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PREFACE

T was originally intended that this should be a general
work on Roman Britain, but it was soon evident that
it was impossible to compress so large a subject into a
volume of this size, and at the same time do reasonable justice
to that phase of it—the towns, forts, houses, and other structural
remains—which in so marked a manner has been enlarged and
modified by the systematic use of the spade during the last
quarter of a century. I was on the point of abandoning it, when
I chanced to meet the late Mr. George E. Fox, F.S.A., in whose
death archaeology has received a severe blow, and, mentioning
the circumstance, he suggested that I should confine myself to
the architectural side of the subject, as such a work was urgently
needed. This was a scattering of-seed upon congenial ground,
for it was precisely the ‘ major monuments’ of Roman Britain
which especially interested me.

The aim of the book is twofold : it describes the remains
that come within its scope, and it essays the more difficult task
of their interpretation. But it is inevitable that with the
present pace of archaeological research many of the conclusions
here set forth will have to be modified in the course of very few
years.

The work is mainly a compilation—how otherwise could it
be ? But here and there it will be found that I have reason

to modify the conclusions of others or to differ from them. And
v
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ROMANO-BRITISH BUILDINGS
AND EARTHWORKS

CHAPTER I
CAMPS
THE CAMPS OF CLASSICAL WRITERS AND BRITISH EXAMPLES

HE military works of the Roman era in this country consist
of fieldworks or camps, raised during the campaigns
against the natives; forts to hold secure what the sword

had won ; frontier defences, and the fortifications of towns. The
. first were of a temporary nature. Of the second, many ceased
to be occupied when the natives peaceably acquiesced in the
new conditions. The frontier defences were maintained to the
end, as upon them depended the security of the country; and
equally necessary were the walls of the towns to ensure their
safety in civil troubles. Broadly speaking, these military
works may be divided into ‘ temporary * and ¢ permanent.’

It is well known that during an expedition the Roman army
in its best period never halted—not even for a single day—with-
out making an entrenched camp or castra, a word used only in
the plural form. The judicious choice of situations for camps
was a distinguishing mark of good generalship. Of Agricola
it was said that he marked out the encampments himself, and
that ““no general had ever shown greater skill in the choice of
advantageous situations, for not one of his fortified posts was
either taken by storm or surrendered by capitulation.” These
encampments varied greatly in size. Some were large enough
to accommodate an entire army, or a large portion of one;
smaller ones served as advanced or exploratory posts; and
smaller still, to keep open the communications of the army with

1



2 ROMANO-BRITISH BUILDINGS AND EARTHWORKS

its base. All these fieldworks were of slight construction,
consisting essentially of a rampart or breastwork formed of
turves or of the upcast from a ditch, the enclosed space contain-
ing the tents and baggage of the soldiers. When the camp was
intended to last some time—to serve for winter quarters, for
instance—the defences were strengthened with palisades and
even with towers of timber, and huts of timber or turf took the
place of tents.

Tue CaMpPs OF CLASSICAL WRITERS

Of the writers who treated of the art of castrametation as
practised by the Romans, and whose works have come down to
us, two stand pre-eminent for the fullness of their descriptions :
Polybius, the friend of the younger Scipio, in the second century
before our era; and the author of a treatise, De Munitionibus
Castrorum, who is usually called Hyginus, and who probably
lived about the time of Septimus Severus (A.n. 193-211). It
should be mentioned that the camps of these writers were in-
tended for the accommodation of whole armies (about 20,000
men in the case of Polybius, and almost double that number
in the case of Hyginus); whereas most of those which remain
in this country are much smaller.

The Polybian camp was simple and symmetrical. The site
being selected by a company sent in advance of the army, the
position of the general’s tent—the practorium—was fixed upon,
and was marked by a small flag, and from this point the whole .
plan was developed. Through it, a straight line was drawn
in the intended direction of the camp, and at a certain distance
this was crossed by another at right angles. These two
lines were termed in the language of the Roman land-surveyors,
the decumanus maximus and cardo maximus, respectively, and
they served as the base-lines from which the general outline
and internal divisions were determined. The resultant figure
was a square, 2150 Roman feet each way, bisected in its ‘ length’
into two equal divisions by the decumanus maximus, and in its
breadth, or, as the surveyors said, in its ‘ depth,’ into two unequal
divisions, by the cardo maximus. These lines marked the
positions of the chief thoroughfares and of the openings or
gates in the rampart through which they passed. The trans-
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verse road, which from its importance and superior width was
known as the wia principalis, coincided with the latter of
these two lines. The praetorial square occupied the middle
of its side next the nearer rampart of the camp, and from its
entrance stretched the main longitudinal road, the via practoria.
A number of minor ways contributed to divide up the interior
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Fi1G. 1.—Plan of Polybian Camp

into rectangular plots for the tents, and around all, within the
rampart, was a clear space or ¢nfervallum, 200 ft. wide, which
facilitated the drawing up of the troops in marching order.
The rampart itself was usually formed of the upcast from the
ditch which constituted the outer line of defence.

Polybius mentions neither the number nor the names of the
gates. We incidentally learn, however, from Livy and other
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ancient writers, that they were normally four, and were known
as the portae principales (dextra and sinistra), the porta praetoria,
and the porta decumana or questoria. The first two were
those through which the via principalis passed, hence were the
lateral gates of the camp; the third—the porta practoria—
faced the direction the army was going, and so was the front gate ;
while the last was the back gate. But the identification of
these two gates on the plan of the camp is uncertain. According
to one view, the porta praetoria was the nearest gate to the
praetorium, that is, the one behind it; according to another,”
it was the gate towards which it looked. The latter seems to be
the more reasonable view.

Such a camp was for a consular army consisting of two
legions. If the necessity arose for two of these armies to be
encamped within the same lines, Polybius provided that two
such camps should be applied back to back with the intervening
ramparts suppressed, the result being an oblong enclosure with
six gates.

During the three centuries or more between Polybius and the
treatise attributed to Hyginus, great changes took place in the
Roman military system, and, as might be expected, the Hyginan
camp reflected the altered conditions. To us, this form of camp
is of peculiar interest, as our Roman camps and forts are more
akin to it than to that of Polybius.

The lay-out of the Hyginan camp agreed substantially with
that of the Polybian, as a comparison of the two plans will show.
We observe in both the same rectangular arrangement and
bilateral symmetry, the transverse via principalis with central
praetorium abutting upon it, the longitudinal via practoria, and
the four gates. But the general form of the Hyginan was an
oblong with the corners rounded off ; the intervallum was greatly
reduced in width; the practorium was lengthened, pushing
forward the wvia principalis; and the via quintana, instead of
crossing the front part of the camp as of old, was placed behind
the praetorium. The chief difference, however, between the two
types, lay in the altered disposition of the troops and in the
smaller space they occupied, as may be gathered from the broad
fact that, while the later camp was somewhat smaller than the
earlier, it accommodated nearly double the men. The difference
is all the more significant when it is noted that the accommodation
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for the officers had increased threefold, a change which reflects
the altered status of the common soldier under the Empire.

The two transverse roads divided the Hyginan camp into
three well-defined segments, of which the practentura lay to the
front, and the refentura to the back, while the middle segment
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F16. 2.—Plan of Hyginan Camp

contained the praeforium and its lalera, in which were quartered
the general’s bodyguard.

In Josephus’ Wars of the Jews (book iii. chap. v.) we have
a graphic sketch of a Roman camp, in which are interspersed
those little details which mark it as the description of an eye-
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witness. It is especially interesting to us, for he wrote about
the time that the earlier camps and forts were constructed in
this country.

After describing the discipline and fortitude of the Roman
soldiers, he passes to their procedure when in an enemy’s land :’
“They do not begin to fight till they have walled their camp
about ; nor is the fence they raise rashly made or uneven; . . .
The camp is foursquare by measure, and carpenters are ready in
great numbers with their tools to erect their buildings for them.
As for what is within the camp, it is set apart for tents, but the
outward circumference hath the resemblance to a wall, and is
adorned with towers at regular distances, where, between the
towers, stand the engines for throwing arrows and darts, and for
slinging stones, and where they lay all other engines that can
annoy the enemy, all ready for their several operations. They
also erect four gates, one at every side of the circumference, and
these large enough for the entrance of the beasts, and wide enough
for making excursions, if occasion should require. They divide
the camp within into streets, very conveniently, and place the
tents of the commanders in the middle; but in the very midst
of all is the general’s own tent, in the nature of a temple, insomuch
that it appears to be a city built on the sudden with its market-
place and place for handicraft trades, and with seats for the
officers, superior and inferior, where, if any differences arise,
their causes are heard and determined. The camp and all
that is in it is encompassed with a wall round about, and that
sooner than one would imagine, and this by the multitude and
the skill of the labourers; and if occasion require, a trench is

drawn round the whole, whose depth is four cubits, and its breadth
equal.”’

RoMaN CaMPs IN BRITAIN

The remains of the entrenched fieldworks in Britain represent
one of the less known branches of the archaeology of the era.
They are almost invariably slight and meagre, and there is con-
siderable uncertainty how far we can rely in their case upon
rectangular form as an index of Roman work. It is known, for
instance, that rectangular entrenched enclosures were raised in
pre-Roman times in this country. Then few, if any, of our
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supposed Roman camps have been subjected to the spade,
and it is doubtful whether their exploration would yield
conclusive evidence at all, as the chance of meeting with objects
lost during a brief occupancy would be small indeed. It is obvi-
ously less a question of excavation than of the systematic study
of their visible features and dimensions, correlated with the pro-
gress of the conquest, and little has been done in this direction,
Again, there is evidence that the Roman armies sometimes made
use of British camps, and even occupied them for considerable
lengths of time, to judge from the number of Roman relics that
have been found in several of them.

Still, in spite of these difficulties, it is highly probable that
most of our rectangular, or, more strictly speaking, four-sided,
entrenched enclosures, especially the larger ones, are really of
Roman origin. The remains of these are very unevenly distri-
buted. They are mostly found in the less cultivated regions of
North Britain and Wales, whereas throughout the lowlands of
England they are rarely seen. This uneven distribution is mainly
due to the unequal advance of agriculture. Some that were
noticed by writers of a century or more ago can no longer be
discerned, and it is generally found that the lands on which these
were situated have since been cultivated. That the remains
should have succumbed to the plough is not surprising ; for it
is evident from the more perfect existing examples that their
earthworks were never on the bold scale of most of the undoubted
prehistoric ones. Hence their absence from the more cultivated
lowlands of England is no proof of their original sparseness
there ; nor that the earlier Roman generals relied less upon
entrenchments than their successors in the west and north.

The examples that remain vary much in size. Some even
exceed the dimensions of those described by Polybius and
Hyginus; while at the other extreme are the small posts that
may have served to keep open communications between the army
in the field and its base, or, if near a road, to protect the labourers
who constructed it. For the present, we shall disregard these
smaller works.

Of the disposition of the troops in the larger camps we know
nothing, as only the worn-down entrenchments remain ; hence
only in their outlines and in the position and the nature of
the entrances can we compare them with the castra of the
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classical writers, and in many instances the agreement is very
close. Some of these fieldworks more nearly correspond with
the Polybian proportions than with the Hyginan; but as no
two quite agree in shape and size, the Roman generals apparently
followed no fixed rules in these respects. These British examples
appear to have had the rounded corners of the Hyginan camp ;
on the other hand, the gates of the series in Scotland which have
been attributed to Agricola have the straight traverses of the
Polybian.

The Scottish examples are certainly the most interesting, and
it is fortunate that they were carefully surveyed by General
Roy ! a century and a half ago, when they were in a better state
of preservation than at present. These surveys, with their notes,
still remain the standard work on the subject.

Whether the camps with the straight traverses, described by
Roy, were all raised by Agricola during his Caledonian campaigns,
need not detain us. It is sufficient to observe that as far as can
be judged from his plates and text, they closely resemble one
another, and that to his observant eye they all had the impress
of one design and period. His profile of the rampart and ditch
of one of these camps, Re-dykes, appears to be typical of
the series.

It will be observed that while all these camps are more or
less oblong, they differ considerably in size, and some are very
irregular. In Fig. 3 A and B are shown the plans of two of the
more perfect, one at Towford, a highly symmetrical camp, and
Raedykes, the most irregular of the series. It is probable that
these irregularities are due to configuration of the sites, and
the obliqueness of some of the plans to a faulty setting out
of the main lines. The entrances given on the table are those
which can still be traced; but only in the two camps named
above, and Raedykes, do they represent the original number—six.
A comparison of the positions of the existing entrances in the
other camps leaves little room for doubt that most, if not all
(with the exception of two of the Chew Green group), had the
same number similarly placed—one at each end, and two on
each side. The six entrances recall the double Polybian camp—
the two consular camps combined in one—but they have not
arisen from the same cause, as most of the camps are much

¥ Military Antiquities of the Romans tn Novth Britain.






1o ROMANO-BRITISH BUILDINGS AND EARTHWORKS

smaller than the single one of Polybius. Of the Chew Green
group, No. II. alone has the linear traverses; the other two
apparently have unguarded entrances, and probably should not
be classed with Roy’s Agricolan series.

The following is a list of these so-called Agricolan camps
described by the General :—

Camp. Gates. %F?:ftt)h (vl‘,{:::;' ( }c;z:)' Form.
s
Ardoch I, Perthshire 2 |2750 [1900 | 130 | Irregular oblong
Grassywalls, Perthshire * I [2800?|1950 | 127 | Oblique oblong, ir-
regular
Battledykes, Forfarshire . 5 |2970 |1840 | 118 | Irregular oblong
Raedykes, Kincardine-
shire . 6 2200 |1700 86 | Very irregular oblong
Ardoch II, Perthshire * 4 |19107 1280 58? | Long oblong, regular
Lintrose, Perthshire 3 I (1850 [1200 58 | Regular oblong
K1rkboddo Kincardine-
shire*. é 6 |2250 [1050 54 | Long oblong, regular
Cleghorn, Lanarkshn‘e 3 |1740 |1300 52 | Oblique irregular ob-
lon
Tassiesholm,  Dumfries- :
shire . o |1800?|1300?| 52?| Regular oblong
Lockerby, Dumfnesshlre * 2 |1750 [1300 | 5I | Oblique oblong
Cannelklrk Berwickshire. I [1700?|1250?| 50?| Rhombic, regular
Kiethick, Forfarshire I ? {1300 ? End of oblique oblong |.
camp
Towford I, Roxburgh-
shire . 5 |1700 |1060 42 | Long oblong, regular
Chew Green I Northum-
berland 3 1 {1030 | 920 22 | Short oblong
Chew Green II, North-
umberland . 2 1 |1000 | 600 16 | Long oblong
Re-dykes, Aberdeenshire.. 4 900 | 650 10 | Rhombic
Towford II, Roxburgh-
shire . 3 970 | 440 9 | Long oblong, regular
Chew Green III North-
umberland . 5 3 500 | 475 6 | Nearly square

The areas given on the table are only approximate, being
based upon the measurements of Roy’s plans, some of which are
partial restorations,! and others are not quite correct as to scale.
If we eliminate the last seven camps, which are of very diverse
sizes, we have three large camps ranging from 118 to 130 acres
each ; seven smaller ones from 50 to 58 acres each ; and an inter-
mediate one, Raedykes, of 86 acres. It looks as though these
sizes had some relationship to one another in their accommoda-
tion for the soldiery. We do not know what to deduct for the

! Especially those marked * in the table.
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intervallum and the streets between the rows of tents; but if
they were of similar width in all, as probably they were, the
deduction would be relatively greater in proportion to the area
in the smaller camps, leaving a space available for the tents in the
larger camps about treble that in the smaller, and double that in
Raedykes.

Since Roy’s time other camps of his Agricolan type have been
observed. Maclauchlan surveyed eight or nine small ones along
the line of the Wall of Hadrian, ranging from 180 to 3go0 ft. in
length, most of them with four entrances. Two were discovered
and trenched at Haltwhistle Burn by Messrs. J. P. Gibson
and F. G. Simpson in 1908.! They had rounded corners and a
single entrance on the south side. The larger was 458 ft. by 250
ft., with a V-shaped ditch, 4 ft. wide and 2 ft. deep, and a small
rampart about 8 ft. wide on a foundation of turves, which were
heaped up in front, the material above being the upcast of the
ditch. Behind the rampart and about 11 ft. from the ditch
was a smaller V-shaped ditch. The traverse was of the same
construction with a similar external ditch. The smaller camp
was 280 ft. by 135 ft., and its defensive lines were similar to those
of the larger camp, but it differed in having an annexe on the
south with an entrance on its south side.

