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More than a Roman Monument: A Place-centred Approach to the
Long-term History and Archaeology of the Antonine Wall

Darrell Jesse Rohl

ABSTRACT

This thesis offers a critique of currently dominant approaches to the history and
archaeology of the Antonine Wall, and develops an expanded place-centred
perspective in which this former Roman frontier is reinvested with wider
significances that derive from both its Roman past as well as its post-Roman history
and archaeology. Part 1 provides a general introduction to the Antonine Wall
following the traditional perspective, and draws on interdisciplinary theoretical and
methodological developments to outline how this traditional perspective will be
challenged through reframing the Wall as a place rather than an artefact or monument.
Part 2 offers a critical genealogy of Antonine Wall discourse from the earliest
accounts until the present, tracing the development of current reductionist
approaches and demonstrating that the Wall has been the focus of wider concerns in
the past. Part 3 focuses on particular aspects of the Antonine Wall’s post-Roman
archaeology and the Wall’s role in regional myths and legends to explore alternative
themes for future research and wider significances that can be integrated into new
understandings of the Antonine Wall’s meaning, significance, and value as a place

of memory, meaning, and cultural heritage in the present.
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PART 1:
Introduction, Theory and Methods



Chapter One:
Introduction

1.1 Introduction, Aims, and Objectives

This thesis focuses on the Antonine Wall, imperial Rome’s one-time northern
frontier in central Scotland and —since 2008 —an UNESCO World Heritage Site
(WHS) as part of the multi-national “Frontiers of the Roman Empire” WHS
(alongside Hadrian’s Wall and part of the German Limes). While the Antonine Wall
possesses a lower profile than its internationally renowned counterparts, it has
nevertheless been the object of significant study, and this research tradition has
resulted in a number of syntheses (Macdonald 1911; 1934b; Hanson and Maxwell
1983; Robertson 2001; Breeze 2006a). These syntheses emphasise the Wall as an
archaeological monument of the Roman military, focusing on its Roman period
remains and a wider context centred on Roman military activities elsewhere in
Britain and across the Empire. This research tradition has revealed significant
details about the Wall’s structural anatomy and chronology, as well as the lives of
the soldiers who inhabited its various installations. Yet, several questions remain
unanswered, and considerably more research is required before we will have a
detailed understanding of the Wall —and life upon/near it—in the Roman period.
This thesis will explore some of these Roman period questions, but the primary
emphasis will be the Wall’s larger story beyond the Roman period —a topic that has
received far less attention (see, however, Keppie 2012).

The primary aims of this thesis are: to demonstrate that the Antonine Wall is
more than a Roman monument, that the current research tradition has reduced the
Wall to an artefact for which its recognised significance is limited to Roman military
activities during a twenty year period around the middle of the second century AD,
that a number of significant activities and alternative interpretations have been
neglected by this research tradition, and to propose a new approach to Antonine
Wall research and public outreach that broadens perspectives beyond the Wall’s
short life as a functioning military frontier of the Roman Empire. These aims will be

achieved through the following objectives:



* To reframe the Wall as a place rather than a monument or artefact, drawing on
place theories developed in humanistic geography and philosophy, as well
as the chorographic tradition (Chapter Two: Theory and Methods).

* To provide a critical assessment of the Wall’s story as an object of discourse
from written accounts, maps and other depictions, drawing on Foucault’s
historiographic methods of archaeology and genealogy (Part 2:
Historiography/Genealogy).

¢ To explore possibilities for telling new stories about the Wall by examining
the details of post-Roman archaeological evidence, as well as the various
myths and legends that have developed around the Wall and its associated
remains (Part 3: Grymisdyke).

¢ To outline proposals for an expanded research, public outreach, and
communications agenda that accounts for the Wall’s long-term history and
wider significance(s) alongside those already present within the current

research tradition (Chapter Nine: Discussion and Conclusions).

1.2 Organisation

The thesis is organised into three parts and nine chapters. Part 1 consists of two
chapters. Chapter One (i.e. the current chapter) provides a general introduction to
both the thesis and the Antonine Wall, establishing aims and objectives,
organisational structure, and a brief synthesis of the Wall’s historical context and
structural details based on traditional approaches to the Wall as an archaeological
monument of the Roman military. Chapter Two establishes the theoretical
framework and key methods that are used in the remainder of the thesis to develop
a new approach that will allow us to move beyond now-traditional ways of viewing
the Antonine Wall and its significance.

Chapters Three to Six comprise Part 2: Historiography/Genealogy, which
provides a critical genealogy of the Wall’s story as an object of discourse from the
earliest accounts to the present. This is important for two reasons: first, it reveals a
richer range of interpretations and significances than is usually presented in current
discussions; second, it demonstrates how the Wall’s current research tradition has

come to be, highlighting episodes of discovery, loss and recovery, as well as the



repression of earlier ideas that no longer fit accepted interpretations. Chapter Three
presents and discusses early accounts from the classical period until the end of the
medieval era. Chapter Four offers historical and antiquarian accounts from the
Renaissance through to the late nineteenth century. Chapter Five summarises the
activities and accounts of modern archaeological investigation from the 1890s until
the present. Chapter Six then concludes Part 2 by offering a detailed summary and
critical analysis of where Antonine Wall research stands today; this emphasises
current themes drawn from recent literature, the Wall’s World Heritage Site
Management Plan (AWMP 2007), and the currently in-development Antonine Wall
Research Framework.!

Some of the material covered in Part 2 (particularly Chapters Three and
Four, but also part of Chapter Five) has recently been summarised by Lawrence
Keppie (2012); this has been a valuable aid, but while Keppie provides a primarily
linear history of cumulative and progressive knowledge acquisition, I focus on
overlooked and under-explored details, as well as the more complex genealogical
relationships, including eddies in time (Hingley 2012: 9, 229, 327-33; Witmore 2007:
205-10), disjunctures, moments of rediscovery, and the broader connections and
dis-connections between the Wall’s various accounts. Chapter Two explains the
reasons for such an approach.

Chapters Seven to Nine comprise Part 3: “Grymisdyke,” which explores the
possibilities for telling a new story about the Antonine Wall by moving beyond
Roman frontier-centred themes. Chapters Seven and Eight focus on and elaborate
aspects that are generally absent from current research: issues that are now
neglected because they relate to the Wall’s post-Roman life rather than its functional
period as a Roman frontier. While these issues are generally absent from current
themes in Antonine Wall research, there will be some overlap between details
discussed in these chapters and themes that were present in pre-twentieth-century

approaches to the Wall. Thus, some of the aspects discussed in Chapters Seven and

1 The Antonine Wall Research Framework is currently co-ordinated by Dr Rebecca Jones
(Historic Scotland). I have contributed material —extracted from early drafts of the present
thesis—on the topics of “Early Accounts” and “The Antonine Wall after the Romans.”



Eight will be originally introduced in Part 2, but returned to in these chapters in
order to discuss them in more detail, elaborating on the argument that the Wall has
a richer history and greater significance than its role as a Roman military frontier.

Chapter Seven summarises the available archaeological evidence for
activities on or near the Wall in the post-Roman periods, from the earliest years after
the Wall ceased its original function until the Industrial Revolution. As much of this
archaeology has been un- or under-explored, it will not be possible to present a
complete and coherent picture of the Wall’s role in these post-Roman centuries, but
the available evidence will be historically contextualised and a number of
possibilities and opportunities for further research will be offered. Chapter Eight
also covers the Wall’s post-Roman centuries, exploring less tangible aspects of the
Wall’s role in a complex mythic landscape, highlighting alternative histories, tales of
the common people, and the role of imagination in people’s quest to establish their
own identities through the stories they tell about the places they inhabit. Also
considered is the repression of this mythic landscape in current academic and
heritage discourse, as well as its continued relevance in unofficial histories and
popular subculture.

Chapter Nine concludes the thesis, providing general discussion organised
by key questions derived from the aims/objectives and the material considered
throughout the thesis. What are the benefits of a place-centred approach in contrast
to the current monument/artefact tradition? What does a broader look at the Wall’s
historiography/genealogy tell us about its long-term significance, and what are the
implications of reintroducing interpretive elements that have been written-out of its
traditional biography? How was the Wall’s significance discursively reduced to the
Frontier>Roman>Military typology and Roman>AD 140-160 chronology, and how
has this affected public interest, the Wall’s social value, and input by researchers
interested in alternative themes and periods? What can non-Roman evidence tell us
about the Wall’s broader significance in the post-Roman centuries, and how might
this evidence be used to fill gaps in our understanding of central Scotland from the
immediate post-Roman period until the Industrial Revolution? How has the Wall’s

materiality —and that of associated remains and natural features —figured in the



development of local knowledge and community identity through traditions of
folklore, myth and legend, and what are the implications of neglecting these stories
in current presentations? Finally, how can the Antonine Wall’s Roman and post-
Roman stories and significances be brought together in a more holistic presentation
of the Wall, its history and archaeology, and their contemporary importance to the
present-day place they have helped to create? Key locations where multiple strands
of this story come together will be provided as possible locations for leveraging the
Wall’s broader significance in public engagement and presentation, with the area
around Rough Castle fort and the Falkirk Wheel singled out as perhaps the most

promising opportunity for expanded public outreach.

1.3 Historical Summary

The Antonine Wall is first, and perhaps foremost, an ancient and historical
monument originating as imperial Rome’s one-time northwest frontier in modern
Scotland. It was inscribed in 2008 as the third component of the “Frontiers of the
Roman Empire” UNESCO WHS, joining Hadrian’s Wall (inscribed in 1987) and the
German Limes (inscribed in 2005). It is, thus, internationally recognised as a frontier
and Roman military monument (UNESCO 2009). While its unique qualities are
independently considered and the Wall is viewed as an important monument of
Roman Britain—and Roman Scotland in particular—it is perhaps because of the
Wall’s role as just one part of an empire-wide frontier system that has led it to attain
WHS status.

This initial historical summary seeks to place the Wall within the context of
Roman imperial expansion and the second century establishment of frontier lines
across much of the empire; the focus here will be this Roman period context. This
context includes all documented Roman incursions into Britain, including the early
and limited campaigns of Julius Caesar; while it is certain that Caesar never reached
Scotland, his limited activities in Britain mark an important milestone that paved
the way for later invasion and expansion. Furthermore, despite Caesar’s lack of
authentic connections to the territory now called Scotland, he nevertheless figured
in the narratives and speculations of medieval and early modern Scottish historians

(see Chapters Three and Four) and is especially relevant here. Following this



overview of Rome’s invasions of and expansions in Britain, the summary concludes
with a brief overview of post-Roman activities, including non-Roman features and

the Wall’s rediscovery and research in the modern era.

1.3.1 Roman invasion(s) of Britain

Roman forces first arrived in Britain in the first century BC. The first documented
invasion, led by Julius Caesar (Caes. Gal. 4.20-37), occurred late in the summer of 55
BC. The invasion was part of Caesar’s Gallic wars and, according to his
commentaries, was designed to gain information on the Britons, some of whom had
been providing aid to his enemies in Gaul (ibid. 4.20). With a fleet of eighty ships
carrying two legions, Caesar attempted to land at modern Dover but, finding the
location unsuitable due to the defensive potential of the cliffs, landed at an
unknown location about seven miles away (ibid. 4.23). Battle ensued and, although
the Romans were confused and disadvantaged by the unusual experience of a
marine invasion, Caesar’s troops secured victory within four days (ibid. 4.28). When
the Britons saw that the Romans were losing ships to storm and tidal damage and
had no food stores, they reneged on their peace treaty and fighting resumed (ibid.
4.30). A second peace was finally agreed, with the Britons promising to send
hostages, and Caesar’s remaining fleet returned to Gaul just before the autumnal
equinox (ibid. 4.36).

The following summer Caesar invaded again, bringing five legions and
about 2,000 cavalry (Caes. Gal. 5.2-24). This time, rather than remain near the initial
landing site, the Romans immediately marched inland some twelve miles (ibid. 5.9).
Eventually, Caesar led another march inland, all the way to the river Thames, where
battle ensued with the Britons fighting under the command of Cassivellaunus (ibid.
5.18-19). After receiving the surrender and support of several nearby tribes (the
Trinobantes, Cenimagni, Segontiaci, Ancalites, Bibroci, and Cassi), Caesar finally
marched on Cassivellaunus’ capital (ibid. 5.21). Cassivellaunus surrendered, and
Caesar returned to Gaul with a great number of captives, just after the equinox
(ibid. 5.23).

It is important to remember that the account of Caesar’s two invasions is

written by Julius Caesar himself, though presented in a relatively objective-



sounding third-person narrative. Caesar’s second British campaign is corroborated
by references in contemporary letters of Cicero (e.g. Cic. Att. 4.15, 4.17, 4.18; Cic. Q.
fr.2.15, 3.1), but both of Caesar’s invasions remain unconfirmed by clearly datable
archaeological evidence (Darvill 1987: 166). Despite the lack of archaeological
corroboration, Caesar’s two invasions of Britain should be accepted as fact, though
the account needs to be understood as part of a work designed to provide personal
and political benefits to Caesar himself (Webster 1993: 34-35). Thus, while Caesar
seemingly does not hesitate to point out problems with Roman preparedness and
tactics, it is reasonable to assume that the account was carefully crafted to paint him
in the best possible light (ibid.). While these invasions did not lead to direct Roman
administration or the permanent garrisoning of troops in Britain, they opened the
island to cultural, diplomatic, and economic exchange, particularly in southeastern
Britain (Creighton 2000: 55-79; Millett 1990: 21, 40). They took place during the
waning years of the Republic, while Rome was expanding and solidifying its
conquest of western Europe, and should be seen as attempts to promote the
reputation and wealth of Julius Caesar as much as campaigns intended for the
benefit of Rome. Following these activities, it would be almost a century before the
Roman military returned to Britain.

It was not until after the AD 43 invasion under the emperor Claudius that
we can properly refer to a “Roman Britain.” This invasion came after a series of
aborted plans, including three by Augustus between c. 34-25 BC (Dio Hist. Rom.
49.38, 53.22, 53.25) and one by Caligula in AD 40 (ibid. 59.25; Suet. Cal. 44-46). Our
primary source for the events of the AD 43 invasion is Cassius Dio (Hist. Rom. 60.19—
22). The original force was led by Aulus Platius for the purpose of aiding Berikos
(probably Verika), an exiled leader of one of the local tribes, and probably a client of
Rome (ibid. 60.19). After the initial landing, and Platius’ defeat of Caratacus and
Togodumnus, Platius sent for Claudius, who arrived in Britain to participate in the
capture of Camulodunum (modern Colchester, Essex), the capital of Cunobelinus of
the Catuvellauni. After Camulodunum was taken, the emperor returned to Rome to
celebrate a triumph, leaving Platius in command (ibid. 60.21). While the emperor’s

personal stay in Britain was limited to only sixteen days (ibid. 60.23), with territorial



gains seemingly similar to those achieved in Caesar’s 54 BC invasion, a key
difference was the decision to keep troops on the island. From this decision, and the
activities of the following years, it seems reasonable to conclude that Claudius and
his generals planned nothing short of a complete conquest of the island (Millett
1990: 42). This would prove to be a difficult—and ultimately unattainable —task.

The Romans first reached the territories of present-day Scotland in the
Flavian period (AD 69-96). Our primary source in this period is the biography of
the Roman general and governor Gnaeus Julius Agricola (specifically Tac. Agr. 8—40)
penned by his son-in-law Publius Cornelius Tacitus. While it is commonly accepted
that Agricola (governor of Britain from 77/8-83/4) was responsible for Rome’s first
conquest of territories in what is now Scotland, there is some (debatable) evidence
that this may have actually taken place during the earlier governorships of Marcus
Vettius Bolanus (governor from 68/9-71), Quintus Petillius Cerialis (governor from
71-73/4), or Sextus Julius Frontinus (governor from 73/4-77/8) (Breeze 2006c: 33-34;
Shotter 2009). Tacitus” Agricola, however, along with the bulk of archaeological
dating evidence, suggests that even if the Romans were present in Scotland before
Agricola’s governorship, his campaigns have left a more indelible mark on the
landscape, and certainly on historical accounts.

While arguments have been made for pre-Agricolan forts in the north (e.g.
Hanson 1991: 61-68, Shotter 2009; Wooliscroft and Hoffman 2006: 175-90), the
northernmost certain identification is at Carlisle, where dendrochonological dates of
AD 72/3 have been given (Caruana 1992: 104-6; 1997: 40-41). Of Agricola’s own
campaigns, Tacitus informs us of seven individual seasons, each occurring in a
separate year. The first season, with Agricola arriving in mid-summer AD 77/8, was
focused on crushing a revolt of the Ordovices in modern Wales (Tac. Agr. 18). The
following year, Agricola’s attentions turned north, conquering several unnamed
previously independent states and establishing forts and garrisons (ibid. 20). The
third season was one of rapid expansion northward, with Agricola reaching the
river Tay and building more forts (ibid. 22). In Agricola’s fourth season, he focused
on securing the territories already gained, building a line of forts along the Forth-

Clyde isthmus (ibid. 23). Undoubtedly, these forts were also linked via newly



constructed Roman roads and, if —as it seems likely —the previous year’s advance
had been primarily limited to the east, supplied from Corbridge, this fourth season
also saw some additional campaigning in the west of southern Scotland (Hanson

and Maxwell 1983: 37).
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Figure 1.1: Known Agricolan garrisons on the Forth-Clyde isthmus.

Of the Forth-Clyde fort line established at this time (Fig. 1.1), only those at
Camelon and Mollins have been firmly identified, while it is possible that Agricolan
forts were also at Mumtrills, Castlecary, and Cadder; these may have been further
supported by known Agricolan forts at Elginhaugh and Barochan Hill (ibid. p. 39).
Agricola’s fifth season is unclear: Tacitus tells us that he made a sea passage,
conquering previously independent peoples and lining his troops in the part of
Britain that faces Ireland, possibly intending invasion of that island (Tac. Agr. 24).
As Ireland was never invaded, and the context of this passage is entirely
circumscribed by mention of the island, it is likely that this season was focused in
the west, and that the sea passage was probably movement across the Solway or
Clyde estuaries; the peoples conquered in this year may have been remnants in the
far west of southern Scotland, Galloway, that had not been reached in the previous
four years, or less probably, some of those located north of the Clyde in the western

Highlands (Hanson and Maxwell 1983: 40—41).
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For the sixth season, Agricola turned his sights to the lands north of the
Forth, using land and naval forces to secure control over the territories (Tac. Agr.
25-28). The fighting was intense and, in one night-time attack, the enemy came
devastatingly close to defeating the Ninth Legion at their camp, before Agricola
arrived with reinforcements and chased the enemy into the forests and marshes
(ibid. 26). The seventh season, AD 83/4, saw the culmination of Agricola’s northern
campaign and the end of his governorship. Again, using a combination of land and
naval units —including both Romans and reinforcements of loyal Britons —he
advanced and met a united enemy at Mons Graupius, where, while the enemy had
been spurred on by a valiant (and most probably invented by Tacitus!) speech from
one of their leaders Calgacus, the Romans were victorious (ibid. 29-38). The
outcome of this battle was the defeat and dispersal of those who had stood against
Agricola’s forces, and the chance for the Romans to continue work on securing their
place in northern Britain; though the entire island had not been subjugated, for a
time the threat of impending attack had been put down. Agricola himself was not
able to enjoy the victory for long, and was recalled to Rome. Along with all the forts
constructed during this seven-year campaign, Agricola’s army also left behind
dozens of temporary marching camps, now identifiable through earthwork remains
or as crop-marks (Jones 2011).

Following Agricola’s recall, the Romans appear to have begun withdrawing
from Scotland, though this was not immediate. In fact, there is substantial evidence
to indicate that the Romans intended to stay on a permanent basis: a line of forts
had been built along the Gask Ridge, Perthshire, probably by Agricola to protect the
line of supplies for his campaign, and these were not abandoned with Agricola’s
recall. Near these, was the legionary fortress at Inchtuthil, probably constructed by
Agricola’s successor over two years, AD 85-86; further, as Tacitus does not mention
fort building during Agricola’s sixth and seventh seasons, and as construction of
forts was usually delayed until victory was secured in a particular area, it seems
likely that no forts were built to the north of the Tay until after the victory of Mons

Graupius: thus, the forts of Cargill, Cardean, and Stracathro are likely post-Agricolan
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or were began just before his recall to Rome (Breeze 2006c: 55-57; see also Hanson
and Maxwell 1983: 42).

The late Flavian occupation of northern Scotland was short-lived. The
fortress at Inchtuthil was never completed and, while northern forts have produced
a fair number of coins dated AD 86, no coins from 87 have been found, despite their
relative abundance elsewhere. It is, thus, reasonable to conclude that the Flavian
withdrawal began in 86/7, before the coins of 87 had the opportunity to arrive
(Wooliscroft 2009: 35). Based on dating of ceramic and numismatic evidence, all
Flavian forts north of Newstead were abandoned by AD 90 (Hartley 1972: 13-14).
By AD 105, “even the tenuous grip on the Lowlands had gone” (ibid. p. 15) and the
Romans appear to have fallen back to the Tyne-Solway line, where the next major

development would begin.

1.3.2 The Roman Walls

By the early second century AD, Roman Britain appears to have had a northern
limit centred on the Tyne-Solway isthmus. The first emperor in this century was
Trajan (reigned AD 98-117), who may have established the so-called “Stanegate”
frontier system: a line of forts between the Flavian bases at Corbridge (Roman Coria
or Corstopotim) and Carlisle (Roman Luguvaliam).2 Additional forts, probably
constructed early in the second century, were Newbrough, Chesterholm (Roman
Vindolanda), Haltwhistle Burn, Carvoran (Roman Magnis), Throp, Nether Denton,
and Brampton Old Church. Along with these forts, there may have been several
watch-towers in this period (Birley 1961: 136-50). This system loosely formed the
basis for the most famous of Britain’s Roman monuments, Hadrian’s Wall
(Symonds and Mason 2009: 10-33).

The emperor Hadrian (reigned AD 117-38) visited Britain in AD 122 and,

according to one of his biographers, he “put many things to right and was the first

2 “The Stanegate” was a medieval name for a Roman road that connected several sites
between Corbridge and Carlisle. Some of these sites have been shown to pre-date the
establishment of Hadrian’s Wall, and this line may have been an early “frontier” in the
region. Whether this line constitutes a proper “frontier” or was Trajanic in date remain
points for debate (see Hodgson 2000; 2009c: 11-15; Symonds and Mason 2009: 10-33). There
is no evidence that Trajan was personally responsible for this system.
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to build a wall, 80 miles long from sea to sea, to divide the barbarians from the
Romans” (SHA Had. 11.2). This Wall (Fig. 1.2) largely followed the Stanegate line
and stretched from Wallsend on the River Tyne to Bowness on the Solway Firth.
Construction probably began in AD 122, and appears to have undergone several
changes in plan. Originally, the Wall was to be constructed of stone from Wallsend
to the river Irthing, and of turf from there to Bowness, with a regular interval of
gates every Roman mile (1.6km), with two towers or turrets located between each
gate; no forts were placed on the Wall at this time (Breeze 2006b: 50-51). The plan
changed with the addition of forts along the Wall itself, replacement of the turf
sector in stone, reduction of the Wall’s width for unfinished sections, and the

addition of the massive “vallum” earthwork located to the south of the Wall (ibid.).

