedarena wallconsisted

of smaller timbers measuring 200mm square and set into a continuous trench around the
arena. Unfortunately, due to the dismantling of this wall and the space being cut away by the
insertionof the later stone arena wall, the relationip between the timber second phase

arena wall and theaveais unknown (Wilmott, 2008, 10R). While the timber uprights of the

arena wall during this phase are noticeably smaller there were considerably more of them
making up the wall. Fulford (1989,-85) has proposed that due to
the ground” they were, there is *
circulation passage (podium) above or another structural arrangement linking it toetrea.
However, at he level of the arena, there would have not been enough space inside the new
arena wall for a continuous passage (Fulford, 1989%)35 hisvould perhapse comparable

to the example at Dorchester Amphitheatre noted by Bradley (1976).

Additionally, bothof the entrances to the north and south were modified. There is evidence

for the removal and replacement of the posts flanking the passageway in the southern
entrance though the overall structure and proportions of this entrance seem unchanged over
this phase (Fulford, 1989, 29). The replacement of these timber posts | would propose was due
to the need for repairs, perhaps for the reasons | have highlighted in the previous section in
relation to the decay of the first phase timbers. The alterations madbdmorthern entrance

is more noticeable, the passage was dr ast. i
according to Wilmott (2008, 100). However, Fulford (1989, 36) claims that the reduction was

down to a width of 1.2m. This could be explained throtlyh precise places in which this was

no reason’”
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measured. Figure 4.27 shows the excavated Nortlearn r an c e . Perhaps Wil mc
measurement was taken from the posts F673 and F699 at the arena side of the passage,

whereas the noticeably wider passage may hbgen the measurement taken by Fulford. |

find it hard to believe such a noticeable disparity between the measurements proposed by

Wilmott (2008) and Fulford (1989) was just due to an error. Unfortunately, Wilmott does not
provide a reference for the figusehe gives. It appears that other features of the monument

such as the western recess were maintained throughout this second timber phase. There
seems to have been a gap in the new arena “s
western recess (Fulford 989, 31)As noted, many of these additional modifications to the
amphitheatre appear to have been either a consequence of the alteration to the shape of the
arena, or perhaps in the case of the southern entrance specifically the need for repairs. It

seems that those behind the modifications to the shape of the arena took advantage of the

monument’'s state of apparent decay to carry

The modifications creating the second timber phase of the amphitheatre may appear
somewhat minor in scalend also due to the continued use of timber in an era where masonry
construction was already well established throughout the provjespecially when compared

to the later masonry rebuild of the Silchester Amphitheatre. | would maintain that the
transformation of the shape of the arena was the primary goal of this project outside of
necessary repair. Even so, this does not only represent the preferences of those behind the
project in terms of architecture, mperhapsemle
the monument, but it further demonstrates the lengths thegm willing to go to in order to
carry out this project. It is vital that we separate modifications from necessary repairs when
considering the second timber phase of the amphitheatiewever, even the repairs

represent the importance of the monument as a whole. The fact that it was repaired, even in
timber, indicates the amphitheatre held its role within the town and continued to be
recognised as an important monument. This suggestae that the monument was not

repaired and maintained simply due to its symbolic and architectural significance within the
town. Rather, the actual use of the monument in hosting events was still dotbé&ont of

the minds of those responsible.



Figure 427, the northern entrance of the second phase of Silchester Amphitheatre, scale 1:60, Fulford,

1989, 34.
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The full masonry rebuild of the amphitheatre undertaken around a century later (Wilmott,

2008, 1063) wasa far larger project than the modifications undertaken for the second timber

phase.As discussed previously the arena was yet again transformed, not only through the

construction of a stone walbut the shape itself was modified now measuring 45.5 2130.

(Fulford,1989, 37). Fulford (1989, 1710 details the specific nature and measurements of this

new arena shape; the long (easest) radii were centred on the short axis at b ana$®

depicted infigure 4.28. The short radii wementred on the long axis at a and &he centre of

the amphitheatre is represented by x aftds noted that the distances-ax and b-x are very

similar, all ranging between 5.1m5.8m (Fulford, 1989, 170). Fulford further notes that this

may be dudo the proportions of the second timber phase, and these had been chosen in

order to follow the form of the previous phase of the monument. Furthermore, he draws

comparisons to the military amphitheatres at Chester and Caerleon (Fulford, 1989, 170). While

they are set out in a similar manner, as demonstratefigare 4.29, it is highlighted that the

lengths of the radii at the amphitheatres of Chester and Caerleon differ more noticeably on
the short and long axes. Fulford specifically notes that Caerlesn “ | onger
sharplyc ur ved short radi.i
axi s’ (Ful ford, 1989, 170) .
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Comparindigures 4.28 and 4.29, there are notable differences and similarities between the
three examples, so | agree with Fulfdiat the differences are understandable. As | have
emphasized throughout this project there wastramna ndat ed or ‘cooki e cut
construction or laying out of these amphitheatres. It is worth considering tat\whtent the
similarities in planning the shape of the arena may strengthen the argument of inspiration
from the legionary amphitheatres. In my view however, the almost two century gap between
the planning out and construction of the arenas at the legigreanphitheatres and the

masonry rebuild at Silchester is the main issue with this interpretation. It is certainly
questionable to what extent by this period these two amphitheatres could have served as the
source of knowledge for the transformation of theena at Silchester. As with the second
timber phase, the techniques could have been sodiftem various examples throughout the

empire by this later period.

As with the previous timber phase, the further transformation of this arena into what can be
consi dered a more traditionally *Roman’ shape
though, by this later period itauld be argued that both masonry construction and the oval

shape of the arena were normalised or even to some extent to be expéateanphitheatres.

To what extent this may be applied to Silchester is very much based on to what extent we can
suggest it was directly inspired by the military amphitheatres with their Roman roots in mind.
Unfortunately, at this stage it is not possibtedonfirmor deny this. Furthermore, as | have

stressed, | do ndbelievethat the modification to the shape of the arena for the stone phase

of Silchester Amphitheatre was as much of a significant or definitive part of the project as the
alterations to tre arena of the second timber phase. This is highlighted by the plethora of

other alterations and revisions made to the monument not associated with the arena itself.
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Figure 428, reconstruction of the final stonghase of Silchester Amphitheatre, Fulford, 1989, 34.
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Figure 429,the pl anning schemes using the *‘four circle
Wilmott, 2008, 83
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The new masonry arena wall was around 2.75m high, Wilmott (2009) comments that this is
consistent with the 2.63m average proposed by Golvin of arena wall heights taken from 45
monumensthrough the empire (1988, 318). The wall itself was constructed wihvariety of

naturally available | ocal stone” includi

decorative, though it was not present in the entranoen the recesses on either side of the
arena (Wilmott, 2008, 101). The forming of this decorative string course is thérfest

significant thought and work was put into a decorative feature of the Silchéstghitheatre.

This is beyond what could lmensideredasnecessary repairs to the monument as well as the
functionality of the amphitheatre; rather it displays attention to the aesthetic aspect of the
architecture. This is certainly a far cry from the original phase of the amphitheatre around two
centuries earlier and even the second timber phase a century earlier in which this aspect did
not appear to have been important to those behind those projects. This could have been for
multiple reasons, perhaps it was not economically or technologicalijevia those previous
phases. In thifater instance, the rangef locally available stones may have provided the

opportunity for this type of string course.

Additionally, another meter may have been added to the arena wall with a parapet or railing
as irdicated by a coping stone located nearby. Parapets and railings with coping stones
mounted to arena walls have been identified in many masonry RorBaitich amphitheatres
that | have discussed in both urban and military contexts such as at London, Cirencester,
Chester and Caerleon. This is certainly an important feature when considering what events
may have taken place within the amphitheatre at Silchestsrthis would haverovided

further protection for the audience. Also relevant to the use of the amphitheatre was the
transformation of both entrances. The southern entrance measured 3.8m wide while the
northern entrance was expanded greatly to 5.2m in widkblford has futer mentioned that

it is possible the seating carried across the top of these passaigeso the larger timbers
within them, though ther e wo uitisdnore prabablethate n
they were left open as in previous phases @naf 1989, 174). There is a notable discrepancy
in the sizes of the north and south entrances. One suggestion for this is the preseheseof
supporting facilities outside of the arena such as changing rooms or stables (Fulford, 1989,

174) althoughthereis no clear evidence for this structuralAn alternative explanation for

the wider northern entrance is the presence

one stage of its Ilife” a drai na ¢(@98% trd4).nrhie |

appears to be a more satisfactory justification due to the lack of evidence for other facilities.
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Both entrances seem to have had gateposts. Those for the north entrance were positioned
close to the front of the passage and accordindgrtifordthey may have opened away from
the arena. Meanwhile, the gateposts of the south entrance were positioheditalm back

from the front of the passage and must have

roadway (Fulford, 1989, 174).

The receses were also reconstructed during the masonry phtasestone walls of the
recessesvere somewhat narrow at 80cm thick with the strength of the structure coming from
their apsidal shape (Fulford, 1989, 175). Wilmott has nat&ern greensand plinth wdsund

in the eastern recessvhich has been interpreted as possibly the base of an altar (Wilmott,
2008, 102)suggestinghat the room may have acted as a shrinecarcer To what extent this

is also applicable to the western recess is questiomalihe reconstruction of the

amphitheatre during this phase also suggestsdaeeawas heightened as mentioned
previously. Furthermore, Wilmott notes evidence of timber seating replacing the terraces of
the previous timber phase (2008, 132. If this waghe case it is estimated that there would
have been room for between 1012 rows, giving the amphitheatre a capacity of around 3000
people. This is stitjuite small when compared to other amphitheatrtésat | have discussed
within this chapter. Largerrban examples such as Cirencester were capable of holding up to
11,500 people (Holbrook, 1998, 132 and even with all the comparisons to the legionary
examples at Caerleon and Chester, Chester still had over double the possible capafcity at
Silchestef7000 people (Thompson, 1976, 194). However, it is again worth considering the
context of the Silchester Amphitheatrulford and Clarke (2011) hagequired into the

possible population levelsf the town. They commented that attempting to reconstruct the
number of inhabitants withinthe excavae d i nsul ar was “fraught wi't
Fulford, 2011, 332). The figurdeat were suggested were based on the extrapolation of the
excavated timber and masonry buildings within the insula out to the whole walled area. This
increases the estmat gi ven by Boon significantly. 1 f a
building was allowed fothe population potential rose to 7,600. Additionally, if we consider
the possibility of two storey buildings within the later town the total rissscording to Fulford
and Clarketo 15,200 (2011, 333). It seems evident tHat suggested capacity of Silchester
Amphitheatre does not appear sufficient for the population. However, to what extent this
extrapolation by Clarke and Fulford is accuratgusstionableyeflectingmore the top end of

the potential populationof the town, ratherthan the actual suggested numbéiulford has

more recently suggested@opulation of 7000 in? century Silchester (Fulford, 2021, 129).
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Again, the e and capacity of the amphitheatre during the later masonry stage may have

been due to a multitude of reasons. If tbaveawas heightened, it does indicate a conscious

effort to increase the monument'’' s caepmedi ty.

sufficient for the population or intended viewership by those funding and building the
monument, or perhaps there were issues with space, funding and capaBdggrdless of

this, theamphitheatreat Silchester is still noticeably smallersize and capacithan many

other examples throughout Britain even considering those constructed duringtlusntury.

This was also the case with the first phase of the monument and perhaps is due to the original
size and placement of the monumentn®©very notable feature that did not seem to change
was the method of access to tltavea Wilmott notes that access seems to have been through
a track over the earthwork bank even during this later stone phase (2008, 103). There were
some later refurbishrants made to the monument as well thoutffrese were quite minarThe
arena was raised with dumps of sand, clay and gravel with a ring drain cut through this
material (Wilmott, 2008, 103). These changes can be notéidune 4.30, which Fulford (1989)

consders a second stone phase of the monument.

The
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\ . " SILCHESTER The Amphitheatre
STONE PHASE i

Figure 430, plan of the timber phase 3 of the Silchester Amphitheatre, Fulford, 1989.
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4.7.3 Conclusions:

The second timber phase and masonry rebuilding of Silch@stehitheatre demonstrate the
longterm maintenance of the amphitheatre in a surprisingly consistent example of repairs
being made after around a century each time. This not only reveals the iamuer of the
amphitheatre to those within the town architecturally over such a long period, but also
suggests a significant period of use at Silchester. Other projects at the time may be viewed as
‘“necessary’ such as t he cdefersiverditcltcand walhortaen d mai nt en a
laying out of the street grid. The repairs and maintenance of the amphitheatre demonstrate

the cultural and perhaps status related importance of the monument throughout this period of

over two centuriesIn addition the seond area of significance are the modificati@msl past

repairs that would have been necessary to simply preserve the monument as it was originally

constructed in thels century. For the second timber phase the focus on the arena (Fulford,

1989, 2930) $ows clear intentn excess ofust maintenance or rebuildingather

representing the tastes and preferences of the those behind the project. The specific reason

for this isunknown, though due to the focus on the arena shape | believe it is related to the

uses of the amphitheatre rather than just aesthstithe use of timber for this second phase is

also interesting. Again, the main argument to consider here is to what extent this was a choice

by those behind the project or due to limitations of some kind, most probably a lack of

funding, resources or capalli

The eventual masonry rebuild of Silchester Amphitheatre in the3fidentury elevated the
monument to a comparable level architecturally with others within Roman Britain, though
around a century later. Again, this does appear taddatedto the nead for repairs to some
extent. However, the use of stone and further modifications to the amphitheatre are still
significant regardless of when the project was carried out. While it is important to consider the
amphitheatre in the provincial context as dale, the monument is still primarily

representative of the culture within Silchester itself to some extent in an insular fashion. This
links back to the lack of provincial or imperial government influence upon the construction of
amphitheatres. The use timber in the previous phase and the use of stone in the third phase
wasl| would suggest to some extent a choice by those behind the project. This is especially the
case with thefurther modifications to the arenaentrances and theavea.The secad timber

phase especially | would sugggsst as withthe original monument at Silchesteepresented

the individuality of Roman®&ritish amphitheatres. The timber construction and architecture
were notably unique when compared to any other Brigshphitheatre as was the near

circular arena of the first phase. It was not until Bigcentury when Silchester Amphitheatre
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became somewhat architecturally comparable to other examples throughout Britain with the
third phase totally reconstructed in @sonry.The size of the monument was notably small
compared to many others. Silchester Amphitheatre remained representative of the town and
the preferences the people that funded and built it throughdstaround three century period

of use.

4.8: Carmarthen Amhitheatre

4.8.1 Context, Construction and Funding:

The first published mention @armartherAmphitheatre was in 1951 by G. L. Ovendgdence
of its existence having been discovered in 1947 (Wilmott, 2008, 115). Preliminary excavation
took place in 1968confirming that the monument was an amphitheatthenlarger scale
excavations were undertaken in 1970 (Little, 19Bihce this, excavations have been
undertakenthroughout the townwith a published report by H. James (2008hsidering the
long period of excavations between 197893. These did not seem to fexon the
amphitheatre and the report also appears to rely on the findings of Little (19hamount

of material located thoughout Carmarthen anthe related theories of the origin,
developmentandevolution of the town over the Roman occupation are certainly significant
and well researched. The 2003 report by James systematicalyseshe multiple

excavations and provas a useful proposal of the timeline of Carmarthen throughout this
period. However, it must be noted that there is a significant lack of findings relating to
confirmed public buildings other than the amphitheathe.my view theeconstruction of the
amphtheatre by Ludlow (Fig.4.33) is also somewhat problematic in how it presents the

monument architecturallyas shall be discussed throughout section 4.7.2.

While Carmarthen amphitheatre has been excavated, excavations within the settlement itself
are lackim, as due to the moderday layout the town cannot be excavated further. For this
reason, investigations into the proposed location of the forum and basilica cannot be carried
out. Furthermore, precisely dating many of the features and buildings that haate be

identified including the amphitheatre itself is problematic and primarily based upon the
context and comparison to similar settlements rather than archaeological evidence. Even the
initial foundation and emergence of thavitasis questionable and vermuch open to

interpretation. The range of buildings that have been identified according to James (2003)

conform to a typical pattern of shops and
suggests that there is *“ lelf-gotedniegcivitasdudtothe t hat C

identifiable model of urban development (James, 2003¢%R. Whitt | agree with James that
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Carmarthen was aivitascapital, his phrasing here seems to suggest that there was an almost
systematic way in which they weiconstructed. This is especially interesting at Carmarthen
due to a lack of excavated and specifically identified public buildings that one may expect at a
provincialcivitas.The only surviving and confirmed monument at Carmarthen is the
amphitheatre loated 250m northeast of the eastern boundary of the town defences (James,
2003, 18). The forum and basilica have not been located, though they are believed to be
beneath modernday Priory Street. As such, much of thedanceas James points out (28,
16-17)isbased on the street grid in terms of considering the status and seemingly the dating
of the town. One could suggest that the presence of the amphitheatre may be a compelling
argument for the status and system of government of Carmarthg acivitas.Especially since

all of the amphitheatres identified in Britain not related to the military were constructed in
relation tocivitascapitals. This does not however signify a direct connection betwadias
capitals and amphitheatres, but rather than it was in these towns that individuals and groups
were motivated and had the funds to invest in such monuments. The presence of an

amphitheatre in my view is not indicative of a towns formal or governmentalistat

Carmarthen is the most westerly town in Britain, its closest neighbour Caetharis still a

notable distance away (James, 2003, 21). The area is believed to have been the tribal capital of

the Demetaewho occupied Pembrokeshire and most of Carmenishire (Wacher, 1995, 391

2). Prior to the towrbeing establishedhere was a fort constructed in the area possibly as

early the Neronian period, though evidence in relation to this date is insufficient. James has
proposed that t heubtéhatithe establishmentefale tomtbok plaze d

during the conquest of Julius Frontimwbo wasthe governor between A.D.747 (2003, 13).

The fort itself lies to the west of the later town on modern day King Steet and Spilman Steet to

take advantage ahe estuary of the River Tywi aiitdvas occupied no later than A.D.120

(Wacher, 1995). This introduces the issue of the
Carmarthen in relation the possibility ofvacusprior to the civitasas has been the case at

exanples throughout Roman Britain such as at Cirencester. The lack of significant Roman finds

would indicate that it is unlikely that there was/iguslocated on the western side of the fort

prior to the town. Meanwhilesignificant concentradns of Flavian / Trajanic samiesares

have beerfound to the east of the fort within the area of the later town (James, 2003, 15). The

features located to the east at Church Street do not appear to have been paviaisbut

rather a smaller fort annee installation according to James (2003, 16) during thel&gnd

early2"cent uri es. Occupation during that period al ong

provide context for these findings (James, 2003, 16). While these finds may suggest the
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presence of a settl emeptacikre dt Wies edsoeptneetntt € lad
early road over this period would suggest that it cannot be interpretedasus(James, 2003,

16). This proposal by James appears also bas
civitascapitals and thevicithat developed from forg in Britain. Work on those in Wales
specifically reinforces t hweacusasdyhelfori(damesc” r el a
2003, 15). As suckwvhen the garrison is withdrawn from the fothe vicusalsodisappears

(Davies, 1991). In this cas®e would perhaps expect more substantial structural evidence or

even a trace of this from theicushad it existed prior to the town.

Wacher has also noted t hBemetpepsdhe jastification foetlzec e f u |
joint withdrawal of the nlitary from their territory and from more hostile tribes such as the
SiluredWacher, 1995, 398). This is further evidenced by the general recession of military
forces as well as forts throughout Wales through the -faig 2" century (Phipps, 2016, 19).

This may also have an impact on the question of when the town was founded in comparison to
the fort. | do not believe that there wasvacusestablished prior to the town due to the lack of
compelling evidence and as such thieitasdoes not appear to hae evolved from aicuslike

many examples in Britain such as at Cirencetez fort itself was no longer occupied after
A.D.120 and only minor traces such as guaes, pits and gullies remain (Wacher, 1995,-391

2). In comparisn, the datable features in theivitasexcavations of the street gridpecifically
streets 1 and 2 on maain day Priory Streesuggest construction around A.D.130.

Additionally, these excavations would suggest that these streets are contemporary and laid
out at the same time in the earyid 2" century (James, 2003, 48. James rightly highlights
thatthispr ovi des an interesting argument against
road’ down t he Tylentuny fort (Daengs, 20038,v 3).rlf the prapdsed

dates are accurate this cannot be the case due to the abandonment of thbyf@tD.120 at

the latest. It should be noted howevérat both dates are estimates and it is possible that

there was crossover. Even if this was the case or the dates were very close, the main point to
take away here is the division of the fort and emeggiivitasin a physical sense as two

separate entities. The close dates of the abandonment of the fort and construction of the
identified streets at Carmarthen leave the possibility of an overlap in population, but the fort
and surrounding structures weia my view not a premptive settlement to the town itself

such as a&icus.

The specific circumstances for the foundation of tivetasappear somewhat unknowr.
agree with Wilmott (2008, 118) that thecivitaswas not founded until the total desertioof

the fort. It seems probable that individuals or groups from the fort may have assisted in the
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foundation of the town though there is a notable lack of evidence in relation to the military

located within the town itself. This again could be due the Viemited excavation of the

settlement. The only structures identified and dated from the edi\century are a temple

| ocated east of the fort on the north side of
building to the south of it; James (2BX0) has suggested that this may have beemaasioor

a bath house. Unfortunately, there is “insuffi
precisely (James, 2003,-20. The construction of the streets 1 and 2 on the modday

Priory Street site anthe development of the shops and workshops in this area appear closer

to A.D.150 than to A.D.130 and the amphitheatre may have been constructed within this

period as well (James, 2003,-2]) Considerinfigure 4.31, it is possible that street 1 may have

actually led to the amphitheatre as suggested by James (2003) prior to the construction of the
defences. The lack of other datable significant public buildings such as the forum and basilica

at Carmarthen makes dating the amphitheatre contextually diffidnlimy own view, there is

little reason to suggest that the amphitheatre itself was constructed alongside the early streets

t
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Figure 431, Stred lines of Carmarthen with the proposddrt locations and known Roman defence

lines, James, 2003, 17.

If street 1 intentionally led to the amphitheatre prior tbe construction of the defences this

may provide a possible period of construction for the monument. The earliest fortifications
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consisted of turf and clay banks, and the Antonine samiare found in the rampart provides
a probable midate 2% centurydate for construction (Wacher, 1995, 3@). Furthermore,

James has suggested that the first phase of the defences can be seen as the final component of

a stereotypical ordered | ayout providing s
18). Itis worth considering however that the amphitheatre was constructed outside of the

town and the defences, and as such one must question to what extent this idea proposed by
James (2003) is fully applicable to this monument. In this instance, | do nothhinthe

dating of the defences is enough to accurately provide a date for the construction of the
amphitheatre. | agree with Wacher that the available evidence would suggest that the
amphitheatre was constructed in the second quarter of #igcentury (895, 393)

presumably during the same possible period of the laying out of streets 1 and 2.

The context and motivations behind the construction of Carmarthen Amphitheatre are also
difficult to pin down due to the lack of overall excavation of the settlem#rappears at this
stage that the amphitheatre was constructed over the emergence otivieasduring a period
of wurbanisation. This could perhaps be viewe
of amphitheatres in RomanBritish towns. Ashave stressed throughout this project, the
status associated with the monument as well as its practical and religious uses are the main
motivations behind their construction. Specific motivations for the construction of an
amphitheatre over other publicuildings at Carmarthen are difficult to suggest due to the lack
of excavation. As | have noted in previous examples, the construction of amphitheatres in
Britain tend to line up with both the initial development or revitalization of settlements such
as ealy London and Silchester as well as later notable periods of construction such as at
Cirencester. | have yet to identiéyn amphitheatran Britainbeing constructed sporadically in
comparison to the settlement. This in my view is certainly igpple to Carmarthen
amphitheatre. This may be the best explanation of the context and motivations behind the

construction of the amphitheatre due a lack of wider excavation.

The location of Carmarthen as the most westeiljtasin Wales may have beensggnificant

factor in this decision. The position of the settlement within Rofidales as demonstrated by

figure 2.32 shows the relative isolation from ottavitascapitals and auxiliary forts. However,
there are stil |Rommanisedfaresshileea dnsu'mbienr tohfe “sur r ounc
2008, 7). As such, it is possible that tidtasat Carmarthen served as a sort of centre for this
region and communi ty. Tateetheaabhdonmentodthetforts dev el
around A.D.120 may have prided a good opportunity for the construction of the

amphitheatre within the region. However, this does to some extent indicate or make the
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presumption that those behind the construction of the amphitheatrad perhaps the
development of Carmarthemwvere aware of or motivated by the roléat the town would
later takeon as a centre in the region. This is more convincing for the construction of the
amphitheatre specifically if it was constructed even a little bit later than the initial

development of the town itself once it was somewhat established in this role.

@ Cwiascapitals
A FRomanised farmesteads
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Figure432 Roman military installations anédlé5 BRacknani zed’ sett

squares represeiig Auxiliary forts, white squares representing auxiliary forts with unknown
occupation. Carmarthen marked by the red square. Guest, 2008, 7

Considertéons for funding the amphitheatre are based upon the context of the monument
and the town itself within the region during the eartyid 2" century. Essentially how was it

even possible for those within Carmarthen to fund such a lagde project? Two

considerations specificalthat must be addresselere are the possible role of theivitasas a
centre, but also how this can be represented architecturally due to the lack of public buildings
comparable to the amphitheatre. Usually, these structuvéien funded by local groups or
individuals serve as a useful and interesting demonstration of the available funding and

capabilities of those behind these projects. Whil
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basilica has been identified (James, 2008) and it would be highly unusual fociaitasto not
have at least a forunthere can be no real further assumptions made abouwtlier than it
probably existed ands probable location. In this instance, it is worth considering the source
of funding for the defences and the street grid at Carmarthen. As mentioned in relation to the
defences at SilchestgBoon (1974%uggestedhat there was no sign of assisige from the
provincial government. It has been proposed that town defences could be motivated by civic
pride and competition (Millett, 1990) rather than necessity or purely function, akin to public
monuments like the amphitheatre. James (2003, 18) habduarsuggested the construction of
the defences at Carmarthen may have been a *
governing the settlement. If this was the case and with the notable lack of evidence pointing
towards government intervention into thiémited construction projects noted at Carmarthen
and the defences at Silchester, one would assume that the funding for the amphitheatre was
also not through imperial or government channditestreet grid anddefences also

demonstrate the willingness and capability of individuals or grdapsvest architecturally

into the town.

In relation tothe local economy, there is evidence for the production of basic goods and

ironwork though it seems that there is a fgirestricted range of these goods, and they are

not of especially high quality (James, 2003, 22). There have been numerous shops and
workshops identified in the northern part of the town. They may have covered a substantial

area if there was the same density as noted at Priory Street from the excavations in 1969 by
Professor Jones (James, 2003 322perhaps making up the bulk of the @oony at

Carmarthen itself. The closest source of iron ore was around 20km-sastiof the town

though there is little to indicate iron smelting took place within the town itself. As such, this

process must have taken place elsewhere with local smit@ammarthen either transporting

or purchasing iron in “blooms or billets” (J
indicate that smithing took place throughout the lifespan of the town though the range of
artefacts are “ un euvadity @f iroh oailsahdbuilding fadtenirgs. Damesg e ¢
mentions that this demonstrates or argues for fairly heavy local town use of iron in buildings

and everyday tools (James, 2003;32I agree with this based on the evidence from

excavation, while theransportation of these goods especially in terms of the economy of the

town issignificant. Again, the role of Carmarthen may have been as a market centre for the
surrounding area of around 1% miles (James, 2003,-32 iron being just a singlexample.