In the table on the next page, all the examples are from
Roy, with the exception of those at Pigwn and Ratby. These
camps differ among themselves too much to be regarded as
the works of one general, or perhaps of one period. They
differ from Roy’s Agricolan series in several respects. They are
more symmetrical in shape. They are, as a rule, smaller. But
the chief points of difference are the number, distribution, and
character of their entrances.

Taking the number and distribution of the entrances first :
At Dealgin Ross (Fig. 3 F,) there are four, one about the middle
of each end, and one on each side, but nearer one end than the
other. Three entrances remain in each of the Pigwn camps (D),
but almost certainly there were originally four with a similar
distribution. One only is to be seen in the largest Chew Green
camp (C); but in a camp of this size there must have been
more, and its nearly square form suggests four. The next four
camps are remarkable for the large number of their entrances, -

1 The Roman Fort at Hallwhistle Buyn, 47.
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and their unequal distribution. Rey Cross (E) appears to
have had eleven, three on three sides, and two on the fourth.
Kreiginthorp had probably more, as there are four on one side
and two on the opposite side, the remaining sides having ap-
parently three each. The unequal distribution at Birrenswark I.
and Ratby is even more marked, each having three entrances
on one of the long sides, and only one on each of the other sides.
The original number of gates in the second Birrenswark camp is
doubtful. The third of the Chew Green and the first of the

’

En- |Length | Width | Area

Gty trances. | (Feet). | (Feet). | (Acres). it
Pigwn I, Breconshire 4 1452 | 1254 | 41 | Oblong, regular
Pigwn II 4 1254 966 28 5 i3
Dealgm Ross Perthshire 4 1000 | 950 | 2I | Nearly square

Chew Green I, Northum-

berland . 1 1030 | 920 | 22 3 #
Rey Cross, Westmorland Many| 870 | 870 | 18% | Square.
Kre1gmthorp, by Many| 870 | 870 18} 1=
Birrenswark I, Dumifries-

shire . |Many| g9oo | 670 12 | Narrow oblong
Ratby, Lelcestershlre . | Many| o930 550 11 » %

Blrrqnswark II, Dumfries-

shire : 4 4 2? 1000 300 6% 3 A
Chew Green III, North-
umberland 5 3 500 | 475 | 5 | Nearly square
Pickering Moor I, York-
shire 3 370 360 2% 3 ¥
Pickering Moor I, “York-
shire 8 750 1" 225 33 | Long and narrow
Pickering Moor III "York-
shire 5 4 400 | 450 3% | Square, with an an-
nexe with two
entrances

Pickering Moor groups are squares of similar size, with three
gates each. The latter group is remarkable. Its second camp
is long and narrow with three gates on one of the longer
sides ; and the third is square, like the first, with four entrances,
one opening into an extension or annexe of similar size and with
two external entrances.

The entrances of the two Chew Green and the Ratby camps
are apparently simple unguarded openings. Those of Kreigin-
thorp have the straight traverses of the Agricolan series ; while
the traverses of Rey Cross and the two Birrenswark camps take
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the form of round or oval mounds. The entrances of the
remaining camps of the table differ altogether from any we have
considered. In the second of the Pickering camps the openings
are covered by curved guards or traverses, which are joined
to the rampart at one end, the advantage of the arrangement
being that the defenders on the traverse were not isolated, but
could pass at will to and from the rampart. At Pigwn these
guards are internal, instead of external. Roy shows the entrances
of the third of the Pickering camps with both external and internal
guards, and those of Dealgin Ross with one external and two
internal guards.

The camps referred to in the two tables furnish several
interesting examples of the successive occupation of the same
site. That a well-chosen site should again be selected by an
army on its return, or by another marching along the same line,
is natural enough. There would be the old camp ready for
re-occupation. How often a camp may have been thus used
we cannot say. But it must have occasionally happened that
the second comers were fewer or more numerous than the first ;
and in such case the rule seems to have been to make an entirely
new camp. In the Pigwn group, for instance, the smaller and
presumably second camp is quite distinct from the larger, and
is within it. The two at Ardoch are more remarkable, for not
only are they distinct, but they intersect one another, and the
constructors of the second, whichever it may have been, did not
trouble to level those portions of the first that lay within the new
camp. The Chew Green group is a still more remarkable example
of successive occupation. It is puzzling why the older entrench-
ments were not utilized, at least in part. If, as in another
instance, the Pickering camps were raised successively, as they
appear to have been, why should not the first have sufficed for
the later comers, for there is little difference in their sizes? The
only instance of the utilization of a portion of the old lines is
at Towford (Fig. 3, A), where we have a smaller within a
larger camp, and so arranged that for two of its sides the lines
of the second were utilized.

Several of the camps have been enlarged like the smaller
Haltwhistle camp, apparently to provide accommodation for
additional troops. At Kirkboddo there is an extension about
350 it. square, with one external entrance, at the south-east
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end of the camp; and we have already referred to a similar
extension of one of the Pickering camps.

The wusual situation for a camp was moderately high
ground near a river or a brook, especially where the bank was
steep. The actual site was generally tolerably level, or had
only a gentle slope ; occasionally, however, the ground was very
uneven, as at Raedykes, where the camp took in a small hill.

In turning over.Roy’s plates, it will be noticed that several
of his ‘ Agricolan’ camps have associated with them small
strongly entrenched posts. At Lockerby, such a post occupies
the higher ground about 1000 ft. to the south-east. It is square,
with an internal diameter of about 110 ft., and two entrances.
At Tassiesholm, there is one of similar shape and size, but with a
single entrance, on the higher ground 260 ft. to the south-east.
At Ardoch, a smaller one is constructed on the inner side of the
south-east rampart of the larger camp. At Cannelkirk, the
extremity of a spur of the high ground on which the camp is
placed has been strongly fortified by lines of entrenchment
across the mneck. One considerably larger than any of the
above lies within the north-east side of the largest of the
Chew Green camps. Besides these, Roy refers to several
isolated examples, notably Kaims Castle near Ardoch, with one
entrance, and another at Glenlyon, with two. .

These posts ranged from about 60 to about 160 ft. square
internally. From their careful and strong construction, it is
reasonable to think that they were intended for a more or less
protracted occupation. That their use was to keep open com-
munications and to overawe the conquered territory is equally
reasonable. Those which were associated with the large field-
works were, with little doubt, constructed to hold a small detach-
ment left behind by the army when it resumed its march.

The camps and small posts which have engaged the reader’s
attention are only a few out of the large number of quadrilateral
enclosures which are known in Great Britain, and of which many
or most are presumably Roman. Dr. Christison gives a list of
some ninety examples of these in Scotland alone ;! and although
he doubts or discredits the Roman origin of many of them, it
is significant that they are confined to the Lowlands and the
eastern counties from the Firth of Forth to Aberdeenshire, just

! Early Fortifications in Scotland.
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the regions where the Roman arms penetrated. Most of the
examples he gives are rectangles ranging from 75 to 300 ft.
externally, which from their small size may be regarded as posts
or outposts. The indistinct traces of small camps may be
observed here and there in the vicinity of our Roman roads;
the Kreiginthorp and Rey Cross camps, for instance, are on the
road from York to Carlisle. The Ordnance Survey sheets are
strewn with a large number of camps that are either called Roman

i
N |

() PRE-ROMAN

N

F16. 4.—Plan of Hod Hill Camp, Dorset. (500 ft. to 1 in.)

or are indicated as such by the style of the lettering ; but this
attribution rests in many cases upon no better evidence than the
popular opinion of their respective neighbourhoods.

As stated in the opening paragraph, the subject has not yet
received the careful and comprehensive attention it deserves.
But if the admirable scheme of the committee for recording
ancient defensive earthworks, appointed by the Congress of
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Archaeological Societies, is generally acted upon and carried out,
it will provide a magnificent basis for comparative and systematic
study, which will place the identification of Roman camps upon
a firmer basis and throw much light on the movements of the
Roman armies in the conquest of Britain.

A notable example of the Roman adoption and modification
of a native camp is Hod Hill, in Dorset (Fig. 4). Here the
Romans cut off an approximately rectangular portion within the
north-west corner, utilizing the old lines for the north and west
sides, and completing the enclosure by their own on the south
and east. About the middle of each of thelatter sides is a straight
entrance, the south one having an oval traverse and probably
the east one had a similar traverse that has disappeared. An
entrance was cut through the north-west angle of the old lines,
and the middle entrance on the east side of the oppidum is also
Roman. The remains were partially destroyed many years ago,
when many Roman relics were found, including coins ranging
from Augustus to Trajan.

Little is known of the defences of the alleged Roman camps
beyond what can be gathered from the visible features. In
the supposed Agricolan camps they consist of a single ditch
and rampart of small proportions, together rarely exceeding some
24 or 26 ft. in width, and presumably the latter consists of the
upcast from the former. In many of the camps of our second
table the defences are bolder and wider ; and still more so in the
small posts, some of which had several lines of entrenchment.

The excavations at Birrenswark in 1898 proved that the
defences of the two camps were from 40 to 6o ft., according to the
slope of the ground; and that the rampart rested upon a thin
layer of clay, the soil above being the upcast from the ditch,
with here and there traces of brushwood bonding. The face of
the rampart was generally covered with rough pitching, but this
was more noticeable in the south camp, in which also were the
remains of pitched roads, showing that it can hardly be classed as a
mere fieldwork. These camps lie at the foot, on opposite sides,
of an isolated hill, on the top of which is a large camp of British
type. Thelower camps were linked together by a circumvallation
that enclosed the hill, and on the west side of this circumvallation
are the remains of a strongly entrenched triangular post, and on
the east, those of two less strongly protected enclosures. It
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would seem that these lower fortifications were Roman siege-
works, and that when the hill-fort was captured, the south camp
continued to be held for a time to prevent the re-occupation of
the former, but not sufficiently long to yield many relics of
the occupation.!

The statements of classical writers show that the Romans
had several methods of constructing their fieldworks. Hyginus,
for instance, directs that the rampart ““ in the more exposed parts
should be built of sod or stone, whether rock or rubble. A
breadth of eight feet is sufficient, and a height of six feet, and there
is made a small breastwork.” Where the soil is sandy or stony,
he recommends an earthen mound. Vegetius, who wrote about
a century and a half later, also refers to the wall of squared sods,
and recommends it where only a hasty and slight fortification is
required ; but where the ground is loose and sods are not available,
he recommends a ditch, 5 ft. wide and 3 ft. deep, with an agger
formed of the upcast. Where, however, a fierce attack is
expected, he directs that the ditch should be 12 ft. wide and g ft.
deep, and that the soil of the rampart should be confined between
two rows of stakes; and be further protected by stakes pointing
forwards. It will be observed that a ditch was not essential ;
and this explains the statement of Josephus that ‘‘if occasion
require, a trench is drawn round the whole, whose depth is four
cubits and breadth equal.” Two forms of ditch are noted by
Hyginus, the ‘fastigate’ or V-shaped, and the ‘Punic,” with
the outer side perpendicular. In any case the result of time and
decay would leave only a gentle rise for the rampart, with or
without a slight hollow marking a ditch, and only excavation
can prove their form and construction.?

1 Proc. Soc. Ant. Scot, xxxiii, 198, 2 Chapter ITI,



CHAPTER 11
FORTS AND FORTIFIED TOWNS
THEIR GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS

HE remains we now consider, differ from the last in their
stronger construction, but in reality no sharp line can be
drawn between the two. A camp intended to serve for

winter quarters would be more strongly constructed than one
thrown up during a halt in a march; and it is reasonable to
think that some of the strongly entrenched posts referred to in
the last chapter were designed to last a war of several campaigns.
Moreover, some of the permanent works were originally field-
works, modified and strengthened for permanent garrisons. The
distinction between forts and fortified towns is perhaps even less
marked. It is mainly one of size. Under the former we class
the numerous castella designed to hold cohorts or alae, large or
small, and the posts or fortlets only large enough for small detach-
ments; and under the latter, the great legionary fortresses,
as Chester and Caerleon, and the ‘ civil’ towns, which were more
or less planned on the military model. But the two groups are
linked together by a few forts of intermediate sizes, perhaps
intended to hold double cohorts. Then, again, some of our older
towns began as Roman forts, and it is highly probable that the
development from fort to town took place in Roman times ;
it is also probable that some of the ‘civil’ towns were at first
legionary fortresses, the legions having been early removed to
points nearer the advancing frontiers. All these military and
quasi-military remains, however, have a family likeness, and
even if their vestiges are slight and obscure, they can rarely be
confounded with the non-military works of the period, or with
those of earlier or later times. Our knowledge of the forts and the
fortified towns is almost wholly derived from the study of their
18

T———
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visible remains and the evidence of the spade. Their external
defences of ditch and rampart have rarely been effaced by the
ravages of time. If they happen to be in the heart of a large
town, they may be entirely buried under the accumulated
débris of successive buildings. Manchester affords an illustration
to the point. The position and limits of Mancunium, the fort from
which this city took its name, are only indicated by an occasional
fragment of its rampart brought to light in some excavation. In
more favourable situations, however, the rampart may be a
conspicuous object ; but the buildings within its line rarely show
as more than faint and confused rises.

FORTS

During the last half century or more, many of these minor
strongholds have been systematically excavated. Those which
have supplied the most complete plans are Housesteads ! on the
Wall in Northumberland, of which portions were explored at
different times—by the Rev. John Hodgson between 1822 and
1833, by John Clayton, F.S.A., between 1849 and 1858, and by
the Newcastle Society of Antiquaries in 1898, under the direction
of Prof. R. C. Bosanquet ; Birrens ? in Dumfriesshire in 1895,
and Newstead near Melrose, 1905-8, by the Society of Antiquaries
of Scotland, the latter under the direction of Mr. James Curle,
F.S.A.; and Gellygaer ? in Glamorgan by the Cardiff Naturalists’
Society in 1899, 1900, and 1901. Six other forts have been
excavated by the Scottish Society with results almost as good—
Ardoch 4 in Perthshire in 1896-7; Camelon ? in Stirlingshire in
1900 ; Lyne® in Peeblesshire in 19o1; and Castlecary? and
Rough Castle® on the Antonine Wall in 19o2-3. Another
Antonine fort at Bar Hill ® was explored by Dr. Macdonald and Mr.
A. Park, F.S.A., in 1902. Of the Wall series of forts, Chesters 10
and Great Chesters ! have been partially explored, the former

1 Roman Wall, Bruce, Avch. Aeliana, N.S. xxv, 193.

2 Proc. Soc. Ant. Scor. xxx, 81. 3 Roman Fort of Gellygaer, J. Ward.
4 Pyroc. Soc. Ant. Scot. xxxii, 399 5 Ib. xxxv, 329.

8 Ib. xxxv, 154. 7 Ib. xxxvii, 268.

8 Ib. xxxix. ® The Roman Forts on the Bar Hill.

19 Aych. Aeliana, iii (0.S.), p. 142 ; vii, p. 21T ; xiii, p. 374 ; xxiii, p. 268.
RO X1V, P 1O,
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at different times by Mr. Clayton between 1843 and 1890, and some
work has been since done there; and the latter, by Mr. J. P.
Gibson in 1894. In less degree, Birdoswald * was excavated
by Mr. H. Glasford Potter, F.S.A., in 1850. A small fort at
Haltwhistle was excavated by the Newcastle Society in 1907-8.2
A considerable portion of High Rochester,? one of the supporting
forts of the Wall, was excavated by the fourth Duke of North-
umberland, in 1852, and subsequently by the Newcastle Society.
This society also laid bare a portion of another fort at South
Shields in 1874-5. A small fort at Hardknott * in Westmorland
was explored by the Cumberland and Westmorland Archaeo-
logical Society between 1889 and 190z ; in Derbyshire, a fort 6f
similar dimensions, Melandra Castle,® by the Glossop Antiquarian
Society in 1899 and 1900, and several years later by the Man-
chester Classical Association; and another at Brough by the
Derbyshire Archaeological and Natural History Society® in
1903. In Lancashire, excavations were made on the site of an
important fort at Ribchester ? by the Rev. J. Shortt in 1888,
and by Mr. J. Garstang in 1898-9 ; and the Manchester Classical
Society has explored another at Castleshaw.® At Wilderspool,?
Warrington, the site of a large fort has been excavated at various
times, and especially by Mr. Thomas May since 1895. A small
fort at Coelbren® in Glamorgan was partially excavated by
Colonel W. L. Morgan in 1907 ; and the Liverpool Association
for Research in Wales has in hand a larger one at Caersws,
Montgomery.** The Roman remains at Cardiff Castle 12 were
well revealed during alterations between the years 18go and
1903; and at the present time the exploration of Pevensey
Castle,!® another Roman coast fort, is in progress. Besides these,

1 Avch. Aeliana, iv (0.S.), p. 63.

2 The Roman Fort at Haltwhistle, Gibson and Simpson.

3 Arch. Aeliana, N.S. i. 69 ; Bruce, Roman Wall, 315.

¢ Trans. Cumb. and Westmor. Arch. Soc. xii, 375.