\
\

Figure 1.2: Map of Hadrian’s Wall (Courtesy of David Breeze).

On Hadrian’s death, in AD 138, Antoninus Pius (reigned AD 138-61)
succeeded to the throne. A wealthy noble with a good record, he nevertheless
lacked military experience. For this reason it has been suggested that, while Hadrian
may have chosen him as successor because “he was clearly a man of peace” that
would almost certainly follow Hadrian’s own non-expansionist policies (Breeze
2006a: 3), Antoninus may have required military credentials to strengthen his new
imperial powers, and Britain was chosen as the vehicle by which he could increase
his prestige with a military triumph (ibid. pp. 13-14). The invasion took place in AD
139/42, and was commemorated by coins of AD 143 (RIC 113, 719, 732, 743, 745), at
which time the emperor was proclaimed Imperator for the victory. The result of this
invasion to the north of Hadrian’s Wall, and led by the governor Lollius Urbicus,

was the establishment of a new frontier line across the Forth-Clyde isthmus, with a
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new Wall constructed of turf (SHA Ant. Pius 5.4). This has become known as the

Antonine Wall (Fig. 1.3), which will be described in more detail below.
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Figure 1.3: Map of the Antonine Wall (Courtesy of David Breeze).

The Antonine Wall was constructed starting around AD 142, and was
occupied for about twenty years. It may have taken about twelve years to complete
construction and, by the time the decision to abandon the Wall was made—in AD
158 —the process of abandonment may have stretched over more than six years to
164 or later (Breeze 2006a: 167). From this point, Hadrian’s Wall was restored and
would continue to function as the primary frontier of Roman Britain until the early

fifth century, when the official Roman occupation of Britain came to an end.

1.3.3 Later periods

After the Antonine Wall’s abandonment c. AD 158-64, the Romans returned to
Scotland on limited occasions. The best-attested period of such activity was during
the reign of Septimius Severus (reigned AD 193-211) who—we are told —
campaigned in northern Britain, restoring a Wall (probably Hadrian’s), and
travelling to the extremity of the island before coming to terms with the enemy (Dio
Hist. Rom. 77.11-14). Later the Caledones and Maiatai—tribes of northern Britain,
probably located north of the Forth-Clyde isthmus (Fraser 2009: 15-20) —revolted
and additional battle ensued, during which Severus became ill and died (ibid. p. 15).
Shortly after Severus’ death, his son Caracalla made peace with the Caledones, and
the Romans appear to have abandoned further attempts to conquer Scotland. By AD

411, Rome had abandoned Britain altogether, though material evidence as far north
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as Traprain Law demonstrates that contact and trade continued for several centuries
(Breeze 2006c¢: 124).

In the early medieval period it was thought that the Walls belonged to a later
point in the history of Roman Britain, with the Antonine Wall ascribed to the
handiwork of native Britons and construction placed in the late fourth century,
shortly before Rome’s final withdrawal (De Excidio 15-18; Hist. Eccles. 1.12). At some
time before the late fourteenth century the Antonine Wall would be given a new
name, “Grymisdyke” (Chron. Gent. Scot. 3.3), which fits into a growing suite of
legends and which aided the development of a mythic landscape in the region.
Throughout the post-Roman and medieval periods the Wall and its immediate
vicinity also saw continued occupation and the construction of new settlements and
structures, including medieval villages and several castles. These issues will be
discussed in later chapters.

The history and remains of Roman Britain became an important object of
study in the early modern period, with the rise of antiquarianism (Keppie 2012).
Recently rediscovered classical texts were combined with the evidence of
monuments and remains recovered from the landscape to develop understandings
of Britain’s development and role during the Roman period. The dominant figure
from the late sixteenth until the early eighteenth century was William Camden,
whose Britannia (1586) set a model for a wide-ranging chorographic approach to
Britain’s antiquities that would see many imitations and revisions. Knowledge was
further advanced through the works of many additional early modern antiquarians,
perhaps none more prominently than the works of the eighteenth-century
antiquarians and rivals Alexander Gordon (1726) and John Horsley (1732), both of
whom provided particularly useful accounts of Roman military remains in northern
Britain, and helped to identify many previously unknown sites. Horsley’s work
would prove to be very influential through its analytical approach, and is
considered to be the most important antiquarian work for studies of the Roman
military in Britain (Bidwell 2007: 135).

By the late 1800s, antiquarianism was giving way to a more narrowly

focused discipline of archaeology, and the study of Roman Britain played an
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important role in this process (Freeman 2007). For the Antonine Wall itself, the first
modern archaeological work was carried out by the Glasgow Archaeological Society
(1899) with excavations between the years 1890-93. Following the beginnings of
archaeological investigation by the Glasgow Archaeological Society, the early
twentieth century saw the publication, in two editions, of Sir George Macdonald’s
(1911; 1934b) magisterial account of the Wall’s history and archaeology, which
remains to be matched. Since this time, the Wall has been the focus of dozens of
excavation and survey projects, with a broad array of publications; many of these
will feature in the analysis of later chapters.

In July 2008, the Antonine Wall was inscribed as an UNESCO World
Heritage Site, joining Hadrian’s Wall and the German Limes as a component of the
broader “Frontiers of the Roman Empire” WHS (UNESCO 2009). This was the result
of long and laborious efforts, both to gain international recognition of the Antonine
Wall itself, but also to change the way in which UNESCO conceived of WHS’s in

general (for a partial account of this process, see Breeze 2011).

1.4 General Description of the Antonine Wall

As with many other Roman/ancient frontiers, the Antonine Wall was a complex of
various interconnected features. These can be classified as either linear components
that stretch along most of the Wall’s length, or as additional installations occurring
at specific points along this line. While public perception of the term “wall” often
revolves around an enclosing structure or rampart—generally of timber, stone, or
brick®—the term “Antonine Wall” is used by scholars and heritage managers to
refer to a collection of inter-related features, of which a rampart, or “wall,” is but
one. This is similar to Hadrian’s Wall, where the monument consists of more than
the stone curtain, including the Vallum and its associated mounds, the northern
ditch, berm and mound, forts, milecastles, towers, turrets, and other installations

(Breeze 2006b).

3 See Hanson and Maxwell (1983: 75) for comments on how the term “wall” may not meet

public expectations of a stone curtain.
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For the purposes of consistency, I will refer to the Wall as stretching from
east to west; an east-to-west approach has become the most traditional, with the
majority of accounts from the early medieval period until the present describing the
Wall in this direction.* While the persistence of this east-to-west approach may
primarily be attributed to the practice of building upon descriptions of some of the
earliest accounts, in more modern times this direction has been solidified by the
accumulation of evidence suggesting that “the Antonine Wall was almost certainly
built from east to west” (Robertson 2001: 47).

The Wall lies across the Forth-Clyde isthmus in central Scotland. Stretching
from Bo'ness in the east to Old Kilpatrick in the west, the Wall is about 60km (40
Roman miles; approx. 37 modern miles) in length. It lies within the Falkirk, North
Lanarkshire, East Dunbartonshire, Glasgow, and West Dunbartonshire council
areas, with over 16km in public ownership or guardianship (AWMP 2007: 9). The
Wall’s western terminus at Old Kilpatrick is well known, but the eastern end is
debatable, with the Rampart having been physically traced no further than

Bridgeness, at the eastern end of Bo'ness on the Firth of Forth.

1.4.1 Linear features

The Antonine Wall was composed of several linear features that ran almost
continuously from one end to the other (Fig. 1.4). While these features stretch along
the Wall’s length east-to-west, defining its breadth, their positions one to another
define its depth south-to-north. These include, south-to-north, the Military Way,
Rampart, Berm, Ditch, and Outer Mound or glagis (throughout this thesis references
to these linear features will remain capitalised —except in quotations, where original
form is maintained —to avoid confusion with site-specific features bearing similar
names). One calculation suggests that work on all of these linear features may have
been completed in only about eight months (Breeze 2006a: 78), though it is possible

that work was spread across several seasons.

4 As will be seen in Chapter Four, however, key antiquarian authors (specifically Alexander
Gordon and John Horsley) preferred to describe the Wall from west-to-east.
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Figure 1.4: The Antonine Wall’s Primary Linear Features (exaggerated to emphasise key

components rather than scale).

Military Way

The Military Way is the Roman road that largely parallels the Rampart and which
lies to the south; the term “Military Way” derives from antiquarian sources (Gordon
1726; Horsley 1732). This road sat at an average distance of 36—46m from the
Rampart, was 5-5.4m wide, and was cambered to allow for water drainage into
drains set to either side (Robertson 2001: 13). For several of the Wall forts, this
Military Way may also have served as via principalis, crossing the forts from east to
west gates, though it may also have featured a series of bypass loops that allowed
travel without the need to enter individual forts along the route (Macdonald 1934b:
81, 92). Evidence has been found of what is thought to be the Military Way passing
through forts and also for examples of bypass loops around forts, but importantly the

Military Way has not been traced from beginning to end.

Rampart

The Rampart is the primary component from which the monument receives its name:
this is the “wall,” described by Antoninus Pius” anonymous biographer as a murus
caespiticus (SHA Ant. Pius 5.4). The use of the Latin murus, which is primarily
employed in classical texts to denote city walls (Lewis and Short 1879, ‘murus’;

OLD, ‘murus’), suggests that this was more than a mere ditch and bank, but a
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properly constructed wall, built to a sufficient height and operating as a form of
curtain. The Latin caespiticus signifies that the Rampart was constructed of turves,
rather than stone; murus caespiticus thus means “turf wall.” This also fits well with
the occasional Latin usage of murus to denote a type of “boundary wall,” sometimes
applied to a turf-dike (OLD, ‘murus’; CIL 1.1385; Cic. Rep. 4.4), and well-describes
the Antonine Wall’'s Rampart, which for most of its length was constructed of rows
of stacked turves, “as was customary in the construction of fort ramparts in Britain
during the first century, as well as in the Antonine period” (Hanson and Maxwell
1983: 79). For the easternmost 15km, between Bridgeness and Watling Lodge, the
Rampart was composed of earth or clay faced with clay or turf cheeks (Robertson
2001: 8); this may be the result of localised turf shortages (Hanson and Maxwell

1983: 80). Unsurprisingly, this superstructure of earth/clay or turf has not survived

very well and, for most of the length of the Wall, the Rampart is no longer visible.

£ p

Figure 1.5: The Antonine Wall at Rough Castle, looking westward.

The available evidence reveals that the Rampart was built atop a stone base

ranging in width from about 4.3-4.8m; this base was kerbed with square-cut stones
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on the outside and rough uncut stones as fill. The turf or earth/clay Rampart was
constructed atop this base, rising in a sloped fashion to a height of probably “at least
3m,” based on calculations accounting for average base width and estimated slope
(Robertson 2001: 9); today, however, the best-preserved Rampart remains (just west
of Rough Castle fort) stand to a height of only about 1.5-1.8m (Fig. 1.5). Because of
this lack of preservation, how the top of the Rampart was finished remains
unknown: it was probably squared flat on top and may have featured stakes set into
the top, or “more probably, the flat top was covered by a wooden duckboard walk,
and along the north edge [...] there could have been a wooden breastwork or
palisade” (Robertson 2001: 11); importantly, however, there is no direct physical
evidence for either of these possibilities. While there is some evidence that the
original plan may have been to build (or eventually rebuild) the Rampart in stone

(Breeze 2006a: 73-74; Hanson and Maxwell 1983: 79-80), this was never acted upon.

Berm

The Berm lies just north of the Rampart and represents the space between the
Rampart and Ditch. The Berm’s width was not consistent throughout, but generally
ranged from about 6m to 9m, though it was sometimes narrower and at Croy Hill
exceeded 30m (Breeze 2006a: 77-78; Robertson 2001: 12). This variability may be the
result of miscalculations caused by different teams working on the Ditch and
Rampart, the construction of both features at different times (i.e. the Ditch being
dug before the Rampart was constructed, or vice versa), or may have been based on
specific decisions to adapt to local topography. Recently, a series of pitted obstacles

have been located at several locations upon the Berm; these will be discussed below.

Ditch

The Ditch is a monumental earthwork dug to the north of the Rampart and Berm.
Ditch width is not consistent along the Wall’s length, and ranges from a rather
narrow 4.27m to as wide as 20.73m (Breeze 2006a: 77); in the central sector between
Falkirk and Twechar (just west of Bar Hill), Ditch width may have averaged about
12m, with a depth of about 3.6-4m (ibid.; Robertson 2001: 11). The Ditch (Fig. 1.6)

was V-shaped with scarp and counterscarp banks each cut at about 30 degrees. In
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some places, large stones were set on the Ditch’s lips, marking its line or serving as a
preventative measure against the subsidence of materials back into the Ditch
(Breeze 2006a: 75). While the Ditch is generally continuous along the Wall’s entire
length, there are some locations where it appears to have been dispensed with. This
may have been due to the difficulty of digging through hard rock, or the fact that
the Wall’s location along craggy outcrops did not require this additional defence; no
clear decision-making process can be gleaned from the available evidence, as the
Ditch is normally present even in areas where modern analysis would conclude that
it would have been superfluous, e.g. between Croy Hill and Bar Hill where steep
slopes and crags descend north of the Rampart but the Ditch is often still present
(ibid. p. 77).

- o

Figure 1.6: The Antonine Wall Ditch at Watling Lodge.

Outer Mound

The Outer Mound, or glagis, lies immediately to the north of the Ditch and was
sometimes constructed from the materials removed during the digging of the Ditch.
This has led some scholars to refer to the Outer Mound as the “Upcast Mound,”

being composed of earth cast up from the digging of the Ditch; following the
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Antonine Wall Committee (Glasgow Archaeological Society 1899: 138—40) and
Robertson (2001), I have adopted the “Outer Mound” terminology throughout this
thesis, though both terms continue to be used interchangeably in a range of
publications (e.g. AWND; Breeze 2006a). While I (and others, e.g. Breeze 2006a: 71)
have also used the term “glagis” to describe this feature, it has been noted that the
Outer Mound was “not a glacis in the sense in which that term is understood by
military engineers,” and that it may actually have placed the Romans at a military
disadvantage by —in some places—providing cover to a potential enemy located to
the north (Glasgow Archaeological Society 1899: 140; Macdonald 1934b: 95). In some
places the Outer Mound has been so prominent that it appears to have been
mistaken by the antiquarian Alexander Gordon for the Rampart itself; Gordon’s
account reveals that he had travelled about two-thirds of the Wall’s length before he
was first able to recognise the Rampart itself (Gordon 1726: 58; also noted by
Macdonald 1934b: 94).

1.4.2 Installations

In addition to the various linear features already described, the Wall complex
featured a wide range of installations. These may not have been continuous along

the Wall’s entire length, but are represented at various points along its line.

Forts

Forts were the primary non-linear feature of the Antonine Wall (Fig. 1.3). If the fort
at Carriden—a disputed possibility for the Wall’s eastern terminus, based on a
conflict between traditional identification and a lack of physical evidence for the
Wall’s linear components (see Chapter Six, 6.2) —is included, the number of known
forts on the Antonine Wall is seventeen: approximately one per 3.5km. These are
summarised in Table 1.1, below. Based on a mean spacing between forts of 3.5km,
we may expect to find two or more additional forts, especially between Carriden
and Inveravon and between Rough Castle and Castlecary, where the spacing of
known forts is substantially larger than elsewhere. To date, no forts have been
confirmed in these areas, but late twentieth century discoveries have filled former

gaps, lending support to the theory that a relatively rigid plan of regularly spaced
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forts can be relied upon. This theory, the so-called “plan” of fortifications along the

Wall, and possible locations for missing forts will be discussed in more detail in

Chapter Six. The forts themselves were —like the Rampart— primarily constructed

of turf, with stone or timber internal buildings, and all but one (Bar Hill —and

possibly Carriden if the rampart did not reach that far east) were physically

attached to the Rampart; while the majority of forts were defended by turf or clay

ramparts, those at Castlecary and Balmuildy featured stone defences (Robertson

2001: 24).
FORT SIZE IN HECTARES SIZE IN ACRES DISTANCE BETWEEN
Ext. Int. Ext. Int. FORTS

Carriden c.1.76 c.l.6 c4.4 c4.0

8km / 5 miles
Inveravon - - - -

3.2km / 2 miles
Mumrills 29 2.6 7.3 6.5

3.2km / 2 miles
Falkirk - - - -

4km /2.5 miles
Rough Castle 0.6 0.5 1.5 1.0

5.6km / 3.5 miles
Castlecary 1.56 1.4 3.9 3.5

3.2km / 2 miles
Westerwood 0.96 0.8 24 2.0

2.8km / 1.75 miles
Croy Hill 0.8 0.6 2.0 1.5

2.8km / 1.75 miles
Bar Hill 1.4 1.28 3.5 32

3.2km / 2 miles
Auchendavy 1.2 1.09 3.0 2.7

2.8km / 1.75 miles
Kirkintilloch cl3 cl4 ¢3:2 c3.5

4km / 2.5 miles
Cadder 1.1 1.34 3.35 2.8

3.5km / 2.25 miles
Balmuildy 1.72 1.6 4.34 4.0

4.2km / 3.75 miles
Bearsden 1.2 0.95 2.8 24

2.3km / 1.5 miles
Castlehill c.1.41 c.1.28 c3.5 €.3.2

3.2km / 2 miles
Duntocher 0.26 0.2 0.66 0.5

3.5km / 2.25 miles
Old Kilpatrick 1.88 1.7 47 42

Table 1.1: Antonine Wall Forts, from east to west (after AWND 2007: 44)
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As a general rule, Antonine Wall forts comply with the predominant
“playing-card shape” of forts located across the empire: this shape is either square
or rectangular, with rounded corners and gates on all four sides (except for
Duntocher, which lacked a south gate; see Robertson 2001: 24), and a “T-shaped”
interior plan formed by the presence of a major road — the via principalis—running
from gate to gate along the fort’s long side, and secondary roads—the via praetoria
and via decumana—running to the front and rear gates respectively (Bidwell 2007:
19-21). In the centre of the fort lie the headquarters building—the principia—which
fronted on the via principalis and effectively split the other main road into the via
praetoria and via decumana. For Antonine Wall forts, the via principalis was essentially
the Military Way, as it ran through each fort from east to west gates. Most Antonine
Wall forts have also been found to include an additional fortified space,
traditionally called an “annexe.” The precise purpose and nature of these annexes
remains uncertain; in some cases the annexe is significantly larger in area than the
fort itself, and these are likely to have been later additions; few of these have been
excavated, though several have produced the remains of bath-houses (Breeze 2006a:
122).

In fewer locations, there is evidence for additional activity or settlement
outside of the fort and annexe, probably representing the non-military civilian
settlements, or vici (singular, vicus), that are increasingly being discovered outside
Roman forts. As the history of archaeological research has traditionally focused
almost-exclusively on military remains, it is probable that the number, size, and
scope of Antonine Wall vici are larger than current evidence is able to confirm. In
comparison to other forts throughout Britain and the empire —including those on
Hadrian’s Wall to the south—the Antonine Wall forts are, on average, smaller than
the norm (Bidwell 2007: 36). While the presence of Roman legions is attested at
several sites, it is most likely that their role was primarily limited to construction of
the Wall (and probably of the forts), while the forts themselves were ultimately

manned by auxiliary units recruited from across the empire’s provinces.

24



Fortlets

Fortlets were small enclosures attached to the Rampart, and were first recognised
with excavations at Duntocher in 1949 (Robertson 2001: 28). Very much like forts in
their playing-card shape and construction, they were essentially miniature forts —
measuring about 21m x 18m (ibid.; Breeze 2006a: 86), and are largely synonymous
with the “milecastles” on Hadrian’s Wall (see Symonds 2007 for a detailed analysis
of fortlets and milecastles in the northwestern provinces). Like the Rampart and
forts, these were constructed of turf on stone bases, and contained timber buildings,
probably small barrack-blocks (Robertson 2001: 28). All known fortlets had a south
and north gate, the latter opening through the Rampart, though these northern gates
appear to be superfluous because of the lack of causeways across the ditch; it is
possible that these were originally used —or intended to be used —for movement
north of the Wall, and that any such causeways were later removed (ibid.). Fortlets
may have been located at points roughly mid-way between the larger forts, though

they have not yet been identified at every interval.

FORTLET DIMENSIONS DISCOVERED
Kinneil 18m x 21m (internal) 1978
Watling Lodge 18.5m x 15.5m (internal) 1894
Seabegs 18m x 21.8m (internal) 1977
Croy Hill 18.5m x 22m (internal) 1977
Glasgow Bridge ¢. 20m x 20m (internal) 1951
Wilderness Plantation 17.5m x 19.8m (internal) 1965
Summerston 35m x 33m (external) 1961
Cleddans 18m x 17.6m (internal) 1980
Duntocher ¢. 18m x 18m (internal) 1949

Table 1.2: Antonine Wall Fortlets, from east to west

To date, a total of nine fortlets have been definitively identified (Table 1.2).
The location of some of these in very close proximity —or upon the same location—
to full-fledged forts (e.g. Duntocher and Croy Hill) suggests that some forts may
have been later additions, perhaps as part of a change in plan. Further, if the overall

scheme for the now-orthodox theoretical “plan” is correct, we may expect to find
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many additional fortlets, probably spaced about one mile apart (Robertson 2001: 28—
30); several locations have been put forward as candidates for some of these

prospective fortlets, but they remain unconfirmed by physical evidence.

Expansions

Expansions have been identified structurally at a few places along the Wall, but their
function remains inconclusive. These occur in pairs, and so far three such pairs have
been identified: one pair to either side of the fort at Rough Castle, and one pair on
Croy Hill’s western slope. These appear to be small “expansions” of the Rampart,
with stone bases and turf superstructures, probably built to the same height as the
Rampart itself. These may have served some sort of signalling purpose or,
alternatively —but less likely —may have been artillery platforms (Breeze 2006a: 87—
88). It is possible that these expansions may have served a similar function to
towers, or “turrets” as they are called for Hadrian’s Wall; while the traditional form
of tower is present on both Hadrian’s Wall and the Antonine frontier in Germany,
they are conspicuously absent from the Antonine Wall, while the “expansions”

appear to be unique to it (ibid. p. 86).

Lilia and Cippi

Lilia and Cippi are two types of pitted obstacles that have been identified along the
Wall, both taking their names from similar features described by Caesar (Gal. 7.73).
At Rough Castle, to the north of the Ditch and Outer Mound, are large oval pits
termed lilia (Fig. 1.7). These were first identified in 1903 (Buchanan et al. 1905: 456—
59), and may have served as a type of man-trap, as the first line of defence for
threats coming from the north. These have only been identified at Rough Castle, and
there is no evidence for their presence at other sites along the Wall. In recent years,
however, another type of smaller pitted obstacle has been identified on the Berm;
these have been termed cippi (Bailey 1995; Bidwell 2005: 56; Dunwell et al. 2002: 260—
67), and their presence at a minimum of five locations along the Wall (as well as at
several locations on Hadrian’s Wall) suggests that they may have been a relatively

continuous linear feature on both frontiers (see Chapter Six, 6.5).
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Figure 1.7: Lilia at Rough Castle.