James comments that the course and fine ware from Carmarthen igreat in quantity or

variety, but rat her describes them as “at t h
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would take this to mean that Carmarthen was tliveaf destination for much of these wares,
with them perhaps having been passed through multiple other places previously through

trading and resale.

Perhaps more importantly, there is evidence of coastal trading possibly with roots earlier in

thelronAgeT hi s “undoubtably intensified” through the F
becoming one of the largest destinations for coastal traders in the Seagh of Wales (James,

2003, 247). James has further commented that the western sides of Carmarthen Batgand i

hi nterl and produced the best evidence for “Romani
26). This would suggest that Carmarthen Bay was used a great deal by the Romans for trade

and may have been one of the primary contributors to the economy andtiwvesdthin the

settlement. If this was the case, it may also explain the origins of the funding for the

amphitheatre and other public buildings as the town developed in the2ffidentury. The

wealth indicated by artefacts and finds does not appear toeHasen centredn or only in the

town itself. The small farmstead at Penycoed just seum#st of the town is the only rural

settlement within 2630 miles where no RomarBritish pottery has been found (James, 2003,

26-7) so it must have been very widespdeaddditionally, a very high proportion of bronze

jewellery and vessels have been found at Coygan Camp around 20krvgesttbf

Carmarthen (James, 2003). The notable evidence of wealth and a somewhat thriving economy

is certainly significant when considieg how the amphitheatre was funded. The lack of

association with a specific military settlement oviauswith the town, no clear evidence of

military intervention and the urban context of the monument would lead me to suggest that

these individuals orrpups within the town itself or the surrounding hinterland were

responsible for funding the construction of the amphitheatre.

The2" century date of construction of the amphitheatre at Carmarthen may also explain why
those behind the project chose to build an amphitheatre rather than other monuments. By this
period amphitheatres appear somewhat established as a RorBaitlish monumentgven in

Wales with military examples at Caerleon and posdibineny-Mur. Additionally, it is entirely
possible for the amphitheatre to have been influenced by other examples throughout the
empire, perhaps even more so due to the role the settlement setarhave taken in coastal

trade. When contemplating why individuals chose to construct an amphitheatre at Carmarthen
the role the town may have taken as a centre for the region in my view could certainly have
been a strong contributing factor to this dein. By this period, the transfer of knowledge in
relation to the construction of amphitheatres may not be so much of an issue as with earlier

examples.



215

In my view, when considering how those within Carmarthen were aware of the amphitheatre
firstly evenas an option to construct and secondly the knowledge in relation to the

monument ' s ,thersasettwo probakile@xplanations. With the close proximity and
perhaps even overlapping time period from the abandonment of the fort and the development
of the town of Carmarthen, it is possible that individuals or groups associated with or actively a
part of the military later inhabited the town. These people may have had prior knowledge in
relation to the construction of amphitheatre especially since the tther examples noted in
Wales at Caerleon, andomeny-Mur, were both military amphitheatres to some extent. This
explanation may be further evidenced in section 4.7.2 when considering the exact architecture
of Carmarthen amphitheatre. It is worth nogjrthat this could also explain how the knowledge
was passed onto the elites of tiemetadf they were responsible for the amphitheatre
Alternatively,the monument may have been constructed, funded and built by individuals
previously associated witllhe military. It may have also been a combination of bgtbups as
these are not mutually exclusiv&his theory does place a lot of emphasis on the possibility of
those previously residing with the fort moving and inhabiting the town aftets

abandonment though this cannot be confirmed and there still seems to be a significant lack of
finds associated with the military at Carmarthen. Outside of this, the other explanation may
rely on the role of Carmarthen as a centre in Wales and the regimportance for coastal

trading. Individuals from surrounding Britain and the empire may have been drawn to
Carmarthen due to these factors perhaps either passing on knowledge of amphitheatre

construction or settling within the region and investing itihe settlement architecturally.
4.8.2 The Architecture of the amphitheatre at Carmarthen:

The Carmarthen Amphitheatre is located around 250m nedht of the eastern boundary of

s defences ( Jame sBritisheeRath@e sucthh &) andohs wi

the town
Amphitheatre, the monument took advantage of a steep hillside. The northern side was built
into the hillside and seems to have been cut
from this area was then later used to construct theibern side of thecavea(James, 2003,

18-20). Despite this seemingly standard preetiit has been suggested by Boon (199a}

the southern side of the amphitheatre did not architecturally correspond to the northern side

of thecavea.Thisi§ urt her demonstrated in Neil Ludl ow’
amphitheatre figure 4.33). The northeroaveais significantly larger, seemingly because it was

built into the hillside which provided support for this part of the structure. It wouldehtaken

extensive revetment” to r ei mdvennpglaeehaditd hol d

matched the northern area in size since there was no evidence suggesting the lowering of the
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interior ground level (James, 2003, 18). Due to, tihis northern side of thecaveaappears to

be significantly largep | aci ng a | ot of emphasis onto that side
area. James (2003, 1Bas thus suggested that Carmarthen should be viewed as a theatre

amphitheatre, Boon further mentioninditat t hi s “was a feature of publ i
northwest” (1990, 398).

On the evidence alone presented by James and Ba®well as having investigated the

example of the theatreamphitheatre at Verulamiumi would not agree that the Carmarthen
Amphitheatre can be classified as suhere is no of evidence for the existence of arena
furniture such as a stage at Carmarthen Amphitheatre. While this could be explained through
possible robbing of such furniture or the erosion of timber over timeretis no mention of
lasting signs such as post holes noted at the stage witigiverulamiumTheatre

Amphitheatre (Wilmott, 2008, 128). The only evidence suggested by James (2003) is the lack
of architectural conformity of the southern and northern sidef thecavea.To me this is not
enough to classify Car maammleint Wangdbringthee at re as a
there are otherin my view more plausible explanations for this. It may be down to choice or
the topography of the landscape. Thapport provided by the hillside in which the northern
caveawas constructed into allows it to be larger while the southern side does not have the
support of a hillsideThis may be due to a lack of materials, funding sh@ps just choice. The
larger northerncaveacouldhave also been related to creating the largest capacity
amphitheatre possible with the funding and capabilities of those behind the construatio

the monument. While it is unconventional there is no rtdesay that the two sides of the
caveamust be identical. The spoil taken from the northeaweaand used to construct the
southern side may have not been enough to build it to the same size. While there are
examples such as at Silchester of spoil bérmyght from elsewhere (Wilmott, 2008), those
behind the project at Carmarthen may not have seen this as neceskanything, this further
emphasi zes the diversity and individuality of the

category.

The monument itské was large, measuring overall 91 x 67m with the arena measuring 50x30m
(Wilmott, 2008, 1155). Wacher notes that the size of the amphitheatre is especially

impressive when considering the probable size of Carmarthen itself. As such it may be the case
that those outside of the town may have been expected to make use of and travel to the
amphitheatre for events. This is one of the main reasons why Wacher has pdipasehe

settlement may have acted as a centre for bemetae(Wacher, 1995, 394). Alongwith the
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evidence in relation to the economy of Carmarthen and its place within the region in terms of
trade, | would agree that this seems probable. The size of the amphitheatre would certainly
support this as wellconsidering the somewhat remote locati of the settlementTheclosest
amphitheatre in Wales was seemingly located at the legionary fortress and settlement at

Caerleon which is a significant distance away.

Figure 433, Nei | Ludlow’”s reconstructi ormseyevVviewtken mar t hen

from the site display panel, James, 2003, 19.

As wellasits impressive size, the measurements of thererasdepicted infigure 4.3
demonstrate thearena shape is very different from those noted at the theamphitheatre
of Verulamium as well as further examples such as at Dervenu®.2). The architecture of

the monument does have some complex features. The arena wall was fronted by a shallow
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channel 350mm wide and 80mm deep which has been interpreted as a drain. Wilmott has
notedthat the topography surrounding the monument and the way in which it was set into
the hillside would require “sophi-B.Béneatht ed”
the road levels of the eastern entrance there was a rubble soakaway drain 1.3mandd

300mm deep, a small pack of boulders was also found beneath the northgeal.5m deep

which ran beneath the eastern end of the southeavea(Wilmott, 2008, 1157). It has been
suggested that the rubble drain was also structural in order tofoeae the artificially

steepened slope and divide tloaveainto acunei(wedge shaped segments) (Wilmott, 2009,
1157). In this instance the topography surrounding the amphitheatre appears to have been
one of the defining factors behints architecture This does raise the question of why this

area was chosen for the amphitheatre. Figure 4.33 demonstrates | think the physical presence
the amphitheatre may have had in relation to the town and landscape in this position on the
hillside beside the main roddto the settlement. This would have been viewed by those

residing within the town or those just travelling through the settlement. This further
demonstrates the engineering and architectural capabilities of those behind the construction
of the amphitheate and in this sense their dedication to its construction. The arena wall and
two entrance passages of the amphitheatre were constructed in masonry while the
revetments for the terraces in the seating banks were made of timber (Wacher, 1995). Wacher
has ale commented that the system used here is very similar to thestloye terrace at
Cirencester Amphitheatre (1995, 392. The nortkeast entrance shows some evidence of use

with three cobbles surfaces all containing Roman pottery within a stone passhgenéde.

While the size of the amphitheatre is certainly impressive, there is little to suggest that it was
directly inspired by the closest legionary example at Caerleon. Wacher (1995) does draw
comparison to Cirencester for the seatjiigough this styé of timber setting has also been

noted at examples through Britain such as at London and Silchester duriftbéstury

period. The main areas that have been highlighted by the available reports on Carmarthen
Amphitheatre note the area chosen and teze of the monument rather than specific
architectural features. While these are significant when considering the status and role of the
settlement, they make considering potential architectural inspirations and comparison outside
of these factors difficll. They do demonstrate to some extent in my view the status of
Carmarthen as well as the potential and capability of those behind the construction of the
amphitheatre. Howeverif seems that a lot of further presumptions have been made by those
investigatng the amphitheatre specifically that are not backed up by the available evidence.

Theproposal that themonumentis a theatreamphitheatre is alearexample of this.

dr ai

na
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Additionally, the depiction of Carmarthen Amphitheatre by N. Ludlow (Fig. 4.33) displays a
stage to the southern side of the arena which there is no evidence for from excavation as |
discussed earlier. While the architecture of Carmarthen Amphitheatregseissive and

unique with the differing heights of the southern and north@awveamuch about the

monument and settlement in general remains unknown.
4 8.3 Conclusions:

It is evident that there is still much we do not know about both Carmarthen aad th
amphitheatre constructed there. In my view, the town does appear to bigitasand not

based upon a previous military settlement likgiaus.While it is probable that there was an
overlap between the abandonment of the fort and the foundation of ttvn, there is a lack

of significant evidence of military association and activity within Carmarthen. The construction
of the amphitheatre in my view is in line with the overall development and urbanisation of the
town during the midlate 2" century afterthe abandonment of the fort nearby. Those behind
the construction of Carmarthen Amphitheatre do not appear to have had any connection to
the military directly or the imperial government. The monument was seeminglyefdiadd
constructed as an investmenttd the town itself. This is demonstrated most plainly by the
position of the monument on the main road through Carmarthggufes 4.31 and 4.33). In
terms of the funding for the amphitheatre, the role taken by Carmarthen in coastal trade and
as a marketentre for the hinterland surrounding the town giva solid explanation as to

where the wealth was most likely generated. It is evident that those within the town had
adequate resources and knowledge to put into this monunsend this isalso demonstrated

by the amphitheatre’s size and architecture.

The development of Carmarthen Amphitheatre during this later period could be considered to

some extent in a standard’ fashion when con
town itself grew and developed. The monument however is impressivenmstef both size

and the architecture employed in relation to the surrounding topography and how it was
constructed into the hillside. Furthermore, the notable difference in size of the southern and
northern caveais interesting. While it is possible, | wdwnot propose that this was due to the

intended purpose of the monument, but rather may have been désvsimplychoice given

the surroundingtopography or even limiting factors in the planning and building of the

monument. Again, this further reinforces that there are sei rules or forms for the

construction of these monuments. The uses of the amphitheatre at Carmarthen are difficult to

pin down specifically due to limited excavation and finds specifically in relation to the
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monument. However, the monument would clearly be capable of hosting very-taa@e
events and the towns role as a centre for the region as well as it being someigbédted in
the far west would suggest that amphitheatre could have acted as the principal location for

events and religious festivals.

4.9: Richborough Amphitheatre

4.9.1 Context, Construction and Funding:

The Richborough Amphitheatre was first metil by Stukeleyl776) Though the monument

was originally excavated by Rolfe in 1848, the ob
1999). More recently, in 2001 a series of geophysical surveys were undertaken focused around
the Richborough Amphitheatre which have broughbabfurther insight into the form and
architecture of the amphitheatre; however, much is still not known due to a lack of more

recent physical excavatioihere are at the time of writing ongaj excavations being carried

out at Richborough as noted in TRaiardian (Sherwood, 202The amphitheatréhas been

included in these current excavations as shall be demonstrated in section 4.8.2. | am hopeful
that this current work will reveal more about the monument specifically. The settlement as a
whole at Richbmugh has been subject to a significant amount of academic interest, resulting

in the development of the settlement and even its potential role inithesion of A.D.43

being widely investigated and published on. Wimii@rmation relating to the amphitn@t r e * s
architecture and a definitive date of construction are lacking, the context of the montise

still significant and debate surrounding the settleméngill ongoing.

Roman occupation of the settlement at Richborough seems to have been somewtsstent

throughout the period of Roman rule in Britain from the rificentury to the lated™ century

(Cunliffe, 1968). Excavations show that there was little trace eRm@an occupation though

there are finds that *“ bnselayNeolithictamddBwrze dgepegpless si bl e oc
(Cunliffe, 1968, 231). During the Roman occupation of the site, the settlement at Richborough

went through multiple phases both in a physical sense with large scale charihes

architecture and landscape of theea, but along with thesthere were also notable

modifications in the intended use of the area and occupying groups within the site.

Understandably, this makes the dating of the amphitheatre and deeper questions into its

construction and funding difficuto discern. Exact dating evidence is nominal, and my own
estimations of the amphitheatre’s date shall rely
context of the monument. This may also call into question the category of the amphitheatre,

primarily depeaxding upon which groups it was funded and constructed by.
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Richboroughmuch like the example at Dorchester appears to have had its origins as a Claudian
military camp and continued to be used primarily as a supply base until around A.D.85 (Fig.
4.34) (Cunliffe, 1968, 232). This early Claudian camp seems to have playethaoriant role

in the landings of the Roman forces related to the initial invasion of Britain in A.D.43. It is
“unl i kely” that Richborough was the sole | an
notable locations that would also be advantageous ingdheounding area, including Dover,

Reculver and Lympne (Todd, 2004;46However, Todd does mention that there is a notable

lack of evidence of use by the Claudian army at these locations and suggests that the main
landing at Richborough was probablypgported by subsidiary landings at ed&tnt (Todd,

2004, 467). Alternatively, the landings of the Claudian forces may have occurred in west

Sussex though this is based upon sl ender ev
(Hind, 1989). Wachefl995, 88) has noted that Richborough may have been the main supply

depot due to its lasting use until A.D,&specially when considering the shdisted depot at

London perhaps having more strategic importance due to its location. There is no evidence to
suggest that the amphitheatre was constructed during flfigentury period at Richborough

prior to the foundation of the town. This may Ilh@rther unlikely due to the role of the

settlement primarily as supplydepot.

The urbanisatiomnd formationof the town may have begun as early as the [Eteentury.

This is based on evidence of the roads being reconstructed and some metalled with a period of
construction between A.D.8590 (Cunliffe 1968, 23740). Additionally, the first masonry

buildings appear to have been constructed during the [Eteentury; an example studied by
Cunliffeincluded a smallheatedbath, a room withopus signinunfloor and painted wall

plaster Cunliffe 1968).This does seem surprisingly complex in form anditgcture for this

late 15 century date, a sentiment that Cunliffe also notes when considering the abnormal plan

of the building compared to others of the same period (1968,-288).The growth of the

settlement between A.D.50 and A.D.100 accordin@toliffe provides a picture of general
commer cial development with the chleadoft ructi on
Watling Street perhaps considered the gateway to Britain (Cunliffe, 19684 P23& is worth

noting that what Cunliffe referstothtog hout hi s i nvestigation as
my view appears to be the triumphal arch mar
invasion of Britain. This may have also been constructed to mark the foundation of the town.
During this period inhe late1% century there is also evidence for the destruction of the store
buildings as shown ifigure 4.35marked as burnt timber buildings (Cunliffe, 1968).

Additionally, Cunliffe suggests that there was an influx of industry to the settlement in the
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form of artisans and traders” attracted to the d

“thriving channel -Dort” (Cunliffe, 1968, 240

| RICHBOROUGH CASTLE

THE CLAUDIAN SUPPLY BASE

Figure 434, plan of the early Claudian supply base at Richborough, Cunliffe, 1968, 239.

This urban period of the town appears to have continued through?tBeentury and into the

mid-3" century. Cunliffe has noted that this period shows the growth of the settleraadt

even shows it “fl our 2%dniuy @unlifie, 1968, M48). Thisishedt hal f of
demonstrated by the urbanisation and physical development of the town during this period. In

insula IVat Site Il the first masonry building was reqgd by a larger example, while the

disappearance of the floors would suggest they were made of timber. The building according

to Cunliffe bears notable resemblance to its predecessor but also interestintlg mansio

excavated at Silchester (1968, 22)1 The date of construction is thought to have been during

the thriving early mie2" century period. During this time the shops to the soetist corner

of insula were also entirely replaced in masonry (Cunliffe, 19683242 seems apparent
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that the period between the latd st and mid2" centurywas one of largecale urbanisation

and overall development of the town of Richborough from its origins as a military base with

clear evidence of masonry work.

- RICHBOROUCGH CASTLE

| THE LATE FLAVIAN FERIOD
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Figure 435, Rchborough in the late Flavian Period perhaps during the initial transformation of the

settlement into a town, Cunliffe, 1968, 243

This introduces the possibility of the amphitheatre being constructed during this period also.

Contextually one may presumedhmonument was constructed alongside the apparent

expansion of the town itself. This would certainly make the amphitheatre in line with various
other RomaneBritish examples | have investigated throughout this project. This possibility

that the amphitheate was built in either the latés or early mid2" centuries is entirely based

upon assumption due to the urbanisation taking place within the town itself and not

supported by any evidence from the amphitheatre specifically. When considering the

monumenti t sel f | Cunli ffe has

proposed

t hat

3" century structures upon the hill where it waenstructed (1968, 248). This may be

highlighted further in sectiod.8.2.though at this stage | agree with Cunlif€@onsidering

t

he
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material evidence, théinds includel9 late3™ century and 13#" century coins ranging up to
ArcadiugCunliffe, 1968, 248). While these finds may contribute to the proposedtate
centuryconst ucti on date, they only do so alongside Cunl

convincing architectural evidence.

The archaeological and artefactual evidence would suggest a notable decline after the middle
of the 2" century at Richborough. This lndes a lack of building evidence as well as the roads
and structures falling into disuse, while there w
pottery (Cunliffe, 1968, 243). The cause of this decline may have been the establishment of
other towns aml connections further inland causing a significant decrease in the importance of
Richborough in the trade and economy of the continent. This is further marked by the town
physically. By this period many other towns had been enclosed by banks and deféneestw
Richborough Cunliffe notebat the Antonine burial grounds was spreading almost up to the
doors of the houses (1968, 2483. In this instance, it appears that Richborough essentially
overran its period of usefulness as a major trading settleme®ritain, especially with the

growth of others such as London with direct access from the Thames inland. This is also
marked through the lack of identified public buildings such as a forum at Richborough that has
yet to be located. The evidence pointsRichborough essentially being a smaller market town
over this period withts growth and expansion halted by the nféf century. As such | would
propose that it is especially unlikely that the amphitheatre would have been constructed over

this period.

Archaeological evidence suggests that during3feentury the site was reformed back into a
prominent military settlement. An area of 1.1 acr
enclosed by three ditches and a rampart essentially converting it into a sigfepost

(Cunliffe, 1968, 244). Wilmott confirms this also, noting that in the 38teentury the

triumphal arch was first fortified and then demolished later on during this period (2008, 119
120). Little evidence from this period survives from withie earth fort in terms of buildings

and further construction work. Under Carausius (A.D-28pthe earth fort was dismantled,

and a larger stone fort was constructed, the area of enclosure now around 6 acres (Cunliffe,
1968, 2456) (Fig. 4.36). This isdlperiod Wilmott (2008) refers to in relation to the

demolishing of the arch for the construction of this larger stone fort. The construction of this
stone fort also demonstrates the capability and availability of resources in relation to masonry
work at the settlement perhaps related to the construction of the amphitheatre. While

Cunliffe notes that i3fcertusy sttuctures Wwithictbelfart”inthteo r ecogni s
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north-east corner on site lll the remains of a small bath block have beatifidd as depicted

in figure 4.36 (Cunliffe, 1968, 247).

RICHBOROUGH CASTLE

THE FOURTH CENTURY
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Figure 436, Richborough @ century fort complex after the lat8™ century reconstruction in masonry

Cunliffe, 1968, 248.
If the amphitheatre was constructed during this |&&century period, either alongside the

earlier earth fort or the later masonry fort this calls into question the classification of the
monument. If the monument was constructed during this later periwtlich seems probable,

it may very well be classified as a military amphitheatre, funded, planned and built by the
legionaries who occupied the fort complex during 8fecentury. The 8 century was a

turbulent time in Britain as the Gallic empire sffadm the central governmeniSouthern

notes that a few years prior to A.D.260 during his reign Gallienus had withdrawn two legions in
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Britain with Augusta Il moving from Caerleon to Richborough around A.D.276 due to a lack of
space at Caerleor&guthern, 2004, 394). This assists in explaining the transformation of the
settlement at Richborough into at first an earthen fort, and then a masonry fortress. If these
dates are correct, the earthen period of the fort complex only seems to have lastadcd®

-17 years considering Cunliffe’s proposed dates f
lack of notable internal buildings and construction work during the period of the earthen fort
would lead me to suggest that the amphitheatre was moreljiko have beemot constructed
during this period. Additionally, the construction of the amphitheatre in masonry may
demonstrate a connection to the slightly later masonry fort complex. It has been noted by the
excavators that the masonry work of the ahitheatre is exactly like thaif the walls of the

Saxon masonry fort, suggesting the two may have been contemporary (Wilmott, 2008, 121).
While it is possible that this amphitheatre at Richborough was constructed as an individual
project, it is worth casidering the wider context of the settlement and general lasgale

projects of building and renovation. In this instance, the context and the architecture of the
amphitheatre are more suggestive that the monument may have been constructed alongside
the masonry Saxon fort in the latéf century. While the coins that were located and noted by
Cunliffe (1968) on their own are not especially convincing, they do add to this theory providing

possible proof of use or construction during this period.

If thiswas the case, the monument would certainly be considered a military amphitheatre. As
such, when considering the groups or individuals one may suggest or assume that it was
funded and planned in a similar way to other examples connected to legionary dctisas at
Caerleon and Chester. It seems evident that the monument at Richborough despite being of
masonry construction is not as architecturally complex as the examples at Caerleon and
Chester. | have stressed throughout this project the individualithede amphitheatres. As
noted, Chester and Caerleon amphitheatres despite both being magnificent architecturally
were not identical in planning or form. There is no reason to assume that Richbcsbagh

be of the same standard architecturally in thistemce. Furthermore, as shall be discussed
later, the lack of significant excavation of the Richborough Amphitheatre compared to other
legionary examples in Britain has a significant impact on this issue. In my view, it is most
probable that the amphitheae was constructed during this la8¥ century period at
Richborough, perhaps at the same time as the reconstruction of the fort itself in masonry and
the destruction of the triumphal arch. In this case, despite not being in the same location, the
amphitheatre may have been a replacement monument of sorts. Wilmott has proposed that

the position of the amphitheatre due to it not taking advantage of the flank of the hill as one
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might expect, must have been constructed to be purposefully visible from aicagnif

distance (Wilmott, 2008, 121). He continues that if the monument was built at the same time
as the Saxon Shore fort as | have suggested, it may have been intended to replace the
monumental arch as a visible seamark to aid navigation (Wilmott, 2@13, This seems very
much a possibility, though the precise position of the amphitheatre in relation to the shore

during this period does not appear to have been noted.