8 Melandya Castle, ed. by R. S. Conway.

8 Jour. Devbysh. Arch. and Nat. Hist. Soc. xxvi, 177.

? History of Ribchester, Smith and Shortt. Roman Ribchester, J. Garstang.
8 Fiyst Intevim Report, 1908.

® Warvington's Roman Remains, T. May.

10 Aych. Camb., 1907, p. 129.

11 Report not published.

12 Archaeologia, Ivii, p. 336; Arch. Camb., 1908, p. 29. J. Ward.
13 Aych. Jour., 1xv, p. 125.
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a few other Roman forts have been, at one time or another,
partially explored.

The Roman forts of this country are of two types, the chief
distinguishing feature being the presence or absence of bastions or
projecting towers. The larger number are of the non-bastioned
type, and there is reason to think that they are the older. The
distribution of the streets and buildings within these forts has,

11T T
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L
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FIG. 5.—Plan of Roman Fort at Gellygaer. After Rodger. (100 ft. to I in.)

in spite of a multitude of differences, a general identity, and it
resembles that of the Hyginan camp. In fact, we may regard
these forts as translations of that camp into stone or other
durable materials, provided we look upon them as free, and not
as literal, renderings—a point to be carefully noted. It is evident
that while their constructors followed traditional lines, they
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exercised discretion as to details. Unfortunately we know prac-
tically nothing of the internal planning of the bastioned forts.
Gellygaer supplies an excellent plan of a fort of the non-
bastioned type, Fig. 5. It is remarkably simple; and its
value is enhanced by the absence of alterations and re-buildings,
the remains exhibiting all the signs of being of one design and
execution. The general bilateral symmetry—the right and left
balancing of parts—will be noted. In this respect, as also in the
positions of the four gates and of the streets and buildings of the
interior, there is a general resemblance to the camps of Polybius
and Hyginus. If the reader pursues the comparison further, he
will see in the rounded corners, the narrow sntervallum, and the
forward position of the wia principalis, Hyginan traits, while
the approximate squareness of both the fort as a whole and
the central block corresponding with the praeforium will appeal
to him as a Polybian legacy. The four gates and the many
towers at regular distances will recall Josephus’ vivid description
of a Roman camp. So exactly do his words tally with the remains
of this fort, that we might almost suppose him to be describing it
in its palmy days—how significant of Roman inflexibility, that
the description of a camp at the far east of the empire should so
well apply to a fortified post amid the hills of its western fringe !
Of the three divisions, the praetentura, the retentura, and the
intervening range of the principal buildings representing the
practorium and its latera of Hyginus, the first is clearly defined
by the via principalis—always a well-marked feature in the forts
—which separates it from the other two divisions. But in the
absence, which is not unusual, of a thoroughfare behind the
principal range, answering to the via quinfana, it is not easy to
define the limits of the refentura. It is, however, much smaller
than the praefentura, and this seems to be a characteristic of
early work, for this division is also smaller at Brough, Melandra,
and Hardknott; whereas farther north, where the forts are
presumably of later date, this is exceptional, the refentura and
practentura being of about equal size at Housesteads, Birdoswald,
Birrens, Ardoch, and High Rochester, and the former exceeding
the latter at Great Chesters, Newstead, Lyne, and Castlecary.
The position of the via principalis, and consequently of the
lateral gates, is unusually backward. The street is a trifle nearer
the front of the fort than the back, and this is the position at



(‘ur 1 0y '3y oor) -jonbursog pue SHOIJ PYV

-

*SpE2)SasNO] 18 110, urwoy Jo Ue[J—'9 "OIf

B

= i

TH

]

=

.............

ettt == Il

23



24 ROMANO-BRITISH BUILDINGS AND EARTHWORKS

Melandra ; whereas in all the other excavated forts, with the
solitary exception of Brough, it is much nearer the front, the
extreme limit in this direction being reached at Housesteads,
Great Chesters, and Lyne, while Brough represents the opposite
extreme, its via principalis being nearer the back than the
front.

The gates, it will be observed, have each two passages and
two guard-chambers. The rampart is of earthwork, faced with
a strong retaining-wall, while enclosing all is a ditch. The whole
plan is slightly askew, a defect due to a faulty setting out of the
main lines at the start, and seen in the plans of some other,
Roman forts.

Our next plan is that of Housesteads, Fig. 6. Its sub-
stantial identity with that of Gellygaer will be seen at a glance.
There is the same rectangular form with rounded angles, and
absence of external projections; the four double gates ; and the
basements of turrets within the face. The chief streets of the
interior also correspond, and divide the buildings into similar
groups. The direction of the long, narrow buildings of the
practentura and the retentura is different ; instead of being placed
cross-wise as at Gellygaer, they here run longitudinally—an
unusual feature. The irregular spacing of the partition walls
of these and some other blocks bears witness to reconstructions
on other than the original lines, but as far as possible these
later alterations are eliminated from our plan so as to avoid
confusion. Housesteads, like other Wall forts, but unlike Gelly-
gaer, was long occupied, so long, in fact, that through stress of
war, decay and other causes, there was much rebuilding.

The plan of Birrens, Fig. %, resembles that of Housesteads
in its general proportions, but in the arrangement of its internal
buildings it is more akin to Gellygaer; the defences, however,
contrast with both. Instead of an earth-rampart faced with
wall, it is wholly of earth; and instead of a single ditch, there
are on the north and best preserved side no less than six. These
sweep round the north-east corner, but on the east and south
they are now obliterated by the encroachments of the neighbouring
streams, and on the west by agriculture. From the analogy of
other Scottish forts, it is probable, however, that on these sides
the ditches were reduced in number, as the streams referred to
formed a natural defence, while on the west there were formerly
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indications of a large fortified annexe similar to that at Camelon,
which will be described below.

Many of the Scottish forts are remarkable for their massive
carth-ramparts and intricate outer defences, expecially on the
more vulnerable sides; also for their fortified annexes. That
on the river Lyne, Fig. 8, is a comparatively simple example.
Its situation resembles that of Birrens. It is on a plateau about
100 ft. above the river, which flows at the foot of its west and
south declivities, while to the north and east are hollows which
were formerly marshes. The fort itself is a short oblong with
boldly rounded corners, and is close to the west brow, but.is
sufficiently set back from the south brow to leave space for a
wing-like annexe, which is balanced by another on the north.
The rampart is of earth, and external to it is a ditch separated
by an interval or berm, both being continuous except at the four
gates; but there are additional defences where the ‘ command’
was weakest. Two supplementary ditches sweep round the
north-east corner and diverge on the east side so as to leave
an intervening wide terrace fortified by an earth-rampart
along its exterior margin, while along the opposite edge of the
outer ditch is a smaller bank, apparently to increase the height
of the counterscarp. Both ditches and banks sweep round the
south-east corner as far as the south annexe; the outer ditch is
continued to the south-west corner of the fort. Each annexe
is defended by a ditch. The internal buildings were arranged
as at Gellygaer and Birrens; but while the principal buildings
were of stone, those of the practentura and retentura were of
timber.

The situation of Camelon is similar to the last. The plateau
on which it stands overlooks to the north and east the confluence
of two streams, while to the south and west the ground gently
slopes away ; and the main work is similarly set back from one
of these brows—that facing the north—to leave space for an
annexe. The fort is almost square and is (or rather was) enclosed
by a massive earth-rampart, now almost levelled; but the
ditches, of which there were two, an inner narrow, and an outer
wide one, ran only along the two sides more distant from the
brows, and were continued to the north brow so as to close in
the annexe, which was further protected by a rampart. As
neither the ditches nor this rampart seem to have been returned
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along the edge of the brow, the steepness of the declivity was
apparently considered a sufficient defence on the north and east.
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F1G. 8.—Plan of Roman Fort at Lyne. After Ross. (200 ft. to 1 in.)

The annexe was entered by a gate in the above rampart and by
the north gate of the fort. At some later date a quadrangular
space to the south, and of larger area than the fort itself,
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was enclosed by an earth-rampart and ditches. The wvia
principalis of the fort was continued through it, and made its
exit by a gate on the south, and it was crossed by an east and
west street which passed through a gate on the latter side. The
buildings of the main work are remarkable for their arrangement,
those of the praetentura, which faced the brow, being longitudinal,
as at Housesteads, while those of the refentura were placed
transversely as usual. Little is known of the contents of the
southern annexe beyond that it contained two large buildings,
one of which seems to have been the baths of the garrison.

In the defences of Ardoch we have an extreme example of
intricacy. Its west side crests the precipitous banks of the
Knaick Water, while to the south and south-east was formerly
a stretch of marshy ground. To the north and north-east the
ground rises, and in these directions the loss of ‘ command’
is made good by the increased width and intricacy of the artificial
defences. The defences on the south are well-nigh obliterated,
as they are also to a lesser degree on the west by a modern road.
The fort was enclosed by an earth-rampart and ditch, except
where interrupted at the four gates. But in' addition to these
normal defences we have on the east side four additional ditches,
which are reduced to three near the south-east corner, and after
an irregular interval, an outer bank, which, beginning at the
east entrance, sweeps round the north-east and ends at the
north-west corner, enclosing in so doing the intricate defences
of the north side, Fig. 9. Here we also have five ditches,
but they are not all continuous with those of the east side. The
innermost follows the rampart as before, but the second, instead
of running parallel with it, diverges towards the middle, leaving
a terrace-like strip or ‘ ravelin’ of natural surface which widens
towards the causeway of the north entrance. Then, at a little
distance, leaving another strip which is protected by a small
rampart or parapet along its outer edge, are three parallel ditches
in close succession, like those of the east side of the fort ;1 and
finally, the external bank already referred to. The south de-
fences are almost obliterated, but they show less intricacy and
width ; while those of the west side seem to have been reduced
to the rampart and its proper ditch, the river affording a natural
defence on that side. The buildings within the fort were almost

! These were originally continuous across the entrance.
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wholly of timber, and their remains are very slight and indefinite,
but their forms and distribution appear to be normal. Attached
to the north end of the fort are the faint remains of a large
‘ procestrium,’ about four times the size of the interior of the
main work, which was enclosed with a bank and ditch. This
encroaches upon the larger of the two camps described in the
last chapter, of which the fort was probably the successor.

The intricate defences of this fort have long puzzled anti-
quaries. It has been surmised that the Romans simply occupied
and modified a British work, but the excavations of 1896-7
proved that they are wholly Roman. Dr. David Christison
admits the difficulty of understanding the precise object of some
of the details, and attributes them in part to subsequent altera-
tions and additions; but so far from being a ‘‘ hopeless maze,”
he sees in the whole a skilfully devised plan. The bewildering
complexity of the north-east and north-west corners provided
a flanking defence at these angles. The widened ends of the
outer ravelin would enable a large number of men stationed there
to cross fire with their friends on the extreme ends of the inner
line of defence.

Castlecary and Rough Castle on the Antonine Wall, in spite
of their disparity of size, have a strongly marked character of
their own. Both are applied to the back of that barrier, which
thus forms their north fronts, but modified in each case, being
of masonry instead of turfwork in the one, and of turfwork
of greater width than usual in the other. In both, the
rampart of the remaining sides abuts at right angles against
the Wall, but the southern corners are rounded, resembling,
in these respects, Carrawburgh and the mile-castles on the Wall
of Hadrian. The ramparts differ, however, that of Castlecary
being of masonry with some evidence of a bank within, while
that of Rough Castle is of turfwork like the Wall itself.
Each fort has four entrances, the north one being through the
Wall; and the military way behind the latter constitutes the
via principalis. The outer defence of each is a double ditch,
and each has an eastern annexe protected by an earth-rampart
and single ditch. The range of principal buildings was of stone,
and occupied an unusually large space. The buildings of the
practentura and retentura appear to have been of timber. Castle-
cary is remarkable for its form, being broader than long, and
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still more remarkable are the defensive pits or /ilia brought to
light during the exploration. They were found just beyond the
foot of the glacis of the ditch of the Antonine Wall between
the traverse of the north gate and the brink of the valley on
the west side of the fort. The pits are 7 ft. long, 3 ft. wide,
and 2 ft. 6 ins. deep, and are arranged alternately in ten parallel
rows, together forming a band about 200 ft. long and 60 ft. wide.

The Bar Hill fort differs from the last two, and from probably
most of the other Antonine Wall forts, in being set back from the
Wall. Like both, it has a double ditch on three sides, but on the
fourth, that next the Wall, they coalesce into a single one of
greater width than either. Its rampart of turfwork is pierced
with four gates. Most, if not all the principal buildings were of
stone, but those of the practentura and retentura were of wood.
There is no fortified annexe. An interesting feature of the
exploration was the discovery of the ditches of a small and earlier
fort on the site, with rounded corners and a single gate, and a
rampart formed of the upcast from the ditches, of which there
were two. The inner ditch closely invested the rampart, but
the outer straggled away in a curious manner. On the side
opposite the gate was an irregular quadrilateral annexe. This
little fort had been long abandoned before the Antonine fort
was constructed, and it is attributed to Agricola by Dr. Mac-
donald.?

The fort at Coelbren reproduces some of the features of the
Scottish forts in its earthwork ramparts, double ditch, and traces
of an outer glacis. Its exploration did not go far enough to throw
light on its internal planning. The remains of one timber
building were found, as also traces of gravel, stone-pitched, and
clay floors ; and it is probable that many if not all of the buildings
were of timber.

The excavations at Castleshaw have disclosed the remarkable
feature of an inner smaller fortified enclosure, about zoo ft. long
and 150 ft. wide, near its south-east side. Both inner and outer
forts are of similar shape, and their ramparts are for the most
part of piled sods. Within each angle of both ramparts is a patch
of roughly laid stones, apparently the foundation of a turret or of
a ballistarium. Three gates remain of the larger work, but no

1 A similar early fort has been found on the site of the great fort at Newstead,
also attributed to Agricola.
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opening appears to have been found into the smaller work ; but
it is probable that the entrance, as well as the fourth gate of the
former work, were on the south-east, as the ramparts here are
necarly obliterated. Although the two works are of similar
construction, it is hardly likely that they were raised together,
and the evidence, so far, tends to show that the inner represents
a curtailment of the outer to accommodate a smaller garrison.
The gates and the internal buildings were of timber, as evidenced
by post-holes and the absence of dressed stones.

We need not particularize upon the other forts enumerated
on pp. 19—20—Chesters, Great Chesters, Birdoswald, High

S T,

I,

F1G. 10.—Plan of Roman Fort at Haltwhistle Burn.
(8o ft. to 1 in.)

After Simpson.

Rochester, South Shields, Hardknott, Melandra, Brough, New-
stead, and Ribchester—beyond remarking that they were all
stone forts, like Housesteads and Gellygaer, and of symmetrical
form and arrangement ; with four gates in their normal positions
(those of Chesters and Birdoswald, however, being supplemented
with two small gates) ; with towers set back from the rampart
faces ; and with one or two ditches of simple type. Wilderspool
alone is exceptional in its trapeziform plan and curious internal

structures, and it looks like the annexe of a fort rather than a
fort itself.
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The small fort on the Stanegate west of Birdoswald, excavated
by Messrs. J. P. Gibson and F. G. Simpson in 1907-8, differed
considerably from the foregoing, Fig. 10. It was 212 ft.long,
and had a mean width of 185 ft., the east end being wider
than the west. The rampart was of earth faced with a wall 3 ft.
thick. The west end was set back from the brow of the Halt-
whistle Burn, and on the remaining sides was a ditch, which,
however, was nowhere parallel with the rampart, the space
between the two varying from 18 ft. to 60 ft. On the south and
west were two gates of simple construction, each of a single
passage of g ft. 4 ins. between the jambs, and set back about 8 ft.
between two incurvings of the rampart wall. At the west end
was a postern, 4 ft. 6 ins. wide, and this and the east gate had
been walled up. The buildings within were remarkable for
their simplicity and arrangement, having little in common with
those of the forts described above. On the north side was a long
building, 98 ft. g ins. by 17 ft. 6 ins., apparently a barrack block.
Besides this, there were four small rectangular structures, and a
larger one, apparently a yard ; and within the north-east corner,
a circular oven, 3 ft. 2 ins. in diameter. In the opinion of the
excavators, this fortlet was of early construction and of short
-occupation, and the finds, especially the pottery, confirm this.