Temporary Camps

In addition to these various Wall components, some twenty temporary camps have
been identified as probably related to the Wall’s construction phase (Hanson and
Maxwell 1983: 117-19; Jones 2005). Firmly dating Roman temporary camps is
difficult, and it is possible that some camps along the Forth-Clyde isthmus may be
Agricolan, Antonine, or Severan in date, or may have even been used in multiple
periods. The twenty camps that have been suggested as being part of the Wall’s
building process represent just less than ten per cent of at least 220 Roman camps
identified throughout Scotland. Camps will be discussed in a later chapter, but will

not receive detailed analysis in this thesis.5

1.4.3 Non-Roman features

While the Wall is primarily known as a Roman monument, and for its Roman
period remains, there are a variety of non-Roman (both pre- and post-Roman)

features along its line or in the immediate vicinity. These include several prehistoric

5 For a comprehensive and well-informed analysis of Roman temporary camps in Scotland,
see the recent volume by Rebecca Jones (2011).
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sites, mottes or castles of medieval date, medieval and post-medieval villages and
ecclesiastical structures, as well as a variety of urban and rural developments and
activities up to the present day. While the non-Roman nature of these features have
led to them being rarely discussed in the context of the Antonine Wall’s history and

archaeology, a selection of these will be treated in some detail in Chapter Seven.

1.5 Discussion

This chapter has provided a general introduction to both the thesis and the
Antonine Wall. The primary aim of the thesis is to demonstrate that the Wall is more
than a Roman monument by dispensing with the current monument/artefact tradition
that narrowly defines the Wall in terms of the Roman military and the Wall’s
original functioning period in the second century, and by reframing it as a place that
exists in the present, and which has been created as much by later activities as by
those of the Roman period. The thesis will explore the Wall’s broader story through
a new presentation of its historiography/genealogy (Part 2), and will consider the
possibilities of new research centred on the neglected areas of its post-Roman
archaeology and the Wall’s role in a mythic landscape from the early medieval
period until the present (Part 3). These various strands will then be brought together
in a final discussion/conclusion (Chapter Nine), wherein proposals for a new
research and public outreach agenda will be offered. First, however, it is important

to establish the theoretical context and methods (Chapter Two).
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Chapter Two:
Theory and Methods

This landscape feels as if it is shaped as much by story as by
topography. Like the sediment of a flood plain, layer upon
layer of meaning collects around us to form this place.
(Bossing 1999: 3)

2.1 Introduction

This chapter establishes the theoretical framework, data sources, and methodologies
employed within this thesis. The theoretical framework is given particularly
detailed attention, as it is original and complex, draws on a number of disciplines

outside of archaeology, and blurs the lines between theory and method.

2.2 Archaeology of Place: Theory

This section develops the theoretical framework adopted in this thesis, outlining key
concepts and tracing core developments in multi-disciplinary approaches to place
and its role in the study of the past. I begin by drawing on work in humanistic
geography and philosophy to provide a detailed definition of “place,” then consider
the philosophical and historiographic concept of “genealogy,” the resurgent pre-
disciplinary tradition of “chorography,” and how these approaches may be

integrated into current archaeological engagements with place.

2.2.1 Defining "place”

Current perspectives on place have been most rigorously developed in the fields of
geography and philosophy. Among foundational works are those of the
geographers Yi-Fu Tuan (1974; 1977) and Edward Relph (1976) and the philosophers
Edward Casey (1993; 1996) and ]J.E. Malpas (1999). Other writers have elaborated on
the ideas of these theorists, creating a rich body of place-centred works across
multiple disciplines (e.g. Agnew 2002; 2005; Auburn and Barnes 2006; Cresswell
1996; Devine-Wright and Lyons 1997; Feld and Basso 1996; Hornstein 2011; Massey
1994; Saar and Palang 2009; Sack 1992; 1997; Seamon 1979). There is not always
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general agreement, and important differences abound within the works of these
various scholars, but several key ideas dominate. Human geographer Tim Cresswell
(2004) has provided a succinct and useful summary and introduction to this broad
discourse, including an excellent overview of the genealogy of place (pp. 15-51).
Drawing on this summary, and some of the individual works included, I will now
set out to define place as used within this thesis. This references works from the
disciplines of geography and philosophy, where place has been most substantially
theorised; the broader relevance and context of this theory in the works of
archaeologists will be covered below.

Cresswell (2004: 7) simplifies the concept of place and its emerging discourse
by offering what he calls “the most straightforward and common definition of
place —a meaningful location.” Citing Agnew (2002: 16), Cresswell identifies three
key elements of place: location, locale, and a sense of place. Agnew (2002: 16) gives

initial definition to each element, as follows:

Location — a “node that links the place to both wider
networks and the territorial ambit it is embedded in.”

Locale — a “setting in which everyday life is most
concentrated for a group of people.”

Sense of place — “symbolic identification with a place as
distinctive and constitutive of a personal identity and
a set of personal interests.”

Cresswell (2004: 7-8) further elaborates these elements. In common usage, the term
place usually refers to a location: typically a fixed spot that can be mapped at a
certain set of objective coordinates on the earth’s surface, or in relationship to other
fixed objects, e.g. on the table, in the room, etc. “Places are not always stationary,”
though, and this is illustrated by the example of a ship, which “may become a
special kind of place for people who share it on a long voyage, even though its
location is constantly changing” (ibid. p. 7). For locale, Creswell moves slightly
beyond Agnew’s initial definition to emphasise that this “means the material setting

for social relations” (ibid.). “Places, then, are material things,” made up of concrete
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objects and a tangible materiality of surfaces, structures, geology, vegetation and
other possible forms of biological life, etc. Using the example of the Harry Potter
novels’ Hogwarts School, Cresswell notes that “even imaginary places [...] have an
imaginary materiality of rooms, staircases and tunnels that make the novel work”
(ibid.). For Agnew’s sense of place, Cresswell re-states this as “the subjective and
emotional attachment people have to place” —this gives place a “relationship to
humans and the human capacity to produce and consume meaning” (ibid.).

Much of the work on place since the mid-1970s has centred on moving place
from a relatively universal concept of fixed location, as exemplified in the then-
dominant spatial analysis approach, and toward a conception that emphasised the
roles of human experience and attributing meaning to such locations. In the
introduction to the seminal work on contemporary place theory, Tuan (1977: 4)
raises two interesting questions: “What is a place? What gives a place its identity, its
aura?” Citing a conversation that occurred between the physicists Niels Bohr and
Werner Heisenberg during a joint visit to Kronberg Castle in Denmark, Tuan
highlights the way in which human experience—and the communication of such
experience, even in the form of myth and legend —helps to shape the way in which

places are perceived. In the example, Bohr tells Heisenberg:

Isn’t it strange how this castle changes as soon as one
imagines that Hamlet lived here? As scientists we
believe that a castle consists only of stones, and
admire the way the architect put them together. The
stones, the green roof with its patina, the wood
carvings in the church, constitute the whole castle.
None of this should be changed by the fact that
Hamlet lived here, and yet it is changed completely
[...] No one can prove that he really lived, let alone
that he lived here. But everyone knows the questions
Shakespeare had him ask, the human depth he was
made to reveal, and so he, too, had to be found a place
on earth, here in Kronberg. And once we know that,
Kronberg becomes quite a different castle for us.
(Tuan 1977: 4; originally published in Heisenberg
1972: 51)
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Tuan uses this example to argue for a new type of geographical approach to place,
one that moves beyond the purely spatial methodologies of mapping and
measuring of space and place to include consideration of the psychological and
sensory experience of human engagement with place. Along with his earlier (Tuan
1974) book Topophilia, Tuan’s (1977) Space and Place is central to many current
approaches to place across a variety of disciplines, and served as a focal point for a

developing form of humanistic geography.

Experience

For Tuan, the key term is “experience.” Tuan (1977: 199) also distinguishes between
“space” and “place:” space is abstract and unknown —“lacking significance other
than strangeness” —while place is concrete and meaningful. It is the phenomenon of
experience that allows space to become place: “what begins as undifferentiated
space becomes place as we get to know it better and endow it with value” (ibid. p.
6). Later, Tuan (ibid. p. 136) remarks that “space is transformed into place as it
acquires definition and meaning.” Tuan also notes that space and place are integral
to one another, each requiring the other for definition (ibid. p. 6). While space can be
seen as a geometrically bound area that has volume and room for occupancy, places
are more localised and —by definition —already inhabited. Space can be moved
through, while a place is the particular location at which movement is paused (ibid.). It
is in these pauses that real experience occurs, and place is called into being. This
draws on ideas of phenomenology, a philosophical concept that many place
theorists (e.g. Casey 1993; 1996; Malpas 1999; Relph 1976; Sack 1997; Seamon 1979;
Tuan 1977) draw from the writings of Martin Heidegger (1962) and Maurice
Merleau-Ponty (1996). As demonstrated in Bohr’s remarks to Heisenberg, quoted
above, place can be “experienced” through first-hand emplacement or vicariously
via the reception of written or spoken communication, whereby knowledge, ideas

and understanding of a place are gained.

Phenomenology

Before moving on, it may be useful to briefly examine this concept of

phenomenology, just mentioned. Phenomenology was primarily developed
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throughout the first half of the twentieth century in the writings of Husserl (1963;
2001), Heidegger (1962; 1982), Merleau-Ponty (1996), and Sartre (1956), though the
term itself was first used in 1736 by the theosopher Oetinger (Smith 2011).
Important differences abound between these authors, and they each provide
separate visions of what phenomenology is and how it works. Husserl (1963: 33)
defined it as “the science of the essence of consciousness [...] in the first person.” It
is about the way we experience the world, from the perspective of the experiencing
subject, and is bound up with intentionality, by which is meant “the directedness of
experience toward things in the world, the property of consciousness that it is a
consciousness of or about something,” which serves to establish meaning (Smith
2011). Heidegger, a former assistant to Husserl, developed his own version of
phenomenology, which was more existential, as a part of what he described as the
essence of human being: “being-in-the-world” (Heidegger 1962). This is a sharp turn
away from the Cartesian perspective of much of Husserl’s thinking. For Heidegger,
we are not, as Descartes (1983) argued, merely thinking things that contemplate the
world from some detached perspective but are, rather, active beings who engage
with other beings and entities through encounters in a shared world.

Heidegger defined his phenomenology as a method “to let that which shows
itself be seen from itself in the very way in which it shows itself from itself”
(Heidegger 1962: 58). Despite the often arcane and inaccessible nature of much of
his work, Heidegger remains highly influential, and his ideas have been widely
adopted within recent theorisations of place. Also influential in this regard has been
Merleau-Ponty (1996), who drew on Husserl and Heidegger, but also on work in
experimental psychology to develop a form of phenomenology that emphasised the
body and its essential role in human experience; this has led to much of the recent
literature on “embodied experience,” some of which also forms part of the extensive
literature on place. As may be evident from this short discussion, phenomenology is
a complex topic. While it will recur later in the chapter, we may be able to leave it,

for now, with the following summary:

[Phenomenology] address[es] the meaning things

have in our experience, notably, the significance of
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objects, events, tools, the flow of time, the self, and
others, as these things arise and are experienced in our
“life-world.” [...] Basically, phenomenology studies
the structure of various types of experience ranging
from perception, thought, memory, imagination,
emotion, desire, and volition to bodily awareness,
embodied action, and social activity, including
linguistic activity. (Smith 2011)

Space vs Place

Returning now to the distinction between space and place, Cresswell (2004: 10)
notes that the difference between whether areas are perceived as space or place can
be relative, citing the example (from Raban 1999) of how colonial explorers in the
pacific northwest of America had a different sense of what constituted space and
place from the perspective held by native Tlingit peoples. The explorers saw the sea
as a barren, open, space, while the Tlingit recognised it as a navigable homeland full
of named locations and places with mutually understood characters and

associations.

Space, then, has been seen in distinction to place as a
realm without meaning—as a ‘fact of life’ which, like
time, produces the basic coordinates for human life.
When humans invest meaning in a portion of space
and then become attached to it in some way (naming
is one such way) it becomes a place. (Cresswell 2004:
10)

While this distinction between space and place is now well-entrenched within the
field of human geography (especially following Tuan 1977), the broader literature
across disciplines can sometimes cause confusion, as space and place are sometimes
used interchangeably. Importantly, much work on the social “production of space”
(e.g. Lefebvre 1991) uses the term “space” in a manner that is very similar to the
function of “place” in human geography. From the perspective of Tuan (1977) and
those who have followed his form of humanistic geography, however, space cannot
be produced, but is, rather, transformed into place through the agency of individual

and communal experiences and memories. Thus, if one is situated within this
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perspective, it would be preferable to re-state the “production of space” as the
“production of place,” but even this may be redundant, as the term place, by itself
already presupposes a process of production, a process grounded in

phenomenological experience.

Scale

“Places exist at different scales” (Tuan 1977: 149), from an armchair or corner in a
room to the entire earth (Tuan 1974: 245; 1977: 149). This matter of scale adds greater
tension to the relationship between place and space, and raises important problems
for purely spatial analysis approaches. This is further complicated by the fact that
individual places may be nested, e.g. a chair is located in a particular room, in a
particular flat, on the third floor of a building, in a certain area of the city, etc. The
relationship between such nested places—as individual locations of particular
meaning and significance —may be one of independence, but is more likely to
involve inheritance, whereby two or more are defined —at least in part—by the
characteristics and meanings of the other(s). Such inheritance may work in either
direction: a chair may hold particular meaning and significance because of its
location within a certain room, or the room may derive its essential character from
the existence of the chair; of course, it could also be argued that the relationship is
bi-directional, with both the chair and room depending on one another for meaning

and definition.

Static or Dynamic?

If place is pause, as Tuan (1977: 6) notes, it may logically follow that “place [...] is
essentially a static concept” (Tuan 1977: 179). In his chapter on “Time and Place,”
Tuan (1977: 179-226) says that “place is an organized world of meaning [... and] if
we see the world as a process, constantly changing, we should not be able to
develop any sense of place” (Tuan 1977: 179). This view has been challenged by the
geographer Allan Pred (1984), who criticised the humanistic geographers’
conception of “place as an inert, experienced scene,” and offered his own
formulation of place as “what takes place ceaselessly, what contributes to history in

a specific context through the creation and utilisation of a physical setting” (p. 279).
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Building on the ideas of Giddens’ (1984) structuration theory —which seeks to
understand the relationships between structures and individual agency —Pred’s
argument is that, while the structures of place (e.g. institutions, ideologies,
established routeways, etc.) give meaning to our actions, human agents are
responsible for the creation of such structures and, through this agency of action,
the structures of place can be overturned, transformed and supplanted by new
structures through repetitive practices that may change over time. From this
perspective, place cannot be viewed as static but, rather, as a continual process. In
this respect, a place is never completed, but is constantly in the process of becoming.

Is it possible, however, to reconcile these contradictory perspectives: can
place be both static and dynamic, both pause and action? I think so. If we return to
Tuan’s original idea of place as a meaningful location constructed by experience,
this formula suggests that the meanings we ascribe to a place are based on the
totality of our experience in and of that location. From this perspective, the place—as
a particular combination of location and meanings derived from this totality —is
constructed and exists only in the present, for moment-by-moment and experience-
by-experience, place gives way to new place. Going back to the previous discussion
on phenomenology, whether place exists within our consciousness, following
Husserl’s (1963; 2001) neo-Cartesian phenomenology, or is a more elemental aspect
of our mode of being-in-the-world, as in the existentialist form of phenomenology
developed by Heidegger (1962; 1982), it is always perceived and experienced in the
present. Thus, place as the comingling of location and experience in the present is
static, and provides a type of snapshot image that encapsulates the particularities of
that present experience, building on previous iterations.

Time, too, is experienced in the present: while we may have memories of the
past and hopes or fears for the future, we can live only in the present. As with place,
moment-by-moment and experience-by-experience, each present gives way to new
present. This is where the dynamic nature of time and place comes in, not in slight
or even substantial changes to the nature of a particular place or a particular
present, but in the passing of one for another. This may be illustrated by the notion

of nostalgia, literally meaning an “aching to return home,” that is the emotional
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longing for the places and experiences of the past, from which we have become
dislocated. Malpas (2011) effectively argues for an understanding of nostalgia as
relating to both place and time, and reinvests the term with its original meaning of
“suffering and estrangement,” rather than the more common idea of nostalgia as
thoughts of “familiarity and comfort.” While it is possible that the act of
remembering, and dwelling on the memories of past places and experiences, may
help to soothe the longing for them, the pain of loss can never be fully satisfied
because the sought-after places and experiences can never be truly revisited, as they
belong to a past-present. With this in mind, we can accept both Tuan’s and Pred’s
notions, as the dynamic “process of becoming” is reframed as an iterative transition
from place-to-place and present-to-present. In this reconciliation of the notions of
place as static or dynamic, the dynamic nature of place is not one of biography but,

rather, genealogy.

Contestation

Places are often loci of contestation, and may be characterised as areas of inclusion,
exclusion and, sometimes, both simultaneously. Cresswell (2004: 25-29) summarises
this issue with several insightful examples, including works by a variety of feminist
and so-called “radical” geographers. While many humanistic geographers have
regarded the idea of “home” as the most familiar and ultimate type of place,
providing senses of rootedness, security, rest, and nurturing (e.g. Tuan 1991;
Seamon 1979), Rose (1993: 55) has called this into question, noting that “to white
feminists who argue that the home was ‘the central site of the oppression of
women,” there seemed little reason to celebrate a sense of belonging to the home.”
In contrast, the black feminist writer bell hooks (name intentionally uncapitalised)
describes her childhood home as a place of refuge, care, and a centre of resistance in
a segregated world of white oppression (hooks 1990). Beyond these examples, it is
important to acknowledge that the very process of definition, while bringing clarity,
is essentially a process of exclusion: by specifying what is included in a term’s or
place’s meaning, many things—or, many people, ideas, etc. —are left out. If places
are socially produced or constructed, “these constructions are founded on acts of

exclusion” (Cresswell 2004: 26), and from this critical perspective, places are socially
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bound up with issues such as power, class, gender, and race. Sometimes places can
be means of empowerment and normalisation —as in the case of the incorporation of
West Hollywood by the gay community in the 1980s (Forest 1995). Other times,
social norms and expectations of what/whom is accepted in certain places may be
mechanisms of devaluation and oppression, whereby certain people and practices
are viewed as transgressors or transgressions of place, and some people may choose
to respond to this through various types of subversive action (Cresswell 1996).
Particular locations may also be at the heart of competing place definitions,
where two or more individuals or groups may hold contradictory interpretations,
claims, and valuations; sometimes these locations may bear multiple names,
depending on which place concept is accepted. Some key contemporary examples
include Tawain/Chinese Taipei, Jerusalem/Al-Quds, Falkland Islands/Islas
Malvinas, and important cultural locations such as Stonehenge. Some of these
competing places are parts of disputes over territorial control and access to
resources, while others are about historical claims, interpretation, and the ability to
have a hand in determining daily activities and the future; all are tangled up in

issues of power, politics, ideology, and identity.

Summary

To summarise, places are more than just sets of coordinates or dots on a map and
can be seen as a combination of location, locale, and sense of place. These terms, when
unpacked, invest place with important ideas of (sometimes) mobility, materiality,
memory, and meaning. Places do not exist ab aeterno (“from the beginning of time”),
but are created, made, and produced —by individuals, communities, and at the
national and global levels. Places depend upon experience, and are thus inhabited
spaces where human activity occurs and time is spent. Places can also be seen as
paradoxically static and dynamic, as forming and existing only in the present, but
also participating in an iterative genealogy in which place gives way to place as
present gives way to present. Places also exist at multiple scales and are often
nested, from a single chair to the room it is in, to the house, town, region, country,
etc., and the experience and meaning of sub-places within a larger enclosing place

may differ from one another and for different people; there may also be a bi-
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directional relationship, whereby nested places depend on one another for
definition. Unless an experience of place is shallow and superficial, the meaning and
essence of place is often cumulative, with each new activity and experience adding
new layers and nuances to the ways in which a place is perceived and valued.
Following Foucault’s (1972; 1977a; 2002) ideas on the “archaeology” and genealogy
of knowledge, ideas and concepts, this process is even more complex through time,
with ideas being dislocated, lost, and re-discovered —or re-excavated —rather than
being merely cumulative. Taken altogether, this is the conception of place adopted

in this thesis.

2.2.2 Genealogy

I have already mentioned genealogy, a theory and methodology developed in the
writings of Michel Foucault.® Methodological concerns will be discussed later in this
chapter, but here I want to provide a short summary of genealogy’s theoretical basis
and implications. Foucault’s development of a genealogical approach centred on the
investigation and writing of “history,” which will come into play within this thesis,
but I want to take this concept beyond the examination of written texts to apply it to
broader approaches to place that involve both written accounts and the unwritten
engagements people have with place and the ways in which this creates new and
multiple meanings.

For Foucault (1977b: 139), “genealogy is gray, meticulous, and patiently
documentary. It operates on a field of entangled and confused parchments, on
documents that have been scratched over and recopied many times.” Foucauldian
genealogy, as a new mode of historical writing, rejects linear concepts of time and
the evolution of ideas on a preset trajectory; genealogy is, thus, opposed to teleology

11

and “the search for ‘origins’” (ibid. p. 140). Such a search, Foucault argues, is a
particularly “English tendency” but Foucault’s approach is substantially different:
genealogists do not assume that words retain their initial meaning, that desires

continue to point in a single direction, or that ideas maintain an original logic;

¢ The term “genealogy” had previously been used by Nietzsche (1887), and Foucault both
builds on and deviates from this earlier formulation.
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rather, genealogists recognise that “the world of speech and desires has known
invasions, struggles, plundering, disguises, [and] ploys” (ibid. p. 139). To
understand history and its deeper complexities, Foucault’s genealogists must look
beyond received knowledge to investigate pluralities and contradictions, and to
write new histories that include normally excluded, forgotten, and marginal
discourses (Best and Kellner 1991: 49-50). The aim is to develop an understanding
of the past that is freed from the limited concerns and sanctioned views of
established power structures and “the tyranny of globalizing discourses,” or
established epistemes (Foucault 1980: 82).