In terms of motivations for constructing the amphitheatre, the role of the monumerat as
possible seamark arasa replacement for the previous triumphal arch is certainly significant.
Additionally, one may suggest that the role of Richborough in the original invasion of Britain
may have been a factor to some extent. It does seem evidenthizaexistence of the

triumphal arch up until this point remained an architectural reminder of this fact. With its
destruction, the amphitheatre may have taken its place in this way also, as a physicaleemind
of the significance of Richborough duringttf' century invasion. Outside of this, the
motivations for the construction may have been somewhat comparable to those at other
legionary amphitheatres located in Britain. However, it is still worth considering the fact that
the legionary amphitheatrest&Caerleon and Chester were perhaps construdtea centuries

prior to the example at Richborough. | would suggest that it is highly likely that the functional
nature of the monument as an amphitheatre specifically must have kbeesideredvhen
considerig why it was constructed. If it was simply a replacement for the triumphal arch in a
symbolic sense and to be used as a seamark, there is no reason for an amphitheatre
specifically to have been constructed, since those behind the project could have teghlora
replaced the arch if needed. In this instance, the choice of constructing the amphitheatre
rather than other monuments must have been deliberate and at least somewhat based upon
the227 potential use of such a monument. This may be due to the link noted earlier in relation

to Caerleon and Chester amphitheatres between these types of monuments and the military.
4.9.2 The Architecture of the amphitheatre Richborough

The original excavation ¢fie amphitheatre by Rolfe in 1848 appears to have misinterpreted
the size of the monument massively. The excavation seems to have mistaken the limits of the
arena wall for being the limits of the entire structure (Wilmott, 2008, 121). As such, the
originalplan published in 1849 shows stark differences from the more recent plan offered by
the geophysical survey in 2001 (Fig. 4.37). However, observations made in the much earlier
excavations datill have value as noted by Wilmott (2008) in relation to theddfic features of

the monument such as entrances, thickness of the walls and the types of materials used. One
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thing that is especially notable in relation to the form and planning of the amphitheatre is the
size that was correctly revaluated during thenays in 2001. The resistivity survey shows that

the arena measured 62 x 50m and was constructed as an oval (Wilmott, 2008, 120). This arena
was one of the largest in Britain, even in comparison to the earlier legionary amphitheatres at
Caerleon and Chegteneasuring 56.08 x 41.6m (Wilmott, 2008, 144) and 57.9 x 48.7m

(Wilmott, 2008, 137). One of the reasons for this may have also been the role Richborough
Amphitheatre could have taken as a navigation aid and seamark, since one would assume a
larger structwe would be easier to see and make out from a distance. Additionally, the size of
Richborough may also have been a factor, especially when comparing the amphitheatre to that
at Caerleon. ASouthernnoted one of the possible reasons for moving thédego

Richborough may have been due to a lack of space at CaeBeaithern 2004, 394). If this

was the case, one could understand why a larger amphitheatre may have been constructed at
Richborough to compensate for this issue. Furthermore, thaustaf the amphitheatre

specifically may have been affected by its possible role as a replacement for the triumphal
arch. Perhapdf this was the case, one could expect complex architecture and decoration as

noted at the amphitheatres of Caerleon and Cleest

Ongoing excavations at Richborough may provide further insight into the decoration of the

monument specifically with very impressive and significant resBlsior properties historian

at English HeritagPattison has noted the discovery of the renithg of the inside wall that

faced into the arena which as then plastered with traces of paint on the arena wall (Sherwood,

2021). The excavators have suggested there may have been series of painted rectangular

panels with horizontal lines inred, yelloww,]| ack and bl ue. These may have ¢
scenes” perhaps representing events within the am
the case, it would be especially significant with no other examples of this type of decoration

having beendentified at any other amphitheatres in Britain and only-120 example$ound

throughout the Roman empire (Sherwood, 2021). It would certainly elevate the status of the

monument at Richborough and further indicate the individuality of the amphitheatre and the

choices made during its construction. Howewiis is still very much theoretidaPattison

from English Heritage has stated “we don’t have d

fragment” of the wall ( Sh ery hwgetwldn,my @vd 2elv) t hough t he

The monument seems to have had two entrances, with one on each end of the long axis.
Again, when compared to the other legionary amphitheatres in Britain, especially Caerleon
Amphitheatre being constructed with a total of eighiteances (Wilmott, 2008}his seems

like a far simpler design. However, Wilmott has further noted on each side of the short axes
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there are | arge “almost <circular anomali es
been no convincing explanation posfei exactly what these are, though Wilmot that
suggested that theprlkeeseteedr aautiedriehyrwawakle
collapsed entrances, perhaps including the tribunals (Wilmott, 2008, 120). It does seem

probable that these may habeen entrances; the survey suggests that they were more

deeply founded than the walls of treaveaand therefore it can be assumed that they

represent significant structures (Wilmott, 2008, 120). If this was the case, then Richborough
Amphitheatre wouldchave had four entrances, bringing it more inline in this specific area of
architecture with the legionary example at Chester. However, the precise nature of these
entrances such as how tlraveawas accesseis still to be unknown. It does appear that the

two main broad entrances on the long axes would have led into the arena directly. This can be
made out to some extent ifigure 4.37 from the resistivity survey in 2001. There are features

that one might expectataa mp hi t heatre by this period ‘" mis:
a lack of excavation such as arena recesAgain, this may just be another sign of the

individuality of the architecture of these amphitheatres, there are by no meagsules that

would force those behind the construction and planning of the monument to add these

features. Recent ongoing excavations have uncovered what has been ideasiféedrceror

“cel |l ™ wi {Sherwaod 202t} owevsr, the article does not identify where exactly

this was located within the monument at this stage. Somewhat regardless, if correctly

identified thecarcerwould have likely been used to hold ardls or people before or for

events.

Vi
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Figure 437, image taken from the 2001 resistivity survey of Richborafigtphitheatre depicting the
form of the monument and the entrances on the long axes, Martin, 2001.
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The arena itself was hollowed out to a depth of 1 meter, and the spoil was then used to form
the banks of thecavea(Wilmott, 2008, 121). Due to the commase of this technique

throughout Britain, it is hardly suprising that it has been identifieRi@ahborough

Amphitheatre. It may be notable that this technique remained consistent from the first
amphtiheatres constructed in Britain from the rdléf century to the possibly latest example at
Richborough in the lat8 century. This shall be discussed further in the conclusion of this
chapter. However Richborough does serve as the probable latest example of this technique
used in Britain that has been idefitid. Overall the architecture of Richborougmphitheatre

from what can be identified appears suprisingly basic in construction. Again this is especially
notable when considering the other legionary constructed examples at Caerleon and Chester.
Thishighightsthe individual nature of these monuments architecturally though one would
expect by this later perigdis well as the probable source aifnstruction the form of this
amphitheatre if it was simplistic was primarily down to choice anlihaiting factors such as
budget andavailableresources. The similarities drawn between the amphitheatre walls and

the walls of the Saxon shore fort noted by Wilm¢008, 121) and Cunliffe (1968, 248y

explain thisas one may assume that the fortét§took priority in terms of allocation of

resources due to its functional nature. However, if the amphitheatre itself was used as an
important seamark this may have not been the case either. Cunliffe has proposed that the
monument may have had only a sheerm of use. This is primarily based on the an inhumed
body with a coin of Constans found over the western entrance suggesting that the building had
gone out of use around this time, with the later cofnsind throughout the site werealso

perhaps the esult of rubbish tipping (Cunliffe, 1968, 248). If this was the case, the monument
may have even been constructed as to some extent
as | suggested was the case at Dorchester. However, one would also think tianidththe

case it is more probable that such a monument would have been constructed from a material
easier to dismantle such as timbas was the case at Dorchester Amphitheabege to the

current excavations being ongoing, there is probably still madbe discovered in relation to

the architecture, decoration and use of the amphitheatre at Richborough. At this stage, the
amphitheatre is still unique architecturally and displays the continuation of certain
construction and architectural techniques fragmen the earliest RomaRBritish amphitheatres

such as Dorchester and legionary examples at Caerleon and Chester.
4.9.3 Conclusions:

It appears most probable that the amphitheatre at Richborowgis constructed during the

late 3" century perhaps in conjunction with the masonry rebuilding of the fort complex. The
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physical evidence for this is lacking, only demonstrated by the coins identified (Cunliffe, 1968,
248) and the similarities in the masy work of both the amphitheatre and the fort (Wilmott,
2008). The wider context within the settlement and surrounding area is also an important
factor. The probable transfer of the legion to Richborough from Caerleon around A.D.276
(Southern 2004, 34) would explain how those inhabiting the settlement at Richborough had
the capability and funding to construct an amphitheatre. Additionally, the concept of the
monument being a replacement for the triumphal arch that was deconstructed around this
periodboth in a symbolic sense and a pragmatic one as a new seamark would go some way to
explain their motivations behind the amphith
discussed at lengthihesefactorsdo not explain why the choice was made to constract
amphitheatre specifically over other potential monuments such as a replacement for the arch.
In this instance, one must assume that the choice to construct the amphitheatre was at least in
part due to the potential function and use of the monument, tighuwithout further

excavation this is difficult to determine.

The amphitheatre itself | would categorise as a military amphitheatre due to the probable
dating and legionary construction. Though another very significant aspect of Richborough
Amphitheatre § the very late date of construction itself. In this sense, it is tempting to view the
monument almost in an isolationary way, having been constructed around a century after the
previous legionary and urban examples in Britain. However, it also to sormet serves to
demonstrate some architectural continuity, with construction techniques noted at practically
every RomandBritish examples as far back as the very first amphitheatre at Dorchester.
However, | do not believe it was directly influenced by atimepexamples in Britain as | have
speculated with other RomanBritish amphitheatres especially those constructed within the

15t century. One would expect by this later period amphitheatres were somewhat common
knowledge and well established, especiallyan considering the legionary context at
Richborough. The current excavations are very thoygybtoking, especially with the prospect

of detailed and unique decorations outlined by Pattison (Sherwood, 2021). However, the work

is still ongoing and at thistage does not appear conclusive.

4.10: Late RomaneBritish Amphitheatres in use

Much of what was discussed in section 3.8 in relation to the uses of early ReBnidish
amphitheatres remains applicabl e t mughootose |
this chapter. Despite reconstruction and mostly masonry constructions of these amphitheatres
the direct evidence of events is still significantly lacking. Due to this, when considering

structural or architectural evidence, in many cases it is meadistic to suggest events that
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these monuments would or would not have been capable of hosting. This may be exemplified
through architectural features such as the width of the entrance passages of an amphitheatre,
making it either possible or impossildftar certain animals or even people to access the arena
through certain entrances. The use of masonry as well as the period of construction are the
main areas in which these later amphitheatres differ from those considered in the previous
chapter. Howeverin some cases the redesigning of these monuments and the apparent
emphasis on certain architectural features may indicate that firstly the intent was there to
make use of these monuments but also further intentions of modifying and building the

amphitheates with specific events in mind.

A primary further consideration here is the culture surrounding these amphitheatres during

this later period within Roman Britain. It was noted in the previous chapter that some

amphitheatres, especially those constructeyland in conjunction with the military

settlements in Britainimay be considered a further representat:i
the events within them may have been an extension of this. However, by this later period, this

is certainly more debatabl | have argued throughout this chapter that amphitheatres and

therefore their uses may have been established throughout Britain since the original

introduction of the Roman administration. The freedom granted to those behind their

construction and use @ecially over generations in my view would have most probably

di storted the original Roman association with b

debatable due to the individual context of these amphitheatres to what extent they would

have beerviewed by the those within Romar®r i t i sh t owns as Ro man at al
not think it would be logical to suggest that the uses of these amphitheatres would have been

strictly thosethat we often associate with traditionally Roman culture, sinoe ithonuments

themselves, the settlements associated with them and possibly the population that both

hosted and attended events within them during this period have evolved far beyond this

concept. This further illustrates | think the theoretical progress enfrdm the original concept

of ‘“Romanisation’. While this may stil]l be applic
Caerleon and Chester, the Roman militeayinotbe considered a cultural monolith. They are

also not immune to the cultural change amdlividuality noted at other RomanBritish

settlements. By this later date due to the now leestablished Roman8ritish administration

the requirement for amphitheatres to be used for military purposes including training may no

longer be necessary.
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4.10.1 Possible uses of the Cirencester Amphitheatre:

The consistent maintenance and attention paid to Cirencester Amphitheatre would suggest
that it saw a notable amount of use. An issue somewhat specific to Cirencester, so far in Britain
at least, is theresence of the theatre as well as the amphitheatre. As | discussed, we cannot
tell if both monuments were in use during the same period, although the nature of the
settlement and general evolution intocvitaswould suggest that they were at some stage.

One would assume that these were used to host different events and perhaps even increased
the frequency of overall events and festivals due to more available space but also an increase
in incentive and competitio at Cirencester. Furthermore, the military presence at the

settlement did not cease when it becameigitaseither as | explained earlier in section 4.2.
However, this evidence does not appear to be explicitly related to the amphitheatre, which

makes cosidering specific events difficult.

Due to the lack of specific evidence, the main aspects | have considered which may relate to

what events took place are architectural aspects of the amphitheatre itself. Many of these do

not specify what events did tak@ace, rather giving us an idea of what was possible or not

possible due to the architectural limitations. For example, the height of the walls commented

on by Wilmottaswor ryi ngly | ow” (2008, pérAaps)itherewdeee f ur t |
coping sbnes with arena wall top railings set into them as at London, Chester and Caerleon
(Wilmott, 2008, 113). This would certainly increase the possibility of beast fighting or baiting
events. Wilmott commented also when investigating Tremeny-Mur Amphitheate that

“one cannot imagine” that wild beasts coul d
the height of the walls and the size of the banks. Cirencester certainly was not limited by the
size of the banks, though the height of the arena walls e been an issue when hosting

events involing more exotic beasts.

A feature that requires further specific attention is the addition of the two side chambers
constructed either side of the entrance passages during the third phase of the monument.
When these were constructed at Cirencester Amphitheatre the main comparison in Britain was
the chamber accessed within the centre short axis entrance at the military amphitheatre of
Caerleon (see section 4.2). However, this was noticeably more architectoaiplex than

those at Cirencester; the chamber at Caerleon was brick faced and-bauiged. Further

notable examples seem to have emerged later, notably at London after the masonry rebuild of
the amphitheatre that shall be covered in the next sectibhe example at Caerleon has been

theorised to have acted as a begstn carce) (Wilmott, 2008, 102) and this could certainly
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also be the case at Cirencester. The size of the seash chamber 2.4m long and 2.1m wide
(Wilmott, 2008) would suggest thatéould have held certaianimals. Due to the earlier
evidencethat | havecited for the cavalry garrison in Cirencester during this pecdoé could
suggest that these side chambers were used to store horses for events. The average height of a
horse during this period is around 1.36m (Albaredizal., 2008, 1839). Atiough we do not

have the height of the side chambetise arena wall maximum height was believed to have
around 1.8m (Wilmott, 2008, 112) meaning the entrance and height of thdesichambers

may have been able to accommodate these anintdésvever, he length of the chamber

would certainly not sufficient to contain even one horse at least comfortably. The size of the
chamber wouldalsodiscount larger animals such as bears. Mostaible, though lacking

direct evidencewould be thehousingsmaller animals such as dogs used in baiting events as
suggested aTomeny-Mur by Wilmott (Wilmott, 2008, 155). The fact that the chambers
opened into the arena would suggest that they coulddnaeen involved in certain events
despite their ostensibly smaller size. Furthermore, as suggested by Holbrook thevesth
chamber may have had a timber door or drop gate (Holbyd®©8, 1634). They may have

been used specifically to hold peogtea gladiatorial events or even executions.
4.10.2 Possible uses of the London Amphitheatre:

The more general proposals outlined in the previous chapter relating to the possible events

which may have taken place within the fiesnphitheatre are still applicable to London during

this period. Though the settlement has evidentially changed and thus the possible events

which took place may have also evolved, one cannot suggest that this would also prevent

events which possibly toodpace within the earlier timber phase |
unique status and prominence may very well be represented within the events which took

place at the amphitheatre as well as through the monument architecturally. Perhaps the

settlementsnewsat us and Hadrian’'s visit |l ed to higher ex
Direct evidence in relation to the events within the amphitheatre depicted through material

culture have also been discovered at Londérgood example of this is the Samian pojter

vessels located at the Romai@eltic shrine to the soutkast of the masonry amphitheatre at

54-66 Gresham Street as referenced in section 4.3. The wares depicted scenes of gladiatorial

combat, Hingley proposing they may show the popularity of these tevarni_ondon (Hingley,

2018, 1278). If this was indeed a shrine, this also contributes heavily to the amphitheatre

having a connection to religious and ritual practices. The introduction of these wares and

artwork into material culture may impactthepopuat i ons’' tastes and demand f

events and games. This is not enough to be seen as direct evidence of specific events taking



235

place within the arena, though one could suggest that the amphitheatre at London was used
for religious festivalsandevet as | proposed during the amph
phase. Furthermore, due to the huge immigrant and merchant population material culture

may simply be imported wares and not a direct reflection of the events in London.

While the construction of th€ripplegate Fort may be relevant to the uses of the

amphitheatre, i is not possible to firmly suggest that the military stationed at the fort were
involved in the events within the monument due to a lack of direct evidence. Perhaps more
probable was the se of animals in events at the Londdmphitheatre during this period.
Architecturally, this phase of London’s amph
timber iteration. As mentioned in section 4.2 tele chambers (carceres) either side ofthe
entrance specifically the southern chamber possibly equipped witkrdéically sliding timber
trapdoor (Bateman, 1997, 58). It could be suggested that this was used to safely hold animals
before they were released into the arena for events. Additiynahe possibility of the coping
stones located around the inner arena wall being used to support netting (Bateman, 1997, 56)
would be indicative of the use of animals in events such as beast fighting or perhaps sacrifices.
Further proof has beenfoundi L ondon’ s itsethwiththetdibta rumearus of a

brown bear Ursus arctog found in contemporary layers behind the arena wBhteman,

2011, 58). However, again this does not signify a specific event having taken place, rather
opening up furthe possibilities relating to the use of animals within the arena. The primary
features to take note of when considering the uses of the masonry rebuild of the London
Amphitheatre are certainly the coping stones and tdaeceres The inclusion of these gives the
impression that the masonry reconstruction of the London Amphitheatre was done with

certain events (probably involving animals) in mind throughout the planning and construction
of the monument. In this case, the new amibld@atre at London is certainly a reflection of the
culture and ‘tastes’ of those behind its con
amphitheatres were also open to the wider population of London, to some extent this could be
extrapolated to represent th general preferences of the people during this period. The best
evidence we have relating to this phase of the London Amphitheatre points primarily towards

the use of animals in events.
4.10.3 Possible uses of the VerulamitliheatreAmphitheatre:

The brm and architecture ofhe VerulamiumTheatreAmphitheatre, specifically the inclusion
of the stage would provide a very wide variety of what the space could be used for. The focus

seeming more on the arena than the stage itself in the first phase ahémtre-amphitheatre
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meant that the arena could be used for more traditional events if needed sustuasraor

animal baiting. Despite the impeded view of the stage for those in the reatitern side of

the building (Wilmott, 2008, 12B6) during themonume n first ghase of construction, the

stage | would propose, would still have been the focus for some events and displays. The
popularity of these events probably inspired the shift in focus towards the stage in the second

phase oftheampht heatre’ s construction.

During the first phase of the amphitheatre there is also a notable piece of arena furniture, a
cross shaped slot with arms 4.05m long and 457mm wide. In the centre there was a deeper
section that seems ftor et ipmoevri sh aosne fplratae ™ cwiutch a
(Wilmott, 2008, 124). It has further been suggested that this baseplate was pegged down,
indicating it may have been a maypole, gibbet or a post to which beasts could be chained
(Kenyon, 1935, 218). There was aashg supply of animals at Verulamium with a substantial
concentration of animal bones having been found. However, these are on the most part
associated with thenacellumgenerally associated with a meat market (Niblett, 2001, 77).

There are no significarfindings within the amphitheatre complex itself that may suggest

specific types of animals were used within the arena either for sacrifice or beast baiting events.
Nonetheless, this interpretation of the base plate constructed into arena during the fiestep

of the theatre-amphitheatre at Verulamium does seem probable. Wilmott has further
commented that the arena is somewhat small with a diameter of 24.34m (Wilmott, 2008);

from my own calculations giving the arena an area of around 465 Buen the onlpther

near circular arena at Silchester, constructed around a century prior, was significantly larger
than this despite being on the smaller side when compared to the majority of RoBatich
amphitheatres. This would have certainly influenced which &s/erere possible at

Verulamium. The limiting factors in relation to the extravagance and scale of events within the
arena, may have been a contributing element towards the popularity of events and
performances focused on théanphitteasrg. Assachthismay heatr e’ a
have been one of the reasons for the architectural changes so soon after the proposed
construction date of the original monument; those who used the amphitheiag have

realisedthat it served far better as éneatre due to its size.

Another issue to consider when contemplating the possible uses for the thaaighitheatre

is its location. On the most part amphitheatres throughout Britain are placed outside the city
defences, though this is not the case at Verulamium. Significah#ye is the large temple
constructed very close to the amphitheatre in Insula XVI. This may suggest that the

amphitheatre was also a place for religious gatherings, similar to the example at London and
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the theatre at Gosbecktelgious aignifitanceof tiertheatrei®e d e ar
not specifically translated through the architecture of tieatre-amphitheatre at

Verulamium or the finds at the site, though this was also an issue at London. Nevertheless, |
would suggest the context of both maments are highly suggestive of them having a role in
religious gatherings and festivals. The VerulamitmeatreAmphitheatre and temple were

further connected to the complex on Folly Lane over the river by a road. This was seemingly
another place of religus importance and the site of a mid' century royal burial. Niblett has
proposed that at some point around the lat& century a large RomarGeltic temple had

been constructed on the site of the funeral pyre (Niblett, 2001, 111). It has further been

suggested that this road linking the complex at Folly Lane to the amphitheatre and temple on

the other side of the rivemay have acted as a sort of processional way.
4.10.4 Possible uses of the Caerleon Amphitheatre:

The significant structural alterations over
initial construction are certainly useful when consideringahhevents the Caerleon

Amphitheatre was capable of and possibly built to host. | would propose that the effort put

into and the nature of the remodelling of the amphitheatre in both A.D.140 an®theentury
would suggest that it was certainly intendealthe made use of. One issue to consider is the

fact that the general form of the amphitheatre did remain consistent, perhaps suggesting that
events which may have taken place prior in the period since its original construction continued
to do so. The prindly military context of the amphitheatre at Caerleon when considering the
tastes and preferences of individuals who hosted events there is significant. The modifications
around A.D.140 seem to focus on revamping and to some extent optimising the ampiréthea
for use again after a period of decay and damage, rather than preparing the monument for

new specific events that can be identified.

The specific suggestion by Wheeler (1928) in relation to the reuse of the stone voussoir placed

by the southern staiof the western entrance in my view is very unlikely as | discussed

previously (section 4.4). Particularly significant during this period were the modifications which
lead to the apparent destruction or walling off of the boxes. Wilmott has commentedttisat i
“odd” that the northern stairs were filled i
were no longer in use (Wilmott, 2008, 150). This seems to have been due to the process of
raising the levels of the entrances and reflooring the steps (WilrR008, 150). In this
instance, the boxes appear to have been wil/l

modifications. This is most probably in my view due to them not having been used to a great
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extent throughout the original phase of the amphitheatHowever, their lack of use may

indicate to some degree either the attitudes or nature of the spectators at Caerleon. One

would assume these boxes were primarily used by higher ranking individuals either stationed

at the fortress or visiting from elsewhe It appears unlikely that there were none of these
individuals stationed at Caerl eon due to the sett
subsequent decommissiarg of the boxes may be indicative of the attitudes within the

amphitheatre in terms oftte division of the spectators based on status, or perhaps

architecturally placing more emphasis onto the convenience and access to the amphitheatre

for people in general over elites or highemking individuals.

Later modifications in th& century foas on the access to the amphitheatre for spectators in
gener al all owing a “horizont al approach for spect
be viewed as an optimisation of the experiences of spectators and those making use of the
amphitheatre. Tkse modifications do not point towards specific events within the arena, but
rather the intention and motivation surrounding the general use of the monument over these
periods. One could even suggest especially with the effort put into seemingly reirgfohein
monument around A.D.140, it may have been a preparation for heavier use than originally
anticipated with larger audiences. A further addition to the monument that is of paramount
importance during the8 century period of alterations is the possilriemeseun{Wilmott,

2008, 150). This introduces a clear religious component to the amphitheatre at Caerleon,
which | have discussed previously in relation to amphitheatres in general. To what extent this
would have impacted events held at the amphitheas@inknown, but it may have played an

important role in ceremonies and religious festivals.
4.10.5 Possible uses of the Chester Amphitheatre:

Much like CaerleoAmphitheatre, if we are to consider the military context the primary

feature in determininghe use of the Chesteimphitheatre, one could propose that the use of
the monument did not radically change from that of the earlier phase around A.D.96. This is
due to many of the features remaining and being incorporated into the second phase as
identified by Wilmott and Garne2017, 162). Specifically, as discussed in the previous chapter
the nemeseunseems to have remained during this second phase, perhaps hinting at the use
of gladiators at Chester. Nemesis was widely believed to have been thegpdiigladiators

and other slaves during this perigdornum, 1934; Schweitzer, 1931). However, without direct
evidence of gladiatorial games, this is a tentative suggestion. Moreovengtieseuncould

have also been used in ceremonies or religious\fakti Furthermore, theemeseunat



239

Chester was not added to the exterior of the monument as was the case at Caerleon. It only
had one entrance that led straight into the arena (Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 156), perhaps

suggesting that it played a more activdedn events than the example at Caerleon.

Perhaps adding weight to the probability of gladiatorial gamesmisspecially useful piece of

arena furniture found within the amphitheatr@amelywh at i s bel i eved to b
bl ock” (W I mott, Garner, 2017, 208) (Fig. 4.
empire, and in Britain this could be compared to the example discussed at the theatre
amphitheatre at Verulamium. Further examap of similar blocks have been located at the

theatre atCluniain Spain as well as the amphitheatre\aminacum(Wilmott, Garner, 2018,

208). An example has even been depicted in iconography within the province; the famous

mosaic located in the villaf @ignor, West Sussex depicts two gladiatonse{@riusand a

secuto) on either side of a stone block with an iron ring in the centre (Wilmott, Garner, 2017,
2089). As can be seen in the image the fighters are not attached to the block, and as such it

may have not been directly involved with gladiatorial games. If the comparison to Verulamium

is considered, the block may have been more probably used in relation to animal baiting. In
relation to Verulamium Kenyon (1935, 247) suggested this very ushdardst onto which
“baited beasts could be chained”. I n relatio
modifications made to the main northern entrance (Entrance 12) with the addition of the leaf

gate as discussed may have been used to shield thosedselatse by in th@odiumfrom

animals being led into the arena. It is hard to imagine that this feature of the gate was
incidentaland the idea of it providing a barrier for spectators is as such somewhat convincing.

The different method of a@ss to thepodiumat Entrance 3 through the additionabmintoria

does explain why this feature was not necessary at that entrance even if it was also used to

lead animals into the arena. Furthermore, the possibility of the main eastern entrance

(Entrance3) being more specifically for higher ranking and important spectators may mean

that it was not used to lead animals into the arena.

The possible military role of the amphitheatre, primarily based upon its legionary context as
discussed in relation to thiirst phases of the monument prior to A.D.100ay still be

significant when considering its uses. However, one may expect the military importance of the
monument and perhaps fortress as a whole to be somewhat diminished by this period due to

the absorpton of Wales into the RomarBritish administration. Chester is closer to the

frontier than the comparable example at Caerleon due to being further North, though by the
second phase of the amphitheatre Hadrian’s W

the Antonine Wall as well. However, with the recession of Roman military auxiliary settlements
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and forts in Wales over this perig@uest, 2008, 7perhaps the role of the two legionary
settlements remained important in terms of security and keepingptavince stable. The lack
of amphitheatres constructed in the vicinity of legionary fortresses in Britain, Chester and
Caerleon being the only examples, may suggest that the role of these monuments in the
training of troops was not substantial. This is tosuggest they played no role in this process
at all, though | do maintain that by the time of the second phase of Chéstphitheatre,

around a century after the pacification of Wales, its role in military training would have not

been as significant.

Figure 439, gladiator mosaic from Bignaiilla, Sussex, Wilmott, Garner, 2017, 209.
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4.10.6 Possible uses of the Silchester Amphitheatre:

Despite the apparent focus on the use and functional nature of the arena, the second timber
phase had some notable limiting factors when considering winemts may have taken place
within the monument. This particularly concerns the reduction in width of the northern
entrance noted by Fulford (1989) and Wil mott
width of 1.2m this would severely limit whiemimals could have been brought down the

passage into the arena. However, the Southern entrance during this phase remained at a width
of 3.3m (Wilmott, 2008, 100) so it would still be sufficient for bringing larger animals into the
arena. This is even leggan issue when contemplating the third timber phase of the

monument when the northern entrance was expanded greatly to 5.2m (Fulford, 1989, 174).
Alsq considering the height of the stone arena wall with the possible addition of a parapet or
railing, there appears to have been few architectural limitations when considering what events

may have taken place within the stone phase at Silchester.

Similar to the first phase at Silchester, horse remains appear to stand out during phase 2 and 3
of the monument This was discussed in detail in the previous chafiteugh a lot of

emphasis was placed on the near circular shape of the arena in relation to displays involving
horses. To what extent this is therefore applicable specifically to this second timber phase with
the transformation of the arena is questionables noted in the previous chapter, it has been
suggested that due to the shape of the first timber phase Silchester Amphitheatre also served
as a circugFulford, 1989, 1890).Despi t e t hi s, Ful ford notes th
hor se” othethird phasel of the amphitheatre after the masonry rebuild (1989, 189).