Of the bastioned forts, Cardiff furnishes a good example.
The early medieval builders of the castle utilized the Roman
lines, throwing a great bank over about two-thirds of their
circuit, and rebuilding the residue to form the structure known
as the  Ten-foot Wall.” The discovery of buried Roman masonry
was brought about some years ago by the removal of the outer
portion of this bank, thus disclosing a corresponding stretch of
Roman walling of great thickness and strength, with polygonal
bastions at regular distances and the remains of a gate on the
north side. From these and less direct indications, it is possible
to re-construct the Roman plan, Fig. 11, the actual remains
being shown in solid black, and it will be noticed that three of its
sides slightly bowed outwards. The gate is of a single span,
and presumably there was a corresponding one on the south side,
now represented by the medieval entrance to the castle. The
central bastion of the east side is externally similar to the rest,
but it is hollow instead of solid, and there is reason to believe that
it contained a postern. On the west side all the bastions have

3
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disappeared ; but the symmetrical planning of the existing
remains of the fort renders it probable that this side resembled
the eastern.

Richborough in Kent ! (the Rutupiae of the ‘ Saxon Shore ’),
Fig. 11, is perhaps the best known example of this type of
fort, and it was of great importance, as it guarded the chief port
of entry into Roman Britain. Its walls are also of great strength,
and its remaining gate, on the west side, is of a single span,
but not centrally placed. Whether there was a corresponding
gate in the opposite or sea-wall, it is impossible to say, as few
traces of that wall remain. The bastions appear to have corre-
sponded in number and arrangement with those at Cardiff, but
instead of being polygonal, the corner ones are circular, and the
lateral, square. The middle bastion of the north side covers a
postern ; but here again it is impossible to say whether it was
balanced by one on the south side. The peculiar feature of this
fort is an enormous platform of concrete with a cruciform super-
structure, the use of which has not been satisfactorily explained.

Lympne (Porius Lemanis)? another Kentish fort of the
‘ Saxon Shore,” has walls still more massive (Fig. 12). It is
difficult to make out its exact shape, as these walls have shifted
and tumbled about in an extraordinary manner. The south or
sea-wall has entirely disappeared; but assuming that it was
straight, the fort appears to have been pentagonal, with the two
longer sides parallel. The chief entrance was towards the south
end of the east side; while at the north salient was a postern,
and apparently two others on the west side. The bastions
have semicircular fronts and stilted sides.

Burgh Castle 3 in Suffolk (the Garianmonum of the ‘ Saxon
Shore ’), Fig. 11, also had a sea-wall at the foot of the declivity,
of which no remains are visible, but excavations in 1850 revealed
the piles on which it stood. The plan, thus completed, is oblong,
with the sea-wall longer than the opposite or east wall. The
remaining principal entrance is in the middle of the latter wall ;
and there are indications of posterns in the middle of the north

1 Roach Smith, Rickborough, Reculver, and Lymme. TFox, Archaeological

Journal, 1896.
2 Roach Smith, Excavations on the Site of the Roman Castrum at Lymne, 1850.
3 Personal Observation, and Remarks on the Garviannonum of the Romans,

J. Ives.



A3ISN3A3d 37LS5YD HOUNE

o » A
4 i
4 zé/./_,,///”,_,./
& Sh
@ﬁ&l@ﬁ% ¥3153HO¥Od e N
R e (=< o3 ey == ML o
T+t Ait ? £ !
C-ww-wmzz  Somcomomoiaeon m
w,m” :::___E\\\\\\\ . .mm\ ] :
i
& .\\\\\e. ], 0 o
/ \,\\\\\\\\\\\\. o —
= 2
<2 o :
T2 i o \
! £
/ n&)

st .. .
(T [ v UU

1

(300 ft. to I in,)

35

F1G. 11.—Plans of Bastioned Roman Forts.



36 ROMANO-BRITISH BUILDINGS AND EARTHWORKS

and south sides.

bastioned examples, are rounded off;

The corners, unlike those of the preceding

and the bastions, which

are symmetrically arranged, have bold semicircular fronts with
contracted necks, that is, are somewhat pear-shaped.
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F1G. 12.—Plans of Bastioned Roman Forts.
(300 ft. to I in.)
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At Bradwell-juxta-Mare,
Essex  (Orthona)® are
some slight remains of"
another of these coast-
forts, Fig. 12, which
appears to have been of
about the size of Rich-
borough, but was not
quite rectangular. The
sea - wall, as in the last
two examples, has gone.
As at Burgh, the corners
are rounded off, and there
is the opening of a large
entrance in the side most
distant from the sea. The
foundations of two of the
bastions, which resembled
those of Burgh Castle,
remain. -

Porchester Castle, near
Portsmouth, Fig. 11,—like
Cardiff Castle, a Roman
fort modified by the medi-
eval castle-builder—is also
a coast-fort, but beyond.
the limits of the ‘ Saxon
Shore.’ It is nearly square,
with boldly projecting bas-
tions like those of Lympne,
which appear to have been

symmetrically arranged; and on the side next the sea is a’
central gate of a single span. Whether this was balanced by
another on the opposite side is uncertain, and it is also uncertain
whether the remaining sides had posterns.

1 Coll. Antig. vii, 155. Arch. Jour. xxii, 64 ; xxiii, 60.



SOUTH-EAST CORNER BASTION, BURGH CASTLE

FIG. 13.
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Pevensey Castle?! in Sussex (the Anderida of the  Saxon
Shore ’), Fig. 11, is another Roman fort which has been utilized
as a medieval castle. Its plan presents a striking deviation from
the typical Roman form, being somewhat oval in shape in con-
formity with the configuration of the ground. Its bastions
resemble those of Porchester, and its imposing gate—probably
the only one—is of a single span and deeply set back between two
of the bastions.

At Bittern,? on a promontory in the estuary of the Irthin,
near Southampton, are the remains of a fort as strikingly abnormal
as Pevensey. It is triangular, a shape obviously adapted to the
apex of the promontory. Little is to be seen of it now; but its
strong walls, and the former remains of bastions, warrant its
inclusion in the present class.

The remains of similar bastions to those of Porchester, but of
less projection, have been found attached to the Roman walls
of London.* The sculptured stones and fragments of architec-
tural details built into them indicate their late rather than early
construction.

The reader can hardly have failed to observe that these forts
contrast with those of our previous series in other respects than
in the presence of bastions. Their walls are remarkable for their
thickness and strong construction. Their gates seem never to
have exceeded two in number, any additional entrances being
small posterns; whereas, in the other series, they were four and
exceptionally six. They differed too in their contracted width,
consisting, as far as we know, of a'single opening. These forts
also show a decided tendency to disregard the traditional sym-
metrical rectangular form. It will also have been noticed that
the examples given were estuary or coast defences ; this, however,
must not be pushed too far, as some inland forts had bastions—
the great multangular tower at York was a Roman corner
bastion, and the Roman fort at Ancaster has traces of circular
bastions capping the corners.

In the first of the two tables next given, the forts are of our
first type, and they are selected because their plans are sufficiently
perfect to give the particulars required. The length and width

! Munimenta Antiqua, E. King, ii, p. 38.
2 Englefield, Walk through Southampton, 2nd ed., 81. Proc. Soc. Ant. 2, xix, 56.
% On a Bastion of London Wall, J. Edward Price.
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are taken from the outer faces of the ramparts. The position
of the via principalis is important, as it carries with it the posi-
tions of the lateral gates: the figures express the ratio of its
distance from the front of the fort to the total length reckoned
as 100. The fact that no remains of turrets have been found in
the ‘earth’ forts does not disprove the former existence of
these structures, as they may have been of timber, and so have
long since perished. The second table gives a list and particulars
of the better preserved bastioned forts.

It will be observed that the areas pass by easy transitions
from the 1.2 acres at Rough Castle to the 4.8 at Lyne; while
Camelon and Newstead stand apart, the latter after a longer
interval than the former. To ascertain how far they may
be representative for this country, the writer calculated the areas
of nearly seventy forts, including those of the two tables, but
excluding the legionary fortresses and the fortified towns. Un-
fortunately, many of the measurements given are approximate
only, and generally it is not stated whether they are within the
ramparts or over them, but probably these uncertainties do not
materially affect the following results :—

Forts. Areas.
5 per centum . . : . from1.3to 2 acres
79 ., 5 3 d : ! 2R L VB0 I
Gl it 435 3 g : . ,Th =670 T WASiOhas
1o ,, 14, C . . . v 99 2. 189, o

Of the second and largest group the preponderating sizes range
from 3.3 to 4.5 acres. Of the last it is quite possible that two or
three of the largest, ranging from 13 to 14 acres, may be small
fortified towns rather than forts, leaving a residue of the same
size as Newstead, or slightly smaller or larger. Of the few forts
of intermediate size three are of the bastioned type. The in-
ference of it all seems to be that the forts of the second group
were designed to hold single cohorts of infantry, normal or ex-
tended, or single alae of horsemen ; and that those of the last
group were designed for double cohorts or alae ; while the smallest
forts were held by small detachments.
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TABLE 1II
Dimensions | Internal Area -
(English Feet). (Acres). et 132 el
Cardiff Castle . g 635% 603 7.7 Rectangular Polygonal
Richborough Castle . 530X 435 4.8 o Rectangular; circular
at corners
Burgh Castle . 5 670% 4207 5.5? Quadrilateral Pear-shaped
Bradwell-juxta-Mare s10X ? ? ™ Circular or pear-shaped
Porchester Castle . 630X 612 7.5 Rectangular Parallel sides with semi-
circular fronts
Lympne . : . 790? X €65 9.2 ' Irregular pentagon 0 B
Irregular oval
J

Pevensey Castle 5 986x% 5357 8.3

” 2

FORTIFIED TOWNS

Under the settled conditions which followed the period of
the conquest, there were three legionary stations—Caerleon (Isca
Stlurum), the headquarters of the Second ‘ Augusta’; Chester
(Deva), that of the Twentieth ‘ Valeria Victrix’; and York
(Eburacum), that of the Sixth ‘ Victrix *—all conveniently situated
as bases for the garrisons of Wales and of the northern frontier.
These were fortresses—forts on a large scale, and planned on the
same lines, but with larger and more varied accommodation.
There were also a number of towns inhabited wholly or mostly
by civilians, especially in the south and south-east, and these
were also fortified and, so far as we know, were planned on the
same lines, some precisely so, others loosely so. To classify
the towns as ‘military’ and ‘civil’ is convenient, but it is
not exact. Some began as military stations, and ended as
communities of civilians engaged in the arts of peace. York,
long the official capital, had a large civilian population in its
fortified suburbs; and it can hardly be questioned that the
‘civil’ towns included at one time or another—perhaps always,
as their fortifications imply—a military element in the shape of
a small garrison or guard.

With regard to their external forms, these towns were of two
types. The three legionary fortresses, and Colchester, Lincoln,
Gloucester, Leicester, Aldborough, Caerwent, Irchester, and
some others, resembled the forts, that is, they were oblong.
Silchester, Wroxeter, St. Albans, Bath, Chichester, Kenchester,
and Corbridge, on the other hand, were irregularly polygonal or
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rounded. Several others, as Cirencester, London and Win-
chester, may be regarded as intermediate, being oblong, but
irregularly so; but the last two may owe their irregularities to
extensions in Roman times. Why some ‘ civil’ towns should
have been on the military model, may in part be explained by
the fact that several—as Colchester and Lincoln—were originally
the headquarters of legions; and it is probable that others of
the same form had a like origin, although there is as yet no
evidence for this. In the earlier stages of the conquest the
Roman armies must have been stationed for short periods in
other places in the south and south-east than Colchester. Each
advance of the conquest carried the scene of military operations
farther to the north and west, and it is reasonable to think that
the legions would be shifted to new quarters, leaving the main-
tenance of order in the vacated regions to scattered garrisons. It
was only when the conquest was complete that Caerleon, Chester
and York became the settled military centres, and remained
so to the close of the Roman era. Yet it scarcely accords with
facts to make the quadrilateral form a test of military origin.
The exploration of Caerwent yielded no evidence of such an
origin for that town: on the contrary, all the remains that
have been discovered within the walls are those of houses,
shops and public buildings appropriate to a ‘ civil * town.
Caerwent (Venta Silurum) was a small town with a single
main street threading it lengthwise and passing through the
east and west gates, and a number of minor streets or
lanes. Two of these were parallel to the main street, and the
rest cut them at right angles, thus dividing the area into
rectangular ¢nsulae. There were two minor gates, the one on
the north and the other on the south, but the one was not opposite
the other. Most of the other quadrilateral Roman towns still
remain towns, and their present plans are reminiscent of Roman
planning. They differ, as a rule, from Caerwent in having two
principal streets crossing one another at right angles, as in the
forts. Thisis especially noticeable at Gloucester, where Northgate
and Southgate streets represent the chief Roman longitudinal
thoroughfare, and Westgate and FEastgate streets the chief
transverse thoroughfare. This cruciform arrangement is also
well marked at Chester and Lincoln. The relics of the minor
streets are well seen on the plans of Winchester and Colchester,
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arranged as at Caerwent, and tending to divide the blocks of
buildings into rectangular ¢nsulae.

The unsymmetrical outlines of the towns of our second type
might seem to indicate that these towns were not ‘ made,” but
‘ grew,’” like most modern towns, and that their fortifications were
a late episode in their development. Silchester alone of them has
been systematically explored. This ancient town occupied the flat
summit of a gentle eminence, and is now covered with fields,
with the exception of the parish church and a farmhouse. Its
form is roughly octagonal (Fig. 14), but really nine-sided, each
side being straight. The fortifications are of earthwork faced
with a strong wall, external to which are the remains of two
ditches. This line is pierced with four principal gates and several
posterns. The streets cross one another at right angles, and the
whole plan with its central forum is thoroughly Roman, in spite
of the external form.

The exploration, however, has yielded some evidence that
when the streets were set-out the site was already occupied. The
insulae were not all of the same shape and size, and some of the
houses, instead of being built up to the street sides, were set
back from them and were canted at various angles. This has
been held to indicate that these houses were built before the
streets were planned; but the argument loses some force when
it is considered that under any circumstances the builders of
these houses, not being governed by the streets, were free to
choose what aspects suited them best. Still a careful study of
the plan shows that it is probable the site was partially built
on before the streets were finally set out. The forum and
the street facing its entrance are slightly canted to the E.S.E.,
and it will be noted that the baths, the temples, and some other
buildings are similarly inclined. It would seem that the public
buildings and this street were constructed before the general
street-system was planned, and that for some reason their exact
orientation was disregarded.

So far as can be judged from their remains, the other unsym-
metrical Roman towns appear to have resembled Silchester, and
like it to have had four principal gates. Roman Chichester was
similarly polygonal, and the present streets are reminiscent of a
similar rectangular arrangement. Bathwas an irregularpentagon.?

1 Scarth, Aquae Solis.
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Kenchester was an elongated hexagon.! The excavations at
Wroxeter showed the streets around the basilica, and the baths 2

? m:u,,%
f:
12 = 'mx

i
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were arranged as at Silchester ; but the rampart and ditch differ
in their irregular curvilinear course. This, in less degree, is also

1 Arch. Journal, xxxiv, p. 354. Vict. History, Herefordshire, i, 175.
. * Wright, Uriconsum.

(600 ft. to 1 in.)

A, B, C, D. the principal gates ; E, the forum ; F, public baths ; G, Zespitium 5 H, H, H, 11, temples ;

F16. 14.—Plan of Silchester (Calleva Atrebatum).

I, church ; K. baths ; L, amphitheatre,
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noticeable at St. Albans, and the streets there are known to have
been arranged in two series as at Silchester.

There is both historical and archaeological evidence that
many Roman towns in Britain had a British origin. In the
vicinity of several may be detected the intrenchments of
the British oppida they succeeded. At Silchester most of the
British circuit is known, and it enclosed an area nearly three
times larger than the Roman. At Colchester it was on a much
larger scale. At St. Albans there are traces of a large oppidum,
but this, instead of including the Roman town, lies on the opposite
side of the river. At Leicester a faint line of entrenchment
south of the city may be part of an enclosing work of a similar
nature. From historical and numismatic data we know that
the first three oppida were respectively the ‘caputs’ of the
British Atrebates, Trinobantes, and Catuvelauni. The British
oppidum was a fortified tribal camp and centre, and it probably
contained a small settled population whose huts were more or
less scattered, but tended to cluster around the house of the
tribal chief; but it was not a town as we understand the
term.