Following Neitzsche (1887), Foucault (1977b) particularly targets the notion
of “origins.” He challenges the metaphysical view of essential essences, noting that
things do not appear with some “primordial truth fully adequate to [their]
nature[s]” but, rather, reveal “the secret that they have no essence or that their
essence was fabricated in a piecemeal fashion from alien forms” (ibid. p. 142).
Foucault also attacks lofty views of the solemnity of origins: “we tend to think that
this is the moment of their greatest perfection, when they emerged dazzling from
the hands of a creator or in the shadowless light of a first morning. The origin
always precedes the Fall” (ibid. p. 143). Origins—and the quest for origins—are also
closely related to notions of “truth,” which Foucault brands an “error,” but one
which “cannot be refuted because it was hardened into an unalterable form in the
long baking process of history” (ibid. p. 144). Thus, while the term “genealogy” has
connotations of origins and descent, viewed by many as a linear development that
can be traced from one end to another —as in family genealogies —Foucault subverts
the term to directly challenge the supposed “truths” of linearity, origins and
descent. Importantly, Foucault does not completely reject the idea of descent but,
rather, seeks to problematise the complex ways in which knowledge and ideas
develop and spread, are detained and submerged, and sometimes re-emerge from
obscurity.

While much of Foucault’s writing is abstruse and —perhaps intentionally —
open to conflicting interpretations, particular aspects of his genealogical approach

are sometimes clearly communicated, e.g.:
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Genealogy does not pretend to go back in time to
restore an unbroken continuity that operates beyond
the dispersion of forgotten things; its duty is not to
demonstrate that the past actively exists in the present,
that it continues secretly to animate the present,
having imposed a predetermined form to all its
vicissitudes. Genealogy does not resemble the
evolution of a species and does not map the destiny of
a people. On the contrary, to follow the complex
course of descent is to maintain passing events in their
proper dispersion; it is to identify the accidents, the
minute deviations—or conversely, the complete
reversals—the errors, the false appraisals, and the
faulty calculations that gave birth to those things that
continue to exist and have value for us; it is to
discover that truth or being do not lie at the root of
what we know and what we are, but the exteriority of
accidents. (Foucault 1977b: 146)

A full exposition of Foucault’s genealogy is beyond the scope of this thesis, but what
is important here is that genealogy provides an alternative approach to the past, and
an alternative to standard modes of reading and writing history. This approach
seeks to reinvest the past with the people, events, and ideas that typically lie outside
of traditional “history,” particularly emphasising those aspects that have not
necessarily provided a direct contribution to present-day standard interpretations.
This will be particularly important for this thesis’ re-telling of the Antonine Wall’s
story as an object of discourse, and I will discuss the methodological issues below.
When combined with the concept of “place” defined above, genealogy also provides
a valuable framework for the interrogation of places and their meanings,
particularly in terms of the noted iterative nature of place, but also its fragmentation
and non-linear development as former concepts are re-appropriated to forge new —

and sometimes competing or contradictory —concepts of place.
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2.2.3 Chorography’

A well-established tradition and methodology with demonstrable roots in antiquity
and an important role in the development of antiquarian research, regional studies
and the establishment of modern archaeology, chorography, I argue, is useful for
understanding the history of scholarship and may continue to provide sound
theoretical principles and practical methods for new explorations of archaeological
monuments and landscapes, and certainly for archaeological approaches to place in
the present. In this section, I discuss the historical uses of chorography, beginning
with practitioners from classical antiquity, but emphasising the uniquely British
chorographic tradition of the 16th—18th centuries. More recent efforts at exploring
this tradition by literary scholars, historiographers, and archaeological theorists are
also given assiduous attention. Careful analysis of works of —and about—
chorography allows for the explication of key theoretical principles, which are
presented and elaborated upon. It is argued that chorography offers a coherent,
viable and valuable approach to evaluating the long-term significance of
landscapes, monuments and regions, crossing conventional disciplinary divides and
connecting past and present. When viewed within the context of discourses on place
in philosophy and human geography, chorography offers an imaginative approach
that addresses interdisciplinary concerns through a concept derived from a

predisciplinary perspective.

A short history of chorography

Chorography is rooted in classical antiquity. On etymology, the Oxford English
Dictionary provides the Greek xwooyoadia as a combination of xwoa (chora,
“country”) or xweog (choros, “space or place”) + yoadwx (graphia, “writing”) (OED

1989: “chorography, n.1”). The discipline is attested to and described in a variety of

71 have previously published two articles (Rohl 2011; 2012b) on chorography. Substantial
portions of these articles are reproduced here, along with new material and discussion
deriving from feedback received by several scholars, including my supervisors, as well as a
July 2012 workshop ("Chorography and Archaeology: Place, Space and Time in current and
future approaches in Archaeology") I organized at Durham University and featuring
papers/discussion by Professors Michael Shanks, Richard Hingley and Christopher
Witmore, Dr David Petts, and myself. Professor Michael Shanks has posted a general
summary and response to the workshop on Archaeolog (Shanks 2012b).
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classical texts, though few explicitly chorographical works have survived from
antiquity. Chorographic thinking can be traced as far back as Homer (see
Lukermann 1961: 196-98), can be seen in the works of Hippocrates of Cos,
Herodotus, Plato, Aristotle, Strabo, Eratosthenes, Polybius, Pliny the Elder, Arrian,
and in a variety of fragments of little-known and now-lost works. Strabo (Geog.
8.3.17) refers to his own work as chorography and several writers including
Pomponius Mela and Eusebius of Caesarea authored works entitled Chorography
(Pomp. Mela, De Chorographia; Eusebius” Chorography is unfortunately lost but
mentioned in the preface to Eus. Onom.). The best-known surviving descriptions are
found in the works of Strabo and Ptolemy, emphasising the distinctions between
“geography,” “chorography,” and “topography,” and highlighting chorography’s
concern with regionality and the production of a “likeness” of a place.
Unfortunately, the tradition and its broad classical importance are largely masked
by imprecise modern language translations wherein both yewypadia and
Xwooyoadia are commonly given as “geography” (e.g. Strabo Geog. 2.4.1, 2.5.17; see
also Prontera 2006). Chorography has suffered further erasure from the classical
record in a variety of modern English translations; for example, while Diogenes
Laertius refers to Archelaus “the chorographer,” 6 xwooyoadog, the Loeb Classical
Library edition translates this as “the topographer” (Diog. Laert. 2.4.17). More
recently, in what is otherwise an excellent translation and commentary of Ptolemy’s
theoretical chapters, the translators have largely replaced “chorography” with the
misleading “regional cartography” (Ptol. Geog. 1.1).

Following the fall of the Western Roman Empire in the fifth century,
chorography disappears for a millennium, with no known author continuing to use
the term until the late fifteenth century. It is then revived and reformulated during
the Renaissance, deriving from new readings of rediscovered classical texts,
specifically Ptolemy’s Geographia and Strabo’s Geographica, each of which had been
largely lost to the west since late antiquity. In fact, while copied manuscripts were
present in Byzantine libraries, it is probable that they remained obscure in both the
east and west. Ptolemy’s Geographia was probably rediscovered around 1300, when

the Byzantine scholar Maximus Planudes credited himself with the discovery and
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claimed to have created a series of maps based upon the text (Diller 1940). Ptolemy’s
work was brought to Italy in 1400 by Palla Strozzi, and then translated into Latin by
Manuel Chrysolorus and Jacopo Angelus around 1406; its first real publication was
at Vicenza in 1475, without maps (Crone 1953: 68), and soon thereafter editions with
maps were printed at Bologna and Rome (ibid. p. 71). The works of Strabo were
brought to Italy in 1423 and only fully published around 1469 (Diller 1975: 102, 17,
32). The originals of both Strabo and Ptolemy were probably written in Greek and,
despite the rediscovery of Greek copies, they only became widely influential in
Latin translations, leading a variety of scholars to rediscover the lost art/science of
chorography and to seek to recreate new chorographies that fit classically inspired
humanistic perspectives. Prime examples include Flavio Biondo’s (1474) Italia
Hlustrata, and Konrad Celtis’ (1502) Germania Illustra.

The continental Renaissance came late to Britain, but is commonly referred

/i

to as “the Elizabethan era,” “the age of Shakespeare,” or “the English Renaissance,”
spanning most of the sixteenth century. More recently, these designations have
given way to the supposedly more neutral “early modern period.” It is here when
chorography —at least explicitly referred to as such—most visibly flourished in
Britain. In this period also arose the more familiar tradition of British
antiquarianism. An examination of these early antiquarian works reveals the close
links between antiquarianism and chorography; while I am comfortable saying that
British antiquarianism is largely synonymous with chorography, it is more difficult
to dispute that chorography was a primary method of British antiquarian work
(Mendyck 1986; 1989). Key chorographer-antiquarians include John Leland (1745),
William Lambarde (1576), William Camden (1586; 1610), Robert Sibbald (1683; 1684;
1707; 1710), William Dugdale (1656), Alexander Gordon (1726), William Stukeley
(1776), Thomas Pennant (1771; 1778), John Wallis (1769), and numerous others. Of
these, Camden was the most influential, with his sweeping and much
republished/revised Britannia setting a model largely followed for more than two
centuries, during which it was regularly expanded until Edmund Gibson’s final

edition in 1722 (Camden 1722).
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While many late 17th- and 18th-century antiquarians can fairly definitively
be labelled “chorographers,” they rarely used the term, though their methods,
organisational structure, and principle concerns continued to reflect earlier models
that more explicitly stated their chorographic status. In precisely this period, from
the mid 1600s through the early nineteenth century, several key chorographer-
antiquarians —namely Robert Sibbald, Alexander Gordon and John Horsley —
carried out important work on the Antonine Wall (Rohl 2011). By the early
nineteenth century, though, the term had generally fallen out of use. It has been
argued, however, that the historical novels of Walter Scott qualify as chorographic
(Shanks and Witmore 2010), as well as the existentialist emplaced literature of the
American Henry David Thoreau (Bossing 1999). Overall, the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries saw chorography displaced by more narrowly focused and
concertedly empirical forms of topography and spatial analysis. In the same period,
antiquarianism gave way to a more formalised discipline of modern archaeology.

Since the mid-1980s, chorography has become the topic of renewed
scholarship across several disciplines, especially in historical and literary research
on early modern Britain. Key figures in this field include Helgerson (1986; 1992),
Mendyck (1986; 1989), Cormack (1991), Hall (1995), and Withers (1996; 1999; 2001).
Bossing (1999) has explored and considered chorography from a specifically
American literary perspective, providing good theoretical discussion and
retrospectively assigning several works of American emplaced literature to the
tradition, while Pettinaroli (2008) has explored chorography and place-making in
the early modern Hispanic world. Chorography has also found its way into recent
archaeological discussion, with, for example, Hingley (2008) examining its role in
The Recovery of Roman Britain and using a chorography inspired model to explore
the long-term biography and life of Hadrian’s Wall (Hingley 2012), and Michael
Shanks discussing it in a variety of places, including in collaborations with Witmore
(Shanks and Witmore 2010) and Pearson (Pearson and Shanks 2001), as well as his

recent book on The Archaeological Imagination (Shanks 2012a). The past twenty years
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has also seen two very different, but conceptually similar, “exercise[s] in

chorography” by Heat-Moon (1991) and Pearson (2006).8

Chorographic theory

Despite the many works of and about chorography, its theoretical depths remain
insufficiently plumbed. This may be due to chorography’s protean nature. Here I
use the term “protean” in reference to three essential characteristics: chorography is
broad in potential scope, variable in form and content, and constantly changing.
Nevertheless, it should be possible to outline the dominant concerns and
conceptions of chorographic thought, and several scholars have explored particular
aspects of chorographic theory from a variety of perspectives. Here, I summarise
some of these previous theorisations and offer a series of personal observations on
theoretical principles that may be extracted from the chorographical corpus. These
principles will not necessarily be evident in every work, but will be broadly
observable across the spectrum from classical works through more contemporary
chorographies.

A useful first step is to examine some of the various definitions and
descriptions that have been given. The Oxford English Dictionary

(http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/32356) defines chorography with three senses:

1. The art or practice of describing, or of delineating on a
map or chart, particular regions, or districts; as
distinguished from geography, taken as dealing with
the earth in general, and (less distinctly) from
topography, which deals with particular places, as

towns, etc.

2. A description or delineation of a particular region or

district.

3. The natural configuration and features of a region

(which form the subject matter of its chorography in

8 Hingley (2012: 9) also notes that W.G. Sebald’s (2002) novel The Rings of Saturn offers “a
broadly comparable approach.”
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sense 2).

John Dee (1570: fol. a4a) notes that:

Chorographie seemeth to be an underling and a twig
of Geographie: and yet neverthelesse, is in practise
manifolde, and in use very ample. This teacheth
Analogically to describe a small portion or circuite of
ground, with the contentes [...] in the territory or
parcell of ground which it taketh in hand to make
description of, it leaveth out [...] no notable or odde
thing, above ground visible. (Quoted in Cormack
1991: 643)

Fussner (1970: 278) defines chorography as “the description of an area too large to
come under topography and too small to come under geography [...] any
combination of descriptive notes which might define an area and its inhabitants.”
Mendyck (1989: 38) identifies chorography as a limited subset or “version of
geography [...] restricted [...] to impressionistically sketching the nature and
identity of an individual region,” while elsewhere (Mendyck 1986) referring to it as

a “topographical-historical method.” Cormack (1991: 642) states that:

Chorography was the most wide ranging of the
geographical subdisciplines, since it included an
interest in genealogy, chronology, and antiquities, as
well as local history and topography [...] unit[ing] an
anecdotal interest in local families and wonders with
the mathematically arduous task of genealogical and
chronological research.

Entrikin (1991: 15) describes the tradition as “being located on an intellectual
continuum between science and art, or as offering a form of understanding that is
between description and explanation.” Bossing (1999) refers to chorography as
“place-writing” or as a “literature of place.” More recently, Shanks and Witmore
(2010: 97) refer to chorography as “the documentation of region,” and, along with
topography, as part of a “charged field of the representation of region and

community.” These selected descriptions provide some sense of chorography but,
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unfortunately, may leave it too ambiguous for the uninitiated scholar or student,
leading to confusion and misunderstanding of the term.

Before I offer my own observations, let us first examine a couple of attempts
at a more complete consideration of chorography’s characteristics and theoretical
concerns. Specific elements of these attempts at theorisation will be included in my
own, following, attempt to outline chorography’s theoretical bases and implications.
Bossing (1999), in a doctoral dissertation focused on American emplaced literature
of the 19th-20th centuries, outlines several “essential characteristics” of

chorographic writing:

1. “Landscape, both topographic and cultural, is present
not merely as setting, but as an essential presence in
the text” (ibid. p. 152).

2. “The text [...] call[s] places into being, not just by
naming topographic features but by dramatizing in
the process of revealing the landscape how they
matter” (ibid. p. 153).

3. “The text represents a ‘native’ knowledge of
environment that suggests an awareness shaped by
frequent interactions and ethical considerations” (p.
153). Even in cases where the chorography is written
by “outsiders,” they seek to “reflect[] the dynamic
relationships between natives and their place” (ibid. p.
154).

4. “The text goes beyond an anthropocentric sense of
‘community” to suggest a more inclusive, biocentric
orientation [... where] the nonhuman environment
plays a role at least as significant as a man-made
landscape, and the interdependence of human and
nonhuman elements of a specific place is often a

central concern” (ibid.).

Michael Shanks has articulated ideas about chorography in a variety of

places, most completely in lectures, interviews and web publications. In an
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interview with Bailey (2006: 9), Shanks describes chorography as “an old genre of
descriptive topography that subsumed geography, archaeology, mapping, travel
writing, place-name study, and natural history.” Shanks’ thinking about
chorography has been further elaborated in pages of his Stanford-based Metamedia
archaeological lab’s website (http://metamedia.stanford.edu/). Here, chorography is
introduced with an abstract array of terms: “engagement, description, illustration,
ethnography, delineation, cartography.” Shanks notes that he is “using the term [i.e.
chorography] to raise questions again of the way we conceive and how we relate
land and inhabitation, critically. And fundamentally to reconnect place and land

12

with the rhetorical features of ‘memorable places.”” For Shanks, chorography has a

“temporal and historiographical character,” which can be further described by the
terms “deep-mapping” and “temporal topography” (Shanks 2010a). No further
detail is given for what he means by “temporal topography,” but Shanks elucidates
the “deep-map” —a term and concept “appropriated” from Heat-Moon (1991) —in

his collaboration with Mike Pearson:

Reflecting eighteenth-century antiquarian approaches
to place which included history, folklore, natural
history and hearsay, the deep map attempts to record
and represent the grain and patina of place through
juxtapositions and interpenetrations of the historical
and the contemporary, the political and the poetic, the
factual and the fictional, the discursive and the
sensual, the conflation of oral testimony, anthology,
memoir, biography, natural history and everything
you might ever want to say about a place. (Pearson
and Shanks 2001: 64-65)

Shanks further communicates complex theoretical and practical considerations of
the deep-map by quoting the late Clifford McLucas from the experimental theatre
company Brith Gof (http://brithgof.org/):

Deep maps will be big [...] slow [...] sumptuous [...]
genuinely multimedia [...] will require the
engagement of both the insider and outsider [...] will
bring together the amateur and the professional, the

49



artist and the scientist, the official and the unofficial,
the national and the local [...] they will involve
negotiation and contestation over who and what is
represented and how [...] deep maps will be unstable,
fragile and temporary. They will be a conversation
and not a statement. (Shanks 2010b)

While the definitions, descriptions and detailed discussions summarised
thus far have begun to construct a conceptual map of chorography (presented as a
word-cloud in Fig. 2.1), the image may be too complicated, ambiguous and
amorphous, leaving one to wonder where chorography actually stands within a
crowded field of competing theoretical discourses. Are the principles and concepts
of chorography too abstract for contemporary academic scholarship, or can they be
organised into a usable theoretical framework and practical methodology with
relevance for current research needs and agendas? The noted ambiguity may be one
of chorography’s particular strengths and, for Shanks and Witmore, leaving the
term open “provides a handle on a more immanent field of practices” (Christopher
Witmore, pers. comm.; see also Witmore 2009 on the importance of ambiguity and
open approaches). While I agree that such flexibility and its relationship to an
ontology of immanence (see Deleuze 1963; 1995; Deleuze and Guattari 1980; 1991) is
indeed powerful, I am also concerned with the need to provide an accessible

introduction from which students and scholars can explore further.
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Figure 2.1: Word cloud derived from definitions of “chorography”
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Using the notions articulated in the cited works above, along with examples
from a range of works, I attempt to deconstruct and reconstruct a more coherent
and explicit theoretical framework for chorography. This is in the form of a series of
observations: these are not intended to be prescriptive but, rather, are merely a
tentative attempt to outline what I see as (relatively) common guiding principles for
chorographies past and present. The ordering of the following observations (save
the first, which offers my own simplified definition) should not be interpreted as

reflecting rank of importance.

Representation of place

While the term “chorography” is sometimes said to derive from chora, “country,” I
prefer (and am convinced that classical usage supports my position) that it derives
rather from choros, “space or place.” Liddell and Scott (1940: 2016) define choros as

“a definite space, piece of ground, place.” Lukermann (1961: 200) clarifies this

further by saying that:

Choros should never be translated as space (spatium) if
the connotation of that word is “empty” or “absolute”
space, i.e. implies extension or duration without the
presence of a body or thing. The Greek word for
absolute or empty space was kenos (void) or chaos.
Choros literally means “room” and may safely be
translated in context as area, region (regio), country
(pays) or space/place—if in the sense of the boundary
of an area. Choros technically means the boundary of
the extension of some thing or things. It is the
container or receptacle of a body.

Similarly, while graphia is commonly translated as “writing,” I prefer the more
broadly applicable “representation.” This is better aligned with classical
descriptions, including that provided by Ptolemy, who says that chorography
“requires landscape drawing, and no one but a man skilled in drawing would [or
should?]” undertake such a discipline (Ptol. Geog. 1.1). In the simplest of terms,

then, my basic definition of chorography is “the representation of place.”
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Multi-media

Following from this simplified definition, it is important to emphasise that
representation can come in a variety of forms. Traditionally this has been written
prose, cartographic maps and landscape drawings, but place can be represented in a
variety of ways and media. There is room for chorographic poetry, drama, painting,
3D digital reconstruction, and more. Theoretically speaking, chorography as
“representation” rather than “writing” is incredibly liberating. While Olwig (2008)
has argued against the view of chorography as “representation,” his critique largely
centers on the heritage of Renaissance readings of Ptolemy which over-emphasised
cartographic representation in the form of maps and geography as cosmography
and spatiality. Olwig seeks to re-emphasise the classical usage of chorography as a
concept used to express the essentially “nonrepresentational” character of place,
while also allowing for partial representation through “the discourse of a
representational [community] assembly” and “the passages of narrative.” While
acknowledging that the choros is “nonrepresentational in the sense of a Platonic
ontology, permeating the folds of our maps, that continues to stimulate society’s
imaginary in general, and the Ptolemaic-geographical imaginary in particular,
through the images of the map and the landscape scene” (ibid. p. 1859), expanding
our methods of representation to include a variety of written, visual and
performative media will provide a more authentic and egalitarian image of place.
This fits well with the performance-based chorography attempted by Pearson (2006)

for Lincolnshire.

Spatio-historical

Chorography is also spatio-historical or, to say it another way, while it is concerned
with time and history, it de-privileges time in preference for place. In the words of
Hall (1995: 23), “history, as a progression through time for which place is incidental,
is transformed [...] becom[ing] instead, temporal depth recognised as a feature of
place.” Quoting Lippard (1997: 7), Pearson (2006: 4) reveals the importance of this
concept in his own performance-centered chorographic work, which is “enthralled
by the ‘lure of the local’, an appreciation of ‘historical narrative as it is written in the

11

landscape or place by the people who live or lived there.”” This aspect does not
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negate the importance of chronology nor create an essential antagonism between
chorography and chronicle, as many Elizabethan and Jacobean authors have been
shown to draw upon the chronicle tradition within their chorographic works
(Helgerson 1992: 132). Instead, this principle means that while the chronological
aspect of historical events remains important, the location of these events within the
choros is even more significant. From this perspective, the long-term history and
material record embedded within the choros may represent what Bailey (2007a) has

termed “cumulative” and “temporal palimpsests” and “palimpsests of meaning.”

Connecting past and present

From the time of Camden, if not before, a key component of chorography has been
the bidirectional connection of past and present through the medium of space, land,
region or country. This is emphasised by Camden’s (1586: preface) stated aim: ut
Britanniae antiquitatem et suae antiquitati Britanniam restituerem, “to restore Britain to
its Antiquity and Antiquity to Britain.” In this context, I argue that “Britain” should
be read as referring both to the physical country (i.e. the land) and to Camden’s own
present (i.e. point in time). This aim, Camden explains, was influenced by the
geographer Abraham Ortelius, who encouraged him; the words appear to be
Ortelius’. Camden (1610: preface) understood this to mean “that I would renew
ancientrie, enlighten obscuritie, cleare doubts, and recall home veritie by way of
recovery, which the negligence of writers and credulitie of the common sort had in a
manner proscribed and utterly banished from amongst us.” The “restor[ation]”
Camden had in mind, then, was one of enlightenment that characterised much of
Renaissance discourse: it was an attempt to use the knowledge gained from
rediscovered classical texts (including a revival of the chorographic method rooted
in antiquity) and recovered physical remains to dispel the shadows of neglect and
mythical narratives in order to reveal and present a more authentic national story
with relevance for his contemporary context.