As such, this transformation of the arena shape may have been linked to the use of horses in
events. The bones as with the evidence from the first phase of the amphitheatre may ha

ended up in the arena due to the introduction of spoil from outside the monument. This is
further supported by the finds of pottery waste similar to those found in agmphitheatre

V-profiled ditch (F216) beneath the western seating bank (Fulford9L9he majority of

animal bones found were from the silts and dumps involved in the raising of the arena during
the stone phase (Grant, 1989, 137). Grant does note that many remains found may have been
originally deposited close to the amphitheatre andsas ¢ h, may refl ect t he

out within the structure” (1989, 137).

It is still very much possible that horses were used in the arena at Silchester, the bodies of
those killed then dumped outside of the amphitheatre itself. Horses werd usdisplays in

Rome for pulling light chariots, during gladiatorial displays and riding displays (Toynbee, 1973,
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1834). It is evident that the Britons even prior to the Roman invasion were familiar with fast
two-horse chariots used for warfare (Bradl@p09). As such, the size of the entrances and

their later expansion may have allowed for the use of chariots in the arena, though there is no
direct evidence for this. Furthermore, Fulford has commented it is unlikely that the side
chambers were used tcelep animals for events due to the recesses not connecting to the
entrance or other passaggshey woul d have to have been "negoti at
before the start or during intervals (Fulford, 1989, 190). The use of the recesses themselves
during boh the second and third phases of Silchester Amphitheatre is not known. It seems
most probable to me that they held some ritual importance in relation to events throughout
both later phaseslue to the artefacts discovered within ther(Grant, 1989, 138). the

western recess five lower teeth of a horse were found. Deposits of horse skulls and teeth were
not uncommon within pits and wells as a feature of Iron Age rituals in Britain (Grant, 1989,
138). Examples were also located at Newstead, (Ewart, 191donfium (Noddle 1973) and
Northfleet (Ross 1968). If this was the case at Silchester the religious or ritual importance of
the monument may be especially significant. These remains were not necessarily of animals
killed within the arena or during performaes. They may have also been natural mortalities

| ater brought to the amphitheatre because of the
festivals (Grant, 1989, 138). It is evident that the amphitheatres of Britain did have a significant
role within locarituals and religious events, the most notable example in my view being
London. This ritual importance associated with the recesses of the later masonry phase of
Silchester Amphitheatre has also been highlighted by Wilmott (2008, 102) in relation to the

possible greensand altar base found in the eastern recess.

There is also the issue of how much or how often the amphitheatre was used, the monument
does have an especially long period of use up to the4fiidentury (Wilmott, 2008, 103).

Fulford places srific importance on the pollen data within the arena when attempting to
determine this due to the accumulation of silts interrupted by gravel lenses representing arena
surfaces (1989, 191). The greatest period of use based on this was the first timker pha
though Fulford rightfully also questions whether the arena would only be used or even useable
with a gravelled surface (Fulford, 1989, 191). It is understandhbtegiven the cost of hosting
games as | have proposed at other amphitheatres in urbahnaititary contexts throughout

Britain, larger scale events may have been infrequent. Waste and rubbish from context group
3.4 at Silchester is telling, if it originated from the vicinity or within the amphitheatre it would

i mply a “f ai ringdhisdater@"eandarid3“icentiries (Bulfard, 1989, 191). At
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the same time, | would propose that the periods of rebuilding seemingly lining up to around a

century apart would be indicative of use at those stages.
4.10.7 Possible uses tife Carmarthen Amphitheatre:

While Wilmott (2008) has noted evidence of letegm use at Carmartherdue to the multiple
layers of cobble in the nortkast entrance, the specific uses of the amphitheatre are not well
understood as with many other exampléhroughout Britain. The role of Carmarthen as a
centre for the regionas well as the settlemet# apparent importance in terms of coastal

trade and the economy in Walgmay have both played a significant role in how the
amphitheatre was used. Perhapsaito this, one might expect a wide variety of events to have
taken place within the Carmarthen Amphitheatre due to it being the only suitable location
within the region to host larger scale events and festivals. Additionally, if we consider the
plausibleoverlap between the foundation of the town itself and the abandonment of the fort
nearby there could have also beariilitary influence in relation to how the amphitheatre was
used. Especially by this later period, it stands to reason that members afititary as well as
individuals involved in trade from elsewhere in the province or wider empire may have
become accustomed to or at least had experience of events within amphitheatres. To some
extent, this is evidenced by my proposed theory on how the lasithpatre was constructed in
the first place at Carmartheiit stands to reason that if individuals and groups were motivated
to and capable of building the amphitheatre, they would also have some awareness of the

uses of such a monument.

Despite the lack of confirmed other public buildings and monuments at Cdmergras

expectedqt he amphitheatre was | ocated outside of
mentioned earlier Street 1 may have led directly to the monument. Where this street joined
with Street 2 a temple has been identified in the Priory Street excavatibimis temple cannot

be precisely dated due to a lack of evidence and later destruction byrpedieval pits and
trenches (James, 2003, 8). However, if it existed during the same period of use as the
amphitheatre the fact that Street 1 may have leght past the temple to the amphitheatre is
notable. There is certainly a connection between the use of temples and amphitheatres for
religious precessions and ceremonies (Wacher, 1978,/25bhe connection between the two
with the street may have creatgohrt of a processual way through Carmarth#ough there

is no specific evidence to support this. Furthermore, it is somewhat dubious whether the road
led to the amphitheatre specifically depending on the date of construction for the defences.

Additionaly, the position of the amphitheatre right beside the central road through
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Carmarthen is significant. Even when not in use for eyéinésmonument would have still
served as a reminder of the status of Carmarthen and those behind its construction fareanyo

who passed through the town as noted in section 4.7.2

Unlike previous examples such as at SilchesterTamdeny-Mur the size of the monument

would not have been a limiting factor. The width of the neeidist entrance noted by Wilmott
(2008) of 6.1m wold have easily allowed even larger animals to enter the arena.
Unfortunately, the height of the arena wall does not appear to be known. If larger animals
were used in events within the arenhough one would assume that the wall was high

enough to keep th audience safe, or as with previous examples iron railings could have been
mounted on top of the arena wall such as at London, Chester and Caerleon (2029, 112
Though there is no evidence confirming this, the architecture of the amphitheatre ovedall an
the engineering that appears to have gone into the monument would suggest that this is not

out of the capabilities of those behind t

he

monum



245

1 T 1 T 1 I | I | T | 1 1 |

~ 105-110, Priory Street - N

Excavations 1980-1984 |r— = R

- PHASE1 g .
|

- l -
v

— r'—'.—' -—

quarry ditches

Figure 440, overall plan ophase 1 on Priory Stet midHate 2" century, James, 2003, 50.
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Figure 441, reconstruction of phase 1 at Priory Street by Neil Ludlow, James, 2003, 51.
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Unlike many other examples constructed through both the eatfiecentury period as well as

this later period, Carmarthen Amphitheatre does not appear to have had recesses constructed
on either axis of the arena. This could have impacted certain everiteave highlighted the
potential roles of thecarceresn events at amphitheatres such as at London as noted by
Bateman (1997). Though to what extent they are necessary rather than convenient is
debatable.Furthermore, by this later perabin the midlate 2" century the awareness and

uses of amphitheatres may have become more common madée culture spreads alongside
the wider emergence of the monuments themselve®wever, it is always worth considering

to what extent these monumentand their uses are representative of more local cultures and

tastes.
4.10.8 Possible uses of the Richborough Amphitheatre:

The lack of complete excavations of RichboroAghphitheatre are a significant barrier when
considering the specific uses of the monument. In this instance, context may be the best
indicator of how the monument was used duedaurrentlack of notable artefacts and
architectural examples. As | havisclissed throughout this section, the choice to construct the
amphitheatre specifically would suggest to some extent that there was also intention to use
this monument. This is perhaps even more significant at Richborough due to the possible roles
of the amphitheatre firstly in a symbolic sense as a replacement for the triumphal arch and
secondly the physical role as a seamark noted by Wilmott (2008. The fact that neither of

‘

t hese uses or roles probably t alormmentby t he
specifically being an amphitheatre would suggest to me that the decision to construct such a
monument would be further based on what an amphitheatre can offer in terms of hosting
events and larger scale gatherings. The military context and canisinuof the amphitheatre

may have been significant in what the monument was used for with notable comparable
amphitheatres at Caerleon and Chester. However, a further consideration is the probable very
late date that | have suggested for Richborough Ariyglgitre. One could understand the idea
that in this sense Richborough Amphitheatre may even be viewed as a unique case being the
only example constructed during t/8 century in Britain and with such a notable period
between the last examples constructatthe midlate 2" century. The changes of cultural

tastes and preferences specifically in relation to the events hosted within RoBiatish
amphitheatres over this later period are not well documented or even researched. As such,
comparison to earliemilitary examples at Caerleon and Chester, perhaps more significantly in

the 2" century provide the best contextual comparison. However, in my view, the probable
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legionary construction and wider seemingly military context of Richbor@ugphitheatre

mayeven offset the notable time period in between these examples.

While | am not suggesting that there would have been no cultural changes in relation to the
use of amphitheatres, the uses in relation to the military specifically in my view may be more
consstent in relation to training purposes. The state of the empire in3Heentury as it was
“plagued” with issues and usur Poathein@004, may have eve
394). While there is no specific evidence for this, it is notable thdieGas had withdrawn

two vexillations from two legions in Britain, one of them being Il Augusta, the same legion that

is believed to have moved to Richborough around A.D.3d@thern 2004, 394). As such, it

should be noted that this was still a pediof significant military unrest within the empire,

including Britain. As suggested in relation to the original construction of Caerleon

Amphitheatre, it is possible thauneraplayed a significant role in the training of troops and

instilling certain vitues into them (Bateman, 1997, 82). The identification in recent ongoing

excavations of the possibtarcermay be significant here as well. The small cell may have

been used to hold wild animals and or people during events within the arena (Sherwood,

20217). Again, it should be stressed that these excavations are ongoing and not fully reported

yet and the function and position of this featureetnot seem to have been fully disclosed at

this time. The article further suggests that the amphitheatre may Hmaen used for

gladiatorial contests, wild beast hunting and even executions (Sherwood, 2021). While these

are all possiblgand even probable due to the context of the monument, direct the evidence

for any of these specific events is severely lacking.ekbavations in the coming year will

hopefully reveal more about the architecture and probable uses of Richbor&ugiitheatre.

Outside of the physical form of the monument, the location of émephitheatreon the coast

aswellasthsa et t | e ment ' sviewed hseneiofithe gateways t@ Britain (Cunliffe,

1968, 23841) may have been useful when considering the importation of animals and perhaps

even people to include in displays. However, it does appear animal bone fragmestisd

thus far are a result of butchery (Sherwood, 2021).
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Chapter 5c Amphitheatres of unknown dates:

5.1: Introduction

This chapter shall deal with the amphitheatres that are significant to my project but lack

significant dating evidence. | Wilttempt to propose construction dates for these monuments

and therefore where they may fit into this project chronologically, allowing me to continue

making use of the same theoretical framework in relation to influence and cultural change as

in earlierchapters. The three amphitheatres considered through this chapter are those at
Newstead,Tomeny-Mur, and Charterhouse on Mendip. In addition to the lack of suitable

dating evidence, examples at Newstead drmaineny-Muri nt r oduce another ne
amphitheatres. These are |l abelled by Wi lmott
being connected to an auxiliary fort. It is vital that these are differentiated contextually from
legionary examples such as those at Caerleon and Chester. Ayxiliaf or t s make up
maj ority” of military sit e<itzéensewhBacquaed R@nari t ai n
citizenship upon retirement after 25 years of military service (Wilmott, 2008, 59). Despite the
prevalence of these sites, the onlydvauxiliary amphitheatres identified in Roman Britain are

at Newstead and omeny-Mur; though the amphitheatre at Charterhouse on Mendip which |

shall discuss may also fall into this category. With such a significant number and range of

military installatons in Britain (displayed later Fig. 5.10), it is certainly notable that as far as we
know only 4 or 5 of these examples (depending on the status of the Charterhouse and
Dorchesteramphitheatres) had forts constructed within their vicinity. Amphitheatresl a
amphitheatrelike earthworks have been identified associated with similar auxiliary forts in
Germany, specifically at the site of Dumbach on the Raditagsand Zugmantel on themes

of Upper Germany. A more concrete example of an amphitheatrei$nctintext was located in

2003 atKiinzingn Bavaria (Wilmott, 2008, 59).

Limitations in relation to these amphitheatres are consistent with those in chapters 3 and 4,
though perhaps to a further extent. While there is no significant datindemce in relation to

these amphitheatres, there have still been significant excavations and academic attention in
relation to them. Thsfurther highlights limitations demonstrated by not only how much
attention can be paid to historical monuments, kite simply what is available regardless of
the level of excavation and research these amphitheatres have been subject to. It is important
not to consider these amphitheatrds isolation from those in previous chapters due to the

lack of dating evidence. A key goal of this chapter is to attempt to place them chronologically
and contextually within this project and the wider view of Romd#@rdish amphitheatres in

relation to altural change and influence.
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5.2: Newstead Amphitheatre

5.2.1 Context, Construction and Funding

The monument at Newstead was originally proposed to be an amphitheatre in the 1990s by
local archaeologist Dr W. Lonie, prompting Bradford Univetsityndertake contour and
geophysical surveys (Wilmott, 2008, 151). These confirmed the existence of the arena and
encircling bank, with Bradford University carrying out limited excavations in order to identify
the site later interim reports published by Clarkeal. in 1996 The work was on a small scale,
but the size and shape of the amphitheatre were identified (Wilmott, 20B&Favations at the
fort itself werecarried out and reported on even earlier by Richmond (1948) providing a
potential chronology oflte settlement throughout its period of use. More recgniblications
focusing on Newstead on the Roman frontier have been significant suchSsyeret al.
(2012)and Hanson (201roviding context to the amphitheatrand adding to the findings of
Ri chmond’ s .ONork glatingatd the mrepiheatre specifically relies on the reports
published by Clarket al. and there does not seem to have been any significant excavation

focused published materigince his period in the late 20century.

The origins of this fort complex designated as
the amphitheatre itself from legionary examples such as at Chester. However, it is worth

considering that the auxiliaries residing at Newstead having beerrladdanto the Roman

military may already have been familiar with Roman values in relation to spectacle culture.

This is something worth considering through my analysis, especially if those residing within the

fort complex had already completed their reqedr military service and had been rewarded

with Roman citizenship. The fort complex at Newstead was of great importance to the Roman

military. The site was placed on Dere street, the main Roman road through the-sasith

Scotland where the road meets thévBr Tweed. Jones has suggested that sites such as

Newstead can be considered “gathering grounds

probably acted as springboards for invasion
This could also be comparablette earlier largescale military camp at Chichester discussed

in Chapter 3. The fort complex itself within this site is also considered a vital strategic position

due to the reason mentioned above, it was constructed on a raised flat terrace above éne Riv

Tweed (Hanson, 2012, €. The size of this fort complex is 6ha, aroundl®4acres in size,

making it one of the largest in southern Scotland (Clarke, Wise, 19991)3V&Imott has even
referred to the fort at Neguhattthe rdancacampswereusual |y

probably a base for up to 2000 auxiliary troops (Wilmott, 2008;2)61

w h

nt
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This idea of the Newstead fort and surrounding camps acting as gathering grounds is certainly
an issue worth considering relating to the amphitheatrewsteadAmphitheatre was

probably not constructed just to serve those garrisoned at the fort; rather it may have been
used by countless auxiliaries, legionaries and those associated with the military passing
through or gathering at Newstead. The fort hesies close to some 8 camps in the immediate

area as well as some slightly further away such as at Millmount (Jones, 2012, 51). Curle (1911)
was the first to investigate the ‘annexes’ S
by additional defencesSome of these annexes have official houses and bath houses which
indicate extramural settlements. Further building work located within these areas suggest that
these were defended militaryici(Sommer, 2012, #80). These may have been to

accommodate idividuals who had completed their military service. In this instance, one could
perhaps assume that the intended use or audience for the amphitheatre was like those at

Caerleon or Chester abdveanalysed in Chapters 3 and 4

None of the camps themselves have specific dating evidence (Jones, 2012, 51), but the fort
itself is believed to have been constructed during the Flavian period (Hanson, 2012, 63).
Wilmott proposed that there weréwo periods of consistent occupation, thfrst for about 20

years after A.D.80 and the second 40 years after around A.D.140 (Wilmott, 20638). T3t
amphitheatre is lacking any specific dating evidence. The structure was discovered in 1992 in a
hollow in front of the northeastern corner of th fort (Sommer, 2012, 87). This can be

observed through the features recorded by Curle in 1908 (Fig.5.1) as well as the wider
contextual plan of the entire fort complex (Fig.5.2). Sommer has suggested that the
amphitheatre along with the bath house repres¢ t wo “ speci al “install a
century militaryvicus(Sommer, 2012, 86). This would place the construction of this
amphitheatre in the Antonine phase of the fort. If this was the case, the construction of the
amphitheatre may be seen as partabuilding program to perhaps prepare the complex for

the occupation during the Antonine period.
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Sommer commented that during thi§“Zzentury occupation of the settlement the layout and

size of the buildings ar evititry pBrciatl aif o (b%ad rhd
84) . Ditches to the east, south and probably
southern annexnay have comprised of 89100 buildings and the eastern annexe appears to

have contained buildings lined on each side of the road over a length of 80m (Sommer, 2012,

84). A large majority if not all of these buildings seem to represent housing; spécifiesked

as “strip dangaeelildingsdredcenstricted witta solid frametheinterior

divisionof which waseasily changeable without the need to alter the ra@bfthe structure

(Sommer, 2012, 88). These structures may have taken on a variety of uses such as to sell and
store goods or offer services perhaps connected to the notable traces of industrial activities at
Newstead over this period such as metal working (Sommer, 2012).8#these strutures

were used as domestic housing, specifically those lining the eastern annexe road, the

population of Newstead during the Antonine period may have comprised o£3000. The

bath house that has been located is surprisingly small and appears to bamecbnstructed

over the top of remains of the baths from th& @entury occupation in the western annexe.

These cannot have served the fort as a whole, the baths measuring only 19 x 10m. Usually

baths supporting fort complexes wet&o to three times this size; Sommer has suggested that

these must have been for special clientele or visitors. Additionally, it is notable that they were
surrounded by their owmampart on a cobbled base together with an elaborate latrine with an
intricate system of pipes amrains (Sommer, 2012, &9. This further demonstrates that

complex and ornate architecture was possible during this period at this fort complex.

Not only does this place the Newstead amphitheatre in an interesting posétaimg as to

some extent a cmmunal centre for those residing within the fort and camps or those

gathering there, but the dating of this amphitheatre also further suggests a very short period

of usage, a maximum of around 40 years according to Wilmott (20082)1bé&fore the

abandonnent of the fort and settlement. This is provided we take the proposition that the
amphitheatre was not constructed during this Flavian period, though evidence for this is still
very much lacking. This short period of usage of the amphitheatre may be etlidengh the
monument’ s architecture, perhaps comparing t
construction of the Dorchestekmphitheatre. However, this would further depend on if the

fort complex was purposefully abandoned in the laté&ntury, o if it was through some
catastrophe. The answer to this remains ambiguous, though no evidence of a catastrophe such

as burnt remains have been recovered (Breeze, 2012, 119).
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It appears somewhat unusual that this amphitheatre was constructed to accontparigrt
complex at Newstead. As | mentioned previously this is rare in Britain. It is possible that the
strategic importance and the role of Newstead as discussed thus far were significant factors in
the decision to construct an amphitheatre here. Thisddoe used to entertain those

stationed at the fort as well as individuals gathering there or visiting from other camps, making
Newstead more of a cultural centre. | do not believe the motivations behind this
amphitheatre’ s ¢ on s theneedtfor roiltarytraininpa practcs. e d upon t
Rather, due to the importance and size of the fort at Newstead and its probable role as a
springboardit may be a final time both auxiliary and legionary soldiers would be able to

attend events for entertainmenbefore setting out on campaign. The position of the
amphitheatre outside of the fort complex and even outside of the defences (Fig.5.1) would
suggest that it was not just to serve those who resided within the fort, even if temporarily. This
is certainly smething that may also be represented through the architecture of the
amphitheatre and the events which took place within it. One migkpect for example, the
seating capacity of the amphitheatre to be larger than just to accommodate the population

residing within the fort itself, an issue that shall be discussed in section 5.2.1.

Considering the funding and source of construction, duthts amphitheatre at Newstead

being linked to an auxiliary fort may suggest that the military were responsible. This may
become clearer when investigating the specific architecture of the amphitheatre in section
5.2.1. Due to the unique context of thimphitheatre and the nature of the complex at
Newstead, one may further suggest some-mwvn state encouragement relating to the
construction of the amphitheatre. Given my previous points relating to the importance of this
settlement for the gathering ofrbops, the addition of this amphitheatre may have been
pushed in the interest of morale. It is worth mentioning at this point that the amphitheatre is
certainly not as large or ornate as those constructed at the legionary sites of Caerleon and
Chester, thearena measuring around 37 x 30m with an area of 87Wilmott, 2008, 152).
However, this is not as surprising when considering the temporary nature of the fort as
highlighted earlier. Contextually, there seems to have been less motivation to construct an
impressive largescale monument to gain status or social standing. This amphitheatre at
Newstead appears primarily for practical wmad not builtas an act of architectural

munificence by the wealthy RomasRritish elite. The role of Newstead as a spbioard for
further campaigns into Scotland may have caused the requirement for the amphitheatre to be

built hurriedly, ready for this period of occupation. Furthermore, those behind its construction
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may have expected the site to be somewhat temporary, eitieéreating fom orpushing

further into Scotland.

Additionally, it must be highlighted that this was an auxiliary amphitheatre, rather than
accompanying a legionary fortress. However, due to the location and importance of Newstead
it is further veryprobablethat the audience frequently included legionaries. Hanson ntites
presence of legionaries has been indicated even during the earlier FBragmicoccupation.
This fragmentary evidence includaset ofphalerae(a type of military decoratiomormally
preserved for legioarieg andtwo short swords identified agladiifrom early pits(Hanson,
2012, 657). Furthermore, he suggested that the size of the barracks block is indicative of a
legionary example, rather than auxiliary. However, agais tiety be also due to the sheer size
and importance of this fort compleXdditionally, it is worth noting that this specific example
is from the earlier occupation during the Flaviéirajanic period. The presence of tlegio XX
Valeria Victixi s “ st r o nayérthe Antortine getiogl (Hanson, 2012, 69). A centurion
from this legion Gaius Arrius Domitiansgecorded on a series of altars, one to Jupiter from
the well in theprincipiaand two from the ditch of the east annexe (Hanson, 2012, B&3re
was also amltar dedicated to thecampestredy a decurion named Aelius Marcus. This
dedication is presmably from the 2 century according t¢Hanson, 2012, 694e rightly
mentions that this does not therefore mean that his unit vpaissidedat the complex during
this period. It can be concluded that to somdent both legionary and auxiliary troopgere

presentat the site over the Antonine period.

The seemingly less complex and perhaps temporary construatittre amphitheatre may also

be due to the lack of construction expertise brought by Roman legionary engineers. However,
if this was the case, one might also expect it to be still superior or at least comparable to urban
amphitheatres constructed by thosmutside the Roman military. Yet it appears to be notably
smaller than all other examples | have investigated, even those far earlier such as Silchester
Amphitheatre. Furthermore, frorfigure 5.1, there does not appear to be a specific

impediment in relatio to the possible size of the monument as can be seen in Fig.5.2. It is also
perfectly possible that the form and size of the amphitheatre may have been deliberate, rather
than due to a lack of ability, resources, or funding. This may be especially tafetben

Antonine date of the amphitheatre is to be believed due to the evident advances in building

technology and architecture relating to amphitheatres through tfend early 2¢ century.

As | prefaced earlier, | would suggest that the ampdatine was funded and constructed

through the military. This would make the funding similar to other examples associated with



256

forts such as Caerleon aithester orssociated with temporary important camps such as at
Dorchester. The importance tfe fort geographically and strategically as a gathering point
probably contributed to construction of the amphitheatre here when compared to most forts
throughout Britain during this period. Althoughe amphitheatre appears to have been
constructed in he second phase of occupatiome can observe further building work during

this period such as the small bath house, housing in the east and south annexes and the
additional ditch systems surrounding the annexes (Sommer, 2012).8he amphitheatre

may have been constructed alongside this evident building work as a part of a wider program
taking place within the Newstead site. This could be viewed as an architectural revamp of the
fort complex, preparing it for its intended purpose over this period olipetion as a

springboard and gathering point for further invasions into Scotland. | shall continue to analyse
the source of the amphitheatre’s construction spe
directly with the architecture of the monument. Tihailitary context and significance of this

fort complex appears to be the direct reason behind the construction of the amphitheatre

This is an issue that may further be reflected through the architecture of the monument itself.
5.2.2The Architecture of the amphitheatre ldewstead

The architecture of Newsteatimphitheatre appears uniqueas is the monumers context.

The monument measured7 x 30m (Wilmott, 2008, 152) which is noticeably small compared
to others constructed in the sae period or even supposedly in the previous century.

However, the size of the arena is certainly comparable to international examples of
amphitheatres seemingly connected to auxiliary forts. The o-svH a paendidry

amphitheatre constructed at DambaocBermany measured 35 x 28mhile a later 3' century
example locatedt DuraEuropos in modern Syria was 36 x 29m (Sommer, 2009).A8ving
forward, | will continue this investigation under the premise that this amphitheatre was
constructed under the #tonine occupation of the Newstead fort complex around A.D.140
(Wilmott, 2008, 1512). Though | cannot be sure about this date, it appears to be the most

pl ausi bl e gi ven digossethgraviously amd spall al@ennie $o consider the
architecture and form of this amphitheatre in the wider context of this period. Taking this later
date into account, a central issue | shall consider throughout this section is why this
amphitheatre gpears to be so distinct architecturally to those constructed prior to and during
this same period, as | briefly discussed in section 5.1. One issue highlighted previously is the

possible temporary’ n at uAmphitloebtre.tl tave alsp almaglt r uct i on o
discussed the possible reasons for this, though analysing the form of the amphitheatre may

also provide much needed clarification in relation to the motivations and logistics behind the
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monument’'s construct i on.clugion thdat theamphiheatre wab a s e d
constructed by the Roman military, introducing further comparisons to other examples at
Caerleon and Chester may also prove useful, though these monuments are contextually vastly

different from the example at Newstead.

Although there have been multiple notable periods of excavations at the Newstead fort

complex, the remains of the amphitheatre are not as complete as other Rofgtish
examples. The topography of the siteth-dastt rong
end of the long axis. Additionally, an opposing entrance at the seat could also be

presumed, though any evidence has been destroyed by a modern road embankment (Clarke,
Wise, 1999, 385) (Fig. 5.3). Excavations in 1993 #lleweterminationof an approximate

outline with some confidence. The amphitheatre can be seen to have been elliptical rather

than circularwith its long axis 40 degrees west of north. There has not been any notable

analysis considering what technique may have been tséorm the arena at Newstead. Due

to the probability of the structure being constructed originally by the military as well as the

el liptical shapeciorfcltehe naertehnoad, ctohuel d fboeurs ug g

speculation at this stage.