One of the earliest steps of the Roman conquerors was the
establishment of a settled government, and in doing this they
appear, as a rule, to have adopted the British tribal territories
as their units of administration, and with the territories, the
tribal capitals. Thus far they kept up a link with the past, and
to this was probably due, in great measure, the rapid acquies-
cence of the natives in the new conditions. How far they modified
the old machinery is uncertain; but undoubtedly they gave it
a Roman form. With the adoption of the capitals would follow
the remodelling of them on Roman lines, and the erection of
offices for carrying on the new administration. Silchester
affords a good example of the result. Although a certain amount
of trade was carried on within it, it was not strictly a commercial
centre. It was not full of shops like Pompeii. The houses were
of a goodly sort, with intervening yards and gardens. Its popula-
tion probably never reached 3000, and its central forum and
administrative buildings were altogether on too large a scale for
the municipal needs of so small a town. It appeals to one as
essentially a residential town, and perhaps many of the residents
were the officials of the civitas or canton. The roads radiating
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from it afforded easy and rapid communications with all parts
of the territory it controlled.

The towns were not all of the same constitution and rank.
St. Albans was a municipium, and Colchester, Lincoln, Gloucester,
and York were coloniae ; and possibly some other towns shared
in the high privileges of these. But however important these
towns were at first, they were gradually overshadowed by others
which had not these privileges, especially by London, then, as
now, the commercial metropolis, until at length the decree of
Caracalla, in extending the privilege of Roman citizenship to all
the free inhabitants of the Empire, constituted every provincial
town a municipium in fact, if not in name. Whatever advantage
the old municipia and coloniae now retained, would probably be
one of rank and honour only, the distinction between them and
the others being of a similar nature to that between our ‘ city’
and ‘ borough.’

To return to the fortifications of the towns—it can scarcely
be questioned that those of the quadrilateral towns, like those
of the forts, were raised, or at least provided for, at the outset ;
and this is presumptive evidence for the contemporaneity of
those of the unsymmetrical towns., It is true that the Icenian
revolt found Camelodunum unfortified, but the statement of
Tacitus implies that this was exceptional, the result of neglect.
Silchester offers something towards a solution. Its circumvalla-

. tion approximates to the configuration of the site. The road
from the west bends to due east upon entering the town through
the west gate, showing that this gate marks the limit of the
town on that side, when the streets were set out. These, of course,
do not amount to conclusive proof, but they favour the view
that the circumvallation and the planning of the interior were
simultaneous. By adopting the polygonal form, the engineers
were able to enclose a maximum of space,and toobtain a maximum
of ‘ command ’ for their rampart. Had they adopted the rect-
angular form, the enclosed space would have been smaller, unless
a portion of the slope of the hill had been included ; but it would
have left portions of the plateau unenclosed. The irregular
curvilinear form at Wroxeter has not a Roman look, and in this

! A monument was found at Caerwent in 1902, with an inscription to the
effect that its erection was decreed by the ordo or senate of the civitas of the
Silures, of which Venta Silurum was the chief town or capital.
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case the Romans may have simply utilized the older lines of a
British oppidum which happened to be of suitable size for their
purpose.

It thus appears that the towns were fortified early, and not
late ; but there is good evidence that long after their foundation,
their defences were modified and strengthened. The excavations
at Caerwent have shown that the rampart was originally of earth-
work only, and was afterwards faced with a massive wall, and it
is almost equally certain that this was also the case at Silchester.
That the existing Roman wall at Chester was also a subsequent
work is proved by the large number of Roman tombstones and
other worked stones used in its construction; and these show
that it could not have been erected before the middle of the
second century. Carved and sepulchral stones were similarly
used in the bastions of the Roman walls of London. The great
thickness and other peculiarities of the town walls also indicate
their late, rather than early, date, as will be more fully discussed
in the next chapter. This strengthening of the fortifications of
the towns is generally assigned to the close of the third and early
part of the following century. The motive could hardly have
been the fear of foreign invasion. It must have been a growing
sense of internal insecurity, such as the lawlessness and rival
factions of the era of pretenders to the imperial purple between
the death of Severus and the strong rule of Diocletian would
give rise to.



CHAPTER III
FORTS AND FORTIFIED TOWNS
THEIR FORTIFICATIONS
RAMPARTS AND DITCHES

HE earliest fortifications were probably mere banks of loose
stones gathered from the surface. But in all ages since
man learned to dig, the ditch with its correlated bank of

upcast has been recognized as the most effective defensive line
with the least expenditure of labour, as the ditch itself con-
stitutes an obstacle, and its depth accentuates the relief of the
slope which confronts the assailant. But the slope of a bank of
earth is necessarily low, and to offer further impediment ditch
and slope may bristle with stakes and other obstacles. Sooner or
later the advantages of a steeper slope would be recognized.
Various methods of attaining this would suggest themselves, as a
facing-wall of stone or turves, a facing-row of posts driven into
the ground, or the introduction of bonding courses of logs or
brushwood in the bank itself. Gradually it would be realized
that a rampart need not consist of the upcast from a ditch at
all, but may be wholly constructed of other material. In the
Antonine Wall, for instance, the soil from the ditch was disposed
along its front edge to form a glacis-like bank or spread, while the
rampart was built of turves. And in some of the bastioned forts
the ditch apparently was dispensed with, the massive stone wall
alone separating assailant from defender.

Whether the above represents exactly the successive develop-
ments in the art of fortification or no, the whole gamut of transi-
tions had already been passed through before the Romans set
foot in Britain, so that an attempt to make rampart-construction
a test of relative age in Britain seems likely to be futile ; all that

47
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can be said with reasonable certainty is that the earth-ramparts
were typologically earlier than those of built stone. We have
boats of wood and iron, but because the latter are of modern
introduction we do argue that every wooden boat is necessarily
older than every iron boat, for these boats are still built, and this
shows that wood construction has still advantages over that of
iron under certain conditions.

We may dismiss, therefore, any idea that the engineers of the
Scottish ‘earth’ forts—Ardoch, for instance—constructed their
ramparts of earth because they knew no better ; on the contrary,
the arrangement and intricacy of these great works prove them
to have been masters of their art. The clue undoubtedly lies
in the multiplicity of their ditches. For reasons not clear to us,
there must have been a local need for this multiplicity : perhaps
the northern tribes were bolder and more aggressive than the
southern. But granting these ditches, the immense volume of
their upcast had to be disposed of somehow, and how better and
more economically than by utilizing it for a rampart, strong in its
hugeness ? The single ditch of many a southern fort could
only have provided material for a small bank, hence the desira-
bility that its effectiveness should be augmented by steepness
of face and the disposal of the earth to the best advantage.
Both were attained at Gellygaer by a retaining-wall, which
not only provided a vertical face and allowed of the upcast
which otherwise would have been required for an outer slope
being utilized to raise the bank behind, but supplied in
addition more soil for this purpose from its own foundation
trench. Ramparts of this type seem to have been fre-
quent, and there is reason to think—as will be pointed out
presently—that in some cases the earth backings have been
removed or spread out. The question of the contemporaneity
of wall and bank in these ramparts is an interesting one. At
Gellygaer the wall can hardly be otherwise than part of the
original design ; but at Caerwent it was built long after the bank.
Probably in every case the bank served as a rampart, if only for
a short interval, as the first consideration would be to provide
a defensive line as speedily as possible, and this, of course, would
at once be supplied by the upcast of the ditch. Caerwent suggests
that manyof our ‘stone’ forts may have been originally designed as
‘earth ’ forts. We have already remarked the apparent absence of
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outer ditch and inner bank from some of the bastioned forts, but
whether they really lacked them can only be disclosed by more
thorough exploration. Cardiff, however, has a bank, and
although of comparatively small dimensions it is too large to be
accounted for by the upcast of the foundation-trench of the wall,
and thus suggests a ditch ; but it may be in part the legacy of a
fort of earlier type on the site. So far as appearances go, it would
seem that if the more developed bastioned forts had ditches, they
were only small ones; and may we not conclude from this, that
as time went on, more and more reliance was placed in the wall,
which consequently became thicker, loftier, and more strongly
constructed, besides increasing in efficiency by the addition of
bastions ?

We shall now dissect a few examples of Roman ramparts and
ditches, beginning with those of Gellygaer,! as they furnish an
excellent insight into the methods of the Roman engineer. The
ditch had the usual angulated or V-section, approximately 19 ft.
wide and 7 ft. deep. The rampart was set back from its inner lip
about 5 ft., and its average width was a trifle under 20 ft. In
addition to the facing-wall there were the remains of a thinner
wall at the back of the earthwork to support the foot of its slope,
and both were built of the local Pennant-grit, and rested upon
foundations of rough pieces of the same, laid horizontally in
trenches from 1 ft. 6 ins. to 2 ft.in depth. The front wall varied
from 3 ft.to 4 ft. 3 ins. in thickness, and was more carefully con-
structed than the back wall ; and it also remained to a greater
height, which, however, rarely exceeded 3 ft. The facing-stones
of both were in regular courses, but those of the front wall were
larger, and were here and there slightly dressed by hammer,
chisel or punch. The inner sides of these walls were extremely
rough, showing that they had been built against the earthwork,
and this and some other circumstances afforded an insight into
the procedure of the builders.

First the ditch was cut, and its soil was thrown up to form a
bank, leaving four openings for the gates. Then, after a longer
or shorter interval, this bank was cut back to an upright face,
and the foundation-trench for the front wall was dug, the soil
from both operations going to augment the bank. Then followed
the masons with their wall, which was returned 5 or 6 ft. at the

' ! Roman Fort of Gellygaer, p. 35.
4
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corners of the entrances. Meanwhile, but certainly after the wall
was carried up to some height, the bank was removed at the
spots to be occupied by the guard-rooms of the gates and the
turrets, the soil from these going to still further raise the remaining
portions of the earthwork. This may seem a roundabout process,
but it was clearly proved by the fact that the outer wall had been
built against earth at these places as elsewhere. Then followed
the stretches of inner retaining-wall, the ends of which abutted
against the turret basements and slightly overlapped the guard-
rooms, these ends being finished off as steps by which access was
gained to the rampart-walk. This walk would be on the summit
of the bank, for the wall was too narrow to have provided one.
The wall would be carried up sufficiently high to form a parapet,
and the back of the bank would slope down to the slighter wall
behind, the whole having the section indicated in Fig. 15.
The earthwork was about 14 ft. wide. Assuming that all
the upcast from the ditch and the foundation-trenches of the
front wall and other structures described above, besides that
from the sites of the guard-rooms and turrets, contributed to it,
the height of this earthwork would be about 11 ft. Assuming this
height, that of the wall to the top of the merlons could not have
been less than 16 ft.

The wall at Housesteads ! was somewhat thicker than that
at Gellygaer, but was faced on both sides. Remains of a bank
behind it were found in 1898, as also remains of an inner revet-
ment, showing that the total thickness of the rampart was from
24to 26 ft. The Rev. J. Hodgson observed it as *‘ a terrace, made
of earth and clay, which ran from turret to turret along the
inside of the wall to the height of 5 ft.”” Possibly this earthwork
was never high enough to have provided a rampart walk ; but
the fact that late Roman buildings were found erected against
the inside of the wall and on the level of the interior of the fort,
may indicate that at their period the bank was not considered to
be of use, and so was removed to a considerable extent. This
seems to have also been the case at Great Chesters,? where the
remains of buildings, all apparently of late work, have been
found in a similar position. At the east end of several barracks
at Chesters (p. 100), the snéervallum road was laid bare some
years ago, and between this and the rampart-wall was a vacant

1 Avch. Aeliana, XXv, p. 245. 2 Ib. xxiv, plan.
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space about 12 ft. wide, which apparently represents the bottom
of a bank, the remains of which were probably removed un-
noticed in the course of the excavation.

The wall of Caerwent ! contrasts with the foregoing examples
in its great size and better preservation, standing in places to
a height of 20 ft. or more. The face is vertical, rising from a
projecting plinth of large tabular stones. The thickness at the
base is from 10 to 11 ft., and this is reduced upwards by offsets
at the back to 6 ft. 6 ins. at the existing summit. The foundation
is about 3 ft. deep, and consists of rough stones laid without
mortar, clay, or other binding material. The front facing is of
the local limestone and sandstone, roughly squared, and laid
in regular courses. The back facing varies considerably and is

Fi1G, 15.—Section of Ditch and Rampart, Gellygaer (restoration of rampart
in broken lines), (15 ft. to 1 in.)

sometimes very rough, and this, together with the different
heights and widths of the steppings, indicates that the wall was
built in lengths by different gangs of men. The method of
construction is clear. As each course of the front and back
facings was laid, the intervening space was levelled up with rough
pieces of stone, inclined or on end, and over their upper surface
was spread gravelly mortar, but with no attempt to fill the inter-
spaces. The wall has broad pilaster-like projections at intervals
on the inner side, and attached to the exterior of the south wall
are several large bastions. On the north side of the town two
ditches have been cut through, both having a rounded V-form,
the inner being about 15 ft. from the wall and 2o ft. wide, and the
outer somewhat smaller ; while on the east and west sides a
! Personal observation.
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broad hollow marks the line of at least one large ditch. The
earth-bank behind the wall is still an imposing feature, and, as
already stated, the wall was a late addition.

The Roman wall of Cardiff Castle! was brought to light a
few years ago in the condition in which it was buried under
the great medieval earthwork, and remaining to a height of
from 12 to 15 ft. It resembles the wall of Caerwent in its general
form and dimensions, but is more strongly and solidly built.
The facings are of squared and slightly hammer-dressed blocks
of lias limestone laid in mortar, the intervening space being
packed with river boulders and broken limestone, all consoli-
dated into a singularly hard mass with grout. The wall rests
upon a foundation of these boulders deposited ina trench about
15 ft. wide and 1 ft. 10 ins. deep. Over these was spread a layer
of mortar, upon which was laid the plinth-course, 11 ft. wide and
8 ins. thick. The wall above for the first 7 ft. 6 ins. is 10 ft. thick,
but at that height it is reduced by four offsets on the inner side
to 81t. 6 ins. The front facing rarely remains to a greater height
than 3 or 4 ft., and its weathered condition tells of long exposure.
The back facing, although of inferior workmanship, is better
preserved and remains to the height of 10 or 11 ft. This is owing
to the presence of a Roman bank of about this height, the soil
of which was evidently derived from the foundation trench of the
wall and a ditch, of which, however, nothing remains, as along
its line the medieval castle-builders cut their larger ditch.

The wall of Burgh Castle 2 also resembles that of Caerwent,
but it presents a very different appearance, being constructed of
flints, with tile courses at intervals. It still remains to a general
height of 15 to 16 ft. The facings are of split flints with their
fractured surfaces outwards. The flints are laid in mortar, pink
with pounded brick, and the triple tile-bands occur at every
five or six of their courses. The tiles are, as a rule, only one row
deep, showing that their function is tolace the flint facings to the
core. The wall is stepped back behind, reducing its thickness to
8 ft., and the facing on that side is rough and without tile courses.
The foundation is said to be of puddled clay overlaid with a
stratum of flints, in a shallow trench. It is supposed that the
wall was lined with an earth-bank which has been ploughed down,
but there is no evidence for this, nor for a ditch.

1 Avchaeologia, lvii, 340. 2 Personal observation.
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The walls of Richborough, Lympne, and Porchester resemble
the last two, except in their greater thicknesses. They are all
strongly built structures of grouted rubble and boulders, with
tile bands, and faced, at least on their fronts, with squared stones
of local origin. The great thickness (14 ft.) at Lympne is due
to the shifty nature of the soil, which demanded a wide base.
According to Mr. Roach Smith, it simply rests on the natural
surface ; but it is probable, as in the case of the sea-wall at Burgh
Castle, that it had a foundation of piles which have disappeared.
Recently the walls of Pevensey, 12 ft. 3 ins. thick, have been
found to rest upon piles. In none of these examples has a mound
or a ditch been observed.

We now pass to the remarkable Scottish forts described on
pp. 26—30. Theramparts of Camelon, Lyne, Ardoch, and Birrens !
so closely resemble one another that we shall treat them together ;
but it may be mentioned that the last has several points of
difference from the others. Although ‘ earth’ forts, the structure
of their ramparts is more complex than the ‘ tumultuary ’ work
of Vegetius. Their defensive lines have been cut through in
several places ; but, as might be expected, the rampart sections
were confused through the spread of the materials beyond their
original limits. The sections (Fig. 16) are selected from those
of the reports, but have been simplified to render comparison
easy. These sections areas follows : The south defences of Came-
lon, and the inner portions of those on the east sides of Ardoch
and Lyne and of the north side of Birrens, the space not admitting
of the whole of the complex defences of these being shown.