Marchitello (1997: 78) observes that chorography marks out “topography not
exclusively as it exists in the present moment, but also as it has existed historically,”
and Hingley (2012: 8) follows this up by noting that “the approach is based on the

idea that the character of the land described in particular places persists through
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time.” In relationship to Foucault’s genealogy, chorography erodes linear concepts
of time (ibid. p. 9), and the past and the present are connected by “eddies” that arise
through particular engagements with the remains of the past in a particular place
(Witmore 2007: 205-10). Such eddies may be the result of intentional archaeological
work, in which the rediscovery and exploration of past materials are linked to
contemporary concerns and ideas (Hingley 2012: 9), but may also result from

everyday experiences by local inhabitants and visitors.

Interdependence of man and environment

Chorography also goes:

beyond an anthropocentric sense of “community” to
suggest a more inclusive, biocentric orientation [...
where] the nonhuman environment plays a role at
least as significant as a man-made landscape, and the
interdependence of human and nonhuman elements
of a specific place is often a central concern. (Bossing
1999: 154)

This is perhaps most visible in the literary genre of nature writing, “where the
tensions of self and environment come together to create place” (ibid. p. 103). It is
also evident in the writings of many early modern chorographers. A prime example
is found in the work of Sir Robert Sibbald, whose polymathic interests were
intended to culminate in a sweeping Atlas, or “Description of the Scotia Antiqua, &
Scotia Moderna, and the Natural History of the Products of His [Majesty’s] Ancient
Kingdom of SCOTLAND” (Sibbald 1682). While Sibbald’s Atlas never materialised,
his plans and published queries to potential contributors reveal a concern with both
natural and human aspects at national and local levels; some of this material was
published in a variety of publications (e.g. Sibbald 1684; 1707; 1710), with 1684’s
Scotia Illustrata primarily focusing on flora and fauna. Withers (1996: 61) has
observed that Sibbald, primarily a physician, was deeply concerned with the
usefulness of natural knowledge, and that for him “contemporary survey” served

more than the purposes of “current knowledge but also as a means to the future
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state of the nation [... and for the benefit of] its health and well-being” (for more on

the chorographic nature of Sibbald’s work, see also Rohl 2011).

De- and re-centering

Chorography may also challenge traditional views of centre and periphery, de-
and/or re-centering perspective. In a typical core-periphery approach (e.g.
Champion 1989; Wallerstein 1974), an examination of Roman Britain, for example,
would seek to understand the province as it related to Rome and the context of
Rome’s wider empire. A chorographic encounter with Britain, however, makes it
the centre and, from this perspective, Rome and the rest of the empire are
understood as they relate to Britain. All roads may lead to Rome, but in a
chorographic encounter all the relevant roads (including routes, trackways, etc.)
lead to or from the choros. I must admit that this aspect has not always been evident,
especially in early modern Hispanic chorographies of the New World (see
Pettinaroli 2008), but this aspect may allow chorography to be used toward
furthering the decolonisation of landscapes. While not using the specific
terminology of chorography, Keith Matthews (1999) has argued for a similar re-
centering approach to the archaeology of Roman Chester (Deva), in which “the
history of the Roman North West [...] has to be [written] on the region’s own terms”

(p. 34), rather than those related primarily to the imperial centre.

Authorial voice

A particularly common feature in chorographic works is the clearly present and
recognisable authorial or narrative voice, usually in the first-person. This is closely
related to the following two aspects. While this may be one of the major points for
criticism based on a conventional academic desire for objectivity (see Shanks 1992:
12-37 for a now-classic critique of the “sovereignty of science” in archaeological
research), it serves several purposes, including highlighting the personal,
immanent, aspect of encounter and engagement with place and establishing a sense
of authoritativeness in which the chorographer plays the role of what Lambarde
(1576: 7) called the “xenagogus,” or guide for guests, strangers and foreigners. I

argue that it also serves the aims of a more reflexive approach.

55



Experience, memory and meaning

Chorography is also about experience, memory and meaning. I have included these
together, because I believe that they are intimately connected, with memory and
meaning often stemming from personal or shared experience. Bossing (1999: 87)
notes that “one advantage chorography [...] has over cartography is its ability to
represent the inner, subjective landscape within us that is essential to our
understanding of place.” This is further elaborated when he reflects upon Lawrence,
Kansas, where he was writing up his PhD thesis: “this landscape feels as if it is
shaped as much by story as by topography. Like the sediment of a flood plain, layer
upon layer of meaning collects around us to form this place: environment,
architecture, community, language” (ibid. p. 3). Tying this idea to those of
chorography’s concern with connecting past and present, the spatio-historical

perspective and authorial voice, Shanks and Witmore (2010: 104) remark that:

For Wallis, [Bishop Thomas] Percy and Scott, the
intersection of place and event comes primarily
through memory. It is what people have done, the
events witnessed, stories retold and description made
that lie at the heart of memory practices, at the heart of
human inhabitation and community. It is precisely the
connection between past and present that they
foreground in their work; and voice, echoing from
past lives, or the presence of the author/editor.

Native knowledge

Lambarde’s notion of a xenagogus, or “guide for foreigners,” suggests that
chorography requires and is concerned with a degree of native knowledge. This can
be directly related to the concern with experience, memory and meaning, and
“suggests an awareness shaped by frequent interactions and ethical considerations.”
Even in cases where chorography is written by “outsiders,” it requires real
emplaced experience and seeks to “reflect the dynamic relationships between
natives and their place” (Bossing 1999: 154). This aspect can be seen as early as
Strabo, who, while writing much of his work from second-hand information,

references certain chorographers upon whom he draws (Geog. 5.2.7-8, 6.1.11, 6.2.11,
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6.3.10) and also remarks on the importance of detailed, local and regional
knowledge, saying that it is not remarkable that there should be one chorographer
for the Indians, one for Ethiopians and another for the Greeks and Romans (Geog.
1.1.16). Strabo’s work illustrates that both “natives” and “outsiders” can perform
chorographies, but that success depends upon access to inside information based

upon real emplaced experience.

Generative (creative)

Chorography is also generative, or creative, by “calling places into being, not just by
naming topographic features, but by dramatising in the process of revealing the
landscape how they matter” (Bossing 1999: 153). This may also be understood as a
“social production of space[/place],” in which chorographers partake in “the
practice of place-making, a codification of space with a particular meaning,” thereby
“interlink[ing] spatial and temporal dialectics in their representations, forming and
reforming geographical and historical landscapes, imposing a prescribed logic upon
the world” (Pettinaroli 2008: 17). The writing, or presentation in an alternative
medium, of chorographic representation, thus serves to generate or create new

conceptions of a place’s character, meaning and significance.

Transdisciplinary

Chorography is highly inter- or trans-disciplinary. In this case I prefer the term
“transdisciplinary” because chorography offers a coherent body of thought and
practice that melds concerns and techniques from a variety of disciplines, rather
than merely bringing different disciplinary approaches to bear on the exploration,
evaluation and description of place. As I have already discussed, the chorographic
approach also pre-dates the formulation of most contemporary disciplines, and
there is no contradiction in someone being both an archaeologist and a
chorographer, an environmental scientist and a chorographer, or a poet and a
chorographer. Differing departmental or professional affiliations may very well
colour an individual’s chorographic work, but chorography can almost always be

identified as such.
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Qualitatively and quantitatively empirical

Finally, chorography is both qualitatively and quantitatively empirical and critical.
It is not usually empirical in a positivistic hypothesis-testing manner, but follows
from my observation regarding experience, emphasising chorography’s concern
with authentic knowledge gained from personal observation and examination; in
this regard, chorography’s empiricism may also relate to Deleuze’s (1995) empiricist
philosophy of immanence. As will be seen below, methods of chorographic research
also rely upon detailed collection and assessment of minute, quantitative, and
qualitative data, as well as a critical reception and consideration of previous
accounts. While some scholars consider chorography to be “nonacademic,” this

view is based on misinformation and a failure to adequately explore the tradition.

Summary

Chorography —as a body of theory developed and practiced in antiquity and
reformulated in the Renaissance —appears to anticipate the concerns of recent place
theories developed within geography and philosophy. While not directly
comparable with work under now-conventional disciplinary groupings (see,
however, Petts 2011 on the similarities between chorography and the Situationists’
practice of psychogeography), chorography provides a complementary approach
that may serve to unite broadly similar concerns across multiple disciplines. As a
predisciplinary tradition with a diverse and extensive corpus of practical work,
chorography is well suited to bridge the divides imposed by modern academic
disciplines. Chorography’s mixture of natural and social sciences, arts and
humanities, and quantitative and qualitative methodologies offers an attractive
meeting-ground for artists and scholars concerned with multiple aspects of place,
regions, and the past’s significance in the present. The facts that chorography has
played a formative role in the development of modern archaeology, and that it has
been employed by various antiquaries in their approaches to Britain, the Roman

frontiers, and the Antonine Wall heightens its attractiveness.
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2.2.4 Archaeological Approaches to Place

Place has long been a central concern in archaeology, though the term has not
always been conceived along the lines developed above. Instead, archaeologists
have primarily used place in a more general sense, referring to location and
individual sites from which archaeological data are extracted through the methods
of excavation and survey. As archaeological work commonly focuses on the “site,”
we can say that there has been an unstated understanding that places—in this case,
archaeological sites and monuments —are meaningful locations from which the
archaeologist seeks to uncover aspects of those meanings, though this has been
relatively under-theorised (in terms of the “place” concept) until recently.

Along with the concept of site, “meaningful location” is also a good
definition of another core archaeological concept: context. Context can be viewed as
merely physical, and described in three dimensions: X, Y and Z coordinates
representing latitude, longitude and elevation. These position sites, monuments and
artefacts at particular locations on —or under —the earth’s surface, and allow for
useful mapping, stratigraphic section plans, and the analysis of relationships
between locatable material at several scales. Context can also be viewed more
broadly, taking into account environmental, historical and cultural conditions that
may not be as visible as physical remains or depositional profiles. Archaeologists
engaged in excavation, remote sensing or field-walking practices routinely seek as
much contextual information as possible when recording sites and finds. These
contexts are integral to the interpretive process and form the basis for scholastic
argumentation; often, specific contextual information is used by critical scholars to
counter claims and interpretations made by a site’s excavator(s). Site and context are
not the only ways in which archaeologists approach place, however. In this section,
I will summarise a variety of archaeological approaches to place, including recent
attempts to integrate the type of place theory developed above.

In order to simplify the task of exploring the broader context of
archaeological approaches to place, I will use the following categories: regional
archaeological projects, landscape archaeology, spatial science and geographical

information systems (GIS), archaeological landscape phenomenology, and emerging
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archaeologies of place. This exploration will briefly summarise the emergence of
each category, its principal themes and concerns, key practitioners and studies,
referring when appropriate to major critiques arising from within or outside that
particular mode of practice.” The section ends with a summary that draws together
elements of these approaches, genealogy, chorography, and place theory to outline a

new “archaeology of place” approach for the investigation of the Antonine Wall.

Regional Archaeological Projects

While traditional archaeology is often associated with the excavation of single sites,
archaeologists have long been concerned with larger regions. Starting in the
nineteenth century, as the discipline was being defined out of its genealogical
background in history and antiquarianism, early steps were taken to move inquiry
beyond that of single sites. A prime example is Pitt-Rivers’ (1887) exploration of the
wider context of various sites in Cranborne Chase, on the borders of Dorset and
Wiltshire. Later, Cyril Fox (2010, first published in 1923) took a diachronic approach
to the archaeology of the Cambridge region, seeking to understand the history of
settlements and the relationship of the natural environment to past societies from
the Neolithic to early medieval period; this differed from many previous and
contemporary studies in its geographic—rather than artefact- or site-based —
approach (Forbes 2008: 10).

From the 1950s onward the influence of sociological and anthropological
perspectives gave new energy to regional approaches, particularly in work by North
American archaeologists. An important example is Willey’s (1953) work in Peru’s
Virt Valley, where regional survey methods were pioneered, providing information
on the patterns of settlement and regionally specific trends in the archaeological
record. For Willey, the focus was not individual sites of settlement, but the valley as
a whole, seeking a holistic perspective of how economy, environment, and social
and political factors impacted each settlement and their relations to each other;

while individual sites still formed the primary unit of analysis, Willey’s innovation

° An early version of this exploration was presented in a paper read at the July 2012
“Chorography and Archaeology” workshop at Durham University. See footnote, p. 42 for
further details.
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was a broader interpretive framework in which linkages between sites were
identified to provide a regional perspective. This approach remains important in
contemporary archaeology, with numerous regional projects across the globe: e.g.
the Pylos Regional Archaeological Project in Greece (Alcock et al. 2005), the Madaba
Plains Project in Jordan (Clark et al. 2011), and the Lower Mekong Archaeological
Project in Cambodia (Stark 2006).

Landscape Archaeology

Landscape archaeology was primarily developed in Britain during the 1970s-90s,
drawing on the popular appeal and methods of landscape histories exemplified in
the works of W.G. Hoskins (1955). The term “landscape archaeology” was coined by
Aston and Rowley (1974; Aston 1985), whose work merged aerial photography, on-
the-ground observation of boundaries and field systems, the identification of
patterns and sequences, and a concern with understanding the countryside’s
historical evolution (Hamilton 2011: 264). Importantly, early projects were almost
exclusively focused on rural landscapes, much like Hoskins” earlier landscape
history, which had been heavily influenced by 18th-19th-century Romanticism.
Through Hoskins” (1977: 12-15, 299-303) influence, many landscape archaeologists
have adopted a palimpsest metaphor, in which the natural environment is viewed as
a parchment on which human activities have been written, partially scraped away,
and are continually re-written over time (LaBianca and Walker 2007).

Wilkinson (2003: 3—4) notes that “it is assumed that the ‘natural landscape’
has been reorganized either consciously or subconsciously for a variety of religious,
economic, social, political, environmental, or symbolic purposes,” and that the role
of the landscape archaeologist is “to describe, interpret, and understand the
development of the cultural features” present within a given landscape. This
approach can be used to explore the configuration and use of an area in a limited
chronological period, or to chart changes over the longue durée. Landscape
archaeology continues to be primarily practiced on rural spaces, though it is
frequently employed as a complement to urban excavations in order to
contextualise urban activities in relation to the urban core’s surrounding

“hinterland” (e.g. Baker and Kennedy 2011).
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Spatial Science and GIS

While spatial analysis has been an important component of archaeological
investigation since the beginnings of the modern discipline (Kroll and Price 1991: 1;
Trigger 1989: 76-86; Seibert 2006: xiii), distinctively “spatial science” approaches
may be seen as originating in the 1970s, primarily through the work of David Clarke
(1977) and his students (Hodder and Orton 1976; Hodder and Okell 1978). This
development was a response to the ambiguity, bias and subjectivity of distribution
maps that had become increasingly popular with the explosive growth of the
“new,” or processual, archaeology. Hodder and Orton (1976) championed explicitly
scientific and quantitative approaches to spatial patterning, with a heavy emphasis
on statistical modelling. As a result, distribution maps and the spatial positioning of
material remains became scientific information rather than just illustration, and
possibly deceptive spatial relationships were now subjected to mathematically
rigorous catchment, viewshed, least-cost-path, and other analyses. While landscape
archaeology had investigated the development and patterning of large rural areas,
spatial science approaches could operate at multiple scales and in urban and rural
settings, from individual context in an excavation trench to an entire site or region.
With the advent and increasing accessibility of computerised GIS, spatial science
approaches have become ubiquitous within archaeology, and are now viewed as
essential elements of many landscape archaeology, regional projects, and intra-site
investigations.

Spatial science, traditional landscape archaeology, and the types of regional
projects described above have, thus far, represented normative approaches (Seibert
2006: xv).1° The methods are almost entirely quantitative and focused on
distributions of artefacts and feature/site typologies. While possible meanings,
significances, social hierarchies, and past experiences are often drawn from these
approaches, they typically offer no theorised conception of place but, rather, of

space. As social archaeology and post-processual critiques have gained ground in

10 While the “new” archaeologists of the 1960s had attacked culture historians for their
supposed reliance on "normative theory" (e.g. Binford 1965), Lyman and O’Brien (2004) have
effectively demonstrated that normative theory was first explicitly applied in the works of
processualists and remains prominent today.
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recent decades, scholars have begun to examine less tangible aspects of past
societies and experience, focusing on cognitive, cultural, and social aspects that

require a more subjective and qualitative approach (ibid. pp. xv—xvi).

Archaeological Phenomenology

Perhaps the best-known post-processual contribution to archaeologies of landscape,
place, and regions is a distinctly phenomenological approach that builds—in part—
on place theories developed in philosophy and humanistic geography (e.g, Tilley
1994; Bender 1993; Bender et al. 1997). Adopting the general notion of place as a
location of meaning, these scholars substitute the term “landscape” —already deeply
relevant and well known to archaeologists as part of traditional landscape
archaeology and the earlier landscape history tradition in Britain —for what
theorists in other disciplines had termed “place.” Specifically adopting Heidegger’s
(1962; 1982) and Merleau-Ponty’s (1996) formulations of phenomenology, this
perspective has most frequently been employed to understand prehistoric
landscapes as an experience of “being-in-the-world.” This relies on the practice of
embodied experience, wherein the researcher enters the landscape and examines
his/her modern-day responses to sensory stimuli of vision and, less frequently,
sounds, with the researcher serving as a type of analogue for peoples of the past.
This approach has been the object of much criticism, especially from
traditional landscape archaeologists. The main critiques centre on the lack of clearly
articulated and rigorous methodologies and the subjective nature of experience,
which violate core processual principles of objectivity and scientific, quantifiable
and repeatable methods (Hamilton 2011: 32-36). Responding to the
phenomenological approaches of Tilley (1994) and Bender et al (1997), the decidedly

processual landscape archaeologist John Bintliff concludes that:

the distribution of fertile agricultural land, ergonomic
work constraints on territorial size, social factors
affecting the dispersion of communal grounds, and
limited location possibilities for settlement micro-
location, appear more important than the conscious
inheritance of traditional ‘senses of place.” (Bintliff
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2000: 148; also quoted in Forbes 2008: 19)

In short, the majority of critiques have questioned the very relevance of such
phenomenological approaches. For the critics, landscape phenomenology tells us
little (or nothing) about the actual past, but only about what the present-day
phenomenological archaeologist (thinks s/he) sees and feels within the landscape.
From a firmly culture history or processual perspective, this does not qualify as
proper archaeology as it is neither objective nor specifically grounded in the
physical remains of the past. A phenomenological response may —drawing on more
general post-processual critiques of culture history and processualism —be that such
views of archaeology are fundamentally flawed, and that all archaeology is really
about the present anyway. This is not enough to silence the critics, however, as a
number of post-processual archaeologists have also raised their concerns.

Among these other concerns are the problems of back-projection, the re-
privileging of the properly trained archaeologists’ perspective, a limited range of
sensory experience involved in the phenomenological method, as well as serious
questions about the particular conception of phenomenology as adopted in
archaeological approaches. Forbes (2008: 18-44) provides an excellent “critical
overview” of many of these issues and arguments, expanding discussion beyond
the more methodologically based arguments of Bintliff (2000) and Fleming (1999;
2005; 2006). And while the classic version of phenomenology adopted in
archaeology builds strongly on the views of Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty, it has
been suggested that a more Husserlian view would be more appropriate and
provide a stronger foundation (Eve 2012); Eve (ibid. p. 585) particularly notes that
recent archaeological approaches to phenomenology primarily focus on the
“feel[ings]” and “emotional responses to experience,” rather than the exploration of
“essences and relations of experiences” that form the focus of Husserl’s (1963; 2001)
more philosophical approach to phenomenology. To these critiques, I add that
archaeological approaches to phenomenology continue to emphasise particular
pasts—typically prehistory —without accounting for the multiplicity of pasts that
have been experienced in a particular location over time. Just as traditional

approaches tend to artificially compress—or reduce the significance of —the time
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between the present and the period under investigation, phenomenology often
perpetuates the reduction of an archaeological landscape’s current value to the

significance it derives from the narrow parameters of the distant past.

Ethnographic Archaeologies of Place

While the term “archaeology of place” may have originated with Binford (1982),
who used the term to describe an examination of “economic zonation” and “site
patterning” drawn from spatial science, the term is now being used by a diverse set
of researchers to describe archaeological practices that have explicit connections to
place theories developed in philosophy and humanistic geography (e.g. Blaisdell-
Sloan 2006; Bowser 2004; Evans 1985; Forbes 2008; Harmansah 2007; King 2003;
Meskell 2003; Whitridge 2004). Although the approaches provided thus far are
varied, a common characteristic is that place is bound up with meaning, memory
and experience. This derives in part from the influence of phenomenological
studies, but also from ethnographic approaches developed by American
anthropologists (e.g. Basso 1996) who have also drawn on the works of Tuan (1974;
1977), Relph (1976), Casey (1993; 1996), Malpas (1999), and other geographers and
philosophers.

While there is a recognisable phenomenological aspect to some of these new
archaeologies of place and the overall perspective on place as a phenomenon of
experience is shared —and constructed using an almost-identical genealogy —the
particular mode by which many of these archaeologists seek to get at and expose the
meanings of place is via ethnographic encounter. This preference for ethnography
may be the result of the many critiques that have been levelled at phenomenology,
but can also be seen as a product of archaeology’s sub-disciplinary status within a
broader anthropological umbrella in North America. Archaeological
phenomenology was developed primarily as a means to understand prehistoric
landscapes, but those scholars working under the emerging “archaeology of place”
approach appear, more often, to be historical archaeologists working in areas where
local communities have demonstrable or claimed connections to the individual
places and memories being explored (e.g. papers in Rubertone 2008). While

phenomenology seeks to re-create the conditions by which people of the prehistoric
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past may have developed meanings and senses of belonging in place through the
researcher serving as analogue in the absence of other sources—and in a way that
sees the experiencing person as separate from the landscape they are experiencing
via particular types of sensory perception—the ethnographic approach seeks a more
deeply embedded mode of experience, where the researcher is experiencing the
place as a part of it and via all the senses in a more visceral way. Place, in this
approach, is seen as being built upon the past but continually redefined within the
present through the selective transmission and transformation of memories and

meanings by local inhabitants and visitors.

Summary

Archaeology is, for me, fundamentally about the connection of the past, the present,
people, and place. Each of the approaches described in this section are useful in
achieving this goal, but only the more recent phenomenological and ethnographic
approaches in archaeology have substantially engaged with place theory. Both
recognise the connections between the past and the present, and acknowledge that
places are produced through human experience, whereby space is transformed into
place through the attribution of meaning and significance. While regionally focused
projects, traditional landscape archaeology, and spatial science can provide deep
and broad understandings of an area’s physical characteristics, the spatial
relationships between sites and objects, and changing strategies of landuse and
spatial configurations, they lack a theoretical concern and effective methods for
extracting more subjective aspects of how these areas were experienced by people in
the past. What is missing from these approaches are informants —or witnesses—to
past experiences, and how these experiences were used to ascribe meaning and
significance through the process of placemaking.