Figure 53, plan of the amphitheatre based on 1993 contsurvey,and locations of 1996 trial trenches
Clarke, Wise, 1999, 383
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The measurements of the arena are noticeably small when compared to every other
amphitheatre | have covered thus far. Further more
|l i ke” the Roman World’'s | argest amphitheatres wit
Wise, 1999, 397). We cannot be sure about the methods of access at Newstead Amphitheatre.

This again highlights a primary issue in relation to the analysis of the architecture of

Newstead’ s mimpldck of durgiang features. At its highestrpthe bank

survives to around 0.5m above the natural ground surface, 2m above the buried surface of the

central depression (Clarke, Wise, 1999,-332In the usual fashion the banks appear to have

been constructed using the material from the excavatdthe arena (Sommer, 2012, 86). By

this point during the2" century this technique has been very well established and appears to

be visible at every other amphitheatre | have analysed and as such is to be expected. Sommer

has put forward the possibilitshat these banks may have further acted as a foundation for

timber seating; this is primarily due to the discovery relating to the amphitheatkaiazingon

the Danube in Germany with almost identical measurements (Sommer, 2012, 86). The arena of

the amphitheatre aKinzingneasured 36.5 x 30m (Wilmott, 2008, 152). This appears to me as

a reasonable assumption, especially given the military origin of Newstead Amphitheatre.

Timber framed seatinghough more complexhas also been identified at both legionary

amphitheatres at Chester and Caerleon as | discussed in the previous chapter.

The amphitheatre at Newstead took advantage of the local topography of the landscape; the

monument was constructed to the northeasiroer of the fort on the hillslope of Leaderfoot

Brae (Wilmott, 2008, 151). The bank width has only been examined on the north side,

reported by Wilmott, close to what was probably the northern entrance. The surviving width

of the bank on the downhill sideas 7m. This provided an estimated seating capacity of 1000

—2000 (Wilmott, 2008, 152hased m estimates of the area required per person at other

RomaneBritish arenas (Wacher 29). As discussed in section 5.1, the Newstead

Amphitheatre wasconstructed outside of an urban context and not as a monument to prove

wealth or to gain status. This may explain the lack of decoration or what could be considered

impressive architecture. Perhaps the amphitheatre was constructed with the possible

audierce size in mind, the estimations given by Wilmott of 16@M00 (2008, 152) and

Sommer’s estimate of the popwulO@0tSonomer, 2012, Newst ead b
85-6). As | outlined previously in my view this amphitheatre is connected to a larget éat

the fort complex acting as a widespread gathering
into Scotland. With this in mind, the monument should have been able to support a larger

audience than just the 5081000 who populated the fort complex @l. This seems possible,
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when taking the lower end of the suggested population figure and the higher end of the
capacity range given by Wilmott (2008, 152). If this was the case, the size of this amphitheatre
at Newstead, despite being noticeably smaller when compared to one of the most
architecturally basic examples constructed in fliecentury at Silchester measuring 43 x

42.4m (Fulford, 1989, 133ould have been a purposeful choice by those behind its

construction.
5.2.3 Conclusions:

It isvery much apparent throughout my investigation of Newstead Amphitheatre that the
examples in this new category of *“Auxiliary
unigque compared to the urban and legionary examples | have discussed thus fapddific

context also meant that the structure appears somewhat detached to some extent from the
political sphere of Roman Britain. Unlike many other amphitheated have stressed

throughout this investigation, Newstead was not constructed as a pdilysianifestation of

political power, status or Roman force. Rather, the amphitheatre was constructed purposefully

for those residing within the Newstead fort complex or gathering there before pushing further

into Scotland. Due to the motivations behindthemp hi t heat re’ s construct
monument’'s context, factors such as the not a
structure make sense as pragmatic choices. Much like the amphitheatre at Silchester as
discussed previously, we cannot fghe choices in relation to the construction of Newstead
Amphitheatre down t o t HRulford,ile8a, d82ponealackod f t he b
capability. An important difference at Newstead is the high probability of military construction.

This would futher be suggestive that the choices in relation to the architecture of the

amphitheatre were not down to a lack of capability or technological knowleekgmecially

when compared to other examples such as those at Caerleon or Chester constructed far earlie

in the midlate 1% century. These conclusions are furthermore not reliant upon the suggested
construction date of the Antonine period suggested by Sommer (2012). As | have stated
throughout this section, we cannot be sure of the construction date of tead

Amphitheatre.Even if the amphitheatre at Newstead was constructed earlier, around the
FlavianTrajanic occupation of the fort complex, it would still be noticeably simple in terms of
architecture and construction, especially when compared to urbamgles of the same

period such as at London and Chichester.
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5.3: Charterhouse on Mendip Amphitheatre

5.3.1 Context, Construction and Funding:

The amphitheatre at Charterhouse was first proposed by Rev. H. M. Scarth inTh&58.

monument was surveyednd partly excavated in 1909 by Gray (Wilmott, 2008,-827

However, this very shorand@ayaooctedthaidsue ofplaughinunsati sf a
over the site within living memory and as such the height of the banks could not be recovered

(Wilmott, 2008).Small scale excavations took place at Charterhouse within the RoBrdtigh

settlement over 1961 1967 though these did not culminate irfl-scaleexcavation of the

area(Budgeet al., 1974) More recently, in 2007 thérchaeological Survey and Investigation

team at English Heritage undertook a measured survey of the earthwork remains at

Charterhouse (Fradley, 2009). This also included architectural investigation and analysis of

aerial photographsFradley (20099 produced a comprehensive report of this series of
investigations at CharterhouBeithah BdActusemeheinti
makes use of the English Heritage repdttis report does provide significant detail relating to

the amphitheatre achitecturally and contextually Fr adl ey’ s wor k does provide
insight into the amphitheatre anddoesa ke use of Gray’'s original excav
1909.Unfortunately, it seems thathte monument has not been the focus of excavation since

Gry' s excavation.

The amphitheatre n t he Mendip hill s again intr-oduces us t
British amphitheatre. Wi Imott describes this exam
2008, 127) due to its context. It is further womloting that this is the only definite example

within this category in Britain according to Wilmott (2008, 56). However, this categorisation by

Wilmott is also not definitive, as a military presence has long been recognised at this location,

a clear examp@ being the small faket at the southern end of the site overlooking Blackmoor

Valley which has been dated to the decades following the initial Claudian invasion of A.D.43

(Fradley, 2009, 108). This fact may call into question the categorisation ofrthlstheatre,

the monument being perhaps another example of an amphitheatre of military origin. The

fortlet is believed to have been the successor to a promontory enclosure from thRdtran

Iron Age occupation of the site. However, there is evidencecoiidinuum of human activity

in the area dating back to the Mesolithic period (Fradley, 2009;6)1B8nother significant and

unique aspect of this settlement compared to those | have discussed so far is the industrial and

economic importance of the minirigdustry at Charterhouse on Mendip. The Romdraish

mining operation at Mendip is considered to be one of the earliest and most important

industrial sites in Britain (McFarlane, Lundberg, Neff, 2014). Additionally, it has been widely
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accept eubstanttalmining irdussy existed at Charterhouse in theRmman

period, though direct evidence is sparse (McFarlane, Lundberg, Neff, 2014, 432). As | discussed
earlier within this project, the Roman interest in British metalliferous resources predaged
invasion of A.D.43, Cornish tin appears to have been traded across the Mediterranean as early
as the &' century B.C. (McFarlane, Lundberg, Neff, 2014, 438). According to Whittick (1982)

the Roman production and export of lead pigs established at Eftentise was underway no

later than A.D.49. This would make the Charterhouse settlement vitally important in an

industrial and economic sense.

Considering Wilmott’'s categorisation, Charte
amphitheatresl have preiously analysed. This may be translated to the architecture and uses

of the amphitheatre which was | ocagadlead on a h
mining site believed to have been of a Claudian foundation (Wilmott, 200881 Z3verall
datingevidence for the amphitheatre itself is very poor, mainly reliant on one piece of Samian

ware buried below the earthwork in the east entrance and Roman pottery found on the upper

l evels of the redeposited sand ofreiglititee sout h
doubt that the earthwork is of Roman dat e, t
(Wilmott, 2008 30) in relation to the construction date of the amphitheatre; a sentiment which

from my own research unfortunately appears to be the cabés i made more problematic

by the longterm use of the settlement and mines at Charterhouse. The GB cave record

indicates a first modest peaklb0 (Mcrarldne,ad mi ni
Lundberg, Neff, 2014, 438). However, a lead mininiithe late 29 century suggests mining

at Mendip may have diminished due to political instability (Whittick, 1982). After this the lead
record kept climbing steadily and reached its peak around A.D.400 but continuing until the end

of the Roman era around.D.600 (McFarlane, Lundberg, Neff, 2014, 438). The dating of the
amphitheatre could possibly be further investigated based upon the architecture of the

monument. However, as with various RomaBitish examples such as Silchester or

Newstead, simple or mimalistic architecture could just as easily be down to the choices or
requirements of those behind the amphitheatr
funding or status. As such, the architecture of the amphitheatre itself cannot be viewed as

evidence in relation to the construction date.

On theissue of who was behind the construction of the amphitheatre at Charterhouse, the
two mainquestionsto consider are the nature of the wider settlement and the possibility of
military intervention. The size of the structure is certainly significant, over the banks it

measures 71.62 x 61m with the arena measuring 32m long-easst and 24.38m wide
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(Wilmatt, 2008, 1278). It may be worth noting at this point when considering the possible

categorisation and constructional origin of this amphitheatre that it has similar dimensions to

the two auxiliary examples in Britain at Newstead diodneny-Mur. Again, onsidering the

possible motivations and who is responsible for the construction of the amphitheatre at

Charterhouse, it is vital to investigate who the amphitheatre may have been constructed for. |

would suggest, either it was constructed specificallyenss the military occupying the

‘“fortlet’”, or it was used by the settlement as a
Due to the placement of the amphitheatre in relation to the fortlet and the settlement, it

seems more probable that the amipheatre was not just constructed in relation to the fortlet,

though it is | abelled as a “fort” in figure 5.4,
does not rule out the possibility of the military being responsible for the amphith&atre

planning, funding or construction, rather perhaps making it less likely.

' N
CHARTERHOUSE

LOCATION PLAN

Figure 54, area plan of the Charterhouse settlement based on ordnance survey, Budge, Russell, Boon,
1974, 329.

More recent excavations have revealed the scale of the settlement at Charterhouse. Fradley

has placed a “conservative” estimate at around 27
the inclusion of “ambiguous” e aeaniphitloeatle el ement s s
and fortlet the settlement may make up 36 ha (88.9 acres) (Fradley, 2009, 115). This is notably

large even when compared to eadgloniaedesigned for settling veteran soldiers suchaas
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Lincoln where the area within the defences was apprately 16.6 ha (41 acres) (Wacher,
1995, 132). However, urban centres with amphitheatres in Britain are mostly classified as
civitascapitalssuch as London, Chichester and Silchester, the settlement at Charterhouse is
still noticeablysmallerin size. London was the largest example of a public town at over 130 ha
(Millet, 1990).

| agree with Fradley that on the most part the general and problematic assumption that the

site was just a mining colony” wtenjauree&ds up
the settlement (Fradley, 2009, 116). It is evident from excavation that not only was this
settlement large, including a fdet and an amphitheatre, there also appears to be a significant
amount of wealth present here. This can be noterbtigh artefacts recovered during earlier
excavationsalthough examples afoins, gemstones, pottegnd brooches may be to some
extent expected within urban contexts. Uniqu
hoard of 900 coins dating up to A.D.284 have been found at the Charterhouse settlement
(Fradley, 2009, 118). In total at least 65 blding-platforms of varying sizes have been

recorded throughout the RomanBritish period. It must be noted however, these were not all
necessarily occupied at the same tinas has been demonstrated by excavations at the

nucleated settlements on SalisbuPjain (Fulforcet al., 2006, 4886).Stil, it i s “equal
case” that t h e-platformsbuecoveredfthrobgh extastatiom go not

demonstrate the actual entire number of structural platforms constructihds is especially

true when onsidering areas affected by pestedieval plough regimes (Fradley, 2009, 117).

During excavations at Hill Ground in the 1960s significant evidence of stone building was
recovered that appeared to have no corresponding earthwork identified by the presergys
(Fradley, 2009, 117). Thus, the construction work throughout the settlement at Charterhouse

may be even more significant than recorded through excavation.

The characterisation of the Charterhouse settlement as a whole appears evidently more than

just a mining colony. Fradley has commented in relation to the settlement that the most
“conspi cuous -etatus dl@amerntsavere antthe seftlegnbnt periphery with the
amphitheatre and fal e t |, but internally possdlobutee centre
recorded on the Upper Rains Batch” (Fradl ey,
settlements such as at Salisbury Plain, though Charterhouse is also a nucleated settlement,

there is no evidence of any form of field plan. Ploughing ridges dedoat the Hundred Acre

Field suggest an earlier fiegystem, but this is unreliable since they follow the alignment of

the post18" century field layout, probably related t&n episode of ploughing during the later

periods. Unlike at Charterhouse on Mip, the extensive agricultural systems identified at
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Salisbury Pl ain confirmed its rural status” (Fra

appears primarily based upon the mining industry there, and Fradley has rightly identified the

settlementas a dense, nucl eat ed s e tagricuitura¢ n t based on a
econoamsyl!”l i ng into question whether it should be cl
118). This is a vital issue when considering the context, construction and signita¢ahee

amphitheatre there. | can understand why Wilmott (2008) would consider this amphitheatre

as ‘rwural’ due to its l|location, although the conn
my view are problematic. The size of the settlement, militagspnce and evident diverse

nature in terms of wealth and construction suggests Charterhouse may have formed a sort of

socioeconomic centre for the Mendip region (Fradley, 2009, 118). | would however be

hesitant to | abel t hemesensetas ctherexampleasf Romano b a n i n th
British towns such as London or Chichester. It is evidently an industrial centre and thgrefore
would argue, not urban in the same sense asvidascapital where the construction of public

buildings would be primédy motivated through incentives such as pursuit of political or social

status, to display one’'s wealth or to beauti fy’
why Wilmott has categorised the amphitheatre at Charterhouse differently from all other

examples throughout Roman Britain, since contextually it is certainly unique.

The importance of the Charterhouse settlement in an industrial sense as attested to by Fradley
(2009) may be a key issue in relation to the construction of the amphitheatreagdusgth

other examples with different contexts such as London and Newstead, this idea of them being

economi c, soci al or military centres has been a
construction of the amphitheatres there. It also appears evidbat there was a noticeable

level of prosperity among the population at Charterhouse. The extensive housing at

Charterhouse also differentiates it from other leadning centres such as at Flintshire and

Shropshire (Fradley, 2009, 2120). The status d@harterhouse in an industrial sense and the

wealth this created may provide an explanation fo
that the settlement was occupied over multiple centuries, the lead mining not reaching its

peak until around A.D.400auld give the settlement the necessary time to develop. It was not

a temporary town or camp. This may have motivated individuals or groups residing there to

actively invest into the settlement with public buildings. However, other examples that might

be expected such as bathhouses have not been located. Nonetheless, the simplistic

construction of the monument may be an indication that it was not constructed to display

status or civic pride.



265

An alternative theory in relation to the construction and fundofghe amphitheatre relies

heavily on the presence of the fortlet. Todd (2007) has suggested through limited excavation
that thisfortlet consisted of two phases of enclosure, a polygonal enclosure and a later square
enclosure, both formed ofabankandtoe r di t ch ( Todd, 2007) . Fr a
has however identified a third phase of this enclosure. These phases are dated in the decades
following the Roman invasion of A.D,48ough for how long thdortlet was occupied is not

known specificayl. There is currently no universatlgcepted definition for what can be
considered a “fortlet” c¢omplaoukldrguei®cerainly or t , t
important. In many cases they can be idestifby their size, exemplified Hygure5.5.

However, as Symonds notes, this is not always the case and creates a further issue considering
where to draw the line in relation to the size of each category (Symonds, 2@)7, 8

Suggestions have been madéackensen (1987, 69) recommended drawinglihe at

2000ntand Walker (1989, 105)ne of 4150M. An additional question is that if the only real
distinction is size, why have the specific phrase at all, rather than just small fort (Symonds,
2017). The distinction suggested by Frere and St Joseph is useful here and is especially
relevant to my own investigation and the importance of the fortleCltarterhouse. They

suggest a fortlet can be defined by an absence of an administrative headquarters building or
principia(Frere, St Joseph, 1983, 13bam in agreement with Symonds as he mentions that
nothing resembling a truprincipiahas been detecte within an installation indicative of a

fortlet (2017, 10). There have been exampbesposed such as the buildings at the fortlets at
Tisavar, Tunisia and Castleshaw, Greater Manchdsteungh these are not definitive. The
Castleshaw structure hasalboe en i nt er preted as a wor kshop,
265ansion(Redhead, 1989, 62). The central building at Tisavar also is likely to be the ground

floor of a multistorey tower like structure (Gombeaud, 1901, 88).

Establishing that the structer at Charter house can be classif
context of the structure greatly and perhaps to what extent the members of the military
stationed there were involved with the construction of the amphitheatre. Forts and fortresses

canbeviewd as home bases for army wunits” (Symo
Symonds of anit report from Vindolanda, Northumberland revealed that more than half the

unit was engaged on duties away from the fary/(11154). Those posted in fortlets appear to

have been posted there temporarilihe diversity of designs is perhaps due to individual
install ations being “bespoke c o7ip ohismayitoons ” f
some extent explain the three differephases of enclosure at the fortlet at Charterhouse.

There is also perhaps a significant psychological issue to consider in relation to fortlets.
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Individuals separated from their home bases and lives they had built for months or years
(Symonds, 2017, 1Were stationed at a new place for a specific reastine amphitheatre

was perhaps constructed in association with foglet during the early decades of occupation

of the Charterhouse regioithis may aid the possibility of military construction and fagdi

the amphitheatre assisting those who were briefly stationed at the fortlet by providing
entertainment and cultural practises they might be used to from their home base or province.
However, this is reliant upon the amphitheatre being constructed dutiegoccupation of the
fortlet. Dating for both appears to not be known and as such this is purely a theoretical
connection, lacking specific evidence. Furthermore, if this factor played a significant role in
relation to the construction of the amphithearat Charterhouse, one would expect to see
many other notable examples of amphitheatres or other public buildings associated with
fortlets. Within Britain there does not appear to be any specific examples of amphitheatres
constructed in the direct vicinitgf fortlets aside from the example at Charterhouse. When
considering the maps depicted figures 5.6 and 5.7, showing military installations of the
Flavian period in both Wales and Scotlathe layout of the fortlets specifically does not

suggest thathiey were constructed in relation to the amphitheatre we know of during this
period. The majority of these fortlets during this perjethd overallin Britain appear to have
been constructed on the frontiers of Scotland. Due to the lack of amphithemirdss location
specifically during the Flavian period, there is evidentiallgarmnection between the

construction of fortlets and amphitheatres specifically. It is possible that other public buildings
were constructed in place of an amphitheatre Bus perhaps an ornate bathhouse, though
evidence for this specifically appears lacking. The archaeology of the amphitheatre itself may
support this, thesize of the amphitheatre is noticeably like the auxiliary examples at Newstead
and Tomeny-Mur. Wilmot has further commented that the amphitheatre at Charterhouse

number of fToadnwywMues (iWA | aenmmrmg n 2wWi0Ot8h 13 0) .

has a
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Figure 55, the superimposed ramparts of the legionary fortress at Caerleon, the auxiliary fort at

Wallsend, and the small internal fortlet enclosure at Old Burrow, Symonds, 2017, 8

Figure 56, Map of military structures and roads throughout Flavian ScotBymonds, 2017, 66.
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Figure 57, map of military structure throughout Flavian Wales and Exmoor, Symonds, 2017, 60.
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At this stage, the placement of the amphitheatre away fromfitrtlet past the Roman

settlement and the industal nature of the settlement seemingly from straight after the

=y

invasion around A.D.49 would suggest that t
amphitheatre’. This is not to say that the n
been used when caidering the necessary knowledge for planning the amphitheatre or

manpower for its construction. This could be separate from the possible military involvement

in terms of funding and motivati ons-Bitighhi nd t
military amphitheatres appear to have been constructed at places of great military
significance. This is the case with Newstead
‘“springboard’ for invasions into Scteraddand an
Caerleon. The industrial significance and lemgn socieeconomic importance of the

Charterhouse region may suggest that the amphitheatre was funded and commissioned by

individuals or groups within the settlement like other urban examples.

The sale is noticeably larger than originally suspected, though the settlement is still not on the
scale oftivitascapitalsof this period, such as London, Chichester or Silchester. The
amphitheatre as such would not need to be as large. Additionally, thetectire of the

structure may be explained through the use of the military in relation to the construction,
especially when considering the apparent similarities to the auxiliary amphithealreraen

y-Mur (Wilmott, 2008). It may further be the case ththe amphitheatre was constructed in a
more pragmatic sense than other urban examples. While there is evidence of wealth the
settlement appears to primarily act as an industrial centre, perhaps lacking the political and
status driven motivations to construpublic monuments noted ativitascapitals. As such, the
requirement to construct these public monuments for political gains or to show off status
would also not be as significant at Charterhouse. At this stage this appdagedike the more
probableam swer in my view, due to the somewhat '
not enough definitive evidence for military funding and motivation to suggest that this is

contextually a military amphitheatnmamy. The
assisted when considering the construction and planning of the monument. The rural and
industrial nature of this settlement and through this the amphitheatre is certainly unique in

Britain.
5.3.2The Architecture of the amphitheatre @harterhous on Mendip

There is much to consider in relation to the architecture of the amphitheatre at Charterhouse.

Gray has noted that the entire monument has been ploughed over within his living memory
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and therefore features such as the heights of the banksccoat be recovered through

excavation (Gray, 1909). However, Fradley mentions in his more recent survey the bank height
as 19.5m wide and 3.3m high (Fradley, 2009, 110) in direct conflict with the earlier suggestion
by Gray. As such, many aspects of thehaecture of this amphitheatre cannot be identified

and direct evidence or features are somewhat sparse despite excavations. The architecture of
the monument may nevertheless give us a better idea of the structures origin in terms of who

constructed it ad their motivations.

Fradley mentions the current interpretation that the earthwork was a prehistoric monument in

origin later utilised as some form of amphitheatre during the RomRritish period (Fradley,

2009, 113). What exactly the feature prior teetamphitheatre was is not known. The absence

of an internal ditch may be due to the interior level having been lowéethuse othe

construction of the amphitheatre (Fradley, 2009, 113). This is a noticeable feature in many of

the amphitheatres have analysed throughout this project, especially for the arena floor. One

suggestion is that prior to the amphitheatre the site was occupied by a Bronze Age disc barrow

due to three degraded barrowecatednearby. The original monument consisted

circular bank of sandy soil obtained locall§th a layer of clay material also deposited near the

base (Fradley, 2009, 113). The project of turning the monument into the amphitheatre

involved lowering the interior area to form a somewhat level platfand probably to

increase the seating capacity. The eastern entrance wasitrand a new entrance on the

western side was added and an outer ditch was cut
monument” (Fradley, 2009, thatti}projeEtmaydhdvea)so has f urt h
included a greater overall transformation of the monument from an originaictdular plan

to the “elliptical’ pl an noted at the amphitheatrtr

would draw a significant and thouglptrovoking parallel to the amphitheatre at Dorchester.

Fradley has rightly pointed out that this would signify active engagement between the

communities at Charterhouse, including the Roman military, Iron Age inhabitants and growing

immigrant population a the settlement grew (Fradley, 2009, 116). The undertaking of this

construction project, especially considering the structural parallel to the amphitheatre at

Dorchesterseems to strengthen the proposal of military construction of the monument. It is

still probable that the military were involved in the construction of the amphitheatre in terms

of planning and the actual construction of the monument if the date were to align with the

occupation of thefortlet at Charterhouse. | would still be very hesitém suggest that this was

a ‘military amphitheatre’; especial I,the due t o t he

knowledge and technology required to construct the amphitheatre from the disc barrow may
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not have been only possessed by military eegiis. The highly probable early date of the
construction of Dorchester Amphitheatre, its context and its role as the first built in Britain
indicates that the military were the only group capable and motivated to construct such a
monument. However, if th€harterhousédmphitheatre was constructed later, perhaps at a

time in which amphitheatres and construction techniques were somewhat established in
Roman Britain, the use of the disc barrow does not necessarily indicate military intervention.
Rather, the us and redevelopment of a disc barrow may have made the job of constructing

the monument easier than building the monument into a slope or on flat ground. Regardless, if
the amphitheatre was indeed based upon a disc barrow it certainly shows a distinatienol

in terms of cultural needs and desires of the community at Charterhouse. Furthermore, the
transformation of the earlier monument into the amphitheatre may have been culturally
significant. Due to the long lasting pRoman occupation evidenced in Mdip as | referenced

in section 5.3.1, this monument or landmark may have been recognisable perhaps for multiple
generations prior to being transformed into an amphitheatre. This may act to some extent as a
form of architectural continuity, especially ifehmonument before being an amphitheatre had

acted as a significant landmark or meeting place.

The size of the amphitheatre measured 32 x 24.38m with the structure over the banks
measuring 71.62m x 61m (Wilmott, 2008, 1&)7forming an elliptical structurd-radley has
given slightly differing figures, stating that the structure as a whole measured 69.5rweast
and 61.5m northsouth. The interior space was recorded as §&and the footprint of the

entire monument around 210A(Fradley, 2009. 110). Thsscertainly small when compared to
urban and legionary amphitheatres throughout Britain. It is most comparable in size to the
auxiliary amphitheatres such as Newstead diodnerry-Mur. The size of the amphitheatre is
not all that surprising as | have preusly mentioned. The settlement itself is larger than
originally thought, according to Fradley (2009), though it is not comparable in size and
probable population with the scale of urban towns, specificziliitascapitalssuch as London,
Silchester or Gbhester. Wilmott noted that Charterhougenphitheatre with regards to its
outward appearance has features in common wittmenry-Mur (Wilmott, 2008, 130). The
most “persuasive” being its position in a na
from the arena to form the banks (Wilmott, 2008, 13Dhe soilwas likely dumped between

the timbersto form earthen banks as suggested at Newstead and Teyrdaor (Sommer,

2009, 55). This technique has also bepeculated to haveéeen implemented duringhe
construction of themultiple auxiliaryamphitheatresdiscovered in modern Germany such as at

DambachzZugmanteindKinzing(Sommer, 2009 However the lack of dating evidence at
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Charterhouse makes the significance of these features in relation tmthaduction of
amphitheatres into Britain over this period harder to recognise. Furthermore, the fact that th
generalconstruction techniquef using the soil from the arena to form the bartias been
identified to some extent in RomarBritish amphitkeatres of every category and construction

origin | have explored means it is unsurprising that was also used at Charterhouse.