Underlying all these ramparts are rough pavement-like
foundations (shown in solid black) laid on the old natural surface.
At Camelon, we have an outer spread of rough stones, bedded in
clay and varying in width from a single stone to about 4 ft. g ins.,
where excavated; and an inner, which also varied in width,
and in one place consisted of two courses of stones. The outer
was only found on those sides where there is a ditch. These
strips are the footings of the inner and outer faces of the ram-
part, and indicate a width of about 40 ft. for the latter. The
corresponding strips at Lyne are each about 4 ft. wide and in-
dicate a rampart of about 23 or 24 ft. At Ardoch, the outer strip

1 Soc. Antiquaries Scot. Xxxv, p. 351 ; XXxXv, p. 167; xxxii, p. 412; and xxx,
p. 97.
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is much wider, being from 7 to 8 ft. in width, with roughly dressed
stones along the outer margin ; and the inner varies considerably,
taking the form of paving, or a rough spread of cobbles, or a
wall of several courses, the original width of the rampart being
about 33 ft. At Birrens, the main underwork is from 18 to
19} ft. wide, and is constructed of tabular polygonal stones neatly
fitted together ; and set back about 1 ft. from its outer edge was
found in most places a narrow second course about 3 ft. wide.
This pavement-like structure carried the main body of the
rampart ; but along the west side of the fort is a strong kerb,
formed of a double row of large stones set in the ground, about
10 ft. from the inner edge of that foundation, which appears to
have a bordered terrace behind the rampart.

The ramparts of these forts are of stratified structure. In
that of Camelon, the base is of large pieces of split wood and
branches mostly laid in a longitudinal direction and mixed with
peat and clay. Above these were usually noticed thinner layers
of the same ; and still higher, consolidated sand and gravel with
a little clay. In all sections was observed a mass of puddled
clay resting on the outer stonework, and tailing outwards above.
There is no doubt that this clay was the facing of the rampart,
and that the tailing was due to the spreading outwards of its
upper portion. Clay in a similar position at the back of the ram-
part was observed here and there. The rampart at Lyne, which .
is much worn down, is formed of layers of clay and black mould ;
that of Ardoch, of layers of clay, gravel, turf, and brushwood,
with masses of clay on or about the footings, tailing outwards
as at Camelon; and that of Birrens, of earth, clay, sods, and
brushwood, also in layers; but the remains of clay facings were
either absent or not reported. The split trunks and branches
at the base of the Camelon rampart may have formed a rumble
drain, to keep the earthy materials above dry ; if so, the clay and
peaty matter, “ wet and slimy,” that filled the interstices, were
probably washed down from the layer above. Although no
mention is made of outlets through the outer footing to carry off
the accumulated water as in the Antonine Wall, they might
easily have escaped notice, as the exploratory cross-trenches were
few. The presence of timber is not mentioned in the reports
of the other forts, but the brushwood observed in the ramparts
of Ardoch and Birrens may have served a similar purpose.
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The ditches of these forts, with the exceptionof thoseof Birrens,
are of the usual angulated form, but those of Ardoch have rounded
bottoms, due, perhaps, to water-wear. The form at Birrens is
peculiar in having convex sides and a flat bottom. With the
exception of the small inner or berm ditches at Camelon and
Ardoch, they range from 11 or 12 ft. in width at Lyne, to 23 ft.
at Camelon, and in depth from 5% ft. to 8 or g ft. The small
ditches just referred to are less than half the size of their neigh-
bours, and their function appears to have been to keep their
respective ramparts dry. The excavations at Camelon proved
that in one place at least the berm ditch contained split timbers
like those at the bottom of the rampart; and in two cuttings
at Ardoch cobble stones were found at the bottom, ‘ which
appeared to have been thrown in to form a drain.”

The remains of the ravelin ramparts or parapets and outer
banks at Ardoch and Lyne, and of the rampart of the great
annexe or ‘ south camp ’ at Camelon, show no laminated structure
and appear to consist of the upcast from the ditches. They also
lack the stone bottomings of the main ramparts. The defences
of this annexe have an interesting feature. The interval or
platform between the innermost and second ditches is expanded
on the south and east sides to 2% ft. in width, and a little behind
its inner line is a small V-shaped trench, 3 ft. wide. It is too
small to have been a defensive obstacle, and from its position it
was useless as a drain. It has been suggested that it held a
palisade.

The rampart of the free sides of Rough Castle, like the
Antonine Wall which closed in the fort on the remaining side,
is of turfwork. It rests upon a stone bottoming that varied
considerably, ‘‘ of an average width of not less than 20 ft., supple-
mented by varying margins adapted to suit special requirements,
and increasing the width so that it was nowhere less than 30 ft.”
The rampart appears to have been originally about 20 ft. in width,
but was afterwards supplemented by additions on both sides,
making a total width of about 34 ft. The ditches are, as usual, V-
shaped, about 16 ft. wide and 8 ft. deep. They are separated by a
narrow strip of the original surface, which is capped with a layer of
firmly bedded stones, as also are the tops of the opposite brinks; in
fact, ““ this stone lining, at all parts liable to be easily damaged,
is a noted characteristic of the whole work.” The upcast of the
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ditches was used here and there for a glacis-like mound and other
external works. Of the rampart of the annexe little remains,
but the absence of lamination indicates that it was a simple earth
one. It also rests upon a spread of stones, which, however,
extends inwards to serve as a roadway 15 ft. wide behind the
rampart. The annexe ditch is similar to those of the forts, and
its brinks are similarly capped with stonework.

The excavations at Coelbren brought to light several remark-
able features in the construction of the rampart. Along the
south side where the ground was treacherous, and at the four
angles, the rampart was raised upon a bottoming of large oak
logs. They were laid transversely in a shallow trench, and were
nearly 18 ft. long, or two short logs were used to make up that
length, the whole forming a sort of rough corduroy. Upon this
foundation was about a foot of dark soil containing decomposed
vegetable matter, presumably derived from the trench below.
Then followed a layer of branches, mostly of birch, laid irregularly
and loosely, perhaps to serve as a bonding-course. The remaining
portion of the rampart above was of turfwork. There was
evidence that the scarp had been faced with white clay ; while in
most of the cuttings, the rear portion of the rampart was darker
than elsewhere and extended several feet behind the logs, indicat-
ing apparently a greater width for the rampart than the corduroy.

At the rounded corners the logs were laid fan-like at right-
angles to the curve, and these platforms were pinned down by
stakes driven into the soil beneath. At the south-east corner
there were two platforms, one above the other. The cuttings
on the remaining three sides of the fort yielded no trace of a log
foundation ; but in one or two, the rampart rested on a layer of
brushwood. The rampart itself also varied, the turves occasion-
ally appearing to be mixed with earth or clay. Colonel Morgan,
in remarking the careful and strong construction of the log founda-
tions of the corners, came to the conclusion that ““ the engines
for missiles were placed only on the angles, as they alone would
have necessitated this unusual foundation.” The berm on one
side at least, was 16 ft. wide. The two ditches are described as
V-shaped, the width of the inner averaging 9 ft., and the outer,
7 it., but the exact depths were not ascertained. There were
clear indications of a glacis-like spread of clay, doubtlessly
derived from one or both ditches. In the ditches were found a
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number of ““ oak stakes, g to 12 ins. long, pointed at one end, with
a curious notch below the point, which the Colonel considered
to be portions of obstacles placed on the berm.” 1

TURRETS AND BASTIONS

Classical writers mention turrets in connection with forti-
fications. They are represented on the Column of Trajan, and
two of these are shown in Fig. 17, the one set diagonally within
the rounded corner of a fort, roofed, and apparently constructed
of wood as no masonry joints are shown ; the other, certainly of
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F16. 17.—Fortification Turrets from Trajan’s Column

stone, with a flat top. In the Naples Museum is a remarkable
bronze water-heater from Herculaneum, in the form of a small
embattled fort with an embattled tower at each cornmer. The
corners of a rectangular fort are its most vulnerable points, as
only a few defenders can there be accommodated, and they are
liable to be opposed by a large number of assailants; hence the
value of turrets in these positions, as they increase the accom-
modation of the defenders and give them greater ‘ command.’
It is precisely in these positions that the structures we are con-
sidering are most usually found. They are shown there, and
only there, on the plans of Melandra, Brough, Hardknott, Great
Chesters, and Castlecary ; while on those of others, as Gellygaer,
! Similar stakes have been found at Newstead, and are regarded as tent-pegs.
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Housesteads, and Chesters, there are in addition similar structures
along the sides. The fallen débris that choked the east corner
turret at Gellygaer,' contained much wood-charcoal (indicating
a destruction by fire) and broken roofing tiles. The latter were
near the top, while the former lay at various levels below, showing
that the structure was roofed with tiles and that there was much
timber-work, some presumably relating to floors, below the roof.
More definitely the excavation of the Mucklebank turret 2 on the
Wall of Hadrian, described on page 124, proved the former
existence of an upper floor.

At Silchester and Caerwent the walls have at intervals broad
pilaster-like projections on their inner sides, but whether they
should be regarded as the bases of turrets is by no means certain.
At the former? they are about 12 ft. wide, and at the latter,*
somewhat wider ; and in both the projection is from 18 ins. to
2 ft. They are really portions of the wall carried up the full
thickness of its foot ; but the one within the south-west corner at
Caerwent is an exception, having a greater projection than usual.
These ‘ counterforts,” as they are sometimes called, were certainly
not buttresses, as the walls of these cities were too thick and
strong to require such supports.

Perhaps High Rochester throws a light on their use. Here
the wall for about 8o ft. to the south of the west gate, and nearly
50 ft. to the north, is increased on its inner side to a thickness of
nearly 30 ft.; and on the south wall a shorter length is similarly
thicker than elsewhere.® It is supposed that these thicker
portions provided platforms for the great engines for hurling
stones; and the existence of such platforms is proved by the
discovery of a tablet near the west wall recording the construc-
tion of a ballistartum in the time of Caracalla, and of another
inside the fort recording the restoration of one. Moreover, in
this, as in several of the Wall forts, many large rounded stones
weighing a hundredweight or more have been found, which
certainly were the missiles of ballistae. Some thickenings of late
work on the inner side of the wall of Housesteads may have had
a similar purpose. As the °counter-forts’ at Silchester and

1 Roman Fort of Gellygaer, p. 43. 2 Set par2d:
3 Archaeologia, lii, p. 752.

4 Ib. lix, p. 94; Ix, p. 117, and personal observation.

8 Roman Wall, p. 316.
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Caerwent increased the summit of their respective walls to about
10 ft. in width, they would provide solid platforms for military
engines of considerable size.

It is noteworthy that no traces of turrets have been reported
in the case of the Scottish ‘ earth ’ forts. This, however, does not
disprove their former existence, as they may have been of timber.
At Coelbren the corners of the fort rested upon specially strong
foundations (p. 57); but this may indicate nothing more than
that it is just at these points where a rampart requires special
strength. The patches of stone foundation at Castleshaw, on
the other hand, are not under but behind the rampart at these
points ; but whether they supported turrets or ballistaria is
uncertain.

Bastions have already so frequently been referred to that
their forms need not detain us further, beyond a reference to
Fig. 18, which gives their plans to a common scale. They are
normally solid structures, at least to their existing heights; but
there are several exceptions. At Cardiff, the middle bastion?
of the east side is solid to the height of 6 ft. 6 ins.; but above
that height it was found to enclose a chamber of its own shape.
In our next section reasons will be given for thinking that this
chamber contained a postern (p. 33). At Caerwent are the
remains of three large polygonal bastions along the western half
of the south wall. Each is solid below and has a chamber above
with a mortar floor, and at intervals on its level drain-holes
through the outer walls, several of which retain a semicircular
channel of mortar. These bastions are peculiar in another
respect. They are not parts of the original construction of the
town wall. Their foundations are separate and deeper; and
when they were built large holes were roughly cut in the face of
the wall, into which their masonry was toothed. Portions of
their outer walls still stand 11 ft. above the internal floors, but
without any signs of loopholes or other openings.2 It would
appear from this that their basements were not used for defensive
purposes, but probably for storage; and they must have been
reached from above, as the rampart-wall is continued along the
back without a break.

At Cardiff, the bastions are bonded into the wall and are of
one construction with it, as also at Lympne and Pevensey. At

! Archaeologia, Ivii, p. 342. % Personal observation.
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Richborough and Burgh Castle, on the other hand, the lower
portions of the bastions are built against their respective walls,
but their upper portions are bonded into them. This has given
rise to the supposition that these forts were originally without
bastions, and were afterwards ruined or partly pulled down and
reconstructed on bastioned lines; and a well-defined break in
the core of the Burgh Castle wall, about 8 ft. above the ground,
is held to substantiate this. But the writer finds that the summit
of the lower part of the wall at this break is not rough, like an
old ruined wall, but is finished off, roof-like, and smoothed over
with mortar, as if with the view to prevent the access of rain to
the core below.! Externally, the whole work has every sign of
being the production of the same builders, the facework above
and below being identical in appearance. The break seems to
represent a halt, conceivably a winter’s cessation of the building
operations ; and the omission of the bastions in the first stage of
the work may simply be due to a desire to raise a barrier with
the least expenditure of labour before the winter set in. At
Richborough, the corners of the lower portion of the wall are
rectangular, and if they represent an earlier unbastioned work,
we have the anomaly of a return to an old type of Roman fort
that was abandoned before the conquest of Britain, for one with
rounded corners, and this certainly militates against the theory
that the bastions were an afterthought.

With regard to the original heights of the bastions, their
remains at Cardiff, Caerwent, Burgh Castle, and Pevensey
indicate that they were at least as high as the existing remains
of the walls. At Burgh Castle, long stretches of the wall have the
uniform height of from 16 to 17 ft., and the flat tops of the
better preserved bastions are as high, giving the impression that
this level approximates to the original height of the whole work,
less the parapets. It is possible, of course, that the bastions
were surmounted with structures of timber or of slighter
masonry ;. but their tops have the curious feature of a central
shallow hole about 2 ft. in diameter, which may have received
the pivot on which a military engine revolved.!

_ 1 Personal observation.
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GATES AND POSTERNS

With few exceptions to be noticed presently, the gates of the
forts and fortified towns of which we have any knowledge, were
stone structures. The masonry was usually better and more
massive than that of the ramparts; and as they received some
degree of architectural treatment and embellishment, they must,
in a pleasing manner, have broken their monotonous lines. The
tablets recording their construction or restoration were some-
times highly ornamented, as one found at Risingham and another
at Lanchester indicate.! The structures varied greatly, but
a considerable number followed a common model, and examples
of those will be considered first.

The north and south gates of Caerwent 2 are excellent examples
of gates with single passages. They are of like size and design,
and while the south gate is the better preserved, the north gate
still retains portions of its external front, which has fallen in the
other. In each, the general structure is apparently older than
the rampart wall, and is rectangular, about 15 ft. wide and 14 ft.
deep, with a passage g ft. 6 ins. wide. This passage is contracted
at the front and back to 8 ft. g ins. by projecting jambs.
These had moulded imposts and carried arches, portions of
which remain. Fig. 19 is an elevation of the back or town front
of the south gate, with the wall abutting against the sides of
the structure: the external front was probably similar. In the
angles behind the front jambs of the north gate are still to be
seen the blocks of stone, level with the roadway, which contain the
sockets in which the door-pivots turned. The doors were in
two leaves, which, when open, fell back into the recesses between
the front and back jambs.

The architectural treatment of the two gates is conjectural.
The rampart-walk was somewhat higher than the crown of the
arches, and was probably continued over the space between
them by a timber floor. Two pieces of moulding found near
the south gate may have belonged to a cornice above the arches ;
and the many roofing-tiles about the site suggest that the
passage of the rampart-walk was through a covered chamber,

1 Roman Wall, pp. 333, 347.
2 Archaeologia, lix, p. 87, and Ix, p. 111,
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as in the third and fourth illustrations of Fig. 20, which are
fortification gates sculptured on the Column of Trajan. The
first and second lack upper chambers, and in the latter is shown
the timber parapet of the rampart-walk over the gate. The
second two have chambers with windows over the portals, and
doorways at the sides by which they were entered from the
rampart. The arched entrance and windows of the fourth ex-
ample show that it was intended to represent a stone structure.

\

o

F1c. 20.—Fortification Gates from Trajan’s Column

Of similar character were the gates of the mile-castles of the
Wall,! of which each had two, level with the fronts of their
respective walls, but projecting behind. Those of the mile-castle
near Housesteads are the best preserved. The widths of the
openings are nearly 10 ft. The massive jambs have plain square
caps on which still remain the springers of the arches, each gate
having two as at Caerwent.