Phenomenological approaches offer the potential for archaeologists to stand-
in as informants, while ethnography based archaeologies of place rely on present-
day inhabitants or other connected individuals to draw such meanings and
significances from personal and/or collective memories. Both approaches, since they
are practiced and rooted in the present, are only able to provide a partial picture,

and a particular subset of possibilities, limited by the extent to which present-day
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experiences and preserved memories reflect authentic experiences in the past.
Phenomenology is particularly limited by changes that have occurred within the
landscape between the period under investigation and the moment of emplaced
experience: environmental changes, agricultural “improvement,” roads, railways,
and other aspects of development that may have arisen in the distant or recent past
can render a present-day experience of “being-in-the-world” largely irrelevant to
the ways in which past peoples experienced what may have been a substantially
different place in their own time.

Ethnographic approaches to place—when possible (i.e. when present-day
informants on local practices and memories are available to consult) —may provide
a better picture of how modern conceptions of place derive from historical
conditions and experiences, as they rely on numerous informants and transmitted
knowledge, but the information gleaned from these sources is also limited by the
reliability of informants, how far back memories have been preserved, and
problems of invention, omission, loss, and transformation in the transmission of
memories over time. While both approaches promise to reveal perspectives on how
places have been subjectively experienced in the past, they remain inevitably tied to
the present; neither phenomenology nor ethnographic archaeologies of place can
really offer an authentic reconstruction of places in the past as those past places no
longer exist, but have been replaced by —or transformed into—new places in the
present (see discussion in section 2.2.1, above).

This thesis adopts a place-in-the-present approach, explicitly recognising
that archaeology is not a means of time-travel but, rather, a field of practice in which
elements and material remains of the past are explored and interrogated because of
their relevance in the present (Shanks 1992). While inspired by, and drawing on
elements of, each of the archaeological approaches discussed above, my theoretical
framework offers a new type of “archaeology of place” that primarily builds on
place theory, genealogy, and the chorographic tradition. I am not attempting to
reconstruct the Antonine Wall as it existed in the past, nor as it was subjectively
experienced by past peoples; rather, I focus on the Wall as it exists today, as a

present-day place that has been physically and ideologically produced, re-
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produced, and transformed from the time of its original construction until the
present. Contemporary ideas about the Wall, its meaning, and significance are the
result of complex historical processes and the ways in which it has been studied and
revealed through antiquarian and archaeological investigations.

As a “meaningful location,” the Antonine Wall’s present-day significance
revolves around its role as a Roman military frontier —this official perspective is
reinforced by its protection as a scheduled monument, inscription as an UNESCO
World Heritage Site, and the characterisations offered in related educational and
promotional materials. My archaeology of place seeks to examine this perspective
through an investigation of the Wall’s material remains and its history as an object
of discourse; using archaeology in the traditional sense, but also as a metaphor, I
examine the formation processes that have created the Wall as it exists —physically
and cognitively —today, excavating and peeling back the layers of material
evidence, written accounts, varied interpretations, and antiquarian and
archaeological investigations that have been selectively curated to form the basis for
the Wall’s current significance. Following Foucault’s genealogy, this official
perspective is challenged, and the Wall’s material record and historiography are
interrogated to reveal a far more complicated place with multiple meanings and
broader significances that have been excised or glossed-over in the formulation of

the Wall’s current narrow definition.

2.2.5 Emerging Roman Frontier Archaeologies

This thesis is situated within the traditionally conservative field of Roman frontier
archaeology, yet seeks to challenge this field's rigid adherence to tightly bound
chronological, typological, and thematic parameters by building upon recent

critiques (e.g. Elton 1996; James 2002; 2005) and innovative research programmes.

Among the projects that have particularly motivated and informed this
thesis is the recent Tales of the Frontier project (2007-13) centred at Durham
University. The project’s core objective was to explore and communicate
associations derived from the afterlife of Hadrian’s Wall and its landscape, from the

fifth century to the present day, addressing a rich variety of historical and
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contemporary values, including tangible and intangible aspects that reflect
Hadrian’s Wall’s long-term past and its significance in the present (Richard Hingley
pers. comm.). This agenda communicated a richer range of historical and
contemporary meanings for Hadrian’s Wall than those conveyed by the traditional
idea of it as the relict work of the Roman military. Drawing on ideas developed in
cognate areas of human geography, classical reception, and heritage, the project has
expanded understanding and appreciation of Hadrian’s Wall beyond the values
normally associated with its Roman period military function; this included
exploration of popular representations of the Wall in the present (Witcher 2010a;
2010b), an historiographic genealogy of the Wall in the medieval and Renaissance
centuries (Hingley 2010a), a postcolonial archaeology of race (Tolia-Kelly 2011), and
an extensive chorographic biography of the Wall’s life from the Roman period to the
present (Hingley 2012).

This work has opened up a new research agenda for Roman frontiers that
diverges from traditional approaches through the recognition that "heritage is a
living, contested, debatable and transforming entity" and that "time is a significant
aspect of the heritage of landscape, but linear conceptions of time do not entirely
capture the value of places and events" (Hingley 2011a: 58). My research builds on
this approach, and moves it beyond Hadrian’s Wall by applying similar ideas to the

Antonine Wall.

2.3 Archaeology of Place: Methods

This section provides a brief overview of the methods used in this thesis.
Methodologically the thesis is mixed, drawing on previous work in antiquarian
engagements with place (chorography), human geography, anthropology and
archaeology, and employs both quantitative and qualitative techniques, while
seeking a middle ground between the objective and subjective. While separated
here, due largely to the conventions of recent academic tradition, the methods
cannot be viewed as independent from the overall theoretical approach described
above. This theoretical perspective has, to some degree, determined the particular
methods employed. For convenience, these are divided into the categories of

historiographic methods and archaeological materials and analysis.
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2.3.1 Historiography: Archaeology/Genealogy

The critical examination of the Antonine Wall’s story as an object of discourse (Part
2) relies upon traditional historical methods as well as my own adaptation of an
historiographic methodology inspired by Foucault’s (1972) “archaeology of
knowledge,” which was later subsumed into his more explicitly theoretical
“genealogical” framework (Foucault 1977a). It is important to note that the actual
methodology employed here is not identical to that of Foucault: it is a simplified, yet
highly modified, adaptation inspired and informed by his work. Eschewing the
jargon and highly philosophical background in which Foucault’s work is usually
discussed or employed, I have attempted to develop a method that can be applied
across a variety of texts and disciplines without advanced training.

My historiography relies on extensive desktop assessment and analysis of
written accounts and maps of the Antonine Wall from the end of the Roman period
until the present. Initial sources were identified from Macdonald’s (1934b: 1-81)
literature review, as well as more recent historiographic studies by Keppie (2003;
2006; 2011; 2012). Original sources were examined and, where necessary, modern
English translations and/or variant editions were acquired; Greek and Latin sources
were read both in the original and in translation (where translations exist). Key
objectives were to outline the core content of each account, to establish its context in
terms of the wider work (where applicable), authorship, date (of authorship and/or
(re)discovery), intended audience and relevant sources, and to consider its short
and long-term impact(s).

Following Foucault’s archaeological metaphor, I subjected the texts to
careful “excavation,” identifying individual contexts, sifting and extracting
particular statements, detailed descriptions and interpretive claims, and examining
their stratigraphic (i.e. through time) and horizontal (i.e. contemporary)
relationships. This provided examples of the reuse and reformulation of discursive
material, but also examples of details, observations and interpretations that had
been discarded or subjected to loss and later recovery. This provided a valuable
means to both trace the ways in which developments over time have contributed to

current views of the Wall and its significance, as well as to identify alternative
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discourses that have been sidelined or suppressed, including —in some cases —the

particular contexts in which they were relegated.

2.3.2 Archaeological Materials and Analysis

The analysis of archaeological materials (particularly important in Chapters 6-7)
rely on detailed desktop assessment of documentary sources and datasets
constructed by previous researchers since the 1890s, as well as on physical
inspection of the Antonine Wall through a number of individual site visits and two
personal journeys along its length (Table 2.1). My first journey along the Wall was a
walking tour, following the east-to-west instructions in Robertson’s (2001) Handbook
and taking advantage of further details in RCAHMS’ (2008) 1:25,000 scale Antonine
Wall map. The second journey attempted to trace the Wall’s line via car, stopping at
each identified fort and fortlet location; progress was again made from east-to-west,
an orientation that has become the most traditional way to describe the Wall (see
Chapter Four, 4.6). These visits allowed for a greater understanding of site reports
and the nature and condition of the Wall as it remains today.

A variety of published articles, books and reports have been collected, along
with unpublished manuscripts and electronic datasets. Sources are both primary
and secondary, drawing on the Antonine Wall’s extensive bibliography and
regional records held by Historic Scotland and the Royal Commission on the
Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland (RCAHMY). Initial sources have
been the major synthetic works of the past century and especially those published
since the new millennium. These include Sir George Macdonald’s (1934b)
magisterial synthesis The Roman Wall in Scotland, Hanson and Maxwell’s (1983)
Rome’s North West Frontier: The Antonine Wall, Robertson’s (2001) The Antonine Wall:
A Handbook to the Surviving Remains,'! Breeze’s (2006a) The Antonine Wall; and the
Nomination Document (AWND 2007) and Management Plan (AWMP 2007)
prepared for the Wall’'s UNESCO World Heritage Site bid. Further primary sources

were identified through the various bibliographies of these synthetic works.

11 First published in 1960 and now in its fourth edition, edited by Lawrence Keppie.
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FIELD VISIT SITES VISITED TRANSPORT
DATE(S) MODE
16/10/2009 - Car, and on-site
17/10/2009 Beapsden, Dustaches walking at each site
Kinneil, Callendar Park, Falkirk Wheel, Rough Castle, Car, and on-site
e Kirkintilloch walking at each site
Entire length of Wall, from Carriden to Old Kilpatrick;
29/06/2011 - . o , .
also walking to/around Stenhousemuir (site of Arthur’s Walking
02/07/2011
O’on) and Camelon
5 . Car, and on-site
06/07/2012 - Entire length of Wall, from Carriden fort to Old It R
08/07/2012 Kilpatrick fort wardnga’ each ™
and fortlet site
02/11/2012 - . . Car, and on-site
04/11/2012 Castlecary, Croy Hill, Bar Hill, Bearsden walkingateadsii
22/06/2013 - Kinneil, Mumrills, Callendar Park, Watling Lodge, Car, and on-site
23/06/2013 Falkirk Wheel, Rough Castle, Camelon, Kirkintilloch walking at each site

Table 2.1: Personal Field Inspections

A variety of digital tools were utilised to identify additional sources and
gather data, chief among these being RCAHMS’ web-based Canmore database
(http://canmore.rcahms.gov.uk/). Additional data, in the form of raster and vector
GIS files were kindly provided in July 2010 by RCAHMS; this included files from
RCAHMS’ Antonine Wall GIS mapping project as well as an extract of Canmore
database data in ArcGIS format (provided under license, see Appendix 1 for license
details). This data has been primarily used as a spatially organised enhanced
database for the interrogation and visualisation of Canmore records, and to generate
a variety of maps provided throughout this thesis. Where suitable, I have generated
my own ArcGIS files as further extracts from the provided data, and have
supplemented the provided data fields with my own notes, dating, and thematic
categories. A limited number of basic analyses were performed using standard tools
within the ArcGIS software package. The goal was to focus on the available data

and to exploit these GIS datasets as a resource for getting at the data through sifting

72



and sorting, rather than developing a complex explanatory analysis or predictive
model.

In addition, I have acquired and performed visual analysis on the limited
Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) aerial laser scanning data available for the
Antonine Wall through the Environment Agency (this provides low-resolution —2m
between points —coverage for the short section between Carriden and just east of
Mumtrills). Visual analysis of this LIDAR data was carried out for the purposes of
seeing if new insights could be attained regarding a long-sought fort in this area
(see Chapter Six, 6.4), or whether this data could reveal new information about the

under-explored medieval village at Kinneil (see Chapter Seven, 7.3-7.4).

2.4 Discussion

This chapter has established the theoretical context and perspective behind this
thesis, along with a general overview of how this theoretical approach will be
applied to the Antonine Wall. Important points include an approach in which the
practice of archaeology is recognised as being situated in the present and not so
much about establishing the facts of an “authentic past” but, rather, of working with
what remains of the past in a way that makes them relevant to the present.
Archaeology may also be viewed and practised metaphorically, as a type of
Foucauldian “archaeology” or genealogy, which seeks to “excavate” and peel-back
the layers and intricacies of knowledge, meanings and values. In both types of
archaeology, establishing context is key.

The theoretical position adopted here also focuses on the concept of “place”
as a meaningful location, drawing on a rich discourse centred in humanistic human
geography and modern philosophy. Places are more than mere physical locations,
but are ideational constructs in which physical locations and their environmental
characteristics comingle with human activities and experiences; this may be seen as
a cumulative process in which place gives way to place as new ideas and
experiences build upon previous ones, but may also involve discontinuities, loss
and rediscovery over time. From this perspective, the places of the past no longer
exist but, rather, may be found within the genealogies of present definitions of

particular places.
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An “archaeology of place,” then should seek to explore this genealogy,
drawing on a range of evidence in the form of material remains of the past as well
as written and oral accounts from both the past and the present. The ancient
chorographic tradition, much practised in the works of early modern antiquarians
in Britain, has deep resonance with recent attempts to develop archaeologies of
place, and may provide a useful quarry from which to draw concepts and methods
for the establishment of a new type of archaeology centred on places. While
chorography no longer exists “as an institutional form, genre or medium,” it
“ironically, encompass[es] all of [the] standpoints and agendas” of recent
archaeologies of place: from regional research programmes to landscape studies
rooted in historical geography, as well as spatial science, archaeological GIS,
phenomenology and other humanistic approaches to place, and community and
public archaeology initiatives (Shanks 2012b).

My formulation of the archaeology of place, thus, effectively merges place
theory, genealogy, and chorography. As with the modern practice of physical
archaeological excavation, this starts with the present-day state of place and
attempts to peel away its genealogy —or stratigraphy —to reveal how the site/place
formed and developed into its current iteration. In practice, however, this is largely
presented in chronological order, from the earliest approaches to more recent
themes in Antonine Wall research. While my methodology began with current
understandings of the Antonine Wall and its significance, and attempted to trace
this development backward in time, the nature of discontinuities in the Wall’s
historiographic genealogy —including the frequently tacit dismissal of previous
interpretations and concerns —made it difficult to directly follow and present this
development in reverse-chronological order. Thus, as with many archaeological
excavation reports, the narrative presented in Part 2 is an attempted chronological
reconstruction that does not fully communicate the difficulties of trying to
“excavate” the Wall’s discursive history.

This approach is necessarily diachronic and wide-ranging, and does not
privilege any one period over others, although it may reveal that particular episodes

in the past exert greater influence over the present than others, and may help to
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expose disparities in the level of knowledge currently possessed for each period due
to the biases and agendas of inhabitants, officials, and researchers. Rather than
pigeon-hole archaeological sites, monuments, and landscapes into rigidly
circumscribed historical periods and functional use categories, such an approach
will illuminate aspects that are often overlooked and under-investigated, but which

could genealogically contribute to the place as it exists in the present.
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PART 2:
Historiography/Genealogy
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Introduction to Part 2

Part 2 is composed of four chapters that provide a critical genealogy of the Antonine
Wall’s story as an object of discourse, drawn from written accounts, maps and other
depictions from the earliest sources until the present. These chapters follow a
chronological format, tracing accounts in their order of authorship, and culminating
in a summary and critical analysis of current themes in Antonine Wall research.
This is crucial to the thesis” primary aims, demonstrating the Wall’s continued —and
changing —significance from the Roman period onward. As the previous chapter
defined “place” as “a meaningful location,” and outlined a new approach to the
“archaeology of place” that attempts to deconstruct and peel back the various layers
of activity, experience, and meaning that come together to form a particular place,
such a genealogical historiography is an important starting point.

Another telling of the Wall’s broader story has recently been developed by
Lawrence Keppie (2012), whose primary aim is “to provide a history of the
Antonine Wall from the moment the Roman army abandoned it in the later 2nd
century AD down to the early years of the 20th century, and to chart developments
in our knowledge about it” (p. 1). This is a welcome and significant contribution,
providing the first detailed investigation of the Wall’s long-term historiography
since Sir George Macdonald’s (1934b: 1-36) summary review of “the literary
tradition.” Keppie's treatment surpasses that of Macdonald in both its
comprehensiveness and level of detail, particularly for accounts and developments
from the early seventeenth century onwards.!2 Keppie’s new treatment, however,
provides a primarily linear history in which it is tempting to view the Wall’s
historiography as cumulative and progressive—with new accounts building on
previous ones, and a general trend toward more secure (and authentic?) knowledge.
While both of these characteristics are arguably present within the historiography

included in this thesis, it is also characterised by a number of disconnected

12 Macdonald’s (1934b: 1-36) literature review ends at the beginning of the seventeenth
century, but while he discusses a number of later accounts, these are scattered throughout
the remainder of his text in discussion of particular sites and artefacts. Keppie (2012), on the
other hand, brings a much wider range of accounts together, in a broad historiographic
discussion, effectively expanding and updating Macdonald’s abbreviated review.
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discourses, accounts that are largely ignored or written-out of current tellings of the
Wall’s story, as well as the rediscovery of earlier sources and possible depictions
that are later interpreted from within a new context.

Keppie’s book arrived late in the original timeline for this thesis, raising a
number of problems with my original aims and obectives, and requiring a change in
approach. While I had been aware that Keppie was writing a book on the Antonine
Wall, I was unaware that the volume would overlap so substantially with my
original historiographic focus. As a result, my historiographic treatment
(particularly Chapters Three through Five) has been reframed as a critical
commentary on Keppie (2012), instead of an intensive and comprehensive
contextual social historiography. Thus, rather than duplicate Keppie’s historical
summary, these chapters primarily focus on points of departure, building on
Keppie’s chronological narrative to emphasise “eddies in time” (Hingley 2012: 9,
229, 327-33; Witmore 2007: 205-10), disjunctures, moments of rediscovery, and the
broader connections and dis-connections between various accounts. Particular
attention is given to accounts that are absent from Keppie’s historiography, or for
which Keppie’s coverage is more limited; this is most evident in a greater depth of
coverage for pre-seventeenth-century accounts (up to Timothy Pont), for which
Keppie (2012: 18-29) gives considerably less attention.

This will be both history and historiography, providing a summarised
chronological narrative of people, events and accounts of the Wall, but also
attempting a form of historiographic “archaeology” or “genealogy” through the
careful “excavation” and contextualisation of these subjects and their authors, along
with a focus on discontinuities, ruptures, differences, and reversals. Another
departure from Keppie are the chronological parameters: while both these chapters
and Keppie’s volume share a starting point (i.e. Rome’s abandonment of the

Antonine Wall in the later second century), they end at different dates: Keppie with
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the publication of Sir George Macdonald’s (1911) first synthesis of the Wall, and
these chapters with current themes in Antonine Wall research.®

The relevance of each account discussed in these chapters may not be readily
apparent. Based on current definitions of the Antonine Wall as a Roman military
frontier, some accounts may appear to offer little value to our understanding of the
Wall. Some provide no new information or real descriptions of the Roman remains,
and may even offer alternative interpretations that are untenable in the light of
current knowledge about the Wall’s Roman past. While such accounts may not
provide direct contributions to our understanding of the Antonine Wall in the
Roman period, they remain important from a genealogical perspective. These
accounts are not just “interesting, but irrelevant” because they lack valuable details
or authentic historical information about the Wall and its Roman remains, but are
relevant in understanding the Wall’s broader story precisely because they have been
discounted, redacted, or branded “irrelevant” in the formation processes of the
Wall’s current research tradition (Hingley 2011a follows a broadly comparable
approach in relation to forms of knowing and “official” knowledge on Hadrian’s
Wall). As will be seen, this research tradition has developed from a selective
engagement with the Wall’s broader history of speculation and study. While the
current Antonine Wall research agenda is relatively limited in scope, the breadth of

accounts covered in these chapters will reveal a richer discursive history.

13 Keppie’s primary aim was to tell the story of how knowledge of the Wall developed from
antiquarian modes of investigation to systematic archaeological research. My aim, on the
other hand, is to offer a critique of current approaches to Antonine Wall research, using
broader themes from earlier approaches to highlight the potential of wider concerns. For this
reason, my historiography extends up to the present.
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Chapter Three:
Early Accounts

The Account the Roman Writers give of the Walls, is very
Lame and perplexed, and the Monks in their Writings have
made them more confused by their Mistakes. (Sibbald 1707:
ii)

3.1 Introduction

This chapter focuses on written accounts and depictions of the Wall from the
classical period until the end of the medieval; particular accounts range in date from
the third century AD to the late fourteenth. The chapter aims to introduce the key
details of all known accounts from this period, to investigate the nature of

relationships between each account, and to identify areas for future research.

3.2 Classical Accounts

The key account—and the only certain reference to the Antonine Wall —from
classical antiquity is the late fourth- or early fifth-century biography of Antoninus
Pius found within a work traditionally called the Scriptores Historiae Augustae, but
now more commonly known by the name Historia Augusta. The Wall is introduced

in a short passage:

Through his legates, he [i.e. Antoninus Pius] waged a
number of wars. For instance, through the legate
Lollius Urbicus he conquered the Britons [and] built
another wall, [this time] of turf, after pushing back the
barbarians. (SHA Ant. Pius 5.4)

Keppie (2012: 8) correctly notes that this account’s phrase alio muro caespiticio can
also be translated as a “second turf wall,” and that this alternative translation was a
better fit for the interpretive understanding of many eighteenth-century
antiquarians (e.g. Dalrymple 1705: 7; Gordon 1726: 49, 86; Horsley 1732: 116; Roy
1793: 149) for whom there were not two—but three—Roman period Walls in Britain,

including two of turf (i.e. the earthen “Vallum” now considered an integral part of
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Hadrian’s Wall and the turf Antonine Wall). This issue will recur later, and will be
discussed in more detail below.

The Historia Augusta is a well-known, but problematic and controversial
collection of biographies of most of the Roman rulers —including official emperors,
Caesars and usurpers—from Hadrian (reigned AD 117-138) to Carinus (reigned AD
282/3-285). Dating and authorship of this work and its individual biographies
remain uncertain, and it has long been met with scepticism and outright rejection as
an historical source (e.g. Dessau 1889; Mommsen 1890), with an often-heated debate
(e.g. Momigliano 1954; Syme 1968) that remains unresolved. I raise this issue
primarily because Keppie (2012) does not acknowledge this wider context. Recent
discussions (e.g. Birley 2003; Matthews 2007), however, agree that while the Historia
Augusta is fraught with problems of reliability and authorship, it is nevertheless a
source of fundamental importance for the history and historiography of the Roman
empire from the second through fourth centuries.!*

Despite the various problems and fictions within this source, we can now be
certain that at least some of the details of its Life of Antoninus Pius are correct,
attested by the discovery of inscriptions bearing Urbicus’ name along the line of the
Wall (RIB 2191, 2192, both found near Balmuildy; Fig. 3.1). Importantly, while this
source has pride of place as the earliest-attested documentary evidence for the
Antonine Wall, it would remain unknown in Britain for more than a millennium,
only resurfacing in the sixteenth century; as will be seen (Chapter Four, section 4.2),
even after the Historia Augusta’s Renaissance rediscovery, it would take some
considerable time before Antoninus Pius’ biography would re-enter the discourse
on Britain’s Roman Walls; when the evidence of inscriptions would play a crucial
role.