Analysis of the significance of the architecture of the amphitheatre at Charterhouse on Mendip
is plagued by the lack of direct even somewhat cautionary dating evidence available for the
structure. Without at least a suggested or estimated détes hard to pinpoint the importance

of these features in the overall context of my project. It may have been somewhat inspired by
the similar project at Dorchester and if the dating were to suggest the amphitheatre was
constructed at a similar time it may add weight to the probability of Charterhouse
Amphitheatre also being of military origin very early into the Roman occupation ofrBrita
Alternatively, if the amphitheatre was dated lat¢hose who constructed the amphitheatre

may have not needed to rely upon the manpower, funding and knowledge of the military. This
is a similar case when considering the features highlighted by Wili2@08) as discussed

above. If this was perhaps one of the first or earlier exaspi¢hese techniques being used

in relation to the construction of Romar@ritishamphitheatresthey would be far more
significant but there again is no evigge pointing towards this. | would still propose the
amphitheatre was not strictly military in origin, constructed to serve the settlement as a whole
including the military and the miners as suggested by Wilmott (2008, 130). One of the main
factors is agai the distance which the amphitheatre was constructed fromftirdlet itself
(Fig.5.4). The architecture is certainly somewhat similar to the auxiliary amphitheatres of
Newstead and'lomeny-Mur, though the recognisable features are not solely represewntabif
military construction, even more so without significant dating evidence. Additionally, the size
of amphitheatre can be explained by the context and size of the Roman settlement at

Charterhouse on Mendip.
5.3.3 Conclusions:

The settlement at Charteduse certainly appears of unique importance within Roman Britain
as well as the region being of significance in relation to mining prior to the Roman period

(McFarlane, Lundberg, Neff, 2014, 432). It at this stage appears to be the only settlement of an

atl east somewhat rur al or primarily industri al
constructed alongside it. | would propose, as suggested by Fradley, that one of the principal

reasons for this is the Charterhouse settlement acted as a-®@mcnomc and industrial



273

centre for the Mendip region (Fradley, 2009, 118). However, | would be hesitant to categorise
the settlement and as such the amphitheatre
127) due to the connotations brought up by the woltds evident from the more recent

survey by Fradley (2009) that the settlement was significantly larger and more complex than
originally thought than a mere ‘“mining col on
that appears to have been possedshy some of the inhabitants as attested to by artefacts

found through excavatiormay further this suggestion that the settlement was of significant
importance. The amphitheatre itself is also a testament to this since it would suggest that

those residilg within the settlement or the associated fortlet wanted to invest financially and

architecturally into their home settlement.

It is certainly significant that the military installation at Charterhouse has been in my view
rightful |l y c |IHavweegeg tthereaissno @efinitiie archaeblegicdl connection
between the fortlet and the amphitheatre and the distance between the two suggests to me
that they are less likely to have been constructed together, or that the amphitheatrdowilis
primarily to serve those within the fortlet. Conversely, | would suggest thatdtelving door

like occupations of the fortlet would more perhaps make those statichede temporarily

less likely to invest financially in the construction of the amphitheatre. The architecture of the
amphitheatre itself, though Wilmott has pointed out it appears to have some features in
common with the auxiliary example abmeny-Mur (2008, B0), cannot be considered proof

of military construction. The limited archaeological evidence available does not to me suggest
military construction. The amphitheati®size is somewhat explainable simply due to the size

of the settlement and potential audnce. The amphitheatre itself does make use of some
common architectural techniques, such as the use of spoil from the arena to form the banks
(Wilmott, 2008, 130). The significance of this in the wider context of RofBaitish

amphitheatres cannot be fly explored due or the lack of any noteworthy dating evidence.
Overall, it is clear that the amphitheatre at Charterhouse is contextually unique, attached to
what | would consider primarily an industrial settlement which has notable evidence of wealth.
The settl ement may deormomist¢ dec enlt me asdast me Me

such is it somewhat understandable why this amphitheatre was constructed there.
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5.4: Tomeny-Mur Amphitheatre

5.4.1 Context, Construction and Funding:

T. Pennant wote the first description of Tomeg-Mur Amphitheatrein 1784 Afuller

description was the laterpublished by Allen in 1888 (Wilmott, 2008, 15B)is seemed

flawed, as Allen noted that the monument had a circular enclosure (1888). In Gé&sham
recorded damage to the monumerand provided some of his own interpretations of the
architecture of the monument (Wilmott, 2008). The amphitheatre specifically is notably
lacking when it comes to published materials or focusecavationcompared to everthe

other auxiliary example at Newsteathe fort and settlement were investigated in detail by
Evans in 1871 providing a lot of detail surrounding ¢xcavations during the %entury

(Evans, 1871). More recently the military complex has been subjeartal mapping with a
report published by Driver and Browne (2008) noting the multiple features discovered
throughout the complexGeological and geophysical surveys were cdroigt in 2008 and
2009revealed more about the settlement and were reported on by Jones in 2018 through the
Snowdonia National Park Authority. The amphitheatre itself has not been subject to significant
focused work or excavation since those recorded ys@am in 1938, the nre recent

academic focus seems to encompass the military complexust be noted that even as a

whole, published works on TomgrMur are lacking compared to most other Romanitish

amphtheatres.

The amphitheatre aTomeny-Mur is the second example aside from Newstead that is
associated with an auxiliary fort complex. As | discussed in relation to the auxiliary
amphitheatre at Newstead, the rarity of RomaBoitish amphitheatres constructed in situ
alongside auxiliary forts sugsts that the examples that do exist must be important
settlements in some respects. One of the primary factors | suggested for the construction of
the amphitheatre at Newstead was the settlem&ntole as a gathering ground for troops from

the surroundinpr eas as wel | as a springboard’ for furth:
suggested by Jones (2012, SAdditionally it must be considere@vhy those behind the

construction of the amphitheatre aiomeny-Mur choose this location antthe auxliiary fort?

The fort is located in Snowdonia occupying a promontory on the east side of the Ffestiniog

Vale about halfway down the slips of Myndd (Wilmott, 2008, 153) on a slope above the

modern village of Trawsfynydd and Llyn Trawsfynydd (Jones, 2018il@ptt has stated the

fort is at the centre of an extraordinary archae
aerial photography (Wilmott, 2008, 158. This is further evident in the report by T, Driver and

D, Browne (2008) recording the discoveriet hr ough “aer i al reconnai ssance
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1964—2001. Furthermore, there has been a series of excavatiofismeny-Mur over the
last two centuries with a watching brief taking place as recently as April 2018 by the
Snowdonia National Park Authity in order to generally maintain the site (Jones, 2018, 1).
However, Wilmott has highlighted the lack of significant excavation efforts (2008, 153)

resulting in the specific dating of features at this site not being well understood.

The site chosen for this fort complex may provide an interesting indication of its importance in
the wider context of the campaigns into Wale
great communications”, wher e HhematTommeayiMar Ro man
(Evans, 1871, 190). This would make the fort compl&oaterry-Mur certainly an area of

strategic and infrastructural importance. The geological position of this fort complex perhaps
allowed it, much like Newsteatd 0 act ag grobgatdheorn’springboa
planning further campaigns. Additionally, the importanc& omeny-Mur logistically for the

movement of troops and supplies would also be significant, especially earlier on when it was

considered a frontier forcomplex.

There appear to have been two periods of occupatiom@nheny-Mur. The fort seems to have
originally been built in the Flavian period around AB778, as part of Agrico
campaigns (Driver, Browne, 2008, 3). This certainly looks probable considering the timeline of
the Roman invasion into Wales demonstratedfigyre 5.8 and the position afomenry-Mur

as shown irfigure5.9. The Flavian fort measured some 1.75ha (4.3acres) according to Wilmott
(2008, 153) and 2.03ha (5 acres) as recorded by Crew and Webster (2010). Both seem to agree
on a roughly Flavian datend primarily timber and earth construction, though direct evidence

of this appears somewhat lacking. As is to be expected, and in a similar vein to the auxiliary

fort at Newstead, the purpose and motivations behind the construction of the fort itself are
specifically to assist with or act as a presumably somewhat temporary base for expansionary
campaigns within Britain. Similarly, to Newstead again, this early fort was constructed of turf
and timber. The first phase of construction and occupation lasted that Hadrianic period in

which it was reconstructed in masonry around A.D.21@0, though Wilmott had further

proposed that the fort complex was subsequently abandoned by A.D.140 (Wilmott, 2008).
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Campaigns
43 (Claudius) ~ NONE
43-47 (A. Plautius) — NONE
B 47-52 (Ostorius Scapula)
[l 52-57 (Didius Gallus)

B 57 (Quintus Veranus)

B 58-60 (Suctonius Paulinus)
69-71 {V. Bolanus) — NONE
71-73 (P. Cerialis) - NONE
B 73-77 (Julius Frontinus)
[l 77-78 (Agricola)

48 — 78

Based va Frere's Bri ~3
lo.nu :. Mlh:!fsrl::::.! oék 30 T..
Roman Britais, and

The Agricofa by Tocitus 0 mi 25

Figure 58, RomanConquest of Wales between A.D-488, Jones, Barri, Mattingly, 1990.
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Figure 59, amphitheatre sites of the north and west of Britai@dhris EvandVilmott, 2008, 47

The later masonry fort overlays the earltimber one and measured around 1.34ha (3.3 acres)
as recorded by Wilmott (2008, 153) and 1.56ha (3.85 acres) according to Jones (2018, 2). The
main feature to take away from these measurements is the noticeable reduction in the size of
the fort after bang reconstructed in masonry for the brief occupation in the Hadrianic period.
One must consider the motivations behind the reconstruction of this fort complex, the
conquest into Wales coming to an end very soon after its original construction in the late
A.D.70s (Nashvilliams, 1969, 2). This is not to suggest that the region was completely pacified
of course, and heavy military presence may well have been required to continue. Guest has
proposed that during the 40 years or so after the conquest of Walpsgdo an end a

substantial military garrison was sustained there; the architectural evidence for this is clearly
indicated throughigures 5.10 and 5.11 (Guest, 2008;534However, there appears to be a
notable “recession” o fing®Remdate 2'f cantuty (Paipps, 2016, n
19), as demonstrated kijgure 5.12.

Wa
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Figure 510, Roman military installations in Wales A.D. 7800, Tomenry-Mur marked in redafter
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Figure 511, Roman military installations in Wales A.D.1®5, Tomeny-Mur marked in red, after
Guest, 2008, 37.
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This overall recession of the military presence in Wales over the 24dgntury may explain

the suggested date of abandonment of the fort around A.D.140 by Wilmott (2008). Phipps
noted that little was documented by the Romans concerning Wales after the completion of the
conquest (2016, 11); a sentiment seemingly agreed upon by other auttiarsming noted

that after Tacitus no Roman historians specifically mentioned Wales (Manning, 2001, 108). As
such primary sources concerning the reason for this general recession are lacking. Guest has
noted that from the reign of Hadrian the garrisonaaW es was “steadily red
that the north had become the focus of military activity. He proposes that by A.D.160 only
perhaps five auxiliary forts in Wales were occupied (Fig.5.12), with these mainly comprising of
the bases of Legion Il Augasind Legion XX Valeria Victrix on the approaches into and out of
Wales (Guest, 2008, &). Additionally, it appears that the earliest withdrawals of troops from
Wales coincided with the foundation of tleévitascapitals at Caerwent and Carmarthen

(Guest 2008, 35). The region becoming stable and allowing for the foundation of significant
RomaneBritish towns would explain the divergence of military resources and manpower to

the northern frontier where it was required. This would expl@omeny-Mur not being

marked by Guest ofigure5.12,even if we take Wilmots (2008) suggestion in relation to the
abandonment date of around A.D.140. In this instaoenerry-Mur may not have been

considered essential to the security of Wales past this ddtevever, i is somewhat strange
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that it was rebuilt in the Hadrianic peripdspecially if Guest is correct that the reduction of

the garrison in Wales beg under or just after the reign of Hadrian (Guest, 20085384

There does not appear to be a nbta period of inactivity or abandonment between the

Flavian and Hadrianic occupations and construction phases of the fort comflexatyy-

Mur. This may suggest that the reconstruction of this fort was due to the earlier Flavian

complex falling into digpair and requiring to be rebujlthough there is no direct evidence for

this. By the time of the masonry phaseTaimeny-Mur, the primary frontier in Britain would

have been pushed much further north into Scotland
underway by A.D.122 (Witcher, TeKally, 2010, 4). This may explain the evident recession of

Roman military installations in Wales during the f#icentury. In terms offomeny-Mur,

regardless of whether the reconstruction was motivated by the eaftigrfalling into disrepair

or not, the funding and work required to rebuild the complex in masonry may suggest that it

was a site of significance. | would suggest that this was primarily due to the location of the fort,

as | mentioned earlier, connectirtg the two main Roman roads in this region (Evans, 1871,

190). Therefore, the site may still have been vital in terms of transport and communications.
Additionally, even though the conquest of Wales seems to have been completed decades

earlier, the role othe fort complex to maintain a military presence and as a Roman military
‘centre’ i's stil | 2%cenguhylitys impossibiedolsdy evhetherthasth e ear | vy
behind the construction of the masonry fort complex were aware of the approaching
abandonment around A.D.140 but this seems highly unlikely. The abandonment of the fort
may simply be due to it not being necessary anymore. As demonstratiguog 512, there

are no Romandsritish settlements in the area surroundiigmeny-Mur. Thus, itmay have

been important militarily and in a logistical sense during the campaigkgales and later into

the early2" century. However, by A.D.140 it may have simply become obsolete and somewhat

unnecessary in both regards and thus was abandoned.

Exanination of the architectural features and buildings present within the fort complex and

surrounding site may further give some insight into the importance of the site and the military

presence thereTomeny-Mur has been described as one of the most cortglailitary

compl exes in Britain (Driver, Browne, 2008, 2). T
from the early Roman campaigns into nosilest Wales (Driver, Browne, 2008, 4). The

complex includes the fort itself, a civilian settlement (annax)artly excavated bath house, a

parade ground, and the amphitheatre, though the parade ground is thought by Gresham to be

unfinished and is overlooked by a large tribunal mound (Gresham, 1938) (Fig.5.13).

Additionally, the site includes the second larges ncent rati on of “ Roman pract
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Wales, there are believed to be at least 14 located (Wilmott, 2008, 153). Unfortunately, as
Wilmott mentioned there appears to be no significant dating evidence for these features
(2008, 153). However, the notabpresence and amount of training camps would suggest that

Tomeny-Mur acted as a sort of military centre during its period of use.
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Figure 513: Tomen y Mur, Royal Commission air photo mapping, (Crown Copyrigightdireserved,
RCAHM CD2003_606_055. 100017916, 2007), Driver, Browne, 2008. Labelled features:
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The lack of notable dating evidence for any of these features is a significant issue. In terms of
the practice camps, it could be proposed that at least some were constructed and used

primarily during the earlier Flavian occupationTaimeny-Mur due to the requirement for

trained troops for Agricola’s early campaigns.

complex and surrounding area would require military personnel throughout the entire time it
was occupied. Furthermore, due to the locationTaimeny-Mur and its position connected to
the two main roads of the region, even after

these camps and be transported to wherever they were required.

The architecture of the structure may provide some insight into wih@ras possibly built and
shall be considered thoroughly in section 5.4.2. The amphitheatre itself is smaller than urban
or legionary examples, and more comparable to examples at Charterhouse and Newstead. The

monument consists of an earthen bank enclgsam arena around 32 x 26m, the banks

Agr i

constructed of “ st onrby Naiceably this ffoWimenirappgears attBti 08, 154

stage architecturally similar to the other auxiliary amphitheatre at Newstead, though the arena
is somewhat smaller with thexample at Newstead measuring around 37 x 30m, (Wilmott,
2008, 152). This is hardly surprising considering the probable similar origins of these
monuments. | would not suggest that the seemingly simplistic construction of the
amphitheatre atTomeny-Mur isrepresentative of an early construction date, though. If the
amphitheatre was constructed during the Hadrianic masonry rebuild of the fort complex, one
could expect that it would also be of masonry construction. Like the example at Newstead, the
amphithedre here may have been constructed in this simplistic manner and using these
materials out of pure choice, rather than a lack of funding, resources or knowledge. Especially
considering the primarily military context @bmeny-Mur Amphitheatre, it is possie that a
grandiose monument displaying wealth and status was not necessary and the amphitheatre
was built as a convenient place to host events and gatherings. The distafiomefyy-Mur

from any nonmilitary settlements in Wales as shownfigures 5.16-5.12, may further aid

this idea. Thougfomeny-Murc oul d be considered a ‘centre’,
was primarily in a strictly military sense; the site was perhaps somewhat disconnected from
the political and economic motivations thaheouraged the funding of construction projects
within larger urban centres and towns. One could argue that it would be unlikely that the
amphitheatre was constructed during the masonry rebuild due to the early date of
abandonment after this. However, apriefaced earlier, | would argue that those behind this

period of building were not aware of the rapidly approaching abandonment. Dating the
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construction of the amphitheatre at this stage does not seem possible without further

excavation and direct evidence

Considering which groupgere behind the funding and construction of the monument one
would expect the military to be responsible, as at Newstead. The fort complex itself was most
probably constructed by the military and through imperial funditmutgh unlike at Newstead,

no specific garrison has been identified (Wilmott, 2008). | would suggest that the significance
ofTomeny-Muri n a military and | ogistical sense co
The eventual masonry rebuild of the fadmplex is evidence of this even into the Hadronic
period. This idea of the fort complex as an
Newstead, and | would suggest is one of the principal reasons behind the construction of the
amphitheatre afTomeny-Mur as opposed to any of the other many auxiliary fort sites
throughout Wales. This may have been the last opportunity for many members of the military
to attend events of this nature before being sent out on campaigns or deployed elsewhere in
the province during the later period of the occupation. Furthermore, the position of the
amphitheatre outside the fort itself (Fig.5.13) may suggest that it was used by those visiting
from surrounding forts or settlements. It is evident frdigures 5.10 and 5.11 that there were
multiple other auxiliary forts in the area surroundimgmeny-Mur. SinceTomeny-Mur was
connected to the two main roads that ran through the area (Evans, 1871) it would be the
logical place to construct an amphitheatwithin the north of Wales, to serve those residing
within these forts as well as individuals passing through or visiting the complex. Though there
is an annex present atomeny-Mur, little appears to have been reported about it and it is not
specificaly dated. The annex was probably primarily inhabited by those associated with the
military but not directly serving at the fort, or individuals involved in trade who were visiting or
passing through the settlement. It seems unlikely that individuals regidithin the annex

would have funded a project such as the amphitheatre though it is a possibility. At this stage, |
would suggest that the amphitheatre itself was constructed and funded through the military

due to the significance and location Bdmeny-Mur.
5.4.2The Architecture of the amphitheate¢ Tomeny-Mur:

As | have demonstrated, there are clear issues when investigating the dating and construction
techniques at the amphitheatre dfomeny-Mur. However, there have been various

architectural fatures of the monument that could shine some light on these. As I highlighted,
Tomeny-Mur Amphitheatre is not comparable to many other examples throughout Britain in

terms of size and architecture. Though the remains of the fort complex appear to hame bee
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well preserved, in 1938 Gresham recorded the damage that had occurred to the monument
since its construction. The entrances at the ends of the long axis and the lines of the slate
works tramway which was driven through the earthwork created two additigaps.

Gresham also pointed out that a shedip, pens and a field wall had cut the southern side of
the monument and additionally that the banks had been damaged (Gresham, 1938).
Furthermore, as Wilmott (2008) highlighted the excavations in relatiohécaimphitheatre

specifically are still somewhat lacking.

Thestructureitself consists of an oval earthen bank with an arena measuring 32 x 26m

(Wilmott, 2008, 154) (Fig. 5.14). The arena itself is slightly smaller than the only other auxiliary

example in Britain at Newstead which measured around 37 x 30m (Wilmott, 2008, 152),

though still the sizes are noticeably similéhe dimensions are also still comparabi¢h the

international examples noted previously at Dambach and Europos (Sommej, @d88ham

(1938) has estimated the original bank height and width to be around 3.05 x 9.10m. This is an

assessment that Wilmott appears to agree with despite the banks and arena being overgrown

with marsh grasses (Wilmott, 2008, 154). As is to be someesyzcted, the centre of the

arena was hollowed out and the spoil was used to construct these banks (Wilmott, 2008, 154);

this technigue has been noted to some extent in every amphitheatre in Britain | have looked at

throughout this project thus far. Thifsature atTomeny-Mur Amphitheatre was considered

by Wil mott to be the most “persuasive” of those i
Charterhouse on Mendip (Wilmott, 2008, 130). However, as | have stated, the very common

use of this technique diminishdtie significance of it being identified at both amphitheatres.

Wil mott even refers to this techniqgue as “a sighna
Britain” (Wilmott, 2008, 154), a sentiment that I
on a provirtial scale of the utilisation of this techniqueTameny-Mur is hard to judge due to

the lack of significant dating evidence in relation to the construction of the amphitheatre.

Regardless, given the earliest possible dateawistructionaround A.D.78His technique has

been identified at multiple RomanBritish amphitheatres prior to this both of military

construction like Dorchestekmphitheatre and urban examples such as Silchester

Amphitheatre. Especially considering the probable military origiharheny-Mur

Amphitheatre, this construction technique could be considered standard practice by this

period.
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Figure 514, plan of the earthwork amphitheatretalomeny-Mur, Chris Evandyilmott, 2008, 154

Focusing on the banks, as mentioned previous
internal face is “relatively vertical” sugge
2008, 154). Wiling has proposed this may have been created using vertical slate slabs similar

to those used in nearby field boundary walls (Wilding, 2005). Howbeeatoted rightly that

without the discovery of these slabs within the arena or even at the amphithedée s

specifically this cannot be proved. One would assume that there was an arena wall of some

sort to form the near vertical internalfacék i s possi bl e Wil ding’ s pr
the slabs were later robbed out, or the internal wall was camsteed out of timber which has

degraded over time. The construction techniques and the architecture that can be identified at
Tomeny-Mur Amphitheatre appear somewhat simplistic similar to other military examples at
Newstead and even earlier at Dorchest€ne similarities architecturally to the amphitheatre

at Charterhouse on Mendigs noted by Wilmott (2008re certainly significant, especially

considering the distance between the two sigsographicallycontextual differences and the
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as | proposed pradible civilian origin of the amphitheatre at Charterhouse despite the notable
military presence and fortlet at the settlemeriowever, as | have highlighted these

similarities between the amphitheatres at Charterhouse, NewsteadTamdeny-Mur are
constraned to technigues also noticed at most amphitheatres in Britain regardless of origin or

context.

The main similarities of them are through more general construction techniques such as the
formation of the banks, the materials used and the size of the mmmis. They are all still
distinct when considering their specific architecture and features, demonstrating clear
preferences of those behind their construction. This is perhaps more significant when
comparing Newstead anBomeny-Mur specifically, due teheir similar contexts. Though, the
comparison between legionary amphitheatres at Caerleon and Chester is comparable, both
were contextually and functionally similaut not identical At this stage, Newstead
Amphitheatre appears more complex architectdyahnd it is certainijarger,though this
presumption is also due to the problematic lack of excavation of the amphitheafreraeny-
Mur. Sommer (2009) has noted through detailed investigation of auxiliary amphitheatres
discovered on the frontiers acreshe empirgthat with exceptionto the stone monument at
Porolissum in Dacia, all amphitheatres attached to auxiliary forts show similar structure. They
are comprised of a sunken circle, oval, elliptarasquare centre arena such as at Burladingen,
Germany, clearly defined by a stone wall or timber revetment (Sommer, 2068), Sémilar to
NewsteadAmphitheatre the notably small size of the amphitheatreTaimeny-Mur can be

explained through the monumn t ' s This mdy elsotbe applicable to other examples
noted by Sommer (2008eeming to have similar dimensions to the two examples in Britain
perhaps due to their immediate context in serving those who resided within the auxiliary forts.
Through myresearch | have not come across any notable estimations of the populattbe at
Newstead or Tomew-Mur auxiliarycomplexsor the capacity of the amphitheatse

However the small size of tteeamphitheatreswould suggest that it was primarily

constucted to serve those inhabiting the fort complex, the surrounding area such as the

practice camps or individuals visiting.

At this stage, the architecture appears simplistic, perhaps representative of the military
context where those behind its constriumh were not as focused on the acquisition of power
and status through this monument, but rather constructing the amphithetdree more
functional than representativeThe noticeable comparisons to the amphitheatres at

Newstead, Dorchester and Chartertseuwould lead me to still propose that the Roman
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military funded by the government were responsible for the construction of this amphitheatre

at Tomeny-Mur.
5.4.3 Conclusions:

The lack of excavation and direct dating evidenc€aheny-Mur in relation b the

amphitheatre is still a significant issue. At this stage, | am not in a position to suggest a solid

date of construction or which phase of occupation the amphitheatre may have belonged to.
However, the context and form of the monument does allow sammeclusions to be drawn.
Contextually the amphitheatre appears similar to the example at Newstead. This is somewhat
predictable due to them being the only two Kk
Britain. The gquestion of why the amphitheatre wamstructed affTomeny-Mur is certainly

significant, especially when there appears to be multiple other auxiliary forts in proximity to it.
When considering the motivations behind the constructioT omeny-Mur Amphitheatre, |

would suggest that the fotomplex was at some point a military centre, certainly around the
time of its original construction in the FI a
Wales. As | have highlighted, the fact that this fort complex appears to have been
reconstructedaround the Hadrianic period (Wilmott, 2008) perhaps suggests that it was a

projectof special significance. The location of the fort connecting to the two main roads within

the region may have further contributed to the importance of this fort complex. In this sense,

it may have also acted as a gathering area for troops from surrouffiglitsgor those from

further away, perhaps demonstrated by the large number of practice camps identified there
(Wilmott, 2008, 153). As such, constructing the amphitheatre here would make sense and
perhaps even amplify theaeaenttateds fofr tthe fmarti t
The architecture of the amphitheatre itself appears simplistic, more so than at Newstead
Amphitheatre; though it is important to take into account that this may be down to a lack of
excavation. The size of the amgiegttre is certainly interesting, though this may be explained
contextually, one would expect it to be perhaps largdrafnenry-Mur was a significant centre

for multiple surrounding auxiliary forts.

5.5: Amphitheatres of unknown dates in use

5.5.1 Possikluses of the Newstead Amphitheatre:

Considering that the uses of amphitheatres reflect their context and the wishes of the
audience, Newsteadmphitheatre in this respect appears somewhat unique in Britain at this
time. It seems apparent that the NewsgAdAmp hi t heatre was “nothing |

amphitheatres of the Roman empire (Clarke, Wise, 1999, 397) or even Britain during this
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period. The in my view mainly pragmatic attitude
differentiates it not just architectirally from other military examples such as Caerleon and

Chester, but also in terms of the motivation behind its construction and probably its uses.
Unfortunately, at Newstead the finds from excavat
the assemblagesfro t he ot her areas of the site” (Wilmott,
no direct evidence of the garrison during the Flavian period of occupation, though due to the

size of the complex the presence of cavalry might be anticipated (Hanson, 2012,rig&)sVa

artefacts such as bridle bits, harness mounts, three parade or sports helmets, two elaborate

leather chamfrons and spearheads, one with a graffito referringitma, (Latin meaning

‘“swarm’ or ‘squadron’ ref er r presgncetobcavally Roman cavalr
during the Flaviar Trajanic period (Hanson, 2012,-68). Hanson has further proposed that

both legionary troops and auxiliary cavalry can be attested at the site in the Antonine phases.