The remains of two-passage or double gates may be seen

Y Arch. Aeliana, iv (O.S.), p. 269. Roman Wall, p. 202,
S
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at Housesteads, Birdoswald, and Great Chesters; but those at
Gellygaer * indicate a somewhat simpler construction. All the
gates of this fort were precisely alike, but the south-west one was
the most thoroughly explored. The passages of this gate, as
will be noted in Fig. 21, were similar to those at Caerwent.
Their contracted openings were also of similar width, and the
pilasters were arched, as indicated by the well-shaped voussoirs of
calcareous tufa found about the sites. One of the thresholds
still remained intact and consisted of two long flagstones contain-
ing the sockets for the door-pivots and two square bolt-holes,
with a raised rim on the outer side formed of two other flagstones
set on edge in the ground. This rim sheathed the bottom of
the doors when closed, and it exhibited two worn hollows about
4} ft. apart, made by the passage of wheeled vehicles. On
either side of the gate was a guard-chamber, the front of which
was a continuation of the rampart-wall, and in the back was the
doorway by which it was entered. The front of the gate was
set back from the rampart face nearly 6 ft. That these gates,
or some portions of them, were roofed with tiles, was proved by
the broken red roofing-tiles about their sites.

The double gates of the Wall forts mentioned above were
similar, but of stronger construction, and this is especially
noticeable at Housesteads. Those of Birdoswald 2 most closely
resembled the Gellygaer gates in their planning, but were on a
larger scale, the openings being nearly 12 ft. wide, Fig. 22.
Those of Housesteads, as also of Chesters and Great Chesters,?
differed in two respects. The intervening wall between the
passages, instead of being solid, had a central opening, probably
arched ; and the guard-chambers were entered from the passages.
All the gates were set back from their respective rampart faces,
but those of Housesteads less so than the others; while the
guard-chambers at Great Chesters had the unusual feature of
being slightly in advance of that line. The thresholds were
generally constructed of a row of large stones, with their outer
margins raised to form a rim, and in a few instances there was a
central stone stop-post as well. The door-sockets were sometimes
cut in the bottom stones of the jambs which projected for
the purpose.

1 Roman Fort of Gellygaer, p. 39. 2 Avrch. Aeliana, iv (0.S.), p. 63.
3 Roman Wall, p. 181. Arch. Aeliana, vii, p. 171 ; xxiv, p. 26.
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FigG, 21,—Plan of South-west Gate and Ditch with sections, Gellygaer.
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While the castella named above had double gates, the supple-
mentary gates at Birdoswald and Chesters were single ones.
The north and south gates at Caerwent were not the principal
ones, which may prove upon excavation to have been double.
Small forts, like the mile-castles, usually had single gates, but
there were large forts with only single gates. High Rochester
is an example.! To judge from its west gate, which is the least
ruinous, they were of simpler character than those of Caerwent,
having a single pair of jambs each, deeply set back from the
rampart face. The lateral gates at Birrens? appear to have
closely resembled those at Caerwent, and the north gate was
remarkable for the great length and narrowness of its passage.
Those at Castlecary ® were very ruinous, but were apparently of a
single span each. Those at Camelon * were still more ruinous.
Their side walls were from 20 to 22 ft. apart, but on either side of
the roadways were deep post-holes which reduced the width to the
proportions of a single span. In three of the gates at Bar Hill 8
were found the stumps of oak posts in like positions, three on
each side. According to Dr. Macdonald, these posts retained the
vertical ends of the turfwork rampart and supported timber
gangways, but were not the posts of the actual gates; but it is
difficult to understand why they should not have fulfilled all three
purposes. The Lyne gates ® were wholly of timber, simple, and
of a single span each. At Ardoch? they were also of timber,
and the post-holes of the east gate indicated a complicated
structure of the depth of the rampart and divided into three
parallel spaces, of which the middle was apparently the passage,
and the outer possibly guard-chambers. It will be noticed that
this gate alone of the examples given in this paragraph had
traces of these chambers.

On the sites of some of the gates of the Wall forts, and notably
at Birdoswald, have been found door- and possibly window-heads.
Similar heads were used in Norman and Early English work, but
the Roman examples, when otherwise than plain, are treated as
sunk panels containing ornamentation in the spandrels. They
are generally regarded as the heads of the guard-chamber doors,

1 Roman Wall, p. 317. 2 Soc. Antiquaries Scof. XxXx, p. 101,
3 Ib. xxxvii. ¢ Ib, xxxv, p. 357.

8 Roman Forts on Bay Hill, p. 22.  ® Ib, xxv, p. 173.

¥ Ib. xxxii, pp. 417, 447-
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but at Birdoswald they are numerous, and some are rather
small for doorways. These may be window-heads, and may
have belonged to the windows of upper structure.

The walls of the guard-chambers are usually of considerable
thickness, as though to sustain lofty superstructures; and the
resemblance of these chambers to the turret basements is decidedly
convincing in this respect. It is interesting to find that a gate
figured on a mosaic in the Avignon Museum has its guard-
chambers carried up as two turrets. In Fig. 23, this gate is
reproduced from Collectanea Antiqua.® It has two arched
portals with three windows above, and on either side will be
noticed the window of a guard-chamber and two smaller ones
over it. The whole structure, as also the rampart-wall, is

;- -

F1G. 23.—Gate of Fort on Mosaic, Avignon Museum

embattled, and the merlons of the latter and of the turrets are
wide apart and have projecting copings as in the sculptures of
Trajan’s Column, while those of the middle portion of the gate
are closer together and are not capped. The delineation admirably
fits in with what we know of the double gates in this country,
but the roofs are shown as flat to accommodate defenders, whereas
at Caerwent and Gellygaer there is evidence for tiled roofs.
A glance at Figs. 17 and 20 will show that the Romans did not
exclusively adopt one or the other, but it is probable that in
a rainy country like ours gates often had tiled roofs.

The gates to follow not only differ from those already described,
but they differ more or less from one another. The Balkerne or
west gate of Colchester appears to have been on an unusually

1 Vol. v, p. 35.
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imposing scale, and its ruins are one of the most conspicuous
vestiges of the Roman town. Like the wall, it is built of a local
chalkstone with lacing-courses of tiles. The southern third of
the structure remains to a considerable height, and consists of a
narrow arched passage and a quadrant-shaped guard-chamber.
The northern two-thirds, with the exception of the curved wall
of the other guard-chamber, have long been removed, and the
site is occupied by an old inn. Mr. Roach Smith ! and Dr. P. M.
Duncan?respectively, described the remains in 1847 and 1855, and
both considered that they indicated a gate with a wide carriage
way and a narrow one for foot passengers, or possibly two, one on
either side of the former, with a guard-chamber to the south, and
one or two larger chambers to the north. The writer, however,

%

F16. 24.—Plan of the Balkerne Gate, Colchester. (30 ft. to 1 in.)

suspected that the structure was symmetrical, with two carriage
ways and two for foot passengers, the whole being flanked by
two quadrant-shaped guard-chambers. An examination of the
remains somewhat confirmed this, and it was further confirmed
by measurements and a plan made by Mr. Arthur G. Wright, the
curator of the Colchester Museum ; but without the evidence
of the spade it is hardly possible to go further. In the plan,
Fig. 24, the visible remains are indicated in black. It will be
observed that the whole structure is in advance of the town
wall, also that the outer or curved walls of the guard-chambers
are thinner than the intervening walls. This is suggestive that
the main fabric of the gate was rectangular, 60 ft. in width and
30 ft. in depth, and loftier than these chambers, with two large
arched ways flanked with two smaller, and a storey above, the
! Brit. Avch. Assoc., ii, p. 29. 2 Essex Avchaeo. Soc. 1.
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whole probably resembling the Porte d’Arroux at Autun and
having a similar series of arched openings above the portals.

A considerable portion of the north gate of Lincoln—the
Newport Arch—is standing, but is buried to the extent of about
8 ft. in the soil and débris accumulated since Roman times. The
structure is about 34 ft. deep and has a single passage for the
road, 174 ft. wide. The inner or back portal of this passage is
still intact, and is nearly 16 ft. in the clear and rises to a height
of about 22} ft. above the Roman level. Its arch is of a single
ring of large limestone voussoirs rising from imposts which appear
to have been moulded. The outer or front arch has long since
disappeared. On the east side is a postern for pedestrians,
4 ft. wide and contracting to about 5 ft. at the north end, and 15 ft.
high from the Roman level. On the west side there was a similar
postern about a century ago. The whole structure is of good
masonry, and it appears to have projected considerably beyond
the north face of the town wall.

The other gates of Lincoln ! appear to have been of like form,
size, and construction. The west gate is buried in the post-
Roman earthwork of the castle, but its front was exhumed in
1836. The excavation was deep enough to expose the arch of
the carriage-way, which was of precisely similar character to that
of the Newport Arch; but the most interesting feature was the
remains of the storey above. The weight of soil had considerably
pushed its masonry out of the perpendicular, but enough was left
‘to indicate that there were three window-like openings over the
arch, and these are said to have been 4 ft. wide. In a contem-
porary lithographed view 2 of this gate, one of these openings
is shown remaining to the springs of its arch, apparently 5 ft.
or more high and between 3 and 4 ft. wide. One side of the
gate was sufficiently disclosed to show a similar opening on the
same level. The excavation was not deep enough to reach
the posterns; but the structure as shown in the view does not
seem wide enough to have included these, and it is obviously
out of scale, not agreeing with the few measurements given.
A comparison of the two gates (the north and the west)
indicates a frontage-width of about 47 or 48 ft., and an original
height of not less than 40 ft. How the summit was treated

1L E. M. Sympson, Lincoin, p. 26-9.
2 Reproduced in Lincolnshive Notes and Queries, viii, p. 225.
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is, of course, a matter of conjecture. The sides, like the fronts,
may have had three openings each, the third deeper and serving
as a doorway from the parapet-walk of the wall. Possibly the
guard-chambers were external, flanking the ground storey of the
main fabric, as seems to have been the case at Colchester.

The four principal gates of Silchester,! of which the east and
west were double ones and the north and south single, differed
from all described above in having definite means of en-
filading them. This was accomplished by their structures being
deeply set back between incurved returns of the rampart-wall
(see Fig. 22), hence an assailant would not only be resisted by the
defenders of the gate itself, but would be subjected to the cross-
fire from these returns. The north and south gates resembled
the corresponding gates at Caerwent. The west gate was more
complex. The returns of the rampart-wall were of great thick-.
ness, as if to serve as ballistaria, but more probably for another
reason. The gate had the usual guard-chamber on either side,
and in addition, a room entered from it, in advance of the front
of the gate and constructed against the returns, the two rooms
forming an oblong structure with walls of considerable thickness.
It is probable that these two structures were carried upwards
as two towers, and that the great thickness of the returns was to
provide suitable substructures for the outer side-walls of their
advanced portions, and in addition, space for access from the
rampart-walk to doors in these walls. It will be observed that
the inner sides of these advanced portions of this west gate and
the returns of the rampart at the north gate provided a consider-
able length of flanking defence for their respective gates. The
east gate was similar but deeper, and if anything, of stronger
construction.2 All these gates had brick arches, and timber
thresholds with sockets near their ends to receive the door-
pivots. The iron sheath, 3§ ins. in diameter, of one of the
sockets was found; also two U-shaped iron straps that were
apparently used to bind the doors, and indicate for these a thick-
ness of about 4 ins.

The north gate at Cardiff Castle, Fig. 22, has a single opening
with an outer and an inner pair of jambs, the depth of the
passage being 10 ft., representing the thickness of the wall;
but the guard-chambers have projecting polygonal fronts like

! Archaeol. lii, p. 750; Ixi, p. 474. 2 Ib. Ixi, p. 475-
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those of the bastions, only a trifle smaller. The original door-
sockets were in the backward projections of the bottom stones
of the front jambs ; but at a later date the roadway was raised
and two large socket-stones were introduced at a higher level.
These sockets have the unusual feature of a shallow recess cut
in the side, which evidently received a corresponding projection
on the iron lining or shoe, to prevent it revolving with the pivot.
The later roadway, at least, had no ledge or rim across the thres-
hold, but instead, a central stone door-stop.

The only gate at Richborough that has been explored ! was
found to contain a single passage between two oblong guard-
chambers which boldly projected on either side of the wall, Fig.
22. There were two pairs of jambs, and the outer were
deeply set back in the passage. It is evident that the guard-
chambers were an important feature, and were carried upwards
as two large towers; and their bold projection would more
effectually protect the approach to the arched opening than at
Cardiff.

The remaining gate at Porchester seems to have resembled
that of Richborough. That at Burgh Castle is now a mere gap
in the wall, but its width admits of a similar gate structure, also
of a single span. The great gate at Pevensey resembles that at
Cardiff in being flanked with bastions; but these bastions are
precisely like the rest in this remarkable fort, solid, of great
projection, and with rounded fronts. Of the gate-structure
itself few traces remain; but it appears to have contained a
single passage between two oblong guard-chambers as at Rich-
borough. The whole, however, was so far set back between the
bastions that the space between these formed a cul-de-sac about
30 ft. wide and nearly as deep, thus providing accommodation
for a large number of defenders.

Posterns are not found as parts of the original construction
of the forts of the earlier type, the two additional gates at Chesters
and Birdoswald being too large to be regarded as such. It is
of common occurrence that double gates have been reduced to

L Arch. Cantiana, xxiv. Through a misinterpretation of the remains, it is
represented as a double gate, but Mr. John Garstang subsequently corrected the
mistake in the Trans. Hist. Soc. of Lanc. and Cheshive, lii, from the results of the
Cardiff excavations.



HTILSVD 441adVD (HAIS HIAOS YO JANNID HLVD HLION NVIOA 9% ‘D14







FORTS AND FORTIFIED TOWNS 75

single openings by blocking up one of the portals, and that the
remaining openings, as also those of singlegates, have beencurtailed
to the proportions of posterns. In most cases these changes were
effected in late Roman times. At Ribchester, Mr. Garstang
discovered the remains of a curious sunk passage, 3 ft. wide,
which passed through the turret and rampart-wall at the south
corner of the fort; but as it made a. right-angled turn and
apparently ended in a well, it seems less likely to have been a
postern than a passage to obtain water.!

Posterns, however, seem to have been usual in the bastioned
forts. At Burgh Castle a small and simple opening through the
wall has been observed close by the middle bastion on the north
and south sides. At Richborough the middle bastion on the
north side conceals an ingenious narrow passage slightly above
the ground-level, which ends in

a narrower portal in the east 7
side of the bastion, Fig. 27.
At Cardiff the middle bastion I

on the east side contains a
small chamber, as stated on
page 33. From the analogy
of Richborough it is probable
that this chamber was con-
nected with a postern. The
back of the chamber is con-
tinuous and remains to the Fi1G. 27.—Posterns at Pevensey and
height of the Roman wall Richborough. (30 ft. to 1 in.)
generally, so that the access
was probably from the rampart-walk by means of a ladder.
Portions of the outer wall remain, but it is noteworthy that
it is almost wholly broken away on the north, so that there
may have been a small doorway on that side of the bastion
from which the ground outside the fort was gained by another
short ladder. It is probable that, as at Burgh Castle, the opposite
sides of the last two forts had similar posterns. If it is permissible
to draw a conclusion from very slender evidences, it is that these
quadrangular bastioned fort$ still retained the four entrances of
the Hyginan type, but that'two of them, possibly representing
the lateral gates of that type, were now reduced to mere posterns.
! Roman Ribchester, p. 8.
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Lympne and Pevensey differ from the foregoing in their
irregular form and the unsymmetrical disposition of their
entrances. In the east wall of the former may be seen two small
gaps about 5 ft. wide, which were probably posterns. Pevensey
had at least one postern. One was recently opened out in the
north wall. Its passage is curiously curved and widens inwards,
the internal orifice being about 8 ft. in width, and the external
considerably less, Fig. 27.