Keppie (2012: 18) also notes that “several late Roman historians [...] report a
single wall built in Britain,” almost certainly all referring to what we now call
Hadrian’s Wall (i.e. the stone “curtain”), and ascribing it to the work of Septimius

Severus. Specifically mentioned are accounts by Aurelius Victor (De Caes. 20.18;

14 While Syme (1972: 123) acknowledges that “the larger part is [...] fabrication,” he notes
that, in particular, “for the years [AD] 117-284 it is the sole Latin source of any compass.”
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Epit. 20) and Orosius (Contr. Pag. 7.17.7), but a number of additional texts also report
Walls built by Hadrian or Severus (SHA Hadr. 11.2, Sev. 18.2; Herod. Hist. 3; Eutrop.
Brev. 8.19; Procop. De Bello Gothico 4.20.42-47). These, too, almost certainly describe
the monument now known as Hadrian’s Wall (a name first used by Hector Boece to
describe the Vallum in 1527; Scot. Hist. 5.13), with no reference to an additional

frontier in Britain.

-HMPC ’A’EL HA‘DR‘" '

Figure 3.1: Lollius Urbicus inscription from Balmuildy (RIB 2191), with reconstructed text,
discovered 1698. Copyright Hunterian Museum.

Another possible reference to the Antonine Wall—absent from Keppie’s

discussion—is found in the fragmentary Roman History of Cassius Dio:

There are two main peoples of the Britons, the
Caledonians and the Maiatai, and the names by which
the others are called have been joined in these. And
the Maiatai live near the cross-wall that cuts the island
in two, and the Caledonians beyond them. (Dio Hist.
Rom.77.12.1)

The context here is a narration of Septimius Severus’ c. AD 208-211 military
campaigns in northern Britain, and it is not entirely clear from this account whether
the “cross-wall” is the Antonine or Hadrian’s Wall. Most frequently, scholars
consider this passage to refer to the Hadrianic frontier, but Hanson and Maxwell
(1983: 203) rightly point out that “all the other evidence points to the home of the

Maeatae in Fife,” which suggests that this passage refers rather to the Antonine
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Wall. Though all available evidence and scholarly opinion suggest that the
Antonine Wall was long-abandoned by the time Dio was writing (c. AD 229), his
later assertion that Britain’s least breadth is 40 miles (Dio Hist. Rom. 77.12.5)
suggests that he possessed accurate knowledge of the Forth-Clyde isthmus.
Unfortunately, almost nothing of his account of Antoninus Pius’ reign has survived
and we are largely left with fragments describing activities in northern Britain from
within a Severan context. The relevant passage here has survived only in an
abridgement by the eleventh-century Byzantine cleric Xiphilinus, and this text
remained obscure until the publication of its editio princeps (in Greek) by R.
Stephanus in 1551 (Cary 1914).

Thus far, classical accounts of the Wall have been situated within documents
that attempt to provide an historical narrative. The final source to be included in
this section is of a different type. This is the Ravenna Cosmography (for the standard
critical edition, see Schnetz 1940; for general discussion of the British section, see
Jones and Mattingly 1990: 29-33), a list-type document compiled from a number of
Roman itineraries,!> maps,'® and administrative documents!” by an anonymous
cleric in Ravenna around AD 700. Offering more than 5,000 toponyms from across
the Roman Empire, the Cosmography’s British section includes a list of almost 300
place-names ranging from forts and towns to rivers, islands, and tribal territories.

Of direct relevance for the Antonine Wall is a short passage:

Again in this Britain there are towns [i.e. civitates]
connected one to another in a straight line where this

15 Perhaps including the Antonine Itinerary (for the standard critical edition, see Cuntz 1929;
for general discussion of the British section, see Jones and Mattingly 1990: 23-29), which is
important for studies of Hadrian’s Wall and Roman Britain south of its approximate line
(Breeze 2006b: 38).

16 Jones and Mattingly (1990: 29) suggest that key sources for the Cosmography's British
section may have been three or more maps. Keppie (2012: 13) lends support, noting that, “as
many of the Latin place-names [...] are given in the ablative case, the source was perhaps a
road map with distances from one place to the next marked on it.”

17 Perhaps including the Notitia Dignitatum (for the standard critical edition, see Seeck 1876;

for general discussion of the British section, see Jones and Mattingly 1990: 33-37), also of
much importance to the study of Hadrian’s Wall (Breeze 2006b: 36-38).
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Britain is recognised as most narrow from ocean to
ocean; these are:

Velunia

Volitanio

Pexa

Begesse

Colanica

Medio Nemeton

Subdobiadon

Litana

Cibra

Credigone. (Rav. Cosm. 5.31; Schnetz 1940: 434-35)

These ten locations are, it appears reasonable to conclude, the names of towns, forts
or communities located along, or very near to, the line of the Antonine Wall. It is not
so simple, however, and this may be the most contentious part of the Cosmography’s
British section. Certainly, no location in Britain matches the general description as
well as the Forth-Clyde isthmus, but the source does not explicitly refer to a Wall,
and the number of place-names does not correspond with the number of known
forts along the Wall or isthmus. Of these locations, only one has been firmly
identified; providentially, this happens to be the first in the list, Velunia, which we
now know from epigraphic evidence (discussed in greater detail in Chapter Five) to
be the Roman fort at Carriden (Richmond and Steer 1957). A number of scholars
have offered suggestions about the remaining place-name identities. Richmond and
Crawford (1949), writing before the discovery of epigraphic evidence at Carriden,
erred in presuming that the line was ordered west-to-east and, therefore, their
identifications are almost certainly incorrect. Later, Rivet and Smith (1979: 211)

offered the following suggestions:

Ravenna Cosmography Proper Name Form Identification
Velunia Velunia Carriden

Volitanio Votadini ? Votadini (tribe name)
Pexa Pecti ? Picts (people name)
Begesse unknown unknown

Colanica Colania Camelon ?

Medio Nemeton Medio Nemetum Arthur's O’'on ?
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Subdobiadon unknown unknown

Litana Alauna ? Ardoch ?
Cibra Coria ? Barochan Hill ?
Credigone Creones Creones (tribe name)

Surprisingly, this reconstruction has only one of the named locations as an
Antonine Wall fort. The authors argue that, “among the others not more than four
names, two much corrupted, could belong to further forts” (ibid.). Strangely, they
also emend three of the names from toponyms to ethnonyms, transforming what
appear from the text to be physical places to tribal/people group territories. The
identification of other names with sites located off the line of the Wall also deviates
from what the compiler claims to be presenting. While we cannot know, based on
present evidence, the precise identities of the listed names, helpful interpretive clues
may be gleaned from the Cosmography’s treatment of places along the other frontier
in Britain.

The same formula used to describe places along the Forth-Clyde is also used
for Hadrian’s Wall. This begins: “again, in this Britain, are towns in a straight line
[...] from ocean to ocean [...]” (Rav. Cosm. 5.31; Schnetz 1940: 432-33). The following
list contains the garbled names of twelve forts east-to-west, beginning with
Wallsend (Serduno) and ending with Bowness (Maio). While name forms are
sometimes corrupted or misspelt, they remain recognisable from other sources
(Breeze 2006b: 38). While the Cosmography never explicitly mentions Hadrian’s Wall
or the Antonine Wall by the terms limes, murus or vallum, Dilleman (1979: 69-70)
notes that the Walls are implied by the phrases recto tramite (“in a straight
track/line,” used in the text introducing the places along both Walls) and una alteri
connexae (“connecting one to another,” found in the introductory text to the places
along the Antonine Wall). We cannot determine if the Cosmography’s compiler was
aware that these “straight line[s]” were in the form of Walls, but the evidence
connecting the mentioned places for Hadrian’s Wall to known sites confirms that
here, at least, the line is in fact the Wall, and that the list runs east-to-west. We may
reasonably assume —but cannot be certain —from this evidence that the line of

places mentioned on the Forth-Clyde isthmus is generally the same, representing
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places on the Wall’s actual line and likewise running east-to-west. In this light, the
lack of correspondence between the number of listed places and known Antonine
Wall forts is easier to accept, as this is also true for the Cosmography’s Hadrian’s Wall

list.

\'—\']
A. Unlocated sites beyond the Antonine Wall
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Maulion (Matovium?) Memanturum (Novantarum)
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Figure 3.2: A minimalist view of Scottish evidence of the Ravenna Cosmography”
(Jones and Mattingly 1990: 32, map 2:15).
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Among the forts missing from the Hadrian’s Wall list are Newcastle,
Carvoran, Castlesteads, and Drumburgh, along with the closely associated sites of
Corbridge, Vindolanda and Carlisle; most of these are mentioned elsewhere in the
document, but not in the section that specifically aims to list the Wall stations
(Breeze 2006b: 38). Since we know that the Hadrian’s Wall list is incomplete and that
most of the missing forts are found elsewhere in the Cosmography, we should not be
surprised that the Antonine Wall list is also selectively abbreviated, and may safely
suspect that missing forts from this list are also to be found elsewhere in the
document. Jones and Mattingly (1990: 32-33) highlight the poverty of our current
knowledge in terms of positive identification of the Cosmography’s place-names for
Britain north of Hadrian’s Wall (Fig. 3.2): not counting the names of the Western
Isles, a total of 74 toponyms are listed (37 between the Walls, 10 on the Antonine
Wall, and 27 north of the Wall), with only eight percent (6/74) known.

In the absence of clear epigraphic evidence, the remaining sites listed in the
Ravenna Cosmography will undoubtedly continue to stimulate further debate and
speculation as to their modern identities. As with the other accounts discussed so
far, the Cosmography long remained unknown to writers in Britain, only entering
British discourse upon its publication (Gale 1709) in the early eighteenth century
(Keppie 2012: 63), and first featuring in discussions of the Antonine Wall via
William Stukeley’s (1720) map and —more completely —in John Horsley’s (1732)
account; this is an excellent example of an “eddy in time,” with fragments of ancient
knowledge lying dormant until they are later recirculated, drawn to the surface, and

reconsidered from within a new context.

3.3 Early Accounts from Britain

With little or no access to classical accounts discussed above, the people of post-
Roman Britain were left with two key sources of information for the Roman period:
oral tradition and the visible remains of the Roman presence. The classical sources
known today were primarily those of urban elites or administrative bureaucrats
centred within the imperial core. They were unlikely to have been distributed very
widely in Britain during the Roman period, and no copies have ever been found

within the former province until they were reintroduced at a much later date.
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Historiographically, while these sources primarily pre-date the accounts of early
authors in Britain, they did not form part of the latter’s source materials, and the
relationship between classical sources and the early accounts from Britain is one of
disjuncture. Thus, while this section follows on from the classical accounts in an
attempt to present the materials in rough chronological order, it must be stated that
this is somewhat deceptive, and it is important to underline the fact that there is no
direct link between the classical accounts and those that developed in Britain
following Rome’s withdrawal.

This section includes accounts by early authors from post-Roman and
medieval Britain, covering a date range from perhaps as early as the late fifth
century until the late fourteenth. Only a few accounts belong to this broad period,
and only the latest originates in Scotland. As will be seen, these authors would exert
significant and lasting influence, despite their introduction of narratives that
provide little authentic or corroborative information. These narratives would begin
to be unravelled starting in the sixteenth century, but important elements would
remain accepted as late as the eighteenth. There are also important episodes of
genealogical disconnection, loss and rediscovery associated with these accounts,

and the implications of these will be discussed.

3.3.1 Gildas and Bede

The earliest known non-Roman accounts of the Wall are provided by Gildas and
Bede, two of Britain's earliest native authors.!® The basic narrative is first introduced

by Gildas (De Excidio 15-18), writing sometime between AD 475-575." This account

18 For another recent discussion of Gildas and Bede’s accounts, particularly in relationship to
Hadrian’s Wall, see Hingley (2012: 38-50).

19 In terms of dating the work, Gildas himself provides a single clue. In the final chapter of
his “historia” (De Excidio 26), he says that his own birth was around the same time as the
battle of Badon Hill, which took place almost 44 years before his time of writing. Bede later
assigned this battle to AD 493, though scholars have argued for a variety of dates across the
fifth and sixth centuries. More recently, the composition of De Excidio has ranged in date
from 479-84 (Higham 1994) to the third quarter of the sixth-century (Dumville 1984: 84).
Dates within the first half of the sixth century have dominated the scholarly tradition (e.g.
Macdonald 1934b: 24; Morris 1978: 1; Thompson 1979; Jones 1996: 44-46; Fraser 2009: 43-44)
and the earlier range suggested by Higham is certainly a revisionist viewpoint that requires
further substantiation.
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describes the construction of two Walls in northern Britain, but locates them
temporally to the period of Magnus Maximus (c. AD 383-88), and has the first Wall
constructed by the native Britons rather than the Romans. The context here is one in
which the people of southern and lowland Britain, apparently vulnerable due to
Maximus” withdrawal of troops for a military campaign on the Continent, request
assistance from Rome to help with incursions from the northerly Picts and Scots.

After a legion is dispatched to drive back the invaders:

They [i.e. the Roman legion] ordered the construction
of a wall between the two seas, across the island, so
that when equipped it would be a terror to ward off
the enemy mob and a protection to the citizens. Which
[i.e. the wall], having been made not of stone but of
turf, was worthless to the stupid and leaderless
commoners. (De Excidio 15)

The precise location of this turf Wall is not specified, but it is clear that Gildas
attributes its construction to the local Britons who, lacking good leadership,
foolishly constructed an inferior defence by using turf rather than stone. That the
initial idea for the Wall was Roman is also clear, and Gildas later (De Excidio 18)
explains that the Romans returned to redress this folly by constructing a new Wall
of stone themselves—drawing on public and private funds, and conscripting native
cooperation in its construction —before leaving Britain for good. This stone Wall,
however, was soon overrun and the Britons sent a further plea for help to Rome, but
this remained unanswered (De Excidio 19). Thus, Gildas was evidently aware of two
Walls of Roman date in northern Britain, one of turf and the other of stone. Whether
these represent the Antonine and Hadrian’s Walls or merely the stone Wall of
Hadrian and its Vallum remain matters for debate (see Macdonald 1934b: 26;
Keppie 2012: 19; Higham 1991). What is clear, however, is that Gildas’ turf Wall
predates his stone frontier, that both Walls are dated much later than we now know
them to be, that the turf Wall is ascribed to native construction and the stone Wall to
the Roman legions, and that both were intended to protect Rome’s Brittonic allies

against incursions by the Scots and Picts to the north.
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Bede’s account—completed in AD 731 —is broadly comparable to that of
Gildas, and it is clear that Gildas served as a primary source. Bede (Hist. Eccles. 1.12)
copies much of Gildas” account, adjusts dating to the early fifth century, and
localises the turf wall to the Forth-Clyde isthmus between Abercorn and
Dumbarton, revealing that vestiges of it could still be seen in his day. Among Bede’s
most important additions are clear geographical pointers to the Walls” locations,
and the inclusion of a third Roman period Wall in Britain. His account describes
three Walls: in (his) chronological order, a turf or earthen (fit de cespitibus) rampart
constructed by Septimius Severus in the early third-century (ibid. 1.5), the early
tifth-century turf Wall constructed by the Britons on the Forth-Clyde isthmus (ibid.
1.12), and a later Roman-built strong stone Wall (firmo de lapide) near the Severan
rampart (ubi et Severus quondam vallum fecerat) (ibid.). Based on the descriptions and

geographical detail provided, there can be no doubt that Bede’s three Walls are:

third-century turf Wall built by Septimius Severus: =~ Hadrian’s Wall’s “Vallum;”2
tifth-century turf Wall built by the Britons: Antonine Wall;
tifth-century stone Wall built by Roman legionnaires: Hadrian’s Wall.

This new Wall —in Bede’s narrative, the earliest—more accurately reflects
the evidence on the ground,?! and Bede appears to be the first writer to have an
awareness of these three coast-to-coast linear barriers; here, for the first time in
surviving texts, we finally see these three features discussed together. Bede’s
account also reveals the beginnings of post-Roman British access to some of the
classical sources discussed above. This must have remained quite limited, however,

as he remains silent on the Wall-building activities of Hadrian and Antoninus Pius,

20 In Bede’s description of this Severan Wall, he uses the Latin term vallum (as opposed to
murus, which he uses for the other two Walls). Bede (Hist. Eccles. 1.5) also carefully
distinguishes between a vallum and a murus, “draw[ing] on Vegitius [to] note[] that a wall
[i.e. murus] is made of stone but a rampart [i.e. vallum] is made of sods cut from the earth”
(Hingley 2012: 41).

21 That is, it more accurately reflects the existence of three physically observable barriers,
unlike all previous sources which either mention only one or two at a time. Bede’s
identification of who was responsible for each—and their chronologies —are not, however,
accurate.
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but reintroduces the account of Severus’ supposed Wall-building; it is probable that
he acquired this information through the writings of Orosius (Contr. Pag. 7.17.7),
from whom he heavily quotes and borrows throughout the text (Lozovsky 2000: 86—
94; Shannon 2007: 4).

In terms of the geographical location of the turf Wall, Bede leaves no doubt,
informing that it was located between the firths of Clota and Bodotra (Clyde and
Forth), and began “at a place which is called in the Pictish language ‘Peanfahel,” but
in English ‘Penneltun’” near the monastery at Abercorn, and stretched westward to
end near Dumbarton (Alt Clut). While this account has sometimes been read as
placing the Wall’s termini at Abercorn and Dumbarton, Bede merely uses these well-
known sites to give a general impression of where the Wall was located.?> There has
been a particular debate over the Wall’s eastern terminus (which will be discussed
later), and Bede’s account plays a central role.

Both Gildas and Bede have been heavily critiqued as reliable historical
sources, and they are “no longer considered histories as such—more complex
literary constructions that are in part propaganda and in part myth” (Sarah Semple,
pers. comm.; see also Thacker 2010). They contain their own contemporary
perceptions of the past, “but these are perceptions rooted within regionalised
politicised contexts of the moment” (ibid.). We know very little about Gildas as a
person, but substantially more about Bede. In both cases, however, it is clear that
they were both agents of the Church, and that their “histories” were primarily
designed to provide examples of Christian piety and morals, as well as examples of
the consequences of rejecting the Christian faith and its teachings (see, e.g. Gildas De
Excidio 4, 21; Higham 1991; 1994; Hingley 2012: 40). It is in this light that we must
view their narrative of the Roman Walls, which —with the exception of Bede’s
Severan Wall —were both described as being constructed in a period when
(according to both authors) the Romans and Britons were Christians, in need of

protection from the pagan Picts and Scots.

2 Bede (Hist. Eccles. 1.12) specifically locates the eastern terminus of Peanfahel/Penneltun
“nearly 2 miles distant from the monastery of Abercorn.”
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3.3.2 Nennius

The ninth-century Historia Brittonum, traditionally ascribed to “Nennius” (Thornton
2004), provides a somewhat different tradition, as well as complications caused by
later additions in the form of capitulae and marginal glosses. Importantly, the
Antonine Wall is only implicated in a particular set of manuscripts as the result of
these additions. Keppie (2012: 20) summarises the key text and acknowledges the
relevant glosses, but leaves out important details (particularly modern scholarship
on the dating and authorship of relevant manuscripts, and their implications),
which I will summarise here.

Importantly, the central text features only one Wall, which is attributed to
Severus, “the third emperor who passed the sea to Britain,” and which must

certainly refer to Hadrian’s frontier:

He drew a wall and a mound from sea to sea across
the width of Britain, that is for 82 miles, and in the
British language it is called “Guaul.” (Hist. Britt. 23)%

The text then introduces a new figure, Carausius—the usurper who claimed to rule
in Britain from about 285-93 (see Casey 1994) —who, it is suggested, followed
shortly after Severus, waging a campaign of revenge on the Britons for Severus’
death (Hist. Britt. 24). No further Wall is mentioned and, while Nennius includes a
description of British conflicts and letters requesting help from Rome during the
time of Maximus (ibid. 27-31), the text departs from Gildas and Bede, leaving out
mention of Walls constructed at this time. The Antonine Wall is, thus, absent from
the original version of the Historia Brittonum, though it is implicated through later
additions.

The key additions are found in a gloss (Fig. 3.3), appended to the margin of

three manuscripts: Corpus Christi College Cambridge MS 139 £. 169 v; Corpus

2 Some manuscripts list the distance of this Wall as 132 or 133 miles (Keppie 2012: 20 uses
132 miles), a figure almost certainly taken from Eutropius (Brev. 8.19) or Orosius (Contr. Pag.
7.17.7), and which may have been the result of a copying error in which a curved L in
Ixxxii(i) was misinterpreted as a C.
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Christi College Cambridge MS 66; Cambridge University Library MS Ff.1.27
(Dumville 1994). The gloss—situated in the left-hand margin adjacent to the main
text for Severus and Carausius—attempts to locate Nennius’ single Wall at the
Forth-Clyde isthmus, noting that it runs “for 82 miles? from [the place] called
‘Penguaul’ —which village [is in] Scottish ‘Kinneil,” [and] certainly in English
‘Peneltun’ —all the way to the opening of the River Clyde and Kirkintilloch, where
the Wall ends.” Here we can see a clear —yet confused —adoption of part of Bede’s
narrative, with some additional details. Bede’s Pictish Peanfahel has been replaced
with the Brittonic Penguaul, both essentially meaning “the wall’s head/end,” and
while the editing scribe follows Bede in giving an English name of Peneltun, he also
adds a Gaelic variant, Cenail, which survives today in the place-name Kinneil,

near —but not at—the Wall’s eastern terminus. The latter half of the passage,
however, is more bizzare, suggesting that the Wall ends in the west at Cair
Pentaloch, now known as Kirkintilloch and located some 20km east of the Wall’s
actual termination. Dumville (1994: 295), probably correctly, notes that this is likely
a minor scribal error, and that the text should read usque ad Cair Pentaloch et ad
ostium fluminis Clut, thereby reversing the order and having the Wall (correctly) pass

through Kirkintilloch and then on to its terminus on the Clyde.