Richmond proposed a cavalry unit may have beensed in the area demarcated by the

dividing wall (Richmond, #8). This interpretation is viewed as outdated, though Hanson has

pointed out the addition of therincipiaof the basilica exercitatorimassuming its function has

been correctly identifieds a training ground related to horse riding may lend some support to

the presence of cavalry during this phase (Hanson, 2012, 69). This would lead me to suggest

that during this period the primary audience in relation to the events within the amphitkeeatr

would consist of both auxiliary and legionary soldiers and cavalry. This may certainly have

influenced what events took place within Newstead Amphitheatre.

Muneramay have played a role in demonstrating different types of combat or instilling certain
virtues into soldiergBateman, 1997, 82 his may have been especially important at the
NewsteadAmphitheatre considering its wider role as a springboard into the invasions of
Scotland. This would b& my view, a vital time to train before pushing further into Scotland
and the amphitheatre could have possibly played a significant role in this. Due to the presence
of cavalry during the Antonine occupation, it would be possible to make use of hotbes in
events of Newsteadmphitheatre. | would presume this would be in a safe manner though, as
to not waste resources needlessly. As | proposed in relation to Silcheamhitheatre, the

use of horses within the arena has been linked to the militaryikdmhost other Romano

British examples | would suggest that it is most probable the Newstaguhitheatre was

used for a combination of entertainment and to some extent training for the troops stationed
or visiting the fort complex. The events likely ta@ld to the potential audience of members of
the military (both legionary and auxiliary) just as events in the urban amphitheatres of Britain

were dictated primarily by the will of the audience but for alternative reasons such as gaining
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popularity, statusand political power. The lack of direct evidence in relation to events | have
suggested such amunerais certainly an impediment when considering the use of Newstead
Amphitheatre. Thus, my estimations are based primarily of the context on the monument and

role of the fort complex as a whole during the Antonine period.
5.5.2 Possible uses of the Charterhouse on Mendip Amphitheatre:

The events which may have taken place within the amphitheatre at Charterhouse are
especially hard to pinpoint due to multiptactors. The apparent lack of direct evidence is
certainly an issue, though it is one that has also been present when considering this exact
question at multiple other amphitheatres | have investigated. | would propose the nature of
the settlement at Chderhouse is a key barrier when attempting to consider what events may
have taken place within its amphitheatre. The industrial settlement is unique in Britain due to
an amphitheatre being constructed there. There are clear indications of wealth within the
Roman settlement at Charterhouserttugh higher status artefacts located there. As siiich
certainly seems plausible that the amphitheatre could be used to host public events, rather
than just made use of by the military also present at the settlememtdlEy has suggested

that the amphitheatre was perhaps used infrequently or only maintained for a short period,
due to no identifiable roads or tracks leading to the monument. Though he expands upon this
considering the levels of cultivation throughout thiea in later periods which may have
removed any trace of these features (Fradley, 2009, 113). Currently, the western entrance
leads out directly into the field, but evidence through excavation suggests that the Remano
British entrance was nearly 1m beldhe current surface level. This indicates the level of earth
movement that has occurred since the time of abandonment (Fradley, 2009, 113). In this
instance | think 1m would be enough to obscure a simple track leading to the amphitheatre.
The architecturef the amphitheatre itself | would argue is not an indicator of how much or
how often it was used. The seemingly simplistic design of the structure and the size may be
indicative of the reasons behind its construction and the context in which it was Guié

could introduce a comparison to Dorchester as | have referenced throughout my analysis.
However, Charterhouse lacks direct evidence of architectural disrepair and apparent lack of
interest identified through the archaeological remains of DorcheAtaphitheatre (Chapter

3).

Theoretically, if the fortlet was occupied in a period in which the amphitheatre was in use, the
members of the military were highly likely to have influenced or been involved with the events

and entertainment held at the monumentowever, even if this was the case, the context of
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this amphitheatre is still wvastly different when
such as those at Caerleon, Chester or Newstead. This is primarily due to the distinction |

discussed earlier ltieeen forts linked to military amphitheatres like those mentioned and the

fortlet that was constructed at Charterhouse. Furthermore, in relation to the psychological
considerations of these soldiers removed from the
suggestion that they might push to recreate entertainment and practices from these fortresses

or provinces seems more probable. However, the nature of the settlement and architecture of

the amphitheatre at Charterhouse are limiting factors to what evenghtnhave been

possible there. Due to the passive nature of the settlement, in that it is not on a frontier such

as the example at Newstead or associated with specifically the military as a whole, | would be

hesitant to suggest the amphitheatre was usediagining ground for the soldiers of the

fortlet. Though this is certainly possible, the factor | mentioned earlier of the distance between

the fortlet and the amphitheatre would suggest they were not specifically linked or that the

amphitheatre was certaly not initially constructed to be used as a training area. This is

further based upon the premise that the amphitheatre was in use at the same time as the

fortlet was occupied, which seems probable but unprovable thus far.

An alternate theory is thatte amphitheatre was used for events by just those within the

civilian settlement or by the settlement including the fort and perhaps those from other areas
nearby. Fradley has considered Charterhouse an industrial andeomimmic centre of the
Mendip region (Fradley, 2009, 118). In this case, the settlement probably attracted individuals
involved in the mining or trade industries in the province or from elsewhere in the empire.
Presumably, due to the notable artefacts that display wetdtind atthe settlement events

within the amphitheatre would have been funded or requested by these individuals or groups.
One might expect the events in this instance to be somewhat similar to elsewhere in the
province or the empire as a whole, within the limitats of the rural context of Charterhouse

and the architectural limitations of the amphitheatre itself. Moreover, since no other area
suitable for large scale gatherings has been located at the settlement of Charterhouse, the
amphitheatre might have beerng only option to host religious or ceremonial gatherings. If
the theory in relation to the amphitheatre being
(Fradley, 2009) is to be believed, this may give the site further ritual significance in the mind of
local people present at the settlement, though this again is purely hypothetical. Due to the
rural nature, it is further probable that the transport of especially exotic animals for events

such as beadightingwasseverely limited. Though the evident wealth of some present within
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the settlement would perhaps make the importation of exotic animals possible, it would

certainly not be on the same scale as larger urban centres.
5.5.3 Possible uses of the Tomelur Anphitheatre:

No artefactual evidence attesting to specific events or display®oateny-Mur has been

found. As such investigating the uses of the amphitheatre shall mainly be considered through

the context of the settlement as a whole. It is worth takintp account that any events which

did take place would be for a primarily military audience who may already be accustomed to
certain displays and events, perhaps even expecting these as a standard practice. Architectural
aspects are also significant, pripally the notably small size of the monument and the heights

of the banks perhaps acting as limiting factors when considering what events were possible or

at | east practical within the arena. Further
amphithedres in Britain, perhaps most significantly in this instance the auxiliary amphitheatre

at Newstead, some expectations of what they were used for may be applicable to the example

at Tomeny-Mur.

The size of the structure appears to be a noticeably limitactor. Wilmott has commented

that the arena “feels very small when one st
similar size to Newsteafimphitheatre. Wilmott further mentions that there would be at most

room for two gladiators to fight simwdneously (Wilmott, 2008, 155). There is no direct

evidence of gladiatorial events at the amphitheatreTameny-Mur. As | discussed with

previous military amphitheatres such as Caerleon and Newstaaderamay have played a

significant role when it cami® displaying different types of combat and instilling specific

virtues into soldiergBateman, 1997, 82 his may be even more relevant when considering

the role thatTomeny-Mur may have played, especially if it could be considered a centre or

gatheringp|l ace for sol diers before Agricola’s ear

the role played by Newstead, as a sort of S
2012, 51). Considering this, gladiatorial events may have been possiblehtasMyilmott

stated on a very small scale and the lack of direct evidence is an issue.

The presence of practice camps may also be significant. These may suggest that the
amphitheatre was not needed for events related to training troops. However, the
amphitheatre is still the primary structure capable of hosting larger scale events or grainin
displays such as the possibility of gladiatorial games. Perhaps more common events such as
beast fighting or animal displays also took plac&@neny-Mur, though again, there is no

direct evidence for these either. Wilmott comments that the arena wabsld have been low
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given the height and circumference of the
events could have been presented safely. Rather, he suggests that it would be possible for
smaller scale events such as a tethered bear baie dogs; though there is no evidence of
tethering such as the block at the amphitheatre of Chester (Wilmott, 2008, 155). The lack of
architectural, artefactual and dating evidence is a significant impediment when considering
what events may have takengae atTomeny-Mur Amphitheatre.While thesmall size of the
structure would certainly limit events, mayhave been satisfactory when considering the size

of the fort complex and population. In terms of events however, at the most there may have
been sm# scale gladiatorial games or beast fights. The amphitheatre may still have been used
for less violent events such as religious festivals or ceremonies due to it being the largest

monument in the fort complex capable of acting as a gathering place feetbeents.

banks.
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Chapter 6c Conclusion:

The primary focus of this project has been to consider the introduction of RoiB&tish
amphitheatres and how they represented cultural change throughout Britain during the
Roman occupation. Despite tisgnificant academic focus on amphitheatres, limitations in
relation to their significance within Rasmspecifically or in Britain analysed from purely
archaeological and contextual perspectives have left this issuerelyoverlooked. This has
created a notable disconnect between the emergence of Ronguitcsh amphitheatres
archaeologicallynd the unique cultue that surrounced them. Previous methods such as the
general categorisation of RomaiBritish amphitheatres based on their contexts have proved
i mportant, establ i s h eThe RopnanmphithesatresnuBeitf00B)s Wi | m
However, this approach in my viewerlooksthe individual importance of these monuments
as manifestations of spectacle culture at a Idegkl andthus canonly draw comparisons

bet ween them in relation to their contextual

Investigatinghe emergere and spread of these monuments individually from a chronological
perspective has further demonstrated the ardesm which the knowledge, influence, and
inspiration behind the construction of these monuments may have been transferred both
throughout Briain and the wider empiregFurthermore, the implementation of the creolisation
model has allowed me to exhibit the organic process of cultural change in relation to the
emergence of amphitheatres. These monuments evidently represtadistinctly Romano
British spectacle culturen both a provincial level and locally within their individual contexts.
Additionally,considering thaliversity of experiencand perspective if the lower orders of
society in conjunction with the wealthy elite responsible boilding these monuments
highlights the importance of considering thesmmphitheatresas a product of cultural change
across societyrather than topdown approaches focusing on the role of the elites within
Roman Britaindifferent individuals and groups had their own parts to play in this process of

cultural change.
6.1 Introduction and spread:

Through taking thishronologicabkpproach when analysing the initial introductioh
amphitheatres to Britain, there is a ticeable connection between the military and
amphitheatre construction throughout the proviacwith six of the twelve examples | have
studied being constructed by the military in my opinibtowever, when considering the wider

issues of the emergence as@read of amphitheatres throughout Britain the significance of

categories such as military amphitheatres
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the construction of amphitheatres and engagement with spectacle cuthneughoutBritain.

Someavhat regardless of context and category’ the n
construction of Roman®&ritish amphitheatres appear similar throughout the province. While

categorisations are useful in displaying the general context of these monunagtserhaps

drawing conclusions between these groups specifically, the approach is limiting when

considering them as unigue representations of localised culfewethermore, rigid

categorisation of these monuments gives way to potential focus on the issubicd specific

category each example belongs to, shifting the focus away from the questions of how and why

these monuments emerged in Britain both individually and collectively.

The construction and context of Dorchestanphitheatre as the first example Britain
demonstrates this. As noted, (3.2) the monument was constructed to temporarily serve the
military stationed at the camp at Dorchester prior to the foundation of the Rorvuiiish
settlement around A.D.60 (Wacher, 1995). In this instance, thwfisignt role of Dorchester
Amphitheatre in essentially paving the way for the adoption and adaptation of amphitheatres
throughout Britain appears unintentional by the military. Its construction was not a deliberate
plan or agenda to introduce this phydiespect of spectacle culture to the new province
alongside the Roman administration. This was also represented through the form of
DorchesterAmphitheatre  Tehrer dalyoutadted by Bradleyas well as there being no

clear evidence of maintenancsuggests that it was constructed only to serve those in the
military camp on a temporary bagBradley 1976)(3.2). Despite the probable intentions

behind the construction of the first amphitheatet Dorchesterhow it was perceived by those
outside the Rman military in my view is what led to the adoption of amphitheatres by the

inhabitants of Roman Britain and their spread over the province.

The voluntary nature of engagement with this new aspect of Rorinitsh culture was

perfectly demonstrated at tl later urban settlement of Dorchester. While Dorchester

Amphitheatre would later be associated with the RomaBidtish settlement there, the early

abandonment of the monument in thé'@century as well as thabsenceof maintenance

believe displays a ¢k of interest by those inhabiting the town (Bradley, 1976). Essentially,

those living within the settlement by that time showed little interest in the amphitheatre and

therefore were not motivated to make use of or maintain the monument. In some sense, th

aspect of culture simply did not take off at Dorchester specifidaligpite this, it appears

l'i kely that it did inspire -Bhetcohstamphi oheatftreh
Silchester around 80 miles awpgrhaps not long aftebetween A.D.5%5 (Fulford, 1989,

13). This exemplifies the importance of my chronological approach to this topic, especially
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when considering the initial construction of

Amphitheatre is the first example af n ur ban amphitheatre not ¢
In this instance, we can see how initial construction of Dorcheéstegphitheatreby the
military led to the unintentional transfeof this aspect of spectacle cultute urban

populations within Rorano-British towns.

However, it is evident that the initial emergence and spread of amphitheatres over Britain was
not as simple as a single chronological line of influence between RoByéish townsand

military settlements This was exemplified eathy the construction of the amphitheatres at
London (3.4) and Chichester (3.6). Both examples are unique within Britain. Although
Chichester does share some features such as the use of masonry (Wilmott, 2008) and the
possi bl e appl icidaea’i onme tdhkBdedioheey amphitheatre at Caerleon,
neitherin my viewappear to have beedirectlyinspired at least architecturallyy earlier

examples in BritainThis demonstrates the individuality of these monuments but furthermore
that Roman Briin cannot be considered a closed system of influence and culEheecultural
changes brought on by the creolisation procas8Britain throughout this period are a product

of being absorbed into the Roman administration and wider empire due to the draeaf
movement and culture that came with it. As | noted in relation to Chichester (3tBel)
knowledge and awareness in relation to the construction of the amphitheatre may have even
stemmed from the military role the settlement had prior to the tolwaing establishedsoon
after the invasion. Meanwhi | e Laccochgamyings r ol e
influx of wealth and trade may have brought individuals already accustomed to the
construction and use of amphitheatres from elsewheiithin the empire, perhaps related to
the sett | e mZalfictofighs (Ralace, A0d&ho werenow willing to invest

architecturally into the thriving town.

This has further demonstrated the individual aspects of cultural change. While early examples
such as @&ndon and Chichester do not appear to have been architecturally inspired by earlier
RomaneBritish amphitheatres, the spread of awareness of amphitheatres as being an option
for architectural munificence is also significafihis has been a notable diviteoughout my
project, in my viewthere are three main factorthat are required for the construction of an
amphitheatre. (1) An awareness of the possibility, (2) a desire to fulfil it and (3) the technical
knowledge and financial resources to put that ilesnto practise. While all of these are
important, the significance of choice is still crucial as a driver of cultural changgp<may
havehadthe resourcesvailable and knowledge required to construct an amphitheatre, but

simplydid not wish to emage or invest with this aspect of cultuiéhis may have been due to
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external factors such as the risk involved in allocating such adangent of wealth and

resources to the construction of an amphitheatre that might not cause a lasting impression on

the contextual and surrounding population, as seen at Dorchester and Chichester. Though, as
highlighted by Mattingly’'s approach, this choice
traditionally Roman spectacle culture mhagve been steered on an individual level by the

experiences of these people.

It cannot be assumed that the awareness of amphitheatres as an option and the knowledge
required for their construction spread through Britain simultaneoughis is due to bdt the
nature of architectural munificence in relation to amphitheatres and the routes by which
knowledge of amphitheatres may have been transferred to and througBritain. Chichester
Amphitheatre was potentially the latest urban example to be built dgrihe 1% century

before the death of CogidubnusoundA.D.7085 (Boon, 1974). However, the town had
notable military origins between A.D.44(Down, 1988, 16) with significant industrial activity
under the reign of Nero evidenced by the earliest bathé®and related inscription (Down,
1988, 22). Like Silchester, Chichester is also believed to have been under the rule of
Cogidubnus (Wacher, 1995, 268). It seems hard to believe those at Chichegtere simply
unaware of amphitheatres during this periodtil its construction or did not possess the
knowledge to construct oneespecially considering my own hypothesis in relation to the

transfer of knowledge from the town’'s significant
point that those behindhe construction of Chichestéxmphitheatre desired such a

monument or simply had the available resources to construct one.
6.2 Motivations for construction:

While the transfer of these aspects of knowledge, capability and resources were all required
for the introduction of these monuments in Britain, and further allowed under the new
administration, the attraction of amphitheatres specifically over other monuments is
responsible for their emergence throughout the provintais introduces anothearentral

guestion from this project, the issue of why amphitheatres were chosen by those behind their
construction. A notable and significant trend here is that the majority of RorBaiish
amphitheatres, regardless of context, were constructed and or refurbisti@ngside other

large scale building projects within their respective settlements. Individuals and groups took
advantage of these periods of construction to leave their @anchitectural mark on their
settlement and the landscape in the form of an ampkttre. In this instance, amphitheatres

could be considered comparable to any other public monument such as a bathhouse or forum.
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The intention behind the dedication of public buildings and monuments in Britain specifically
has been well documented (Bladg90),with those behind their construction wishing to gain
political and social status through their funding and constructinurban settings such as a
Silchesterelites such a€ogidubnus may have encouraged the construction of more
traditionally ®man monuments to cemertheir own political status. Even if this was the case,
| do not believehat the construction of amphitheatresas encouragedather those behind
construction prograrmes throughout Roman®ritish townswere free to choose such a
monument if they wishedThis further demonstrates the freedoms in relation to building and
architectural munificence under the Romadministration in relation to the construction and

expansion of towns throughout Roman Britain, especiallyciligascapitals

However, this still does not provide an answer as to why amphitheatres were chosen
specifically or why amphitheatresay have been constructemlitside of urban contexta/here
political motivations were not as prevalent, suchsagh aghe earliest amphitkeatre at
Dorchester or the auxiliary amphitheatres of Newstead &nceny-Mur. The main answer
here | believe is that thpotential functions and roles of amphitheatres elevated them above
other monuments especially in relation to spectacle culture amdeztainment This aspect
carries over every category and context of Rom&8mitish amphitheatres and those across the
empire. The role of amphitheatres within both urban and military contexts extends far beyond
that of other monuments such as a forum athhouse. Crucially, they provided a service that
spanned across societiyrough the differing social and political class€&his is also applicable
to a bathhouse or a standard theatr@though amphitheatres in Britaioouldprovide a much
larger veue and a much more versatile space in relation to potential uses. This is
demonstrated by the prominent example of the theamenphitheatre of Verulamium, or the
contextual religious importance of London Amphitheatre (Hingley, 2018). The choice to
construd these amphitheatres was intrinsically linked to their intended roles and uses that
other monuments could not have providethis further demonstrates just how these

monuments were a produce of cultural change on such an indaVvickntextual level

While the construction of amphitheatres was funded and authorised by the wealthy
individuals and groups probably well connected within the Roman administration, the function
of these monuments was reliant upon the willing participation of wider society outsitiee

elite. However, his only provided further incentive for those to construct them, especially
during the expansion of the Roman administration through Britain. Amphitheatres provided
the ability to host large scale events and gatherings for the [@enpt only within the specific

settlement but in many cases in Britain from the surrounding hinterlands. | have nweag
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times throughout this project the role these settlements and military installations where

amphitheatres were constructed often to@s a centre within their region, such as at London,

Tomeny-Mur, and Verulamium. Londoimphitheatre provides an interesting example due to

its religious connotations being conk®ructed in a
and perhaps providing a physical mani festation of
Valley (Hingdy, 2018). Meanwhile, at legionary amphitheatres such as those constructed at

Chester and Caerlepavents for entertainment as well as potential uses in relation to military

training and demonstrations may have occurred. The possibilities of what amphigise

offered to both those who constructed them and those who attended events held within them

made them an attractive option as monuments in Britdin.some extent, this demonstrates

the versatility of these monuments on an individual cultural |eWtile settlements in Roman

Britain were by no means monolithic in a cultural or contextual sense, amphithesdres

something traditionally Roman, have been woven into the existing cultures and contexts of

these RomandBritish settlements.

The location andize of the amphitheatre and the impact this had on the landscape is also
significant. These monuments fundamentally transform the landscape in which they are built.
The construction of Dorchestémphitheatre through the transformation of thieolithic

henge (Bradley, 1976) would have certainly influenced those who had become accustomed to
that landmark, whether the Roman military intended this or not. This can be noted at all
examples | have considered. Even smaller examples such as Silénegtatheatre would

have certainly made a mark on the landscape of the town. This can be further noted through
the position of these amphitheatres regardless of context being constructed outside of the
settlement walls, often beside main roadgch as at Carmarthen.@d. While the size of these
monuments could necessitate this, the impact it may have had on those visiting, inhabiting, or
even passing by the town is significant. However, on this note, none of these aspects of
amphitheatres are unique to Britain. Thenfttions of the monument, its physicality, and the
knowledge and funding it took to construct are issues applicable to amphitheatres throughout
the empire.This is not to suggest the perception and or the reaction of those who witness the
construction of owviewed these monuments was also the same. Agamjrdividual

experience of these people and groups will have guided their views in relation to this process
on both an individual and wider contextual levidbwever,as | have stressethe integration

and succss ofthese monuments aghysical manifestatiosiof cultural changéo flourish

within these individual contextequires them to beculturally accepted by wider society

believe that he issues | have tackled throughout this project have raietiow the
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emergence of amphitheatres took pladew they may have been perceived by those residing
in Britain specificallgomewhat collectively within their individual contexéd how this

influenced amphitheatres as a manifestation of a new RorrBritish spectacle culture.
6.3 Differential responses:

This introduces the issue of perception when considering how individuals and groups may

have responded and reacted to the ergence of these amphitheatres. The wealthy members

of the elite within the Roman administration responsible for funding and commissioning their
construction may have viewed them as ‘tradit
avenue to further politichgain and social status. However, the majority outside of this group

may not have viewed amphitheatres as Roman at all, even when we consider the first example

at Dorchester. The transformation of the henge would have been a notable change to the
landscae for those familiar with the area, though to what extent the new amphitheatre

woul d be consi der bydhose pddng ih thecsariounging andamaheam ’

This demonstrates the importance of discrepant experiences and identities (Mgt2@D4).

These individual's perceptions of this monurm
experiences and awareness or lack of, in relation to the Roman invasion and introduction of

the Roman administration to Britain. Even outsidespécificallybeig consi dered *‘ Ro
the buildingmay demonstrate the military and engineering capabilities of an invading force,
especially for those who witnessed the construction of the monument. Howébetievethis

would not have been as important for those tigiat Dorchester and its surrounding

hinterlands. This comes back to the physicality and grandiose nature of amphitheatres and

their meaning to those in Britain during this period in relation to cultural change. With the
expansion of towns such as Londandailchester over the initial pestvasion period and

their accompanying amphitheatres, it is difficult to suggest to what extent these monuments

would be associated with Roman power specifically or the regime of local elites like

Cogidubnus. The monumtenwere built and funded voluntarily by individuals and groups to be

used by the inhabitants of these towns and their surrounding hinterlands. The freedom to
construct these monuments is telling, not to suggest that the Roman administration was not
oppress$ve in many other ways, but within the realms of amphitheatre use and construction

the administration in Britain did not seem to have an agenda.

As such, they did not have any interest in the representation or perception of these
monuments, rather thesespects of amphitheatres were expressed by the groups and

individuals responsible for their construction and funditigs vital to remember that although
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amphitheatres are viewed as a traditionally Roman invention by us in the modern day, this is

not apgicable to those inhabiting Roman Britain during this period. The perception and

cultural meaning of amphitheatres was assigned by those who constructed, used, viewed, and

were actively invested in their maintenance within Britain, not within Rome, otthuaste

within the administration who were aware that these monuments were traditionally a
representation of Roman culture. In this sense, the cultural change in relation to the
emergence and adaption of amphitheatres throughout Roman Britain was steetdxy/ nibe
Roman administration but a combination of those within Britain who constructed laeh

the wider masses who used and viewed them. This aspect of cultural change was allowed to
emerge and evolve organically, without an overall ageddaphitheatreswere constructed

individually as manifestations ofeolisation at a local level within their related communities.
6.4 Differential construction:

Crucially, this freedom extended far beyond where and when to construct amphitheatres but
alsoto how to construct them. Each RomaBoitish amphitheatre is architecturally unique, |
believe as a representation of the context in which they were constructed and the desires of
the individuals or groups responsildter their construction. The transfeaf knowledge and
construction techniques on a cabg-case level may be considered a limitation in this regard.
There are architectural features and techniques that can be noted at almost if not every
example | have investigated, such as the use of §pail the construction of the arena to
construct thecavea Howeverthis is such a basic and obvious technique that it seems simply
to be the best option, rather than indicative of the transfer of technical knowledge in relation

to the construction of thes monumentsFurthermore, examples such as the need to import

extra materi al to finish the bank’s constructi

2008, 989) demonstrate thatwhile techniques could be replicated, limits imposed by the

topograghy of the landscape or available funding and matesalsw thatchanges to the

planning of these monuments were often necessary. One could suggest that this furthered the

individuality of these amphitheatres as representations of not just culture buttaksphysical
landscape on a local level. The choice to overcome and shape the surrounding landscape to
construct these monuments only further demonstrates the will and motivation of those
behind their planning, funding, and construction to take part iis ttultural phenomenon. This
may further serve to demonstrate the importance of amphitheatres culturally and politically

within Roman Britain.

on
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A key point here in relation to the uniqueness of these monuments is again the aspects of
choice, intent, and gxessionWi | mo t t Ccasegofisatiord 8emonstrate this generally
through notable architectural differences between the amphitheatres constructed by the
military and in urban contexts, or more obscure examples such as the rural amphitheatre at
Charterfouse and theatreamphitheatre of Verulamium. However, looking deeper and
considering these monuments individually demonstrates the limitations of this categorical
approach. When investigating the emergence of RomBribsh amphitheatres, the first
“mirlyi't aexampl e of Dorchester inspired the col
Silchester, and they share some architectural features (3.3). Furthermore, | have categorised
DorchesteAmp hi t heatre as ‘mil it ar y’incomnoowitgthe ar c hi
amphitheatres in urban contexts such as at Silchester even by the monuments second timber
phase in the2" century, compared to thoseonstructed by the military at Chester and

Caerleon. When considering the individuality of the arddtitee and form of these

monuments, categorisations are only related to their contextd general formEven when

comparing the two legionary examples at Chester and Caerleon it becomes evident that they

are very different architecturallyBoth are manifeations of the individual choices of those

behind their construction, demonstrated by vastly different forms and features such as the

number of entrances and the early inclusioregfemeseunat ChesteiAmphitheatre.

However, they also exhibit the limitats of their specific contexts, exemplified at Caerleon by

the size of the amphitheatre being limited in order to fit it into the fortress site (Wilmott, 2008,
143-4).