The approaches to the gates were of two kinds—' causeway,’
and ‘ bridge’ approaches. In the former, the ditch or ditches
were discontinued in front of the gate, leaving a space sufficiently
wide for the road. In the latter the ditch was continuous, and
the road crossed it on a bridge. The approach to the south-west
gate at Gellygaer, Fig. 21, is a good example of the second kind.
Immediately in front of the gate, the ditch was found to have its
sides stepped out for about 18 ft. These steps undoubtedly
received the supports of a wooden bridge. The inner half of each
had a shallow chase which was filled with the remains of concrete.
The earth immediately above showed signs that a beam had
rested upon the concrete, and this apparently was the sleeper
of the supports of the bridge-platform. Perhapsthe middle and
wider span of the platform was made to draw up, and was operated
by chains from the upper part of the gate. A cutting in front of
one of the smaller gates at Silchester ! proved that the ditch at
that point was 8o ft. wide, this greater width than elsewhere
being due to the suppression of the berm. Near the middle of
the broad flat bottom was found a low gravel bank that evidently
supported the trestles of the bridge, and it is possible that the
shorter span, next the gate, was a drawbridge. A similar bank
was found in the ditch, which was here 76 ft. wide, in front of
the Roman gate at Aldersgate, London, about twenty years ago.?
The ditches are continued in front of the gates at Caerwent, and
at Great Chesters, Birdoswald, Housesteads, and probably other
Wall forts. The causeway’ approaches were usually simple
and direct, that is, they were at right-angles to the line of the
rampart ; but in some of the Scottish forts they were more or less
devious or even intricate. At Lyne, that to the east gate was
direct between the returns of the ditches, and was flanked at the

1 Archaeologia, lv, p. 428. 2 Ib. lii, p. 609.
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entrance by the expanded ends of the rampart of the outer
terrace. The opposite gate had a similar direct approach, which
was dominated by an isolated mound or traverse at some distance
from its entrance. The approaches to the lateral gates, on the
other hand, had a somewhat zigzag course, effected by one of
the ditches having its interval on one side, instead of in front of
the gate. The north gate at Ardoch was reached by a long
oblique causeway through the intricate outer works on that side
of the fort. The approach to the east gate is in good preservation,
and is at right-angles to the rampart, but its entrance is rendered
oblique by an angled extension of the outermost ditch. This
approach yielded upon examination some interesting evidence
of timber protective works. Along each side were a number of
post-holes of a strong fence or palisade, and across it at intervals
were others apparently of three gates. Remains of such
structures have not been observed elsewhere : they were looked
for at Lyne, but were not found.

SUMMARY AS TO SEQUENCE

While typologically the ‘ earth ’ forts may be older than the
‘ stone’ forts, a strong doubt was expressed on page 47 whether
this in itself could be accepted as a test of age in Britain. The
rampart of Caerwent, it is true, was of earth only, before it was
faced with wall, and recent investigations have proved that some,
at least, of the Wall forts had originally ramparts of earth or of
turves. But although the latter forts were remodelled, and even,
in two or three instances, enlarged when reconstructed in stone,
the new work was still on the lines of the camp of Hyginus—the
lines also of the Scottish ‘ earth ’ forts. If Birrenshad a stone wall
and gates like Housesteads, Chesters, and Gellygaer, it would as
little differ from them in its general planning as these do from
one another, except in its numerous ditches. All we can say for
certain, so far as present evidence goes, is that no ‘ earth ’ fort was
raised during the second half of the Roman era in Britain.

If, on the other hand, the fortifications of the Wall forts are
compared with those of the bastioned forts, we at once observe
differences that can only be explained by a change in the principles
of defence. In the one group we have walls that rarely exceed
6 ft. in thickness, internal turrets, and four large double gates :
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in the other, walls g to 10 ft. or more thick, external bastions,
gates of a single opening each, and posterns. The gates, more-
over, of the former closely adhere to one model ; while those of
the latter not only differ from them, but show little agreement
among themselves, and instead of four, there were two at most.
The Wall forts are rectangular and symmetrical : the bastioned
forts differ greatly in shape, several being rectangular or approxi-
mately so, while Lympne is an irregular pentagon, and Pevensey
somewhat oval.

These modifications in the bastioned forts had a twofold
effect : they increased the passive resistance against attack By
their greater strength of structure and the restriction of the
entrances, and they increased the active resistance by providing
means of enfilading both walls and gates. That they indicate a
difference of period cannot be doubted.

The Wall forts had been reconstructed in stone by the time
of Caracalla, and the bastioned forts of the Saxon shore are a
legacy of a later time, when that shore was threatened by oversea
enemies. According to the Notitia, both series were held by
garrisons at the close of the fourth century, and the abundance
of late coins found on their sites corroborates this, while the
numerous alterations seen in the Wall forts bear witness to their
long occupation at the time they were abandoned. The nature
of some of these alterations is significant. The curtailment of
gates by late masonry, converting double gates into single ones,
and reducing the widths of some of the remaining entrances—and
even the complete walling up of other gates—were apparently
in response to the same conditions which gave the bastioned forts
their limited gate accommodation, both in number and size.

Gellygaer and Cardiff, so near one another, well illustrate
what has been said above.! The one presents a singularly perfect
plan on the Hyginan model : the other was a bastioned fort.
At Gellygaer there was no trace of alterations or other signs of
a long occupancy, and its coins stopped short with Hadrian.
Cardiff, although not mentioned in the Nofitia, was apparently
garrisoned to a late date, as the site yielded coins of Carausius,
Constantine and Julian the Apostate.

1 The above statements refer to Britain only. Many town and fortress walls

in Italy of the period of the Republic and of Augustus have projecting towers
or bastions, and in the east they were of common occurrence in earlier times.






CHAPTER 1V
FORTS
THEIR INTERNAL BUILDINGS AND ‘ SUBURBS’

UR knowledge of the internal buildings of the castella is
confined to those of the earlier or Hyginan class, as the
exploration of the bastioned class has rarely gone beyond

their defences. Sufficient has already been said about their
general planning in Chapter II. to allow us to describe the
different buildings or groups of buildings without further intro-
duction. Comparison of the more complete plans of these
forts proves that with comparatively few exceptions the build-
ings are resolvable into four types, of which the first three in
the following summary nearly always occupied the middle zone
of the fort, and the last, the remaining spaces on either side :—

(1) A rectangular building of remarkably constant plan on
the side of the wvia principalis next the back of the fort. Its
wide entrance faced the front gate, and opened into a porticoed
courtyard. Behind this was a narrow space extending the full
width of the building, and usually regarded as a second yard,
and at the back of all was a row of offices, of which the middle
one was the most important.

(2) Two or more strongly constructed oblong buildings, almost
invariably with buttresses. They do not appear to have been
divided into rooms, and their floors rested upon dwarf walls or
pillars, the spaces betweén which communicated with openings
in the side walls to allow of the circulation of air through them
in order to keep the floors dry. These buildings occurred singly
and in pairs, and were usually near the lateral gates of the fort.

(3) A house-like building—in several instances two—divided
into a number of rooms, which sometimes surrounded a court-

yard.
8o
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(4) A number of long, narrow buildings, usually divided
into rooms, and symmetrically arranged across the praetentura
and refentura ; but sometimes they were arranged longitudinally
instead.

Little can be gleaned from ancient writers and inscriptions
as to the uses of these different buildings; but a consideration
of their plans, their distribution compared with the tents of the
Hyginan camp, and the varied needs of a garrison establish-
ment, provide a reasonably satisfactory solution. The central
building was certainly the headquarters; and almost equally
certain the buttressed buildings were granaries. The house-
like structures can scarcely be regarded otherwise than as the
residences of the commandants and probably the chief officers
of their staffs. Accommodation for the soldiers and their petty
officers must have been provided, and as the long buildings both
in form and distribution answer to the lines of tents in the
Hyginan camp, there is little doubt that many of them were
barracks.

These, however, neither exhaust the buildings of a fort
nor the needs of a garrison. On all the more complete plans
may be noticed other structures that cannot be classed with
the foregoing. On the other hand, each fort was the scene of
many necessary operations—the corn had to be ground and the
daily food prepared, and there must have been repairing shops
of various kinds, as smithies, armouries, joineries, and so forth.
In cavalry forts, and those containing both infantry and cavalry,
the stables must have been an important element ; and perhaps
in most of the infantry forts a few horses were kept for scouting
purposes and dispatches—and horses imply the storage of
fodder. Among the minor structures would be latrines, cisterns
for the storage of water, ovens and other cooking arrangements,
wells, drains, etc. Small baths have been found in some of the
forts, but those for the use of the garrisons were almost in-
variably outside the walls.

THE HEADQUARTERS

This building is the ‘ forum’ of some antiquaries, and the

‘ praetorium ’ of others. Each term has a certain appropriate-
6
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ness. It is, on the one hand, forum-like in plan : on the other,
it occupies the position of the practorium in the camps of the
classical writers, but it differs in not being the residence of
the commander, nor, in fact, a residence at all. This, however,
is not of much moment, as the praetorial space in the camps
contained the tribunal, the altars, and the auguratorium, which
would constitute it the headquarters. There is no evidence
that the central building of the forts was anciently known as
the ‘ praetorium.” There is fair evidence, however, that it was
called the  principia.” Three fragments of an inscribed tablet,
found within the entrance of the central building at Rough
Castle, recorded the erection of the principia by the Sixth
Cohort of Nervians in the reign of Pius. Two other inscriptions
have been found, the one at Lanchester ! and the other at Bath,
recording the restoration of ruined principia.

The headquarters at Chesters (Fig. 28) was one of the
largest in Britain, and architecturally one of the finest; and
its remains have the advantage of being open to inspection.
The courtyard was paved and had a marginal stone gutter with
an outlet into a drain in the lower left-hand corner; while in
the opposite corner was a well. There were three porticoes, of
which the lateral had square piers, while the passage-like front
one was separated from the yard by a wall pierced with a large
central opening and two smaller ones, all probably arched.
Along the back of the courtyard stretched the front wall of the
second division. It had five openings, all probably also arched,
of which the end ones were smaller than the others and pro-
vided direct access from the porticoes. The space behind extended
the full width of the building, and had a portico or aisle supported
by four oblong piers, at each end of which was an external door.
This space was paved like the yard, but, unlike it, had no
marginal gutter. Along the back were five rooms. The opening
of the middle room was certainly arched, and within were the
steps into a vaulted chamber under the adjacent room on the
left ; but neither the vault nor its access is part of the original
structure. The openings of the adjacent rooms were probably
also arched, while the end rooms were entered from these. That
to the right of the middle room had a central square of flagged
paving.

1 Roman Wall, p. 348.
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porticoes into closed rooms. There are no signs of a front portico,
and this probably explains the absence of a gutter on this side.
But near the back of the yard were found four base-stones
to receive the posts of a verandah, and as the gutter passed
along the foot of the arcade between the two main divisions, it
is almost certain that this verandah was a late introduction.
The arcade was of seven arches, supported on square piers with
moulded caps. The space behind was undivided, had external
doors, and was roughly paved, but without marginal gutters.
The five rooms resembled those of Chesters, except that the
end one on the left was entered directly from the space in front.
The middle room contained a sunk chamber lined with large
slabs and entered by steps, and broken window-glass was found
in it. The room to the left had a square shallow sinking in its
floor, and the surrounding pavement was much worn; while
each of the end rooms had a square void space in the paved
floor.

The headquarters at Gellygaer! (Fig. 28) resembled the
last, but was of simpler construction and not cumbered with
late work. The yard was gravelled, with a well on the left, and
on the opposite side an enigmatical pit, which appears to have
been refilled without delay. On all four sides were the square
foundations of the roof-supports. There were three porticoes
of equal width, and they, as also the cross-space, had gravel floors
kerbed off from the yard. The rain-water escaped by a drain
in the upper left-hand corner of the latter. The five rooms at the
back exactly resembled those at Birrens, but the middle one
projected beyond the general line of the back of the building.
The floors were of beaten earth, except that of the middle room,
which may have been of timber. The end room on the left had
a small sink which emptied into a drain passing through the side
wall, and the two rooms at the right had central patches of
flagstones, both discoloured by fire. The various roofs had been
covered with red tiles; and it is worthy of notice that the out-
side wall of the first division is thinner than that of the second.

The remains of the headquarters at Housesteads ? (Fig. 28),
which are open to view, prove that the building underwent many
alterations, and that the porticoes had been walled up as at
Birrens. The ecarlier work has been so much interfered with,

1 Roman Fort of Gellygaer, p. 51. 2 Avch. Aeliana, xxv, p. 208.
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that the recovery of the original plan is difficult. Two plans are
given, the second being that of Prof. Bosanquet, who excavated
the site in 1898, and the first, that of the writer, who examined
the remains several years later. The former resembles that of
the Chesters headquarters, except that the second division is
separated from the first by a wall with only a central opening.
The latter shows this wall as the front of a portico, balancing
that of the opposite portico, and the courtyard is shown as sur-
rounded by a continuous portico of equal width throughout.
There is no doubt that in the later period of the building, there was
a wall as indicated by Prof. Bosanquet, but to the writer it seemed
to have embedded in it the bases of piers corresponding with
those of the opposite portico. The courtyard was paved, but
the raised pavement of the ambulatory encroached upon it about
2 ft. 6 ins., thus carrying the stone gutter about 3 ft. in advance
of the colonnades and showing that the portico roofs overhanged
to that extent. This gutter was returned along the farther side
of the courtyard at the same distance from Prof. Bosanquet’s
wall, showing that along that side there was also an overhanging
roof.

Passing into the second division, the cross-space, which had
a roughly patched pavement without a marginal gutter, and a
door at each end, was, according to the one plan, undivided as at
Gellygaer, and according to the other it had a portico or aisle as
at Chesters. The five rooms at the back contain much late work,
and the openings have been narrowed or entirely blocked ; but
it is easy to disentangle their original planning, and this
closely resembles that of Birrens. The middle room is
especially interesting. Its opening is about 12 ft. 6 ins. wide, and
it was originally arched. The sill is of two long stones, and its
upper surface, except for 4 ft. 7 ins. in the middle (where it forms
a much worn step) has a shallow chase, 8 ins. wide, with a plinth
moulding on the outer side, and this chase is continued up the
face of the remaining jamb. These details are well seen in
Fig. 30. There is no doubt that these chases held a wall or
screen of stone or timber with a central opening of the width
of the step. From the worn condition of the plinth it may be
inferred that this structure was either low or of open-work,
and that the wear was caused by the feet of those who stood in
front and looked into the room. In Prof. Bosanquet’s restora-
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tion it is shown as a parapet with a central opening, which prob-
ably was closed with a gate. The floor of the room was originally
of opus signinum, which was afterwards covered with broken
building stone overspread with clay. Those of the other rooms
were of clay upon stone chippings, and the clay was more than
once renewed. None of these rooms contained a vault.

Of the headquarters at Hardknott? little else than founda-
tions remain. The plan shows the sleeper-walls of three porticoes ;
an unusually narrow cross-space; and instead of five rooms
behind, three, but the end ones are unusually long and may haye
been subdivided into two, each by thin partitions that have
disappeared. At Melandra,? there were also three rooms, and
the positions of the doors tend to confirm a similar subdivision
of the end rooms. The corresponding building at High Rochester
appears to have resembled that of Chesters, except that its cross-
space lacked the aisle. The rooms at the back appear to have
been five as usual, but only the two to the left were clearly defined.
Of these the end one had a door from the cross-space, and the
next a hypocaust. The most interesting feature was the vault
in the middle room. It was of strong construction, with a
flagged floor, and was reached by a flight of steps, at the foot
of which the chamber was closed by a large stone slab which
moved in a groove upon iron wheels. Inthe corner of the chamber
on one side of the steps was an arched passage, which unfortun-
ately was not explored. The remains of the headquarters at
South Shields were also imperfect and complicated with late
alterations. The courtyard had three porticoes with a gutter
in advance of their fronts as at Housesteads, and, as in Prof.
Bosanquet’s plan of these headquarters, a wall with a central
doorway seems to have separated the cross-space, which had no
side doors. The middle room had a vault entered by steps as
at High Rochester.

The headquarters at Newstead, to judge from the small
plan published in an interim report, resembled that of Chesters,
but was larger. ‘‘ Alterations which had evidently been made
on the building, suggested that it had been used during, at least,
two distinct periods. In the earlier of these, the building followed
the normal type. Entering from the wvia principalis was the
outer courtyard, surrounded by an ambulatory or cloistered

L Cumb. and West. Arch. Soc. xii, p. 406. 2 Melandra Castle, p. 56.
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walk. Farther from the entrance was the inner courtyard (our
‘ cross-space’), on the west of which were situated the usual
five chambers.” Among the later alterations were the intro-
duction of a vault or strong room beneath the middle room, and
the construction of a great hall, about 154 by 50 ft., over the
via principalis in front of the building, to serve probably as a
drill hall. The chief feature of the scanty remains of the head-
quarters at Great Chesters * was the arched vault which closely
resembled that of Chesters. At Brough,? the remains were even
vaguer, but on or about the site of the middle room at the back
was found a ‘ pit ’ of well-constructed masonry, 8 ft. long, 7 ft.
wide at one end, and 5 ft. at the other, <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>