24 Keppie (2012: 20) translates this as “132 miles.”
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The gloss goes on to tie this to the main text’s proceeding section on

Carausius, adding that:

After [attaining] the purple, Carausius rebuilt and
fortified seven fortresses. And he built a round house
out of smooth stones upon the River Carron, which
[i.e. the river] has received its name from his own
name, erecting a vault to the memory of [his?] victory.
(Corpus Christi College Cambridge MS 139 f. 169 v)

The mention of a river “Carron” almost certainly locates this activity along the
Forth-Clyde isthmus, with the “round house” probably a reference to Arthur’s
O’on, a now-destroyed circular stone building that was formerly considered one of
the greatest monuments in Britain (Steer 1960b; Brown 1974; Rohl 2009; 2012a), and
which will be considered in greater detail in Chapter Eight. In this account, then, we
see further confusion regarding which Wall was built by Severus and a new story of
significant activity by Carausius. As has been demonstrated, Severus is not new to
discussion of the Roman Walls, but this marks the first time that Carausius is
implicated with one of them; this connection will recur most significantly in the
later eighteenth century (see Chapter Four, 4.6; Chapter Eight, 8.3). Carausius also
featured —in a negative portrayal —in Monmouth’s Historia Regum Britanniae (5.3—4),
but he took on particular significance in medieval Scotland, where “he was credited
[...] with having validated by treaty the Scottish claims to Northumbria and
Cumbria” (Casey 2004).

The three manuscripts to include these additional details have all been
associated with manuscript production and editing at the Cistercian monastery of
Sawley (Lancashire) in the late twelfth and early thirteenth centuries (Dumville
1994).%5 The Sawley manuscripts are replete with similar glosses, emendations and
capitulae, suggesting that these may have been notes used in the preparation of the
texts for republication (ibid. p. 294). Dumville (ibid. pp. 295-96) highlights two

additional relevant capitulae posted at the end of a Sawley copy of Gildas in

25 The Sawley identification is, however, debatable; see Baker (1975) and Dumville (1990,
1994) for opposing views.
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Cambridge University Library MS Ff.1.27, pp. 1-14 (also reproduced in Mommsen's
edition of Gildas, p. 18). Capitula XI primarily focuses on the location of the eastern
end of Hadrian’s Wall, but then briefly refers to the more distant northern Wall,
which was built against Kair Eden (Carriden) on the Scottish Sea (Firth of Forth).
Capitula IX is essentially a summary of Gildas” account, with additional details
copied verbatim from Bede, and further specification on the turf Wall’s eastern
terminus: “the ancient town Kair Eden nearly two miles distant from the monastery
of Abercurnig—which is now called Abercorn.” While the Sawley manuscripts thus
provide seemingly contradictory testimony as to the Wall’s eastern terminus
(Kinneil in the Nennius glosses, or Carriden in the Gildas capitulae), Dumville (1994:
297) has made a strong argument that both are correct, with the physical location
being modern Carriden, and the name Peanfahel/Penguaul/Peneltun/Cenail shifting
westward to modern Kinneil as the name Kair Eden “became established and
physical evidence for the line of the easternmost sector of the Wall disappeared.”
Taken together, this evidence seems to suggest that the original version of
the Historia Brittonum is completely ignorant of the Antonine Wall, and that it is
only in the late twelfth- and early thirteenth-century copies from Sawley that a
Forth-Clyde location is introduced. Thus, even if the Historia Brittonum was
originally written by Nennius, it appears likely that he never wrote about the
Antonine Wall himself. The document first enters the historiography of the
Antonine Wall with the gloss added by the Sawley scribe(s). Scribes here appear to
have been engaged in a major programme of manuscript editing and republication,
and there is clear evidence that they were familiar with the accounts of Gildas, Bede
and Nennius, and the error of placing Severus” Wall on the Forth-Clyde line may
have arisen from an attempt to reconcile a confused record with local knowledge
deriving from central Scotland. This knowledge included a detailed understanding
of local Brittonic and Gaelic place-names, and it is likely that this monastery had
informants or other contacts in or from Scotland (Barrow 1973: 200-03; Dumville
1994: 297), which we may perhaps speculate derived from the known ecclesiastical
centres at Abercorn, Culross, or one of the other ecclesiastical sites along the Forth-

Clyde isthmus during the later medieval period (see Chapter Seven, 7.4.1).
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Importantly, while most later authors would reveal an awareness of Nennius, this
appears to have been limited to manuscripts that did not include these glosses, and
the relevant additions would remain unknown until their re-introduction at the end

of the sixteenth century.

3.3.3 Matthew Paris’ Maps

Keppie (2012: 20) notes that the thirteenth-century monk Matthew Paris “offers a
recognisable map of Britain with the Antonine Wall and Hadrian’s Wall marked on
it” (Fig. 3.4), presumably the very first cartographic or pictorial representation of the
Antonine Wall. This is a popular view (e.g. Breeze 2006a: 24-25), and may very well
be correct. There are, however, numerous problems that have not been adequately
explored nor fully appreciated, and assigning the map’s two Walls to the Antonine
and Hadrian’s Walls may better reflect current interpretation rather than the
cartographer’s intent. This is an important issue in understanding the map’s

genealogical role within Antonine Wall discourse.

Figure 3.4. Matthew Paris’ c.1250 Map of Britain, showing two Walls
(British Library Cotton MS Claudius D.vi, f. 12v)
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The map most frequently cited is one of four produced by Paris around AD
1250, and which only became widely known with their combined publication in the
late 1920s (Gilson 1928). In fact, even after this date, the maps remain absent from
Sir George Macdonald’s (1934b) comprehensive synthesis, making their entry into
Antonine Wall discourse a twentieth-century phenomenon that must be understood
in the context of a post-Macdonald interpretive framework. In this framework,
based on a long tradition of historical and archaeological investigation, there are
only two coast-to-coast Walls in Britain (the Vallum is now considered an integral
component of Hadrian’s Wall), and it is natural to assume that the two Walls
featured on Paris’ map directly correspond to those of Antoninus and Hadrian. As
has been demonstrated, however, the number and identity of Roman period Walls
in Britain was subject to less certainty in the centuries before Paris drafted his maps.
While there is considerable evidence that Hadrian’s Wall was well known in
England during the late medieval period (Shannon 2007), there are fewer examples
of similar knowledge of the Antonine Wall. Proper understanding of the Paris
maps, then, must rely on careful examination of their content and the context in
which they were written, not as an attempt to read thirteenth-century cartographic
work from within a modern framework that may not accurately reflect the state of
knowledge at the time of its creation. As will be seen in Chapter Four, medieval
uncertainty about the number of Roman Walls in Britain would continue to play an
important role in the descriptions and interpretations of eighteenth-century
antiquaries, who frequently claimed that there were three distinct Walls in Britain
(see also Hingley 2012: 102-14).

Among the problems present within the Paris maps themselves are the fact
that only one—usually referred to as the “Claudius Map” (Fig. 3.4) from the
manuscript in which it is found —clearly depicts two Walls, with another —the
“Corpus Christi Map” —showing only tentative traces of a second; the two
remaining maps show only one Wall. Importantly, each map is full of errors and
vague in several areas (see Lewis 1987: 364-72 for a detailed discussion of the
various problems). The northern Wall on the Claudius map is placed in the same

location as the single Wall on the others, and it is clearly much farther south than
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the Forth-Clyde isthmus. While the space between the Walls rightly includes
Melrose, Roxburgh, the Cheviots, the River Coquet and Coquet Island, Glasgow,
Edinburgh, Tweedsdale and Galloway are all located to the north of both Walls. The
labels, too, are of little help, suggesting that the northern Wall “once divided the
Scots and the Picts,” murus dividens scotos et pictos olim, while the southern Wall
“once divided the English and the Picts,” murus dividens anglos et pictos olim, neither
of which accurately reflect current understandings of history or the testimony of
previous accounts. There are further unresolved issues regarding the maps’
evolution and copying history: they may have derived from a single original or
developed through a number of intermediaries (Mitchell 1933: 33-34), and it is
unclear if the maps are in Paris” autograph or the work of copyists (Vaughan 1953:
235-50, 393; contra Mitchell 1933). Thus, while it is attractive to view Paris’ Claudius
map as the earliest-surviving cartographic representation of the Antonine Wall,
greater caution is advised, and further research will be necessary before we can

arrive at firm conclusions about what Paris intended to represent.

3.3.4 John of Fordun

John of Fordun, a fourteenth-century chronicler whose work is the earliest-
surviving large-scale Scottish historical text,? provides the first Scottish account
(Chron. Gent. Scot.), drawing on Gildas, Bede, Nennius, and a number of other
sources, including Geoffrey of Monmouth’s History of the Kings of Britain (Hist. Reg.
Brit.). Fordun’s Scottish location is significant, as are a number of new elements in
his narrative; many of these elements would persist in later discourse, and long-
standing controversy over the sources of later authors have led to recent
reconsiderations of Fordun’s place in Scottish history, with important implications
for Antonine Wall discourse. Examination of Fordun’s account, then, must consider
both the elements of his narrative, and more recent assessments of his sources.

Keppie (2012: 27-28) summarises the key points of Fordun’s account, but fails to

26 A number of earlier texts, probably originating in Scotland, are less ambitious in scope,
and are largely preserved in Irish copies; see Anderson (1922), Woolf (2007), and Fraser
(2009).
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address more current source-centered debates (e.g. Brown 1988; Royan 2001; Royan
and Broun 2007; Broun 2007: 215-63).

In terms of his account of the Wall, Fordun continues to follow the narrative
set by earlier British writers, with Severus building a wall that is equated with
Hadrian’s Wall’s Vallum (Chron. Gent. Scot. 2.32, 34) and the turf wall of the Forth-
Clyde isthmus being constructed by native Britons (ibid. 3.3). Two important
additions arise, however: first, Fordun greatly expands the activities of Julius
Caesar, having his invasion reach as far as the banks of the River Carron, where he
is credited with construction of Arthur’s O’on (ibid. 2.16); second, Fordun provides
the first surviving reference to a medieval name for the Wall —Grymisdyke —so
called because of a legend in which the child King Eugenius’ grandfather —and
regent—Gryme? breaks through or destroys it in between the late fourth- or early
tifth-century construction of the two Walls described by Gildas and Bede (ibid. 3.3—-
5). Both of these stories will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter Eight. The
name Grymisdyke has remained popular in the form “Grahamsdyke,”? which
continued to be the monument’s most common name until the now-definitive term
“The Antonine Wall” was coined by the Glasgow Archaeological Society (1899).%°
While the Gryme/Graham nominative has been superseded in official and academic
discourse, the name continues to live on in local conversation and in a variety of
street- and place-names, particularly from Falkirk eastward, but also as far west as
Kirkintilloch.

To date, more recent developments in the study of early Scottish history and

historiography have failed to have much impact on discussion of Fordun by Wall

27 While Fordun clearly calls Gryme the “grandfather” of Eugenius, some eighteenth century
antiquarians referred to him as Eugenius’ “nephew” (Gordon 1726: 58; Horsley 1732: 171).
The reasons for this discrepancy may result from Gordon and Horsley’s reliance on
mistranslations of Buchanan (1582), see below.

28 Alternative forms of this name have also included “Grime’s Dyke,” “Gryme’s Dyke,”
"Grim's Dyke," and “Graham’s Dyke.”

2 Several authors from Camden (1607: 699) onward referred to the Wall as “the Wall of

Antoninus” or “the Wall of Antonine” (e.g. Bruce 1888), but the modern formulation “the

Antonine Wall” is first recorded by the Glasgow Archaeological Society.

99



scholars, but these may substantially change the Wall’s story in this period. Briefly,
these developments threaten Fordun’s long-standing role as “the father of Scottish
history” (e.g. Low 1826: 93; McKerlie 1906: 2), by suggesting that he “had access to a
lost work about a century older than Chronica Gentis Scottorum, and that much of his
scheme of Scottish history [...] was moulded at this earlier stage, rather than by
Fordun himself” (Broun 2007: 6). Building on earlier investigations (Brown 1988;
MacQueen and MacQueen 1989; Royan 2001: 61-62), Dauvit Broun (2007: 216) has
begun to unravel this problem through a Foucauldian “textual archaeology as layer
on layer of writing and rewriting is identified, sifted and extracted.” The result is
that it is now possible to see Fordun building on an earlier source identified as
“Veremundus” (ibid. p. 253), who has been effectively argued to be Richard
Vairement,*® a Céli Dé (or Culdee) of St. Andrews from c. 1239-67 (Royan 2001;
Broun 2007: 236). If this is correct, then it may have been Vairement who introduced
much of what appears to be original in Fordun—including the Gryme myth —as
part of a “repackaging [of] material from Geoffrey of Monmouth to create a vision
of immemorial Scottish freedom” (Broun 2007: 259). As will be seen in the next
chapter, Veremundus/Vairement will play a central role in controversies

surrounding the Renaissance history of Hector Boece.

3.4 Discussion

This chapter has begun to tell the Antonine Wall’s story as an object of discourse,
focusing on written accounts and maps from the broad period between the Roman
withdrawal and the end of the fourteenth century. Considered accounts can be
assigned to two key categories: “classical” sources originating from outside Britain
and purporting to relate knowledge of Roman activities, and accounts originating
within Britain that attempt to tell the island’s history and offer explanations for
some of its ancient remains. Importantly, none of these accounts are contemporary

with the Antonine Wall’s period of construction or initial operational phase, and

% In fact, this identification was suggested as early as the late nineteenth century by Lockhart
(1889: 33-34), but has only recently been taken seriously.
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there remain crucial questions about each account’s original content, transmission,
and author’s motivations.

While these accounts are most frequently presented in a chronological
sequence (as I have, also, done here), this chronology is deceptive in suggesting a
linear relationship between the various accounts, when no such relationship existed,
particularly between the two categories. None of the classical-period accounts of the
Antonine Wall —now frequently forming the baseline on which knowledge of the
Wall is built—were known to the early authors from Britain; neither were the
inscriptions that mention Antoninus Pius, and which only started to be recognised
at the beginning of the seventeenth century. The value of these sources—and their
history of loss and recovery —is primarily in the changes they wrought in the
interpretive understanding of those who considered the Wall in later periods; for
this reason, these sources—and their primary contributions —will recur in the
following chapters.

Despite this genealogical disconnect between the classical accounts and
those of the early authors from Britain, the latter are often unfairly criticised and
judged for their failure to account for information to which they had no access. In
the absence of available Roman testimony, these authors relied on knowledge of the
presence of the physical remains themselves (primarily the still-visible line of the
Wall’s Ditch, Outer Mound, and —perhaps—the Rampart), local oral traditions, the
testimony of previous sources from Britain (where available, after Gildas), and their
own ingenuity, to craft reasonably coherent accounts that furthered their individual
aims. It is unclear if any of the medieval writers had direct personal experience with
the Antonine Wall, but it is likely that those writing in the later medieval period
were aware of a number of settlements, ecclesiastical sites, and secular power
centres that developed along the Wall from the twelfth century onward (see
Chapter Seven, 7.4 for a summary of available archaeological data for this period).

Importantly, none of the authors considered in this chapter were seeking to
provide a definitive account centred on the Antonine Wall or the Roman Walls in
Britain, but were merely accounting for them within works designed for broader

purposes. These purposes were targeted at audiences beyond the region of the Wall,
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and are not necessarily reflective of local knowledge or interpretation; with the
exception of Fordun’s reference to the local name “Grymisdyke” and the detailed
geographic additions to the Sawley manuscripts of Gildas and Nennius, these
accounts tell us very little about what the people who lived on—or in the shadow
of —the Wall knew or thought about it. Once again, as with the classical sources
before them, these available early accounts from Britain largely present a distanced
elite perspective—in this case, a particular elite situated within the monasteries of
medieval Britain.

A number of issues requiring future research arise from the examination of
the Wall’s historiography in the period covered by this chapter. Despite the
difficulties, work should continue toward gaining a better understanding of the
Ravenna Cosmography’s coverage of Britain north of Hadrian’s Wall, perhaps using
patterns in the arrangement of place-names in better-known sections to suggest
routes the compiler may have followed when organising the coverage of Scotland.
The figure of Gildas—so important to early British history —remains obscured, with
a hazy and debated biography, including important confusions about his origins
and time/place of writing. If, as is suggested by his various Vitae (Williams 1899:
322-413; Kerlouégan 2004), Gildas was the son of the king of Alt Clut (i.e.,
Dumbarton), a number of new questions would arise regarding his account and
description of the turf Wall, and the nature of local knowledge amongst the Britons
who lived near it in the early post-Roman period.

The figure of Carausius has also been under-investigated, both in terms of
his supposed role (via later additions to Nennius) in refortifying the Antonine Wall,
but also in terms of the broader history and archaeology of Roman Britain; it would
be useful to search for the sources of these additions, and to take a more concerted
look at Roman Britain under the late Roman usurpers, as well as the role the
Carausius story may have played in later medieval conceptions of British, English,
and Scottish identities. Tied to this is the state of knowledge in the long interval
between Bede and Matthew Paris: are there missing accounts or were there further
developments in the understanding of Roman Britain and the Walls? Rather than

readily accept the current interpretation that Paris” maps display the Antonine and
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Hadrian’s Walls, these maps should be more carefully examined, their problems
recognised, and an interpretation based on then-current knowledge —rather than
today’s understanding —should be developed; Shannon’s (2007) investigation is a
good start toward better understanding of the state of medieval knowledge in this
area.

Finally, there are a number of issues regarding Fordun’s account, including
the possibility that he relied on an earlier Scottish source — Veremundus/Richard
Vairement—and the important matter of his introduction of the name
“Grymisdyke” and the new narrative of the Gryme myth: why were neither this
name nor story mentioned by previous authors, did they both originate with
Fordun (or Vairement), were they both actually current amongst local populations
within the vicinity of the Wall, or was Gryme and his narrative introduced to
account for an unexplainable name that was already in common use? These
problems cannot be resolved through traditional archaeological methods, and we
need to attract additional historians and literary scholars to untangle a number of
these issues. We should also encourage the search for further accounts via archival
research, and the creation of fuller biographies of key authors and sources. The first
step in recruiting such assistance is to make these stories and unanswered questions
known —which I hope this chapter has helped to achieve.

As will be seen in Chapter Four, early accounts from Britain would continue
to influence later historians for some time. Their details and overall veracity,
however, would begin to be questioned in the sixteenth century, when recently
rediscovered classical texts —including some of those discussed above —were

published and disseminated throughout western Europe.
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Chapter Four:
Renaissance and Antiquarian Accounts

We may look back on occasion at antiquarian accounts with
some amusement, but it is important to remember that we
too stand at an intermediate point along the road to
knowledge, and that future generations will come to add to
it. We can make only interim statements, adjusting our
assessments as more information comes to light, not only
through planned archaeological investigations but also
chance discovery. It will always be so. (Keppie 2012: 143)31

4.1 Introduction

This chapter continues telling the Antonine Wall’s story as an object of discourse,
covering the period from the early sixteenth century to the latter years of the
nineteenth century (i.e. the 1890s) when modern archaeological investigation began.
Included are a number of Renaissance and antiquarian authors and cartographers
(Table 4.1).32 This period was dominated by several key figures, but numerous
others played more minor roles. Hingley (2008) has provided a broad view of
antiquarian activities in this period,* which is also the primary focus of Keppie’s
(2012) recent historiography of the Antonine Wall, and it is from the second half of
the sixteenth century onward that Keppie’s analysis and attention-to-detail is at its
best. As with the previous chapter, accounts and developments are not exhaustively
covered, but key figures and accounts are summarised, with particular attention to

issues absent—or where my assessment departs—from Keppie’s analysis.

31T am ambivalent about this statement by Keppie. While I appreciate and agree with the
sentiment that antiquarian accounts should be appreciated on their own terms, and that we
should acknowledge the uncertainty of our own interpretive understandings, I am less
comfortable with the implication that more authentic forms of knowledge will arise through

a linear progression.

32 All quotations from accounts in this period have preserved the peculiar formatting and
spellings of the originals.

3 Hingley's chronological coverage is slightly shorter, 1586-1906, but geographically more
expansive, considering Britain as a whole.
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Renaissance and Antiquarian Accounts and Key Editions, 1500-1895

1521
1527
1540
1575
1582
1586
¢. 1600

1607
1610
1636
1637
1654
1695
1697

c. 1699
c. 1700

1707
1720
1722
1726
¢. 1730

1732
1732
1740
1747
1757
1757
1755
1760
1765
1771
1777
1789
1791
1793
1799
1806
1807
1825

1844
1852
1858
1888

1892

John Mair

Hector Boece
Hector Boece
Hector Boece
George Buchanan
William Camden

Timothy Pont

William Camden
William Camden

Sir William Brereton
William Camden
Timothy Pont
William Camden
Anonymous Traveller

Edward Lhwyd
John Adair

Sir Robert Sibbald
William Stukeley
William Camden
Alexander Gordon
Rev James Robe

Rev John Horsley
Alexander Gordon
John Mair

Gen. William Roy
William Maitland
William Stukeley
Gen. William Roy
James Macpherson
James Macpherson
Thomas Pennant
William Nimmo
William Camden
Sir John Sinclair
Gen. William Roy
Sir John Sinclair
William Camden
George Chalmers
Rev John Skinner

Robert Stuart
Robert Stuart
Hector Boece

Rev John Collingwood Bruce

John Mair

Hist. Maj. Brit. (Latin)

Scot. Hist. (Latin)

Scot. Hist., Scots edition by J. Bellenden

Scot. Hist., expanded edition by G. Ferrerio (Latin)

Rerum Scoticarum Historia (Latin)

Britannia (Latin)

Maps, drawings and notes, later partially preserved/published by R.
Gordon of Straloch and Sir R. Sibbald

Britannia, second edition (Latin)

Britannia, first English edition, trans. by P. Holland

Travel journals, published by P.H. Brown in 1891

Britannia, second English edition, trans. by P. Holland

Maps published in Blaeu’s Atlas, poss. courtesy of R. Gordon
Britannia, expanded edition by E. Gibson

Account of travels along the Antonine Wall, possibly by John Urry,
published by Keppie in 2006

Manuscript notes, unpublished but drawn on by Stukeley
“Historical and Mathematical Account of [the] famous Roman Wall,”
never completed

Historical Inquiries; first major synthesis of the Antonine Wall

An Account of a Roman Temple [...] near Graham’s Dyke

Britannia, second expanded edition by E. Gibson

Itinerarium Septentrionale

Letters describing a structure at Shirva, quoted by both Gordon
and Horsley in 1732

Britannia Romana

Additions and Corrections [...] to the Itinerarium Septentrionale

Hist. Maj. Brit., 2nd edition (Latin)

Beginning of the Military Survey of Scotland

History and Antiquities of Scotland

The Medallic History of Marcus Aurelius Valerius Carausius
Completion of the Military Survey of Scotland

Publication of Macpherson’s first “translation” of Ossianic poetry
Poems of Ossian, combined publication with historical commentary
A Tour in Scotland

General History of Stirlingshire

Britannia, new edition by W. Gough

First volume of the Statistical Account of Scotland

The Military Antiquities of the Romans in Britain

Final volume of the Statistical Account of Scotland

Britannia, final edition by W. Gough

Caledonia

Journey along the Wall, with report published in 1827 and full journal
published by Keppie in 2003

Caledonia Romana

Caledonia Romana, second edition revised by Prof David Thomson
Scot. Hist., Scots metrical edition by W. Stewart

“The Wall of Antonine,” published in Journal of the British
Archaeological Associat