A reliance on the somewhat <culturally nebulo
‘“l egionary’ amphitheatres perhaps overlooks
by predominantly different groups of people. The only thing drawing these people together is

the connection to the military as an occupatiovhile this may have thcultural implications,

the stark architectural differences between the monuments within this category further

exhibits the individuality and localisation of these amphitheatres and the cultural change they
represent. If we consider the possibility of €ester Amphitheatre being a product of

knowl edge transferred through tdneinspiredbythee me nt
architecture of Caerleon Amphitheatre,ne coul d al so consider it a
a product of military knwledge and engineering, just not built in a military context at the time

of construction. This only further demonstrates that the role of these categorisations can only

be used to describe the specific contextd very general forrof these monumentsn some

instancess uc h as tahlmp h'i tt heeatt rr e 'at the time \dfets constauctionu m
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Beyond thisit is a very restrictive approach when considering pitocess of creolisatiaimat

formed the localised culture surrounding these amphitheatres.

It could be assumed that eaiilyto the Romanoccupation oBritain amphitheatres would have
taken on a more traditionally ‘“Roman’ form
generations as cultural change took place with the formation of a distinctly Ro#Betish
administration. However, this is evidentipt the case in relation to amphitheatres. The first
urban example at Silchester providgn especially useful example of the individuality and
architectural freedom in relation to their construction. The monument bore little resemblance
to what could beconsidered a traditional Roman amphitheatre, most notably incorporating an
almost circular arené-ulford, 1989, 13yhich separatedt architecturallyfrom the only
earlierexample at Dorchester. It appears that the cultural change in relation to the
condruction, form and use of amphitheatres in Britaincurredand even flourisad during

the initial postinvasion period, beginning believe with the construction of Dorchester
Amphitheatre. This again demonstrates how thiurred naturallyuntetheredby any overall
provincial administrative or government rule, perhaps not even on a local [Bvestark

deviation from what would be considered traditionally Roman architecture at Silchester
Amphitheatre would suggest that those behind its constructi@a no intention of replicating
monuments that woul dide®uryaophithéattes at eothdon @Rad ma n '’
Cirencester perhaps align more architecturally with Roman traditibnseven these are still
vastly different from one anothet would proposédhat theseare more representative of their
individual contexts and the origins of these settlements, than of a desire to construct

monuments in a Roman fashion.

With the emergence and spread of masonry architecture into urban contéeisA.D.100,

the forms of Romand®ritish amphitheatres could be viewed as moving towards the Roman
ideal architecturally, becoming more comparable to the legionary examples at Chester and
Caerleon. The issue here then becomes, was there a cultural®drds what could be
considered a traditionally Roman ideal in relation to the form of amphitheatres over the
centuries after the invasion? As Roman and British culture blended, was this aspect of Roman
architecture strived for as an advancement from arédiy unique and distinct timber
amphitheatres such as those at Silchester and London? The answer to this still in my view
requires an understanding of the motivations behind these architectural changes and how
they may have been perceived within the readfncultural change and advancement. A simple
answer may again just be due to the transfer of knowledge in relation to masonry work for the

construction of amphitheatreand a thriving province where individuals were now capable of

ar chi

t
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producing the resourceand finances necessary for these projetitthere was a shift over the
15t century towards a more traditionally Roman ideal of architecture this could hisee a

occurred incrementally, without anyone setting out to achieve this outcome.

CirencesterAmphitheatre was the first fully masonry urban amphitheatre. The transformation
of the quarry alongside the readily available stone supplies (Holbrook, 1998) seemingly
provided a great opportunity for this project, though it does not explain how those behid th
construction of the monument were capable of doing so. As Hingley (2018) suggested it was
not just the lack of available stone that prevented urban amphitheatres from being
constructed out of masonry prior to A.D.100. Though, this is not strictly theadser,
ChichesteAmphitheatre as | proposed (section 3.6) was constructed during the late AD.70s
80s and was built with a masonry arena wall and entrance passages (Wilmott, 2008, 109). As |
suggested, this was possibly due to the origins and cormiktkte town with relation to the

military. The arena as noted by White (1936) was comparable to that at Cae@@encester

also grew into aivitasfrom early military origins as\dcus perhaps explaining how those

behind the construction of the amjiheatre were capable of working with stone when the
opportunity presented itself. In this instance, again it appears that knowledge was transferred
through the military, perhaps over generations after the invasion. However, the masonry
construction of C&ncesterAmphitheatre specifically in my view was primarily down to the
context of the monument, with such ready supplies of stone and the quarry itself giving a

perfect opportunity for the masonry amphitheatre.

During this later period, we see both aniffteatres such as Cirencester and Verulamium
constructed from stone originally, but also past monuments such as at Silchester and London
reconstructed in masonry over previous timber forms. Rather than demonstrating a shift

towar ds R o ma rof architectra, | veould pnopasesthratntise construction of
masonry amphitheatres both originally and as later phases of past monuments was more due
to the thriving Romandritish settlements and again the freedoms they had when it came to
constructing pubtt monuments. This is certainly the case at Cirencester, though the seemingly
perfect situation leading to the masonry construction of the Cirencestephitheatre is not
mirrored throughout Romandritish settlements during this later period. The next epén
chronologically was the reconstruction of London amphitheatre in masonry, rebuilt from
scratch around A.D.12830 (Hingley, 2018, 169). As | outlined (section 4.3) this | believe was a
result of London thrivingandreaching its peak during this period (Hingley, 201
Consequentlythe resources and funding necessary for such a project would have been

available. Additionallyyith other projects occurring at the same time suchtfasforum’ s
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west and east ranges artlkde construction of the Cripplegate fort (Hingley, 2Q1Bjs

revitalisation of London provided a perfect opportunity for people to make use of archisdctur
munificencefor their own social and political gains. The status of London as an economic
centrein the province may have drawn wealthy individuals to the town already possessing the
knowledge necessary to reconstruct the amphitheaireable to now commission that

knowledge from architects and engineessiditionally, asighlighted throughout thiproject

the masonry phase of London Amphitheatre may have been due to those within the town
capable of planning such a monument now possessing the available resources and being

inspired to invest architecturally into the wider scale redevelopment of tlvento

This situatiorcanalso be noted at Silchester, with the town undergoing a period of significant
urbanisation over th@" century (Boon, 1974) (section 4 &)inciding withthe second timber
phase of the amphitheatre. The amphitheatre was again fiebumasonry around A.D.250
(Wilmott, 2008, 100) perhaps also a period of urban expansion based on the work of Clark and
Fulford (2011) atnsula IXclose to the forurdbasilica at Silchester. This is also applicable to
masonry amphitheatres originally estructed during this period such as Cirencester,
Carmarthen, and Verulamium. As noted, (section 4.3) VerulanitueatreAmphitheatre

appears to have been constructed during a lasgale period of urbanisation and
redevelopment of the town after its nealestruction by Boudica. This was made possible by
the town thriving economically and culturally. The construction of the amphitheatre in the
mid-2"? century crucially lines up with the peak of the pottery industry facilitated by links to
London (Niblett, 201) which as mentioned was also reaching its peak at this time (Hingley,
2018). Carmarthemphitheatre (4.7) also seems to be a product of the flourishing economy
of the settlement with the town becoming one of the largest coastal trading destinations
(James, 2003, 24) during the Roman period.

This theme of amphitheatres being constructed during a period of wider urbanisation and

alongside other significant public monuments was noted during their initial emergence in the

mid-1% century. The constru@in of LondolPmp hi t heatre’ s first ti mber pha:c
reconstruction of the settlement after the Boudican revolt (section 3.4) could be compared in

this sense with the construction tifie VerulamiumTheatreAmphitheatre almost a century

later contextually, as both settlements were undergoing a period of reconstruction and

revitalisation after near destruction. So, it appears that the situations and motivations behind

the construction of these later masonry amphitheatres in urban contexts remainedathe s

over this period. One could even propose that the transition towards stone construction

further cemented these monuments as a part of Rom&miish culture The use of masonry
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gavethe amphitheatres a sense of intended permanence. This magogely be applicable to
those rebuilt in masonrysuch as at London and Silchester. However, unlike the initial
emergence of these monuments, this spread of masonry amphitheatres does not appear to

follow the same chronological track of influence.

Rather, influence and inspiration appear to move back and forth between one site an another.
For example, the earlier amphitheatre of Cirencester may have inspired the masonry
reconstruction of Londomphitheatre in terms of demonstrating the viability wfasonry
construction. However, architecturally, the later rebuild of Cirencester amphitheatre around
A.D.155160 brought it more in line with the example at London, including features such as
interior decoration and coping stones within the arena (Wilm@@08). This may also display a
level of interconnectivity through Britain during this later period as well as the individual
freedoms in relation to architecture the people responsible for the construction of these
monuments had. However, this may alsavk hinged upon the role of London specifically
during this period as in my view the most significant economic centre in Britain. Furthermore,
LondonAmphitheatre during this period did seem to be at the forefront in terms of
architecture within the spheref urban RomandBritish amphitheatres. Even if this was the
case, this exhibits again the significance of choice and the localised nature of the culture
surrounding these amphitheatres. While the second phase of Cirencester Amphitheatre may
have been insiped architecturally by the example at Londdine VerulamiumTheatre
Amphitheatre was vastly different architecturally and culturally, even when considering the

significant economic conneohn between the two settlements noted by Niblett (2001).
6.5 Romano-British spectacle culture:

While | have stressed the individuality of these amphitheatres due to their immediate contexts
and through the development of cultural change on a localised level, they together represent a
manifestation of what can be congited RomaneBritish spectacle culture. However, this is
not represented in terms of an aesthetic ‘“id
architecture being perceived as explicitly
Amphitheatre perhag being inspired by London amphitheatre, it was still unique aesthetically

and contextuallyBoth monuments during this periodre more comparable architecturally to

legionary examples at Caerleon and Chester, but contextually and functionally they remain

vastly different. These choices were not made to bring them more in line with what could be
considered Roman. Rather, the technological and architectural progress was due to the

associated settiments flourishing economically and culturally under the RooaBritish
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administration. Those responsible for the construction of these monuments were freely
expressing their needs and desires in relation to spectacle culture, the amphitheatres being a

physical manifestation of the opportunity and choice to do so.

The variety in the forms and contexts of later RomdBritish amphitheatres continues to
demonstrate this. The second timber phase of Silche&tephitheatre in the mie2™ century
despite the spread of masonry work throughout the period is notable. Dtiegtoeasons for

the remodeling (4.6) timber may have been the best choice within the context of the
settlement, further exhibiting the importance of the monument and its lasting significance. It is
crucial to note that the use of masonry should not bemge as necessary over this period, it
was now just more of a possibility throughout Britain. In this instance, there may have been a
lack of funding and resources to dedicate to the amphitheatre, or even a lack of capability in
relation to its constructionPerhaps those behind the remodelling of the amphitheatre were
unwilling to invest in a masonngmodellingof the monument, dedicating their funding to

timber repairs and remodelling on a smaller scale instébmvever it does demonstrate the

role the anphitheatre took within Silchestesjnceit could have easily been left to decay or
dismantled. As noted, (4.6) this was seemingly the choice made when repairs were a necessity.
With the full masonry rebuild of SilchestAmphitheatre being undertaken alost a century

later (Wilmott, 2008), it may have been the case that those behind the project were more
willing to divert their funding and resources to the project when it came time for repairs again.
This highlights the situational nature in this instaée¢he construction and reconstruction of
amphitheatres. Though this is also applicable to those constructed it°thentury, the

resources, time and funding required could have been invested into any number of
monuments or projects. The fact that ampahitheatre was chosen reflects their significance as
a part of an emerging, and in these later casasting Romand3ritish spectacle culture.
Furthermore, this demonstrates the balance between the choice to invest intptbess of
cultural change aththe capability to do so within these individual settlements and contexts.
Whether or not repairs and remodelling was prioritised over other projectay view will

have been based on both the significance culturally of these amphitheaitei local

contexts, and the individual choices of those in control of the necessary funding and resources.
Again, this may have been based on various motivations, but also on their individual

experiences and roles under tfi®man administration.

In my view theuniqueindividual and or grouphadcesand contextual representatiainvolved
in this proces®f culture changeare highlighted further when considering examples such as

the one known theatreamphitheatre at Verulamium consteted in the mid2" century



307

(Wilmott, 2008 & Frere, 1983). This seems to have been impacted by the highly probable Gallic
cul tur al influence at Verulamium (4.3), as w
connections to London thought to alsoweaGallic origins (3.4). In this instance, the lack of

other theatreamphitheatres found in Britain despite the notable theorised Gallic influence at
multiple major settlements such as London (3.4), Verulamium (4.3) and Silchester (3.3) again
displays noonly the multicultural nature of the province but also the crucial aspect of

individual choice and freedom whit came to constructing these amphitheatres. Despite the
Gallic influence at other settlements, those behind the construction of these monumeants

have not been familiar or interested in this specific cultural aspect. Meanwhile, those at
Verulamium who constructed the theat@mphitheatre chose to invest and express it their

own way. Despite the individuality tie VerulamiumTheatreAmphitheatre contextually and
architecturally, as | have highlighted, the monument was also a result of the thriving town,

with the choice to designate resources towards an amphitheatre exclusively.
6.6 The military amphitheatres:

Much like urban examples, the legiary amphitheatres underwent significant changes both
contextually and physically over the Roman period. The later phases at both Caerleon and
Chester seem to have been somewhat opportunistic. With the spreading of legionary forces
throughout the province o0 wor k on ot her building projects
the Antonine wall, these amphitheatres seem to have been neglected for significant periods

over the2" century. However, upon the return of military forces to both settlements the

monu ments were reinvigorated and modi fied. I n
seem to have represented a desire to enhance the experience of audience members though
perhaps focusing on different groups. The removal of the boxes at Caerleon (4uphtho

have been specifically for higher status individuals, is juxtaposed by the changes to Chester
Amphitheatre seemingly focused on the higher seating backs enhancing the experience of this
same group (4.5). This further exemplifies the individualitthese monuments despite such

stark similarities contextualyand how unique experiences and ideals may rshaped this

process of cultural chang@he motivation of individuals to allocate resources to the

modification of these monuments after a perioflabandonment demonstrates the lasting

impact these monuments had on those who built, viewed, and used them. Upon the return of
these groups to the settlement the amphitheatre was still a monument of significance and one
which they intended to make ef. This may have been less significant due to the military

context if the monuments played a significant role in the training of troops or military

exercises.
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Theconnectionbetween amphitheatres and the military is a consistent theme throughout the
Roman period in Britain. Both the first example at Dorchester and the final constructed at
Richborough in my view were constructed and funded through the military. The military
appears to have acted, even if unintentionally, as a consistent and significant source of
knowledge for the construction and general awareness of amphitheatres throughout the
province. Much like the original example at Dorchester, the auxiliary amphitheaitiezmen
y-Mur (5.4) and Newstead (5 2inmy view were constructed functionally to serve those
stationed at the fort complexes and surrounding area. In this sense they could be considered
detached from the more political and social sphere of spelet culture that both urban and to
some extent the legionary Romairitish amphitheatres were manifestations of. This is

further demonstrated through their architectur@oth auxiliary amphitheatres in my view

were most probably constructed in tH28 century. Despite thisthey are very simplistic
architecturally compared to urban masonry examples during this later period. Both were
constructed primarily of timber and earth (Wilmott, 2008) providing interesting parallels to the

first example constructedt Dorchester both architecturally and contextually.

It is evident that there was a vast number of auxiliary fort installations throughout Britain
(chapter 5), but only two auxiliary amphitheatres have been located. As noted, (chapter 5) the
roles taken ly the settlements ofomeny-Mur and Newstead seem to have been the primary
reasons for the construction of these amphitheatres. Both seem to have acted as gathering
pl aces for soldiers prior to major cuathepai gns, New
invasions into Scotland (Jones, 2012. 51). This may explain why these amphitheatres were
constructed associated with these forts specifically. In this instance, if we consider these
monuments to be detached from the culture surrounding architectarahificence for social

and political gains, their construction again highlights the significance of the role
amphitheatres may fulfil within communities. They were constructed for what an

amphitheatre specifically could provide the settlement, as empleaiséarlier. Ultimately, |

would suggest that this is one of the primary reasons for the emergence and continued
construction and use of RomasRritish amphitheatres. As | have stressed, spanning the
categorisations, individual contexts and architectured #me motivations behind their
construction, the choice to construct the amphitheatre instead of any other monument was
due to the role and potential functions of amphitheatres specifically that other monuments
such as a forum, bathhouse or even a theatoelld not provide. Furthermore, this significant

link between Romandaritish amphitheatres may perhaps makes the motivations behind their

construction beyond their potential function and role less significant. When considering their
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impact on the processfaultural change relating to spectacle culture specifically, the role
Dorchester Amphitheatre took in paving the way for this process and the emergence of
amphitheatres in Britain was not at all dependant on the specific motivation behind its
constructionor the individuals responsiblgithin its associated settlemenit was primarily

due to the choice to construct an amphitheatre at all.
6.7 The amphitheatres in use:

Based upon this, the functions, and roles of these amphitheatres outside of architectu
munificence have also been an area of significant study throughout this project. However,
through this some issues have emerged. The significance of the contexts of these monuments
in relation to their form and the motivations behind their constructiwould further suggest

that the events held within them were also products of the specific context of the
amphitheatre. While we can imply that the transfer of amphitheatres would have come along
with the transfer of knowledge in relation to the eventsdraonally held within them, as |

have demonstrated there was not a significant effort put towards purposefully pursuing
spectacle culture due to it being traditionally Roman. This individuality may also be notable
when considering the events held withiofRano-British amphitheatres. While architecturally,
the transfer of knowledge in relation to building these monuments would dictate specific rules
in relation to their construction, or techniques that were most efficighis is not necessarily

the caser relation to the use of amphitheatres. There are no rules in relation to their use and

no ‘best way'’ or meknguseofftiiede monamments. met hod of

Due to the lack of direct evidence in relation to the use of these amphitheatres collectively

on an individual level in Britain we must work with a very incomplete picture of what the
events and games within them may have looked like. Without direct evidence to the contrary,
it is possible that the monuments could have been used exactly aswikey in Rome. For
example, one may expect amphitheatres associated with the military specifically such as
Caerleon, Chester or Newstead to have hosted events with their military audience in mind. As
noted, (3.8.4) it has been suggestedineraplayed a sigificant role in relation to training

through the demonstration of different types of combat (Bateman, 1997, 82). To what extent
the significance of this role held by military amphitheatres, especially those constructed during
the 15t century at Chester ahCaerleonwould have diminished over the centuries as the

frontier moved further north and the administration took over through the wider urbanisation
of the province is also important to considét.the auxiliary amphitheatres of Newstead and

Tomeny-Mur training eventanayhave been one of the primary reasons behind their
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construction in the first place, especially due to their roles as potential gathering grounds and

springboards for troop prior to campaigns into Scotland and Wales.

Despite this, the role these amphitheatres took in relation to the military and entertainment
were not mutually exclusive. The use of these amphitheatres for entertainment is still critical
when considering the culture surrounding them, whether for thegmse of entertaining

troops or the wider public in urban settings. One could argue that the latter was more based
upon the potential political gains. Though even here, the military may have had some
influence in relation to the events taking place. Asvéhaoted throughout this project, the
military were a keyehiclefor the transfer of knowledge in relation to the construction of
amphitheatres even in urban settings. When considering the emergence of urban
amphitheatres such as at Chichester (3.6) wHeseuld suggest the early military origins of

the settlement may have influenced the later construction of the amphitheatre, knowledge in
relation to the events held within it may also have been transferred to those in Chichester
during this time. It fotbws that the transfer of culture surrounding the amphitheatre would
include what they were used for. Meanwhile, at Silchester (3.3), though architecturally the
monument is unigue from what could be considered traditionally Roman, in order for it to be
inspired by the military amphitheatre or Dorchester, the role the monument took, and the

events held within it may also have been inspired by the earlier example at Dorchester.

Even when attempting to base investigations on the context of these monumentacket
material or literary evidence specifically alluding the to the uses of these RoBrdth
amphitheatres is a significant constraint in many cases. For example, | have repeatedly
stressed the multicultural nature of London, not only through itsedigallic, Roman and

British origins, but further through its growth as a significant economic centre of Britain,
potentially drawing in people from around the empire. The amphitheatre also being seemingly
woven into the existing religious landscape of dam within the Walbrook Valley (Bateman,
2009) only complicates this further. The religious context of the London Amphitheatre
especially does provide us perhaps more room for speculation about the religious function of
the monument and the culture surrodting it, though it does noindicatethe specific events

that took place within the monument. There are some specific examples of artefacts such as
the notable amount of horse remains at Silchesdarphitheatre (3.8.2), the distal humerus of

a brown bearn the contemporary layers of the arena wall during the later phase of London
Amphitheatre (4.9.2) (Bateman, 1997) or even the tethering stone at Chésiphitheatre

(4.9.5) that may allude to some of the events that took place within these monuments, Agai
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they serve to provide us with further possibilities and may be indicative of specific events,

though they cannot be viewed as direct evidence of these exact uses.

There are also some examples in relation to the targeted modifications of amphitheatres a
well as common features that may allude to what they were used for. The construction of the
nemeseat Chester and Caerleon (Wilmott, 2008) certainly demonstrate a religious element to
the uses of these amphitheatres. Meanwhile features sucteaseredike those noted at the
second phase of Londddamphitheatre and at Cirencester may have been used as kst

to store animals during events. This may especially have been the case at London (4.3) due to
the potential identification of a sliding timberdapdoor frame on the doorway of the southern
chamber out into the arena (Bateman, 1997, 58). However, when considering the wider
culture in relation to the uses of RomaiBritish amphitheatres, | believe it can be best
demonstrated by the transformation ¢fie monumentsof Verulamium and Silchester. As
establishedthe VerulamiumTheatreAmphitheatre both architecturally and as a cultural
representation of the settlemenis certainly unique within Britain. It would make sense that

the monumer was constructed with specific events in mind. This is applicable to all Remano
British amphitheatres, though perhaps more physically notable at Verulamiurerjpbasis
during the first phase of the monumeseemingly more onto the free arena space than the
stage specificallyperhaps indicates the popularity of events wasusedwithin this area.

However, during the monument’'s second phase
126), far more emphasisas placed on the stage itsgdignificantly reducing the size of the

arena (Wilmott, 2008). In my view, this physical change was most likely a result of a cultural
change surrounding the events held within the amphitheatre. The popularity of specifitcseven
revolving around the stage may have caused those behind this project to transform the

amphitheatre to better suit these.

The purposeful architectural modifications reflecting preferences in relation to the uses of
these monuments may also be the casieaw analysing the multiple phases of Silchester
Amphitheatre. | placed significant focus upon the role of the arena and its near circular shape
during the first phase of the monument in relation to the events perhaps held there (3.8.2),
though over the seand and third phases of the amphitheatre (4.6) this also changed,
transforming into more of a traditional oval by the final masonry phase (Wilmott, 2008, 64).
This may be representative of a change in the use of the monument, though it is difficult to
suggest what events may have been possible or more suited to the circular arena but not in
the later oval one. As amphitheatres emerged and changed physically to represent their

immediate and individual contexts, one would assume the uses of them did as well.
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6.8 Cultural change:

While to us, amphitheatres will always be regarde
Britain should be viewed as unique and distinctly RorBritish. They are individual

manifestations of localised spectacle culture withieithassociated communities, while also

being connected to form a provincial culture distinct from what could be considered

traditionally Roman or British. This exemplifies the importance of considering the creolisation

model when investigating the emergemnof amphitheatres as physical manifestations of

cultural change throughout Britair\s | have demonstrated, this cultural change in Britain

occurred organicallyThere was no grand transfer of knowledge to Briteequiringthose

inhabiting the settlemerg how to construct these monuments, just like there was no

purposeful transfer of spectacle culture surrounding thétngaging with this aspect of

traditionally Roman culture in the first place was a choice, demonstrated by their relative
scarcityoverBrain.Thi s al so demonstrates the significance ¢
i d e n tthoseiwkosconstructed, viewed, and used these monuments in Britain were free to

projecttheir own culture and ideas onto the amphitheatres. Thisilddhave been in my view

a reflection of their own experiences and contextawever this process of cultural change

further requires these monuments to be accepted and to flourish through the engagement of

wider society outside of the elite and wealthy that constructed and funded them.

Without a larger system of integration, the adoptiand adaption of these amphitheatres
occurred organically and individually. Though | have highlighted potential and likely pathways
of influence and inspiration between them, each amphitheatre while Rongitesh can also

be viewed individually as a reggentation of the desires of the groups and individuals behind
its funding and construction, but even deeper as a manifestation of the local culture within its
associated community. Ultimatelfgr the process of creolisation in relation to tkeeergence

of RomaneBritish amphitheatres specifically to occur, it must happen at the localised level.
However, in doing so, this process of cultural change spreads across the province entirely
based upon voluntary investment, opportunity and engagemBgtspreading between
settlements and across the province, it forms a wider Rordaritish spectacle culture.

However, this wider culture does not detract from the significance of these amphitheatres as

manifestations of localised cultural change.

The aspect of opportunity is also vital to this process. These monumesitsct the province
flourishing economically and culturally at certain points over the Roman period. While the role

of amphitheatres is what primarily motivated people to construct thene, ithportance of
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architectural munificence and the necessity of wealth for their construction is undeniable.
Throughout the Roman period these monuments were the result of opportunity,
predominantly constructed alongside large scale building programs withinassociated
settlements While it is evident that significant amounts of wealth and resources were
necessary for the construction of these amphitheatres, the relative sgatthese

monuments throughout the province, and the range of contexts they were constructed in,
suggests that there was not a direct connect
construction of an associated amphitheatre. However, when analysagrocess otultural
change, the necessity for suitable opportunity and the specific choice to construct these
amphitheatres are intrinsically linked. A large venue to host events for a multitude of reasons
whether military training, religioutestivalsor just entertainment even if politically motivated
further enriches the culture surrounding these monuments and allowed it to evolve and
spread. While amphitheatres represented spectacle culture physically, theyalsere

instrumental in spreading it, cefitally more than other potential public monuments.

It is no coincidence that these amphitheatres were built often in relation to large urban towns
or settlements that can be considered gathering grounds. This is even the case outside of the
urban contexts gch as affomeny-Mur and Newstead. Regardless of context or the
motivations behind their construction, amphitheatres function to promote spectacle culture
and expose people to it on a large scalaking use of the opportunity toonstruct an
amphitheatrespreads awareness of spectacle culture and provides others with further
opportunity to take part in this culture, perhaps even inspiring individuals and grehps

were capable of doing 90 construct their own. The importance of perceptiemen on an
individual level in relation to this process of cultural change through creolisation cannot be
understated. While the physicality, architecture and uses of these monuments couldlsave
displayed the wealth, political statuspr specific messagesf thoseresponsible for themhow

these were then interpreted and spread across settlements and the province was what drove
this process. The freedom to express and interpret spectacle culture based upoavimeir
perception allowedhis process of creolisation to occur. Overall, the lack of an agenda or even
interference in relation to the construction of amphitheatr&spportedtheir emergence in

Britain This allowed people to interpret and use these monuments in ways that were
mearingful to them This context also fostered cultural change by allowing it to occur
organically through creolisation at a local level. Amphitheatres acted as the primary physical
manifestation of this new culture, while simultaneously acting as instrumeodds in its

spread and evolution over this period.
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